STUDIES

VOLUME 3 NUMBER 1 JANUARY 1989

Also available as a printed book
see title verso for ISBN details



CULTURAL STUDIES

Volume 3 Number 1 January 1989



CULTURAL STUDIES is a new international journal, dedicated to the notion that
the study of cultural processes, and especially of popular culture, is important,
complex, and both theoretically and politically rewarding. It is published three
times a year, with issues being edited in rotation from Australia, the UK and the
USA, though occasional issues will be edited from elsewhere. Its international
editorial collective consists of scholars representing the range of the most
influential disciplinary and theoretical approaches to cultural studies.

CULTURAL STUDIES will be in the vanguard of developments in the area
worldwide, putting academics, researchers, students and practitioners in different
countries and from diverse intellectual traditions in touch with each other and each
other’s work. Its lively international dialogue will take the form not only of
scholarly research and discourse, but also of new forms of writing, photo essays,
cultural reviews and political interventions.

CULTURAL STUDIES will publish articles on those practices, texts and cultural
domains within which the various social groups that constitute a late capitalist
society negotiate patterns of power and meaning. It will engage with the interplay
between the personal and the political, between strategies of domination and
resistance, between meaning systems and social systems.

CULTURAL STUDIES will seek to develop and transform those perspectives
which have traditionally informed the field—structuralism and semiotics, Marxism,
psychoanalysis and feminism. Theories of discourse, of power, of pleasure and of
the institutionalization of meaning are crucial to its enterprise; so too are those
which stress the ethnography of culture.

Contributions should be sent to either the General Editor or one of the Associate
Editors. They should be in duplicate and should conform to the reference system
set out in the Notes for Contributors, available from the Editors or Publishers.
They make take the form of articles of about 5000 words, of kites (short,
provocative or exploratory pieces) of about 2000 words, or of reviews of books,
other cultural texts or events.



This edition published in the Taylor & Francis e-Library, 2005.

“To purchase your own copy of this or any of Taylor & Francis or Routledge’s
collection of thousands of eBooks please go to www.eBookstore.tandf.co.uk.”

Advertisements: Enquiries to David Polley, Routledge,
11 New Fetter Lane, London EC4P 4EE.

Subscription Rates (calendar year only): UK and rest of the world:
individuals £22; institutions £38.50; North America: individuals $42;
institutions $63. All rates include postage. Subscriptions to: Subscriptions
Department, Routledge, North Way, Andover, Hants, SP10 5BE.

Single copies available on request.
ISSN 0950-2386
© Routledge, 1989

ISBN 0-203-99080-3 Master e-book ISBN



CONTENTS

ARTICLES

‘I must put my face on’: making up the body and marking out the 2
feminine
Jennifer Craik

The ‘hyperreal’ vs. the ‘really real’: if European intellectuals stop 27
making sense of American culture can we still dance?

Ed Cohen

Deconstructing the territory 40

Jon Stratton

Discourse: does it hang together? 60
David Lee

Programming rock ‘n’ roll: the Australian version 75
Sally Stockbridge

Girls and graffiti 91
Kerry Carrington

Talking about genre: ideologies and incompatible discourses 103
Terry Threadgold

REVIEWS
I spy fiction? 131

Martin Montgomery



ARTICLES



JENNIFER CRAIK

‘I MUST PUT MY FACE ON’: MAKING UP
THE BODY AND MARKING OUT THE
FEMININE

From a mere masquerade to the mask, from a role to a person, to an
individual, from the last to a being with a metaphysical and ethical
value, from a moral consciousness to a sacred being, from the latter to
a fundamental form of thought and action—that is the route we have
now covered. (Mauss, 1979:90)

Make-up in western rhetoric presents itself as an integral step on the way to
realizing femininity, where femininity is a state of achievement and ascription, not
a fact of biology or gender. The road to femininity is not necessarily smooth.
Linda Evans ‘re-vealed’ for example, has revealed that she was not always ‘a
beauty’:

Dynasty’s Linda Evans turned herself from a Plain Jane into a beautiful star...
by massaging her face with honey every day and trying to stick her tongue
up her nose... But I reckon most women could do what I did’, she said.
(Munday, 1986:13)

Femininity is a masquerade which involves masking, manipulating, and
transforming the raw bodily material, apparently to the end of seduction but more
pervasively in the exercise of narcissism. Consider these examples from beauty
‘queens’, Linda Evans and Britt Ekland.

Linda Evans’ daily beauty routine is both daunting and bizarre:

Every morning before work she swims more than a kilometre in her pool,
then goes through an elaborate facial exercise routine she swears has made
her the beauty she is today.

‘T avoid a double chin by opening my mouth wide and sticking my tongue
out and up as far as it will go. I’d advise every woman to try it. You can feel
the neck muscles tighten.

‘I do it 50 times a day. Once you get past the age of 25 you cannot ignore
your face—if you do, the muscles will start to sag.



‘You don’t have to fall apart as you get older. My face is taut only
because of the exercise and massage that rubs out wrinkles. And I fully
expect to be looking good at 85.

‘My facial treatment works by putting the muscles under tension and
flushing extra blood through them.

‘For instance, I put my head down twice a day for five minutes. You can
stand on your head, but all you need is to have your head lower than your
feet. This ensures a good supply of blood to the facial tissues.’

Linda also covers her face in honey every day—avoiding eyes, eyebrows
and hair. She reckons this cleans pores, making her skin look young and
fresh.

‘I leave the honey on for three minutes, then with my fingers I press in
and snap out all over my face. This creates a vacuum suction effect, drawing
out any debris from the pores and leaving the skin smooth.’

She also spends up to an hour a day smoothing out her laughter lines and
little wrinkles. (Munday, 1986:13)

Britt Ekland has compiled her routines as advice in a book entitled Sensual
Beauty and How To Achieve It:

I’m a woman and I’m vain and I really don’t want anyone to see me without
make-up in public. I don’t feel that I have to put on a pretty face for a man,
although usually one does to start with....

So the secret is to use make-up skilfully to achieve what I call a slightly
overdone, natural look. (Ekland, 1984:65)

Even the bedroom requires a special make-up routine designed to ‘conceal
blemishes’ and emphasize the eyes, for ‘nothing is more sensual than the bedroom-
eyed look...” (ibid:75). Britt’s book is organized around a plethora of flattering
photographs of herself amid ‘practical’ advice for readers-who-aren’t-stars, all of
which entail extensive remoulding of natural attributes. For example, Britt’s make-
up routine involves eighteen detailed steps to apply with additional advice for
disguising ‘problems’ as well as for removing make-up.

Books about beauty secrets are numerous and highly lucrative. Their sales
figures attest the existence of a voracious readership obsessed with finding the key
to true femininity. But is this quest universal? Does the use of make-up (and body
decoration more generally) always allude to displays of sexuality? Anthropologies
of the body almost always concern ‘primitive’ societies yet are frequently evoked
in analyses of western uses of make-up, clothes, and gesture. This article questions
this explanatory practice arguing instead that western make-up plays a very
different role from ‘primitive’ body decoration beyond superficial connections and
borrowings.

The contrasts are highlighted in a book review by Francis Huxley which
juxtaposed an anthropological study by Andrew and Marilyn Strathern, Self-



Decoration in Mount Hagen, with Princess Pignatelli’s The Beautiful world’s most
attractive women (M.Strathern, 1979:241). This unusual comparison assumed that
make-up could be seen to have parallel roles in ‘western’ and ‘primitive’ societies.
Certainly Huxley has a point in that comparison. Anthropological accounts of
body decoration (sic, not People’s Beauty Book, or How to achieve the look and
manner of the make-up) treat it in terms of significant social or religious functions
(for example, as indicators of wealth, status, or rites of passage) or else in terms of
aesthetics (as part of primitive art). It is never dealt with as ‘fashion’—that is, as
changing, ephemeral, and variable. The Stratherns’ study of New Guinea Hagen
decorations stands alone in beginning to examine headdresses and body decoration
in terms which recognize changing conventions over time and individual variation
that are not only the product of structural or aesthetic forces.! But even though
there may be some parallels between the uses of body decoration in a cosmetic
mode, Marilyn Strathern suggests that the significance of patterns of usage differ
in the Hagen example and western societies (see Figure 1). Whereas we are caught
in the paradox that make-up enhances bodily parts while simultaneously detracting
from ‘our uniqueness’, Hageners consciously exploit this:

They emphasise that when as a group they dress themselves in feathers, paint
and leaves, the first thing spectators should see is the decoration—so
discovering the individual underneath becomes a pleasurable shock. They
are not dressing up in costumes taking an animal or spirit form; they are not
wearing masks, enacting myths or working out dramas. They are pretending
to be no one but themselves, yet themselves decorated to the point of
disguise. This idea is incorporated specifically into aesthetics: a dancer
recognised at once has decorated himself poorly. (M.Strathern, 1979:243)

Thus for the Hageners, the object of disguise is to mask identity:

Here is a fundamental contrast with those cosmetic systems whose aim is
not disguise but enhancement—according to prevalent style—of the actor’s
personal beauty. Their focus is the particular body, whose features are
regarded as a kind of resource. (ibid, my emphasis)

The western use of make-up involves a double movement upon the body but
always with the object of inscribing personality, of signifying a set of clues about
that individual body, in stark contrast both with the heavily decorated Hagener
whose decorations deflect attention away from the individual and with the
Japanese Kabuki practice of whitening the face ‘to erase all anterior trace of the
features’ (Barthes, 1982:88) and render the face as ‘the thing to write’ through the
black of the eyes alone.”

Our concern is both with external notions of beauty and style and internal
notations of personality and individuality:



Figure 1: Parallels in primitive and western design

This New Guinea highlands head-dress (top) shows an inventiveness and range of motifs
which are cannibalised in Mary Quant’s ‘Mid-summer Madness’ face (below). Whereas
New Guineans decorate to disguise themselves, Quant’s face is designed to construct
individuality and identity.



Cosmetics in our own culture beautify the body. Involved are aesthetic
values, a sense of style and context, and the overt aim of enhancing the
individual. By rendering the person in a particular style in itself beautiful, he
or she too becomes more beautiful than in the unadorned state. (M.Strathern,
1979:241)

According to Andrew Strathern the impossibility of the promise of make-up hangs
on a central paradox:

Make-up enhances individual attractiveness, yet it also stereotypes the
individual, and it is especially women to whom the paradox applies. Why ?
The double character of the female gender, as both subject and object in a
sexual context, underlies the paradox. (A.Strathern, 1981:35)

This paradox is especially insidious for those in the public gaze as indicated in an
article which compared the features and make-up makeovers of Princess Diana and
the Duchess of York:

Dazzling Diana and fabulous Fergie, royal sisters-in-law, are two of the
most photographed women in the world...Who is the fairer of the two?...

The secret of their polished good looks is, of course, professional help.
But, with the tricks these titled ladies use, any woman can become as poised
as a Princess....

Diana:

Britain’s future Queen seems the typical English rose with her pink and
white complexion....

Now she has learned to brush soft shades of peach and coral down the
sides of her face to narrow her naturally round face and play down her
strong jaw.

Di’s other facial flaw is her prominent roman nose. Today, she cleverly
blends blusher down each side to make it less obvious, and uses the old
model-girl trick of brushing a darker blusher around the tip to ‘shorten’ it.

In the past, she did not make the most of her enormous eyes.

Now, she uses frosted caramel, brown and rust shades. She often adds
bright blue kohl pencil inside the lower lid of her eyes with, occasionally, a
very thin, blue, liquid eyeliner on the top lids....

Fergie:

Freckle faced Fergie never bothered much about makeup until Prince
Andrew asked her to marry him. She got by with a lick of lipstick and a
touch of mascara.

Now. She is a lot more conscious of her makeup needs.

She uses a thin film of foundation to disguise, but not hide, her freckles. A
dusting of loose powder sets the base makeup.



Fergie has also learned to emphasise her eyes much more. She now uses
liquid liner in dark brown to elongate her eyes at the outside corners....

‘Her eyes are deepset, so she has to make the eyelids come forward
by lightening them with an iridescent peachy-pink eyeshadow...’. (‘Dazz
ling but different—the beauty secrets of Fergie and Di’, New Idea, 14 March
1987:12-13)

The Princess of Wales Fashion Handbook formalizes the details of how Diana
achieved ‘the most remarkable metamorphosis on Royal record...virtually by
herself” (James, 1984:30) where the changes are said to have transformed Diana into
‘the elegant, mature and beautiful woman of today’ (ibid.: 35). Diana’s routine is
then generalized for four facial types—oval, heart, round, and square—in order to
disguise certain aspects and highlight others with the aim of producing the illusion
of the contemporary ideal of a modified oval (hollow-cheeked), an ideal that leads
models to have their (healthy) back molars extracted. This illusion of the desirable
face shape is enhanced by the accompanying sketches which use a base head that
reproduces the common perceptual tendency to cut off the top of the head to
elongate the eyes, to drop the mouth and thus to produce highly distorted facial
contours: a perceptual joke that increases the impossibility of achieving the perfect
face: loss of face precisely.’

Women have become The Face, yet their achievement of face paralyses other
social practices. For as the face becomes the canvas for decoration, so femininity
becomes the product of actions upon the body: in contrast, masculinity is a set of
bodily parts and the actions they can perform.

In societies where men also decorate themselves, the intentions and symbolism
of makeup are rather more concerned with status, power, and ritual displays,
assertions of ‘continuity and conformity’ (A.Strathern, 1981:33); among Mount
Hageners, for example,

black face paint represents the internal group solidarity of males and their
aggressiveness toward outsiders. While the bright colours of red and yellow
stood for female values, sexual appeal, and intergroup friendship, affinity,
and exchange. Finally...white mediate(s) between black and red, but (was)
attributed largely to the male gender. (ibid.: 26)

Explanations of body decoration in anthropological contexts reveal at least as
much about the assumptions of anthropology’s monocular view as about the
workings of exotic societies. That view turns on the play of the term ‘exotica’,* a
term which mystifies the workings of primitive societies and assumes that they are
reducible to their primitivism. Judith Ennew has argued that anthropology has
traditionally studied different peoples as others: ‘as separate communities, only
recently contacted, upon whom the impact of “Western” society had only recently
taken effect. They were studied for the difference this brought to attention or
produced’ (Ennew, 1980:2).



This methodology of ‘isolationism’ entailed a distinction between us as
everyday, rational, and understood as opposed to them who were cast as exotic,
irrational, and to-be-understood. The realm of exotica (of difference, of mystery,
of play) belonged to ‘them’ and explains our perpetual plundering of ‘their’
artefacts, symbols and decorations to enhance the perceived dullness and known
character of ‘our world’ as opposed to the elusiveness of ‘disappearing worlds’
(terms that Ennew points out were used symptomatically as the titles of two
documentary series (ibid.: 6, 9-10)).

Part of such projects, however, involves our obsession with retaining the
disappearing world by insisting ‘that the subjects discard any items of modern
dress for the sake of the camera’ (ibid.: 10) or only donning traditional dress and
decoration to perform routines for the gaze of (paying) tourists. Ennew argues that
the difficulty of presenting ‘local’ (‘them’) customs in any ‘successful’ way on
camera has transposed °‘the problem of verity on to the commentator’s
plausibility’:

If the commentator is credible the film is real. In a cross-cultural
examination of native art, for instance, David Attenborough stated his
intention to ‘cross the barrier that so often conceals the meaning of tribal art
from the sophisticated European eye’. What emerged was a ‘primitive’
version of Kenneth Clark’s similar personal view of ‘Civilisation’; a
civilisation of the non-sophisticated. Attenborough himelf took the stance of
the observer, walking beside a series of cliff-paintings as if he were in an art
gallery; the demonstrator, pointing to the facets of building techniques in an
Inca house; or the curator, handling an object as if it were an artefact and
not, as he claimed, ‘the expression of their myths and philosophies’. (ibid.:
10)

Because anthropology is organized around the production of difference,
explanations of ‘primitive’ art take the form of demonstrations of the exotic; they
have three main elements which are reflected in these explanations for facial/body
decoration as:

1 merely a type of aesthetic expression where the body serves as just another
kind of surface to be decorated;

2 an allusion to aspects of social structure, status, etc.;

3 a means to enhance sexual allure.

Exponents of the first kind of explanation list the body among other artistic
forms without special attention. This tradition developed with Boas, whose work
established the agenda for an anthropological analysis of body decoration. His
focus, however, was less the significance and uses of body decoration than the
patterns created; especially fascinating for Boas was the tendency for decoration to
cover the whole bodily surface in an asymmetrical design (Boas, 1955:32, 190-1,



217-18, 250-1). This asymmetry contrasts with the preference in western design
for symmetry especially concerning the body which is generally treated as two
mirror images.’

Boas was particularly interested in technique and significance of blurring of
categories in the decorative process—between humans, animals, things and symbols
—both in the formal elements of design and in the choice and use of surface. This
merging of categories in representational techniques suggests a conceptual fluidity
and interdependence that cannot be represented in the taxonomic principles that
underpin anthropological frameworks. For Boas, masks epitomize this multiplicity
of referents and registers.

Body painting consequently is predicated on the metamorphosis of one body
type into another; Boas cites the example of the North American Kwakiutl
Indians, one of whose designs involved painting the body all over to represent the
frog, depicting the eyes and mouth of the frog on the small of the back and over
the buttocks, painting frog legs down the back of the arms, and depicting the
frog’s back, hind legs, etc. on the front of the painted body: ‘In other words, the
frog is shown in such a way as though the body of the person were the frog’ (ibid.:
251).

This principle of transforming the human body to be painted into other forms
needs to be stressed over the usual emphasis on decorating onto the existing bodily
form. Explanations for this belief in metamorphosis or transformative forms have
been given in terms of religious, symbolic, and sociological principles but a basic
difference in the way other societies see has perhaps been underplayed. Levi-
Strauss, for example, records the following story without drawing out the
generalized techniques of seeing that underpin the incorporation of new and
interesting objects into existing regimes.

After the Indians saw a European warship for the first time...the sailors
noticed the next day that their bodies were covered with the anchorshaped
motifs; one Indian even had an officer’s uniform painted in great detail all
over his torso—with buttons and stripes, and the sword-belt over the coat-
tails. (Levi-Strauss, 1976:245)

For these ‘artists’, the human body is not celebrated as the object to be
decorated but is a material for decoration. This is alluded to by Levi-Strauss in his
account of a woman representing a facial design on paper (for his records) (see
Figure 2). She did not begin by drawing an outline of the face and drawing in
eyes, nose, mouth, etc. as we would, but by drawing two profiles of the face,
joined together, that we read as the outline of a face but which she intended as a
split representation:

This explains its extraordinary widths and its heart-shaped outline. The
depression dividing the forehead into two halves is a part of the
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representation of the profiles, which merge only from the root of the nose
down to the chin. (Levi-Strauss, 1969:253)

In so doing, the contours of the face (the surface area to be painted) is
transferred onto the paper as space to be filled not as shadows and ‘eye’
perspective as in western art:

It is clear that the artist intended to draw, not a face, but a facial painting....
Even the eyes, which are sketchily indicated, exist only as points of
reference for starting the two great inverted spirals into whose structure they
merge. The artist...respected its true proportions as if she had painted on a
face and not on a flat surface. She painted on a sheet of paper exactly as she
was accustomed to paint on a face. And because the paper is for her a face,
she finds it impossible to represent a face on paper, at any rate without
distortion. It was necessary either to draw the face

exactly and distort the design in accordance with the laws of perspective, or
to respect the integrity of the design and for this reason represent the face as
split in two. It cannot even be said that the artist chose the second solution,
since the alternative never occurred to her. In native thought...the design is
the face, or rather it creates it. It is the design which confers upon the face its
social existence. (Levi-Strauss, 1969:258-9)

Thus whereas for Boas the technique of split representation is a representational
device alluding to metamorphoses of form and symbolic connections, Levi-Strauss
argues that it refers to a splitting ‘between the “dumb” biological individual and
the social person whom he must embody’ (ibid.: 259).

Decoration is actually created for the face, but in another sense the face is
predestined to be decorated, since it is only by means of decoration that the
face receives its social dignity and mystical significance. Decoration is
conceived for the face, but the face itself exists only through decoration. In
the final analysis, the dualism is that of the actor and his role, and the
concept of mask gives us the key to its interpretation. (ibid.: 261)

This concept of mask is not however the western one of disguising/ revealing a
true identity of the human body, but that of alluding to a split organization of actor/
roles as well as of the motifs in the mask. Whereas we seek true identities that
remain elusive, ‘primitive’ art plays on that elusiveness and illusions of ‘truths’
through notations that can be at least partially known and read (one could read the
Paraguayan body paintings of the actors and naval uniforms in terms of this more
playful quest). For Levi-Strauss, body painting functions like a snakes-and-ladders
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Figure 2: Contrasting spatial relationships in design

Levi-Strauss contrasts the depiction of Caduveo face-painting by an Italian artist (left)
with that of a Caduveo woman (right). The bulbous shape of the head corresponds to two
profiles and the flattened-out area of the face as a surface (rather like the skin of an
animal) to be decorated. This produces a two-dimensional representation rather than the
three-dimensional perspective of European art.
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board of social contradictions and attempted resolutions, a practice he celebrates in
the language of the truly noble savage:

In this charming civilisation, the female beauties trace the outlines of the
collective dream with their make-up; their patterns are hieroglyphics
describing an inaccessible golden age, which they extol in their
ornamentation, since they have no code in which to express it, and whose
mysteries they disclose as they reveal their nudity. (Levi-Strauss, 1976:256)

This passage serves as a presentiment of the third explanation of body
decoration as sexual enticement—as suggested in the comment of an old
missionary that tattooing among Paraguayan women made them ‘more beautiful
than beauty itself’ (cited by Levi-Strauss, 1969:257, my emphasis). The
significance of this remark is in likening body decoration not merely to a
transformative process, but as having magical or supernatural elements engaged in
re-locating the image of the body in the arena of the fantastic, the land of
hyperbole. For the western eyes, such excuses are closely aligned with the premise
of sexual desire, and commentators resort to the use of tantalizing language to
describe decorations and attribute ‘motives’ to their application—for example,
Levi-Strauss refers to ‘the almost licentious asymmetry of some Caduveo
paintings’ (ibid., my emphasis), and in a later text he asserts that:

It is fairly certain that the continuance of the custom among the women...is
to be explained by erotic motives. The reputation of Caduveo women is firmly
established along both banks of the Rio Paraguay. Many half-castes and
Indians belonging to other tribes have come to settle and marry at Nalike.
Perhaps the facial and body paintings explain the attraction; at all events,
they strengthen and symbolise it. The delicate and subtle markings, which
are as sensitive as the lines of the face, and sometimes accentuate them,
sometimes run counter to them, make the women delightfully alluring. They
constitute a kind of pictorial surgery grafting art on to the human body.
(Levi-Strauss, 1976:244, my emphasis)

Such accounts indulge in a form of pornography where the threat of sexual
violence is implied and apparently tolerated, yet it appears to be constructed in the
eyes and behaviour of outsiders, beholders precisely:

[Caduveo face painting] instead of representing the image of a deformed
face, actually deforms a real face.... The dislocation here involves, beside
the decorative value, a subtle element of sadism, which at least partly
explains why the erotic appeal of Caduveo women (expressed in the
paintings) formerly attracted outlaws and adventurers toward the shores of
the Paraguay river. Several of these now aging men, who intermarried with
the natives, described to me with quivering emotion the nude bodies of
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adolescent girls completely covered with interlacings and arabesques of a
perverse subtlety. (Levi-Strauss, 1969:255, my emphasis)

Such lascivious thoughts were not necessarily shared by the discovered, as
Szwed observes among Africans’ responses to white intruders:

They were repelled by white skin, associated as it was with ‘peeled’ skin and
leprosy, its ugly blue-veined surface shamefully covered by many clothes;
these offensive-smelling Europeans with the wild-animal hair on their long
heads, bodies and red faces, these savage-looking men who could live so
long without their women, were seen to be cannibals. (Szwed, 1975:258)

This passage suggests that the ascription of erotica was not mutual but developed
from within a particular western conceptual apparatus which roughly maps into the
distinction between ‘having a body and being one’ (Huxley, 1977:29). ‘Primitive’
body decoration is primarily about belonging to a collectivity despite individual
variations and styles:

Within the limits of the style chosen for the occasion, big-men may mark
themselves out by some eccentricity of dress, and all particpants put together
their own assemblages whose details vary according to under stood taste.
The final impression is one of solidarity rather than uniformity.
(M.Strathern, 1979:245, my emphasis)

The point here is that individual exemplification or exaggeration nonetheless
contributes to the group projection, to the entire spectacle of the display. This is in
stark contrast to western display which is concerned with decoration as a
statement about (even of) individual personality, as captured in the saying used as
the title of this article: I must put my face on. It is because of the inherent
association of decoration with personality that, in fashion parades, models are
frequently dressed in identical outfits, instructed to perform identical, syncopated
gestures and movements, and frequently marked out as a troupe by the addition of
some absurd headpiece or decoration that works to crush any glimpse of
personality and individuality among the persons of models, and to direct attention
solely towards the clothes and decorations to the invisibility of the bodies that
wear them.

The Stratherns attribute this female specialization in make-up to the
particularities of western sexuality, namely ‘the specialisation of women as sexual
objects’ (A.Strathern 1981:34) and the separation of mind and body in western
philosophy. Strathern suggests that this dichotomy is reflected linguistically in the
distinction between ‘falling in love’ or ‘being in love’ and ‘having sex’: Women as
sexual objects are seen as the focus of this ‘animal desire’, and are then dignified
in terms of the ideology of love (ibid.).
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Make-up not only confirms sexual attractiveness but works as an amulet with
daily repetition: the cosmetic act has become a technology especially limited to the
image of women as objects of male desire (ibid.: 35).

The process is not simply one of enhancement but entails the construction of an
ideal in which the natural face is replaced thereby ‘requiring women to carry the
whole “load” of artifice and sexuality’ (ibid.: 36). Make-up comes to stand for a
range of social statements (Figure 3). This is the rationale behind Mary Quant’s
Quant on Make-Up which presents detailed instructions on how to achieve
‘eighteen faces” which ‘run the spectrum of make-up moods’: ‘From deceptively
natural to blatantly fantastic, they are designed by top make-up artists for you to
easily achieve or adapt’ (Quant, 1986: n.p.).

The range of faces is designed to cover the kinds of occasions and the intended
impressions that wearers literally have to ‘face’:

The look falls into four categories or ‘occasions’; fairly natural for everyday
practical wear both indoors and out; classical evening make-up for
understated elegance; more expressive, light-hearted party make-up and pure
fantasy for special occasions. You can, however, break the rules and cross-
reference your looks to suit your own lifestyle. If you are in a profession
which welcomes a more flamboyant approach to make-up, then by all means
follow the lead of the more creative evening faces and adapt them to fit in
with your daytime fashion philosophy. (ibid.)

The logic of this account proceeds by categorizing women’s activities into types
of play-acting (natural, classical, expressive, fantasy) so that even the workplace
is just another scene to play out. The ‘moods’ of make-up pan out as impressions
and effects: make-up as the art of seduction, but only ever as an allusion to, an
illusion of—the face as a sexual tease. The construction of femininity as a range of
teasing masks not only is the making of women but also their undoing—witness
countless defences of chauvinistic behaviour, rape, and harassment on the grounds
of a woman’s ‘provocative’ dress/ appearance.® The feminine body is a body
which is treated as a canvas to be operated upon; Mary Quant’s book presents the
face as if it were a flat canvas upon which the ‘make-up by numbers’ is outlined:

It is, in a sense, a painting by numbers blueprint which graphically presents
a map of the colours prior to blending...As make-up is itself the ultimate
fashion accessory, the success of your look depends on the cross-linking of
colours, textures and items in context which blend together to build the
fashion impact. (Quant : n.p.)

The titles of the faces reveal a little more about women’s activities:

Natural: The No Make-up Face
The Sporty Face
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Figure 3: Mary Quant’s faces for pleasure

The Graphic face (top) treats the face as a literal canvas for geometric design such that the
face appears as if a flat surface; the Romantic face (centre) transforms Caduveo-type
design into frivolous mystery; while the Oriental face (bottom) combines Kabuki
whitening with aggressive signs of orientalism, literally slashing the face into
asymmetrical sectors which cut through facial features.
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The Quick Rescue Face

The Stay-Put Face
Classical: The Winter Face

The Autumn Face

The Spring Face
Expressive: The Grape Face

The Lace Face

The Romantic Face

The Brief Encounter Face
Fantasy: The Flapper Face

The Art Deco Face

The Pop Party Face

The Graphic Face

The Warpaint Face

The Oriental Face

The Mid-Summer Madness Face

It can be noted that more faces become available towards the fantasy end of
play-acting, including a seasonal deviation from the classical in mid-summer
madness (as sexual deviation, perhaps?). Fantasy here entails redefining the
canvas of the face totally, especially in the Graphic and Oriental Faces. The
greater the fantasy, the more asymmetrical the design, suggesting the disruption of
codes of design and social conventions. For example, the Oriental face constructs a
threat of violence by slashing through the perceptual symmetry of the face. Of the
Graphic Face, Quant writes:

The minimum of primary colours painted in bold, geometric shapes on a
blank white canvas, produce a disarmingly abstract effect. With practice, a
steady hand and an appetite for impact, your face becomes a graphic work of
modern art. (ibid.: 69)

This is the radical re-casting of face and identity under the superimposition of
another system of signs and cultural forms. It brings to a head the paradox that was
noted by Marilyn and Andrew Strathern, since the body exhibiting the look
delegates ‘individuality’ to the creator of other canvases. The use of art motifs
(here including art deco, pop, cubism, western ‘tribal’, western ‘oriental’) has been
common in the recent fashion industry.

Sonia Delaunay, for example, was one of a group of artists and designers who
experimented with colour which disrupted the usual rules of colour symbolism and
combinations. In conjunction with the cubist tendency ‘to draw the female body in
terms of simply treated, cylindrical forms’ (McDowell, 1984:29), fashion design
involved treating the clothes as three-dimensional canvases (cones, cylinders, capes,
kimonos) to be ‘painted in‘as art-works (see Figure 4):



17

Figure 4: Sonia Delaunay re-shaped the body

Delaunay’s designs treated the body as geometric shapes (cones, cylinders, etc)
which were literally wrapped-up in colourful fabrics which were designed to re-
iterate those geometric shapes.
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The dynamism in her soft-edge geometric work allows both of these—form
and colour, added to her response to movement and motion—to give essence
and character to her concerns....

She was equally concerned with the spectator’s relationship to her work.
She felt that it had to be a transformation process, so that the spectator
became more than a mere recipient, a responsive creator who could react to
the notion, form and colour. (Constantine, n.d.)

Yves Saint Laurent has also borrowed from art styles but in a much more
derivative way, e.g. from Mondrian, Picasso, Pop, as well as from ‘exotic
costume’ such as Russian, Chinese, Spanish, African, etc. Yet the poaching of
motifs has escaped the censure of the art world—indeed, quite the reverse—as
well as the problem of copyright. Thus a scarf ‘designed by’ Yves St Laurent uses
as its central image a Cocteau painting, yet only the (large) signature of St Laurent
appears to acknowledge the feat of design!

St Laurent’s derivative approach to designing, despite the flair of his creating,
and his accepted position as ‘the fashion genius of the second half of the twentieth
century’ (McDowell : 234), relies on a highly personalized style of kinship as the
fashion genre, reflected in the many eulogies that accompany his catalogues (see,
for example, St Laurent, 1983). These involve the projection of the figure of St
Laurent as the dictator of his customers, as an extension of himself, where
eroticism is constantly implied. St Laurent’s control of the gaze of fashion was
consolidated with his establishment of a ready-wear line, Rive Gauche, in 1970, in
order to support his haute couture (ibid.: 20). This was a first for Paris. He also
initiated ‘designer’ perfumes such as ‘Y’ in 1964 and ‘Opium’ in 1977, about
which Gell observes:

Names like ‘Aphrodisia’ or the elegant graphemic pun ‘Y’...go quite far
(towards implied eroticism)...to suggest a vast scenario of romance
conducted on an epic scale. (Gell, 1977:37)

This approach to fashion is somewhat at odds with designers like Delaunay,
Vionnet, and Miyake. Vionnet’s philosophy that ‘you must dress a body in a
fabric, not construct a dress’ (McDowell : 267) evokes the approach of the
Japanese designers who have challenged the parameters of Parisian design.
Miyake has been especially concerned to break the rules of clothes design and
fracture the ownership of bodies by designers. In particular, he has objected to the
‘borrowing’ of native costumes: producing no technical changes and utilized for
the mere sake of appearance, they simply evoked the mode of exoticism (Isozaki,
1978:55).

The theme of exoticism is repeated in the art of make-up with Quant’s
manipulations of the face as canvas. The blank canvas for The Graphic Face is
replaced by the creation of a mask’ in The Oriental Face. The strength of this
theatrical party look lies not only in the dramatic placing of curves and lines,
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which treat the face almost as if it were a mask, but in its virtually monochromatic
shade scheme.

Even ‘natural’ faces involve forms of artifice. Thus, The Sporty Face aims to
‘achieve a subtle cosmetic effect which looks deceptively natural. The idea is to
enhance your face without obviously colouring it. Wear this look with casual
outdoor clothes, or for sports and leisure’ (Quant : 43). This subtle deception is
suitable for casual occasions, but note how the look is designed to match clothes
over and above occasions. The theme of deception runs right through these recipes
even for The No Make-Up Face since: ‘No matter how radiant or youthfully rosy
your bare skin may be, lack of definition around the eyes leaves your own face
“blank” and lacking vitality. Eyes need enhancing’ (ibid.: 49).

Femininity is thus inscribed with the techniques of painting to construct a
particular statement of femininity—one of Quant’s eighteen faces, for example.
Femininity is composed of a set of roles of play-acting, all bordering on roles about
sexual play (vamp, schoolgirl, film goddess, etc.). Andrew Strathern stresses the
contradiction between expression of ‘the self via a ‘unique’ make-up/fashion style
and the limited range of images of socially-recognized and accepted ‘roles’ which
are available to women:

The operative phrase in western culture seems to be T must put my face on’,
since ‘face’ refers both to an aspect of the self as individual and to the self as
a stereotyped image that must be presented to others in the correct way.
Insofar as ‘skin’ and ‘face’ are then considered synonymous, we arrive at the
point of the mind/body dichotomy once more, since face is an aspect of the
body, as opposed to the mind, in our symbol system. (A.Strathern : 36)

For Strathern, this dichotomy is gender inscribed: whereas femininity involves a
subject/object dichotomy, which can never be resolved, men ‘are presented as
subjects, who establish their identity through their acts rather than simply through
being looked at and admired. (Men) gain prestige from doing rather than being,
and it is an aspect of the created “being” that cosmetics celebrate’ (ibid.).

Western woman is faced with a perpetual balancing act between signifying too
much femininity or signifying not enough, but her femininity is located within her
make-up and gestural range, as clearly demonstrated in advertisements for chain-
clothing-store fashions. The girls are dressed in fashion clothes (mini-versions of
adult fashions), shaded in pastels, their hair is adorned with braids and lace, their
bodies are posed in gestures of femininity, semi-balletic, semi-display, as objects
of a ubiquitous gaze.® The boys, in contrast, are dressed in tracksuits, timeless
statements of action and comfort, hair and faces unadorned, colours bright, and
posed in action positions (skate-boarding). As with the latest Barbie doll, the
Rockers collection, girls are constructed around passive toys and pastimes—the
feature of this Barbie set is predictably the ‘outrageous’ rocker clothes and
uniquely Barbie shape (a virtual mono-bosom, impossibly tapering torso,
unnaturally shaped and extraordinarily long legs...and, of course, masses of very
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long, very thick, lustrous blond hair). Meanwhile the currently dominant boys’
toys are transformers, gruesome space/monster male characters (heroes every one)
who transform into high-tech space machines: the male body as action machine,
and machines as an extension of the male body.

Not surprisingly, when women do active things, it is masculine gestures and
forms of ‘make-up’ that are adopted, as reflected in business suits for women, jeans
with flies, fashion tracksuits, and so on. This, however, also happens with school
uniforms (see Figure 5). Here, three top designers redesign uniforms but still retain
key signs of masculine (and military) clothing—blazers, ties, epaulets, ‘men’s’
shirts, World War I-style top coats and trousers. Moreover, the illustrations of
these fantasies clothe fantastic bodies, drawn with tiny heads, huge shoulders and
torsos, and thin long legs. These blueprints bear little relation to any human bodies,
let alone the variable models possessed by most schoolchildren.

Judith Okely has observed that the preoccupation with the body in school
discipline and uniforms involves rules about the naked body in boys’ schools as
opposed to the clothed body in girls’ schools: The presence of corporal
punishment in boys’ schools and its absence in girls’ schools indicate differing
attitudes to bodily display and contact, and possibly a differing consciousness of
sexuality’ (Okely, 1978:130).

In punishment, girls remain fully clothed and therefore their bodies remain
untouchable, ‘invisible, anaesthetised, and protected for one man’s intrusion later’
(ibid.):

As skeletons, we were corrected, ordered to sit and stand in upright lines. As
female flesh and curves, we were concealed by the uniform. Take the
traditional gym slip—a barrel shape with deep pleats designed to hide
breasts, waist, hips and buttocks, giving freedom of movement without
contour. Our appearance was neutered. (Okely : 130)

Thus, she argues, the appearance ‘was neutered’ by radically overriding signs of
femininity through making a parody of the female body, banning feminine
clothing, and superimposing elements of masculine clothing. These features were
literally inscribed onto the basic uniform:

lace-up shoes, striped shirts, blazers, ties and tie pins. Unlike some of the
boys’ uniforms, ours was discontinuous with the clothes we would wear in
adulthood. To us the old school tie had no significance for membership of an
‘old boy network’. We were caught between a male and female image long
after puberty, and denied an identity which asserted the dangerous
consciousness of sexuality. Immediately we left school, we had to drop all
masculine traits, since a very different appearance was required for
marriageability. Sexual ripeness, if only expressed in clothes, burst out. The
hated tunics and lace-ups were torn, cut, burnt or flung into the sea. Old girls
would return on parade, keen to demonstrate their transformation from
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androgeny to womanhood. To be wearing the diamond engagement ring was
the ultimate achievement. There was no link between our past and future. In
such uncertainty our confidence was surely broken. (ibid.: 131)

Thus, despite the obvious signs of the female body, the basic form is continually
subject to external rules of transformation, moulding and body techniques,’ that is,
femininity is the outcome of learned arrays of techniques as the modes and
manners of social life. The importance of seeing femininity as a set of trainings
and body techniques is that it allows the possibility of redefining that array, though
this would require a disruption of the western notion of the person in terms of the
category of self or ego—as ‘moral power—the sacred character of the human
person’ (Mauss : 90), but organized by the terms of Christian morality and its
gender specifications.!”

Conclusion: peeling away to the limit

Fashion and make-up have become key players in the body techniques of
femininity where the conventions of display and gesture vie with other more
essential techniques,!' in a politics of the body that transposes socio-political
forms into bodily icons, where cosmetic magic is relied on over political
resolution:

We have studied the body and its ‘aids’ of adornment and clothing as
separate media and not as a total and complete body system....

If we have failed to gain an understanding of the body as a whole system
of meaning, then we have also failed to utilise the study of corporal form as
a tool for understanding of social form and licence we have failed to further
our understanding of social systems and social bodies. (Polhemus, 1975:33)

Issey Miyake’s challenge to the body techniques of haute couture has been built
around the philosophy of ‘peeling away to the limit’ initially by using irregular
shaped pieces of material clinging to the body ‘to take the body and clothing away
from each other, reducing their relationship to the minimum’ (Isozaki: 54) as a
radical questioning of the very idea of (woman’s) clothes: ‘He smashed the image
of haute couture as the standard bearer of fashion, as well as the idea that clothes
transform those who wear them’ (ibid.: 55). He has been concerned with
democratizing fashion and restructuring it around the movement of bodies, and
around bodies themselves:

What he is working with is the essential space, the inconsistency between
the body and the fabric. In western clothing the fabric is cut to the bodyline
and sewn. The form of the attire is modelled after the body, with a shell
similar to the shape of the body thus being created. In so doing, the space
between the two is eliminated. In the case of japanese attire, a technique
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which simplifies cutting to the minimum is predominate (sic); the set width
of the material itself, like an invariable constant, given importance. (ibid.:
55-6)

Miyake has combined both approaches in emphasizing the space between body
and cloth by the asymmetrical draping of the cloth to give the impression of
wrapping that is askew: ‘in becoming conscious of peeling away, one stimulating
factor was the symbolic gesture made against the methodical structure of the
parisienne haute couture’ (ibid.: 56).

The impact of his work, and of other Japanese designers, has been to re-draw
the boundaries of the body for fashion away from canonical dictates and contorted
‘modelling’ of the clothed body towards bodies in movement and social bodies in
protest, an endeavour that he has consciously allied with political movements to re-
draw the techniques of the body ‘confronting, shaking-up and dislocating all of the
various factors that are involved in the clothing culture’ (ibid.). The success of this
venture is by no means guaranteed, and apparent changes can be easily relocated
into new techniques and disciplines. Szwed cites the example of minstrelization
which presented itself as widespread acceptance of black culture in America. In
practice, it involved black entertainers engaging in a parody of body techniques
which were seen to represent black culture. Thus the high-status minstrelizer has
only to learn a minimal number of cultural techniques and femporarily mask
himself as a subordinate—literally a Negro manqué. (Szwed : 263).

Make-up in western society produces the feminine manqué. Quant’s faces and
‘Y’ perfume work as cruel parodies confining women to exotica and difference:
forever unknown and unknowable.

Notes

1 The following discussion of the Hagen use of body decoration is not intended to
exemplify ‘the primitive’ nor anthropological accounts of decoration.

2 Shortland has argued that Barthes’ analysis reflects both an inability to read
Japanese (literally and culturally) so that he resorts to western notions of
inscrutability as the explanation rather than as that to be read:

we are invited once again to contemplate (Japanese character) as enigmatic and
inscrutable. The emptiness of the bodies he meets with in the Orient is a match, an
explanation even, for the blankness of the face.... They present a blank page
without content or character, and this permits Barthes to write about them on them;
their superficiality has, as he puts it, afforded him the situation of writing.
(Shortland, 1985:302)
This constitutes not an explicit resort to racism but nonetheless has the effect of
‘colonizing’ the Japanese body as ‘the yellow hole’ (ibid.: 303).
3 Cf.Edwards, 1985:141-7.
4 See Ennew, 1980.
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5 Where asymmetry is used in western design, the fact of the disruption of that

symmetry is always more significant than the overall design.

Cf.A.Strathern, 1981:36.

Cf.Barthes, 1973:56-7.

Cf.Frow, 1984.

See Mauss (1979:106-7) whose brief discussion of gender differences in body

techniques tends to suggest a combination of physiological and sociological

influences.

10 As evidenced by the ongoing dispute over the ordination of women in the Anglican
church, for example.

11 Cf.Polhemus, 1975:32-3.

Nelie N Bo)
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ED COHEN
THE ‘HYPERREAL’ VS. THE ‘REALLY
REAL’: IF EUROPEAN INTELLECTUALS
STOP MAKING SENSE OF AMERICAN
CULTURE CAN WE STILL DANCE?

Upon finding themselves waylaid in the ‘new’ world during the Second World War,
the rigorously ‘academized’, ‘disciplined’, and ‘philosophized’” members of
Frankfurt’s Institute for Social Research were profoundly disoriented by American
culture. Almost immediately, they recognized that the proliferating forms of
commodity consumption which confronted them daily in their land of asylum
confounded the post-Enlightenment meta-narratives which had made their
experience ‘meaningful’ in pre-war Europe. Thrown from the fires of Hitler’s
Reich into those wartime frying pans, New York and Los Angeles, Adorno,
Horkheimer, Marcuse, and their comrades viewed the ‘mass culture’ emanating
from these two poles of US urban existence as the epitome of capitalist-produced
‘rationalization’—a more developed if less sinister form of the hysterical
‘rationalization’ pursuing its ‘final solution’ in their native Germany.

Since they were surrounded by a culture whose manifestations they could all too
fearfully perceive but whose ‘logic’ persistently eluded them, the famous German
culture critics, quite understandably, fell back upon the aesthetic paradigms of
their native land in order to provide themselves with a theoretical foothold on this
terra incognita. Employing European modernism’s philosophical underpinnings to
comprehend the American version of capitalism’s rationalizing process, they
‘dialectically’ contrasted the ‘manipulation’ of American ‘mass culture’ to the
‘utopian’ resistance which they believed to inhere in European ‘Art’, interpreting
the former as the frightening and degenerate shadow of the latter (TABLOID,
1980). Steeped in the traditions of European ‘high culture’, the German ex-patriots
believed that ‘Art’ could evoke the liberation of ‘human essence’. Hence, by
implicitly and necessarily juxtaposing the imaginative possibilities (re)presented in
‘work of art’ to the material limitations of (American) history, they described the
aesthetic experience as providing individuals with a critical—if not ‘shocking’—
awareness of the oppression inhering in their historical situation: ‘In giving
downtrodden humans a shocking awareness of their own despair the work of art
professes a freedom which makes them foam at the mouth’ (Horkheimer, 1982:
280). Mass culture, on the other hand, could only manipulate the individual’s ‘real
needs’ leading him or her to seek ‘solutions’ in the frenetic pleasures proffered by
commodity culture: ‘What today is called popular entertainment is actually
demands, evoked, manipulated and by implication deteriorated by the cultural
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industries (Horkheimer, 1982:288). American mass culture, as seen through the
eyes of these European intelligentsia (and it was, for them, an entirely
‘spectacular’ approach), (re)presented only degraded, dehistoricized, or defiled
‘real’ human needs finding their ‘false’ solutions in cars, clothes, movies,
magazines, etc., etc., etc.

Unfortunately, this bewildering vision of goods chasing after needs chasing
after goods blurred the at times brilliant lucidity of the Frankfurt School’s critical
reflections on American culture. So daunted were they by the plethora of products
which the ‘cultural industries’ disgorged that they were entirely unable to
comprehend that besides ‘manipulating’” human needs ‘it is possible for
individuals to find in commodities meanings that have nothing to do with their
uses and functions (TABLOID, 1980:8). For these European interpreters, the ‘real’
possibilities that they found in the works of ‘great art’—possibilities which,
indeed, defined such works—i.e., ‘negation’ and ‘sublation’, were
incommensurable with the artefacts they saw in such profusion in the US. And
since they believed that these cultural products must necessarily displace all
‘liberatory’ aesthetic potential, they implicitly juxtaposed the products of
American mass culture to a ‘more real’ or ‘more utopian’ antecedant (e.g., ‘art’,
‘reality’, ‘nature’, etc.) without reflecting upon the historical applicability of this
opposition to American (con)texts. Thus, in creating a dichotomy between the
‘real’ and the ‘false’ where the ‘real’ lay behind in Europe and the ‘false’ was
omnipresent in America, the Frankfurt School provided the foundations for an
ongoing Eurocentric cultural critique that consistantly fails to address the
specificity of how the products of American mass culture are consumed or to
interrogate the ways in which such consumptive patterns consolidate and/or
interrupt hegemonic configurations of power in this country.

Ever since this self-limiting version of ‘manipulation theory’ first made its
appearance in the writings of the German critical theorists, many European
cultural analyses of the US have either explicitly or implicitly elaborated upon
these responses to twentieth-century America’s disturbing ‘reality’. For example,
the title essays in Umberto Eco’s collection, Travels in Hyperreality (1986),
containing the travelogue of a more recent European visitor to this land of
consumer addiction, typify the pessimistic tradition of European intellectuals
reflecting on the ‘manipulated reality’ of American life (although, admittedly, in
the Reagan era there is much material to sustain such pessimistic European
criticism). Originally written for the Italian press in 1975 as reflections upon his
trip across the US in search of the ‘Absolutely Fake’—a ‘hyperreal’ version of the
holy grail—Eco’s articles chronicle his journey through American wax museums,
castles, cemeteries, museums, hotels, and amusement parks in a quest for the
ultimate misrepresentation of the ‘real’. On his route through New York, Florida,
New Orleans, and California, the famed Italian semiotician scans the cultural
landscape in search of the ‘signs’ which mark our signifying mania and joyfully
ogles each artefact he finds. Yet underlying the results of Eco’s observations,
which always attempt to provide humour, provocation, and insight, lurks a latent
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ambivalence if not hostility towards the objects of his attention—an ambivalence
that often obscures his interpretations of American culture in a cloud of European
expectations.

Perhaps this underlying tension can be explained, in part, by noting that the
objects most visible to this Italian planeur—i.e., the flaneur who travels
exclusively by car or plane—are, not coincidentally, those objects which remind
him most of home. Since he spends much of his time in the US digging up a
multitude of wax, wooden, and stone copies of such high marks of European
culture as the Venus de Milo, Michelangelo’s David (11), Leonardo’s Last Supper
(7 between SF and LA), and various pletas, not to mention assorted bits and pieces
of Greek and Roman architecture and sculpture, parts of Venetian ecclesiastical
buildings, palazzos, loggia, and miscellaneous other European artefacts, it is
hardly surprising that he perceives them as the cultural equivalents of fast food.
These deconstructed ‘originals’, copies, or copies of copies, bear witness,
according to the peripatetic semiotician, to the dehistoricizing effects of
commodity capitalism in the US which through the twin processes of reduplication
and commodification efface all distinctions between the ‘genuine’ and the ‘fake’.
On the one hand, the ‘genuine’—which Eco aligns with ‘truth’, ‘nature’, and
‘reality’—exists in its cultural/natural context, thereby signifying ‘history’ as well
as ‘creativity’; on the other hand, the ‘fake’—associated with ‘the fantastic’, ‘the
oneiric’, and, most characteristically, ‘the movies’—invokes the high-tech
bricolage of ‘a country with much future but no historical reminiscence’. Here,
Eco implicitly reveals his diagnosis of the American cultural neurosis: our
historical ‘lack’—which is doubly reflected in our fixation on the future—engenders
a semiotic ‘desire’ whose constant deferral results in an obsessive (re)presentation
of a lost object (‘reality’, ‘truth’, ‘nature’, ‘art’) through the symbolic (filmic)
fantasies of popular culture. (And here, of course, California and Florida, those
notorious lands without a past, those fountains of eternal youth, loom large.)

Thus, as Eco reports on such illustrious spots as Disneyland and its updated
sibling Disneyworld, the Hearst Castle, the Getty Museum, Ripley’s Believe it or
Not Wax Museum(s), the San Diego Zoo, Knotts Berry Farm, the LBJ Library,
Marine World-USA, and the Madonna Inn among many others, he almost
necessarily finds in them the traces of America’s compulsive obsession with
representation. Mediated through the consumptive production of a late capitalist
society, this representational hysteria appears to Eco in a myriad of sometimes
humorous, sometimes frightening cultural tics. However, since each stop on his
itinerary always provides him with further symptoms to report and explain to the
folks back home, ‘believe it or not...’, he sometimes seems overwhelmed by the
incredible proliferation of kitsch spewed out as a consequence of our neurotic
desire for ‘the real thing’ (as in ‘Coke is...”). Yet in spite of his disorientation, Eco
labours heroically on to provide some insight into the underlying representational
calculus which organizes the ‘freak show’:
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Knowledge can only be iconic, and iconism can only be absolute.... For the
distance between Los Angeles and New Orleans is equal to that between
Rome and Khartoum, and it is the spatial, as well as the temporal, distance
that drives this country to construct not only imitations of the past and of
exotic lands but also imitations of itself. (p. 53)

Since Eco argues that the geographic expanse of the US (in addition to the
infamous absence of the material signs of cultural history noted above) marks out
the terrain of American semiosis, he finds the self-reflexive re-presentation of a
legitimate past a favourite American ‘past-time’. In so doing, he attributes this
logic of representation to the huge geographical distances required to cover the
continent—distances that have only been successfully linked in the past 100 years
by incredible technologies for mass communication—and thereby suggestively
links the representational practices of mass culture to the preconditions for an
American conception of history.

This connection between the American geopolitical context and our modes of
historical representation undoubtedly points to an important nexus of symbolic
exchange that merits further examination. It is disheartening to find, therefore, that
Eco’s own survey seems to focus instead on simply noting the degradations of
European (and especially Italian) ‘ART’ wrought by the barbaric culture-
mongering of our nouveau arrivé nation. In a place—specifically LA but
metynomically the entire US—where ‘wealth has no history’, Eco finds that
Americans are fixated on ‘mak[ing] posterity think how exceptional the people
who lived there must have been’. The assumptions implied by this apercu
illustrate the limits of Eco’s analysis: while he makes interesting connections
among important elements of American semiosis (connecting for example,
significations of ‘wealth’, ‘history’, ‘nationality’, and ‘self’), he ultimately utilizes
them only to sneer humorously at our naive vulgarity. His quest for the remnants of
European ‘high’ culture amid the grotesques of American ‘low-brow’ imitations
reveals nothing so much as a nostalgic passion for the lost hegemony of European
cultural dominion. Thus, even though sensitive to the often glaring ironies of
American consumer society, Eco can only attempt to reintegrate these
contradictions into a totalizing interpretative schema that longs for the lost
coherence of a now dead (‘colonial’) symbolic order.

Another mid-1970s European critique of American signifying practices which is
perhaps more fruitful—if ultimately more frustrating and less fun—than Eco’s
anecdotal approach, appears in Jean Baudrillard’s Simulations (1983). Although
Baudrillard’s monograph does not at first glance seem to address the specificity of
American experience directly—claiming, instead, to extend a very Gallic
epistemological enquiry into the characteristics of modern symbolic exchange
begun in his earlier L’exchange symbolique et la mort—it is not at all coincidental
that he bases his entire theoretical edifice on the cultural products of American
commodity capitalism. Hence, while his theoretical ruminations profess to concern
the signifying practices of all contemporary (western?) societies, his text can also
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be read as a commentary on ‘the Procession of Simulacra’ that he perceives as
characterizing the ‘hyperreality’ of our nation.

Baudrillard begins his consideration by establishing a philosophical opposition
between ‘the real’ and the ‘hyperreal’. For him, ‘the real’ is aligned with meaning,
origins, anteriority, metaphysics, rationality, truth, reference, objective cause; ‘the
hyperreal’, on the other hand, is of the order of ‘signs’, of ‘simulation’,
characterized by ‘genetic miniaturization’, ‘infinite reproduction’, ‘operational
definitions’, and ‘absolute manipulation’. Or, as Baudrillard (in one of his many
definitions) phrases it:

In this passage to a space [i.e., the ‘hyperreal’] whose curvature is no longer
that of the real, nor of truth, the age of simulation thus begins with a
liquidation of all referentials—worse: by their artifical resurrection in
systems of signs, a more ductile material than meaning, in that it lends itself
to all systems of equivalence and all combinatory algebra. It is no longer a
question of imitation, nor of reduplication, nor even of parody. It is rather a
question of substituting signs of the real for the real itself, that is an
operation to defer every real process by its operational double, a metastable,
programmatic, perfect descriptive machine which provides all the signs of
the real and short circuits all its vicissitudes. (p. 4)

The terms of this definition make Baudrillard’s problematic clear: the mainstays of
nineteenth-century European epistemology, the ‘real itself and its significant other,
‘truth’, have been killed off by the cancerous proliferation of late-capitalist
symbolic production, only to find their corpses ‘resurrected’ as ‘signs’ of a
‘meaning’ they no longer possess. In a linguistic re-enactment of The Invasion of
the Body Snatchers, these zombie symbols, the ‘signs of the real’, ‘substitute’
themselves for ‘the real itself producing an ‘operational double, a metastable,
programmatic, descriptive machine’. This nightmarish scenerio, based
undoubtedly on Descartes’ original script, contrasts the grands recits (to borrow
from Lyotard) which legitimated the empiricist ‘realism’ of the last century to the
‘simulations’ of contemporary ‘hyperreality’, in order to suggest that ‘simulation’
inaugurates a new mode of signification.

Not surprisingly, then, Baudrillard’s definitional examples of simulation are
drawn from the discursive practices of some of nineteenth-century capitalism’s
most powerful and ubiquitous institutions: medicine, the army, religion, and
ethnology (which he uses as a representative of ‘science’). Drawing from the
literature of nineteenth-century psychiatry (Littre), Baudrillard distinguishes
between ‘dissimulation’ or ‘feigning’, and ‘simulation’, claiming that the latter
disturbs the representational order which asserts the ‘unreality’ of the former:
‘feigning or dissimulating leaves the reality principle intact: the difference is
always clear, it is only masked; whereas simulation threatens the difference
between “true” and “false”, between “real” and “imaginary”’ (p. 5). Baudrillard
claims that ‘simulation’ is threatening to institutional discourses because it
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disturbs those ‘truth principles’ which legitimate them. For example, he finds the
‘simulator’ who enacts the symptoms of physiological, psychological, or sexual
‘perversion’—and who is, therefore, ‘equivalent to a “real” homosexual, heart-
case, or lunatic’—threatening to the army because the simulator who embodies his
or her ‘simulation’ threatens to subvert the ‘classical reason’ which defines these
categories as absolute (‘natural’) signs of difference. ‘Simulation is infinitely more
dangerous...[than ‘dissimulation’ or ‘feigning’] since it always suggests, over and
above its object, that law and order themselves might really be nothing more than
a simulation’. This threat does not arise, however, because simulation interrupts—
i.e., directly engages and functionally displaces—the order of representation (the
‘reality principle’) but rather because ‘the spectre raised by simulation’ points out
that ‘truth, reference, and objective causes [which underlie nineteenth-century
‘realism’] have ceased to exist.’

Although he seems quite aware that ‘realism’ is a social/historical product,
Baudrillard unfortunately does not focus on the historical conditions which gave
rise to these discursive formulations of ‘the real’. Instead, resorting to the
overworked case of religion, he chooses to engage in a metaphysical digression on
the ontological status of language after the ‘death of God’. Here, in the opposition
he constructs between ‘the iconoclasts’ and ‘the iconolaters’, he locates the ‘death
of the real’. In Baudrillard’s narrative, the iconoclasts, while seeking to preserve
‘the pure and intelligible Idea of God’ from the ‘visible machinery of icons’,
ironically affirmed the power of the image over ‘the Idea’ by finding it worthy of
attack. The iconolaters, on the other hand, ‘were the most modern and adventurous
minds, since underneath the idea of the apparition of God in the mirror of images,
they already enacted his death and his disappearance in the epiphany of his
representations.” (Baudrillard implicitly returns to this parable later in
distinguishing the political demarkations between ‘the left’ and ‘the right’, finding
in the attacks of the former a confirmation of the interests of the latter.) This
subsumption of the ‘idea of the apparition of God’ beneath the ‘mirror of images’
provides Baudrillard with the paradigm for the death of the ‘real’:

Thus perhaps at stake has always been the murderous capacity of images,
murderers of the real, murderers of their own model as the Byzantine icons
could murder their divine identity. To this murderous capacity is opposed
the dialectical capacity of representation as a visible and intelligent
mediation of the Real. All of Western faith and good faith was engaged in this
wager on representation: that a sign could refer to the depth of meaning, that
a sign could exchange for meaning and that something could guarantee this
exchange—God, of course. But what if God himself can be simulated, that is
to say, reduced to the signs which attest his existence? Then the whole
system becomes weightless, it is no longer anything but a gigantic
simulacrum—not unreal, but a simulacrum, never again exchanging for
what is real, but exchanging in itself, in an uninterrupted circuit without
reference or circumference. (pp. 10-11)
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In this dehistoricized fable recounting the ‘murder’ of divine ‘authority’,
Baudrillard seeks to illustrate the conditions which predicate the representational
order of the ‘hyperreal’. The ‘murderous capacity of images’ overwhelms ‘the
dialectical capacity of representation as a visible and intelligible mediation of the
Real’, thereby abandoning the very possibility for ‘realistic’ representation to
contemporary culture’s rapacious hunger for raw signifying material.

Hence, according to Baudrillard, to analyse contemporary culture in terms of a
(Marxist) notion of ‘ideology’, which conversely posits the possibility for a
‘scientific’ vantage point on the real, demonstrates an atavistic attempt to return to
a ‘theology of truth and secrecy’ denied to this ‘age of simulacra and simulation’.
Instead, Baudrillard offers the notion of ‘nostalgia’ to explain the contemporary
mode of symbolization: ‘When the real is no longer what it used to be, nostalgia
assumes its full meaning. There is a proliferation of myths of origin and signs of
reality; of second-hand truth, objectivity, and authenticity.” Nostalgia—itself, not
coincidentally, often deemed a specific form of ‘ideology’—functions by
resurrecting the corpses of earlier ‘realities’ and deploying them to attest to the
continued life of ‘the real’. Myths of origin substantiate this resurrection by
seeming to confirm a teleological progression from the past to the present, that is,
by confirming history as having meaning for us now. For Baudrillard, this ‘order of
history’ is illusory because the ‘reality’ to which it refers has been occluded by the
same signs which make it ‘meaningful’; therefore, he substitutes for the language
of ‘history’ the language of film which he sets forth as the icon of the
insubstantial: “We too live in a universe everywhere strangely familiar to the
original—here things are duplicated by their own scenario.” Of course, the irony of
Baudrillard’s substitution here lies in the surreptitious re-entry of the ‘original’ as
the model that the ‘scenario’ copies. Since it lurks beneath the phantom filmic
‘hyperreal’, it is ultimately the °‘real’ (through its implicit plenitude) that
guarantees the ghostly ‘duplications’ of simulation. Thus, as Baudrillard mimes
(mines?) a metaphysics of presence in order to suggest—like the shadows in
Plato’s cave—the illusory quality of its ‘reality’, his own shadow reappears
stalking him silently, but persistently, from behind.

After attempting to deconstruct the nexus of history and representation,
Baudrillard (like Eco) turns to an analysis of American popular culture to confirm
his insights; the first example being, of course, Disneyland. Like the good
European critic that he is, Baudrillard finds in Disneyland the proof that LA—but
as with Eco, also metynomically the entire US—is ‘nothing more than an immense
script and a perpetual motion picture’:

Disneyland is there to conceal the fact that it is the ‘real’ country, all of
‘real” America, which is Disneyland (just as prisons are there to conceal the
fact that it is the social that is entirely carceral). Disneyland is presented as
imaginary in order to make us believe that the rest is real, when in fact all of
Los Angeles and the America surrounding it are no longer real, but of the
order of the hyperreal and simulation. (p. 25)
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For Baudrillard, Disneyland is a simulation of the ‘imaginary’ which seems to
confirm the existence of a ‘reality’ somewhere else. This ‘nostalgia’ for an order
of representation that is now ‘dead’ reanimates the mechanical figures that inhabit
the amusement park, investing them with a facsimile of life which suggests that
the living are elsewhere. From this play of reduplication and ‘animation’
Baudrillard concludes that ‘it is no longer a question of a false representation of
reality (ideology) but of concealing the fact [???] that the real is no longer real, and
thus of saving the reality principle’. (With this dismissal of the possibility for an
‘ideological’ critique, Baudrillard indicates that beneath his analysis of ‘nostalgia’
as the tactical preservation of the ‘reality principle’ lies an attack on the marxist
and neo-marxist narratives of commodity capitalism—an attack which accelerates
through the rest of the text.)

Similarly, Baudrillard analyses Watergate as a simulation of a political scandal,
which by invoking the signs of a moral transgression affirms the continued
viability of a verifiable moral code:

all those scenarios of deterrence, like Watergate, try to regenerate a
moribund principle by simulated scandal, phantasm, murder—a sort of
hormonal treatment by negativity and crisis. It is always a question of
proving the real by the imaginary, proving truth by scandal, proving law by
transgression, proving the work by strike, proving the system by crisis and
capital by revolution.

Baudrillard’s analysis of Watergate as the model for the ‘crisis mentality’, that has
since characterized the relationship between the American media and the state,
undoubtedly points to a very present condition of political legitimation in the US.
The executive branch of the American government, especially as enacted by ‘the
Great Communicator’, Ronald Reagan, has come to rely increasingly on television
reporting of ‘the crisis of the week’ as testimony to the ‘effectivity’ of presidential
authority. Hence, Baudrillard’s suggestion—even before Ronnie Raygun—that
‘they [American presidents] nevertheless needed that aura of an artificial menace
to conceal that they were nothing other than mannequins of power’, points to a
now ubiquitous strategy of Presidential (re)action. Simultaneously asserting the
immediacy and necessity of wide-ranging executive powers, the ‘simulation’ of
presidential ‘strength’—a familiar Reagan credo—reasserts the legitimacy of the
underlying models that make such displays of power possible.

However, Baudrillard’s concomittant claim that this particular ‘strategy of the
Real’ constitutes a condition of ‘the political’ and thereby delimits a new order of
signification aimed at ‘reinject[ing] realness and referentiality everywhere, in
order to convince us of the reality of the social, of the gravity of the economy and
the finalities of production’, overstates the uniqueness of this epistemological
undertaking. In fact, to a large extent, Baudrillard’s analysis, rather than pointing
to a new order of symbolic exchange, seems instead to provide a timely update of
Marx’s tour de force assessment—in The Eighteenth Brumaire—of the
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technologies employed by the bourgeois state in its (‘ideological’?) self-
legitimation. For, whereas Marx only demonstrates the manner in which
nineteenth-century ideology cloaked itself in the narratives of the past in order to
legitimate the ‘crises’ of its present, Baudrillard—even though he repudiates
‘ideology’ as predicated on a now dead ‘real’—demonstrates quite perceptively
the array of representational modes and practices through which contemporary
political power puts on the clothing of the past in order to carry out its projects in
the present.

To Baudrillard, however, this historical construction delimits not just a strategy
but a ‘logic’ which derives from (surprise!) the workings of ‘capital’.

Hyperreality and simulation are deterrents of every principle and of every
objective; they turn against power this deterrance which it so well utilized for
a long time against itself. For, finally, it was capital which was the first to
feed throughout its history on the destruction of every referential, of every
ideal distinction between true and false, good and evil, in order to establish a
radical law of equivalence and exchange, the iron law of power. It was the
first to practice deterrance, abstraction, disconnection, deterritorialization,
etc.; and if it was capital which fostered reality, the reality principle, it was also
the first to liquidate it in the extermination of every use value, of every real
equivalence, of production and wealth, in the very sensation we have of the
unreality of the stakes and the omnipotence of manipulation. Now it is this
very logic which is hardened even more against it. And when it wants to
fight this catastrophic spiral by secreting one last glimmer of reality, on
which to found one last glimmer of power, it only multiplies the signs and
accelerates the play of simulation. (pp. 43—4)

In Baudrillard’s analysis, the crushing blows which capitalism rained down upon
the primary oppositions of classical representation (‘true/‘false’, ‘good’/‘evil’) in
the propagation of its own ‘radical law of equivalence and exchange’ have
pitilessly returned—Iike the Angel of Death—to slay its first-born. However, the
‘power’ which instigated the signifying ‘logic’ of capitalist exchange is also dying
with its offspring. As if to stave off the inevitable, Baudrillard suggests, power
doubles back upon itself and ‘risks the real, risks crisis, it gambles on
remanufacturing artificial, social, economic, political stakes’. Here, Baudrillard
seems almost prescient, characterizing avant-propos the official response to the
latest White House escapades that have spawned a series of media-enhanced
Watergate simulacra: ‘Irangate’, ‘Contragate’, ‘Cocaine-gate’, ‘CIA-gate’, etc.
The ‘powers that be’ caught in their own web of dissimulation are the necessary
sacrifices that will (hopefully) appease the angry god who threatens to bring them
down and thereby re-establish the order that enables them to continue to play the
game which has brought them down. The sight of Ed Meese declaring that ‘the
President wants the entire truth’ is strong proof of Baudrillard’s contention:
executive power certainly seems to gamble dangerously these days. Yet even
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while the current political situation would seem to warrant Baudrillard’s analysis,
it still demands a heady leap to jump from the specificity of particular styles of
political signification to a declaration of the ‘characteristic hysteria of our time’.

In undertaking to globalize his perceptions—and perhaps in this way to
‘simulate’ a historical analysis—Baudrillard places himself in clear opposition to
those who would define the knowledge-effects of power as ‘ideology’:

it is no longer a question of the ideology of power, but of the scenario of
power. Ideology only corresponds to a betrayal of reality by signs;
simulation corresponds to a short-circuit of reality and to its reduplication by
signs. It is always the aim of ideological analysis to restore the objective
process; it is always a false problem to want to restore the truth beneath the
simulacrum. (p. 48)

Baudrillard’s substitution of the language of cinema (‘scenario’) for the language
of ‘truth’ (‘ideology’) is designed to evoke the transformations of signification
endemic to media-saturated western societies. He appeals to the apparently self-
evident ‘fantasy’ of movies as proof of the ‘short-circuit of reality and...its
reduplication by signs’. Yet this substitution is itself conditioned by the historical
emergence of film (and metonymically all mass media) as a specific signifying
apparatus within the context of twentieth-century advanced capitalism and, as
recent film theory has shown, this apparatus must be considered as both produced
by and productive of concrete technologies of signification. Thus, when
Baudrillard rhetorically embraces the metaphors of film as defining the contours
of simulation, he does so only by ignoring the complicating factor that cinema is
not sui generis but rather an overdetermined nexus of meaning production.

This abstraction from the concrete particulars of filmic semiosis to a larger
order of symbolic exchange becomes readily apparent in the example Baudrillard
employs to confirm ideology’s moribund stature. Citing the now infamous PBS
series, ‘An American Family’, Baudrillard contends that the television rendering
of the Loud family’s implosion characterizes a new non-relation to the ‘real’:
‘Here the real can be seen to have never existed (but “as if you were there”),
without the distance which produces perspective space and our depth vision (but
“more true than nature”)’. By literalizing the perspectival space which imbues
post-Renaissance representations of ‘the real’, Baudrillard suggests that television
undermines the mechanisms upon which it predicates its own signification,
demonstrating the illusory nature of its own production even as it continues to
reassert the ‘reality’ of this illusion. In so doing, it reiterates the vacuousness of its
‘reality-effect’ and thereby becomes an icon of simulation, the virtual DNA of the
‘hyper-real’:

we must think of the media as if they were, in outer orbit, a sort of genetic
code which controls the mutation of the real into the hyper-real.... The
whole traditional mode of causality is brought into question: the perspective,
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deterministic mode, the ‘active’, critical mode, the analytical mode—the
distinction between cause and effect, between active and passive, between
subject and object, between ends and means. It is in this mode that it can be
said: TV watches us, TV alienates us, TV manipulates us, TV informs us.

(p. 55)

That Baudrillard returns to McLuhan’s classic formulation to epitomize the
‘hyperreal’ illustrates the degree to which his characterization of the elision of
cause and effect, active and passive, subject and object, ends and means is
predicated on an earlier, surreptitious, elision of ‘medium’ and ‘message’. In other
words, Baudrillard’s formulation of ‘simulation’ over and against ‘ideology’ is
dependent on the breakdown of the latter’s immunity to the infectious non-
differentiation ‘communicated’ via the media: ‘Everywhere, in whatever political,
biological, psychological, media domain, where the distinction between poles can
no longer be maintained, one enters into simulation, and hence into absolute
manipulation.’

For Baudrillard, then, as for Horkheimer and Adorno before him, mass media
have become the medium of ‘manipulation’ par excellence. Yet by presupposing
mass media’s ‘manipulation’ as the limit point of contemporary symbolic
exchange, he necessarily occludes a consideration of the specific strategies
whereby these media (re)produce knowledge-effects in concrete historical (con)
texts. It is as if, by assuming the fatality of the media’s infectious powers,
Baudrillard has abandoned ‘the real’ while the corpse is still breathing so that he
himself can transcend the realm of vulnerability. Indeed, in a recent interview with
Sylvere Lotringer, Baudrillard remarks: Theory itself is simulation. At least, that’s
how I use it’ (1986). Here Baudrillard seems to embrace simulation in order to
affirm the impossibility of an encounter with the real; as he says in the same
interview, history is now for him ‘an immense toy’. Unfortunately for those of us
who have not yet come to terms with this unwieldy plaything, it may still be more
useful to continue to try to conjecture how to handle it safely without harming
either ourselves or each other. Thus, while Baudrillard’s acute perceptions on the
strategies of ‘simulation’ throw new light upon the interplay of meaning and
power in our media age, they do not yet obviate the need for a clearer formulation
of the ‘rules of the game’.

It is precisely for this reason that it is necessary for American students of mass
culture to reject the distance which European culture critics have maintained in
relation to their objects of study and to engage the artefacts of commodity culture
as elements of our own historical experience. In so doing, we will be able to
confront the difficult contradictions which these commodities raise both at the
level of theory and perhaps, more problematically, at the level of practice. As
Tania Modleski points out in the introduction to her excellent new collection of
cultural criticism, Studies in Entertainment (1986):
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Unlike the members of the Frankfurt School, who came from another
country with its very different traditions and found themselves relocated in
an alien culture, the new generation [of culture critics] is composed of
people who grew up on mass culture—literally danced to the kind of
‘standardized’ music which so alarmed Theodor Adorno that he pondered
how to turn jitterbugging ‘insects’ back into men and women. (p. x)

The importance of approaching mass culture from the dance floor and not just from
an armchair or a desk should not be underestimated. Since mass culture is by
definition shared by large numbers of individuals, it demands a critical perspective
which both respects and analyses the diversity of practices which constitute it.
This attitude of engagement, then, will permit us to begin to construct new
approaches to ‘mass culture’ that neither abstract nor oversimplify our objects of
study, and thereby to embark on a serious and ‘entertaining’ reappraisal of this
complex phenomenon now seemingly endemic to western capitalist societies.

While the best of contemporary culture studies call upon widely varied
theoretical strategies to develop their insights, they are relatively unified in seeking
out the areas of uncertainty and ambiguity in the ‘mass’ phenomena that they
address in order to examine the strategies through which particular texts, artefacts,
and experiences both articulate and inflect a range of social and historical relations.
This undertaking sets them apart from earlier ‘manipulation theories’ in that it
obviates the need to implicitly juxtapose the products of mass culture to a ‘more
real’, ‘more authentic’, or ‘more utopian’ antecedant (e.g., ‘art’, ‘reality’, ‘nature’,
etc.) and thereby allows the reconsideration of the cultural bases that underlies this
very distinction. As one recent culturateur remarks:

Rather than understanding formal innovation to be a deconstruction of
dominant ideology, we might want to deconstruct the whole underlying
philosophy of a critical practice that places innovation and dominance in
opposition, that understands mass culture to be an ideological form that is
most effective when it is formally and thematically most simple. I would
suggest that much of our contemporary critical theory has been blocked in
its analysis of cultural politics today by its reliance on a belief in the stable
existence of a whole series of reductive dichotomies; on the univocal
valorization of one term in the dichotomy over the other; and on the
assumption that a number of different dichotomies are parallel, equivalent,
or even interchangeable (as in the process by which an opposition of ‘simple’
and ‘complex’ is mapped onto oppositions of ‘mass culture’ and ‘high
culture’ or, in recent work, onto oppositions of ‘hegemonic’ (or ideological)
and ‘counterhegemonic’ (or subversive). (Polan, 1986:170)

This characterization acutely describes the implicit importation of the oppositions
generated by European ‘modernist’ aesthetics into the methodologies employed
throughout most twentieth-century cultural analysis. When the ‘utopian’ or
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‘liberatory’ moments of cultural experience are predicated upon a previous
valorization of ‘innovation’ as the ‘negation’ or ‘transgression’ of ‘dominance’,
the effective analysis of those artefacts which (re)produce this ‘dominance’ is
necessarily circumvented. Since they are clearly neither ‘negative’ nor
‘transgressive’, the products of mass culture are always already seen in these types
of theoretical undertakings as ‘ideological’—usually aligned here with ‘false
consciousness’—thereby effacing the very process which needs explanation, i.e.,
how the products of mass culture participate in the (re)production of cultural and
economic hegemony. Thus, it is only by reconciling the legacy of the Frankfurt
School and of those other European critics who have since followed them across
the Atlantic with the historical particularities of American mass culture that we
will be able to begin to understand how we dance on our own two feet.
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JON STRATTON
DECONSTRUCTING THE TERRITORY

‘Australian’ history has traditionally located itself in a factual history of white
settlement occurring from the south-east of the continent. The north of the
continent has been constructed as the site of the Other, of that which has been
repressed in the south’s production of the real. The area denoted as the Northern
Territory is the least ‘real’ area of Australia, and is, therefore, the weakest moment
in the articulation of the dominant discourse of ‘Australia’.

National history is one inflection of the discourse of nationality. Traditionally,
such history seeks to construct the idiosyncracy of the nation it tautologically
helps to produce by identifying empirical, material matters of special uniqueness
to that nation. In Australia such a historiography can be partly traced in the lineage
of Keith Hancock’s Australia (1930) to Russel Ward’s The Australian Legend
(1958) and, perhaps most classically, Manning Clark’s voluminous A History of
Australia (1962-). Clark’s work, in particular, is distinguished by his attempt to
locate the specificity of Australia in a range of particular empirical occurrences;
the discourse constructed from within by the force of its own material effectivity.
White, in his book on Australian identity, Inventing Australia, has cast a shadow
over this faith in the empirical. He writes:

So we will never arrive at the ‘real’ Australia. From the attempts of others to
get there, we can learn much about the travellers and the journey itself, but
nothing about the destination. There is none. (White, 1981: x)

The real Australia, then, is a chimera, an appearance generated by the force of, let
us say, desire. The real Australia is a determining absence at the centre of national
historical discourse, the Other which generates the system. In this article I will
argue that within the constitution of the discourse of Australia the Northern
Territory, and Darwin in particular, occupy the moment of closure of the system.
The discourse of Australia constructs reality through the assumptions of positivist
empiricism. Australia defines itself discursively in relation to the Northern
Territory which is signalled in a variety of ways which will be discussed below as
less real.

Geographically, the system of Australia (appears to) constitute(s) itself from the
urban south. The empirical history of Australia constructs itself from Sydney and
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Melbourne. The further north one goes the less historically meaningful
geographical Australia becomes. In this mythic geography Western Australia and
South Australia become annexes of the New South Wales/Victoria, Sydney/
Melbourne axis. Queensland is a place of diminished reality and, consequently, a site
of wonders. It is known in the discourse of Australia as in empirical Australian
history which is part of that discourse, for its ‘idiosyncracies’: the first Labour
government in the world, the gerrymander, police corruption, the Gold Coast, Sir
Johannes Bjelke-Petersen.

In Australia, where the image of Nature has tended to be dominated by negative
connotations, Sydney and Melbourne have been produced as the urban sites of
civilization. In relation to these Brisbane has been constructed in the discourse as
the largest country town in the world. It is, therefore, articulated as fundamentally
provincial, and therefore also less real, dependent on Sydney and Melbourne in a
way that Adelaide and Perth are not. In urban, industrial, capitalist society the
general site of the empirical claim to reality is work. Queensland, being less real
than New South Wales and Victoria, has been articulated as the touristic site of
pleasure. Sydney and Melbourne may not be able to take Brisbane seriously but,
precisely because of this, they will take their holidays on the Gold Coast. On the
geographical journey to the limits of the discourse of Australia Queensland marks
the half-way house, the moment of a difference which can be acknowledged and
incorporated into the system. The moment of pleasure, the acceptable jouissance
(the plaisir which comes on like jouissance) of the Gold Coast, marks that
capacity. The discourse of Australia is not static, gradually Queensland is being
realized. Tourism, as a discursive practice, is one moment in the process of
realization, the moment when the repressed is still apparent as fantasy but has been
made safe. Even in Queensland, however, there is the Deep North and, beyond
Queensland, there is the Far North, areas which are only now undergoing the
touristic process.

We need to note that, in this mythic geography, there is no Deep South or Far
South; Tasmania, albeit to the resentment of Tasmanians, is constructed as an
appendage of Victoria. The north, as a discursive element, exists not in relation to
the south but in relation to the claimed reality of Sydney/ Melbourne. The
empirical facticity of cities is contrasted with a geographically constructed region.
The north as a term signals itself as the site of the repressed. It is repression which
gives reality to the south. There is another geographic term which complements
and overlaps with the term Far North and that is the Top End. This term has been
given a meteorological definition; it is the area within which the Australian tropical
climate defined in terms of Wet/Dry occurs. The Top End thus has become a
technical term for an area which is experientially defined as tropical. There will be
much more to say on the importance of the tropics in the discourse of Australia
below; here it is sufficient to point out that, as with Far North, there is no Bottom
End of Australia. Discursively, the claim of heat is one important signal of the
tropics. In non-tropical Australia the climate is constructed as fundamentally
homogeneous in spite of large temperature variations.
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The rhetoric of the Northern Territory as a frontier, as in the title of
C.L.A.Abbott’s Australia’s Frontier Province (1950), signals its position as both a
part of and ‘beyond’ the real Australia. The rhetoric of the frontier marks the
moment of fracture and of repression, the limit of the national discourse’s ability
to represent itself. In Abbott’s title the use of the term ‘province’ connotes the
ambiguity of a colonial status. Such rhetoric of geographical and discursive limits
is very powerful when Australia as a discursive whole, the nation, constitutes itself
externally in relation to the Otherness of ‘Asia’. In Australia’s discourse Asia
begins where Australia’s north ends. The openness of the term ‘north’, its
construction in terms of both internal and external definitions, leads Australia into
Asia. What countries constitute Asia and where this Asia, which no longer carries
its usage as a description of a continent, ends is inevitably vague. Asia is the
demarcation, the limit of Australia signalled from the outside. It is from this
Othering of the geographic and discursive space beyond the unreality of the north,
that the sense of threat is deployed in t