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GizLi DIRENIS

Susie MacMurray’nin Yapitlarinda Siirsellik,
Mitoloji ve Yeniden Uretim

Susie MacMurray’'nin yapitlari kadinlik dinyasina, kadin
kavramina, varlik ve olgusuna yepyeni boyutlar getiriyor.
Bu ¢ok boyutlu, derinlikli, uyarici ve bilmecemsi yapitlarin
0zu gene kadin mitolojisinin bilmecelerinden kaynaklaniyor.
Yapitlarinin her biri MacMurray’'nin, antikiteden bugtline
kadar uzanan soylencelerin izlerini stiriyor. Bu mitolojiler
kendi icine dogru derinlesen 6zgun ve tarih boyunca birikmis,
doniismus, yeniden kurgulanmis anlatilardan olusuyor ve ote
yanda tamaminin otantik, yerel kiltirel, antropolojik degerleri
bulunuyor.” Biliyoruz ki, hakim soylenlerin her birinin en az
birkac anlatisi mevcuttur. Bu yetmedigi gibi belli yazarlar eliyle
somutlastirilmis anlatilar ve olusturulan tragedya tipleri de
zamanla farkli yorumlarla bitinlesmis, her donemde yeni ve
farkli bir icerik kazanmistir. MacMurray onlara simdi kendi
katkisini getiriyor. Fakat bunu mitolojilerin kendileri olarak
degil, gonderileri ve baglamlari olarak gerceklestiriyor.
Maksadi soylenin kendisine egilmek degil, arka planinda, ote
anlatisinda yer alan gercekligi ¢ozimlemek, gizli gonderisini
bulmak, oradan hareketle yeni 6nerisini vurgulamak. Boylece
insanin ortak biling disinda yer alan gercekligini yeni bir tipoloji
yaratmak i¢in irdeliyor, MacMurray.

MacMurray'nin tutumu bizi hemen soruya itiyor. Ustiine bunca
sey yazilmis bazi imgelere, isimlere, kavramlara MacMurray
neden yeniden egiliyor?

Soru basit hatta anlamsiz gorunebilir. Cinki her sanat¢inin
her konuyu done done isleme hakki elbette mevcuttur.
Bu konuda herhangi bir on belirleme veya kisitlama s6z
konusu olamaz. Bunu disinmek dahi akil ve mantik disidir.
Ama bir kere o konu, imge ve kavram ele alinmissa o zaman,
bu soru baglaminda, sanatcinin onu kavrayisi, temellendirisi ve
yorumlayisi bakimindan neler getirdigi, onlari nasil irdeledigi
onem kazanir. Cunkl son tahlilde sanatsal cozimlemede onemli
olan kavramin bizatihi kendisi degil onu nasil kavradigimiz ve
‘bicim’lendirdigimizdir. MacMurray'nin yapiti da ele aldigi imleri,

"Elbette bu baglamin klasik distince platformu olarak zikredecegimiz yapiti
sudur: Claude Levi-Strauss, Myth and Meaning: Cracking the Code of Culture.
New York: Schocken Books, 1995.

imgeleri, ‘kimlik'leri bv noktadan derinlemesine sorguluyor,
yeniden kurguluyor ve uretiyor.

Bu yapitlarin en 6nemli yani, daha ileri gitmeden belirtelim,
o buyuk soylenlerin duz anlatilarla, dogrudan iliskilerle degil,
son derecede lirik, siirsel, ¢aprasik ve karmasik iliskilerle
verilmesidir. Bu yapitlarin temel 6zelligini, mytho-poeticyanlari
meydana getiriyor.?2 Kuskusuz kaynakta yer alan sdylenlere
dayaniyorlar. Fakat ifade edilisleri belli bir poet/ka olusturuyor.
Buradaki poetikasozcligiini hemen glindelik dildeki ‘siir” olarak
distinmemek gerekir. Dogrudur, o siirsel /poetic/ tutum ¢ok
onemlive nedenlerini asagida aciklayacagim sekilde, belirgin bir
agirlikla mevcutyapitlarin olusturdugu evrende. Ne var ki, poetika
hizla oradan c¢ikip, o ‘siirseli” asip po/esis meydana getiriyor.
Hemen daha yolun basinda gelisiyor bu poresis. Bir retorik,
bir varolus durumuna tekabul ediyor poresis ki, zaten kavramin
temelinde bu gercegi bulmak her zaman mumkin. Plato,
poiesisi yaratim olarak tanimliyordu, fiziksel olanla timlesen
yaratim ve Aristo’dan bir karsi cevap aliyordu: fiziksel olani
sinirlayan yaratim.® Hi¢ daha oteye gitmeksizin gene saptayalim:
MacMurray ge¢mis referansinda bir fiziksellikiliskisi kuruyor ve
olusturuyorsa da neticede bir ‘referans’tan s6z ediyoruz, hamlesi
butdndyle onu sinirlamaya yoneliktir.

Bu cok dnemli bir husus. Cinki, MacMurray'nin yapitlarinin
belkemigini olusturan gizi ¢oziimleme olanagi veriyor bize.
S0z konusu giz basta sordugumuz soruyla iliskilidir: Neden
MacMurray bu kadar acik bir gondermeyle antikiteye yoneliyor?
Yoneliyor, cinkd, tutumu gecmise donuk bir anlayisi /cermiyor.
Tam tersine bugtlnle iliskili. Dolayisiyla da MacMurray’'nin
yapitlarinin bahsedilen tim olgulari ‘cagdaslastiran’ bir
‘cagdaslastirdigini” vurgulayalim. Mitolojik bir evrenin
cagdaslastirilmasi ise guclu bir edimdir. Kaldi ki, bu girisimin
basli basina bir anlami oldugunu belirtmem gerekir. Cunku
arketiplerinolusturdugu bir diinyadan soz ediyoruzdur antikite

2 Mytho-poetic yaklasimlarin ayni zamanda romantik bir boyut icerdigi ve bu
nedenle ‘sorunlu’ olabilecegini de biliyoruz. Buradaki yaklasim o romantik
degerlendirmenin dtesindedir. O nedenle poetik olandan pojesise bir sicrama
s0z konusudur diye vurguluyoruz. Rus edebiyati mytho-poetic yaklasim acisindan
cok incelenmistir. Bu bakimdan belirttigimiz noktalar su kaynakta dikkatli bir
sekilde ele alinmaktadir: Stuart Goldberg, Mandelstam, Blok, and the Boundaries
of Mythopoetic Symbolism. Ohio: Ohio State University, 2011.

3Marc Sinclair, Heidegger, Aristotle and the Work of Art: Poiesis in Being. London:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2006.



ve mitolojiden soz ettigimizde. Unutmayalim ki, Vernant'in
saptadigi Uzere, Elektra'yr veya Antigone’yi de erkekler
anlattilar.* Yakin bir déneme kadar da onlarla ilgili blylk
¢cozimlemeleri gene erkekler gerceklestirdiler, basta Freud
olmak uzere. MacMurray oncelikle bu hatta derin bir yarik
aciyor. Yakin donemde bu birikimi ele alip irdelemis ve ona
biyiuk yorum acikliklari getirmis feminist soylemin bircok
vurgusunu somutlayacak derinlikte yariklar bunlar. Yeni isik
demetleriiceri giriyor, bu yariktan.

Bu i1s1gin Uzerine distugu siirsellik kavramiyla baslayalim.
Cink, bitin o 'kilt" birikimin cagdaslastirilmasinda, hatta
trajik otesine gecirilip, glindelik hayatin icine katilmasinda
cok onemli bir arac olan lirizmin siirsellikle icli disli oldugu
bellidir.

Kristeva, getirdigi yorumun onem derecesini gosterecek
olcude cok tartisilan bir degerlendirmesinde siirsellik ve kadin
kimligi Ustinde duruyordu. Siirsel dilden s6z ediyor ve bunun
bir ‘semiotik’ oldugunu vurguluyordu.® Bunun, siirselligin,
maternal bedenin yazida, yazili olarak, ylizeye ¢ikmasi/
gelmesi oldugunu soyliiyordu. Ustelik siirsellik, paternal logos
tarafindan kontrol edilemeyen bir alandi. Biraz zorlayarak
soylersek siirsellik bir direnis ve bir 6zglrlesme olanagiydi.
Nedenleri acik, hatta sayisiz bu gercegin ve timi ‘paternal
logos” ifadesinde ickin: siirsellik bir ‘dil" dolayimidir.®

Dil, son tahlilde, hakim olana, buyurgan olana tekabdl eder.
Verili ve kontrolld olanin alanidir. Dil, yasadir. Sadece kendi
yasalarini icermez. Onunla birlikte daha Ust bir yasanin da
buyurgan aracidir. Dil, bize yasayi yansitir. Yasanin sadece yazili
bir metin olmadigini, bir ‘bilin¢ durumu’ oldugunu duyumsatir.
Insanin soluk alip verdigi her anda bir yasallikla kusatildigini
belirler. Cunkd, dilin bilinci kurdugu, bilincin disinme
oldugu ve diusinmenin bir edim olarak gerceklesmedigi tek
bir an bulunmadig: bellidir. Fakat bu dil daima paternalist,

¢ Jean-Pierre Vernant, Pierre Vidal-Naquet, Myth and Tragedy in Ancient Greece.
Cev. L. Lloyd. Boston: Zone Books, 1990.

°Julia Kristeva, Revolutions in the Poetic Language. Cev. M. Waller. New York:
Columbia University Press, 1984.

¢Bu konunun locus classicus kaynaklari arasinda Hélene Cixous'nun ¢calismasi
ayrica anilmalidir: ‘The Laugh of the Medusa’, Signs, Cev. K. Cohen ve P. Cohen.
Vol. 1, No. 4. [Summer, 1976), s. 875-893.

eril ve Usttendir. Logosentrik diinyanin oruntisini saglar.
Heteronormatif standardi tarif eder. Lacan'in porimanteau
sozclglyle soylersek ‘phallus’un ve ‘logos’'un merkezde oldugu,
ikisinin de erilligi vurguladigi soylem kipinde phallogocentric
dinyayl kurar ve nakleder.” ‘Ana’ dil diye adlandirilsa da
sonunda bir ‘baba’ dil/i kullanilmaktadir.® Ancak riyalarin (o da
kismen], deliligin ve siirselin dilinde bu kurgunun disina tasma
olanagivardir. Cixous’a gore siir biling disiyla ilgilidir. Biling disi
bir 6zgirlik alanidir. Bu nedenle, bilingdisi, kadina ve ‘perilere’
ozguddr.?

Oysa bugln baska bir gercegin sonuna kadar bilincindeyiz.
Kadin ve erkek soylemleri arasinda derin bir fark var. Kadin
ve erkek, ayni sozcukleri ve dili kullanarak konussalar da,
birbirlerinden farkli konusurlar. Dolayisiyla kadinlarin gitgide
daha fazla kendilerine 6zgi ‘o’ dili gelistirmeleri, daima
olmayan, bosluklu, gecirgen bir dil kurmalari zorunludur. Bu dil
oncelikle bildigimiz, glindelik kullanilan dil olmalidir. Fakat bu
kisitlayici bir perspektif olacaktir. Clinkii ‘o’ dil ve séylem sadece
konusulan dil degildir. Baska ifade alanlari da kendi dillerini
tretir. Ozgiil dillerdir bunlar ve bir sanatsal {iretim alaninin
kendine ait tretim dinamiklerini kapsar.

MacMurray’'nin yapitlarina sizmis olan ve butiun bir mytho-
poetic antikite evreni ve onun temel figlrlerini yeniden
ureten yaklasimi tam da bu zemine oturur. Kagitlara sizmis
siirsellik ve lirizmm maternal bedenin bir yansimasi olurken
siirselle farkli anlam katmanlari olusturulur. Lirizm ise
siirsele yaslanan, genel soylemin dokusudur. Cunkd,
yineleyelim, lirik ve siirsel olan bir direnis alani meydana
getirir. Nitekim Luce Irigaray, bir ‘yeni lisan'dan s6z ediyordu.
Bu yeni lisan eski anlayisi disa vuracak, ona itiraz edecek
ve onu asacaktl.” Eski lisan 0ziinde phallosantrik lisandi.
MacMurray de maternal dinyanin ana figlrlerini yeniden
uretirken tami tamina bu edimi gerceklestiriyor. Kurdugu
yeni dille /-lirik ve siirsel] itirazini yliksek sesle haykiriyor.

7"Phallogocentrism’ ‘phallus’ ve "logos’ sézciiklerinin birlestirilmesiyle
olusturulmus bir sézciiktir. ‘Phallocentrism’ kavramindan daha ileri bir anlam
kapasitesine sahip oldugu aciktir.

8Elbette burada Lacan’in getirdigi Babanin Adi’kavramini disiintyoruz.

Su kaynaga bakilabilir: David S. Caudill, Lacan and the Subject of Law: Toward a
Psychoanalytic Critical Legal Theory. New York: Humanity Books, 1997.

?Hélene Cixous, ‘Laugh’, s. 880.

| uce Irigaray, Speech is Never Neutral. London: Routledge, 2002.

Hawa, Medusave Pandorabuamacla tretilmis, yeniden uretilmis
yapitlar. Sadece bu ‘karakterler’ bile girisilen isin devasa
boyutlarini gormek agisindan onemli. Cinki, feminist soylem
ve tutumun itiraz baglaminda ele aldigi zemin aslinda temsi(
surecleridir. Temsil karmasik bir kavramdir. Clinkd 6zlnde
politiktir. Basat ve egemen olanla edilgin ve cekinik arasindaki
guc iliskisini kurar. Siyasal ve toplumsal planda bu ikili dinamigin
yayildigr bitin alanlari kusatan temsilin, cogu kere sanildigi gibi,
gorsel planda da sig ve tekil bir karsiligi yoktur. Tersine, gorsel
temsil de bu karmasik politik yapinin icinden ¢ikar. Gormenin
kendiliginden olmadigini biliyoruz. Gormek ideolojiktir. Tarihsel,
kiltlrel ve dogal olarak sosyal plandan gelen birikimi yansitir.
Gordigimiz kendimize ragmen gordiklerimizdir.

Bununla birlikte temsilin bakisla olan iliskisi aciktir. Gordlen
temsil edilendir. Temsil edilen yani gosterilen/gésterge bir
bakisa yoneltilmistir. Burada bakis daha biyik rolid oynar.
Cuinki temsil edilenin/gdsterilenin gercekligi bakisin belirleyici
gucini yansitir. Bakmak egemenlikle ilgili bir strectir.
One cikarir veya geriye iter, birincil veya ikincil kategorileri
meydana getirir. Logosentrik Bati metafiziginde bakis daima
erildir. Disil gerceklik elbette bir veri olarak mevcuttur ama
egemen soylem tarafindan hem ‘belirlenen” konumundadir hem
de bakan sahip oldugu, icerdigi, ideolojik bilin¢ durumuna bagli
olarak goriilmesi ‘gerekeni’ gorecektir."

Medusa konusunda bu durum ayrica aciktir. Bugline degin
Medusa'nin bilinen iki efsanesi mevcuttur. Ovid tarafindan
anlatilan oykide Medusa cok glzel bir kadindir. Poseidon,
Athena'nin sarayinda kadina tecaviz eder. Durumu kendisi
bakimindan asagilayici bulan Athena kadini cezalandirir. Saglarini
yilana donusturir. Ayrica Medusa'ya bakani tasa cevirecek kadar
cirkin bir surat verilir. Daha sonra ise Medusa, Perseus tarafindan
oldiriilecektir. Oldiriildigiinde Poseidon’dan hamiledir.
Karnindan kanatli at Pegasus dogacaktir. Oteki anlatim daha
karmasiktir. Oykiiniin daha sonrasi 6nemlidir. Bu anlatimlarda
donustirilmis ve kesilmis kafa ek roller oynayacaktir.’

2Medusa konusundaki tim anlatilari kapsayan temel basvuru kaynagi sudur:
Marjorie Perloff, Nancy J. Vickers, ed., 7he Medusa Reader. London: Routledge,
2003. Ayrica gene Medusa’'nin caglar icindeki alimlanmasiyla ilgili olarak bkz.:
David Leeming, Medusa: In the Mirror of Time. New York: Reaktion Books, 2013.

""Martin Jay, Downcast Eyes: The Denigrition of Vision in Twentieth Century
French Thought. California: University of Californa Press, 1993.

Freud'un bu 6ykiiyii nasil okudugunu biliyoruz. Oliimiinden
sonra yayinlanan makalesinde Freud, Medusa’yl hadimlik
kompleksiyle 6zdeslestirecektir. Buna gore kafanin kesilmesi
(penisin kesilerek) hadim etmekle/olmakla 6zdestir. Bu da
bakilan seyle ilgilidir. Daha dogrusu bir seyin gorintisuiyle
baglantilidir. Oglan cocuk, kiz cocugun genitaliasini gordigiinde
ancak kastrasyona inanacaktir.” Glizel Medusa bu durumda
unutulmus annedir. Gizellikten soyutlandiginda ise yilanlarla/
saclarla kapli bas annenin gizlice gorilmis yasak cinsel
organidir, o da benzeri tuylerle kaplidir. Bunu gordigiinde
cocuk annesine gizli ve yuklu bir istek duyacaktir. Fakat bu
istek ve goruntid karsisinda donacaktir, tas kesilecektir.
Bu taslasmayi babanin hatirlanmasi/mevcudiyeti saglayacaktir.
Bir manada bir teror s6z konusudur, bir korku, bahsedilen
taslasma bunun bir sonucudur ve onu yaratan da babanin
mevcudiyetidir. Dolayisiyla da kastrasyon kompleksiyle ancak
dolayli bir sekilde iliskilendirilebilir oykd, oncelikle Oedipus
kompleksinin bir uzantisidir.

Hélene Cixous, gondermede bulundugumuz makalesinde
alttan alta baska bir boyuta ceker meseleyi. Ona gore kadinlik
patriarkal bir homojenlestirme icinde tanimlanir. Medusa bu
tanimin bir bolimund olusturur. Medusa, 6lim kusan, igdis
eden, dldiren bir femme fatale’'dir. Erkek egemen soylem
bu ve benzeri stereotipler tzerinden gelisir ve kadinligi
belli kategorilere indirgemistir. Oysa kadinlik indirgenmesi
olanaksiz bir ¢esitlilik, bir farkliliga sahiptir. Gergek budur.
Medusa'nin kastrasyonla iliskilendirilmesi erkek egemen
‘bakisin’ bir yanilsamasidir. Mesele bunun disina ¢ikmaktir.
0 ancak, yeni bir kadin tanimlamakla mimkindir. Bu kadin
arzuyu one cikaran, gercekligini dile getiren ve bir korku
nesnesi olmanin Gtesine gecen, denebilirse, yeni bir ‘kadinlik
ekonomis/ kuran kadindir. Bu meyanda, kadinlik kendisini
baska bir bedenle olan iliskisi (ki, o bir korku iliskisidir] icinde
degil kendiligi icinde tanimlayacaktir. Bakilirsa MacMurray'nin
Medusa’sinin bu baglama yerlestigi, bu zemine oturdugu
gordlebilir.

Her seyden once MacMurray'nin heykelinde Medusa’'nin
dogrudan dogruya kadinligina tim bedensel 6zellikleriyle atifta
bulundugu gorulur. Ikincisi, bu kadin ¢ekici, aliml bir kadindir.

¥Freud’un bu konuyu ele aldigi makalesi 6liminden sonra yayinlanmistir.
Sigmund Freud, ‘Medusa’s Head', On Sexuality: Three Essays on Sexuality and
Other Works. London: Penguin Books, 1991.



S6z konusu fiziksel goriintiiniin sadece bir ‘kadinlik” cagrisimi
maksadiyla yaratilmadigi aciktir. Oykiide gecen ‘giizellik’
heykelde one cikar. Boylece ‘kadinlik’ 6ndedir. Dahasi, Medusa
bugiine degin sadece bir Gorgon, bir ‘kafa’ olarak tanimlanir.
Medusa'nin bedeninden sadece bir tek yerde, olduruldigunde,
ondan da ote Pegasus’u diinyaya getirdiginde so6z edilir. Bunlar
da dolayli anlatimlardir. Buyuk kismi itibariyle Medusa bir
bas’tir. MacMurray bu kurguyu tersine cevirir. Bassiz fakat
hayli disi bir viicut ortaya kor. Ustelik bu govde hayli dik, kafa
tutan, muzaffer bir eda icindedir."

Bu yaklasimin geleneksel anlatiya ne kadar sert bir itiraz
icerdigi aciktir. Saclarinin yilana cevrilmesiyle ‘cezalandirilan’,
tecaviize ugrayarak ‘cezalandirilan’ kadin artik terk edilmistir.
Yilanlardan olusan saclarindan ‘kurtarilarak’ Medusa biitin
bu ikincillestirilen kadinliktan da 6zgurlestirilmistir. Bir diger
nokta, Medusa'nin baktigi/bakan insani taslastirmasidir.
Bu da bir baska cezadir. Kadinin ‘seytani’ veya urkdticd,
tekinsiz birvarlik oldugunu da anlatan o dykd de buharlasmistir,
daha basta kafasi olmayan bir kadin ortaya kondugunda. Artik
bitin o koticul birikimden uzak, onunla ilgisi olmayan bir
kadin “figlird’ s6z konusudur.

Buna ragmen Medusa’'nin basinin olmamasi herhalde ikili bir
anlam icermektedir. ilki dogrudan bir aciklama yiiklenmektedir
bu katmanlarin: MacMurray, Medusa’yr basi olmayan bir
beden olarak insa ederken eril anlati tarafindan gelistirilmis
o kotuculluk oykulerini ve birikimini kadin bilincinin unutmadigin
vurguluyor. Oykii, oradadir. Asilmaktadir ama gene de eril
bilincin nasil bir tarih yazdiginin animsanmasi, unutulmamasi
gerekmektedir. Ikinci boyutu bu studium'un daha metaforiktir
ve o dayapitin ikinci katmaninda saklidir. Medusa'nin kafasi s6z
konusu olmayinca, daha bastan kesik basli olarak gosterilince
ve 'bakis’ sorunu bu sekilde asilinca MacMurray Gorgon'un
yilanlarini bu defa ayaklarinin altina sermistir. Simdi biraz
disinelim: yilanlarin bastan 'kurtarilip’ veya ‘¢ikarilip” heykelin
ayaklarinin altina, diipediiz yere serilmesi ne anlama geliyor?

Bunun ifadesi herhalde sudur: yilanin yeryiiziinde en fazla
benzedigi bir diger canli spermadir. Sperma dogrudan dogruya

“lging bir sekilde bu bassiz beden biiyiik 6l¢iide postiiriinden kaynaklanan cok
acik bir ifadeyle bir bilgelik de yansitir. Medusa’'nin tarihsel yorum déntsimleri
icinde asil ¢carpici yan budur. Medusa, taslastiran bir korku nesnesinden bir
bilgelik nesnesine dontismustir. Bu konuda bkz.: Gleyns Livingstone, Trista
Hendren, ed.: Re-visioning Medusa: from Monster to Divine Wisdom. London:
CreateSpace Independent Publishing Platform, 2016.

bir yilandir, belki minyatir ol¢ektedir ama oyledir. Ve kadinin
yumurtasina kosar. Yani, dogurganligin, Uretimin kaynagina.
MacMurray'nin yilanlari/spermleri Medusa’'nin ayaklari altina
sermesi bundan daha fazla bir aciklama gerektirmeyecek
kertede acik anlamlar barindiriyor: disilige, kadinliga mahkum,
tutsak erillik. Bu, binlerce yildir devam etmis bir oykiinin ters
ylz edilmesi, ‘bas asagi’ cevrilmesidir. Buna bir boyut daha
ekleyelim: Medusa’'nin basindaki yilanlarin oykide fazla bir
islevi yoktur. Hatta korkutucu, tirkdtticd olmasinin disinda bir
anlami yoktur. Nitekim Anaconda heykelindeki yapi ve dokuyla
yerdeki yilanlar arasinda kurulabilecek bir iliski de bu savi
destekler mahiyettedir.

Uglincii noktaya gelebiliriz: kafanin yerinde olmamasi MacMurray’nin
Gorgon-Medusa'nin bakisiyla ilgili tartismayi da devre disina
cikardigini, astigini gosteriyor. Medusa’'nin bakisiyla ilgili bazi
olgulara degindik. Fakat bir noktayr daha belirtmek gerekir:
bu bakisin erillikle ilgili aciklamasi, her seye ragmen, sigdir.
Kendisine bakani veya baktigini tasa ¢evirmesi Medusa'nin,
sadece kadin koticulliguile sinirlibiraciklamayla ele alinamaz.
Bunun mutlaka baska bir boyutunun bulunmasi gerekir. O da
muhtemelen bakan kadinin eril bakisin hakimiyetine meydan
okumasidir. Yani, bakis erillige aittir. Eger kadin bakarsa, bu,
onun da sorgulamasi, yargilamasi, belirlemesi anlamina gelir.
Bir baska deyisle kadinin erkegin yerini almasi veya ona esit/
0zdes olmasi durumunda kiyamet kopacagini soylemektir
bu. MacMurray, kafaylr heykele eklemeyerek bu yorumu da
tiketmekte ve asmaktadir. ‘Bakan’” Medusa olmayinca bakis
baglamindaki erillik de de facto ortadan kaldiriliyor.

Bunlarla birlikte bir noktayr unutmayalim: MacMurray'nin
yapitindayilanlar, yilan oldugunu distndigimiz gorsel elemanlar
Medusa bedeniyle timlesiktir. Yerdedirler ama bedenle
butinlesmislerdir. Bu yukaridaki yorumlari degistirmeyen,
aksine onlari guclendiren bir boyuttur. Boylelikle MacMurray
kadinligin erillik tarafindan dislanmasina, ikincillestirilmesine,
koticdllestirilmesine sessiz, lirik ve siirsel bir tepki gosterir ve
oykuyu tersine cevirirken bir adim ileri gidip bir erillik-disilik
butinlesmesiyaratiyor diyebilir miyiz? Boylelikle kadin her seyi
bedeninde toplayan, Courbet’'nin adlandirmasiyla soylersek
Ddnyanin Kaynagr olan, yasamin kendisinde baslayip bittigi
bir varliga, bir kurucuvarliga dontstiridlmektedir MacMurray
eliyle. Gene Anaconda’yr animsayalim. Orada da kendi igine
kapanmis, hicbir yere gitmeyen, kendi disina cikmayan,

dongisel bir yapi mevcuttur. Yilan, erkeklik organi (argoda
tamamen bu soézclkle tanimlanir], sperma bitinligl icinde
MacMurray kadinsiz bir planda erilligin tek basina kaldigini
ve sonug dretemedigin/ bize belirtmekte, bu da yeni/lenmis
Medusa oyklsunin anlamini pekistirmektedir.

v

Bahsettigimiz anlam cercevesi An/mus isimli yapitta da
aciktir. Animus, Jung felsefesinde onemli bir kavramdir.
Bir kilit kavramdir. Jung, toplu bilin¢disindan s6z ederken
insankilikli (antropomorfik] arketiplerden séz acar.” Bunlar
insanin kendisine ait, ozgin, bilincini asan varliklardir.
Bir manada tarihsel birikim tarafindan gelistirilmislerdir.
Eril ve disil varliklar bu arketipleri kendilerinde farkinda
olmaksizin saklarlar. Her erkegin iginde bir disil (anima) her
kadininicinde bir eril varlik (animus) mevcuttur. Boylece kadin
ve erkek birbirilerini, kimlik ve kisilikleri tamamlarlar. Jung,
anima icin dort asama veya ‘figlir’ tanimlara: Havva, Helen,
Meryem, Sofi. Animus da dort ‘kimlikle" tayin olunur: fiziksel
guc erkegi, eylem ve romans erkegi, hoca, din adami, kirsu
sahibi erkek, ruhsal dncu olarak erkek.

MacMurray'nin Animus’u bu bakimdan ilging bir profil cizer.
Gene son derecede lirik ve malzemenin biylk bir 6zenle ve
dikkatle kullanilmasindan kaynaklanan bir siirsellik icinde
MacMurray, ilk bakista anlattigimiz Jungcu cerceveyle
neredeyse zitlasan bir tutum icindedir. Oysa yapit bu izlenimi
hemen asan ozellikler tasimaktadir. Birincisi, bahsettigimiz
o lirik-siirsel yapi muhtemelen MacMurray'nin kadin-erkek
konusuna yaklasirken korudugu hassasiyetin bir baska
yansimasidir. Sert, kirip doken, catisan bir yaklasim degil,
tersine 0zenli, yumusak bir yaklasimdir bu. Yapitin lirizmi ve
siirselligi bu bakimdan bir iticiligi degil bir kavrayiciligi yansitir.
Ondan daha fazla olarak da, besbelli, Jung’un vurguladigi
romans diizlemine bir gondermedir. Ote yandan heykel siyah,
kalin bir borular/kablolar demeti olarak bir delikten adeta
tasarak fiskirmaktadir. Her bir kablonun ucunda bir ‘damla’
yer almaktadir.

Buradaki gicli ¢ikisin ‘fiskiran® bir erkeklikle iliskili oldugu
su gotlirmez. Kablolarin siyah rengi bu gliclin boyutlari ve

5 C. G. Jung, The Archetypes and The Collective Unconscious. [Collected Works
of C.G. Jung\Vol. 9 Part 1). Cev. R.F.C. Hull. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 1981.

niteligi hakkinda bir ipucudur. Fakat asil gizem kablolarin
ucundaki damlalardadir. Bu damlalarin birer sperma olarak
adsdndlmemesiicin bir neden yok gibidir. Damla-kablo iliskisi
tam manasiyla bu dislinceyi bitlnler. Ne var ki, bu defa
siyahtirlar ve biraz da bir bitin olarak yansittiklari guclulik
gorintlistine ragmen tekil olarak bakildiginda garesizdirler.
Bir anlamda ‘terbiye edilmis’ /tame/ bir ifadeleri vardir ki,
bunun Junggil klasmanda bir asamaya tekabll ettigini ayrica
belirtmeye gerek yok. Boylece MacMurray biitiin o Jungcu
asamalandirmalari tamamlar. iki ilgin¢ noktadan daha
yaklasilabilir bu heykele.

Birincisi, heykelin Medusa ve Anakonda heykeliyle yilan
baglaminda kurdugu iliskidir. Bu besbellidir ve MacMurray
boylece kendi poetikasins tamamlamaktadir. ikincisi,Animus'un
bir kuvvetli sac demetiolarak verilmesi, kadinlik icindeki erillik
oldugu kadar erillik icindeki kadinlik distncesini de uyarir.
Boylelikle MacMurray kadin-erkek hattinin bituncullugu
konusuna yeni bir ufuk acar. Ya da bu dogrultuda olusturdugu
hatti dikkatle bir kere daha vurgular. O kadar boyledir ki, bu,
Havva isimli yapiti da Animus’la yakin br benzerlik icindedir.
Neredeyse onun daha kicuk bir kopyasi gibidir. Ama arada
onemli farklar vardir ve bu farklar MacMurray'nin yapitinin
temel sorunsali acisindan onemlidir.

Havva, Animus’la ayni ‘kablolar'dan meydana gelmis,
uclarinda Animus’la ayni ‘damla’lari tasiyan bir yapittir. Fakat
cok carpici bir sekilde Animus’un (kadindaki erkek-dolayisiyla
erkek) temsil planinda daha fazla kadinligi ¢cagristiran bir
‘uzun sac¢’ gorintisi ¢izmesine ragmen Havva tam tersine
kisa sacli bir eril gorinti ¢izmektedir. Bu yapici ve Uretken
celiskinin anlami aciktir: MacMurray cinsler arasindaki kesin
farkliligin degil, benzerlik, karsilikli aidiyet ve tamamlayicilik
ustinde durmaktadir. Havva, duvardan fiskirmistir, hi¢ uzayip
sarkmamaktadir, cok daha eril ve diridir. Hatta bu ozellikleriyle
baslangictan beri Havva'ya atfedilen kotucullik bu planda
yer almamaktadir. Hatta bu heykelin bir anlamda Havva'yi
‘aklama’ islevine sahip oldugu da sdylenebilir. Bu baglamda
bu ‘esitligin” bilhassa Judaik mitolojide yer alan ve Adem’in
itk esi Lilith'e bizi gonderdigini en passant belirtelim. Lilith
Adem’le ayni ‘camur’dan yapilmisti ve onun hakimiyetini kabul
etmedigiicin kendi rizasiyla Cennet’ten ¢cikmis ve tiim cagrilara
ragmen geri donmemisti. Bu esatire gore Havva'yl, Tanri,
Adem’i yalnizligindan kurtarmak ve avutmak icin yaratmisti.



Onu ‘Ustinligline’ riza gostermesi icin de Adem’in kaburga
kemiginden vicuda getirmisti.’® MacMurray, yaratisinin
belirttigimiz ozellikleriyle tim bu hikayeye yonelmiyor ama
‘esitlik’ vurgusunu son derecede ustalikli ve garpici bir sekilde
gerceklestiriyor. S6z konusu tutumunu MacMurray Pandora
isimli heykelinde de gosteriyor.

v

Kadinligin kotlcullikle iliskisi baglaminda ele alinan diger bir
efsane-heykel Pandora’dir. Oykiisiiniin ne oldugu bilinir. Gene
psikanalitik bir okuma ile animsanirsa, Freud, oliminden
sonra yayinladigi bir makalesinde Pandora’yl yorumlar. Fakat
bu dogrudan bir Pandora yorumu degildir. Bir cocugu babasiyla
birlikte tedavi ederken isminin aciklanmak istenmemesi
nedeniyle ona Dora adiniver. Dora, Pandora adinin bir versiyonu,
bir manada kokenidir. (Pandora, ‘bin armagan’ demektir
ve Pandora’ya her Tanri'nin bir armagan/yeti bahsetmesini
gosterir.) Dora’yl yorumlarken ve onu babasina yazdigi
mektuplar araciligiyla tedavi ederken genc kizin riyalarinda
ortaya cikan bazi sembolleri Pandora ve kutusuna referansla
aciklar ve bu manada kutuyu onun bakirelik donemi cinsel
organi ile butinlestirir. Farkli agiimlar da getirmekle birlikte
bellidir ki, Freud, Pandora’yr ve kutusunu cinsellikle i¢ ice
gecirmektedir. Bu, popdler kiltiirde ve vilger yorumlarda da
karsilasilan durumdur.

Burada 6nemli olan bir adim 6tede yer alan degerlendirmedir
ki, o da efsanenin yerlesik anlamiyla bitiinlesir: Kotilik
kadindan dogmustur. Pandora ile Havva anlatilari bu bakimdan
benzerlikler igerir. Prometheus, kardesi Epimetheus’a
Pandora hediyesini almamasini belirtir. Pandora’ya da kutuyu
acmamasi soylenir. Uyarilar tipki Havva'ya belirtilen uyarilara
benzemektedir. Fakat Havva elmayi Adem’e verecek, Pandora
da kutuyu agacaktir. Nitekim bir¢ok yorumcu Havva oykistnu
Pandora oyklsinin Bati metafizigi icinde dontstirilmis
hali olarak gorir. Bu durumda Blum'un yorumuna gore
kutu sadece cinsel organ olarak aciklanamaz."” Bu biraz

7 Harold P. Blum, ‘A psychoanalytic enquiry into Pandora’s Box: symbol and
metaphor’, Giovanna Ambrosio and Simona Argentieri, Jorge Canestri ed.,
Language, Symbolization and Psychosis: Essays in Honour of Jacqueline Amati
Mehler icinde. New York: Karnac Books, 2007; s. 18-30.

¢ Barbara Black Koltuv, 7he Book of Lilith Paperback. New York: Nicolas-Hays
Inc., 1986.

indirgemeci bir yaklasimdir. Kutu ayni zamanda bilin¢ disinda
bastirilani, tutulani ve geri dénecek olani isaret eder (Freud,
bastirilan geri gelir/déner diyordu). Bu yaniyla da bilincle biling
disi arasindaki bir konumun temsilcisidir. On bilin¢ denebilir
buna. Sirlarimizi biliriz ve bastiririz. Pandora’nin kutusu budur.

Pandora tarih boyunca bir baska femme fatale olarak
gorilmisse de onu degisik bir acidan yorumlamak mimkin.
Pandora ayni zamanda merakin, sorgulamanin, eldekiyle
yetinmemenin semboliddr. Neticede Prometheus Pandora’yla
evlenir. Kolay olmaz bu evlilik. Bunun icin iki kardes ve
taraftarlari dovisir. Evlilik ise bilim ve sanatin birlesmesi
olarak yorumlanacaktir ki, zaten Pandora’nin kutusunda kalan
son sey umuttur. Yani, kadin, farkli bir bakisla gordlirse bir
fatalite'ye degil cok daha farkli olgulara da isaret etmektedir.

MacMurray'nin Pandora yaklasiminin bu kanavaya oturacagini
beklemek yanlis olmaz. Kadin-erkek iliskisine olumlulukla
bakan MacMurray bu konuda da ayni noktadadir. Heykel
digerlerine gore ¢ozimlemesi daha zor bir yapittir. Heykel
50 kalibrelik, Browning yapimi ‘sniper’ tifeklerinde ve
makineli tifeklerde kullanilan kursun kovanlarindan alinmis
kaliplardan meydana getirilmistir. Bu detayin muhakkak
bir onemi vardir. Fakat genel olarak bakildiginda heykel
Isikli, bol ¢agrisimli ve umutludur. Karanlik, koticul ve
irkiltici degildir. Her ne kadar kullanilan nesnelerin uclari
ve sivrilikleri MacMurray’de, bilhassa dikenli tel kullanarak
yaptigi heykellerde fazlasiyla goze c¢arpan bir husussa
olmasina ragmen irkilticilik ve iticilik icermez. Dikenli tel
iceren heykellerde bir tek/nsizlik mevcuttur ve insani hemen
kusatir. Fakat Pandora heykeli aydinlik yapisiyla insani ceker.
Buna mukabil heykele farkli agilardan bakildiginda, diger
yapitlarinda oldugu gibi bunda da MacMurray'nin gene cok
ustalikli ve etkileyici bir sekilde oykinin ozgin formuna
yaptigi gonderme goze carpar. Nesnelere mesela yukaridan
bakildiginda bir yuvarlak ve derinlik olustugunu goriruz. Bu bir
merkez olusturma kaygisidir. Bir derinlik meydana gelmekte,
bir girdap olusmakta, insan bir merkeze dogru cekilmektedir.
Bu, mutlaka koticil manada olmasi gerekmez, hic gerekmez,
MacMurray'nin kadini merkeze alan, kadinligin her seyin
kaynagi oldugunu hi¢ unutmayan tutumudur.

Bununla birlikte, simdi o noktaya donebiliriz, MacMurray'de ikinci

bir dizlem daha mevcuttur. Bu kendisini daha cok %ekinsizlik’

kavrami etrafinda dile getiren ozelliktir. MacMurray, tekinsizligi
ve onunla butunlesen sertligi ancak belli bir durumda vurgular:
kadina ve genel olarak kotucullige yonelik degerlendirme.
Bu, MacMurray’'nin taviz vermedigi bir yaklasimdir. Ne var ki,
o noktada da essiz bir inceligi, cok dikkatli bir yaraticiligr,
odinslz bir ayrinti dikkatini ve yapitina bastan beri hakim
olmus son derecede hassas o lirizmi ve siirselligi yaninda tutar,
yapitinin ayirt edici niteligi olarak gelistirir.

A\

Bu yaklasimin en dikkat gekici iki yapitindan soz edilebilir.
Birincisi, Harem'dir. Haremin ne oldugu bellidir. Kendine
ozgu farkli boyutlari olsa ve tarihsel gercekligi tartisilmasa
da Harem’in bugiinkd bilingte sorunlu bir yer tuttugu aciktir.
MacMurray, s6z konusu yapitinda son derecede sembolik
bir anlam gelistirir. Erkek/eril oncelikli, agir ve vurgulu
yapitlarinda kullandigi oval, yumusak formlari terk eder.
Daha uzun ve sivri formlara gecer. Bunlarin kadinligi belirttigi
aciktir. Fakat onlardan daha onemlisi formlara eklenmis olan
tel cubuklardir. Bunlar uzun, cok ince, sert ve keskin tellerdir.
Birtir diken olduklari rahatlikla séylenebilir. Heykel, bu formlar/
nesneleri uzun misinalarla bir halkaya baglayarak olusur.

Burada Harem'in bu boyutuyla ilgili bir baska noktayi belirtelim.
Bir halkaya baglanmis misinaya asili, gene bir misinaya baglanmis
baliklari cagristiran ve bu haliyle hayli Gzlicu ¢agrisimlar
doguran Harem bize ayni zamanda Irigaray’in getirdigi 7allik
ekonomi’ [ phallic economy/kavramini animsatiyor.'® Irigaray,
cozimlemesinde, Marx'tan hareketle kadinligin bir meta
ve degisim degerine sahip oldugunu belirtiyordu. Kadinlar,
tarih boyunca erkekler arasinda el degistirmisti /exchanged).
Burada degisim ‘kullanim’ /use/degeriydi ve kadinin dogalligiyla
iliskiliydi. Deger anlayisi ise algilanisindaki toplumsal boyutu
belirliyordu. Bunlarin neticesinde kadin bir Pazar [market/
unsuruydu. Kadinin benligi onun kullanim ve degisim degeri
arasinda parcalanmisti. Irigaray, kadinin degisim degeri
nedeniyle arzu edildigini saptiyordu. Bu planda kadin anne,
bakire ve fahise olarak U¢ ayri degere sahipti. Bunlar gene
onun dogal ve toplumsal kabulleri arasindaki farkti. Dolayisiyla,
MacMurray, bu can aciticiyapitiyla tam da kadinin bu algilanisina
bir ses yoneltiyordu.

'® Luce Irigaray, 7his Sex Which is Not One. Cev. C. Porter. Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1985; s. 170-192.

Bahsettigimiz heykelin neredeyse belkemigi olan misinanin ve
halkanin ne anlama geldigi bellidir. Hatta halkanin olusturdugu
iclerinde saklayan sembolik parcalardir. Hepsinden daha
onemlisi kadinligin/disiligin, bilhassa bunlarin koticil bir
anlayisla kullanilmasinin MacMurray’de uyandirdigi tepkidir.
0 dikenler bu tepkinin bire bir yansimasidir. Ayni durum Obek
[Swarm]isimli yapitta da gorilebilir. Ne oldugunu bilmedigimiz,
ama Harem'i bu sekilde ¢ozimledigimizde simdi yerli yerine
oturttugumuz bu ayriksi, tanimadigimiz yaratigin kadinlikla
ilgili oldugunu soyleyebiliriz. Bu, bir tepki yapitidir. Kendisini
degersizlestirenlere, dislayanlara, ikincillestirenlere karsi
kadinlarin veya kadinligin gosterdigi, gostermesi gereken
tepkinin bir yansimasi, disa vurumu olan bir heykel.

Bu durum Garip Meyve isimli yapitta daha da belirgindir.
Kendisine 0zgl ve ¢ok aci bir oykisu olan bir sarkiy bize
animsatan bu baslik ve yapit cok nefis, cok cekici ve ¢ok
glzel kadife toplara saplanmis dikenli tellerden olusuyor.
Bu, birisi cok dingin ve cekici, digeri cok sert ve itici iki
nesnenin bir araya gelmesi her seyden once disinilmeyecek
bir zitligi olusturuyor. Buna ragmen yapit kusursuz bir gtizellik
tasiyor. Bu sadece diyalektikten kaynaklanan bir ¢ekicilik ve
guzellik degil. Dogrudan dogruya kendi estetiginin glizelligi ki,
bu kusursuz estetik MacMurray'nin tim yapitlari icin gecerli
bir durumdur. Gonderdigi oykidnin aciligi nedeniyle ayrintisina
girmek istemedigim bu yapitta kadife toplara saplanan dikenli
tellerin tasidigi anlam artik aciktir. Demek ki, MacMurray'nin
lexicom'unda dikenli tel, diken siddetle o6zdestir.

Nitekim Ev Sahibi /Host/isimli heykelde bu durum daha ileri
bir noktaya gider. MacMurray dogrudan dogruya dikenli teli
yapitinin 6z haline getirir. Gene o sasirtici hususu belirtirsek
bu heykeller de bitiin sertliklerine ‘dikenliliklerine’ ragmen
nefis yapitlardir. Neredeyse ‘vahsi’ bir giizelliklerivardir. Izleyici
urktigu bir gizellikle karsi karsiyadir. Bu yapitlar, dikenleri
kullanan daha ‘tok’, ‘dolgun’ yapitlarla kesisir. Bunlar Decoy
ve Palisadeisimli yapitlardir. Boyutlarindan beklenmeyecek bir
guce sahiptirler. Siki ve sert orilmus calismalardir. Kendilerine
aitsembolik anlamlaridahailk bakista disa vururlar. Amaaz sonra
deginecegimiz bir organsizligida icerirler. Bu nedenle ne kertede
kati olurlarsa olsunlar bu onlarin itici, tiksindirici olmasina yol
acmaz. Aksine onlar da kendi ‘hamliklarindan’, dogalliklarinin
getirdigi (bu malzemeden kaynaklanir) yirticiliktan tireyen,



gene de inceltilmis bir estetige sahiptirler. Bu cekicilik nedir?
Neden urkuticu olabilecek bir yapit bir de ayrica cekicidir?

Bu Freudcu bir tekinsizlik durumunun yansimasidir. Freud,
tekinsiz olanla tekin kilanin ayni oldugunu belirtiyordu."
Tekinsiz olanin bize sasirtici bir yakinliginin bulundugunu dile
getiriyordu. Tekinsiz olan urkdttcd, gizemli, kendimize uzak
tuttugumuz sey degildi. Freud, tekinsiz diye nitelendirdigimiz
nesnenin tanidik yaninin biling disimizda tuttugumuz bastirilmis
guduler bakimindan bizi rahatlattigini ifade ediyordu. Lacan
ise bu yorumu daha ileri gotiriyor ve 6zellikle MacMurray’'nin
heykeli karsisinda yasadigimiz duyguya yol actigini belirtiyordu:
tekinsiz olaniniyiile kotd, huzur ile huzursuzluk arasinda ayrim
yapamadigimiz bir alan olusturdugunu one siirtiyordu.? Bunun
bir anksiyete yaratarak kisiyi, Lacanci terminolojideki ‘gercek’
olana yaklastirdigini vurguluyordu. Kristeva'nin ‘igrenc’
[abject/ yorumunda getirdigi bakis acisi da bu baglamda
ilginctir. Kristeva, Lacanci sembolik diizenin disina siddetle
itilen seylere kisinin tepki gosterdigini saptamisti.?!

vil

MacMurray'nin yapiti asla Kristevaci igrenglik noktasina
gelmez. Bu olanaksizdir. Cinkd MacMurray olabilecek en
ylksek estetigi aramaktadir. Yapitin soyutlanmis kavramlari
ve onlari donustiren essiz estetigi varligin realizasyonu i¢in
MacMurray’'de yeterlidir ve bir kosuldur. Varlik, MacMurray’'de
hicbir zaman kendisive ‘figiir’ olarak mevcut degildir. Bu sadece
Medusaicin gecerlidir ki, o dahi ¢cok koktenci degisikliklericerir.
MacMurray her seyi /mgesel dizeyde tutmak ve referanslar
icinde vermek cabasini gosterir. Bir yerde kadin ve kadinligi
bu derecede merkeze alirken bunu kaba bir takim soylemler
(discourse/ ve ideologyalar icinde degil, tersine derinlikli bir
estetik icinde, adeta bilincli bir sekilde ‘bedensizlestirerek’
dile getirir. S6z konusu bedensizlestirme igrenc¢ olani da
dislayacaktir. En sert, garip, itici olan da MacMurray’'de estetik
bir perdenin otesindedir.

"% Sigmund Freud, 7he Uncanny. Cev. D. McLintock. London: Penguin Books, s.
121-175.

2 Jacques Lacan, Anxiety: The Seminar of Jacques Lacan, Book X. Cev. A.R. Price.
Cambridge: Polity, 2016; s. 41-48.

21 Julia Kristeva, Powers of Horror: An Essay on Abjection. New York: Columbia
University Press, 1982; s. 14-19.

Bunu Platoncu bir chora olarak nitelendirmek gerekir. Chora,
Platon’da? ve kavrami ondan alan Kristeva’'da nesnelerin,
varliklarin olustugu yerdir.? Bir sey-olmayan /non-thing/ seydir,
chora. MacMurray'de de bedensiz ama bitiin ‘gercekligi’ ve
somutluguyla kendisini hissettiren ama olmayan bedenler bir
choradadir ve sanatc¢i bizi de oraya ¢cekmektedir. Dolayisiyla
gerceklik MacMurray'de bir ote-dil sorunsalina donismektedir.
Bu ote-dil estetigin dilidir. MacMurray her seyin bu estetik icinden
algilanmasiniister. Estetigin siniriniasmis bir soylem onunicin
basitlesecek, siradanlasacak ve kalabaliklasacaktir. Dolayisiyla
‘Ev Sahibi" heykelinin trkitiict dikenli telleri kendi dykdlerini
anlatirlar ve bizi hizla ingilizcedeki bir baska s6zciige hostilityye
[‘dismanlik ] tasirlar. Bu, tekinsizligin icindeki tanidik olanla
garip olan arasindaki gerilim ve diyalektigin MacMurray'deki
yansimasidir. MacMurray hostility'demekten kaginmis, ters bir
calimla Aost demistir. Host elbette hostility den daha estetik
bir sozciiktiir. Ustelik ikisi arasinda derin ve agir bir celiski
vardir. Gene de MacMurray o yumusak, sevecen ve kavrayici
host sozcugunl kullanirken yapitin kati dogasi bize hostility
kelimesini cagristirir. Ustelik o sertligin son derecede akici bir
estetik duygu uyandirmasini saglayarak. Bunu suraya baglamak
gerekir: chora, o dogurganlik MacMurray'de estetiktir.

Bu doku, bize, sozinu ettigim chora kavramindan hareketle
MacMurray'nin temellendirmek icin Deleuze-Guattari ikilisinin
gelistirdigi bir kavrama acilma olanagi sunuyor: organsiz bedenler.
Burada kavramin cok karmasik, ¢cok katmanli tartismasina
girmek olanagi yok. Buna gerek de yok. Fakat sunu belirtmek
zorunlulugu var: felsefeciler, her seyden once, diinyayi (earth)
bir organsiz beden olarak tanimlayabiliyordu: ‘diinya organsiz
bir bedendir’.? Bu organsiz beden, diinya, sabit degildir, sirekli
devinim icindedir. Sabit oldugunu sandigimiz buyuk cisimler
ve diinyayi (‘bedeni’) meydana getiren her sey sirekli olarak,
her yone dogru akar, devinir, gocer. D-G bu yaklasimi
derinlestirerek, Ant/-Oedipus’ta baska bir dizleme cekerler.
Organsiz bedenleri tasnif ederler. Bunlar, kansersi, bos ve
dolu bedenlerdir. Bos bedenler acik, icinden her seyin gectigi

22 Platon, 7imaeus. Cev. R. Waterfield. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008; (48
a ve b). Konuyu Derrida da irdelemistir. Jacques Derrida, ‘Khora', On the Name
icinde. Ed. T. Dutoit. Cev. D. Wood, J.P. Leavy, |. McLeod. Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 1995; s. 89-130.

2 Julia Kristeva, Revolution, s. 26-31.

% Gilles Deleuze-Felix Guattari, 4 7Thousand Plateaus. Cev. B. Massumi. London:
Continuum Books, 2004; s. 40.

yapilardir. Saglikli ve gicli olanlar dolu bedenlerdir. Ne var ki, bu
dolulugun kati ve sabit olmasi gerekmez. Tersine onun da zaman
icinde degisime, kendisine 6zgli degisime acik olmasi sarttir.?®

MacMurray’'nin yapitlari iki nedenle bu zemine oturuyor.
Birincisi, buraya kadar ele aldigimiz yapitlar kendi iclerinde
sabit olsalar, dyle gorinseler de surekli bir degisim icindeler.
Bu daha MacMurray’'nin soylenlerin yapisini degistirmesinden
baslayarak boyle. Bunlari dolu organsiz bedenler diye
tanimlamak gerekir. Bu sinifa eklenecek cok etkileyici
bir yapit Oksiiz (Orphan) isimli yapittir. O da etkileyici bir
heykeldir. Daha once cesitli kablolarin ucunda gordigumuz
ve bize erilligi dislndiren damlayi cagristiracak bir forma
sahiptir. Siyahtir, tellerin bikilmesiyle olusturulmustur.
Ve gene Harem heykelindeki halkayla bitlinlesmistir. Ama
boslukta, her seyden yalitilmis olarak, tek basina durmaktadir.
Cevresiyle hicbir iliskisi yoktur. Gergekten oksizdir ve bir
heykelin adiyla nasil bu kadar 6zdeslestirilebildigi, bu basari,
basli basina sorgulanmasi gereken bir olgudur. Doludur,
sonuna kadar doludur ama bu onun devingen, kimiltili olmasini
engellemez. Bu yapitin tam karsisina da bir baska enfes
yapit Surdden Sonra [After Flock] eklenebilir. Bu yapitla ilgili
soyledigimiz ne varsa tam zitti bu ikinci yapitta mevcuttur.
Anlamlari bakimindan son derecede yikld ama bir o kadar da
estetik bir yapittir bu.

Diger bir kategori, Feastisimli yapitinda gortlen dokudur.
Bu ‘sarkitlar’, ucunda bir baska ‘cisim-cik’ bulunan uzun
tellerle olusturulmus yapitlar, yani Requiem, Siren //, oteki
grubu, bos organsiz bedenlergrubunu meydana getirmektedir.
Bu yapitlar arasinda Siren //'nin mithis anlam yikund,
Reguiem’'in ¢ok carpici ve etkileyici siirselligini ve semiotik-
imgesel iliskisini ayrica gormek gerekir. Gene de bunlar her
an devinen, degisime acik, tek bir noktada sabitlenmemis
yapitlardir. Fakat bu degisim elbette s/zofrenik degildir.
Tersine kendi kararliliklarini vurgulamak maksadini tasiyan
devinimlerdir. Kaldi ki, erillik-disilik arasindaki bu geciskenlik
bizatihi bir devinime tekabil eder. Biitiin bunlar MacMurray'nin
yapitlarinin bir butin olarak akan, akiskan, devingen,
kendiliklerini strekli olarak ¢ogaltan yapitlar oldugunu secik
bir sekilde gosteriyor. Nitekim iki deseni bunun tam bir kaniti

gibidir. Her iki desen de mikemmel bir bicimde bize adeta
bosluklu, akiskan, devinim halinde iki bedeni/yapiyr sunuyor.
Ne var ki bunlar birer kabuk benzeri strikturlerdir ve organlari
yoktur. Fakat bu onlarin tamliklarini bozmadigi gibi yarattiklari
cagrisim zinciriyle daha da ileri anlamlar yiklenmelerini (ve
bize yiklemelerini) engellemiyor.

Vil

Simdi tim bu yapitlarin bir bileskesi olabilecek bazi olgulara
deginelim.

MacMurray’'nin yapitlarinda gelistirdigi yeni estetikle eski/l
soylemi degistirdigini belirttik. Bahsettigimiz eski/l séylemler
kadinlikla ilgilidir. Ne var ki, MacMurray'nin yapitlarini basit bir
kadinlik diyalektigine indirgemek hem yanlis hem de haksizdir.
Bu temel gercek yerli yerinde duruyor ve kendisini acikliyor.
Fakat geride bir baska sorun kaliyor ki, o da, bu baglami
kusatan ickin asal dinamiktir.

O dinamigi Butler’'in performativite kavramiyla aciklayabiliriz.
Bilinen kitabinda Butler kadinligin phallosantrik diinyada
onceden ve patriarkal hegemonik irade tarafindan belirlenmis
bir izlek /patternj, bir ‘norm’ oldugunu belirtiyor ve buna
karsi ¢ikiyordu.? Kadinlik performatif bir edimdi. Sirekli
olarak degisiyordu. Yeni kurgulaniyor, kurgulaniyor ve
olusturuluyordu. Hatta Butler cinsiyetin 6zu taklit /mimcry/
ve maskeden /masquerade/ olusur diyordu. Nedeni belliydi:
cinsiyet insanlara dayatiliyor, toplumsal olarak kurgulanmis
kabullerle olusturuluyordu. insanin bunlari benimsemesi ve
icsellestirilmesi teatral sirecleri doguruyordu. Cinsiyet bir
‘maskeli balo” olarak tanimlanabilirdi. Bunu asmanin yolu
veya bunu da kapsayacak sekilde bir plan olusturmak ancak
eylemle gerceklesebilecegiicin, Butler, eylemin /deed/her sey
oldugunu vurgulamisti. Cinsiyet performansla belirlenebilirdi.
Performans cinsiyeti tayin ederken ayni zamanda bir
ozglrlesme olanagi da saglayacakti. Butler'in bu kavramlari
Foucault'nun ‘regulative discourse’, /diuzenleyici soylem)
‘disiplin teknikleri’ gibi kavramlarindan hareketle olusturdugu
belliydi.

Tim bu olgulara degindikten sonra ve MacMurray'nin yapitindaki

% Gilles Deleuze-Felix Guattari, Ant/-Oedipus. Cev. R. Hurley, M. Seem, H. R.
Lane. Minnesota: University of Minnestoa Press, 1983.

% Judith Butler, Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of ldentity.
London: Routledge, 2006.
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siirsel ve direngen 0zu vurguladiktan sonra bir noktaya daha
deginelim. O da bu olgulari bir arada tutmaya olanak veren
kosulun ne oldugudur. Bu baglayici, birlestirici, yapistiric
dokuyu Ettinger’in matriksel bakiskavramiyla aciklayabiliriz.?’
Neticede nefis yapitlarin olusturdugu bir gorsellik alanindayiz.
Ana parametre her seyden once ve her seye ragmen bakistir.
Ustelik bu bakisin eril bakisa ve eril logosa, cok 6zgiin ve
0zgul bir sekilde olsa bile, ne kertede karsi oldugunu gordik.
Matriksellik kavrami bu baglami somutlastirabilir.

Bu cok kapsamli, dolayisiyla da ¢ok islenmis kavrami
burada enine boyuna c¢ozimleme olanagimiz yok. Fakat
Ettinger, Lacan’in phallic bakis acisini elestiriyor ve onu
uterus ile degistiriyordu. Bunun basit bir ikame olmadigi
aciktir. Phallik bakis eril glicli, daha dogru bir deyisle /ktidars
belirliyordu. S6z konusu degisimin kapsamli bir farklilasma
getirdigi acikti. Phallik merkez otekini dislayan, hakimiyet
hiyerarsileri kuran bir yaklasimdi. Kapsayiciligi yoktu bu
yaklasimin. Dolayisiyla degisim yeni bir anlayisi, yeni bir
bakisi oneriyordu. Konunun Ustiinde en fazla disinen sanat
tarihcilerinden Griselda Pollock bu olguyu aciklikla vurgular ve
radikal bir doniisiimden s6z agar. Boylece oznellik [subjectivity)
baglaminda yeni bir yeracilmis olur. Sinirlari asan, ozellikle
de Lacan’in getirdigi yorum cerc¢evesinde kurgulanmis anne/
oteki (m/Other) bu dogrultuda bitintyle devre disina ¢ikar.
Kapsayici, bitiincll, gene Pollock'un deyisiyle ‘okyanus gibi’
loceanic/bir 6zne kurulur.

MacMurray'nin yapitlarinda erilligin elestirisinin haykirmayan
ama ¢ok kararli ve derin bir duyusla gerceklestirilmesi tami
tamina bu eksende gelisir. MacMurray yeni ve matrixial bir
bakis acisiyla yaklasip yeni bir oznellik tanimliyor. Buna
askin-oznellik [trans-subjectvity) demek gerekir. Farkli
degerlendirmeleri elbette olmakla birlikte askin-6znelligin
yerlesik olanin otesindeki oznellik diye yorumlanmasi kabil.
Buradaki giz yeni bir sey icat etme /invention/degildir. Feminist
literatlirin onemli bir boliminidn ¢abasi bu yondeyken
MacMurray bir tir kesiften [(discovery/ soz eder. Bir tir
arkeoloji gerceklestirir. Yogun bir elestiriyle yerlesik ama yitik
veya bastirilmis 6znenin gercekligini one ¢ikararak ve gerekli
ikameleri yaparak soz konusu donisimu baglamsallastirir.

Bu sinirlarin 6tesine gecmek ve gene Ettinger’in saptamasiyla
matriksel sinirmekani (borderspace] olusturmaktir. Mekandan
sinirmekanasicramak kendi giziniicinde saklayan bir hamledir
kuskusuz.

MacMurray’'nin yapitlarini meydana getiren ana dirti bu
anlayista bulunabilir-dedigimiz gibi. MacMurray, her yapitinda
bir kere daha ve yeniden kadinligi ve cinsiyeti yeniden
kurgulamaktadir. Bunu yaparken sert, saldirgan, hir¢in bir
tonlamayi degil, siirselden kaynaklanan, yumusak, dingin ve
sevecen bir tutumu benimsiyor. Fakat bu soylemek istedigini
asla geri plana iten bir yaklasim degil. Tersine, MacMurray,
biylUk bir kararlilik ve hirsla kadinlik ve cinsiyet kavramlarinin,
antik soylenlerden baslayarak yenilenmesini, performatif bir
edim olarak bicimlendiriyor. Normlarin karsi pozisyonlarini
olusturmak ve bunun saf bir estetik dizlemde olusup cereyan
etmesi MacMurray’'nin yapitini ve eylemini haddinden fazla
glclendiren bir unsurdur. ClinkU, estetik yaklasim, bir kagisa
degil, aksine bir direnise tekabtl ediyor. Buradaki dikkat cekici
ve her defasinda izleyeni yenileyen, hafif bir de melankoliyi
barindiran, estetik bir estetizme denk diismiiyor. Oyle olmadig
icin de bir kagisi [escapism] icermiyor. Tersine, estetigi,
yineleyeyim, bir ote, bir tst dil olarak, bir tst bilin¢ olarak one
suruyor ve onun guzellikle sirlanmis dokusunu bir direnise
donistirebiliyor.

Adorno direnisin olanaksiz oldugunu soyliyordu, cok taninmis
kitabinda.?® MacMurray bu noktadan yola ¢ikiyor. Estetikle
i¢ ice ge¢mis bir direnisin bir ‘negatif diyalektik’ olarak ve
olmayarak bi¢imlenecegini 6ngoriyor. Estetik bir etik alandir.
Arindirir ve saflastirir. Oze indirgeyen bir 6zelligi vardir. Estetik
alanin etik olmayani barindirmasi ontolojik olarak da zihinsel
olarak da imkansizdir. Bu yaklasimin gerisinde belki Platonik
bir degerlendirme bulunabilir. Ama MacMurray bu anlayisla
bir Platoncu ideadan ziyade iste o Adornocu tutum igindedir.
Ayni zamanda da estetik olani vicuda getirmenin bir eylem
[laction], bir edim [deed/ oldugunu bilmektedir. Bu edim ve
eylemi gerceklestirmenin performatif boyutu sadece heykelin
varlikbilimini kurgulamakla kalmaz. Siirsel bir dille heykelin
derin yapisini yani bu durumda kadinlik konusunu da kendi
eylemine tasir. Cok sert, kirilgan, cokmekte olan bir dinyada

2" Bracha Ettinger, 7he Matrixial Borderspace. Minnesota: University of Minnesota
Press, 2006.

2 Theodor Adorno, Negative Dialectics. Cev. E. B. Asthon. London: Continuum,
1981.

MacMurray'nin hizinlud iyimserligi, bitin gercekciligiyle
birlikte, saglam bir etik cephenin olusturulmasina, disipline
edilmis normatif bilinclerin asilmasina dontk ciddi, dretken
ve yapici bir cagridir.

MacMurray Auschwitz'den sonra yazilacak siirin kosullarini
gosteriyor. Cliinkl Auschwitz bugiin de devam etmektedir.
Elbette artik bilinen ve insanligin gelmis ge¢mis en biyuk
ylz karasi olan mekansal Auschwitz degildir bu. Cok farkli
formlarda yasanan ve ¢ok biyiik kitleleri ‘kapatan’ bir olmayan
mekan halindeki Auschwitz’'dir s6z konusu olan ve ona
direnmek de bir zorunluluktur. ‘Diinyay glizellik kurtaracak'tir
ama direnisi iceren, direnisi 6zu yapan bir guzelliktir bu.
Sessiz, siirsel ve cok guzel!...

Hasan Bllent Kahraman

Bomonti
Kasim 2017
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RESISTANCE DISGUISED

Poeticality, Mythology and Reproduction
In Susie MacMurray’s Works

The artworks of Susie MacMurray bring a whole new
dimension to the world of femininity, the concept, the being
and the phenomenon of the woman. The essence of these
multidimensional, profound, stimulating, and enigmatic works,
again stems from the mysteries of the female mythology.
Each one of MacMurray’s works traces the myths that span
all the way back from antiquity to our present day. These
mythologies consist of narratives that become deeper as one
delves into them, that are authentic and have accumulated,
been transformed and reworked throughout history, and on
the other hand they all have authentic, local cultural, and
anthropological values." We do know that there are at least
a few different narratives of each prevailing myth. As if this
were not enough, narratives and genres of tragedy, made
more tangible by certain authors, have been integrated with
different interpretations in time, and have assumed a new and
divergent content in different periods. And now MacMurray is
introducing her own contribution to these. However, she does
so not through the mythologies themselves, but through their
allusions and contexts. Her aim is not to address the myth
itself, but to analyse the reality embedded in its background,
in its metanarrative, to find its hidden allusion, and take that
bearing as her starting point to emphasize her new proposal.
Thus, MacMurray explores the reality embedded in the
collective unconscious of the human being to create a new

typology.

This attitude of MacMurray immediately urges us towards a
question. Why is MacMurray re-examining certain images,
names, and concepts that already have an abundance of
literature about them?

The question might seem simple or even pointless. As, of course,
every artist has the right to examine and re-examine each and
every subject matter. There could be no predetermination or
restriction in this respect. Even to think about this would be

'0f course, the work that we shall refer to as the classical platform of thought
on this context is: Claude Levi-Strauss, Myth and Meaning: Cracking the Code of
Culture. New York: Schocken Books, 1995.

unwise and illogical. But once that subject, image, or concept
has been addressed, then the issue that gains importance in
terms of the context of this question becomes what the artist
introduces in her understanding, reasoning and interpretation
of that subject, and how she examines them. Because, in the
final analysis, the important matter in artistic examination of
a subject is not the concept itself, but how we comprehend
and give ‘form’ to it. And the work of MacMurray thoroughly
questions, reformulates and re-produces the signs, images,
and ‘identities’ she addresses exactly from this standpoint.

Let us point out without delving any further, that the most
important aspect of these works is that those grand myths are not
presented through prosaic narratives, and directrelationships,
but rather through extremely lyrical, poetic, perplexing and
complex relationships. This is what constitutes the fundamental
feature, the mytho-poetic aspect of these works.? Without a
doubt, they rely on the myths at their source. But their means
of expression creates a certain poetics. The word poetics
here, should not be considered as “poetry” in our everyday
language. It is true, that poetic attitude is highly significant,
and as | will explain below, it exists bearing an apparent weight
in the universe created by the works. However, poetics swiftly
departs from there, rising above the ‘poetic’, and giving rise to
poiesis. This poiesis develops right at the beginning of the road.
Poiesis corresponds to a rheforic, a certain way of existence,
which is a fact that is possible to trace at the foundations of the
concept. Plato defined poresis as creation, the creation that is
integrated with the physical, and was confronted with a counter-
argument from Aristotle: creation that confined the physical.?
Without further ado, let us, once again, establish one thing:
although MacMurray institutes and establishes a relationship
of physicality with reference to the past, at the end of the day,
itis a ‘reference’, and her move is, on the whole, one of bounding
it. This is a matter of utmost importance. As it provides us
with the opportunity to analyse the mysteries that form the

2We are aware that the mytho-poetic approaches also have a romantic dimension
and may therefore be ‘problematic’. However, the approach here is beyond that
romantic evaluation. And for this reason, we emphasize, that here, there is a leap
from the ‘poetic’ to ‘poiesis’. Russian literature has been extensively examined in
terms of the mytho-poetic approach. Therefore, the issues we have pointed out are
meticulously considered in the following work: Stuart Goldberg, Mandelstam, Blok,
and the Boundaries of Mythopoetic Symbolism. Ohio: Ohio State University, 2011.

¥Marc Sinclair, Heidegger, Aristotle and the Work of Art: Poiesis in Being. London:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2006.

backbone of MacMurray’s works. The mystery mentioned here
is related to the question we had initially posed: Why does
MacMurray aim her attention towards antiquity with such
a clear allusion? She aims towards it because her attitude
does not entertain a retrospective understanding. On the
contrary, it is related to the present-day. So let us reiterate
that MacMurray’'s works adopt an attitude that ‘updates’ all
the phenomena mentioned herein, an attitude that renders
them ‘contemporary’, and emphasize that she ‘brings them
up to date’. Bringing a mythological universe up to date is a
powerful act. Besides, | must stress that this undertaking has
a meaning of its own. Because when we talk about antiquity
and mythology, we are actually talking about a world formed
by archetypes. And let us not forget that, as Vernant has noted,
Electra or Antigone were both told by men.* And up until quite
recently, it was again men who executed the major analyses
on them, Freud being the first and foremost among them.
First of all, MacMurray makes a deep slit along this course.
This is a slit that is deep enough to concretize various points
emphasized by the feminist discourse that has recently taken
up and analysed this repertory, and brought a great deal of
clarity to the interpretation of these issues. New beams of light
come streaming in through this slit.

Let us start with the concept of poeticality on which this light is
shed. Because itis apparent that lyricism-a very important tool
in rendering of all that ‘cult’ repertory more contemporary,
and in its transposition beyond the tragic and merging into
everyday life-is indeed quite intimate with poeticality.

In a highly controversial evaluation that reveals the extent of
the significance of her interpretation, Kristeva has examined
poeticality and female identity. Here, she was speaking of
poetic language and emphasizing that it was ‘semiotic’.’
She was stating that this, namely poeticality, was the surfacing/
appearing on the surface of the maternal body in a text,
in writing. Moreover, poeticality was a realm that was beyond
the control of the paternal logos. If we were to stretch it a

“Jean-Pierre Vernant, Pierre Vidal-Naquet, Myth and Tragedy in Ancient Greece.
Trans. L. Lloyd. Boston: Zone Books, 1990.

®Julia Kristeva, Revolutions in the Poetic Language. Trans. M. Waller. New York:
Columbia University Press, 1984.

little further, it could be said that poeticality was offering the
possibility of resistance and liberation. This fact has obvious
and even numerous reasons, and all of thisis immanent in the
expression of the ‘paternal logos’: poeticality is a mediation of
‘language’.?

Language, in the final analysis, corresponds to the dominant,
the one that commands. It is the realm of the given and the
one in control. Language is the law. It does not just include its
own laws. Alongside this, it is also the prerogative instrument
of a higher law. Language reflects the law upon us. It makes
us sense that the law is not just a written text, but ‘a state of
consciousness’. It determines that at every instant that the
human being lives and breathes, he is surrounded by legalities.
For it is apparent that language establishes consciousness,
that consciousness is thinking, and that there is not a single
moment when thinking as an act does not occur. But this
language is always paternalistic, masculine and imposing.
It ensures the network of the logocentric world. It prescribes the
heteronormative standard. To use Lacan’s portmanteau word,
in a mode of discourse where both the ‘phallus” and the ‘logos’
are at the centre, and where they both emphasize masculinity, it
establishes and transmits the phallogocentricworld.” Although
it is called a ‘'mother’ tongue, ultimately it utilises a ‘father’
tongue/language.® Only the language of dreams (and that is
only partially), of madness and poetry have the possibility of
transgressing this construct. According to Cixous, poetry is about
the unconscious. And the unconscious is arealm of freedom. That
is why the unconscious is peculiar to the woman and ‘fairies’.’

Yet, today, we are utterly aware of another fact. There is a
profound difference between feminine and masculine discourses.
Although women and men speak using the same words and

¢ Among the locus classicus sources on this subject, Héléne Cixous’ work should
also be mentioned: ‘The Laugh of the Medusa’, Signs, Trans. K. Cohen and
P. Cohen. Vol. 1, No. 4. (Summer, 1976), pp. 875-893.

7"Phallogocentrism’ is a word derived from the merging of the words ‘phallus’ and
‘logos’. And it is obvious that it has a capacity of meaning reaching far beyond the
concept of ‘phallocentrism’.

80f course, here, we are thinking of the concept of the Name of the Father’
proposed by Lacan. A source on this subject is: David S. Caudill, Lacan and
the Subject of Law: Toward a Psychoanalytic Critical Legal Theory. New York:
Humanity Books, 1997.

?Hélene Cixous, ‘'Laugh’, s. 880.
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languages, they speak differently. Therefore, it is imperative that
women develop ‘that’ increasingly particular language of their
own, and continually construct a language that is non-existent,
containing emptiness, and is permeable. First and foremost, this
language has to be that known, everyday language. But this would
turn out to be a restricting perspective. Because ‘that’ language
and discourse are not just spoken languages. Other areas of
expression will also produce their own language. These are
specific languages, and they encompass the particular dynamics
of production pertaining to the field of artistic production.

The approach that is infused into the works of MacMurray, in
which she re-produces the entirety of a mytho-poeticuniverse
of antiquity and its fundamental figures, rests precisely on this
ground. While poeticality and lyricism infiltrated into the papers
become a reflection of the maternal body, various layers of
meaning are formed through the poetic. Lyricism, on the other
hand, makes up the fabric of the general discourse, abutting
on the poetic. Because, let us repeat once again, the lyrical
and the poetic constitute a field of resistance. As a matter of
fact, Luce Irigaray was talking about a ‘new language’. This
new language would reveal the old understanding, oppose
it, and transcend it."® The old language was the one that was
essentially phallocentric. In re-producing the main figures
of the maternal world, MacMurray performs exactly that act.
With the new language she had established, she screams out
loud her (lyrical and poetic) objection.

Eve, Medusa and Pandora are works that are produced, re-
produced to that end. These ‘characters’ alone are significant
enough to perceive the tremendous magnitude of this
undertaking. Because, the ground that the feminist discourse
and attitude deals with in the context of objection, are actually
processes of representation. Representation is a complex
concept. Because it is political in essence. It establishes the
power relations between the assertive, the dominant, and the
passive, submissive. Contrary to common belief, representation
that encompasses all the fields that this dual dynamism extends
across in the political and social domains, does not have a
shallow and singular counterpart in the visual domain. It is in
fact quite the opposite, visual representation also emerges out

" uce Irigaray, Speech is Never Neutral. London: Routledge, 2002.

of this complex political structure. We know that seeing is not
uninfluenced. Seeing is ideological. It reflects an accumulated
knowledge that historically, culturally and naturally emanates
from the social domain. We see what we see despite ourselves.

On the other hand, the relationship between representation and
seeing is obvious. What is seen is that which is represented.
The represented, that is, the signified/the sign is addressed
to a gaze. Here, the gaze takes on a bigger role. Because the
reality of the represented/the signified reflects the determining
power of the gaze. Looking is a process related to domination.
It pushes forward or holds back, creating primary or secondary
categories. The gaze in the logocentric western metaphysics
is always masculine. Feminine reality of course exists in the
form of data, but it is in a condition of being ‘determined’ by
the dominant discourse, and depending on the state of the
ideological consciousness that the spectator has or holds, he/
she would only see what ‘must’ be seen."

This condition is also evident in the case of Medusa. There are
two legends of Medusa known to date. In the story told by Ovid,
Medusa is a delightfully beautiful maiden. Poseidon rapes her
in the palace of Athena. Athena finds the situation humiliating
on her part, and punishes the woman. She transforms her
hair into snakes. And Medusa is given such an ugly face that
anyone who looks at her would be turned to stone. Later on,
Medusa would be killed by Perseus. When she was killed,
she was pregnant with the child of Poseidon. And the winged
horse Pegasus would be born of her. The other narrative is
more complicated. What comes next after the story is more
important. In these narratives the transformed and severed
head would assume additional roles.

We also know how Freud read this story. In his posthumously
published article, Freud would identify Medusa with the
castration complex. According to this reading, the severing of
the head is identical to castration/being castrated (by cutting
the penis off]. And this is about the thing that is looked at.
More precisely, it is linked to the image of something. When a

"Martin Jay, Downcast Eyes: The Denigration of Vision in Twentieth Century
French Thought. California: University of California Press, 1993.

2The principal comprehensive reference about all the narratives of Medusa is:
Marjorie Perloff, Nancy J. Vickers, ed., 7he Medusa Reader. London: Routledge,
2003. Regarding the perception of Medusa throughout the ages, see also: David
Leeming, Medusa: In the Mirror of Time. New York: Reaktion Books, 2013.

boy sees a girl’s genitals, he would believe that what he sees
was due to castration.”™ In this case, the beautiful Medusa is
the forgotten mother. Deprived of beauty, the head covered
with snakes/hair is the secretly seen forbidden genitals of the
mother, which is also covered with similar hairs. As the child
sees this, he would feel a secretive and charged desire towards
his mother. But in the face of this desire and this image, he
would freeze and be petrified. This state of being petrified would
be made certain by the recollection/presence of the father. In a
sense, there is a certain terror, a fear, and the petrification that
is mentioned here, is a result of that, and the presence of the
fatheris what causes it. Therefore, the narrative that could only
be indirectly associated with castration complex is primarily an
extension of the Oedipus complex.

In her article that we have made a reference to, Héléne Cixous
discreetly steers the subject to another level. According to her,
femininity is defined through a patriarchal homogenization.
Medusa forms one part of this definition. Medusa is a death-
mongering, castrating, killing femme fatale. The male dominated
discourse evolves over this and similar stereotypes, and it has
reduced femininity to certain categories. Yet, femininity involves
a variety, a difference that defies reduction. That is the truth.
Associating Medusa with castration is a misconception on the
part of the male dominant ‘gaze’. The problem is about getting
out of it. And that is only possible through defining the woman
anew. This is a woman who subscribes to desire, expresses her
reality, and moves beyond being an object of fear; she is, so to
speak, awoman who establishes a new ‘economy of femininity’.
In this scope, femininity would define itself not through its
relationship with another body (which is a relationship of fear)
but within its own self.

Considered from this perspective, it could be seen that
MacMurray’s Medusa is established on this context, and based
on this ground.

Firstof all, it could be observed thatin her sculpture MacMurray
references Medusa’'swomanhood directly through all her bodily
attributes. Secondly, this is an attractive, charming woman.
It is obvious that her physical appearance was not created
merely as an allusion to ‘femininity’. The ‘beauty’ mentioned

¥Freud’s article on the subject was published posthumously. Sigmund Freud,
‘Medusa’s Head', On Sexuality: Three Essays on Sexuality and Other Works.
London: Penguin Books, 1991.

in the story also stands out in the sculpture. Thus ‘femininity’
becomes prominent. Finally, Medusa has always been defined
as a Gorgon, merely a ‘head’, to this day. Medusa's body is only
mentioned on one occasion, when she is killed, or rather when
she gives birth to Pegasus. And these are indirect narrations.
For the most part, Medusa is a head. MacMurray reverses this
construct. She presents a headless, yet particularly feminine
body. Moreover, this body has an expression of standing tall,
looking unyielding and victorious.™

It is quite clear how severe an objection this attitude involves
against the traditional narrative. The narrative of the woman
who was ‘punished’ by having her hair turned into snakes,
‘punished’ by being raped, has been abandoned. Having been
‘relieved of  her hair of snakes, Medusa was also liberated from
all of this subordinating femininity. Another issue is that anyone
Medusa looks at or anyone looking at Medusa is turned to stone.
This is yet another punishment. The story, which tells the tale of
woman as a ‘demonic’ or a terrifying, uncanny being, has also
evaporated, as the woman presented here is one without a head.
Now, there is a female ‘figure’ far from all those evil attributes,
and without anything that could be associated with it.

Nevertheless, the Medusa without a head should probably
involve a dual meaning. The first one of these layers bears
a direct explanation: in constructing Medusa as a body
without a head, MacMurray emphasizes that the feminine
conscience has not 7orgottenthe stories of maliciousness and
their accumulated gist that was developed by the masculine
narrative. The story is still there. It is being overcome, but
what kind of a history was written by the masculine conscience
must be remembered and not forgotten. The second aspect of
this stadjumis rather more metaphorical, and is hidden in the
second layer of the work. When Medusa has no head, when
from the beginning she is represented with a severed head,
and the problem of the ‘gaze’ is overcome in this way; this
time, MacMurray has placed the snakes of the Gorgon at her
feet. Now, let us consider this for a while: what does ‘relieving’
the head of the snakes or ‘removing’ them from the head, and

“Interestingly, mostly due to its posture, this beheaded body also reflects a very

clear expression of a certain wisdom. This is the main striking aspect of the historical

transformations of Medusa’s interpretations. Medusa was transformed from an object
of horror that causes one to be petrified, into an object of wisdom. On this subject, see:
Gleyns Livingstone, Trista Hendren, ed.: Re-visioning Medusa: from Monster to Divine
Wisdom. London: CreateSpace Independent Publishing Platform, 2016.
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placing them at the feet of the sculpture, straight on the floor
signify?

It probably signifies this: another living thing on earth that a
snake most looks like is a sperm. The sperm is exactly a snake,
perhaps miniature in scale, but that is what it is. And it rushes
towards the egg of the woman. That is, to the source of fertility,
of procreation. MacMurray’s act of placing the snakes/sperms
at Medusa'’s feet has obvious meanings that require no further
explanation: this is the representation of a bound, captive
masculinity forever in need of the feminine, of womanhood. This
is the reversal, the ‘overturning’ of a narrative that has lasted for
thousands of years. Let us add one more dimension: the snakes
on the head of Medusa do not have much of a function in the
story. In fact, they do not mean much except for being terrifying
and horrifying. As a matter of fact, the connection that could
be established between the structure and the texture of the
sculpture, Anaconda, and the snakes on the floor also seems
to support this argument.

Now we can move on to the third point: the fact that the head
is not present indicates that MacMurray has also nullified and
transcended the debate over Gorgon-Medusa’s gaze. We have
mentioned certain phenomena about Medusa's gaze. But there
is another point that has to be noted: The explanation of this
gaze in terms of masculinity is above all a shallow one. The
fact that Medusa turns anyone who looks at her or anyone she
looks at to stone cannot be addressed through an explanation
that is limited only to female maliciousness. There absolutely
has to be another dimension to it. And that would most likely be
the defiance on the part of the woman who looks, challenging
the domination of the masculine gaze. That is to say, the gaze
pertains to masculinity. If the woman is looking, that would
mean she also is questioning, judging, and determining. In other
words, it means that if the woman would take the place of the
man or be equal/equivalent to the man, then all hell would break
loose. By not adding the head onto the sculpture MacMurray
annihilates and transcends this interpretation too. Without a
‘gazing’ Medusa, the masculinity in terms of the gaze is also de
facto eliminated.

That being said, let us not fail to notice another point: In
MacMurray’s work the snakes, or rather the visual elements we
have considered to be snakes, are consolidated with Medusa’'s

body. They are on the floor, yet they are integrated with the
body. This is an aspect that does not change the interpretations
above, but rather reinforces them. Therefore, would it be
possible to state that in her silent, lyrical and poetic reaction to
the exclusion, subordination, and malignification of femininity
by masculinity, and her reversal of the narrative, MacMurray
takes the matter one step further and creates an integration of
masculinity and femininity? Thus, at the hands of MacMurray the
woman is transformed into a being who gathers everything in
her body; to use the phrase of Courbet, a being who is 7he Origin
of the World, where life itself begins and ends, into a founding
being. Let us go back to Anaconda once more. There, too, is a
cyclical structure closed in on itself, not leading anywhere, not
going out of itself. Through an integrated unity of the snake, the
male organ (in slang it is defined exactly by this word) and the
sperm, MacMurray shows us that in a sphere without women
masculinity would be left on its own and could not produce
any results, which, in turn, reinforces the meaning of the new/
renewed narrative of Medusa.

v

The framework of meaning we have mentioned is also clearly
visible in the work titled An/mus. Animus is an important
concept in Jungian philosophy. It is a key concept. Speaking
of the collective unconscious, Jung mentions anthropomorphic
archetypes.”™ These are elements pertaining to the human
being, they are original and they transcend the human
being’s consciousness. In a sense, they were developed
through the accumulation of historical experiences. Male and
female beings hold these archetypes without being aware of
them. In every man there is a female element (anima) and in
every woman there is a male element (animus). Thus, men and
women complete one another, in identity and personalities.
Jung describes four stages or ‘figures’ for anima: Eve, Helen,
Mary, Sophia. And the animus is assigned with four ‘identities’:
the man as the embodiment of physical power; the man of
action and romance; the man as a professor, clergyman, or in
a position of authority; the man as a spiritual guide.

5 C. G. Jung, The Archetypes and The Collective Unconscious. [Collected Works
of C.G. Jung Vol. 9 Part 7). Trans. R.F.C. Hull. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 1981.

In this regard, MacMurray’s Animus draws an interesting
profile. Again, with an extremely lyrical approach and a
poeticality that emanates from the careful and conscientious
use of the material, MacMurray adopts an attitude that almost
clashes with the Jungian framework we have mentioned, at first
glance. However, the work bears traits that transcend this initial
impression. First of all, the lyrical-poetic structure that we have
talked about is probably another reflection of the sensitivity that
MacMurray maintains in approaching the subject of men and
women. This is not a stern, aggressive, conflictual approach,
but rather an attentive, gentle approach. The lyricism and
poeticality of the work reflects not a repelling, but an inclusive
and incorporating approach in this respect. What's more, and
it is obvious, it bears a reference to the sphere of romance
emphasized by Jung. On the other hand, the sculpture, as a
bunch of black, thick pipes/hoses, almost gushes out of a hole.
And at the end of each hose there is a ‘drop’.

There is no doubt that the powerful discharge here is associated
with a ‘gushing” masculinity. The black colour of the hoses is a
clue to the extent and characteristics of this power. But the real
mystery lies with the drops at the ends of the hoses. There is
not a single reason why these drops should not be consideredto
be sperm. The drop-hose relationship also totally consolidates
this idea. However, this time they are black, and although they
resonate an appearance of strength as a whole, yet each viewed
on its own, they look helpless. In a sense, they have a ‘tamed’
expression, and it goes without saying that this corresponds to a
stage in the Jungian classification. Thus, MacMurray completes
all those Jungian stages of phasing. This sculpture could be
approached from two other interesting points.

First, there is the relationship that this sculpture establishes
with the sculptures of Medusa and Anacondain the context of
the snakes. This is quite obvious and MacMurray thus completes
her poetics. Secondly, the fact that An/imus is rendered as a
strong bundle of hair evokes the thought of masculinity within
femininity as well as femininity within masculinity. Thus,
MacMurray opens up a new horizon on the consolidated nature
of the male-female line. Or rather, diligently emphasizes the
line she had created in this manner. So much so that the artwork
titled £vealso has a close similarity to An/mus. 1t is almost like
a smaller copy of it. But they have significant differences, and
these differences are important in terms of the fundamental

problematic that MacMurray’s work deals with.

Eveis an artwork made of the same ‘hoses' as Animus, carrying
the same ‘drops’ at the ends of the hoses as Animus. But quite
strikingly, although Animus (the male within the female-
therefore, male) is rendered to present an image of ‘long hair’
that recalls femininity in terms of representation, in contrast, £ve
is rendered with a short-haired masculine image. The meaning
of this constructive and fruitful dilemma is obvious: MacMurray
is not interested in the definite difference between the genders,
but delves into the similarities, the mutual condition of belonging
and the complementary nature of the two. £veis gushing out of
the wall, it is not stretched and flaccid, it is rather masculine and
firm. In fact, the maliciousness that has been attributed to Eve
from the start due to her characteristics is absent in this scheme.
In fact, it could even be said that in a sense this sculpture has
a function of ‘exculpating’ Eve. In this context, let us note en
passantthat this ‘equality’ refers us to Adam’s first wife, Lilith,
especially present in Judaic mythology. Lilith was made of the
same ‘mud’ as Adam, and unwilling to accept his dominion she
left Heaven on her own accord, never to return despite being
urged to do so. According to this legend, God had created Eve
to relieve Adam from his loneliness and to comfort him. He had
created her from the rib of Adam so that she would consent
to his ‘superiority’.’ With the aforementioned characteristics
of her creation, MacMurray does not delve into this story in
its entirety, but accomplishes an act of emphasizing ‘equality’
in an extremely masterful and striking way. MacMurray also
displays the same attitude in her sculpture titled Pandora.

v

Another legend-sculpture examined in the context of femininity’s
relationship with malice is Pandora. It is a well-known story.
If we were to remember, in an article published posthumously,
Freud interprets Pandora through a psychoanalytical reading.
But this is not a direct interpretation of Pandora. When treating
a child together with her father, Freud decides to call the child
Dora as she does not want her name to be disclosed. Dora is
another version of the name Pandora, in a way its root. (Pandora
means ‘athousand gifts’ and represents each God granting a gift/

¢ Barbara Black Koltuv, 7he Book of Lilith Paperback. New York: Nicolas-Hays
Inc., 1986.
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faculty to Pandora.) In evaluating Dora and treating her through
the help of the letters she wrote to her father, he explains certain
symbols that appear in the young girl's dreams with reference
to Pandora and her box, and in that context he associates the
box with the virgin sexual organ of the girl. Although this offers
the possibility of different evaluations, it is evident that Freud
interweaves Pandora and her box with sexuality. This is also the
case in popular culture and vulgar interpretations.

The important thing here is the evaluation that takes place
one step ahead, which is integrated with the recognised
meaning of the legend: malice is born of the woman.
The narratives of Pandora and Eve have similarities in this
respect. Prometheus tells his brother Epimetheus not to
accept Pandora as a gift. Pandora is told not to open the
box. The warnings exactly resemble warnings made to Eve.
But Eve would give the apple to Adam, and Pandora would
open the box. Indeed, many commentators consider the story
of Eve to be a version of the story of Pandora transformed
through Western metaphysics. In that case, according to
Blum’s interpretation, the box cannot be explained only
as a sexual organ.” That would be a somewhat reductive
approach. The box also represents that which is repressed
and kept in the unconscious, and that shall eventually return.
(Freud was saying that the repressed would come back/
return.) In this respect, it is a representation of a position
between consciousness and the unconscious. This could be
called a preliminary consciousness. We know our secrets and
we suppress them. This is what Pandora’s box is.

Although Pandora was perceived as another femme fatale
throughout history, it is possible to interpret her story from
a different angle. Pandora is, at the same time, a symbol of
curiosity, of questioning, of not being content with what you
have at hand. At the end of the day, Prometheus gets married to
Pandora. This marriage does not come easy. The two brothers
and their supporters have to fight for it. Their marriage would
be interpreted as the union of science and art, and besides, the
single thing that remains in Pandora’s box was hope. That is to
say, if the woman were to be perceived through a different point
of view, she would not be conceived to be pointing to /atality, but

7Harold P. Blum, ‘A psychoanalytic enquiry into Pandora’s Box: symbol and
metaphor’, Giovanna Ambrosio and Simona Argentieri, Jorge Canestri ed.,
Language, Symbolization and Psychosis: in Essays in Honour of Jacqueline Amati
Mehler. New York: Karnac Books, 2007; pp. 18-30.

to a whole set of phenomena very different from it.

It would not be wrong to expect that MacMurray’s approach to
Pandora would rest exactly on this framework. Having nurtured
a positive attitude towards the relationship between men and
women, MacMurray resides at the same point on this issue.
This is a sculpture that is rather more difficult to analyse than
the others. The sculpture consists of resin casts from 50 calibre
Browning bullets used in ‘sniper’ rifles and machine guns. This
detail definitely is of considerable significance. But overall,
the sculpture is bright and luminous, bears an abundance
of associations, and is hopeful. It is not dark, malicious or
unsettling. Although the pointed tips of the bullets and their spiky
appearance convey an occurrence manifest in the sculptures of
MacMurray, especially in those made using barbed wire, these
do not evoke an unsettling and repulsive impression. There is
a sense of uncanniness emanating from the sculptures with
barbed wire, and it immediately engulfs you. But the sculpture
Pandora attracts you with its bright structure. However, seen
from different perspectives, much like in her other works,
MacMurray’s exceptionally masterful and impressive way of
referencing the original form of the narrative could be perceived
in the sculpture. For instance, looking at the objects from
above, we see that a round shape and a certain depth emerge.
This is about creating a central focal point. A depth emerges,
a vortex is formed, and you are drawn to the centre. This does
not have to be malicious, not at all indeed, but itis the surfacing
of MacMurray’s attitude that places the woman at the centre,
never forgetting that femininity is the source of everything.

Additionally -now we can come back to that point-there is also
a second plane in MacMurray’s works. This is a characteristic
that becomes expressed around the concept of the ‘uncanny’.
MacMurray only emphasizes the uncanny and the sternness
associated with it in a particular situation: in the evaluation of
woman and of maliciousness in general. This is an approach
in which MacMurray does not compromise. However, even at
that point she maintains a unique attentiveness, a very heedful
creativity, a meticulous attention to detail, and her everlasting
delicate lyricism and poeticality that has dominated her work
from the outset, and establishes these as the distinguishing
features of her work.

Vi

There are two artworks where this approach is at its most
striking. The first one is Harem. We know what a harem is.
Even though it might have various different dimensions, and its
historical reality is beyond discussion, itis clear that the Harem
has a problematic place in today’s consciousness. In her work
MacMurray develops a highly symbolic meaning. She abandons
the use of oval, soft forms that she utilises in her works that
place priority, weight and accent on the male/masculinity.
She resorts to using longer and pointed forms. It is obvious that
these refer to womanhood. But more important are the steel
pins attached to these forms. These are long, very thin, hard and
sharp pins. It can easily be said that these are a kind of thorn.
The sculpture is formed by attaching these forms/objects to a
ring with the use of long fibres.

Here we should point out another issue concerning this
aspect of Harem. Composed of forms hanging on fibres
attached to a ring, resembling fish caught on a line, and
thus, evoking very sad associations, Harem also reminds us
of Irigaray’s concept of ‘phallic economy.'® In her analysis,
taking Marx as her starting point, Irigaray was stating that
women have an aspect of being a commodity and that they
have an exchange value. Women have been exchanged among
men throughout history. What was exchanged here was the
‘use’ value and that related to the natural form of the women.
And the evaluation of her value determined the social dimension
of her perception. As a result, woman was an entity of the
Market. The selfhood of the woman was shattered between her
use and exchange value. Irigaray was establishing that woman
was desired because of her exchange value. On this plane the
woman had three distinct values; as a mother, a virgin, and a
prostitute. These were again distinctions due to her natural
and social recognition. Therefore, with this hurtful artwork,
MacMurray is directing a voice against the perception of the
woman in this way.

It is obvious what the fibres and the ring that make up the
backbone of this sculpture in question mean. In fact, many
things could also be said about the ‘eye’ that is formed by the
ring. These are symbolic fragments that conceal their meanings

'® Luce Irigaray, 7his Sex Which is Not One. Trans. C. Porter. Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1985; pp. 170-192.

within. Most important of all, they account for the reaction
aroused in MacMurray when womanhood/femininity is treated
with a malicious understanding. Those thorns are exactly the
reflections of this reaction. The same situation could also be
seen in the work, titled Swarm. This peculiar creature that we
do not recognise, but manage to work out after analysing Harem
in this way, could be said to relate to womanhood. This is a work
of reaction. This is a sculpture that is a reflection, an expression
of the reaction that women or womanhood do or must display
against those who devalue them, exclude them, and subordinate
them.

This situation is even more evident in the work, titled Strange
Fruit. This title and work that remind us of a song with a specific
and very sad story consists of exquisite, very attractive and very
beautiful balls of velvet pierced with barbed wire. Before anything
else, the combination of these two objects, one extremely
reposeful and the other very hard and repelling, constitutes an
unimaginable contrast. Yet, the work conveys an impeccable
beauty. This is not just a charm and beauty that springs from
dialectics. This is beauty directly arising from the works own
aesthetic qualities, and this impeccable aesthetic is a condition
valid in all the works of MacMurray. The reference made to the
story of the song is one that | do not wish to delve in, for it is way
too sad, but the meaning conveyed by the barbed wire stuck into
the velvet balls is now very clear. So, in MacMurray’s lexicon, the
barbed wire and the thorn are equivalent to violence.

As a matter of fact, this condition is taken one step further in
the sculpture titled Host. MacMurray turns the barbed wire
into the essence of the work. To mention that astonishing
fact once again, despite all their hardness and ‘thorniness’
these sculptures are also exquisite works. They almost have
a ‘'savage’ beauty. The viewers are confronted with a beauty
that makes them feel fearful. These works coincide with
other works that also have thorns, but are more ‘satiated’
and ‘plump’. These are the works titled Decoy and Palisade.
These works have a power that is way beyond their size. They
are tough, tightly knitted works. They expose their inherent
symbolic meanings even at first glance. But they also involve
the condition of being without organs that we will soon be
mentioning. Therefore, no matter how hard they appear it does
not lead to them being repelling or repulsive. On the contrary,
they too have a refined aesthetic that is derived from their
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‘crudeness’, and the savage qualities brought about through
their nature (from their materials). Where does this charm
come from? Why is a work that could be frightening, is also
attractive?

This is the reflection of a Freudian state of uncanny. Freud
was stating that the uncanny and its opposite, that which
allows us to be free from fear, were one and the same.”
He was stating that uncanny has a surprising familiarity about
it. The uncanny was not the eerie, mysterious thing, a thing
that we keep away from ourselves. Freud was noting that the
familiar aspect of the object that we describe to be uncanny,
was relieving us of the suppressed urges we keep in our
unconscious. Lacan was taking this interpretation one step
further and pointing out that it leads to the emotions that we
experience, especially when we are faced with something akin
to MacMurray’s sculpture: He was claiming that the uncanny
was opening up a space where we can no longer differentiate
between good and evil, peacefulness and restlessness.?
He was emphasizing that this would create an anxiety and make
the individual come closer to ‘the real” as defined in the
Lacanian terminology. The point of view that Kristeva presents
in her interpretation about the "abject’ is also quite interesting
in this context. Kristeva was establishing that the individual
would react to things that are radically excluded from the
Lacanian symbolic order.”

vil

MacMurray’s work would never come to the point of Kristevian
abjection. Thatis impossible. Because MacMurray is searching
for the highest possible aesthetic. The abstracted concepts of
the work and the unique aesthetic that transforms them are
sufficient, and a condition, in MacMurray for the realization of
being. Being is never presentin MacMurray’s work as itself or
as a figure’. It would only be applicable to Medusa, and even
that, as an exception, involves serious fundamental changes.
MacMurray strives to keep everything at the level of an /mage
and to present them through references. In placing the woman

"% Sigmund Freud, 7he Uncanny. Trans. D. McLintock. London: Penguin Books, pp. 121-175.

2 Jacques Lacan, Anxiety: The Seminar of Jacques Lacan, Book X. Trans. A.R.
Price. Cambridge: Polity, 2016; pp. 41-48.

2 Julia Kristeva, Powers of Horror: An Essay on Abjection. New York: Columbia
University Press, 1982; pp. 14-19.

and womanhood at the centre, she expresses this not through
some rudimentary discourses and ideologies, but through a
profound aesthetics, and by almost consciously rendering them
‘bodiless’. The disembodiment in question would also exclude
the abject. Even the sternest, strangest and most repulsive
would be beyond a curtain of aesthetics in MacMurray.

This should be considered as a Platonic chora. Chora, in Plato?
and in Kristeva, who had borrowed the concept from him, is
the place where objects and beings are formed.? Chorais a
non-thing. In MacMurray, too, the bodiless entities that still
make us feel their presence in all their ‘reality” and in their
concreteness actually exist in a chora, and the artist draws
us there too. Therefore, reality, in MacMurray, becomes a
problematic of metalanguage. This metalanguage is the
language of aesthetics. MacMurray wants everything to be
perceived from within this aesthetics. A discourse that has
gone beyond the limits of aesthetics would become simple,
ordinary and overcrowded for her. So, the frightening barbed
wires of the sculpture Host tell their own stories, and swiftly
carry us to another word in English, ‘hostility’ This is the
reflection of the tension and dialectics between the familiar
and the strange that coexist in the uncanny, as presented by
MacMurray. MacMurray has avoided the term ‘hostility’, and
with a feint, called it ‘host’. Host is of course a more aesthetical
word than hostility. Besides, there is a deep and weighty
contradiction between the two. Yet, while MacMurray uses that
soft, caring and embracing word, host, the stern nature of the
work evokes hostility in us. Moreover, it does so by ensuring
that the sternness arouses an extremely articulate aesthetic
sensation. To recapitulate: chora, that fecundity, is aesthetics
in MacMurray.

This fabric provides us with the opportunity to move on from the
concept of chorato a concept developed by the duo, Deleuze-
Guattari, which MacMurray utilises to establish a footing: bodies
without organs. 1t is not possible to go into a very complex,
multi-layered discussion about this concept here. There is no

22 Plato, 7imaeus. Trans. R. Waterfield. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008; (48
a and b). Derrida has also examined this subject. Jacques Derrida, ‘Khora’, in On
the Name. Ed. T. Dutoit. Trans. D. Wood, J.P. Leavy, I. McLeod. Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 1995; pp. 89-130.

2 Julia Kristeva, Revolution, pp. 26-31.

need for that either. But this has to be stated: philosophers,
above all, could define the earth as a body without organs: ‘the
earth is a body without organs’.? This body without organs, the
earth, is not stable; itis in a state of constant motion. The grand
entities we consider to be stable and everything that constitutes
the earth (the 'body’] constantly flow in all directions, move,
migrate. Expanding the depth of this approach, D-G bring it
to another level in Ant/-Oedipus. They differentiate between
the bodies without organs. There are cancerous, empty and
full bodies. Empty bodies are structures that are open, letting
everything pass through. The healthy and powerful ones are
the full bodies. However, this fullness does not have to be rigid
or fixed. On the contrary, it is also necessary for it to be open to
change over time, to its own specific change.?

There are two reasons that would explain why MacMurray’s
works rest on this ground. Firstly, although the works we
have been examining here are, or appear to be, fixed within
themselves, they are, in fact, going through a constant state
of change. This is so, starting from MacMurray changing the
structure of the myths. They have to be defined as /vl bodjes
without organs. Another very impressive work that has to be
added to this classification is Orphan. This, too, is a fascinating
sculpture. It has a form reminiscent of the drop that we have
seen earlier at the tips of various hoses, which makes us think
of masculinity. It is black, and formed by twisted wires. And once
again, itincorporates the ring that we have seen in the sculpture,
Harem. But it rests in an empty space, standing alone and
isolated from everything. It has no relation to its surroundings.
It really does look forlorn like an orphan, and how it could be
possible to identify a sculpture with its name, and the success
of this achievement, are phenomena that must be questioned
on their own right. It is full, full to the brim, so to speak, but
this does not prevent it from being dynamic and moving. Exactly
opposite this work we could add another exquisite artwork, After
Flock. Everything we have said about the former, the opposite
could be said about the latter. This is a work of art that is loaded
with meaning, and equally aesthetical as well. Another category
is the texture seen in the work titled Feast. These ‘stalactites’,

% Gilles Deleuze-Felix Guattari, 4 Thousand Plateaus. Trans. B. Massumi.
London: Continuum Books, 2004; p. 40.

% Gilles Deleuze-Felix Guattari, Ant/-Oedipus. Trans. R. Hurley, M. Seem, H. R.
Lane. Minnesota: University of Minnesota Press, 1983.

works composed of long wires with other ‘tiny-objects attached
to their tips, namely Requiem, Siren //, constitute the other
group, the group of empty bodies without organs. In these
works, one should also note the terrific load of meaning in
Siren //,and the tremendously striking and fascinating poeticality,
and the semiotic-imagery relationship of Requiem. And again
these are works in constant motion, open to change, and not fixed
at a single point. But this change is of course not schizophrenic.
On the contrary, these are movements that are there to
emphasize their own stability. Besides, this transitive aspect
between masculinity and femininity corresponds to a motion
in itself. All these clearly show that MacMurray’s works are on
the whole flowing, fluid, dynamic, and constantly reproducing
themselves. As a matter of fact, the two drawings of hers also
provide us ample proof of this. Both drawings present us with two
bodies/structures containing emptiness, fluid, and in motion, in
a perfect way. However, these are shell-like structures and have
no organs. But this does not hinder their completeness, nor
does it prevent them from being charged with (and entrust onto
us) further layers of meaning through the chain of associations
they create.

Vil

Now let us look at some phenomena that could be considered
as a compound of all these works.

We have stated that with the new aesthetic that she had developed
in her works MacMurray has changed the old/archaic discourse.
These old/archaic discourses are about womanhood. However,
it would be both wrong and unfair to reduce MacMurray’s work
to a simple dialectics of femininity. This fundamental truth still
stands and is self-explanatory. But there is another problem
left untouched, and that is, the prime dynamics that surround
this context.

And this dynamics could be explained with Butler’s concept of
performativity. In her renowned book, Butler was pointing out and
opposing the fact that femininity is a pattern, a ‘norm’ predefined
in a phallocentric world, and by a patriarchal hegemonic
authority.?¢ According to her, femininity was a performative act.
It was constantly changing. It was reconstructed, constructed

% Judith Butler, Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of ldentity.
London: Routledge, 2006.
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and created. In fact, Butler was saying that the essence of
gender was in mimicry and masquerade. The reason behind
this was obvious: gender was imposed on people, and formed
through socially constructed assumptions. The adoption and
internalization of these by the individual was resulting in the
theatrical processes. It was possible to describe gender as a
‘masked ball’. As the only way to transcend this condition, or
to come up with a plan that would also include this could only
happenthrough action, Butlerwas emphasizing that the deed was
everything. Gender could be determined through performance.
While assigning gender, performance would also provide a
potential for liberation. It was obvious that in formulating these
concepts Butler was starting off from Foucault’'s concepts such
as ‘regulative discourse” and ‘techniques of discipline’.

After touching on all these phenomena and highlighting the
poetic and resistant essence of MacMurray’'s work, let us
mention one more point. And that is the condition that allows
these phenomena to coexist. This binding, bonding, adhesive
fabric could be explained by Ettinger’s concept of the matrixial
gaze.”” At the end of the day, we are in a realm of visuality
composed of exquisite works. And above all and regardless of
everything else, the primary parameter is the gaze. Besides,
we have seen to what extent this point of view was in opposition
to the masculine gaze and the masculine logos, even though
that being in a very original and specific way. The concept of
the matrixial could be instrumental in concretizing this context.

It would not be possible to comprehensively analyse this
extensive and thoroughly investigated concept here. But
Ettinger was criticizing Lacan’s phallicviewpoint and replacing
it with the vferus. This is obviously not a simple substitution.
The phallic viewpoint was determining the masculine power,
or to put it more accurately, the authority. It is obvious
that the aforementioned substitution was bringing about a
comprehensive deviation. The phallic centre was an approach
that excluded the other, and established hierarchies of
dominance. This approach did not involve inclusiveness.
Therefore, the substitution suggested a new understanding,
a new gaze. An art historian who has contemplated at length
on the subject, Griselda Pollock was clearly emphasizing this
phenomenon and was speaking of a radical transformation.
Thus, a new place was established in the context of subjectivity.
The transgressive m/Other, which was specifically formulated

within the framework of Lacan’s interpretation, was totally
eliminated along the way. And an inclusive, holistic, to putitin
Pollock’s preferred term, an oceanic ’subject was established.

It is precisely along this axis that in MacMurray’s works the
criticism of masculinity is carried out; not with a loud cry,
but with a determined attitude and a profound sentiment.
MacMurray approaches the subject with a new and matrixial
point of view, and defines a whole new subjectivity. This should
be called a ¢trans-subjectivity. Although it has a number of
different interpretations, it would be possible to interpret
trans-subjectivity as a subjectivity beyond the established.
The secret here is not the invention of something new.
While a significant portion of feminist literature aspires to
achieving this, MacMurray talks about some kind of discovery.
She performs some sort of archaeology. Through an intense
criticism, and by emphasizing the reality of an established but
lost, or repressed subject, and by way of making the necessary
substitutions she manages to contextualize the aforementioned
transformation. This amounts to transgressing beyond the
boundaries, and, once again resorting to Ettinger’s definition,
forming a matrixial-borderspace. The leap from space to
borderspaceis surely a move that bears a secret within.

As we have noted, the main impulse that brings MacMurray’s
works to fruition could be found in this understanding. In each
one of her works MacMurray re-constructs femininity and
gender, once again and anew. And in doing so, she adopts
not a stern, aggressive, and shrewd tone, but a soft, calm
and caring attitude that originates from the poetic. Yet, this is
never an approach that diminishes what she wants to express.
On the contrary, with great determination and ambition, and
through a performative act, MacMurray gives form to renew
the concepts of femininity and gender, starting all the way back
from antiquity. Creating positions in opposition to the norm, and
their manifestation in a purely aesthetic plane constitutes an
element that adds to the strength of MacMurray’s work and
act immensely. Because, the aesthetic approach corresponds
not to escapism, but to resistance. What we have here does not
correspond to an aesthetical aestheticism that is eye-catching
and refreshing for the spectator each and every time, which also

" Bracha Ettinger, 7he Matrixial Borderspace. Minnesota: University of Minnesota
Press, 2006.

involves a slight melancholy. And as it does not, it also does not
entail escapism. On the contrary, it proposes aesthetics, let us
reiterate, as a transgressive metalanguage, as a higher level
of consciousness, and could transform its fabric, glazed with
beauty, into resistance.

In his renowned book, Adorno was stating that resistance was
impossible.?® This constitutes the starting point for MacMurray.
She anticipates that a resistance interwoven with aesthetics could
be formed with and without a ‘negative dialectics’. Aestheticsis a
domain of ethics. It purges and purifies. It has a feature of reducing
something to its essence. It is both ontologically and mentally
impossibleforthe aesthetictoaccommodate the unethical. Perhaps
it could be possible to locate a Platonic evaluation behind this
approach. But rather than a Platonic idea, in her understanding
MacMurray pursues that Adornoian attitude. At the same
time, she is well aware that giving form to the aesthetic is an
action, a deed. The performative aspect of this deed and action
does not end merely at composing the ontology of sculpture.
Through a poetic language, it also draws the deeper structure
of the sculpture, in this case, the subject of femininity, into its
action. In aworld that is extremely stern, fragile, and on the brink
of collapse, MacMurray’s sorrowful optimism, in all its realism, is
a serious, productive and constructive call for the establishment
of a sound ethical front, as well as transcending the disciplined
normative conscience.

MacMurray shows us the conditions for writing poetry after
Auschwitz. Because Auschwitz still persists today. Of course, this
is no longer the Auschwitz as the place that is known to be where
the greatest disgrace that humanity has ever seen took place.
It is now an Auschwitz experienced in various different guises,
and in the form of a non-existent space that ‘confines’ immensely
large masses, and it is imperative to resist it. ‘Beauty will save
the world’, but this is a beauty that involves resistance and makes
resistance its essence. Quiet, poetic and delightfully beautiful!...

Hasan Billent Kahraman

Bomonti
November 2017

% Theodor Adorno, Negative Dialectics. Trans. E. B. Asthon. London: Continuum, 1981.
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Medusa, 2014-15
Fiberglas ve celik iskelet Uzerine el yapimi bakir 6rme zincir

Handmade copper chain mail over fiberglass and steel armature
182 x 243 x 243 cm

Sanatci ve Danese/Corey, New York izniyle / Courtesy of the artist, and Danese/Corey, New York
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e/Corey, New York

kutu

Clear cast resin bullets, lightbox

Seffaf epoksi kursunlar, 1sikl
203x 101 x 19 cm
D e/Corey, New York izniyle / Courtesy of the artist, and Danes

Pandora, 2016

Sanatcl ve Danes
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Ev Sahibi / Host, 2015

Geri kazanilmis askeri dikenli tel, suni Portland tasi
Reclaimed military barbed wire, composite Portland stone
7 parca, her biri 120 x 65 x 65 cm

7 elements, each 120 x 65 x 65 cm
Sanatci ve Danese/Corey, New York izniyle / Courtesy of the artist, and Danese/Corey, New York
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Ziyafet / Feast, 2011

Plastik gida ambalaj filmi, pamuklu iplik, celik halka
Plastic food wrap, cotton thread, steel ring
195x35x35cm

Sanatci ve Danese/Corey, New York izniyle / Courtesy of the artist, and Danese/Corey, New York
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Sirenl, 2013

Siyah tavlanmis tel, olta igneleri, iplik, deri sicim

Black annealed wire, fish hooks, thread, leather cord
115 x 100 x 25 cm

Sanatci ve Danese/Corey, New York izniyle / Courtesy of the artist, and Danese/Corey, New York
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Oksiiz / Orphan, 2015

Siyah tavlanmis tel, boga burun halkasi

Black annealed wire, bull's nose ring

120 cm uzunluk / length x 60 cm cap / diameter

Sanatci ve Danese/Corey, New York izniyle / Courtesy of the artist, and Danese/Corey, New York
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Siirii’niin Ardindan / After Flock, 2011
Renklendirilmis hindi tuyleri, disbukey polistiren kopuk altlik

Dyed turkey feathers, convex polystyrene base
90x90x 15¢cm

Sanatci ve Danese/Corey, New York izniyle / Courtesy of the artist, and Danese/Corey, New York
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Agit / Requiem, 2015

Profesyonel muzisyenler tarafindan bagislanan kullanilmis
piyano teline takili kullanilmis keman ve viyolonsel telleri
Used violin and cello strings threaded onto used piano string
donated by professional musicians

250 x50x 20 cm

Sanatci ve Danese/Corey, New York izniyle / Courtesy of the artist, and Danese/Corey, New York
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Anakonda / Anaconda, 2013

El yapimi altiminyum halkalar
Handmade aluminium rings

25,4 x 71 x 55 9 cm (degisken - variable)

Sanatci ve Danese/Corey, New York izniyle / Courtesy of the artist, and Danese/Corey, New York
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Miihre / Decoy, 2012
Disbukey polistiren kopuk altlik Uzerine altin sarisi sultn yan tiyleri
Goldside pheasant feathers on convex polystyrene support

90 cm cap / diameter
Sanatci ve Danese/Corey, New York izniyle / Courtesy of the artist, and Danese/Corey, New York

. i \ -\q ).
A

SR
e ¥ " b |

>

75



77

0
o~



78

Havva/Eve, 2013

Lastik kompresor hortumu, balmumu, celik duvar baglanti parcasi
Rubber air compressor hose, wax, steel bracket

33x33x26cm

Sanatci ve Danese/Corey, New York izniyle / Courtesy of the artist, and Danese/Corey, New York
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Yigin2/Swarm 2, 2011
Balmumu, celik sisler
Wax, steel pins

40 x 55 x40 cm

Sanatci ve Danese/Corey, New York izniyle / Courtesy of the artist, and Danese/Corey, New York
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Animus, 2011

Lastik kompresor hortumu, balmumu, celik duvar baglanti parcasi

Rubber air compressor hose, wax, steel bracket
75 % 27 x 28 cm

Sanatci ve Danese/Corey, New York izniyle / Courtesy of the artist, and Danese/Corey, New York
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Harem, 2013

Boga burun halkasi, keman yayi kili, balmumu, celik sisler
Bulls nose ring, violin bow hair, wax, steel pins
65x25x15¢cm

Sanatci ve Danese/Corey, New York izniyle / Courtesy of the artist, and Danese/Corey, New York
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Tahkimat Citi / Palisade, 2015
Geri kazanilmis askeri dikenli tel, suni Portland tasi

Reclaimed military barbed wire, composite Portland stone
35x 60 x 60 cm

Sanatci ve Danese/Corey, New York izniyle / Courtesy of the artist, and Danese/Corey, New York
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Garip Meyve / Strange Fruit, 2017
Geri kazanilmis askeri dikenli tel ve ipekli kadife

Reclaimed military barbed wire and silk velvet
70 x 140 x 28 cm

Sanatci ve Danese/Corey, New York izniyle / Courtesy of the artist, and Danese/Corey, New York
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Garip Meyve / Strange Fruit, 2017
Geri kazanilmis askeri dikenli tel ve ipekli kadife

Reclaimed military barbed wire and silk velvet
50x40x25¢cm

Sanatci ve Danese/Corey, New York izniyle / Courtesy of the artist, and Danese/Corey, New York
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Diigiimlii Sac Fileleri no 3/ Tied Hairnets no 3, 2014
Kagit izerine mirekkep

Ink on paper

152 x 121 cm

Sanatci ve Danese/Corey, New York izniyle / Courtesy of the artist, and Danese/Corey, New York
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Tekne insanlari / Boat People, 2017
Geri kazanilmis askeri dikenli tel, buluntu ahsap ve ipekli kadife

Reclaimed military barbed wire, found wood and silk velvet
22x38x18cm

Sanatci ve Danese/Corey, New York izniyle / Courtesy of the artist, and Danese/Corey, New York
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Diigiimlii Sac Filelerino 2/ Tied Hairnets no 2, 2014
Kagit izerine mirekkep

Ink on paper

121 x 152 cm

Sanatci ve Danese/Corey, New York izniyle / Courtesy of the artist, and Danese/Corey, New York
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