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Dis/embodiment:
Genealogies

of the Virtual e

“Now I address a matter of great import

For our inquiries, and I show that there

Exist what we call images of things,

Which as it were peeled off from the surfaces

Of objects, fly this way and that through the air;
These same, encountering us in wakeful hours,
Terrify our minds, and also in sleep, as when

We see strange shapes and phantoms of the dead
Which often as in slumber sunk we lay

Have roused us in horror; lest perchance we think
That spirits escape from Acheron, or ghosts

Flit among the living, or that after death
Something of us remains when once the body
And mind alike together have been destroyed,
And each to its primal atoms has dissolved. . . .

I say therefore that likenesses or thin shapes

Are sent out from the surfaces of things

Which we must call as it were their films or bark
Because the image bears the look and shape

Of the body from which it came, as it floats in the air.”
—T. Lucretius Carus, De rerum natura'

It is as if Lucretius were describing a dream, one that coincides, upon waking, with
the world; a speculative dream through which resonance one reimagines the world,
so that we may act as if we are still dreaming, bringing the world into a dream. It
is an apt description of the cinema, for a similar oneiric disposition is embedded in
its history and its practices, so that one may well consider the cinema a waking
dream, one that continues to haunt or possess us, even as we might possess and
consume it. Jacques Derrida, in “La danse des fantomes,” reminds us of the long his-
tory of spectrality inhabiting this medium: “When the very first perception of an
image is linked to a structure of reproduction, then we are dealing with the realm
of phantoms.”?
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Imagining Things

Inasmuch as it shares certain characteristics with the dream, cinema engages us in
the image of the world,? and we react almost as if what is represented resides before
us. Our hearts may race, our breath becomes rapid and shallow, hair standing on
end, uncontrollable spasms of laughter, all in response to the play of shadows and
light. Optical devices, says Gaston Bachelard, provide us images to dream with, and
cinema'’s flickering sensibilia constitute perhaps the most replete and consuming
instance of an interface for dreaming. Still, we are less unwitting spectators than
willing collaborators in this “artificial dream,” and we have retained and refined
the capacity to pinch ourselves awake. It is this, our ability to invest in the phantasy
of projections—somatically, sensorially, conceptually—in conjunction with our
commensurate ability to apprehend and partake in them at the same time as spec-
tacle, that forms the contours of a complex prosthetic relation between sense,
memory, and technical mediations. Technologies and bodies commingle in this
configuration, and there exist substrates, underlying material conditions of repro-
duction and perception common to all projective phenomena, even to our appre-
hension of shadows cast on the wall of a cave, even to dreams. Certain of these
substrates, in the form of (cinematic) tropes having to do with pretense and recog-
nition, the passage of time, and the presence and absence of phenomena, persist
throughout the history of recording media, residing in unconscious memory. They
are the active, potential, and mutable preconditions of mediated experience, the
habitus through which we form a primary interface with technological reproduc-
tions of the real.

“Our organs are no longer instruments; on the conftrary, our instruments are
detachable organs. Space is no longer what it was in the Dioptric, a network of
relations between objects such as would be seen by a witness to my vision or
by a geometer looking over it and reconstructing it from outside. It is, rather,
a space reckoned starting from me as the zero point or degree zero of spa-
tiality. I do not see it according to its exterior envelope; I live it from the inside;
I'am immersed in it. After all, the world is around me, not in front of me.”
—Maurice Merleau-Ponty, “Eye and Mind”

There are certain preconceptions involved in the linking of the body to a register
of instrumentation. These are, to use a phenomenological model, the inevitable
“pre-understandings” of the world via the forms in which experience is given. The
body’s senses do not encounter the world except in a culturally prepared subject
(ourselves). Sensory phenomena are interpreted by analogy or metaphor in relation
to our own somatic memory: a microscopic view of the body is described as a “land-
scape,” individual hairs are like “the trunks of giant trees,” atoms are modeled as
“miniature solar systems,” and molecules are constructed in tinker-toy fashion. Such
descriptions situate things in relation to the subjective and collective lived experi-
ence of the body’s contact with the world. Strange microscopic things may appear
charged with meaningful associations deriving from sensations of bodily proximity
and familiarity, modified by conventional ways of reading, as we, inscribing ourselves
into a relationship with things that are almost familiar, take possession of the image.
In much the same way, notions of inference and continuity, succession and conse-
quence derive from the body’s physical/cognitive disposition in the everyday envi-
ronment. We do not encounter the world except as already embodied and cultirally




embedded. Moreover, the body s perception of 1tsell also constitutes a psychic sub-
strate, and the unconscious somatic memory that organizes lived experience is,
itself, modified by specific technologies. These form still other, technical. substrates
of unconscious memory. Optical devices, for instance, alter the experienced scale
of an observer’s body, while at the same time changing the apparent place of that
transformation, atfecting our ideas of spatiality and temporality, causing us to
perceive things as closer, or larger, or more similar, in relation to our own perceived
bodies. Perception, linked to technological instruments, stubbornly apprehends dif-
ferent phenomena according to the most familiar tropes, habitual conventions of
pictorial representation, and fundamental intuitions of the body.

The history of scientific experimentation provides us with a number of examples
of the relations between instruments and the imagination. Galileo, for instance,
considered the human eye as an optical instrument, although he considered it to
be far from ideal. He recognized that the eye is not an immediate source of infor-
mation about nature, but that one’s conception of the physical world is dependent
on the means—instruments—used to study it. At the same time, he also had to per-
suade his contemporaries that the information provided by his telescope was not a

distortion, and that the depictions of phenomena produced by his apparatus were
not artificial aberrations, but natural extensions of the body’s senses into the world
via instruments. Such supplements to vision as telescopes, microscopes, and photo-
graphic apparatuses are organized according to tacit conceptions wherein somatic
inscriptions—of the body’s sensorium into instruments, and of prosthetic percep-
tions into the body—become naturalized.

“Machines for seeing modify perception.”
—Paul Virilio®

It is clear that there is an unavoidable perceptual bias in our relation to the
instruments we devise. For example, our senses register stimuli in logarithmic, not
linear, increments, so that the systems and tools we employ—the acoustic decibel
scale, the seismic scale for measuring earthquake severity, the magnitude scale
for stellar brightness—are also logarithmic, in part because they reflect our propen-
sity to perceive the world in that way. Other scales and types of detectors may
increase the range of human senses—into the infrared register, for example—but
they also translate data back into familiar forms and intuitions. The difference
between the optics of the eye and of the camera is both marked and subsumed as
itis naturalized. “The camera,” Walter Benjamin writes, “introduces us to unconscious
optics as does psychoanalysis to unconscious impulses.”® The substrates of uncon-
scious memory, technical or somatic, support an economy of translations between
perceptions and instruments, such that “prosthetic” perceptions occupy the same
cognitive space as bodily sensations.

There are memoirs and personal accounts in the development of the electron
microscope in the mid-twentieth century that sound eerily close to phenomeno-
logical descriptions of embodiment. For these scientists the microscope became,
within limits, an extension of the operator in his or her interactions with the minus-
cule. The microscope became a prosthetic sense-organ, and microscopists were
among the earliest cyborgs. And, since almost all of the U.S. electron microscopists
in the 1940s and 1950s used the same instruments,” there was a remarkable uni-
formity in their tacit and intimate understandings of their craft. This in turn must
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have contributed greatly to the subsequent cohesiveness, even in popular magazine
depictions, of their accounts of research into the realms of the unseen. It is an inter-
esting problematic: with optical microscopes resolution is limited by the wave-
length of light. Electron microscopes employ a beam of electrons, operating well
below the wavelengths of visible light, to form an image of very small objects. In
these devices high-energy electrons associated with considerably shorter wave-
lengths allow far greater resolution. The transmission electron microscope uses a
sharply focused electron beam passing through a metallized specimen onto a fluo-
rescent screen, where a visual image—which can be photographed—is formed. The
scanning electron microscope forms a perspectival image, although both magni-
fication and resolution are considerably lower. In this type of instrument, a beam of
electrons scans a specimen, and those electrons that are reflected (along with any
secondary electrons emitted) are collected. This current is then used to modulate
a second electron beam in a television monitor, which scans the screen at the same
frequency, thereby building up a picture of the specimen.

Electron microscopists, like the general populace, experienced themselves “trans-
ported by this instrument to an alien landscape,”® and the habitual conventions of
reading “landscapes” came into play in the representation of these invisible topogra-
phies by invoking and communicating common bodily experiences and pictorial
conventions. The interface of operator/machine/phenomena is modified—tuned—
by both physical limitation and cultural presupposition. The intuitive perception
of the resulting micrographs as everyday landscapes is further supported by the
fact thatin order to be reflective, specimens were coated with a thin layer of metal
atoms by spraying them from a low angle. Microscopists use the length of the result-
ing “shadow” (formed where a feature has blocked metal deposition onto the
surrounding support) to determine the “height” of that feature, thus casting the
electron beam’s “illumination” at “noon,” rather than from the actual direction of
metal deposition. In this way the micrograph is constructed in such a familiar
manner that it does not intrude on one’s intuitive perception of the image as a
“landscape.™ In the process of refining the scientific apparatus, the observer’s lived
experience takes up residence in—is sutured into—the machine, such that one “dwells”
in the instrument, in a continuum of decreasing consciousness and increasing
familiarity, consequently moving from alterity to embodiment.®

Cinema, one might say, is just such a lived technology. In the interface of archi-
tecture, technology, perception, and habit, we spectators are intimately inscribed
into the mediated imaginary, taking up residence—for a moment—within a phan-
tasmatic technology. Here we are an element of the dream, linked to a specular
machinery where unconscious behavior, modifying and modified by the instru-
ment, interactively constructs our experience. In the long history of projective envi-
ronments—from Ibn al-Haytham to Leonardo da Vinci, Athanasius Kircher to E.G.
Robertson, Thomas Edison and the Lumiére brothers to today’s cineplexes, home
entertainment systems, and virtual realities—the body persists as a common and
inextricable component of the apparatus, and familiar everyday perceptions are
linked to a history of cinematic artifacts and behaviors in diverse, complex ways, so
much so that even our recognition of their artifice is a culturally mediated form.

“...if there is neither machine nor text without psychical origin, there is no
domain of the psychic without text.”
—Jacques Derrida, “Freud and the Scene of Writing”®




Nor, one might add to complete the symmetry, without machine.” Derrida’s
implication of the relationship between unconscious memory and historically
specific machine-metaphors reproblematizes issues of subjectivity and spectator-
ship relative to questions of ontology, technical reproduction, and virtuality. If
unconscious memory is coextensive with, and inextricable from, the various “tech-
nical substrates™ given to it with historically specific technologies, then a complex
series of problems concerning specularity, interactivity, and mediation are rendered
salient, and psychoanalysis and critical theories acquire another set of tasks. That
certain of these technical substrates are more closely aligned with, and even derive
from, projective environments such as cinema, television, computers, telecommu-
nications systems, and the Internet is an issue to be seriously considered in any
analysis of contemporary media. What might the role of such psychic/technical
substrates be within a more singular, reflexive, and critical model of media, such
as was articulated in certain projective/interactive installations of the early 1970s?
While these works were enormously important and influential, they were also tran-
sient, localized, and somewhat marginal to the generalized interior technical
unconscious of popular media. Yet at the same time they were permeated by it, and
a good deal of their critical impetus was directed toward a tacit “auto-deconstruction”
of the canonical discourses/categories of objects and subjects, references, repre-
sentations, and institutions. These early seminal works dissolved traditional bound-
aries of territory and the body, transforming architectures into relays, passive
reception into active engagement, data into interaction and connectivity, in a dif-
fused topology that laid the initial traces of today’s digital mediascape. It might be
useful to examine some of the possible sites/origins of this transformation and to
look at some of the cinematic substrates of unconscious memory that still continue
to suffuse, constrain, and shape the contours of our perception and apprehension.™

“...only a movie”

“Those optical metaphors through which the gaze manifests itself most
emphatically at a given moment of time will always be those which are most
technologically, psychically, discursively, economically, politically and cul-
turally overdetermined and specified. However . . . each of those metaphors
will also articulate the field of visual relations according to the representa-
tional logic of a specific apparatus.”

—Kaja Silverman, “What Is a Camera? or, History in the Field of Vision”*

What happens when we go to the movies? There is a tacit engagement with all of
the elements of cinematic technology, its architectures, its history, its articulations
of subjectivity, our own body’s directed perception and history of apprehension. The
physical space, ambient light, projection apparatus, and bodily disposition together
already constitute an interface. We don’t have to learn a new grammar every time
we go to the movies. We interact with the one that is already there, pretty much
the same one that pervades subsequent media. “The meaning of a camera,” Silverman
notes, is “both extrinsic and intrinsic,” a consequence of its placement within a larger
social and historical field and of a particular representational logic, a logic already
inscribed—as an oedipal logic of narrativity, for example—in “spectatorship.”* In
the movies, the difference between oneself and a projected “character” with which
one identifies or interacts does not hinder the fantasy of involvement. Rather, it is
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naturalized. While we may never entirely forget this difference, it continues to
circulate as an element of what one might call a technological unconscious, so that,
under certain circumstances, our relation to these shadows as shadows is recuper-
able, not by opposing what is present to its representation (or to its referent), or by
opposing effect to simulation, but in the recognition of the temporal aporia by
which these categories are already spectral, as when we suddenly recover ourselves
in that startling moment when the phantasmatic is no longer sustainable, or it
simply ends.* And even though it might come back to haunt our memory, and we
may not be entirely free of it, still we pinch ourselves intg the recollection that, for
all this, it is only a movie. The space of the dream, of technical reproducibility, and
of lived experience coincide as both coextensive and permeable, and we inhabit
them all.” What we are, when we walk Into a movie or turn on a television, is
already virtual.

Installation as Interface

In many installation works of the late 1960s and early 1970s, the architecture of pro-
jective environments enters into an ongoing critical discourse on the nature of
the museum, the archive, the institution, and of the art work itself. Installations, which
became a territorialization of the museum space, were simultaneously an inquiry
into the ontological and cultural status of art production, interpretation, and works.
This territorialization took many diverse forms: simulation, critique, appropriation,
dematerialization/deconstruction, tactics of direct address, performative display,
or interaction. Some works tacitly reproduced the museum’s architecture as their
Own, or co-opted it, or some aspect of it; some effected an insular relation to the
exhibition space; some contaminated it; some presumed it to reside solely within
the purview of an audience; some blurred the distinctions between public and
private. In each there are specific protocols and types of interactions that the works
produce, critique, or require of a viewer, and many of these works depend on—or
tamper with—established and unconscious traditions of (cinematic) spectatorship.
Moreover, many of these works came about in close proximity to the interrogations
of the art object that took place within the framework of Minimalism and
Conceptualism, and in relation to discourses on technology and the avant-garde
being addressed in the art world at that time. While there was often an uneasy or
problematic relation between theoretical, political, aesthetic, and phenomeno-
logical approaches to the making of artifacts, there were also marked affinities.
Reflection on the material conditions of the basic projective apparatus formed a
fertile ground for the development of an important body of works where crucial
questions—of a semiotics of media, theories of subjection and resistance, technical
reproducibility, communications infrastructures, simulation, truth, mediation, and
aesthetics—were shaped and exposed in novel ways. Media installations formed a
permeable membrane, a demarcation between Species of projective and interac-
tive technologies, circumscribing technology and perception, and constituting a
mediating instance between the architectures of the museum, gallery, movie theater,
and public concourse, with their respective histories, desires, and dreams. They are,
in short, an interface.

What I would like to suggest is that many of the projective/interactive installa-
tons that developed during the period operated as a reflexive critique of certain
institutions—the museum, galleries, cinema, television—and certain models of sub-
jectivity in relation to contemporary philosophical and critical concerns (one might




even say “anxieties”). These works/spaces performed an important series of trans-
lations between the somewhat circumscribed and insular context of the art world
and a global field of increasing mediation. Installations were reterritorialized
spaces, simulating, co-opting, or contaminating the museum or theater, tamper-
ing with private spaces and public places, in order to confront or destabilize con-
ventional positionings of art and its audience. They were reflexive interrogations
of the status of all sorts of objects, subjects, materials, language, and cognition, and
the discourses and institutions that authorized and guaranteed forms of perception
and interpretation. One irreducible “hinge” on which these works turned was the
body, and its disposition as both subject and object made of it, too, a form of interface.

“A surface lying between two portions of matter or space, and forming their
common boundary.”
—Oxford English Dictionary, p. 1462

The OED dispatches this definition of interface with uncharacteristic brevity.
Perhaps it is because the term, which came into English usage in the early 1880s,
is one of unparalleled ambiguity, apt to be employed as a verb, adjective, or noun, in
a remarkable array of circumstances, with an equally diverse range of often conflict-
ing connotations. The most common notion of an interface is as the visual repre-
sentation, on a computer’s screen, of its operating system and applications, with
the secondary connotation that it is by way of the interface that human users
interact with the computer. To this we might add that the term has come to bear
certain abstract or conceptual connotations as well. And, since the interface is a
surface—physical and/or conceptual—where two or more (biological and techno-
logical) entities meet, the term has also acquired a general sense in which it con-
notes a connection, hierarchy, or relationship of some sort, between or among diverse,
heterogenous elements.”In this general sense all of the elements of a projective
environment—ourselves included—constitute an interface, a common boundary
within which sense and reflex, simulation and cognition, history and psyche
interact. In the same way that all of the elements—architectural, biological, tech-
nological—of cinema, with its histories and practices, constitute an always accessi-
ble interface for viewersjusers, the critical turn in projective/interactive exhibitions
in the 1970s tacitly used many of those same preconditions to make new, reflective
and self-referential interfaces through which to extend our critical awareness of the
growing mediascape.

The organizing tropes in certain early installation works, especially those sub-
strates grounded in our own historical relation to media, affect how we interact
with new species of media, whether commercial, documentary, aesthetic, or exper-
imental. Some of these preconceptions appear as tropes having to do with pretense
and recognition, presence and absence, address and deferral of the body. They
are tropes that persist throughout the history of recording media, modifying, inter-
acting, and circulating in the culture at large. An interest in the basic preconditions
and presuppositions of our engagement with media surfaced in a complex network
of addresses and transmissions through which these early projective/interactive
works grounded themselves in relation to art, discourse, performance, and public
culture. The critical appearance of a kind of reflexive “auto-deconstruction” of media
marked these works as different from commercial media forms, as well as from
theatrical explorations, Happenings, collage, or kinetic works. Each installation/
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projective environment offers a different interface where spectators engage as
active/passive operators within a complex, permeable architecture. But these envi-
ronments are not closed and insular, neither purely analytic, nor aesthetic, nor
merely idiosyncratic. They present a variable and plural field for reflexive critical
speculations on the nature of technical reproducibility, and on the nature and his-
tory of our own deep and subtle relation to images.

By the late 1960s, the notion of (mass) media, as it was theorized in relation to
popular cinema and television, was giving way to the recognition of a much more
intricate and pervasive field of mediations. Technologies for communicating and
storing data had undergone a fundamental shift since the turn of the century. With
advances in photography, the introduction of telegraphy, telephony, phonography,
cinematography, and television, questions of referentiality and perception were
being radically recast. With the development of computers, scientific simulations,
and digital coding, information that had hitherto existed as separate modes of com-
munication, in separate fields or channels, could be translated and fused into a
common—digital-data-stream. With these emergent technologies, physical effects
could be recorded, stored, reproduced, and mixed.* Projective installations were
hybrid technologies, early multimedias, systems of objects and operators, which
had begun to explore the extensions of media in an art world context. But at the
same time there was an anxiety about things and images in the world, and about
the accounts of things and images. Pictures of technological genocide, fear of the
Bomb, global surveillance throughout the Cold War, the constant mediated deploy-
ments of capital influenced or generated philosophical and ethical discourses about
alienation and authenticity, existence and phenomena, structure and deconstruc-
tion. There were interesting complicities between phenomenological analyses and
Minimalism; Structuralism was oddly mirrored in Conceptual art; Critical Theory
operated in the fissures between cultural institutions and aesthetic practices.
Reflection on modes of artistic practice entered into critical and theoretical debate
in a variety of ways, as praxis, but also as discourse, and as heterogenous admixtures
of both. The hitherto discrete boundaries of thinking, acting, techné, and artifact
dissolved, as artist and author, spectator and subject—bodies and all—were cast into
a dissimulating abyss of mediations.*

The development of early projective and interactive spaces coincides with the
self-referential inquiries into the nature and status of art objects and critical inter-
rogations of the institutions that authorized and guaranteed forms of perception
and interpretation. Questions of materiality, subjectivity, politics, and language
formed the terrain, and much of the raw material, for these activities. Installations
operated as reterritorialized spaces, simulating, co-opting, or contaminating the
museum or the theater, reinventing private spaces or public places, in order to
tamper with, question, or problematize conventional interactions between cultural
producers, institutions, and consumers. Many projective environments had a critical,
deconstructive dimension, reflecting on themselves as media, turning upon their
own favored subjects, material conditions, or historical precedents. In this sense,
projective environments formed a critical interface—a surface of contact and mod-
ification—between artists, institutions, spectators, and media technologies. There
were also many commercial media environments at the time, such as light shows,
or the pyrotechnic stagecraft of the rock music industry, foregrounding and pro-
moting bands and music with all sorts of media closely integrated into multiple dis-
tribution systems. Andy Warhol’s quasicommercial Exploding Plastic Inevitable is




an interesting sort of projective/interactive event in this respect, demarcating a
transformation of unconscious presuppositions into intentional appropriation.
Works that operated within or upon the space of the museum or gallery dissolved
traditional boundaries of technology and discourse, bodies and architectures, punc-
turing the exhibition site, insinuating themselves into cultural institutions as
another kind of interface, another semipermeable membrane between our engage-
ments with naturalized (popular) media, and aesthetic/cultural discourses. These
works deconstructed—de-structured—the relation of lived bodily experience to the
habitual accommodations and presuppositions of media, rendering our comfortable,
unconscious consumption of mediated pleasures, and the technologies that pro-
duce such specular pleasures, a site for critical, theoretical, ethical, and physical
interrogation and confrontation.

“Deconstruction interrupts, throws out of gear, the derivations between first
philosophy and practical philosophy.”
—Reiner Schiirmann, Le principe d’anarchie®

This is a very useful description of deconstruction. What is meant here by first
philosophy is an ontology, that which provides a foundational or legitimating dis-
cipline in relation to the corpus or system of specialized disciplines. A foundation,
or principle, is something held to be self-evident, inviolable, absolute, and true, so
that a series of practices, institutions, legislations, or concrete acts may be grounded
in it and derive their legitimacy from it. Here is an example: under the basic prin-
ciple that human beings are unequal, and therefore do not have equal rights, a
whole series of laws, oppressions, practices, and institutions were founded and
organized under the name apartheid. Deconstruction, by tampering with the polit-
ical derivations of this principle, reveals that the principle of racial inequality is not
at all absolute, true, or beyond question, but rather that its practices came about
within precise and discrete historical processes, served specific interests, and there-
fore cannot rest on absolute and inviolable true principles, but must fall under
critical and ethical scrutiny. Our relationship to media technologies rests on a sim-
ilar sort of grounding; and the legitimation, and its exercise, interpretation, or con-
sumption, rests on tacit, unconscious preconceptions. Early projectivef/interactive
works, presented within a museum context, began an important process of “auto-
deconstruction” of the legitimations of technology, within ourselves and in our
relation to subsequent media. The ongoing debates in contemporary discussions of
media theory, Net-subjectivities, virtuality, connectivity, and globalization had a
concrete origin in the media environments, performances, and discourses shaped
in the 1960s and 1970s.

Our involvement with media has a complex and concrete history, and the specific
technological and psychic substrates through which we integrate our bodies and
cognitions into a prosthetic machinery of desire constitute a ready interface. In early
projective/interactive installations, the breakdown of the tacit interface of cinema—
of its specific architecture of machinery and light, of our posture and disposition
as we sit, facing forward in the dark, attentive to a screen of projected images—
forced a recognition of our complicities as passive spectators actively engaged in
the construction of a sensory space where our investments of fantasy, belief, and
desire take place in spectacle. These dispositions of the spectator are inscribed into
projective environments, so that even at its most (interjactive an audience is always
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generalized and potential, and an always replaceable conditional element of the
cinematic apparatus. The audience is already virtual, even—especially—when the forms
of address and persuasion that operate within media address us as if we are there,
always, already the subject of interaction.

Fiction and illusion, presence and absence, staged or real, the flatness or spatial-
ity of projective environments, pretense, repression, desire, notions of permanence
and the ethereal, somatic reflex, desire, originary event/technical reproducibility:
these are tropes common to all visual/aural recording devices. The recognition and
interpretation of these tropes became increasingly important for the reflexive
deconstruction of the cinematic apparatus/architecture that was to take place
within the public sphere of the museumn, gallery, theater, and cinema in the late
1960s and 1970s. Referencing cinema and media, or at least some of its unconscious
armatures, these projective/interactive environments brought certain conditions
of media into strong relief and introduced a critique of some of the principles by
which we still figure ourselves within contemporary digital media.

Again and again, the promissory structure of a Deleuzian “pure repetition,”
occluded by its own constant iterations, punctuates the spaces of media, model-
ing the play between phenomenal and epiphenomenal that structures the work.2
The idea of deictic extension—of the body into space, over time, into other spaces,
over generations—and deferral of the body has been a constant variable in media.
In the resulting méconaissance, the body is seen arrested for a moment, everything
is uncovered, mise-en-scéne shifts into mise-en-abime and we aren’t even ourselves
anymore.* Somehow we have again become the performers, in real time, of a
telecommunication oppositional to its myth of the past, to delay, and to the actu-
ality of the present, an “optical switching of the real and the figurative that refers
back to the observer physically present here and now, sole persistence of an
illusion in which the body of the witness becomes the unique element of stability
in a virtualized environment.”z
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