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Abstract

This practice-based project examines mediated performative relationality in
videoperformance by means of five artworks and a dissertation. | argue that
videoperformance has the potential to contribute to wider debates on relationality, to
examine the addressee and the dynamics of relationality through the mediated
encounter between performer and viewer, and to produce an account of relationality
that manifests the specific ethical and political valence of this practice. | focus on
videoperformances in which artists address viewers via video camera and screen,
with the result of activating mediated relationality. The term relationality conveys the
emergence of intersubjective relationships. Mediation refers to the relay of
performativity from performer to camera, screen and viewer, and acknowledges the
transformations introduced by technology.

My videoperformances experiment with aspects of mediated relationality: Before
You Now (2013) explores the desire for authenticity and unmediated relationality.
Regardless (2007) experiments with visual strategies to suggest that the screen is
permeable. The Other Person (2010) explores intimacy, trust and zones of
proximity. Are You Talking to Me? (2010) denies relationality by focusing on a
dialogue internal to the performer. Wish You Were Here (2011) suggests and mocks
idealised conviviality, and plays with ideas of liveness.

The dissertation is divided into two parts: part one contextualises the project in the
framework of theoretical approaches and practices. It maps Lacanian concepts of
subjectivity and the gaze; Butler's concept of performativity; film, performance and
new media studies; relational and distributed aesthetics. It also reviews the history
of videoperformance from a contemporary relational perspective. Part two examines
the interplay of relationality and subjectivity in three videoperformances by way of
performative writing and critical analysis. This combination of different research
methodologies achieves a thorough analysis of performative mediated relationality

in videoperformance and contributes to a wider discourse on relationality.
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Introduction

This research project examines mediated performative relationality in
videoperformance art practices and its implications through my videoperformance
practice, performative writing and critical analysis. A series of five
videoperformances and this dissertation complement each other to analyse the

processes and significance of relationality as it emerges in videoperformance.

The research stems from my interest in art practices that investigate and initiate
intersubjective relationships. This project focuses on videoperformances that offer
an opportunity to relate and invite viewers to become active interlocutors. My recent
body of work experiments with performance and video to produce and explore
relationality. | developed a series of intimate videoperformances in parallel with the
research and writing for this dissertation, constructing a coherent whole under the

shared title Intimations.

Exploring the literature that focuses on videoperformance reveals that subjectivity
and the embodied experience of performer and viewer are the key perspectives that
shape existing analyses (see for example, Jones, 1998, 2006; Warr, 2000).
Psychoanalytic concepts of gaze, identification and narcissism are applied to
interrogate processes internal to performer and spectator in response to the
camera, the screen and to narrative structures (Mulvey, 1975; Krauss, 1976). More
recent analyses attempt to integrate these approaches by focusing on the affective
and embodied intersubjective exchanges between performer — even when mediated
by screen and camera, or materialised in a photograph — and viewer, but they
deliberately underplay the role of language and do not focus on the constructed
nature of subjectivity (Marks, 2002; Shobchack, 1994; Seigworth and Gregg, 2010;
Ettinger, 2006). The recent attention paid to relationality in art practices is mostly
limited to situations in which artists and participants are all physically present,
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focusing on the social dynamics of collective encounters and groups of participants,
generally avoiding to question how these processes engage subjectivity (Bourriaud,
2002). Moreover, these contiguous approaches do not overlap to offer an analysis
of the processes of relationality in videoperformance, leaving open a series of

relevant questions:

* How do videoperformance art practices contribute to debates on
relationality?

* Whom does videoperformance address relationally, and what are the
dynamics of this address?

* What account of relationality emerges from the analysis of these practices?
What is their ethical and political relevance?

These questions drive this research, and to expound them | analyse and query the
processes of the gaze in videoperformance to challenge definitions of relationality
that rely on exclusively psychoanalytic, post-psychoanalytic, aesthetic, political or
social definitions, and propose an inflection of the concept that spans, encompasses

and adopts relevant features from these accounts.

The term videoperformance is used as defined by Liza Bear in 1974 — the ‘interface
of video and live performance’ (Bear and Sharp, 1974, p.3). The terms performance
to camera and body art are also used to describe art practices that combine
performance, video camera and screen (Jones, 1998; Warr, 2000). This project
concentrates on videoperformances in which artists address viewers via video
camera and screen with their eyes, speech and body language, indicating an offer
of personal relationships, with the result of activating mediated relationality. It
interrogates the potential of these practices to produce relationality as a
performative in the encounter between videoperformance and viewer. My
videoperformance work tests some strategies that activate performative relationality,

while this dissertation maps the conceptual and historical frameworks of
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videoperformance, and analyses how relationality emerges performatively in the

combination of performer, video camera, screen and viewer.

The term relationality describes the emergence of relationships between subject
and other (performer and viewer, representation and body, temporary subject and
imagined other, etc.) and analyses its psychic, ethical and cultural implications. The
purpose of this project is not to delineate categories of relationality, label instances
or define modalities, but to investigate the emergence, dynamics and implications of
relationality in videoperformance art practices. The concept is examined in the
context of videoperformance art practice and in its ramifications for intersubjective
relationships. It is contextualised in art practice more generally as in dialogue with
relational accounts from Nicholas Bourriaud’s (2002) Relational Aesthetics and
successive elaborations of ‘distributed’” and ‘dialogical’ practices, and ‘associations’
(Munster and Lovink, 2005; Kester, 2004; Latour, 2007). Whilst participatory and
interactive art practices attempt to materialise and make visible relationality,
videoperformance relies on performative relationality emerging in the encounter of
performer represented on screen and viewer. In this framework, relationality is not
the form of the work (Bourriaud, 2002), but an emergent phenomenon that remains
invisible and unmarked (Phelan, 1993). Phenomenological and psychoanalytic
theories examine relationality from the perspective of the subject to explain the
formation of the subject itself. Yet, relationality does not reside within subjectivities
but between subjects, and emerges as a performative that constitutes the subjects

themselves.

Following the approach of Judith Butler, this project recasts the role of the subject —
understood as fragmented, unstable and formed in language — as continuously
produced by and in relationality, and therefore challenges the dominance of the
gaze in intersubjective relationships. Butler (2005) repositions the power of the gaze
and unconscious desires within a political discourse that acknowledges that ethical

responsibility emerges out of the relative incapacity of the subject to see itself:
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‘it may be possible to show that the question of ethics emerges precisely
at the limits of our schemes of intelligibility, the site where we ask
ourselves what it might mean to continue in a dialogue where no
common ground can be assumed, where one is, as it were, at the limits
of what one knows yet still under the demand to offer and receive
acknowledgment: to someone else who is there to be addressed and
whose address is there to be received.” (Butler, 2005, pp.21-22).

In other words, the subjects who address each other in ‘the interlocutory scene’ are
in turn produced by the relationality that emerges from their encounter, and the
limits of awareness constitute the source of ethics and a transformative opportunity
for ethical reflection (Butler, 2005, p.64). This approach to the ethics of relationality
informs my analysis of the mediated relationships that emerge performatively in
videoperformance practices. Throughout this project, ethics is approached from the
perspective of Judith Butler's social and political critical theory and does not extend
into moral philosophy. Butler elaborates on Adorno’s, Foucault’'s and Levinas’
approaches to ethics and individual responsibility in the context of the nebulous
boundaries of subjects that emerge within networks of relationships, many of which
precede and exceed the subjects themselves (Butler, 2005).

Although Butler offers an eloquent critique of psychoanalytic theories, in the context
of this project it is important to clarify some Lacanian concepts that remain relevant.
Each encounter between videoperformance and viewer produces different and
unique combinations of relationality and fragments of subjectivity. The use of the
term encounter in this context references Lacan’s tuché — the primary encounter
with the real, which can be described as missed since its memory and legacy
continue to activate desire and to bring the real to the surface (Lacan, 1998). This
oscillation describes the continuous appearance and disappearance of the
unconscious (consequently of the real and of desire) to consciousness. The
encounter with the mediated other of videoperformance elicits partial recognition as
it evokes unconscious desires and ethical responsibility, as well as provoking
moments of self-reflection. Besides encounter and subject, other Lacanian
theoretical constructs are fundamental to this project: other/Other, desire,
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unconscious, the real, repetition, extimacy and, most importantly, the gaze. On the
other hand, Lacanian definitions and positioning of gender are not adopted as part
of this analysis, which examines instead feminist discourses that have already
critically engaged with those constructs (Mulvey, 1975 and 1989; Gaines, 1988;
Grosz, 1991; Wright, 2000; Ettinger, 2006 and particularly Judith Butler, 1990, 1993,
1997a, 1997b and 2004b). In general, this project does not limit the analysis of
practice to a single dominant methodology or theoretical perspective.

The scenes of address activated in videoperformance construct recognisable
dynamics of closeness, trust, seduction, familiarity, complicity and intimate
relationality. In this context, the term intimate resonates both as an adjective
referencing intimacy, and as a verb in its meaning of ‘to signify, indicate; to imply, to
suggest, to hint’, but also ‘to make known formally, to notify, announce, state’
(Oxford English Dictionary, 2014). This set of meanings inherent to intimacy itself is
reflected in the title of this project — Intimations — as well as in the works chosen for
analysis and in my series of videoperformances (Regardless, 2007; The Other
Person, 2009; Are You Talking to Me, 2010; Wish You Were Here, 2011; Before
You Now, 2013). The practice of videoperformance and the mediated relationality
that emerges in its encounters reflect and make explicit the paradoxes of intimacy —
affect and thought; normativity and performativity; past and present; subject and
other/Other; relationality and subjectivity; immediacy and remediation;
representation and performativity; unconscious and awareness; fragmentation and
continuity. Some of these contradictions remain open in the Lacanian concept of
extimacy, which suggests that intimacy already contains the other/Other and makes

the distinction between inside and outside superfluous.

Lauren Berlant writes about the ‘institutions of intimacy’ and of how ‘the inwardness
of the intimate is met by a corresponding publicness’ (Berlant, 2000, p.1). In this
context, intimacy is the ultimate interface of normativity and performativity — subjects
perform their own versions of the institutions of monogamy, marriage and

parenthood as they confront prescribed versions of their roles within them. Intimacy
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is an opportunity to test the incompatibilities within the subjects’ ‘history of
identifications’ (Butler, 1990, p.331). By inviting viewers to immerse themselves in
mediated intimacy with an absent stranger, videoperformances produce safe
conditions within which subjects can observe and test their own internalised models
of behaviour. The videoperformances examined in this dissertation and my own
work directly aim to offer opportunities for mediated intimacy. Analyzing this strategy
through the lens of Lacan and Butler maintains the focus on the inseparable
complex of affects and cognition, and on the formative power of language and
discourse. In this framework, intimacy remains firmly rooted in normativity and the
concept of relationality retains clarity and rigour. Extending this analytical approach
to the mediation of the screen affords a more precise understanding of the
dynamics of repetition without reproduction (encounter with the real): as subjects
are not co-present, the unconscious responses do not engender illusory reciprocity
and do not reproduce past relationship in a neurotic pattern (Lacan, 1998). The
mediated intimate encounter mobilises all the qualities of the tuché — evoking the
real, but deflecting the gaze towards awareness. Viewers who participate in this
performative intimacy can then carry this partial awareness into their life outside the

screen.

The terms performative and performativity are used from the perspective of Judith
Butler in the double meaning of 'dramatic' and 'non-referential' (Butler, 1988,
pp.521-522). In their stratification of meanings, the terms intimate both the
ephemeral event of a performance and the power of discourse to constitute and
continually modify subjectivity. Performativity is always impure, based on
citationality and iterability, ‘conventional and relational (Derrida, 1988; Gade and
Jerslev, 2005, p.9, emphasis in original). In this context, relationality is performative
as it produces the subjects that are supposed to precede it and carries
consequences beyond the momentary encounter and the field of art practice. In
other words, this key term defines relationality as always emerging and formative of
the subjects relating, as well as fundamentally transformative.
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Butler mobilises performativity and interpellation as complementary relational
dynamics always at work between subjects. Althusser states that ‘individuals are
always-already interpellated by ideology as subjects’: the act of calling out you or a
name and the response that this elicits confirm the relative positions of subjects in
the context of the social norms and ideology (Althusser, 1971, p.119). Whereas
Althusser implies the subject’s inevitable acceptance of the call and its effects,
Butler reformulates interpellation as ‘a scene of address’ in which subjects
reciprocally and performatively negotiate relative positions within available models
(Butler, 2005, p.50). This is a key element for the analysis of relationality in
videoperformances that address a you via camera and screen. Read in connection
with psychoanalytic theories of the unconscious (Freud and Lacan), the
complementary dynamics of performativity and interpellation found the possibility of
an ethics of the encounter with the other: ‘[a]n ability to affirm what is contingent and
incoherent in oneself may allow one to affirm others who may or may not “mirror”
one’s own constitution.” (Butler, 2005, p.41). Butler seeks to establish the ethical
and political implications of a theory of the formation of the subject that precedes the
subject itself and its consciousness, and goes beyond its perceived coherence.
Performativity and ethical responsibility are rooted in normativity and in the
unconscious, but they also constantly transform subjects, relationality and society.

To research the dynamics of performative relationality directly, | adopt the method of
performative writing. This allows the relay of the ‘living performative encounter with
art’, wherein both viewer and artwork are reconfigured and emerge renewed
(Phelan et al, 2001, p.45). In the encounter between subject and videoperformance,
between subject and writing, and between writer and reader, subjectivity and
relationality emerge performatively together, not in a causal or chronological order.
From this perspective, performative writing reveals intersubjective dynamics that
other methods could only infer and produces knowledge that preserves the shifts of
subjectivity and relationality, therefore evidencing the mechanisms of the gaze, the

emergence of moments of self-awareness and the transformative effects of the
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encounter. By analyzing my encounters with the screen and the video camera of
videoperformance in the first person, | can utilize my own subjectivity as a tool for
experimentation and analysis of mechanisms that would otherwise remain invisible.
As a practitioner, | can unravel the mechanisms of my performance strategies in the
text, exposing working methods, implied knowledge, affects, thoughts and
unconscious dynamics. As a viewer, | can evidence the emergence of performative
mediated relationality and its interplay with subjectivity, addressing the research

questions directly and confirming the relevance of my arguments.

Although the concept of mediation appears with different meanings in the context of
new media studies, psychoanalysis and Marxist theories, in this project it is inflected
by the new media studies concept of remediation (Bolter and Grusin, 2000). It
acknowledges that relationality in videoperformance is already mediated by
language and the codes of performance — the screen therefore performs a re-
mediation. Bolter and Grusin develop the term in the book of the same title to
indicate the reframing through a second medium of already mediatised content. In
this project, mediation refers to the relay of performativity from performer to camera,
to screen and finally to viewer, and it acknowledges the transformations that each
layer of interface introduces for the offer at stake in each work. This use of the term
encompasses Latour’s definition of mediator: ‘Mediators transform, translate, distort
and modify the meaning or the elements they are supposed to carry.” (Latour, 2007,
p. 39) Therefore, in this context mediated is mainly intended in the first instance as
informed by language, then transformed by the screen medium, and it extends to

remediated through the camera and screen.

The contested expression new media is used to indicate art practices informed by a
focus on recently developed technological tools. Bolter and Grusin do not define the
expression, but use it interchangeably with ‘digital media’ (Bolter and Grusin, 2000,
p.5). Christiane Paul observes that it functions as a ‘shorthand for a range of

practices and names, including “art and technology”, “computer art”, “systems art”,
and so on.” (Paul, 2008b, p.13). She states that ‘new media art has shifted the focus
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from object to process: as an inherently time-based, dynamic, interactive,
collaborative, customizable and variable art form new media art resists
“objectification” and challenges traditional notions of the art object.” (Paul, 2008b,
p1). In this context, the influence of these practices on the making and reading of
videoperformance cannot be ignored.

Some of the artworks | produce and examine straddle videoperformance, networked
performance, digital performance and interactive performance. The inclusion of
these practices and theories roots this project in its contemporary context, and
opens it towards future developments: | have started experimenting with
performances mediated via Skype, and foresee that my research and work will shift
towards networked practices. Limiting this project to video and performance allows
me to analyse in depth mechanisms and discourses that extend to networked
practices.

Although | reference instances of screen-based communication and their relevance
to videoperformance, Skype in particular, this dissertation does not reference
communication studies. Skype and other platforms are analysed from the
perspective of emerging technologies and new media in the context of art practice
and critical theory. The videoperformances produced and analysed in this project do
not aim to communicate, but to produce relationality with the participation of
viewers. Therefore, they are not suitable subjects of analyses for communication
and media studies, and analysing mediation from this perspective would not be
productive in this context. Similarly, although some references to film studies are
crucial to a thorough analysis of relationality in videoperformance, these are
peripheral in this discussion, which does not encompass questions of narrative and
processes of identification. The mediation of the screen is explored from the
perspective of the accumulation of connotations in the history of its technological
development and uses. A strictly materialist perspective would isolate each piece of
equipment and technology to analyse its qualities and contribution to the making
and reading of the work. As this project focuses on the emergence of relationality in
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videoperformance, the precise influence of each model of screen is only one
component of the complex interactions of theories and histories outlined in the
dissertation, and not its focus. This project offers a multidisciplinary perspective,
which integrates the implications of the qualities accumulated by screens within the
performative interplay of readings and emergent dynamics.

0.1 The Practice

My artistic working method of addressing the camera in order to evoke an ideal
interlocutor activates a scene of address and initiates a chain of relays that
culminates in a screen-based relational offer to viewers physically present in the
gallery. It mobilises interpellation, the gaze, awareness and performativity to
produce mediated relationality and invite reflection. The videoperformances that are
part of this project have been developed in parallel with the analysis of the theories
and practices explored in this dissertation. They are fundamental to the investigation
of some aspects of the research questions, and contributed to produce some of the
questions themselves. In particular, this practice explores the mechanisms and
strategies of interfacing performer, video camera and screen to produce and
mediate performative relationality in videoperformance. As a result, relationality
emerges as fundamental to the construction of subjectivity. This body of work has
been instrumental to produce an understanding of subjectivity as an ongoing
dialogue with uncountable others, who continue to form the subject (Butler, 1990).
The relational videoperformances that are part of Intimations (2007-2013)
experiment with strategies that simultaneously evoke and perform the active
interlocutor of these different others: | embody my responses to interpellations
active in me and in turn interpellate viewers from those positions. This body of work
does not unravel the web of voices that inform my subjectivity in an exercise in self-
awareness, but invites viewers to engage in this already polyphonic relationality with
their own polyphonies. This offers moments of self-awareness for viewers and artist:
a space to experience and perceive unconscious desires, responses in interaction
19



and less evident aspects of one’s own subjectivity. Also, this body of work
constructs a space to become aware of one’s own responsibility to enact

relationality as a consciously ethical and transformative process.

By choosing to perform in my own work, | deploy my subjectivity as a tool to offer
and experiment with the relational dynamics of performance, of the mediation of
video, of the specific qualities of the screen and of the interplay of subjectivity and
relationality. The elements of subjectivity that emerge in my videoperformances are
part of my personal history, and are selected and utilised to activate relational offers
and strategies. Moreover, | confront the question of gendered subjectivity and
representation directly, and acknowledge the legacy of artists and thinkers who
have focused on the politics of representation of the female body (in particular
Martha Rosler, Hannah Wilke, Annie Abrahams and Peggy Phelan). However,
these videoperformances aim to integrate and transcend the direct questioning of
representation towards the activation of performative relationality productive of
moments of reflection. Similarly, they resonate with the theories and discourses that
inform this project and its questions: interpellation, the gaze, performativity and their
ethics.
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Figure 0.1 Cinzia Cremona, Regardless, 2007. Video Still.

Regardless (17°, 2007) in particular is in dialogue with Amelia Jones’ writing on body
art, Peggy Phelan’s work on performance and Judith Butler’s texts on vulnerability
and performativity (Jones, 2006; Phelan, 1993; Butler, 2009 and 1997a). It
interrogates the screen as a membrane that allows some forms of contact whilst
impeding others. As well as adopting a visual ruse — the screen appears to move
towards the viewer as | press my hand on the inside of the glass — | use
performance strategies to offer an ambiguous relationship that plays with seduction,
trust, desire, vulnerability, power and repetition. The title itself evokes the gaze
(regarder), but also the implicit contradiction of mediated relationality: regardless of
the impossibility of touching each other, we will reach out.
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Figure 0.1 Cinzia Cremona, Regardless, 2007. Installation shot at the Nunnery
Gallery, London.

Regardless positions viewers above the performer, challenging them to take
responsibility for their power and for the vulnerability of the woman on screen, but
also to negotiate the manipulation of her address. It confronts the complex ethical
questions proposed by this project in a compressed and dense form. Consequently,
it reveals the need to investigate the components of this questions separately: who
is being addressed? What are the dynamics of this mediated intimacy in a public
space? How does the subjectivity of the performer emerge and how does it position

the viewer?

To investigate these questions directly, | developed the work Before You (2008-
2009) to test the different relational dynamics of performance and video. | adopted
the basic strategy of speaking to viewers as myself, as if | was not performing, by
opening these works with the statement ‘before | start the performance’. This series
of experiments culminates in the work Before You Now (2013).
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Figure 0.2 Cinzia Cremona, Before You, May 2008, live performance at
Nicholls and Clarke Building Gallery, London.

Before You is a series of videoperformances based on addressing viewers as
myself before | start the performance. This strategy builds a relationship that tests
the mediation of video equipment and performance art practice, as well as the
desire for immediacy. At first, | performed Before You by addressing the audience
present and the video camera simultaneously to experiment with the key differences
between these forms of relationality and mediation. To perform for the camera, | had
to focus on evoking a future viewer who would respond to the screen, but there
were also viewers present in front of me, who were responding instantly to my
words and gestures. This suggested the need to experiment separately with the
relationality activated by physical presence in a shared space and by the

relationality emerging between performer on screen and viewer off screen.
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Figure 0.3 Cinzia Cremona, Before You, October 2008, live performance,
Montague Arms, London.

Consequently, | performed exclusively for an audience, and only held a video
camera in my hand to make an observation about the different performances | could
make ‘once | start the performance’. | experimented with making eye contact for
long minutes without speaking and was thrilled by the intensity with which those
present responded. The excitement for the speed and complete absorption of this
exchange was a turning point for this project. | reflected on the dynamics of the
sense of satisfaction | experienced in the immediate response, acceptance and
confirmation of this reciprocal engagement. This suggested that the asynchronous
exchange mediate by video by contrast allows self-awareness and reflection to
emerge both for the performer and for the viewer.

| developed a better understanding of the mediation of video camera and screen in
relation to the mediation of the stage, the different dynamics of power they generate
and the difference in how they mobilise the gaze. It became clear that the focus of
my questions revolves around the opportunities for self reflection offered by the
asynchronous relationality produced by the screen, not the illusory immediacy of the
physical and chronological presence of performer and viewer. The thrill of viewers’
responses to my gaze appeared to close the relational loop with its speed of
reactions and confusion of desires. Conversely, addressing the camera meant
building relational possibilities that would endure beyond the moment, and that are
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open to another who could be embodied in the address and evoked in my absence
by my recorded image. The video equipment could mediate relationships that leave
room for subjects to recognise this other/Other as part of themselves, whilst face-to-
face relationships seemed to awake affects and thoughts that surge and evaporate

without any gap for self-awareness and reflection.

Figure 0.4 Cinzia Cremona, Before You, 2009, live performance, James Taylor
Gallery, London.

Finally, | tested a different combination of performance and video: | performed
behind the audience hidden from view, but within the same space and the screen
was positioned at the other end of the room. Knowing that the viewers were there,
but not being able to perceive their responses or respond to them was quite
confusing. This lead me to intensify the strategy of seduction in order to converge

the performance for the video camera and screen with that for the audience present.
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Figure 0.5 Cinzia Cremona, Before You Now, installation view.

In Before You Now (5’30”, 2013), | took advantage of these experiments and the
insight they produced: in order to become the subject that performs the address to
camera, | distanced myself from the illusion of being a unified and self-sufficient
subject, and allowed the polyphony of voices of my subjectivity to resonate. With
this approach, | was able to deploy the memory of formative relationships that
contributed to my subjectivity in order to offer the opportunity for viewers to do the
same. The relationality already activated by addressing the other beyond the
camera in turn informed my shift into the subject that emerges on screen in the
encounter with viewers. This has had a profound transformative effect on me,
particularly in view of the fact that in Before You Now | perform my authentic self.
The implication of this process are analysed in detail in chapter three. This series of
works raises further questions about the dynamics of intimacy and trust in the public
space of the gallery.
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Figure 0.6 Cinzia Cremona, The Other Person, 2010. Installation view.

The Other Person (29°, 2010) addresses these questions by constructing a situation
in which viewers can choose their position in relation to suggested possibilities. This
videoperformance includes a duvet and pillow with the same pattern in the image
and on the floor. This generates concentric areas of intimacy: the bedding on the
floor invites intimacy and physical proximity, but the public space of the gallery
discourages it. Viewers can choose to look from a distance and encounter my eyes
at the same height as theirs while imagining themselves in the bed. In the
performance, | regularly close my eyes for several minutes to experiment with the
sense of trust generated by the offer of shared intimacy in a public space. The
image is placed at eye-height to balance the power relation between performer and
viewer.

The intimacy invited by this work does not focus on seduction and sexual desire, but
on shared vulnerability and trust. In this case, the projected image does not
reference cinema, but experiments with a screen without a glass surface and a
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frame. The aesthetic choice of projecting the videoperformance suggests that the
performer is not addressing viewers from a separate space, but is softly present in

the same room.

Figure 0.7 Cinzia Cremona, Are You Talking to Me, 2010, video still.

Conversely, Are You Talking to Me (5’, 2010) experiments with the refusal to
engage in relationality with viewers by denying eye contact and focusing on the
internal dialogue of the performer. The split screen shows two images of myself
from two different angles appearing to try and address each other. My face is not
visible, and the high-pitch feedback sound interferes with my words and forms a

barrier for the viewer.

This work explores a situation in which the viewer in front of the screen is not
addressed directly, but evoked in the process of a dialogue internal to the
performer. There is a you, but there is no offer of engaging in a relationship,
although the possibility is evoked. Are You Talking to Me explores the implications
of focusing exclusively on the memories of formative relationships and on the voices
of the other/Other already present in the subject. It experiments with the negation of
relationality performed by a subject absorbed in a dialogue with the past. This work
exposes the dependence of mediated relationality on visual and aural strategies and
the interdependent processes of representation and performativity.
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Figure 0.8 Cinzia Cremona, Wish You Were Here, 2011, installation view at
Gooden Gallery, London.

Wish You Were Here (3, 2011) explores the components that videoperformance
shares with screen-based communication platforms like Skype. It simulates a Skype
voicemail video message on a flat-screen monitor. This work adopts visual
strategies that address the potential interactivity of the screen, as well as
referencing networked screens and screen-based communication. | perform an
eccentrically optimistic recorded message that reassures the caller about the perfect
encounter we would have, if we were both present. A table set up for a romantic
dinner for two corroborates the promise. Wish You Were Here evokes ideas of
conviviality central to Nicholas Bourriaud’s book Relational Aesthetics (2002) and
mocks their inherent optimism. It bridges traditional videoperformance practice and

networked practices by implying the use of Skype.

This work explores the potential of the screen to evoke liveness, synchronicity and
relationality even when these are not present. It evidences the relevance of this
research project for the analysis of networked screens and interactive
videoperformances that adopt screens already loaded with these connotations. It
also suggests future developments for practice and research that extend into the in

depth analysis of the relational dynamics of those technologies.
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0.2 The Dissertation

The concepts and questions that emerge from this body of work are contextualised
in this dissertation. Writing and making have developed in combination with each
other as a coherent research process. This dissertation is divided into two parts —
the first outlines conceptual and artistic contexts, and the second analyses directly
the relational dynamics of videoperformance. The chapters analyse the theoretical
concepts that underpin a relational approach to videoperformance (chapter one), its
artistic historical and contemporary contexts (chapter two), three case studies of the
encounters between a specific viewer and performer and work (chapter three), and
the transformative potential of this practice in the framework of intersubjective
relationships (chapter four).

Chapter one traces the lineage of concepts and theories that inform the reading of
relationality in videoperformance proposed in this project. It maps the influence of
Lacan’s psychoanalytic theory of subjectivity and the gaze on film, performance and
moving image studies, before outlining the politics of gender, the concept of
performativity and theories of mediated relationality in art practices. Performance
studies (Phelan, 1993), technological materialism (‘digital materialism’, Manovich,
2002; ‘materialist aesthetics’, Cubitt, 1998), theories of the gaze (Lacan, 1977;
Grosz, 1991; Mulvey, 1989), of performativity (Jones, 1998, 2006; Butler, 1993,
1997) and of relationality (Bourriaud, 2002, Butler, 2004b, 2005, 2009) contextualise
and inform my videoperformances and their contemporary context. Similarly,
feminist theoretical approaches are discussed and contribute to an understanding of
the practice without foreclosing its potential multiple resonances. Relationality,
subjectivity, intersubjectivity, intimacy, power, interpellation and performativity are
expounded in the conceptual framework of critical theory. References to ethics are
from the perspective of Judith Butler's social and political critical theory and do not
extend into moral philosophy.

Mapping psychoanalytic and post-psychoanalytic theories of subjectivity and the

gaze, and their influence on film, performance and moving image studies, this
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survey touches on the politics of gender, the concept of performativity and theories
of mediation in art practices. It aims to trace the debates that inform Intimation as a
practice-based research project in dialogue with performance, new media, moving
image and relational practices, as well as psychoanalytic, post- psychoanalytic and
performativity theories.

Chapter two surveys and examines the history and practices of videoperformance in
light of the contemporary concept of relationality and of the cross-fertilisation of the
frames of reference of video, performance and new media. It explores the shared
technological and conceptual history and convergence of videoperformance
practices with networked and performance practices. In this context, the term screen
refers to a variety of technologies developed and used to relay moving images,
games, communication and data. These uses mark the screen as such with
characteristics and connotations that inform its mediation of performance and
relationality. This chapter traces the common origins of the screen of television and
of telecommunication, and examines historical artworks that focus on their relational
possibilities. It traces the parallel histories of videoperformance and networked
practices, and surveys relevant contemporary approaches and tendencies in this
field.

Chapter three marks a change of register, as it shifts to performative writing and
expounds three videoperformances from a first person perspective. This writing
practice holds open the contradictions produced in videoperformance and
articulates them in forms that remain unstable, but can now be more easily
examined, although not exhausted, by critical analysis (Phelan, 1997; Jones, 2006).
This chapter hinges on the use of my subjectivity as a tool for researching the
interplay of subjectivity and relationality as a viewer of Vito Acconci’'s Theme Song
(1973), Annie Abraham’s Theme Song revisited (After Acconci) (2011), and as the
maker of my own work Before You Now (2013), part of the body of work Intimations
(2007-2013). Making explicit how these works affect and produce aspects of
subjectivity from a first person perspective reveals dynamics of the emergence of
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relationality that could not otherwise be researched. Moreover, performative writing
maintains the liveness and performativity of the relational encounter, while re-
performing them in a form that is more easily integrated within critical analysis.

The two works by Acconci and Abrahams have been chosen as case studies
because they engage with key themes and strategies of relationality in
videoperformance — they evoke a viewer as you, intimacy, gendered subjectivity
and desire. Because of the different genders of the two artists, the gap in their
production date and their complementary approaches to relationality and
technology, these two works highlight different facets of the key processes of
mediated relationality. The first person account of the making of my last
videoperformance completes this chapter with insight on my working methodology
and its relational dynamics. Adopting performative writing to analyse my encounters
with relevant videoperformances and with the other beyond the video camera allows
me to approach relationality directly in the body of this text as it emerges and
dissipates with the encounter itself. The combination of these three encounters
reveals some key relational mechanisms: dynamics of the gaze, fragmentation of
subjectivity, transformation, awareness, unconscious desire and ethical questioning.
As these manifest the emergence of mediated performative relationality in
videoperformance and raise ethical questions, they function as material and
catalysts for the in-depth analysis of the last chapter.

Chapter four makes explicit and critically analyses the key processes that emerge in
the previous chapter without reducing them to general statement or foreclosing their
contradictions. The first person performed in chapter three returns as the
grammatical subject and as the object of analysis of chapter four as | examine the
positions | assume by participating in mediated relationships with Acconci and
Abrahams. This analysis focuses first on the psychic dynamics of power that inform
the process of interpellation (Butler, 1997c). It continues by examining aspects of
gender, subjectivity, intimacy, the gaze, performativity and mediation in the context
of the theories outlined in chapter one. This chapter and the conclusion do not

exhaust the gamut of processes, dynamics and affects that are activated in
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relationality, but demonstrate that videoperformance art practices can create

effective opportunities for awareness, reflection and, in some cases, transformation.

To summarise, this project proposes that videoperformance materializes the
relational interdependence of subjects in the framework of asymmetric and
asynchronous intimacy mediated by video camera and screen. This approach is
ethical in the sense proposed by Judith Butler: in my dependence on and
responsiveness to others is the source of my ethical responsibility for their survival
as subjects (Butler, 2009). The five videoperformances, the conceptual, historical
and artistic contextualization, the first person accounts and critical analysis of
encounters with videoperformance evidence the mechanisms of this process,
address the research questions and support the value of my proposition. This
bridges the gap between existing positions and offers an original approach from a
number of perspectives — firstly, it reviews historical videoperformance art practices
through the contemporary notions of relationality and performativity. This historical
analysis examines the shared histories of technologies and practices of broadcast
and telecommunication, and their convergence in the screen. The screen itself is
analyzed directly as an effective mediator, and as the pivotal element for processes
of transparent immediacy and hypermediacy (Bolter and Grusin, 2000). The screen
is also interrogated from the perspective of the continuous shifting of subjectivity
between unconscious desire and awareness. Most importantly, this project focuses
attention on relationality as a performative, and on videoperformance as an effective
transformative practice with political and ethical valence in the context of
intersubjective relationships and social relations.
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Part 1
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Chapter One:
The Conceptual Context

From Subjectivity to Relationality
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This first chapter maps the conceptual framework that informs this research project.
It pays particular attention to the screen as the element that, ultimately, mediates

relationality. It is loosely divided into two parts.

First it traces the lineage of concepts and theories interrogated in the five works |
produced as part of Intimations. It delineates relevant Lacanian constructs, and
traces their transformations in Mulvey’s theory of the gendered gaze, in feminist and
postfeminist discourses, and in the post-psychoanalytical writing of Judith Butler and
Peggy Phelan, whose work is fundamental to the methodology of this project. This
theoretical interplay of discourses on subjectivity and relationality underpins the
discussion on mediated relationality in videoperformance in the second part of this
dissertation.

The second part of this chapter outlines relevant critical analyses of art practices,
mediums and concepts relevant to the investigation of mediated relationality in
videoperformance: from Bourriaud’s Relational Aesthetic (2002) to new media
studies, and from simulation to liveness and mediation (Auslander, 1999, and Bolter
and Grusin, 2000). These discourses inform my own work and videoperformance in
general as a practice that integrates technology and performance.

In this project, the terms subjectivity and subject integrate psychoanalytic, post-
psychoanalytic and political discourses in the footsteps of Judith Butler, who
combines a psychoanalytic approach with Foucault’'s and Althusser’s analyses of
power and ideology (Butler, 1997c). In Althusser’s formulation of interpellation,
‘individuals are always-already interpellated by ideology as subjects’: the act of
calling out you or a name and the response that this elicits confirm the relative
positions of subjects in the context of the social norms that underpin ideology
(Althusser, 1971, p.119, emphasis in original). Here the subject is more ‘concrete’
than the individual and not just an abstract concept. (p.115). Similarly, Foucault
postulates ‘subjection as the simultaneous subordination and forming of the subject’
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(Butler, 1997c, p.7). In other words, the subject comes into being as an effect of the
dynamics of power and of social norms that are already in existence and precede
the subject itself. Both Althusser and Foucault contend that power is not external to
the subject, but integrated in the subject itself ‘in order that he [sic] shall (freely)
accept his subjection’ (Althusser, 1971, p.123). In Bodies that Matter, Butler
examines interpellation at work in the constitution of the subject at birth, when a
healthcare professional declares that the baby ‘is a girl!” (Butler, 1993, p.XVIl). The
first official calling out that produces the subject is, paradoxically, not directly
addressed to the individual, but produces the subject within interdependent systems
of gender, language, power, class, race, religion, etc. Successive interpellations
contribute to and strengthen this gendered subjectivity, adding to an unceasing
accumulation of identifications. Informed by the contingencies of personal history,
these identifications do not point back to an internal coherence of any kind, but aim
to match the expectations of coherence inscribed in social norms (Butler, 1990).

Whereas Althusser implies that interpellation is received passively, Butler
reformulates interpellation as ‘a scene of address’ that functions as a reciprocal
negotiation of relative positions within available models and tests the limits of
performable variations (Butler, 2005, p.50). From this perspective, subjectivity is
continuously produced as a performative in the act of addressing and being
addressed, although already situated in shared normativity. This implies that the
subject interpellated may accept or reject some aspects of the interpellations to
some extent, and in turn contribute to the emerging subjectivity of the interpellant. In
this framework, how does a subject reject or modify this originary interpellation?
How does ‘the subject constituted through the address of the Other becom[e] then a
subject capable of addressing others’? (Butler, 1997a, p.26).

Butler states that the ‘vulnerability to the Other is never overcome in the assumption
of agency’ (Butler, 1997a, p.26). In this framework, performativity is always impure,
based on citationality and iterability (Derrida, 1988). In other words, Butler bridges
Althusser’s account of interpellation and Austin’s linguistic definition of a
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performative utterance. J. L. Austin defines performativity as the quality of an
utterance that, by being uttered, performs an act, and restricts performativity to a
specific set of utterances under specific circumstances: rituals, ceremonies and
procedures. The words spoken in ‘the necessary conditions’ constitute the actions
verbalized (Austin, 1962, p.14). In the introduction to Performative Realism:
Interdisciplinary studies in art and media, Gade and Jerslev remark that ‘Austin
argues that performative speech acts are conventional and relational (Gade and
Jerslev, 2005, p.9, emphasis in original). In other words, language is action within a
set of social relations and conventions. Performative has since become a ubiquitous
term used with a number of associated meanings in relation to performance art
practice, technology and management studies. Jon McKenzie (2001) unravels this
cluster of meanings by mapping the historical and contemporary inflections of the
terms ‘performance’ and ‘performativity’, and their political, technological and

cultural associations.

Butler's definition balances the formative power of existing and evolving social
relations, models and pressures with the fact that one can ‘[c]onsider gender, for
instance, as a corporeal style, an 'act,’ as it were, which is both intentional and
performative, where 'performative’ itself carries the double-meaning of 'dramatic'
and 'non-referential.' (Butler, 1988, pp.521-522). Significantly, a signifier (text,
utterance, representation, etc.) is performative in that it informs the subject that is
supposed to precede it. Butler suggests that the constructive power of performativity
lies in the combination of variations of repeat-performances of normative models:
whilst each repetition constitutes a citation of ‘an iterable model’, each different
performance extends the range of iterable models (Butler, 1993, p.XXl). From this
perspective, Butler's work encompasses and transcends phenomenological and
psychoanalytic models of subjectivity to emphasize the political and cultural
resonances of performativity. Butler maintains that performativity is a practice of
citation of norms, but one which is not prescriptive, on account of its existence in

time and of the instability created by the interdependence of the various frames of
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reference: ‘[nJormative schemes are interrupted by one another, they emerge and
fade depending on broader operations of power, and very often come up against
spectral versions of what it is they claim to know.” (Butler, 2009, p.4). In other words,
unstable subjects perform their subjectivities according to unstable sets of norms
and prohibitions, and in relation to other unstable subjects as they continuously
redefine each other and norms themselves.

Butler mobilises interpellation and performativity as complementary relational
dynamics generative of subjectivity and always at work between subjects. In this
context, performativity is understood as the power of discourse to constitute and
continually modify subjectivity, ‘not as the act by which a subject brings into being
what she/he names, but, rather, as the reiterative power of discourse to produce the
phenomena that it regulates and constrains’ (Butler, 1993, p.Xll). Consequently,
subjectivity is a product of relationality — a series of continuously shifting
instantaneous performatives producing ways of being and, at the same time,
restricting them, particularly in relation to gender. The subject materially manifests
this position in active behaviours by repeating and citing appropriate gendered
attributes. Within these processes of repetition and citation, Butler complements the
normative and formative dynamics of power proposed by Althusser and Foucault
with the possibility of resistance and performativity attributed to the psyche by Freud
and Lacan: ‘the psyche, which includes the unconscious, is precisely what exceeds
the imprisoning effects of the discursive demand to inhabit a coherent identity, to
become a coherent subject.” (Butler, 1997c, p.86). Lacan proposes an incomplete,
fragmented and unstable subject, marred by illusions of wholeness, awareness and
reciprocity, lead by unconscious desires and formed in relations mediated by
language. (Lacan, 2006). By merging psychoanalytic and political discourses, Butler
proposes a theory of ethical responsibility that informs equally intersubjective
relationships and social relations (Butler, 1997c; 2004a):
| speak as an “I”, but do not make the mistake of thinking that | know

precisely all that | am doing when | speak in that way. | find that my very
formation implicates the other in me, that my foreignness to myself is,
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paradoxically, the source of my ethical connection with others. Do |
need to know myself in order to act responsibility in social relations?
Surely, to a certain extent, yes. But is there ethical valence to my
unknowingness? ... | cannot think the question of responsibility alone, in
isolation from the other. (Butler, 2005, p.84).

This key passage establishes the fragmentation of subjectivity as the condition of
the subject’s ‘responsiveness to others, even a condition of our responsibility for
them’ (p.88, emphasis in original). Butler proposes an ethical and political discourse
founded on the subject’s unknowingness and its ‘unwilled, unchosen’ susceptibility
to others inherent in its own formation (p.87).

Although Butler offers a post-psychoanalytic reading of subjectivity, it is important in
this context to define some Lacanian constructs that have been reinterpreted as part
of a number of theoretical approaches: other/Other, desire, unconscious, extimacy,
the real, encounter, repetition and, most importantly, the gaze. Jacques Lacan is not
the originator of the concept of gaze, but the thinker with whom the term is most
closely associated. Peter Wollen (2007) traces Lacan’s approach back to Hegel’s
distinction between animal and human desire, and highlights the importance of
Kojeve’s interpretation of Hegel’'s theory of the human gaze in this context. Lacan
states that ‘man’s [sic] desire is the desire of the Other’ (Lacan, 1998, p.38). In other
words, the subject desires to be the object of desire of the Other. The Other with a
capital O indicates the completely separate and different other, which relays the
weight of language and social norms, and which is radically alien. The Other informs
the unconscious and bears the gaze in a movement shaped like a Moebius strip: the
gaze originates in the unconscious desire of the subject and is attributed to the
Other as returning to the subject (Lacan, 1998, p.235). In this approach, subjectivity
is built on a series of relationships that convey social norms and rules (the law). The
Other then precedes the subject and continues to act upon it through language and
in the dynamics of the gaze. When the gaze is at work, the radical alterity of the
Other is reduced to a function of the subject itself and it becomes the other with a

small o, or object petit a.
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The object petit a embodies the function of confirming the symbolic appearance of
wholeness that the subject perceives in its mirror image (the ideal 1) (Lacan, 2006,
p.76). Desire re-enacts foundational gender and power relations that Lacan traces
back to the infant’s relationships with its mother, father and its own image in the
mirror. The subject’s reflection in the mirror conveys a sense of totality and plenitude
that does not match present or future states, and that Lacan describes as ‘an
alienating identity’ (p.78). This foundational moment in the development of the
subject also constitutes ‘the threshold of the visible world’, as the subject begins to
perceive itself as part of the scopic field (p.77). Subjects progressively tend to
substitute the attachment to this impossible totality with relationships with others,
except in narcissism, where the subject remains bound by its own unconscious

desires and the gaze stops it from seeing others as subjects (as Other).

From this perspective, in the scopic field subjectivity is informed by its own relation
with the symbolic lack and by its visibility to others. This omnipresent disembodied
gaze carries the power of the Other — laws, rules and prohibitions that shape the
cultural and social environment in and through language, but also shape
unconscious desire itself. Whereas looking physiologically engages images and
appearances, the gaze activates the complex significance of objects and subjects,
engaging desire and language. Language and the Other shape the unconscious
and structure it into three orders — the real, the symbolic and the imaginary (Lacan,
1991). The imaginary is the field of imagination, images and illusions, and it is
structured by the symbolic order in the visual filed. The symbolic is the order of
normativity and the law. The real (or the Thing, from Freud’'s 'Das Ding') is
undifferentiated as it cannot be accessed via the symbolic or imaginary orders. It
structures the unconscious and as such it pulsates in and out of consciousness

without being grasped or resolved.

From a relational perspective, Lacan maintains that although subjects can look into

each other’s eyes,
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the level of reciprocity between the gaze and the gazed at is, for the

subject, more open than any other to alibi. That is why we should try to

avoid, by our interventions in the session, allowing the subject to

establish himself on this level. On the contrary, we should cut him [sic]

off from this point of ultimate gaze, which is illusory (Lacan, 1998, p.77).
In this paragraph, reciprocity is qualified as both the ‘ultimate gaze’ and ‘illusory’.
The Latin root of alibi — ‘the old locative case of alius: another’ (Oxford English
Dictionary, 2014) — suggests the possibility that the gaze evokes other others while
appearing to operate in reciprocity with the present Other. The term alibi also
evokes an elsewhere, indicating that the illusion of reciprocity leads the subject to a
destination different from its interlocutor. Nevertheless, the meaning of the term
reciprocity incorporates, as well as mutuality and symmetry, an alternating
movement (Oxford English Dictionary, 2014). In other words, although Lacan
postulates the illusory quality of a contemporary and symmetrical reciprocity of the
gaze, he leaves open the possibility of an asynchronous, asymmetrical alternating

reciprocity.

The term alibi also resonates with Lacan’s definition of the unconscious as ‘another
place’ between perception and consciousness, which is also the place of the Other,
and where the subject is constituted (Lacan 1998, p.56). The primary process that
forms the unconscious and the subject is described here as a first encounter with
the real, which remains unresolved and unrealised. Chance events recall this first
encounter that tends to repeat as the same: ‘the real is that which always comes
back to the same place — to the place where the subject in so far as he [sic] thinks,
where the res cogitans, does not meet it.’ (p.49). In other words, the real always
comes back to the same place where the first missed encounter happened and
where thought (awareness, consciousness) refuses to go. Central to the subject and
to the unconscious is the oscillation (or pulsation, in Lacan’s words) between
‘automaton’ and ‘tuché’ — two terms first proposed by Aristotle and adopted to
indicate respectively the return within a network of signifiers, and the encounter with
the real (Lacan, 1998, p.53). The automaton activates reproduction — ‘a making
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present, in act’ or ‘the return, the coming-back, the insistence of the signs’ (p.50 and
p.53). On the other hand, in the tuché a formative past event that remains
unresolved is repeated, without being reproduced. This primary encounter with the
real gains the quality of being missed as its memory and legacy continue to activate
desire and to bring the real to the surface (Lacan, 1998).

This pulsation describes the continuous appearance and disappearance of the
unconscious (consequently of the real and of desire) to consciousness. Lacan
maintains that ‘[tlhe dynamic that is attached to the consciousness as such, the
attention the subject brings to his [sic] own text, remains up to this point, as Freud
has stressed, outside theory and, strictly speaking, not yet articulated’ (Lacan, 1998,
p.83). In this quote, Lacan clarifies that the subject of psychoanalysis is the subject
in the power of the unconscious and of desire. Lacan does not state that it is
impossible for subjects to bring attention to their own speech, actions, or
relationships, but that the dynamic of consciousness has not yet been articulated in
theory. In other words, this theory — psychoanalysis — has not yet articulated the
dynamic of consciousness, but only the dynamic of the unconscious, and of
subjects for whom consciousness and bringing attention to their own text is an ideal

and leads to ‘méconnaissance’: misrecognition.

Within Lacanian analytical theory, the artwork avoids the gaze, which acts as a ‘trap
for the gaze’ (Lacan, 1998, p.101). Lacan suggests that when approaching an
artwork, a viewer is invited to ‘lay down his [sic] gaze there as one lays down one’s
weapons,’ (p.101). In other words, the artwork is incapable of bearing and returning
the gaze of the subject, and viewers are left to look, watch and listen. In
videoperformance, the screen relays the fluctuation between gaze and awareness
of the performer herself, and offers the opportunity for performative reciprocal
relationality to emerge. Thus, the image of the performer on screen oscillates
between the functions of image/artwork and of other/Other, shifting in and out of the

gaze, awareness and the encounter with the real.
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In Lacan’s theories, the dynamics of gaze and desire reflect and perpetuate the
dominant patriarchal structure, particularly in the different relation men and women
have with the phallus (symbolic of power). This has stimulated a number of feminist
thinkers to utilise this approach to expose gender inequalities embedded in
language and culture. This chapter does not aim to present an account of feminist
elaborations of psychoanalysis, but to identify some significant voices that have
influenced the discourses on relationality and intersubjectivity relevant to this
analysis of videoperformance. In this context, Laura Mulvey stands as a seminal
figure for her early investigation of moving image and photographic practices in
relation to psychoanalytic constructs. Mulvey’s examination of the dynamics of the
gaze in classic Hollywood cinema has been influencing the reading of moving image
work and gender relations since the publication of Visual Pleasure and Narrative
Cinema in the journal Screen in 1975. This extensively quoted essay postulates that
the narrative structure of classic Hollywood films perpetuates the patriarchal
phallocentric pattern of passive female and active male roles. In this cinematic
tradition, the different symbolic relations with the phallus (signifier of power) are
reproduced in the narrative positions of characters — female figures are exposed to
be looked at and are punished if they act outside the rules of patriarchy, whilst male
figures drive the narrative. In Mulvey’s view, this fosters in spectators the
association of active gaze with the male gender and of passive ‘to-be-looked-at-
ness’ with the female gender (Mulvey, 1975, p.11).

Despite the precise delimitation of materials in this analysis, these considerations on
viewers’ gaze in relation to gender representation in moving image art practices
cannot be overlooked. Mulvey states her intention to appropriate psychoanalytic
theory ‘as a political weapon, demonstrating the way the unconscious of patriarchal
society has structured film form.” (p.6). More generally, she combines the
association between the image of woman as lacking the phallus with an analysis of
the representation of woman on screen, aiming to destroy the pleasure in looking
structured in the patriarchal order by analysing its mechanisms ‘in order to conceive
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a new language of desire.” (p.8). In this analysis of Freudian and Lacanian
concepts, the gendered gaze is examined in relation to the images on screen.
Mulvey identifies the erotic male pleasure of looking at his other (woman) as an
object of his desire (scopophilia) as central to the relationship between spectator
and moving image representation. She also highlights the complementary fear of
castration associated with this gaze (and the association between image of woman
and lack) and the narcissistic gaze of spectators in the misrecognition of the
character on screen as an image of the wholeness of their subjectivity. Also
published in Screen in 1975, Christian Metz’'s The Imaginary Signifier sets out a
parallel psychoanalytic approach to cinema. This author analyses ‘the spectator-
screen relationship as a mirror identification’ and a ‘fantasy relation’ (Metz, 1975,
p.18). Both Mulvey and Metz regard the screen of cinema not as a mediator of
relationships, but as an object that spectators adopt for a continuation of their inner
dialogue generated by formative relationships (the objet petit a). Moreover, they
both adopt a transitive concept of the gaze, originating with the spectator and
targeting the character on screen, whilst Lacan proposes a gaze returning to the
subject that originates it.

In the introduction to the collection of essays Visual and Other Pleasures, Mulvey
recontextualises her approach to male and female gaze by commenting that in 1975
‘[tlhe priority was to establish the psyche’s political reality and its manifestations in
image and representation.” (Mulvey, 1989, p. xii). Afterthoughts to Visual Pleasure
(1989), redresses the gender-imbalanced association between active/male and
passive\female by positing that the female spectator can assume a male gaze and
partake of the active identification with the hero in the narrative. This does not
contradict the analysis in the original essay, as it confirms the assumption that the
representation of woman in the moving image signifies lack of the phallus, passivity,
sexuality and to-be-looked-at-ness. A more sophisticated elaboration of the female
gaze appears in Mulvey’s writing of the 1990s: the collection of essays Fetishism
and Curiosity (1996), and the essay Pandora’s Box: Topographies of Curiosity in
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particular, develop what was a passing observation in Visual Pleasure and Narrative
Cinema. The curious gaze — animated by the desire to know — is an active gaze
available to women. Nevertheless, Mulvey does not posit the active feminine
curious gaze (summed up by the concept and dynamics of fetishism), as a
theoretical replacement for the objectifying male gaze, but as an ongoing dialogue
and productive tension. Fetishism allows the paradoxical contemporary presence of
knowledge and belief, which can be seen as parallel to the productive tension
between awareness (consciousness) and the gaze. Tracing the influence of Visual
Pleasure and Narrative Cinema on film criticism and moving image practices, Jane
Gaines (1990) emphasises how focusing on the psychoanalytic power of narrative
and male visual pleasure fostered a limiting modernist counter-culture of aesthetic
disruption of editing, of camera angles and of continuity. But in the essay Cosmetics
and Abjection: Cindy Sherman 1977-87, Mulvey discusses an ‘oscillation effect’ as
an indication of postmodern aesthetics: ‘The viewer looks, recognises a style or
trope, doubts, does a doubletake [sic], recognises the quotation; and meanings shift
and change their reference like shifting perceptions of perspective from an optical
illusion.” (Mulvey, 1996, p.73).

This shift from modern to postmodern aesthetics echoes the shift from feminism to
postfeminism identified by Elisabeth Wright as a ‘strategic move made by feminism
... to consider more directly what the postmodern notion of the dispersed unstable
subject might bring it.” (Wright, 2000, pp.4-5). Whilst the Lacanian premise of the
importance of language in the formation of subjectivity remains axiomatic, the
female body becomes a critical source of ‘the subversiveness of writing the
feminine’ (p.7). In Jacques Lacan: A Feminist Introduction, Elizabeth Grosz
sketches the uneasy relationship between feminisms and psychoanalysis, and the
relative positions from which feminist thinkers have dialogued with Lacanian and
Freudian constructs. Her two categories of ‘dutiful daughters’ and ‘defiant women’
are embodied by Julia Kristeva, who accepts ‘Lacan’s conception of an unknowable

feminine jouissance’ that woman experiences in her pre-oedipal connection with the
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real, and Luce Irigaray, who conducts ‘an exploration of a new theoretical space and
language which may be able to undermine patriarchal and phallocentric domination
of the sphere of representations and, more positively, to provide a mode of

representation for women as women.’ (Grosz, 1991, p.163 and p.168).

In this postmodern and poststructuralist context, Peggy Phelan directly addresses
the limitations of discussing the relationship between image and looker on the basis
of representation: ‘[a]s a representation of the real the image is always, partially,
phantasmatic. In doubting the authenticity of the image, one questions as well the
veracity of she who makes and describes it.” (Phelan, 1993, p.1). In other words, the
image that attempts to represent a dispersed unstable subject cannot relay the
totality of this subject — just like the signifier cannot convey the whole meaning of
the signified — but, also, it is haunted by a supplement evoked by the image itself.
Far from evoking a totality that the fragmented subject cannot match, the image
questions its own referent, and suggests a subject that is, at the same time, not
enough and too much. Phelan advocates a shift from the narcissistic gaze — the
subject seeking confirmation of its own totalising image from the other — to a gaze
that has already accepted its lack of totality, and which can therefore offer and seek
more ethically sound modulations of relationality. This approach re-invests the other
and the gaze with a constructive political purpose by utilising ‘the productive power
of facing the inevitability of annihilation, castration, misrecognition. For if one could
face these features of psychic life, a different order of sociality might be possible.’
(Phelan. 1993, p.25). This post-psychoanalytic ethical stance resonates with
Butler's position expounded above, and supports this project’s analysis of
videoperformance art practice as capable of intervening in intersubjective
relationships and social relations.

Phelan’s project of reconfiguring the interplay of the politics of representation with
the Lacanian discourse on appearances, and a wider sense of interpersonal
relationality and sociality forms an important part of the methodology of this project.
Phelan proposes to re-examine the productive ‘relationship between the real and
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the representational, between the looker and the given to be seen, [as] a version of
the relation between self and other.” (Phelan. 1993, p.3). On this basis, the politics
of representation and of the gaze do not dominate the encounter with the other, but

become part of a wider discourse about relationality and sociality:

While there has been much written about the gaze, particularly by

feminist film theorists and art historians, insufficient attention has been

paid to the desire for a reciprocal gaze. The desire to see is a

manifestation of the desire to be seen, in live performance as well as in

the spectator’s relation to inanimate representation. (p.18).
Although Phelan is credited with privileging the encounter of live performance over
that of other art mediums, she also states that ‘[e]xamining the politics of the
exchange of gaze across these diverse representational mediums [photographs,
paintings, films, theatre, political protests, and performance art] leads to an
extended definition of the field of performance.’ (p.4). Within this expanded field, live
performance art practice retains the exclusive quality of being ‘nonreproductive’
(p.148). In this context, the term reproduction references Walter Benjamin’s
discourse on technological reproduction in relation to the original artwork in
industrial production systems and in the exchange economy of capitalism (Phelan,
2001, p.36). But Phelan also comments that ‘[w]hen Benjamin considered the loss
of originality in the work of art in the age of mechanical reproduction, he did not fully
anticipate the role of temporality at the heart of the living performative encounter
with art.” (Phelan, 2001, p. 45). ‘Temporality’ evokes here the different layers of
meaning that resonate around an artwork at different times, even at short intervals
and for the same subject, as each encounter performatively enacts the subjectivities

and relationships of viewer and work/artist anew.

Amelia Jones’s (2006) notion of performativity complements Phelan’s by focusing
on the body: she analyses the production of subjectivity as a performative in the
encounter between the body of the viewer and the represented body of the artist in
photography, videoperformance, film and digital mediums, but, in contrast to
Phelan, does not extend this analysis to sociality and relationality. As the body is
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itself already representational (for example, as a bearer of symptoms), these
mediated encounters enact the foundational intersubjectivity that informs the
development of embodied subjects in the first instance. Jones maintains that
‘[tlhese projects insistently pose the subject as intersubjective (contingent on the
other) rather than complete within itself.” (Jones, 2006, p.10). She articulates

our relationship to the photograph of another subject’s body (Aguilar’s,

for example) through what Merleau-Ponty calls intercorporeity: the

“coiling over of the visible upon the visible” which animates other bodies

besides our own; we understand that the screen is profound — that “what

is proper to the visible is ... to be the surface of an inexhaustible depth.”

(Jones, 2006, p.68).
It is interesting to compare Jones’s analysis of intersubjectivity in videoperformance
with Rosalind Krauss’s proposition that the raw material of videoperformance is
narcissism. Krauss equates the physical positioning of video camera and monitor
either side of the artist's body to 'an opening and closing parenthesis' that creates a
situation of 'self-encapsulation' (Krauss, 1976, p.52). In other words, the artist turns
his gaze onto himself closing a feedback loop that excludes the viewer. Krauss
applies the psychoanalytic concept of narcissism to the practice of the performer
watching oneself on the monitor whilst producing a videoperformance. She focuses
on the screen in its function of mirror for the performer, ignoring how this use of the
monitor may function for viewers. Whereas Krauss sees performers talking to
themselves and confirming their own self-sufficiency, Jones positions herself as the
addressee of the artist’'s gestures and words. Although Jones proposes a
permeable tactile screen, mediator of intersubjective processes, her discourse folds
back onto itself to point at how these dynamics construct subjectivities. By adopting
a phenomenological perspective, Jones re-instates a dominant transitive gaze — an
embodied gaze that encounters the other’s represented and mediated gaze, and
recognises it as also embodied. The representation of the artist’'s body absorbs its
own material support so that ‘the video screen becomes the skin/the body’ (Jones,
1998, p.200, emphasis in original). In this phenomenological approach, the
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relationships activated by the encounters between screens and bodies/selves are
instrumental to the emergence of subjects and not the focus of analysis.

Jones assimilates Laura U. Marks’s concept of haptic images as images that ‘do not
invite identification with a figure so much as they encourage a bodily relationship
between the viewer and the image.” (Marks, 2002, p.3). Whilst Marks proposes a
narrow definition of haptic images as low resolution, fragmented and difficult to read
— as these qualities move viewers’ focus towards the surface of the video as if this
was its skin — she also offers a theoretical premise to articulate the relationality
mediated by the screen. Referring to Sobchack (1992) and her understanding of
‘viewing as an exchange between two bodies’, Marks conceives of an act of viewing
in which ‘both | and the object of my vision constitute each other’ (Marks, 2002,
p.13). Marks and Sobchack develop their argument on the phenomenological
premises of an embodied viewer in-the-world, and conceive of screens and moving
images as relational and active in themselves (Sobchack, 1994). These authors
share with Jones the vision of an embodied subjectivity, whose being-in-the-world is
also informed by ‘televisual bodies’ and by ‘encounters — both direct and indirect —
with the objective phenomena of photography, cinematic, televisual, and computer
technologies and the networks of communication and texts they produce.’ (Jones,
2006 and Sobchack, 2004, p.136, emphasis in original).

These authors deploy embodiment and affects as theoretical positions that
counterpoint the perceived Lacanian emphasis on language. Lacan himself clarifies
that he aims to maintain the indissoluble link between language and affect, without
establishing any artificial separation and hierarchy (Lacan, 1991). A possible
definition of affect as ‘synonymous with force or forces of encounter reveals
resonances with concepts of the real and with dynamics of relationality (Seigworth
and Gregg, 2010, p.2, emphasis in original). Although theories of affect vary in focus
and premises, they generally attempt to rebalance the perceived dominance of
language in critical theory by privileging emotions, the body, becomings, and by
postulating the possibility of ‘unmediated relatedness’ (Seigworth and Gregg, 2010,
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p.4). Conversely, Lacan maintains that ‘[t]he affective is not like a special density
which would escape an intellectual accounting. It is not to be found in a mythical
beyond of the production of the symbol which would precede the discursive
formulation.’ (Lacan, 1991, p.57). In the unconscious, affects are bound to thoughts
and past encounters, and ‘structured like a language’ (Lacan, 1998, p.20, emphasis
in original). Contrary to his deliberate attempts not to separate affect and cognition,
this author has been frequently accused of privileging language over emotions (for
example, Seigworth and Gregg, 2010). To counterpoint this perceived imbalance,
writers like Bracha Ettinger (2006) highlight the affective and embodied component
of encounter, intimacy and events that resist signification. Ettinger proposes an
encounter-event rooted in prebirth bodily and psychic intimate sharing in which
intersubjectivity is co-produced (Ettinger, 2006). This is the framework of what
Ettinger names the matrixial, which offers a complementary feminine symbolic
structure to the Lacanian phallus. Branislava Kuburovic applies Ettinger’s approach
to the encounter-event to examine the ‘space where traumas are redefused’ in the
mediated intimate encounters of performance and videoperformance
(Chatzichristodoulou and Zerihan, 2012, p.40). Kuburovic suggests that affect is the
‘main means of exchange’ of intimacy and, following Ettinger, inverts the position of
some Lacanian terms, proposing, for example, that intimacy provokes a collapse of

the alibi (defined as ‘elsewhere’) (p.41).

Theories of affect resonate with the Lacanian concept of ‘extimacy’ — an
understanding of intimacy with the other as carrier of the Other that defies the
distinction between interiority and exteriority, and that highlights the subject as a
loose, distributed entity (Lacan, 1992, p.139). The Other informs the unconscious of
the subject, and lies at the same time inside and outside the subject, making this
distinction (inside/outside) unnecessary. This understanding of intimacy is
fundamental to a concept of relationality that does not reside in the subject, in the

videoperformance, between subjects or between subject and screen, but that
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emerges as a performative in encounters that are intimate, mediated and

ephemeral.

To maintain these qualities of the encounter with performance in their critical
practice, Phelan and Jones develop the method of ‘performative writing’ (Phelan,
1993, p.148). This methodology evokes subjectivity as and in relation:
Thinking about writing as a material practice, | want to stipulate a more
specific sense of the performative self or subjectivity as the performed
relation between or among subjects, the dynamic engagement of a
contingent and contiguous (rather than continuous) relation between the

writer and his/her subject(s), subject-selves, and/or reader(s) (Pollock,
1998, p.86).

In Mourning Sex, Phelan states that she wants performative writing ‘to enact the
effective force of the performance event again, as it plays itself out in an ongoing
temporality made vivid by the psychic process of distortion’ (Phelan, 1997, p.12). In
more general terms, Della Pollock describes performative writing as ‘evocative’,
‘metonymic’, ‘subjective’, ‘nervous’, ‘citational’ and ‘consequential’. (Pollock, 1998,
p.80). Whilst Phelan relies on these qualities to re-enact in writing the process of
disappearance of live performance, Jones (2006) deploys them to re-enact the
interdependent subjectivity of performer and viewer in her writing on live and

mediated performances.

Amelia Jones focuses closely on the transformations that her subjectivity undergoes
as she fully engages with the embodied subjectivity of the artist, and maintains that
videoperformance puts the subjectivities of artist and viewer in active contact. She
defines body art as a broader and narrower category of practices than performance
art:

[tlhe term "body art" thus emphasizes the implication of the body (or

what | call the "body/self," with all of its apparent racial, sexual, gender,

class, and other apparent or unconscious identifications) in the work. ...

| am interested in works ... that take place through an enactment of the

artist’s body, whether it be in a “performance” setting or in the relative
privacy of the studio (Jones, 1998, p.13).
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Although Jones presupposes ‘a “disintegrated” or “dispersed” self’, she also
positions the body as the “hinge’ between nature and culture’, fixing it as reliable
centre of subjective experience (p.13). Jones’s art critical practice develops in
dialogue with artworks and artists, selectively integrating concepts from the
psychoanalytic tradition into a phenomenological, embodied and affect-centred
approach. The self remains the centre of her analysis and discourse, although she
also acknowledges this embodied self as ’dialectically articulated in relation to
others in a continually negotiated exchange of desires and identifications’ (Jones,
1998, p.3). From this perspective, relationality remains subordinated to the
embodied performing and viewing selves. Conversely, Nicolas Bourriaud succeeds
in focusing attention on the relational processes in participatory and performative art

practices.

Bourriaud adopts Guattari’s ‘polyphonic definition of subjectivity’ as ‘modelled on the
difference which forms it itself, on the principle of otherness’ and approaches the
gaze via film critic Serge Daney: ‘[tlhe work tries to catch my gaze, the way the new-
born child “asks for” its mother’s gaze.” (Bourriaud, 2002, pp.90-91 and p.23). Not
an academic conceptualization of relational processes, but a collection of the
curator’s statements about approaches emerging in contemporary art in the 1990s,
this text nevertheless crystallizes the association of the term relational with a
particular set of contemporary art practices and projects. Developed from a
curatorial perspective, Relational Aesthetics (2002) redeploys concepts from Marxist
theory via Althusser’s late writing (encounter) and from Lacanian psychoanalysis via
film theory (the gaze and desire) to support the proposition that artistic form ‘only
assumes its texture (and only acquires a real existence) when it introduces human
interactions. ... The artistic practice thus resides in the invention of relations
between consciousness [sic]’ (Bourriaud, 2002, p.22). Relations are generically
defined as ‘relations outside the field of art (in contrast to relations inside it,
structuring its socio-economic underlay): relations between individuals and groups,

between the artist and the world, and, by way of transitivity, between the beholder
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and the world.” (p.26). Specifically interested in the interstice and in conviviality as
relational forms, Bourriaud clarifies that
the purpose is not conviviality, but the product of this conviviality.
Otherwise put, a complex form that combines a formal structure, objects
made available to visitors, and the fleeting image issuing from collective
behaviour.” (Bourriaud, 2002, p.83, emphasis in original).
Approaching relationality in art practice from a different perspective, Grant Kester
(2004) develops the more explicitly political concept of dialogical aesthetics. Based
on ethical principles derived from Bakhtin and Levinas, dialogical practices also
sustain a sense of subjectivity built through face-to-face dialogue. Kester maintains
that this approach ‘requires that we understand the work of art as a process of
communicative exchange rather than a physical object.” (Kester, 2004, p.90). Whilst
Bourriaud promotes art practices based of convivial relationality, Kester focuses on

overtly political interventions in the process of sociality.

Despite the vague meaning given to ‘relations with the world’ and ‘human
relationships’ throughout the book, Relational Aesthetics makes a strong case for
the performative relational power of the ‘constructed situations’ of performance and
moving image works. The chapter Screen Relations opens with a statement about
the convergence of cinematic, video and computer display devices towards the
screen, which is read as a symptom of a contemporary way of looking. Yet,
Bourriaud fails to analyze and develop the reciprocal influences between moving
image, performance, networked art practices and relational concerns, despite
observing in passing that ‘in the nineties’ art, while interactive technologies
developed at an exponential rate, artists were exploring the arcane mysteries of
sociability and interaction.” (Bourriaud, 2002, p.70). Josephine Bosma addresses a
similar criticism to Bourriaud based on the observation that new media artists create
a sense of conviviality and hospitality to capture the attention of the audience:
‘These environments develop a personal relationship between artist and audience,
even if this relationship at times represents only a shadow of the concrete realities
of real person to person interactions.” (Bosma, 2006, p.34). Bosma understands the
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Internet as an intimate space in which anybody can create mediated but close
relationships with anybody else. As the Internet itself splinters into a variety of
personal and mobile media, this becomes an increasingly common experience. In
this context, Bosma fails to note that the screen is the main interface of these

increasingly relational experiences.

Anna Munster (2005) considers relational aesthetics a fad, and proposes instead
networked and distributed aesthetics:

[a] distributed aesthetics, then, might be better characterised as a

continuous emergent project, situated somewhere between the drift

away from coherent form and the drift of aesthetics into relations with

new formations, including social (networked) formations. (Munster and

Lovink, 2005).
In other words, the network is in constant expansion and impossible to capture in an
overview. In this continual process of change, intersubjective and social relations
shift and emerge reconfigured. Relations, artworks and artefacts do not consolidate
in fixed states, media or boundaries; they have no controllable context of end-use,
and are navigated as hypertext, mashed, re-performed and remediated (Munster,
2006). Moreover, ‘[n]lew media are increasingly distributed media and they require a
rethink of aesthetics beyond the twinned concepts of form and medium that
continue to shape analysis of the social and the aesthetic’ (Munster and Lovink,
2005). The expression ‘new media’ functions as a ‘shorthand for a range of
practices and names, including [digital art,] “art and technology”, “computer art”,
‘systems art”, and so on’ (Paul, 2008a, p.13). Its meaning changes with the
emergence of new technologies and their possibilities, and it is generally used to
indicate a focused use of recently developed technological tools. Munster and
Lovink propose to shift the focus from new to networked and acknowledge the
distributed relationality of art processes and practices that are inevitably informed by
networked technologies:

New media ... require a distributed aesthetics. Distributed aesthetics

must deal simultaneously with the dispersed and the situated, with

asynchronous production and multi-user access to artifacts (both
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material and immaterial) on the one hand, and the highly individuated
and dispensed allotment of information/media, on the other. (Munster
and Lovink, 2005)

Conversely, Lev Manovich (2002) examines the role of technological tools from a
formalist and materialist perspective. He describes his approach as digital
materialism, and proposes to read the shift in the functions of screens from
‘classical’ (Renaissance painting), to ‘dynamic’ (moving image such as cinema and
video), ‘real-time’ (television and radar) and ‘interactive’ (computer) screens
(Manovich, 2002, p.103). His analysis rests on a sense of evolution of the concept
of representation away from static images: as dynamic and real-time screens
display the products of scanning processes, producing, at times, only impressions of
static images, Manovich proposes a ‘new kind of representation for which we do not
yet have a term.” (p.100). Moreover, interactive screens ‘change our concept of
what an image is — because they turn the viewer into an active user.” (p.183).
Examining telepresence — ‘being “present” in a real remote physical location via a
live video image’ — telecommunication and teleaction, this writer theorizes an
integrated aesthetics of users interacting with representations, users accessing
information and users telecommunicating with others (p.165).

Surprisingly, Manovich maintains that

‘[d]espite persistent experiments of avant-garde artists with the modern
technologies of real-time communication — radio in the 1920s, video in
the 1970s, the Internet in the 1990s — the ability to communicate over a
physical distance in real time did not seem by itself to inspire
fundamentally new aesthetic principles the way film or tape recording
did.’ (p.162).
This statement seems surprising because it implies that film and tape recording by
themselves inspired ‘... fundamentally new aesthetic principles’. Manovich appears
to exclude from this process the influence of television, and to ignore the fact that
the technologies of photography, film and tape recording developed in parallel with
those that made telecommunication possible (Gere, 2006a). In fact, in the United

States in 1927 the
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[flirst public transmission of television pictures over telephone lines,
using a prototype two-way television system, Picture Telephone, is
made by American Telephone and Telegraph Company (AT&T) in US
over 200 miles from New Jersey to Washington DC ... . Secretary of
Commerce Herbert Hoover and the AT&T president Walter Gifford
speak to each other (Fisher, 2009).

Figure 1.1 AT&T President Walter Gifford leads the first American demonstration
of television in 1927.

The history of the television screen — and, by extension, of the video screen — and
the history of personal communication are tightly woven from their origins. Early
computer screens were based on the same technology used to display television
images (Bellis, 1997-2014). In a sense, the screens of television and computers
have recently re-converged after a variety of intermediate technological phases.
More recently video facilities have become integrated into mobile phones, and have
allowed users to record, watch and share visual messages within small time
intervals. Since smartphones started to converge with videophones and
cameraphones in 2004 (Nokia 7650) the touchscreen has become a common
experience, and has added another relational dimension to the screen itself

(Webdesigner Depot, s.d.). This convergence of technologies and screens has been
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associated with the idea of intermedia, a term developed in the context of the Fluxus
art movement in the 1960s. Yvonne Spielmann understands intermedia as ‘a
concept of merging based on historically separate developments. In the case of
digital media, all different media are integrated; that is to say they merge with each
other within the same technical structure.” (Spielmann, 2005, pp.133-134). From this
perspective, the screen is re-converging — returning to its original, undifferentiated
use as visual display.

In 1970, Gene Youngblood observed that the intermedia network of television,
cinema and communication technologies were the privileged system for ‘seeing
each other’ and ‘dealing with each other’ — for interpersonal relationships: ‘[a] major
factor in living in an overpopulated world is that we really cannot deal with each
other directly.” (Youngblood, 1970, p.351, emphasis in original). Youngblood
foresaw the ‘need to realize that we can’t really see each other face to face. We
only see each other through the subconsciousness of some other system.’ (p.351).
The convergence of the power of television, cinema, satellite and
telecommunication technologies suggests to Youngblood the end of mass audience
and the potential for ‘[the intermedia network [to] become metabolically and
homeostatically interfaced with each human being.’ (p.128). Youngblood perceives
the potential of ‘expanded cinema’ as an interdisciplinary field of moving images
manifesting human consciousness outside our bodies, and facilitating
communication and relationality at the level of thought — ‘an era of image-exchange
between man and man [sic].” (p. 49). ‘Image’ is not understood here as
representation, but as simulation, as ‘the reality of a process of perception.’ (p.46).
Consequently, the screens of television, cinema and telecommunication — as the
mediators of simulations — are theorized as the transparent interface of both

relationality and consciousness.

Whereas for Youngblood the reality of simulation consists in its close links with the
processes of perception, for Jean Baudrillard (1981) simulation precedes reality, so
that to appear real an event is forced to approximate its own mediatised simulation.
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As the experience of accessing facts and people through their simulations becomes
ubiquitous and indispensable, it becomes necessary to judge the veracity of a fact
on the basis of how it is reported and represented. This produces the phenomenon
of the hyperreal, which

no longer measures itself against either an ideal or a negative instance.

It is no longer anything but operational. In fact, it is no longer really the

real, because no imaginary envelops it anymore. It is a hyperreal,

produced from a radiating synthesis of combinatory models in a

hyperspace without atmosphere.’ (Baudrillard, 1981, p.2).
Whilst Youngblood optimistically attributes the need for simulation to ‘living in an
overpopulated world’ and not being able to ‘deal with each other directly’,
Baudrillard pessimistically perceives simulation and the hyperreal as products of the
corrosive power of capital, with its vested interest in establishing ‘a radical law of
equivalence and exchange.’ (Baudrillard, 1981, p.22). In other words, the 1970s’
belief that simulation could enhance and foster real interpersonal relationships is
overtaken by the postmodern view that all relationships are already imitating
existing simulations, filtered through the codes of power and capitalism. From this
perspective, not only simulated and mediated relationships have no foundation of
truth, but also real face-to-face relationships are as false as their own simulations in
the pervasive hyperreal.

Conversely, Philip Auslander maintains that a cultural environment shaped by the
overbearing influence of television (and, increasingly, of the Internet) ‘raises for me
the question of whether there really are clear-cut ontological distinctions between
live forms and mediatized ones.’ (Auslander, 1999, p.7). For Auslander, live events
are ‘becoming ever more like mediatized ones’ (p.7). To support this statement, he
remarks that ‘[t]he fact that television can “go live” at any moment to convey sight
and sound at a distance in a way no other medium can remains a crucial part of the
televisual imaginary’ (pp.12-13). Auslander proposes that television is perceived as

relaying a sense of liveness and facticity even when images are known to be
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recorded or fictional, yet neither author addresses the screen as the mediator of this

liveness.

This indifference to the mediator of these processes could be attributed to the
perceived transparency of the screen itself. Bolter and Grusin theorize this
phenomenon in light of ‘our apparently insatiable desire for immediacy’ (Bolter and
Grusin, 2000, p.5). They discuss the twinned processes of immediacy — or
transparency — and hypermediacy as two interdependent practices that shape our
current immersion in a world saturated by reproduced images so often mediated by
screens. The logic of transparent immediacy manifests a desire for an interface ‘that
erases itself, so that the user is no longer aware of confronting a medium, but
instead stands in an immediate relationship to the contents of that medium.’ (Bolter
and Grusin, 2000, p.24, emphasis added). Applied to videoperformance, this
statement would suggest a desire for an immediate — or unmediated — relationship
between performer and viewer. The logic of hypermediacy on the other hand makes
viewers and users aware of the medium, and ‘expresses the tension between
regarding a visual space as mediated and as a "real” space that lies beyond
mediation.” (p.41). Media imitate and layer each other’s formal devices, exploiting
established marks of authenticity: ‘Whenever one medium seems to have convinced
viewers of its immediacy, other media try to appropriate that conviction.” (p.9).
Hypermediacy evokes immediacy, as multiplying the visual references to already

established formal devices makes a less familiar medium more transparent.

Media-literate twenty-first century audiences of screen-mediated moving images are
able to shift between awareness of the medium and a — more or less direct —
relationship with the reality it conveys. The authors quote Lanham’s reading of this
phenomenon as ‘the tension between looking at and looking through’ (Bolter and
Grusin, 2000, p.41, emphasis in original). Bolter and Grusin also draw a parallel
between this dynamic within modern art and within the modes of ‘digital
representation’ analyzed in the book Remediation: ‘What characterizes modern art
is an insistence that the viewer keep coming back to the surface’ (p.41).
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Sherry Turkle also references Lanham, but in relation to computers and
postmodernism:

Lanham puts technology and postmodernism together and concludes

that the computer is a “fulfilment of social thought.” But | believe the

relationship is a two-way process. ... Computers embody postmodern

theory and bring it down to earth. (Turkle, 1995, p.18).
Turkle (1995, 2011) examines in the first instance the rapid expansion of computer-
mediated relationality, and later the increasing dependence of relationality on this
mediation. Her analysis encompasses the study of intimate mediated relationships,
for example with virtual therapists and in teenagers’ friendships, but remains rooted
in psychology. Despite the title of her book Life on the Screen (2011), the screen
itself is not analysed, and often the term is used metonymically to indicate the
computer or the Internet. Conversely, Michele White offers a detailed analysis of
Internet and computer spectatorship, integrating psychoanalytic film theory and a
subtle attention to gender differences with sophisticated observations about
technological mediators:

A variety of devices in Internet and computer settings make

representations seem like an extension of the spectator’s lived space.

Referring to the computer screen image even metaphorically as the

“‘desktop” encourages the spectator to understand the accompanying

images as a continuation of the desk, home office, or workplace. (White,
2006, p.17).

White argues that ‘[s]pectators are encouraged to accept Internet conventions
because the setting is depicted as animate, physical, and unmediated’ (p.19).
Viewers/users are addressed directly as you to imply face-to-face communication,
and features of software are rendered anthropomorphic with faces and expressions.
White’s example, the help system in some versions of Microsoft Office, is ‘a lively
computer that appears to sulk when ignored. These depictions collapse the distance
between spectator and screen and justify the spectator’s conversation with the box’
(p-20). White does not analyse the use of screen-based telecommunication (for

example with Skype), or Internet television, but focuses on women’s uses of
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webcams to control their own image online and the intimate relationships operators
and spectators develop with the screen. This intimacy and closeness stop the
spectator from seeing the other as an object of desire — webcam operators are often
also sitting at a desk, mirroring the position of the body of the viewer. White
concludes that ‘the Internet and computer spectator is literally mirrored, doubled,
and confused with the screen’ (p.84).

Computers — in large corporations at first, then increasingly personal computers —
have been connected into networks since the beginning of the 1970s (Gere, 2006b;
Berghaus, 2005). After the launch of the first satellite by the USSR (Sputnik 01 in
1957), the technology developed primarily in North America. The first European
satellite was Ariel 1, the first UK satellite launched on a US rocket. This was the first
satellite operated by a country other than the United States or Soviet Union
(Satnews Publishers, s.d.). In the early 1960s, television itself became networked in
systems of satellites. The American satellite Echo 1 relayed the first telephone
communication and television broadcast in 1962 (Satnews Publishers, s.d.). Since
1994, a separate network of satellites supports mobile telephony. This has now
become indispensable to distribute the large amount of data accessed via
smartphones (Satnews Publishers, s.d.). Thus, the shared history of
telecommunication and video broadcast technology now includes mobile screen-
based communication and moving image display. This shared history becomes
more relevant as screens become (again) increasingly interchangeable, and a
growing sense of liveness and connectedness re-emerges thanks to Internet based
platforms. The different uses and acquired connotations of screen-based
technologies reciprocally inform the different moving image contexts of broadcast,
videoconferencing, personal videos and contemporary art.

In videoperformances, a number of elements mediate relationality: the space within
which the performance takes place (the studio or the gallery); the video camera
(with its own layering of lenses, charge-coupled devices (CCD) and memory card,
hard drive, disk or tape); the digital transfer through the computer with all its
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complexity and an intermediate screen; the exhibition disk, tape or hard-drive, in
some cases the player, and, finally, the screen itself in the gallery space (Cubitt,
2010a, 2010b). From this materialist perspective, each element and technology is
not only a distinct medium, but also a different mediator. Sean Cubitt (1991, 2004,
2010a) examines the political impact of all technology on intersubjective and social
relations founding it on a materialist analysis of video and new media art practices,
cinema and mass media. He reflects in his blog that

[e]ach medium is already a dozen technologies arranged in a system.

To label one assemblage “photography” is almost silly: we have to look

a) at the elements from which it is composed and b) the commonalities it

has with other media. The term ‘medium’ would be better reserved for,
say, a type of screen.’ (Cubitt, 2010b).

A detailed materialist analysis of videoperformance based on each element of
technology is beyond the scope of this project, which looks at video camera and
screen as mediators that accumulate connotations in their history of uses.
Proposing a unique perspective, Latour defines mediators and intermediaries in the
framework of the sociological approach called Actor-Network-Theory (ANT): an
intermediary ‘is what transports meaning or force without transformation: defining its
inputs is enough to define its outputs’, whilst ‘[m]ediators transform, translate, distort
and modify the meaning or the elements they are supposed to carry’ (Latour, 2007,
p.39). Latour understands sociology as ‘science of the living together’, and social
bonds as performative, in that they only exist if they are enacted (Latour, 2007, p.2).
In this approach, living and non-living agencies — actors or actants — relay and
translate relationality, or in ANT terms, associations. Latour proposes to trace the
trail of associations and to listen to the actors as they perform coming together and
coming apart. From this perspective, associations are enacted by heterogeneous
elements:

a face-to-face interaction is not a plausible departure point to trace

social connections ... because ... they are being constantly interfered

with by other agencies. ... Action is dislocated, diffracted, re-dispatched

and redistributed, not to mention that it has to rely on successive layers
of mediations piled on top of one another. (pp.198-199).
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Words, objects, buildings, tools, certificates, laws, clothes, etc. form ‘the crowd of
non-human, non-subjective, non-local participants who gather to help carry out the
course of action’ (p.201). This version of ANT offers a pragmatic way of observing
mediation at work, which keeps into account the accumulation of identifications in
subjects’ behaviours, and of connotations in non-subjective agencies. From this
perspective, cameras and screens relay the relationality performed by the artist, and
translate it fo viewers by adding connotations accumulated in their history of uses
and technological transformations. In the context of relationality and
videoperformance, this analysis of mediators complements psychoanalytic and
post-psychoanalytic theories of subjectivity and intersubjectivity.

Having surveyed the key approaches that inform the interplay of subjectivity,
relationality, performativity and mediation relevant to this research project, in the
second chapter | will trace the interwoven histories of practices and technologies
that converge in the contemporary relationality of videoperformance.
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Chapter Two:

The Practice Context: Videoperformance
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This chapter offers an overview of videoperformance art practices that employ
relational strategies. It does not survey the well-documented history of
videoperformance, but maps within it practices that engage in relational dynamics
(for the history of videoperformance see for example Gever, 1983; Fagone, 1987;
Hill, 1997; Gigliotti, 2000; Biesenbach, London and Eamon, 2003; Berghaus, 2005;
Salters, 2010). Contemporary ideas of relationality inform the reading of historical
works, and of the interwoven history of technologies, practices and concepts in
dialogue with videoperformance. This chapter also reviews contemporary
performance, moving image and networked practices to map the contemporary
relational context of this research project and of my videoperformance work.

The American term videoperformance describes live and recorded performances
incorporating video cameras, monitors and/or projectors. The term appears to have
been coined by American artist writer and curator Willoughby Sharp, although the
Italian videographer Luciano Giaccari also claims to have been the fist person to
adopt it (Meneguzzo, 1987, p.60). The terms performance to camera and Body Art
are also used to describe art practices that combine performance, video camera,
screen and viewer (Jones, 1998; Warr, 2000). The practice of performing for the
camera to create a moving image artwork intended to appear on a screen has a
well-documented history and predates the use of video as an art medium. In the
1960s in the United States, Richard Serra, Nam June Paik and Carolee
Schneemann, among many artists and flmmakers, started to engage with the film
camera as performers. With the increasing availability of video equipment, which
allows artists to see the work on screen without waiting for lengthy film processing,
more practitioners from a variety of disciplines faced the video camera to perform:
‘Video had entered art through performance, sharing its concerns with real time and
the body, and developing as a “live” medium from its initial role as a documentary
tool.” (lles, 1995). Centres for experimentation developed in a number of countries,
fostering the conditions for international dialogue and experimental practices
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interrogating the artistic potential of the technology (Meigh-Andrews, 2006).
Videoperformance played an important part in the dialogue between artists who
perceived video as a medium in its own right and explored its specificity, and those
who understood video as offering direct unmediated access to spaces and events
(Bear and Sharp, 1974).

In the United States, between 1970 and 1974, a number of exhibitions focused on
hybrid art practices incorporating video and performance. Sharp curated two key
shows — Body Works in 1970 and Videoperformance in 1974. Sharp had already
been active as a curator, writer and artist since 1958 (Sharp and Smith-Sharp,
2006), having co-founded the magazine Avalanche in New York with Liza Bear and
produced six Videoviews — a series of interviews to camera with Bruce Nauman
(1970), Joseph Beuys (1972), Vito Acconci (1973), Chris Burden (1973), Lowell
Darling (1974), and Dennis Oppenheim (1974). Body Works (at Tom Marioni's
Museum of Conceptual Art, San Francisco, California, 1970) featured performances
by Bruce Nauman and William Wegman among others. This is the first video
exhibition held on the West Coast, and it gave Acconci the opportunity to exhibit his
first video work, Corrections (1970). In this period, he also produced seminal
videoperformances, including Claim (1971), a three hour performance in which his
image appears on a monitor in the main gallery space as he sits in the basement
threatening viewers with a metal pipe; Prying (1971), in which Acconci attempts to
pry Kathy Dillon's eyes open; Trappings (1971), in which he sits among old toys and
talks to his penis; and Centers (1971), in which he points straight at the camera and,

consequently, out of the screen at viewers.
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Vito Acconci Keith Sonnier
Robert Bell Richard Serra
Joseph Beuys Chris Burden
Ulrike Rosenbach Willoughby Sharp

Dennis Oppenheim William Wegman

Figure 2.1 Cover of Avalanche No 9, 1974.

The exhibition Videoperformance (at 112 Greene Street Gallery, New York City,
1974) included works by Acconci, Chris Burden, Ulrike Rosenbach and Richard
Serra. Avalanche magazine Issue 9 acts as catalogue for this exhibition, and in her
editorial Liza Bear describes the ‘concept of the show’ as the ‘interface of video and
live performance’: ‘the work implied a very close and multileveled rapport with
audience consciousness. This made the performances very far removed from a self-
referential display situation.” (Bear and Sharp, 1974, p.3). The artists’ own texts in
the catalogue show distinct approaches to videoperformance, ranging from playful
to relational, representational and political. For instance, Rosenbach exhibited her
first live videoperformance — Isolation is Transparent (1974) — in which she wraps
herself in white ropes behind a pane of glass in front of a video camera that relays
the images to a monitor. She describes the work as ‘psychological feedback’, and
the virtual space inside the video monitor as her ‘inner space’:
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‘[t]he recipient who watches the video-feedback gets to know that the
video provides a demarcation between him and me. The monitor pane
mitigates my direct impact on him, makes it cool and neutral, so that the
view of the psychological reflection that | want to convey to him
becomes more important and primary.’ (Bear and Sharp, 1974, pp.10-
11).

Figure 2.2 Ulrike Rosenbach, Don't Believe I'm an Amazon, 1974, video still.

Rosenbach pairs issues of representation and relationality to propose the video
screen as a tool for separation and distanciation of her sexualised body. The
contemporary presence of her physical body performing live and of its image
relayed on screen articulates the grammar of this mediated relational dynamic. After
this first live videoperformance, Rosenbach continued to employ combinations of
her own physical presence and the image on the monitor to complement dynamics
of relationality and representation of femininity in Madonnas of the Flowers (1975)
and Don't Believe I'm an Amazon (1975). These works stage dialogues with
mythological female figures immortalised by male artists — Venus, Medusa, Ophelia
and the Virgin Mary. By overlapping these figures with images of herself speaking
and acting, Rosenbach makes explicit and resists the pressure these pre-existing
models exert on female subjectivity. Don't Believe I'm an Amazon (1975)
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superimposes in real time the face of the artist shooting arrows on stage and their
target — a reproduction of a fifteenth century painting of the Madonna. As the arrows
hit the target, both the painting and the living woman physically present are struck

on the monitor screen.

Acconci, on the other hand, merges performance and video equipment more
directly, and constructs a closer connection with viewers across the video screen.
Originally performed live in Naples in 1972 and developed into a two-screen work
for the exhibition Videoperformance, Command Performance (1974) includes a
monitor on the floor in front of a brightly lit stool, a video camera pointing towards
this, and a second monitor behind a column and behind the stool (Figure 2.3).

Figure 2.3 Vito Acconci, Command Performance, 1974, installation view.

The first monitor shows the artist lying on a bed with his head close to the camera,
trying to persuade viewers to take his place, while the second relays the live image
from the camera pointing at the stool. Acconci oscillates between asking viewers to
step into the light, sit on the stool and take his place, and performing his own
fantasy about what his viewer would look like and do. Command Performance
expands out of the screen into the gallery, to construct a space that can be
reabsorbed into the screen. Acconci gives himself over to viewers, and asks them to
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do the same and become his ‘surrogate’ (Acconci, 1976, p.9). At first he addresses
viewers directly, apparently unconcerned with their specific desires or with the
distinct subjectivities they might bring to the work, but as he becomes progressively
absorbed into his own fantasy, the subject he dreams into being is a woman who
will know what to do. With his eyes closed, he continues to address viewers as you,
as his instructions become explicitly erotic.

Figure 2.4 Vito Acconci, Command Performance, 1974, video Still.

Acconci describes successive shifts in the focus of his practice — from putting
‘myself in isolation for the purpose of being revealed outside on a monitor’, to “first
turning in on myself, then interacting with another person, then interaction with
larger groups of people, passers-by in a gallery space.” (Bear and Sharp, 1974,
pp.21-23). Whilst for Rosenbach a political practice consists of an engagement with
her own socially constructed subjectivity, for Acconci the work becomes political
when the performance widens the range of possible relationships with others. His
videoperformance practice emerges as critically complex in its continuous focus on
modes of relationality that do not exclude a relative questioning of himself. Acconci’s

interrogation of his subjectivity and gender remains relative as he continuous to rely
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on the advantages of his position of power, both in his performed relationships with
women and in his role of self-representing male artist. Nevertheless his
representation of masculinity involves vulnerability, doubt, manipulation and

uncertainty, opening a fissure in the solidity of the male position in power relations.

Between 1973 and 1976, Acconci appeared to concentrate primarily on establishing
a relationship with the viewer through the screen of the monitor:

3. Video monitor as one point in a face-to-face relationship: on-screen, |
face the viewer, off-screen. ...

9. In any case, my ground is clear: the most available showing places
for my work are museums and galleries. To show my face there, with
the hope that a viewer will come in front of it, is to make a tacit
assumption that the gallery provides a fertile ground for relationship.
(Acconci, 1976, pp.8-9).

Figure 2.5 Vito Acconci, Undertone, 1973, video still.

The four works that illustrate this 710-Point Plan for Video were produced between
1973 and 1974, and show effective strategies for activating relationality in
videoperformance. For example, in Undertone (1973) Acconci sits at the far end of a
table and constructs a visual space for the viewer. The screen intersects the
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horizontal plane of the table to form a vertical plane paralleling the position of the
viewer’'s body. The screen also mediates the passage between what is part of the
image and what is part of the physical environment by belonging to both (Bolter and
Grusin, 2000). Air Time (1973) shows Acconci facing a mirror so that viewers see
both the back of his head and his face, and although he is addressing someone as
you, he is also talking about viewers as they. In Theme Song (1973), the artist lays
on the floor with his head near the camera, offering and inviting intimate proximity
while leaving visual space for another body within the image. Acconci developed
this videoperformance in Florence at Art/Tapes/22, a video production centre
created and run by Maria Gloria Bicocchi from 1972 to 1976, and connected with
Acconci’'s dealer — Sonnabend-Castelli Gallery in New York (Valentini, 2003). The
centre also produced works by Joan Jonas (Merlo, 1974), Willoughy Sharp (Break,
1973) and Douglas Davis (The Florence Tapes: Clothing, Walking, Lifting, Leaving,
1974). Acconci was a guest for several months experimenting with different
combinations of performance and video, and also produced here Home Movies
(1973) and two versions of Indirect Approaches (1973). Theme Song (1973) was
shot in Bicocchi’s living room by Carmine Fornari, Alberto Pirelli (video operators)
and Raffaele Corazziari (technical collaborator) (Saba, 2007). This work is analysed
in greater detail in chapter three and four of this dissertation.
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Figure 2.6 Vito Acconci, Theme Song, 1973, video still.

Acconci himself states that the

performer on screen is face to face with viewer in front of screen — the
performer’s space is incomplete, it needs the viewer as part of the
performance area — the performer’s stance on screen, his moves, are
caused by the viewer’s position as strategic agent in interaction with
him. (Simmons and Davis, 1978, p.82).

In other words, relationality informs the performance in its making, not only when
viewers are physically present in front of the screen and engage with the work.
Acconci’s videoperformances visually suggest a position for the body of the viewer,
but this projected position has already actively determined the performance. Video
camera and screen mediate a relationship that, although asynchronous, is
reciprocal.

Whilst Acconci concentrates primarily on the potential of the monitor screen,
Douglas Davis extends his relational experiments to satellite technology and real-
time telecommunication. In 1971, Davis pioneered interactive television with
Electronic Hokkadim, proposing a participatory experience of television itself as an

alternative to commercial broadcast. A whole day event resulted in an evening

74



broadcast including contributions from Nam June Paik, Bruce Nauman, Eric Siegel
and Peter Campus. Viewers were invited to take part in a live broadcast and
produce the images they would also see at home. Davis continued to explore
television as a live networked tool, and in 1976 hired a ComSat satellite for a live
broadcast performance — Seven Thoughts. ‘Apparently it was the first time that any
private citizen had done this’ (Baumgartel, 2001, p.54). For the opening of
Documenta 6, Davis worked with Joseph Beuys, Nam June Paik and Charlotte
Moorman to produce live satellite broadcast videoperformances. Davis’ work, The
Last Nine Minutes (1977) shows a pair of hands flat on the screen, on the side of
the viewers — appearing to be inside the monitor screen — and knocking at the glass,
facing an approaching image of Davis. The artist appears to hear the knocking and
to press his hands flat against the screen from his side of the screen. This work
visually merges the space of the performer and the space of the viewer, making the

screen permeable to contact.

Figure 2.7 Douglas Davis, The Last Nine Minutes, 1977, video stills.

Kit Galloway and Sherrie Rabinowitz implicitly criticize this approach to networked
performance because ‘anything that was remotely utilizing realtime
telecommunications was very much a television broadcast monitor — "artist as
subject being transmitted to an audience"...’ (Galloway and Rabinowitz, 2003).
Galloway and Rabinowitz propose a radically different approach, utilising the screen

as a meeting point between people in different geographical locations. They
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developed the project Satellite Arts Project (1977) with the support of NASA to
experiment with the potential of satellite technology for collaborative performances
among artists in different physical locations. They also used satellite technology and
video screens in 1980 to facilitate conversations between Los Angeles and New
York City when they installed Hole in Space — two interconnected screens in the
‘Lincoln Center for the Performing Arts in New York City, and The Broadway
department store located in the open air shopping center in Century City, Los
Angeles’ (Galloway and Rabinowitz, 2003). These screens were not framed as
artworks and did not relay any artist’'s performance, but simply focused on the
relational potential of the technology.

Davis utilised satellite technology again in 1981, connecting the Whitney Museum of
American Art in New York to the Centre Pompidou in Paris for the videoperformance
Double Entendre: Two Sites Two Times Two Sides. In this work, Davis’ and the
actor Nadia Taleb talk to each other from the two locations, and at the end of the
work they are both seen on screen in Paris running towards each other and
embracing. Davis and Taleb perform an intimate and exclusive relationship, but also
engage viewers directly, so that they are at the same time witnesses and

accomplices:

[a]t the end of the performance | say: “I can't stand the separation
anymore. | am coming across the Atlantic right now”. That related to
Barthes’s text. In it, he talks about both love and language being a kind
of leap. So | plead with her to stay where she is and run out of the
Whitney Museum. Next you see me on the video, finally moving, running
down Park Avenue. She speaks with the audience, asking them if she
should leave or if she should stay. In the end, she decides to run away.
So she races down to the Plaza in front of the Centre Pompidou, and |
land, live, right in front of her! We chase each other around, and [ finally
embrace her (Baumgartel, 2001, p.57).

Whilst Electronic Hokkadim activates direct relationships between artist, equipment
and viewers (who become also participants and users), these last two works rely on

ruses and on-screen representation to mobilise mediated relationality. Davis
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engages directly with the materiality of the screen and the connectivity of satellite
technologies as mediators of intimate relationships and desire. Yet, these
videoperformances reproduce a patriarchal pattern of active male and passive
female roles: Taleb runs away, while Davis runs after her and embraces her. This
body of work suggests stable gendered roles in a crystallised model of desire, and
does not match Acconci’'s complex — although limited — questioning of male
subjectivity and gendered relations. In 2002, Davis developed a project called Moral
Pornography focused on (female) beauty. He invited women to model for erotic
photographs in which they decided which clothes to take off and how to pose. Davis
completely ignores the complexity of gender relations in this practice, and limits his
understanding of beauty and desire to an established pattern of female body as
object of desire, to-be-looked-at-ness and mystery. The resulting images are no
different from any other semi-pornographic photographs, and the text confirms his
superficial approach to these themes (Davis, 2004).

Davis considers himself part of ‘a generation raised on television rather than print,
indeed, on a medium of communication that is sensory and evanescent rather than
iconic and static’ (Davis, 1973, p.169). To interrogate this shift, the conference Open
Circuits, organised by Davis in 1974 with Fred Barzyk, Gerald O'Grady and Willard
Van Dyke at the Museum of Modern Art in New York City, examines the social,
political and aesthetic development of video art practices in dialogue with television.
In the resulting publication, Davis concentrates on issues of immediacy and
liveness, describing his performance to camera as ‘a heightened state of working’
(Simmons and Davis, 1978, p.76). For Davis, the aim of videoperformance is the
image relayed via the screen, and rendered heightened and relational by the
relationship between performer and camera:

To know that the moment the camera turns on is the moment of record

or of broadcast is to experience a heightened reality, to perform at

another level. ... The end of the tapes was, and is, the image. | wanted

to act in live time first for myself and finally, completely, for the viewer —
because it achieves that end. (pp.76-77).
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The conference and publication conceptualise television as a medium with ‘a
creative force which we must learn to utilize for the benefit of all mankind [sic].’
(Simmons and Davis, 1978, p.2). Television is described both as an art and as a
medium for communication, and analysed from conceptual, technical, historical,
philosophical and political perspectives. In her intervention, Shigeko Kubota
discusses the importance of the annual Women’s Video Festival started by Susan
Milano with Shridhar Bapat and Steina Vasulka at The Kitchen in New York in 1972.
Kubota describes her video works and those by other women as ‘made from a very
different perspective’ (Simmons and Davis, 1978, p.98). Kubota counterbalances
the almost exclusively male conference — the only other women speakers were the
artist Joan Jonas and the curator Jane Livingston — by making visible female artists
who adopt the video camera as a social and political tool. Kubota discusses works
made by women, which engage and represent women — gay, single mothers, on
benefits and women who have been raped — and generally counterpoint mass
media representations of femininity. The second festival included works by ‘women
who invaded what was hitherto a preserve of male technocracy’: the specific
technical possibility of video cameras and screens, connectivity, electronic image
generation and other tools (Simmons and Davis, 1978, p.99). Kubota also
celebrates the women who organise, facilitate and generally work behind the
scenes to make the production and distribution of work possible. The problem of
visibility and legitimacy of women artists informs the history of videoperformance
despite the fact that

[women] were impatient to speak, visualise and become visible. They
gravitated towards performance and video because of their
confrontational nature and their ability to deliver an immediate message
to the audience. (Elwes, 2005, p.41).

Discussing the history of the festival, Susan Milano describes how

when Steina Vasulka organized a collection of work for a show on Video
Art in early ’72 she found that there were surprisingly few entries from
women — surprising because she knew that at least one-third of the New
York video community was comprised of women. ... Portable video and
the Women's Movement had sprung up together. (Milano, 1976).
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Martha Rosler points out that ‘there was a reaction against Feminist art — which my
work clearly was — though it was covert: it took the form of exclusion, or
ghettoization.’” (Lange, 2005, p.92). Rosler continues:

[v]ideo was excluded from Documenta VII in 1982 because the director,

Rudi Fuchs, had supposedly ruled that video was a women’s form, and

therefore not really art. There were no female artists in ‘West Kunst’, a

huge survey exhibition in Cologne in 1981, and that was taken as a big
statement (p.93).

Whilst many women artists engaged with performance art in the early 1970s,
galleries and critics tended to focus on men who embraced these art
practices such as Paul McCarthy and Chris Burden (Lange, 2005). Rosler
articulated her political concerns regarding gender and power relations both
in her writing and in her artworks, combining images that expose the racial
and sexual politics inherent in intersubjective and social relations. The
videoperformance Vital Statistics of a Citizen, Simply Obtained (1977)
displays the ordeal of a woman (Rosler herself) being measured and handled
by two male scientists and mocked by three women in white coats when the
scientists remark on the suitability of the size of different body parts. A
voiceover underlines the power structures that shape scientific practices and
statistical parameters of normality. Rosler juxtaposes subjectivity and
otherness to economic power structures, management of resources like food

and energy, military practices, language and race:

| joined two things that do not go together. |Ideologically speaking, the
world is divided into nontransferable [sic] oppositions: victim-aggressor,
American against the world, the family against the public world. | join the
terms of these dichotomies together (Rosler and Weinstock, 1981, p.81)

The well-known videoperformance Semiotics of the Kitchen (1975) combines the
televisual medium-shot of the cookery programme with distorted and aggressive
gestures. This work examines the power of language to shape the subject:
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| was suggesting that the signs imposed on women are extremely
diminishing. This woman is implicated in a system of extreme reduction
with respect to herself as a self. ... As she speaks, she names her own
oppression. (p.85).

Rosler states that her work is not informed by any one theoretical approach, but
underlines the importance of the Lacanian concept of constructed subjectivity in the
context of dominant ideology and social relations (p.88). Rosler’s
videoperformances do not directly adopt relational strategies, but address ‘the
psychosocial ... to think about real, historically grounded social relations and the
ways in which they inform the personal’ (p.89).

Marina Abramovic takes a different stance towards gender and relationality, and
with Ulay (Frank Uwe Laysiepen) produced a number of collaborative
videoperformances in which they challenge their personal and professional
relationship in symmetrical actions: breathing from each other’s mouths (Breathing
In/Breathing Out, 1977), hitting each other (Light/Dark, 1977) and shouting in each
other’s faces (AAA AAA, 1978). In these videoperformances — all part of the series
Relation Work, 1976-1979 — a relationship is performed and represented, not
activated performatively with viewers. Abramovic states that her ‘early performances
deal with the body and architecture, especially the pieces that Ulay and | made,
because we were always in relation to space and time. But not because it was male
or female.” (Kaplan, 1999, p.15). In her statements, Abramovic foregrounds the
symmetry of her spiritual and professional relationship with Ulay and sidelines
gendered relations:

when feminism became an issue, | was in Yugoslavia. It never touched

me because | come from a family in which my mother was a major in the

army and the director of the Museum of Art and Revolution. In

Yugoslavia women were partisans, absolutely in power, in control, from
the government level to any other level’ (p.15).

This gives Abramovic more freedom to position her body as symmetrical to a male
body. This artist addresses her other as a peer, and shows her power through the

performance of a subjectivity that is not negatively positioned as the other of man.
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Yet, in three individual videoperformances produced between 1975 and 1976, (Art
Must Be Beautiful, Artist Must Be Beautiful, Freeing the Voice; and Freeing the
Body), Abramovic appears to display a level of masochism that is not gender-
neutral — she brusher her hair, screams and dances to a drum to the limits of her
physical resistance. These works appear to engage, if not with masochistic female
subjectivity, with the patriarchal positioning of femininity.

In Talking about Similarity (1976, part of Relation Work), Abramovic and Ulay
alternatively face the camera, the audience present and, by extension, the screen
viewers activating a triangulated relationship. At first, a close-up image of Ulay’s
open mouth appears on screen, then he sews his lips together with needle and
thread. After he exits the frame, Abramovic appears facing the camera and answers
questions from visitors about Ulay’s actions. The artists capture this and other
performances with great care, setting up lighting and recording equipment as part of
the performance area and often excluding from view the gallery visitors. Their
videoperformances are, therefore, works in their own right and not documentations

of live performances.

Figure 2.8 Marina Abramovic, The Artist is Present, 2010, documentation of
performance. Museum of Modern Art, New York.
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After producing very different works in the 1980s and 1990s, Abramovic re-engaged
with uniquely relational performances in the series The Artist is Present, first
performed in 2010 at the Museum of Modern Art in New York. Abramovic sits in the
gallery and looks at members of the audience who sit opposite her one at the time,
sometimes across a table and sometimes without it. In this work, she relies on the
presence of her own body and on eye contact to establish relationality. Photographs
taken during the performance by Marco Anelli (2010) capture the participants’

emotional responses to this intense exchange of gazes.

Figure 2.9 Marco Anelli, Portraits in the Presence of Marina Abramovic, 2010,
composite of photographs.

Adopting a very different strategy, in the 1970s Hannah Wilke responded to the
pressure of patriarchy by voicing the right of women to define themselves:

The pride, power, and pleasure of one's own sexual being threaten
cultural achievement ... To diffuse self-prejudice, women must take
control of and have pride in the sensuality of their own bodies and
create a sensuality in their own terms, without referring to the concepts
degenerated by culture. (Wilke, 1975).
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Wilke performs her body as desiring and free, both when it satisfies the traditional
aesthetic criteria of beauty and desirability, and when it is bloated and changed by
illness and medical intervention. Contrary to Mulvey’s assessment that ‘[t]here is no
way in which we can produce an alternative out of the blue, but we can begin to
make a break by examining patriarchy with the tools it provides’, Wilke posits the
possibility for women to ‘create a sensuality in their own terms’ (Mulvey, 1975, p.7;
Wilke, 1975, p.21). Wilke underplays the power of normativity and attempts to
reconfigure the representations of her own sensuality and relationality. Thus, in the
videoperformance Gestures (1974), Wilke stretches and squashes her face with her
hands. Although erotically absorbed in her action, she does not forget that there is
also another across the screen, and glances intensely towards viewers, appearing
to share her desire and pleasure or challenge those who might want to impose a
different gaze. The Intra Venus series of photographs (1992-1993) and videotaped
performances (1999-2003) portrays a similarly direct self-definition and challenge to
the looker when Wilke's body, face and hair have been radically transformed by the
consequences of cancer and its treatment (Vine, 1994). Wilke challenges the
structures of power that inform capitalist, scientific, clinical and everyday practices
by questioning their aesthetics, procedures and classifications.
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Figure 2.10 Adrian Piper, Cornered, 1988, installation view.

Similarly, in the video installation Cornered (1988) Adrian Piper challenges
definitions of white and black by exposing the system of thoughts that informs
racially defined interactions. The artist addresses a presumed white viewer through
the screen with a series of questions about racial categories and associated
behaviours while maintaining intense eye contact. Piper is directly challenging
viewers to become aware of their own systems of thought, and to establish a shared
understanding of racial classification. She redeploys the relationality that produces
the concepts of black and white in the first place to redefine relationally her own and
the other’s subjectivity. Her gaze challenges the defining gaze of those who made
her black and themselves white in the first place.
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Figure 2.11 Pipilotti Rist, I'm not the Girl Who Misses Much, 1986, video Still.

Whilst Piper adopts the authoritative televisual talking-head imagery to talk back to
the culturally dominant male other, the Swiss artist Pipilotti Rist (Elisabeth Charlotte
Rist) answers to the ubiquitous male pop artist in the language of the pop promo. In
I'm not the Girl Who Misses Much (1986), she dances in front of the camera with the

top of her dress pulled down to expose her breasts. The artist repeatedly sings ‘I'm
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not the girl who misses much’ in response to The Beatles’ lyric from Happiness is a
Warm Gun, written by John Lennon in 1968: ‘She is not the girl who misses much’.
In this videoperformance Rist obliterates her face and voice with electronic effects
and answers back to pop music with a strategy close to Rosler’'s Semiotics of the
Kitchen, and to Adrian Piper talking back to her white other. As a woman
interpellated by incorporated mass distributed music, Rist plays with the aesthetic
and technical possibilities of postproduction, and allows her own eccentric voice to
resonate with all its morbid complexity. She describes television as a ‘family
member’ that needs to be engaged with in a therapeutic relationship (Phelan et al,
2001, p.108). Echoing Mick Hartney’s assertion that ‘[s]urely TV seduces, rather
than assaults us’, Rist appears to have a personal rapport with screen and camera,
which translates into complicit and playful relationality with viewers (Knight, 1996,
p.22). Moreover, she blends music performance, new media, sculptural installations,
archiving practices and photography in an expanded body of relational and

representational practices.

Figure 2.12 Pipilotti Rist, Open My Glade, 2000, video still.

Rist employs screens of all kinds and exposes the screen as such, in all its technical
permutations, as an important mediator of relationality — from small Liquid Crystal
Display (LCD) screens embedded in the floor (Selbstlos im Lavabad, Selfless in the

85



Bath of Lava, 1994) to outdoor Light Emitting Diode (LED) screens at the top of an
office block (Open My Glade, 2000). This second piece was created for and
exhibited on the Panasonic advertising screen in Times Square in New York City,
where Rist appears to rub her face with and without make-up against the inside of
the screen leaving trails of saliva, lipstick and green eye-shadow. Despite looking
down onto viewers from the top of a building, she remains vulnerable and sensuous,
and paradoxically intimate. In Pour Your Body Out (7354 Cubic Meters) (2008), as
exhibited at the Museum of Modern Art in New York, the artist created an immersive
environment by projecting onto the walls sensuous large-scale images of body parts
fluidly moving in saturated colours. In a video interview, Pipilotti Rist discusses how
by physically embracing the architecture of the room with contiguous large
projections, the work stimulates audiences — those who ‘bring their bodies to the
museum’ — to become lighter, to stretch and to enlighten their spirit (Rist, 2008).
Both Pour Your Body Out (7354 Cubic Meters) and the three-screen video
installation Lobe of the Lung (2009) incorporate images from Rist’s feature film
Pepperminta (2009), which explores the cinematic relationship between spectators
and screen by concentrating on the plot and on the relations among the characters
(Mulvey, 1975). The artist’s signature imagery of close-ups of eyes and body parts
complements the narrative structure in which the knowing innocence of the female

protagonist and her agency drives the plot.

In the exhibition Eyeball Massage at the Hayward Gallery in London (2012), Rist
utilises a great variety of materials and technologies to display video, broadening
the notion of screen as a support for moving images and as a mediator of
relationality. In this context, some historical videoperformances are displayed
differently: to see I'm not the G