


POST-CINEMA: THEORIZING 21ST-CENTURY FILM, edited by Shane
Denson and Julia Leyda, is published online and in e-book formats by
REFRAME Books (a REFRAME imprint): http://reframe.sussex.ac.uk/post-
cinema.

ISBN 978-0-9931996-2-2 (online)
ISBN 978-0-9931996-3-9 (PDF)
ISBN 978-0-9931996-4-6 (ePUB)

Copyright chapters © 2016 Individual Authors and/or Original Publishers.
Copyright collection © 2016 The Editors.

Copyright e-formats, layouts & graphic design © 2016 REFRAME Books.
The book is shared under a Creative Commons license:

Attribution / Noncommercial / No Derivatives, International 4.0
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).

Suggested citation: Shane Denson & Julia Leyda (eds), Post-Cinema: Theorizing
21st-Century Film (Falmer: REFRAME Books, 2016).

REFRAME Books Credits:

Managing Editor, editorial work and online book design/production:
Catherine Grant

Book cover, book design, website header and publicity banner design:

Tanya Kant (based on original artwork by Karin and Shane Denson)
CONTACT: reframe.us@gmail.com

REFRAME is an open access academic digital platform for the online practice,
publication and curation of internationally produced research and scholarship.
It is supported by the School of Media, Film and Music, University of Sussex,
UK.


http://reframe.sussex.ac.uk/reframebooks/
http://reframe.sussex.ac.uk/
http://reframe.sussex.ac.uk/post-cinema/
http://reframe.sussex.ac.uk/post-cinema/
http://reframe.sussex.ac.uk/post-cinema/notes-on-contributors/
http://reframe.sussex.ac.uk/post-cinema/acknowledgements/
http://reframe.sussex.ac.uk/post-cinema/editors/
http://reframe.sussex.ac.uk/reframebooks
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
mailto:reframe.us@gmail.com

Table of Contents

Acknowledgements.............c.ccceeiiiiinininninninnnneeeceee e vi
NOtes On CONTEIDUEOLS. ......ooeeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeee et eeseeeseeeseeeereesereesenes Xi
ATEWOTK. . oot e e e e s e e st e ee e e s et esaeesesaesesuesanaesans xxii

Perspectives on Post-Cinema: An Introduction - Shane Denson and

JULIA LEY Aottt 1
1. Parameters for Post-Cinema
1.1 What is Digital Cinema? — Lev Manovich.............cccccecvvevceccucnnne. 20
1.2 Post-Continuity: An Introduction — Steven Shaviro...............coccuc..... 51
1.3 DVDs, Video Games, and the Cinema of Interactions —

RICHATA GIUST vttt ae e 65

2. Experiences of Post-Cinema
2.1 The Scene of the Screen: Envisioning Photographic, Cinematic,

and Electronic “Presence” — Vivian Sobchack...............cccccoovenuuucuccs 88
2.2 Post-Cinematic Affect — Steven SHaviro...........ccvvevevevencenencunnnee. 129
2.3 Flash-Forward: The Future is Now - Patricia Pisters . ceveeene 145
2.4 Towards a Non-Time Image: Notes on Deleuze in the D1g1ta1 Era -

SETGi SANCHEZ ... 171
2.5 Crazy Cameras, Discorrelated Images, and the Post-Perceptual

Mediation of Post-Cinematic Affect — Shane Denson..................... 193
2.6 The Error-Image: On the Technics of Memory -

David RAMDO...........coooeeeeiiiieieeieieieieieeeeee e 234

3. Techniques and Technologies of Post-Cinema
3.1 Cinema Designed: Visual Effects Software and the Emergence

of the Engineered Spectacle — Leon Gurevitch ............ccoueeuvucuence. 270
3.2 Bullet Time and the Mediation of Post-Cinematic Temporality —
Andreas SUAMANN............c.ccociviviiiiniiiiiicccc 297

3.3 The Chora Line: RealD Incorporated — Caetlin Benson-
ALIOE oottt nes 327



3.4 Splitting the Atom: Post-Cinematic Articulations of Sound and
Vision — Steven SHAVITO...........cccuveeeiicieieeeeeeeeee e 362

4. Politics of Post-Cinema
4.1 Demon Debt: Paranormal Activity as Recessionary Post-Cinematic

Allegory — JUlia LEYAa ......c.cuvueeeeeerieeireceiniseceeieceseeieeneee e 398
4.2 On the Political Economy of the Contemporary (Superhero)

Blockbuster Series — Felix Brinker ...........ccvcuvecuniccuniccunecnnecnneennns 433
4.3 Reality Effects: The Ideology of the Long Take in the Cinema of

Alfonso Cuaron — Bruuce ISAACS.........cccuveeuveeureervecrrieiseeieecieeesenaenns 474
4.4 Metamorphosis and Modulation: Darren Aronofsky’s Black Swan -

Steen CRIISHIANSENL ......ouveeveeieciiciieisiesee et 514
4.5 Biopolitical Violence and Affective Force: Michael Haneke’s

Code Unknown — Elena del Ri0...............ceveeuneeunieinicrnicnnienennn. 538

5. Archaeologies of Post-Cinema

5.1 The Relocation of Cinema — Francesco Casetti..........cooueeecurenencnee. 569
5.2 Early/Post-Cinema: The Short Form, 1900/2000 -

RUH MAYET ..ttt 616
5.3 Post-Cinematic Atavism — Richard Grusin ........cececvvevcecenenecnne 646
5.4 Ride into the Danger Zone: Top Gun (1986) and the Emergence

of the Post-Cinematic — Michael Loren Siegel ...........ococcceveneucununce. 666

5.5 Life in Those Shadows! Kara Walker’s Post-Cinematic Silhouettes -

Alessandra RAENGO............c.cuveveceeureneeeerineeerineeiee st 700

6. Ecologies of Post-Cinema
6.1 The Art of Morphogenesis: Cinema in and beyond the

Capitalocene — Adrian IVAKRiv ............cccocvneecennevceinenccnneccaene 724
6.2 Anthropocenema: Cinema in the Age of Mass Extinctions -

SN KATA ..ottt 750
6.3 Algorithmic Sensibility: Reflections on the Post-Perceptual Image —

Mark B. N. HANSEMN ...t sseneaesens 785
6.4 The Post-Cinematic Venue: Towards an Infrastructuralist Poetics —

Billy STEVENSOM ...ttt neeeaes 817



7. Dialogues on Post-Cinema
7.1 The Post-Cinematic in Paranormal Activity and Paranormal
Activity 2 — Therese Grisham, Julia Leyda, Nicholas Rombes,
ANA SEEVEN SHAVITO ..ot 841
7.2 Post-Cinematic Affect: A Conversation in Five Parts -
Paul Bowman, Kristopher L. Cannon, Elena del Rio, Shane Denson,
Adrian Ivakhiv, Patricia MacCormack, Michael O’'Rourke, Karin

Sellberg, and Steven SHAVITO .........cveeurveceeininecenirecerecee e 879
7.3 Post-Continuity, the Irrational Camera, Thoughts on 3D -

Shane Denson, Therese Grisham, and Julia Leyda ..............ccueue.c. 933
7.4 Post-Cinema, Digitality, Politics - Julia Leyda, Rosalind Galt,

AN KYLIE JATTOL ...ttt 976



Fre AR

(A [
[
K =

e
T
h
/J’
f

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

EDITORS ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The editors would like to thank all of the contributing authors, as well as
Catherine Grant and everybody at REFRAME Books for their hard work
and support on this project.

Shane Denson: 1 would additionally like to acknowledge the material
and intellectual support provided during the editing of this book by
the German Research Foundation (DFG) and the German Academic
Exchange Service (DAAD). Thanks also to my friends and colleagues at the
Leibniz Universitdt Hannover, especially former mentor and collaborator
Ruth Mayer; colleagues at Duke University, including Mark Hansen, Mark
Olson, Victoria Szabo, Bill Seaman, Tim Lenoir (now at UC Davis), and
everyone I've had the pleasure of working with in the Program in Literature,
the Department of Art, Art History & Visual Studies, the Information
Science + Studies program, and the S-1: Speculative Sensation Lab; as
well as my colleagues in the Popular Seriality Research Unit, headed by
Frank Kelleter of the Freie Universitat Berlin. Thanks to Pavle Levi, Scott
Bukatman, Pamela Lee, and Paul DeMarinis, along with my other soon-
to-be colleagues in the Department of Art & Art History at Stanford
University for their feedback, constructive criticism, and support. I would
additionally like to thank Steven Shaviro, Patricia Pisters, Adrian Ivakhiv,
and Mark Hansen for their participation in a panel on “Post-Cinema



Acknowledgements

and/as Speculative Media Theory” at the 2015 Society for Cinema and
Media Studies conference in Montreal (video of which is online). Thanks
to Lisa Akervall, Gregg Flaxman, Claudia Breger, and Anders Bergstrom
for discussions of post-cinema at the 2016 SCMS conference in Atlanta,
and to the many people who heard me talk and provided feedback on
post-cinema at the Freie Universitat Berlin, the University of Cologne,
Texas State University, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, University of
Toronto, University of lowa, Duke University, and Stanford University, as
well as at a variety of conferences around the world. Thanks to Julia Leyda
for seeing this project through with me, as well as to my friends both in
and out of academia for their support. Thanks, above all, to my family—
first and foremost Karin, Ari, and Evie the Dog!

Julia Leyda: 1 must acknowledge the generous support of the American
Studies Foundation of Japan and the Institute of American and Canadian
Studies at Sophia University for international conference travel funding
to attend the SCMS conferences in New Orleans (2011) and Chicago
(2013) where crucial conversations took place that led to the completion
of this book. A model of collegiality in his patience, diligence, and cool,
Shane Denson has been a true hero in this process, which often felt like
an insurmountable task undertaken while both of us were planning
and enduring international relocations and job searches. Thanks also
to Catherine Grant, whose vision and execution of an open access
academic publishing platform at REFRAME continue to inspire me. I'd
like to dedicate the book to Steven Shaviro, not only for his pioneering
work in this field, but also in gratitude for his mentoring and friendship
throughout these twenty-three years since I took his graduate seminar
at the University of Washington, wired out of my mind on espresso and
reveling in the majesty of Wax or the Discovery of Television among the
Bees (David Blair 1993).

vii


https://medieninitiative.wordpress.com/2015/05/24/post-cinema-panel-complete-videos/
http://www2.iath.virginia.edu/wax/
http://www2.iath.virginia.edu/wax/

Acknowledgements

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF PREVIOUS PLACES OF
CHAPTER PUBLICATION

Lev Manovich, “What is Digital Cinema?” - This essay was first
published in 1996, in the German online magazine Telepolis, and has
been reprinted, in modified form, in two book publications (see works
cited). The version reprinted here, however, has appeared only on
Manovich’s website.

Steven Shaviro, “Post-Continuity: An Introduction” — This chapter was
originally published on Steven Shaviros blog The Pinocchio Theory,
under the title “Post-Continuity: Full Text of My Talk,” on March 26,
2012: <http://www.shaviro.com/Blog/?p=1034>. It was originally
presented at the 2012 Society for Cinema and Media Studies conference
in Boston. Reprinted with permission from the author.

Richard Grusin, “DVDs, Video Games, and the Cinema of Interactions”
- A different version of this essay was published in //ha Do Desterro 51
(Jul./dez. 2006): 69-91; and in Multimedia Histories: From the Magic
Lantern to the Internet eds. James Lyons and John Plunkett (Exeter: U of
Exeter P, 2007): 209-21.

Vivian Sobchack, “The Scene of the Screen: Envisioning Photographic,
Cinematic, and Electronic ‘Presence” — This chapter reprints “The Scene
of the Screen: Envisioning Photographic, Cinematic, and Electronic
‘Presence,” as it appeared in Carnal Thoughts: Embodiment and Moving
Image Culture, by Vivian Sobchack. © 2005 by the Regents of the
University of California. Published by the University of California Press.
Reprinted with permission from the author and from the publisher.

Patricia Pisters, “Flash Forward: The Future is Now” — An earlier version
of this paper originally appeared in Deleuze Studies Volume 5: 2011
supplement: 98-115, and is a companion piece to “Synaptic Signals”

viii


http://www.shaviro.com/Blog/?p=1034

Acknowledgements

(Pisters 2011), which focuses on the schizoanalytic aspects of the neuro-
image. Reprinted with permission of Edinburgh University Press.

Caetlin Benson-Allott, “The CHORA Line: RealD Incorporated” - The
author wishes to thank South Atlantic Quarterly for permission to adapt
this article from a 2011 special issue on “Digital Desire” edited by Ellis
Hanson.

Julia Leyda, “Demon Debt: PARANORMAL ACTIVITY as Recessionary
Post-Cinematic Allegory” — This is a reprint of the article published in

Jump Cut 56 (2014).

Elena del Rio, “Biopolitical Violence and Affective Force: Michael
Haneke’s Code Unknown” - Excerpt from The Grace of Destruction: A
Vital Ethology of Extreme Cinemas by Elena del Rio (forthcoming 2016)
is reprinted with permission of Bloomsbury Academic.

Francesco Casetti, “The Relocation of Cinema’ - From The Lumiére
Galaxy, by Francesco Casetti. Copyright ©2015 Columbia University
Press. Reprinted with permission of the publisher.

Richard Grusin, “Post-Cinematic Atavism” — This essay was previously
published in SEQUENCE: Serial Studies in Media, Film and Music, 1.3,
2014 and is reprinted here with permission of the author.

Alessandra Raengo, “Life in Those Shadows! Kara Walker’s Post-
Cinematic Silhouettes” — This chapter was first published under the same
title in The Very Beginning/At the Very End. Eds. Jane Gaines, Francesco
Casetti, and Valentine Re. Udine: Forum, 2010. 211-20. Reprinted with
permission from Forum Editrice Universitaria Udinese. Artwork ©Kara
Walker, courtesy of Sikkema Jenkins & Co., New York.

Adrian Ivakhiv, “The Art of Morphogenesis: Cinema in and beyond

ix


http://www.ejumpcut.org/currentissue/LeydaParanormalActivity/
http://reframe.sussex.ac.uk/sequence1/1-3-post-cinematic-atavism/
http://reframe.sussex.ac.uk/sequence1/1-3-post-cinematic-atavism/

Acknowledgements

the Capitalocene” — This chapter includes modified segments of the
concluding section of Ecologies of the Moving Image (Wilfrid Laurier
University Press, 2013).

Therese Grisham, Julia Leyda, Nicholas Rombes, and Steven Shaviro, “The
Post-Cinematic in PARANORMAL ACTIVITY and PARANORMAL
ACTIVITY 2” - This roundtable discussion was first published in
the online journal La Furia Umana 10 (2011). Web. <http://www.
lafuriaumana.it/index.php/archives/34-1fu-10/45-la-furia-umana-10>.

Paul Bowman, Kristopher L. Cannon, Elena del Rio, Shane Denson,
Adrian Ivakhiv, Patricia MacCormack, Michael O’Rourke, Karin
Sellberg, and Steven Shaviro, “Post-Cinematic Affect: A Conversation
in Five Parts” - This conversation originally appeared in five daily
installments, from August 29-September 2, 2011, on the MediaCommons
website In Media Res, as a theme week devoted to Steven Shaviros Post-

Cinematic Affect. Web.<http://mediacommons.futureofthebook.org/imr/
theme-week/2011/35/steven-shaviros-post-cinematic-affect-august-29-

sept-2-2011>.

Shane Denson, Therese Grisham, and Julia Leyda, “Post-Continuity, the
Irrational Camera, Thoughts on 3D” - This roundtable discussion was
first published in the online journal La Furia Umana 14 (2012). Web.
<http://www.lafuriaumana.it/index.php/archives/41-I1fu-14>. [offline]



http://www.lafuriaumana.it/index.php/archives/34-lfu-10/45-la-furia-umana-10
http://www.lafuriaumana.it/index.php/archives/34-lfu-10/45-la-furia-umana-10
http://mediacommons.futureofthebook.org/imr/theme-week/2011/35/steven-shaviros-post-cinematic-affect-august-29-sept-2-2011
http://mediacommons.futureofthebook.org/imr/theme-week/2011/35/steven-shaviros-post-cinematic-affect-august-29-sept-2-2011
http://mediacommons.futureofthebook.org/imr/theme-week/2011/35/steven-shaviros-post-cinematic-affect-august-29-sept-2-2011
http://www.lafuriaumana.it/

]

5
EF I By

3

- / e
f

G
\‘r. J:~ %

e
v
;*-

-

I " ,1:._

NOTES ON CONTRIBUTORS

Caetlin Benson-Allott is Director and Associate Professor of Film and
Media Studies at the University of Oklahoma. She is the author of Killer
Tapes and Shattered Screens: Video Spectatorship from VHS to File
Sharing (2013) and Remote Control (2015). Her work on spectatorship,
video technologies, sexuality, and genre has appeared in Cinema Journal,
Film Quarterly, the Journal of Visual Culture, and Feminist Media
Histories, among other journals, and in multiple anthologies.

Paul Bowman teaches media and cultural studies at Cardiff University.
He is author of numerous books, including Martial Arts Studies (2015),
Reading Rey Chow (2013), Beyond Bruce Lee (2013), Culture and the
Media (2011), Theorizing Bruce Lee (2010), Deconstructing Popular
Culture (2008) and Post-Marxism versus Cultural Studies (2007). He has
also edited several books, including Ranciere and Film (2012), The Rey
Chow Reader (2010), Reading Ranciére (2009) and The Truth of Zizek
(2006). He has edited issues of journals such as Parallax, Social Semiotics,
Postcolonial Studies, and Educational Philosophy and Theory, and is
the founding editor of two online open access journals: JOMEC Journal
(2012-) and Martial Arts Studies (2015-). He is currently Editor in Chief
of Cardift University Press and writing a book entitled Mythologies of
Martial Arts.



Notes on Contributors

Felix Brinker is a doctoral candidate at the John E Kennedy Institute’s
Graduate School of North American Studies at the Free University of Berlin,
as well as an associate member of the DFG Research Unit “Popular Seriality
— Aesthetics and Practice” He holds a BA in American Studies and Political
Science, as well as an MA in American Studies from Leibniz University
Hannover, where he completed his studies in 2012 with a thesis on “The
Aesthetics of Conspiracy in Contemporary American Serial Television.”
His dissertation project discusses the media franchises built around recent
superhero blockbuster films as examples of a neoliberal popular culture.
His research interests include popular seriality, film and television studies,
media theory, critical theory, and the politics of American popular culture.

Kristopher L. Cannon is an Assistant Teaching Professor in Media &
Screen Studies at Northeastern University. His research examines how queer
and digital aesthetics of failure re/figure visible forms of bodies and beings,
and has been published in Critical Studies in Media Communication,
Photography & Culture, and Spectator.

Francesco Casetti is the Thomas E. Donnelly Professor of Humanities and
Film and Media Studies at Yale. He has previously taught in Italy where
he served as President of the scholarly society of Film and Media Studies.
He has been Visiting Professor at Paris 3 La Sorbonne Nouvelle, at the
University of Iowa, and at Harvard; held fellowships at Otago University
and at the Bauhaus University-Weimar; and been named the Chair of
Italian Culture as a distinguished scholar at UC Berkeley. Among his
books there are Inside the Gaze, Theories of Cinema, 1945-1995 and Eye
of the Century: Film, Experience, Modernity. His last work is a theoretical
approach to the reconfiguration of cinema in a post-medium epoch, The
Lumiere Galaxy: Seven Key Words for the Cinema to Come (Columbia,
2015).

Steen Christiansen is Associate Professor of English at Aalborg University,
where he currently serves as chair of English. His research interests include

xii



Notes on Contributors

popular cinema, especially action movies, in addition to science fiction
and the post-biological. He is currently working on a manuscript on post-
cinema tentatively entitled The Morph-Image, where he discusses the
predominance of audiovisual morphing techniques. He is the author of
Drone Age Cinema, Transversal Fictions, and Bodies Under Empire and
has recently published articles on topics as different as posthumanism,
bullet time, and Tom Waits’s gravelly voice.

Elena del Rio is Professor of Film Studies at the University of Alberta,
Canada. Her essays on the intersections between cinema and philosophies
of the body in the areas of technology, performance, and affect have
been featured in journals such as Camera Obscura, Discourse, Science
Fiction Studies, Studies in French Cinema, Quarterly Review of Film
and Video, Film-Philosophy, The New Review of Film and Television
Studies, Canadian Journal of Film Studies, SubStance, and Deleuze
Studies. She has also contributed essays to volumes on the films of
Atom Egoyan, Rainer W. Fassbinder, and the philosophy of film, and
Deleuze and cinema. She is the author of Deleuze and the Cinemas of
Performance: Powers of Affection (Edinburgh, 2008) and The Grace of
Destruction: A Vital Ethology of Extreme Cinemas (Bloomsbury, 2016).

Shane Denson is a DAAD postdoctoral fellow at Duke University,
where he is affiliated with the Program in Literature, the Department
of Art, Art History & Visual Studies, and the Information Science
+ Studies Program. He is also an assistant professor at the Leibniz
Universitdit Hannover and a member of the interdisciplinary research
unit “Popular Seriality—Aesthetics and Practice,” based at the Freie
Universitdt Berlin. From September 2016, he will be Assistant Professor
of Art & Art History (teaching in the Film & Media Program) at Stanford
University. He is the author of Postnaturalism: Frankenstein, Film, and
the Anthropotechnical Interface (Transcript-Verlag / Columbia UP,
2014) and co-editor of several collections: Transnational Perspectives
on Graphic Narratives (Bloomsbury, 2013), Digital Seriality (special

xiii



Notes on Contributors

issue of Eludamos. Journal for Computer Game Culture, 2014), as well
as the present volume.

Rosalind Galt is a Professor of Film Studies at King’s College London.
Her publications include Queer Cinema in the World (co-authored
with Karl Schoonover, Duke UP, forthcoming), Pretty: Film and the
Decorative Image (Columbia UP, 2011), Global Art Cinema: New
Theories and Histories (co-edited with Karl Schoonover, OUP, 2010),
and The New European Cinema: Redrawing the Map (Columbia UP,
2006).

Therese Grisham teaches film studies and humanities at Oakton
Community College in Des Plaines, Illinois. Grisham is also an
instructor in the Film School at Facets Multimedia in Chicago, where
she has taught courses on genres, film history, and directors. She served
on the editorial board of La Furia Umana and is currently an editorial
consultant at desistfilm. Her essays have been published in Screen,
Wide Angle, and as book chapters. Grisham is co-authoring, with Julie
Grossman, a book on Ida Lupino’s directing for film and television,
forthcoming from Rutgers UP.

Richard Grusin is Professor of English at University of Wisconsin-
Milwaukee, where he directed the Center for 21st Century Studies from
2010-2015. His work concerns historical, cultural, and aesthetic aspects
of technologies of human and nonhuman mediation. With Jay David
Bolter he is the author of Remediation: Understanding New Media (MIT,
1999), which sketches out a genealogy of new media, beginning with
the contradictory visual logics underlying contemporary digital media.
Culture, Technology, and the Creation of America’s National Parks
(Cambridge, 2004), focuses on the problematics of visual representation
involved in the founding of America’s national parks. Premediation:
Affect and Mediality After 9/11 (Palgrave, 2010), argues that socially
networked US and global media work to pre-mediate collective affects

Xiv



Notes on Contributors

of anticipation and connectivity, while also perpetuating low levels of
apprehension or fear. Most recently he is editor of The Nonhuman Turn
(Minnesota, 2015) and Anthropocene Feminism (forthcoming Minnesota,
2016).

Leon Gurevitchis Deputy Head of School, Royal Society Research Scholar,
and Senior Lecturer of computer-generated culture at the University of
Wellington, Aotearoa/New Zealand. He has published widely and is an
Associate Editor of Animation: An Interdisciplinary Journal. His research
focuses on software culture, new media, design, science, and technology.
His current research project is a major three-year study of visual effects
industries and the migration patterns of code and coders around the
world.

Mark B. N. Hansen teaches in the Literature Program and in Media
Arts & Sciences at Duke University. His work focuses on the experiential
and nonrepresentational effects of technologies. Hansen is author of
Embodying Technesis: Technology Beyond Writing, New Philosophy for
New Media, and Bodies in Code, as well as numerous essays on cultural
theory, contemporary literature, and media. He has co-edited The
Cambridge Companion to Merleau-Ponty, Emergence and Embodiment:
New Essays on Second-Order Systems Theory, and Critical Terms for
Media Studies. His book, Feed-Forward: The Future of Twenty-First-
Century Century Media, was published by Chicago in 2015. His current
projects include Designing Consciousness, Logics of Futurity, and
Topology of Sensibility: Towards a Speculative Phenomenology.

Bruce Isaacs is Senior Lecturer in Film Studies at the University of Sydney.
He has published work on film history and theory, with a particular interest
in the deployment of aesthetic systems in classical and post-classical
American cinema. He is the author of the monographs The Orientation
of Future Cinema: Technology, Aesthetics, Spectacle (Bloomsbury, 2013)
and Toward a New Film Aesthetic (Continuum, 2008), and is co-editor

XV



Notes on Contributors

of the special journal issue, The Cinema of Michael Bay: Technology,

Transformation, and Spectacle in the ‘Post-Cinematic’ Era (Senses of
Cinema, June, 2015). He is currently working on a large-scale project on
genre cinema, examining aesthetic points of contact in the work of Sergio

Leone, Dario Argento, Brian De Palma and Quentin Tarantino.

Adrian Ivakhiv is Professor of Environmental Thought and Culture at the
University of Vermont’s Rubenstein School for Environment and Natural
Resources. His interdisciplinary work spans the fields of environmental
studies, media and cultural studies, human geography, philosophy
and religious studies. His most recent book, Ecologies of the Moving
Image: Cinema, Affect, Nature (2013), presents an ecophilosophical
perspective on the history of cinema. He blogs at Immanence: Ecoculture
Geophilosophy, Mediapolitics <http://blog.uvm.edu/aivakhiv/>.

Kylie Jarrett is a Lecturer in Multimedia in the Department of Media
Studies at the National University of Ireland Maynooth. Her research
focus is the political economy of the commercial Web and she has
published on a range of digital media sites such as eBay, Facebook, and
YouTube. With Ken Hillis and Michael Petit she is author of Google and
the Culture of Search (Routledge). She is about to publish Feminism,
Labour and Digital Media: The Digital Housewife (Routledge) in which
she advocates for using Marxist feminist perspectives on domestic work
to analyze consumer labor in digital media.

Selmin Kara is an Assistant Professor of Film and New Media at OCAD
University. She has critical interests in digital aesthetics and tropes related
to the Anthropocene and extinction in cinema as well as the use of sound
and new technologies in contemporary documentary. Selmin is the co-
editor of Contemporary Documentary and her work has also appeared
or is forthcoming in Studies in Documentary Film, Poiesis, the Oxford
Handbook of Sound and Image in Digital Media, Music and Sound in
Nonfiction Film, and The Philosophy of Documentary Film.

Xvi


http://blog.uvm.edu/aivakhiv/
http://blog.uvm.edu/aivakhiv/

Notes on Contributors

Julia Leyda is Senior Fellow in the Institute for Advanced Sustainability
Studies, Potsdam, as well as Fellow with the DFG Research Unit “Popular
Seriality—Aesthetics and Practice” and Senior Research Fellow in the
Graduate School for North American Studies, both at the John F. Kennedy
Institute, Freie Universitit Berlin. In August 2016, she will take up an
Associate Professorship of Film Studies in the Department of Art and
Media Studies at the Norwegian University of Science and Technology
in Trondheim. She is editor or co-editor of Todd Haynes: Interviews (UP
of Mississippi, 2014), Extreme Weather and Global Media (with Diane
Negra, Routledge, 2015), and The Aesthetics and Affects of Cuteness (with
Joshua Paul Dale, Joyce Goggin, Anthony P. McIntyre, and Diane Negra,
Routledge 2017). She is author of American Mobilities: Class, Race, and
Gender in US Culture (Transcript, 2016), and is working on two new
books: Home Economics: The Financialization of Domestic Space in 21st-
Century US Screen Culture and Cultural Affordances of Cli-Fi: 21st-Century
Scenarios of Climate Futures.

Patricia MacCormack is Professor of Continental Philosophy at Anglia
Ruskin University Cambridge. She has published extensively in the areas
of Continental Philosophy, Queer Theory, feminism, animal studies,
teratology, spectatorship, and horror film. She is the co-editor of Deleuze
and the Schizoanalysis of Cinema (2008), the editor of The Animal
Catalyst: Toward Ahuman Theory (2014) and the author of Cinesexuality
(2008) and Posthuman Ethics (2014). She is currently editing Deleuze
and the Animal (2016) and Ecosophical Aesthetics (2016) and is writing
on extinction, abolition, and affirmation.

Lev Manovich is the author of seven books including Software Takes
Command (Bloomsbury Academic, 2013), Soft Cinema: Navigating the
Database (The MIT Press, 2005), and The Language of New Media (The
MIT Press, 2001) which was described as “the most suggestive and broad
ranging media history since Marshall McLuhan.” Manovich is a Professor
at The Graduate Center, CUNY, and a Director of the Software Studies

Xvii



Notes on Contributors

Initiative that works on the analysis and visualization of big visual cultural
data. In 2013 he appeared on the list of “25 People Shaping the Future of
Design.” In 2014 he was included in the list of “50 Most Interesting People
Building the Future” (The Verge).

Ruth Mayer holds the chair of American Studies at Leibniz University in
Hannover, Germany. She has published in English and in German, with a
strong focus on modernity, serialization, and the practices and aesthetics
of mass culture. Her most recent book is Serial Fu Manchu: The Chinese
Super-Villain and the Spread of Yellow Peril Ideology (Temple UP, 2014).
She is a member of the research unit “Popular Seriality: Aesthetics and
Practice” (Berlin-Hannover-Géttingen), where she is currently directing
a project on the cultural productivity of film serials from 1910 to 1940.

Michael O’Rourke is a visiting professor at Institute of Social Sciences
and Humanities Skopje, Dublin Independent Colleges, The Global
Center for Advanced Studies, and others. He is an author of Queer Insists
(Punctum Books, 2014), which appeared on the list of 101 important
books in the field of critical theory published by critical-theory.com.

Patricia Pisters is professor of film studies at the Department of Media
Studies of the University of Amsterdam and director of the Amsterdam
School of Cultural Analysis (ASCA). She is one of the founding editors of
NECSUS: European Journal of Media Studies. She is program director of
the research group Neuraesthetics and Neurocultures and co-director of
the research group Film and Philosophy. Publications include The Matrix
of Visual Culture: Working with Deleuze in Film Theory (Stanford UP,
2003); Mind the Screen (ed. with Jaap Kooijman and Wanda Strauven,
Amsterdam UP, 2008), and The Neuro-Image: A Deleuzian Film-
Philosophy of Digital Screen Culture (Stanford UP, 2012). Her latest book
Filming for the Future is on the work of documentary filmmaker Louis
van Gasteren (Amsterdam UP, 2015). For articles and other information,
see her blog <http://www.patriciapisters.com>.

xviii


http://www.patriciapisters.com
http://www.patriciapisters.com

Notes on Contributors

Alessandra Raengo is Associate Professor of Moving Image Studies
in the Department of Communication at Georgia State University and
coordinator of liquid blackness, a research project on blackness and
aesthetics. Her work focuses on blackness in the visual and aesthetic field
and her essays on contemporary African-American art, black cinema and
visual culture, and race and capital have appeared or are forthcoming in
Camera Obscura, Adaptation, The World Picture Journal, Discourse,
and several anthologies. She is the author of On the Sleeve of the Visual:
Race as Face Value (Dartmouth College Press, 2013) and Critical Race
Theory and Bamboozled (Bloomsbury, 2016). With Robert Stam, she has
also co-edited two anthologies on adaptation studies, Literature and Film
and A Companion to Literature and Film (Blackwell, 2004 and 2005).

David Rambo is a Ph.D. Candidate in Literature at Duke University. His
writing and teaching consider the intersection of materialist philosophy,
media theory, and contemporary cultural forms including fiction, film,
and video games. Currently he is at work on a dissertation regarding the
generic category of technicity asa mediating conceptbetween 20th-century
French rationalism, Bernard Stiegler’s technological phenomenology, and
Whitehead’s speculative cosmology.

Nicholas Rombes is author of Cinema in the Digital Age (Columbia UP)
and 10/40/70: Constraint as Liberation in the Age of Digital Film Theory
(Zero). He is a professor in Detroit, Michigan.

Sergi Sanchez holds a Ph.D. in Film and Media Studies from Universitat
Pompeu Fabra (UPF), where he teaches digital cinema and television
history. He is also the head of the Film Studies department at ESCAC
(Escola de Cinema i Audiovisuals de Catalunya). He is the author of Hacia
una imagen no-tiempo: Deleuze y el cine contemporaneo (Ediciones de
la Universidad de Oviedo). He worked as a Programming Manager for
TCM Spain between 2000 and 2003, and he contributes to various Spanish
newspapers as a film and literary critic. He has published several books

Xix



Notes on Contributors

on cinema (on Akira Kurosawa, Terry Gilliam, Michael Winterbottom,
Hal Hartley, and cinema and electronic music) and articles in collections
(on Abel Ferrara, Dario Argento, Jacques Demy, Robert Rossen, Don
Siegel, Georges Franju, Alain Resnais, Nagisa Oshima, and Australian SE,
among others).

Karin Sellberg is a postdoctoral research fellow at the Institute for
Advanced Studies in the Humanities, University of Queensland. She’s
a literary and cultural theorist, with a specific interest in discourses
of gender, sexuality and embodiment. She has published widely on
conceptions of the body in (and out of) time in contemporary literature
and cinema.

Steven Shaviro is the DeRoy Professor of English at Wayne State
University. He is the author of, among other works, The Cinematic Body,
Post-Cinematic Affect, and Melancholia, or, The Romantic Anti-Sublime.

Michael Loren Siegel is an independent scholar who holds a Ph.D. in
Modern Culture and Media from Brown University. His work uses 1970s
and 80s Italian cinema and contemporary Hollywood films to theorize
the relationship between film form, the neoliberalization of space, labor,
and subjectivity, and the emergence of the digital. He has published and
presented on filmmakers such as Dario Argento, Michelangelo Antonioni,
Wes Craven, Harmony Korine, Tony Scott, and Nancy Meyers. His
current project is a book-length study of Italian horror cinema entitled
Nightmares of Neoliberalism.

Vivian Sobchack is Professor Emerita in the Department of Film,
Television, and Digital Media and former Associate Dean of the UCLA
School of Theater, Film, and Television. Her books include Screening
Space: The American Science Fiction Film; The Address of the Eye: A
Phenomenology of Film Experience; Carnal Thoughts: Embodiment
and Moving Image Culture; and two edited volumes, The Persistence of

XX



Notes on Contributors

History: Cinema, Television, and the Modern Event and Meta-Morphing:
Visual Transformation in the Culture of Quick Change. Her essays have
appeared in numerous anthologies, and in journals such as Film Comment,
Film Quarterly, Camera Obscura, Quarterly Review of Film and Video,
Animation: An Interdisciplinary Journal, Artforum International, Body
and Society, History and Theory, and Representations. In 2012, she was
honored with the Society for Cinema and Media Studies’ Distinguished

Career Achievement Award for the significant impact her wide-ranging
work has had on the field.

Billy Stevenson completed his PhD at the University of Sydney in 2015,
focusing on the relations between post-cinematic media, the cinematic
venue, and urban infrastructure. He is currently working on a post-
cinematic history of Los Angeles as well as a theory of infrastructuralism
that takes into account the ways in which cinephilic attachment to
cinematic infrastructure has changed in the wake of digital delivery
technologies. In addition to academic writing, he is the author of the
websites  https://cinematelevisionmusic.wordpress.com and https://
sportbestpleases.wordpress.com and is currently working on a web series
about contemporary streaming platforms.

Andreas Sudmann is a research associate at the John E. Kennedy Institute
for North American Studies (Freie Universitat Berlin) and member of the
Research Unit “Popular Seriality— Aesthetics and Practice” (funded by the
German Research Foundation since 2010), co-directing the sub-project
“Digital Seriality” with Shane Denson (Duke University). Previously, he
directed the Media Studies division of the Center for Interdisciplinary
Media Studies at the University of Gottingen. Until 2012 he served as co-
editor of Zeitschrift fiir Medienwissenschaft and was chief editor of the
Game Studies journal Eludamos. His current research interests revolve
around questions addressing the aesthetics, politics, philosophy, and
archaeology of popular and digital media.

XXi



ARTWORK

Cover image: Detail from “Post-Cinema: 24fps@44100Hz" by Karin + Shane Denson (acrylic, 24"x24", plus
augmented reality overlay: digital video and generative text, using a Markov-chain algorithm trained on

the chapters of the present book).

To view the augmented (AR) content, download the free Wikitude AR browser app for iOS or Android
and search for "Post-Cinema.” Point your phone or tablet at the image above and enjoy!

VIDEO: Shane Denson’s Post-Cinema: 24fps@44100Hz Demo

xXxii


https://vimeo.com/151691584
https://vimeo.com/151691584

Perspectives on Post-Cinema:
An Introduction

BY SHANE DENSON AND JULIA LEYDA

If cinema and television, as the dominant media of the twentieth
century, shaped and reflected the cultural sensibilities of the era,
how do 21st-century media help to shape and reflect new forms of
sensibility? Various attempts to identify the defining characteristics
of these newer media (and hence their salient differences from
older media) emphasize that they are essentially digital, interactive,
networked, ludic, miniaturized, mobile, social, processual,
algorithmic, aggregative, environmental, or convergent, among other
things. Recently, some theorists have begun to say, simply, that they
are post-cinematic. This perspective, which in many ways guides the
present collection, is not without its dangers; for example, the term
“post-cinema” may seem reductive, too blunt to account for the long
and variegated list of adjectives that characterize our current media
landscape. And yet the term has a clear advantage in that it helps us
to recognize this environment as a landscape, rather than merely a
jumbled collection of new media formats, devices, and networks.
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To say that 21st-century media are post-cinematic media does not,
however, deny the heterogeneity of elements composing the landscape.
Rather, post-cinema is a summative or synoptic notion of a special
sort, one that allows for internal variety while focusing attention
on the cumulative impact of the newer media. To employ the term
post-cinema is, first of all, to describe this impact in terms of a broad
historical transformation—emblematized by the shift from cinema
to post-cinema. It is in this regard that we find another advantage of
the term; for rather than positing a clean break with the past, the term
post-cinema asks us more forcefully than the notion of “new media,’
for example, to think about the relation (rather than mere distinction)
between older and newer media regimes. Post-cinema is not just after
cinema, and it is not in every respect “new;” at least not in the sense that
new media is sometimes equated with digital media; instead, it is the
collection of media, and the mediation of life forms, that “follows” the
broadly cinematic regime of the twentieth century—where “following”
can mean either to succeed something as an alternative or to “follow suit”
as a development or a response in kind. Accordingly, post-cinema would
mark nota caesura but a transformation that alternately abjures, emulates,
prolongs, mourns, or pays homage to cinema. Thus, post-cinema asks us
to think about new media not only in terms of novelty but in terms of
an ongoing, uneven, and indeterminate historical transition. The post-
cinematic perspective challenges us to think about the affordances (and
limitations) of the emerging media regime not simply in terms of radical
and unprecedented change, but in terms of the ways that post-cinematic
media are in conversation with and are engaged in actively re-shaping
our inherited cultural forms, our established forms of subjectivity, and
our embodied sensibilities.

These changes have onlybegun tobe theorized, and emerging perspectives
are just starting to enter into dialogue with one another. In this collection,
we have gathered key voices in this budding conversation, including
pivotal statements from some of the more prominent theorists of post-
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cinema, along with essays that extend the work of theorizing a critical
aesthetics and politics of film culture today. The contributors to this
conversation—and we hope, above all, that this book contributes more
to a conversation than to a worldview or yet another critical “turn”—are
widely diverse in their theoretical and analytical orientations, outlooks,
and commitments. To this extent, it is incorrect to speak, in the singular,
of the post-cinematic perspective; rather, the authors assembled here
represent a range of different and sometimes divergent perspectives on
post-cinema. Indeed, not all of them would endorse the description of
the term offered above; some of them might reject it outright. And yet
all of them have found it useful, for one reason or another, to address
the ongoing changes in our moving-image media and the lifeworlds they
mediate in terms of this conversation about a shift from cinema to post-
cinema.

In order, then, to best represent the variety within this burgeoning critical
discourse on post-cinema, we haveincluded both established and emerging
scholars—people who not only have a variety of scholarly investments in
the term, owing in part to their various academic generations and to the
vicissitudes of disciplinary fashions and politics, but who also have very
different experiences of the changes in question, owing more directly to
the material facts of age, gender, and national and other backgrounds. For
whatever post-cinema might be, it is surely not a transition that can be
accounted for in identical terms for everyone, everywhere. We certainly
do not wish to suggest any kind of grand narrative or teleological story
about post-cinema as a determinate, unified, and global successor to
cinema. But nor will the collected essays bear out any such story. Instead,
this book’s chapters engage collectively in a conversation not because their
authors always agree with each other in their assessments or evaluations of
post-cinema—or even about the best way to speak about it—but because
they agree to make an effort to find the terms that would allow them to
articulate their commonalities and their differences.
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The essays take as their critical starting-points concepts such as David
Bordwell’s “intensified continuity” and Steven Shaviros “post-cinematic
affect” and “post-continuity”—concepts that are in many ways opposed
to one another, but which help to stake out a common field upon which
to position oneself. The chapters expand and build upon the ideas of
these and a range of other thinkers, with the goal of coming to terms with
an apparently new media ecology that requires us to search for a new
critical vocabulary. These essays explore key questions in breaking this
new ground, seeking and articulating both continuities and disjunctures
between film’s first and second centuries. Questions of aesthetics and
form overlap with investigations of changing technological and industrial
practices, contemporary formations of capital, and cultural concerns
such as identity and social inequalities. The impact of digitization on
taken-for-granted conventions is also in play: intermediality, new forms
of distribution both licit and illicit, academic and critical reliance on
genres and discrete media formats—all of these come under scrutiny as
paradigms shift in the post-cinematic era.

Tapping into this exciting ongoing critical conversation, Post-Cinema:
Theorizing 21st-Century Film explores the emergence of a new “structure
of feeling” (Williams) or “episteme” (Foucault) in post-millennial film
and other media, one that is evident in new formal strategies, radically
changed conditions of viewing, and new ways in which films address their
spectators. Contemporary films, from blockbusters to independents and
the auteurist avant-garde, use digital cameras and editing technologies,
incorporating the aesthetics of gaming, webcams, surveillance video,
social media, and smartphones, to name a few. As a result of these
developments and reconfigurations, the aesthetic boundaries between
art-house film and blockbuster have become increasingly blurred as
the mechanisms and perspectives of classical continuity are formally
and materially challenged by a post-cinematic media regime. Changes
in reception practices, too, necessitate new theories of spectatorship,
commodification, and convergence, as the growing body of work on
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digital media documents. Material access to and experiences of media
vary widely around the world and among different groups within a given
cultural context, in ways that influence development in relatively new
areas of scholarship such as game studies and sound studies, for example.

Moreover, the aesthetics of contemporary film do not merely simulate
the environments created by digital technologies and media, but
break more radically with the power geometries and cultural logics of
twentieth-century cinema. In this way, they transmit the effects not
only of digitization, but also of economic globalization and the ongoing
financialization of human activities. In recent “accelerationist art” such as
Neveldine and Taylor’s film Gamer, Steven Shaviro argues, “intensifying
the horrors of contemporary capitalism does not lead them to explode, but
it does offer us a kind of satisfaction and relief, by telling us that we have
finally hit bottom” (“Accelerationist Aesthetics”). As daily life is utterly
financialized and cultural production wholly subsumed by capital, human
endeavor cannot be understood outside of “work” or entrepreneurship,
whether this is work on the self or on the job market. The conversion or
reduction to the digital of almost every iota of human existence would
seem to reduce art and entertainment (film, games), economics (banking,
credit), and communication (personal, commercial) to a single plane of
intangibility, to the ether. However, theories of post-cinema frequently
resist or problematize this notion of vanishment and, on the contrary,
strive to engage a materialist critique even when the object of analysis
appears so insubstantial and elusive. Post-cinema is thus bound up in the
neoliberal motor of perpetual capitalist expansion and subsumption; by
unpacking the aesthetics of post-cinema, we also hope to foster new and
developing analytical models that attend to the latest iterations of capital.
In a parallel direction, and in a concerted effort to acknowledge and
counter the frequent gender imbalance in scholarly discussions about
film aesthetics and digital culture, the anthology also seeks to illuminate
the ways in which post-cinema engages with established areas of inquiry
in film studies, such as gender, race, class, and sexuality.
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But if post-cinema concerns the emergence of a new “structure of
feeling” or “episteme,” new forms of affect or sensibility, then traditional
scholarly forms and methods for investigating these issues are unlikely
to provide adequate answers. Indeed, if the question of post-cinema is,
as we suggested at the outset of these introductory remarks, a question
of how 21st-century media help to shape and reflect new forms of
sensibility, then any answer will necessarily involve engaging with a more
speculative, broadly philosophical dimension of inquiry (see Denson,
Shaviro, Pisters, Ivakhiv, and Hansen). For it will only be upon the basis
of precisely these new forms of sensibility that we will be able to raise
and answer the question of their transformative powers. The speculative
thinking demanded by such a situation is intimately tied to the notion
of post-cinema as an ongoing, non-teleologically determined transition,
in the very midst of which we find ourselves. Of course, one general
background for any discussion of post-cinema is the familiar debate over
the supposed “end” of film or cinema in the wake of digitalization. But
whereas many earlier estimations of this shift lamented or resisted the
unfortunate passing of cinema, more recent theory has reversed or at
least relaxed this backward-looking tendency and begun considering in a
more prospective mode the emergence of a new, properly post-cinematic
media regime.

The notion of post-cinema takes up the problematic prefix “post-;” which
debates over postmodernism and postmodernity taught us to treat not
as a marker of definitive beginnings and ends, but as indicative of a
more subtle shift or transformation in the realm of culturally dominant
aesthetic and experiential forms. It is with this understanding in mind
that we reject the idea of post-cinema as a clear-cut break with traditional
media forms and instead emphasize a transitional movement taking place
along an uncertain timeline, following an indeterminate trajectory, and
characterized by juxtapositions and overlaps between the techniques,
technologies, and aesthetic conventions of “old” and “new” moving-
image media. The ambiguous temporality of the “post-,” which intimates
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a feeling both of being “after” something and of being “in the middle of”
uncertain changes—hence speaking to the closure of a certain past as
much as a radical opening of futurity—necessitates a speculative form of
thinking attuned to experiences of contingency and limited knowledge.
With respect to 21st-century media, theories of post-cinema inherit from
postmodernism this speculative disposition, relating it to concrete media
transformations while speculating more broadly about the effects they
might have on us, our cognitive and aesthetic sensibilities, our agency, or
our sense of history. Looking at objects ranging from blockbuster movies
to music videos to artistic explorations of the audio-visual archive,
and mounting interventions that range from critiques of post-cinema’s
politics and political economy to media-philosophical assessments of our
new media ecology or media-theoretical reflections on environmental
change—the contributions to this volume collectively articulate post-
cinema’s media-technical, aesthetic, ecological, and philosophical vectors
in a way that helps develop a grounded but emphatically speculative film
and media theory for our times.

Grounded Speculation

In order, then, to ground the discussion a bit more, it is perhaps worth
acknowledging that not only the contributors but the editors as well have
varying backgrounds and experiences that inform our understandings of
post-cinema. Our own formative experiences of movies inflect our own
attitudes and concerns as scholars, and in the interest of thinking through
these experiences, we will indulge in some reflections on our pasts and
their effects on our present. Quite contrary to mere nostalgia, we maintain
that a critical examination of personal memories can strengthen our own
understanding and deepen our ongoing engagements with cinema and, or
including, post-cinema.

Julia Leyda: Cinema Spaces of Memory and Transgression
I grew up in movie theaters in the 1970s and 80s. As a kid, I was lucky
enough to live in a fairly large city where there were still single- or two-
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screen first-run and repertory neighborhood theaters. These public spaces
were in transition, soon to change to second-run “dollar” theaters, and
now not one of them still exists. But it was easy to walk the few blocks
from my house to the Gentilly Woods Mall with neighborhood kids
(unaccompanied by adults!) to see movies usually aimed at the “family”
audience: Herbie Goes to Monte Carlo (1977) and The Wiz (1978) in
particular stand out. That cinema had an exit that opened right onto the
alley behind the mall, so we quickly realized we could send one kid in
and wait for them to open up and let the rest of us in. The reason we
stopped sneaking in this way, and possibly the last time we ever went
there, was one of the formative moments in the construction of my racial
identity. Instead of our friend opening the door, an adult white man in
a tie (an usher? a manager?) appeared and looked at us in disgust. We
were frozen—this was a dicey situation. But then he said something
to our African American friends like, “Get away from here, you dirty
n—-s.” And to me and my brother, both white, “What are you doing with
them?” Instead of all of us feeling the same—busted and possibly in big
trouble—he divided us into two discrete races. As a group, we had never
(in my memory) discussed racial difference, and the humiliation of my
friends filled me with shame. Of course, we turned and ran, but the space
of the suburban shopping center cinema was altered for me forever.

As I got older, getting in free at the movies got easier. I started hanging
out at the Pitt Cinema, this time a repertory with grown-up movies (it
was immortalized in Walker Percy’s novel The Moviegoer, a fact that
didn’t faze us at the time). A friend’s brothers worked there and let us
in for free whenever we wanted, with the grudging acquiescence of the
owner, Lloyd, who found us tiresome but for the most part easy to ignore.
Lloyd, like one of my friend’s brothers, was gay and nobody made much
of a fuss about it. Thus it was a regular weekend activity for me and my
friend to go to work with them and watch whatever was playing, taking
time out to wheedle free sodas and popcorn if we thought we could get
away with it. We didn’t work there, but I liked to imagine we did—such
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was the allure of a more grown-up life: free admission, grumpy gay boss
and co-workers, esoteric movies. Here were movies that weren’t playing
anywhere else: 2001: A Space Odyssey (1968), Beatles movie double- and
triple-features, Harold and Maude (1971), and even gay-themed movies
like La Cage aux Folles (1978). In my memory we were constantly on the
verge of being kicked out, though probably this is distorted because we
did in fact see dozens of movies there. The opening of 200/ we deemed
preposterous and annoyed the grownup audience by giggling hysterically
as the bone hurtled through the air in slow motion; Beatlemania infected
us during 4 Hard Day’s Night and we were reprimanded for screaming
along with the manic teens in the movie. Getting in free, hanging out,
and watching unlimited movies gave us the license to walk in and out of
whatever was showing, a privilege unthinkable for most kids our age, and
we beamed with the knowledge that we were so blessed.

So it seemed only natural that when I moved to New York for college, I
regularly found myself riding the 1 train to hang out at the downtown
cinema where my hometown friend at NYU worked: the 8th Street
Playhouse. Another grouchy gay manager, more evenings spent lounging
in the back rows or chatting with the candy girl, and even the weekend live
shows accompanying the regular screenings of The Rocky Horror Picture
Show (1975) soon became mundane. The Playhouse was the center of our
social life; some of us worked there, the rest of us just hung out until their
shifts ended, occasionally tearing tickets in a pinch. In the era before cell
phones, it was easy to meet up there, go eat or drink for a couple of hours,
and come back to feed friends or pick them up after work and then go out
in earnest. In addition to watching Nightmare on Elm Street 3: Dream
Warriors (1987) far too many times, I continued to develop my hanging
out skills, all part of an economy of free admissions, pilfered sodas and
popcorn, and the clandestine consumption of a variety of intoxicants.

By the 1990s, the role of the cinema in my life completely changed from a
social space to an expense, another part of my life that had to be budgeted
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and paid for. I was reduced to paying for tickets, attending the “dollar”
movies as much as possible, and renting videos by the stack. Like most
grad students, I couldn’t afford cable, so the independent video stores
were my mainstay, with their heady mix of classics, curated staff picks,
and new releases. Now those local Seattle institutions—Broadway Video,
Scarecrow Video—are also gone. Moving to Japan at the turn of the
millennium further alienated me from cinema life, given that the regular
ticket prices were more than twice the going rate in major first-run cinemas
in New York. As a film studies scholar, I scavenged videos everywhere I
could, scouring the local rental shops for English-language movies in the
original, or, much harder to find, Japanese and other non-Anglophone
movies with English subtitles. Satellite television was common there, and
the hype surrounding HDTV just beginning as terrestrial broadcasts were
scheduled to phase out. This was also when piracy became part of my
repertoire, whether bootleg DVDs from Korea or shaky cam downloads
from Napster—it felt almost justifiable given the enormous lag in release
dates and general scarcity of older movies in any form.

Learning about transgression, whiteness, desire, and the business of
movie exhibition and distribution, I realize now that not only were
movies a major influence on my young life, but actual cinemas as well.
How it came to pass that so much of my social life throughout my first
two decades centered so closely on the spaces of particular cinemas, I
never even wondered; nor did I immediately remark the fairly sudden
disappearance of those spaces from my life. Yet my experiences rooted
in the social spaces of these cinemas now seem inextricably bound to
my preoccupations as a film and media studies scholar. It’s true that
a certain measure of nostalgia permeates my recollections, yet I don’t
feel threatened or befuddled by the rapid changes in film production,
distribution, and exhibition over my lifetime thus far. Quite the contrary,
I'm fairly optimistic that although kids today won't experience what I did,
they’ll instead find their own ways of coming to consciousness through
moving-image media.
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Shane Denson: Cinematic Memories of Post-Cinematic Transition
Reading through Julia’s reminiscences, I am infected with that sense of
nostalgia that she acknowledges creeping into them. In the early 1980s, I
also spent a great deal of time hanging out at a suburban mall in a largish
American city, and much of that time was spent in or around the movie
theater there, which had sprung up with the mall in 1978 or 1979. Those
were good times, though in retrospect hardly unproblematic ones, and
Julia’s narrative of childhood innocence and its loss, and the role that the
cinema played throughout it all, calls forth memories of my own early
experiences. On second thought, however, my relation to the cinema
was quite different, and the wistful associations evoked in me by Julia’s
story of the back-alley exit through which she and her friends would
sneak into the theater are based not so much on my own memories,
but on a borrowed set of images and narratives—tales, whether true
or false, that I overheard and appropriated from my older brothers and
their friends, for example, but memories borrowed above all from the
cinema itself. The nostalgia I feel probably has more to do with the
movies I saw back then and their depictions of suburban life—movies
like E.T. The Extra-Terrestrial (1982) or The Goonies (1985)—than
with anything I experienced myself, “in real life” In this respect, my
nostalgia is a properly “cinematic” nostalgia, and I suspect that it is not
altogether different from the feeling of longing for simpler times, for
the romanticized “good old days,” that befalls many of us at one time
or another—and that may very well be at the root of the sense of loss
that certain scholars feel when they reflect on the way that celluloid has
given way to digital video and that movies have largely moved from
the big screen to a plethora of little ones. The cinema, that is, has in
many cases already exerted a revisionary force and worked upon our
memories of what the cinema itself could be and what it meant to us.
Notions of post-cinema are inevitably caught in these feedback loops,
and any assessment of the historical and affective changes signaled by
the term will have to take seriously these entanglements, which continue
to define us today.
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My memories and associations, then, are “cinematic”—but in what sense?
They have been shaped, as I mentioned, by movies like £.7. and The
Goonies, but as far as I can recall I never saw these movies in a movie
theater. In fact, when I come to think about it, I really didn't see an awful
lot of movies at that six-screen cinema in the mall. I did see a few of the
big blockbusters there: my parents took me to see 7he Empire Strikes Back
(1980), for example, and I also saw Raiders of the Lost Ark (1981) on a big
screen. But these movies, like £. 7. and The Goonies, were really impressed
upon my memory and made a part of who I was as a child through repeated
viewings on cable TV. Indeed, my knowledge of “film” was shaped largely
by HBO, Showtime, and the Movie Channel, all of which were delivering
round-the-clock service to our home by 1981. It was thus on a bulky, late
1970s model Zenith wooden-cabinet console TV that many of my ideas of
cinema were formed. On the same four-by-three color CRT screen which
around the same time began displaying fast-paced music videos (“I want
my MTV!”) and the simple but fascinating computer graphics of an 8-bit
videogame console (“Have you played Atari today?”).

Which brings me back to the question of what, if I wasn’t watching movies,
I was doing hanging out at the movie theater all the time. Like many other
kids my age, I was playing games like Pac-Man (1980), Centipede (1980),
or Galaga (1981), or watching in awe as the more skillful older kids played
them. To be sure, I loved going to the movies, but even when there was
nothing showing that interested me and my friends, “going to the movies”
could be a good excuse to sink a few quarters into these arcade machines.
Later, the proximity of games and movies would change, both in my head
and in the physical architecture of the mall, when a dedicated arcade space
opened up across the way and only a few outdated machines remained in
the cinema lobby. The cinema, if not “the cinema,” was in decline, and it
continued to recede ever farther from my view over the next few years, as
I began frequenting an arcade located far away from the mall and renting
VHS cassettes of horror movies that, at my age, I could still not gain
admission to at the movie theater.
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In the meantime, I had begun noticing that media formats generally were
coming and going with what seemed like increasing speed. Within a year
or two of purchasing my first 33 rpm album, I began seeing shiny little
discs popping up next to the record stands. My brothers’ 8-track tapes,
which I had never really given much thought to before, slowly started
growing, in my imagination and in my hands, into absurdly large objects.
Overnight and irreversibly, my longtime friend from next door took
on a freakish appearance in my eyes when I saw that his family’s video
recorder played odd-sized movies in something called “Betamax” format,
and that they had hooked up an audio cassette player to their computer,
itself hooked up to an old black-and-white television set. I didn’t know
if they were living in the past or in the future, but they certainly weren’t
living in the same time as me. Our own Atari 2600 started looking old
when another friend got a ColecoVision for Christmas in 1982. But the
great video game crash of 1983 would change all that soon enough, with
the effect that hundreds of mediocre games suddenly became affordable
to me on my weekly allowance. Thus, for the next few years, I spent all of
my money on media that were essentially already relics. Throughout all
of this, the cinema continued to occupy a relatively constant, if marginal
or supplementary, relation to the rapidly changing media environment:
cinema was the “content” of television and video, as Marshall McLuhan
had pointed out several decades prior, and it was now also the nominal
inspiration for such games as Atari’s Raiders of the Lost Ark (1982) or the
much-ridiculed “adaptation” of £.7. (1982).

But if this was essentially already a post-cinematic landscape—a claim
that, to me, it seems plausible to make—it is worth thinking about the
logic of supplementarity that structured that landscape. With Jacques
Derrida, we can say that a supplement, in this case cinema, is never purely
or unproblematically subordinated to the dominant term it is said to
serve as an aid or appendage. And anyway: what, in this case, would that
dominant term, or medium, be? Television? Video? Digital media? A case
could be made for any of these, I suppose, but in terms of the rapid flux of
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media as an overall environment at the time, no single medium impresses
me as clearly dominant—and this, to me, is what marks this transitional
era as truly post-cinematic. Not because the cinema was dead, but because
it was precisely un-dead. As a supplement, cinema was both content and
medium, medium and message, host and parasite. Clearly, I did not think
of things in these terms at the time, but I was noticing media everywhere,
which meant that the denaturalization (not demise) of the once dominant
medium, cinema, was so far advanced that even a child could register it.
The speed of change, the introduction of new formats, obsolescence as
the order of the day—all of these announced media, with cinema as one
among them. I like to think now that I recognized, implicitly, the depth
of material-technological change and its imbrication with economic
impulses when the games market crashed, that my rummaging through
the bargain bins into which all games cartridges had been cast echoed,
somehow, with the quarters I had sunk into the arcade machines a few
years prior, and that by dint of those machines’ proximity to film in
the mall cinema, I was attuned to the sprawling network of relations
among media in transition. I like to imagine, further, that I already had
a vague feeling that the very ground of subjectivity, of perception, affect,
and agency, was in the midst of shifting, as I noticed the depth of my
(emotional and monetary) investments in technological formats that not
only failed to work properly on occasion, but that regularly underwent
systematic obsolescence and yet refused, in some ways, quite to die.
Perhaps I am imagining all that. But I am not, I believe, imagining the
relation of supplementarity by which post-cinema is irreducibly marked,
and by which my experiences of it remain marked today: for as I have
pointed out already, my earliest memories of post-cinema are themselves
“cinematic” through and through.

Post-Cinematic Conversations

What these narratives demonstrate, if nothing else, is the multifaceted
nature of what weare calling the post-cinematiclandscape, and the multiple
registers on which this new media regime has gradually transformed our
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experience. The transitions we have been describing affected us in quite
different ways, articulating very different spatial, temporal, social, and
material parameters for our respective experiences and the memories
we have of them. Readers with different backgrounds will no doubt
be able to tell very different stories of post-cinema. Your own account
may emphasize a vastly different set of perceptual, political, emotional,
or media-technological changes. It is our hope that this book will open
spaces in which to assess these individual and collective differences, that
it will provide opportunities to think through the various facets of post-
cinema as an unevenly distributed historical transition, and that it will
foster a conversation that is rich in perspectives, interests, concerns, and
commitments.

To this end, we have divided the book into seven parts, each centering
around a different major facet of the conversation. First, laying some initial
groundwork in Part 1, we seek to mark out some general “Parameters
for Post-Cinema.” This first section features some of the opening gambits
in post-cinematic theory, articulating several of the basic sites where a
shift from cinematic to post-cinematic forms might be located: in the
image, in editing practices, or in the larger media environment. Several
of these chapters were previously published in open-access, online form.
Along with Part 7, the last section of roundtable discussions, this opening
section frames the collection with contributions that may still be available
elsewhere online, but that we felt were significant in the development of
this area of film and media scholarship. Together, they provide a useful
introduction to many of the themes that continue to inform discussions
of post-cinema and that will echo throughout the chapters of this volume.
If Part 1 introduces post-cinema through a discussion of the largely formal
parameters of images, editing, and media interactions, Part 2 extends this
focus to include an assessment of what post-cinema feels like. Tracing the
conversations about post-cinema to some of its roots in phenomenology
and affect theory, this section reprints pivotal texts by Vivian Sobchack
and Steven Shaviro alongside new forays that envision a successor to
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Gilles Deleuze’s “movement-image” and “time-image” of Cinema 1 and
Cinema 2, or that frame post-cinema in terms of our embodied and
cognitive relations to contemporary media technologies. Collectively, the
chapters of this section contribute to a broadly phenomenological and/
or post-phenomenological discussion of viewers “Experiences Post-
Cinema.”

Part 3 delves into the “Techniques and Technologies of Post-Cinema.”
Although post-cinema can in part be defined temporally, it is primarily
demarcated by the rapid and pervasive shift from analog to digital
technics of cinema. The elimination of analog projectors (and with them
the unionized jobs of projectionists) and the prevalence of sophisticated
digital and computer-assisted effects were quickly followed by the (still
ongoing) transition among many filmmakers to shooting digital movies.
These changes in the technological apparatus—as expressed in digital
animation techniques, “bullet time” spectacles, 3D formats, and new ways
of articulating image/sound relations—demand attention from film and
media theorists, who can trace their reverberations in other areas of film
scholarship.

One area where they can be traced is in the realm of the political, which
is the focus of Part 4: “Politics of Post-Cinema.” Cultural institutions
such as cinema must always be studied with an awareness of their wider
contexts, including an exploration of the historical, social, and political
moments from whence they originate. Whether interrogating the roles
of race, gender, sexuality, or political economy, these chapters extend the
parameters of post-cinema beyond aesthetics and phenomenology, and
into the realms of politics, biopolitics, and ideology.

Part 5 inquires into the place of post-cinema in the longue durée of
moving-image history, and its chapters initiate a series of much-needed
“Archaeologies of Post-Cinema.” Far from constituting a radical break
with earlier cinematic eras, post-cinema enjoys myriad continuities and
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ongoing intertextualities with, for example, silent movies, pre-cinematic
representational forms, gallery art practices, and even blockbuster event
movies. Very much in the spirit of media archaeology (see Parikka;
Huhtamo and Parikka), the chapters collected in this section complicate
any linear history of post-cinema by unearthing links and resonances
across historical periods, discourses, and technologies.

Part 6 turns its attention to what can broadly be termed “Ecologies of Post-
Cinema.” These studies emphasize the material involvements of cinematic
and post-cinematic media in environmental change; they look at post-
cinematic representations of ecological disaster and extinction; they
conceive contemporary media as themselves radically environmental; or
they think about the changing environments and infrastructures of post-
cinematic venues.

Finally, Part 7 closes the volume with a set of “Dialogues on Post-
Cinema.” While the digital turn in moving-image media constitutes one
of this book’s major media-technical subjects, the digital turn in academic
scholarship constitutes an equally crucial media-technical factor in the
book’s form—and, indeed, in its sheer possibility as an open-access
volume. This turn, which has been central to the emergence of the “digital
humanities,” enables scholars to conduct conversations via electronic
media and to share them publicly via the Internet. Three of the roundtable
discussions included in this section were initially published online, in
La Furia Umana and In Media Res, while the final one was initiated
specifically for this volume. Some of the ideas first explored in these
conversations later developed into sustained works of scholarship, even if
the open-access, online “immortality” we aspired to petered out into dead
links. These less formal, less structured academic exchanges can open up
a wider range of topics and tangents than a traditional single-authored
essay, and their more conversational tone ensures that they are highly
accessible. The collaborative nature of these exchanges also foregrounds
the value of such all-too-rare group efforts, as different scholars’ ideas
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fuel one another and inspire responses that push us farther than we could
have gone alone. We are pleased to close out the volume with this section,
which includes discussions that initially inspired our thinking about
this book, that generated core ideas for several of its chapters, and that
continue, several years later, to take the conversation in new directions.

Works Cited
Bordwell, David. “Intensified Continuity: Visual Style in Contemporary
American Film.” Film Quarterly 55.3 (2002): 16-28. Print.

Deleuze, Gilles. Cinema 1: The Movement-Image. Trans. Hugh Tomlinson
and Barbara Habberjam. Minneapolis: U of Minnesota P, 1986. Print.

—. Cinema 2: The Time-Image. Trans. Hugh Tomlinson and Robert
Galeta. Minneapolis: U of Minnesota P, 1989. Print.

Denson, Shane, Steven Shaviro, Patricia Pisters, Adrian Ivakhiv, and
Mark B. N. Hansen. “Post-Cinema and/as Speculative Media Theory.”
Panel at the 2015 Society for Cinema and Media Studies conference,
Montreal. 27 March 2015. Videos online: <https://medieninitiative.
wordpress.com/2015/05/24/post-cinema-panel-complete-videos/>.

Derrida, Jacques. Of Grammatology. Trans. Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak.
Baltimore: Johns Hopkins UP, 1976. Print.

Foucault, Michel. The Order of Things: An Archaeology of the Human
Sciences. New York: Vintage, 1973. Print.

Huhtamo, Erkki, and Jussi Parikka, eds. Media Archaeology: Approaches,
Applications, and Implications. Berkeley: U of California P, 2011. Print.

McLuhan, Marshall. Understanding Media: The Extensions of Man.

18


https://medieninitiative.wordpress.com/2015/05/24/post-cinema-panel-complete-videos/
https://medieninitiative.wordpress.com/2015/05/24/post-cinema-panel-complete-videos/

Perspectives on Post-Cinema

London: Routledge, 1964. Print.

Parikka, Jussi. What is Media Archaeology? Cambridge: Polity, 2012.
Print.

Percy, Walker. The Moviegoer. New York: Vintage, 1961. Print.

Shaviro, Steven. “Accelerationist Aesthetics: Necessary Inefficiency in
Times of Real Subsumption.” e-flux 46 (2013). Web. <http://www.e-flux.
com/journal/accelerationist-aesthetics-necessary-inefficiency-in-times-
of-real-subsumption/>.

—. Post-Cinematic Affect. Winchester: Zero, 2010. Print.

—. “Post-Continuity.” Text of a talk delivered at the Society for Cinema
and Media Studies 2012 annual conference. The Pinocchio Theory. 26
Mar. 2012. Web. <http://www.shaviro.com/Blog/?p=1034>. Rpt. in this
volume.

Williams, Raymond. “Structures of Feeling.” Marxism and Literature.
Oxford: Oxford UP, 1977. 128-35. Print.

19


http://www.e-flux.com/journal/accelerationist-aesthetics-necessary-inefficiency-in-times-of-real-subsumption/
http://www.e-flux.com/journal/accelerationist-aesthetics-necessary-inefficiency-in-times-of-real-subsumption/
http://www.e-flux.com/journal/accelerationist-aesthetics-necessary-inefficiency-in-times-of-real-subsumption/
http://www.shaviro.com/Blog/?p=1034

1.1 What is Digital Cinema?

BY LEV MANOVICH

Cinema, the Art of the Index [1]

Thus far, most discussions of cinema in the digital age have focused on the
possibilities of interactive narrative. It is not hard to understand why: since
the majority of viewers and critics equate cinema with storytelling, digital
media is understood as something that will let cinema tell its stories in a
new way. Yet as exciting as the ideas of a viewer participating in a story,
choosing different paths through the narrative space, and interacting
with characters may be, they only address one aspect of cinema which is
neither unique nor, as many will argue, essential to it: narrative.

The challenge which digital media poses to cinema extends far beyond
the issue of narrative. Digital media redefines the very identity of cinema.
In a symposium that took place in Hollywood in the spring of 1996, one
of the participants provocatively referred to movies as “flatties” and to
human actors as “organics” and “soft fuzzies”’[2] As these terms accurately
suggest, what used to be cinema’s defining characteristics have become
just the default options, with many others available. When one can “enter”
a virtual three-dimensional space, viewing flat images projected on the
screen is hardly the only option. When, given enough time and money,
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almost everything can be simulated in a computer, filming physical reality
is just one possibility.

This “crisis” of cinema’s identity also affects the terms and the categories
used to theorize cinema’s past. French film theorist Christian Metz wrote
in the 1970s that “Most films shot today, good or bad, original or not,
‘commercial’ or not, have as a common characteristic that they tell a
story; in this measure they all belong to one and the same genre, which is,
rather, a sort of ‘super-genre’ [‘sur-genre’]” (402). In identifying fictional
films as a “super-genre” of 20th-century cinema, Metz did not bother to
mention another characteristic of this genre because at that time it was
too obvious: fictional films are live-action films, i.e. they largely consist of
unmodified photographic recordings of real events which took place in
real physical space. Today, in the age of computer simulation and digital
compositing, invoking this characteristic becomes crucial in defining
the specificity of 20th-century cinema. From the perspective of a future
historian of visual culture, the differences between classical Hollywood
films, European art films, and avant-garde films (apart from abstract ones)
may appear less significant than this common feature: that they relied on
lens-based recordings of reality. This essay is concerned with the effect of
the so-called digital revolution on cinema as defined by its “super-genre”
of fictional live-action film.[3]

During cinemas history, a whole repertoire of techniques (lighting, art
direction, the use of different film stocks and lenses, etc.) was developed
to modify the basic record obtained by a film apparatus. And yet behind
even the most stylized cinematic images we can discern the bluntness, the
sterility, the banality of early 19th-century photographs. No matter how
complex its stylistic innovations, the cinema has found its base in these
deposits of reality, these samples obtained by a methodical and prosaic
process. Cinema emerged out of the same impulse that engendered
naturalism, court stenography, and wax museums. Cinema is the art of
the index; it is an attempt to make art out of a footprint.
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Even for Andrei Tarkovsky, film-painter par excellence, cinema’s identity
lay in its ability to record reality. Once, during a public discussion in
Moscow in the 1970s, he was asked the question as to whether he was
interested in making abstract films. He replied that there can be no such
thing. Cinema’s most basic gesture is to open the shutter and to start the
film rolling, recording whatever happens to be in front of the lens. For
Tarkovsky, an abstract cinema is thus impossible.

But what happens to cinema’s indexical identity if it is now possible to
generate photorealistic scenes entirely in a computer using 3-D computer
animation; to modify individual frames or whole scenes with the help a
digital paint program; to cut, bend, stretch and stitch digitized film images
into something which has perfect photographic credibility, although it
was never actually filmed?

This essay will address the meaning of these changes in the filmmaking
process from the point of view of the larger cultural history of the moving
image. Seen in this context, the manual construction of images in digital
cinema represents a return to 19th-century pre-cinematic practices, when
images were hand-painted and hand-animated. At the turn of the 20th
century, cinema was to delegate these manual techniques to animation
and define itself as a recording medium. As cinema enters the digital age,
these techniques are again becoming commonplace in the filmmaking
process. Consequently, cinema can no longer be clearly distinguished
from animation. It is no longer an indexical media technology but, rather,
a sub-genre of painting.

This argument will be developed—in three stages. I will first follow a
historical trajectory from 19th-century techniques for creating moving
images to 20th-century cinema and animation. Next I will arrive at
a definition of digital cinema by abstracting the common features and
interface metaphors of a variety of computer software and hardware
that are currently replacing traditional film technology. Seen together,
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these features and metaphors suggest a distinct logic of a digital moving
image. This logic subordinates the photographic and the cinematic to
the painterly and the graphic, destroying cinema’s identity as a media
art. Finally, I will examine different production contexts that already use
digital moving images—Hollywood films, music videos, CD-ROM games
and artworks—in order to see if and how this logic has begun to manifest
itself.

A Brief Archaeology of Moving Pictures

As signified by its original names (kinetoscope, cinematograph, moving
pictures), cinema was understood, from its birth, as the art of motion, the
art that finally succeeded in creating a convincing illusion of dynamic
reality. If we approach cinema in this way (rather than the art of audio-
visual narrative, or the art of a projected image, or the art of collective
spectatorship, etc.), we can see it superseding previous techniques for
creating and displaying moving images.

These earlier techniques shared a number of common characteristics. First,
they all relied on hand-painted or hand-drawn images. The magic lantern
slides were painted at least until the 1850s; so were the images used in
the Phenakistiscope, the Thaumatrope, the Zoetrope, the Praxinoscope,
the Choreutoscope and numerous other 19th-century pre-cinematic
devices. Even Muybridge’s celebrated Zoopraxiscope lectures of the 1880s
featured not actual photographs but colored drawings painted after the
photographs (Musser 49-50).

Not only were the images created manually, they were also manually
animated. In Robertson’s Phantasmagoria, which premiered in 1799,
magic lantern operators moved behind the screen in order to make
projected images appear to advance and withdraw (Musser 25). More
often, an exhibitor used only his hands, rather than his whole body, to
put the images into motion. One animation technique involved using
mechanical slides consisting of a number of layers. An exhibitor would
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slide the layers to animate the image (Ceram 44-45). Another technique
was to slowly move a long slide containing separate images in front of a
magic lantern lens. 19th-century optical toys enjoyed in private homes
also required manual action to create movement—twirling the strings of

the Thaumatrope, rotating the Zoetrope’s cylinder, turning the Viviscope’s
handle.

It was not until the last decade of the 19th century that the automatic
generation of images and their automatic projection were finally combined.
A mechanical eye was coupled with a mechanical heart; photography met
the motor. As a result, cinema—a very particular regime of the visible—
was born. Irregularity, non-uniformity, the accident and other traces
of the human body, which previously inevitably accompanied moving
image exhibitions, were replaced by the uniformity of machine vision.[4]
A machine that, like a conveyer belt, was now spitting out images, all
sharing the same appearance, all the same size, all moving at the same
speed, like a line of marching soldiers.

Cinema also eliminated the discrete character of both space and
movement in moving images. Before cinema, the moving element was
visually separated from the static background as with a mechanical slide
show or Reynaud’s Praxinoscope Theater (1892) (Robinson 12). The
movement itself was limited in range and affected only a clearly defined
figure rather than the whole image. Thus, typical actions would include
a bouncing ball, a raised hand or eyes, a butterfly moving back and forth

over the heads of fascinated children—simple vectors charted across still
fields.

Cinema’s most immediate predecessors share something else. As the 19th-
century obsession with movement intensified, devices that could animate
more than just a few images became increasingly popular. All of them—
the Zoetrope, the Phonoscope, the Tachyscope, the Kinetoscope—were
based on loops, sequences of images featuring complete actions which
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can be played repeatedly. The Thaumatrope (1825), in which a disk with
two different images painted on each face was rapidly rotated by twirling
a string attached to it, was in its essence a loop in its most minimal
form: two elements replacing one another in succession. In the Zoetrope
(1867) and its numerous variations, approximately a dozen images were
arranged around the perimeter of a circle.[5] The Mutoscope, popular
in America throughout the 1890s, increased the duration of the loop by
placing a larger number of images radially on an axle (Ceram 140). Even
Edison’s Kinetoscope (1892-1896), the first modern cinematic machine to
employ film, continued to arrange images in a loop (Musser 78). 50 feet
of film translated to an approximately 20-second long presentation—a
genre whose potential development was cut short when cinema adopted
a much longer narrative form.

From Animation to Cinema

Once the cinema was stabilized as a technology, it cut all references to
its origins in artifice. Everything which characterized moving pictures
before the 20th century—the manual construction of images, loop
actions, the discrete nature of space and movement—was delegated to
cinema’s bastard relative, its supplement, its shadow—animation. 20th-
century animation became a depository for 19th-century moving-image
techniques left behind by cinema.

The opposition between the styles of animation and cinema defined the
culture of the moving image in the 20th century. Animation foregrounds
its artificial character, openly admitting that its images are mere
representations. Its visual language is more aligned to the graphic than
to the photographic. It is discrete and self-consciously discontinuous:
crudely rendered characters moving against a stationary and detailed
background; sparsely and irregularly sampled motion (in contrast to the
uniform sampling of motion by a film camera—recall Jean-Luc Godard’s
definition of cinema as “truth 24 frames per second”), and finally space
constructed from separate image layers.
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In contrast, cinema works hard to erase any traces of its own production
process, including any indication that the images we see could have been
constructed rather than recorded. It denies that the reality it shows often
does not exist outside of the film image, the image which was arrived at
by photographing an already impossible space, itself put together with
the use of models, mirrors, and matte paintings, and which was then
combined with other images through optical printing. It pretends to be a
simple recording of an already existing reality—both to a viewer and to
itself.[6] Cinema’s public image stressed the aura of reality “captured” on
film, thus implying that cinema was about photographing what existed
before the camera, rather than “creating the ‘never-was™ of special
effects.[7] Rear projection and blue-screen photography, matte paintings
and glass shots, mirrors and miniatures, push development, optical effects
and other techniques which allowed filmmakers to construct and alter the
moving images, and thus could reveal that cinema was not really different
from animation, were pushed to cinema’s periphery by its practitioners,
historians, and critics.[8] Today, with the shift to digital media, these
marginalized techniques move to the center.

What is Digital Cinema?

A visible sign of this shift is the new role that computer-generated special
effects have come to play in Hollywood industry in the last few years.
Many recent blockbusters have been driven by special effects, feeding
on their popularity. Hollywood has even created a new mini-genre of
“The Making of” videos and books, which reveal how special effects are
created.

I will use special effects from a few recent Hollywood films for illustrations
of some of the possibilities of digital filmmaking. Until recently, Hollywood
studios were the only ones who had the money to pay for digital tools
and for the labor involved in producing digital effects. However, the shift
to digital media affects not just Hollywood, but filmmaking as a whole.
As traditional film technology is universally being replaced by digital
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technology, the logic of the filmmaking process is being redefined. What
I describe below are the new principles of digital filmmaking, which are
equally valid for individual or collective film productions, regardless of
whether they are using the most expensive professional hardware and
software or amateur equivalents. Consider, then, the following principles
of digital filmmaking:

1. Rather than filming physical reality it is now possible to generate
film-like scenes directly in a computer with the help of 3-D computer
animation. Therefore, live-action footage is displaced from its role as
the only possible material from which the finished film is constructed.

2. Once live-action footage is digitized (or directly recorded in a
digital format), it loses its privileged indexical relationship to pro-
filmic reality. The computer does not distinguish between an image
obtained through the photographic lens, an image created in a
paint program, or an image synthesized in a 3-D graphics package,
since they are made from the same material—pixels. And pixels,
regardless of their origin, can be easily altered, substituted one for
another, and so on. Live-action footage is reduced to just another
graphic, no different from images that were created manually.[9]

3. If live-action footage was left intact in traditional filmmaking, now
it functions as raw material for further compositing, animating, and
morphing. As a result, while retaining visual realism unique to the
photographic process, film obtains the plasticity that was previously
only possible in painting or animation. To use the suggestive title
of a popular morphing software, digital filmmakers work with
“elastic reality.” For example, the opening shot of Forrest Gump
(Robert Zemeckis 1994; special effects by Industrial Light and
Magic) tracks an unusually long and extremely intricate flight of a
feather. To create the shot, the real feather was filmed against a blue
background in different positions; this material was then animated
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and composited against shots of a landscape.[10] The result: a new
kind of realism, which can be described as “something that looks as
if it is intended to look exactly as if it could have happened, although
it really could not.”

4. Previously, editing and special effects were strictly separate activities.
An editor worked on ordering sequences of images together;
any intervention within an image was handled by special-effects
specialists. The computer collapses this distinction. The manipulation
of individual images via a paint program or algorithmic image
processing becomes as easy as arranging sequences of images in time.
Both simply involve “cut and paste.” As this basic computer command
exemplifies, modification of digital images (or other digitized data)
is not sensitive to distinctions of time and space or of differences of
scale. Thus, re-ordering sequences of images in time, compositing
them together in space, modifying parts of an individual image, and
changing individual pixels become the same operation, conceptually
and practically.

5. Given the preceding principles, we can define digital film in this way:

digital film = live action material + painting + image processing
+ compositing + 2-D computer animation + 3-D computer
animation

Live-action material can be recorded either on film or video or directly
in a digital format.[11] Painting, image processing, and computer
animation refer to the processes of modifying already existent images
as well as creating new ones. In fact, the very distinction between
creation and modification, so clear in film-based media (shooting versus
darkroom processes in photography, production versus post-production
in cinema) no longer applies to digital cinema, since each image,
regardless of its origin, goes through a number of programs before
making it to the final film.[12]
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Let us summarize the principles discussed thus far. Live action footage is
now only raw material to be manipulated by hand: animated, combined
with 3-D computer-generated scenes, and painted over. The final images
are constructed manually from different elements, and all the elements
are either created entirely from scratch or modified by hand.

We can finally answer the question “What is digital cinema?” Digital
cinema is a particular case of animation that uses live-action footage as
one of its many elements.

This can be re-read in view of the history of the moving image sketched
earlier. Manual construction and animation of images gave birth to
cinema and slipped into the margins, only to re-appear as the foundation
of digital cinema. The history of the moving image thus comes full circle.
Born from animation, cinema pushed animation to its boundary, only to
become one particular case of animation in the end.

The relationship between “normal” filmmaking and special effects is
similarly reversed. Special effects, which involved human intervention
into machine-recorded footage and which were therefore delegated to
cinema’s periphery throughout its history, become the norm of digital
filmmaking.

The same applies for the relationship between production and post-
production. Cinema traditionally involved arranging physical reality to be
filmed though the use of sets, models, art direction, cinematography, etc.
Occasional manipulation of recorded film (for instance, through optical
printing) was negligible compared to the extensive manipulation of reality
in front of a camera. In digital filmmaking, shot footage is no longer the
final point but just raw material to be manipulated in a computer where
the real construction of a scene will take place. In short, the production
becomes just the first stage of post-production.
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The following examples illustrate this shift from re-arranging reality to
re-arranging its images. From the analog era: for a scene in Zabriskie
Point (1970), Michelangelo Antonioni, trying to achieve a particularly
saturated color, ordered a field of grass to be painted. From the digital era:
to create the launch sequence in Apollo 13 (Ron Howard 1995; special
effects by Digital Domain), the crew shot footage at the original location
of the launch at Cape Canaveral. The artists at Digital Domain scanned
the film and altered it on computer workstations, removing recent
building construction, adding grass to the launch pad and painting the
skies to make them more dramatic. This altered film was then mapped
onto 3-D planes to create a virtual set that was animated to match a
180-degree dolly movement of a camera following a rising rocket (see
Robertson 20).

The last example brings us to yet another conceptualization of digital
cinema—as painting. In his book-length study of digital photography,
William J.T. Mitchell focuses our attention on what he calls the inherent
mutability of a digital image:

The essential characteristic of digital information is that it can be
manipulated easily and very rapidly by computer. It is simply a
matter of substituting new digits for old. . . . Computational tools
for transforming, combining, altering, and analyzing images are
as essential to the digital artist as brushes and pigments to a
painter. (7)

As Mitchell points out, this inherent mutability erases the difference
between a photograph and a painting. Since a film is a series of
photographs, it is appropriate to extend Mitchell’s argument to digital
film. With an artist being able to easily manipulate digitized footage
either as a whole or frame by frame, a film in a general sense becomes a
series of paintings.[13]
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Hand-painting digitized film frames, made possible by a computer, is
probably the most dramatic example of the new status of cinema. No longer
strictly locked in the photographic, it opens itself towards the painterly. It is
also the most obvious example of the return of cinema to its 19th-century
origins—in this case, to hand-crafted images of magic lantern slides, the
Phenakistiscope, the Zoetrope.

We usually think of computerization as automation, but here the result is
the reverse: what was previously automatically recorded by a camera now
has to be painted one frame at a time. But not just a dozen images, as in the
19th century, but thousands and thousands. We can draw another parallel
with the practice, common in the early days of silent cinema, of manually
tinting film frames in different colors according to a scene’s mood (see
Robinson 165). Today, some of the most visually sophisticated digital
effects are often achieved using the same simple method: painstakingly
altering by hand thousands of frames. The frames are painted over either
to create mattes (hand-drawn matte extraction) or to directly change the
images, as in Forrest Gump, where President Kennedy was made to speak
new sentences by altering the shape of his lips, one frame at a time.[14]
In principle, given enough time and money, one can create what will
be the ultimate digital film: 90 minutes, i.e. 129,600 frames, completely
painted by hand from scratch, but indistinguishable in appearance from

live photography.[15]

Multimedia as “Primitive” Digital Cinema

3-D animation, compositing, mapping, paint retouching: in commercial
cinema, these radical new techniques are mostly used to solve technical
problems while traditional cinematic language is preserved unchanged.
Frames are hand-painted to remove wires that supported an actor during
shooting; a flock of birds is added to a landscape; a city street is filled
with crowds of simulated extras. Although most Hollywood releases
now involve digitally manipulated scenes, the use of computers is always
carefully hidden.[16]

31



Lev Manovich

Commercial narrative cinema still continues to hold on to the classical
realist style where images function as unretouched photographic records
of events that took place in front of the camera.[17] Cinema refuses to
give up its unique cinema effect, an effect which, according to Metz’s
penetrating analysis made in the 1970s, depends upon narrative form, the
reality effect, and cinema’s architectural arrangement all working together.

Towards the end of his essay, Metz wonders whether in the future non-
narrative films may become more numerous; if this happens, he suggests
that cinema will no longer need to manufacture its reality effect. Electronic
and digital media have already brought about this transformation.
Beginning in the 1980s, new cinematic forms have emerged that are not
linear narratives, that are exhibited on a television or a computer screen,
rather than in a movie theater—and that simultaneously give up cinematic
realism.

What are these forms? First of all, there is the music video. Probably not
by accident, the genre of music video came into existence exactly at the
time when electronic video effects devices were entering editing studios.
Importantly, just as music videos often incorporate narratives within
them, but are not linear narratives from start to finish, they rely on film
(or video) images, but change them beyond the norms of traditional
cinematic realism. The manipulation of images through hand-painting
and image processing, hidden in Hollywood cinema, is brought into the
open on a television screen. Similarly, the construction of an image from
heterogeneous sources is not subordinated to the goal of photorealism
but functions as an aesthetic strategy. The genre of music video has been
a laboratory for exploring numerous new possibilities of manipulating
photographic images made possible by computers—the numerous points
which exist in the space between the 2-D and the 3-D, cinematography
and painting, photographic realism and collage. In short, it is a living and
constantly expanding textbook for digital cinema (see Shaviro, “Splitting
the Atom” in this volume).
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A detailed analysis of the evolution of music video imagery (or, more
generally, broadcast graphics in the electronic age) deserves a separate
treatment, and I will not try to take it up here. Instead, I will discuss
another new cinematic non-narrative form, CD-ROM games, which,
in contrast to music video, relied on the computer for storage and
distribution from the very beginning. And, unlike music video designers
who were consciously pushing traditional film or video images into
something new, the designers of CD-ROMs arrived at a new visual
language unintentionally while attempting to emulate traditional cinema.

In the late 1980s, Apple began to promote the concept of computer
multimedia; and in 1991 it released QuickTime software to enable an
ordinary personal computer to play movies. However, for the next few
years the computer did not perform its new role very well. First, CD-
ROMs could not hold anything close to the length of a standard theatrical
film. Secondly, the computer would not smoothly play a movie larger than
the size of a stamp. Finally, the movies had to be compressed, degrading
their visual appearance. Only in the case of still images was the computer
able to display photographic-type detail at full screen size.

Because of these particular hardware limitations, the designers of CD-
ROMs had to invent a different kind of cinematic language in which a
range of strategies, such as discrete motion, loops, and superimposition,
previously used in 19th-century moving-image presentations, in 20th-
century animation, and in the avant-garde tradition of graphic cinema,
were applied to photographic or synthetic images. This language
synthesized cinematic illusionism and the aesthetics of graphic collage,
with its characteristic heterogeneity and discontinuity. The photographic
and the graphic, divorced when cinema and animation went their separate
ways, met again on a computer screen.

The graphic also met the cinematic. The designers of CD-ROMs were
aware of the techniques of 20th-century cinematography and film editing,
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but they had to adopt these techniques both to an interactive format and
to hardware limitations. As a result, the techniques of modern cinema and
of 19th-century moving images have merged in a new hybrid language.

We can trace the development of this language by analyzing a few well-
known CD-ROM titles. The bestselling game Myst¢ (Broderbund, 1993)
unfolds its narrative strictly through still images, a practice which takes
us back to magic lantern shows (and to Chris Marker’s La Jetée).[18]
But in other ways Myst relies on the techniques of 20th-century cinema.
For instance, the CD-ROM uses simulated camera turns to switch from
one image to the next. It also employs the basic technique of film editing
to subjectively speed up or slow down time. In the course of the game,
the user moves around a fictional island by clicking on a mouse. Each
click advances a virtual camera forward, revealing a new view of a 3-D
environment. When the user begins to descend into the underground
chambers, the spatial distance between the points of view of each two
consecutive views decreases sharply. If earlier the user was able to cross a
whole island with just a few clicks, now it takes a dozen clicks to get to the
bottom of the stairs! In other words, just as in traditional cinema, Myst
slows down time to create suspense and tension.

In Myst, miniature animations are sometimes embedded within the still
images. In the next bestselling CD-ROM 7th Guest (Virgin Games, 1993),
the user is presented with video clips of live actors superimposed over static
backgrounds created with 3-D computer graphics. The clips are looped,
and the moving human figures clearly stand out against the backgrounds.
Both of these features connect the visual language of 7th Guest to 19th-
century pre-cinematic devices and 20th-century cartoons rather than to
cinematic verisimilitude. But like Myst, 7th Guest also evokes distinctly
modern cinematic codes. The environment where all action takes place (an
interior of a house) is rendered using a wide-angle lens; to move from one
view to the next, a camera follows a complex curve, as though mounted on
a virtual dolly.
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Next, consider the CD-ROM Johnny Mnemonic (Sony Imagesoft, 1995).
Produced to complement the fiction film of the same title, marketed not
as a “game” but as an “interactive movie,” and featuring full-screen video
throughout, it comes closer to cinematic realism than the previous CD-
ROMs—vet it is still quite distinct from it. With all action shot against a
green screen and then composited with graphic backgrounds, its visual
style exists within a space between cinema and collage.

It would not be entirely inappropriate to read this short history of the
digital moving image as a teleological development which replays the
emergence of cinema a hundred years earlier. Indeed, as computers’ speed
keeps increasing, the CD-ROM designers have been able to go from a
slide show format to the superimposition of small moving elements
over static backgrounds and finally to full-frame moving images. This
evolution repeats the 19th-century progression: from sequences of still
images (magic lantern slide presentations) to moving characters over
static backgrounds (for instance, in Reynaud’s Praxinoscope Theater) to
full motion (the Lumiéres’ cinematograph). Moreover, the introduction
of QuickTime in 1991 can be compared to the introduction of the
Kinetoscope in 1892: both were used to present short loops, both featured
the images approximately two by three inches in size, both called for
private viewing rather than collective exhibition. Finally, the Lumieres’
first film screenings of 1895, which shocked their audiences with huge
moving images, found their parallel in CD-ROM titles of 1995, where
the moving image finally fills the entire computer screen. Thus, exactly a
hundred years after cinema was officially “born,” it was reinvented on a
computer screen.

But this is only one reading. We no longer think of the history of cinema
as a linear march towards only one possible language, or as a progression
towards more and more accurate verisimilitude. Rather, we have come to
see its history as a succession of distinct and equally expressive languages,
each with its own aesthetic variables, each new language closing oft some
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of the possibilities of the previous one—a cultural logic not dissimilar to
Kuhn’s analysis of scientific paradigms. Similarly, instead of dismissing
visual strategies of early multimedia titles as a result of technological
limitations, we may want to think of them as an alternative to traditional
cinematic illusionism, as a beginning of digital cinema’s new language.

For the computer/entertainment industry, these strategies represent
only a temporary limitation, an annoying drawback that needs to be
overcome. This is one important difference between the situation at the
end of the nineteenth and the end of the twentieth centuries: if cinema
was developing towards the still open horizon of many possibilities,
the development of commercial multimedia, and of corresponding
computer hardware (compression boards, storage formats such as Digital
Video Disk), is driven by a clearly defined goal: the exact duplication of
cinematic realism. So if a computer screen, more and more, emulates a
cinema screen, this not an accident but a result of conscious planning.

The Loop and Spatial Montage

A number of artists, however, have approached these strategies not as
limitations but as a source of new cinematic possibilities. As an example,
I will discuss the use of the loop and of montage in Jean-Louis Boissier’s
Flora petrinsularis (1993) and in my own Little Movies (1994-).[19]

As already mentioned, all 19th-century pre-cinematic devices, up to
Edison’s Kinetoscope, were based on shortloops. As “the seventh art” began
to mature, it banished the loop to the low-art realms of the instructional
film, the pornographic peep-show, and the animated cartoon. In contrast,
narrative cinema has avoided repetitions; like modern Western fictional
forms in general, it put forward a notion of human existence as a linear
progression through numerous unique events.

Cinema’s birth from a loop form was reenacted at least once during its
history. In one of the sequences of the revolutionary Soviet montage
film, 4 Man with a Movie Camera (1929), Dziga Vertov shows us a
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cameraman standing in the back of a moving automobile. As he is being
carried forward by an automobile, he cranks the handle of his camera.
A loop, a repetition, created by the circular movement of the handle,
gives birth to a progression of events—a very basic narrative which is
also quintessentially modern: a camera moving through space recording
whatever is in its way. In what seems to be a reference to cinema’s primal
scene, these shots are intercut with the shots of a moving train. Vertov
even re-stages the terror which the Lumieres’ film supposedly provoked
in its audience; he positions his camera right along the train track so the
train runs over our point of view a number of times, crushing us again
and again.

Early digital movies share the same limitations of storage as 19th-century
pre-cinematic devices. This is probably why the loop playback function
was built into the QuickTime interface, thus giving it the same weight
as the VCR-style “play forward” function. So, in contrast to films and
videotapes, QuickTime movies are supposed to be played forward,
backward, or looped.

Can the loop be a new narrative form appropriate for the computer age? It
is relevant to recall that the loop gave birth not only to cinema but also to
computer programming. Programming involves altering the linear flow
of data through control structures, such as “if/then” and “repeat/while”;
the loop is the most elementary of these control structures. If we strip the
computer from its usual interface and follow the execution of a typical
computer program, the computer will reveal itself to be another version
of Ford’s factory, with a loop as its conveyer belt.

Flora petrinsularis realizes some of the possibilities contained in the
loop form, suggesting a new temporal aesthetics for digital cinema. The
CD-ROM, which is based on Rousseau’s Confessions, opens with a white
screen, containing a numbered list. Clicking on each item leads us to a
screen containing two frames, positioned side by side. Both frames show
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the same video loop but are slightly offset from each other in time. Thus, the
images appearing in the left frame reappear in a moment on the right and
vice versa, as though an invisible wave is running through the screen. This
wave soon becomes materialized: when we click on one of the frames we
are taken to a new screen showing a loop of a rhythmically vibrating water
surface. As each mouse click reveals another loop, the viewer becomes an
editor, but not in a traditional sense. Rather than constructing a singular
narrative sequence and discarding material which is not used, here the
viewer brings to the forefront, one by one, numerous layers of looped
actions which seem to be taking place all at once, a multitude of separate
but co-existing temporalities. The viewer is not cutting but re-shuffling.
In a reversal of Vertov’s sequence where a loop generated a narrative, the
viewer’s attempt to create a story in Flora petrinsularis leads to a loop.

The loop that structures Flora petrinsularis on anumber of levels becomes
a metaphor for human desire that can never achieve resolution. It can
be also read as a comment on cinematic realism. What are the minimal
conditions necessary to create the impression of reality? As Boissier
demonstrates, in the case of a field of grass, a close-up of a plant or a
stream, just a few looped frames become sufficient to produce the illusion
of life and of linear time.

Stephen Neale describes how early film demonstrated its authenticity by
representing moving nature: “What was lacking [in photographs] was
the wind, the very index of real, natural movement. Hence the obsessive
contemporary fascination, not just with movement, not just with scale,
but also with waves and sea spray, with smoke and spray” (52). What
for early cinema was its biggest pride and achievement—a faithful
documentation of nature’s movement—becomes for Boissier a subject of
ironic and melancholic simulation. As the few frames are looped over and
over, we see blades of grass shifting slightly back and forth, rhythmically
responding to the blow of non-existent wind that is almost approximated
by the noise of a computer reading data from a CD-ROM.
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Something else is being simulated here as well, perhaps unintentionally.
As you watch the CD-ROM, the computer periodically staggers, unable to
maintain a consistent data rate. As a result, the images on the screen move
in uneven bursts, slowing and speeding up with human-like irregularity.
It is as though they are brought to life not by a digital machine but by a
human operator, cranking the handle of the Zoetrope a century and a half
ago.

Little Movies is my own project about the aesthetics of digital cinema, and
a eulogy to its earliest form—QuickTime. Beginning with the well-known
supposition that every new medium relies on the content of previous
media, Little Movies features key moments in the history of cinema as its
logical subject.

As the time passes, the medium becomes the message, that is, the “look”
more than the content of any media technology of the past is what lingers
on. Little Movies reads digital media of the 1990s from a hypothetical
future, foregrounding its basic properties: the pixel, the computer
screen, the scanlines. As described earlier, in the early 1890s the public
patronized Kinetoscope parlors where peep-hole machines presented
them with the latest marvel—tiny moving photographs arranged in short
loops. And exactly a hundred years later, we are equally fascinated with
tiny QuickTime movies—the precursor of digital cinema still to come.
Drawing a parallel between these two historical moments, Little Movies
are explicitly modeled after Kinetoscope films: they are also short loops.

Like Boissier, I am also interested in exploring alternatives to cinematic
montage, in my case replacing its traditional sequential mode with a
spatial one. Ford’s assembly line relied on the separation of the production
process into a set of repetitive, sequential, and simple activities. The same
principle made computer programming possible: a computer program
breaks a task into a series of elemental operations to be executed one at a
time. Cinema followed this principle as well: it replaced all other modes
of narration with a sequential narrative, an assembly line of shots that
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appear on the screen one at a time. A sequential narrative turned out to
be particularly incompatible with a spatialized narrative, which played a
prominent role in European visual culture for centuries. From Giottos
fresco cycle at Cappella degli Scrovegni in Padua to Courbet’s 4 Burial
at Ornans, artists presented a multitude of separate events (which were
sometimes even separated by time) within a single composition. In
contrast to cinema’s narratives, here all the “shots” were accessible to a
viewer at one.

Cinema has elaborated complex techniques of montage between different
images replacing each other in time; but the possibility of what can be
called “spatial montage” between simultaneously co-existing images was
not explored. In Little Movies 1 begin to explore this direction in order to
open up again the tradition of spatialized narrative suppressed by cinema.
In one of the movies I develop the narrative through a number of short
video clips, all much smaller in size than the computer screen. This allows
me to place a number of clips on the screen at once. Sometimes all the
clips are paused, and only one clip is playing; at other times two or three
different clips play at once. As the narrative activates different parts of
the screen, montage in time gives way to montage in space. Or rather, we
can say that montage acquires a new spatial dimension. In addition to
montage dimensions already explored by cinema (differences in images’
content, composition, movement) we now have a new dimension: the
position of the images in space in relation to each other. In addition, since
images do not replace each other (as in cinema) but remain on the screen
throughout the movie, each new image is juxtaposed not just with one
image which preceded it, but with all the other images present on the
screen.

The logic of replacement, characteristic of cinema, gives way to the logic
of addition and co-existence. Time becomes spatialized, distributed over
the surface of the screen. Nothing is forgotten, nothing is erased. Just as
we use computers to accumulate endless texts, messages, notes, and data
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(and just as a person, going through life, accumulates more and more
memories, with the past slowly acquiring more weight than the future),
“spatial montage” accumulates events and images as it progresses through
its narrative. In contrast to cinema’s screen, which primarily functioned
as a record of perception, here the computer screen functions as a record
of memory.

By making images different in size and by having them appear and
disappear in different parts of the screen without any obvious order, I
want to present the computer screen as a space of endless possibilities.
Rather than being a surface that passively accepts projected images of
reality recorded by a camera, the computer screen becomes an active
generator of moving-image events. It already contains numerous images
and numerous narrative paths; all that remains is to reveal some of them.

Conclusion: From Kino-Eye to Kino-Brush

In the 20th century, cinema has played two roles at once. As a media
technology, cinema’s role was to capture and to store visible reality. The
difficulty of modifying images once they were recorded was exactly
what gave cinema its value as a document, assuring its authenticity. The
same rigidity of the film image has defined the limits of cinema as I
defined it earlier, i.e. the super-genre of live action narrative. Although it
includes within itself a variety of styles—the result of the efforts of many
directors, designers, and cinematographers—these styles share a strong
family resemblance. They are all children of the recording process that
uses lenses, regular sampling of time, and photographic media. They are
all children of a machine vision.

The mutability of digital data impairs the value of cinematic recordings as
documents of reality. In retrospect, we can see that 20th-century cinema’s
regime of visual realism, the result of automatically recording visual
reality, was only an exception, an isolated accident in the history of visual
representation which has always involved, and now again involves, the
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manual construction of images. Cinema becomes a particular branch of
painting—painting in time. No longer a kino-eye, but a kino-brush.[20

The privileged role played by the manual construction of images in digital
cinema is one example of alarger trend: the return of pre-cinematic moving
images techniques. Marginalized by the 20th-century institution of live-
action narrative cinema that relegated them to the realms of animation
and special effects, these techniques reemerge as the foundation of digital
filmmaking. What was supplemental to cinema becomes its norm; what
was at its boundaries comes into the center. Digital media return to us the
repressed of the cinema.

As the examples discussed in this essay suggest, the directions that were
closed off at the turn of the century, when cinema came to dominate the
modern moving-image culture, are now again beginning to be explored.
Moving-image culture is being redefined once again; cinematic realism
is being displaced from being its dominant mode to become only one
option among many.
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Notes

This essay was first published in 1996, in the German online magazine
Telepolis, and has been reprinted, in modified form, in two book
publications (see works cited). The version reprinted here, however, has
appeared only on Manovich’s website.

[1] This is the third in a series of essays on digital cinema. See my “Cinema
and Digital Media” and “To Lie and to Act: Potemkin’s Villages, Cinema
and Telepresence.” This essay has greatly benefited from the suggestions
and criticisms of Natalie Bookchin, Peter Lunenfeld, Norman Klein, and
Vivian Sobchack. I also would like to acknowledge the pioneering work
of Erkki Huhtamo on the connections between early cinema and digital
media which stimulated my own interest in this topic. See, for instance, his
“Encapsulated Bodies in Motion”
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[2] The remarks were made by Scott Billups, a major figure in bringing
Hollywood and Silicon Valley together by way of the American Film
Institute’s Apple Laboratory and Advanced Technologies Programs in the
late 1980s and early 1990s (see Billups; also Perisi).

[3] Cinema as defined by its “super-genre” of fictional live action film
belongs to media arts, which, in contrast to traditional arts, rely on
recordings of reality as their basis. Another term which is not as popular
as “media arts” but is perhaps more precise is “recording arts.” For the use
of this term, see Monaco 7.

[4] The birth of cinema in the 1890s is accompanied by an interesting
transformation: while the body as the generator of moving pictures
disappears, it simultaneously becomes their new subject. Indeed, one
of the key themes of early films produced by Edison is a human body
in motion: a man sneezing, the famous bodybuilder Sandow flexing his
muscles, an athlete performing somersaults, a woman dancing. Films of
boxing matches play a key role in the commercial development of the
Kinetoscope. See Musser 72-79; Robinson 44-48.

[5] This arrangement was previously used in magic lantern projections;
it is described in the second edition of Althanasius Kircher’s Ars magna
(1671). See Musser 21-22.

[6] The extent of this lie is made clear by the films of Andy Warhol from
the first part of the 1960s—perhaps the only real attempt to create cinema
without a language.

[7] T have borrowed this definition of special effects from Samuelson.

[8] The following examples illustrate this disavowal of special effects; other
examples can be easily found. The first example is from popular discourse
on cinema. A section entitled “Making the Movies” in Leish’s Cinema
contains short stories from the history of the movie industry. The heroes
of these stories are actors, directors, and producers; special effects artists
are mentioned only once. The second example is from an academic source:
the authors of the authoritative Aesthetics of Film state that “[t]he goal of
our book is to summarize from a synthetic and didactic perspective the
diverse theoretical attempts at examining these empirical notions [terms
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from the lexicon of film technicians], including ideas like frame vs. shot,
terms from production crews’ vocabularies, the notion of identification
produced by critical vocabulary, etc” (Aumont et al. 7). The fact that the
text never mentions special effects techniques reflects the general lack of
any historical or theoretical interest in the topic by film scholars. Bordwell
and Thompson’s Film Art: An Introduction, which is used as a standard
textbook in undergraduate film classes is a little better as it devotes three of
its five hundred pages to special effects. Finally, a relevant piece of statistics:
a library at the University of California, San Diego contains 4273 titles
catalogued under the subject “motion pictures” and only 16 tiles under
“special effects cinematography.” For the few important works addressing
the larger cultural significance of special effects by film theoreticians see
Sobchack; Bukatman. Norman Klein is currently working on a history of
special effects environments.

[9] For a discussion of the subsumption of the photographic to the graphic,
see Lunenfeld.

[10] For a complete list of people at ILM who worked on this film, see the
SIGGRAPH ‘94 Visual Proceedings (Petrovich et al. 19).

[11] In this respect 1995 can be called the last year of digital media. At
the 1995 National Association of Broadcasters convention Avid showed
a working model of a digital video camera which records not on a video
cassette but directly onto a hard drive. Once digital cameras become widely
used, we will no longer have any reason to talk about digital media since the
process of digitization will be eliminated.

[12] Here is another, even more radical definition: digital film = f (x, y, t).
This definition would be greeted with joy by the proponents of abstract
animation. Since the computer breaks down every frame into pixels, a
complete film can be defined as a function which, given the horizontal,
vertical, and time location of each pixel, returns its color. This is actually
how a computer represents a film, a representation which has a surprising
affinity with a certain well-known avant-garde vision of cinema! For a
computer, a film is an abstract arrangement of colors changing in time,

rather than something structured by “shots,” “narrative,” “actors,” and so on.
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[13] The full advantage of mapping time into 2-D space, already present
in Edison’s first cinema apparatus, is now realized: one can modify events
in time by literally painting on a sequence of frames, treating them as a
single image.
[14] See “Industrial Light & Magic alters history with MATADOR;
promotional material by Parallax Software, SIGGRAPH ‘95 Conference,
Los Angeles, August 1995.
[15] The reader who followed my analysis of the new possibilities of digital
cinema may wonder why I have stressed the parallels between digital
cinema and the pre-cinematic techniques of the 19th century but did not
mention 20th-century avant-garde filmmaking. Did not the avant-garde
filmmakers already explore many of these new possibilities? To take the
notion of cinema as painting, Len Lye, one of the pioneers of abstract
animation, was painting directly on film as early as 1935; he was followed
by Norman McLaren and Stan Brakhage, the latter extensively covering
shot footage with dots, scratches, splattered paint, smears, and lines in
an attempt to turn his films into equivalents of Abstract Expressionist
painting. More generally, one of the major impulses in all of avant-garde
filmmaking, from Léger to Godard, was to combine the cinematic, the
painterly, and the graphic—by using live-action footage and animation
within one film or even a single frame, by altering this footage in a variety
of ways, or by juxtaposing printed texts and filmed images.

I explore the notion that the avant-garde anticipated digital aesthetics
in my “Engineering Vision: from Constructivism to the Computer”; here I
would like to bring up one point particularly relevant for this essay. When
the avant-garde filmmakers collaged multiple images within a single frame,
or painted and scratched film, or revolted against the indexical identity of
cinema in other ways, they were working against “normal” filmmaking
procedures and the intended uses of film technology. (Film stock was
not designed to be painted on.) Thus they operated on the periphery of
commercial cinema not only aesthetically but also technically.

One general effect of the digital revolution is that avant-garde aesthetic
strategies became embedded in the commands and interface metaphors
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of computer software. In short, the avant-garde became materialized in a
computer. Digital cinema technology is a case in point. The avant-garde
strategy of collage reemerged as a “cut and paste” command, the most
basic operation one can perform on digital data. The idea of painting on
film became embedded in paint functions of film-editing software. The
avant-garde move to combine animation, printed texts, and live-action
footage is repeated in the convergence of animation, title generation, paint,
compositing, and editing systems into single all-in-one packages. Finally,
another move to combine a number of film images together within one
frame (for instance, in Léger’s 1924 Ballet Mécanique or in Vertov’s 1929
A Man with a Movie Camera) also become legitimized by technology,
since all editing software, including Photoshop, Premiere, After Effects,
Flame, and Cineon, by default assumes that a digital image consists of a
number of separate image layers. All in all, what used to be exceptions
for traditional cinema became the normal, intended techniques of digital
filmmaking, embedded in technology design itself. For the experiments
in painting on film by Lye, McLaren, and Brakhage, see Russett and Starr
65-71; 117-128; also Sitney 230; 136-227.

[16] Reporting in the December 1995 issue of Wired, Paula Perisi writes:
“A decade ago, only an intrepid few, led by George Lucas’s Industrial Light
and Magic, were doing high-quality digital work. Now computer imaging
is considered an indispensable production tool for all films, from the
smallest drama to the largest visual extravaganza” (144).

[17] Therefore, one way in which the fantastic is justified in contemporary
Hollywood cinema is through the introduction of various non-human
characters such as aliens, mutants, and robots. We never notice the pure
arbitrariness of their colorful and mutating bodies, the beams of energy
emulating from their eyes, the whirlpools of particles emulating from
their wings, because they are made perceptually consistent with the set, i.e.
they look like something which could have existed in a three-dimensional
space and therefore could have been photographed.

[18] This 28-minute film, made in 1962, is composed of still frames
narrativized in time, and concludes with a very short live action sequence.
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For documentation, see Marker.

[19] Flora petrinsularis is included in the compilation CD-ROM Artintact
1. Little Movies are available online at <http://jupiter.ucsd.edu/~manovich/
little-movies>.

[20] It was Dziga Vertov who coined the term “kino-eye” in the 1920s
to describe the cinematic apparatus’s ability “to record and organize the
individual characteristics of life’s phenomena into a whole, an essence, a
conclusion” (47). For Vertov, the presentation of film “facts,” based as they
were on materialist evidence, defined the very nature of the cinema.
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BY STEVEN SHAVIRO

In my 2010 book Post-Cinematic Affect, 1 coined the term “post-
continuity” I used this term to describe a style of filmmaking that has
become quite common in action films of the past decade or so. In what
I call the post-continuity style, “a preoccupation with immediate effects
trumps any concern for broader continuity—whether on the immediate
shot-by-shot level, or on that of the overall narrative” (123).

In recent action blockbusters by the likes of Michael Bay and Tony Scott,
there no longer seems to be any concern for delineating the geography
of action, by clearly anchoring it in time and space. Instead, gunfights,
martial arts battles, and car chases are rendered through sequences
involving shaky handheld cameras, extreme or even impossible camera
angles, and much composited digital material—all stitched together
with rapid cuts, frequently involving deliberately mismatched shots. The
sequence becomes a jagged collage of fragments of explosions, crashes,
physical lunges, and violently accelerated motions. There is no sense of
spatiotemporal continuity; all that matters is delivering a continual series
of shocks to the audience.

This new action-movie style has not been unnoticed by film critics and
theorists. The first writer to come to grips with this new style, as far as
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I know, was Bruce Reid in the Seattle weekly newspaper The Stranger.
More than a decade ago (2000), Reid wrote, with tongue not quite in
cheek, of Bay’s “indefensible” vision:

“I had to train everyone to see the world like I see the world,’
Bay states in the DVD commentary to Armageddon. That world
is apparently one of disorienting edits, mindless whip pans, and
rack focuses that leave the background in a blur to reveal the
barrel of a gun. Colors are treated with equal exaggeration: Entire
scenes are lit in deep blue or green with no discernible source for
the reflection. It is an anarchic, irresponsible vision, despite all
the macho, patriotic chest-thumping.

Reid went on to slyly suggest that, despite being a “crushingly untalented”
hack, Bay nonetheless shared with avant-garde filmmakers like Stan
Brakhage and Bruce Conner “the same headlong thrill of the moment,
the same refusal to dawdle over or organize their material”

Much more recently (2008), David Bordwell has complained on his blog
of the way that, in recent years,

Hollywood action scenes became “impressionistic,” rendering
a combat or pursuit as a blurred confusion. We got a flurry of
cuts calibrated not in relation to each other or to the action, but
instead suggesting a vast busyness. Here camerawork and editing
didn’t serve the specificity of the action but overwhelmed, even
buried it. (“A Glance”)

More recently still, in the summer of 2011, Matthias Stork gave a well-
nigh definitive account of these changes in action editing in his two-part
video essay “Chaos Cinema,” which led to a storm of commentary on
the Internet. (A third part of the video essay has since been added, in
which Stork replies to many of his critics). Stork directly addresses the
transformation from action sequences (like those of Sam Peckinpah,
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John Woo, and John Frankenheimer) which offered the viewer a coherent
sense of action in space and time, to the sequences in recent action films
that no longer do this. Stork says:

Chaos cinema apes the illiteracy of the modern movie trailer. It
consists of a barrage of high-voltage scenes. Every single frame
runs on adrenaline. Every shot feels like the hysterical climax of
a scene which an earlier movie might have spent several minutes
building toward. Chaos cinema is a never-ending crescendo of
flair and spectacle. It’s a shotgun aesthetic, firing a wide swath of
sensationalistic technique that tears the old classical filmmaking
style to bits. Directors who work in this mode aren’t interested
in spatial clarity. It doesn’t matter where you are, and it barely
matters if you know what’s happening onscreen. The new action
films are fast, florid, volatile audiovisual war zones.

Stork’s video essay is extremely interesting and useful. He really makes you
see how action editing has changed over the course of the past decade or
so. I have been showing it to my students in order to explain how editing
styles have changed.

But I can’t help feeling that Stork’s focus is too narrow, and that his
judgments—about the badness, or “illiteracy, of “chaos cinema’ in
comparison to the older action-editing styles of Peckinpah, Woo, et al. —
are too simplistic and unequivocal. Stork deliberately adopts a provocative
and polemical tone, in order to get his point across. But he only talks
negatively about the new style; he points out what it fails to do, without
giving enough credit for the positive things that it actually does. To my
mind, it is inadequate simply to say that the new action films are merely
vapid and sensationalistic. Ironically, Stork’s dismissal of action films
today sounds rather like the way in which, in years past, Hollywood fare
in general was disparaged in comparison to self-conscious art films.

When I showed “Chaos Cinema” Part 1 to my Introduction to Film class
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earlier this semester, the students agreed that they could really see the
stylistic differences that the video put on display. But many of them also
said that, having grown up with “chaos cinema,” they enjoyed it and
weren't bothered by the failings of which Stork accused it. New forms
and new technical devices imply new possibilities of expression; I am
interested in trying to work out what these new possibilities might be. This
will involve picking up on Bruce Reid’s not-entirely-facetious suggestion
of ties between the most crassly commercial recent filmmaking and the
historical projects of the avant-garde.

In the third part of his “Chaos Cinema” video essay, responding to
criticisms by Scott Nye, Stork grudgingly admits that Tony Scott’s Domino
(2005)—surely one of the most extravagant examples of post-continuity
style—is not devoid of aesthetic value. But Stork complains that, because
ofits radical “abstraction,” Domino doesn’t work in a genre context—it isn’t
really an action film. I note, however, that Bruce Reid had already credited
Michael Bay with pushing filmmaking “to the brink of abstraction,” and
yet making movies that mass audiences love. Stork complains that Domino
is an avant-garde experiment; the avant-garde, he says, is “a hermetically
sealed environment,” with “different audiences, reception spheres and
ambitions” than the commercial genre film. But I am rather inclined to
agree with Reid; the mass vs. avant-garde distinction just doesn’t hold
any longer. After all, there isn’t a technique used by Jean-Luc Godard that
hasn’t become a mainstay of television and Internet commercials.

One way that we can start to work out the potentialities of post-continuity
styles is by looking at their genealogy. Stork notes, as I also do in my
book, that what he calls “chaos cinema” is an offshoot, or an extreme
development, of what David Bordwell calls intensified continuity.
Bordwell demonstrates how, starting with the New Hollywood of the
1970s, commercial filmmaking in America and elsewhere has increasingly
involved “more rapid editing . . . bipolar extremes of lens lengths . . .
more close framings in dialogue scenes . . . [and] a free-ranging camera”
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(“Intensified Continuity” 16-21). But although this makes for quite a
different style from that of classic Hollywood, Bordwell does not see it
as a truly radical shift: “[f]ar from rejecting traditional continuity in the
name of fragmentation and incoherence,” he says, “the new style amounts
to an intensification of established techniques” (16). It still tells stories in
the classical manner—only more so, with a vengeance.

I think that Stork and I are both arguing that this is no longer the case with
the 21st-century developments of action cinema. (And Bordwell himself
might even agree with this, as witness the blog posting I quoted earlier [“A
Glance”]). In my book, I suggested that intensified continuity has “jumped
the shark,” and turned into something else entirely (Post-Cinematic Affect
123). We might call this, in the old Hegelian-Marxist style, a dialectical
reversal involving the transformation of quantity into quality. Or we
might see it as an instance of Marshall McLuhan’s observation that every
new medium retrieves an earlier, supposedly “outdated” medium; and
then, at its limit, reverses into its opposite. In the 21st century, the very
expansion of the techniques of intensified continuity, especially in action
films and action sequences, has led to a situation where continuity itself
has been fractured, devalued, fragmented, and reduced to incoherence.

That is to say, the very techniques that were developed in order to
“intensify” cinematic continuity, have ended up by undermining it. In
using the word continuity, I am first of all referring to continuity editing
as the basic orienting structure of Hollywood narrative cinema. But I
am also pointing toward a larger sense of the word, in which it implies
the homogeneity of space and time, and the coherent organization of
narrative. It is continuity in this broader sense, as well as in the narrower
one, which has broken down in “chaos cinema”

Michael Bay himself can be quoted on this point: “when you get hung up
on continuity;” he says, “you can’t keep the pace and price down. Most
people simply consume a movie and they are not even aware of these

55


http://www.davidbordwell.net/blog/2008/12/28/a-glance-at-blows/
http://www.davidbordwell.net/blog/2008/12/28/a-glance-at-blows/

Steven Shaviro

errors” (qtd. in Shaviro, Post-Cinematic Affect 119). It’'s noteworthy that
Bay seems equally concerned with “pace” and “price,” and that he sees his
movies as objects which the audience will “simply consume.” As far as Bay
is concerned, the frequent continuity violations discovered in his films by
hostile critics are not “errors” at all; they are just nitpicky details that only
matter to those few of us who analyze films for a living. It's easy enough
to ridicule this sort of attitude, of course; and I have done so as much as
anybody. But beyond ridicule, the crucial point is that the classical values
of continuity simply don't matter to certain contemporary filmmakers
any more.

This is why I prefer my own term, post-continuity, to Stork’s “chaos
cinema.” Film today is post-continuity, just as our culture in general is
postmodern—or, even better, post-literate. Even if we've discovered
today that “we have never been modern,” this discovery is itself a product
of modernity. And it's not that we don’t read anymore, but rather that
reading itself has been recontextualized, and subsumed within a broader
multimedia/audiovisual environment. In the same way, it is not that
continuity rules are always being violated or ignored; nor are the films
made in their absence simply chaotic. Rather, we are in a “post-continuity”
situation when continuity has ceased to be important—or at least has
ceased to be as important as it used to be.

You can still find lots of moments in post-continuity films in which the
continuity editing rules are being carefully followed, as well as moments
in which they are thrown out the window. And it’s also true that, as Stork
notes, continuity cues that are not provided visually are instead provided
subliminally on the soundtrack. (The role of sound in post-continuity
cinema is something that I will need to address elsewhere). In any case,
however, the crucial point for post-continuity films is that the violation
of continuity rules isn’'t foregrounded, and isn't in itself significant. This
is in sharp contrast to the ways that jump cuts, directional mismatches,
and other violations of continuity rules were at the center of a film like

56



Post-Continuity

Godard’s Breathless more than half a century ago. Today, neither the use
of continuity rules nor their violation is at the center of the audience’s
experience any longer.

In other words, it is not that continuity rules—whether in their classical
or “intensified” form—have been abandoned, nor even that they are
concertedly violated. Rather, although these rules continue to function,
more or less, they have lost their systematicity; and—even more—they
have lost their centrality and importance. And this marks the limit of
Bordwell’s claim, in his “Intensified Continuity” essay, that even the
flamboyant camera movements and ostentatious edits and special effects
of the “intensified” style still serve the same ultimate goal as classical
narration: putting the audience in the position of “comprehending the
story” and “surrendering to the story’s expressive undertow” (25).

Continuity structures, however, are not just about articulating narrative.
Even more importantly, perhaps, they work to provide a certain sense of
spatial orientation, and to regularize the flow of time. Where Bordwell
sees the establishment of spatiotemporal relations as crucial to the
articulation of narrative, I am inclined to think that the actual situation
is the reverse. Even in classical narrative films, following the story is not
important in itself. It is just another one of the ways in which we are led
into the spatiotemporal matrix of the film; for it is through this matrix
that we experience the film on multiple sensorial and affective levels.

I am making a rather large theoretical claim here, one that I will need
to justify, and further develop, elsewhere. But I think it has major
consequences for the ways in which we understand post-continuity.

In post-continuity films, unlike classical ones, continuity rules are
used opportunistically and occasionally, rather than structurally and
pervasively. Narrative is not abandoned, but it is articulated in a space
and time that are no longer classical. For space and time themselves have
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become relativized or unhinged. In this sense, Bordwell is wrong to claim
that “in representing space, time, and narrative relations (such as causal
connections and parallels) today’s films generally adhere to the principles
of classical filmmaking” (“Intensified Continuity” 16).

Part of what’s at stake here is the relation between style and significance.
Of course, we know that it is impossible simply to link a particular
technique, or stylistic device, with a fixed meaning. This is why Bordwell
rejects the sort of theorization that I am pursuing here; it is also, I think,
why Stork can only say of the “chaos cinema” style that it is poorly made.
But against this, I'd like to cite some remarks by Adrian Martin. Martin
begins by giving Bordwell his due:

In his droll 1989 book Making Meaning, the American scholar
David Bordwell makes fun of a standard procedure in discussing
film. Let us take shot/reverse shot cutting, proposes Bordwell.
Critics like to say: if we see, as part of the same scene, one person
alone in a shot, and then another person alone in another shot, it
means that the film intends us to see them as emotionally far apart,
separated, disconnected. But (Bordwell continues) it can also be
taken to mean the exact opposite: the rhythm of the cutting, the
similarity of the positioning of the figures in the frame—all that
signals a union, a oneness, a deep connection between these two
people! Bordwell repeats the same mock-demonstration with
camera movement: if a panning or tracking shot takes us from
one character, past an expanse of space, to another character,
critics will unfailingly say either that this means they are secretly
connected, or (on the contrary) that there is a gulf between them.

However, Martin suggests that there is more to it than Bordwell is able to
properly recognize; and in this, he moves from Bordwell to Deleuze:

Maybe we are not asking the right question. It might be enough
to answer Bordwell by pointing out that such meanings, of
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interconnectedness or disconnectedness, are not just the handy
hallucination of the critic; and that each film, in creating its own
dramatic context, will subtly or unsubtly instruct us on how
to read the emotional and thematic significance of its stylistic
devices. OK, argument settled—at least within the framework of
an essentially classical, organic aesthetic. But there is another way
to attack this matter, and it is more philosophical. Let us turn to
Gilles Deleuze’s meditation on the films of Kenji Mizoguchi in his
Cinema 1: The Movement-Image:

this seems to us to be the essential element in what
have been called the extravagant camera-movements in
Mizoguchi: the sequence-shot ensures a sort of parallelism
of vectors with different orientations and thus constitutes
a connexion of heterogeneous fragments of space, thus
giving a very special homogeneity to the space thus
constituted. . . . It is not the line which unites into a whole,
but the one which connects or links up the heterogenous
elements, while keeping them heterogeneous. . . . Lines
of the universe have both a physics—which reaches its
peak in the sequence-shot and the tracking-shot—and a
metaphysics, constituted by Mizoguchi’s themes. (194)

What a concept to boggle Bordwell’'s mind: the camera movement
which is (to paraphrase Deleuze) a line which connects what is
disconnected, while keeping it disconnected! Yet this is precisely
the complexity of what we are given to see, as spectators, in a film
by Mizoguchi or so many other filmmakers: this ambiguous or
ambivalent interplay of what connects or disconnects, links or
unlinks, the people and objects and elements of the world.

Without necessarily endorsing Deleuzes particular mode of analysis,
I'd like to suggest that Martin gives us the way in which we can indeed
assign some broader significance to the larger phenomenon of post-
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continuity: to see what it connects and what it disconnects. In classical
continuity styles, space is a fixed and rigid container, which remains the
same no matter what goes on in the narrative; and time flows linearly,
and at a uniform rate, even when the film’s chronology is scrambled
by flashbacks. But in post-continuity films, this is not necessarily the
case. We enter into the spacetime of modern physics; or better, into
the “space of flows,” and the time of microintervals and speed-of-
light transformations, that are characteristic of globalized, high-tech
financial capital. Thus in Post-Cinematic Affect, reflecting on Neveldine
and Taylor’s Gamer, I tried to look at the ways that the post-continuity
action style is expressive of, as well as being embedded within, the
delirium of globalized financial capitalism, with its relentless processes
of accumulation, its fragmentation of older forms of subjectivity, its
multiplication of technologies for controlling perception and feeling
on the most intimate level, and its play of both embodiment and
disembodiment (93-130).

I think, however, that there is much more to be said about the aesthetic
sensibility of post-continuity styles, and the ways that this sensibility
is related to other social, psychological, and technological forces. Post-
continuity stylistics are expressive both of technological changes (i.e.
the rise of digital and Internet-based media) and of more general social,
economic, and political conditions (i.e. globalized neoliberal capitalism,
and the intensified financialization associated with it). Like any other
stylistic norm, post-continuity involves films of the greatest diversity
in terms of their interests, commitments, and aesthetic values. What
unites, them, however, is not just a bunch of techniques and formal tics,
but a kind of shared episteme (Michel Foucault) or structure of feeling
(Raymond Williams). It is this larger structure that I would like to
illuminate further: to work out how contemporary film styles are both
expressive of, and productively contributory to, these new formations.
By paying sustained attention to post-continuity styles, I am at least
trying to work toward a critical aesthetics of contemporary culture.
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I would like to conclude by suggesting that the notion of “post-continuity”
may well have a broader cultural scope, rather than just being restricted
to what Stork calls “the woozy camera and A.D.D. editing pattern of
contemporary [action] releases” (“Chaos Cinema, Part 2”). Consider, for
instance, the following:

o On his blog, the cinematographer John Bailey interviewed Stork
and commented extensively on the ideas from his video essay.
Bailey proposes that the real hallmark of “chaos cinema” is “spatial
confusion,” even when this is accomplished without “eruptive
cutting” He therefore suggests that even films that “embrace the
long take”, and mimic the hypercontinuity of first-person computer
games, may also partake of what I am calling post-continuity. Gus
van Sant’s Gerry, for instance, accomplishes “such a complete
spatial dislocation that it slowly, inexorably becomes the heart of
the film” Bailey’s observations are quite congruent with work that I
have been doing on how space time relations, as well as audiovisual
relations, are radically changed by the new digital technologies (see
my essay “Splitting the Atom,” in this volume).

« Dogme95-influenced handheld cinematography also produces a
post-continuity style. Excessive camera movements, reframings
without functional justification, and rough, jumpy editing
lead to a vertiginous sense of dislocation. Writing about Lars
Von Trier’s Melancholia on his Twitter feed, Adrian Martin
(@AdrianMartin25) complains: “I tend to dislike almost every
stylistic decision made by Lars von Trier. Other things can be
interesting, but the style! Whereis the craftin this MELANCHOLIA
thing? Some of the actors are great, but nobody is being directed, it’s
an amateur movie!!” Now, I value this film quite highly, as Martin
evidently does not. But I think that his discomfort bears witness
to something that is genuinely true of the film: its indifference to
the traditional aesthetics of continuity, and the sorts of meanings
that are produced by such an aesthetic. My own argument is that
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this is altogether appropriate to a film that rejects modernity
altogether, and envisions the end of the world. (I try to discuss
the positive effects of Von Trier’s post-continuity style in my essay
“Melancholia, or the Romantic Anti-Sublime”

 Ithink that post-continuity is also at work in the minimalism and
stasis of such recent low-budget horror films as the Paranormal
Activity series. These films are evidently not dislocated, as they are
shot, and take place, in single locations. In each film, the point of
view is restricted to the rooms and grounds of one single-family
home. But these films are entirely shot with home-video and
home-computing equipment; and the machines that capture all
the footage themselves appear within the diegesis. This means
that everything comes either from jerky handheld video cameras,
or else from the fixed locations of laptop cams and surveillance
cams. As a result, the patterns of traditional continuity editing are
completely missing: there are no shot-reverse shot patterns, and
no cuts between establishing shots and close-ups. Instead, we get a
point of view that is impersonal, mechanized, and effectively from
nowhere. Nicholas Rombes argues that the Paranormal Activity
films are in fact avant-garde works, due to their use of fixed or
mechanically-controlled cameras. (For further discussion of this,
see the Critical Roundtable on these films, featuring me, Rombes,
and Julia Leyda, and moderated by Therese Grisham, in a recent
issue of La Furia Umana [reprinted in this volume]).

Although I have yet to explore any of these more fully, it strikes me that
the following might also be considered as instances of post-continuity:

o The casual, throwaway style of “mumblecore” slice-of-life films.

o The widespread integration of graphics, sound effects, and
mixtures of footage emulating video games, that we find in a film
like Scott Pilgrim.

« The promiscuous mixtures of different styles of footage that we
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find in such films as Oliver Stone’s Natural Born Killers and Brian
De Palma’s Redacted.

In all of these cases, the films do not altogether dispense with the concerns
of classical continuity; but they move “beyond” it or apart from it, so that
their energies and their investments point elsewhere. What is common to
all these styles is that they are no longer centered upon classical continuity,
or even the intensification of continuity identified by Bordwell. We need
to develop new ways of thinking about the formal strategies, as well as the
semantic contents, of all these varieties of post-continuity films.
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conference in Boston. Reprinted with permission from the author.
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1.3 DVDs, Video Games, and the
Cinema of Interactions

BY RICHARD GRUSIN

1

On May 16, 2002, my son Sam and I attended one of the opening-day
digital screenings of Star Wars: Episode II—Attack of the Clones at the Star
Southfield Theatre, the only theater in the Detroit metropolitan area (and
one of only two in Michigan) equipped to project the film in the digital
format in which George Lucas wanted us to see it. In the intervening years
most people have probably forgotten the hype that attended the film’s
release. The digital production, distribution, and screening of Attack of
the Clones was heralded in the popular media as marking a watershed
moment in the history of film, “a milestone of cinema technology” along
the lines of The Jazz Singer (McKernan). Some industry executives
claimed that because Attack of the Clones was produced entirely without
the use of celluloid film it “heralded the future of Hollywood and the
death of actual ‘film’ making” (Healey and Huffstutter).

Elsewhere I have discussed the significance of the digital production and
screening of Attack of the Clones in relation to the early history of cinema
(“Remediation”). Rather than considering the possibility of digital cinema
as constituting a radical break or rupture with the cinema of the twentieth



Richard Grusin

century, we need to understand how the emerging forms and practices
of digital media provide us with a perspective from which the entire
history of cinema up to this point can be seen as an extension of “early
cinema.” Borrowing from the idea that electronic textuality marks what
has been called the late age of print, I argue that digital cinema marks us
as inhabiting the late age of early cinema (or perhaps phrased differently,
the late age of celluloid film). In describing the current cinematic moment
in this fashion, I do not mean to suggest that film will disappear, but that
it will continue increasingly to be engaged with the social, technological,
and aesthetic forms and practices of digital media. This engagement will
be marked not (as many digital enthusiasts contend) by the emergence of
a distinctively new digital medium (and the concomitant abandonment
of the technologically outmoded medium of celluloid film), but rather
by the emergence of multiply networked, distributed forms of cinematic
production and exhibition. Indeed I am convinced that we already find
ourselves with a digital cinema—not as a distinctively new medium but as
a hybrid network of media forms and practices, what the title of my paper
calls a “cinema of interactions.”

My title alludes to Tom Gunning’s paradigmatic conception of a “cinema
of attractions,” which rewrites one of the most powerful origin myths of
early cinematic history—the received account of naive spectators who are
thought to have mistaken the filmed image of a train for a real train and
thus to have fled from the theater so that they would not be run over.
Gunning reinterprets this narrative by suggesting that insofar as shock
or surprise did attend upon the earliest exhibition of motion pictures,
it was not because naive spectators mistook a filmed image for reality.
Rather he argues that viewers of early cinema participated in an “aesthetic
of astonishment,” produced by the contradiction between their conscious
understanding that they were watching a moving picture in a theater and
their surprise or astonishment at perceiving an image that appeared to
be—that affected them as if it were—real. Thus for Gunning the cinema
of attractions produces an aesthetic of astonishment that results from the
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discontinuity between what spectators knew to be true and what they
felt to be true. This aesthetic of astonishment involves a contradictory
response to the ontological status of moving photographic images, a
response which tries to incorporate two contradictory beliefs or states of
mind—the knowledge that one is sitting in a public theater watching an
exhibition of a new motion picture technology and the feeling that what
one is seeing on screen looks real.

In characterizing our current historical moment as entailing a digital
cinema of interactions, I want to suggest that at the onset of the twenty-
first century, as motion pictures are increasingly moving away from a
photographic ontology of the real towards a post-photographic digital
ontology, cinema is defined not as the photographic mediation of an
unmediated world that exists prior to and independent of its being filmed
but rather as the remediation of an already mediated world distributed
among a network of other digital remediations. I introduce the concept
of a cinema of interactions to challenge one of the most powerful myths
of contemporary digital culture, paradigmatically articulated in William
Gibson’s novel Neuromancer—the myth, namely, that digital media
create an alternative reality or “cyberspace,” an immaterial simulacrum
of the “real” world inhabited by our bodies. One of the most compelling
cinematic remediations of this myth can be found in the first film of the
Matrix trilogy, where the film’s protagonist and its viewers soon discover
that the cinematic world in which the film opens is not the “real” world,
but the world of the matrix—a massively multi-user computer program
experienced by humans, whose immobile bodies inhabit a world ruled by
artificially intelligent machines that are using humans as batteries hooked
up to generate power, enabling these machines to rule the world. In
setting forth the fantasy of humans inhabiting an illusory world, a shared,
consensual hallucination created by a computer program, The Matrix (and
the myth of cyberspace it participates in) fails to come to terms with the
most interesting implications of digital media for contemporary cinema.
What is truly significant about our current moment of digital media is
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not the Baudrillardian suggestion that reality doesn’t exist, that the real
is only a simulation, but something very different: the way in which
we customarily act in ways that suggest that digital media, computer
programs, or video games, are real. The digital cinema of interactions
entails what I think of as an aesthetic of the animate, in which spectators or
users feel or act as if the inanimate is animate, in which we simultaneously
know that the mediated or the programmed are inanimate even while we
behave as if they were animate.

This cinema of interactions (and its concomitant aesthetic) was very much
at play in The Matrix Reloaded, the long-awaited second film of the Matrix
trilogy, which was released on May 15, 2003, one day short of a full year
after the release of Episode II of Star Wars. As we had with Attack of the
Clones the previous year, my son Sam and I saw The Matrix Reloaded in
the first week both of its theatrical release in May and of its IMAX release
in June. Screened in metro Detroit only at the Henry Ford IMAX Theatre
in Dearborn, Michigan, The Matrix Reloaded was the third feature film
to be digitally re-mastered for IMAX (following Apollo 13 and Attack of
the Clones). Due to improved re-mastering technology, however, it was
the first to be done without cuts. Compared with the digital production
and screening of Attack of the Clones, the IMAX screening of Matrix
Reloaded received little media hype. Nor is it my intent in invoking
the IMAX Reloaded to make hyperbolic claims about such digitally re-
mastered projections as marking the future of Hollywood film (although
Sam and I both agreed that the scenes in the underground world of Zion
and the action sequences were much more impressive in IMAX than they
were in 70mm). Rather I invoke the IMAX Reloaded because (along with
its multiple remediations as a video game, an anime DVD, and in various
forms on the Web) it is one element of the distributed cinematic artifact
created by the Wachowskis and producer Joel Silver.

In this chapter, I focus on the idea of digital cinema at the present
historical moment, to look at the questions of convergence and hybridity
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in our contemporary digital cinema of interactions. Industry and
media discussions of digital cinema have tended to focus on the digital
production and screening of conventional films like Attack of the Clones,
or on the threat posed by DVDs to theatrical movie-going, while academic
discussions of interactive cinema often indulge in the desire for a radically
new cinema along the lines of hypertext fiction and other new media
art. I want to depart from both of these portrayals of digital cinema, to
suggest that by looking at the relation between cinema and new media, we
can see that we already find ourselves in a digital cinema of interactions.
My argument has both a techno-cultural and an aesthetic dimension. I
will first take up the social and economic distribution of cinema across
a number of different digital media; I will then discuss some examples
of how this cinema of interactions has manifested itself aesthetically and
formally in a couple of recent DVDs, concluding with a brief discussion
of the social, economic, and aesthetic impications of Peter Greenaway’s
ambitious, hyper-mediated Tulse Luper project.

2

Over the past decade and more, film scholars have begun to find affinities
between the viewing conditions or practices of contemporary film and
media and those of early cinema, between what Miriam Hansen (among
others) characterizes as “preclassical and contemporary modes of film
consumption” (139). Such a characterization gets at some of what I am
interested in elucidating in thinking about cinema at the current historical
moment as a digital cinema of interactions. Like new digital media,
cinema from its inception involved itself in refashioning or remediating
earlier media. The construction of spectatorship relied upon such earlier
technologies of representation as magic lantern shows or panoramas.
In depicting realistic and/or exotic subjects, like war, travel, natural
disasters, or phantom rides, early cinema remediated such documentary
and monstrative media as photography and stereography. And as early
cinema began to employ rudimentary narratives, it engaged in the
remediation of plays, novels, and other familiar stories like the Passion.
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The public presentation of early cinema, like the private and public
presentation of new digital media, similarly remediated existing forms
of entertainment. Hansen’s reminder that early cinema remediated the
format of early commercial entertainments like vaudeville and traveling
shows can also serve to alert us to the fact that in contemporary culture
early digital media similarly borrow from and insert themselves into such
commercial entertainments as sporting events, theme parks, movies, and
television.

Hansen avers that the principles that early cinema borrowed from these
commercial entertainments “preserved a perceptual continuum between
the space/time of the theater and the illusionist world on screen, as
opposed to the classical segregation of screen and theater space with its
regime of absence and presence and its discipline of silence, spellbound
passivity, and perceptual isolation” (38-39). We can see an analogous
perceptual continuum in today’s digital cinema of interactions between
the film screened in the theater and its multiple remediations in DVDs,
video games, trailers, web sites, and so forth. Just as the viewing conditions
of early cinema did not enforce the separation of screen and spectator
that emerged in so-called classical cinema, so early digital cinema breaks
down the separation of the film-screened-in-theater from its multiple
remediations in videotape, DVD, or television rebroadcasting. In today’s
cinema of interactions the photographic ontology of classical cinema
gives way to a digital ontology where the future, not the past, is the object
of mediation—where the photographic basis of film and its remediation
of the past gives way to the premediation of the future more characteristic
of video games and other digital mediation and networking.[1] This
logic of premediation imagines an interactive spectator in a domestic or
other social space rather than an immobilized spectator in the darkened
dream-space of apparatus or gaze theory. The divide between screen
and audience in classical Hollywood cinema gives way to a continuum
between the digital artifact and the viewer’s/user’s interaction. In the late
age of early cinema we find ourselves at a historical moment when we
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can no longer consider the film screened in the theater as the complete
experience of the film. The conception of film as a distinctive medium is
now giving way both conceptually and in practice to film as a distributed
form of mediation, which breaks with classical cinema in several respects.
In some cases it remediates elements of early cinema; in others it breaks
with both early cinema and classical cinema. In our current cinema of
interactions the experience of the film in the theater is part of a more
distributed aesthetic or cinematic experience. Our experience of almost
any new film now inevitably includes the DVD (or often multiple
editions of DVDs) complete with trailers, deleted scenes, story-boards,
pop-up commentaries, hyperlinked mini-videos, director’s and actor’s
commentaries, and so forth.

One of the most compelling examples of the way in which new digital media
have participated in fundamental changes in mainstream contemporary
cinema is the fact that the DVD release of a feature film is no longer seen
as an afterthought, a second-order distribution phenomenon aimed at
circulating the original film to a wider audience. Today the production,
design, and distribution of DVD versions of feature films are part of the
original contractual (and artistic) intention of these films. Consequently it
isnow customarily the case that the conceptualization of the DVD precedes
the commencement of production of the film itself; indeed in some cases
production of the DVD begins even before the production of the film
(as was reported to be true of Spielberg’s Minority Report). While such
pre-production contractual considerations have for some time now been
standard for other forms of post-release repurposing (e.g., international,
videotape, and television rebroadcast rights or marketing and other
commercial product tie-ins), I want to suggest that the remediation of
theatrical releases in DVD and increasingly other digital formats marks
a fundamental change in the aesthetic status of the cinematic artifact.
This digital cinema of interactions is not a pure, new digital, interactive
medium but a distributed form of cinema, which demands we rethink
the cinema as object of study and analysis, to recognize that a film does
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not end after its closing credits, but rather continues beyond the theater
to the DVD, the video game, the soundtrack, the websites, and so forth.
Such a change is not simply a change in the technological basis of cinema
but rather a change that is distributed across practices of production,
screening, exhibition, distribution, interaction, use, and spectatorship.
Recent industry and academic hype for digital cinema has focused on a
notion of medium specificity that was over-dependent on the technological
base of the medium. While it is true that the distributed digital cinema
of interactions manifests itself through new digital technologies, the
“new medium” or perhaps the new social logic of the medium, is a kind
of hybrid alliance of digital technology, social use, aesthetic practice,
cultures of spectatorship, and economic exchange. The Matrix franchise
is an important example of this new hybrid medium—with the IMAX
Reloaded, the Animatrix DVD (and its related web versions), the Enter
the Matrix video game for Xbox, Nintendo GameCube, PlayStation 2,
and Windows PC, and a multi-player online game. All of these artifacts
simultaneously distribute “The Matrix” across different media practices
and attempt to acquire for the Matrix a cinema audience that extends
across any number of different media times and places, an audience
not limited to the attendance of a feature film at a public screening in a
suburban multiplex.

In this sense, then, distributed cinema is like other distributed media, part
of a logic of remediation in which media not only remediate each other
but increasingly collaborate with other media technologies, practices, and
formations. At our current historical moment there is almost no sense of
a medium that exists in itself, but rather only media that exist in relation
to or in collaboration with other media. One might ask, if a medium
only exists insofar as it is distributed across other media technologies,
practices, and social formations, then what exactly is “television” or the
“Internet” or “film”? My answer would be that television or the Internet
or film should be understood as networks or systems of technologies,
practices, and social formations that are generally stable for the most
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part, but that in the process of circulation and exchange tend to fluctuate
or perhaps overlap at various nodes or crossings. In everyday usage we
often tend to identify these media with their audiovisual manifestations
on different screens (film, computer, or TV), but we know that at the
current historical moment these screens are not technologically limited
to the display of particular media, but can each be used to display any
of these three media—TV or the Internet can be projected on cinema
screens by digital projectors, we can watch movies or surf the Internet on
a TV screen, computers let us watch TV and movies on our monitors with
relative ease, and electronic games can be played on TV screens, computer
monitors, handheld game systems, PDAs, and even mobile phones.

3

If we find ourselves today in a digital cinema of interactions in this
sociotechnical sense that cinema only exists through its interactions with
other (primarily) digital media, there is also an aesthetic sense in which
we find ourselves faced with a cinema of interactions—the emergence of a
visual style and narrative logic that bear more relationship to digital media
like DVDs and video games than to that of photography, drama, or fiction.
It is not difficult to see how a digital medium like the DVD has come to
function as a central element of a distributed, interactive cinema—the
way in which the formal features which are now commonplace in DVDs
already function as a form of interactive cinema. For some time now films
on DVD have been broken into chapters so that viewers can interact with
the film in a non-linear fashion; indeed with the increased frequency of
random buttons on recent models of DVD players, viewers even have
the option of random-access cinema. The breaking of feature films into
chapters is so customary that it comes as something of a surprise (albeit
not entirely unexpected) when the DVD of David Lynch’s Mulholland
Drive is, like some of his earlier films, released without chapter breaks so
that viewers will not be able to view the film in non-linear fashion. Not
only is the film not broken into chapters, but the DVD is designed so that if
at any point in the film you use the remote to try to return to the previous
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chapter you are instead sent back to the beginning of the film; and if you
try to skip to the next chapter you are sent past the end of the film to
the final graphical trademarks for Digital Video Compression Center and
Macrovision Quality Control. Indeed Lynch self-consciously produces
the Mulholland Drive DVD with as little interactivity as possible. The
only bonus features on the DVD besides the theatrical trailer are brief bios
of selected cast and a double-sided single-sheet case insert with “David
Lynch’s 10 clues to unlocking this thriller”—testifying by their absence to
the ubiquity of interactive features in contemporary DVDs. Directors’ and
actors’ commentaries that play over the feature’s soundtrack; videos on the
making of the film or on historical or other background; alternate endings
or deleted scenes—all of these are now DVD staples. In a more interactive
vein are “Easter eggs” that viewers must “find” or earn by playing simple
games designed into the DVD; storyboards of selected scenes that can be
viewed with the soundtrack of the finished film; or hyperlinks that take
the viewer to mini-videos related to a particular scene. I rehearse this
partial list of DVD features not to celebrate the wonderfully enhanced
content made possible by digital technology, but to think about the way
in which these features can be understood as already constituting film as
interactive.

If a director like Lynch calls attention to our digital cinema of interactions
by purposefully stripping conventional interactive features from his
DVDs, other directors release DVDs which push interactivity even
further to insist upon the fact that the film is not confined to the form
of its theatrical exhibition but is distributed across other media as well.
In many cases these films were already experimental in their theatrical
release. Take Christopher Nolans Memento, for example, which gained
notoriety by presenting its story of a man with no short-term memory
on the lookout for his wife’s murderer in short scenes arranged in reverse
chronological order (a device employed more recently in Gaspar Noé's
troubling film lrréversible). Nolan uses the interactive features of the
DVD in a number of interesting ways. The clever interactive design
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scheme visually remediates institutionalized psychiatric tests, which the
DVD user must figure out how to negotiate in order to view the film or
to access its extra features. In the director’s commentary, Nolan’s voice is
played backwards at certain ambiguous moments of the film (although I
have been told that some of these also play forwards on repeated viewings,
but do so in contradictory ways). Perhaps most interesting is the “hidden”
feature that allows the film’s scenes to be re-ordered chronologically.
Viewing the film in this fashion provides a very different cinematic
experience from the one audiences enjoyed in the theater and is certain
to alter the sense of the film’s meaning in quite significant ways.

Another unconventional film in which the interactivity of the DVD
provides a fundamentally different cinematic experience from that of
the theater is Mike Figgis’s Timecode, a 97-minute film which was shot
simultaneously by four digital video cameras in real time in one single
cut. Figgis shot the film 15 times before he got a take he wanted to keep
(the dialogue and action were improvised around certain basic elements
of the storyline). To produce the film he divided the screen into four
quadrants, each of which presented one of the four films from the final
take. Although there are no visual cuts in the film, the sound editing
serves to influence the viewer’s focus of attention by alternately raising or
lowering the volume in one of the four quadrants at particular moments
of the film. On the DVD of the film the viewer can watch the film as Figgis
released it theatrically. But there are other interactive options that can
be used to create a very different cinematic experience. The DVD allows
the viewer to listen to a single quadrant in its entirety or to edit the film’s
sound herself by moving at will from one quadrant to the next. Figgis
also includes the full-length version of the first take; presumably future
DVDs could be released to include the remaining thirteen. In a project
like this it is even more difficult than with Memento to make a clear-cut
distinction between the theatrical release and the interactive versions
available on DVD. Furthermore, from its very conceptualization, a film
like Timecode is already understood to be more than its theatrical release,
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to be distributed not only across the four quadrants of the screen but across
the seemingly infinite interactive versions available via the DVD. Indeed
rather than seeing the DVD as a second order phenomenon in relation
to the theatrical release, it would in some strong sense be more accurate
to consider the theatrical release as the second-order phenomenon in
its attempt to reproduce or remediate the interactivity of the DVD, with
the viewer’s shifting attention substituting for the digital shifting made
possible by the same digital technology employed in the DVD.

Just as films like Memento and Timecode remediate the interactivity of
DVDs and other digital media, so other films are engaged in a process of
mutual remediation with video games. For some time now video games
(both computer- and platform-based) have been remediating cinema in
a variety of ways. Perhaps the least interesting aspect of this remediation
involves the design and release of games based on successful films. More
interesting are games like the Grand Theft Auto series, which has been
marketed like a film, including cinema-style promotional billboards and
the release of CD soundtracks for each game. Tom Clancy s Splinter Cell
remediates film (and of course fiction) in a different way: the game includes
“extras” like those on a DVD, including an “interview” that operates on
the premise that the game’s main character (a digitally animated fictional
creation) is in fact an actor cast in the role of the main character. But
for my purposes, perhaps the most interesting remediation of film by
video games is the way in which the semiotics of video game screen space
have become increasingly conventionalized in their incorporation of
“cut scenes” or “cinematics,” letter-boxed narrative segments introducing
a games various levels of play. It is now customary in almost every
game (even animated games with no connection to previously released
films) to employ a semiotic distinction between the full-screen visual
space of the video game and the widescreen (letterboxed) visual space
of the cinematics, where the space of play is the full-screen space of the
TV monitor, but the space of spectatorship is the widescreen space of
the letterboxed film. Just as letterboxing has begun to acquire a certain
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symbolic cachet on television, with sophisticated HBO shows like 7he
Sopranos or Six Feet Under or network shows like ER or The West Wing
being presented in letterboxed format, or letterboxed sequences being
edited into commercials for luxury or high-tech commodities, so it is
often used in video games to indicate the quality of a game’s graphics
(even though, in most cases, the cinematics are generated by a different
digital technology than the game’s graphics, often even by digital video or
film).

4
Insofar as video games have been remediating film, the opposite is true
as well.[2] This distributed aesthetic manifests itself in remediation of
cinematic style in video games, as well as remediation of video-game
logic, style, and content in cinema. The aesthetic of the animate and the
game-like logic of premediation emerges to challenge or supplement the
story-like, linear narrative, mimetic/realistic world of more traditional
cinema. For at least two decades, film has been remediating video games
in a variety of ways. Earlier films like 7ron (1982), Joysticks (1983), and
The Last Starfighter (1984) reflected society’s concerns about the effects
of video games on young people. More recent films have tried to capitalize
on popular games by translating them into cinematic narratives, including
among others Super Mario Brothers (1993), Street Fighter (1994), Mortal
Kombat (1995), Final Fantasy (2001) Lara Croft Tomb Raider (2001),
and Resident Evil (2002). Other films like The Matrix (1999), Crouching
Tiger, Hidden Dragon (2000), XXX (2002), and the most recent Bond films
have targeted game-playing spectators by employing game-like visual
effects, camera angles, and action sequences. Most interesting for cinema
studies scholars, however, is the way in which some more recent films
like Groundhog Day (1993), Run, Lola, Run (1998), ExistenZ (1999), and
Femme Fatale (2003) have begun to experiment with recursive, game-
like narrative logics instead of more conventional linear narratives.

Among relatively recent films that have remediated video games in their
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visual style and/or recursive narrative structure, Tom Tykwer’s Lola
Rennt, or Run, Lola, Run stands out as one of the most telling examples of
the cinema of interactions. Stylistically, the film is a pastiche of multiple
media forms, including animation, video, film, still photography, slow-
motion, and bird’s-eye-view cinematography. The film’s opening sequence
introduces its characters with still photographs in a style that remediates
the initial screens of a video game. The film’s two epigraphs comment
explicitly on the rule-based and recursive nature of games. The plot is set
up at the beginning in an opening sequence not unlike the cinematics
that lay out a game’s challenge: Lola’s boyfriend Manni has lost 100,000
Deutsche marks that he has received as the runner in a drug deal and
which he has to turn over to his employer in 20 minutes; Lola’s task, as
the game’s main character, is to try to help Manni raise this money by
noon, or else he will be killed. The film presents three different attempts
by Lola to get the money. As in a video game, each attempt begins exactly
the same way, with Lola running through her flat, past her mother having
the same conversation on the telephone and watching the same television
show, then down the stairs in an animated sequence in which she must
get past a growling dog, at which point she does something different each
time and the game commences. In the first game Lola fails to get the
money and is killed; in the second game she fails to get the money and
Manni is killed; in the third game both she and Manni get the money and
they win the game, with an extra 100,000 marks to boot. Each sequence
follows a similar plot with similar scenes and characters; however, as in
a game, different choices by Lola and Manni lead to different outcomes.

Although one might object that no matter how recursive a film like Run,
Lola, Run, for example, might be, it cannot be truly interactive in the same
way a game is—film viewers can’t change the outcome like they can in video
games. Although this is obviously true, it does not contradict the point that
films like Lola remediate games, but rather refines it. For if we consider
the social conditions of video game-playing, that is, if we think about
the question of video-game spectatorship, we can see that the cinematic
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sequences in video games might reflect the fact that game-playing is often
a social activity, with one or more people playing while others watch. The
cinematic sequences of video games may be aimed equally at video-game
spectators and video-game players—or at players as spectators. From this
perspective Lola is perhaps as much about the phenomenon of video-
game spectatorship as it is about playing video games. Indeed, in some
sense movies like Lola are cinematic representations of the increasingly
common and widespread experience of watching other people (friends or
family) play video games, whether in the home or in public gatherings of
PC and console game players. It is this audience of onlookers and fellow
gamers that the cinematics are addressed to, and this form of digital
spectatorship that such films remediate. This world is the world of games,
not of classical cinema, in that games are always already premediated;
the world of a game is mediated prior to anybody ever playing it. The
cinema of interactions suggests that the world depicted in cinema is one
in which human actions do not happen in linear, narrative fashion, but
are recursive, that the cinematic world is a world like that of gaming in
which one can reboot, start over, and have a different outcome.

The contingency that accompanies this interactivity is made explicit in
the film in two brief scenes that separate the three “game” sequences. In
each of these scenes Lola and Manni are smoking together in bed, having
an intimate, seemingly post-coital conversation about choice and chance.
The point of these conversations is to wonder whether, if one of them were
to die, the other would find someone to replace him or her; the implication
is that in some sense life is like a game in which people, like characters,
play roles in one another’s lives, but can be replaced by other characters as
necessary. Tykwer says in the director’s commentary that these scenes are
meant to convey the intensity of Lola’s and Manni’s love, to help explain
the lengths she goes to try to rescue him from his predicament. Yet these
scenes also work to suggest that life operates according to something like
the aesthetic of the animate in which people behave as if the ones they
love are their “true” loves, even though they know that their relationship
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is based upon chance and that it could have turned out, or still might turn
out, very differently.

In Femme Fatale (2003), Brian De Palma presents a similar notion
of the idea that human characters and their interactions are more like
game-playing avatars than like psychologically realistic characters whose
continuous sense of self-identity is set forth via the linear development
of cinematic narrative. Femme Fatale, a film that was noticed mostly for
the cinematic four de force of its opening theft/seduction sequence, is
more interesting as De Palma’s commentary on our current cinema of
interactions. Stylistically, this is reflected in the hypermediacy De Palma
presents in the film, the sense that the world of the film is a world made
up of multiple forms of mediation. For De Palma film is a medium that
absorbs, appropriates, and remediates all others. Indeed Femme Fatale can
be seen as making an argument for film as superior to other technologies
of visual reproduction and representation—in part by demonstrating
from its very first frames the ways in which cinema has remediated other
imaging technologies, and the way in which at the current moment all of
these technologies are inseparable from film itself. The film opens with
the soundtrack from Double Indemnity and with its full screen being
filled with the image of Double Indemnity being remediated on French
television, complete with French subtitles. Throughout this opening
sequence, the horizontal lines of scansion from the projection technology
of television are made quite visible on the screen, establishing the contrast
between film and TV both as media and as technical apparatuses. Soon
the image of Laure, Femme Fatale's female lead, appears reflected on the
TV screen as she watches the film in her hotel room. At exactly the crucial
moment when a shot is fired in Double Indemnity the title of De Palma’s
film appears on the screen. From that moment, as the opening credits
begin to list the leading actors in the film, the camera begins to pull back
from the television set, further heightening the contrast between the two
media in terms of their different aspect ratios, and the television itself
becomes visible as an object in the same space inhabited by the woman
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reflected in the televisual remediation of the film. As the camera pulls
back further, the television recedes into the background in relation to the
cinematic image, perhaps suggesting a more medialogical point about the
relative importance of the two media.

Still, insofar as De Palma may be staging an argument for the superiority
of film to other media, he is not arguing for the purity of the cinematic
medium, but rather insisting upon the interaction of film with multiple
forms of mediation, including other films. Indeed the initial televisually
mediated cinematic merging of Femme Fatale with Double Indemnity
is doubled shortly thereafter with Régis Wargniers Est-Ouest (1999),
which is being premiered at Cannes on the day the film begins. As with
the televised image of Double Indemnity, the projected and screened
image of East-West takes over the entire screen at one point, substituting
its opening credits for the screened image of Femme Fatale, seemingly
starting the film all over again. Nor are television and film the only
media that De Palma remediates. Laure, the main character, poses as a
photographer at Cannes; another key character, Antonio Banderas, is
a paparazzo. Veronica, the target of Laure’s seduction/theft in the film’s
stunning opening sequence, is first presented in the film through the
televised coverage of the Cannes steps sequence, which is revealed, as
De Palma’s camera pulls back, to be shown on one of a multiplicity of
televisual monitors being watched by Cannes security in a room filled
with other media like computers, printers, and other peripherals (indeed
throughout the film De Palma is careful to call attention cinematically to
several different models of Apple computers and monitors). The theft of
Veronica’s jewels is made possible by one of Laure’s accomplices drilling
through tunnels into the walls of the ladies’ room; this tunneling is carried
out by a televideated robotic drill whose telescopic interface with meter
readings and lens speed are remediated by the first-person POV cinematic
image. The way in which the tunnelling is filmed and the heist is carried
out (through heating ducts and other post-industrial spaces) makes an
explicit allusion to video-game logic and imagery. In addition, De Palma
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employs split-screen imagery on multiple occasions, often with one or
both halves of the screen shot through the camera of Banderas’s paparazzo
character. When one of these split screens follows this character into his
apartment, De Palma very deliberately shows a flat-screen Apple Cinema
Display monitor running OSX, with the digital photograph that he just
took emerging within the imaging software displayed on the monitor,
coming out of his printer, and being cropped. Intriguingly, Banderas
appears as a kind of double of the filmmaker himself: his true passion,
his life’s work, is the total remediation through photomontage of the very
Paris street scene he sees outside his window.

Femme Fatale not only participates in the cinema of interactions through
its distribution of cinema among many other forms of mediation, but like
Lola it also follows a game-like narrative logic. Unlike Tykwer, however,
De Palma seeks to explain away the film’s recursive structure as a dream;
still, it is not accidental that the film moves like a video game. At various
moments, both leading into the dream and during the dream, the film
seems to shift to another level, as in a video game. Furthermore, as in a
game, the main character changes identities throughout the film, giving a
sense of having different avatars through which she negotiates the world
of the film. And while, unlike Lola, the recursive elements of the film
are explained as Lauras dream, the dream functions less according to a
psychological or psychoanalytical textual logic, which provides insight
into the character’s identity or frame of mind, than it does according to
a logic in which the various paths or choices for a character’s life have
already been premediated. Furthermore, while film sequences that turn
out to be dreams are by no means unheard of in the history of film, in
a more conventional narrative film the idea that the future would be
foreseen almost exactly in a dream, and that the dream could lead to
some small decisions or changes that would make everything turn out
very differently for the main character, would be seen as unrealistic,
as violating the conventional laws of verisimilitude to which realistic
cinematic narratives are meant to ascribe. But in a cinema of interactions
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in which the world of the film is understood to be like an already mediated
game environment, in which only certain roles and choices and paths are
available to the key characters in the film, such a dream seems not just
plausible but expected—the rules or conditions of the game.

5

Of major film directors, Peter Greenaway, in his hyper-ambitious Tulse
Luper project, most explicitly and wholeheartedly addresses the question
of the future of cinematic aesthetics in an age of premediation. The
first film of a projected trilogy, The Tulse Luper Suitcases: The Moab
Story, premiered at Cannes in May 2003. Although it premiered as an
autonomous cinematic artifact, Greenaway also considers the three
parts of the trilogy as “one very long film” divided into three sections
for pragmatic reasons. In interviews supporting the films premiere,
Greenaway articulates his vision of what I have been calling a digital
cinema of interactions, detailing how the Tulse Luper films participate
in a complex, multimedia project (Greenaway). He imagines this project,
first, as distributed across three different films—the trilogy format already
in practice by Star Wars, The Lord of the Rings, and The Matrix. But
as he suggests in one of his interviews, the multi-part structure is also
a further formalization or conventionalization of the phenomenon of
sequels that has become more widespread in the past few decades, but
which has also been part of the cinematic phenomena of repetition and
sequence from film’s inception. In addition to this basic sense in which
the film as aesthetic object extends beyond the experience of viewing it in
the theater, Greenaway imagines that the film will be remediated in DVDs
and websites, in books and on television, and “in lots of different versions
and perspectives” Motivated by the fact that the film audience has been
distributed across many other digital media, Greenaway is aiming not just
“at cinema audiences but all the new audiences that are cropping up as we
all know in all different guises all over the world,” after what he describes
as “essentially the digital revolution” (Greenaway “Interview”).
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Not only does Greenaway imagine the Tulse Luper project to be distributed
across any number of different new media forms and practices, but he
also conceives of a cinema of interactions as demanding new aesthetic
and narrative logics. He says in one of his Cannes interviews:

Anybody who immediately sees the film might feel that to
describe it even as a piece of cinema might be a little strange. It’s
not a window on the wall, cut and paste movie. It's many many
multi-layered, its fragmented into all sorts of moving frames
which are superimposed over one another. We also very very
deliberately use calligraphy and text on the screen, so all those
advertising techniques which you’re aware of in commercials and
video clips—trying to use all the different many many tropes out
there that are very very apparent to anybody who looks at any
moving image material whatever in the year 2003. (“Interview”)

In the Tulse Luper films, the cinematic narrative is interrupted by non-
linear elements such as links (remediated as suitcases) which will allow
viewers to interact with the film through one of 92 DVDs that will be
released, one for each of the 92 suitcases that appear in the films. Other
elements of this hybrid cinematic project will be presented on the
Internet, including the daily release of contemporary remediations of the
1001 Tales of Arabian Nights, one of which is planned to be released
each day. So not only do the films interact with DVDs and websites, but
the viewer interacts with the film/DVD/Internet hybrid as well. These
92 supplementary DVDs and the accompanying websites would be used
to provide additional elements of the Tulse Luper story, not unlike the
way in which the Wachowskis have done by distributing The Matrix not
only across three films but also across the DVDs, The Animatrix and its
soundtrack, the Enter The Matrix game, and on the Internet.

Regardless of the way in which Greenaway’s hyper-ambitious project
finally materializes (it’s hard to imagine, for example, the development
and commercial release of 92 DVDs, and from evidence available on
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the web, his momentum seems already to have stalled), his Tulse Luper
project articulates three key elements of our current digital cinema of
interactions. First, he imagines the Tulse Luper project as a distributed
artifact, the most basic sense in which the film as aesthetic object extends
beyond the experience of viewing it in the theater. Next, he imagines
the aesthetic artifact as interactive, interrupted by non-linear elements
or links (remediated as suitcases), which will allow viewers of the film
to interact with the film through DVDs or on the Internet. Finally he
imagines that these different media formats will interact with one another
as they remediate the form and content of one another across different
media formats. Among the most pressing challenges posed by this new
digital cinema of interactions, as Greenaway himself recognizes, is how
to assemble and motivate an interactive network of creative people,
producers, consumers, and audiences. The new cinema of interactions
involves not the creation of a distinctly new medium but the remediation
of a number of older, existing media—the redeployment not only of
human agents but also of non-human agents like media technologies,
forms, and practices, and social, economic, and commercial networks.
And although Greenaway does not specify this challenge himself, the
emergence of projects like Tulse Luper Suitcases also challenges critics
and historians of film and new media to make new alliances and find new
ways to make sense of this kind of digital or cinematic Gesamtkunstwerk,
to create new forms of knowledge suitable to the changing conditions
of moving image technologies brought about by the changes in media
technologies, forms, and practices that have accompanied what has come
to be called the digital revolution.
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87



2.1 The Scene of the Screen:
Envisioning Photographic,
Cinematic, and Electronic

“Presence”

BY VIVIAN SOBCHACK

The essence of technology is nothing technological.
—Martin Heidegger

What happens when our expressive technologies also become perceptive
technologies—expressing and extending us in ways we never thought
possible, radically transforming not merely our comprehension of the
world but also our apprehension of ourselves? Elaine Scarry writes that
“we make things so that they will in turn remake us, revising the interior
of embodied consciousness” (97). Certainly, those particularly expressive
technologies that are entailed in the practices of writing and the fine arts
do, indeed, “remake” us as we use them—but how much more powerful a
revision of our embodied consciousness occurs with the inauguration of
perceptive technologies such as the telescope and the microscope or the
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X-ray? Changing not only our expression of the world and ourselves, these
perceptive technologies also changed our sense of ourselves in radical
ways that have now become naturalized and transparent. More recently
(although no longer that recently), we have been radically “remade”
by the perceptive (as well as expressive) technologies of photography,
cinema, and the electronic media of television and computer—these all
the more transformative of “the interior of embodied consciousness” (and
its exterior actions too) because they are technologies that are culturally
pervasive. They belong not merely to scientists or doctors or an educated
elite but to all of us—and all of the time.

Indeed, it almost goes without saying that during the past century
photographic, cinematic, and electronic technologies of representation
have had enormous impact on our means and modalities of expression
and signification. Less obvious, perhaps, is the enormous impact these
technologies have had on the historically particular significance or
“sense” we have and make of those temporal and spatial coordinates that
radically in-form and orient our social, personal, and bodily existence.
At this time in the United States, whether or not we go to the movies;
watch television or music videos; own camcorders, videotapes, or digital
video disc recorder/players; allow our children to engage video and
computer games; write our academic papers on personal computers; do
our banking and shopping online—we are all part of a moving-image
culture, and we live cinematic and electronic lives. Indeed, it is not an
exaggeration to claim that none of us can escape daily encounters—both
direct and indirect—with the objective phenomena of photographic,
cinematic, televisual, and computer technologies and the networks of
communication and texts they produce. It is also not an extravagance to
suggest that, in the most profound, socially pervasive, and yet personal
way, these objective encounters transform us as embodied subjects. That is,
relatively novel as materialities of human communication, photographic,
cinematic, and electronic media have not only historically symbolized
but also historically constituted a radical alteration of the forms of our
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culture’s previous temporal and spatial consciousness and of our bodily
sense of existential “presence” to the world, to ourselves, and to others.

This different sense of subjectively perceived and embodied presence,
both signified and supported by first photographic and then cinematic
and electronic media, emerges within and co-constitutes objective and
material practices of representation and social existence. Thus, while
certainly cooperative in creating the moving-image culture or lifeworld
we now inhabit, cinematic and electronic technologies are quite different
not only from photographic technologies but also from each other in
their concrete materiality and particular existential significance. Each
technology not only differently mediates our figurations of bodily existence
but also constitutes them. That is, each offers our lived bodies radically
different ways of “being-in-the-world” Each implicates us in different
structures of material investment, and—because each has a particular
affinity with different cultural functions, forms, and contents—each
stimulates us through differing modes of presentation and representation
to different aesthetic responses and ethical responsibilities. As our
aesthetic forms and representations of “reality” become externally realized
and then unsettled first by photography, then cinema, and now electronic
media, our values and evaluative criteria of what counts in our lives are
also unsettled and transformed. In sum, just as the photograph did in the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, so in the late twentieth and early
twenty-first, cinematic and electronic screens differently solicit and shape
our presence to the world, our representation in it, and our sensibilities
and responsibilities about it. Each differently and objectively alters our
subjectivity while each invites our complicity in formulating space, time,
and bodily investment as significant personal and social experience.

These preliminary remarks are grounded in the belief that historical
changes in our sense of time, space, and existential, embodied presence
cannot be considered less than a consequence of correspondent changes
in our technologies. However, they also must be considered something
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more—for, as Martin Heidegger reminds us in the epigraph that begins
this essay, “The essence of technology is nothing technological” (317).
That is, technology never comes to its particular material specificity and
function in a neutral context to neutral effect. Rather, it is historically
informed not only by its materiality but also by its political, economic,
and social context, and thus it both co-constitutes and expresses not
merely technological value but always also cultural values. Correlatively,
technology is never merely used, never simply instrumental. It is always
also incorporated and lived by the human beings who create and engage
it within a structure of meanings and metaphors in which subject-object
relations are not only cooperative and co-constitutive but are also dynamic
and reversible.

It is no accident, for example, that in our now dominantly electronic
(and only secondarily cinematic) culture, many people describe and
understand their minds and bodies in terms of computer systems and
programs (even as they still describe and understand their lives in terms
of movies). Nor is it trivial that computer systems and programs are often
described and understood in terms of human minds and bodies (for
example, as intelligent or susceptible to viral infection) and that these new
computer-generated “beings” have become the explicit cybernetic heroes
of our most popular moving-image fictions (for example, Robocop, Paul
Verhoeven, 1987; or Terminator 2.: Judgment Day, James Cameron, 1991).
As Elena del Rio suggests, “[T]echnology springs from the very human
condition of embodiment and . . . the human imaginary is of necessity a
technologically drawn and grounded structure” (97). Thus, even in the few
examples above we can see how a qualitatively new techno-logic begins
to alter our perceptual orientation in and toward the world, ourselves,
and others. Furthermore, as this new techno-logic becomes culturally
pervasive and normative, it can come to inform and affect profoundly the
socio-logic, psycho-logic, axio-logic, and even the bio-logic by which we
daily live our lives.
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Most powerful of all, in this regard, are those perceptual technologies
that serve also as technologies of representation—namely, photography,
cinema, television, and, most recently, computers. These technologies
extend not only our senses but also our capacity to see and make sense
of ourselves. Certainly, a technological artifact that extends our physical
capacities like the automobile (whose technological function is neither
perception nor representation but transportation) has profoundly
changed the temporal and spatial shape and meaning of our lifeworld
and our own bodily and symbolic sense of ourselves.[1] However, such
perceptual and representational technologies as photography, motion
pictures, television, video, and computers in-form us twice over: first
through the specific material conditions by which they latently engage
and extend our senses at the transparent and lived bodily level of what
philosopher of technology Don Ihde calls our “microperception,” and
then again through their manifest representational function by which
they engage our senses consciously and textually at the hermeneutic level
of what he calls our “macroperception” (29).[2] Most theorists and critics
of cinematic and electronic media have been drawn to the latter—that is,
to macroperceptual descriptions and interpretations of the hermeneutic-
cultural contexts that inform and shape both the materiality and
social contexts of these technologies and their textual representations.
Nonetheless, we would not be able to reflect on and analyze either
technologies or texts without, at some point, having engaged them
immediately—that is, through our perceptive sensorium, through the
immanent mediation and materiality of our own bodies. Thus, as Thde
reminds us, although “there is no microperception (sensory-bodily)
without its location within a field of macroperception,” it is equally true
that there is “no macroperception without its microperceptual foci”
Indeed, all macroperceptual descriptions and interpretations “find
their fulfillment only within the range of microperceptual possibility”
(Thde 29; emphasis added). It is important to emphasize, however, that
because perception is constituted and organized as a bodily and sensory
gestalt that is always already meaningful, a microperceptual focus is not
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reducible to a focus on physiology. That is, insofar as our senses are not
only sensible but also “make sense,” the perceiving and sensible body is
always also a lived body—immersed in, making, and responding to social
as well as somatic meaning.

In what follows, then, I want to emphasize certain microperceptual aspects
of our engagement with the perceptual technologies of photographic,
cinematic, and electronic representation that have been often overlooked.
I also want to suggest some of the ways the respective material conditions
of these media and their reception and use inform and transform our
microperceptual experience—particularly our temporal and spatial sense
of ourselves and our cultural contexts of meaning. We look at and carry
around photographs or sit in a movie theater, before a television set, or in
front of a computer not only as conscious beings engaged in the activity of
perception and expression but also as carnal beings. Our vision is neither
abstracted from our bodies nor from our other modes of perceptual
access to the world. Nor does what we see merely touch the surface of
our eyes. Seeing images mediated and made visible by technological
vision thus enables us not only to see technological images but also to see
technologically. As Thde emphasizes, “the concreteness of [technological]
‘hardware’ in the broadest sense connects with the equal concreteness
of our bodily existence”; thus “the term ‘existential’ in context refers
to perceptual and bodily experience, to a kind of ‘phenomenological
materiality” (21). Insofar as the photographic, the cinematic, and the
electronic have each been objectively constituted as a new and discrete
techno-logic, each also has been subjectively incorporated, enabling a
new and discrete perceptual mode of existential and embodied presence.
In sum, as they have mediated and represented our engagement with the
world, with others, and with ourselves, photographic, cinematic, and
electronic technologies have transformed us so that we presently see,
sense, and make sense of ourselves as quite other than we were before
each of them existed.
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The correlation and materiality of both human subjects and their
objective artifacts not only suggests some commensurability and
possibilities of confusion, exchange, and reversibility between them
but also suggests that any phenomenological analysis of the existential
relation between human lived-body subjects and their technologies
of perception and representation must be semiological and historical
even at the microperceptual level. Description must attend both to the
particular objective materiality and modalities through which subjective
meanings are signified and to the subjective cultural and historical
situations in which both objective materiality and meaning come to
cohere in the praxis of everyday life. Like human vision, the materiality
and modalities of photographic, cinematic, and electronic perception
and representation are not abstractions. They are concretely situated and
finite, particularly conventional and institutionalized. They also inform
and share in the spatiotemporal structures and history of a wide range
of interrelated cultural phenomena. Thus, in its attention to the broadly
defined “material conditions” and “relations” of production (specifically,
the conditions for and production of both technological perception and
its existential meaning), existential phenomenology is compatible with
certain aspects of new historicism or Marxist analysis.

In this context we might turn to Fredric Jameson’s seminal discussion
of three crucial and expansive historical “moments” marked by “a
technological revolution within capital itself” and the related “cultural
logics” that correspondingly emerge and become dominant in each of
them to radically inform three revolutions in aesthetic sensibility and its
representation (77). Situating these three critical moments in the 1840s,
1890s, and 1940s, Jameson correlates the major technological changes
that revolutionized the structure of capital—changing market capitalism
to monopoly capitalism to multinational capitalism—with the changes
wrought by the “cultural logics” identified as, respectively, realism,
modernism, and postmodernism, three radically different axiological
forms and norms of aesthetic representation and ethical investment.
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Extrapolating from Jameson, we can also locate within this historical
and logical framework three correspondent technological modes
and institutions of visual (and aural) representation: respectively, the
photographic, the cinematic, and the electronic. Each, I would argue, has
been critically complicit not only in a specific technological revolution
within capital but also in a specific perceptual revolution within the
culture and the subject. That is, each has been significantly co-constitutive
of the particular temporal and spatial structures and phenomeno-logic
that inform each of the dominant cultural logics Jameson identifies as
realism, modernism, and postmodernism.

In this regard, writing about the technologically inflected and pervasive
perceptual revolution in the lived experience of time and space that took
place in Europe and the United States during the period between 1880
and 1918, phenomenological historian Stephen Kern demonstrates that
although some major cultural changes occurred relatively independent of
technology, others were “directly inspired by new technology” or emerged
more subtly from the new technological “metaphors and analogies”
that indirectly altered the structures of perceptual life and thought (6-
7). What is suggested here is that the technologically discrete nature
and phenomenological impact of new technologies or “materialities” of
representation co-constitute a complex cultural gestalt—one implicated
in and informing each historically specific “technological revolution in
capital” and transformation of cultural logic. Thus, the technological
“nature” of the photographic, the cinematic, and the electronic is graspable
always and only in a qualified manner—that is, less as a technological
essence than as a cultural theme.

Althoughmymostnovelcontributionshereare,Ihope,toourunderstanding
of the technologies of cinematic and electronic representation (those
two materialities that constitute our current moving-image culture),
something must first be said of that culture’s grounding in the context
and phenomenology of the photographic (which has provoked a good
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deal of phenomenological description).[3] The photographic mode
of perception and representation is privileged in the period of market
capitalism located by Jameson as beginning in the 1840s. This was a
“moment” emergent from and driven by the technological innovations
of steam-powered mechanization, which both enabled unprecedented
industrial expansion and informed the new cultural logic of realism.
Not only did industrial expansion give rise to other modes and forms of
expansion, but this expansion was itself historically unique because of its
unprecedented visibility. As Jean-Louis Comolli points out: “The second
half of the nineteenth century lives in a sort of frenzy of the visible. . . .
[This is] the effect of the social multiplication of images. . . . [It is] the effect
also, however, of something of a geographical extension of the field of
the visible and the representable: by journies, explorations, colonisations,
the whole world becomes visible at the same time that it becomes
appropriatable” (122-23). Thus, although the cultural logic of realism
has been seen as represented primarily by literature (most specifically,
the bourgeois novel), it is, perhaps, even more intimately bound to the
mechanically achieved, empirical, and representational “evidence” of the
world constituted—and expanded—by photography.

Until very recently the photographic has been popularly and
phenomenologically perceived as existing in a state of testimonial
verisimilitude—the photograph’s film emulsions analogically marked with
(and objectively “capturing”) material traces of the world’s concrete and
“real” existence.[4] Unlike the technologies that preceded it, photography
produced images of the world with an exactitude previously rivaled only by
the human eye. Thus, as Comolli suggests, with the advent of photography
the human eye loses its “immemorial privilege”; it is devalued in relation
to “the mechanical eye of the photographic machine” that “now sees
in its place” (123). This replacement of human with mechanical vision
had its compensations, however—among them, the material control,
containment, and objective possession of time and experience.[5]
Abstracting visual experience from an ephemeral temporal flow, the
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photographic both chemically and metaphorically “fixes” its ostensible
subject quite literally as an object for vision. It concretely reproduces the
visible in a material process that—like the most convincing of scientific
experiments—produces the seemingly same results with each iteration,
empirically giving weight to and proving in its iterability the relationship
between the visible and the real. Furthermore, this material process results
in a material form that can be objectively possessed, circulated, and saved,
that can accrue an increasing rate of interest over time and become more
valuable in a variety of ways. Photography is thus not only a radically
new form of representation that breaks significantly with earlier forms,
but it also radically changes our epistemological, social, and economic
relationships to both representation and each other. As Jonathan Crary
tells us: “Photography is an element of a new and homogenous terrain of
consumption and circulation in which an observer becomes lodged. To
understand the ‘photographic effect’ in the nineteenth century, one must
see it as a crucial component of the new cultural economy of value and
exchange, not as part of a continuous history of visual representation” (13).
Indeed, identifying the nineteenth-century photograph as a fetish object,
Comolli links it with gold and aptly calls it “the money of the ‘real”—
the photograph’s materiality assuring the possibility of its “convenient
circulation and appropriation” (142).

In a phenomenological description of subjective human vision, Merleau-
Ponty tells us that “to see is fo have at a distance” (“Eye” 166). This
subjective activity of visual possession—of having but at a distance—is
objectified by the materiality of photography that makes possible both
a visible—and closer—possession. That is, the having at a distance that
is subjective vision is literalized in an object that not only replicates and
fixes the visual structure of having at a distance but also allows it to be
brought nearer. With a photograph, what you see is what you get.[6]
Indeed, this structure of objectification and empirical possession is
doubled, even tripled. Not only does the photograph materially “capture”
and possess traces of the “real world,” not only can the photograph
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itself be materially possessed as a real object, but the photograph’s
culturally defined semiotic status as a mechanical reproduction (rather
than a linguistic representation) also enables an unprecedented, literal,
material, and perhaps uniquely complacent form—and ethics—of, first,
self-possession and then, at a later date when the technology is portable
and cheap, of self-proliferation. Filled with a currency of the real that—
through objectification and mortality—outlasts both its present value and
its human subjects to accrue increasing interest, family albums serve as
“memory banks”[7] In sum, the photograph’s existence as an object and a
possession with fixed yet increasing value materializes and authenticates
experience, others, and oneself as empirically real.

In regard to the materiality of the photograph’s authenticating power, it
is instructive to recall one of a number of particularly relevant ironies
in Blade Runner (Ridley Scott, 1982), a science fiction film made within
an electronic culture already hermeneutically suspicious not only of
photographic realism but also of any realisms at all.[8] Given this cultural
context, it is hardly surprising that the film’s primary narrative focus is
on the ambiguous ontological status of a “more human than human”
group of genetically manufactured “replicants”—an ambiguity that also
casts epistemological doubt on how one knows one is human. At a certain
moment Rachel, the film’s heroine and latest replicant prototype, disavows
the revelation of her own manufactured status by pointing to a series of
keepsake photographs that give “proof” to the existence of her mother,
to her own existence as a little girl, and thus to her subjective memory
of a real past. Told that both her memory and its material extroversion
actually “belong to someone else,” she not only becomes distraught but
also ontologically re-signed as someone who possesses no real life, no
real history—although she still remembers what she remembers, and the
photographs still sit on her piano. Indeed, the photographs are suddenly
foregrounded in their objective materiality (for the human spectator,
as well as for the narrative’s replicant) as utterly suspect. That is, when
interrogated, they simultaneously both reveal and lose that great material
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and circulatory value they commonly hold for all of us as the “money of
the ‘real,” as our means of self-possession.

The structures of objectification, material possession, self-possession, and
self- proliferation that constitute the photograph as both a real trace of
personal experience and a concrete extroversion of experience that can
“belong to someone else” give specific form to its temporal existence. In
capturing aspects of life itself in a real object that can be possessed, copied,
circulated, and saved as the “currency” of experience, the appropriable
materiality and static form of photography accomplish a palpable
intervention in what was popularly perceived in the mid-nineteenth
century to be time’s linear, orderly, and teleological flow from past to
present to future. The photograph freezes and preserves the homogeneous
and irreversible momentum of this temporal stream into the abstracted,
atomized, and essentialized time of a moment. But at a cost. A moment
cannot be inhabited. It cannot entertain in the abstraction of its visible
space, its single and static point of view, the presence of a lived and living
body—so it does not really invite the spectator into the scene so much
as it invites contemplation of the scene. In its conquest of temporality
and its conversion of time’s dynamism into a static and essential moment,
the photograph constructs a space one can hold and look at, but in its
conversion to an object to behold that space becomes paradoxically thin,
insubstantial, and opaque. It keeps the lived body out even as it may
imaginatively catalyze—in the parallel but dynamically temporalized
space of memory or desire—an animated drama.

The cinema presents us with quite a different perceptual technology and
mode of representation. Through its objectively visible spatialization of
a frozen point of view into dynamic and intentional trajectories of self-
displacing vision and through its subjectively experienced temporalization
of an essential moment into /ived momentum, the cinematic radically
reconstitutes the photographic. This radical difference between the
transcendental, posited moment of the photograph and the existential
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momentum of the cinema, between the scene to be contemplated and
the scene as it is /ived, is foregrounded most dramatically in Chris
Marker’s remarkable short film, La Jetée (1962).[9] A cinematic study
of desire, memory, and time, La Jetée is presented completely through
the use of still photographs—except for one extraordinarily brief but
utterly compelling sequence late in the film. Lying in bed and looking
toward the camera in yet another photograph, the woman—who has
through time and memory been the object of the hero’s desire and whom
we have only come to know in frozen and re-membered moments that
mark her loss as much as her presence—suddenly blinks. Yet this is a
peculiar sense of “suddenly”—one that speaks more to surprise at an
unexpected and radical shift in the ontological status of the image and
our relation to it than to a more superficial narrative or formal surprise.
Indeed, just prior to the brief momentum and intentional revelation of
the woman actively blinking, we have watched an increasingly rapid
cinematic succession of stilled and dissolving photographic images of
her supine in bed that increasingly approach motion but never achieve
it. The editorial succession thus may prepare us narratologically or
formally for motion, but, however rapid, this succession alone does not
animate the woman or give her substantial presence as more than her
image. Thus, even as we are seemingly prepared, and even though the
photographic move to cinematic movement is extremely subtle, we are
nonetheless surprised and deem the movement startling and “sudden.”
And this is because everything radically changes, and we and the image
are reoriented in relation to each other. The space between the camera’s
(and the spectator’s) gaze and the woman becomes suddenly habitable,
informed with the real possibility of bodily movement and engagement,
informed with lived temporality rather than eternal timelessness.
The image becomes “fleshed out,” and the woman turns from a posed
odalisque into someone who is not merely an immortalized lost object
of desire but also—and more so—a mortal and desiring subject. In
sum, what in the film has been previously a mounting accumulation
of nostalgic moments achieves substantial and present presence in its
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sudden and brief accession to momentum and the consequent potential
for effective action.

As did André Bazin, we might think of photography as primarily a form
of mummification (although, unlike Bazin, I will argue that cinema is
not) (9-10). Although it testifies to and preserves a sense of the world’s
and experience’s once-real presence, it does not preserve their present.
The photographic neither functions—like the cinematic—as a “coming-
into-being” (a presence always presently constituting itself), nor—like
the electronic—as “being-in-itself” (an absolute presence in the present).
Rather, it functions to fix a “being-that-has been” (a presence in a
present that is always past). Thus, and paradoxically, as it materializes,
objectifies, and preserves in its acts of possession, the photographic has
something to do with loss, with pastness, and with death, its meanings
and value intimately bound within the structure and aesthetic and ethical
investments of nostalgia.

Although dependent on the photographic, the cinematic has something
more to do with life and with the accumulation of experience—not its
loss. Cinematic technology animates the photographic and reconstitutes
its materiality, visibility, and perceptual verisimilitude in a difference
not of degree but of kind. The moving picture is a visible representation
not of activity finished or past but of activity coming into being and
being. Furthermore, and even more significant, the moving picture not
only visibly represents moving objects but also—and simultaneously—
presents the very movement of vision itself.[ 10] The novel materiality and
techno-logic of the cinema emerges in the 1890s, the second of Jameson’s
transformative “moments” of “technological revolution within capital
itself” During this moment other novel technologies, particularly the
internal combustion engineand electric power, literally reenergized market
capitalism into the highly controlled yet much more expansive structure
of monopoly capitalism. Correlatively, Jameson sees the emergence
of the new cultural logic of modernism—a logic that restructures and
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eventually comes to dominate the logic of realism insofar as it represents
more adequately the new perceptual experience of an age marked by the
strange autonomy and energetic fluidity of, among other mechanical
phenomena, the motion picture. Although photographically verisimilar,
the motion picture fragments, reorders, and synthesizes time and space as
animation in a completely new “cinematic” mode that finds no necessity
in the objective teleo-logic of realism. Thus, although modernism has
found its most-remarked-on expression in the painting, photography, and
sculpture of the Futurists (who attempted to represent motion and speed
in static forms) and the Cubists (who privileged and represented multiple
perspectives and temporal simultaneity in static forms), as well as in the
novels of James Joyce (who articulated the simultaneity of objective and
subjective time and the manner in which consciousness “streams”), it is in
the cinema that modernism found its fullest representation.[11]

Philosopher Arthur Danto tells us, “With the movies, we do not just see
that they move, we see them moving: and this is because the pictures
themselves move” (17). While still objectifying the subjectivity of
the visual into the visible, the cinematic qualitatively transforms the
photographic through a materiality that not only claims the world and
others as objects for vision (whether moving or static) but also signifies its
own materialized agency, intentionality, and subjectivity. Neither abstract
nor static, the cinematic brings the existential activity of vision into
visibility in what is phenomenologically experienced as an intentional
stream of moving images—its continuous and autonomous visual
production and meaningful organization of these images testifying not
only to the objective world but also, and more radically, to an anonymous,
mobile, embodied, and ethically invested subject of worldly space. In this
regard it is important to note that the automatic movement of the film
through the camera and projector is overwritten and transformed by
the autonomous movement of what is phenomenologically perceived as
a visual intentionality that visibly chooses the subjects and objects of its
attention, takes an attitude toward them, and accumulates them into a
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meaningful aesthetically and ethically articulated experience.[12] Thus
this novel and visible cinematic subject (however physically anonymous) is
perceived at the microperceptual level as able to inscribe visual and bodily
changes of situation, to dream, hallucinate, imagine, remember, and value
its habitation and experience of the world. And, as is the case with human
beings, this cinematic subject’s potential motility and experience exist
as both open-ended and inextricably bound by the existential finitude
and material limits of its particular vision and historical and cultural
coherence—that is, its narrative.

Here, again, La Jetée is exemplary. Despite the fact that the film is made up
of what strikes us as a series of discrete and still photographs rather than
the “live” and animated action of human actors, even as it foregrounds the
transcendental status and atemporal nonbecoming of the photograph, La
Jetée nonetheless phenomenologically projects as a temporal flow and an
existential becoming. That is, as @ whole the film organizes, synthesizes,
and enunciates the discrete photographic images into animated and
intentional coherence and, indeed, makes this temporal synthesis and
animation its explicit narrative theme. What La Jetée allegorizes in
its explicit narrative, however, is the transformation of the moment to
momentum that constitutes the ontology of the cinematic and the latent
background of every film.

Although the technology of the cinematic is grounded, in part, in the
technology of the photographic, we need to again remember that “the
essence of technology is nothing technological” The fact that the
technology of the cinematic necessarily depends on the discrete and still
photographic frame moving intermittently (rather than continuously)
through the shutters of both camera and projector does not sufficiently
account for the materiality of the cinematic as we experience it. Unlike the
photograph, a film is semiotically engaged in experience not merely as its
mechanical objectification—or material reproduction—that is, as merely
an object for vision. Rather, the moving picture, however mechanical and
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photographic its origin, is semiotically experienced as also subjective and
intentional, as presenting representation of the objective world. Thus,
perceived as the subject of its own vision, as well as an object for our
vision, a moving picture is not precisely a thing that (like a photograph)
can be easily controlled, contained, or materially possessed—at least,
not until the relatively recent advent of electronic culture. Certainly
before videotape and DVDs the spectator could share in and thereby,
to a degree, interpretively alter a film's presentation and representation
of embodied and enworlded experience, but the spectator could not
control or contain its autonomous and ephemeral flow and rhythm or
materially possess its animated experience. Now, of course, with the help
of consumer electronics the spectator can both alter the film’s temporality
and materially possess its inanimate “body” However, this new ability
to control the autonomy and flow of the film’s experience through fast-
forwarding, replaying, and pausing[13] and the ability to possess the
film’s “body” so as to animate it at will and at home are not functions of
the material and technological ontology of the cinematic; rather, they are
functions of the material and technological ontology of the electronic,
which has come to increasingly dominate, appropriate, and transform the
cinematic and our phenomenological experience of its perceptual and
representational modalities.

In its pre-electronic state and original materiality, however, the cinema
mechanically projected and made visible for the very first time not just the
objective world but the very structure and process of subjective, embodied
vision—hitherto only directly available to human beings as an invisible
and private structure that each of us experiences as “our own.” That is, the
novel materiality and techno-logic of the cinema gives us concrete and
empirical insight and makes objectively visible the reversible, dialectical,
and social nature of our own subjective vision. Writing of human vision
and our understanding that others also see as we do, Merleau-Ponty tells
us: “As soon as we see other seers . . . henceforth, through other eyes we
are for ourselves fully visible. . . . For the first time, the seeing that I am
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is for me really visible; for the first time I appear to myself completely
turned inside out under my own eyes” (143-44). Prior to the cinema this
visual reflexivity in which we see ourselves seeing through other eyes
was accomplished only indirectly: that is, we understood the vision of
others as structured similarly to our own only through looking at—not
through—the intentional light in their eyes and the investments of their
objective behavior. The cinema, however, uniquely materialized this visual
reflexivity and philosophical turning directly—that is, in an objectively
visible but subjectively structured vision we not only looked at but also
looked through. In sum, the cinema provided—quite literally—objective
insight into the subjective structure of vision and thus into oneself and
others as always both viewing subjects and visible objects.

Again, the paradoxical status of the more-human-than-human replicants
in Blade Runner is instructive. Speaking to the biotechnologist who
genetically manufactured his eyes with an ironic literality that not only
resonates in the narrative but also describes the audience of the film,
replicant Roy Batty says, “If you could only see what I've seen with your
eyes.” The perceptive and expressive materiality of the cinematic through
which we engage this ironic articulation of the desire for a supposedly
“impossible” form of intersubjectivity is the very materiality through
which this desire is objectively and visibly fulfilled.[14] Thus, rather
than merely replacing human vision with mechanical vision, the cinema
functions mechanically to bring to visibility the reversible structure of
human vision: this structure emerges in the lived body as systemically
both a subject and an object, as both visual (seeing) and visible (seen),
and as simultaneously productive of both an activity of seeing (a “viewing
view”) and an image of the seen (a “viewed view”).

Indeed, through its motor and organizational agency (achieved by the
spatial immediacy of the mobile camera inhabiting a world and the
reflective and temporalizing editorial re-membering of that primary
spatial experience), the cinema inscribes and provokes a sense of
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existential presence that is at once subjectively introverted and objectively
extroverted; centered synoptically and synthetically yet also decentered
and split, mobile and self-displacing. Thus, the cinematic does not evoke
the same sense of self-possession generated by the photographic. Indeed,
the cinematic subject is sensed as never completely self-possessed, for it is
always partially and visibly given over to the vision of others at the same
time that it visually appropriates only part of what it sees and also cannot
entirely see itself. Furthermore, the very mobility of its vision structures
the cinematic subject (both film and spectator) as always in the act of
displacing itself in time, space, and the world; thus, despite its existence
as materially embodied and synoptically centered (on the screen or as
the spectator’s lived body), it is always eluding its own (as well as our)
containment.

The cinema’s visible inscription of the dual, reversible, and animated
visual structure of embodied and mobile vision radically transforms the
temporal and spatial structure of the photograph. Consonant with what
Jameson calls the “high-modernist thematics of time and temporality;’
the cinematic thickens the photographic with “the elegiac mysteries of
durée and of memory” (64). Although its visible structure of unfolding
does not challenge the dominant realist perception of objective time as an
irreversible and forwardly directed stream (even flashbacks are contained
by the film’s vision in a forwardly directed momentum of experience), the
intentional temporal and spatial fluidity of the cinema expresses and makes
visible as well—and for the first time—the nonlinear and multidirectional
movements of subjectivity as it imagines, remembers, projects forward.
In this way the cinematic makes time visibly seterogeneous. That is, we
visibly perceive time as structured differently in its subjective and objective
modes, and we understand that these two structures exist simultaneously
in a demonstrable state of discontinuity as they are, nonetheless, actively
and constantly synthesized as coherent in a specific lived-body experience
(that is, a particular, concrete, and spatialized history and a particularly
temporalized narrative).

106



The Scene of the Screen

Cinema’s animated presentation of representation constitutes its “presence”
as always presently engaged in the experiential process of coming into
being and signifying. Thus the significant value of the streaming forward
that informs the cinematic with its specific form of temporality (and
differentiates it from the atemporality of the photographic) is intimately
bound to a structure not of possession, loss, pastness, and nostalgia but of
accumulation, ephemerality, presentness, and anticipation—to a presence in
the present informed by its connection to a collective past and an expansive
future. Visually (and aurally) presenting the subjective temporality of
memory, desire, and mood through the editorial expansion and contraction
of experience, as well as through flashbacks, flash-forwards, freeze-framing,
pixilation, reverse motion, slow motion, and fast motion, the cinema’s visible
(and audible) activity of retention and protension constructs a subjective
temporality other than—yet simultaneous with—the irreversible direction
and forward momentum of objective time. This temporal simultaneity not
only “thickens” the cinematic present but also extends cinematic presence
spatially—both expanding the space in every image between the here,
where the enabling and embodied cinematic eye is situated, and the there,
where its gaze locates itself in its objects, and embracing a multiplicity of
situations in such visual/visible cinematic articulations as double exposure,
superimposition, montage, and parallel editing.

The cinematic also radically transforms the spatial phenomeno-logic of
the photographic. Simultaneously presentational and representational,
viewing subject and visible object, present presence informed by past and
future, continuous becoming that synthesizes temporal heterogeneity as
the coherence of embodied experience, the cinematic thickens the thin
abstracted space of the photograph into a concrete and habitable world.
We might remember here the sudden animated blinking of a woman’s eyes
in La Jetée and how this visible motion transformed the photographic into
the cinematic, the flat surface of a possessed picture into the lived space
and active possibility of a lover’s bedroom. In its capacity for movement
the cinema’s material agency (embodied as the camera) thus constitutes
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visual/visible space as always also motor and tactile space—a space that
is deep and textural, that can be materially inhabited, that provides not
merely an abstract ground for the visual/visible but also its particular
situation. Thus, although it is a favored term in film theory, there is no
such abstraction as point of view in the cinema. Rather, there are concrete
situations of viewing—specific, mobile, and invested engagements
of embodied, enworlded, and situated subjects/objects whose visual/
visible activity prospects and articulates a shifting field of vision from
a world whose horizons always exceed it. Furthermore, informed by
cinematic temporality, the space of the cinematic is also experienced
as heterogeneous—both discontiguous and contiguous, lived and re-
membered from within and without. Cinematic presence is thus multiply
located—simultaneously displacing itself in the there of past and future
situations yet orienting these displacements from the here where the body
is at present. As the multiplicity and discontinuity of time are synthesized
and centered and cohere as the experience of a specific lived body, so are
multiple and discontiguous spaces synopsized and located in the spatial
and material synthesis of a particular body. That is, articulated as separate
shots and scenes, discontiguous spaces and discontinuous times are
synthetically gathered together in a coherence that is the cinematic lived
body: the camera its perceptive organ, the projector its expressive organ,
the screen its discrete and material center of meaningful experience. In
sum, the cinematic exists as an objective and visible performance of the
perceptive and expressive structure of subjective lived-body experience.

Not so the electronic, whose materiality and various forms engage its
spectators and “users” in a phenomenological structure of sensual and
psychological experience that, in comparison with the cinematic, seems
so diffused as to belong to no-body. Emerging culturally in the 1940s in
television (a technology that seemed a domestically benign conjunction
and extension of radio and cinema) and in supercomputers (a more
arcane technology driven by a less benign military-industrial complex),
the electronic can be seen as the third “technological revolution within
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capital itself” Both television and computers radically transformed not
only capital but also the culture, insofar as both in-formed what was,
according to Jameson, an unprecedented and “prodigious expansion
of capital into hitherto uncommodified areas,” including “a new and
historically original penetration and colonization of Nature and the
Unconscious” (78). Subsequently, the electronic has increasingly come
to dominate not only the photographic and cinematic but also our
lives; indeed, as Brooks Landon writes, it has “saturated all forms of
experience and become an inescapable environment, a ‘technosphere™
(27). Beginning in the 1940s, this expansive and totalizing incorporation
of what was perceived to be natural by what seemed a totally mediated
culture, and the electronically specular production, proliferation, and
commodification of the unconscious (globally transmitted as visible and
marketable desire) restructures monopoly capitalism as multinational
capitalism. Correlatively, Jameson (famously) identifies postmodernism
as a new cultural logic that begins to dominate modernism and to alter
our sense of existential (and, I would add, cinematic) presence.

A function of technological (and televisual) pervasion and (World-Wide-
Web) dispersion, this new electronic sense of presence is intimately
bound up in a centerless, network-like structure of the present, of instant
stimulation and impatient desire, rather than in photographic nostalgia
for the past or cinematic anticipation of a future. Digital electronic
technology atomizes and abstractly schematizes the analogic quality of the
photographic and cinematic into discrete pixels and bits of information
that are then transmitted serially, each bit discontinuous, discontiguous,
and absolute—each bit “being-in-itself” even as it is part of a system.[15]
Television, videocassettes and digital discs, VCR and DVD recorder/
players, electronic games, personal computers with Internet access, and
pocket electronics of all kinds form an encompassing perceptual and
representational system whose various forms “interface” to constitute an
alternative and absolute electronic world of immaterialized—if materially
consequential —experience. And this electronic world incorporates the
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spectator/user uniquely in a spatially decentered, weakly temporalized
and quasi-disembodied (or diffusely embodied) state.

Once again we can turn to Blade Runner to provide illustration of how
the electronic is neither photographic nor cinematic. Tracking Leon, one
of the rebellious replicants, the human protagonist, Deckard, searches the
replicant’s empty room plus bath and discovers a photograph that seems to
reveal nothing but the empty room itself. Using a science fictional device
that resembles a television and DVD player, Deckard directs (by voice)
its electronic eye to zoom in, close up, isolate, and enlarge to impossible
detail various portions of the photograph in which he finally discovers
a vital clue to the renegade replicant’s whereabouts. On the one hand, it
might seem that Deckard functions here like a photographer, working
in his darkroom to make, through optical discovery, past experience
significantly visible. (Indeed, this sequence recalls the photographic blow-
ups of an ambiguously “revealed” murder in Michelangelo Antonioni’s
1966 cinematic classic, Blow-Up.) On the other hand, Deckard can be
likened to a film director, using the electronic eye to prospect and probe
photographic space and thus to animate through diacritical action an
eventually “discovered” narrative. Deckard’s electronic eye, however,
is neither photographic nor cinematic. Although it constitutes a series
of moving images from the static singularity of Leon’s photograph and
reveals to Deckard the stuff of which narrative can be made, it does so
serially and in static, discrete bits. The moving images that we see do not
move themselves, and they reveal no animated and intentional vision to
us or to Deckard. Transmitted to the television screen, the moving images
no longer quite retain the concrete, material, and objective “thingness” of
the photograph, but they also do not achieve the subjective animation of
the intentional and prospective vision objectively projected by the cinema.
In sum, they exist less as Leon’s experience than as Deckard’s information.

Indeed, the electronic is phenomenologically experienced not as a
discrete, intentional, body-centered mediation and projection in space
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but rather as a simultaneous, dispersed, and insubstantial transmission
across a network or web that is constituted spatially more as a materially
flimsy latticework of nodal points than as the stable ground of embodied
experience. Electronic representation and presence thus asserts neither
an objective and material possession of the world and self (as does the
photographic) nor a centered and subjective spatiotemporal engagement
with the materiality of the world and others accumulated and projected as
materially embodied and intentional experience (as does the cinematic).
Digital and schematic, abstracted from materially reproducing the
empirical objectivity of nature that informs the photographic and from
presenting a representation of embodied subjectivity and the unconscious
that informs the cinematic, the electronic constructs a metaworld where
aesthetic value and ethical investment tend to be located in representation-
in-itself. 'That is, the electronic semiotically—and significantly—
constitutes a system of simulation, a system that constitutes copies that
seem lacking an original ground. And, when there is a thinned or absent
connection phenomenologically perceived between signification and its
original or “real” referent, when, as Guy Debord tells us, “everything that
was lived directly has moved away into a representation,” referentiality
becomes not only intertextual but also metaphysical. Living in such a
formally schematized and intertextual metaworld unprecedented in its
degree of remove from the materiality of the real world has a significant
tendency to liberate the engaged spectator/user from the pull of what
might be termed moral and physical gravity—and, at least in the euphoria
of the moment, the weight of its real-world consequences. (Indeed,
not only do the wanton use of credit cards and electronic shopping
seem mundane and pervasive evidence of this, but so, too, does the less
pervasive and overly optimistic exuberance of easily “discharging” one’s
civic responsibility by sending and circulating electronic petitions to save,
for example, the National Endowment for the Arts.)[16]

The immateriality and gravitational release of the electronic also digitizes
“the elegiac mysteries of durée and of memory” and of human situation.
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Narrative, history, and a centered (and central) investment in the human
lived body and its mortality become atomized and dispersed across a
system that constitutes temporality not as a coherent flow of mordantly
conscious experience but as the eruption of ephemeral desire and the
transmission of random, unevaluated, and endless information. (Here
we might think, in the first instance, of online merchandising catalogs
and the rise of Internet auctions; and, in the second instance, of one’s
generally disappointing experience of searching the Internet for things
more meaningful than cheap airline tickets.)[17] Unlike photographic
or cinematic temporality, the primary value of electronic temporality is
the discrete temporal bit of instant present—that (thanks to television,
videotape, digital disc, and computer memory and software) can be
selected, combined, and instantly replayed and rerun by the spectator/
user to such a degree that the previously irreversible direction and
stream of objective time seems not only overcome but also recast as the
creation of a recursive temporal network.[18] That is, on the one hand,
the temporal cohesion of history and narrative gives way to the temporal
discretion of chronicle and episode, to music videos once narratologically
shocking in their discontinuities and discontiguities, and to the kinds
of narratives that find both causality and the realizations of intentional
agency multiple, random, or comic.[19] On the other hand, however,
temporality is also dispersed and finds resolution not in the intelligibility
of narrative coherence or in the stream of interior consciousness that
used to temporally “co-here” as one’s subjective identity but rather in a
literal network of instants and instances that literally “call” it into being.
It is thus not surprising that today what seems, for many, to hold identity
together is coherence of another kind: the ongoing affirmation of constant
cell phone calls, electronic pages, “palm pilot” messaging—these standing
less as significant communication than as the exterior, objective proof of
one’s existence, of one’s “being-in-the-world”

The once dominant cultural logic of modernism and its cinematic
techno-logic phenomenologically informed and transformed an earlier
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moment’s primarily objective and linear sense of temporality with the
material realization of time as heterogeneous. That is, it re-cognized and
representationally realized that objective and subjective time were lived
simultaneously but structured quite differently. By means of a perverse
turn, the now dominant cultural logic of postmodernism (and, perhaps,
post-postmodernism) and its electronic techno-logic phenomenologically
informs—and transforms—modernist and cinematic temporality with
a sense of subjective and objective time as once again homogeneous.
However, this is a radical transformation rather than a return to an older
phenomeno-logic in which the sense of objective time as constitutively
streaming forward in a linear progression that marked past, present,
and future was dominant, and subjective time was subordinated to this
movement and thus transparently sensed as homogenous with it. The
modernist period marked by the technological shifts of which cinema was
primary split our sense of time in two and made visible—and sensible—the
difference between the linearity of objective time and the nonlinearity of
subjective time and thus constituted our sense of these as heterogeneous.
What is novel—and radical—about temporality as it has been transformed
by electronic culture is that while our sense of subjective time has retained
its modernist nonlinear structure, our sense of objective time has been
reconstituted from its previous constancy as streaming forward in a linear
progression into a nonlinear and discontinuous structure that is, to a great
degree, now homologous with the nonlinear and discontinuous structure
of subjective time. Thus, objective time is no longer at odds with the
nonlinear and discontinuous structure of subjective time, and most of the
clear distinctions that marked them as separate modalities of temporality
have faded. Temporality is now constituted and lived paradoxically as
a homogeneous experience of discontinuity. The distinctive subjective
nature of high modernist (and cinematic) “durée” is also extroverted into
the objective temporality of “read-only” and “random-access” computer—
and cultural—memory, and the regulative strictures and linear teleology
of objective time now seem to turn back in on themselves recursively in a
nonlinear structure of equivalence and reversibility. (Where the railroads

113



Vivian Sobchack

once ran to “on time,” we need only look to the airlines and our general
disbelief in the “reality” of their schedules—and, then, of course, there’s
TiVo.) This temporal transformation is a radical one—and it shifts our
sensibilities from Remembrance of Things Past, a modernist, elegiac,
and grave re-membering of experience, to the postmodernist, comic, and
flighty recursivity of a Back to the Future.[20]

Again the genre of science fiction film is illuminating.[21] The Back
to the Future films are certainly apposite, and Alex Cox’s postmodern,
parodic, and deadpan Repo Man (1984) manifests even more clearly
the phenomenologically experienced homogeneity of postmodern
heterogeneity. The film is a picaresque, loose, strung-out, episodic, and
irresolute tale about an affectless and dissolute young man involved
with car repossessions, aliens from outer space, Los Angeles punks,
government agents, and others, but it is also constructed as a complexly
bound and chaotic system of coincidences.[22] At the local and human
level of narrative coherence, individual scenes are connected not through
narrative causality or psychological motivations but through literally
material signifiers. A dangling dashboard ornament, for example, provides
the acausal and material motivation between two of the film’s otherwise
disparate episodes. However, at a transcendently global level the film
resolves its acausal and chaotic structure by a narrative recursivity that
links what seem random characters and events together in the complex
relationship and order of what one spaced-out character describes as
both the “cosmic unconsciousness” and a “lattice of coincidence”[23]
Emplotment and identity in Repo Man become diffused across a vast
relational “lattice of coincidence”—a “network,” a “worldwide web”
constituted by nodular and transient encounters and events. It is thus
no accident that the car culture of Los Angeles figures prominently in
Repo Man—not only fragmenting individual experience at the local
level into separate segments and discrete and chaotic bits lived only, and
incoherently, through the windows of an automobile but also enabling
such experience’s transcendent coherence in that literal but global “lattice
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of coincidence,” the “network” and “web” of the Los Angeles freeway
system, which reconnects experience as intelligible at another and less
grounded and human order of magnitude.

The postmodern and electronic instant, in its break from the modernist
and cinematic temporal structures of retention and protension, constitutes
a form of absolute presence (one abstracted from the objective and
subjective discontinuity that gives meaning to the temporal system past/
present/future). Correlatively, this transformation of temporality changes
the nature and qualities of the space it occupies. As subjective time
becomes experienced as unprecedentedly extroverted and is homogenized
with a transformed sense of objective time as less irrefutably linear
than directionally mutable, space becomes correlatively experienced as
abstract, ungrounded, and flat—a site (or screen) for play and display
rather than an invested situation in which action counts rather than
computes. Such a superficial space can no longer precisely hold the interest
of the spectator/user but has to constantly stimulate it. Its flatness—a
function of its lack of temporal thickness and bodily investment—has to
attract spectator interest at the surface. To achieve this, electronic space
constructs objective and superficial equivalents to depth, texture, and
invested bodily movement. Saturation of color and hyperbolic attention to
detail replace depth and texture at the surface of the image, and constant
action and the simultaneous and busy multiplicity of screens and images
replace the gravity that grounds and orients the movement of the lived
body with a purely spectacular, kinetically exciting, often dizzying sense
of bodily freedom (and freedom from the body). Thus, along with this
transformation of aesthetic characteristics and sensibility emerges a
significant transformation of ethical investments. Whether negative or
positive in effect, the dominant cultural techno-logic of the electronic and
its attendant sense of electronic “freedom” have a tendency to diffuse and/
or disembody the lived body’s material and moral gravity.[24]

What I am suggesting is that, ungrounded and nonhierarchical as it is,
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electronic presence has neither a point of view nor a visual situation,
such as we experience, respectively, with the photograph and the cinema.
Rather, electronic presence randomly disperses its being across a network,
its kinetic gestures describing and lighting on the surface of the screen
rather than inscribing it with bodily dimension (a function of centered
and intentional projection). Images on television screens and computer
terminals seem neither projected nor deep. Phenomenologically they
seem, rather, somehow “just there” as we (inter)face them. This two-
dimensional, binary superficiality of electronic space at once disorients
and liberates the activity of consciousness from the gravitational pull and
orientation of its hitherto embodied and grounded existence in a material
world. All surface, electronic space cannot be inhabited by any body that
is not also an electronic body. Such space both denies and prosthetically
transforms the spectator’s physical human body so that subjectivity and
affect free-float or free-fall or free-flow across a horizontal/vertical grid
or, as is the case with all our electronic pocket communication devices,
disappear into thin air. Subjectivity is at once decentered, dispersed, and
completely extroverted—again erasing the modernist (and cinematic)
dialectic between inside and outside and its synthesis of discontinuous
time and discontiguous space in the coherence of conscious and embodied
experience. As Jameson explains this novel state of being:

[T]he liberation . . . from the older anomie of the centered
subject may also mean, not merely a liberation from anxiety, but
a liberation from every other kind of feeling as well, since there
is no longer a self present to do the feeling. This is not to say that
the cultural products of the postmodern era are utterly devoid of
feeling, but rather that such feelings—which it might be better
and more accurate to call “intensities”—are now free-floating
and impersonal, and tend to be dominated by a peculiar kind of
euphoria. (64)

Co-constituted and brought to visibility by the cultural and techno-logic
of the electronic, this kind of euphoric presence is not merely novel and
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peculiar. At the risk of sounding reactionary I would suggest that it also
can be dangerous—and this not merely because its abstraction tends to
cause car accidents. At a much deeper level its lack of specific and explicit
interest and grounded investment in the human body and enworlded
action, its free-floating leveling of value, and its saturation with the
present instant could well cost us all a future.

In “The Body as Foundation of the Screen” Elena del Rio points out that a
phenomenological and existential description of technologically produced
images must insist “on the structuring role of the body in the production
and reception of images, but more importantly, on the reconfiguration
of the body itself—one that extends limits beyond the objective frames
of visibility and presence” (95). In the context of discussing the singular
films of Atom Egoyan, who explores human relationships as they are lived
negatively and positively within multiple—and primarily electronic—
modes of technologically mediated perception and expression, del Rio
describes the reconfiguration of the lived-body subject in a similar yet
much more positive way than does Jameson. Pointing to our experience
of the multiplicity of screens and the simultaneity of heterogeneous spaces
in electronically mediated image culture, she writes: “Such coexistence of
images has the effect of dispersing the punctual and self-possessed body
into a multiplicity of bodies inhabiting different temporal and spatial
sites. Thus, rather than sustaining the illusion of a narcissistic ego-logical
identity, the electronic screen is able to provide a symbolic paradigm of
impermanence and insubstantiality” (109). Nonetheless, she also notes that
the more positive aspects of this electronic dispersal and reconfiguration
of thelived-body subject are hardly normative—and indeed contradict the
dominant logic of recent cybernetic environments that, however futilely,
attempt “to shun and erase the body as if its existential and organic weight
could simply be wished away” (97). Thus, Egoyan’s “use of the electronic
screen” as a new mode of humanization capable of articulating and
representing substance and value is “radical” and “does not contradict the
effects normatively produced by electronic media” And, it is worth noting,
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this electronic reconfiguration of the lived-body subject occurs through
the cinematic—Egoyan’s films incorporating the electronic (rather than
the other way round) so that his cinema constitutes, as del Rio describes
it, “a self-conscious representational process that is absent in the majority
of mainstream uses of electronic technologies” (112).

Phenomenological analysis does not end with the “thick” description and
thematization of the phenomenon under investigation. It aims also for
an interpretation of the phenomenon that discloses, however partially,
the lived meaning, significance, and nonneutral value it has for those
who engage it. In terms of contemporary moving-image culture, however
much they both engage and contest each other and however much they
borrow on each other’s figures and metaphors, the material differences
between cinematic and electronic representation emerge as significant
differences in their historically lived meaning and value. Cinema is
an objective technology of perception and expression that comes—
and becomes—before us in a structure that implicates both a sensible
body and a sensual and sense-making subject. In its visual address and
movement it allows us to see objectively for the first time what was once
a visible impossibility: that we are at once both intentional subjects and
material objects in the world, both the seer and the seen. Thus, it shows
us and affirms the embodied being of consciousness as it materially and
intentionally engages the substantial world. It also affirms and shows us
that, sharing materiality and the world through vision and action, we are
intersubjective beings.

Now, historically, it is the techno-logic of the electronic—and not
the residual logic of the cinematic—that dominates the form and
in-forms the content of our cultural representations. And, unlike
cinematic representation, electronic representation by its very structure
phenomenologically diffuses the fleshly presence of the human body and
the dimensions of that body’s material world. However significant and
positive its values in some regards, however much its very inventions and
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use emerge from lived-body subjects, the electronic tends to marginalize
or trivialize the human body. Indeed, at this historical moment in our
particular society and culture, we can see all around us that the lived
body is in crisis. Its struggle to assert its gravity, its differential existence,
status, and situation, its vulnerability and mortality, its vital and social
investment in a concrete lifeworld inhabited by others, is now marked
in hysterical and hyperbolic responses to the disembodying effects of
electronic representation. On the one hand, contemporary moving
images show us the human body (its mortal “meat”) relentlessly and
fatally interrogated, “riddled with holes” and “blown away,” unable to
maintain material integrity or moral gravity. If the Terminator doesn’t
finish it off, then electronic smart bombs will. On the other hand, the
current popular obsession with physical fitness and cosmetic surgery
manifests the wish to reconfigure the human body into something more
invulnerable—a “hard body”; a lean, mean, and immortal “machine”;
a cyborg that can physically interface with the electronic network and
maintain a significant—if altered—material presence in the current
digitized lifeworld of the subject. Thus, it is no historical accident that,
earlier in our electronic existence, bodybuilder Arnold Schwarzenegger
played the invulnerable, hard-body cyborg Terminator, whereas, much
more recently and more in tune with the lived body’s dematerialization,
the slightly built Keanu Reeves flexibly dispersed and diffused what little
meat he had across The Matrix (Andy and Larry Wachowski, 1999), The
Matrix Reloaded (Andy and Larry Wachowski, 2003), and The Matrix
Revolutions (Andy and Larry Wachowski, 2003).

Within the context of this material and technological crisis of the flesh,
one can only hope that the hysteria and hyperbole surrounding it are
strategic responses—and that through this crisis the lived body has, in
fact, managed to reclaim our attention sufficiently so as to forcefully
argue for its existence and against its simulation or erasure. For, within
the dominant cultural and techno-logic of the electronic there are those
out there who prefer the simulated body and a virtual world. Indeed, they

119



Vivian Sobchack

have forgotten that “technology springs from the very human condition
of embodiment” and actually believe the body (contemptuously called
“meat” or “wetware”) is best lived only as an image or as information.
Indeed, they suggest that the only possibility for negotiating one’s
presence in our electronic lifeworld is to reconfigure the body through
disembodiment, to digitize and download our consciousness into the
neural nets and memory and onto the screens of a solely electronic
existence.[25] Such an insubstantial electronic presence can ignore AIDS,
homelessness, hunger, torture, the bloody consequences of war, and all
the other ills the flesh is heir to outside the image and the datascape.
It can ignore the lived body that not only once imagined its techno-
logic but gave it substantial grounding, gravity, and value. It can ignore
its own history. Indeed, devaluing the physically lived body and the
concrete materiality of the world, the dominant cultural and techno-logic
informing our contemporary electronic “presence” suggests that—if we
do not take great care—we are all in danger of soon becoming merely
ghosts in the machine.
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Notes

This chapter reprints “The Scene of the Screen: Envisioning Photographic,
Cinematic, and Electronic ‘Presence,” as it appeared in Carnal Thoughts:
Embodiment and Moving Image Culture, by Vivian Sobchack. © 2005 by
the Regents of the University of California. Published by the University
of California Press. Reprinted with permission from the author and from
the publisher.

[1]Referencehereisnot onlyto the way in which automotive transportation
has extended the capacity for movement of our physical bodies and thus
our lived sense of distance and space, the rhythms of our temporality,
and the hard currency that creates and expresses our cultural values
relative to such things as class and style but also to the way in which it has
changed the very sense we have of our bodies. The vernacular expression
of regret for “being without wheels” speaks ontologically to our very real
incorporation of the automobile, as well as to its incorporation of us.

[2] TIhde distinguishes two forms of perception: “What is usually taken
as sensory perception (what is immediate and focused bodily in actual
seeing, hearing, etc.), I shall call microperception. But there is also
what might be called a cultural, or hermeneutic, perception, which I
shall call macroperception. Both belong equally to the lifeworld. And
both dimensions of perception are closely linked and intertwined” (29:
emphasis added).

[3] Seminal phenomenological works in this regard are Bazin; Sontag;
and Barthes.

[4] Contemporary erosion of faith in the photographic as evidence of
the real in popular consciousness has been the result of the development
of the seamless electronic manipulation of the photographic image—a
possible manipulation that now transparently informs our reception and
inflects and transforms the photograph’s “realism.” Although air-brushing
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and other forms of image manipulation have been practiced for a long
while, they have generally left a discernible trace on the image; such is not
the case with digital computer alterations of the photographic image. For
an overview of this issue see Grundberg; for lengthier and more rigorous
explication and discussion of the radical shift from the photographic to
the digital, see both Mitchell and Lunenfeld.

[5] Most media theorists point out that photographic (and cinematic)
optics are structured according to a norm of perception based on
Renaissance theories of perspective; such perspective represented the
visible as originating in, organized, and mastered by an individual and
centered subject. This form of painterly representation is naturalized by
the optics of photography and the cinema. Comolli, in “Machines of the
Visible,” says, “The mechanical eye, the photographic lens, . . . functions .
.. as a guarantor of the identity of the visible with the normality of vision
... with the norm of visual perception” (123-24).

[6] Jean-Luc Godard plays with this notion of photography as an
objectified and literalized possession of vision’s “having at a distance”
in major sequences of his witty Les Carabiniers (1963). In the film two
conscripts—dumb and dumber—come back from a war “rich” with
material loot in their possession: suitcases full of picture postcards they
perceive as quite literally capturing the national monuments and treasures
they now (re)present.

[7] It must be noted that the expression memory bank is connected to
electronic (not photographic) culture. It nonetheless serves us as a way
of reading backward that recognizes a literal as well as metaphorical
economy of representation and suggests that any attempts to understand
the photographic in its “originality” are pervasively informed by
contemporary electronic consciousness.

[8] Suspension of belief in “realism” is not the same as disbelief in the real.
It is, however, a rejection of the transparency of such belief in “realism”
and a recognition that our access to the real is always mediated and
epistemologically partial.

[9] For readers unfamiliar with the film, La Jetée is a narrative articulated
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in a recursive structure. A survivor of World War III has a recurrent
memory of a woman’s face and a scene at Orly airport, where, as a child,
he has seen a man killed. Because of his vivid memory scientists in his
postapocalyptic culture—now living underground with minimal power
and without hope—attempt experiments to send him back into his vivid
past so that he can, perhaps, eventually time-travel to the future to get help
for his present. After many experiments, the man is able to live briefly in
his past images and actually meet and start a sporadic relationship with
the woman he remembers, as well as to briefly visit the future. Aware,
however, that he has no future in his own present, with the assistance of
those in the future the protagonist chooses to return to his past and the
woman he now loves. But this final return to the scene of his original
childhood memory at Orly airport ultimately reveals, first, that what he
watched as a child was himself as an adult being pursued by people from
his own present, and, second, that his original memory was, in fact, the
vision of his own adult death.

[10] For extended phenomenological description and interpretation of
the various movements of cinematic vision see my “The Active Eye: A
Phenomenology of Cinematic Vision.”

[11] Here it is worth noting that James Joyce, in 1909, was “instrumental
in introducing the first motion picture theater in Dublin” (Kern 76-77).
[12] This overriding and transformation of automatic movement by
autonomous movement can be understood as a phenomenon that is not
merely brought about as mere technological “illusion” if we consider
that our relation to our own lived bodies is precisely similar: that is,
our automatic physiological operations are constantly overwritten and
transformed by our autonomous and intentional actions unless these
operations are foregrounded because, in a particular instance, they
trouble us and we specifically attend to them.

[13] With the electronic and the advent of the VCR and DVD player, a
pause is indeed a pause. However, in the cinema, an image can appear
“frozen” on the screen only if it is replicated many times over so that it
can continue moving through the projector; unlike the still photograph,
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the film always has to actively work at “arresting” its gaze. For further
elaboration, see my “The Active Eye.”

[14] This statement encapsulates the major argument and supporting
demonstration of my The Address of the Eye: A Phenomenology of Film
Experience.

[15] Although all moving images follow each other serially, each
photographic and cinematic image (or frame) is developed or projected
analogically rather than digitally. That is, the image is developed or
projected as a whole and its elements are differentiated by gradation
rather than by the on/off discretion of absolute numerical values.
[16]Iam speaking here ofadominant cultural and techno-logic. Obviously,
electronic communication (including such things as petition circulation)
can and does entail more significant degrees of moral gravity with
correlatively significant material consequences. This, however, tends to be
the case in circumstances and for people in cultures in which electronic
and postmodern logic is not a dominant and in which embodied being is
truly at referential stake and cannot be forgotten or so easily “liberated.”
[17] Although it may undermine my argument here, I do admit that there
may not be anything more meaningful than cheap airline tickets.

[18] Michael Heim’s Electric Language: A Philosophical Study of Word
Processing is apposite here. He writes:

Though it may have identical content, the film viewed through
personal videocassette technology is not really the same film
projected on the . . . silver screen. There is a profound change
in the experience, . . . in the sense of what is being seen, when
the projected images are no longer bigger than life and are
manipulable through fast-forward, freeze-frame, and every kind
of fingertip control. Such viewing is no longer an occasion to
which you must adjust your attention. With it, cinema culture
comes to be on tap, manipulable at will. The videocassette
provides a different psychic framework for the film.” (118)

[19] See, e.g., Sliding Doors (Peter Howitt, 1998), in which a character lives
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out two dramatically different existential possibilities; Run Lola Run (Tom
Tykwer, 1998), in which a character literally runs through several iterations
of a situation where—following chaos theory—small changes in initial
conditions have major existential consequences; Memento (Christopher
Nolan, 2000), in which time seems to move linearly backwards toward
the inauguration of a past event but is actually full of gaps and overlaps
and also moves ambiguously forward in relation to another of the film’s
narrative foci; and Mulholland Drive (David Lynch, 2001), in which there
seems only local temporal cohesion and subjectivities and agency free-
floats among the characters.

[20] The Back to the Future films—a trilogy—were all directed by Robert
Zemeckis: Back to the Future (1985), Back to the Future Part II (1989),
and Back to the Future Part I1I (1990).

[21] Of all narrative film genres, science fiction has been most concerned
with poetically mapping those transformations of spatiality, temporality,
and subjectivity informed and/or constituted by new technologies. As
well, SF cinema, in its particular materiality, has made these new poetic
maps concretely visible. For elaboration see my Screening Space: The
American Science Fiction Film (223-305).

[22] My references to chaos in terms of complex systems are both specific
and purposeful and derive from new circumscriptions of the complex
relations between chaos and order in what were formerly seen as random
and coincidental phenomena. For the most readable elaboration see
Gleick; for an application to cultural issues related to contemporary
representations of chaos see also my own “A Theory of Everything:
Meditations on Total Chaos.”

[23] This character, Miller, is both the film’s most far-sighted “seer” and the
narrative’s most spaced-out “loony” He is prone to articulating disjointed
yet strangely logical systems of relation in which connections between
UFOs and South America explain where all the people on Earth have
come from and where they are going. He demonstrates his notions of
the “cosmic unconsciousness” and the “lattice of coincidence” by pointing
out how “you’ll be thinking of a plate of shrimp and suddenly someone
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will say ‘plate’ or ‘shrimp’ or ‘plate of shrimp.”

[24] Since this essay was originally published, I have been confronted by
arguments about this assertion, particularly in relation to virtual reality
and various attempts to mobilize the human sensorium in electronic
space. The argument is that electronic space “reembodies” rather than
“disembodies” us. Although, to some extent, this is true, the dominant
cultural logic of the electronic tends to elide or devalue the bodies that we
are in physical space—not only as they suffer their flesh and mortality but
also as they ground such fantasies of reembodiment.

[25] Since this essay was first written, it is interesting to note that the
rhetoric of downloading one’s consciousness into the computer has
become further dispersed and “transcendentalized” Now, the rhetoric
speaks of uploading one’s consciousness onto the World Wide Web.
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2.2 Post-Cinematic Affect

BY STEVEN SHAVIRO

In [Post-Cinematic Affect], 1 look at four recent media productions—
three films and a music video—that reflect, in particularly radical and
cogent ways, upon the world we live in today. Olivier Assayas’s Boarding
Gate (starring Asia Argento) and Richard Kelly’s Southland Tales (with
Justin Timberlake, Dwayne Johnson, Seann William Scott, and Sarah
Michelle Gellar) were both released in 2007. Nick Hooker’s music video
for Grace Jones’s song “Corporate Cannibal” was released (as was the
song itself) in 2008. Mark Neveldine and Brian Taylor’s film Gamer was
released in 2009. These works are quite different from one another, in
form as well as content. “Corporate Cannibal” is a digital production that
has little in common with traditional film. Boarding Gate, on the other
hand, is not a digital work; it is thoroughly cinematic, in terms both of
technology, and of narrative development and character presentation.
Southland Tales lies somewhat in between the other two. It is grounded
in the formal techniques of television, video, and digital media, rather
than those of film; but its grand ambitions are very much those of a big-
screen movie. Gamer, for its part, is a digital film made in emulation of
computer games. Nonetheless, despite their evident differences, all four of
these works express, and exemplify, the “structure of feeling” that I would
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like to call (for want of a better phrase) post-cinematic affect.

Why “post-cinematic”? Film gave way to television as a “cultural
dominant” a long time ago, in the mid-twentieth century; and television
in turn has given way in recent years to computer- and network-based,
and digitally generated, “new media.” Film itself has not disappeared, of
course; but filmmaking has been transformed, over the past two decades,
from an analog process to a heavily digitized one. It is not my aim here
to offer any sort of precise periodization, nor to rehash the arguments
about postmodernity and new media forms that have been going on for
more than a quarter-century. Regardless of the details, I think it’s safe to
say that these changes have been massive enough, and have gone on for
long enough, that we are now witnessing the emergence of a different
media regime, and indeed of a different mode of production, than those
which dominated the 20th century. Digital technologies, together with
neoliberal economic relations, have given birth to radically new ways
of manufacturing and articulating lived experience. I would like to use
the four works I have mentioned in order to get a better sense of these
changes: to look at developments that are so new and unfamiliar that we
scarcely have the vocabulary to describe them, and yet that have become
so common, and so ubiquitous, that we tend not even to notice them any
longer. My larger aim is to develop an account of what it feels like to live
in the early 21st century.

I am therefore concerned, in what follows, with effects more than causes,
and with evocations rather than explanations. That is to say, I am not
looking at Foucauldian genealogies so much as at something like what
Raymond Williams called “structures of feeling” (though I am not using
this term quite in the manner that Williams intended). I am interested in
the ways that recent film and video works are expressive: that is to say,
in the ways that they give voice (or better, give sounds and images) to a
kind of ambient, free-floating sensibility that permeates our society today,
although it cannot be attributed to any subject in particular. By the term
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expressive, I mean both symptomatic and productive. These works are
symptomatic, in that they provide indices of complex social processes,
which they transduce, condense, and rearticulate in the form of what can
be called, after Deleuze and Guattari, “blocs of affect”’[ 1] But they are also
productive, in the sense that they do not represent social processes, so
much as they participate actively in these processes, and help to constitute
them. Films and music videos, like other media works, are machines
for generating affect, and for capitalizing upon, or extracting value
from, this affect. As such, they are not ideological superstructures, as an
older sort of Marxist criticism would have it. Rather, they lie at the very
heart of social production, circulation, and distribution. They generate
subjectivity, and they play a crucial role in the valorization of capital. Just
as the old Hollywood continuity editing system was an integral part of the
Fordist mode of production, so the editing methods and formal devices of
digital video and film belong directly to the computing-and-information-
technology infrastructure of contemporary neoliberal finance. There’s a
kind of fractal patterning in the way that social technologies, or processes
of production and accumulation, repeat or “iterate” themselves on
different scales, and at different levels of abstraction.[2]

What does it mean to describe such processes in terms of affect? Here
I follow Brian Massumi (23-45) in differentiating between affect and
emotion. For Massumi, affect is primary, non-conscious, asubjective or
presubjective, asignifying, unqualified, and intensive; while emotion is
derivative, conscious, qualified, and meaningful, a “content” that can be
attributed to an already-constituted subject. Emotion is affect captured by a
subject, or tamed and reduced to the extent that it becomes commensurate
with that subject. Subjects are overwhelmed and traversed by affect, but
they have or possess their own emotions. Today, in the regime of neoliberal
capitalism, we see ourselves as subjects precisely to the extent that we are
autonomous economic units. As Foucault puts it, neoliberalism defines a
new mutation of “Homo oeconomicus as entrepreneur of himself, being
for himself his own capital, being for himself his own producer, being for
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himself the source of [his] earnings” (Biopolitics 226). For such a subject,
emotions are resources to invest, in the hope of gaining as large a return
as possible. What we know today as “affective labor” is not really affective
at all, as it involves rather the sale of labor-power in the form of pre-
defined and pre-packaged emotions.[3]

However, emotion as such is never closed or complete. It also still
testifies to the affect out of which it is formed, and that it has captured,
reduced, and repressed. Behind every emotion, there is always a certain
surplus of affect that “escapes confinement” and “remains unactualized,
inseparable from but unassimilable to any particular, functionally
anchored perspective” (Massumi 35). Privatized emotion can never
entirely separate itself from the affect from which it is derived. Emotion
is representable and representative; but it also points beyond itself to an
affect that works transpersonally and transversally, that is at once singular
and common (Hardt and Negri 128-29), and that is irreducible to any sort
of representation. Our existence is always bound up with affective and
aesthetic flows that elude cognitive definition or capture.[4]

On the basis of his distinction between affect and emotion, Massumi
rejects Fredric Jameson’s famous claim about the “waning of affect”
in postmodern culture (Jameson 10-12). For Massumi, it is precisely
subjective emotion that has waned, but not affect. “If anything, our
condition is characterized by a surfeit of [affect] . . . If some have the
impression that affect has waned, it is because it is unqualified. As such, it
is not ownable or recognizable and is thus resistant to critique” (Massumi
27-28). “The disappearance of the individual subject” with which Jameson
is concerned (16) leads precisely to a magnification of affect, whose
flows swamp us, and continually carry us away from ourselves, beyond
ourselves. For Massumi, it is precisely by means of such affective flows
that the subject is opened to, and thereby constituted through, broader
social, political, and economic processes.[5]
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Indeed, and despite their explicit disagreement, there is actually a close
affinity between Massumis discussion of transpersonal affect which
always escapes subjective representation, and Jameson’s account of
how “the world space of multinational capital” is “unrepresentable,” or
irreducible to “existential experience” (Jameson 53-54). Intensive affective
flows and intensive financial flows alike invest and constitute subjectivity,
while at the same time eluding any sort of subjective grasp. This is not a
loose analogy, but rather a case of parallelism, in Spinoza’s sense of the
term. Affect and labor are two attributes of the same Spinozian substance;
they are both powers or potentials of the human body, expressions of its
“vitality,” “sense of aliveness,” and “changeability” (Massumi 36). But just
as affect is captured, reduced, and “qualified” in the form of emotion, so
labor (or unqualified human energy and creativity) is captured, reduced,
commodified, and put to work in the form of “labor power.” In both cases,
something intensive and intrinsically unmeasurable—what Deleuze calls
difference in itself (Difference 28-69)—is given identity and measure.
The distinction between affect and emotion, like the distinction between
labor and labor power, is really a radical incommensurability: an excess
or a surplus. Affect and creative labor alike are rooted in what Gayatri
Spivak describes as “the irreducible possibility that the subject be more
than adequate—super-adequate—to itself” (73).

This super-adequacy is the reason why neither the metamorphoses
of capital nor the metamorphoses of affect can be grasped intuitively,
or represented. But Jameson is quick to point out that, although the
“global world system” is “unrepresentable,” this does not mean that it is
“unknowable” (Jameson 53). And he calls for “an aesthetic of cognitive
mapping” (54) that would precisely seek to “know” this system in a non-
representational and non-phenomenological way. This proposal, again,
is closer than has generally been recognized to the cartographic project
that Massumi inherits from Deleuze and Guattari, and that I would like
to call, for my own purposes, and following Jonathan Flatley (2008), an
aesthetic of affective mapping.[6] For Jameson and Deleuze and Guattari
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alike, maps are not static representations, but tools for negotiating, and
intervening in, social space. A map does not just replicate the shape of
a territory; rather, it actively inflects and works over that territory.[7]
Films and music videos, like the ones I discuss here, are best regarded as
affective maps, which do not just passively trace or represent, but actively
construct and perform, the social relations, flows, and feelings that they
are ostensibly “about.”

In [Post-Cinematic Affect], I map the flows of affect in four dimensions,
in conjunction with four “diagrams” of the contemporary social
field.[8] All four of these diagrams are more or less relevant to all four
of the works that I am discussing; but for heuristic purposes, I will
link each work preferentially to a single diagram. The first diagram is
that of Deleuze’s “control society;” a formation that displaces Foucault’s
Panoptical or disciplinary society (Deleuze, Negotiations 177-82). The
control society is characterized by perpetual modulations, dispersed and
“flexible” modes of authority, ubiquitous networks, and the relentless
branding and marketing of even the most “inner” aspects of subjective
experience. Such processes of control and modulation are especially at
work in the “Corporate Cannibal” video. The second diagram marks out
the delirious financial flows, often in the form of derivatives and other
arcane instruments, that drive the globalized economy (LiPuma and Lee).
These flows are at once impalpable and immediate. They are invisible
abstractions, existing only as calculations in the worldwide digital
network, and detached from any actual productive activity. And yet they
are brutally material in their “efficacy;” or in their impact upon our lives—
as the current financial crisis makes all too evident. Financial flows are the
motor of subjectivity, most crucially, in Boarding Gate. The third diagram
is that of our contemporary digital and post-cinematic “media ecology”
(Fuller), in which all activity is under surveillance from video cameras
and microphones, and in return video screens and speakers, moving
images and synthesized sounds, are dispersed pretty much everywhere.
In this environment, where all phenomena pass through a stage of being
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processed in the form of digital code, we cannot meaningfully distinguish
between “reality” and its multiple simulations; they are all woven together
in one and the same fabric. Southland Tales is particularly concerned
with the dislocations that result from this new media ecology. Finally,
the fourth diagram is that of what McKenzie Wark calls “gamespace,’
in which computer gaming “has colonized its rivals within the cultural
realm, from the spectacle of cinema to the simulations of television” (7).
Gamer posits a social space in which the ubiquity of gaming has become
nearly absolute.

In three of the four works I am discussing, I focus upon the figure of the
media star or celebrity. Grace Jones has always been a performance artist
as much as a singer. Her music is only one facet of her self-constructed
image or persona. “Corporate Cannibal” gives this persona a new twist.
Boarding Gate is a star vehicle for Asia Argento. Its concerns are close
to those of Assayas’s earlier films, and especially Demonlover (2002); but
these concerns are filtered, and rearticulated, through Argento’s visceral,
self-consciously performative onscreen presence. Southland Tales has
sprawling, multiple plotlines and an ensemble cast; but nearly all its actors,
including Justin Timberlake, are pop culture figures who actively play
against their familiar personas. Kelly thereby creates a sort of affective (as
well as cognitive) dissonance, a sense of hallucinatory displacement that
largely drives the film.

Jones, Argento, and Timberlake are all perturbing presences, exemplary
figures of post-cinematic celebrity. They circulate endlessly among
multiple media platforms (film, television talk shows and reality shows,
music videos and musical recordings and performances, charity events,
advertisements and sponsorships, web- and print-based gossip columns,
etc.), so that they seem to be everywhere and nowhere at once. Their
ambivalent performances are at once affectively charged and ironically
distant. They enact complex emotional dramas, and yet display a basic
indifference and impassivity. I feel involved in every aspect of their lives,

135



Steven Shaviro

and yet I know that they are not involved in mine. Familiar as they are,
they are always too far away for me to reach. Even the Schadenfreude 1
feel at the spectacle of, say, Britney’s breakdown or Madonna’s divorce
backhandedly testifies to these stars’ inaccessibility. I am enthralled by
their all-too-human failures, miseries, and vulnerabilities, precisely
because they are fundamentally inhuman and invulnerable. They
fascinate me, precisely because it is utterly impossible that they should
ever acknowledge, much less reciprocate, my fascination.

In short, post-cinematic pop stars allure me. The philosopher Graham
Harman describes allure as “a special and intermittent experience in
which the intimate bond between a thing’s unity and its plurality of notes
somehow partly disintegrates” (143). For Harman, the basic ontological
condition is that objects always withdraw from us, and from one another.
We are never able to grasp them more than partially. They always hold
their being in reserve, a mystery that we cannot hope to plumb. An object
is always more than the particular qualities, or “plurality of notes,” that
it displays to me. This situation is universal; but most of the time I do
not worry about it. I use a knife to cut a grapefruit, without wondering
about the inner recesses of knife-being or grapefruit-being. And usually
I interact with other people in the same superficial way. Now, in general
this is a good thing. If I were to obsess over the inner being of each
person I encountered, ordinary sociability would become impossible. It
is only in rare cases—for instance when I intensely love, or intensely hate,
someone—that I make the (ever-unsuccessful) attempt to explore their
mysterious depths, to find a real being that goes beyond the particular
qualities that they display to me. /ntimacy is what we call the situation in
which people try to probe each other’s hidden depths.[9]

What Harman calls allure is the way in which an object does not just
display certain particular qualities to me, but also insinuates the presence
of a hidden, deeper level of existence. The alluring object explicitly calls
attention to the fact that it is something more than, and other than, the
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bundle of qualities that it presents to me. I experience allure whenever
I am intimate with someone, or when I am obsessed with someone or
something. But allure is not just my own projection. For any object
that I encounter really is deeper than, and other than, what I am able
to grasp of it. And the object becomes alluring, precisely to the extent
that it forces me to acknowledge this hidden depth, instead of ignoring
it. Indeed, allure may well be strongest when I experience it vicariously:
in relation to an object, person, or thing that I do not actually know, or
otherwise care about. Vicarious allure is the ground of aesthetics: a mode
of involvement that is, at the same time, heightened and yet (as Kant puts
it) “disinterested” The inner, surplus existence of the alluring object is
something that I cannot reach—but that I also cannot forget about or
ignore, as I do in my everyday, utilitarian interactions with objects and
other people. The alluring object insistently displays the fact that it is
separate from, and more than, its qualities—which means that it exceeds
everything that I feel of it, and know about it. This is why what Kant calls
a judgment of beauty is non-conceptual and non-cognitive. The alluring
object draws me beyond anything that I am actually able to experience.
And yet this “beyond” is not in any sense otherworldly or transcendent;
it is situated in the here and now, in the very flows and encounters of
everyday existence.

Pop culture figures are vicariously alluring, and this is why they are
so affectively charged. They can only be grasped through a series of
paradoxes. When a pop star or celebrity allures me, this means that he or
she is someone to whom I respond in the mode of intimacy, even though
I am not, and cannot ever be, actually intimate with him or her. What I
become obsessively aware of, therefore, is the figure’s distance from me,
and the way that it baffles all my efforts to enter into any sort of relation
with it. Such a figure is forever unattainable. Pop stars are slippery,
exhibiting singular qualities while, at the same time, withdrawing to a
distance beyond these qualities, and thus escaping any final definition.
This makes them ideal commodities: they always offer us more than they
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deliver, enticing us with a “promise of happiness” that is never fulfilled,
and therefore never exhausted or disappointed. In terms of a project of
affective and cognitive mapping, pop stars work as anchoring points, as
particularly dense nodes of intensity and interaction. They are figures
upon which, or within which, many powerful feelings converge; they
conduct multiplicities of affective flows. At the same time, they are always
more than the sum of all the forces that they attract and bring into focus;
their allure points us elsewhere, and makes them seem strangely absent
from themselves. Pop culture figures are icons, which means that they
exhibit, or at least aspire to, an idealized stillness, solidity, and perfection
of form. Yet at the same time, they are fluid and mobile, always displacing
themselves. And this contrast between stillness and motion is a generative
principle not just for celebrities themselves, but also for the media flows,
financial flows, and modulations of control through which they are
displayed, and that permeate the entire social field.
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Notes
This chapter was previously published as the introduction to Shaviro’s
book Post-Cinematic Affect (1-10). Reprinted with kind permission from
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Zero Books, an imprint of John Hunt Publishing.

[1] Strictly speaking, Deleuze and Guattari say that the work of art “is
a bloc of sensations, that is to say, a compound of percepts and affects”
(What is Philosophy? 164).

[2] T am implicitly drawing upon Jonathan Beller’s account of what he
calls “the cinematic mode of production,” or the way that cinema and
its successor media “are deterritorialized factories in which spectators
work, that is, in which we perform value productive labor” (1). The
cinema machine extracts surplus labor-power from us, in the form of
our attention; and the circulation and consumption of commodities is
effected largely through the circulation and consumption of moving
images, provided by film and its successor media. Beller gives a highly
concrete account of how media forms and culture industries are central
to the productive regime, or economic “base,” of globalized capitalism
today. However, I think that he underestimates the differences between
cinematic and post-cinematic media: it is these differences that drive my
own discussion here.

[3] My terminology here is somewhat different from that of Michael Hardt
and Antonio Negri, who have done the most to develop the concept of
affective labor. For Hardt and Negri, “unlike emotions, which are mental
phenomena, affects refer equally to body and to mind, In fact, affects, such
as joy and sadness, reveal the present state of life in the entire organism”
(108). This seems wrong to me, precisely because there is no such thing as
“mental phenomena” that do not refer equally to the body. The division
between affect and emotion must rather be sought elsewhere. This is why
I prefer Massumi’s definition of emotion as the capture, and reduction-
to-commensurability, of affect. It is this reduction that, among other
things, allows for the sale and purchase of emotions as commodities. In
a certain sense, emotion is to affect as, in Marxist theory, labor-power is
to labor. For labor itself is an unqualifiable capacity, while labor-power is
a quantifiable commodity that is possessed, and that can be sold, by the
worker. Hardt and Negri’'s own definition of affective labor in fact itself
makes sense precisely in the register of what I am calling labor-power
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and objectified emotions: “Affective labor, then, is labor that produces
or manipulates affects such as a feeling of ease, well-being, satisfaction,
excitement, or passion. One can recognize affective labor, for example,
in the work of legal assistants, flight attendants, and fast food workers
(service with a smile)” (108).

[4] In the first half of the 20th century, Fascism and Nazism in particular
are noteworthy for their mobilization of cinematic affect; though arguably
Soviet communism and liberal capitalism also mobilized such affect in
their own ways. Much has been written in the last half-century about
the Nazis’s use of cinema, Goebbels’s manipulation of the media, and the
affective structure of films like Leni Riefenstahl’s Triumph of the Will. But
already in the 1930s, Georges Batailles pointed to the centrality of affective
politics in his analysis of “The Psychological Structure of Fascism” (137-
60). And Walter Benjamin explicitly linked this fascist mobilization of
affect to its use of the cinematic apparatus in his essay on “The Work of
Art in the Age of Its Technological Reproducibility” (251-83), especially
when he diagnoses fascism’s “aestheticizing of politics” (270). Part of my
aim here is to work out how the post-cinematic manipulation of and
modulation of affect, as we are experiencing it today, differs from the mass
mobilization of cinematic affect in the early and middle 20th century.

[5] Affect theory, or “non-representational theory” (Thrift), is usually
placed in sharp opposition to Marxist theory, by advocates of both
approaches. I am arguing, instead, that we need to draw them together.
This is precisely what Deleuze and Guattari attempted to do in Anti-
Oedipus. The attempt was not entirely successful, but it seems prescient
in the light of subsequent “neoliberal” developments in both affective and
political economies.

To put this in a slightly different way, I am largely sympathetic to Bruno
Latour’s insistence that networked social processes cannot be explained
in terms of global categories like “capital,” or “the social’—because these
categories themselves are what most urgently need to be explained. As
Whitehead says, the business of philosophy “is to explain the emergence
of the more abstract things from the more concrete things,” rather than the
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reverse (Whitehead 20). The only way to explain categories like “capital”
and “the social” is precisely by working through the network, and mapping
the many ways in which these categories function, the processes through
which they get constructed, and the encounters in the course of which
they transform, and are in turn transformed by, the other forces that they
come into contact with. But explaining how categories like “capital” and
“society” are constructed (and in many cases, auto-constructed) is not the
same thing as denying the very validity of these categories—as Latour and
his disciples, in their more uncautious moments, are sometimes wont to
do.
[6] Jameson explains the difference between knowledge and representation
by referring to Althusser’s notorious distinction between “science” and
“ideology” (Jameson 53). But however unfortunate his terminology,
Althusser is really just restating Spinoza’s distinction between different
types of knowledge. Spinozas first, inadequate kind of knowledge
corresponds to Althusser’s ideology, and to the whole problematic of
representation; while his third kind of knowledge, of things according to
their immanent causes, sub specie aeternitatis, corresponds to Althusser’s
science. The same Spinozian distinction is the basis for Deleuze and
Guattari’s contrast between “cartography and decalcomania,” or mapping
and tracing, where the latter remains at the level of representation, while
the former is directly “in contact with the real” (4 Thousand Plateaus
12-14).

For a close look at practices of affective mapping, and their differences
from Jameson’s “cognitive mapping,” see Giuliana Bruno.
[7] As Eleanor Kaufman, commenting on Deleuze and Guattari, puts it:
“The map is not a contained model, or tracing, of something larger, but
it is at all points constantly inflecting that larger thing, so that the map is
not clearly distinguishable from the thing mapped” (5).
[8] I am using “diagram” here in the sense outlined by Foucault and
by Deleuze. Foucault defines a diagram as “a generalizable model of
functioning; a way of defining power relations in terms of the everyday
life of men . . . [The Panopticon] is the diagram of a mechanism of power
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reduced to its ideal form; its functioning, abstracted from any obstacle,
resistance, or friction, must be represented as a pure architectural and
optical system; it is in fact a figure of political technology that may and
must be detached from any specific use” (Foucault, Discipline 205).
Deleuze cites this definition, and further elaborates it, in his book on
Foucault and elsewhere (Deleuze, Foucault).

[9] Three additional things need to be noted here. In the first place,
Harman’s discussion does not privilege human subjectivity in any
way. His descriptions of how objects exceed one another’s grasp in any
encounter applies as much “when a gale hammers a seaside cliff” or
“when stellar stellar rays penetrate a newspaper” as it does when human
subjects approach an object (Harman 83). When I use a knife to cut a
grapefruit, the knife and the grapefruit also encounter one another at a
distance, unable to access one another’s innermost being. In the second
place, I do not have any privileged access into the depths of my own
being. My perception of, and interaction with, myself is just as partial and
limited as my perception of, and interaction with, any other entity. And
finally—although in this respect I am going against Harman, who argues
for the renewal of something like a metaphysics of occult substances—
the withdrawal of objects from one another need not imply that any of
the objects thus withdrawn actually possess some deep inner essence.
The argument is that all entities have more to them than the particular
qualities they show to other entities; it says nothing about the status or
organization of this more.
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2.3 Flash-Forward:
The Future is Now
BY PATRICIA PISTERS

1. The Death of the Image is Behind Us

Starting with the observation that “a certain idea of fate and a certain idea
of the image are tied up in the apocalyptic discourse of today’s cultural
climate,” Jacques Ranciére investigates the possibilities of “imageness,’
or the future of the image that can be an alternative to the often-heard
complaint in contemporary culture that there is nothing but images, and
that therefore images are devoid of content or meaning (1). This discourse
is particularly strong in discussions on the fate of cinema in the digital
age, where it is commonly argued that the cinematographic image has
died either because image culture has become saturated with interactive
images, as Peter Greenaway argues on countless occasions, or because
the digital has undermined the ontological photographic power of the
image but that film has a virtual afterlife as either information or art
(Rodowick 143). Looking for the artistic power of the image, Ranciere
offers in his own way an alternative to these claims of the “death of the
image” According to him, the end of the image is long behind us. It was
announced in the modernist artistic discourses that took place between
Symbolism and Constructivism between the 1880s and 1920s. Ranciére
argues that the modernist search for a pure image is now replaced by a
kind of impure image regime typical for contemporary media culture.
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Ranciére’s position is free from any technological determinism when he
argues that there is no “mediatic” or “mediumistic” catastrophe (such as
the loss of chemical imprinting at the arrival of the digital) that marks
the end of the image (18). The qualities of an image do not depend on
the fact that they are seen on a canvas, a cinema screen, a television
set or a computer window. For Ranciére there is a certain imageness
(that can even be evoked by words) that continues to influence our
perception and understanding. Ranciére defines cinematic images in
particular as a manifestation of “operations that couple and uncouple
the visible and its signification or speech and its effects, which create and
frustrate expectations” (4-5). Images on the one hand refer to reality,
not necessarily as a faithful copy, but as to what they suffice to stand for.
And then there is also the interplay of operations between the visible
and invisible, sayable and unsayable, an alteration of resemblance and
dissemblance which is the way by which art constructs images that have
affective and interrupting power. Ranciere argues that (filmic) images
in our museums and galleries today can be classified in three major
(dialectically interrelated) categories according to the dominant type of
operations: the naked image, the ostensive image, and the metaphorical
image.

Naked images are those images that do not constitute art, but which
testify to reality and trace history; they are images that primarily witness
and testify. Ostensive images are images that also refer to reality but in
a much more obtuse way, in the name of art, with dissemblances (such
as the framing of the image within an exhibition context, or within an
aesthetic style) that perform an operation on reality. The final category of
images, the metaphorical ones, follow a logic that makes it “impossible
to delimit a specific sphere of presence isolating artistic operations and
products from forms of circulation of social and commercial imagery
and from operations interpreting this imagery” (24). These are images
that employ various strategies (play, irony, metamorphosis, remixing) to
critically or wittily interrupt and join the media flow. Taken together,
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these image-types constitute the operational power of the image in
contemporary culture, while the last category especially seems to indicate
the dominant impurity of the new image regime. It is the last category that
is relevant for discussing the future of the image as a third type of image in
a Deleuzian sense. In the larger project from which this paper is derived
I explain more fully why this third type of images should be called the
neuro-image.[1] Put in a very concise way, this new formulation draws on
an explicit reference to Deleuze’s suggestion that “the brain is the screen”
and his call for looking at the biology of the brain for assessing the audio-
visual image. Here, I simply want to emphasize that the starting point
of the neuro-image is a change in cinema, where we slowly but surely
have moved from following characters’ actions (movement-image), to
seeing the world filtered through their eyes (time-image), to experiencing
directly their mental landscapes (neuro-image). But this is in fact a
flashforward of what will come later in this paper.

First,Ishouldlike to addressa problem that seemstobehiddenin Ranciere’s
categorization of the images in respect to the future of the cinematographic
image. While he refers to the new image regime of contemporary culture,
his filmic examples almost always refer to modern cinema of the sixties,
or, to put it in Deleuzian terms, to “time-images” that diverge from more
classical cinema or “movement-images” in that characters no longer seem
goal-oriented but more adrift (or even lost) in time and space. And when
Ranciére in Les Ecarts du cinéma speaks of more contemporary cinema,
such as the films of Pedro Costa, these films also follow the irrational
and crystalline logic of the time-image (Ranciére 137-53). But one can
wonder if the heart of cinema today still resides in modern time-images.
Of course, time-images exist in contemporary cinema. But is the impurity
that Ranciére describes as typical for the new image regime really a form
of the time-image? Or have we moved to a third type of cinema, beyond
the movement-image and time-image? A comparison of two “apocalyptic
images,” one from the sixties and one from contemporary media culture,
help to investigate this question further.
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2. Flashback: The Time-Image Grounded in the Past

First, a flashback to Alain Resnais’s Hiroshima Mon Amour (1959): not
only a classic modern time-image in a Deleuzian sense, but also a film that
investigates the (limits of the) power of the image. The famous phrases
“I have seen everything in Hiroshima” and “You have seen nothing in
Hiroshima” indicate the struggle between the visible and its significations
that Ranciére theorizes. Considered according to his categories of naked,
ostensive, and metaphorical images, we can see that on one level the
film is a naked image that traces the catastrophic event of the atomic
bomb attack on Hiroshima in 1945. In the first instance, Resnais was
asked to make a documentary about this apocalyptic event. And some
of the images, such as those shot in the Hiroshima Memorial Museum,
are “naked” in that witnessing sense. However, Hiroshima Mon Amour
is not a purely, nakedly documenting image. As Resnais recounts in an
interview on the DVD edition of the film, he quickly found out he was not
capable of making a documentary on this traumatic moment in history.
Not finding any solution to transform the disaster into images that would
add something to the existing Japanese documentaries and newsreels, he
asked Marguerite Duras to write a script. During their long conversations,
the filmmaker and writer were wondering about the strange fact that
while they were talking about Hiroshima, life took its usual course while
new bombs were flown over the world. This is how they arrived at the
idea of focusing on a small-scale personal event, a love story involving a
Japanese man and a French woman, with the catastrophe constantly in
the background.

And so we see how Resnais and Duras render the naked image obtuse,
witnessing, but also transforming the image poetically by colliding
together words (Hiroshima - Amour), bodies (the famous opening
sequence of the ash-embracing bodies), seeing and not-seeing (“You
have seen nothing in Hiroshima”), places (Nevers in France, Hiroshima
in Japan) and times (the past and the present that start to collapse into
each other). I will return to these temporal dimensions of Resnais’s film,

148



Flash-Forward

but at this point it is important to see how this temporal confusion as
one of the “dissemblance” techniques is typical of the artistic ostensive
image. However, as far as Ranciere’s last image category is concerned, the
metaphoric image, it is more difficult to see where Resnais’s film intervenes
ambiguously in the flow of media images. Even though the images of
agonizing/loving bodies in “ashembrace” at the beginning of the film
are in themselves images that allow metaphoric (or allegorical) readings,
they are not part of the playfully critical artistic and commercial images
Ranciére ranks under this category (the term metaphoric is perhaps not
the most well-chosen in that sense). Therefore, it is fair to say Hiroshima
Mon Amour moves between naked and ostensive images, but cannot be
categorized under Ranciére’s last category of impure metaphoric images
so typical for today’s audio-visual culture. Is the time-image (exemplified
by Resnais’ film) then the best way to understand the futurity of the
image? I do not mean to imply that Ranciere and Deleuze make a similar
argument about the image. Ranciere is more concerned with a political-
aesthetical dialectics between the visible and the sayable, the visible and
the invisible. Deleuze addresses the ontological problem of the complex
temporal dimensions of cinema, the virtual and the actual (which is not
the same as a play between the visible and the invisible). Nevertheless,
in the following I will propose to develop a temporal ontology for the
futurity of the image that might produce an encounter between and
beyond Ranciére and Deleuze.

Hiroshima Mon Amour is a time-image in the Deleuzian sense. As is well
known, in all his work Alain Resnais is preoccupied with time. Practically
all his films present a battle with the ravages of time, with echoes of the
past that keep on resonating in the present. Hiroshima Mon Amour audio-
visually translates the Bergsonian thesis that the past coexists with the
present. The love story the French woman has with the Japanese man in
1950s Hiroshima causes her to relive her first love affair, with a German
soldier during the Second World War. The Japanese man becomes the
German lover from the past. She is in Nevers in France. Hiroshima Mon
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Amour is a crystal of time, which gives us the key to the time-image in
general (Deleuze 69). As Deleuze argues, “what the crystal reveals or
makes visible is the hidden ground of time, that is, its differentiation into
two flows, that of presents which pass and of pasts which are preserved”
(98). Hiroshima Mon Amour translates the untranslatability of the
apocalypse and the unimaginabilities of the traumas of the (collective and
individual) past into ostensive images that are fundamentally Bergsonian
in their conception of non-chronological time, the pre-existence of a past
in general, the coexistence of all layers of the past and the existence of its
most contracted degree: the present (Deleuze 82). In order to understand
these temporal dimensions of the time-image (and its relation to the
future), it is useful to make a connection between Deleuze’s Cinema 1:
The Movement Image and Cinema 2: The Time Image on the one hand,
and his philosophy of time as developed in Difference and Repetition on
the other.

3. Temporal Dimensions in the Passive Syntheses of Time

In chapter 2 of Difference and Repetition, Deleuze develops the idea of the
passive syntheses of time. As in the cinema books, here too Bergson is the
main reference point, although the beginning of Deleuze’s reflections is
Hume's thesis that “repetition changes nothing in the object repeated, but
does change something in the mind which contemplates it” (Deleuze 70).
Repetition has no “in itself;” but it does change something in the mind of
the observer of repetitions: on the basis of what we perceive repeatedly
in the living present, we recall, anticipate, or adapt our expectations in
a synthesis of time, which Deleuze calls in Bergsonian terms “duration.”
This synthesis is a passive synthesis, since “it is not carried out by the
mind, but occurs in the mind” (71). The active (conscious) synthesis of
understanding and recollection are based upon these passive syntheses
that occur on an unconscious level. Deleuze distinguishes different types
of passive syntheses of time that have to be seen in relation to one another
and in combination with active (conscious) syntheses. The conception of
the syntheses of time is incredibly sophisticated and complicated, which
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James Williams recently has demonstrated brilliantly (Williams). Here I
will only be able to refer to the basic elements of Deleuze’s conception of
time because it offers the possibility of conceiving the “future-image”

The first synthesis Deleuze distinguishes in Difference and Repetition is
that ofhabit, the true foundation of time, occupied by the living present. But
this passing present is grounded by a second synthesis of memory: “Habit
is the originary synthesis of time, which constitutes the life of the passing
present. Memory is the fundamental synthesis of time which constitutes
the being of the past (that which causes the present to pass)” (80). Moving
to the cinema books, it is possible to argue that the first synthesis of time,
habitual contraction, finds its aesthetic expression as movement-images,
the sensory-motor manifestations of the cinematographic brain-screen.
The second synthesis of time corresponds to the dominant form of time
in the time-image, where the past becomes more important and shows
itself more directly as the ground of time. The first and second syntheses
of time have to be seen as “temporal keynotes” of sorts that are different in
the movement-image (having its base predominantly in the present) and
the time-image (grounded in the past). The second synthesis can enfold
moments of the first synthesis, so the temporal keynotes are permeable
systems. Each synthesis has its own composition of past, present, and
future.

The present that is based in the first synthesis of time is a contracted
synthesis, a particular stretch in the present, as with the lovers embracing
in Hiroshima Mon Amour: “It’s crazy how soft your skin is,” the woman
tells the man in the first scene after the long opening sequence when we
finally see the lovers in a hotel room. This scene is a stretch in the living
present where the lovers are in the actual moment of their love affair.
By way of contrast, the present as a dimension of the past (grounded in
the second synthesis of time) is the most contracted degree of all of the
past, which is the more dominant temporal dimension in Hiroshima
Mon Amour. The Japanese man in the present becomes the culmination
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point of all layers of the past: he becomes the German lover of the past, he
becomes (the events that happened in) Hiroshima. The present is now a
dimension of the past as its crystallizing point.

But the past also has its own temporal manifestations: as a dimension
of the present (in the first synthesis) the past is always related to the
present as a clear reference point from which it differs. For example, the
flashback in the most famous impossible love story of the movement-
image, Casablanca, constitutes the shared memory of Rick and Ilsa: the
recollection of their love affair in Paris that explains the drama of the
situation in the present of Casablanca.

Figure 1 - HIROSHIMA MON AMOUR (Alain Resnais, 1959)
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But in the second synthesis of time, the past exists as sheets of all of the
past that start to float and move, such as the collective and individual
pasts that get mixed up in Hiroshima Mon Amour. Or the mosaic of
memory snippets in other Resnais films, such as Muriel, or the Time of
Return (1963), where memories of the Algerian War of Independence
and personal memories of the characters connect in fragmentary and
ambiguous ways.

And then there is the problem of the future. If we look from the dimensions
of the first and second syntheses, the future is anticipated either from a
point in the present, or from the past. Usually, in the first synthesis of time,
the future as a dimension of the present is an expectation that departs
from the present, an anticipation that in movement-images motivates
goal-oriented behavior, such as the pursuit of happiness in melodrama or
the various goals of an action hero. It can also be argued that the future
in the movement-image starts after the film ends, such as the “happily
ever after” moment of the wrapping up of classical Hollywood narratives.
The future is that which comes after the present of the film has ended;
an end that in the movement-image we usually anticipate through genre
conventions that frame our expectations.

4. The Future as Dimension of the Past

In the time-image, on the other hand, the future becomes a dimension
of the past. Here it becomes less an anticipation of an action, but the
expectation of a repetition of an event whose outcome is based on the past.
Each layer of a coexisting past implies its own possible future. Deleuze
mentions Resnais’s Je ¢ ‘aime, Je t ‘aime (1968) as one of the few films that
show how we inhabit time. As the poster for the film announces: “The
past is present and future in Alain Resnais’s new time machine” In other
words, the present and future are dimensions of the second synthesis of
time. Je ¢ 'aime, Je t ‘aime is the strange science fiction story of a man who
has tried to commit suicide after the death of his girlfriend. He survives,
collapses into a catatonic depression, and is recruited as a guinea pig for

153



Patricia Pisters

a scientific experiment. He is brought to a remote research center where
scientists tell him that their subject of research is time. They have built a
machine that looks like a giant brain. The idea is that the scientists will use
the machine to send him back in time exactly one year (to 5 September
1966 at 4:00 p.m.) for the duration of one minute. Before he enters the
brain-machine the man is heavily sedated with drugs that, as the scientists
explain, make him “completely passive though still capable of receiving
memories.” As if they had read Difference and Repetition, the scientists
seem to have created a machine for literally travelling into the second
passive synthesis of time.

The inside of this machine is soft and lobe-like. The man lies down, sinking
into the velvet folds of the brain-machine, and waits for the memories to
come to him. The scene to which he returns is at the seaside during a holiday
with his girlfriend in the south of France. He is snorkeling and gets out of
the water. His girlfriend, sunbathing on the rocks near the water, asks him,
“Was it good?” This scene is repeated several times, but always with slight
differences and subtle variations, both in the order of the shots within the
sequence, its variable beginnings and ends, and the slightly different camera
angles and shot lengths. One can say that it is as if his brain is looking
through a kaleidoscope to see all the possible combinations of the mosaic
snippets of memory, possibly looking for a new outcome, a new future.
Another important scene of the past that is repeated with variations is set
in a hotel room in Glasgow where the man and his girlfriend are on holiday.
This is the moment where she will die because of a leaking gas heater. Was it
an accident or not? Did she kill herself or did he (accidentally) kill her? The
memory is not clear and changes slightly each time. The first time, we see the
memory of this hotel room scene and the flame of the heater is burning. His
memory is transformed by the man’s feelings of guilt, and at the last return,
we see that the flame is extinguished. His future changes accordingly: when
this memory (albeit possibly a false memory) arrives, he returns from his
wanderings in the layers of the past to the present, collapses, and finally will
die. So the future in this film is a dimension of the past.
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Hiroshima Mon Amour also represents the future as related to the past. At
several points, the film suggests that the traumas of war and other disasters
will be repeated in the future, which is based on the idea that we have seen
nothing, that we will forget, and everything will start all over: “2,000 dead
bodies, 80,000 wounded, within nine seconds. The numbers are official.
It will happen again,” the woman says in voice-over over images of the
rebuilt city of Hiroshima. Also in the love story, the future is a function
of memory and forgetting, as the man says, “In a few years when I have
forgotten you, I will remember you as the symbol of love’s forgetfulness.
I will think of you as the horror of forgetting” The woman, too, when
she recalls her first love, trembles at the fact that the intensity of such
shattering love can be forgotten, and a new love can occur again.

I'll remember you
as the symb love's forgetfulness.

Figure 2 — HIROSHIMA MON AMOUR (Alain Resnais, 1959)
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It is important to note that in Hiroshima Mon Amour everything happens
a second time. Historically, the unimaginable disaster had been repeated
already three days later, in Nagasaki. The French woman’s impossible love
affair from the Second World War is repeated in another passionate love
affair in post-war Japan. Even film history returns as the film recalls, both
thematically and stylistically, other impossible love affairs of the cinema,
in allusions to Casablanca as mentioned above, as well as Hitchcock’s
Vertigo. Not only do the Hitchcock and Resnais films share the theme
of a love affair haunted by the past, but some of the scenes in Hiroshima
Mon Amour are composed in a strikingly similar way to Vertigo. On all
levels, we can see in Hiroshima Mon Amour a variation of the idea of
the future that is based in the past: I will forget you. We will forget (love,
war). And it (love, war) will happen again. Repetition and difference, the
future as grounded in the past: this is the cyclic temporality of Hiroshima
Mon Amour.

5. The Future as Eternal Return

In Difference and Repetition Deleuze also postulates another idea of
the future, the future as such as the third synthesis of time: “The third
repetition, this time by excess, [is] the repetition of the future as eternal
return” (90). In this third synthesis, the foundation of habit in the
present and the ground of the past are “superseded by a groundlessness,
a universal ungrounding which turns upon itself and causes only the yet-
to-come to return” (91). In this third synthesis the present and the past
are dimensions of the future. The third synthesis cuts, assembles, and
(re-)orders from the past and the present, to select the eternal return of
difference. The third synthesis is the time of (endless) serial variations
and remixes of pasts and presents. My argument is that contemporary
cinema can be understood as a third type of image, which I propose to
call the “neuro-image,” a mode of cinema predominantly based in the
third synthesis of time, which has a particular relation to the future. Only
the third synthesis can include the first and second syntheses of time.
This, as I hope to show, can explain some of the neuro-image’s impurity
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and manifestations in contemporary modes of filmmaking. But let me
first return to Deleuze’s discussion of the third synthesis of time.

For the development of the third synthesis of time in Difference and
Repetition, Deleuze no longer refers to Bergson; Nietzsche has now
become the main reference point. In The Time-Image Bergson also seems
to disappear at a certain point to make way for Nietzsche’s appearance,
though in the cinema books Nietzsche is not explicitly connected to the
question of time (not to the third synthesis of time, in any case). In the
chapter on Orson Welles and the powers of the false (chapter 6 of The
Time-Image), Nietzsche is an important reference to understanding the
manipulating but also creative powers of the false.[2] However, this is
discussed as a consequence of the direct appearance of time, which is
until that moment in The Time-Image mainly elaborated in terms of the
pure past (all of the past) of the second synthesis of time. At the end of
the discussion of Welles’s cinema, the powers of the false are connected
to the creative powers of the artist and the production of the new (though
not explicitly to the eternal return and the future). The series of time
(characteristic of the third synthesis) are also mentioned in The Time-
Image, especially in the chapter on bodies, brains, and thoughts (chapter
8). Here the bodies in the cinema of Antonioni and Godard relate to time
as series. In the book’s conclusion Deleuze explains this temporal image
as “a burst of series”™: the time-image here “does not appear in an order
of coexistences or simultaneities, but in a becoming as potentialization,
a series of powers.” (275).

But after all the insistence on the Bergsonian temporal dimensions of the
movement-image, the time-image, and Deleuze’s extended commentaries
on Bergson, this form of time as series remains rather underdeveloped
on a theoretical level in The Time-Image. Referring to Difference and
Repetition, we can deduce that the powers of the false and the series of
time that can be identified in some time-images might perhaps belong
to the third synthesis of time. We have seen that Alain Resnais’s films,
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Hiroshima Mon Amour in particular, are firmly rooted in the second
synthesis of time, even when they speak of the future. Is it perhaps
possible to find glimpses of the third synthesis of time in Resnais’s films,
where the images speak from the future? As Deleuze suggests at the
end of “The Brain is the Screen,” cinema is only at the beginning of its
exploration of audio-visual relations, which are relations of time (372).
This suggests the possibilities for new dimensions of time in the image
and perhaps clearer openings to the third synthesis of time.

In My American Uncle (1980), Resnais mixes fiction with scientific
findings about the brain. Here the genre is less “science fiction,” where
scientists invent strange experiments to reveal truths about the nature
of time and memory as in Je ¢ ‘aime, Je t ‘aime, but more a “docufiction”
where French neurobiologist Henri Laborit discusses (in voice-over and
in direct address from behind his desk) findings about the workings of
the human brain that are by and large consistent with contemporary
cognitive neurosciences. Laborit discusses the brain from an evolutionary
perspective from which it is possible to distinguish three layers in the
brain (a primitive, reptile kernel, which is the brain for survival; a
second affective and memory brain; and a third brain, the outer layer
or neocortex that enables associations, imagination, and conscious
thoughts). Throughout the film, Laborit explains how these three
layers together, in dynamic exchange with one another and constantly
influenced by others and by our environment, can explain human
behavior. These scientific intermezzos are seamlessly connected to the
stories of three different characters, who tell and enact their stories and
whose lives intersect at certain moments. These fictional stories translate
the scientific discourse of the neurobiologist quite literally, sometimes
too literally for a contemporary audience. Nevertheless, My American
Uncle also gives a moving insight into what ultimately motivates the
filmmaker, the philosopher, and the scientist: the drive to understand
more profoundly why we do what we do, and to find ways to improve not
only individual destinies but also the fate of humanity.
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The last images of My American Uncle present a particularly political
coda to the expositions and dramatizations that went before. This scene
follows directly after we have heard Laborit in voice-over declaring in a
future conditional tense that as long as we do not understand how our
brain works, and understand that until now it has always been used to
dominate the other, there is little chance that anything will change. What
follows are images of a camera traveling through a ruined city landscape,
and because the words that preceded these images still resonate
throughout the sequence, we comprehend that this devastated landscape
might be understood as an image from the future: the eternal return of
the series of war and disaster. The images are in fact of the aftermath of
urban riots in the Bronx in the 1970s. But the images also immediately
remind us of the desolate bombarded cityscapes of Sarajevo in Bosnia
and Grozny in Chechnya, and other still future urban war zones at the
time of filming, and Boulogne, a French city that suffered heavily during
the Second World War, and the setting of his film Muriel (1963). So
the past, the present, and the future are now dimensions of the future.
Then at the end of the final sequence of My American Uncle, the camera
suddenly detects a ray of hope and holds at the only colorful image in
the deserted streets: on one of the somber walls is a mural of a forest by
American artist Alan Sonfist—a sort of city screen as a hopeful sign of a
possible future, a new beginning. While the camera zooms in, the forest
turns into pure green, fragments and colors that are not yet connected
to concrete images; everything is still open to possible futures. As such,
these last images of the film, as a sign of death and re-beginnings, belong
perhaps to the third synthesis of time, the future, the image related to the
inevitability of death and repetitions of death, but also the possibility of
the creation of the new.

6. Database Logic of the Neuro-Image

So Resnais’s cinema, although mainly based in the second synthesis of time
(with its particular future), also seems to be open to the third synthesis
of time that speaks from the future as such. Moreover, not coincidentally,
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Figure 3 - MY AMERICAN UNCLE (Alain Resnais, 1980)

as I will try to show, his films also express a “digital logic” avant la lettre,
which prefigures some of cinema’s translation of the challenges of the
future of the image. The necessity of cinema’s internal positioning towards
the digital is suggested in an important remark made by Deleuze in The
Time-Image: “The life or the afterlife of cinema depends on its internal
struggle with informatics” (270). It may seem like a stretch to think of
Resnais as a Web 2.0 filmmaker. But there is a kind of very contemporary
“database logic” in Resnais’s work. Database logic is defined by Lev
Manovich in The Language of New Media as a typical characteristic of
digital culture (212-81). Contemporary culture is driven by databases,
from which, time and again, new selections are made, new narratives
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constructed, in endless series. As Manovich explains, this does not
mean that the database is only of our time: the encyclopedia and even
Dutch still-life paintings of the seventeenth century follow a kind of
database logic. It is just that with the seemingly endless storage and
retrieval possibilities of digital technology, the database has become
a dominant cultural form in the 21st century. Specifically, it allows
for the creation of endless series of new combinations, orderings,
and remixes of its basic source materials, which on a temporal scale
matches the characteristics of the third synthesis of time, the future as
eternal return.

The database logic in Resnais is often developed from within the
second synthesis of time: in Hiroshima Mon Amour, Last Year in
Marienbad, Muriel, and Je t’aime, Je t’aime, for instance, the past
presents itself in different variations. But there are also some moments
where the future as the third synthesis of time appears in a glimpse as
the ungrounded ground from which it is spoken, such as in the last
images of My American Uncle discussed above. Or, for example, in a
scene in The War is Over (1966), in which the main character imagines
in a sort of “database flashforward” the unknown girl who helped
him escape from the police on the Spanish border (he only heard her
voice on the phone): a montage of flashforwards with female faces
gives various possible options of what the girl would look like. These
kinds of database-options of various futures return at other moments
in the film as well. My American Uncle is also database-like, when at
the beginning of the film several objects are shown without any clear
meaning or connection between them. Later in the film, some of these
objects will be suggested in relation to different stories and characters,
and obtain (symbolic) meaning, only to return in a mosaic of many
different objects and persons at the end of the film. Here Resnais’s
film-screen really resembles a typical web page that offers multiple
entrances that each lead to other possible future stories.
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Figure 4 — MY AMERICAN UNCLE (Alain Resnais, 1980)

Taking this database logic one step further, I suggest that the third synthesis
of time that appears in the Time-Image (in a more or less disguised form)
is the dominant sign of time under which cinema’s images in the digital age
operate much more explicitly, and which allows for the conceptualization
of a third image type, the neuro-image. The serial and remixing logic of
the database has today become the dominant logic, corresponding to
the temporal logic of the third synthesis under which the neuro-image
is constructed. Of course there are still movement-images that operate
under the logic of the rational cut, continuity editing and the integration
of sequences into a whole (Deleuze 277), and are based in the first passive
synthesis of time. And obviously time-images also find new directors
whose work is grounded in the second synthesis of time reigned by the
incommensurable or irrational cut of the coexisting layers of the pure
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past (277). But, arguably, the heart of cinema has now moved into a
database logic connected to the third synthesis of time. It is an impure
image regime, because it repeats and remixes all previous image regimes
with their specific temporal orders (the movement-image and the time-
image), but it ungrounds all these regimes due to the dominance of the
third synthesis and the speculative nature of the future as such.

7. Flashforward: The Neuro-Image from the Future

Some examples of popular contemporary neuro-images where we have
moved quite literally into the character’s brain world include Source
Code (Jones 2011), whose tagline punningly calls it “an action flick with
brains,” and Inception (Nolan 2010), where a team of dream invaders tries
to implant (or incept) one little thought in someone’s mind that might
change the future. Avatar (Cameron 2009) is another case in point of
“brain power” in cinema, where the avatars are operated by brain activity.
And of course there is the world of the precogs appearing on the tactile
screens in Minority Report (Spielberg 2002) that predict future crimes.
Typically in these films, people are hooked up to a kind of brain-scanning
machine. Yet even when this is not so literally emphasized, contemporary
cinema has become a mental cinema that differs in major ways from
previously dominant modes of filming.[3]

Focusingonly on the temporal dimensions of these images, for the purposes
of this argument, it becomes evident that the future plays an important
role that can be expressed on many different levels. In Minority Report,
crime prevention is based on crimes that are about to happen, predicted
by savants with the power of predicting the future; in this way, the future
is literally part of the narrative. The main character in Source Code acts
with increasing knowledge of the future, every time he relives a variation
of the past in a kind of eternal return. If we think of /nception, the whole
story is actually told from a point of view in the future. At the beginning
of the film, the main characters meet when they are very old. At the end of
the narrative, we return to this point, indicating that actually everything
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was told from this future moment of old age and even the moment of
their death. Here, again, the future structures the narration. In a different
way, Avatar is told from the point of view of the future of the planet, the
story being situated after the collapse of the earth. These are all examples
from contemporary Hollywood, which is by and large still characterized
by the movement-image (so we also still have typical characteristics of the
temporal dimensions of the first synthesis of time, such as the sensorimotor
orientation and genre expectations). But alongside this continuation of
convention, a different temporal order of repetition and difference, eternal
return and serialization, with the higher degree of complexity typical of the
digital age has definitively made its way to the cinema screen.

The American television series FlashForward is another interesting
contemporary example of a neuro-image (with movement-image
tendencies) that is told from the point of view of the future. FlashForward
is based on the science fiction novel of the same name by Robert Sawyer
(1999) in which the main character is a scientist who works at CERN,
where the Large Hadron Collider particle accelerator is performing a run to
search for the Higgs boson, with the side effect of a global blackout during
which all people on earth experience a flashforward of twenty-two years.
The television series adds other characters and changes the leap forward in
time to six months, but the basic premise remains the same: everybody in
the world is confronted with an image from the future. The show questions
the idea of what it is to live and act based on a vision of the future. Since
the future as such is always speculative (we simply cannot know for sure
what will happen in the future, so it is not a matter of determinism even
though destiny becomes an important problem), some fear their visions
will come true, others fear they will not; but all have to act in respect to
their flashforward. As in Hiroshima Mon Amour, in FlashForward there
is a collision between collective and individual fate, but the television
series presents us with a more mosaic-like story typical of the neuro-
image’s database narrative (presenting the countless possible variations of
the future). Quite literally we see here how the idea of the future has now
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come to inform our image culture. We can also see this perspective of our
present and past from an idea of a vision of the future more broadly in
contemporary culture: 9/11 and the War on Terror marked the moment of
preventive war, tests to measure the telomeres in DNA can predict the age
of a person’s death, and the ecological future of the planet is more uncertain
than ever. Clearly, there is much more to be said about the ways in which
the neuro-image resonates with larger developments in contemporary
culture.

At this point I will just make a few more comparative observations
between the future in FlashForward, or, more generally, the future from
the third synthesis of time in the neuro-image, and the future in Hiroshima
Mon Amour, or the future based in the second synthesis of time. In both
Hiroshima Mon Amour and FlashForward the catastrophe is in fact
caused by a scientific invention: the atomic bomb and the Large Hadron
Collider, respectively. However, in Hiroshima Mon Amour, as we have
seen, future disasters are imagined from the perspective of this past event:
it has happened; it will happen again. FlashFoward actually deals with
speculations predicated on a future disaster: we do not know if the Large
Hadron Collider will create the effect as described. Most scientists assure us
that it will absolutely not provide anything like a blackout, let alone a leap
in consciousness into the future. Nevertheless, the series clearly posits the
whole narrative as a dimension of the future. On a more individual scale,
Hiroshima Mon Amour deals with the horror of an intense and seemingly
unforgettable love affair that will be forgotten. In FlashForward the horror
(or surprise) is situated in the future. Some characters see themselves in
the future in another love affair, for example, something unimaginable in
the present. In all cases, the future influences the present in FlashForward,
just as the past influences the present in Hiroshima Mon Amour.

Now, one may object that Hiroshima Mon Amour and FlashForward are
absolutely incomparable. And of course this is true in certain respects.
Hiroshima Mon Amour is an absolute masterpiece of modern art cinema, a
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puretime-imageinthe Deleuziansense,and an ostensiveimage (withnaked
references) in Ranciére’s terms. As I have argued, Hiroshima Mon Amour
does not exactly fit Ranciere’s classification and arguments for modern
cinema as playfully critical, and impure in the sense that commercial and
artistic images are mixed. I have tried to show that Ranciere’s very useful
classification does not match very well with the cinematographic examples
upon which he himself draws, which are all time-images based in the
second synthesis of time. The future of the image, as defined by Ranciere,
seeks to move beyond the time-image into a new and impure regime of
imageness where the commercial and the artistic are increasingly mixed.
The neuro-image I propose here, in following Deleuze’s suggestions in
“The Brain is the Screen” to explore cinema’s temporal dimensions (372)
as part of the contemporary Hollywood machine, is just such an impure
image. But the neuro-image can also present itself in a more artistic way,
which remains perhaps closer to the time-image, but which is rather found
in the museum, gallery, or on the Internet.

After Hiroshima Mon Amour (Kolbowski 2008) is a digital film presented
as a museum installation that can also be viewed online. This film is an
example of a critical and artistic remixing of, and operation on, the image
that comes closer to Ranciére’s third category of future-images. But, just
like the key films in contemporary Hollywood described above, this film
is a neuro-image in its temporal dimensions. Kolbowski’s film repeats
Hiroshima Mon Amour from the point of view of different future disasters
(in this case the War in Iraq and the Katrina disaster in New Orleans); the
allegorical love affair of the French woman and Japanese man is serialized
and played by ten different actors of various ethnicities, races, and genders.
The famous opening scene of the “ashembrace” is slowed down, made to
stutter, and filtered with colors; various scenes of the original film are
recreated in black and white; contemporary material downloaded from
the Internet is added, and the score and sound design of the original film
are remixed. In this way the audio-visual relations become relations of
time: while the texts address the past by recalling the exact dialogues
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of Hiroshima Mon Amour (“You have seen nothing in Hiroshima”), the
images speak from repetitions in the future (images of soldiers’ video
diaries made during the Iraq War) of a multiplication of the wars and love
affairs in an eternal return.

- P - = - -
’ You saw nothing in Hiroshima. Nothing.

‘ .
r

G .'

Figure 5 — AFTER HIROSHIMA (Silvia Kolbowski, 2005-2008). Courtesy of the artist.

With the concept of the neuro-image, which can appropriate both artistic
characteristics of the time-image and classical Hollywood characteristics
of the movement-image, but which remixes, reorders and serializes these
images in new ways, we can see how we have entered an image-type of the
third synthesis of time, which speaks from the future, but which itself also
indicates that the future is now.
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Notes

An earlier version of this paper originally appeared in Deleuze Studies
Volume 5:2011 supplement: 98-115, and is a companion piece to “Synaptic
Signals” (Pisters 2011), which focuses on the schizoanalytic aspects of the
neuro-image. Reprinted with permission of Edinburgh University Press.
[1] A fuller argument on the neuro-image is developed in Pisters (2012).
[2] “Time has always put the notion of truth in crisis, . . . It is a power of
the false which replaces and supersedes the form of the true, because it
poses the simultaneity of incompossible presents, or the co-existence of
not-necessarily true pasts” (130-31).

[3] Obviously the neuro-image did not just happen overnight. In the
conclusion of The Neuro-Image I situate the emergence and consolidation
of this new mode of cinema between 11/9 (the fall of the Berlin Wall
in 1989) and 9/11 (the fall of the twin towers in 2001). I also discuss
precursor films such as the films of Alain Resnais, and Pontecorvo's The
Battle of Algiers. The main difference with these precursor images is that
the opening of brain spaces was confined to either the avant-garde or the
genres of science fiction or horror. Contemporary popular cinema has
moved the image more pervasively inside the skull.
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2.4 Towards a Non-Time Image:
Notes on Deleuze in the
Digital Era

BY SERGI SANCHEZ [1]

1. Squint your eyes and you'll spot the very instant when, according to

Gilles Deleuze, the movement-image gives way to the time-image:
the suicide of Edmund (Edmund Moeschke) in Germany Year
Zero (Germania Anno Zero, Roberto Rossellini, 1947). Edmund,
a twelve-year-old boy in the ruins of postwar Berlin, has just
poisoned his sick father, following the advice (as he understands it)
of his former schoolteacher, a Nazi and possibly a pedophile, who
counsels the boy that the weak should perish so that the strong
can flourish. All that Edmund can do now is stare at a reality that
has become overwhelming for him, a reality he is no longer able to
understand: the war has forever changed human values, and people
face an uncertain future. Humankind has just regained the freedom
it has fought so hard for, but it still doesn’t know what to do with
it. Germany Year Zero represents the cinema of the seer: the seer
can only see, he cannot nof see; the seer who sees can no longer act.
The seeing are like sleepwalkers, like ghosts. That’s how Rossellini’s
Edmund goes with the flow of what he can’t change anymore, like a
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shipwreck adrift. Edmund is not a character for us to identify with,
but a black hole of centripetal forces. The crack of the Holocaust,
the war that revealed to us the shame of being human, permanently
separates people from things and probably also words from things
and concepts from their meaning.

Rossellini’s year zero is also a year zero for images: the year when the
cinema depicts a teenager committing suicide is the year when the
innocence of the movement-image seems insufficient to understand
a world ripped apart. Its steaming guts remain on the floor, but
this image—"“conceived of as being but one element in a natural
arrangement with other images within a logic of the set [ensemble]
analogous to that of the finalized coordination of our perceptions and
actions” (Ranciere 107)—is not enough anymore. Jacques Ranciére
calls into question the relationship established by Deleuze between
his taxonomy of the film image and the unfolding of History. Deleuze
warns us that he is not writing a history of cinema but a classification
of signs, and Ranciere shows that Deleuze, like Bresson, aims to draw
a map of the things of the world, some kind of natural philosophy
where “the image need not be constituted at all” because, following
Henri Bergson, “[i]t exists in itself. It is not a mental representation
but matter-light in movement. . . . Matter is the eye, the image is
light, light is consciousness” (Ranciere 109).

We know that one of the most controversial points of the Deleuzian
theory lies in how he separates the two ages of cinema, in relation to
the historical caesura of the Second World War. Ranciére refutes that
division through common sense: if the two kinds of images belong
to two different stages of its evolution, how, for instance, could they
equally be exemplified by Bresson’s films (112)? Actually, then, we are
not talking of two kinds of images, but of an image with two different
voices or, according to Ranciére’s metaphor, of the passage from one
shore to the other of the same images (113). The sudden and emphatic
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connection between the time-image and the postwar period may
seem to contradict Deleuze’s assertion that he doesn’t want to write a
history of images, but in fact it does not. Deleuze is definitely indebted
to André Bazin, the first theorist to admit Neorealism looks into the
inside of human beings when forcing them to look to the outside.
But Deleuze takes the Bazinian idea beyond realism and into the
field of thought—if we once had nice, organic representations, then
due to the crisis of faith in human actions, all we have now is a cliché
we tirelessly come back to in order not to forget how worn out it is.
That is why Ranciére thinks of the movement-image as a philosophy
of nature—much closer to Bazin’s theory about realism—and of the
time-image as a philosophy of spirit (113). “The thought and spirit
that cinema needs (and that we, too, need),” writes Paola Marrati, “are
immanent powers of life which hold the hope and pose the challenge
of creating new links between humans and this world” (Marrati 63-
64). It might seem puzzling that Deleuze finds some features of the
time-image, emerging from the ruins of movement, in filmmakers
like Vincente Minnelli or Joseph L. Mankiewicz, who are so familiar
with the cause-and-effect manners of Hollywood’s classical cinema.
But the French philosopher circles around many different centers
and enjoys intersecting zones and past areas to which time endlessly
refers in its constant course.

2. Another suicide, also of a child, marks the reincarnation of the
time-image in contemporary cinema. Significantly, that suicide is
conceived by Steven Spielberg, accused by Godard of turning the
Holocaust into a Hollywood tale in Schindler’s List (1993) and
openly criticized in the French director’s In Praise of Love (Eloge
de l’amour, 2001). Godard summoned Spielberg to a face-off in
the framework of the Locarno Film Festival; the American director
refused, but his A4.1.: Artificial Intelligence (2001) could be the
answer of a seer-filmmaker. Two and a half months before the Twin
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Towers attack, Spielberg’s premiere flooded Manhattan: feet dangling
over an aquatic abyss, David (Haley Joel Osment), a robot with the
capacity for unlimited love, discovers that he is nothing but a circuit
of cables programmed for affection. His silent wandering through a
ruined city is not so different from Edmund’s in Germany Year Zero:
the only difference—a big difference—between them is that David,
raised in the infinite innocence of Carlo Collodi’s Pinocchio, cannot
die. Sunk into a huge womb, into the quiet waters of femininity, David
is rescued by the sunlight that his protector Gigolo Joe (Jude Law)
emanates. He falls again into the ocean of neglected childhood, and
the rusty Ferris wheel of Coney Island traps him before the sublimate
image of his adoptive mother: an icon of the Virgin.[2]

Critics like Jonathan Rosenbaum and J. Hoberman insisted after
the premiere that A.1.: Artificial Intelligence was the product of the
union of two seemingly opposite sensitivities: Stanley KubricKs,
who promoted the project, and Steven Spielberg’s, an inspired
replicant.[3] We must agree with Deleuze that “for Kubrick, the
world itself is a brain” (Cinema 2 205), and “the identity of world
and brain, the automaton, does not form a whole, but rather a limit,
a membrane which puts an outside and an inside in contact, makes
them present to each other, confronts them or makes them clash”
(206). That membrane is what Deleuze calls “memory”—not in the
sense of the ability to remember, but of making “sheets of past and
layers of reality correspond, the first emanating from an inside which
is always already there, the second arriving from an outside always
to come, the two gnawing at the present which is now only their
encounter” (207).[4] David is Deleuze’s automaton, literally—he is
the consciousness of an extinguished world, the only container of
the universe’s memory of the aliens who visit the Earth two thousand
years after the end of everything.[5] He is the only hope for a human
race that explored the vast space-time continuum and was unable to
recreate the life flow for longer than twenty-four hours. What if David
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was the materialization of the hopes that Kubrick placed in Spielberg,
defender of the movement-image, to perpetuate the time-image into
an indefinite future with no expiry date? When talking of Resnais
and Kubrick, Deleuze emphasizes the idea of a cerebral cinema—
which it would be mistaken to identify with an intellectual cinema
(Cinema 2 204-15). Although the latter—an “intellectual” cinema
in its classical form (which Deleuze associates with Eisenstein)—is
not devoid of emotion or feeling, it has much more to do with the
movement-image, which depends on the reactions caused by sensori-
motor situations in the external world. David, on the other hand, is
a repository for the pure, Bergsonian memory, one characterized by
eternal life. The beautiful coda where Spielberg’s aliens grant David
his wish and let him spend one more day with his revived mother
doesn't play into Spielberg’s presumed sentimental vein, but rather
opens the door to a reversible time, to a possible resurrection that
Spielberg rather mysteriously entertains. So happiness goes through
death and reincarnation, and the joining of the spirits of movement-
image (Spielberg) and time-image (Kubrick) makes possible the
renaissance of time as an emotional vector of contemporary cinema.

It doesn't seem odd that Spielberg himself was reborn from his
creative ashes following 4./, Nor does it seem fantastic to suggest
that the heroes played by Tom Cruise in two of Spielberg’s later films
help us to understand what happens to David, that memory-world
that can’t survive in a drowned world. Analyzing Cruise’s character
not in Spielberg’s films but in Brian de Palma’s Mission: Impossible
(1996), and comparing it to the shining Douglas Fairbanks of the
silent era, Nuria Bou and Xavier Pérez write that the unconscious,
happy jumping without a safety net, and the endless chases have
been replaced by a bottomless void that turns the new male hero
into a puppet that doesn’t even know its demiurge (104)—an opinion
we find ratified in Minority Report (Steven Spielberg, 2000). Here,
Cruise plays Chief John Anderton, head of the “Pre-Crime” special
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law enforcement division, which anticipates and thwarts crime
with the help of three “Pre-Cogs,” specially gifted beings who are
able to see the future. When we see Anderton editing the future
memories of the seers on a virtual multiscreen console in order to
avert a murder, when we see him heading towards entrapment by
that same net of images which will bring him guilt and doom him
to a perilous steeplechase, we are reminded of Rossellini’s Edmund
and of 4.1’s David sinking into the amniotic fluid, forever on the
verge of oblivion. Likewise, Cruise in the role of single father Ray
Ferrier running away from a relentless alien invasion in War of the
Worlds (Steven Spielberg, 2005) signifies for us the memory-world
developing through an era of void, a void that is able to neutralize
time unless our hero struggles to reconquer it. To some extent,
21st-century cinema has gone through a transit space while trying
to report on this reconquest: it studied the perseverance of the
time-image, it watched the gestures of its body free-falling before
surviving and transforming into something else. And it did so to
confirm the emergence of that “something else” to which it naturally
tends, materializing partly thanks to electronic and digital media
images, made of pixels or non-time particles (or particles of eternal
time, unable to die, like Spielberg’s David).

3. We should consider once more what an image is. That is what Godard
has been wondering ever since those “three thousand hours of
cinema” that drove him to take up film criticism and filmmaking.[6]
The more he wonders about it, the less he finds a calming conclusion:
over the last years, his aesthetic project, disillusioned but lively, has
been tinged with a certain amount of longing. That longing used to
find relief in his enthusiasm for quoting and his active involvement in
a cinema of resonances, but now it has turned into full consciousness
of loss. That’s why, in the master class depicted in his Notre musique
(2004)—where Godard plays himself delivering a lecture at the
European Literary Encounters in Sarajevo (on the same topic as a
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lecture he really gave there in 2002)—he confronts two symmetrical
images of Rosalind Russell and Cary Grant speaking on the telephone
in His Girl Friday (Howard Hawks, 1940), and says: “As you see,
it's the same image repeated twice. That’s because the director is not
able to see the difference between a man and a woman.” This, he tells
his audience (or us), is a common mistake in cinema, and things
only get worse when images refer to historical events, “because that’s
when we see that the truth has two faces.” It is therefore mandatory
to deal with differences.

Referring to the dichotomy Israelis/Palestinians, Godard concludes
that “Israelis came to fiction and Palestinians came to documentaries.”
The imaginary belongs to the realm of certitude and the real belongs
to the realm of uncertainty. Godard’s famous nostalgia for Howard
Hawks’s movement-image becomes a nihilistic, political reflection
on the shot-reverse shot relation of a dreaming nation (which has
the power) and a sleepless nation (which is oppressed). At the
beginning of his master class, he asks: “Where do you think this
picture was taken?” “Stalingrad,” “Beirut,” “Warsaw, “Hiroshima”
are the answers. He says: “Richmond, Virginia, 1865. American
Civil War” Godard shows that Deleuze was right when he believed
that repetition is a condition of History itself, that it’s not possible
to talk of History without repetition. So Godard goes back to the
ruins of Sarajevo in Notre musique, because he now feels morally
compelled to become Rossellini’s Edmund, to feel his helplessness
at a later stage. In Allemagne 90 Neuf Zéro (1991), Lemmy Caution,
a character from Godard’s Alphaville (1965), gets out of his grave to
walk around through some other ruins, those of reunified Germany
after the fall of the Berlin Wall. Caution was another of Godard’s
alter egos, a ghost, walking on the pavement of a city that had been a
huge cemetery. Godard has been drawing the map of that cemetery
for many years. At the time of Je vous salue Marie (1983), Godard
defined cinema as a depository of suffering (Bergala Godard par
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Godard 2, 608). One of the image’s duties is not to bear witness to
the present anymore, but to let the past come back in multiple ways,
like the waves we create when we throw a stone into the water: they
are alike but different, too, and they are all destined to lap the earth
and make it change with every each wave. There is no dialectics of
time, for the present’s relationship with the past is not linear: the
present includes past, absorbs it, lets it leak to create a sediment. The
past is not like the cream in the coffee, but like the sugar dissolved in
the liquid to become a part of its nature (in Bergson’s famous image).
We could say then that Godard in Histoire(s) du cinéma (1988-98)
is like David in 4.1: anchored to his experience as a spectator, he
reenacted cinema’s history as a ‘memory-world’ disintegrating and
overlapping itself.

4. When, in France Tour Détour Deux Enfants (1977), Godard asks
a little girl if night is space or time, and she answers “both” without
hesitating, an image is taking shape off-camera, where space and time
melt and superimpose to give birth to a darkness. It’s the darkness of
truth, the truth of the image that thinks of itself, that struggles to
make its way through the abyss of existence. Godard goes on asking:
“When you look at yourself in the mirror, does your image exist? Do
you exist only as yourself or, quite the opposite, do you have more
than one existence? When your mother thinks of you and has an
image of you, don't you exist although she cannot see you?” The girl
hesitates: she is a slave to the senses and doesn’t allow herself to accept
that her image can exist regardless of her presence. “You, reflected in
the mirror - is it an image of you or is it your image?” Godard asks
her. “Your image on television, is it less real than you, doesn’t it exist
as much as you?” During the interview, in a stolen moment, the girl’s
uncertainty reveals itself in an image of her hair over her face, the
electronic freezing of a truth that doesn't lie in the inquisitive oft-
screen words of Godard or in Cécile’s childish hesitations. It’s a secret
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that remains inside the transparent walls of the image.

So thatimage embodies a certain kind ot hope—the hope of the image
and of what we can expect from it. Walter Benjamins “Theses on the
Philosophy of History” considers the significance of the image as a
promise of presence; that is, as a kind of prediction that ontologically
carries an unresolved past, the only temporality that may open a crack
in the present from which the future may emerge. It is the same image
that Godard sets in motion in his Histoire(s) du cinéma, turning his
arduous endeavor into a manifesto that is less pessimistic than its
gloomy gravity makes it seem. The pregnant image embraces its own
finitude as well as its own celebration, so when Benjamin talks of the
“end of History,” we must not take it literally. It's not about the end
of occurrence, it’s about thinking History as if we were thinking its
boundary. It’s a good lesson following all those apocalyptic warnings
that have foretold cinema’s death for years: realizing that, when we
think cinema’s history from an ahistorical view, we think it from an
awareness of the boundary - a boundary that we quite possibly don’t
know, of course. So there is no sense looking for a cause or a guilty
party for the death of cinema as we know it, as Benjamin would say,
especially because such a death is inherent to the intelligibility of
cinema to begin with. And, in the second place, because the end is
not an event in any positivistic sense:

The end of history is not immediately present in history,
that is, it's not available [disponible] in each one of the
present moments of history or in any of them. This non-
presence of the end within history can be conceived of in
this first way: the end of history transcends history itself;
the end cancels history, abolishing its specific temporality.
Knowledge of the transcendent end of history is therefore
apocalyptic: it offers itself in a glimpse, by virtue of which
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the end is ecstatically present in the present as its image.
(Oyarzun 26, emphasis in original, my translation).

Thinking the cinema is thinking its death, and thinking its death is
thinking of it as a mutable, Heraclitean entity. That’s why the advent of
digitization does not mean the end of cinematographic occurrence:
the digital image is like a seed, a fertilized ovule waiting to become a
zygote and a living being, just as the time-image was inscribed within
the movement-image.

5. “Inthe dot, space becomes a metaphor through time and time becomes
a metaphor through space” (Engell 483, my translation). Here Lorenz
Engell insightfully reads the television image as the utmost expression
of Deleuze’s time-image. Engell says that the TV screen’s image is
not defined by a square—that is, by a grid of spatial coordinates—
but by the intervals and the reproduction of the minimal units of
meaning that make them up—that is, by its temporality.[7] The
phonemes of the television image are the dot-images that constitute
the screens lines and columns, but also the intervals between them.
Those dot-images, both absent and present, are never visible at the
same time, but they manifest themselves in a temporal sequence.
To our perception, the image consists of those intervals between
the dot-images, which, according to Engell, are time in addition to
space.[8] Because the pixel or point is the metaphor of what cannot
be stretched out nor represented, that is, because the point is the
representation of non-representation, the electronic image is not
determined by the presence of the pixel-image, but by its lack of
dimension. When the point becomes visible, it has lost what gives it
its sense: if it exists, if we can see it, if it's microscopically measurable,
it's not just a point anymore. The television image is doomed to the
time and space of an intersection, that of an image which comes and
one which is already leaving. It is an image that is permanently in
transit, so it is also a double image: in it we can see how the actual
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and the virtual coexist, to the point that it's almost impossible to
distinguish them. Engell explains beautifully and precisely how the
television image takes shape according to these parameters: on the
screen, the image we perceive is never present, but it’s there where it
splits up as two images, outlined by the cathode ray, one in the other
and over the other: an image cannot be perceived as actual if it needs
to be completed by its virtual image. Simultaneity of past and present
is inherent to the ontology of the television image, so it would not
be mistaken to think that “television is nothing but time turned into
image” (485, my translation).[9]

6. It’s hard to believe that the visionary intuition of Deleuze’s words
in the conclusion to The Time-Image didn't extend to an aesthetic
assessment of the TV image. Deleuze considered that his two volumes
about cinema dealt with the subject of an art threatened by a will to
change, and by a new format that was going to modify forever not
just its ontological dimension, but the way we think of it:

The electronic image, that is, the tele and video image, the
numerical image coming into being, either had to transform
cinema or to replace it, to mark its death. . . . The new
images no longer have any outside (out-of-field), any more
than they internalized in a whole; rather, they have a right
side and a reverse, reversible and non-superimposable, like
a power to turn back on themselves. They are the object
of a perpetual reorganization, in which a new image can
arise from any point whatever of the preceding image. The
organization of space here loses its privileged directions,
and first of all the privilege of the vertical which the
position of the screen still displays, in favor of an omni-
directional space which constantly varies its angles and
co-ordinates, to exchange the vertical and the horizontal.
And the screen itself, even if it keeps a vertical position by
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convention, no longer seems to refer to the human posture,
like a window or a painting, but rather constitutes a table
of information, an opaque surface on which are inscribed
‘data; information replacing nature, and the brain-city, the
third eye, replacing the eyes of nature. (Cinema 2 265)

Historically, the postwar period marks the moment when both the
time-image appeared and TV became established as a mass medium.
As we have seen, the TV image perfectly meets the requirements
of the time-image: cinema depends on montage, staging, framing,
and sound (four of its main ingredients) for time to emerge as
a pure optical and sound sensation; on the other hand, time is in
television'’s DNA, time belongs to it in an ontological sense. Why, if
Deleuze realizes the secrets of the electronic image, does he reject
television? Just because he blames it for failing to take advantage of
its aesthetic specificity, for becoming a thoroughly commercialized
communication machine, only able to send back superfluous shapes
and contents. Television lacks what Deleuze calls the “supplement”
or aesthetic function, which lost ground to “a social function, a
function of control and power, the dominance of the medium shot,
which denies any exploration of perception, in the name of the
professional eye” (Negotiations 72). Thus did television replace its
natural aesthetic function with a social-technical one.

7. Lorenz Engell comes to the conclusion that the electronic image,
established as a distillation of time’s essence, prepares us for an
image beyond the image. Not by chance, the Godard of the mid-
seventies, the one who left militant cinema behind after the post-
1968 disenchantment and a serious motorcycle crash that kept him
away from the world for almost three years, was the first to notice
the new expressive abilities of the electronic image. In his work for
television he devotes himself to a different sort of militancy: the act
of wondering about the image’s nature, about that “beyond” that
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runs away and brings up the rear but remains unaffected as a time
cell that surrenders to his study. It’s a hopeful recommencement that
evolves not only according to the rules of the interplay of opposites
but also to the firm intention of conducting an experiment which,
in the medium of celluloid, Godard considered to be exhausted.
His avant-garde TV projects sought to reach a mass audience (“It’s
sending 25 postcards per second to millions of people” [Bergala
385, my translation]), a dream he shared with Rossellini’s didactic
television. Its surprising to see how naive Godard is when he
overrates the media effects of Rossellini’s TV experiments, especially
since he was aware of the disastrous audience response to films like
Socrates (1971) or Cartesius (1974). However, the most important
thing is what Godard discovers in these video experiments: the
ontological basis of an electronic image that enlarges the Deleuzian
concept of the time-image, and that will result in the birth of a non-
time image, which is linked to the development of digital media. We
have already encountered the notion of a double image; all of these
video-period films suggest or show this duplicity (as in the national-
cultural as well as medial polarities in /Ici et Ailleurs [1974]), or else
duality plays an important role (the collaborative duos and two-part
structures of Six fois deux/Sur et sous la communication [1976] or
the structural, conceptual, and gendered symmetries of France/
tour/détour/deux/enfants [1978]), or the number two signifies a
new beginning (as in Numéro deux [1975], which Godard calls a
“remake” of A bout de souffle, his first film). All of them illustrate
a dialectics, a system of opposites that is always wondering about
what comes after a shot and before another one, lastly asking itself
about what there is between two shots. Assuming that this interval
establishes duplicity, Godard brings closer the possibility of defining
a new image that is already beyond the time-image: in editing, it is
impossible to draw a sharp line between images because one of them
splits up into another before reorganizing as a third one. Godard
uses text as an image, a layer that lodges itself into another one, or
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forces one image to penetrate another, or disintegrates into it in slow
motion. Millions of image-dots spread in millions of image-dots:
amateur editing equipment is enough for the miracle to occur, and
for the image to prefer intensities to trajectories, random dissolution
to a time-scheduled trip. A “third image” emanates from the meeting
of the first two, sparkling or solarized or superimposed: from the
communion or collision between dot and interval, new images will
be born, those of the monumental Histoire(s) du cinéma. What if
that “third image” was born from the crash between the suicides in
Germany Year Zero and A.1.2

8. Both versions of The Ring, Hideo Nakatas from 1998 and Gore
Verbinski’s from 2002, revolve around the topic of a videotape that
causes the death of anyone who watches the film it contains. This
occurs seven days after watchingit, unless the ill-fated spectator makes
a copy for someone else to watch. Salvation comes from accepting
the viral dimension of electronic images, and understanding that
those bewitching images propagate death as they are reproduced.
According to Nicholas Rombes, The Ring raises a question which is
essential to understanding the state of affairs of cinema in the digital
era: “does the mass reproduction of the same images threaten to
exterminate diversity, in the same way that the mass reproduction of
a single virus might threaten to exterminate the diversity of life on
earth?” (4). The videotape’s images look like those of an avant-garde
film. They are disturbing because it’s as if they lacked an “original”
They are a virus that replicates from nothingness, for there is no
genesis. So they call reality into question: there is no reality from
whence to be reproduced. “Reality is today’s special effect” (Rombes
5).

What is the place of the human in this context? If Deleuze were alive,
he would undoubtedly raise this question, since his two volumes
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about cinema try to answer it on page after page. What would the
relationship be between humankind and those images that lack an
“original”? If reality is a special effect, where is human consciousness?
What models do people count on to form identities? These are
questions that also run through the present chapter like subterranean
waters that a spelunker tries to chart. An image-spelunker who
wishes to stop the image, to press the pause button and analyze the
dissimilarities between the time-image and the non-time image—
which is far from being the denial of image. In the first case, the
time-image, the freezing of the image shows to us its imperfections,
almost highlighting the deformity of men, who need to believe in
the world because they know that it is there, though shattered. In the
second case, the non-time image, the digital freeze-frame emulates
the sharpness of still photography, the pristine texture of a photo
stuck to the window, a landscape so realistic that it seems unreal. We
know the time-image embraces time even though it doesn't trust it,
holding desperately onto something that hurts it, but makes it exist.
We know, by contrast, that the non-time image rejects age, hates
erosions, turns away from time to be the epitome of an untouched
perfection, which it relates to the intensity of an instant that lasts
forever—or won't last for an instant. It is the pause of the VHS image
and it is the pause of the DVD image. From the interval between the
two pauses comes a new age of the image which tries to create a space
for the human that despises reality’s duration, or rather, that defies
reality itself.

Television represents the time-image in its purest form. Its
morphologic structure itself—the dots and the interval between—
favors the mingling of the real and the virtual. Deleuze notices this
feature in the conclusion to The Time-Image, but, like film and TV
critic Serge Daney, he also blames television for not taking advantage
of its aesthetic possibilities, which are drowned by its social function.
Only the video can grow the seed planted by the TV image and search
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for a “beyond the image” that leaves behind the idea of time. The
expressive possibilities of electronic images develop as a precedent
for a digital image that will show itself to be immortal and eternal,
timeless. As we have said, one of the more outstanding features of the
digital image is its indifference to the effects of time: its volatile nature,
the indifference to its erosions, the immateriality of its ontological
condition. The digital image tends to reinterpret the depth of field,
to underline the frame’s autarchy, to reinterpret what Noél Burch
called the “Primitive Mode of Representation” (186-201) according
to the criteria of a medium able to fulfill our gaze with its experience
of length alone (witness the mesmerizing effect of the static shot in
Abbas Kiarostami’s Five Dedicated to Ozu [2003], so similar to the
Lumieéres’ actualités). This attention to primitive cinema also turns
into a great interest in restoring past images, as if the real meaning of
the digital was to save celluloid from the unavoidable deterioration
of its chemical nature. Just the way some silent films will always seem
perennially new, allergic too to the effects of time.

There is, however, a non-time image that longs for its ancestors, for
the movement-image that Deleuze defines as an action-reaction
chain. It is the three-dimensional non-time image, which, from the
denial of time, wants to create a thorough copy of reality. It is the
most publicized form of non-time image, the popular digital cinema
that fills the multiplex cinemas, wishing to expand like a “big bang”
and turn its show into an immersive experience, a new version of
the primitive “cinema of attractions” It is a non-time image that
can hardly coexist with its contradictions, thrown towards the
mercurial flexibility of its nature but finding its boundaries in the
real representation of what is impossible, as if claiming a narrative
logic which is not its own. It is the digital image that tries its best
to contribute to the movement-image’s survival in contemporary
blockbusters, without realizing that is blowing it up, attracting
attention to its own excesses.
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From an ontological perspective, the non-time image is total
interiority. Its bi-dimensionality opens the possibility that everything
happens inside the shot: ghosts appear, emotions assume color,
different levels of a singular reality are shown together, focused, in the
foreground. Faces are flattened, distances are removed, landscapes
are painted, and light is overexposed. This reinterpretation of reality
has nothing to do with the mimesis that digital effects, obsessed
with being more real than reality, used to look for. Image reveals its
skin, is proud of its own texture, from the dirtiness of DV to the
sharp perfection of HD. The poor DV quality—which David Lynch
compared to that of early celluloid times, when neither the frame
nor the emulsion contained so much information—creates a new
relationship between image and spectator: I agree with Rombes
when he says that there has been a resurgence of humanism in return
for the morphological characteristics of the digital image. Something
like a poetics of mistakes or unfinished things tries to compensate
the unifying action of that no-image time, as if we needed the human
factor to become visible, as if we wanted it to show itself only through
failure and inaccuracy.[10] That new humanism doesn’t only lie in
the impossible post-realism of Dogma 95 (a false return to reality
that shows what a deceit digital realism is), but also in the evolution
of home movies, in the possibility of making a filmed autobiography
where the self is in front and behind the camera at the same time,
as well as in the manifestation of death in the present progressive,
where the non-time image let us immortalize a verb tense. What is
human comes back to stay: as an antidote but also as a force that
pierces a wall to escape in endless directions. Humanity becomes
rhizome, taking on a new molecular dimension.[11] What is human
turns into hypertext, into split screen, into mosaic and multiplicity. It
is the spectator in a state of dissolution, leaving behind its individual
condition and becoming a stream of consciousness, a Body without
Organs where is difficult to distinguish the breaking point between
gaze and screen. It is the spectator plunged into that “becoming-
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woman” that specifies the feminine dimension—as lunar, liquid,
and hard to grasp—of that non-time image which (let’s take two
meaningful examples from the same filmmaker) plants Mulholland
Drive and harvests Inland Empire. It is the spectator-author, demiurge
of a little world that he shares with the whole universe, a universe
made of time endlessly replicating until it loses itself in a limbo made
of background noise and supportive or aggressive comments.
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Notes

[1] Chapter translated by Isabel Margeli.

[2] Unintentionally, as it were, Godard seems to agree with his scorned
Spielberg when, in Notre musique (2004), he tells the story of Saint
Bernadette of Lourdes, a young peasant who saw the Virgin eighteen
times. When the local nuns and priests showed her canonical pictures of
the Virgin created by Raphael or Murillo, Bernadette could not find any
resemblance. But when she saw a Byzantine icon, the Virgin of Cambrai,
Bernadette identified her at last. Godard says: “Without movement or
depth, without the affected side: the sacred,” as if he was referring to the
maternal Virgin in 4.7.

[3] Rosenbaum writes:

If A.1. Artificial Intelligence—a film whose split personality is
apparent even in its two-part title—is as much a Kubrick movie
as a Spielberg one, this is in large part because it defamiliarizes
Spielberg, makes him strange. Yet it also defamiliarizes Kubrick,
with equally ambiguous results—making his unfamiliarity
familiar.

Hoberman asks: “Does the artifice belong to Spielberg and the intelligence
to Kubrick?” (17).

[4] For more on this Deleuzian conception and its relation to film and
post-cinema, see also Patricia Pisters’s contribution to this volume.

[5] The aliens are imaged in strict accordance with the typical Spielberg
iconography. Strictly speaking, these aliens are nothing but the result of
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the evolution of the “supermechas,” David’s cyborg race.

[6] “Three Thousand Hours of Cinema” is the title of one of Godard’s most
famous articles, resembling something of a diary written in response to
Truffaut’s diary of the shooting of Fahrenheit 451.

[7] We must remember the transformation process of the image in an
analog television:

The first set of 312 % odd number lines in the 625 lines, called the
first field or the odd field, are first scanned sequentially. Halfway
through the 313th line, the spot is returned to the top of the
screen and the remaining 312 % even number lines, called the
second field or the even field are then traced interleaved between
the lines of the first set. This is done by operating the vertical field
scan at 50 Hz so that the two successive interlaced scans, each
at a 25 Hz rate, make up the complete picture frame. This keeps
the line scanning speed down, as only 312 % lines are scanned in
1/50 second. The 625 lines of the full picture are scanned in 1/25
second. (Dhake 24)

[8] According to Engell, the most important theory of television,
conceived by Marshall McLuhan in Understanding Media, is based on
a misunderstanding, a wrong hypothesis: McLuhan’s theory starts from
a premise that considers the intervals between dots only in spatial terms.
[9] “The difference between cinema and television lies in the fact that
cinema is image and space, whereas there’s no space in television, there’s
no image, there’s only lines, electronic lines. The essential notion in
television is time” (Fargier, Cassagnac, and Van der Stegen 10).

[10] After the Dogme manifesto, Harmony Korine published the
“Mistakist Manifesto” with only three rules: “1. no plots. Only images.
Stories are fine. 2. all edits effects in camera only. 3. 600 cameras/a wall of
images/the Phil Spector of cine” (Roman viii).

[11] Further:

A rhizome may be broken, shattered at a given spot, but it will
start up again on one of its old lines, or on new lines. You can
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never get rid of ants because they form an animal rhizome that
can rebound time and again after most of it has been destroyed.
Every rhizome contains lines of segmentarity according to which
it is stratified, territorialized, organized, signified, attributed, etc.,
as well as lines of deterritorialization down which it constantly
flees. There is a rupture in the rhizome whenever segmentary
lines explode into a line of flight, but the line of flight is part of
the rhizome. (Deleuze and Guattari 9)
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2.5 Crazy Cameras,
Discorrelated Images, and the
Post-Perceptual Mediation of

Post-Cinematic Affect

BY SHANE DENSON

With the shift to a digital and more broadly post-cinematic
media environment, moving images have undergone what I term
their “discorrelation” from human embodied subjectivities and
(phenomenological, narrative, and visual) perspectives. Clearly, we still
look at—and we still perceive—images that in many ways resemble
those of a properly cinematic age; yet many of these images are mediated
in ways that subtly (or imperceptibly) undermine the distance of
perspective, i.e. the spatial or quasi-spatial distance and relation between
phenomenological subjects and the objects of their perception. At the
center of these transformations are a set of strangely volatile mediators:
post-cinema’s screens and cameras, above all, which serve not as mere
“intermediaries” that would relay images neutrally between relatively fixed
subjects and objects but which act instead as transformative, transductive
“mediators” of the subject-object relation itself.[ 1] In other words, digital
and post-cinematic media technologies do not just produce a new type
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of image; they establish entirely new configurations and parameters of
perception and agency, placing spectators in an unprecedented relation
to images and the infrastructure of their mediation.

The transformation at stake here pertains to a level of being that is
therefore logically prior to perception, as it concerns the establishment
of a new material basis upon which images are produced and made
available to perception.[2] Accordingly, a phenomenological and post-
phenomenological analysis of post-cinematic images and their mediating
cameras points to a break with human perceptibility as such and to
the rise of a fundamentally post-perceptual media regime. In an age of
computational image production and networked distribution channels,
media “contents” and our “perspectives” on them are rendered ancillary
to algorithmic functions and become enmeshed in an expanded,
indiscriminately articulated plenum of images that exceed capture in the
form of photographic or perceptual “objects.”[3] That is, post-cinematic
images are thoroughly processual in nature, from their digital inception
and delivery to their real-time processing in computational playback
apparatuses; furthermore, and more importantly, this basic processuality
explodes the image’s ontological status as a discrete packaged unit, and
it insinuates itself—as I will argue in the following pages—into our own
microtemporal processing of perceptual information, thereby unsettling
the relative fixity of the perceiving human subject. Post-cinema’s cameras
thus mediate a radically nonhuman ontology of the image, where these
images’ discorrelation from human perceptibility signals an expansion of
the field of material affect: beyond the visual or even the perceptual, the
images of post-cinematic media operate and impinge upon us at what
might be called a “metabolic” level.

In the following, I will discuss post-cinema’s crazy cameras, its
discorrelated images, and a fundamentally post-perceptual mediation
as interlinked parts or facets of the medial ontology of post-cinematic
affect. I will connect my observations to some of the empirical and
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phenomenological developments surrounding contemporary image
production and reception, but my primary interest lies in a more basic
determination of affect and its mediation today. Following Bergson,
affect pertains to a domain of material and “spiritual” existence
constituted precisely in a gap between empirically determinate actions
and reactions (or, with some modification, between the production and
reception of images); affect subsists, furthermore, below the threshold
of conscious experience and the intentionalities of phenomenological
subjects (including the producers and viewers of media images).[4]
It is my contention that the infrastructure of life in our properly post-
cinematic era has been subject to radical transformations at this level of
“molecular” or pre-personal affect, and following Steven Shaviro I suggest
that something of the nature and the stakes of these transformations can
be glimpsed in our contemporary moving-image media.[5] Ultimately,
these media ask us to re-think the material and experiential forms and
functions of the camera, the image, and the mediation of life itself.

I

My argument revolves around what I am calling the “crazy cameras” of
post-cinematic media, following comments by Therese Grisham in our
roundtable discussion in La Furia Umana.[6] Seeking to account for
the changed “function of cameras . . . in the post-cinematic episteme,”
Grisham notes that whereas “in classical and post-classical cinema, the
camera is subjective, objective, or functions to align us with a subjectivity
which may lie outside the film,” there would seem to be “something
altogether different” in recent movies.

For instance, it is established that in [District 9], a digital camera
has shot footage broadcast as news reportage. A similar camera
“appears” intermittently in the film as a “character.” In the scenes
in which it appears, it is patently impossible in the diegesis for
anyone to be there to shoot the footage. Yet, we see that camera by
means of blood splattered on it, or we become aware of watching
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the action through a hand-held camera that intrudes suddenly
without any rationale either diegetically or aesthetically.
Similarly, but differently as well, in Melancholia, we suddenly
begin to view the action through a “crazy” hand-held camera, at
once something other than just an intrusive exercise in belated
Dogme 95 aesthetics and more than any character’s POV. . ..

What is it, precisely, that makes these cameras “crazy,” or opaque to
rational thought? My answer, in short, is that post-cinematic cameras—
by which I mean a range of imaging apparatuses, both physical and
virtual—seem not to know their place with respect to the separation
of diegetic and non-diegetic planes of reality; these cameras therefore
fail to situate viewers in a consistently and coherently designated
spectating-position. More generally, they deviate from the perceptual
norms established by human embodiment—the baseline physics
engine, if you will, at the root of classical continuity principles, which
in order to integrate or suture psychical subjectivities into diegetic/
narrative constructs had to respect above all the spatial parameters
of embodied orientation and locomotion (even if they did so in an
abstract, normalizing form distinct from the real diversity of concrete
body instantiations). Breaking with these norms results in what I call
the discorrelation of post-cinematic images from human perception.

With the idea of discorrelation, I aim to describe an event that first
announces itself negatively, as a phenomenological disconnect
between viewing subjects and the object-images they view. In her now-
classic book, The Address of the Eye, Vivian Sobchack theorized a
correlation—or structural homology—between spectators’ embodied
perceptual capacities and those of film’s own apparatic “body,” which
engages viewers in a dialogical exploration of perceptual exchange;
cinematic expression or communication, accordingly, was seen to
be predicated on an analogical basis according to which the subject-
and object-positions of film and viewer are essentially reversible and
dialectically transposable. But, according to Sobchack, this basic
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perceptual correlation is endangered by new—or “postcinematic”—
media (as she already referred to them in 1992), which disrupt the
commutative interchanges of perspective upon which filmic experience
depends for its meaningfulness.[7] With the tools Sobchack borrows
from philosopher of technology Don Ihde, we can make a first approach
to the “crazy” quality of post-cinematic cameras and the discorrelation
of their images.

Figure 1 — CGl-generated lens flares underscore (but exceed) diegetic realities in
GREEN LANTERN (Martin Campbell, 2011).

Take the example of the digitally simulated lens flare, featured
ostentatiously in recent superhero films like Green Lantern or the Ghost
Rider sequel directed by Neveldine and Taylor, who brag that their
extensive use of it breaks all the rules of “what you can and can’t do” in 3D
(see Figures 1 and 2).[8] Beyond the stylistically questionable matter of
this excess, a phenomenological analysis reveals significant paradoxes at
the heart of the CGI lens flare. On the one hand, the lens flare encourages
what Thde calls an “embodiment relation” to the virtual camera: by
simulating the material interplay of a lens and a light source, the lens
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Figure 2 — Directors Mark Neveldine and Brian Taylor use CGI lens-flares to push the
limits of 3D in GHOST RIDER: SPIRIT OF VENGEANCE (2011).

flare emphasizes the plastic reality of “pro-filmic” CGI objects; the virtual
camera, which enables our view of these objects, is to this extent itself
grafted onto the subjective pole of the intentional relation, “embodied”
or “incorporated” in a sort of phenomenological symbiosis that channels
perception towards the objects of our visual attention.[9] On the other
hand, however, the lens flare draws attention to itself and highlights
the images’ artificiality by emulating (and indeed foregrounding the
emulation of) the material presence of a (non-diegetic) camera. To this
extent, the camera is rendered quasi-objective, and it instantiates what
Ihde calls a “hermeneutic relation™ we look at the camera rather than
just through it, and we interpret it as a sign or token of verisimilitude
or “realisticness”[10] The paradox here, which consists in the realism-
constituting and realism-problematizing undecidability of the virtual
cameras relation to the diegesis—where the “reality” of this realism is
conceived as thoroughly mediated, the product of a simulated physical
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camera rather than defined as the hallmark of embodied perceptual
immediacy—points to a more basic problem: namely, to a transformation
of mediation itself in the post-cinematic era. That is, the undecidable
place of the mediating apparatus, the camera’s apparently simultaneous
occupation of both subjective and objective positions within the noetic
relation that it enables between viewers and the film, is symptomatic of
a more general destabilization of phenomenological subject- and object-
positions in relation to the expanded affective realm of post-cinematic
mediation. Computational, ergodic, and processual in nature, media in
this mode operate on a level that is categorically beyond the purview of
perception, perspective, or intentionality.[11] Phenomenological analysis
can therefore provide only a negative determination “from the outside™: it
can help us to identify moments of dysfunction or disconnection, butit can
offer no positive characterization of the “molecular” changes occasioning
them. Thus, for example, CGI and digital cameras do not just sever the ties
of indexicality that characterized analog cinematography (an empirical
or epistemological-phenomenological claim); they also render images
themselves fundamentally processual—at once inextricably bound up in
computational processes and simultaneously initiating a volatile feedback
loop between these and the spectator. Such post-cinematic images, which
fail to “settle” or coalesce into a fixed and distant position, thus displace
the film-as-object-of-perception and uproot the spectator-as-perceiving-
subject—in effect, enveloping both in an epistemologically indeterminate
but materially quite real and concrete field of affective relation. Mediation,
I suggest, can no longer be situated neatly between the poles of subject
and object, as it swells with processual affectivity to engulf both.

Compare, in this connection, film critic Jim Emerson’s statement in
response to the debates over so-called “chaos cinema’[12]:

Itseems to me that these movies are attemptingakind of shortcut to
the viewer’s autonomic nervous system, providing direct stimulus
to generate excitement rather than simulate any comprehensible
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experience. In that sense, they’re more like drugs that (ostensibly)
trigger the release of adrenaline or dopamine while bypassing the
middleman, that part of the brain that interprets real or imagined
situations and then generates appropriate emotional/physiological
responses to them. The reason they don’t work for many of us is
because, in reality, they give us nothing to respond fo—just a blur
of incomprehensible images and sounds, without spatial context
or allowing for emotional investment.

Now, I want to distance myself from what appears to be a blanket dismissal
of such stimulation, but I quote Emerson’s statement here because I think
it correctly and neatly identifies the link between a direct affective appeal
and the essentially post-phenomenological dissolution of perceptual
objects and bypassing of perception itself. If we take it seriously, though,
this link marks the crux of a transformation in the ontology of media,
the point of passage from cinematic to post-cinematic media. Whereas
the former operate on the “molar” scale of perceptual intentionality, the
latter operate on the “molecular” scale of sub-perceptual and pre-personal
embodiment, potentially transforming the material basis of subjectivity
in a way that cannot be accounted for in traditional phenomenological
terms.[13] But how do we account for this transformative power of post-
cinematic media, short of simply reducing it (as it would seem Emerson
does) to a narrowly positivistic conception of physiological impact?
In order to answer this question, it will be helpful to turn to Maurizio
Lazzarato's reflections on the affective dimension of video and to Mark
Hansen’s expansions of these ideas with respect to computational and
what he calls “atmospheric” media.

I

According to Lazzarato, the video camera captures time itself, the splitting
of time at every instant, hence opening the gap between perception and
action where affect (in Bergson’s metaphysics) resides.[14] Because it
no longer merely traces objects mechanically and fixes them as discrete
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photographic entities, but instead generates its images directly out of the
flux of sub-perceptual matter, which it processes on the fly in the space
of a microtemporal duration, the video camera marks a revolutionary
transformation in the technical organization of time. The video camera,
writes Lazzarato, “modulates the flows of electromagnetic waves. Video
images are contractions and dilations, ‘vibrations and tremors’ of light,
rather than ‘tracings, reproductions of reality. The video camera’s take is
a crystallization of time-matter” (111). The mediating technology itself
becomes an active locus of molecular change: a Bergsonian body qua
“center of indetermination,” a gap of affectivity between passive receptivity
and its passage into action. The camera thus imitates the process by which
our own pre-personal bodies synthesize the passage from molecular to
molar, replicating the very process by which signal patterns are selected
from the flux and made to coalesce into determinate images that can be
incorporated into an emergent subjectivity.

This dilation of affect, which characterizes not only video but also
computational processes like the rendering of digital images (which is
always done on the fly), marks the basic condition of the post-cinematic
camera; this, then, is the positive underside of that which presents itself
externally as a negative, discorrelating incommensurability with respect to
molar perception. As Mark Hansen argues in “Ubiquitous Sensation,” the
microtemporal scale at which computational media operate enables them
to modulate the temporal and affective flows of life and to affect us directly
at the level of our pre-personal embodiment. The categorically invisible
operation of computation

impacts sensory experience unconsciously, imperceptibly—in
short, at a level beneath the threshold of attention and awareness.
It impacts sensory experience, that is, by impacting the sensing
brain microtemporally, at the level of the autonomous subprocesses
or microconsciousnesses that . . . compose the infrastructure of
seamless and integrated macroconscious [or molar] experience. (70)
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In this respect, properly post-cinematic cameras, which include video
and digital imaging devices of all sorts, have a direct line to our innermost
processes of becoming-in-time, and theyare therefore capable ofinforming
the political life of the collective by flowing into the “general intellect” at
the heart of immaterial or affective labor. According to Lazzarato, “[b]y
retaining and accumulating duration, machines to crystallize time may
help to develop or to neutralize the “force to feel’ and the force to act’;
they may contribute to our ‘becoming active’ or to our being held in
passivity” (96). This political dimension, in short, is contingent upon the
post-cinematic camerass ability to dilate and transform the pre-individual
space of molecular affect.

The Paranormal Activity series makes many of these claims more palpable
through its experimentation with various modes and dimensions of post-
perceptual, affective mediation.[15] After using hand-held video cameras
in the series’ first installment and closed-circuit home-surveillance
cameras in Paranormal Activity 2, and following a flashback by way of old
VHS tapes in part 3, Paranormal Activity 4 intensifies its predecessors’
estrangement of the camera from cinematic and ultimately human
perceptual norms by implementing computational imaging processes for
its strategic manipulations of spectatorial affect (see Figures 3-6, above).
In particular, Paranormal Activity 4 uses laptop- and smartphone-based
video chatand the Xbox’s Kinect motion control system to mediate between
diegetic and spectatorial shocks and to regulate the corporeal rhythms
and intensities of suspenseful contraction and release that define the
temporal/affective quality of the movie. Especially the Kinect technology,
itself a crazy binocular camera that emits a matrix of infrared dots to map
bodies and spaces and integrate them algorithmically into computational/
ergodic game spaces, marks the discorrelation of computational from
human perception: the dot matrix, which is featured extensively in the
film, is invisible to the human eye; the effect of rendering the matrix visible
is only made possible through a video cameras night vision mode—
part of the post-perceptual sensibility of the (digital) video camera that
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Figure 3 — Hand-held cameras mediate between diegetic and extra-diegetic spaces in
PARANORMAL ACTIVITY (Oren Peli, 2007/2009).

Figure 4 — Closed-circuit home surveillance cameras capture the action in
PARANORMAL ACTIVITY 2 (Tod Williams, 2009).
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Figure 5 — PARANORMAL ACTIVITY 3 (Henry Joost and Ariel Schulman, 2011)
presents itself in the form of VHS found footage.

Figure 6 — The Xbox Kinect exemplifies the nonhuman agency of post-cinematic
cameras in PARANORMAL ACTIVITY 4 (Henry Joost and Ariel Schulman, 2012).
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distinguishes it from the cinema camera. The movie (and the Paranormal
Activity series more generally) thus provides a perfect illustration for
the affective impact and bypassing of cognitive (and narrative) interest
through video and computational imaging devices. In an interview, co-
director Henry Joost says the use of the Kinect—fittingly enough inspired
by a YouTube video demonstrating the effect—was a logical choice for
the series: “I think it's very Paranormal Activity because it’s like, there’s
this stuff going on in the house that you can't see’[16] Indeed, the effect
highlights all the computational and video-sensory activity going on
around us all the time, completely discorrelated from human perception,
but very much involved in the temporal and affective vicissitudes of our
daily lives through the many cameras and screens surrounding us and
involved in every aspect of the progressively indistinct realms of our work
and play. Ultimately, Paranormal Activity 4 points toward the uncanny
qualities of contemporary media, which following Mark Hansen have
ceased to be contained in discrete apparatic packages and have become
diffusely “atmospheric’[17]

This goes in particular for the post-cinematic camera, which has shed the
perceptually commensurate “body” thatensured cinematiccommunication
on Sobchack’s model and which, beyond video, is no longer even required
to have a material lens. This does not, of course, mean that the camera
has become somehow immaterial, but today the conception of the camera
should perhaps be expanded: consider how all processes of digital image
rendering, whether in digital film production or simply in computer-based
playback, are involved in the same on-the-fly molecular processes through
which the video camera can be seen to trace the affective synthesis of images
from flux. Unhinged from traditional conceptions and instantiations, post-
cinematic cameras are defined precisely by the confusion or indistinction
of recording, rendering, and screening devices. In this respect, the “smart
TV” becomes an exemplary post-cinematic camera (an uncannily flat
domestic Kammer or “room” composed of smooth, computational
space): it executes microtemporal processes ranging from compression/
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decompression, artifact generation and suppression, resolution upscaling,
aspect-ratio transformation, motion-smoothing image interpolation, and
on-the-fly 2D to 3D conversion. Marking a further expansion of the video
cameras artificial affect-gap, the smart TV and the computational processes
of image modulation that it performs bring the perceptual and actional
capacities of cinema—its receptive camera and projective screening
apparatuses—back together in a post-cinematic counterpart to the early
Cinématographe, equipped now with an affective density that uncannily
parallels our own.

Especially in 100Hz/200Hz motion-smoothing processes, where the
television inserts completely new, computationally generated images
between the frames of the source signal, the smart TV demonstrates its
post-cinematic quality as an imaging device radically discorrelated from
human perception and perceptual technologies (including the analog
camera, the lens of which is correlated with that of the human eye); the
interpolation of computational processes disrupts the circuit of perception
formerly mediated through the camera—a fact which announces itself to
the viewer first and foremost on an affective level, in the form of the so-
called “soap-opera effect”: the images seem paradoxically too real, too close,
too plastic; they have an uncanny quality about them, something not quite
right—though it is exceedingly difficult to pin down this quality and express
it in words. Such pictures have been described as “ridiculously ‘sharp,” “like
an old Dr. Who episode where the action on screen is smoother than the
background, creating a jarring disparity when watching movies with lots of
movement,” or where “you essentially see the ‘moving’ objects on a different
plane than the background, as if they were cut outs moving on a painted
background” (Biggs). There’s something pornographic about the images—
movies filmed in 35mm suddenly look like a video-based telenovela or
low-budget reality show. Surfaces stand out, and to this extent we might
appeal to the vocabulary of Thde’s “hermeneutic relation”: the medium
begins to obtrude on the objective side of the noetic arrow, as an object or
quasi-object of perceptual intentionality. But in fact, the situation is more
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extreme, as this is just the affective side of a perceptual (or cognitive)
non-relation to the technological infrastructure, which renders images
on the fly, sub-perceptually “enriching” the images by multiplying them
twofold, fourfold, or even more. This is a significant case, I think, because
it displays a more general truth about the post-cinematic era: it is widely
accepted that cameras are everywhere today, and even that this ubiquity is
an important marker of our historical and technological situation today—
but we usually think about surveillance cameras and the proliferation
of cameras in hand-held devices like smartphones. We do not usually
think of our screens as cameras, but that is precisely what smart TVs and
computational display devices of all sorts in fact are: each screening of a
(digital or digitized) “film” becomes in fact a re-filming of it, as the smart
TV generates millions of original images, more than the original film
itself—images unanticipated by the filmmaker and not contained in the
source material. To “render” the film computationally is in fact to offer an
original rendition of it, never before performed, and hence to re-produce
the film through a decidedly post-cinematic camera.

This production of unanticipated and unanticipatable images renders such
devices strangely vibrant, uncanny—very much in the sense exploited by
Paranormal Activity. The dilation of affect, which introduces a temporal
gap of hesitation or delay between perception (or recording) and action (or
playback), amounts to a modeling or enactment of the indetermination of
bodily affect through which time is generated, and by which (in Bergson’s
system) life is defined. A negative view sees only the severing of the images’
indexical relations to world, hence turning all digital image production
and screening into animation, not categorically different from the virtual
lens flares discussed earlier.[ 18] But in the end, the ubiquity of “animation”
that is introduced through digital rendering processes should perhaps be
taken more literally, as the artificial creation of (something like) life, which
is itself equivalent—following Lazzarato following Bergson—with the gap
of affectivity, or the production of duration through the delay of causal-
mechanical stimulus-response circuits; the interruption of photographic
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indexicality through digital processing is thus the introduction of duration
= affect = life. Discorrelated images, in this respect, are autonomous,
quasi-living images in Bergson’s sense, having transcended and gained
a degree of autonomy from the mechanicity that previously (in cinema’s
photochemical processes) kept them subservient to human perception. Like
the unmotivated cameras of District 9 and Melancholia, or the uncanny
environmental ones of Paranormal Activity, post-cinematic cameras
generally have become “something altogether different,” as Therese Grisham
put it: apparently crazy, because discorrelated from the molar perspectives
of phenomenal subjects and objects, cameras now mediate post-perceptual
flows and confront us everywhere with their own affective indeterminacy.

111

Another way to put this is to say that post-cinematic cameras and
images are metabolic processes or agencies, and their insertion into the
environment alters the interactive pathways that define our own material,
biological, and ecological forms of being, largely bypassing our cognitive
processing to impinge upon us at the level of our own metabolic processing
of duration. Metabolism is a process that is neither in my subjective control
nor even confined to my body (as object) but which articulates organism
and environment together from the perspective of a pre-individuated
agency. Metabolism is affect without feeling or emotion—affect as the
transformative power of “passion” that, as Brian Massumi reminds us,
Spinoza identifies as that unknown power of embodiment that is neither
wholly active nor wholly passive.[19] Metabolic processes are the zero
degree of transformative agency, at once intimately familiar and terrifyingly
alien, conjoining inside/outside, me/not-me, life/death, old/novel, as the
basic power of transitionality—marking not only biological processes but
also global changes that encompass life and its environment.[20] Mark
Hansen usefully defines “medium” as “environment for life” in order to
foreground the infrastructural role of media in relation to the material
powers of perception, action, and thought[21]; accordingly, metabolism
is as much a process of media transformation as it is a process of bodily
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change. As Elena del Rio has described it, the shift from a cinematic to a
post-cinematic environment is a metabolic process through and through:

Like an expired body that blends with the dirt to form new
molecules and living organisms, the body of cinema continues
to blend with other image/sound technologies in processes of
composition/decomposition that breed images with new speeds
and new distributions of intensities.

To the extent that metabolism is, as I have claimed, inherently affective (or
“passionate,” in a Massumian-Spinozan vein), post-cinematic affect has to
be thought apart from feeling, certainly apart from subjective emotion.
What I have been trying to do is to situate us in a position from which we
might grasp the post-cinematic image itself not as an objective entity or
process but as a metabolic agency, one which is caught up in and defines
the larger media-ecological process of transformation that (dis)articulates
subjects and objects, spectators and images, life and its environment in
the transition to the post-cinematic. This metabolic image, I suggest, is
the quintessential image of change, and it speaks to a perspective that is
the immersed, undifferentiated (non-)perspective of metabolism itself—a
material affect that is distributed across bodies and environments as the
very medium of transitionality.

As I have outlined it here, this perspective builds upon a view of video
and above all computation as technologies of microtemporal processing
and modulation. But emphasizing this level of material-technological
functioning, which subtends any identifiable “content” of mediation,
points to the inadequacy of many of the more narrowly “technical”
determinations of the transition to a post-cinematic regime. Thus, many
discussions concentrate on whether editing styles today are overly chaotic
or whether they embody a merely intensified form of continuity. But
as Steven Shaviro points out in his discussion of what he calls “post-
continuity,” compliance or non-compliance with the rules of classical
continuity is often simply beside the point in post-cinema.[22] The central
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spectacle of Michael Bay’s Transformers series—a series that is clearly full
of hectic, non-continuity editing patterns—demonstrates this essentially
secondaryrole of formal editing (see Figure 7, below). The transformations
themselves embody a certain outstripping of human perceptual faculties,
discorrelations that are staged in continuous takes, without the need
for explicit violations of continuity. These transformations offer concise
examples of a “hyperinformatic” cinema: they overload our capacities,
giving us too much visual information, presented too fast for us to take
in and process cognitively—information that is itself generated and
embodied in informatic technologies operating at speeds well beyond
our subjective grasp. Hence, the transformation’s visualization does
not simply produce images that give objective form to boys’ and men’s
childhood fantasies and playtime imaginations; instead, it is precisely
their failure to coalesce into coherent objects that defines these images as
metabolic “spectacles beyond perspective”—i.e. as ostentatious displays
that categorically deny us the distance from which we might regard them
as perceptual objects. It is the processual flow and speed of algorithmic
processing that is put on display here, and indeed put into effect as the
images are played back on our computational devices.

Figure 7 — The central spectacles of TRANSFORMERS (Michael Bay, 2007) are
“hyperinformatic” images that outstrip human perception.
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But so long as we underestimate the meaning of the images’ animation,
so long as we reduce it to a merely technical effect of CGI’s severing
of photographic indexicality, we fail to grasp the significance of post-
cinematic affect as a more global event, an environmental shift or
“climate change” precipitated by the condensation and flow of affect in
our increasingly lively machines. Through the discorrelating effect that
post-cinematic cameras have on intentional relations, we as subjects
are effectively consumed by/with affect and transformed along with
the would-be objects of algorithmic images; in a manner of speaking,
these images do nothing less than devour and metabolize us. We are
bound up in and transformed by the processual experience of digital
mediation, which unlike the ideal closure of classical cinema is proximal
and open to (rather than separate from) our computational lifeworld. In
other words, there is no clear encapsulation of the movie experience as
distinct from the digital infrastructures of our daily lives.[23] There is
contiguity, involvement—always an inescapable involvement that marks
the “participatory culture” of the convergence era as far less benign than
some critics might hope.[24] Buy the game, buy the toys, download
the app, stream it on Netflix, watch at home, at work, on the train: at
stake is a literal capitalization of our attention, and the hyperinformatic
dissolution of perspective is central to this undertaking. Affecting us on
a molecular, sub-perceptual level of micro-temporal embodiment but
imbricating us in an expansive, diffuse network of nebulous agencies
and transactions, the post-cinematic dispositif operates by metabolizing
subject-object relations, transforming and re-creating them by setting
us and our affective machines in novel relations to one another and to
the larger emergent flows of bits, bodies, and other material units of
exchange.

1A%

In a very different vein, Shane Carruth’s recent film, Upstream Color,
gestures towards the atmospheric and environmental aspects of post-
cinematic metabolism, encompassing the sub- and supra-personal
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dynamics, the micro- and macro-levels and confusions of within
and without, in an audiovisual and narrative construct that displaces
centered human perception in both directions at once. Upstream Color
is about agencies that infiltrate the body, but that remain ecologically
distributed throughout a network of hosts and environmental transport
mechanisms: a river, plants, pigs, people, power lines, music, and
money—all of these carry and are in turn carried by the parasitic maggots
at the center of a story ostensibly about a couple, ruined professionally,
financially, and perhaps psychologically, as they find their way to one
another and ultimately to a greater sense of connection with the world.
I say that it is “ostensibly” about this, but it is certainly about much
more than this. I hesitate, however, to offer an “interpretation” per se,
as narrative and signifying functions seem secondary to the experience
the film propagates, both diegetically and medially, of indissoluble and
multidirectional interlinkage—an experience, in short, of metabolism as
the sub-perceptual nexus of growth and decay. (I wish to say that the
film offers us an experience of metabolism itself, not a metaphor for
metabolism.[25])

Figure 8 — Unexplained CGI images challenge us to scan the frame for information in
UPSTREAM COLOR (Shane Carruth, 2013).
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The basic affective tone (or Grundton) of the film is alternately dark and
hopeful, but it is not really about the characters’ (or even our) hopes or
fears at all, it would seem. It feels more accurate to say that the film is
simply about the material flows it traces, which are marked as decidedly
post-cinematic early in the movie. Without any sort of contextual
situation, we are presented with a sequence of digitally composited images,
complete with hexagonal lens flares and some sort of unfinished-looking
CGI creature (see Figure 8). These are then shown to belong to a diegetic
screen, that of the female protagonist Kris, who advances and reverses the
images in a step-wise manner, clicking through the frames as she searches
for a shadow or a gaffer’s foot that apparently went unnoticed by the effects
team (Figure 9). If you've seen the film, you'll know that this brief scene—if
indeed these images can be said to constitute a “scene”—is quite marginal
in many respects. We'll never learn about the project that Kris is working
on here, and she’ll be fired from her job anyway when a man feeds her the
parasite, sets her in a hypnotic state for some indefinite number of days, and
cleans out all her assets. Yet the scene remains significant in situating the
film in this context of computational labor and image production, where
the human perspective that Kris brings (and that we bring) to these images
is not central and focused, not the focusing vision that defines coherence
in classical cinema, but a dispersed, “scanning” form of regard. The images
compel us to interrogate them likewise, in this manner of scanning, as we
are unable to identify anything of significance in the brief time given to
us. In any case, Kris’s vision is not a masterful or even directed gaze but
more of a stop-gap designed to mop up around the post-cinematic vision
machine; in her job, Kris herself embodies mere biopower in the service of
algorithmic functions.

Her infection with the parasite will extract her from this assemblage, to
a certain extent, but only by effecting a further splitting and dispersal
of agency. Indeed, both Kris and the male protagonist Jeff, whom she is
drawn to by some unknown force, and who has apparently undergone the
same ordeal as she has, will more or less cease being individuals as their
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Figure 9 — Female protagonist Kris (Amy Seimetz, UPSTREAM COLOR) shares our
perspective with regard to the post-cinematic vision machine.

relationship develops. Their childhood memories merge, and it is unclear
whose past belongs to whom. Moreover, this erasure of individual identity,
the overt emergence of what Deleuze calls “dividuality, is mediated
through free-floating dialogues that attach themselves to various locales
and various times, impossibly bridging spatial and temporal distances
that no embodied speaker could span.[26] So what sometimes resembles
a Terrence Malick-style voiceover is in fact something quite different, as
it is occasionally anchored in an image of a character speaking in one
place, but that speaking character can disappear and reappear at a distant
location within the space of a single ongoing dialogue, itself apparently
presented in real time. We are in the realm of the virtual rather than the
actual, it would appear, and the flow of images and sounds effectively
involves the viewer in the dispersal of agency described in the diegesis.[27]

And it is the music, above all, that ties everything together. Semi-
diegetic in nature, the musical counterpart of a free indirect discourse,
perhaps, the film’s synthetic music weaves back and forth between
the status of background music and source music; the Sampler, as the
unnamed character is called in the film’s credits, synthesizes natural and
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technological sounds (running water, a drain pipe, the hum of a power
line) into electronic music, effecting a sort of metabolic recombination
of environmental materials. He sells his music on CD, but he also uses
his sound compositions to attract the parasite’s human hosts to a field
where he extracts and transplants the worms from the people and into
pigs. Playing simulated “rain” sounds on an amped-up PA system, the
sampled sounds bypass the hosts’ subjectivities, working on them sub-
perceptually and impinging upon their bodies via the parasites, which
compel their hosts” actions. And the music works on us as well by splitting
our attentions between organic source and technical modulation,
between reality and simulation, and between diegesis and medium. It
thus continues, in a different register, the arc begun with the CGI images
that Kris and we scan together for information, gesturing nebulously
towards the conditions of life in the age of post-cinematic mediation.
Driving both the narrative and the larger experience of the film in
essential ways, the Sampler’s music neatly sums or summons, gathers
together the environmental and medial, sub- and supra-personal levels
of metabolic action for characters and spectators alike. Underscoring
and linking images of cellular decomposition, the computerized labor
of image production, of worms making their way through human and
nonhuman bodies, bodies succumbing to decay, individual selves
giving way to various forms of control and dividuality, and microscopic
processes of interspecies transfer, the Sampler’s music marks the time of
the environment and its interconnections. Together, sound and image
mediate an experience of the expanded realm of affect which swallows
up, discorrelates, and metabolizes subjective perception and perspective
in the space of the post-cinematic ecosphere.

v
Ultimately, what Upstream Color points to is the way that biological,
technological, phenomenological, and economic realities are all
imbricated with one another today in a total media environment—
that of post-cinema, which is unified and propagated not by cognitive
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but by decidedly post-perceptual means. Cameras are irrational,
neither subjective nor objective but radically ambiguous and volatile.
Images are discorrelated, incommensurate with human subjectivities
and perspectives. Media generally are post-perceptual, transductively
mediating new forms of life by modulating the metabolic processes
through which organisms such as ourselves are structurally coupled
with our (biotic, technical, material, and symbolic) ecospheres. By
insinuating themselves into the molecular flows of affect, prior to the
possibility of perception and action, post-cinema’s metabolic images have
a direct impact on “the way we tick’—i.e. on the materially embodied
production and modulation of time and temporal experience. In other
words, these images radically articulate the conditions of life itself in the
contemporary technosphere: not only do they “express” these conditions
and our experiences of them, but they are in part responsible for enabling
our experience in the first place; by articulating together the organic (the
material substrate out of which human subjectivities are formed) and the
technical (computational processes in particular) at a categorically pre-
personal and non-cognitive level of microtemporal becoming, metabolic
images are involved in generating the conditions for molar experience in
the post-cinematic world. Finally, these techno-organic processes point
us beyond our individual experiences, towards the larger ecologies and
imbalances of the Anthropocene.[28] Ultimately, we might speculate,
what post-cinema demands of us by means of its discorrelated images is
that we learn to take responsibility for our own affective discorrelations—
that we develop an ethical and radically post-individual sensibility for the
networked dividualities through which computational, endocrinological,
socio-political, meteorological, subatomic, and economic agencies are all
enmeshed with one another in the metabolic processing and mediation
of life today.
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Notes

[1] The distinction between “intermediaries” and “mediators,” as I employ
it here, derives from Bruno Latour, who writes in We Have Never Been
Modern:

An intermediary—although recognized as necessary—simply
transports, transfers, transmits energy from one of the poles of
the Constitution [i.e. the system by which modernity separates all
entities into either cultural or natural, subject or object, obscuring
the role of hybrid quasi-objects]. It is void in itself and can only
be less faithful or more or less opaque. A mediator, however, is an
original event and creates what it translates as well as the entities
between which it plays the mediating role. (78)

Mediators thus instantiate “transductive” relations in Gilbert Simondon’s
sense of the term, viz. relations in which the related terms do not precede
or exist outside of those relations:

Following the same path as the dialectic, transduction conserves
and integrates the opposed aspects. Unlike the dialectic,
transduction does not presuppose the existence of a previous
time period to act as a framework in which the genesis unfolds,
time itself being the solution and dimension of the discovered
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systematic: time comes from the preindividual just like the other
dimensions that determine individuation. (“The Genesis of the
Individual” 315)

Adrian Mackenzie’s Transductions: Bodies and Machines at Speed
provides a useful introduction to, and an interesting exploration of,
Simondon’s concept.

[2] More generally, what is at stake here is a transformation at the level of
what I have elsewhere termed the “anthropotechnical interface”: “a realm
of diffuse materiality . . ., the relational substrate which underlies the
socially, psychically, and otherwise subjectively or discursively organized
relations that humans maintain with technologies” (Postnaturalism 26).
The anthropotechnical interface is

a material pivot in a realm of historical change that both
exceeds and grounds our perceptual, conceptual, and linguistic
faculties to register change or write history. Accordingly,
embodiment—conceived as distinct from and ontologically prior
to the discourses and social subjectivities founded upon it—is
historically variable, and it varies in response to technological
change; the affective body itself is decomposed and reconstituted
when inserted into novel technological circumstances. Seen
thus, embodiment (and, a fortiori, subjectivity) is not separable
from these circumstances but is born (and re-born) from out of
them; technological and human embodiment are co-constitutive,
for the former redefines the shape of the latter as it opens new
means of contact with the world as environment, while, on the
other hand, the technological environment is meaningless or
ineffectual without a body thus “environed” and affected. We are
approaching here a theory of transitionality as the monstrous (re)
birth of the anthropotechnical body in its movement between a
given material environment and another. (Postnaturalism 182-
183)

[3] Framed by an engagement with philosopher Bernard Stiegler’s
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discussion of cinema as a neo-Husserlian “temporal object,” Mark B.
N. Hansen makes an important argument about the contemporary
breakdown of “objectal” forms of mediation in his “Living (with) Technical
Time.” According to Hansen, the move from objectal to more thoroughly
processual forms of media and art gives rise to a changed experience
of time itself—and ultimately to an experience of time divorced (or
“discorrelated,” as I put it) from the temporal scale of human perception.
[4] Henri Bergson defines affect as “that part or aspect of the inside of
our bodies which mix with the image of external bodies” (Matter and
Memory 60); pertaining to the Bergsonian image of the body as a “center
of indetermination,” affect thus describes an intermixture of inside and
outside, and an intensity experienced in a state of “suspension,” outside of
linear time and the empirical determinateness of forward-oriented action.
It thus corresponds to a major emphasis in film theory conducted in the
wake of the so-called affective turn—namely, a focus on privileged but
fleeting moments, when narrative continuity breaks down and the images
on the screen resonate materially, unthinkingly, or pre-reflectively with
the viewer’s autoaffective sensations. Such moments are, of course, central
to Deleuze’s conception of the “time-image” (cf. Cinema 2), which marks
a break with the phenomenology of the “movement-image” of the pre-
WWII era (cf. Cinema I). My argument about post-cinema’s discorrelated
images tries to envision a further transformation on this affective terrain
of human-technological interaction.

[5] I speak of a “properly” post-cinematic era in recognition of the fact
that the entire second half of the twentieth century, following the rise
of television and the decline of classical film style, might with some
justification be claimed already to have been post-cinematic. Nevertheless,
it seems reasonable to identify a period of transition that has only
recently given way to a more fully or genuinely post-cinematic era. In
his Post-Cinematic Affect, Steven Shaviro gestures in a similar direction:
recognizing the media-technical and other changes taking place since
the mid-twentieth century, Shaviro refuses a “precise periodization” (1)
but maintains that “these changes have been massive enough, and have
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gone on for long enough, that we are now witnessing the emergence of
a different media regime, and indeed of a different mode of production,
than those which dominated the twentieth century. Digital technologies,
together with neoliberal economic relations, have given birth to radically
new ways of manufacturing and articulating lived experience” (2).

[6] “Post-Cinematic Affect: Post-Continuity, The Irrational Camera,
Thoughts on 3D” was the second roundtable discussion (with Therese
Grisham, Julia Leyda, and myself) on the topic in La Furia Umana,
following one devoted to “The Post-Cinematic in Paranormal Activity
and Paranormal Activity 2” (with Therese Grisham, Julia Leyda, Nicholas
Rombes, and Steven Shaviro). Both discussions are reprinted in this
volume.

[7] SobchacK’s reference to “postcinematic” media occurs in the concluding
pages of The Address of the Eye, where she writes:

Postcinematic, incorporating cinema into its own techno-logic,
our electronic culture has disenfranchised the human body and
constructed a new sense of existential “presence.” Television,
video tape recorders/players, videogames, and personal
computers all form an encompassing electronic system whose
various forms “interface” to constitute an alternative and virtual
world that uniquely incorporates the spectator/user in a spatially
decentered, weakly temporalized, and quasi-disembodied state.
(300)

These ideas, which Sobchack had previously articulated at greater length
at the “Materialitit der Kommunikation” conference in Dubrovnik in
1987, appeared in a number of versions throughout the years: first in
German, as “The Scene of the Screen: Beitrag zu einer Phinomenologie
der ‘Gegenwirtigkeit’ im Film und in den elektronischen Medien” (1988);
then in English, in the journal Post-Script, as “Toward a Phenomenology
of Cinematic and Electronic Presence: The Scene of the Screen” (1990);
then in a revised version included in SobchacK’s Carnal Thoughts (2004);
which, finally, is reprinted in the present volume.
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[8] Responding to an interviewer’s suggestion that Ghost Rider: Spirit
of Vengeance “looks a lot more conventionally edited than your usual
hyperkinetic style,” Mark Neveldine states that “there’s alot of places in the
movie where, if we have a trademark style, I think you'll see it. Certainly
the action is really fast-paced, we move the camera a lot, we broke every
rule that supposedly was written about 3D and what you can and can’t
do” The interviewer follows up later in the same discussion: “One of
the supposed rules of 3D is that a shot has to be held a certain length
in order to be perceived in 3D. Is that one of the rules you guys broke
in Ghost Rider, and/or would break in a 3D Crank sequel?” Neveldine
replies: “Yeah, we didn't find any of the so-called rules of 3D were actually
real rules. Through a process of testing and trying out different things
and finding workarounds, we pretty much found we could shoot exactly
the kind of thing we like to shoot, and it works great for 3D. We haven’t
had any complaints of people getting headaches from 3D, or puking. We
expect to get that on Crank 3, but not because of the 3D.” Brian Taylor
adds, proudly: “Yeah, but we have more lens flares in our movie than
most 2D movies have, so we're happy with it” Many reviewers were less
enthusiastic, however, complaining about the overuse of lens flares, as
generally gratuitous and sometimes nonsensical, and as the only thing
that occasionally floats in 3D space in front of a basically flat surface
picture. Generally, this use of lens flares fits with what I am theorizing as
the irrationality of the post-cinematic camera: Neveldine and Taylor’s lens
flares are positively insistent on the materiality of the camera, while being
used to foreground the supposedly gritty (because “against the rules”)
potential of 3D as 3D; in other words, the technical infrastructure of 3D
is foregrounded rather than rendered invisible or natural, all the more so
as the lens flares occupy a different plane than the rest of the images.

[9] Thde symbolizes embodiment relations thus: (I—technology) > world.
The arrow indicates what Husserl designated the basic noetic relation,
whereby a perceiving subject takes up an intentional relation towards
some object or aspect of the world. In an embodiment relation, the subject
and the mediating technology are bracketed together on the left hand side
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of the arrow to indicate their cooperation in establishing the relation. The
mediating technology becomes more or less transparent in the intentional
act. Classical examples include Heidegger’s famous hammer from Being
and Time and Merleau-Ponty’s only slightly less famous blind-man’s cane
from Phenomenology of Perception. Thde discusses embodiment relations
in detail in Technology and the Lifeworld (72-80).

[10] In contrast to the embodiment relation, Thde symbolizes the
hermeneutic relation thus: I > (technology—world). Here the mediating
technology loses its transparency and becomes an object of interpretation,
though still not the ultimate terminus of noetic intentionality, which aims
through the mediating apparatus towards an object in the world. Thus,
whereas an optical telescope tends to instantiate an embodiment relation
as it disappears from view, a radio telescope instantiates a hermeneutic
relation as a technology that has to be actively interrogated in order to
learn about the heavens. IThde explores hermeneutic relations at length in
Technology and the Lifeworld (80-97). On the notion of “realisticness,” as
opposed to “realism,” see Alexander Galloway, “Social Realism.”

[11] I adopt the term “ergodic” from Espen Aarseth, who uses it to
describe the interactive spaces of digital games and electronic literature;
combining the Greek ergon (work) and hodos (path), the concept of
ergodicity describes digital games, in contrast to other textual forms, as a
type of discourse “whose signs emerge as a path produced by a non-trivial
element of work” (32). Thus, a game’s narrative “script” is not pre-existent,
not just “there” for us to read like a novel, but it is instead generated at
the moment of interaction, on the fly and in response to a user’s input.
Here, I wish to expand the notion of ergodicity to conceptualize the basic
processuality of post-cinematic images, including such apparently non-
interactive ones as CGI lens flares. Overt interactivity, in other words,
might be seen as only one possible expression of an underlying instability
at the root of post-cinematic images.

[12] On chaos cinema, see Matthias Stork’s video essay by the same title.
[13] The distinction between “molar” and “molecular” levels derives
from Deleuze and Guattari. As with many of the concepts at work in
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Deleuze and Guattari’s collaborations, Brian Massumi’s 4 User’s Guide
to Capitalism and Schizophrenia is helpful in understanding the molar/
molecular distinction. Massumi writes:

It is crucial for understanding Deleuze and Guattari . . . to
remember that the distinction between molecular and molar has
nothing whatsoever to do with scale. Molecular and molar do
not correspond to “small” and “large,” “part” and “whole,” “organ”
and “organism,” “individual” and “society.” There are molarities
of every magnitude (the smallest being the nucleus of the atom).
The distinction is not one of scale, but of mode of composition: it
is qualitative, not quantitative. In a molecular population (mass)
there are only local connections between discrete particles. In
the case of molar populations (superindividual or person) locally
connected discrete particles have become correlated at a distance.
Our granules of muck [in an example introduced earlier] were an
oozing molecular mass, but as their local connections rigidified
into rock, they became stabilized and homogenized, increasing
the organizational consistency of different regions in the deposit
(correlation). Molarity implies the creation or prior existence of
a well-defined boundary enabling the population of particles to
be grasped as a whole. We skipped something: the muck as such.
A supple individual lies between the molecular and the molar,
in time and in mode of composition. Its particles are correlated,
but not rigidly so. It has boundaries, but fluctuating ones. It is
the threshold leading from one state to another. (User’s Guide
54-55)

Similarly, if there is really a moment of media-ontological transformation
associated with the transition to a post-cinematic media regime, it would
have to be located in a “meso-level” of human-nonhuman interactions
located between an a-centered molecular flux and the situated centeredness
of (new and old forms of) phenomenological subjectivity.

[14] Lazzarato mounts his argument in a book titled Videofilosofia:
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La percezione del tempo nel postfordismo, translated into German
as Videophilosophie: Zeitwahrnehmung im Postfordismus, but as yet
untranslated into English. An exception is the first chapter, “Machines
to Crystallize Time: Bergson,” which appeared in the pages of Theory,
Culture & Society, and from which I quote here.

[15] For a fuller reading of the series, see Julia Leyda’s chapter in this
collection, as well as the La Furia Umana roundtable on “The Post-
Cinematic in Paranormal Activity and Paranormal Activity 2, reprinted
in this volume.

[16] See Kevin P. Sullivan’s discussion with directors Henry Joost and
Ariel Schulman:

The Xbox Kinect and its invisible field of tracking dots surprised
Joost and Schulman, but provided an opportunity for a new
kind of scare. “[The Xbox Kinect scares] started because we were
looking around and thinking about how many cameras there are
around your house. My laptop has a camera built in. His does.
The Kinect is actually two cameras,” Joost said. “We were thinking
maybe some of the filming will be done with the Kinect, and then
we started researching what it’s capable of and found this video
on YouTube where someone was like, ‘Do you actually know how
this thing works and how it projects this grid of dots on the room
that’s completely invisible to the naked eye, but if you have the
right camera, you can see it?” We were just like, ‘Oh my God, this
has to be in the movie. That’s so crazy looking.” In a weird way,
the new technology fits nicely into the tradition of the series. “I
think it’s very Paranormal Activity because its like, there’s this
stuft going on in the house that you can’t see,” Joost said. “Now
we have a little bit of a window into what those things look like.”
Schulman agreed. “The ghost dimension.”

[17] Ubiquitous computing, according to Hansen, “marks the endpoint
of a certain trajectory in the dialectic of technics and sensation”—a
trajectory that encompasses the transitions from film to video to digital
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technologies. This most recent stage of media-technical development

abandon[s] an object-centered model of media in favor of an
environmental one. No longer a delimited temporal object that we
engage with focally through an interface such as a screen, media
become an environment that we experience simply by being and
acting in space and time—which is to say, without in most cases
explicitly being aware of it, without taking it as the intentional
object or target of our time consciousness. To anticipate a bit here,
we can say that ubicomp signals a fundamental modification in
our interface with technics: no longer object centered, resolutely
personal, individually framed, and of the order of conscious
perception, the technical mediation of sensation in ubicomp
environments is atmospheric, impersonal, collectively accessible,
and microtemporal in its sensory address. (“Ubiquitous
Sensation” 73)

[18] There is, indeed, still much to be said in favor of the view that digital
imaging processes fundamentally flatten the distinction between live-
action cinema and animated film. For an early statement of this view, see
Lev Manovichs “What is Digital Cinema?,” reprinted in this volume.
[19] Massumi defines affect as “a suspension of action-reaction circuits
and linear temporality in a sink of what might be called ‘passion, to
distinguish it both from passivity and activity” (28). See also my discussion
in Postnaturalism, particularly 186-93.

[20] In Chapter 5 of Postnaturalism, I draw on Dutch phenomenological
psychologist J. H. van den Berg’s quirky “metabletic” treatment of the
Industrial Revolution (in his The Two Principal Laws of Thermodynamics)
in order to theorize metabolism as the ground and model of human-
technological coevolution:

Just as an animal devours dead or living organic matter and,
through processes outside its control, integrates it into a body
that grows, maintains itself, reproduces, and dies within shifting
ecological parameters, so too does the anthropotechnical
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body mutate non-deterministically by absorbing into itself
environmental materials of the most diverse sorts, synthesizing
them into new structures and functional pathways that, viewed
from above, constitute nodes in an evolving network of relations
between apparatic innovations, cellular and organic changes,
and other internal and external exigencies. As a metabolic
process, anthropotechnical evolution is an a-centric and non-
hierarchical process of transformation that is not only indifferent
to consciousness but cannot be said to favor the organic or the
natural either. It is spatially liminal and temporally transitional,
always outside and in-between the molar ‘situations’ of human
experience and empirical nature. (259)

[21] See Hansen’s “Media Theory;” where he explains that

Such a conceptualization [i.e. medium as environment for life]
draws explicitly on the implications of recent work in biological
autopoiesis (which, among other salient claims, demonstrates
that embodied life necessarily involves a “structural coupling” of
an organism and an environment), but it does so, importantly, in
a way that opens the door to technics, that in effect contaminates
the logic of the living with the distinct and always concrete
operation of technics. From this perspective, the medium is, from
the very onset, a concept that is irrevocably implicated in life, in
the epiphylogenesis of the human, and in the history to which
it gives rise qua history of concrete effects. Thus, long before
the appearance of the term “medium” in the English language,
and also long before the appearance of its root, the Latin term
medium (meaning middle, center, midst, intermediate course,
thus something implying mediation or an intermediary), the
medium existed as an operation fundamentally bound up with the
living, but also with the technical. The medium, we might say, is
implicated in the living as essentially technical, in what I elsewhere
call “technical life”; it is the operation of mediation—and perhaps
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also the support for the always concrete mediation—between a
living being and the environment. In this sense, the medium
perhaps names the very transduction between the organism
and the environment that constitutes life as essentially technical;
thus it is nothing less than a medium for the exteriorization
of the living, and correlatively, for the selective actualization
of the environment, for the creation of what Francisco Varela
calls a “surplus of significance,” a demarcation of a world, of an
existential domain, from the unmarked environment as such.
(299-300)

[22] See Shaviros “Post-Continuity; reprinted in this volume, where
he differentiates and positions his views in relation to those of David
Bordwell and Matthias Stork.

[23] T have discussed this lack of closure in the roundtable discussion
“Post-Cinematic Affect: Post-Continuity, the Irrational Camera, Thoughts
on 3D;” reprinted in this volume.

[24] In his book Convergence Culture, Henry Jenkins explores the
intersections of popular-cultural phenomena of transmedia storytelling
with an apparently democratizing impulse towards participation and
creativity on the side of contemporary media consumers. Felix Brinker’s
chapter in this volume offers an alternative, somewhat more pessimistic
view of these developments.

[25] With reference to J. H. van den Bergs notion of “metabletics,’
Bernd Jager makes an important distinction between “metabolism” and
“metaphor” as two types of transformation. Metaphor, today as in the
ancient Greek metapherein, refers to reversible passages that connect two
realms and preserve similitude; on the other hand, metabolism, from
metaballein, refers to abrupt and radical changes which efface, digest,
or absorb all traces of an earlier state (van den Berg 4-9). Metabolic
changes do not occur on a human scale, are not commensurate with
human perception or discourse, and are therefore not subject to social
or cultural construction (or deconstruction, for that matter); in contrast
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to metaphorical changes, which leave intact a humanly accessible context
within which such changes may be cognized and recognized, metabolic
processes are properly sub-conceptual, sub-phenomenal, and literally
material. It is my contention that Upstream Color’s metabolic images
are not just about metabolic processes but that they literally enact such
material processes; and though the experience of watching Carruth’s film
is so utterly different from watching, say, a Michael Bay film, it is on the
basis of this sub-conceptual affective impact, which bypasses cognitive
processing or “metaphor,” that I would claim both as properly post-
cinematic.

[26] In his “Postscript on the Societies of Control,” Deleuze describes
the shift from Foucaults “disciplinary societies” of the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries to the new “societies of control” in terms of a
reorganization of agency under the respective political-economic systems:

The factory [of the disciplinary society] constituted individuals
as a single body to the double advantage of the boss who
surveyed each element within the mass and the unions who
mobilized a mass resistance; but the corporation [in societies
of control] constantly presents the brashest rivalry as a healthy
form of emulation, an excellent motivational force that opposes
individuals against one another and runs through each, dividing
each within. (4-5)

Thus, in societies of control: “We no longer find ourselves dealing
with the mass/individual pair. Individuals have become ‘dividuals;
and masses, samples, data, markets, or ‘banks™ (5). Kris and Jeff are
exemplary figures of the control society: I have already pointed out that
Kris’s original career (in an anonymous neoliberal media corporation)
positions her as “biopower in the service of algorithmic functions,” but
even after her transformation she continues to work in digital image
production, printing large-format posters and signage for corporate
customers. Jeff, on the other hand, originally worked in the world of high
finance, and it is unclear whether embezzlement was part of his job or
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the reason why he lost it. Quite possibly, Jeff committed his crimes under
the hypnotic influence of the mysterious “Thief” (as he is called in the
film’s credits), who infected both him and Kris with the parasite, and
who caused Kris to sign over all her assets to him. In any case, Jeff takes
responsibility for his actions, much as a neoliberal society expects us all
to take responsibility for (or accept as “natural”) events that are beyond
our control or comprehension: for example, we are not to assign blame
to banks or corporations for finance crises, as the causal mechanisms are
(by design) far too complicated for most of us to understand. And even
after his fall (or crisis) Jeff continues to work, off the books, in the more
shadowy regions of finance capital. Both Kriss and Jeft’s occupational
activities are therefore inextricably, and exemplarily, bound up in the post-
cinematic universes of data that control our lives. And their plights, their
transformations, are closely related to our own situations as inhabitants
of neoliberal societies. We never learn why, to what end, the Thief went
to such lengths to scam his victims out of their savings. As spectators, we
are positioned as uncomprehending, unable to comprehend a plot of such
complexity, involving such distributed and apparently non-coordinated
agencies, similar to the way credit default swaps are just too complicated
for most of us to understand and thus didn’t raise enough red flags early
on before the financial crisis.

[27] For Deleuze, following Bergson, “the virtual is fully real”—and thus
not to be confused with the notion of virtuality according to which “virtual
reality” is distinguished from “real life”; the virtual, which concerns the
realm of potentialities (as well as the generative experience of duration
and memory), is, according to Deleuze in Difference and Repetition, “real
without being actual, ideal without being abstract, and symbolic without
being fictional” (208).

[28] See Selmin Kara, “Anthropocenema: Cinema in the Age of Mass
Extinctions,” and Adrian Ivakhiv, “The Art of Morphogenesis: Cinema in
and Beyond the Capitalocene,” both of which are included in the present
volume.
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2.6 The Error-Image:
On the Technics of Memory
BY DAVID RAMBO

1. Time’s Error

Welcome to the world of images—or, just as well, the image of the
world. Such is Henri Bergson’s term for the thing in itself and for all its
relations. Thus in his book Matter and Memory, he calls the universe the
“aggregate of images” To move entails a seamless transition of which
any intermediary and end points represent mathematical abstractions of
space mapped onto real material duration. Gilles Deleuze, in his writing
on cinema, follows Bergson in calling these movement-images (Cinema 1
11). Film designates for its images the screen as a center within the world
(10). A film consists of arbitrarily abstracted “immobile” or “instantaneous
images” that represent time subordinated to movement. Deleuze argues
that cinema portrays these images in their concrete duration. But in order
to do so, it must designate for its images the screen as a center within the
“whole” or world which is open to the enduring flux of relations. By the
same token, the spectator’s body is a “living image” that serves as its own
center according to which it “frames” the innumerable external images
by parsing and reflecting them upon itself as, for example, a perception-
image (62-63). Simply conceived, the body is a self-oriented system of
reactions contingent upon the images it frames. Thus, while the cinematic
aesthetic foregrounds the various movement-images through its own act
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of framing, viewers in turn reflect these images within their own frame
of access.

Movement-images presented in film accord with the viewer’s
sensorimotor schema that guides the framing of images and consequent
bodily reactions. Thus, these images show time passing in subordination
to movement. Obversely, what Deleuze terms the time-image depicts
the work of time as such by breaking with or stunting the sensorimotor
schema by way of irrational cuts, false continuity, absent movement, or
the co-presence of variable pasts. In order to represent time in a “direct,”
pure state to which “aberrant movements” relate, the image “[frees] itself
from sensory-motor links” (Deleuze, Cinema 2 41, 23). In a scene from
David Lynchs Blue Velvet (1986), the yellow man, having been shot
in the head, nevertheless remains standing (see Figure 1). Besides his
barely noticeable swaying, the scene is a still shot of time unhinged from
movement and into which the protagonist stumbles. As an interstice,
the time-image provides a simultaneous before and after separate from
the adjacent cinematic images, unique to and contained within only that
interstice: a center adrift in its own indeterminate time (39).

Figure 1 — From David Lynch’s BLUE VELVET, an interstitial time-image cut out of
normal continuity.
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Deleuze delineates an abundance of time-images, each with their own
principled temporality. For example, in an “irrational cut,” the interstice
does not determine any commensurability, “there are only relinkages
subject to the cut, instead of cuts subject to the linkage” (213-14). This
abruptly diverts the spectator’s anticipation of the future and rather
catalyzes thought into its own autonomous stitching of contiguity. On
either side of the interstice there may be sensorimotor embodiment in
the viewer, but the transition from one to the next lacks a connection
appropriate to anticipated movements. Christopher Nolan’s Memento
(2000) clearly exemplifies the irrational cut. Leonard, the protagonist
whose post-trauma short-term memory loss limits his consciously
accessible retention to the past eight minutes, seeks his wife’s killer with
the help of notes and tattoos (see Figure 2, below). Each scene lasts eight
minutes and ends with Leonard suddenly realizing he has forgotten that
which took place in the scene’s opening. Nolan orders these sequences into
a reverse narrative such that each scene’s end links up to the beginning
of the previous scene. Another narrative interspersed throughout the
film’s primary series of temporal steps shows a phone interview with
Leonard who recounts a job he had prior to his injury. Thus, in addition
to interstices organized according to reverse chronology, we also have
a broader interstice that divides a past from the main sequence, both
trapped in its own time as well as present in each and every eight-minute
movement-image: the work of time borne by light, framed by screen.

Yet Deleuze does not consider that in order to be understood as time
“out of joint” from movement, the time-image must be framed and re-
imaged by the viewer who is bound by the body’s indirect representation
of time. That is, the time-image must be abstracted, reconstructed, re-
imaged by the viewer who continues to be bound to the body’s indirect
representation of time. Deleuze admits as much when he calls for an
“analytic of the image” by which to read these various signs, but he leaves
unexplored the process wherein the living image reflects a separate frame
(Cinema 2 245). The time-image therefore remains a cinematographic
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Figure 2 — Christopher Nolan, MEMENTO. This shot from a black-and-white flashback
foregrounds the imbrication of recording apparatuses (film, photography, tattoo, and
neurological) and their control over time’s disjoining and concomitant bodily-technical
articulation.

image framed by cinema’s technics of selection, and for it to be taken up
by the spectator would introduce a distinct regime of relinkages subject
first to the interstice but also to the brain’s own technics of calculation and
retention grounded in the material substrate of its memory. Memento’s
interstices convey in one way how the time-image relies on the spectator
to instantiate its temporal embodiment. As the film’s reverse chronology
unfolds, the spectator reticulates within memory a continuity conforming
to normative sensorimotor schemata. However, our question lies not in
how the time-image operates as an aesthetic, but in the image that results
when we try to make sense of the time-image while simultaneously
experiencing the passing actuality of time as we do so. This is the error-
image: a movement of thought whose anticipatory protention lacks any
subsequent retention and therefore cycles forward unresolved, left to the
throes of memory’s unconscious expanse.

As my terminology suggests, a brief look into Husserlian phenomenology
providesasteppingstonetowardsatheoryoftheerror-image. Consciousness
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persists through time by straddling the present’s divide: a retention of the
past prolonged coincides with a protention that anticipates that which
is yet to come. Bernard Stiegler, to whom we will return later, notes that
in the flux of experience protentions compound with perception and
cycle back as more or less accurately realized retentions, a process which
“brings about the selection of new protentions” (Zechnics and Time
2 231). This is an economy of possibility carried by memory’s tests of
consistency. However, a time-image radically denies the realization of
such an anticipatory schema. I suggest that in an attempt to make sense
of this image, the spectator’s retention-protention schema becomes
entangled in a sort of technical jam in which conscious temporality is
severed from external stimuli and thought unsuccessfully seeks a proper
ground for bodily response. The time-image onscreen breaks the recursive
link between protention and retention, setting off the error-image which
implodes into a spiral or explodes into an unstable flux. Only retentional
finitude saves us from this unceasing calculation: time urges memory’s
actualization into the future, we register some affect and forget the
problem posed by error, suppressing it into the unconscious.

The error-image can play out as a panic attack which forces a lapse of
consciousness by over-inflating it with anticipatory calculation. Or
retentional finitude can dislodge the circuit of memory in a number
of ways. Let us first work through an example that directly exhibits the
incipient components of error where the time-image merely instigates
them.

Consider “Celery Man,” a digital short starring Paul Rudd taken from
The Tim and Eric Awesome Show, Great Job. Paul is running a computer
program which shows several costumed versions of himself dancing to
synthesized music. Upon trying a new beta version, the erratic overload
occurs (1:41). In the final sequence of the flux, all the windows exhibit the
same looping few frames of Paul’s costumed personas. With “Celery Man”
we have a representation of the experiential error-image (see Figure 3).
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Figure 3: Two frames from the final programmatic breakdown in “Celery Man.”
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This manifestation of error on the screen’s GUI should not be termed
digital, but visual. A properly digital image—to extend Bergson’s
cosmology of images now—demarcates the computation of transistor
relays: a looped section of code and machinic voltages which crash
during runtime, for example. We can hear the error-image, too, in the
frantic repetition of a splice of sound. Such audial effects have become
prevalent in contemporary music, functioning as a single beat bridge
between a song’s melodies. Guitarists of the so-called “math rock”
genre, known for complicated time signatures and abrupt changes in
melody, often stomp on a delay pedal for this digitally inscribed tonality
of the in-between-note. Even more indicative of error is the way the
sound effect feeds back by repeating its own additional notes, thus
precipitating an interstice with increased volume and decreased delay
between the notes. By momentarily jamming one’s expected temporal
flow, the musical error-image affects the listener with the suspense
of solutionless calculation. A retention dislocated from its expected
protention primes the listener for an imminent pleasure realized by the
song’s subsequent transcendence of error: a novel mode of discordant
musicality invested in temporal, rather than merely tonal, dissonance.

Beyonditstheoreticalimportanceasanintervention into Gilles Deleuze’s
Bergsonist theory of cinema and Bernard Stiegler’s technological
phenomenology, the error-image also serves to focalize recent
developments in time-based media. Of interest to us here is how the
error-image’s embodied reframing of the intra-cinematic time-image
resonates with post-cinema’s expansion of medial interventions into
the constitution of perception. Though a reinvestment in the spectator’s
body gives rise to the error-image in response to a time-image, our
investigation into technics and memory will open this attention to
embodiment from a human perspective to a more inclusive, generalized
scope. In this way, a theorization of error’s plurality of images in both
media-philosophical and aesthetic contexts can contribute to what
Shane Denson has characterized as the “discorrelation” of images’
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production from the human’s phenomenological standards.[1] In the
same way that the error-image foregrounds the time-image’s latent
rupture from any direct human perspective, so too do post-cinematic
techniques realize and intensify the cinema’s capacity for radically
altering the foundation of worldly experience.

2. Towards a Spiritless Memory

In addition to the temporal blockage that characterizes this initial look,
the error-image implicates a wider framework of memory. Beneath the
error, a latent weave of memory traces fills the time-image’s interstice
and holds aloft the movement of thought as its substrate, the already-
there horizon for the not yet: the virtual.

Temporalization

First, some terms. Conscious temporality refers to the perception of
time, which expands physical time’s passing present into an experienced
now. Sensation refers to a perturbation of physiological senses that
takes place beneath the threshold of conscious perceptual awareness.
Body and mind, unconsciousness and consciousness, exist as dynamic,
processual relations within the material universe and physical real time.
Experience of them remains confined to temporality.

Given the temporal difference between physical processes, bodily
sensibility, and perceptual temporality, conscious presence must
therefore be composed of already passed material interactions.
Registering a past requires a retention, which refers to a form maintained
through time. Any recording, whether a technical trace like writing
or a physiological mark like a scar or a neural pathway, is a retention.
Memory’s content furnishes our conscious temporality by informing us,
via its own immanent and present retention, of the past as the present
passes. Martin Hagglund explains the consequences of temporalization
in terms of retention and protention:
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these functions testify to the constitutive deferral and delay of
différance. The delay is marked by the retentional awareness
of being oo late (in relation to what is no longer), while the
deferral is marked by the protentional awareness of being foo
early (in relation to what is not yet) . . . I can appear to myself
only by holding onto myself through retention and anticipating
myself through protention.[2] (Hdgglund 70)

Due to the necessities of its very existence, consciousness must have
at least some immediate constitutive association with memory. The
retention-protention schema substantiates a basic ground for conscious
experience as an extra-present flux, but it alone does not definitively
place memory’s cosmological entirety at the base of all conscious
phenomena.

Neuroscience of Recollection

Example one. In his book Proust Was a Neuroscientist, Jonah Lehrer
recounts working in Nobel Prize-winning scientist Eric Kandel’s lab
at NYU. In his popularized account of Drs. Kandel and Kausik Si’s
experiments with rats conditioned to fear a specific sound, Lehrer
explains how blocking the proteins necessary to make new memories
inhibited “the process of remembering a memory” (Lehrer 84-85). Not
only did the rats lack fearful sensations, they also lost the “original
memory trace,” which became evident after the protein blocker left the
rats’ bodies. A class of proteins called prions, which are both resistant
to decay over time and malleable without genetic material, enable
memories to persist until enacted in recollection. A memory trace
for recollection exists in its recall during the process of sensation, and
its subsequent retention after recall memorizes the latest sensation
in lieu of the previous. This process, called “reconsolidation,” follows
Derrida’s logic of the trace, which affords a retention with material
persistence by its being open to destructive differentiation. Indeed,
according to the Hebbian theory of learning, the entire nervous system

242



The Error-Image

develops by adjusting activated synaptic weights, or the release of
neurotransmitters, in proportion to their previous weights (Churchland
157-159). Sensibility thus sharpens its receptivity to the environment in
a coincidence of reading and writing sensed bodily perturbations.

One more example. Neuropsychologist V. S. Ramachandran of the
University of California, San Diego, complements these discoveries
of memory in his work on neurological disorders. In the Capgras
delusion, a patient cannot recognize an acquaintance’s face because a
head trauma or brain lesion has severed the neural connection between
the fusiform gyrus, which processes visual information from words to
faces, and the limbic system, a region responsible for emotion (Hirstein
and Ramachandran). Sensation of a seemingly single sense perception
thus requires an affective tonality retained by memory and imbued onto
perception as a concomitant recollection. Yet the patient still recognizes
voices, suggesting that the auditory centers of the brain have their own
neural pathways to the limbic system. Bergson also accounts for these
phenomena precisely. He determines that unconscious association
precedes recognition, and that any conscious awareness of association
results from thought’s dissociation of the components present within
recognition (Bergson 165). By the same token, “the alleged destruction
of memories by an injury to the brain is but a break in the continuous
progress by which they actualize themselves” (126).

Virtual Without Spirit

This minor sampling of contemporary neuroscience suggests that
physiological memory combines a deconstructive trace structure with
Bergson’s paradigm of memory: experience is produced as memory
reads its retentions by re-writing them. We can now express the
differences between memory, perception, and consciousness in terms
of the actual and the virtual. “Pure memory consists” in a “virtual state”
of all its latent potential (Bergson 239-40). Sensation drives an image
through memory “in a progression from the past to the present . . .
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through a series of different planes of consciousness” that imbue it
with the past, making it a recollection in a conscious “actual” state. This
cerebral movement accords with Bergson’s cone, wherein horizontal
planes represent various associative pathways of memory traces. The
most expanded plane corresponds to the nonconscious, absolutely
unresolved totality of bodily retentions, while the cone’s point is the
most contracted state representative of “sensori-motor mechanisms”
in action at a duration subliminal to perception, thus keeping it at the
level of bodily affect (162).

Bergsonian memory entertains two instances of the actual and the
virtual. One equates memory’s retentional apparatus of the past
maintained in the passing present to the virtual, the reading of that
virtual to actualization, and the resultant conscious sensation to the
actual. Another has the actual perception-image prehended by the
body collide with the virtual memory-image selected for association,
thus providing experience with a recollection-image indissociably
composed of both actual and virtual elements. The cone represents the
unconscious potential for memory’s actualization into consciousness,
not the possibilities for a variety of conscious states. Each plane,
including the contracted point of present consciousness, contains
the entirety of the past because the untraced retentions rest latent as
memory-images, their exclusion from consciousness not an erasure
from the real, but a necessary measure of contraction’s finitude. As it
passes, embodied sensation and conscious perception subsist on all
of memory, whose virtual state in relation to consciousness takes the
form of pre-incipient potential for actualizing contamination.

The cone, of course, is but a heuristic that Bergson employs in tandem
with his didactic divison between pure perception, or durationless
matter, and pure memory, or absolutely unactualized spirit. At the
cone’s point lies the plane of pure perception. Its most expanded plane
partakes in, but still does not equal, pure memory. Bergson refers to
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pure memory as “the domain of the spirit,” while also securing the
selections constitutive of human freedom to an image of matter, the
memory-image, or rather the collection of such in a body (240). That
he retains this immaterial term despite merging matter and spirit
is a consequence of the ontological principle of duration. As real
qualitative movement, duration must both repeat the entirety of the
past, which is the ground for sensible qualities, and enact the thickness
of the present in all its multifold contractions of that repeated past
(202, 246-47). Without dualism, Bergson’s cosmology would devolve
into either static pure perception or unactualized, immaterial spirit of
pure memory. Duration, we could say, is the and between Matter and
Memory.

Contrary to Bergson’s insistence on a dualism of material perception
and immaterial spirit, the virtual must denote dormant potential in
real, material relations. “Spiritual” does not refer to any transcendental
property, only a residual image that enables some array of actions in
response to perception. Memory is spiritual only because it adds to
stimuli as the body perceives them, saturating perception with the past
retained by memory. This actualizing recollection which conditions
memory by prompting its “reconsolidation” is the mechanism of the
virtual’s survival through time, the multiplication of a living image’s
sheets of past (Lehrer 85). Memory’s inability to revitalize past
retentions without inextricably altering them shuts down what Deleuze
calls “spiritual repetition,” which is the repetition of the past for itself
(Deleuze, Difference and Repetition 84). For the Deleuzean syntheses
of time, the past in its unalterable coexistence repeats as a metaphysical
requirement for time. But in order to convey this coexistence in
terms of human memory, Deleuze turns to the very same example of
reminiscence that Lehrer uses in his entirely material explanation of
extratemporal memories awaiting recall: the involuntary memory of
Combray that overcomes Proust upon tasting the madeleine.
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3. Error as Interstice

Interstice of Co-Presence

Sensation collides with memory in a vortex of subjective indeterminacys;
it is inescapable. No consciously lived present exists without memory’s
constitutive temporality. No sensation comes to actual perception
without memory’s virtual past. Another sort of time-image corresponds
to this actual-virtual bifurcation, Deleuze’s “crystal-image,” which is
an actual image “crystalliz[ing] with its own virtual image” (Deleuze,
Cinema 2 68). Between the real and its mirror, we watch time pass as
the real’s actual becomes virtual, and that virtual becomes actual in the
mirror. In its actualization, the subjective becomes objective: a fleeting
self bequeathed by memory in present circumstances more or less
protracted. Actual and virtual are indiscernible because memory and
sensation coalesce prior to perception, but they remain incompossible
“because it is a perpetual self-distinguishing, a distinction in the
process of being produced” (81-82). With the crystal Deleuze seeks
to further enmesh Bergsonian philosophy into cinema, here showing
our interiority to time by conveying time’s two-sidedness consisting
of passing presents and retained pasts. Unlike the interstice of false
continuity, the actual-virtual interstice layers within “the mutual image”
sheets of past, which chronological time refuses to make co-present
by the nature of the sheets’ own temporal creation and retention. At
stake is the confrontation of the conscious “inside” with its underlying
unconscious “outside” (207). Narratives with split personalities like
David Fincher’s Fight Club and Darren Aronofsky’s Black Swan often
make use of the crystal, the former with two different actors rapidly
switching in and out of an image, and the latter with mirrors. Likewise,
the presence ofa ghostbeyond the present ofits death exhibits time’s work
insofar as the past grounds the present. Two scenes from Michelangelo
Antonioni’s The Passenger (1975), a film about one man’s theft of a
dead man’s identity, will explore how this “mutual image” layers sheets
of past, which chronological time cannot make properly co-present.
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The spectator first witnesses David Robertson dead, face down. He is
a set of clothes and the back of a head with brown hair. This shot is
the first in which we see David Locke, played by Jack Nicholson, in the
same space as Robertson. The flashback to their relationship is yet to
come, and neither have we much sense of Locke’s own character. For
the setting offers the only significant evidence of the film up to this
point: wide open and featureless desert waiting to be furnished, what
Deleuze would call an “any-space-whatever” Antonioni thus presents
Jack Nicholson’s process of becoming-actor in that he begins psychically
stripped down, seeking an object that will reflect Locke’s constitutive
image. This moment comes when Locke discovers Robertson dead, for
Locke pauses, staring, aware of the death but stationed in a temporal
limbo hinged on his decision to accept or to deny this death. His
identity-theft does both.

We come to know Robertson only later, once Locke has assumed his
persona. Thus to learn of Robertson’s identity is only to construct Locke’s.
While their voices resound scratchily from a tape recorder to compose a
distinct sound-image at first, David and David enter the camera’s visual
shot through a window to a past present with the back of their heads
facing the spectator (see Figures 4-6). Antonioni invites us to confuse
these nearly identical heads of hair and to see them coalesce with the
formless sand. While listening to the tape replaying that past, David
Locke dons Robertson’s clothes in the present, which marks the first
step in his self-identification as David Robertson. Through the window’s
past present, we have no sure way of knowing which body breathes and
speaks beneath the khaki pants and blue shirt or the brown pants and
red plaid shirt. Locke’s voice we recognize as Jack Nicholson’s, but in this
layered temporality that combines Locke-becoming-Robertson in one
moment with Locke and Robertson in another, one out of frame and the
other within, there can be no certainty that Locke’s voice has not already
been disembodied—or more precisely, re-embodied—in the depiction
of a supposedly past moment.
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Figure 4

Figure 5

248



The Error-Image

Figures 4-6 — Antonioni’s smooth direction in THE PASSENGER slips the linear
progression of the camera’s gaze into a pocket of time out of joint.

From Sheets to Stitching: Recapitulation of the Error-Image

Only by witnessing the conversation between Robertson and Locke after
Robertson’s death do we understand what Locke sees as he pauses to watch
Robertson’s dead body. He is passively seeing, while he actively creates
the same entanglement the audience experiences through that window.
No longer merely an irresolvable protention, the error-image within
the spectator’s mind is one that opens thought to its material substrate
and stitches contiguity among so many sheets of past according to the
temporal dimensions provoked by the interstice. More forceful than the
looped flux of aberrant movement is the error induced in the attempt to
overcome the necessary impossibility for human memory’s (actualizing)
inside and (virtual) outside to confront each other on equal terms. This
is the error-image of the panic attack, its capacity to affect increasing
with its duration as a recursive loop wherein the analog human faints or
the digital machine, its allocated memory overburdened with repeating
procedures, stalls and crashes. Such an error-image results, in this case,
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from a nascent version of the sort of techniques that characterize post-
cinema: due to the classically cinematic smooth direction of the shot,
the fluid juxtaposition of two different times actually reflects back on the
cameras, and the tape recorder’s, production of both the spectator’s and
the character’s irrationally conjoined perceptions. The mediately forced
inversion of actuality into its phenomenologically excluded virtual
constitution speaks to the comparative madness of post-cinema’s “crazy
cameras” (Denson). Inasmuch as the time-image, framed by Antonioni’s
camera work, launches the spectator’s mind into error, it detaches the
camera from its conventional diegetic procedures as a conduit for human
perception and instead presents directly the perceptual efficacy of its
technicity. In other words, an error-image has the potential to transfer
attention from the object of cinematic presentation to the mediating
processes of that presentation. The confrontation with a bit of time
in its pure state can only result in the viewer’s confrontation with the
materiality of time as a complex of temporalizations that mediate, not
the object of perception, but the very event of perception.

Whereas the time-image conceptually signals a sort of cognitive
dissonance wherein both actual and virtual are coalesced for perception,
the virtuality of the error-image refers to the unactualized, latent
memory that passed through thought as ambiguous, amorphously
formed recollection-images. The time-image opens up thought to
memory, from which it came, by unhinging time from movement; the
error-image, as I am theorizing it here, explores an alternative middle
ground in the movement of thought itself that seeks its virtual ground
anterior to time’s subordination to material relation, with an end to
undo conscious temporality’s technical and chronological conversion of,
and therefore concealing of, “time in its pure state” Likewise, a post-
cinematic aesthetic tends to interrogate the multiply mediated creation
of humanly perceivable sense by foregrounding the technics that escape
phenomenological awareness. Instead of audiovisual representation, we
witness a concatenation of data-based mediations. Just so, the error-
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image highlights the impossibility for human perception to come to terms
with what it constitutively excludes—even though that which is excluded
comes to play a primary role in the provision of sensible material for
human perception.

Let us consider another example. Onomatomania refers to the
frustrating inability to recall a word whose signification is known to
fulfill an intended linguistic meaning. As the experienced obstruction
of memory’s actualization in which sense cannot make the transition
into language but only anticipate an intended recollection-image as the
linguistic end, this is an error-image proper to human consciousness.
The onomatomaniac cannot complete contraction’s recall, instead
ceaselessly and unsuccessfully filling a conscious space with a vacuum.
Like a pristinely polished neon sign devoid of electricity: we know it is
there, but we cannot excite it with the electrical vibrations necessary to
see it. But what does it mean to border on the recall of pure memory as
such? Or in Deleuze’s appropriation of Bergson’s terminology: what does
it mean to actualize the virtual without dispossessing it of its virtuality?
An affirmation of such a radical destabilization of conscious temporality
would problematically equate the first passive synthesis of time that
subordinates time to movement through habitual repetition to the second
passive synthesis, which is the coexistence of pasts.[3] Rather, an error-
image necessitates the first synthesis’s feeling around in the unfamiliar
expanses belonging to its temporal sibling. A blind groping for the sensed
word shapes obtuse gestures that accord more or less to the retention
that awaits, forming in the process a temporal-haptic space for the non-
temporalized infinite excess of Time. In its manic fancy, the actualizing
retention casts aside misfit language like the failed pile of letters in a game
of hangman. Whether the onomatomaniac acquiesces to virtual memory’s
indomitability by settling for an alternate word, or manages the proper
pathways of recall, it is the pressure of futurity that drives the actual until
its termination of the error through its transference as protention into
retained memory.
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The uniqueness of a theory of the error-image lies in the fact that it
grafts onto the time-image its own flux of interpretation. With “dream”
or “metaphor;” cinema tries to “integrate thought into the image”—“to
bring the unconscious . . . to consciousness” (Deleuze, Cinema 2 160-
1). This is all thought of the movement-image, whereas the time-image
would collapse the cut between thought and action in lieu of a depiction
of the time that enables thought to inform the action-image. But what
of bringing consciousness to the unconscious? To the viewer, the time-
image remains a sign representative of both actual recollection and
virtual sheets of past. Only the error-image, in its attempt to fill the
objective depiction of an absent ground for time, brings “the thinker”
to the “presence to infinity of another thinker in the thinker” (168). Its
aesthetic—in both senses of artistry and of sensibility—commandeers
the standard perceptual ordering of experience and confronts it with the
subperceptual constituents of that ordering.

4. Technics of Memory

How, then, are memory traces made? More precisely, how are they made,
in the case of the error-image, to harbor that which ought to remain
outside of their sensible range? How do they relate, collaborating in
overlapping milieux and technical assemblages? Our discussion of human
memory’s reconsolidation by recollection alluded to this problem, and
here it extends into Bernard Stiegler’s incorporation of technics in Martin
Heidegger’s existential analytic and Edmund Husserl's phenomenology of
time consciousness. According to the first volume of Stiegler’s Technics
and Time, technics are “organized inorganic matter;,” from language and
writing techniques to tools and global networks (49). He proposes that,
as “artificial memory supports” providing access to the already-there,
technics marked the inception of a co-evolution with the human: one part
exterior to the body called epiphylogenesis, the other the phylogenesis of
the prefrontal cortex (159). Therein lies the human’s technical ontology:
the foundation for a retention that awaits, the technique of anticipation,
or protentional consciousness qua retentional facticity.
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In Volume 2, Stiegler takes up Husserl's phenomenology of time-
consciousness and of the historical continuation of an intersubjective
knowledge of idealities such as those constituted in mathematical
research. Following Husserl, conscious perception in the present
is termed primary retention (or memory), recollected memory is
secondary retention (or memory proper), and technical retention
exterior to human biology is tertiary memory (embodied in written
records, audiovisual media, etc.). In his analysis of repeatedly listening
to a recorded melody, Husserl determines that secondary memory
conditions primary memory’s selection of what it retains for a short
duration in the immediately passing present. Husserl misses, as Stiegler
points out, how his recognition of recollection’s determination of
conscious perception relies on the technical recording of the melody.
This third stratum of exterior mnemotechnics is Stiegler’s addendum,
and it brings technical supports to the center of intellectual labor. By
contrast, Husserl relegates the “art and method” of symbolic notation and
recording techniques to the role of “surrogative operational concepts”
(Husserl 126). From the initial formulation of the phenomenological
method in his Logical Investigations to the final manuscripts known as
The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology,
Husserl consistently links scientific knowledge, or knowledge of
idealities, to concrete situations of purely human experience. By Husserl’s
accounting, technical methods occlude this genesis of sense, such that
the original intention of an ideality must be frequently reactivated by
bracketing the extraneous “art and method” of technical surrogates and
returning to its phenomenological genesis. Stiegler, however, argues for
the reactivation of an ideality “sealed within” tertiary memory, and that
“recovery is impossible, meaning that secondary memory penetrates
into primary—except when tertiary memory is present” (ZTechnics and
Time 2, 229-30). He thus inverts the order of knowledge’s genesis by
rooting the sense of intellectual labor in the techno-logical establishment
of exact repetition. Tertiary memory dissolves the distinction between
primary and secondary memories by sustaining an identical perception
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for conscious retrospection. Ultimately, Stiegler concludes that temporal
objects such as film and audio recordings graft their flux directly onto
the flux of consciousness, which entails an even more exact access to
idealities than does writing (241).

Technics of Memory and Memory as World

According to Stiegler’s argument, the prefrontal cortex is the culmination
of an interiorization of exterior technics and vice versa: self-reflective
conscious experience is itself technically conditioned. Problematically,
however, Stiegler’s belief that technical recording’s increasing exactitude
circumvents secondary memory’s contamination of the Living Present
would mean that primary consciousness as it passes in the present
precedes its apperception, ergo its creation, in secondary retention.

>«

Secondary retention’s “criteria for selection,” as he phrases it, can become
ultimately synchronized with those of the “programme industry’s”
hyper-industrialized tertiary retentions, so that individual experience
is increasingly crafted by and through the mass media.[4] Certainly, the
who is a what, meaning that both human subjectivity and its objects are
technical artifacts, but the technics of recording differs greatly between
human memoryandthose ofinorganic objects. To supplant consciousness’s
actualization of virtual memory with that of tertiary retention requires
the complete effacement of any human retention whatsoever by denying
its specific, constitutive materiality. On the contrary, secondary memory
takes in a tertiary retention as any other sensation-image and subjects it
to its retained past of memory-images in order to compose perception in
primary retention. By the same token, a technical object’s own technics
affords its expansion of retentions and their persistence through time,
subjecting incoming action-images to its own technological framing.

Human memory as genetic and neurophysiological inscriptions is
incorporated in a differentiated genus of technics known as the who, or the
human individual, whose historical engagement with exterior technical
objectsis only possible due toa common, undergirding technicity. Stiegler’s
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crucial insight is to have designated this technicity in the co-originary
coup of who and what. But an anthropological and prosthetic conceit
in his tripartite stratification of memories limits our conceptualization
of technics. Despite radically expanding the scope of the Heideggerian
thesis of being-in-the-world as a necessary condition for human being’s
spatiality and temporality, Stiegler maintains both an overly cognitive
bias in his critique as well as an entirely too distinct separation in human
civilization between the technical system’s developmental tendency and
the “bio-anthropo-logical” evolutionary tendency (Zechnics and Time
2,7).[5] He comes extremely close to a more balanced realization of his
deconstruction of the who/what binary, for instance, in this following
passage from the third volume of Technics and Time:

being-in-the-world is a being-in-the-“mondo-historiality” of
the memory of the world, ein in-der-Weltgeschichtlichkeit-
sein, a being-the-world in which the world is the memory of
objects and objects of memory, beyond the “complex tools”
and “references”: a fabric of tertiary retentions that are the
condition of primary and secondary retentions, as Being and
Time indicates: they are possible, the existential analytic tells us,
only through the facticity of an already-there. (161)

We see here one of Stiegler’s seminal critiques of phenomenology: that
Heidegger ought to have included all manner of exterior, technical
retentions or memory supports in his existential category of “world-
historiality,” but which were on the contrary deemed “inauthentic”
to Dasein’s being-in-the-world and therefore conducive to occluding
rather than unveiling phenomena. Stiegler, however, unnecessarily
continues to exclude those memorial associations with exterior non-
technical objects or what we could simply call natural processes, which
have their own regime of memory in the Bergsonist sense.

Instead, I locate the body of the who within, not a tertiary memory that
is simply a what, but a transcendental field composed of, and in which

255



David Rambo

subsist, appendages of memory only some of which are differentiated
according to the work of technics. We may think of the world itself
as an organizing field of memory contracting through technics and
nontechnical, sedimented physicochemical processes. Memory as
world is made necessary by time, and is thus synonymous with Derrida’s
“arche-writing,” or what Hagglund refers to as the “ultra-transcendental”
logic of temporalization (Hdgglund 50-75). Time necessitates a present
that is both already there and delayed in its becoming present, while its
contents in space are in a continual flux of extra-present differentiation.
The “aggregate of images” in Bergson becomes now the movement of
pure memory through the durational present: a non-spiritualist virtual
that brings the past to bear on the present as potential forces.

Return to Error

With its explorative relation to memory, the theory of the error-image
provides an avenue to address, first, the issue of “re-commencing the
flux” stored by tertiary memory, and second, that of contributing to its
progress. Opposed to the error-image of onomatomania is the failed
attempt to pick up the intended conclusion of a half-written sentence
after losing a train of thought. In this instance consciousness has the
sensation of a clearly defined recollection-image of having been involved
in the (interrupted) process of smoothly writing out a formed sense and
forming thought of words. Whereas an error fails to drive sense into
language, this lost train is the senseless awareness of forgetting, like an
intaglio submerged in a pool of ink. Nothing remains trapped between
virtual and actual memories as in the error-image, which would be like
the inking in of an intaglio partially sanded flat. Unlike error’s technical
jam, the barrier of forgetting invites tertiary memory (as embodied
in technical inscriptions) to serve as a perception-image that could
prompt a memory-image coincidental with that lost flux to “return” to
consciousness: a reminder in the remainder. One must not forget that,
due to reconsolidation, human memory’s actualization of consciousness
is an erasing renewal of retentions and thus immune to the reactivation of

256



The Error-Image

the same. The experienced relation between a temporal object’s flux and
the flux of experience constitutes an interstice, a crystal-image between
mind and screen, or mind and page. Therefore any addition to tertiary
retention derives as much from the virtual past as from the actual
perception. Text displayed by a computer monitor exhibits the same
actual-virtual combination: the font’s symbolic regime collaborates with
the writer’s technical manipulation of those symbols. Between a reader
and a writer, the experience of those traces as recollection-images differs,
and to the screen the retentions maintain their own distinct movement-
images of matter. These sorts of conjunctional operations illustrate
the functional differentiation of memory appendages as technical
interlocutors equally participating in a field of memory assemblages.

Duncan Joness film Source Code (2011) combines human and
computer into an error-image indicative of a collaborative dwelling. In
the technical sense, to dwell refers to the “slight pause in the motion
of a part of a machine,” which we get in the film as the restart of the
eponymous program’s eight-minute simulation of a bombed commuter
train (OED). For Captain Colter Stevens (played by Jake Gyllenhaal),
dwelling takes on Heidegger’s sense of the word as a lingering by which
“perception becomes definition” (Heidegger 61). “Source Code,” the
film’s titular virtual reality program, provides the same initial scenario
taken from the memory of one of the bomb victims on the train and
modifies its in vitro ecology as Stevens reacts, these acts afforded by
his compiled understanding over each successive attempt to identify
the responsible culprit before a second bomb goes off in the real world.
Program and human serve each other as exterior memory supports,
always within the same cohesive past contracting in the present.
Stevens also relies on further medial dwelling, for less than half of his
body remains after what ought to have been a fatal helicopter crash in
Afghanistan. With the “Source Code” program, a fragment of time itself
has been condensed into image-form and stored as data for indefinite
reproduction. Interestingly, this long form instance of the error-image
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collapses the diegetic/non-diegetic split, a distinction often undercut by
post-cinema’s reflexive incorporation of the technical conditions of its
own production. When we see Stevens’s self-representation in a spherical
room-cum-helicopter-cockpit, this is clearly a diegetic representation
for the audience as well. But when we look on the wall of hardware and
monitoring devices that afford the military team access to Stevens’s
computationally supported brain states, the diegesis collides with its own
non-diegetic foundation in post-production special effects (see Figure 7,
below). Here, the erring movement of thought takes on more than the
stitching together of dissociated temporalities. It must come to grips with
the gratuitous visuality made possible by the absence of the camera. If
cinema’s most experientially intense problem for consciousness is pure
time or duration, then post-cinemas might very well be the other, non-
temporal end of Bergson’s heuristic concepts from Matter and Memory:
pure perception.

Figure 7 — The audience bears witness to the technical complex of post-production
and monitoring that drives the concurrence of Colter Stevens’s programmatic “Source
Code” experiences with the SOURCE CODE film itself.
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Figure 8 — The heavily mediated, disembodied life of Stevens runs out of time in parallel
with his, and the audience’s, last eight-minute clip from the “Source Code” program.

Ultimately, with the second bomb threat thwarted, Stevens returns to
“Source Code,” which indicates that the error-image depicted by the film
may not be the dwelling in tandem for a protention to link the simulation
back into the real world where the terrorist continues to plant bombs.
In the final run, the error-image precipitates a still time-image of the
simulation at the moment Captain Stevens’s real body dies. Unlike the
deaths he undergoes in the program, which reloop Stevens back into
“Source Code,” the viewer watches this “real” death as a frozen frame of
the coded reality, which is slowly revealed with increasing depth as the
perspective floats backwards (see Figure 8, above). This directly invokes
Bergson’s pure perception, or the totality of matter-images stricken from
duration. Itisambiguous whether this sequence ought to be taken asits own
time-image, removed as it is from the sensorimotor continuity of action
flowing from perception, or as a perception-image without movement.
In this single-frame shot, the cinematic image stalls, it defaults on its
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temporal promise of depicting real continuous movement, and delivers
instead a post-cinematic fantasy of digital data made visual and given an
artificial duration without concrete correspondence to physical events.

The visual presentation of a final image in death brings to bear the
futural weight of mnemotechnically collaborative time onto the source
code program’s mechanical dwelling. Of course, this is a Hollywood
blockbuster, so instead of a final image in death, Source Code ends with
a cosmogony by means of memory and a kiss. The “sourced” world takes
on the infinite expanses of pure memory’s virtuality, redeems the Captain
of his biological death by standing in as, to borrow Quintin Meillassoux’s
phrase, a “creative death” wherein the inside explodes onto an outside that
implodes to fill it up with an active response, and thus trips the standard
post-dwelling swipe of “Source Codes” memory by instantiating its
own (Meillassoux 103-107). This signals the immanent virtualization of
a distinct lobe of memory-world via its detachment from what used to
transcend it and thereby contain it. Source Code ends with a mnemogony
that conveys not two sheets of past in an interstice of co-presence, but an
absence of interstice—for what cut could subordinate the relinkages of
two entire cones within disparate Times?

When webegan, the error-image erupted in response to a cinematographic
time-image, while here we follow an error to its completion beyond the
technocultural regime of cinema and receive yet another image of time.
It is a chronophilic choreography that the error-image conducts: its
anticipatory seeking cycles forward in search of its future ground, but it
only uncovers vaster tracts of past. In this example, that past embraces
the artificiality of digital post-production on both sides of the screen:
the diegetic mnemogony and the non-diegetic gratuity of cameraless
perception. And on either side, digital mnemotechnics and the human
dwell in a field of reciprocal interiorization. Only by maintaining
human memory’s propensity to err—that is, recollection’s actual-virtual
emergence of conscious thought—can tertiary memory expand towards
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some potential, beyond the merely possible. An aesthetic representation
of the error-image conveys the heightened sensibility of this impasse
of indeterminacy dually rooted in memory’s destructive differentiation
and consciousness’s retentional finitude. Thoughts protentions never
match up with their correspondent retentions, but themselves become
retentions in a cycle that diverges towards a limit, whether that be a
border of the sensible or retentional finitude’s demarcation of failure.
Error is a techno-logic of différance, or a renewal that replaces, a prelude
to creativity.

S. Conclusion

For many readers, this essay will have brought to mind Mark Hansen’s
invigorating study of human affectivity and embodiment in relationship
to digital art in New Philosophy for New Media. Although a “digital
image” in a strictly Bergsonian cosmology would refer to the actual
computational processes of a digital machine, Hansen polemically refers
to the human-computer interface as a “digital image” in order to make
his point about the primary role of the human’s bodily affection in any
interface with the digital. His “thesis (that the digital image demarcates an
embodied processing of information)” can be misinterpreted as a denial
of the essential rapport between the human “body-brain achievement”
and the human’s originary technicity (Hansen, New Philosophy 12). 1
would characterize this reading as a misinterpretation, however, in part
due to a retroactive fidelity inspired by his later work, which comes down
much more clearly on the side of a theory of human-technical coupling
that affords the unique specificity of the human’s embodiment and in
equal measure that of the extensive variety of technics.[6]

Nevertheless, my attention to memory does offer an alternative
intervention into Deleuze’s Bergsonist film theory and Stiegler’s
technological phenomenology. Hansen goes too far when he contends
that the human’s experience of a digital image is framed by the body’s
capacity for auto-affection “independently of all preexistent technical
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frames”—regardless of however arbitrary that image may be when
correlated to the matrices of numbers that exist in the CPU and random-
access memory (266). For example, Robert Lazzarini’s skulls (2001)
provokes in the viewer an unsuccessful haptic reorientation in order to
face modeled skulls digitally made anamorphic, which Hansen concludes
is a result of the digital’s being “a radically inhuman realm” (205). As we
have noted, research on Capgras syndrome reveals that the recognition
of human faces results from a personal history of memory concentrated
in the fusiform gyrus. When confronted with Lazzarini’s artwork, our
memory recognizes the anamorphic skull for what it purports to be,
but when it fails to fit properly with our ecologically normative criteria
of a skull—i.e. the retentions conditioned through myriad perceptions
and recollections—our conscious sensations of sight and affective bodily
spacing help to guide our perception in an attempt to incorporate the
anamorphic skull into our memory of a stereotypical human skull. Is this
not a spatially based error-image in human consciousness instigated by
an object’s misalignment with memory’s protention? Affection functions
in tandem with the erring anticipation, the perceptual senses, and most
crucially the technically framed image of Lazzarini’s skull itself. If the
experience of these anamorphic skulls testifies to the “inhuman realm”
of the digital, as Hansen contends, then the adjective “inhuman” must
not be understood as anti-human or incommensurable with the human,
but instead as an indication of the essential mutability of the human. That
is to say, Lazzarini’s skulls highlight the inhuman technics of memory
essential to the being of the so-called human.

Byinvoking Bergson’scone of pure memoryagainst Stiegler’s preoccupation
with the Living Present as the equalizing measure of technicity, and by
invoking Stiegler’s technological phenomenologyinan embodied response
to Deleuze’s semiology of the cinematographic image, we can consider
memory as a recollection that preserves itself through simultaneous
self-erasure and rewriting. At stake are both the habituation of certain
regimes of technical repetition as well as the ontological condition for
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novelty. Rather than utilize this concept either to define the human as its
media, or mutually exclude the two on account of some intuited humanist
vitalism, the human body’s coextensive technics and physiology can be
investigated as intrinsic to connectivity with technical objects as well as
to their mutual differentiation. Thinking through the human’s experience
as a conglomerate of technical apparatuses both interior and exterior to
the body proper, yet grounded in memory, highlights the human’s unique
contribution to technoculture.

The error-image contributes to a materialist philosophy insofar as its
aesthetic may be applied to diverse technical situations, enabling us to
think their commensurability through the category of memory as world.
There appears to be a principle of learning or adaptation inherent to the
error-image’s escape from the already-there, and this is where it departs
from both Stiegler’s account of technics and an experiential framing of
a time-image. What else is Source Code but a chronicle of repeatedly
failing to complete the same video game level? Or to return to one of our
first examples, the feedback in a musician’s delay pedal depicts so many
coexistent past presents in its repetition of previously repeated notes in
addition to the tones added by the original delay effect. In order to proceed,
memory must mute the error-image’s burden of the past at the behest
of the contraction of the present—that is, mute the error-image’s burden
of the past’s virtuality and selectively reconstitute it through technics of
actualization. A creative instantiation of the future necessitates an act of
forgetting as the kernel of difference or change nevertheless made possible
by the past’s repetition. Retentional finitude takes ontological precedence
over a technical programming of material facticity. For to take the
consequences of Stiegler’s argument beyond a technologically inflected
orthodox phenomenology, as we have done here, does not solely disrupt
a dichotomy between human and tool based on differing temporalities. It
thins the boundary specifying technical or programmatic repetition from
other material repetitions more broadly.
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Although the error-image, as either an existing process or the object of
aesthetic presentation, frames cosmologically constitutive categories
of existence, its production requires a certain technological grasp of
the data and processes involved in human sensorimotor schemata.
One of the most encompassing features of post-cinema that highlights
this technical control over the human by way of the insensible is the
intrinsic involvement of capital.[7] That post-cinematic techniques are
so affectively impactful and demand technological rigor means that such
movies often feature prominently in major economic organizations of
production and distribution. Quick reference to the budget, box office
gross, and number of sequels to films like Michael Bay’s Transformers
and Oren Peli’s Paranormal Activity gives credence to this intuition. As
the camera’s mediating work becomes less a function of the camera-as-
conduit and more of a post-production operation that surfaces opaquely
on the screen itself, the primary mediation at work in post-cinema and
bound up with the production of error-images is about as transparent as
mediations come: the globally reticulated valorization of surplus-labor.
We can register its effects, and we can reflect on the subordinate mediation
of human life by commodification, but value in motion occurs in the
interstices of these innumerable exchanges and transformations. Post-
cinema might then be considered as a heightened stimulation reacting
to precisely this juggernaut’s insensible ubiquity, and the error-image its
techno-aesthetic ramification.

If a cinematographic image of pure time emerged alongside the any-
space-whatever in the aftermath of World War II, then perhaps the
error-image, as both an embodied response to that time-image and
now an autonomous aesthetic of its own, only becomes apparent with
the advent of capital’s hyper-industrialization of human experience. At a
superficial level, an error’s recursive logic that ends in implosion mirrors
the expansion of capital’s real accumulation that periodically collapses
in a crisis of value’s failure to continue moving and aggrandizing. On a
more fundamental level, the frequently anxious, panic-stricken techno-
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affective tonality of the error-image taps into the contemporary saturation
of life-time with work-time, commodification, and a financial ordering
of the very conditions of possible experience. The camera’s subsumption
under post-cinematic techniques parallels the powerful transformation
that such inhuman systems effect on the human’s worldly experience. On
one hand, theorizing the error-image highlights a number of aesthetic
properties associated with post-cinema—the disunity of multiple
perspectives by way of integrating perception’s many technical mediations
chief among them. On the other hand, we should expect that post-cinema
as both a cultural production and a theoretical enterprise will present and
recognize error-images in greater number and diversity. Post-cinema
distills an aggregate of imperceptible technical processes, and the error-
image attempts a response to this seemingly indeterminable mediation of
human worldhood—within or out of the theater.
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Notes

[1] See Shane Denson’s contribution to this volume, “Crazy Cameras,
Discorrelated Images, and the Post-Perceptual Mediation of Post-
Cinematic Affect”
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[2] Despite the extensive overlap with the Derridean concept of time, I
take issue with the notion that “each now is succeeded by another now in
its very event” (Hagglund 72). For this derivation still invites an infinite
regress of the Aristotelean negation of negation, whereas Bergson’s
duration elides any problems of the quasi-instantaneous by allocating
the “now” to a position of factical abstraction. On the negation of
negation, see Derrida. On the Bergsonian solution to this problem, see
Massumi.

[3] For more on Deleuze’s elaboration of the syntheses of time, and
on their relevance for theorizing post-cinema, see Patricia Pisters’s
contribution to this volume.

[4] For more on this thesis, see Stiegler’s Symbolic Misery series, published
in translation by Polity. Also, for the origination of this argument in
Stiegler’s critique of the history of philosophy’s “technical blindspot,” see
the Introduction, Ch.3 “The Industrialization of Memory, and the end
of Ch.4 “Temporal Object and Retentional Finitude” in Technics and
Time, 2: Disorientation, or the useful and more lucid summary of these
arguments in Ch.1 “Cinematic Time” in Technics and Time, 3: Cinematic
Time and the Question of Malaise. On the necessary, “a-transcendental”
conditioning of the Kantian schematism by technical recording, for
which Stiegler takes to task Adorno and Horkheimer’s thesis on the
culture industries, see Ch.2 “Cinematic Consciousness” and Ch.3 “/ and
We: The American Politics of Adoption,” also in Technics and Time, 3.
[5] A similar argument is made in Chapter 5 of Shane Denson’s
Postnaturalism, especially 319-32.

[6] In addition to numerous articles, some of which attend to Bernard
Stiegler’s limiting treatment of tertiary retentions in terms of Husserl's
“image consciousness” or the strictly human experience of its Living
Present, Hansen’s books Bodies in Code: Interfaces with Digital Media
and Feed-Forward: On the Future of Twenty-First-Century Media
provide excellent resources for further exploring the application of
phenomenology and, most recently, Alfred North Whitehead’s process
metaphysics, to human-technology interactions.
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[7] For a Marxist intervention into media theory that addresses the
insensible’s dominant role in the sensible, see Brown.

269



3.1 Cinema Designed: Visual
Effects Software and the
Emergence of the Engineered
Spectacle
BY LEON GUREVITCH

In 1984, after five years of funding both software and hardware
development, Lucas Arts decided to find a buyer for Pixar Inc. In the
process Lucas Arts approached a number of interested parties. During a
protracted period of negotiations Siemens, Phillips Electronics, General
Motors, and others all showed interest in a potential purchase of Pixar.
In the end no corporate buyers were found and a private buyer (Steve
Jobs) bought the company under the illusion that it would function
as a hardware (rather than a software) company. However, the fate
of these negotiations is less revealing than the type and nature of the
companies that entered negotiations in the first place. Despite the fact
that Pixar was ultimately to become a dominant animation company, the
industrial nature of the companies interested in a takeover points to a
so far understudied area of contemporary graphics production in movie
culture. Despite the fact that suitors emerged from what at first appears to
be a diverse range of industries, the principle underpinning their interest
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was that of computer-aided design (CAD). For the automotive, medical,
and electronics industries alike, Pixar’s value as a computer graphics
company stemmed from its capacity to align its visualization capacities
with emergent technological, scientific, and industrial requirements.

In his work on what he terms technoscience’s visualism—“a term which
can accommodate both sciences and engineering, and both imaging and
design practices” (IThde 454)—Don Ihde describes the means by which
our contemporary visual culture has moved “from Da Vinci to CAD and
beyond” (as the title of Ihde’s article puts it). Contemporary software-
based visualization programs, he argues, embody a technological and
economic imperative to visualize objects empirically—an imperative that
emerged during the Renaissance and which “pretty much sets the style for
early modern science onward” (458). Ihde is not the only observer to note
similar such developments. In his work on “The Mapping of Space,” Lev
Manovich develops these themes (via theorists of Cartesian perspective
William Ivins and Erwin Panofsky) with a specific focus on the effect of
the computer and the consequences of automation. The automation of
perspective, Manovich notes, completed a process initiated during the
Renaissance, allowing for the simulation of dynamic, mathematically
calculated, perspectival spaces. For Manovich, as for Ihde, the emergence
of empirical visualization of objects and spaces has brought our
computationally visualized culture in the 21st century in line with that of
our scientific and engineering culture.

With this work in mind I shall, in this chapter, examine the implications
of the shift toward computer-automated design in post-celluloid cinema.
Specifically, I am concerned with the way in which visual effects cinema
has witnessed the transition to a new form of cinema in which the tools
and practices of computer-automated design are now a central feature
of both Hollywood movie productions and their narratives. As we shall
see, CAD is not only a now-constant feature of the VFX process, but it is
also increasingly a central pivot of the myriad narratives around which
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these VFX movies are constructed. From the Transformers franchise
to Pixar films, from the Iron Man movies to The Avengers franchise,
computer-aided and computer-automated design literally features as
a central function of films that not only display but are also very much
about technologies that could only be designed with the help of advanced
computational processes. This shift has given rise to, and is characterized
by, what I call “cinema designed.” However, as is often the way with these
kinds of transitions, its origins can be traced back decades, and should
not be characterized as a sudden and revolutionary change (though the
implications of the CAD-based movie are significant for the study of
cinema). An analysis of CAD and the history of its development reveal
a telling and recurrent set of interconnections between the conception
of automated, computational design and a tendency amongst systems
designers and software users to aim for the cinematic. Whilst many of the
engineers of the first CAD forms appealed to the cinematic possibilities
of their technology, contemporary software companies and visual
effects (VFX) industry animators now use CAD-based systems in the
fabrication of the assets that make up contemporary cinematic form. In
both situations the question of whether CAD has influenced cinema or
cinema has influenced CAD is somewhat moot. What is more important
is tracing the emergence of this relationship in order to understand what
it reveals about contemporary and future understandings of cinema.
The rise of CAD programs and their centrality in cinematic production
elevates the position of “design” as a practical reality, an ideological
construct, and a rhetorical principle of contemporary VEX cinema. In
this chapter I will consider the history of the emergence of computer-
aided design as a technology in its own right and as a functional corollary
of cinema. Most importantly, I will argue that the move to center stage of
CAD-based cinema has led to the emergence of design as a structuring
principle of contemporary cinema. In this move, we have witnessed a
two-way colonization in which CAD has influenced the development of
visual effects-based cinema but cinema (and especially notions of “the
cinematic”) has equally influenced the development of CAD.
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Before proceeding, however, we must consider the specific nature of
CAD-based imaging and the meaning of its use, especially in relation to
the notion of computer-generated imaging. At its most basic level CAD
is, as the name suggests, a process of design that is aided by the computer.
Initially in the development of these programs the advantage of the
computer was that values set on one elevation (surface plane represented
from a specific angle) of a two-dimensional representation could be
automatically recalculated immediately by the computer for another,
different elevation. Better still, if a designer created the input for all surfaces
of an object the computer could automatically calculate the appearance of
the object in 3D (both in isometric view and in perspective). CAD, then,
laid down the foundations for what has since been called by animation
and cinema theorists the “virtual camera” (see especially Jones).

There are many more nuances regarding the nature of CAD, but for the
purposes of this chapter the most important point to note is that CAD
introduced a means of visualizing virtual spaces and objects according
to consistently applied calculations, and that this approach formed the
basis upon which computer graphics more widely emerged. Today, CAD
still underpins many aspects of VEX cinema: the wireframe graphics
that form the underlying basis of many objects, or the simulated skeletal
forms that function as a character’s “rigging” are generally governed by
the same CAD-based approaches that shaped the emergence of vector-
based computer graphics in the 1950s. There are, of course, many parts
of a VFX-based image that are not determined, simulated, or designed
according to the principle of the “computer-aided” calculation, but the
overall structure of special effects production still rests on the automated

computational process.

Early Computer Graphics and the Spectacle of Engineering

In 1957, a collection of corporate engineers gathered together a working
groupat General Motors Research Lab (knownas GMR) and, in partnership
with IBM, agreed to construct a commercially viable computer-based

273



Leon Gurevitch

car design platform. IBM and GMR were not the only group working
toward this goal, however. Famously, in the early 1960s Ivan Edward
Sutherland created the “Sketchpad” computer program and submitted
his PhD thesis (Sketchpad: A Man-Machine Graphical Communication
System) at MIT. As Alan Blackwell and Kerry Rodden have pointed out,
Sutherland’s Sketchpad software had limited distribution and was only
functional as an executable program at MIT itself. The impact of his
research and the program that resulted from it, then, was in the idea that
it engendered of the potential for computer-aided design, rather than
in the spread of CAD itself. Fascinatingly, Blackwell and Rodden point
out that these ideas were spread in two ways: through a widely cited
conference publication and a movie of the program in use. Ironically,
though fittingly for this chapter, the concept of CAD received one of its
first public outings in the form of a celluloid record of the interface in
action.

The reason that this was both ironic and fitting is that by the 1950s,
whilst the cinematic apparatus was still firmly rooted in the technologies
of celluloid (as it was to be for decades to come), engineers and computer
scientists working at MIT and IBM began the process of automating
the production processes of industrial imaging in a digital form that
sat uncomfortably between both celluloid and television and which,
more importantly, was to ultimately result in the decoupling of cinema’s
technological basis in celluloid. For while the cathode ray tube was the
obvious means by which real-time data could be visualized, it was not
suitable for visual storage or large-scale exhibition in a context in which
celluloid was still the preeminent technology for both these tasks. So,
for instance, when IBM released its 701 computer they also produced a
peripheral with which data could be represented. The 740 cathode ray
tube output recorder marked an interesting early example of negotiation
between cinematic and televisual hardware technologies—a negotiation
that was to continue for another 50 years. The system had both a 21-inch
display and a 7-inch display and an interesting relationship with film
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technology to capture cathode ray output. As the IBM archives explain,

Formally announced on October 12, 1954, the 740 CRT output
recorder was an electronic device attached to the IBM 701 Data
Processing System. It provided output which recorded data
points on the faces of a pair of television-like tubes at the rate
of 8,000 per second. The larger tube, used for visual display
and inspection, was a 21-inch tube. The smaller tube, used
in conjunction with a camera, was a 7-inch tube. A customer-
furnished camera was controlled by the 701 and automatically
photographed information directed by the program. (“IBM 7407)

Fred N. Krull, one of the original engineers to work on the IBM GM
project has described in detail the large, multimillion-dollar research and
development project that he was involved in. Though he does not identify
directly by model number, Krull is likely referring to the 740 CRT output
recorder when he explains that

During this period IBM marketed a film recorder for the IBM
704 computer that could be used to record “point plots” on 8-mm
film. This facility provided engineers with their first opportunity
to view computer generated graphs and computer animated
movies. Computer generated traffic simulations were recorded
on film using this equipment. For demonstration purposes,
IBM also provided a display unit that operated as a slave to the
film recorder so that the plotting could be seen by the machine
operator. The film recorder and display unit became the basis for
the initial GMR experiments in interactive computer graphics.
(41)

Negotiations between IBM and GMR (General Motors Research)
eventually led to the development of the DAC-1 (Design Augmented
Computer) system (see Figure 1) and in June 1960, IBM proposed to GM
that they design and build a “Graphic Expression Machine” based upon
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the IBM 7094.

Figure 1 — IBM and GMR Labs DAC-1 CAD Program

As Krull explains, IBM proposed to design and construct a number of
hardware components, three of which in particular were a display unit, a
photo-recorder-projector, and a photo scanner (44). These output devices
were ultimately marketed by IBM as the 2250 display device, the 2280 film
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recorder, and the 2281 film scanner. What we see in both IBM’s archival
description of their CAD R&D project and the hardware that came from
it, and from Krull’s corroborating descriptions, then, is an amalgam of
both televisual and celluloid technologies deployed in the process of
extracting CAD images from early computer hardware and software.

Beyond image storage and exhibition, however, the CAD-based image
also negotiated another path between televisual and cinematic forms
that was as cultural in dimension as it was technological. As Manovich
has argued, the computer automation of mathematically described space
in imaging began to complete a process initiated with the emergence of
perspectival rendering during the Renaissance; in other words, long before
celluloid or televisual technologies and industries. With the emergence
of automated computer perspective came image forms that were both
technical and mathematical at the same time they were spectacular.
As Da Vinci’s notebooks attest, visualizations of vast and innovative
engineering projects acting as fascinating and astonishing spectacle have
existed for many hundreds of years. What the computational automation
of engineering-based visualization did for the relationship was, however,
new in terms of scale and circumstance.

To return to Don Thde’s assertion that Da Vinci’s notebooks function
within a history of European visual culture and demonstrate the rise
of “technoscience’s visualism” one of Ihde’s central claims is that the
spectacles of science and engineering were not simply functional but
also ideological. For Ihde, the genre of isometric exploded visualizations
exemplified in Da Vinci’s drawings sought to lay out a way of seeing
the world and an ideology of empirical design and engineering that
communicated scientific and industrial prowess as much as they operated
functionally. This form of “technoscientific visualism” was not restricted
to drawings, however, as it also found impetus in the machine and
industry exhibits that emerged across Europe and America, culminating
in the great exhibitions of the 1850s onward. In both Da Vinci’s drawings
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and the machine exhibits several centuries later, the relationship between
the spectacular technical plan and the spectacular technical object that
resulted was mediated by the industrial processes required to turn an inert
plan into a three-dimensional and fully operational moving spectacle
governed by the physics of the world. In the 20th century, however, the
CAD-based image collapsed the boundaries between the spectacular
industrial plan and the object that results from it, and the nature of the
way this change has been effected reveals much about its existence as a
cinematic, as well as industrial, form of imagining.

CAD-Based Cinema and Cinema-Based CAD

Perhaps one of the more revealing aspects of the emergence of both
CAD and early CGI simulation in the middle of the 20th century was
the commitment that many computer systems engineers had to the
technological specificity of celluloid and, by extension, the wider cultural
and economic value of cinema. Around a decade after GM and MIT
produced their pioneering work in CAD-based systems, two software
scientists, Robert Goldstein and Roger Nagel, published a research paper
outlining an (at that point, in 1971) advanced process whereby industrial
objects were not only described according to mathematical vectors, but
were also to be rendered according to the mathematical simulation of
light. This early description of the ray tracing process in which light rays
are simulated (originally, it was nuclear radiation rays in the military-
funded research that precipitated this description) is fascinating when
seen in the context of cinematic and post-cinematic media:

The simulation approach treats an object as a set of three-
dimensional surfaces that reflect light, and it is this reflected
light impinging on photographic film . . . that forms an image of
an object. The result is, therefore, a fully toned picture, closely
resembling a photograph of the real object. 1t is this added
degree of realism that makes the simulation approach attractive
for many applications. (Goldstein and Nagel 25, emphasis added)
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Interestingly, Goldstein and Nagel chose the photographic process
and the physical, indexical, and chemical specificities of film as their
reference point with which to explain ray-traced light simulation. Of
course this is understandable given that they could not at that point know
the technological developments that were to come for the exhibition of
large-scale and high-definition imaging. At that point, both high-quality
and large-scale imaging was inextricably bound up in celluloid-based
photographic and cinematic technologies.[1] However, Goldstein and
Nagel’s bid to have the value of ray tracing recognized was not solely based
upon its potential to operate in the technological arena of the celluloid-
based image; the authors explained toward the end of their paper that:

The area where visual simulation will find its greatest application
is in the field of computer generated motion pictures, or, as it
is more commonly called, computer animation. Although the
term animation has traditionally been synonymous with simple
hand-drawn cartoons, we are concerned here with the more
realistic, fully shaded pictures obtainable with visual simulation
techniques. (28)

There are many telling points in this statement worth consideration.
Firstly, we might ask why Goldstein and Nagel would identify computer-
generated (CG) visualization’s “greatest application” as that of the motion
picture industry? After all, they must surely have been cognizant of its
potential also to transform industries as diverse as architecture, industrial
design, engineering, construction, and manufacture, to name just a few.
This first point aside, however, what is also telling about their claim is the
pains that they go to clearly articulate the distinction between potentially
photorealistic computer-generated simulation and more traditional
animation (far less culturally valued and therefore not the market the
authors wanted to suggest their research might affect).

Despite the fact that the first feature-length CG movie was in fact an
animated one (7oy Story, 1995) rather than the more photorealistic
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film form they may have been imagining when they carefully qualified
the use of the term “computer animation” and rejected the notion of the
“cartoon,” Goldstein and Nagel’s prediction turned out to be accurate. To
be sure, industrial design, game design, architectural design, engineering,
construction, and manufacture have been no less transformed by
computer-aided design and computer-generated imaging than the movie
industry. Nevertheless, their paper, like the accounts of CAD research
and development before it, suggests that celluloid in general and cinema
specifically held a cultural value for the software engineers envisaging
potential futures for their applications. Goldstein and Nagel did not
simply utilize celluloid as a handy reference point with which to explain
the mechanism that allowed computer simulation to render “light”; they
utilized celluloid because of the cultural value that both the technology and
the industry could provide to a whole new media of image rendering.

Ironically, these image forms—including Goldstein and Nagel's own spin-
oft firm MAGI—got their first breaks in television rather than cinema. In an
early history reminiscent of cinema’s own emergence as both a promotional
attraction (see Gurevitch, “The Cinemas of Transactions”) and a disposable
form considered culturally insignificant at the time, early computer-
generated designs were employed as a spectacle valuable to the attention
economy of television advertising. These advertisements all followed a
familiar pattern, first conjuring the wire frame vector graphics of industrial
objects underlying computer-aided design, before subsequently wrapping
these designs in primitive ray-traced skins. Unsurprisingly, the subjects
of these advertisements tended to be the industries that contributed to
the development and utilization of the CAD software in the first place:
automobiles, airplanes, home appliances, and any number of architectural
and industrial manufactures. Just as Westinghouse Works had utilized
cinema at the turn of the 20th century to advertise the spectacle of their
production lines, so Braun, Phillips, Nissan, Siemens, and Ford, among
others, used CAD and the cathode ray tube in the run up to the 21st century
to advertise their virtual production processes as industrial spectacle.
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Figure 2 — From CAD of industrial objects to CAD of industrial advertising

With the rise of high-concept cinema (see Wyatt) in the 1980s, it was
not long after these advertisements arrived on broadcast television that
Hollywood made its first large-scale attempt to incorporate such imaging
into a feature-length movie: Tron (1982). My point in all of this is not to
draw a dichotomy between televisual and cinematic imaging industries
and technologies—in fact, quite the opposite. By the time Disney made
Tron, the companies that they contracted to do the work were hired
precisely because they were already leading the production of such image
forms in television.[2] This tells us much about the relationship between
cinema and television during the emergence of CAD-based visual effects;
namely, that the two production industries and exhibition technologies
interacted significantly over the cultivation of early CAD-based VFX.
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More precisely, what this somewhat convoluted history of negotiation
between television and cinema suggests for our understanding of CAD-
based VFX is that despite computer generated imaging’s logical affinity
with the continual real-time update technology of the cathode ray tube,
the cultural value of the “cinematic” was a central force in the emergence
and development of the form (see Mulvey, “Passing”). Initially, software
designers and engineers working with computer imaging strove hard to
overcome the limitations of cathode ray-based exhibition systems so that
the results of their research could function in a cinematic context—because
the cinematic equated to widespread cultural legitimacy in a way that its
industrial use (be it in product production or in televisual promotion)
did not. Ironically, in the long term the technologies and institutions of
computer imaging that recruited the cultural and economic power of
cinema were also to be some of the very things that helped to transform
cinema into a digital form and move its industrial base away from celluloid.

Today, despite the transition of cinematic technology to a digital screen
that more closely resembles televisual technologies, we still see the legacy of
the cultural value of the “cinematic” in CAD-based VEX. As scholars have
argued for a long time now, Hollywood cinema as an industrial entity has
rarely represented a major proportion of the US economy when compared
to other sectors such as oil, manufacturing, or IT, and yet Hollywood’s role
at the apex of the audio-visual food chain haslong provided it with credence
far greater than its immediately quantifiable economic footprint (see
Wasko, Hollywood). With this in mind, though CAD-based software may
have started out as a means by which any number of industrial production
processes (automotive, aerospace, health, engineering, architecture) were
automated and revolutionized, it was in cinema that computer-aided
design was able to break out of its niche in industrial production and make
its way into the mass consumption of the public domain.

There is a danger here, however, that we draw a false distinction between
other forms of industrial CAD in terms of “production” and cinematic
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forms of CAD in terms of mass “consumption.” This would be a mistake,
for cinematic production itself was no less revolutionized by CAD than
every other industry. Ironically, given Nagel and Goldsteins earlier
protestations that cinematic VFX must be distinguished from the
computer-aided design of (cartoon-style) animation, perhaps the first
instance in which the transformational nature of CAD-based rendering
software became abundantly clear was in the meteoric rise of Pixar
animation. In an already familiar industrial trajectory, Pixar, like many of
its contemporaries, began its life asa company involved very broadly in the
process of industrial visualization. As I briefly mentioned at the beginning
of this chapter, private industrial buyers far beyond the movie industry
were mooted for Pixar a number of times during its pre-cinema period
(for more details, see Price). Apparently, following a number of failed bids
involving Siemens, Phillips Electronics, and General Motors, Pixar (then
owned by Steve Jobs) made modest sums of money (though by no means
enough to cover its costs) as a producer of television advertisements.
Like its predecessors, then, Pixar’s early life was intimately bound up
in the promotional value of its capacity to visualize modern industrial
products. Indeed, the company’s choice of iconic brand mascot, The Luxo
Jr. Architectural/Designers desk lamp (Figure 3), could not be more of a
quintessential signifier of the industrially designed object (for more on
this, see Gurevitch, “Computer”). Naturally, this tendency toward CAD
as a structuring principle underpinned Pixar’s first feature, 7oy Story—a
movie in which everything from the packaging of the Buzz Lightyear
action figure on up was industrially product-designed (Figure 3).

“Design, Engineering, and Entertainment Software”

Not only did CAD revolutionize cinematic production processes but it
has revolutionized, and still is revolutionizing, the relationship between
cinematic spaces, objects, and the structures of 21st-century industrial
production and consumption. More specifically, we are now not only
reaching a point at which cinema is literally designed but also a point at
which the potential for this design process to be ever more automated and
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Figure 3 — The Industrial wireframe design of Luxo Jr. (left), and Buzz Lightyear
Packaging (right)

democratized is apparent. Of course, for all the heady talk of “revolutions,’
the production and distribution monopolies across Hollywood’s global
cinema industry will not melt away even with a democratization of
cinematically designed VFX. Whatever can be achieved in a bedroom
by one person can and will always be achieved in exponentially greater
quantities by an industry that has spent a century consolidating its
position as a mechanism to turn capital into image (see Debord; Beller).
Nevertheless, the direction of travel in this new environment of “cinema
designed” holds fascinating questions for the cinema scholar, and here
again we can return to Pixar’s emergence as a feature filmmaker for
instructive examples.
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Currently, the Disney Corporation (which eventually bought Pixar,
long after Siemens et al. had rejected it a decade earlier) is developing
3D-printed toys in its research and development labs. This is a logical
development of Disneys well-studied corporate strategy of several
decades now (see Smoodin; Giroux; Wasko, Understanding; Pallant),
but what it demonstrates is the potential for cinema designed. Where the
music, television, and film industries have “dematerialized” their content
through the delivery system of the Internet, the same cannot be said of
their vast merchandising empires. It does not, however, take a great leap
of imagination to envisage a future in which a 3D printer in every home
equates to a Disney Store in every home. Of course, at present 3D printers
are both much hyped and much undeveloped as a technology. It is entirely
possible that current 3D-printing technology sits at an equivalent level of
development to VR headset technologies of the 1980s: utterly enthralling
for its possibilities and utterly incapable of delivering such possibilities in
its present form. Nevertheless, the possibility that CAD-based characters
(think Buzz from 7oy Story) could be selected by children watching a
movie on a mobile touch screen for print-out as a toy (at an additional
and no doubt much-anticipated cost) is consistent with the research
emerging not only from Disney but also corporations such as Lego who
are pioneering the capacity to seamlessly translate virtual and physical
objects between one space and another (see Milne; Gardner). In light
of this, Toy Story’s narrative of an insecure wooden Woody character,
feeling threatened by the plastic fantastic Buzz Lightyear, was remarkably
prescient. Not only did this storyline stand as a metaphor for the changing
of the guard between cel-based animation and CAD-based animation
(Gurevitch, “Computer”), it also spoke (if somewhat unintentionally) of
a future in which the “toyetic applications” of this CAD-based animation
could be made physical again at the touch of a screen and the initiation of
a 3D printer. All that was really missing from the 7oy Story narratives—
which are even replete with self-conscious references to the transformed
digital screen (Gurevitch, “Computer”; Gurevitch, “From Edison”)—were
the 3D printers themselves. Watch this space.
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This, then, marks an entirely new relationship between the screen and
the wider domain of industrial objects, spaces, and production and
consumption cultures of the 21st-century digital screen. In his work
on contemporary culture, Andrew Wernick describes a condition of
“promotional culture” spawned during the industrial revolution, defined
by endless circularity of both the industrial object and the promotional
practices by which its consumption is encouraged. For Wernick, this
historical (and now contemporary) condition has “no unique starting-
point nor any unique terminus in a specific commodity offered for sale”
Rather, Wernick contends, the “intertext of promotion is an indeterminate
circle which may be entered anywhere” (94). For Wernick the inception
of this unique condition can be located in the design and production
of Wedgwood ceramics, dating back to the latter half of the 1700s.
Wedgwood’s genius, Wernick argues, was that he not only developed
a means of mass producing classical ceramics but that he harnessed a
whole system of integrated promotional networks with which to sell
these new industrial products. Wernick is at pains to argue that this
production/consumption nexus may have a definable initiation point
with the Wedgwood ceramics of the 1780s, but notably did not reach
its apotheosis until the 20th and 21st centuries. In this sense, Wernick’s
thesis could be—and indeed has been—applied to previous iterations of
cinema. Justin Wyatt’s articulation of a “high-concept” cinema, in which
promotional process and final product are intimately interwoven so that
they create a “product differentiated through an emphasis on style in
production and through the integration of the film with its marketing”
(20), constitutes a cinematic take on Wernick’s broader thesis. For the
remainder of this chapter, however, I suggest that what we see now with
the rise of CAD-based cinema is an order of magnitude more integrated
with the operative processes of contemporary industrial production,
design, and promotion than in the past.

To flip on its head my earlier point that notions of the “cinematic” had a
profound effect upon the development of CAD, then, we might also ask:
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what is now the lasting legacy of CAD upon the cinematic? This is where
we truly begin to see the rise of “cinema designed”: the move to center
stage of design as simultaneously a concept, a structuring principle,
and even a rhetoric of the contemporary (post-)cinematic image. The
rhetoric of cinema designed is a unifying narrative of the cinematic
image’s production, exhibition, and consumption alike, while at the
same time this rhetoric is moving beyond cinema and manifesting itself
in games culture, advertising, and contemporary audio-visual culture
more generally. In all of these media forms and more, there is frequently
an explicit acknowledgement of the structuring principle of cinematic
design.

To focus, for the sake of brevity, upon mainstream cinematic production,
in the contemporary industrial context the vast majority of visual effects
software is underpinned by the same principles of CAD that underlie a
multitude of 3D industrial visualization packages; so much so that many of
the CAD-based VFX companies often fail to make a distinction between
the types of industries that will utilize their software or the types of uses to
which their packages will be put. To take one of the leading VFX industry
software production packages, Maya, as an example, the platform is owned
and distributed by Autodesk, the company that also owns and distributes
the leading CAD packages of the automotive, engineering, design, and
construction industries. The briefest of Internet searches on Autodesk
will return a banner that indiscriminately advertises its industrial reach
as encompassing “3D Design, Engineering & Entertainment Software”
(Figure 4).

Here, then, we have a practical example of the way in which, for Autodesk,
cinema becomes simply one industry among many whose production
practices have been rationalized under the requirement to call upon the
computer-aided design software that it creates and retails. After cinema
helped define the emergence of CAD in the late 20th century, it is perhaps
only logical that the next step would be to see CAD returning the favor.
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Figure 4 — Autodesk, 3D Design, Engineering & Entertainment

The degree to which computer-aided design is now shaping contemporary
mainstream Hollywood cinema is apparent, not only in paradigmatic
moments of transformation such as Pixar’s entry into, and rise to
dominance of, the animation industry, but also in more seemingly
mundane cinematic fare. While his films receive little critical attention
amongst film scholars, Michael Bay’s Transformers franchise has changed
the nature of the VFX blockbuster through its extreme adoption of
both CAD-based cinema and the rhetorical acknowledgement of the
designed image. Having grossed 1.3 billion dollars over seven years, the
Transformers franchise currently stands as one of the most economically
lucrative franchises in Hollywood’s history. Certainly (though this is the
complaint of every film critic), its success is not based upon the artful
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construction of complex and thought-provoking narratives. Rather, in the
Transformers franchise we see an extreme example of cinema designed—
in which narrative revolves, in every instance, around the spectacle of
cinematic design. Robots, cars, fighter jets, trucks, cell phones, stereos,
and just about any other modern industrial object to be thought of writhes
and metamorphoses on screen. In her essay “Visual Pleasure and Narrative
Cinema,” Laura Mulvey describes a film audience constantly presented
with moments of show-stopping, narrative-halting spectacle based around
the female body. In Bay’s Transformers movies a very different audience
is presented with a similar dynamic, but the object of erotic desire in this
new attention economy is not only the womans body (though that does
feature too) but also the non-human objects of industrial capitalism.
The high-definition renderings of car bodies are represented in all their
industrially refined and perfectly packaged beauty, at the same time as their
transformation into otherworldly robots allows for something more to
feature in their spectacle.

In the Transformers franchise, the act of transformation itself is an act of
revealing to the audience the prowess of contemporary cinema’s capacity
to utilize, master, and redeploy the language of contemporary industrial
production.[3] Of course, the relationship between cinema and industrial
production is not at all new and can be traced back to the inception of
cinema itself. Indeed, a quick scan of the archives of 20th-century cinema
reveals a long and close relationship between cinema and automobile
production. It has hardly been lost on scholars of film that both cinema and
the automobile went together as interrelated cultural and industrial forms
at the beginning of the 20th century (see Singer; Arthurs and Grant). The
current moment, however, is quantitatively and qualitatively different in
the sense that the operative processes by which the automobile and film
industries brought their products into being were never before so intimately
interrelated. Admittedly, early 20th-century Hollywood quickly rationalized
its production practices in accordance with the Fordist modes of production
that spread across all industries at that time, but the tools and techniques
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with which cars were made were never the same as those by which films
were made. In the contemporary context in which the automotive industry
literally funded and developed the CAD-based software systems that were
then adopted by cinema, this is no longer the case.

Conclusion: Cinema Designed

In this light we can see that it is no accident that 7Transformers has become
one of the most successful franchises of all time to date. General Motors
Research Labs’ development of the first industrial CAD software and
IBM’s early development of traffic simulation and its inscription on film
technology suggest a certain inevitability of future redeployment. As
Manovich has argued, the development of forms of computer graphics is
frequently the result of R&D investment made by various military and/or
industrial (including cinematic) actors (Language 175). It stands to reason,
then, that cinema, the quintessentially modernist kinetic technology,
would enter its 21st-century computational renovation hand-in-hand with
the auto industry. It also stands to reason that this relationship would be
grounded in a context in which contemporary Hollywood cinema functions
first and foremost as a fundamentally promotional form (see Gurevitch,
“Cinemas”). In his analysis of the car and its promotional culture, Andrew
Wernick argues that:

The production of cars as signs is a special case of the way in which,
since the industrial revolution of the late eighteenth century, all
mass-produced consumer goods have come to intersect with the
world of meaning. That is: their visual appearance is designed
to be continuous with the advertising through which they are
mass marketed. But, as a self-promoting commodity-sign, the
modern automobile has two additional distinctive features. . . .
First, besides their function as transport, cars have always had a
promotional role for users themselves. . . . Secondly, unlike such
products as pottery, furniture, and clothes which were previously
hand-made, the automobile was a new invention. It never existed
outside the framework of industrialized mass production. (71)
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And here, succinctly articulated, we have the heart of the relationship
between the Transformers franchise and cinema designed. To paraphrase
Wernick, we might say that, unlike such products as cinema props,
film sets, and costumes which were previously physically constructed
and hand-made, cinema designed (of which the virtual automobile is
symptomatic) is a new invention. It never existed outside the framework of
industrialized mass production. In other words, just as cars never existed
outside the framework of industrialized mass production, the cinema,
which emerged at the same time, found itself in a similar situation. But
what is so telling about the Transformers franchise as the quintessential
example of cinema designed is the way in which the automobile forms
contained within these movies have never existed at all in physical reality.
The endless parade of new robotic cars that pass across, through, around,
and over the screen do not occupy a physical, industrially manufactured
space, nor will they ever. Rather, the product really advertised here is
industrial convergence: the capacity to imagine, design, and showcase
industrial fabrication and transformation in action. The objects themselves
are secondary to the capacity to photo-realistically simulate them: their
existence (onscreen only) stands testament to cinema designed and its
continued intimate relationship with the auto industry.

We should note, however, that it is not only the cinema screen itself
on which the drama of cinema designed is performed. Crucial to the
Hollywood blockbuster today (and for some time now) are the constant
cycle of post-release “making of” videos in which the rhetoric of the
designed cinema image is rehearsed over and over. This can be found
across all of the Hollywood majors output, and Industrial Light and
Magic (ILM) with its very own YouTube channel is no different. Here, the
design of the image at every level is picked apart, analyzed, and treated
as a centrally promotional subject in its own right. Videos circulate that
reveal the many hundreds of “passes” performed on a scene as it moves
through the VFX production pipeline from initial pre-visualization to
wireframe construction to particle effects simulation, lighting, and final
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composite (not to mention all the many other stages in between). In
these videos the ideology of the designed cinematic image is reinforced
repeatedly. These videos are explicit in demonstrating to the spectator
that the objects on screen are calculated, simulated, and constructed like
any other product-designed object. Here, in the same way as a new Apple
product is obsessively fetishized in each new advertisement eroticizing
each layer of the industrial object, VFX “making of” videos likewise strip
down and rebuild the layers of the special effects movie for spectators to
witness the depth and detail of design wor