pock-marked with old nail holes).
The window is of opaque glass,
We become intrigued by che face
thac things are not what chey
seem: what looks like a series of
elegant, finished works turns out
to be something more like traces
of process and encounter, as they
qualify the marerial world, bind-
ing us to-it and to our own death.
Most of che marerials are lefr-overs
extracted from che system of pro-
duction by the artise. Fong-Jean's
work consists in nurruring cheir
specificity. He does this in a vari-
ety of ways: while the wall unics
are hung at uniform heighe, the
intervals berween them are un-
equal; at unannounced moments
during the month of the show, he
intervenes to change the sequence
in which they are hung; the way
in which he plays with the notion
of the frame — in the three plexi-
glass picces substituting sheets of
prefabricated coloured marterial
for the subjective expression of che
artist in coloured pigment and in
the fourth piece drawing our
artention to the macerial nacure of
the various frames themselves
while giving us in the window,
not an image, not even the reflec-
tion of our own form, but the
ghostly shimmer of our movement
— has nothing to do wich the
making or taking of images and
everything to do wich the fragile
reality of the life of all chings,
ourselves included.

Christopher Ira McKay's
Replicas are seructurally identical
wood reproductions of airplane
wing secrions, their canvas sur-
faces curving outward from the
walls on which they hang. We see
these surfaces firse, painted in
bright acrylic, vertically bisecting
panels, orange/grey and blue/grey.
In each case, a narrow strip sepa-
rates the two panels more or less
decisively. This strip emphasizes
the bulging curve of the surface in
each case and che vaniations in it
seem to correspond to different
moments of our awareness of chese
“paintings” as three-dimensional
objects in space — as indeed rep-
licas of painted wing surfaces.
Wing surfaces generally are
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absolute starus of subjeceiviey.
McKay's painted surfaces neither
symbolize nor proclaim : they sim-
ply draw us into an involvement
with cheir underlying scructure.
The delicate and complex design
of the wooden section has aes-
theric qualities which are a by-
produce of funcrion.

Antonia Lancascer’s installa-
tion sculpture, Hook and Eyes,
occupies two CONNECting rooms.
We enter a furnished two-room
apartment — but the “furnicure”
is mostly cast iron, cut, twisted
and combined into sharp, uncom-
fortable forms. Nor designed for
our comfort, these objects aggres-
sively surround and fascinate us.
In the first small room is a table,
its cop roughly assembled our of
uneven plates of metal; we are
aware of four sharp metal rods
projecting from i, On the wall
suspended on hooks are “pillows”
of cement ready to drop on our
heads. A disused radiaror, its
cover removed, gapes like an
industrial oven. Generally, in the
way she treats her marterials, leav-
ing them rough, unfinished, brutc-
ally cut, Lancaster emphasizes
their unfriendly dereliction. In
the next room, the black metal

shape of a large easel, a "window”
equipped with moveable wire
shutters cur into it, seems to mock
the pretensions of painting. A
stool with a hole in the middle
reminds one more of the rigours of
toilet training than of rest and
comfore. The ticle is an important
part of the work : neatly painted in
large black lettering, it stands out
against the white wall; it func-
tions as an assertion of the human
“order and good government”
against which the sculprural
objects “revole.” Power structures
are at stake here: che artist has
unleashed the anger in che metal.
March 1991 Mars is che firse
show to be curated by Philip Fry
in five years. In the catalogue
essays he srates his belief thar che
work proposed is vital, stimulat-
ing us to form “not ideas, but
singular sentiments, a strong
sense of whar it is to exist as a
whaole being in direct working
contact wicth things.” The differ-
ent processes of work visible here
all have an effect thar amounts to
restoring us to our true selves, as
beings immersed in time, acting
on and acred upon by our environ-
MenL.
— ELIZABETH RITCHIE

PAULETTE PHILLIPS

The Lorne Building, Toronto (presented by YYZ Artists’ Outlet) February 7-9

Dwring his recent concert tour,
Neil Young offered a comment on
the Gulf war as the opening ges-
ture of his performance. While
Young played a Hendrix version of
the Star Spangled Banner from che
wings, a stagehand dressed up as
a sort of hick everyman placed an
oversized forties microphone on
centre stage and fixed to it a long
vellow ribbon. Subtle, and proba-
bly not making the intended con-
nections for some of the audience,

In Under the Influence, her recent
performance work for a cast of
three, Paulette Phillips claims a
parallel copicality in her closing
monologue. She approaches a
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just spent an hour in an inter-
personal baccle zone staged by
Phillips. In this instance, we, a
sophisticated art audience, know
that we know the connecrions. Bue
they're so disturbing to speak aloud
— do we have to be reminded?
Phillips’ own minimal but sus-
taining presence on the ser anchors
the work in the domain of per-
formance, or rather a hybrid of
performance and theatre. In her
author's voice, she delivers open-
ing and closing monologues,
bracketing the theatrical core of
the work. She performs a drunken
walk sequence with repeared falls

near the beginning, and inter-
2 2 fe Loz accaxa
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most of the duration of the
mance. Seated in an arm
beside a lamp and a porred
she is far enough away fro
centcre of the action o not b
ble in the mirrors chac lir
walls of the performing ¢
Meanwhile, two actors, a w
and a man, engage in in
dialogue around and on to
centrally-placed object, a
floor chat at first appears t©
stage with curtained sides. |
solid though; it drops dr:
cally to the real floor whe
woman sits on its edge.
This surface mounted on
springs becomes a powerful
metaphor. It's the Hafr
Medsa with its survivors cli
to the edges; a site for preo
tion with sex, like an ove
waterbed; an earthquake
where usually reliable gron
not solid, not to be trustec
use of this unsteady stage,
the acrors tussling on ic, hw
each other, standing on it to
lize i, and eating ac it like a
visually constructs a nar
balance berween continuit
surprise, becween the famili
the unknown, It's cthe shiftin
ity of being stoned on some
of being “under che influen
The mirrors have an inl
ing effect as well. The actors
themselves, as well as freg
playing to the audience th
the mirrors when they are
away. The checking out ol
reality as an image is look
and assessing oneself ch
another person. This is a ke
for Phillips: measuring di
and differences berween peo)
well as “between whar you fe
what you see.” The perform:
buile around chese inter-rel
ships, propelled forward |
visual scrategies of descab
stage and mirroring, and ad
woven text played our b
author and her two characee
The characters here a
searching for an auchor,
Pirandello’s grear theatrical
iment. Phillips’ characcers
their author, and acknow

that they author chemselve:
zecnbas Yo accaes el snlas s La



them our of it precisely because
she has construcred rwo of chem,
each compelled by a complex set
of idées fixes.

The characterization is fraught
with dualities thatr are caughe up
in language, several of which are
philosophical mindbenders. The
most obvious and ultimacely Huid
of these is gender difference.
Among the more complex and
encrenched is a discussion in the
opening address to the audience in
which free will is posited against

determinism in the form of an

“influencing machine” chat some-
times, as part of a passing crazy
state, seems to control life, Later,
the two characters spar around the
issue of limits vs. possibilities in
relacion to mythologies abourt love,
sex, and identicy. They arrive at a
kind of standoff, not so much an
understanding as a manifestation
of bartle farigue.

The dense and intense lan-
guage of the lovers” dialogue,
most of it conflictual, coupled
with these convincingly ontologi-
cal dualicies, results in an almost
tragic declaration on the inade-
quacy of language. Words seem to
slide past each other, not connect-
ing with the other's receprors,
something like a malfunctioning

vein, like Wiccgenstein's dictum
that if a lion could speak we
wouldn't hear it. Yer cthis inade-
quate language is all we have, and
so it is presented here as the pri-
mary tool available to us for affect-
ing the world and ourselves in it

The performance subcly shifts
linguistic contexes as the dialogue
unfolds. In the discussions on will
and its relacion o destiny, choice,
and the subsconscious, we drift in
the high, pure atmosphere of
modernist philosophy, where will

means freedom, the driving foree
of progress, and is quintessencially
male {no macrer how much post-
muodern theory tries to feminize
Wierzsche)., Here the characrers’
standoff, an acute alrerity or mu-
tual “othering,” is locared within
a play of cross-gendering chrough
historically rooted categories. It
signals a crisis of language, a crisis
of will. In fact, the woman claims
will more than the man as a site of
possibility, saying it is "like a
muscle, you must flex it, and keep
it in use and it gers scronger,”
while he prefers o speak of desire,
the need to be loved, and the
supremacy of pleasure. Ultimacely,
their standoff resules from che
difficulty of trying to transform
the modernist legacy of solipsistic

tivity. On this issue, Phillips’
bottom line is oprimism. For all
their miscommunication, her
characters are always addressing
each other, and she us.

When the language issues of
Ulneder the Inflwence ask us to exercise
our post-structuralist mental mus-
cles, to consider an attempet to
reconcile meanings with words in
their Derridean evasiveness of is
and is-not, there and not-there,
we see a clear drawing of gender
lines. Not char both characters

PAULETTE PHILLIPS,
LINIYER THE
INFLUENCE, 1991,
FERFORMAMCE,

don't have trouble with we
each voicing suspicion and a
found helplessness. He is dec
tive and racher cavalier about
shifting semiotic ground: ”. .
I don't know whart chat word
means. I'm an animal, you'r
animal, we are all animals.’
also insists that “we can't char
She, on the other hand, is
plexed and possibly sad: “E
time [ open my mouth o say s
thing [ feel like I'm graspin,
the right word, the word chat
pin down_.. Do you unders
what I'm trying to say?”
There is no blame atrache
this measure of difference,
there is a comment on the rea
implications for both women
men of feminist investigat
into language. They map ¢
different and therefore unfan
relationship between think
speaking and acting. There's
at stake. The feminist proje
language stems from the dys
tionality for women of inher
colonized modes of language,
it doesn't follow thar a decolm
alternative is self-evident or
recognizable. When Phillips
“_..what I feel is contained w
the distance between us,” s
commenting on the human o
tion, to speak to another
sometimes be heard.

MELL TENE

THE EMBODIED VIEWER

The Glenbow Museum, Calgary, February 9-May 26

Privileging the viewer as a site
of reception, completion, or inter-
precation of the work of arc has
great CUrfency in COntemporary
art criticism. The arcwork is
theorized as a collecrion of social
codes to be acrivated and circu-
lated by the viewer, who tends to
remain, however, the disengaged
cerebral eye of tradicional dis-
course, The Embodied Viewer in-
cludes works by eleven artists from
across Canada. Curared by Vera
Lemecha, this exhibition assem-
bles works thar address viewers'
identificatrion with their own

Lemecha relates concerns
embodiment to anxieties
duced by social contexts, v
today are increasingly cechn
cal in their manifestation,
curatorial activity rakes cthe
of an investigation rather t
prescriprion; as such, che ¢
works vary in media, formal
ment, and theoretical base
spite their heterogeneiry, an
nal logic surfaces, which re
the patient viewer,

Not surprisingly, reprodu
and nurturing emerge as u
issues for several arcists. Eliz



