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This is perhaps an ‘introduction’ as an aside. I began this process with questions: Does a deconstructionist/ post-modernist approach necessarily imply relativism or an ‘anything-goes approach’? Is there space for the complexity of the empirical existence of emotions in ‘development studies’ and ‘conflict studies’? Can these complexities perhaps be engaged through considerations and activations of the aesthetic (both literary and ‘artistic’) and, if so, how may these perhaps interface with ‘development studies’ and ‘conflict studies’? 
At the onset of this process (which is not necessarily so easy to actually pin-down) I knew that, given certain constraints (for example the spatial constraints of this research paper) I would not be able to entertain imaginings of comprehensive engagements with these interfaces, that this entertainment would be for arrogance, for the comfort of the phantom of ‘mastery’. That is, I had an idea at the ‘beginning’ that, in the ‘end’, it would perhaps be most productive to generate frictions, moments of complicity, to engaging in seepages and smugglings in ways that could perhaps provide starting points for further explorations. 
In this paper: monsters, monstrations, supplements, symposiums, paranoia, dirt, disciplines, intuitions, experientiality, readings, readers, intimacies, frames, prosthetic bodies, threads, unravellings, systems, neural networks, masquerades, contraband, violence,  inventiveness, banalities, florescences, embarrassments, claustrophobia, unfastenings, and more, and less.
Metaphors stand in place of assertions of the ‘objects’ of this paper due to shifts that will be made in ink; the reader is implored to read, to take what is experienced to be relevant, to risk. There is thus already complicity of subject matter and operating methodology; a complicity that will be explored and experimented with throughout this research paper. 
The research of this paper occurred, to a large degree, in the form of eight encounters, discussions and engagements regarding the aesthetic, and with various practitioners differently ‘of the aesthetic’. This research pointed me in a variety of directions and provided me with a number of considerations that have been pivotal to my process and central to the construction of this research paper. While the various ‘objects’ of these practitioners were discussed in process, these are not included here, cannot be in turns taken. Rather, these encounters provided me with the opportunity to think through the visual in more complex and nuanced ways, in ways which are inseparable from the entirety of the text. For this reason, they have been referenced throughout as critical informants, as a complex network, rather than being constructed as some separable structure neatly confined in await of analysis. 
Here is a territory, “fundamentally in contact with an elsewhere. As such, it is a space that is not only ‘produced’; it is also a space that circulates, that is constantly in motion”, it is “en fuite (leaking, fleeing)” (Mbembe and Nuttall, 2004: 12). 
In modesty, in the end this only: while some seepages may sink, that others may swim.     
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“The ‘social life of things’ (Appadurai, 1986) cannot be grasped by grasping an object in your hands”
- Mieke Bal, Visual Essentialism and the Object of Visual Culture (2003)
“I imagined myself approaching an author from behind and giving him a child that would indeed be his but would nonetheless be monstrous” 
- Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus (1987)[footnoteRef:1] [1:  I am grateful to Francis Burger for this conception, for affirmation of agency in interpretation and incorporation, for movements beyond the ‘eternal boiling point’ (2012). ] 


Here there was a chimera. To begin in the past tense is to move against the metaphysical certainty of ‘the origin’[footnoteRef:2], the latter evoking, for me, an image of amber “which holds the fly so as to know nothing of its flight” (Lacan in Lemaire, 1977: xv)[footnoteRef:3].  To begin with this siren is at one ‘turn’[footnoteRef:4] to draw attention to the dangers of the form in which these words are written. Here is an assemblage[footnoteRef:5] that attempts to recognize that “blasphemy is not apostasy” (Haraway, 1991: 150). It is to acknowledge my complicity in creating concepts which are ‘mutilated’ and ‘mutilating’ (Morin, 1992: 3)[footnoteRef:6]. Importantly, for me, the very act or action of writing this is, another ‘turn’, a move against the knot that bound Lacan into a “silent stupor of Nietzschean aphasia” (Roudinesco, 1997: 359)[footnoteRef:7]. It is the grasp that while “we cannot make purely objective and final claims about our complex world”, we still “have to make choices and thus cannot escape the normative or ethical domain” (Cilliers, 2005: 259). This action may perhaps thus be read as a critically informed ethical decision, born through dissatisfaction[footnoteRef:8] and through urgency[footnoteRef:9] or an acknowledgement that “mutilating thought is not confined to theory, it has effects in the world and leads to mutilating action” (Hermanus, 2010: 23)[footnoteRef:10].  [2:  C.f. Hermanus’ discussion of the emergence of meaning through the affinity between deconstruction and complexity theory (2010: 6-7).]  [3:  I am indebted to Francis Burger for this sight (2012) ]  [4:  As Rogoff offers; “In a ‘turn’ we shift away from something or towards or around something, and it is we who are in movement, rather than it” (2008: 8, emphasis in original). Rogoff’s ‘soft’ offering is given in contrast to what is perceived as the ‘hardening’ of ‘turns’ through and into ‘knowledge economies’, whereby a simple object comes “to stand in for an entire complex network of knowing” (2008: 5) and which thereby further frustrates the urgencies that underwrote the ‘turn’ in the first place (2008: 1-2). ]  [5:  ‘Assemblage’ already incorporates the aesthetic, the ‘artistic’ construction. As such, this text is already incorporated into logics that will regard the latter constructions. ]  [6:  As Morin wrote, “The concepts which we use to conceive of our society- all society- are mutilated and mutilating” (1992: 3). ]  [7:  I am thankful to Francis Burger (2012) for both her unravelling into aphasia and her return. ]  [8:  As Hermanus c/sites Morin, “We feel a profound dissatisfaction when we face observations that are not in movement and which do not observe themselves, thinking that does not confront its own contradictions and masks the contradictions of reality, philosophy that reduces everything to key words (master concepts) which does not put itself into question, and particular speech (acts) which isolate the virtual world’ (Morin in Hermanus, 2010: 23).]  [9:  Offering a shift of perception “of a place of education or training to one which is not pure preparation, pure resolution” (2008: 7), Rogoff states that these places “might instead encompass fallibility, which can be understood as a form of knowledge production rather than one of disappointment. Equally, I would suggest education to be the site of a shift away from a culture of emergency to one of urgency” (ibid, emphasis in original). ]  [10:  As Mbembe observes, violence “is sustained by an imaginary- that is an interrelated set of signs that present themselves, in every instance, as the indisputable and undisputed meaning. The violence insinuates itself into the economy, domestic life, language, consciousness. It does more than penetrate every space… it produces a culture; it is cultural praxis” (?: 175). ] 

The invocation of the monster in the context of this experiment with form is an attempt to move away from stupefying horror and to look rather towards productive and generative strategies; to perhaps see the potential of ‘monstration’[footnoteRef:11].  It is to look at Montaigne’s ‘cannibals’ rather than simply disregarding them in ‘liberal’ indignation or revolt[footnoteRef:12]. This gestural writing may perhaps be aligned with Roland Barthes’ use of ‘ink blots’ which longed for a space before and beyond “gestures that work as discourses of intimidation… of domination” (Barthes in Badmington, 2008: 89). There is at least the possibility that this domination may be weakened at the knees when faced with Bakhtin’s ‘grotesque’, in which any particular utterance is always already a part of a “potentially endless chain of signification” (Gardiner, 2004: 36). To here perhaps appropriately supplement this supplement, Hermanus, in reference to both Derrida and Rudolph Gasché, states, “the chain of infrastructures is always open to further supplementation” (2010: 6).  The movement away from the amber closure of the ‘origin’, where the “unoriginal usurps the place of the origin” (Hermanus, 2010: 61) is to also to make a move against linearity, to move rather towards relationality[footnoteRef:13], towards the intransitive verb of becoming.  [11:  ‘Monstartion’ is derived from the Latin monstrare, meaning ‘to show’. I am indebted to Francis Burger for this etymology. ]  [12:  As Rendall makes explicit in Dialectical Structure and Tactics in Montaigne’s ‘Of Cannibals’, “An unfortunate result of the frequent choice of this essay for inclusion in anthologies is that it has often been misunderstood through being read out of context. As ought to be clear to anyone who read the rest of the Essais, its main subject, despite the title, is not cannibals… but rather how we ought to judge other cultures- and ourselves. We are only too prone, Montaigne suggests, to form hasty judgements based more on ignorance and prejudice than on experience and careful examination, and to assume that our own society provides a standard of excellence and civilization by which all others may be judged.” (1977: 56). ]  [13:  In ‘Gender as Multiplicity: Desire, displacement, difference and dispersion,’ Linstead and Pullen point to the way in which “the moribund metaphor of the journey to an end-point continues to constrain us and pull us back from relationality” (2006: 1292). ] 

In the word ‘becoming’ (as well as in others that have already been put to paper) movement clearly operates and, I will here say, that this could perhaps be an alternative to the inertia identified by Fanon where the focus is “a hard core of culture”  which, he argued was “becoming more and more shriveled up… and empty” (1959: 2)[footnoteRef:14]. Becoming as movement could also speak to Mbembe’s observation that “politics can only be placed as a spiral transgression, as that difference that disorients the very idea of the limit” (2003: 16). As Deleuze and Guattari recognized, becoming “has a consistency all of its own; it does not reduce to, or lead back to, ‘appearing’, ‘being’, ‘equalling’, or ‘producing’” (1987: 239). From the perspective of becoming, no fixed, ordered, endogenous identity may be identified. Rather, this perspective allows for the complexity of persons in process[footnoteRef:15], a possibly ‘urgent’ perspective granting that “to immobilize the difference of subjectivity in the singularity of identity is a deception of breathtaking proportions... for what it requires is nothing less than that we treat the flux of the real as imaginary, on order to treat the fixity of the imaginary as real” (Sayer, 2004: 75).[footnoteRef:16]  To move closer, “identity- whether of an individual or collective (a race, a class, a gender, a nation, a society) - cannot be what we usually imagine it to be; at least, not so long as we continue to equate identity with the subject, and reduce the subject to his, her, or its identity” (2004: 70, emphasis in original). It is perhaps here that Benedict Anderson’s caution against the tendency to hypostasize ‘Nationalism-with-a-big-N’ may be embodied (1991: 49). Further, to place the acknowledgement that “all human societies participate in a complex order” (Mbembe, 2001: 8) in a more intimate relation with ‘development’; “By imaginary significations, we mean ‘that something invented’ that, paradoxically becomes necessary because ‘that something’ plays a key role, both in the world the West constitutes for itself and in the West’s apologetic concerns and exclusionary and brutal practices towards others” (Mbembe, 2001: 2)[footnoteRef:17]. In other words, monsters can and do destroy.  [14:  I am grateful to both Mamela Nyamza (2012) and Igshaan Adams (2012) for discussions of experiences of ‘identity’ which moved beyond these hard cores. ]  [15:  “Multiplicity in this vein is not a pluralized notion of identity but an ever changing, non-totalizing collectivity, an assemblage defined, not by its abiding identity or principle of sameness over time, but through its ability to undergo permutations and transformations, that is, its dimensionality” (Deleuze and Guattari, 1987). ]  [16:  This may also have implications that operate against stupefaction; as Sayer states with regards to pathos, it “is entirely dependant upon our acceptance of the idea that behind the never-ending erasures there exists some authentic primal identity, whose truth reposes in the memory of realities that have been washed away by the tide of history” (2004: 77, emphasis in original). ]  [17:  While it is possible that the wording of this quote, for example, in the homogenizing term of the ‘West’, may seem to be somewhat contradictory to my purposes, this is a choice that I have made against the alternative of the stasis of ‘horror.’  ] 

To return again to the critical choice, the pervasiveness of simultaneously insidious and palpable mutilations has, in many ways, contributed to the prescriptive nature of what Paul Ricoeur termed the ‘hermeneutics of suspicion’ (Ricoeur in Sedgwick, 1997: 4)[footnoteRef:18]. However, as Sedgwick hazards, “these infinitely doable and teachable protocols of unveiling” (1997: 19)[footnoteRef:19] may have had an “unintentionally stultifying side effect: they may have made it less rather than more possible to unpack the local, contingent relations between any given piece of knowledge and its narrative/ epistemological entailments for the seeker, knower, or teller” (1997: 4). In response to the “privileging of the concept of paranoia” (1997: 5), Sedgwick humbly suggests that “while paranoid theoretical proceedings both depend upon and reinforce the structural dominance of monopolistic ‘strong theory’, there may be benefit in exploring the extremely varied, dynamic, and historically contingent ways that strong theoretical constructs interact with weak ones in the ecology of knowing” (1997: 21). Rogoff makes a similar observation; “While being able to exercise critical judgment is clearly important, it operates by providing a series of sign posts and warnings but does not actualise people’s… often intuitive notions of how to produce criticality through inhabiting a problem rather than by analysing it. This is true across education whether theoretical or practice oriented.” (2006: 1).  [18:  Observing that “universalising the symptom fuels the motive for diagnosis and interpretation, since symptoms are no longer localized and self-evident but lurking everywhere” (2002: 22), Dean similarly considers the ethical implications of such a critical approach; “Reading one’s world in terms of symptoms positions one as a hermeneut with a particular relation to the world- a relation of suspicion and putative mastery” (2002: 23).  ]  [19:  I am here thankful to both James Webb (2012) and Josh Ginsburg (2012) for, in their own ways, involving me in discussions which moved beyond the logics of ‘unveiling’ to a view for the more subtle and complex.   ] 

If, as Sedgwick suggests, there is a reservoir of practices and approaches, of different modes of inhabitation, that already crucially exceed “the theorizations of a consensual hermeneutic of suspicion” (1997: 3), then how may we begin to face things differently? How may we begin to move away from reflexive and mimetic theories that do not do justice to complexity? How can we create perhaps different kinds of monsters?
Rogoff’s notion of ‘smuggling’ may here provide a clue. Smuggling operates as a “form of surreptitious transfer, of clandestine transfer from one realm into another. The passage of contraband from here to there is not sanctioned and does not have visible and available protocols to follow. Its workings embody a state of precariousness… Smuggling operates as a principle of movement, of fluidity and of dissemination that disregards boundaries’ (2006: 4).  This paper, at the onset, embraces this notion as both subject matter and operating methodology[footnoteRef:20]; assembling a grotesque fantasy from orphaned thoughts[footnoteRef:21] through smuggling against discipline(s.). To begin in a critical fantasy is to operate in the hope of modesty[footnoteRef:22], while nonetheless being aware of a particular meaning of ‘becoming’ in terms of a response-ability, in terms of becoming “answerable for what we learn how to see” (Haraway in Bartsch, et. al, 2001: 134) as it may be “precisely this effort that parses the distinction between relativism and its alternative, relationality” (Bartsch, et. al, 2001: 134).  [20:  A reader might well wonder in the face of this grotesque assemblage of quotations, where is the ‘I’ of the writer in this? However, as static notions of identity, of, in other words, an easily identifiable speaker, are here problematized, this is a deliberate strategy here employed. However, as must be stressed, this is not to the detriment of responsibility.  ]  [21:  I am indebted to Francis Burger for an awareness of ‘orphaned thoughts.’ (2012)]  [22:  It is here pertinent to note that self-reflexive modest claims “are not relativistic and, therefore, weak”, “we can make strong claims, but since these claims are limited, we have to be modest about them” (Cilliers, 2005: 260, 263).  ] 

In the ‘end’, there is, simultaneously the ‘beginning’: the title of this section. As linear time has already been undermined as a strategy, ‘about-face’, in its play on ‘pre-face’, is not meant to here signify a temporal location somehow before identity. Rather, it is a play on conventional words often employed, in order to suggest a turn towards another kind of identity- an identity based not on boundaries formed from static conceptions of an immobile ‘I’, but rather, “to think of identity as a site of difference- an ontology of becoming” (Linstead and Pullen, 2006: 1295). As Sayer states, “beyond the imago we catch a glimpse of the unadorned subject, who is both a good deal more and very much less than the imagined I, the remembered self, that we are so used to admiring in the mirror” (2004: 87). Again, to reiterate responsibility in closure (here, bearing in mind the double meaning as to also indicate my violence in setting down a specific articulation which can never, in itself, be complete), Kristeva’s idea of identity is possibly a pertinent supplement; as Ziarek states, “Kristeva’s famous formulation of the subject-in-process/on-trial suggests, the instability of the symbolic order and the fragility of subjective identity do not imply subjective complacency or the ‘happy’ celebration of linguistic multiplicity but impose responsibility in the face of judgment coming from the other” (1995: 18). Linking this firmly to development studies, Ananta Giri evokes a related proposition, “that development ethics should draw on the tradition of self-cultivation found in ‘aesthetic ethics’ but must also avoid the possible associated narcissism, by strengthening its own tradition of facing suffering others” (Gasper and Truong, 2008: 20).
Embracing relationality; if theorists such as Kristeva, Anderson and Bhabha, among others, have all sustained an interest in “the place of aesthetics in the construction of national narratives” (Ziarek, 1995), and if these constructions have intense and substantial ramifications through the concept and practice of ‘development’[footnoteRef:23], then perhaps it is to aesthetics that we should now more fully turn. However, taking into account the move away from a definitely definable ‘I’- a neatly constructed object that may be easily analyzed and consumed- the turn here is towards a consideration of aesthetic approaches that do not necessarily privilege the object-as-such (whether that ‘object’ be a person, a theory, a nation, a state and so on) but that rather open up possibilities for an acknowledgement of complexity and being-in-process. Positions in which the ‘human’ is critically complicated[footnoteRef:24]. In opening then:   [23:  To quote Escobar, “The development discourse inevitably contained a geopolitical imagination that has shaped development for more than four decades. For some, this will to spatial power is one of the more essential features of development (Slater, 1993). It is implicit in expressions such as First and Third World, North and South, centre and periphery. The social production of space implicit in these terms is bound with the production of difference, subjectivities, and social orders.’ (1995: 9). ]  [24:  I am thankful to both Mamela Nyamza (2012) and Igshaan Adams (2012) for engaging me in these complications. ] 

“Engaging in the intersections between the postmodern and the postcolonial, Kwame Appiah rightly observes that humanism ‘can be provisional, historically contingent, anti-essentialist… and still be demanding (1995: 123). A ‘critical humanism’ that is not simple naïve advocacy, liberal hubris or indeed wishful thinking is difficult to envision. Whatever such a humanism might mean, it must involve something like Alain Badiou’s provocative conception of the ‘inhuman’ energy of affirmation in art ‘to take up once again the uninhabited, the immoral, and- when successful- fundamentally inhuman, energy of affirmation. Let’s proclaim again, over and against humanity, the artistic rights of inhuman truths… rather than governing as justly as possible the minor modes of our expression’ (2006: 134).” (Richards, 2011: 50-51). 
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“A theorist is one who has been undone by theory”- Irit Rogoff, What is a Theorist? (2004) 

“In an academic situation, where disciplines as well as interdisciplinary fields are defined before all else by their respective object domains (art history, literary studies, philosophy, regional studies, period studies)… If the object domain consists of consensually categorized objects around which certain assumptions and approaches have crystallized, we are dealing with a discipline.” - Mieke Bal, Visual Essentialism and the Object of Visual Culture (2003)

This section, in fact, the entirety of this thesis flies, in many ways, against my own ‘judgment’ and ‘common sense’. Throughout my engagement with ‘development studies’, in both South Africa and in The Netherlands, there have been relatively few substantial encounters with the complexity of human beings through acknowledgement and incorporation of the ‘dirt’[footnoteRef:25] of emotions- whether in theory or in practice. This has struck me as particularly disturbing in the context of an academic discipline which often claims the centrality of the human being or rather, human beings. Often, when a language of emotion has been employed it has been in service of the reification of a particular political structure rather than in service of the messiness of experiential complexity[footnoteRef:26]. Thus, this paper embodies a personal risk through its attempt to incorporate a ‘dirtier’ aesthetic than my practice often ‘allows’. To state it bluntly, while I have an intellectually informed idea of what it is I ‘should’ do in order to obtain a good grade for this research paper (RP), I believe that it may be worth the risk to loosen this constraint- As Kaufmann elaborates, “judgement and common sense organize the world into prior concepts, thus signalling an illusionary truth, habitual repetitions that are ‘little more than inertia, that is to say a reactive type of affect’ (Braidotti, 2006: 9)” (2011: 152)- for, I can think of few disciplines in which ‘prior concepts’ and ‘illusionary truths’ create more immediately apparent damage than in that of ‘development’.  [25:  As Malcomess has stated, “A ‘clean’ aesthetic poses few questions to modes of representation… and hence to the reception and status quo of audiences. I propose that the reason for this displacement of the ‘dirty’ is symptomatic of a disavowal of these structural concerns and an obsession with our own ‘synthesis’, the invention of our own ‘togetherness’, so as to emerge as the fictional collective identity” (2011).    ]  [26:  See for example, the critique of Sen’s variant of ‘human development theory’ in Gaper and Truong, 2008: 20-23. This argument may also perhaps be applied to ‘alternative development discourses’ which often, I have felt, unintentionally patronise through romanticized constructions of ‘indigenous peoples’. ] 

From this brief introduction, it should be evident that the grime given (here and there) incorporates my own, among others. Making myself thus visible not only increases my own responsibility (see ‘pre-face’) but hopefully provides a slight shift away from the paternalism of theorising about ‘others’ that has so often been the knee-jerk of my practice and others. This RP thus takes seriously Bergson’s philosophical method which holds “intuition has very little in common with how the term is commonly understood, as a vague empathy or feeling. There is nothing impulsive or vague about intuition, which is a rigorous philosophical method for an attunement with the concrete specificities of the real[footnoteRef:27]. Intuition is the method by which unique and original concepts are created and developed for objects, qualities and durations that are themselves unique and specific” in other words, intuition resists “the temptations of intellect to understand the new in terms of the language and concepts of the old.” (Bergson in Burger and Ginsburg, 2011)[footnoteRef:28]. [27:  Here intuition may perhaps be contrasted with experience. As Rogoff states, “‘experience’ is invoked primarily in relation to two realms. One is to do with claiming authenticity of knowledge through direct exposure and interaction rather than abstract perception, and the other is to do with a claim for authenticity. The ‘proximity’ of the real implied by experience always seems to endow a claim with a direct validity, legitimacy and genuineness. That ‘experience’ has always been a mobilised term, invoked precisely in order to claim an upper hand through an illusion of direct encounter, to claim validity through some assumed genuineness, is rarely discussed” (2009: 175-176, emphasis in original). ]  [28:  A perhaps interesting supplement here is the following; “The need for the figure and its foreclosure comes from the desired ‘purity’ of reason, the effort to keep philosophy clean of politics and other ‘dirty’ elements’ (Bal, 1999: 7). ] 

Having placed the ‘dirt’ of such aspects as emotion[footnoteRef:29] and intuition as perhaps necessary inclusions in development studies, this section now briefly ‘turns’[footnoteRef:30] to the ‘supplement’[footnoteRef:31] of Caracciolo’s  ‘Notes for a(nother) Theory of Experientiality’ (2012). The intuition that guides this supplementation is the following: if the discipline of development studies is hesitant to incorporate the ‘mess’ of emotion, this may be due to the fact that development theory is often grounded in what is perceived to be the ‘operable’. That is, development studies have perhaps often stalled at the following question: if human emotions are infinitely complex and indefinable, how are they to be incorporated into an empirical practice? While Caracciolo theorises in terms of the relationship between narrative or stories and experience, following my intuition and a logic of experimentation, this section suggests that there may be something in this that can perhaps be applicable to development studies and, indeed, to my ‘specialisation’ of conflict studies. In looking at the above-mentioned relationship, Caracciolo stresses that “the experientiality of stories is not just a matter of what is semiotically represented in a narrative. It depends on the involvement of stories in the larger experiential project of one’s life- on their being embedded (rather than embedding) experience” (2012: 180-181)[footnoteRef:32]. Importantly, Caracciolo does not show a complete disregard for the ‘object’ of the narrative[footnoteRef:33] but rather stresses the way in which this ‘object’ interacts with the reader[footnoteRef:34]. While it is, for him, necessary to extricate experientiality from representational talk or from the ‘shackles of mimetic theories” (2012: 183) - as we “lose too much of the work’s significance by fitting it into a ‘consciousness-oriented paradigm’ (Alber, 2002: 70)” (2012: 183)[footnoteRef:35] - the ‘object’ of the narrative is still necessary in that “texts have a greater than average capacity for restructuring the experiential background of those who engage with them” (2012: 182)[footnoteRef:36]. In this context, the text itself remains significant for the possibility of the situation it can provide; a situation with the potential to create a “pronounced effect on the reader” and thus lead to the possible “transformation of his or her identity-defining values” (2012: 186-187)[footnoteRef:37].  [29:  C.f. Kaufmann’s ‘Trans-representation’, in which movements are made towards the eradication of “the distinction between body and text that has the propensity to reify an artificial binary, a stratification which (re)produces the body as essential and narrative as representation” (2010:114).  ]  [30:  See ‘pre-face’ for an elaboration of this notion.]  [31:  Again, see ‘pre-face’ for an elaboration.]  [32:  Bal makes a similar observation in relation to looking (here a supplement for reading); “looking is a subjective activity which is not determined but at most solicited by the object of perception, an activity that depends on the subject’s ability to ‘embedd’- not absorb- the image within other images housed within the self” (1997: 61)]  [33:  To quote, “Perhaps defining narrative on the basis of experientiality alone is a weak move; perhaps limiting the experientiality of narratives to the experiences that are semiotically represented in them is problematic. What can we do with experientiality then?” (2012: 181). ]  [34:  I am indebted to James Webb for a lengthy discussion in which the importance of ‘reading’ was pointed out. Webb refers to the audience who interacts with his works as ‘readers’ (2012).]  [35:  I am also thankful to James Webb for highlighting the importance of experientiality, for shifting the boundaries between the living and the dead (2012). ]  [36:  If we give any credence to the affinity between reading and looking, the following is also relevant here; “because seeing is an act of interpreting, interpretation can influence ways of seeing, hence, of imagining possibilities of change” (Bal, 2003: 21). ]  [37:  It is my intuition that the potentiality for this situation is also provided by an encounter with ‘art objects’.] 

Importantly for the context of this RP; this perspective shifts the locus of ‘analysis’ away from the oft taken-for-granted ‘primacy’ of the significance of an actual object (such as a text, an art work and so on, something that has perhaps caused some sort of conflict)[footnoteRef:38], through a movement rather towards the significance of considerations of the ways in which people have reacted to that object. Furthermore, this perspective also undermines the constructed hierarchy in which intellect often stands above emotion; as Caraciollo stresses, “both the spontaneous emotional reaction and the adoption of a more detached intellectual stance… are attempts at making sense of our experience” (2012: 185)[footnoteRef:39]. A final important aspect of this perspective is that it also guards against reading people as ‘objects’ of their so-called ‘cultural/religious/social’ backgrounds and, in this way, does justice to the complexities of human experience; “My background includes beliefs only insofar as they bear on my experiential- embodied and evaluative- contact with the world.” (2012: 185).  [38:  I am thankful to Igshaan Adams (2012) for movements beyond this. ]  [39:  This may be supplemented by Bal’s observation that, “looking, as an act is already invested in what has since been called reading… any attempt to separate perception and its senses from sensuality in invested in preserving the tenacious ideology of the mind-body split” (2003: 13, emphasis in original). ] 

The next part of this section goes on to briefly elaborate that which is already implicit in the explication above- that there is an affinity between ‘reading’ and ‘looking’[footnoteRef:40]. Furthermore, the inclusion of these ‘aesthetic considerations’ from both ‘visual cultural studies’[footnoteRef:41] and ‘literary studies’ within the ambit of ‘development studies’ and even ‘conflict studies’[footnoteRef:42], indicates a ‘critical intimacy’ (Spivak in Bal, 1999: 5) that harks back to Roland Barthes’ call for interdisciplinarity, defined “as the creation of a new object”, to which was added “the oft-forgotten qualifier: ‘that belongs to no one’” (Barthes in Bal, 2005: 149-150). My intuition that this interdiciplinarity could potentially provide fertile ground for development studies (in perhaps many of its different contexts, including ‘conflict’[footnoteRef:43]) has been frustrated by a lack of encounters during my ‘education’ with consideration of the ‘dirty realms’ of  literary and visual studies beyond their  incorporation through the somewhat ‘clean’ strategies of, for example, ‘discourse analysis’ and ‘resistance art,’ both of which, privilege the centrality of the ‘object’[footnoteRef:44].    [40:  As Bal quotes Hooper-Greenhill, “objects are interpreted through a ‘reading’, using the gaze which is combined with a broader sensory experience involving tacit knowledge and embodied responses. Both cognitive and emotive responses may result, some of which may remain unspoken” (Hooper-Greenhill in Bal, 2003: 25). ]  [41:  To again quote Bal, “instead of visuality as defining the property of the traditional object, it is the practices of looking invested in any object that constitutes the object domain… it is the possibility of performing acts of seeing, not the materiality of the object seen, that decides whether an artefact can be considered from the perspective of visual cultural studies. Even ‘purely’ linguistic objects such as literary texts can be analysed meaningfully and productively in this way qua visuality’ (2003:11, emphasis in original). ]  [42:  While perhaps just touched upon here, the productive nature of these relationships will be expounded upon throughout this RP.]  [43:  As David Keen points out; “academics are constrained by what they like to call their ‘disciplines’, a terms that would appear more appropriate for a military institution… A ‘discipline’ prescribes a set of questions that one I ssupposed to ask; at the same time (thought this is less often noted) it implicitly prescribes a set of questions that one is not supposed to ask” (1999: 97).  ]  [44:  Regarding the ambiguity of the word ‘object’ itself, and drawing from the work of Hooper-Greenhill, Bal writes, “According to the Chambers Dictionary (1996), an object is a material thing, but also an aim or purpose, a person or thing to which action, feelings or thoughts are directed: thing, intention and target (Hooper-Greenhill, 2000:104). The conflation of the thing with aim… casts the shadow of intention of the subject over the object. In this guise, the ambiguity of the word ‘object’ harks back to the goals of 19th-century object-teaching and its roots in pedagogical positivism.” (2003: 8). ] 

Within these ‘clean’ approaches, cultural criticism “has come to be considered as a form of political work. Indeed, demystification has become the quintessential critical gesture when responding to cultural artifacts; it tends to be regarded as the only responsible alternative to either uncritical veneration (of art) or mindless consumption (of mass cultural entertainment)” (Dean, 2002: 29). If my intuition is that this is problematic, how may the relevant grime be activated within the politics of development studies? Rancière[footnoteRef:45] suggests that emancipation may stem from the rejection of the oft supposed “equality- meaning homogeneity- of cause and effect” (2007; 278) and further, that the power that is common to spectators “is not the status of members of a collective body… it is the power to translate, in their own way what they are looking at… this power binds individuals together to the very extent that it keeps them apart from each other” (2007: 278).  In contrast to the often assumed ‘relativist’ or ‘anything-goes’ approaches of deconstructionism, this non object-reifying approach may perhaps point to an operable application of this epistemological shift; “It is the questions that we ask that produce the field of inquiry and not some body of materials which determines what questions need to be posed to it” (Spivak in Rogoff, 1998: 16). Furthermore, if these observations have grown from the messy ground that they have, it may be pertinent to seriously engage with Rancière’s suggestion that, “It is necessary to reverse the way in which the problem is generally formulated. It is up to the various forms of politics to appropriate, for their own proper use, the modes of presentation or the means of establishing explanatory sequences produced by artistic practices rather than the other way around” (2000: 65)[footnoteRef:46].  [45:  I am grateful to Renee Holleman who ‘gave me’ Rancière (2012).]  [46:  I am indebted to Renee Holleman for engaging me in these subtleties (2012).] 
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[bookmark: _Toc343854803]it ain’t easy to speak of trees[footnoteRef:47] [47:  “Ah! What an age it is
when to speak of trees is almost a crime 
For it is a kind of silence about injustice!” (Bertolt Brecht in Dubow, 1990: 38). ] 


“Although social practices guided by the principles of others’ autonomy tend to be regarded as politically desirable, the possibility of according relative autonomy to something designated ‘art’ tends to be regarded as politically suspect. Progressive critics claim to accept the impossibility of mastering the enigmas of other persons and other cultures, yet seem unable to accept the impossibility of fully mastering the enigmas of the aesthetic domain. While we try to respect the otherness of other persons, our interpretive practices do not respect the otherness of art” 
- Tim Dean, Art as Symptom: Žižek and the Ethics of Psychoanalytic Criticism (2002)

“Despite the assumption of the popular press that the art world is a monstrous giant with a mad, opulent head, in reality, there is not art world as such, only seemingly infinite art worlds, thus, infinite possible subjects to reflect upon… on reflection the point here might be the need for a discussion of the benefits of confusion itself… Good confusion prompts change. It can create something new and wonderful… confusion throws down a gauntlet to the critic to respond not with a deadening explanation but an equivalent imaginative flourish. Good confusion reiterates: art is not a code that necessarily needs cracking, it’s a liberating position.” 
- Higgie, It Ain’t Easy; How Confusion can be Creative (2007)[footnoteRef:48] [48:  I am indebted to Francis Burger for ‘giving me’ Higgie (2012). I am also thankful to Clare Butcher (2012) and James Webb (2012) for different conversations regarding ‘how confusion can be creative’.  ] 

Considering aesthetics, the previous section suggested the importance of a move away from metonymic operations in which the function of ‘representation’ is perhaps too easily collapsed into that of ‘representative’ (Axel, 1999: 42). As ‘about-face’ implied, instrumental, mimetic theories of representation are often central to projects of ‘nation’ building. This process seems to be pointed to by Salaman Rushdie’s formulation of ‘imperso-nation’, described as “the process of figuring the nation in exemplary human form” (Comaroff in Axel, 1999: 45).  As Axel makes explicit, strategies of national representation often produce subjects as citizens through the construction of their bodies as whole and totalised, in other words, through the creation of prosthetic bodies: “pre-given vessels in which the nation may reside” (1999: 55). The complexity, ambiguity and multidimensionality of flesh and blood are thus eviscerated by convivial artifice. 
Drawing the thread of ‘critical intimacy’ from Rancière[footnoteRef:49] in the previous section, Claire Bishop’s critique of Bourriaud’s Relational Aesthetics (2002) suggests that inclusive, coherent relationality[footnoteRef:50] may be detrimental to both political and aesthetic practice as this felled façade fails to acknowledge the potentiality of productive conflict (Yerushalmy, 2010)[footnoteRef:51]. Turning towards the oscillations of ‘South African’ artistic practice and perception, in 1990, before the institutional demise of apartheid, Albie Sachs published a position paper (originally prepared for an in-house ANC seminar) entitled ‘Preparing Ourselves for Freedom,’ in which he proposed a radical rupture in the association of ‘culture’ with ‘resistance’. Sachs felt that this interjection was necessary in order to shift a situation in which “given the clarity and urgency of the anti-apartheid political agenda” art and artistic practice had been “pressured to become reflectionist, to adopt an ideological stance which made allegiances clear.” (Sey, 2010: 451)[footnoteRef:52]. Reflecting on literalism as anathema to the aesthetic (Sey, 2010: 451), Sachs stated, “It is enough to be politically correct. The more fists and guns the better. The range of themes is narrowed down so much that all that is funny or curious or genuinely tragic in the world is extruded. Ambiguity and contradictions are completely shut out, and the only conflict that is permitted is that between the old and the new, as if there was only bad in the past and only good in the new” (1990a: 20). As Jamal rephrases Sachs; “we have filed to demonstrate a counter imagination, one not founded on resistance, but which, in its execution and deliverance, could trump the very system we were fighting against and in which we remain trapped” (Jamal in Farber, 2010: 312). This ‘system’ here refers to the fixed rigidity of apartheid epistemologies. Ironically, it is visibility (here the visibility of ‘fists and guns’) which serves to swab seepage of surplus meaning. In recognition (and in pulling the thread) Sachs stresses that the Constitutional Guidelines are not a “blueprint to be learnt off by heart and defended to the last mis-print” (1990a; 23), that the “Constitutional Guidelines should not be applied to the sphere of culture… It should be the other way round. Culture must make its input to the guidelines” (1990a: 23).  [49:  I am grateful to Renee Holleman for engaging me in these intricacies (2012).]  [50:  I am thankful to Clare Butcher for engagement regarding the importance of the consideration of this aspect in curatorial practices (2012).]  [51:  Cf. Bakhtin’s ‘grotesque symposium’ in ‘about-face’. ]  [52:  I am thankful to Renee Holleman (2012) for struggling through these and similar constraints with me. ] 

While ‘Preparing Ourselves for Freedom’ (1990) is not without reproach, what perhaps resonates here is that Sachs was attempting to unravel boundaries in affirmation of the possibility for movement in a novel  space, a space that, as Cooper noted, calls for “a new language that does not really exist yet” (2010: 53)[footnoteRef:53]. This quiescence saw a great deal of the reaction being lodged within the unconstructive “groove of accusatory backing and forthing” (Stent, 1990: 74), an aspect which Sachs laments in afterword; “The culture of debate is perhaps more important than the debate of culture” (1990b: 148). While it is perhaps not the open aperture that Sachs so longed for (Sachs, 1990a:19), it is my intuition that a pin-hole exists in Press’ shift of focus from the art object itself, the audience, where there exists the ability “to accept, praise, criticise the art that is presented to them”, thus, where space is staked for response-ability in contrast to the crutch of channels “which decide on their behalf whether or not it ‘reflects their best interests’” (1990: 54). [53:  I am indebted to Clare Butcher for a similar observation regarding contemporary South African curatorial practice (2012).] 

Speaking of the scopic in relation to the construct of the South African ‘nation’ one cannot help but recall the severe visuality of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission. Coombes, operating with sensitivity for differentiated notions of subjective experience expresses disquiet in the face of hearings which often framed bodies within the solidities of ‘victim’, ‘perpetrator’ or ‘hero(ine)’ (2004: 245); “it is the very public nature of what inevitably becomes spectacle that sets limits on the means by which multifarious forms and levels of personal pain can be made explicit to the viewing public” (2004: 244). Placing this more thoroughly in relation to the open ambit of this discussion, Coombes draws a connection between this “inadequacy of representation of the complexities of personal lived experience” (2004: 244) and an attempt to operationalise pain in service of ‘larger entities’ such as ‘national pain’ or ‘collective guilt’ (2004: 244). In this there is the excruciating pain of prosthesis. 
The creation of ethnically particular, prosthetic bodies was an essential structuring principle for apartheid, which literally translates to ‘separateness’.  In an attempt to “mediate such a legacy and foster national solidarity while accommodating ethnic diversity”, Mandela’s government adopted the concept or image of the ‘Rainbow Nation’ (Coombes, 2004: 207). The image of the rainbow was thus highly imbricated at a time when “the end of the cultural boycott and economic sanctions put South Africa as a brand, product and experience at the forefront of international interest” (Smith, 2011: 119). It is thus with no small sardonicism that the visibility of the rainbow in the creation of South Africa as a “poster-child of political and cultural transformation” (Smith, 2011: 120) has been “dubbed by some as the ‘Benetton effect’” (Coombes, 2004: 207). 
Moving the visual closer towards ‘visual arts practice’[footnoteRef:54], Jantjes points out that “by the time the first democratic elections took place, the new regard of European curators was limited to making exhibitions with the themes of the ‘miracle’ of South Africa’s political transition, or the emergence of a ‘rainbow nation’” (2011: 27). Smith makes a similar observation in regards to the international ‘survey exhibitions’ that flourished in the 1990s[footnoteRef:55]; “many of these survey exhibitions came under serious critical scrutiny for placing unrealistic demands on art and artists to represent… the political turn of events, which succeeded in further exoticising the work and limiting its discursive potential” (2011: 135). The commodification of a homogenous image of the South African ‘nation’ constructed through particular economically beneficial  ‘readings of history’ (Jantjes, 2011; 27) created a situation in which “dominant themes like memory, history and landscape, the body and identity politics, all seen through the postcolonial lens, have dominated how South African art post-1990 is discussed and shown” (Smith, 2011; 135). In ‘Grey Areas: Representation, Identity and Politics in Contemporary South African Art’ (1999), a ‘seminal’ South African discussion regarding identity politics and the politics of representation (Farber, 2010: 305), Cronin laments the obscuration of the ‘bigger picture’ through a focus on an “intra-elite quarrel, a dispute on copyright over portraying black bodies. Meanwhile our art galleries are inaccessible to the majority of our people, and Masakhane[footnoteRef:56] has gone to Hunt Lascaris[footnoteRef:57]” (1999: 99). Within this ‘quarrel’, Atkinson points out that “if there is a particular theme that emerges repeatedly… it concerns critiques that are grounded in the retrieval of artistic intention” (1999: 23), in other words, a great deal of the argument confronts the assumption that “artistic intention is easily retrieved by the critic/historian” and the conflation of “artistic intention, as this is retrieved by the critic/historian, with the ‘meaning’ of the art work” (Breitz in Atkinson, 1999: 20)[footnoteRef:58].  Importantly, in these grey areas, an obsession with the art object as ‘representative’ is variously instrumentalised through prosthetic bodies (discrete racial groupings), and in this visibility (referring to Cronin), there is perhaps anaesthesia[footnoteRef:59] of extant agonies.  [54:  Although this, it must be said, is not always a clearly definable ‘discipline’. I am thankful to Josh Ginsburg (2012), Francis Burger (2012), Mamela Nyamza (2012) and James Webb (2012) for, in their own ways, critically complicating this for me.  ]  [55:  Smith notes that there has more recently been a smaller wave of similar ‘survey exhibitions’ to mark the ‘decade of democracy’ (2011: 135).  ]  [56:  Meaning ‘Let us build together’.]  [57:  A prominent South African advertising company.]  [58:  I am thankful to Clare Butcher (2012) for critically complicating this for me with regards to curatorial practice and for highlighting the always inevitable seeping of surplus meaning.]  [59:  Cf. Burnett’s assertion that aesthetics “would best be understood in opposition to something we all understand, an experience we can easily identify: anaesthesia” (1999: 83). ] 

In many ways, these grey discussions, have been part of a compulsion for contemporary South African artistic practice to “fall back on identity politics in order to stake a claim to a new sense of art history, to a ‘re-enfranchisement’[footnoteRef:60] of South African art. Surely since we have such intimate experience of the logics and discourses of othering, goes the unspoken argument, we should be well placed to corner a market in constructing an artistic discourse about otherness” (Sey, 2010:452).  Jantjes laments that “by the end of the second term in power (2004), the ANC government could show very little evidence of the implementation of the policies or ideas from the earlier White Paper in the domain of the visual arts’ (2004: 29). Starved of support, the art world has at times “been opportunistic in its embrace of business interest” (Majavu and Pissarra, 2011:5). In an absurd spiral, “with the economic dimensions of the arts providing the rationale for its support by the private sector, provincial and local governments have adopted a similar approach by using arts events to rebrand cities and towns” (Majavu and Pissarra, 2011: 5). So driven by instrumental and commidifying logic,  a massive “chasm between international recognition and local neglect” (Majavu and Pissara, 2011: 13) is yawning, further exacerbated by the relative lack of local visibility of contemporary South African art, as its packaging for export is prioritised (Majavu and Pissarra, 2011: 12).  Unfortunately, the connotation here is that even if ‘the majority of our people’ (referred to earlier by Cronin) could easily access art galleries, they would still not necessarily be afforded access to contemporary South African art. As Smith sums up this aspect, “The commercial realm has absorbed many strong, independent voices into its domain, and without support that would bring internationally curated shows featuring South African work back to South Africa, artists are producing work that does not get shown here. Discourses concerning our production continue to be developed in international contexts, for export, lacking a dynamic perspective” (2011: 148-149). Linking this back to Sach’s interjections, Richards states that “actually, risk, contradiction, contrariness are all at risk… there is a challenge and a virtue to confusion, misunderstanding, plain, worldly messiness[footnoteRef:61]. Art is not visual culture or heritage…- and to say so is a profound failure of intellectual nerve and certainly a desperate kind of unfreedom” (Richards in Smith, 2011: 148).  [60:  I am thankful to Renee Holleman (2012) for moving me through this. ]  [61:  Thank you to Francis Burger (2012) for all of the mess! And, also, thanks to Clare Butcher (2012) for the generative quality of this.  ] 

This section has moved through various constructs of ‘representatives’ in order to ‘think through the visual’ (Maharaj, 2011: xii)[footnoteRef:62]. The complexities that clearly abound are a caution against containment. Paradoxically, as the above may perhaps indicate, this containment often occurs in spaces that somehow claim to be opening up room for recognition, discussion, and debate. There seems to be a similarity between these operations and others happening in development studies, as pointed to by, for example, Hickey; “Although the space for thinking about politics within development has expanded significantly, there remain a number of ‘depoliticizing’ tendencies” (2008: 350). Hickey attributes this to the technocratic terms in which politics have here been included (350-351). Drawing further from the above, this containment also seems to often occur within arenas that attempt what may be easily  regarded as ‘good’ or ‘noble’ intentions. It is possible that another parallel may here be drawn between this aspect and the hegemony of the liberal democratic order (see, for example, Mouffe, 2008). The production of prosthetic bodies and the focus on mimetic ‘objects’ may also perhaps be aligned with Mohanty’s discussion of the damage caused by what she terms ‘Western feminism’, a discussion which spins around the observation that “discourses of representation are confused with material realities” (1988: 77). Finally, connecting the latter with the horrific realities of brutal ‘intervention’ often allowed for by the hegemony of the liberal democratic order, the empirical danger of totalised, representative objects is perhaps best captured by the centrality of the image of the veil (as discussed by, for example, Leila Ahmed, 2005 and Abu-Lughod, 2002). While it may perhaps be easy to atrophy in the face of this horror, again the point that is stressed here is that “the impossibility of a final analysis does not render analysis futile… the potentiality for intervention remains- in spite of, perhaps even because of, the absence of definitive answers” (De Jager, 1999: 115-116). It is towards elaboration of these potentialities that the next section will attempt to more fully turn.   [62:  I am indebted to Josh Ginsburg (2012) for moving me through a rigorous experimentation in interesting ways to ‘think through the visual’. ] 
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[bookmark: _Toc343854804]unravelling bastards

“Structure- or rather the structuality of structure- although it has always been involved, has always been neutralised or reduced, and this by a process of giving it to a point, fixed origin. The function of this centre was not only to orient, balance, and organise the structure- one cannot in fact conceive of an unorganised structure- but above all to make sure that the organising principle of the structure would limit what we might call the freeplay of the structure” 
- Jacques Derrida, Structure, Sign and Play in the Discourse of the Human Sciences (1993).

A thread has wound past type to here and, in this movement, in this pull; something has been smuggled through form.  If a thread has been pulled through, the implication is that of an unravelling, a loosening, and simultaneously, that of the dissipation of the tight fist of its ‘origin’. The thread has been a caution against the totalised ‘representative’, the atrophy of amber, and thus, the operating methodology is counterpart to the subject matter. This caution has been spoken through the ‘criticality of complexity’ and thus, it is to critical complexity[footnoteRef:63], a thinking system without a centre (Hermanus, 2010: 14), that this section turns.  [63:  I am thankful to Francis Burger (2012) and to Josh Ginsberg (2012) for an awareness of the work of Paul Cilliers and specifically to critical complexity through his publication, Complexity and Postmodernism; Understanding Complex Systems (1998). ] 

Facing the perplexity of the polymorphous, Paul Cilliers begins by drawing a distinction between notions of the ‘complex’ and the ‘complicated’. The latter, even if constituted by an overwhelming immensity of components, “can be given a complete description in terms of its individual constituents” (1998: iix). Examples of complicated systems could include computers, aeroplanes, or satellites.  In contrast, the complex system cannot be fully described through analysis of its components. It escapes the finite- a complex system, as the old adage goes, is more than the sum of its parts[footnoteRef:64]. This complexity (rather than complication) is due to the fact that relationships are crucial to the complex system; it is constituted through these, through the interaction among constituents of the system, between the system as a whole and its composite elements, and between the system and its environment (Cilliers, 1998: iix and Hermanus, 2010: 19). Examples of complex systems could include natural language, the brain and social systems. Translating this to the task at hand, if social systems are complex systems[footnoteRef:65], then it would perhaps make sense to regard the relationships that constitute these systems, to consider the structural structure, rather than necessarily focusing upon one or other discreet element. In order to speak to this aspect of critical complexity, Cilliers mobilises the significance of ‘distributed representation’ integral to neural networks. To briefly and simply elaborate, neural networks may be described as systems in which the ‘building blocks’ (the ‘nodes’) have no significance in and of themselves, rather, it is the weights given to various ‘strands’ of the meshwork connecting these nodes, that creates meaning (Cilliers, 1998: 26-35). Crucially, having said this, meaning cannot even be pinned down at these ‘strands’, significance lies not “in the value of any specific weight or even group of weights, but in the way they are related and activated each time. Information is not stored in- or rather, represented by- a symbol and recalled when necessary (as in traditional cognitive models), but is reconstructed each time that part of the network is activated” (Cilliers, 1998: 33-34, emphasis my own).  Relations and interactions are generative, infrastructural movements within the complex system, which involve “antagonism, asymmetry and polemics and dominance” (Hermanus, 2010: 118). Having foregrounded interactions, a further key aspect from critical complexity is thus that relations are not fixed (or linear); they shift and change in surprising and asymmetrical ways[footnoteRef:66].  [64:  To supplement with mathematical theory; while the standard conception of infinity according to classical finitism asserts that infinity is only potential, not actual, set theory provides an account “not of a potential but of an actual infinity. Infinity or, better, infinities are actually there, all at once” (Gibson, 2006: 8). It is, at the very least, interesting to note that the concept of actual infinity is the cornerstone of Badiou’s thought- Badiou surfaced at the bottom of ‘about-face.’ For more on set theory, see Gibson, 2006: 6- 16. ]  [65:  For an elaboration of social systems as complex systems, see Cilliers, 1998: 119- 123.]  [66:  To again ground this in the social system, Cilliers states that “the social system is non-linear and assymetrical as well. The same piece of information has different effects on different individuals, and small causes can have large effects. The competitive nature of social systems is often regulated by systems of power, ensuring an asymmetrical system of relationships. This, it must be emphasised strongly, is not an argument in favour of relations of domination or exploitation. The argument is merely one for the acknowledgement of complexity” (1998: 120). ] 

Embracing the logic of smuggling, it may be appropriate to here slip down a side alley. 
While it may be disconcerting for those who strictly adhere to the notion of disciplines, “to think in terms of relationships, rather than in terms of deterministic rules, is not a novelty for science” (Cilliers, 1998: 35), an observation implicated in the above incorporation of mathematical theories and neural networks[footnoteRef:67]. Another complement to the latter may be found in quantum-mechanical accounts of sub-atomic processes which are detailed as “essentially relational” and, in which, on a macroscopic level, relations actually determine the nature of matter (Cilliers, 1998: 35). The opprobrium does not necessarily therefore belong to science itself but may perhaps rather be attributed to the way in which relational models have tended to be seen “as part of qualitative descriptions and not as part of the quantitative descriptions and calculations deemed necessary ever since Kepler’s insistence that ‘to measure is to know’” (Cilliers, 1998: 35).  [67:  I am thankful to Josh Ginsburg (2012) for flaring the network for me.] 

Returning to the throng, awareness of complexity necessitates epistemological reflexivity. As Hermanus suggests; “one can posit that critical complexity has an inherently ethical concern with the social… This mode of thinking the system in terms of complex organisation, breaks dramatically with a more instrumentalist application of the concept of ‘system’ to phenomena in the natural and social world” (2010: 16). In the previous section, the peril of ‘unifying’ images and ‘unifying’ narratives was gestured to. This gesture seems to have some correspondence with Cilliers’ observation that unifying narratives (sometimes raised as metanarratives) attempt to reduce knowledge “to a single whole, erasing differences even as they- the use of the plural here is not unintentional- masquerade as neutral objectivity” and that this “masquerade has socio-political credence and consequences.” (Cilliers paraphrased in Hermanus, 2010: 21).  While ‘ethics’ may often be dressed in this garb, Cilliers poses a radical rupture as “following a universal set of rules (assuming such rules exist) does not involve decision or dilemma, it merely asks for calculation” (Cilliers, 1998: 137). Stated another way, epistemological certainty may actually serve to erode ethical considerations (even if implemented in that name[footnoteRef:68]) as cut-and-paste strategies[footnoteRef:69] simultaneously serve to dull the reflexive flare of critical thought[footnoteRef:70].   [68:  In Badiou’s terms, this could be described as the tendency for ethics to progressively show itself “to be incapable of preventing its own betrayal” (Gibson, 2006: 91). ]  [69:  Thank you to Josh Ginsburg (2012) for moving me through graphs in which accident and chance intervened in atrophy. ]  [70:  Hermanus makes explicit; “Ethics is necessary in a complex world in which matters cannot be simplified to calculable problems without drawing normative elements into the process of both identifying the problem and deciding which way to go from there” (2010” 117).] 

If the normative is thus problematised, it may be possible to resuscitate deconstructionist thinking (sometimes referred to as post-modernism) from claims of relativism. If deconstruction is concerned with ‘complexification’ (Caputo, 1997: 35), and this concern decimates delusions of neutrality, then responsibility is inescapable. To say that one should not act as a result of an amplification of critical and reflexive responsibility[footnoteRef:71] seems to me to be an egregious end-point. To bring Badiou back into the picture, Gibson asserts that “the first thing to recognise about what Badiou calls politics is that politics is always thought” (2006: 81) and that “thought is thought only insofar as it repudiates or holds at a distance that which is immediately given us to think” (2006: 80). Further, for Badiou, “politics always means inventiveness” (Gibson, 2006: 83). Stated slightly differently, Derrida’s ‘freeplay’ should perhaps come in to play. The intimate association of inventiveness, of creativity, with the political once again imbricates the call for the aesthetic in the political[footnoteRef:72]. This being the case, it is of no small coincidence that Hermanus concludes her exploration of violence, informed by critical complexity and deconstruction with an appeal for what she refers to as an ‘aesthetic sensibility’; “aesthetic in the sense that it attempts to go beyond what is present and to conceptualise, create and instantiate what is yet to come” (2010: 215).  [71:  What Derrida and Roudinesco might refer to as “a general ethics of vigilance” (2004: 28). ]  [72:  As has been previously been pointed through, for example, the thought of Ranciére for whom I thank Renee Holleman (2012). Previously, this was distinguished from a ‘politics of aesthetics’.] 

Having worked these threads, we already bear the contraband of Hermanus’ first ‘level’[footnoteRef:73] of violence from the framework[footnoteRef:74] elaborated in her exploration of ‘Difference, Boundaries and Violence’ (2010). Earlier it was stated that the antagonistic, asymmetrical infrastructural relations within the complex system involve ‘polemics and dominance.’ Further, the peril of delusions of neutrality have also been elucidated; here it is perhaps worth over-emphasising that this is not just applicable to normative theories or articulations but rather, to all theories and articulations- hence the call for critically informed ethical decisions in what and how to articulate. This generalisation of violence within the (complex) system is what Hermanus’ refers to as the first level of violence. If violence is distributed[footnoteRef:75], notions of a strong opposition between nonviolence and violence are undermined[footnoteRef:76]. While this might easily offend sensibilities that reify the concept of nonviolence, it has already been previously suggested that conflict and confusion hold the potential to be extremely productive. Further, it has also been implied that the suppression of conflict (which, if a social system may be said to be a complex system always exists) in the name of the supposed preferentiality of convivial (images of) unity, can actually be extremely damaging[footnoteRef:77]. While the inescapability of violence may produce pathos, it is the suggestion throughout this section that, if this situation is critically considered, there lies affirmation of responsibility and potentiality for imaginative responses in which “the mobilisation of violence of the system against itself” (Derrida in Hermanus, 2010: 119) may lead to the creation of new and perhaps less confining empirical realities.  [73:  The term ‘level’ does not here necessarily imply a discreet, separate, or bounded realm, as is often the implication in the general usage of this term, rather, it is employed in this exploration as a strategy in order to make the complexity of violence comprehensible. ]  [74:  ‘Framework’ is not, by any means, a neutral term or action within this exploration, however, problematising this, Hermanus’ framework of violence can be approached through acknowledgement of this articulation as constructed through an ethical activation of her critically informed ability to choose.  ]  [75:  Derrida refers to violence as a ‘distributed force’ (2002: 235). ]  [76:  It is here pertinent to note that Hermanus brings in Arendt’s analysis of violence in ‘On Violence’ (1970) as a challenge to this system (in which violence is generalised and distributed). To quote this point at length, “this was done deliberately as she writes with a clear separation of violence and nonviolence in which the former is rejected outright as a viable and lasting solution to political problems… the advantage of Arendt’s conceptualisation of violence is that it makes the identification of violent and nonviolent means and ends simple, or at least simple to identify if not achieve. .. this view was itself shown to be problematic and in fact potentially implicated in the concealment of violence in the system” (2010: 118).  ]  [77:  Here I am thankful for the metaphor of seemingly fragile pollen, which Igshaan Adams pointed to as being, in actuality, extremely durable (2012).  ] 

This leads us to the second level of violence (which always includes the first level).  This violence is the violence of the boundary or frame (for example, the violence of a particular articulation), which is imposed upon the evisceration of the origin (intrinsic to the first level) in order to reinstate a simulacrum of unity or presence[footnoteRef:78] (Hermanus, 2010: 129). To quote Hermanus on this point and to thus bring in some of the language of deconstructionist thought, “The first two levels of violence can be thought as openness and closure in the system. The first level of violence is the distributed force of différance that disrupts the identity or closure of the sign with movement of the trace in time and space. The sign is thus left open to the infinite play of intrusion, or the disruption of its boundary (Derrida, 2001: 365). When the meaning of a sign and its relation to other signs is specified, this intrusion must be prevented. One must confine the sign to itself and stop the trace in its tracks. In this way, a restitution of closure, of a boundary denies the lack of origin and the movement that this lack begins” (2010: 129)[footnoteRef:79].  While within the social system the boundary can perhaps never be obliterated, the value of critical complexity and deconstructionist thought is that they articulate frames from awareness that these can be reconstructed and replaced. They attempt to recognise the possibility for change and then employ frames sensitive to this. Perhaps paradoxically, they attempt to use frames in order to open up possibilities for change[footnoteRef:80]. This reflexive mode of framing may perhaps be contrasted with frames or boundaries that insist upon operational closure. For Derrida, political action is the mobilisation of “différance against the closure of boundaries and the accepted order of things” (Hermanus, 2010: 160).  [78:  This has previously been gestured to in elaboration of the construction of the ‘prosthetic body.’]  [79:  For further explication of these concepts, see: Hermanus, 2010; Morin, 1992; and Cilliers, 2005. ]  [80:  As Hermanus states, “In a sense, the emphasis on openness in complexity thinking- critical complexity theory and deconstruction- must always assume a boundary, border or level of stability that is susceptible to being opened. ] 

The third level of violence that Hermanus articulates (which always includes the first and second levels) is that of empirical violence[footnoteRef:81]. Drawing form the system developed in the first and second levels, she provides elaboration of ways in which the first two levels interact with and are productive of this third form. Similar connections and movements have been previously made here[footnoteRef:82]. Embracing non-linearity, Hermanus emphasises, “the first and second levels of violence in complex organisation are not necessarily good or bad. Furthermore, both are necessary conditions of meaning in the system. To frame violence as a problem within complexity is not to advocate its eradication on these levels… without violence there is neither structure nor deconstruction. Still, the problem of violence on these two levels demands a response and an active engagement… empirical violence and the suffering it produces, creates this demand” (2010: 201).  [81:  I am thankful to Igshaan Adams (2012) and Mamela Nyamza (2012) for discussions revolving here.  ]  [82:  A brief example could perhaps be the way in which the image of the veil has been translated into a banning of the veil in France- a damaging action perhaps perpetuating inequality although taken under the guise of ‘liberal democratic’ principles of equality.   ] 

In acknowledgement of the second level as a potentially fertile site for interjection and drawing upon the aesthetic sensibility thus far solicited, this RP now turns towards two ‘moments’ of contention within contemporary South African artistic practice. Through engagement with these highly visualised moments, the paranoid logic of a faith in exposure is subverted; no putative mastery of diagnosis or unveiling is unearthed, rather, the already dirty and banal is evoked in order to play through tight fists of closure and perhaps open up room for unravellings. Smuggled threads of intuition are offered in which the respective art objects themselves are not necessarily the focus; cannot be in shifts already taken. Rather, the place of experientiality holds sway through focus on the audience or readers of these ‘objects’; words and emotions mobilised by viewers in response: the throng of those centralised and, in offering, side alleys of others[footnoteRef:83]. Here is the complicity of folding and unfolding- a movement of my own disfigurements, my own mutilations, in efforts of opening – even if, after all, this is only monstrated through the attempt[footnoteRef:84].   [83:  While ‘side alleys’ may evoke, for some, the ‘unseen’ and thus indicate a return to the logic of the paranoid, it is my intuition that these alleys are perhaps only unseen by those too paranoid to buy their bread in them. In fact they jostle with life, are seen a thousand times in a thousand different movements.]  [84:  I am thankful to Francis Burger (2012) for pointing to the importance of effort, of struggle, even if (and perhaps even more so) in the risk of ‘failure’. ] 
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“To every person who has ever looked in the mirror and seen an incomplete version of themselves” – Keenan Harper, They Call Me ‘Umfowethu’ (2006)
“For de Certeau, the idea of the blank page… becomes synonymous with the possibility of society to remake itself, backspacing history, and the continuous enunciation of its values and constitution: to produce new pasts: ‘(refaire l’histoire)’. If only it were that simple. The act of writing, a subject’s supposed autonomy and the enviable silence when the so-called ‘voices of the world’ are stilled, must at some point be read, used, framed, projected upon, repeated, plagiarised and derived. Yes, the blank page is a world awaiting making, but what of the book of pages surrounding it, those torn out, those that have been stained, those bearing the imprints of the hard press of a pen chapters earlier?” 
– Clare Butcher, Here and There: the making of time in contemporary creative practice (2010)

The prisoners in Kafka’s In the Penal Colony are subjected to a “remarkable piece of apparatus” (1948: 191). Strung across this constructed contraption, the prisoners are unable to escape inscription; the teeth of the ‘Harrow’ bite into their skin, marking them with the commandment they have disobeyed (1948: 191). The prisoner does not know the sentence but rather, must learn it on the body (1948: 197). In this there is a vivid account of the second level of violence as inextricably interwoven with the third. In supplement, Mark Behr’s The Smell of Apples (1995) traces the ideological workings of the apartheid system through the banality[footnoteRef:85] of everyday “sayings, stereotypes, and justifications” (Barnard, 2000: 207). These, as well as the form of the narrative, move in lines of claustrophobic closure, recruitments swell in soldiers through the grind of the everyday and the unremarkable. Proverbs such as ‘n goeie begryper het ‘n halwe  woord nodig (‘a good comprehended needs only half a word’) are drilled to the closure of meaning- for the gaps must be filled with repetitions, that which has already been said by others (Barnard, 2000: 214). That these reiterated remarks are mirrored in the material, the literal taking up of arms by the narrator, “like his father before him” (Barnard, 2000: 208) is of no small irony here. The ‘levels’ of violence betray the form in which they are articulated- rather; they are involved in an intimate interlacing. [85:  C.f. Mbembe’s discussion of the banality of power in ‘On the Postcolony’ (2001).] 

Irony and interlacing are certainly apparent in the first moment I shift to, the performance of a walkout staged at Constiutional Hill by then Minister of Arts and Culture, Lulu Xingwana, in response to the work of artist Zanele Muholi. Muholi’s complex photographic portraits of lesbian couples were violently enclosed by Xingwana’s articulation of them as “immoral, offensive and going against nation- building” (Xingwana in Sey, 2010: 453) as these articulations led to their subsequent censorship[footnoteRef:86]. That this particular interpretation of certain bodies as being unfit for ‘imperso-nation’[footnoteRef:87], could hold such sway and that they were articulated by an advocate for Arts and Culture is disturbing , and perhaps even more absurdly so when the site in which they were articulated  is taken into consideration. Constitutional Hill was the location of “Johannesburg’s notorious Old Fort prison complex, No. 4 Jail, where many of South Africa’s leading political activists were detained under apartheid[footnoteRef:88]. Post-1994, the former was rebuilt to embody the new South Africa’s right to freedom of expression, association, creed and sexual orientation” (Sey, 2010: 453)[footnoteRef:89]. It seems that the ‘Rainbow Nation’, as it turns in this moment, can only accommodate particular, predefined, unified bodies. I read the bodies offered by Muholi as confounding and subverting logics of clear categorisation and, in this; the offense to a unifying logic paradoxically only operable under conditions of exclusion, under conditions of partial sight and compressions of complexity. Moving these disturbances to the bizarre proportions of Kafka’s ‘Harrow’, the identification of these bodies as being somehow unfit for ‘the rainbow’, the violence of this particular articulation, is, as Muholi explicates[footnoteRef:90], inscribed in skin, materially embodied in the experiences of those who are beaten, bloodied and raped in the name of a logic which cannot accommodate ‘arbitrations’ from bodies pre-define as suitable for the national project of ‘unity’[footnoteRef:91]. The rainbow cannot accommodate seepages of colours, cannot be muddied, and cannot accommodate the revolt of grey. Love and intimacy are construed as disturbing, ‘pornographic’ in Xingwana’s opinion (Sey, 2010: 453) when uncovered, unravelled, untamed by the tropes of the timid and radically removed from clichéd conceptions of romance held in roses. While these bodies are often violated, they are not given up here as necessarily violable, in my reading, they confront through the visibility of their intimate and everyday actions, simultaneously subtle and potent movements in which swells affirmation of their power to define their own identities. These movements overthrow the paralysis of fear inscribed in the paradigm that “rape haunts the lives of women on a daily basis” (Niarchos in Zarkov, 2006: 219)[footnoteRef:92] and, even more potently, subvert a logic of powerlessness, interjects even in face of a context where the materiality of these spectres is actually manifest. While largely unspoken and unacknowledged, it is at least possible that this particularly subversive aspect mobilised some sense of offense in a country where the rape of women, and thus their implicit powerlessness[footnoteRef:93] is hyper-visible and where ‘black’ lesbians in particular are hyper-visualised as violable through discourses of ‘corrective rape’[footnoteRef:94].  [86:  While Muholi has worked for a number of years in the realm of the archive, “the making/mapping/preserving of radical black lesbian visual history” (Muholi, nd.: 3) necessitated by the perceived invisibility and silences of preservations and presentations that fail to acknowledge the complexities of these spaces and these subjectivities, within this wider context, it is at least possible that this act of censorship attempts to muzzle such efforts. It is also pertinent to note that the recent largely unpublicised robbery of these archives perhaps occurred in a similar vein.   ]  [87:  As Joan Nagel makes explicit, “national boundaries are also sexual boundaries” (2000: 107). ]  [88:  I am thankful to Clare Butcher (2012) for engaging me in the importance of site.]  [89:  Speaking of art, embroiled in site and abound with irony, one can perhaps also recall the vantage point of Signal Hill from which “many of the nineteenth-century paintings of the Cape that established the conventions of the picturesque colonial landscape were composed” (Baderoon, 2011: 81). The lanscapes, ‘emptied of rival human presences” (Bunn in Baderoon, 2011: 79), assisted in legitimating a colonial presence in Africa (Baderoon, 2011: 79). Signal Hill is ironically also the site of the oldest slave graveyard in South Africa (Baderoon, 2011: 81) and is, with no small consequence to the discussion at hand, the site from which the colonial noon-day canon still fires. ]  [90:  In, for example, ‘Mapping Our Histories: A Visual History of Black Lesbians in Post-Apartheid South Africa’ (n.d.)]  [91:  To be more explicit, bodies disciplined through ‘corrective rape’. ]  [92:  As Zarkov points out, this paradigm, even if perhaps well-intentioned, inscribes the inevitability of the rapability of women and “simultaneously ascribes the propensity to rape as an essential prerogative of maleness. These definitions, paradoxically, reinforce the greatest of all gender distinctions, assuming, once again, the omnipotence of men and the absolute powerlessness of women.” (2006: 219).   ]  [93:  Following my intuition, an inscription which is necessary not only in order to maintain ‘gender distinctions’ as Zarkov explicated, but also necessary for the maintenance of a prolific South African private security industry operable primarily through the employment of ‘moral panics’.]  [94:  As Gqola states, “Muholi’s work is less about making Black lesbians visible as it is about engaging with the regimes that have used these women’s hyper-visibility as a way to violate them” (Gqola in Baderoon, 2011: 87). It must also here be said that I am thankful to Mamela Nyamza (2012) for engaging me in some of complexities surrounding this. ] 

If light necessarily invokes dark through its existence, the florescence of the rape of women in South Africa[footnoteRef:95] often operates to the exclusion of acknowledgements of the rape of men[footnoteRef:96]. It should be stressed that this does not necessarily imply that current lights should be dimmed but rather, that these should perhaps fall in different ways and open up their ambits. The exclusion pointed to is particularly unnerving when considered in a context where male rape was only officially recognised as such in 2007 (Meel, 2009: 1)[footnoteRef:97] through a new sexual offences bill. However, while this bill recognises forced anal or oral sex irrespective of the gender of the victim or the perpetrator as rape, the revised definition of rape “does not include vaginal intercourse forced on a man by a woman’ (Meel, 2009: 2) which still remains largely mythologised. This is extremely problematic in a context where despite severe stigmatisation and lack of acknowledgement, a survey published in 2008, carried out in 1200 schools across South Africa, engaging 127 000 male students between the ages of ten and nineteen, reported that “two out of five male South African pupils say they have been raped” (IOL, 2008). This survey also reported that “about a third said they had been abused by males, 41 percent by females and 27 percent said they had been raped by both males and females” (IOL, 2008). In 2011, after a ten year old boy reported being raped at a hostel of a Port Shepstone school, police spokesperson for the area, Lieutenant-Colnol Zandra Wiid, came forward with the statement that “Male rape is becoming more common and there’s an average of five reports per week where males are victims of rape” (The Witness, 2011). Male rape in South African prisons has also been referred to as exceedingly normalised, despite being regularly stigmatised and denied (see, for example, Gear, 2007). While these points are admittedly grasps at straws in the dark, they do seem to point to the prevalence of the sexual abuse of men in South Africa and thus, it is the suggestion of this research paper, after a particular thinking through the visual and the discourses surrounding these that gender-based violence needs to be recognised for its extensive prevalence and in ways in which ‘gender distinctions’ referred to may be subverted in an acknowledgment of complexities.    [95:  Unfortunately illumed far more in moral panics and discourse than in actual support and redress. ]  [96:  This is perhaps especially so if the former is inscribed within logic that necessarily ascribes power to men and vulnerability to women, rather than addressing gender-based violence as non-discriminatorily endemic.]  [97:  Before this, male rape was only recognised through the terminology of ‘indecent assault’ (Meel, 2009: 1). ] 

Returning here to the hyper-visibility of ‘corrective rape’ this may perhaps be said to be problematic in that it often foregrounds homophobic violence as occurring in townships[footnoteRef:98] and that this often feeds into racist and elitist logics of those spaces as somehow more morally corrupted or corruptible than those of the suburbs[footnoteRef:99]. It is my intuition that this hyper-visibility serves to deflect from the fact that homophobic violence in South Africa occurs in a multitude of different spaces and is, in fact, perpetrated by a multitude of different races. While it may perhaps seem like simple logic to associate the censorship of Muholi’s work with a paradoxically positive contribution of the visibility of the archive that she has been involved in constructing, it is my intuition that the situation is more complicated than this; while Muholi has attempted to engage with complexities of experience, much of the liberal indignation that I have encountered in response to this censorship, involve particular readings that highlight stereotypes of homophobia as somehow implicit to ‘African’ sensibilities[footnoteRef:100] (perhaps further frustrated by the constructed luminosity of images of homophobic violence occurring within ‘township’ spaces) and thus, serves to compress complexities. Not only is this a ludicrous assumption when considered in the context of the particularly virulent logic of homophobia essential to the apartheid government’s construction of nationalism and nation (see, for example: Conway, 2008; Conway, 2010; and Jones, 2008)[footnoteRef:101], but it also fails to take into account the fact that, in South Africa “the customary[footnoteRef:102] concept of marriage was flexible enough to accept and accommodate different family formations long before the Civil Union Act- at a time when civil law marriage absolutely required monogamy and sex specificity” (Bonthuys, 2008:732)[footnoteRef:103]. Here it must be emphasised that this research paper acknowledges that homophobia is rampant and thus highly problematic in South Africa[footnoteRef:104] however, what is also highly problematic is when this particular form of violence is assigned as a blanket for a predefined construction of a ‘particular group’ of people without critical and nuanced engagement. The visibility of the discourse of homosexuality as ‘un-African’, the assertion ad nauseum of the “deep, perhaps essential homophobia in African culture” (Epprecht, 2004: 82), disregards not only the ways in which terms such as ‘gay’ are appropriated and made diversely malleable in interfaces with different spaces (see, for example Tucker, 2010), but also, the radically different ways in which same-sex intimacy are actually understood and described from various positions. I would suggest that it needs to be more widely acknowledged that in South Africa, sometimes communities in which same-sex intimacy are prevalent and accepted, are also  those from which expressions of disregard for the terminology of ‘homosexuality’ emanate (see, for example, Kennan, 2006). In fact, there exists a wide range of ‘homosocial’ practices that do not necessarily subscribe to the descriptions of or identifications with ‘homosexuality’ (see, for example, Gunkel, H. 2009). It is unfortunate in the face of this complexity that the non-embrace of certain terminology in favour of more nuanced and spatially specific understandings and articulations is often violently conflated with an assumed (stereotypical) point-blank rejection of same-sex intimacy.  [98:  Informal settlements are often found on the peripheries of South African cities and suburbs. ]  [99:  Here it should be noted that in South Africa, socio-economic divides are still largely racialised divides. ]  [100:  Automatically erroneously associating a response by an ANC member as somehow entirely representative of these ‘sensibilities’. ]  [101:  In this, the logic of Behr’s proverb (given in opening) is seen to be repeated by Xingwana in her assertion of Muholi’s works as being ‘against nation-building.’]  [102:  Customary law “is a form of law based on the practices and beliefs of African communities and enforced by community structures” (Bonthuys, 2008: 729-730). ]  [103:  Bonthuys provides a number of examples such as the accepted practice of traditional healers (sangomas) taking ‘ancestral wives’ and the Rain Queen of the Lovedu who usually marries many wives (2008: 731). ]  [104:  Despite an extremely progressive Constitution in this regard (see, for example, Msibi, 2011).] 

Hopefully, in the above articulations chosen, in these particular folds, there is simultaneously space opened up for unfoldings; for unravellings of anxious repetitions, which serve to blot out the intricate lattice, the subtle palimpsests of some other everydays.
The second moment of contention that I turn to is in regards to Brett Murray’s ‘The Spear’ recently defaced and censored at the site of the Goodman Gallery in Cape Town. Much of the hype surrounding this image has tended to anaemically return to the logic of the art object as ‘representative’ and once again, complexities have been suppressed in favour of the mobilisation of bodies through prosthesis[footnoteRef:105]. Instead of nuanced discussions, much of the debate was polarised into camps of ‘freedom of expression’ versus ‘rights to privacy and dignity.’ [footnoteRef:106] Highly visible within the latter camp was the resurrection of the apartheid legacy of exploiting and abusing ‘black’[footnoteRef:107] bodies. In the visibilities there is the objectification of both the work itself and of various bodies, including that of the work’s creator and those belonging to predefined and constructed racial groups. As Pippa Skotnes pointed out in a forum discussion held at The University of Cape Town, in calls for Murray to be stoned to death, “the artwork is personified to the extent that it is not only deemed to be almost the same as the person, but punishment should also be the same: burning, defacement, shredding, exclusion” (Panel discussion at UCT; 5 June 2012). In these conflations and polarisations the the agency of the audience, of the readers to imaginatively and experientially engage with the work is eviscerated through various operations. As Skotnes also importantly pointed out, a painting cannot speak, “it can provoke our senses, but it cannot enter into discourse, a painting is silent.” While we as readers[footnoteRef:108] speak for the image the obscuration of this focus through the obsession of objects and the comforting closure of camps is deeply embarrassing. It is my intuition that this embarrassment so intimately linked to the perhaps difficult to articulate dis-appointment of subtleties and complexities, speaks volumes. Following this intuition, the realm of emotions on such emotive ground is perhaps necessary to engage. It is clear that this moment produced severe extremities of emotions. While it is impossible to here engage with all of these, it is my feeling that, while much of the pain, anger and humiliation experienced was expressed through mobilisation of the past-tense of the apartheid, if these could so swiftly slip from the sub-dermal to the surface, there is perhaps more to this picture.  [105:  The violence of these logics was elaborated in ‘it ain’t easy to speak of trees’. ]  [106:  I am thankful to Clare Butcher (2012) for highlighting the closure of these camps and the damage done to very real nuances by them. Butcher also pointed out how this closure, as a crutch, stood, in many ways as somehow contrary to the practice of ‘curating’.  ]  [107:  It must be noted that these ‘categorisations’ are pointed to, through the use of apostrophes as problematic. In the context of South Africa, they have certainly been extremely damaging and violent, however, we may, at this stage still lack a language with which to simultaneously address on-going experiential realities and the complexities of being human.  ]  [108:  I am once again, thankful to James Webb (2012) for this pivotal concept.] 

My first encounter with this ‘controversy’ was through the highly publicised video recording of the defacement of ‘The Spear’ by Barend La Grange and Louis Mabokela. What was most nauseatingly shocking for me in this viewing was the radically different ways in which the two men were engaged with directly following their defacements. La Grange, a ‘white’[footnoteRef:109] man, dressed in a suit who initiated the destruction was immediately taken aside to be interviewed. Those present demanded details from him; who he was and what the reasons for his actions were. While La Grange was being engaged with, Mabokela, a ‘black’ man dressed in jeans and a ‘hoodie’, mirrored Le Grange’s action through a smearing of paint over the surface of the already defaced image. The non-resistive Mabokela was immediately seized by security, head butted, thrown by his neck to the ground, hit and violently tied up. The extreme disparity of these reactions, the radically different ways in which these two men were ‘dealt with’ viscerally gestures to the present reality of on-going racism within the ‘Rainbow Nation’. Facing the violence of this recording and the immense disparity of these reactions, it was extremely surprising to me that not one article, discussion, or forum that I encountered in active engagement with this ‘controversy’ incorporated or even acknowledged this aspect. Perhaps it is somehow easier to speak about pain from the past, rather than acknowledging painfully real, present and empirical manifestations. Perhaps this would go too far in undermining the carefully constructed image of national unity.  [109:  While it has already been pointed to that this kind of terminology is extremely damaging, especially when considered in the context of South Africa’s ‘past’, the use of such is informed by a critical choice in which the explication of their continued and present violence is seen to necessitate them. ] 

Moving in the present, the construction of the ‘black’ male as an embodiment of damaging masculinities and sexualities was not just central to the projects of colonialism and apartheid, it is also central to present justificatory logics of racism in which the ‘black’ man is still often highly visualised and constructed as violent[footnoteRef:110]. In two of the most highly visualised discourses on rape in South Africa, not only are ‘corrective rapists’ imagined as ‘black’ (as has been discussed above), but so are ‘baby rapists’ when, in South Africa, this discourse is often unquestioningly associated with the supposed prevalence of the ‘African myth’ that sex with a virgin can cure or cleanse an individual of HIV/AIDS (Epstein and Jewkes, 2009: 1419).  As Epstein and Jewkes make explicit, with this ‘myth’ only very rarely entering as a motivating factor for child abuse, “in the current South African case, this claim is predicated on racist assumptions about the amorality of African men and is highly stigmatising towards people with HIV” (2009: 1419). Not only does the high visibility of these discourses promote and encourage racist logic, it also acts as a diversion from the prevalence of sexual abuse within South Africa, a prevalence which again, it must be emphasised, incorporates a number of different spaces, homes, genders, ages, people races and so on. The violence of these constructions is embodied in the present.  [110:  As Gosine (2009) points out; the construction of such ‘monsters’ has been central to and for the project of ‘development’ in a number of different contexts. There is, to my intuition, an interesting correlation between this and the images often created in order to fuel the private security industry in South Africa (largely targeted at the suburbs). These images often capitalise on and hype the threat of the ‘stranger’ coming into the home.  In the context of sexual violence, this image defers from the ways in which this actually often occurs within the spaces of the home. As a perhaps interesting cross reference, see Hunter’s discussion of the ‘gendered politics of social reproduction’ as often incorporated through particularly constructed spaces (2011).] 

In supplement, in 1996 an exhibition titled ‘Miscast’ was held at the South African National Gallery. This exhibition was intended as a “critical engagement with the ways in which the ‘Khoisan’ were pathologized, dispossessed, and all but eradicated through colonialism and apartheid” (2004: 230). However, despite these intentions, this exhibition was met with expressions of outrage, pain and humiliation by the ‘Khoisan’[footnoteRef:111] readers. Coombes notes in relation to these responses that the critical distance necessary for “an appreciation of the dialectical intention behind the use of images and objects” was perhaps not possible for the ‘Khoisan’ audience in the same way that that it might be for example, for a Jewish audience visiting the Holocaust Memorial Museum, because the “Khoisan are still a dispossessed minority in the ‘new’ South Africa’ (2004: 240, emphasis my own)[footnoteRef:112]. It is therefore of no small irony that, at the time of this exhibition, the neighbouring institution to the South African National Gallery, the South African Museum (now called the Iziko Museum), still carried the controversial  ‘Bushman Diorama’ (Coombes, 2004: 220). That this still continues to exist today in the context of a natural history museum is outrageous, but the point to be emphasised here, in supplement, is that emotive responses are often mobilised in relation to present realities.  [111:  Again the use of such terminology is by no means neutral, as highlighted through the use of apostrophes. ]  [112:  It must be stressed here that, in earlier discussions of experientiality, it was suggested that there is no inherent hierarchy implicit in these different responses. Both reacting for critical distance and reacting from emotion are vital methods of engagement. ] 

As the above has attempted to monstrate, if emotions were highly activated in response to ‘The Spear’, it is perhaps more productive to pull at the thread of these responses, than to necessarily and obsessively become absorbed by the ‘object’ of the ‘controversy’, or activate simplistic camps of closure in order to impose ‘sense’ on the confusion. It is possibly through a shift in focus from the object itself to the readers of the object (and the different ways in which the object has been read) that more nuanced sights into currents may perhaps be opened. Furthermore, if this shift was realised, the problematic reality of censorship[footnoteRef:113] could perhaps more easily be buried in affirmation of unfastening, of turns away from the claustrophobia of enclosures.     [113:  It must here be noted that while two particular examples have here been activated, there exist other moments of actual censorship and assertions of the need for censorship with regards to the visual in the perhaps paradoxically constitutionally progressive South Africa. Other examples would include (although not exhaustively); the work of Jean Brundrit, Clive Van den Burg, Anton Kannemeyer and Conrad Botes, Kaolin Thompson and Andries Botha.   ] 
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