The blot on the landscape Fred Williams and
Australian art h istory

Keith Broadfoot

There is a blot on the Australian landscape. It has been there for a long time, but its

existence only really became apparent with a defining shift in Australian art
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Spectre of TruganiniSeeing the exclusion of an Aboriginal presence in Australian art

through the ideas of Sigmund Freud, Smith proposed in his pivotal text that the

history of Australian art was a history of repression. After Smith, contemporary art

historian lan McLean has developed the most detailed account of the history of

Australian art according to this methodology. This essay examines the work of the

modern Australianar UBU U w% Ul Ewe POOPEOU WP OwU]l OEUDPOOwWUOWEO!
understanding of the history of Australian art but to expand on their work | argue
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of a foundational spl it between the eye and the gaze. But first, to that blot.

From colonial melancholy to a modern uncanny

In a brilliant observation, lan McLean, in drawing attention to emigrant artist John
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the background of some of his paintings, suggests that therein could be found the
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completed late in his life after immigrating to Tasmania in 1831. In coming to
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wish to quote in full, McLean proposes a history of Australian landscape painting

that is to be understood as a repeated reworking of a loss that is made present in
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McLean writes,

and Diane Losche, eds,Double Vision: Art Histories and Colonial Histories in the Pagific
Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press, 1999, 157.
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is at its most palpable in the melancholy solitude of the wooded

ranges that frame his scenes like a looming amphitheatre

watching over him with all the sublime terror of an absolute

unbounded other. Here the space of the picture resists any

imposed order, and Glover must paint blind in the hope of finding

an order from inside his own consciousnesst or in this most

modernist of strategies, let the space compose itself. Occasionally,

asin, w61 OODPOT UOOwWPDPUT wUT T w. UxT EOQw UaoudbOwsE(
(1837), the solitude of this chaos is cast like a great stain across the

painting. The rainbow, a traditional emblem of redemption,

ironically taunts the orphan asylum which, like the new colony,

precariously inhabits a strange land with all the disjointed logic of

a dream. In this new home stirs the unhomely. This uncanny

presence of a paradise lost fictured by Glover in the background
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Australian landscape art. Tom Roberts and Sidney Nolan were
drawn to it, and Fred Williams made it the very subject of his art
and content of his aesthetic?
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Figure 1 John Glover,, OUO0 w61 OODOT UOOwWPPUT w. UxT@MBHW UaoUOOwsEOw#DI O (
oil on canvas, 76.5 x 114.2 cm, National Gallery of Victoria
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Histories in the PacificHowever on different occasions and with slight variations,
McLean repeated this passage. In his influential book, White Aborigines: Identity
Politics in Australian Art, for example, the passage is revised, with the sentence on
Roberts, Nolan and Williams replaced by a more generalised reference to how the
UOEIT UOapPOTl WEPUOUEITI UwbOw&OOYI Uz UwxEDPOUDOT UwOEOI
Australian landscape art in the second half of the nineteenth and twentieth
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connection with Fred Williams that was not pursued in either his article or book, to
argue that the structuring logicto 6 POODPEOUz Uwbp OUOwWPUwWPOET | EwEIl Ul U
uncanny.
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the recent major study on the artist by Deborah Hart ¢ a publication that
accompanied her mounting of Fred Williams: Infinite Horizonsthe retrospective
I RT PEPUPOOWOT we DPOOPEOUzZUwbPOUOwWI 1 OEWEUwWUT T w- EUD
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Williams by Patrick McCaughey and James Mollison, it is surprising to realise that in
the end, behind all the detailed scholarship and the careful historical reconstruction
that marks her text, it is on just one decisive event that she hinges the destiny d
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art is ultimately the after -effect of an epiphany. Although Hart does n ot herself
directly address the significance of this instant where all shifts for Williams, | wish to
argue, after McLean, that this moment of revelation should be more properly
conceived as the moment of the striking of the uncanny. Further, it is William Uz U w
encounter with the uncanny, | believe, that provides the means for understanding his
POUOZzUwUI OEUPOOWUOWUT T wi PUUOUA wOi w UVUUUUEOPEOWE

The turning point for Williams that Deborah Hart dramatizes is the moment

of his re-seeing of the Australian landscape after a period of five years away
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4lan McLean, White Aborigines: Identity Politics in Australian Ar Cambridge and New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1998, 44.

SPatrick McCaughey, Fred Williams Sydney and London: Bay Books, 1980;James Mollison, A
Singular Vision: The art of Fred WilliamsCanberra: Australian National Gallery, 1989.
6Deborah Hart, Fred Williams: Infinite HorizonsCanberra: National Gallery of Australia, 2011,
42,
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Williams being propelled by an unknown destiny is heightened by Hart immediately
adding what she reads as a kind of unexplainable premonition on the part of
6 DOOPEOUB W( OwUT T wdOI ROwWUI OUT OEl wEOCEwWUOwWI OEwUT 1 w
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The full theatrical effect that Hart is aiming for becomes clear when we turn
from this second chaptert PT PET wbUwUDPUOT Ews 21 UUDPOT wOT 1 w2U0UET 1
| PUUUOWET ExUl UwOOw6 DOOPEOUZUwWUUUEI{@Uneal EUUOWUDU
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epiphany. With this title Hart is in the first instance referring back to Alan
, E" UOOOET zUwUI YPI PwOi we DPOOPEOUZz UwhiNk Wwi BRT PEDUD
I TEEODPOI ws 1l UUUUIT E{ERFEAQWS® QB B Quigz WAuwi 300 U zwi R T DE D (
" E U U wO O Ud révenlitre Eftéctssof his home country on his art after five years
E b E 8Ats@ more generally, the title references the seemingly miraculous
overcoming of the impossible task that Williams set himself: a challenge expressed in
a now famous exchange, perhaps more legendary than actual, between John Brack
and Williams.
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deadpan manner, (perhaps wishing to put an end to any further discussion on the
topic but yet also, in an undethaO E wP Ea OWOEDPOUEDPOwWUT 1 wl OO6UOPUa whi
NUUUOwpkT EUw( z°@sEn éxpharigeuthtoweE thedyears has come to be used
EUWEwWOIl awi OUWET EBDxT 1T UDPOT weDOODEOUzZUwxEPOUDOT Ow
evoke how Williams could see anew what had been rendered invisible by its over -
familiarity and over -use by other artists. This is one association implicitly connected
to the idea of a resurrection: like Christ, who is the most ordinary of men, and for
this reason his divinity is not se en, the gum tree is so pedestrian and familiar that it,
too, is never truly seen. Thus something out of the ordinary is required ¢ James
, 000DPUOOWUIT UOU wh Jtausedwnat Britkis CabriotUVatod tiebothé 7 w
hand, resurrection also withholds t he promise of redemption.
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that the history of Australian art is founded upon a failed or incomplete redemption.
Observing the glowing Claudean light in paintings by Glover that depic ted his new
home in Tasmania, such asMy Harvest Homeand w5 D1 P wOi wUT, Meclead UPU Uz U w'
OO0UI Uwil ObpwUT PUwWUUTTIT U0UWUOT 1T wxOUUPEPOPUA wWOI wadod
DOwUIT T aHBwedi ag McLean is quick to correct this thought, it would b e
OPUOI EEPOT wOOwWUT POOwWUT PUwPUwWOT T wEEUT wUDOET w& o0

"Hart, Infinite Horizons 42.

8Hart, Infinite Horizons 45.

9James Mollison quotesthis exchange as recalled by Hal Hattam; Mollison, A Singular Vision
35.

19McLean, White Aborigines44.
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the history of Australian art that Glover originates. Comparing Glover to his near

contemporary in America, Thomas Cole, McLean argues that whereas Cole redeems

U1l w Ol UPEEOQwWPPOEITI UOI UUOwWxEDPOUDPOT wsUUEODOI wxEOD
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A history from blindness

There is no doubt, as both McCaughey and Mollison have exhaustively argued, that
Fred Williams was AusttaOP Ez Uwl Ul EUI UOWOOET UOPUUwWxEDPOUT U w'
OEUUUI wOi wepOOPEOUZzZ UWEUUwWUT OUOGEWET wUT 1 OwbdbwlI1 U
PEUWEOUI EEawl OT ET T EwPOwWUT 1 ws OOUUWOOET UOPUUwWOI w
the most complete Australian moder nist painter by returning to and repeating
Glover. If the history of Australian landscape painting is a history of being ever more
EUEPOwWPOUOW&OOYI UZUWEEEOT UOUOE Wi POOUOW6 DPOODPEOU
possibility of distinguishing between background and foreground, both completes
depicting of the landscape ¢ the very focus of his painting. In doing this, Williams,
more than any other Australian artist, was driven by the blindness that lies at the
origin of Australian art.
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important to draw attention to a peculiar detail in the extended passage from
McLean that | have quoted. In an earlier version of this passage, McLean spoke of
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11McLean, White Aborigines44.

12McLean, White Aborigines44.
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Australian Journal of Arfvol. 12, 1994 95, 132
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Jacques Lacan through Popular Cultu@ambridge, Massachusetts and London: MIT Press,

1991, 88. Another possibility that does not necessarily cancel out this one, is that McLean is
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of how the framing ol w& OOY1 Uz Uwbp OOEI EwWUEOT I UWEEUUI Ewi PUuws
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here as Glover but equally also the spectator.

In stating things in this manner, McLean is implicitly call ing for the need to
provide an account, as Lacan would endeavour to do in response to his reading of
Merleau-/ O O UThegMisible and the InvisibBew i O U wis RJH U Wuix QE 14 dobhown E wl E& 1 7
POwPUwUT E0ws (wUT T wOOOa wi UOOaoked atitom@P OUOWE U0 wb Ow
U b E¥ Ivgariding just such an account Lacan would put forth his famous
x UOx OUEOQwWOI wEwi UOGEEOI OUEOQwWUxOPUWET UPT # OwlT 1T wi a
this is for us the split in which the drive is manifested at the level of th e scopic
I B 1mrEdrg | would propose, it is precisely this split that Australian artists after
&OOY] UWEUI OwEUw, E+1 EOwxU0UwbUOws EUEPOWUOz OWEODE
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A stain over the view

An initial understanding of the implications of this proposal can be grasped by
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is always at pains to stress how it reverses the relationship between subjectand
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strangely, indeed it could only be described as uncannily so, placed on the side of the
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see, as well as what we cannot see, is always given to us through a
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This all changes though with LacE O QwpP T OQws UUx x O1 O1 OUUwUT DU wl 1T UOI ¢
with an unheard -O1 wbOYIT UUPOOo ws UT 1 w?21 OUpPaOdOObwodi wdi EOPOT -
kind of umbilical cord, to a point within the field disclosed by it; the frame of our

view is always already framed (re -markl E A WE & WE wx E U B h® beat @ay tbw E OO UT O U

16Jacques LacanThe Four Fundamental Concepts of Psyé&malysis, Harmondsworth,
Middlesex: Penguin, 1977, 72.

17l acan, Four Fundamatal Concepts73.

182 OE Y O N Enfopyour §raptom!: Jacques Lacan in Hollywood @bwtt, New York: Routledge,
1992, 1415.

19A B 'n ErdPyourSymptom 15.
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is via the dialectic of view and gaze: in what | see, in what is open to my view,
UT 1T Ul uPUWEOPEAUWEwWxOPOUOwWPT T Ul w? ( wUI T wbOOUT BC
Ul OUI O2 wbdl 6 Owhil udED Bl UWkaHEz(RuE OoE @R U 1
PT PET wOT 1T wYl UawxDEUUUT wuUl O0UOUwWUT T wi E4ATl OwocC
myself, my own objective correlative ¢ here | am, so to speak, inscribed in the
xDEOUUI QOwUT PUWOOUDPE w? UOEnbriad 5 whawisE OUE 2 woi wOT 1
unthinkable for the entire philosophical tradition, Heidegger included. 20

That Williams is granted such an exceptional place in the history of Australian art is

EITEEVUUI wil wEdl UwOOUwxEPOUWEwWs YPI Pg wOi wOTT w UVUU
epiphany at the moment of his return to Australia: he suddenly saw in the landscape

that which was not a view of the landscape. Paradoxically, on returning to Australia

it could be said that Williams saw nothing, or this could be said another way: thath e

saw in the Australian landscape a point that could not be included in the history of

Australian landscape painting, the point, that is, that made no sense within that

history. It was consequently how to paint, t OwUUT wADPnl Oz UwbOQUEUOQwWUT T w? (
UT 1T wxObOUwpkpi PET w? OEOI UwOOwUI OUI 2 OwlT EVUwe POOPEOD
Glover that which was excluded from view was sometimes cast as a great

Williams as if the stain itself became the whole canvas. How then to give form to

PT EQwPEUwWI UUI OUPEOOa wi OU O OI-dgding,uihe BirdiepbOnux E D
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Williams felt that he could not shy away from, that he needed to squarely face, upon

his return to Australia.
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The Australian subject

To further appreciate the nature of the challenge that Williams set for himself, it is

necessary to undersE OE wi Obw, E+1 EOz UwUI EEDPOT woOi w&O0OYI UwbU
fundamental shift in Australian art historiography that occurred with the publishing

his series of lectureswiT WE wUUUDODOT wUI xT UEUDOT woOi w* EUOw, EU
famous beginning to The Communist Manifestows + 1 UwOl wEI T POwbPOwUT PUwWPE
Ol wUTl EVwEwWUx1 EVUT wi EVwI EVUOUI Ew UUBBVENODPDEOQWEUOUU
though Smith wished to highli ght his Marxist methodology with this introductory

flourish, it was his use of Freud that had the most lasting impact in terms of

UUEUI gUl O0w UUUDUEOPEOWEUUwWI PUUOUAG w( Owl PUwWUI EO
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20A B 'n ErfdPyoaurSymptom 15.

21Bernard Smith, 1980 Boyer Lectures: The Spectre of Trugar8gdney: The Australian

Broadcasting Commission, 1980, 9 The Communist Manifest& | T POUwP B UT 6 ws wUx1T EOUIT w
haunting Europe + UT 1 wUx1 EVUUT wOi wEOOOUOPUODOG 7
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that:

like the traumatic experiences of childhood it contin ues to haunt our dreams.

And as with childhood so with the childhood of a nation. As Freud has put it:
2(0whbUwUOPYI UUEOCOAWEEODPUUI EwUTl EQwPOwWUT 1 wOUE
people, care must be taken to eliminate from the memory such motive as

POUOGEWE]T wxEDOI UOwUGWUT T wOEUPOOEOwWI 11 6POT1 82

With this quote serving as the basis for an understanding of the history of Australian

art as a history of repression, it is not surprising that Smith should also have

implicitly invoked the uncanny when he de scribed the dispossession of Aborigines

i UOOwWUT 1 PUWOEOEWEUwWUT I ws &0Hatdre BnloékidgaBAD EUE wOi wOU U

opening of this door in the familial home might create an uncanny effect should be

Ul OEUTI Ewl0Ow%Ul UEzUwl RxO0EB0BHODODT QUUODGUOEBODA w

OUTT OwOOwWT EYT wUl OEPOI EwUT EUIXWWWEOE wi PEET Owoé webdo
"OPI YT UOwUOOwW20DU0UT zUwWUI I 1T Ul OETl WEEEOQwWUOwW»UI UE

inflection. In the next sentence which follows the passage quoted by Smith, Freud

PUOUI capssah tldddr inspection, it may be possible to form a perfect analogy

between the manner of development of national traditions and infantile

Ul OPODPUEIT OEIT U wcifiuibdciepidd that Brardissiuds & @egect analogy,

and if for Freud consideration of a traumatic experience that continues to haunt leads

back to the central notion of castration anxiety, there is a point, the explanation of

PT PET wUIl UYT UWwEUwWADPNI Oz UwEOOUUEOUwWUI Il UEPOOwWUIT EU

point all the more crucial to consider insofar as Lacan would ultimately draw the

EOOCEOQUUPOOWUT EVw' OOEIT b 0 hdiestheétBilgGhat@GsioplyU ws YD UDE Ol

the subject as annihilatedt annihilated in the form that is, strictly speaking, the

imaged embodiment of the minus-x T BwZ OE E O ¢ werd6 take éheéxaniple D OOz 8

f UOOWOEOGaOwWUT T wxOPOUwWUT E U wA bat ¢caratibnEhbGdE wb DUT wU O w

not be thought only in terms of a

threat-horizon, a not-yet/always to come, but, simultaneously, something
which always -already happens: the subject is not only under threat of
separation, it is the effect of separation (from substance). Furthermore, insofar

225mith, The Spectre of Truganinl7. The Freud quote is fromPsychopathology of Everyday L.ife
trans. A. A. Brill, New York: Macmillan Publishing, 1914, 154.

235mith, The Spectre of TruganiniO.

Sigmund Freudtrans. and ed. James Strachey, vol. 17, London: The Hog#h Press, 1955, 225.
sFreud, Psychopathology of Everyday Lit&4. If there is a perfect analogy then this would

mean that the direction in which the analogy proceeded, that is from the individual to the
nation or from the nation to the individual, could not be determined ¢ each would be
produced as the possibility of the other. This might suggest that it is far from coincidental

that Freud would suggest the existence of a perfect analogy in the very yeart 19014 of

26 acan, Four Fundamental Concept89.
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as a traumatic encounter generates anxiety, we should bear in mind that, for
Lacan, in anxiety, what the subject is exposed to is precisely the loss of the
loss itself ¢ Lacan here turns around Freud: anxiety is not the anxiety of
separation from the object, but the anxiety of the object (-cause of desire)
getting too close to the subject. This is why trauma belongs to the domain of
the uncanny in the fundamental ambiguity of this term: what makes uncanny
uncanny is its proximity, the fact that it is the coming-into -visibility of
something too close to us?’

,awl OET EYOUUWPUwWUOwWwxUOxOUT wUT EUw6eepataidd EO Uz UwUOU
POwUT T wUl OUI wUOT EVwADPNT Owi RxOEDOUwWI I Ul OWEOGEwWUT U
return to the origins of Australian art, Williams was painting the (Australian) subject

that is the effect of separation. In doing this, Williams was equE 0 0a Qw0 OwUUDPODPUI wAE
terms, painting what makes the uncanny uncanny. Thus if the uncanny for Glover

was a distant exclusion, with Williams his practice actually proceeded from the more

truly uncanny realisation that it was that very exclusion that form ed the most

intimate part of the Australian subject, that is, that any substance to the Australian

subject only exists in that which it is separated from. Thus again in comparison to

&OOYI UOwe DOOPEOUz Uwi OEOUOUI UwbbUlomidd-1 WwEUUT whpEU
into -visibility of something too close, in a word ¢ the one that Lacan invented to

evoke what makes the uncanny uncannyt EOQwl OEOQUOUI UwbBUT wOT 1T ws1 RUD

To draw is to cut

(Ow' EUUZUWET ExUTl UwOOweDOODEOUZz Uwhekpecidy i EUDPOOwWO
first refers back to several works ¢ a drawing, an etching and an oil on composition

board ¢ that Williams completed in London on the subject of tree lopping.

Comparing the speed and vigour of the drawing and etching to that of the painting,

she suggests that the painting

embodies stasis; a feeling of time held in honour of form. There is power in
the pictorial distillation that finds an equivalent in trees felled and lopped

until all that remains are the bare essentials. There is a sense thathese trees,
reaching up with severed branches, might be a crucifixion of sorts. There is
strength and beauty in their Spartan survival, despite the odds, and in the
spatial possibilities they open up, limb to limb. 29

22 OE Y O N Livn® in theEGdTimes London & New York: Verso, 2010, 309.

28 acan coined the word extimité (in English translated as extimacy or the extimate) to

combine the most intimate interiority with the most distant, excl uded exterior, thus following

29Hart, Infinite HorizonQ wK4t d w' EUUz Uwi 1 O1T UEOQwUI OUPOT wUT ECwUT U wH L
be given much more precision as Christopher Heathcote has recalled how John Brack once

told him that with the Tree lopper§ DPOODEOUWPEUWEOOUEDPOUUOGa WUl POUODOT w1
Deposition from the Crod$s OUEUx D1 ET dw" T UPUUOxT T Uw' 1 EUT EOUI Ows +7 $ E
Jeffrey Makin, Australia Felix: LandscapeMelbourne: MacMillan, 2002, 20.
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Figure 2 Fred Williams, Tree lopper§1955)
oil on composition board, 102 x 70.5 cm.& Estate of Fred Williams
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Hart singles out Tree lopper§l1955, oil on composition board) as providing a link to

6 POOPEOUZUWUUEUI gUI OUwPOUOWEEEwngPOw UUUUEOPEOW
EOOxOUDPUDPOOWEOEWYI UUPEEOQuwI OxT EUPDU WO WALDDOUI EwUl]
Hart develops this connection, a sub-theme of uncanny dismembering runs through

her text, not necessarily made explicit as such, but it emerges, cuts through to the

surface like a symptomatic disturbance, or like an unconscious that can only be

glimpsed in disruptions and distortions. From crucifixion to resurrection Hart

UUTTTUOUWUT 1T whbET EwUT EVwePOOPEOUZ UwbOUOWPUWEOOE
landscape, or more exactly, and this | wish to see as the uncanny dimension to his

work, that it is not so much about the wounding of the landscape, but that the

landscape arises from the wounding, that the landscape is the inscription, the cut

itself.

Figure 3 Fred Williams, Sketch for Tree lopper$l955)
ink on paper, 23.5 x 17 cm.a Estate of Fred Williams

In the context of this idea it is significant that Hart should construct a link to

6 DOOPEOUZUw UUUUEODPEOwWP OU O uitie @ésvoppers] buamal UOUT T wOT
3%Hart, Infinite Horizons 46.
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the relationship between the drawing, etching and painting of the tree loppers. If we

OOOOWE Uwé6 b OO b ESkdich 10nT fe®lbppets9860imk GrEpapanpa sketch

that Hart did not reproduce, the association of the tre e lopper series with a

crucifixion scene is quite striking. Here one can see how Williams undertakes a

displacement of the crucifixion scene, moving from seeing the tree lopper himself as

like Christ on the cross, to the tree as the substitute body being cucified. There is an

odd effect created by Williams with the outstretched arm of the tree lopper doubling

as a limb of the tree, creating confusion between what is doing the severing and what

is severed. With the doubling that takes place, itisasiftheOUT I wOOxx1 Uz UwODOE w
becomes some other strange and alien lifeform no longer attached to the tree lopper,

EUwbi OWEOEwWUT PUwPOUOEwWI UEOOa WET wUT T wEEUT wi 6U w
OT T Ul wbUwUT T wUIT T BDOT woOi wOOI 7 Wesslfitidggutded OE WE UWE OO
outstretched arm that fuses with the cutting instrument ¢ and it is not clear if this is a

saw, a hacksaw or just a bladet seems to bridge the gap between the two trees, in its

exaggerated extension the arm itself seems to be split, vhich is to say that the arm

doing the cutting seems itself to be cut.3! This thought can itself be extended as we

see that it is not just the arm but also the figure itself that appears to be strangely

UxOPUBwW3T UUwi OUwi REOx Ol wifdé faceelyvayifrddmuws, @sHfwUT 1 wi BT U
the figure had his back to us, yet the other side of the figure suggests he faces

towards us. Is it then the front or back of the figure we see? Is the head twisting to

look to the side or is it already facing out? Further still, the left foot as it turns away

seems to be resting on nothing, yet at the same time we have the impression that the

vertically framed background becomes a horizontal support on which the figure

standst a precursor of the confusion between the horizontal and vertical that would

EIl EOOI wEwi T ECUUTI wOi webDOOPEOUZUwbhOUOG W3 OwUI EOT O
Pl EQwbUwi OUI UT EEOPI EwbPOwWw6 DOOPEOUZUwPOUOOWEU W' E
the significance of how the scene itselft the cutting of a limb { is a doubling of the

act of drawing. To draw is to cut: this is an equation that fascinated Williams, and it

PEUwbPBUTI POwUT 1T wUT UEOCO WO w Gskeny afithecAudiralianE UD OO wUT EU
landscape took place.

The shape that forms itself

3O0wUT T wOOUT woOi whpT EVwPUwWPOxOPEPUwWPOwW' EUUZ Uwx UO X
in her text as she identifies a specific return to the Tree loppert) | UDPT UwbOwe DPOOPEOUZ
OEUI Uw UUUUE ODE Owb &8s O\imluandseagerondi®ratie U whuNt k

s hblerlying subject of the painting ¢ tree felling ¢ is indicated by the shape of an axe

close to the horizon line, recalling his stark early Tree loppei@%This is quite a simple

but nevertheless intriguing observation. It is initially interesting to note that what

Hart now sees as an axet the form on a grey background situated just below the

right hand side of the horizon line ¢ was seen by others to be simply a chopped tree,

and as such to be the clear subject matter of the painting. Patrick McCaughey for

31This is not an isolated case; both the exaggerated extension of the arm and the arm as
severed feature in quite a few of the drawings and etchings Williams did in London.
32Hart, Infinite Horizons 77.
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I BREOx Ol OWPEUwW@UDUI wi R x OPE b Uawé BndétdpB h©® WEOEP OD OT w
ET Oxx1 EwOUI T wi OEUUI EwUOwWUT Ex¥UrsDIa ol &0 8am U OET U wUT |
POwUl EUwPEaAOWETI UEUPEDPOT wUT T whOUOWEUwes xEPOUI Ewb
i OUwWOT T wi EOOTI OwUOURT whpT PET wOPT UwWEUwWUT T wOUOx 8z

Figure 4 Fred Williams, Oval Landscapél96566)
oil on canvas, 157.5 x 90 cma Estate of Fred Williams

Building on McCaughey and Hoff, Hart is no doubt hoping to intensify the
felt pain of this lament through the amplification given to the chopped tree now seen
as an axe. Even more however, there is also the suggestion that the seeing of the axe
PUwOOPWUOWET wUl EEWEVUWEQwWDPOUI OUPOOEOuNB OEOOwWOU w
PPDUT DOT wOOwWOI El UUEUPOawWET EPET wOOwWUT T wi BUI O0wUO
one or not, | think the axe can be seen as an allegorical sign, even if taken as an
33patrick McCaughey, Fred Williams Sydney and London: Bay Books, 1980, 178.

34Ursula Hoff , John Brack Fred Williams Albert Hall, Canberra, 1113 August, 1967,
unpaginated brochure.
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UOPOUI OUPOOEOQWOO! OwPi wbUwPUWUOET UUUOOEWEUwWUI T O
the painting. Consider for example how Hart draws our attention not just to the axe
EUOWEOUOwWUOwWUT T weRT zUwxOEET Ol OUwNUUUWET OO0bwUT 1
that it is doubling or repeating it. A further exchange is thus suggested, implicit also
PDOw, E"EUTTT1 azUwPOUEDOT Owbpi 1 Owi |l wEUEPUWOUUWEOUUI
noting how itis,tore-dUOUT wi PUwxT UEUI wOOPb totugeddosHamlfE | E wl Ox |
NOUOWwWUOGET UwUT 1T wi OUPaOOwoODPOl z6w3T 1 wEOUEODOT woi w
horizon line is to suggest that the horizon line itself is also a kind of cutting: that the
framing or presentation of a scene is dependent on a process of cutting similar to tree
felling ¢+ and that tree felling here is itself echoing the initial cutting that the framing
of a view necessarily implies.
In the Chopped treeseries of works with which the Oval landscapés associated,
there are many dead or burnt gum trees lying flat, visually rhyming with the horizon
line. This occurs equally in the Upweylandscapeaeries that just precedes these works,
where the horizontal black marks of the dead trees are sometimes indistinguishable
f UOOwPT EQw, E"EUTT1T AawEOUOWUI I T UUwWUOwWI OUI pPT 1 Ul wE
line in that series.?® In the Upwey landscpepaintings, with the vertical trees depicted
as caught between the sky and the ground, the perception of the trees as cut by the
sUEaAaOUzUwl ETT zwOi wUT 1T wi OUD & Kod@evé i tutisoblyux EUUDE U O
itself repeating another eccentricity O w6 POOPEOUz Uwbp OUOwUT ECwWUUEOEU
defining characteristics: spread across the canvases there is the proliferation of the
isolated foliage + UT 1 ws T 1 E E z wOithatbdvérsin ad ddeterbhindtelapace
above the ground, that is to say cut from any connection to a tree. With Williams it is
thus as though the gum tree as the defining trait of the landscape ¢ the Australian - is
only there in its dispersion, in its separation from itself. Turning back then to Oval
landscapewith the dislodged and cut gum trees floating above the horizon line, as
much as Williams could be searching for a spiritual release, a redemption, suggested
by the movement towards a lighter tone and hence more refined essence in the upper
portion of the canvas, it is equally that the remains of the gum trees are suspended in
a non-place, nowhere, as though a final resting place cannot be found.
$01 ECEDPOT wUT PUwUI OUI wOi wEPUxOEEI Ol OUWEOE WEE
axe also gives a certain surreal edge to its appeaance, evident in the way that the
cleared space around the axe makes it stand out so that it is both strangely exposed
and oddly out of place. This is an effect intensified by the impossibility of attributing
any sense of scale to the axe, as any normal gectations are inverted insofar as its
placement next to the horizon line would suggest its distance from the viewer,
whereas as its actual, depicted size certainly implies the opposite. There is thus no
PEAwWUT EOUWPUWEEOWET wEOI Ul OUOaA wx OEET Ews DOz wOT 1 w
Intriguingly, Hart pairs her discussion of Oval landscapeiith a painting done
in the same year,Circle landscag@ WE OE wU1 OEUI UWEOUT wUOOwe POOPEOUZ L
I PUWEPEUAWEUWUT 1 wUDPOI OwlOi wEOEUDPI a0l wsi BUwWDPOEI
U1 1 ®idiunclear how exactly Williams would have gone about this, but Hart
UUOTTTUOUwWUOT ECwbOwWEGawl YT OUwl PUWEDOwWPEUWEOUI UOE

3sMcCaughey, Fred Williams 168.
36Hart, Infinite Horizons 76.
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EI YPEI Uz wUOwli PUwPOUOUwWUOWUT EQwUT T wi UE
cut-out shapes?’ It could be equally proposed, however, that the cleared space
around the axe is effectively a cut-out in the sense that it does not quite fit in with its
surroundings.

3T T Ul wbUwal OweOOUT T UwPEAwWUOWUOET UWUEOEwW6 BDOC
out: by relating it to the importance of etching and engraving to his work. The Oval
landscap@ainting was, as was the case with other decisive works for Williams, a
development from an etching. Prior to the painting Williams had worked through
five states of the Oval landscapas an etching. Crucially, this was an etching in which
6 POOPEOUZUwWUUI EwUT T wUUT EUOPI DWEQGUEUDPOUwWxUOET UU
a sugar solution directly onto the plate. There are a number of stages to the process
of wi UET POT wpPUT wUUT EUOPI UDWE@UEUDOUO Wi PUUUOGaA wWOT I
sugar solution, then the covering of the whole plate with an acid resistant varnish,
then the placement of the plate in hot water so that where the sugar solution lies
underneath the surface it dissolves and cracks through+t that is to say, splits opent
the surface. There is then the subjecting of these newly exposed areas to the acid
which bites into them, and finally the inking and pressing of the print itself. From
one gage to the next it is as though a shape is alternately there and not there, or as
though what is there gets concealed to later return, to rise again to the surface. The
relationship between the process itself and the subject mattert whether that be the
EPUTT zwli OUWUT T wl UOWUUI T wEUwW4UUUOGEwW' Oi Il wUEPEOwC
generalised mourning for the passing of an Australian landscape tradition, insofar as
the gum tree could stand in for that tradition ¢ is a fascinating one.

( Ow6 b OO pEEMEWEWWItiHWMEE! de Berg, in the very year in which he
was working on the Oval portrait, he commented on the importance of not just
1 UET DOT WEUUOWEOUOwWOOUT wxEUUPEUOEUOawWwUUT EVWEQUEU
U1 DOOw( z YT wi E E weétaningUdr dugatialquatd, whibrOmaéns | can put
an organic shape on the plate or on the print, and this helps me with the landscape,
xEUUPEUOEUOQawbPDPUT wOaAawPET EVUwWOI wOT T wodbdof UOwUOw( w
the key attractions for William UwU OQwUT PUWPET EwOi wEOws OUT EOPE wWUT
the shape would arise all by itself, independent of his control. It was as if, to refer
back to McLean on Glover, the work was composing itself, with Williams proceeding
as if blind.

Although Willia ms himself set a chemical reaction in process, that process
was to have an uncanny life and direction of its own once it was in motion. In this
respect, it is quite important to understand that it was not just an organic shape or
process that was involved but equally an inorganic one, in the sense of being at the
same time opposed to the natural or the human. With the outlining of the shape
UEOI OwOUUUPET wOi webDOOPEOUZUWEDUI ECDWEOOUUOOOWHU
that is, the tree, which is also to say the Australian landscape, to the movement of
6DOOPEOUZ UwOPOwWl EOCEwWUTl EUwPEUWET EPUDPYIT 6 w( DwbkpEUW
Williams from his own act of inscription, along with the paradox of the repetitive,

OPOT WOYEO

3’Hart, Infinite Horizons 76.
38Fred Williams interviewed by Hazel de Berg, Hazel de Berg collection, National Library of
Australia, interview conducted 8 December, 1965.
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machine-like nature of the printing proces s which at the same time unleashed an
animating spirit, that was so compelling for him. The shape that emerged, which
again it is necessary to understand as equivalent to the idea of the Australian
landscape for Williams, was strangely formless, as much alien as organic, with its
lack of definition making it like some kind of continuously morphing horror film
s31 DOT z OwOU dike Kialicddtadiomi DEUD OO
Consequently you could also think of this amorphous figure as a shape that
never settles, or thatit is a shape that arises from an unsettling principle within it, so
that its formless nature is the result of its lack of a place. This is a thought that also
1 OT UTT UwkpT 1 OweDOOPEOUWI UUUT T Uwi BRxOEPOUWI PUwxUO
1 UET POT JQuuiOEU®DWs ( WEEQwWUIT 1 1 Uwl0OwUT T wi UET BOT UwUO
interviews, speaking of how you could see the Australian landscape as the same all
over if you looked E0wP UwOU wx EPOUIT BEowlidbghths PHraseDithowus UOD O woT |
Williams is painting the landscape with the skin off ¢ has often been repeated by
many commentators, it has not been realised how intimately this seeing of the
landscape with the skin off was related to his working process. For example, how
looking at his etchings in process and seeing the sugar aquatint break through to the
surface is like the breaking of a skin, or how the acid as it eats away an exposed
surface registers this sense ofemoving or cutting through a surface covering.
(OwlOT 1T wxUOT UT UUDPOOWI UOOvaltabdécadmo®@ Uz Uwil UET DOT u
painting of the Oval landscapgthe sense of the destabilisation of the surface that was
part of the etching and printing process is tr ansferred to the painting as well.
Without actually thinking of the etching process from which the painting itself was
EIl UDYI EQw, E"EUTTIT awpbOOEI Ul UOOAWEEXxUUUI UwlUT PUwD
xEDOUDOT wi OOpbwbOUOwWI EET wo thithisthausas e peinting OO b wU D E E
TBYI UwUl BT Owl0OwUT 1 ws UT -0 ubl O Utk difiethe UT D OT Uz woi
extraordinary flatness to the work, it is as though any form that momentarily
appears on the surface is there only just before being sucked bak into an archaic
formlessness, with perhaps a fragment of the form to appear again elsewhere as a
distant reminder, or maybe it is just forever to be dragged under into oblivion. With
this coming in and going out of a tidal surge, McCaughey effectively ¢ onveys both
the importance of a sense of repetition in the work and also how an image is created
Ul UOUT T WEWEOOUUEOUwWUOUIT UUiemudid@ES Uz wl @UEIOCODE uE E &
idea of repression, and the uncertainty of whether the repetition that is th e cause of
the painting would then be working to contain what is repressed or alternatively
operating as a means to release and open up the work to what lies underneath.
3T PDPUWET T UI T wOi wECEPT UPUawbOuw, E"EUTTIT azUwUI E
thatexactOa wb T EQwOPT UWET T POEwWUT T wx Ul UUUUT woOi wEOOwWUI
said. It is evident though that it is of some larger historical significance as
, E"EUT T AawOEPOUEPOUWUT E0wWUT T ws POUOWPUWEWEUDUDE

3%Fred Williams interview, Hazel de Berg collection.

40Fred Williams interviewed by Alan Oldfield on 12 August 1981 for Australian Eye series 5,
Film Australia, National Library of Australia.

4“McCaughey, Fred Williams 178.
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Australian landscax | wx EDPQOEDEUG 2 1 awET OP1 YI UwUT EVws i I bwxEF
TTwlUTTT U0UOwWws UOGOT U1 POT woOil wEwWUDPOT UOEUPUawkPUT B
not that it would exist outside O wUOT PUWEOE wUT OUOEWET wi BREOQUET Euwli L
body of work. On the contrary, for McCaughey, its singularity makes its central,

offering access to what is usually hidden or covered over in other work. With this

xEPOUDOT OQw, E" EUT T 1 addakenbigdrtibOewdebeddd DEOU ws | E
expressiveness and, for him, explicitness. He had shown his world was less neutral,

less aesthetic, and that equally it did not submit to easy characterization or succumb

to bogus heroic metaphors. The grimness of this work signalled a new profundity in

6DOOPEOUZ UWEUUWEOEwWPOw WUUUEOPEOWOEOEUEEXIT wxED
The anti -heroic landscape: a new profundity?

This new profundity, though, is perhaps not as new as McCaughey suggests, or at

least its newness must be understood inreE UD OO wUOwe POOPEOUZz UwUI x1 UDPU

(OET T EOwl Y] OwbOw, E"EUTTT azUwOPOWEEEOUOUWOT wlT 1

the newness ofOval landscap®1 | EUwUOWET w@UEODPI Pl E8d w%uOUw, E" EUI

break-through moment in re -seeing the Australian landUE E x| OwUT T wUl UPT UwOIi wl

represents the turning-x OB O U wi UOOwe DPOOPEOQUz Uwl EUCaAawbOUOwWUOU

6 DOOPEOUZUwWwxEDPOUDPOT UOw {bY Bk elclassifeEsaEthd UET DOT UwOi

s %OUI U0w2i UPT Uz6w3T 1T whOUOU wiefemadtd 80 uEUDPUDPEEOwWNU

s E1 UU0T 1 UpEurhed MaeGauhBe@ gstablishes a crucial connection between

Williams and earlier Australian landscape painting that he really only mentions in

passing, neglecting to develop the consequences of his observation. Refenecing

Australia: The Colonial Period 1770914, E" EUT T 1 awbpUDPUI UwOOwe DOOPEOU:

UT UOUT T whOUOUOwWs2UO0O01I UUWEOEWEDPUOI UUOwPBUT wli T w

the sky, they are painted throughout in the most muted chiaroscuro, and achieve an

OxxUl UUDPYI wgUEOPUaAOwWI EVUOUI EwEawlO0#s1T w201 1T whpi PUE w
6DUT wUOT T ws %OUTI U0w21 UPI Uz Ow6PDOOPEOUWOEET wUOT 1

bush, as McCaughey suggests,® ws EWOUd ws 6 POOPEOU wWwOOPwWOUUBT Ewli U

extensive landscape to concentrate on the single image: the bush seen closep: not a

YDI PwOi wbDUWEUUwWI 1 OUOwWUI 1T 60wl R*%Zodinidg iOdiobeE wb OO1 EPE

i 11001 OwUOwWUI E ELLOUADING BDG aJzute@i Uk WiOtotwE U Wi OwOU ws U]

YPDUPEPOPUA WO wUOO! Ul POT wUOOWEOOUT wOOwWUUZz wbOwUOI

cannot be clearly described or delineated, for it is no longer, and this marks for

42McCaughey, Fred Williams 178.

43McCaughey, Fred Williams 178.

44McCaughey, Fred Williams 143

4sMcCaughey, Fred Williams 143. Although McCaughey footnotes the Marcus Clarke quote ¢

sUT T whpl PUEwWOI OE OHEE Uau@EaOu0®i Ol G T 1 @RI I rFud@iug UnEgy w" 001 UED O
Bernard 2 O B Udoguidents on Art and Taste in Australi€larke does not use this phrase in

thisessay.3 1 PUWEEEUwWU0OwOa wx OPOUwUT E0wPUwbUwUI EGOa w20DU0T 7
McCaughey is responding to

4eMcCaughey, Fred Williams 139.
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McCaughey the key significance of this serieU WE OE WEOOUI gUI1 OUO0a wi OU w6 POt
EUWEwPT OO0 OwEws YPI Pz wOil wOT 1T weUUT 6w, E"EUTTT awdod
OUUOOUWUT T wYDI Pl UwPUWEUOUT T OwUx wi EVEWET EPOUUO WU
of the paintings, taken at a glance, makes for thdr remarkable quality. Here the
manifold possibilities, shapes, forms and changing light of the bush, are held as a
constant single image altering and varying as the saplings move the eye back and
i OUOT WEEUOUUwWUOT T wpOx1 Ol DUEEOI wUUUI EEI 6z

Although McCaughe y would wish to interpret this impenetrable surface in
Ul UOUwWOT we b OOD Edptihg & thdhigy i rRoddennist ideaD ofiffathess ¢ in
turn allowing Williams to soon progress with confidence from these preparatory
s ECONUZz wOOwWUT T wlld U euEsd | uierE@YEQIr sG]l GU-EOwWD OwWUEEOI
I BRxUIl UUPOOPUUwWxEDPOUDOT UwUIT 4the imBendréble wkithOE UET Ewb O
is to say the blindness of this surface, can be read in another way*® If by zooming in,
or with the completion of a kind of tracking shot, the ghostly, haunting quality of the
EUUT wUI OUUOUOwWUTT OwebDOOPEOUZUwPT 601 wi OET EYOUU W
UUTTTUUDPOT wUOl ECwPUwWDPUWEWEOOUDOT wbOwddwadOYI Uz U
thus that it is by means of the shiftinri T DUUT U w 80uz0w U Tws EWONOODEOUwWOE
xEOXxEEOI OwU0Ow@UOU!l w, E+1 EOQwWET EBPOOWUT T ws Ol OEOCET O
i UEOI zw&OOYI Uz UwUET OI UG

3OwWET YT OOxwUT PUwWOUT T UwUI EEDPOT woOi we DbOOPEOQUZz L
UOw, EVUEUU w" OEIV@®E @BIw@ ®d PWEIWT wUUT TT U0UOwWPUOwWUT 66U
T OPwUOT T wUT 11T UI OET wOOw" OEUOT WEOUOwWhOXxOPEDUOA WEE
x Ul Ul OUEUDPOOwWOI wDddunertsiog Astaril Hdste id Btdbd 7)) w
37T 1T wbOUUOE U E Utdpleceddwriting thad Sniitlz ikktluded in his
EOOOI EUPOOWEOOOUOET EWEWET EOCOI O1 DOT wuUl i OUOUOEUD
the history of Australian art, one eventually given more coherent and developed
form in his 1980 Boyer Lecture series,The Sectre of Truganid w( Ow2 OPUT z UwhiNt | w

Australian Painting, 1788196Q his elevation of the Heidelberg School, how he begins

xEDUI EwPpDPUT wlOT 1 WEPUOPUUEOWOI whpi EUWEEOI wEI I OUI O
reading of the landscape, as far too subsumed by European convention#® However,

this situation was subsequently reversed by Smith in his 1975introduction to Clarke.

Whereas in the 1962Australian Painting, 178819602 OD UT wb OUOEWEITI OPUUOI w" OF
melancholy as the product of a nostalgia for a distant Europe, in the later Documents

"OEUOI ZUwWUUEUUUI whPEUWEUEOE UD Eak®Ordgeuthari EOT 1 EwUOwU
anyone who first began to experience what it was to be an Australian; to internalize

for himself and the new men of his adopted country a dark vision of Australian

nature which contained in its kernel the pain and guilt of the colonial exper B1 O€ 1 & z

In The Spectre of Trugani8mith elaborates on the fact that there was a previous

4McCaughey, Fred Williams 143.

48McCaughey, Fred Williams 145.

49Bernard Smith, Australian Painting, 17881960 London: Oxford University Press, 1962, 71.

50 | UOEUEwW2 ODPUT Ows' EVUEUT Dx wEOE w6 | D UdbauméntdendET 0 0az Owb O
and Taste in Australial 77 1914 Melbourne: Oxford University Press, 1975, 129.
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OPUUI EEDPOT wOi w" OEUOI OWEOOOI OUPOT wOOwWI Obpwsi PUUO
T1T WEOI UwOOUwUEaAaOwW!I 1T wOUUUWPOEOUET wi pOUY 61 AwdODBUU
sUOwxT UET DYIT wUOT T wEUUT wEUwWOOUUOI UOWEOE wOI OEOQOET O
melancholy as simple nostalgia, he poses a question:

6171 Ow, EUEUUwW" OEUOI whUPUI UwUT EVUwW?U0TT w UUUUEC

stern. They seem to stifle in theirblIEE Owl OUT I UwEwUUOUa wdil wUUOOI

might ask ourselves whether it is the black gorges or guilty colonial hearts

that sought to stifle the story of despair, projecting their fear and guilt upon

nature itself. 5!

On reading this one can realise that theconnection made by McCaughey but without
anything actually being said, is that it is indeed remarkable to think how Marcus
"OEUOI ZUWEIT UEUDxUDOOWOI ws Ul 1l w UUODUEOPEOQuWI OUI UU
break-UT UOUT T ws %OUI U U w2itseld éxplaihqandotu FirsDtbewd&ddicd E wbd O w
1 OPOPOEUDPOOWO! wi BT UUT Uwi UOOwe POOREOUZ Uwb OUOWEI
silence and solitude that Clarke attributed to the bush would work against the
inclusion of figures, since the presence of figures or even a figure would imply the
possibility of communication. With the zooming in on the saplings such that, as
McCaughey notes, the frame cuts the sky and ground, the saplings become marks
that are barriers to sight, delimiting a zone in which sight no longe r seems possible
or able to offer a way ahead. In this respect, they could thus equally be functioning to
sUUDPI Ol zwUT T wsUUOUAwWOI wUUOOI OwET UxEDPUZ OwWOEODOI
@UOUI Ew, E"EUTTIT aOws EDUOI Usdethe AdtralardiénEsCaped O wUT UUU O
after his time abroad Williams was no doubt re -seeing the landscape through the
eyes of the Australian art history in which he was formed. If we consider Bernard
2 OP U1 z Ausidalidrt Paimiing, 1788196Q as representative of theaccepted
UOEI UUUEOQGEDPOT wOi wlOT 1T wi PU0UOVA wWOI w UUUUEOPEOWEUU
is evident that despite the qualifications that Smith introduces, the origin of

UUUUEOPEOQWEUUOwWPUUws &1 O UPUz OwUIl Giadxdsb EwUOT I w' |
EOCEQAWEOCEPOWUT EVwl 1 whEUwWT OPOT wUOOws xEPOUWUT T wli
PEUWEEOYI WEOOwWUT T w' 1 PET OEI UT w2ET 60OO0z Uwpkl 00wl 00
tree that Williams was re -figuring, effecting a re -seeing of the history of Australian
EUOwUT EQwx Ul El Ededing af d®ddinnitysi & Austalian art.

If, prior to the Heidelberg School, there was much in evidence Marcus

"OEUOI zUws Pl PUEwWOI OEOCET 600az wOl wUT T wEUUT OwUT pUw
in the sunny disposition, good health and companionship displayed in the works of
the impressionists. However such surface effects belie the true condition. As McLean,
in following Bernard Smith has argued, if for Marcus Clarke the maligned and

twisted forms of the gum trees were the markers of an Aboriginal past, constituting

51Smith, Spectre of Truganini2l.

52n his interview with James Gleeson Williams comments on how he could never explain

why this should occur, it striking him as always extremely odd as before this he was only

Ul EOCawbOUI Ul U0l EwPOwxEDOUDPOT wi BT UUI Udws ( O0I UYDI buwp
History Interviews, National Gallery of Australia, recorded on 3 October, 1978.
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PIT EQw" OEUOI wUl I T UUl EwUOwWEUVUws i POwi OEOT OUwWOIT wUTl |
by the impressionists so much as repressed. Repeating Smith inThe Spectre of

TruganiniOw, E+1 EOQwxUOx OUI UwUT EVWEEEOQUEDPOT wUOw%UI VUEC
formative experiences appear to disappear, they have not been erased but repressed

in the unconscious, from where they are articulated in art, wit and dreaming through

Ol EIl EOPUOUWOI wEDUxOEEIT O OUOwyThys] MeleagnO WEOE wb OEDU
Ul EUOOUOWI YT Qwbi wbOwx OEET wdOl ws" OEUOI zUwl T 6UUOa
slender young saplings, or old trees triumphantly fell ed like trophies on the ground
tEUwPOw28UI1 WwOBOk BuwdUz Uwiptwlupl iy & WE O Buer@0OEOUE Wwaol
southern skypru N Y Kk QuwdD O wb U wlUUDPOOwWUT T wEEUT wUOT E0wUT 1T wUE
of the new nation that bear the imprintofari x Ul UUI Ew ECrolibving hiE OP U a 6 z

initial symbolism,

it did not take long for the saplings to grow into monumental emblems of a
new nation. Indeed, between 1890 and 1910 these gums grew with their
characteristic rapidity into what [lan] Burn called UT 1T ws UI-U EIOlwd Wdi w
Hans Heysent EOQws EOQUT UOx OO0OUxT PEzwYDUDOOWOI ws1 PDEC
sel-fEOOUEPOUUWOI OOBUEOEUDEwWxOUI Uz 5
Williams can be said to reverse all of this, with his works travelling back through the
xEUOWUOWEOOx O1 Usltetins, & Getraditglofunistéry: ThEsGX the
impressionists had repressed the melancholy landscape then with Williams it returns.
In the Oval landscapas in the Chopped treseries it is indeed the Australian
POxUI UUDPOOPUUZ Uws Ua Geanthidatian Gith i $lenderd ybuagdl EwUOUT 1T wb O
sapling that is the focus. Here though, the slender saplings are severely charred and
stand in forlorn isolation, and any self -satisfied, triumphant figure has been removed.
"O0UI U1 OUGa wUT T wbk OU O aupney rigElNdudgyestad) & B | UOWEUw, E"
failure of the heroic metaphor.

Uncovering the imprint

(OwpPEUwWT OPT YI Uwi UOOWUT T wYl UAwWET T HPOODPOT OwlT E0wD
return to Australia, that the defining marker of the Heidelberg School ¢ the felled

tree in combination with young saplings ¢ was his focus. In 1957 Williams took the

opportunity to live on a property in Mittagong owned by a friend of John Brack, and

would work on clearing the country in the morning and sketching in the afternoon.

Asthe owOl UwOil wUT T wxUOx1T U0awpPUOUT wOOwW! UEEOQWEUwWOT T
in the morning, throws the crowbar around like a toothpick, oscillates the cross -cut

saw like a piston and after lunch dashes off with his drawing board and

PEUI UE &Gé&nting thiJ O wdOOT wEEOz Owi 1 OxwhbOOET UPOT wbi wOT 1

53VicLean, White Aborigines 60.

54McLean, White Aborigines61.

5sMcLean, White Aborigines 61t 2.

56As quoted in Mollison, A Singular Vision 36.
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crossEUDWEDEOz UwEI EOOI wEUI EUDPYI OQawEOOI UUTI EwPDUT wl
xEUUPEUOEUOGawl DYl OQwUT | wi EEVCwWwUT ECweDOOPEOUZ UwYI
indeed devoted to the sense of isolationand vulnerability facing a stand of young

saplings within a more expansive, cleared setting.

Figure 5 Fred Williams, Burning log (1957)
gouache on paper, 62.5 x 44.8cm, National Gallery of Australia.& Estate of Fred Williams

In a work such as Burning log (1957, gouache on paper) it is in following the
drift of smoke from the burning log in the foreground to its dispersion amongst the
saplings in the background that one senses how the fate of these young trees is
already sealed. Indeed an odd spectral effect is created with the trees, achieved
through the combining of fragile, already completely blackened saplings, with ones
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Figure 6 Fred Williams, Saplings Mittagong(1958) gouache, watercolouron paper, 52.9 x 37.2 cm,
National Gallery of Australia. & Estate of Fred Williams

that are rendered with pale, barely -there washes. Also in a work such asSaplings,

Mittagong, (1958, gouache, watercolour on paper) Williams is exploring the

relationship between the odd, dislocated fragments and shapes that we see in the

cleared country shown both in the foreground and background, and the saplings in

the middle ground that almost seem as though they are huddling together in

desperation to find some protection and comfort. While this touches on an

DOx1 OEDOT wOl OEOCET O0aOwhbUwhbUwe DOOPEOUZ UwdI RUOwUU
crucially undertakes via etching.
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