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This collection of essays by leading
photographic and film theorists considers
the changing relationship between the still
and moving image in contemporary culture.
The photograph has traditionally been seen
as a quintessentially still image. Its ability to
freeze and hold a moment in time has been
the source of its peculiar fascination and

the foundation of much of the theoretical
discussion about it. New technological
developments in digital media, however,
have fundamentally altered the ways in which
we think about photography, in particular
forcing us to reconsider our assumptions
about the still and the moving image and
their relationships to differing conceptions of
time. Amongst the topics addressed in these
essays are: the work of artists who extend the
still image in time through the use of video
or narrative sequencing; the aesthetic and

philosophical analyses of stasis; the place of the
pose and tableau in contemporary photography

and film; the iconography of photography
in cinema; and the notion of the cinematic
fragment and cultural memory.
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Foreword and Acknowledgements

The starting point for this book was a conference bearing the same title
organised by Photoforum and held at the Kent Institute of Art and Design
in Canterbury in 2004. The majority of the essays published here were
presented there for the first time. The thinking behind that initiative had
been to open up a space for reconsidering the relationship between
photographic theory and the theory of the moving image as that has been
articulated in the study of film. Each of these areas had developed a rich and
sophisticated body of ideas and modes of analysis during the r970s and early
1980s, influenced by semiotics, Marxism, psychoanalysis, post-structuralism
and phenomenology. Yet whilst inevitably there had been some degree of
interchange between photography theory and film theory each, nevertheless,
remained fairly discrete from the other. Indeed, as the introductory essay in
s book points out, the seminal writings by such figures as Walter Benjamin,
Siegfried Kracauer, André Bazin, Roland Barthes and Christian Melz tended
1o focus upon what were seen as the essential differences between the two
mediums of photography and film. Concepts of stillness, movement and
lime were articulated in a manner in which those differences could be both
identified and maintained.

It seemed to us that this implicit understanding was in need of re-
cvaluation. The primary reason why such a re-evaluation was necessary —
and perhaps even made possible — is undoubtedly the impact of new image
lechnologies. Technological developments and the emergence of the digital
interface have seen the progressive erosion of the boundaries between the
and moving image. We now have the capacity at the flick of a switch to
slow or freeze the moving image, or to animate a still one. The equipment
around us is programmed for a bewildering multiplicity of tasks that makes
it progressively difficult to identify the photograph itself as a stable entity
with a privileged existence. The photograph no longer seems to cut into the
flow of time itself: instead it seems to present us with a moment selected
from a temporality that has already been digitally encoded. Thus ‘the
photograph’ now exists as only one option in an expanding menu of
iepresentational and performative operations presented by the technology.




Undoubtedly such technological developments demand new theoretical
frameworks that are based on a dramatically different culture of the image.
Yet they are also the spur to look back at the formation of a theoretical and
cultural history that we had taken for granted, and explore elements of the
relationship between photography and film (and by extension video) that
might only now emerge as being significant. The essays in this book are
largely concerned with this project of critical retrospection.

A number of themes stand out in the essays published here. On the one
hand there is a sense, in all of the contributions, that if we are going to
understand the impact of photographic and filmic images in contemporary
culture we may have to loosen our assumptions about where the boundaries
between these two mediums are to be found; whether that boundary be
considered technologically, culturally or psychically. There is also a strong
sense that we are searching for a terminology that might be more open to a
phenomenology of the image, to the way in which the image is experienced:
concepts like ‘becoming’ and ‘the event’ return in these essays again and
again, signalling an approach to the image that is perhaps more hermeneutic
than post-structuralist. Finally, it is also clear that what is at stake in our
discussions about stillness and movement, and the different temporalities of
photography and film, does not ultimately rest with the issue of technology
per se. Thus it is not as if different technologies might simply be thought
of as means of producing representations of time but as technological
apparatuses through which time itself is constituted and experienced in all
of its multiplicity.

The conference Stillness and Time: Photography and the Moving Image,
and henceforth this publication, was made possible by the generous support
of the Univeristy of Brighton, the Kent Institute of Art and Design and the
Surrey Institute of Art and Design University College (the latter two
institutions since almagamated into the University College of the Creative
Arts). We would like to extend our gratitude to these institutions for their
continued support of Photoforum. We are also extremely grateful to
Photoworks, and in particular David Chandler and Rebecca Drew, for their
commitment, time and energy that have made this publication possible.

Joanna Lowry
David Green

Marking Time: Photography, Film and Temporalities of the Image
David Green

Since 1976 Hiroshi Sugimoto has worked on an on-going series of
photographs entitled Theatres which have as their setting and immediate
subject matter the ornate architectural interiors of cinema auditoria.
Following a carefully prescribed formula Sugimoto sets up his large-format
camera in an elevated position on the theatre’s balcony, placed centrally and
directly facing the screen. While the film is projected the camera’s shutter
remains open and the duration of the film determines the exposure time of
the photograph. Acting as the only source of illumination, the light reflected
from the screen reveals the space that surrounds it, drawing out of the
darkness the theatre's cavernous interior and its decorative encrustations.
Al the same time the concentration of light from the film projector on the
screen itself results in the over-exposure of the photograph leaving an
imageless void at its centre. (Figure 1) In some of the photographs mﬂo:,_.ﬁ:n
I'heatres series the white rectangle of the cinema screen assumes a certain
denseness and solidity and thereby evokes comparison to that paradigmatic
{orm of modernist abstract painting, the monochrome. In others, however,
the outer edges of the screen are breached by the light emanating from it,
dissolving its rigid perimeters and threatening to engulf all matter caught

within its glare.

As with Sugimoto’s other work, the Theatres series runs counter to
ing conceptions of photography's relationship to instantaneity and
1 photographic image as the record of a brief and transitory moment in
Here the photograph is, in a literal way, the embodiment of temporal
duration — in a manner that has rarely been so since the infancy of the
medium — and equally it would seem to demand of the viewer a form
ol atlention that also takes time. This sense of the extension of time as
(onstitutive of both the means of production and mode of perception of
the photograph is all the more significant in these images since it is achieved
at the expense of cinema and the medium to which photography is often
directly contrasted. There is indeed a deep irony in the fact that each of
1010's Theatres photographs exists as a result of the expiry of a film;
cach image born from the transient existence of thousands of other images
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that once briefly flickered across a cinema screen. Life is given to the
photograph through the death of the film.

Anyone in the least familiar with writings on the history of cinema and
with some of the abiding rudiments of film theory will immediately
recognise the set of discursive terms that Sugimoto's Theatres photographs

put into play and which my description of them is intended to evoke. Most
conventional histories of the origins of cinema, for example, tend to privilege
its relationship to photography. Whatever arguments may be mustered on

behalf of cinema’s debts to literature and theatre, the technological bases of

film have guaranteed photography a primary role in any account of its early
development and perhaps continue to inflect an understanding of film as
being — first and foremost — a pre-eminently visual medium. But the fact
that photography and film have always been seen as closely intertwined has
also proved to be the spur to differentiate between them. That this process
1e differentiation of photography and film has revolved around a

n between the still and the moving image, and the different

ies associated with each, should come as no s

of

Pe

lempors:

One of the clearest examples in the realm of film theory in which
photography and film are both seen as being intimately technologically
and aesthetically connected yet ultimately ontologically distinct is Siegfried
Kracauer's Theory of Film: The Redemption of Physical Reality. First published
in 1960, though largely dependent upon his extensive body of writings on the
cinema from the 1930s, Kracauer makes plain his commitment to the notion
of unique and determinate properties of the medium early in the book.
nd
simply entitled, ‘Photography’ and Kracauer uses it to lay out his own version
of medium specificity. Mediums differ, according to Kracauer, in terms of
‘the degree of the elusiveness of their properties’. ngly he
.:x:mm:ﬁ:?::::mnr._:::x:.z:i.::.o:m::mr,_m::.mnu:%S:Qm:n_:caczcﬁ

Significantly for my purposes here the opening chapter is devoted to

Somewhat sur

approach, ‘to be least dependent upon fixed material and technical factor
I'he properties of photography, on the other hand, have proven to be ‘fairly
specific’ and have therefore demanded compliance with a set of basic aesthetic

nciples, the single most important being its ‘rea tendency’. Within
the parameters set by photography's ‘realistic tendency’ Kracauer goes on to
‘ntify four more particular properties that define the medium and which

he calls its ‘affinities’. The first of these is the capacity ‘to render nat

*in
the raw, nature as it exists independently of us’.” Through this intrinsic
relationship to ‘unstaged reality’, photography comes to lay stress upon

the fortuitous’, further still ‘to suggest endlessness’ and finally to reveal a

ised and diffuse’.

lendency towards the ‘indeterminate’ and all that is ‘unorg

Whilst reading Kracauer it is difficult to ignore the insistent claims for

the camera’s ur

ities to ‘record and reveal physical reality’,’ there is a
need to counter the arguments of those who have dismissed his position as

that of a “naive realist’. In the subtle shift, for example, from claiming the

photograph’s natural affinity to ‘unstaged reality’ to the description of its
, and for
the fact of its inevitable incompleteness, there is the recognition that the

photograph fundamentally transforms that which exists before the camera,

innate proclivity for the aleatory, ‘for fragments rather than whole

that in its inability — one might say its failure - to match reality the
Its frame marks a provisional limit;
ils content refers to other contents outside the frame; and its structure
denotes something that cannot be encompassed — physical existence.”* Thus

photograph is revealed in its difference:

Il the photograph is — as Kracauer claims at one point — ‘the text of nature’,
it is the potential ambivalence of that phrase that needs to be grasped.
This applies equally to how Kracauer develops these arguments with
d to film. Sharing with photography its technological basis in the optical

mechanical operations of the camera, film inherits from its historical



predecessor its ‘affinities’ with the ‘unstaged’, ‘fortuitous’, ‘indeterminate’
and sense of ‘endlessness’. However, the single most important factor that
distinguishes the two mediums is, of course, that film ‘represent[s] reality as
it evolves in time’*® and this temporal dimension is indissociable from film'’s
ability to capture movement.

There is a sense that for Kracauer film is able to achieve a higher
synthesis of the features, that is the ‘affinities’, that photography itself
possesses but that in the end the difference between the two mediums is not
simply relative but absolute. What is denied to photography is seen as the
defining characteristic of film and gives rise to a set of unique possibilities
for representing ‘physical reality’ in all of its contingencies and transience.
To this exclusively filmic mode of representation of the raw material of
experience Kracauer gave the term — and, as we shall see, it is a significant
one — ‘the flow of life’. Indebted to the phenomenology of Bergson and
Husserl, the notion of ‘the flow of life’ was intended to unite Kracauer's
theory of what was specific to film as a medium with his belief in the
cinema'’s natural propensity for the actual and the everyday. The motif that
encapsulated this convergence of form and content was that of the street.

In a passage that directly summons to mind the writing of his one-time
friend and associate Walter Benjamin, Kracauer notes:

The street in the extended sense of the word is not only the arena of fleeting

impressions and chance encounters but a place where the flow of life is bound

to assert itself. Again one will have to think mainly of the city street with its
ever-moving crowds. The kaleidoscopic sights mingle with unidentified shapes
and fragmentary visual complexes and cancel each other out, thereby
preventing the onlooker from following up any of the innumerable suggestions
they offer. What appeals to him are not so much sharp-contoured individuals
engaged in this or that definable pursuit as loose throngs of sketchy, completely
indeterminate figures. Each has a story, yet the story is not given. Instead, an
incessant flow casts its spell over the flaneur or even creates him. The flaneur
is intoxicated with life in the street — life eternally dissolving the patterns which
it is about to form.®

As much as this might be read as a description of the kind of visual and
sensory encounters of the urban milieu that are seen as synonymous with
modernity it is also clearly intended to evoke something of our experience
of film itself. The restlessness of the city street finds its direct analogy in the
relentless movement of the film, in the fluidity of the camera and the rapid
spatial transitions of montage. The ‘flow of life’ encompasses the flux of
reality and its appearance on the screen. The question is where does this
leave photography?

Apart from the opening chapter of Theory of Film the only other
substantial text by Kracauer devoted to photography is an essay first
published in 1927. Kracauer begins his essay by contrasting two
photographs, one of a young film diva found on the cover of a current
magazine, the other of a woman of similar age but taken sixty years before
and whom he identifies now to be a grandmother. Possibly his own. The
glamorous film star, like the illustrated publication on which her image
appears and the profession to which she belongs, seems to embody the
modern. She belongs to a contemporary consciousness, and the time of
the image is lodged firmly in the present. By contrast the other photograph
is ‘essentially associated with the moment in time at which it came into
existence’.” Whilst the woman that it pictures may still be known to those
around her, the photograph itself can only testify to what once was. In the
ever-widening gap between then and now meaning dissolves into
‘particulars’ such as the woman's costume that may appear to us in its
anachronistic unfashionability as ‘comical’. At the same time, however, those
who gaze on such an image may also feel a ‘shudder’. For what strikes the
viewer is not only the inescapable fact that what has passed can never return
but also the inevitability that the material contingencies of the present will
similarly be engulfed by the flow of time and with it himself:

Those things once clung to us like our skin, and this is how property still

clings to us today. We are contained in nothing and photography assembles

fragments around a nothing. When Grandmother stood in front of the lens she
was present for one second in the spatial continuum that presented itself to the

lens. But it was this aspect and not the grandmother that was eternalised. A

shudder runs through the beholder/viewer of old photographs. For they do not

make visible the knowledge of the original but rather the spatial configuration
of a moment; it is not the person who appears in his or her photograph, but
the sum of what can be deducted from him or her. It annihilates the person by
portraying him or her, and were person and portrayal to converge, the person
would cease to exist.*

Kracauer goes on, however, to suggest that the belief in the presentness
of the images that fill the contemporary magazine is merely a veneer behind
which we try to shelter from the inevitable:

That the world devours them is a sign of the fear of death. What the photo—

graphs by their sheer accumulation attempt to banish is the recollection of death,

which is part and parcel of ever memory-image. In the illustrated magazines
the world has become a photographable-present, and the photographed present
has been entirely externalised. Seemingly ripped from the clutch of death, in
reality it has succumbed to it all the more.”

8 Ibid., p

g Ibid., p




These passages could have been written by Barthes who - fifty years later
— commenting on a photograph of himself noted that: ‘Ultimately, what I am
seeking in the photograph taken of me...is Death: Death is the eidos of that
Photograph'’."” Later in the same text, however, he extends the sentiment to
the photograph in general, noting that ‘however lifelike we strive to make
it (and this frenzy to be lifelike can only be our mythic denial of an
apprehension of death), Photography is a kind of primitive theater, a kind
of Tableau Vivant, a figuration of the motionless and made up face beneath
which we see the dead.”" There is no need here to pursue in any detail the
complex and often enigmatic nature of Barthes” morbid reflections on
photography’s intimate relationship to death which have given rise to
countless commentaries. What needs to be stressed, however, is that in the
course of writing about death as the eidos of photography, Barthes elaborates
an argument about the distinctive nature of the temporality of the photo-
graphic image, one which he describes as resulting from ‘a perverse
confusion between two concepts: the Real and the Live’. He continues:

...by attesting that the object has been real, the photograph surreptitiously

induces belief that it is alive, because of that delusion which makes us attribute

to Reality an absolutely superior, somehow eternal value; but by shifiing this
reality to the past (“this has been”), the photograph suggests that it is

already dead."’

This paradoxical coexistence within the photograph of the ‘Real’, the
authentication of a past-present, and the ‘Live’, the illusion of a present-
presence, Barthes later describes more simply as the simultaneity of the
‘this will be” and the ‘this has been’ or, in more macabre fashion, as a state
of a future anterior ‘of which death is the stake’. The latter provides the cue
for Barthes’ response to a photograph of his mother with yet further and
more direct resonance with the words of Kracauer: ‘1 tell myself she is going
to die: I shudder, like Winnicott's psychotic patient, over a catastrophe which
has already occurred. Whether or not the subject is already dead, every
photograph is this catastrophe.”"*

As 1 argue below, Barthes’ attempt to account for the distinctive
phenomenology of the photographic image through such contortions of
grammatical tense as that of the notion of a future anterior has not always
led to discussions of photography with such equally complex analytical
ambitions. What needs to be stressed in the present context, however, is that
Barthes reflections on photography contained in Camera Lucida and which
in essence are concerned with time (as much as they are inseparable from
the subject of death) are conducted in direct dialogue with the medium of
film. Indeed, those passages of the text in which he tackles the issue of the

photograph’s temporality contain repeated references to the cinema and it is
clear that for Barthes it is only in the comparative distinction with the moving
image that photography finds its inimitable identity. The terms of this
argument had been laid out much earlier in writing on photography in The
Rhetoric of the Image where he had described the unique temporal register of
the photograph as being forged in “an illogical conjunction between the here-
now and the there-then.” From which he goes on to deduce that
the photograph must be related to a pure spectatorial consciousness and not
to the mare projective, more magical fictional consciousness on which film by
and large depends. This would lend authority to the view that the distinction
between film and photograph is not a simple difference of degree but a radical
opposition. Film can no longer be seen as animated photographs: the having-
been-there gives way before a being-there of the thing..."* 141
Barthes’ own preferences fell sharply on one side of this divide. His
dislike of narrative forms, which demand of the reader that he submit to i Wiy
the irreversible flow of linear time, is in stark contrast to his fascination
with the stasis of the photograph that allows for an unrestrained mode of
contemplation. Thus when Barthes chooses to write about film he directs
his attention to the film-still, the individual photogram, that — once isolated
from the flux of its apparent animation — ‘scorns logical time’. " 15 Roland Barthes ‘The Third
Leaving aside these personal prejudices Barthes writing on photography nleant he pi6E
needs to be understood in terms of what it takes from, and gives back, to film
theory. As regards the former there is the unacknowledged debt to André
Bazin. Like Kracauer’s Theory of Film, Bazin's major work What is Cinema?
opens with an essay devoted to photography. ‘The Ontology of the
Photographic Image’ serves to lay the theoretical foundations for Bazin's
particular theory of cinematic realism. Products of the same technical means
of image production, photography and film partake in the unprecedented
ability of the camera not only to reproduce the mere appearance of some-
thing but to capture the thing itself: ‘No matter how fuzzy, distorted, or
discolored, no matter how lacking in documentary value the image may
be, it shares, by virtue of the very process of its becoming, the being of the
model of which it is the reproduction; it is the model.’'® This said, however, 16 Andre Bazin The Ontolog
photograph and film diverge as to realism’s relationship to time. Photo- jikaie Ficlogrip vicim ,
graphy’s realism is one that assumes a particular spatio-temporal character, Vieswail Whbings.ort Tusniet
one that Bazin implies through opening his essay with reference to the tiry Photograp lur
origins of the visual arts in the primitive ‘practice of embalming the dead’. R e T N
Just as such funeral effigies attempted to preserve the appearance of life —
‘to snatch it from the flow of time’ - so the photographs in a family album
teslify to ‘the disturbing presence of lives halted at a set moment in their




duration, freed from the destiny’.”” ‘Film’, on the other hand, ‘is no longer
content to preserve the gect, enshrouded as it were in an instant, as the
bodies of insects are prerved intact, out of the distant past, in amber. The
film delivers baroque arirom its convulsive catalepsy.”"*

If all of this foretells arthes, his own formulation of the having-been-there
of the photograph as opysed to the being-there of the film, was taken up by
his one-time student Chstian Metz. Seizing on Barthes’ notion that the
photograph can never teify to the presence of the object but only to the
fact of its once having bo present, Metz advances the argument that film
overcomes this limitatioand presents us with an impression of reality
which is so much more ivid’: ‘The movie spectator is absorbed, not by a
“has been there”, but by sense of “There it is”". And the reason that film
is able to convince us ofie actual presence of something, Metz argues, is
because of the appearan of movement. The reasons that Metz offers for
this are mainly twofold. rstly, by presenting us with successive images
of objects existing withispace, movement lends them a greater sense of
corporeality (which for In is the measure of the real). In addition, however,
Metz argues that whilst @ might assume that, rather as the photograph can
only offer a trace of whaias been, so the film can only be ‘the trace of a
past motion’, nonetheles‘the spectator always sees movement as being
present’."” The reason fethis, Metz agues, is that whilst the differentiation
between material propees of an object and the form in which they appear
within visual representan are easily proven to exist — the latter cannot for
example be touched, ancactility for Metz is the most obvious means by
which we can distinguisbetween the object and its image copy — such a
distinction ‘dissolves onie threshold of motion.””” Motion, as it were, can
never be represented, it always motion.

Because movement is ver material but is always visual, to reproduce its

appearance is to duplite its reality. In truth, one cannot even “reproduce”

a movement: one can ly re-produce it in a second production belonging to the

same order of reality, f the spectator, as the first. It is not sufficient to say that

film is more “living”, vre “animated” than stil photography, or even that
filmed objects are mormaterialised”. In the cinema the impression of reality
is also the reality of inession, the real presence of motion.”!

Whilst for Metz — aor Kracauer and Bazin — cinema is technologically
and aesthetically depenait upon photography, ultimately it is seen as
ontologically quite distir. The differences between the two mediums
appear as stark and absate: on the one hand we have movement that not
only is present but also 1ds to the image a ‘presence’ that is associated
with life, and, on the otlr hand, we have a moment frozen in time and an

immobility that is lodged within an ever-receding past that can only testify
lo an absence that carries with it the spectre of death.

This perception is not limited to writers discussed here. Nor is it, [ think,
simply confined to the relatively rarefied domains of film and photographic
theory. Yet clearly it is an orthodoxy that is open to being challenged, and
perhaps necessarily so. In the case of the belief in the ‘presentness’ of film
this is easily done. Film shares the same temporal properties of the index
with the photograph and for all of its illusion of ‘here and now’ the filmic
image is equally prey to the passage of time and the slow but inevitable
recession from now to then. Consequently the spectre of death haunts the
moving images of Greta Garbo (if not the screen characters she played) as
much as it does the photograph of Barthes” mother.

The dominant perception of the ‘pastness’ of the photograph has proven
more intractable, particularly in the shadow of the cloying melancholia of a
post-Barthian era of photographic theory. Elsewhere | have argued that one
of the possible ways of countering this tendency lies with understanding the
photograph as a kind of performative utterance, a means by which things
are not so much represented as simply designated.” The idea that the power
of photography is as an act of ostentation, which bestows significance on
something by pointing to it, has consequences for how we conceive of the
temporality of the image. Ann Banfield has suggested that Barthes’ attempt
to account for the photograph in terms of ‘an illogical conjunction between
the here-now and the there-then’ might better be reformulated as “This was
now here’.”* However, thinking of the photograph’s particular kind of
referentiality as analogous to deixis anchors meaning to the immediate
spatio-temporal context of the communicative act and to that which is
immediately present. In other words “This now here’. This might lead us
to conjecture that it is possible to conceive of the photograph as occupying
what has been referred to as an ‘eternal present tense’. But perhaps better
still we might abandon the notion of tense altogether and conclude that
what the photograph offers us is purely and simply ‘This’.

Another way of exploring the relationship between time and the
photograph has been suggested by Peter Wollen, who is also dubious as to
the exclusive association of the photograph with the past tense: ‘Clearly there
is no intrinsic ‘tense’ of the still image, any ‘past’ in contrast to the filmic
‘present’, as has often been averred. Still photography, like film... lacks any
structure of tense, though it can order and demarcate time.’* In his short
essay Wollen tentatively lays out a schema for the analysis of various kinds of
photography using what linguistic theorists refer to as ‘aspect’. What theories
of ‘aspect” allow for, according to Wollen, is the description and analysis of



photographs in terms of ‘states’, ‘processes’ or ‘events’ in which notions of
change and duration, of the ordering and demarcation of time, of narrativity
and so forth, are still available but without necessarily being enmeshed in
the rigid polarisation of past and present tense. As Wollen implies, and what
many of the essays in this volume also suggest, is that photography’s
relationship to time is a far more complex affair than is often granted.
Something of that complexity might be gleaned from the study of those
phenomena in which one encounters the direct juxtaposition of the filmic
and the photographic, of movement and stillness, as with Raymond Bellour’s
analysis of the occurrence of the image of the photograph in the certain
examples of classical narrative cinema. Whilst Bellour grants that photo-
graphs represented as objects within a film are used to advance a story
and that they are therefore caught up in the time of an unfolding narrative,
their appearance nonetheless is problematic for the film’s diegesis. In the
examples he gives, the photograph is used as an emblematic motif around
which the plot of the film might hinge (often at points in the narrative in
which the passage of time is being marked through acts of remembrance),
yet at precisely this moment the temporal flow of the film is arrested, its
narrative momentum suspended, albeit briefly. At this point in which ‘the
film seems to freeze, to suspend itself”, the viewer is made aware of two
kinds of temporality, that which belongs to the film and the intrinsic forward
movement of the narrative, and that which is the time of viewing the film
and which carries the phenomenological force of the here and now. Thus
paradoxically it is the photograph caught on film that directs our attention
to the present — even as it functions within the narrative of the film in
accordance with its predominant cultural forms to symbolize the past.
The presence of the photograph, diverse, diffuse, ambiguous, thus has the effect
of uncoupling the spectator from the image, even if only slightly, even if only
by virtue of the extra fascination it holds. It pulls the spectator out of this
imprecise, yet pregnant force: the ordinary imaginary of the cinema...[t]he
photo thus becomes a stop within a stop, a freeze-frame within a freeze-frame;
between it and the film from which it emerges, two kinds of time blend together,
always and inextricable, but without becoming confused.”
Extending this argument, Garrett Stewart notes that Bellour’s analysis
is constrained by the cinematic phenomena he uses. The placing ofa
photograph as an identifiable object within the illusory space of the film,
even where that object may be co-extensive with the screen frame, whilst not
without ramifications for film’s narrative spatio-temporal diegesis, ultimately
leaves it in place. What Stewart contrasts with this phenomenon of an
image-within-an-image is the instance of the true freeze-frame, where

‘the difference in question is between imaged motionlessness and the

molionless’ image.”*® It is only in the case of the latter, when the elemental

o[ film itself — a single photogram — is isolated and then multiplied and

cled that the critical interrogation of ‘the ordinary imaginary of the

cmema’ is truly engaged. Since the freeze-frame is actual stasis, and not

merely its representation, its appearance on the screen is a moment of

us, not only in the temporal momentum of the film’s narrative but also,

itially, in the illusion of reality to which it is bound. The freeze-frame,

1es Stewart, allows the possibility of cinematic reflexivity; although

‘restingly this is achieved through something that might be deemed not

to belong to the medium of film and one that may take us outside of the

With the freeze-frame the film images itself: ‘The film has become,

s 1o speak, transparent to itself, but only in the moment, and at the price,

ol its cancelled succession, its negation as a moving picture.” *’ 27 Ibid., p1g
The notion of reflexivity, whether one is concerned with film or photo-

y or painting or whatever, has been central to theories of the medium,

eupecially to ideas about medium specificity. Indeed, we can observe that it is

through reflexivity — or as Clement Greenberg called it a process of ‘self

:m’ — that it has been thought possible to identify those properties and

hanacteristics that are peculiar and unique to it, in other words, to define its

cusence’. Yet, it would seem from Stewart’s example of the freeze-frame that

ieflexivity in film is best, or perhaps only, possible through the deployment

ol o device that does not ‘belong’ to film, one that runs counter to common

iptions about the medium and the centrality of movement to it. Stasis

o1 virlual stasis in various guises, ranging from the lack of movement of the

cainera to the fixity of objects placed before it, has always been regarded as

'matic, as for example in the case of the appearance of the tableau in

varly cinema, as well as later films by Dreyer and Pasolini. But the sudden

nce of the freeze-frame is, according to Stewart, such a fundamental

ire in the filmic text, that it creates a kind of acinema. But if the freeze-

of the film does not belong to cinema is it photography? Or is it neither?

1k that it would be fair to say both Bellour’s and Stewart’s arguments

ite the key assumptions concerning the differences between photo-

praphy and film that I have outlined here. Both, however, also suggest a

ins of moving beyond the counter-posing of these two mediums by means

nocuvre through which each becomes open to critique and analysis by

ijecting it to terms of reference drawn from the other. By proceeding on

the basis of a dialectic rather than mere distinction the relationships between

photography and film, between the still and the moving image, are revealed

i o new light. Philippe Dubois makes the point succinctly:

L
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I think we have newer been in a better position to approach a given visual
medium by imagiming it in light of another, through another, in another, by
another, or like ancother. Such an oblique, off-center vision can frequently offer
a better opening omto what lies at the heart of the system... The thing is to
practice this kind of oblique, sideways approach deliberately. We might begin
with this simple idea: that the best lens on photography will be found outside
photography. Thus;, to grasp something of photography we must enter through
the door of cinema: (though it may end up being rather the opposite). In short,
we must insert ourselves into the fold (in Deleuze’s sense), the intersection that
relates these two miedia so often deemed antagonistic. For example, is there
anything that tells us more or in a better way about the fundamental stakes of
the photographic iimaginary than, say, Antonioni’s Blow Up, the hallmark
film in this area? ©r anything more central than Chris Marker’s La Jetée for
understanding photographically the nature of cinema (and vice versa?). And
in theoretical and \aesthetic terms, is the film frame (photogramme) not some—
where near the heart of the fold, in other words before an “un-nameable” object
that is simultaneomsly beyond photography and before the cinema, more than
the one and less thian the other, while being a little of both at the same time.’*
What Dubois advocates here as critical method can I think be readily
transposed to describe the practices of a number of contemporary artists
whose work might be described as exploring what lies ‘between” photography
and film and the interstices of the still and moving image. Whilst the
foundations for sucht an exploration were laid by a generation of artists
working within the parameters of ‘structuralist’ or ‘materialist’ filmmaking
in the early 1970s, the possibilities opened up by the technological
development and greater accessibility of video in the 1980s proved crucial.
As has often been noted the domestic VCR had a significant impact upon
the premises and halbits of cinema spectatorship and television viewing. As
a recording device thie VCR freed viewers to watch what they wanted, when
they wanted. But in addition to this capacity to ‘time-shift’, video machines
soon also offered the: means to manipulate playback. The ability to fast-forward
or reverse the flow off images, to vary the speed or freeze an individual ‘frame’,
or simply to be able to easily and immediately re-view something, fundamentally
altered our relationship to the screened image. In the hands of artists in
particular the VCR became a tool with which to dismember the moving image
and, through that process, produce new temporalities. It is not without
significance that withiin the possibilities for the manipulation of time opened
up by video it is exploration of the processes by which the cinematic image
is slowed down or emtirely stilled that seem to have been a primary focus of

attention amongst contemporary artists.”

More recently digital technologies have further eroded the boundaries
between the still and moving image in terms of their production, distribution
reception. Whilst the same camera (and even most cell phones) is
ble of recording moving and still images, perhaps the more far reaching
consequence of such developments is that we are more likely to encounter
both kinds of image through the ‘interface’ of an electronic screen. Since
il is arguable that a conception of photography in terms of the atomisation
ol lime, its freezing of a singular moment isolated and abstracted from the
lemporal flow and posited as past, is coincident with the form of the
photographic print as a palpable object, we might ask what is the effect of
this ‘dematerialisation’ of the photograph? Is it that stripped of its tangible
material support and its ‘objectness’ as something that can be held in the
lind, the photograph as it exists on the monitor screen appears to us
perhaps as something more animate, more present?

IUis clearly the case that the rapid and dramatic technological changes
ave impacted upon both the means for the production and
‘mination of the image have major implications for the way in which
we experience and conceive of time. It also seems possible, perhaps likely,
the distinctions between the filmic and the photographic, between the
ving and the still image, that have dominated the domains of both film
photography theory until recently, will wither in the face of these
profound shifts in the complex technology of the visual. However, for the
moment —and it is possibly both a brief and fragile moment — the notion of
the ‘photograph” and the ‘film’ remain with us and it would seem that within
this space the concept of the medium remains necessary and useful.




Real Time: Instantaneity and the Photographic Imaginary
Mary Ann Doane

In 1898 Henri Poincaré wrote, ‘Whence comes the feeling that between
any two instants there are others?’ Ironically, this question, which takes for
o . pranted the reality of the concept of the instant, emerged in the course of

W an essay challenging the Bergsonian argument that we have an intuitive
understanding of time, particularly of the notions of duration and
simultaneity, that can act as the ground of a scientific epistemology.! But 1 Henri Poincaré, ' The
»instant, for Poincaré, along with our notion of time in general, was a teast e SR
woughly psychological concept and remained unproblematic only so long - Essential Wiitin
remained within subjectivity, within consciousness. An instant was a Fidemil faingiie: The Mot
‘remembrance capable of classification in time.” It had nothing to do with o
the present but was instead steeped in memory, the antithesis of life and
wesence: ‘It is only when they thus have lost all life that we can classify our
memories in time as a botanist arranges dried flowers in his herbarium.” bid., pp.ato:211
Our strong sense of the continuity of time is based on a wager that our

ies are finite and can never blanket the whole of time, that between
mories of any two instants, there will always exist more.

striking that Poincaré aligned the instant so intimately with memory,
1, the inorganic, and the past at the moment when the cinema was
Iransforming the past instant of photography into a form of scintillating

ice, of fluid and life-like mobility. Until 1895 it was photography that

the privileged representational technology for the visualization of time,
the indexical guarantee, as Roland Barthes would have it, of a ‘that-has-

n."' But the cinema, with its celebrated ability to record movement,

lized photographic instants, imbuing them with an invisibility crucial to
intenance of its illusion. The instant — embodied in the film frame —
ppear in order for movement to emerge. Nevertheless, I will argue
that not only is the still image the material substrate of the film medium but
tantaneity, its ideological investment in transforming time
property, a tangible commodity, shadows the cinema and
reaches out to inform a contemporary digi

Figure 2
Dag Alveng, The Photographer
Shoots Himself, 1981.

ized understanding of




Instantaneity today seems most persistently and compellingly incarnated
in the concept of ‘real time’, which is ubiquitous, used primarily to convey
a sense of the capabilities of new media, of new computer technologies
with specific and distinctive relations to temporality. The Oxford English
Dictionary (Second Edition, 1989) defines real time as ‘the actual time
during which a process or event occurs, esp. one analyzed by a computer,
incontrast to time subsequent to it when computer processing may be done,
a recording replayed, or the like.” In other words, real time is the time of
the now, of the ‘taking place’ of events — it is specifically opposed to the
subsequent, the ‘after.’ Ideally, in real time, there would be no gap between
the phenomenon and its analysis. Current definitions of real time tend to
emphasize speed of response or reaction time, suggesting that interactivity,
or the aspiration to interactivity, is what distinguishes computer real time
from film or television real time e.g., ‘real time operating systems are
systems that respond to input immediately™; ‘Real time is a level of computer
responsiveness that a user senses as sufficiently immediate or that enables
the computer to keep up with some external process...".” However, these
definitions of computer real time also expansively include those of film
and television as well. Real time in digital terms would then include both
continuity (the one to one relation between film time and everyday time
promised by the cinema) and instantaneity (the speed of access, the
simultaneity of event and reception promised by television). But in addition,
digital real time, through the concept of interactivity, welds the user’s time to
the concept of real time. The lure of the internet is the lure of connectivity,
of being in touch, of synchronicity, and of availability — 24/7/365: 24 hours
a day, 7 days a week, 365 days a year. In this way, although the space of the
internet may be superbly virtual, its time lays claim to the real.

The concept of real time is itself, of course, a denial of mediation, of the
very presence of the technology. Indeed, it is arguable that the concept of
the real, and hence of real time, only emerges with capitalism’s historical
insistence upon an intensified mediation. ‘Real time’ is compensatory — it
makes up for a lack produced by representations at a distance, deracinated
representations, which appear to circulate freely. ‘Real time” allows the
subject to experience the time of the event's own happening, any technical
temporal difference being reduced to a bare minimum. The very idea of a
time that is real presupposes an unreal time, a technologically produced
and mediated time. ‘Real time’ suggests that represented time (whether
mechanical, electronic, or digital) can be asymptotic to the instantaneous —
with no delay, no distance, no deferral. And, as Jacques Derrida has pointed
out, only technics can bring out the ‘real time effect.’

An extraordinarily extended technical reproducibility serves to mimic
living flux, the irreversible, spontaneity, that which carries singularity away
in the movement of existence without return. When we watch television, we
have the impression that something is happening only once: this is not going
to happen again, we think, it is ‘living," live, real time, whereas we also know,
on the other hand, it is being produced by the strongest, the most
sophisticated repetition machines.®

The difficulty for Derrida, of course, is that this effect of real time is only :
an intensification of that which always already characterizes our sense of the ot
present moment or presence in general: the play of différance is the guarantee Polity
that this presence is always riven by delay and deferral. The question is,
however, what constitutes the historical specificity of this technologically
mediated real time, what is the lure of its promise of instantaneity, of its
disavowal of repetition, its insistence that events happen ‘only once'?

The historical predecessor of this desire for instantaneity is undoubtedly
photography, but not photography in its earliest forms, with its emphasis
upon the impressions and durability of tracings of light but photography as
it strove for the registration of the smallest unit of time, the fastest possible
shutter speed, and the fixing of movement in the constrained framework of
the instant. Around 1880, the introduction of gelatin-silver bromide plates
made possible snapshots with an exposure time of 1/25 of a second, re-
orienting photography toward the instantaneous, those moments of time or
of movement that were not necessarily available to the naked eye. For Walter
Benjamin, the quintessential action of modernity was the snapping
of the camera:

Of the countless movements of switching, inserting, pressing, and the like, the

‘snapping’ of the photographer has had the greatest consequences. A touch of

the finger now sufficed to fix an event for an unlimited period of time. The

camera gave the moment a posthumous shock, as it were.”

Yet, for Benjamin, there was something obscene about the
instantaneous, the contraction of time to a point, the speed and consequent
oblivion associated with both urban space and modern technologies — hence
his nostalgia for the daguerreotype with its relentless duration, as though the
slowness of an etching were required to do justice to the peculiar qualities
and texture of light. The daguerreotype was a lost object for modernity,
always already historical and of another age; it not only took time but it
endured in the midst of an era already committed to the ephemeral. Its value
was a function of the slowness of its exposure, its status as a kind of work.
For Benjamin there was something pre-modern about the sheer length of
time required for a sitting: ‘The procedure itself caused the subject to focus
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his life in the moment rather than hurrying on past it; during the
considerable period of the exposure, the subject as it were grew into the
picture, in the sharpest contrast with appearances in a snap-shot...". The
daguerreotype could still be classed with that which lasts: ‘the very creases
in people’s clothes have an air of permanence’, he noted.® The technique
itself of the snapshot, on the other hand, its slavish embrace of speed and
the momentary, fits well with a throwaway culture and the reduced life span
of its information.

Beyond the question of the speed of the apparatus, the power of
instantaneous photography has always been aligned with the question of the
representability of movement. More sensitive emulsions and faster shutter
speeds enable the division of movement and gesture into their smallest
possible increments. Perhaps this is why instantaneous photography has
been consistently allied with a form of quasi-scientificity, a desire to analyze,
dissect, and break down movement into its barely recognizable, alien
components — Mach’s bullet, Muybridge’s horses, Marey’s birds. Muybridge’s
photographs of horses in motion struck observers as ungainly, unaesthetic,
the obverse of notions of the beautiful — their uninviting authenticity being
their most salient feature. Marey’s obsession with the legible instant led to
any background detail and the reduction of the body to a
skeletal framework in geometric chronophotography.

the excision of

Yet the irony of instantaneous photography is that its celebrated capability
of representing movement is attained at the expense of movement’s
petrification and paralysis. The perfect expression of movement becomes
movement's own antithesis. Perhaps this paradox explains why instantaneous
photography propelled mechanical reproduction into the era of the cinema,
where movement looked like movement and any aspiration to scientificity
was sacrificed. Instantaneous photography both reveals and hence corroborates
the stillness of the photographic image and acts as the condition of possibility

the filmic illusion of movement.

In an attempt to unravel the complexity and the specificity of photo-
graphic temporality, Thierry de Duve argues that there are two apparently
separate categories of photographs that in reality merge and inform our
experience of any photograph: the snapshot and the time exposure. The
snapshot, in its punctual suddenness, is ‘event-like.” The time exposure is
ily the funerary portrait (but could be any portrait), in which
‘the past tense freezes in a sort of infinitive.” The subject is dead, but forever

most exempla

there, present. The time exposure is always haunted by the past, by

remembrance, by a work of mourning. The snapshot, on the other hand,

embodies a form of trauma linked to the inaccessibility of the present — we




view the event or movement represented before it is completed and
simultaneously long after it has happened. The discus that is being thrown,
frozen in the air, will never land, yet it has nevertheless already landed. The
trauma of the snapshot is hence ‘the sudden vanishing of the present tense,
splitting into the contradiction of being simultaneously too late and too
early,” much like Barthes’ reading of Alexander Gardner’s 1865 Portrait of
Lewis Payne: ‘He is dead and he is going to die..."."

Two pairs of photographs help to lay out these distinctions made by
de Duve. In Dag Alveng's The Photographer Shoots Himself (1981), the
photographer’s nude body hovers precariously over a vast body of water,
perched on a cliff and seemingly headed in a dive for the water, his hand
grasping the remote shutter release that he has apparently just activated
(Figure 2). The pose is, indeed, an impossible one: a body on the edge,
defying gravity, in a position accessible only to instantaneous photography.
Or perhaps more accurately, this is the antithesis of a pose, since it cannot
be held for any length of time. Julia Margaret Cameron’s 1867 Portrait of John
Herschel (Figure 3), on the other hand, with its soft focus and attentiveness
to the complex features, sarticularly the liquid eyes, of its subject, invites
extended contemplation. Time is written into the image and it promises more
to the studious gaze. It is as if there were a depth to which the stillness of
the face gives access, but only through the expenditure of time. In Aaron
Siskind’s Terrors and Pleasures of Levitation (1961) there is nothing to be
gained by prolonging the look. The photograph is grasped in an instant, its
signification exhausted almost immediately (Figure 4). The body, like that in
Dag Alveng's image, is suspended in mid-air, never to be grounded. Without
background, it is further disengaged from any natural order — simply there.
The shock of the instant lies in its implausibility. On the other hand, the
woman in a mid-nineteenth century daguerreotype (Figure 5) exudes
composure and stability, as though she had ‘grown into the picture’ in
Benjamin’s terms. This ‘s a pose for a portrait and requires all the stillness
the subject can muster. But in a sense this image, in its promise of
permanence and endurance, anticipates and already instantiates her death.

While the snapshot :akes movement as its referent but betrays it through
its petrification, the time exposure has stillness or death as its referent but
transforms it into a recurrent temporality of mourning or nostalgia. The
instantaneity of the snapshot is like a blow: ‘The snapshot steals the life
outside and returns it as death. This is why it appears as abrupt, aggressive,
and artificial, however convinced we might be of its realistic accuracy.”"' The
aesthetic of the snapshat is sharpness of focus — the faster the shutter speed,
the crisper the outline of the body in movement, the more striking its

| Figure 4
Aaron Siskind, Terrors and
Pleasures of Levitation, 1961.

rupture of time’s flow. The softer focus of the time exposure, on the other
hand, is a signifier of time's duration, of the time of imprinting that
supports the leisure of contemplation. According to de Duve, our experience
of the photograph does not resolve this polar opposition between modes of
king but initiates an oscillation, more or less weighted as the photograph
lends toward the snapshot or the time exposure. The aspiration of
instantaneous photography, from this point of view, would be the draining

Il traces of the past and the attainment of an impossible presence in the
orm of an uneasy, stuttering balance between the past and the future.

The cinema, however, rejects the petrification of the snapshot by
concealing its own dependency upon the still image, the photogram. The
that greeted the cinema celebrated its inscription of movement, its
¢ properties. It was life that was the obsessive concern of biology and




physiology in the nineteenth century and .30<S.:Q; was _._.m _u_.:juﬂw i
signifier. Marey, whose work was foundational for the emergence w. cinema,
maintained that ‘motion is the most apparent characteristic of life; it ,
manifests itself in all the functions; it is even the essence of mm.<m3_;c;_
them.""? The autopsy was therefore incompatible with the mz_&\ oﬁ_ﬁ.:m
systems; and ultimately, the death-like pose cﬁ _urowom_,mw_:n vw,z,u..:::m
resisted the desire to represent life. Life is u:.ﬁ::m:. al to n_mmm_rE:o.: -
taxonomy is predicated upon the loss of life, the dried-out flowers of
Poincaré’s botanist. Life is always aligned with that v.o_:miri mmeﬁ_.S:o:m
present that resists the reduction of complexity. In cinematic projection, the

frameline that reveals the division of time into distinct instants must vanish.

The emergence of life as an m?.ﬁm:_o_omﬂm_.nammw;\ mmw:m_, to Bon_mm_:&\
is opposed by Foucault to a Classical period in which being is knowable
r n immense table of categories:

:::Mm@”mwh& being was without flaw; life, on the other hand, is without edges or
shading.... Being was posited in the _uw%whtn:x n:a:\NaEx space of -~
representation; life withdraws into the enigma of a force inaccessible in _v. )
essence, apprehendable only in the efforts it makes here and there to manifest

and maintain itsel"*

The irreversible temporal flow of film ensures that its grasp by the
spectator is never sure, that it constitutes only a fleeting memory that never
ilizes. Much like life. The reified terms life-like’, ‘true-to-life’, and the
appeal to ‘life itself” constitute the ultimate rebuttal, censoring all argument,
appealing to a universal, undifferentiated, and undeniable experience shared
by all.

Nevertheless, as has been provocatively argued by Garrett Stewart, the
spectre of death embodied in the individual film frame does not cease to have
i1s effects." The haunting of film by photography is structural: as Deleuze
s out, ‘the cinema is the system which reproduces movement as a
ion of any-instant-whatever, that is, as a function of equidistant instants,
cted so as to create an impression of continuity.” Technically, the cinema
was historically dependent upon the invention of instantaneous photography.
oughout its own history it has consistently returned to photography
ivileged generator of epistemological dilemmas that cannot fail to
( nate film as a form as well. We may consider here films as diverse as
\nlonioni’s Blow-Up, Ridley Scott’s Blade Runner, Hollis Frampton’s Nostalgia,
I Michael Snow’s Wavelength, where the photograph constitutes the
¢ of a plumbable depth but while offering only the opacity of an
iipenetrable surface, reducible to increasingly unreadable units.
in these films, photography is theme, subject matter, or content.
ly ensconced within the image or narrative, photography is dealt with as
r discourse, the object of the film'’s more knowing analysis. Films
 the inextricability of cinema and the photographic, on the other
hand. reveal more explicitly what is at stake for the cinema’s inscription of
ty. The best known example, perhaps, is Chris Marker's Lg Jetée
2). whose narrative about time, memory, and a dystopic future is
tomprised of a series of mostly still images, each instantaneous, each
iy, a continuing action or event, yet only one of which contains any
ent: when the woman of the protagonist’s childhood memory, lying
ens her eyes to behold the spectator. This moment of imagistic
ity marks the event of movement as erotic in its presence and
Immediacy, somehow outside of time. The filming of individual frames of
i La Jetée risks an infinite mise-en-abyme, a vertiginous oscillation of
i stillness. It is the cinematic imitation of stasis, the
1e cliché, ‘time stands still.’ This apparently avant-garde

OWeVeET, ¢ Zes moments in even the most conventional of
whenever the cinema mimics photography, sacrificing its trump card
I'to pay homage to stillness. 1t is arguable that this happens

a close-up, an enlargement and frequently a [reezing of

ct




space at the expense of the forward movement of the narrative. In Rouben
Mamoulian’s Queen Christina (1933), the final shot is a slow track in to an
extremely tight dose-up of Garbo who, having lost both lover and country,
takes up her resolute position at the helm of the ship. All movement is
marginalized, siznaled only by the wisps of hair and collar blowing in .%m
wind, but the face itself has the inertness of marble. (Figure 6) In its tightest
position, the close-up reveals a face whose mobility is not nc:u@_.o::mmn_ __3\
the slightest tic, thwarting even the blink of an eye that Z.m::ﬁv. cinema in
La Jetée. Here we are confronted with the cinema’s mimicry of vrowom,_d_ur.v\..
in this case, of the time exposure discussed by de Duve. The close-up in this
instance blocks ‘he conventional access to interiority provided by the face
while making ttat interiority more mysterious and desirable through its
unreadability, its refusal to be written across the features. .

More recenty, some contemporary artists have directly confronted the
dialectic of stass and mobility that informs photography, cinema, and newer
time based technologies such as video, television, and digital media. For
example, Martix Arnold’s Cinemnesis series, especially his piéce touchée
(1989), directlyengages with the radical tension between stillness m:ﬁ_.
movement which subtends the cinema. Arnold uses a homemade optical
printer to disseit motion into its smallest cinematic components and to
experiment with varying speeds and with the repetition of frames so that
movement seens to vibrate, to pulsate, to stutter. In piéce touchée, for
instance, an 183second shot from The Human Jungle (Joseph M. Newman,
1954) is stretched to fill the 15 minute duration of the film. Arnold deliberately
chose one of the most banal and familiar of Hollywood domestic scenes —
a4 husband retuning home {rom work, greeting and kissing his patiently
waiting wife. (Fgure 7) But everyday actions that form the banal infrastructure
of narrative, such as opening a door and entering a room, seem interminable
as bodies moveforward and backward in incremental stages, and photograms —
instead of smorthly accumulating in the service of the illusion of movement
_ seem to collile. The work of the optical printer translates each movement
into a potentialcatastrophe, a neurotic gesture revealing a profound psychic
disequilibrium Arnold describes the experience of watching another scene
(tom this film ) a computerized projector, ‘At a projection speed of four
nes per seond the event was thrilling; every minimal movement was

transformed irto a small concussion.™® In dislocating the frame from its
ized lirear trajectory, piéce touchée reasserts the explosive instantaneity

rt of :inematic continuity. The recurrent frustration of the
of the i
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neous photograph.
[ Marey and

_____::__1_.._2_ novement he

'« work in its perverse re-embodiment of the d

Muybridge, seems to literalize Benjamin’s ‘optical unconscious.” The goal Figure 6
here is to see differently, indeed, to see more. Yet, in the process of m___jvm;__ Ehean Chiging,
p . - ouben Mamoulian, 1933
1antling the deceptive naturalness of cinematic movement, the films
reveal that movement’s grounding in a spastic mechanicity, a series of violent
intaneities masquerading as flow.
In a somewhat different vein, Ute Friederike Jiirss, makes use of digital
compositing to produce a video installation, You Never Know the Whole Story,
which models itself upon a series of still photographs derived from newspaper
ism. The verisimilitude the piece strives for is a form of media
sm, a fidelity to newspaper photography. In a structure reminiscent of
o lubleau vivant, the figures in the video (all played by Jiirss herself) assume
the poses of the figures in the journalistic photos, appearing to be caught in
the midst of an event, on the brink of an action, much like the subjects of
neous photography. Only here, the medium of video imparts a sense




, 1989,

ings and tremblings of the figures, the
presence or absence of a

of presence through the m_:_.*.:,ﬂ <<u<.»_.A i
-casional blink of an eye. Itis striking thd
wﬂ,_n_wm,mmm___:. eye should Wm go critical to texts as %<m;n., ;.,_"r@:_wmm QH:.HA_M“H.:
La Jetée, and You Never Know the Whole Story m:'m_ :.z: :Um. .om_ L.MA::: A
n:.:_mQ signifier that we are in the presence A.u_ a time- L_f__m :H_mg.ﬁoo.; o
the idiomatic phrase, ‘in the blink of an eye’, 1s nc:c;:_.w. y ~”_J _M _,.:x ! ~.:m
instantaneity, immediacy. Fusing the rc& and temporality, that blink is
's minimal unit. You Never Know the Whole Story

rporeal measure of time : e e
. ve broadcasting and articulates it with

i ¢ of ‘real time” or i

invokes the look of ‘real time’ or ‘ v i

the stasis of journalistic photography, which purports :“ present vﬁM_Qm_.e\mE
B i ] in for swsworthy event.

] : <es that concisely stand in for the newsworthy

exemplary moments, Poses stand in for the news ,

As CWm:_m Frohne points out, “This “real time” effect is n<o._?m and Mén:

deliberately manipulated by the superficial qualities of the images s gci.:

is never delivered. For images that have the texture

here, but the promise :
: dia, but do not move, are an unusual

of electronic broadcasting me
~xperience for us.”” , ]
Axﬂn/w,nwurﬁ_omm photography find itself at the turn of Em g@wﬁw.rnmﬁ nwwwﬂﬂv_@
the object of a sustained mimicry on the part m; media that ,_Em.wwmmﬁ. o
d it technically in their access to a :Gm:%:& effect of the re . :
ntaneity would seem to be antithetical to what we call
h cinema then video and television
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Photographic insta 1
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time-based media, which, _uwm_::_:m. : e % s
ind now digital media have the distinctive capability of representing .
: tion. It mig to look more closely at the
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concept of instantaneity and its meanings across the different media. In
[ilm and photography, instantaneity names the relation between the object
(usually in motion) and its representation — the time lag between the event
and its record shrinks so that they become, ideally, simultaneous. The event
and its record take place in the same moment. Instantaneity here is a
[unction of the production of the image or images. Yet in the context of
Iheir reception, that pinpointed temporality of the registration of the image
hecomes palpable as historical trace, which is why photographs and films
age so visibly. This is the pressure of de Duve’s time exposure, where the
referent of the photo is tinged by the past tense and death. There is a sense
in which instantaneity in photography and film is unreal time, because it
always confounds presence and pastness (and this may be why the OED
makes no mention of ‘real time’ in film, despite the fact that the term is
widely used with reference to unedited film). There is in each case the
present tense of reception — | can hold this photograph in my hands now
(its tangibility readily differentiating it from the cinema). Or, in the case of
ltlm, I am the spectator of these images of movement here, now, with all the
presence usually accorded to movement. On the other hand, there is also the
imevitable past tense of a recording that is also a reiteration, of inscribing the
traces of an event that can be circulated and witnessed far from the place

I time of its original occurrence. For André Bazin, this was the latent
ubscenity of the film medium: although all events are singular, they happen
only once, film makes them repeatable. Bazin links cinematic specificity to

i scandal, that of the repeatability of the unique : ‘I cannot repeat a single
ent of my life, but cinema can repeat any one of these moments
indehnitely before my eyes.”™™ This is particularly true, for Bazin, of death
ind the sexual act, each ‘in its own way the absolute negation of objective
time, the qualitative instant in its purest form.” The mechanical reproduction
ol these moments that are superbly unrepeatable constitutes a violation, an
obscenity, not of a moral nature but of an ontological one.

While instantaneity in photography and film names a relation of
dimultaneity between the event and its recording, live television considerably
sforms its purview. In live television (no longer ‘real’ but ‘live’ — a mark
ol the depth and intensity as well as the ‘nowness’ of its reality), the event,
ing, its transmission and its reception are virtually simultaneous.
Ihstory is collapsed onto the present moment. The confusion between
t and past in film and photography is avoided by evacuating the very
catepory of pastness — hence the oxymoron ‘telepresence’. Live television
ineily as characteristic of both production and reception.
an event live, particularly a catastrophic event, is a qualitatively
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different experience thanitching it ‘recorded earlier’, underscoring the
televisual impression thatings happen ‘only once'. Digital media, capable
of representing all previoforms of real time, further intensifies the alliance
of instantaneity with receon through the phenomenon of interactivity,
in which the user, by sim' pressing a key or clicking a mouse, can make
something happen seemily immediately. Benjamin’s snapping of the
photographer has movedm the realm of production to that of reception.
The event becomes that che user’s engagement with the technology.

Yet, in all of these ma of modernity and postmodernity, what is at
stake is some form of temral coincidence, of simultaneity, as the mark
of the real. And although: tend to think of simultaneity as an ahistorical,
abstract concept, it is in ¢ sense produced in the nineteenth century as
a function of industrializon, colonialism, and as the product of a new
physics as well as social psics of time. In the 1898 essay The Measure of
Time mentioned previous Poincaré contests the idea of a Newtonian
absolute time and insteaspouses the idea of a multiplicity of times, none
of which can be labeled airate. One of the consequences of this argument
is that the concept of simaneity has no scientific grounding because
we cannot ‘reduce to oneid the same measure facts which transpire in
different worlds.” To do requires the theological hypothesis of an infinite
being who could see evening and classify it all in its own time. Yet the
hypothesis is self-contradory since such a being would have to possess an
imperfect recollection of > past — otherwise everything would be present to
it and it could have no coprehension of time. According to Poincaré, the
measurement of time is vays compromised, subject to forces we can never
fully account for, and wen have no direct intuition of simultaneity or of
the equality of two duratis. Instead, simultaneity can only be the effect of
a rule governed structurene which is seldom acknowledged. According to
Peter Galison, Poincaré’seculations about simultaneity are inextricable
from the extensive materization of simultaneity in the nineteenth and
early twentieth centuriesie establishment of train systems, mapping
procedures, time-bearingbles, and the standardization of time.* With
global exploration and tholonialist enterprise, synchronization of clocks
became imperative; timeerywhere must be the same. Hence, just as
simultaneity is discreditat the scientific level, transformed into — as it
were — a virtual effect, it comes an insistent and compelling cultural desire,
its lure a symptom of caplist expansion, its fantasy materialized in new
technologies of represenion such as photography and film.

One could argue thalis desire and this fantasy go back even further, to
the advent of print techimgies, but in particular to the growth of the daily

newspaper (which ultimately became one of the most privileged domains
of instantaneous photography). According to Benedict Anderson, ‘the
development of print-as-commodity is the key to the generation of wholly
new ideas of simultaneity’?' that ultimately underwrite the imaginary
community of the nation and the phenomenon of nationalism. With the
secularization of time, a theological time of vertical simultaneity in which
everything is known at once by Divine Providence is replaced by Benjamin’s
‘homogeneous, empty time’, in which ‘simultaneity is, as it were, transverse,
cross-time, marked not by prefiguring and fulfillment, but by temporal
coincidence, and measured by clock and calendar.’® This new time is
incarnated, above all, in the novel and the newspaper. The novel, in its
development of parallel times and its extended gloss on the term ‘meanwhile’,
depends upon a temporality inaccessible to its characters and existing only
in the mind of the reader. The logic of the newspaper’s juxtaposition of the
most varied and incompatible stories resides in the fact that they all
happened on the same day, today (hence the rapid obsolescence of ‘yesterday's
newspaper’). In addition, the newspaper generates another form of
simultaneity — that of its own ritualistic reading: ‘each communicant is well
aware that the ceremony he performs is being replicated simultaneously by
thousands (or millions) of others of whose existence he is confident, yet of
whose identity he has not the slightest notion.””* The idea of temporal
simultaneity subtends that of an imagined but powerful national identity.
Time is said to be a preoccupation of modernity, of Proust, Bergson,
Thomas Mann, while what characterizes postmodernity, particularly in the
arguments of Fredric Jameson, is the erasure of temporality and history and
the emphasis upon space. Indeed, postmodernity is said to mark the ‘end of
lemporality’ and its reduction to a present whose incoherence is a function
1e loss of any past or future to which it can be opposed. This is the era of
the cell phone, that ‘seeming apotheosis of synchronous immediacy’, when
‘some new nonchronological and nontemporal pattern of immediacies
comes into being.'* It is somewhat ironic that Jameson finds the aesthetic
irnation of this fetishism of instantaneity in a film, a product of the
‘teenth century, rather than in a television show or in digital media. The
s an action movie, Speed (1994), which consists primarily of a series of
ent or thrilling moments — ‘a succession of explosive and self-sufficient
present moments of violence.”” Jameson refers to it as ‘violence porno—
ohy” to suggest the well known tendency of pornography to minimalize
" narrative in favor of vignettes of sexual activity. It is this dependence
he self-sufficient instant that makes the film symptomatic of the
ion of temporality specific to late capitalism.




Yet, isn’t this tendency to valorize violent instants reminiscent of
instantaneous photography, of de Duve’s snapshot with its abruptness and
aggressivity (regardless of content)? Of instantaneous photography’s desire
for an impossible presence? Or perhaps it echoes the explosive instantaneity
at the heart of filmic continuity that sometimes emerges as a formal
mediation on the photogram. What Jameson sees as a distinctive trait of
postmodernity — the reduction to the present and the body — can also be
located in the projects of Marey and Muybridge, for whom the problem,
approached by way of instantaneous photography, becomes how to theorize
the instant, how to think the possibility of its representation. Both
photography and film deal with the problematic and contradictory task of
archiving the present — of producing the oxymoron that continues to haunt
contemporary media — a historic present. It is arguable that our inclination
to think of new periods (such as postmodernity) as a form of rupture, as a
complete break with the past, is itself a symptom of modernity, obsessed as
it was, or is, with pure presence and the annihilation of tradition. The
problematic relation to time that Jameson finds so specific to postmodernity
emerged much earlier in the technical and psychical pursuit of instantaneity.

What I have attempted to do here is to trace a prehistory of the concept
of instantaneity that rests on the refusal to recognize it solely as the property
of our alleged postmodernity. To assume that real time is only the time of the
computer age is to effectively erase a history of fascination with the concept
together with the very process whereby time became potentially unreal.

The logics of the televisual and the digital are not so foreign to those of
photography and film; and the celebrated rupture of the postmodern may be
no more than a blip on the screen of a modernity that, from its beginnings,
sought the assurance of a real signified by life and pursued a dream of
instantaneity and a present without memory.

Stillness Becoming: Reflections on Bazin, Barthes and Photographic Stillness
Jonathan Friday

Stillness becoming alive, yet still !
Theodore Roethke

[f one thinks of photography, as it is often tempting to do, from a perspective
in which this medium’s qualities are primarily identified through a contrast
with cinema, then the stillness of the photographic medium is almost too
trivial a matter to merit serious examination. But then the cinematic
conception can exercise such an influence that it obscures other conceptions
of photographic stillness, blinding us to the multifaceted nature of this
quality. Long before the invention of cinema, for example, photography was
associated with stillness in a way that other pictorial media were not. In the
carly days of the medium, before the widespread adoption of high-speed
cameras and film in the 189os, photographs were often called ‘stills’ in part
because photographers were prone to shout “still” to alert their subjects that
the shutter was about to be opened and that they were to hold their pose
without moving. The stillness of these photographs is conditioned by the
need of their subjects to position themselves so as to remain motionless for
anywhere between twenty seconds and two minutes, imbuing the image with
subtle signs of self-imposed avoidance of natural motion, such as the stiffness
of posture characteristic of many early photographic portraits.

The invention of cinema, however, changed the conception of photo—
-aphic stillness at least as much as the invention of high-speed cameras and
lilm. Indeed, from our position in an age in which the cinema is a mature
medium, it can be hard to shake off the conceptions of photographic stillness
t define this property in relation to cinematic motion and to recover what
Iness might have meant before the advent of cinema — and indeed what it
ght mean when freed of cinematic ways of thinking about photography.

Il is interesting for example that it took many decades before photographers
hegan deliberately to blur parts of the image to suggest movement. This
indicates that photography was at least in part conceived of as still in the
sense of being properly concerned with representing its subjects in the sort
ol stillness familiar from the genre of still-life painting. The stillness achieved
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by removing an object from its ordinary setting in the world and picturing it
against a backdrop that isolates it from its natural context in the flow of life is
another conception of photographic stillness clearly distinguishable from a
stillness founded in contrast o cinematic motion. (See Figure 8) Likewise, the
stillness of some early landscape photographs has more to do with the lack of
any indications of life, human involvement or even indications of the actions
of climate.

There is certainly more that could be said about pre-cinematic conceptions
of photographic stillness, but I do not propose to provide such a history.
Rather I want to draw out ancther dimension of stillness not defined in terms
of the usual contrast with cinematic motion. We should remember in this
context that ‘stillness’ is always a contrastive concept, one that presupposes a
dynamic alternative against which the stillness is distinguished. If the notion
of photographic stillness does not have its sense in contrast with cinematic
motion, there must be some other dynamic dimension to underwrite its
meaning. Both of the non-cinematic conceptions of stillness that I have
alluded to get their sense in contrast with the movement of objects in life and
experience, and both are important in the history of photography. There is,
however, another non-cinematic dimension of stillness that is worthy of
exploration, not least because it is closely connected to the work of two of
the most significant realist photographic theorists: André Bazin and Roland
Barthes. As we will see, both of them show the influence of the cinematic

conception, though both wrestle with the nature of photographic stillness
in ways that point beyond cinematic conceptions of this quality.

[ have repeatedly referred to the conception of photographic stillness
conditioned by cinematic thought about the photograph. We need to begin
by reminding ourselves of this conception. It has two main elements, one
of which is perhaps only a little less obvious than the other. First, what is
depicted in a photograph is not capable of movement within the picture-
frame: it is a still image in contrast to cinema’s capacity to depict objects in
movement relative to each other and the frame enclosing them. Secondly,
cinematic influences upon thought about photography have also resulted in
a conception of stillness as the extractedness of an individual image from the
real or implied series of images that precede or follow it. An indication of
this extractedness can be found in the term ‘film still’, which is sometimes
used to refer to a single image extracted from a strip of cinema film and
printed in isolation. The analogue in ordinary photography is the selection,
freezing and extraction of the exact moment in the existence of some object
when focused light from the real stream of events hits the film and the
photograph takes the first and most crucial step in its creation.

Few images could be said to illustrate this cinematic conception of
stillness better than Cartier-Bresson’s famous image of a man jumping
across a puddle behind a Paris railway station. (Figure 9) Trivially the subject
matter is frozen in relation to the picture frame, and the image is highly
suggestive of what came before and will inevitably follow. Estelle Jussim
makes this point when she observes that:

Surely we know that in the immediate past the man executing this improbable

jeté must have been hurrying to grab a taxi or catch a train, and in his

immediate future there would have been a considerable wetness of the lower
trousers and shoes. Past and future and present in the now.”

Indeed when Cartier-Bresson turns to explaining his notion of ‘the
decisive moment’ — of which this image is a great exemplar — he frames
it within a cinematic conception of stillness. For example, he writes that

Photography implies the recognition of a rhythm in the world of real things....

We work in unison with movement as though it were a presentiment of the

way in which it unfolds... But inside movement there is one moment at which

the elements in motion are held in balance. Photography must seize upon this
moment and hold immobile the equilibrium of it.*

The immobility of the subject matter, its seizure and extraction from
the rhythmic movement of the world: this is the cinematic conception of
photographic stillness described and embodied in a picture.




Much of the complexity of the relationship between photography and
time that is so regularly observed — for example in Jussim’s formulation:
‘Past and future and present in the now’ — arises from this extractive element
in the cinematic conception of stillness. The flow of events we encounter in
experience is intimately connected with an awareness of time and change
over time. A crude phenomenology suggests events flow toward us from the
future, through a very brief present of immediate consciousness, into a past
less distinct than the future, but not much so.* One reason the past is less
distinct is that, unlike the future, we have some of the material evidence
left behind by events that were once in the present. Among the evidential
remnants of once present events are photographs, and other pictorial
imprints of light reflected from objects in the world, focused through an
optical instrument and fixed in a material image. No one denies that

photographs give us information about the past, but that does not distingu
photographs from a host of other records of events now past. But for many
theorists, photographs are a unique kind of historical record because they
enable spectators to make perceptual contact with, or otherwise have made
present to them, objects in the historical past. Photographs, as Bazin for
mple would have it, preserve objects from time, by bearing their imprint
and thus conveying something of their being through time but outside its
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effects. The idea that a picture preserves a long past temporal now of objects
and people that continue to persist in that now, but through the medium of
photography also exist in our temporal now, suggests that photography is a
very odd mode of representation. Add in Jussim’s cinematic claim that the
future as much as the past is implicit in photography, and the result is a kind
of picture that depicts a once present now implying both its past and future
and nonetheless now and past. It is no wonder that, as Laura Mulvey has
observed: ‘The photograph pushed language and its articulation of time to

a limit leaving the spectator sometimes with a slightly giddy feeling.”

We need an example here of the kind of theorist whose treatment of
photography and its stillness is conditioned by a contrast with cinematic
motion, and there are few more pertinent than Bazin. For he repeatedly
indicates that photography is a filmic ersatz, a stage in the psychological
struggle to create a medium that would preserve reality in accord with the
baroque ideal of animated representation. When Lumiére was able to effect
the technological and imaginative transformation of photography into
cinema, Bazin believed this ideal was finally achieved. Writing of the charm

ol old ily photographic albums, he observes that the images convey:

The disturbing presence of lives halted at a set moment of their duration,

[reed from their destiny; not however by the prestige of art... for photography




does not create eternity, as art does, it embalms time, rescuing it simply from

its proper corruption.®

But immediately he makes it clear that the impulses and processes that
gave birth to photography are only truly satisfied and completed with the
invention of cinema. He writes that with this invention:

Film is no longer content to preserve the object, enshrouded as it were in an

instant . . . The film delivers baroque art from its convulsive catalepsy. Now,

for the first time, the image of things is likewise the image of their duration,

change mummified as it were.’

Bazin does of course find a source of great value in photography and is
therefore not wholly disparaging of the medium, nevertheless his position
does amount to the claim that everything photography does, cinema can do
better, because of the latter’s embalming of temporal duration and animated
movement. In another essay Bazin repeats his insistence on the priority of
cinema over its photographic progenitor, writing that:

The photograph proceeds by means of the lens to the taking of a veritable

impression in light — to a mould... But photography is a feeble technique in the

sense that its instantaneousness compels it to capture time only piecemeal. The
cinema... makes a moulding of the object as it exists in time, and furthermore
makes an imprint of the duration of the object.®

What interests me about these passages is that each indicates the way
in which photographic stillness is constructed through a contrast with
cinematic motion.

Trivially, photographs (unlike cinema) are incapable of depicting their
objects in motion, and are still in that sense. But also, photographs are
objects embalmed at an instantaneous moment in their past and extracted
from the flow of events affecting and affected by them. A moment, that is,
extracted from its destiny and the time and motion governing it. Here we
can see how the notion of photographic stillness as the extractedness of the
image leads directly to problems articulating the photograph’s relationship to
time — particularly if you share Bazin's realist view of photographs as sharing
‘a kind of identity’ with their subject matter.” The photographic extraction of
being from the flow of events and the fixing of it into an image makes the
temporal connection between the now of the photograph and all subsequent
nows exceedingly complex. For the photographic preservation is of its subject
maltter at a once present now, both extracted from time and persisting
through time, past and present, there and here. If by contrast we do not
conceive of the photograph as extracted, but rather as the limit or origin of a
chain of events, the relationship of the photograph to time is far less complex,
being connected simply to the time of its genesis. This is a possibility that I

will return to in due course, but if I'm right then at least part of the difficulty
with articulating the relationship between photography and time can be laid
at the door of the cinematic conception of photographic stillness.

There is, however, something else going on just below the surface of
Bazin’s discussion of photographic stillness, cinematic motion and the
respective capacities of these mediums to perpetuate the being of real objects
and people over time. | wouldn't like to speculate whether this something
else was a conscious element of Bazin's thought, and I am not particularly
concerned whether the line of thought I will pursue is actually Bazin’s, but
rather [ will use his realist theory as a familiar backdrop against which to
bring to light a dimension of photographic stillness that goes deeper than
his cinematic conception, while remaining closely connected with his realist
conclusions. To bring all of this out of Bazin's theory will however require
a brief review of a very old philosophical problem that provides us with the
primary concepts necessary for formulating an alternative conception of
photographic stillness.

Much of what Bazin writes about photographic stillness and cinematic
motion is very suggestive of the ancient metaphysical contrast between the
categorical concepts of being and becoming, or the immutable and the
mutable. Indeed, much of what is traditionally thought to be distinctive of
being, in contrast to becoming, is precisely what Bazin uses to characterise
photographic stillness. And moreover the flow of events, whether in the
world from which the photographic still is extracted, or some portion of that
flow embalmed in the strip of projected cinema film, has for Bazin the
attributes distinctive of becoming. There is a very real sense in which Bazin’s
favouring of cinema over photography with regard to realism boils down to
some perceived advantage of preserving a portion of being in the movement
of its becoming.

Before exploring this further in relation to Bazin’s thought, it is worth
recalling the philosophical issue that gives rise to the distinction between
being and becoming. Every material entity we know of is subject to a more or
less apparent process of continuous change over time, with some, like rivers,
managing to persist despite being in a condition of radical flux. But if rivers
and everything else are always changing, what of our capacity to think of and
refer to a river as having an identity over time? Indeed, given that it is a
necessary condition of language and communication that we are capable of
identifying ever-changing objects over time as the same thing, there must
be some explanation of this unity underlying change. So when Heraclites
famously remarked that ‘You can never step in the same river twice’, he was
posing an apparent paradox: the river you step in on two different occasions
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both is and is not the same river. It is, for example, the Thames on both
occasions, and that means there must be some basis for our identification of
it as the Thames each time we step in it. Whatever it is that underwrites the
Thames’ persistent identity through time is the being of the object, which is
a fundamental ontological category introduced in contrast to, and defined in
terms of the movement of, becoming.

The history of attempts to explain an immutable being that persists
through mutable time displays a remarkable degree of inventiveness on the
part of philosophers. With some degree of simplification we can divide the
accounts into two sorts. First, there are those that posit an objective or real
existence of some entity, substance or essence that persists and is indivisible
because outside the ordinary conditions of time and space. Plato, of course,
provides the paradigm instance of an objectivist about timeless being.
Secondly, there are those that explain being psychologically, in terms ow. .
powers, operations, or structures of human mental and linguistic capacities.
Since the eighteenth century there have been few serious attempts to
formulate an objectivist account of being, but the debate between the various
broadly psychological explanations is hotly contested — including whether,
in addition to being, becoming should be construed psychologically or
scientifically. This debate needn’t concern us, however, since the phenomenon
of attributing to objects an identity that persists through time is not in doubt,
even though it is equally known that everything is a state of continual m:.x.
Recognition of this phenomenon is all that is necessary of the philosophical
background to being and becoming for us to return to the issue of
photographic stillness.

We have seen enough of Bazin’s account of photographic stillness to see
that he conceives of this quality as contributing to the photograph’s place
within the order of being rather than becoming. The photograph enables the
phenomenological being of its subject to persist through time S:rocﬁ.wwm:m
subject to the mutability of becoming. Another indication of the association
of the photograph with timeless being is Bazin's whole mythology of the
urge to immortalise that drives our psychological responses to photographs.
A further indication of this comes in his brief account of the value of
photographic representation, about which he writes: .

Only the impassive lens, stripping its object of all those ways of seeing, those

piled up preconceptions, that spiritual dust and grime with which my eyes

have covered it, is able to present it in all its virginal purity to my attention
and consequently to my love."

Or to paraphrase, the photograph gives us something of its subject
matter as it is in itself, outside space and time, and outside its ordinary

appearance to us in the flux and vicissitudes of experience. Photographic
representation, as Bazin regularly observes, cannot be reduced to the simple
idea of resemblance as with other non-photographic pictorial media, Rather
something of the perceptual essence of the subject matter is encoded in the
photographic image in virtue of the imprinting nature of the process that
produces it. This essence is extracted from the flow of becoming and frozen
in the stillness of being, providing the spectator escape from the flow of
becoming and an encounter with the world stripped of appearances, a naked
and immutable reality.

Of course all this is psychologised by Bazin, in the senses that, first, it
is the conclusion of a phenomenology that seeks to identify what a photo-
graph is by careful examination of how it presents itself in the experience
of human beings. Secondly, what a photograph is in experience is in large
part the product of a deep unconscious need in mankind to erect defences
against the passage of time, the decay and death that is its effect, and the
very conditions of existence within relentless becoming. This latter sense
in which Bazin’s account of photographic representation is psychologised
is particularly important because it indicates the degree to which the
phenomenological description is an elaborate construction designed to show
how photographs satisfy a longstanding, though evolving, psychological
need. From the need for relief from becoming springs being, and this the
imagination is able to most easily find in those pictures that are generated
by the kind of processes characteristic of photography. For Bazin, therefore,
the nature of the photographic medium provides the material underpinnings
for an imaginative placement of photographs and their subjects within the
order of being, and beyond the effects of becoming.

All of this applies to cinema as well, but with this medium there is the
added dimension of motion. Cinema transfers a photochemical imprinting
of some interval of becoming — of change, motion and time — into the order
of being. This added dimension makes cinema the final answer to the
underlying need to preserve from becoming, not mere inanimate being, but
a dynamic and imaginatively animate portion of changing reality. No matter
how much, however, that cinema is capable of satisfying the underlying
psychological urge more fully than photography, the latter has qualities that
are absent, or at least diminished in the cinerna. Where photography often
gains in intimacy as a result of its stillness, duration and movement in cinema
are prone to smoother its subject matter with expectation. Or to put the point
in a manner that Bazin never would, the cinema taints the preservation of
being with the dynamism of becoming, and thereby diminishes our sense of




an encounter with timeless being as the time it takes for movement to unfold
provides an opportunity for expectations to influence experience.

In an age more attuned to Nietzsche's influence than was Bazin's, we are
apt to be suspicious of notions of being that reside outside time; or, what is
the same thing, of notions of being defined in contrast to, rather than as a
mode of, becoming. Everything that exists does so in time including those
things that our psychological constitution and imagination render to under—
standing and experience as existing in stillness outside time. Diagnosing the
psychological need that leads us to experience the photograph as preserving
the being of its subject matter is not enough. For this is a perfect instance in
which to follow Nietzsche and ask whether this is a need we can overcome
and dispose of; and if it is, would it be worthwhile doing so? To help us to
overcome the primitive psychological need that Bazin posits, and thereby the
manifestation of this need and its satisfaction in the imaginative association
of the photograph and inanimate being preserved through time, we need
only remember that photographs are pictorial representations that — like
every other material object — travel through time and are therefore subject
to inevitable change. The photographs [ was familiar with in my childhood
in the 1970s have changed over time; the familiar now of the earlier
experiences cannot be recovered from the now comparatively old, certainly
dated, images. The effects of time are palpable in these pictures, and although
the speed of change may be slower than the observable motion with which
we are most familiar, the subject matter of a photograph nonetheless changes,
grows old, as its only possible witnesses become ever more removed from its
origin, and wiser or more ignorant about its subject matter. We might put
the point here in the form of a variation on Heraclites” well-known aphorism:
you can never encounter the same subject matter of a photograph on two
separate occasions. Photographs may change over time at a rate of nearly

aglacial slowness, but they like everything else are in the flow of becoming.
The passage of a photograph through time and the physical changes
that it undergoes constitute a very different kind of ‘movement’ than that
associated with the perception of motion in the cinematic image. This
‘movement’ of the photograph consists of changes to the photograph as a
material object that stands in a certain kind of pictorial relationship with a
once real object situated in historical time. Time takes its toll, affecting both
the photograph-as-object and its subject matter. These effects of time on the
actual photograph may have so far proved often enough to be negligible for
photographs stored in ideal conditions, but pigments fade and materials
decay such that time will always have a slow but inexorable effect upon them.
Transforming material photographs into digital image files offers a further

dematerialised existence, but of course all photographs are fated to slip into
non-existence and be forgotten at some time in the near or distant future.
More importantly, what the photograph is a picture of changes over time,
though this is not to deny the referential nature of indexical photographic
representation. The referential or denotative aspect of the pictorial relationship
is fixed, but the sense, or connotative aspect of the photograph changes as
the meaning and significance of the real objects the photograph represents
change in meaning and significance over time.

As these changes in the connotative meaning of the photograph's subject
matter over time indicate, the evolution in human understanding and
responses over time are an important part of the movement of the photograph.
We can only understand and react to photographs from our position in the
here and now, and this too changes over time, both individually and collectively.
IFwe could stand in relation to photographs from the nineteenth century,
as their original spectators did, then the effects upon photographs of their
movement through historical time would certainly be minimised. But since
our experience of photographs and everything else is necessarily conditioned
by the background of experience, judgment, understanding and purpose we
bring to the encounter with the photograph, change in these conditions will
cffect change in the photograph as it presents itself to us in experience. To put
the point a different way; the subject matter of a photograph changes over
lime in tandem with changes in the background conditions, and there is no
neutral position available to spectators outside the historic now from which
we can identify some unchanged and authentic underlying being against
which to measure the changes.

But, given these arguments, what then are we to make of the notion
ol photographic stillness? What possibility is there of a notion of stillness
lormulated in contrast to such an all-encompassing movement as that of
iexorable becoming? What we need is to be able to identify some feature of
photographic medium that persists through time without the possibility
ol change, and here Roland Barthes provides some helpful clues. Barthes, of
se, differs from Bazin in treating photography from a position in which
medium is independent of cinema, and evaluatively privileged in relation
loit. Even so, in the section of Camera Lucida, entitled ‘Stasis’, there are faint
indications of the cinematic conception having a grip on his thought, but
here it is the cinema to which deficiency is attributed, and ultimately the
stillness of photography is defined in contrast to its mingling ‘with our
st everyday life” as ‘an enigmatic point of inactuality, a strange stasis,
sis of an arrest.”'" At the same time, however, this notion of photo-
praphic stillness is given a cinematic inflection by his observation that the




cinema has none of the completeness or totality of the photographic image.
ins that:
wmagwmwnmw_ﬂw wnoﬁomén? taken in flux, is impelled, nwamn_mmm.€ drawn WMEmH .
other views; in the cinema, no doubt, there is a wroﬁminﬁrp.n _.&)Ea:m ut this
referent shifs, it does not make a claim in favour Q., ;.m reality, it does :_”.M e
protest its former existence; it does not cling to me: it 1s ‘.Sn a mvmnﬂ\m =
real world the filmic world is sustained by the .S.&:Ev:.o: that, as :&ﬁ.:\_:cw
says, ‘the experience will constantly moaz.S.R Hw flow ww in h_rm mm_\_:aw Mczw u.”_\w
style’; but the photograph breaks the ‘constitutive nin..: it is withou ﬁ:
Motionless, the photograph flows back from presentation to retention.” ,
Whether or not this statement reveals trace elements of the .n_dmw:wzw
conception of photographic stillness, it is one of the few places _ﬂ ﬁnﬂ_nwn
Lucida where the concept of stillness is brought to Em fore. On .ﬁ e who .m._.
Barthes is less concerned with stillness than he is 2._5 m_dwrmm_.ﬂ.:_mﬁﬂm:hm.mmm
of photographic motion. At the same time, .23 of his most m.DE”vmw ME
point toward an account of photographic stillness that quE:m. om.N
surface of his thought, never being explicitly @m<m_ovmm. These are t m:
themes of the uniquencss of photographic n&mam.:nm. — alluded to _.ﬁﬁ m. 4
passage just quoted, but developed at length earlier in ﬁsinﬂ_.ﬁ:& a 1~ Mmmu_m
the inscription of death within photographs. ﬂ_.oi these Bart om__.E.H _:5 5
we can construct a conception of photographic wﬁ__:mmm not explicitly to mm
found in Barthes, but standing in contrast to the inexorable movement o
within the flow of becoming.
ﬁroﬁ_wmwu%wm-rsoid passage Barthes argues for the uniqueness of
ic reference. He writes:
wroﬂu%“wwwanfw Referent is not the same as the referent o& onma” MEJ‘—MM o% .
representation. I call ‘photographic referent’ :ch. the oE_o_:m_ y w.w.a . SM -
which an image or sign refers but the necessarily real thing EEL\H_ aw et
placed before the lens, without which there would be no photograp m_ ﬁ ?w
photography I can never deny that the thing has been :,.Hm«m.... w}; M_:mmoz
this constraint exists only for _ur&omgnf. —ﬂn ‘_\.“Eﬁ consider it, by reduction,
very essence, the noeme of photograpny. . N
ﬂhwﬂmm“m:mm_ essence provides precisely the ,moz of ._BEcﬁm_u_rQ M_c,_m
need to formulate a conception of photographic mczsmmw in no.d:,mmﬁ to Mr
movement of becoming. The identity of the photograph’s m:@_mn ﬂmzmw o e
thing from which reflected light imprinted itself upon film, is a ﬂm mﬂn _ms
constant that cannot be changed. Time can have its effect over at’ z:,.m
beings believe a photograph depicts, and over the 83.._.2.3_5 meaning o
that subject matter, but the indexicality of _,__:_:E.:v_:.p _.o_:ﬁ..mmjﬂzoa -
forever links the image with a particular cause, and this remains impervious

to time as long as the sign survives. From this unchanging referential
relationship to its first and definitive cause, we can begin to construct a
conception of photographic stillness that gains its sense through a contrast
with the movement of becoming. The originating imprint of reflective light
from a real object is this first and definitive cause of a photograph, remaining
indexically connected to that cause throughout its existence as a picture. But
there is more to this notion of photographic stillness, because it is crucial
that the object a photograph depicts is its first cause, the cause that brings
into existence an image that immediately begins its own journey through
mutable time. The photograph, that is, depicts its own temporal limit, the
moment of origination after which time begins to take its effect.

The unchanging photographic reference to its originating cause, to the
temporal limit of the photograph’s existence, the starting point of its becoming,
provides us with a conception of photographic stillness very different to that
formulated in contrast to cinematic motion. For example, as the temporal
limit of its own existence, there is no sense of the extractedness from a real
or implicit series of images that characterises cinematic conceptions of
stillness. Rather the subject matter of a photograph is the beginning of
something altogether new whilst remaining simultaneously unchangeably
linked to its origins through the display of its own creation. The stillness that
results is less the ‘arrest’ that Barthes describes, than the instant of a start,

a moment of origination without a meaningful past that gives sense to the
idea of it being a stop as well as a start. Finally, unlike the cinematic
conception of photographic stillness as the absence of motion, the present
conception of stillness posits this quality as a presence rather than an absence.
Photographic stillness fills the image and displays itself as unchanging
pictorial reference to its originating cause, and thus photographic stillness

is not, as Bazin would have us believe, the enfeebled lack of something that
cinema possesses.

Stillness, so understood, can and does enter into our experience of the
photograph. To be struck by this stillness is to be struck by the unchanging
persistence of the photograph’s pictorial pointing to its own cause. The same
uncanny sense of the past being made forcefully present that Bazin gestures
toward and that Barthes explores at length has its basis in our sudden
awareness of an object at the temporal limit of the photograph, preserved
through time in the form of an iconic indexical reference to its own origin.
In the flux of experience, photographs can strike us with this stillness,
distracting us from our now and making present an unchangeable
connection with the past. For Barthes this experience of stillness is one
of astonishment. He writes that




Always the Phoraph astonishes me, with an astonishment which endures
and renews itselnexhaustibly. Perhaps this astonishment, this persistence
reaches down ir the religious substance out of which I am moulded...
Photography hcomething to do with resurrection..."

Echoes of Bazhere, but in other places Barthes characterises the
experience of phofraphy’s unchanging reference to reality in a manner
less consistent wiBazin, such as when he observes that what we see ina
photograph

nolmemory, an imagination, a reconstitution... but reality
in a past state: at ce the past and the real.””* These are just two of many
characterisations ¢he experienced effects of attending to the referential
stillness of photogphic imagery that we can find in Camera Lucida. Barthes
also speaks of amzment and ecstasy as qualities of the experience, but he
also writes at lengof how our awareness of death is both triggered by, and
part of, the experice of looking at photographs. Barthes never indicates that
he considers deattstalking of the photograph to be an aspect of its stillness,
or one of the waynat the stillness of the referential relationship enters our
experience of the otograph. And yet the connection between unchanging
stillness and deat’s readily apparent.

Discussing arlexander Gardner photograph of Lewis Payne, a prisoner
condemned to dey for his role in the plot to kill Abraham Lincoln, pictured
in his prison cellarthes observes that a new kind of punctum presents itself
that is distinct frothe earlier account in terms of a detail of the photograph.
He writes:

This new punam, which is no longer of form but of intensity, is Time, the

lacerating empsis of the noeme (‘that-has-beer’), its pure representation...

The photograps handsome, as is [Lewis Payne]: that is the studium. But the

punctum is: lis going to die. I read at the same time: This will be and

This has beexl observe with horror an anterior future of which death is the

stake. By givinne the absolute past of the pose... the photograph tells me

death in the fire.'®

This remindof death is to be found, Barthes argues, in every
photograph in viie of its noeme — its ‘that-has-been’ —or what [ have been
ing a photogrh’s stillness in relation to becoming. Indeed, all of this
indicates a poweil way in which photographic stillness of the sort we have
been exploring esrs into the experience of photographs. As Barthes
observes, this nepunctum
less bred beneath the abundance and disparity of contemporary
wraphs, sisibly legible in historical photographs: there is always a
of Tima them: that is going to die. These two little

defe

dead and

pirls... how alive they are! They have their whole lives before them, but they

are also dead..."”

To experience a photograph in all its stillness, in its unchanging pictorial
ng to its original cause, is to be pricked by death, whether it is of the

d subject, or in the future for another subject, or indeed our own

These thoughts of death provoked by the photograph are thoughts of

of a position at least partially beyond becoming; and since without

Figure 10
Anonymeus portrait of a man.
Daguerreotype c.1845




ego or experience, beyond the possibility of caring. All that survives are the
visual traces that unchangingly identify what is no more or soon will be no
more. Even as we are astonished by the conjunction of past and present in
the photograph, we are horrified by its message of death, decay and loss.
Astonishment and horror are two of the classic characterisations of the
experience of the sublime, and although it is too late in this essay to pursue
this thought at length, it is worth observing that there is a very great deal
in Barthes that is suggestive of the experience of photography having the
quality of the sublime — a quality, which, of course, is notoriously difficult
to put into words. Rather than pursue this observation, I want instead to
close with a brief reflection upon one final dimension of this conception
of photographic stillness. Again Barthes gives us the clue.

In one of the bleakest and horror-struck passages in Camera Lucida,
Barthes reminds us of the fate that awaits the photographs that are dear to us.
He writes:

What is it that will be done away with, along with this photograph which

yellows, fades, and will some day be thrown out, if not by me,... when I die? Not

only “life” (this was alive, this posed in front of the lens), but also, sometimes —
how to put it? — love. In front of the only photograph in which I find my mother
and father together, this couple who I know loved each other, I realise: it is love-
as-treasure which is going to disappear forever; for once I am gone, no one will
any longer be able to testify to this: nothing will remain but an indifferent

Nature. This is a laceration so intense, so intolerable... "

What happens at the death of the last person who can identify, and
through that identification care about, the human subject of a photograph?
(See Figure 10) This too is a kind of decay, but more powerful than the
erosion of the material photograph, and typically more rapid. If there is
something of resurrection in photography it is both precarious and ultimately
doomed. Even the referential constant, the stillness of the photograph, is
fated to pass away, but not before the subject suffers the indignity of losing
his or her identity, being consigned to the nameless crowd, destined to
become ever more alien while slowly disintegrating. This inevitable end is
the final stillness of oblivion, and this too is inscribed in the persistent visual

reference: that one day this persistence will give out, and a different stillness
will follow. While the photograph hangs on, remains with us still, pointing
unceasingly to its origin at the temporal limit of its existence, it displays
its stillness becoming. It displays, that is, its paradox and its pleasure, its
astonishment and its horror. Its stillness makes us giddy; it is a stillness

that is sublime.

Thinking Stillness
Yve Lomax

I'am almost lost for words: What can say with respect to stillness? Yes,

what can I say when it seems that for so long I have been trying to think

movement; that is to say, trying to think the world as consisting of nothing

but movements and processes. [ want to say something; | want to find words:

but, at this very moment, trying to think stillness is like banging my head

against a brick wall.
How can I think stillness in a way that I have never thought before? How

can | think stillness such that the movement of my thinking is not brought

to a halt? (Would such a cessation be the death of me?) Now, stillness can be

that warm summer’s day when mind and body bathes in tranquillity; but,

today, I can find no calmness in trying to think stillness and to say

something with respect to these questions that are calling out for words to be

found. Which is to say: [ am agitated.
So, there is agitation. Yes, | can say this. But saying this makes me say

that my attempt to think stillness has motion — agitation — as its starting point.

I say ‘starting point’, but beginning with that which is in motion means that

strictly speaking, there is no starting point and things are already underway, .

_>:m this is exactly how the philosopher Gilles Deleuze asks us to think as he

Invites us to get into thinking movement.! 1 See Gilles Deleusz:
‘Look only at the movement.’ Epohg; .
The words could be Kierkegaard's or they could be Deleuze's, but it i

doesn’t matter. What matters is looking only at the movements. And Deleuze '

does look, and what he finds is an interesting coincidence: cinema appeared

al the very time philosophy was trying to think motion. 2 Ibi
Movement appears in images at the same time that philosophy attempts

lo have movement put into thought, and in both cases it is, for Deleuze, a

matter of movement ceasing to have recourse to anything beyond itself.

Deleuze refuses the transcendence that comes with such recourse: ‘When

you invoke something transcendent you arrest movement..." * 3 Ibid
Deleuze never stops attempting to put motion into thought. How to keep

thought moving? For Deleuze, this is the real question. Now, I do not want to

turn my back on this question, but it does intensify my agitation: How can 1




think stillness such that my thinking is not brought to a halt? And with this
question there comes yet another: How can I think the ‘stillness’ of the so-
called ‘still’ photographic image without my thinking becoming arrested?

I am still almost lost for words; however, I can say that for sometime
it has been understood that a still photographic image never freezes the
movement of time, never arrests a present moment in time. Yes, it has been
understood that any such talk of freezing or arresting is born from the
spatialisation of time. When the spatialisation of time occurs, the movement
of time is made to continually stop at one of the numerable points that mark
and divide up the ‘space’ of a geometric ruler or, indeed, the face of a clock.
For sure, time never can be stopped but the spatialisation of time portrays
time — my life-time — as measurable and open to calculation, with which
comes prediction. Prediction, or, in other words, procedures through which
time in its coming (call it the future) is sought to be known and neutralised
— controlled — before it happens. Cutting a long story short, let me say that
what the spatialisation of time offers is not only the notion of points in time
that are measurable but also the presumption that the time to come can be
calculated and controlled.

It was sometime ago that 1 first encountered the words of Jean-Francois
Lyotard saying that what hounds and harasses human beings all the time
is the miserable obsession with controlling time.* These words have stayed
with me, and I have referred to them often. What is more, I hear the
philosopher Alain Badiou saying much the same thing when he says:

Our world does not favour risky commitments or risky decisions, because it is

a world in which nobody has the means any more to submit their existence to

the perils of chance. Existence requires more and more elaborate calculations.

Life is devoted to calculating security, and this obsession with calculating

security is contrary to the Mallarméan hypothesis that thought begets a throw

of the dice, because in such a world there is infinitely too much risk in a throw

of the dice.®

Is it almost impossible for us to side step the obsession with controlling
time and calculating security? Perhaps I should put the question another
way: How can we maintain an uncontrolled time? Yes, this is the question I
wanlt to shout out: How can we nourish a time that brings to us the surprise
of the unexpected without which life suffocates from banality? Indeed, how
can we enable chance and the unforeseen to be given a chance?

For Alain Badiou, it is a matter of constructing a time for thought that
is slow and leisurely; for what marks our world is speed. As the calculation
of security becomes more and more claborate it also occurs with greater
rapidity. Look at the speed with which technologies are progressed to more

quickly determine the outcome before it happens, and also look at how within
our daily lives we find ourselves evermore rushing to know what is going

to happen next. Yes, our world is marked by speed; ‘the speed of historical
change; the speed of technological change; the speed of communications;

of transmissions; and even the speed with which human beings establish
connections with one another.” For Badiou there must be a retardation
process that, in its slowing down, produces an ‘interruption’ within the
circuits and ever increasing acceleration of the ‘calculus of life determined by
security’. Indeed, in the face of the injunction to speed there must be a ‘revolt’
that produces an interruption in which thinking can construct a time that is
its own.” It is in this time that thinking obtains the chance to ‘throw the dice’
against the obsession with calculating security.

Now, it would be easy to say that Badiou’s insistence upon a process of
retardation brings, to our speedy world, a ‘stilling’; but, if there is to be such
talk, let us not forget that such a ‘stilling’ is a construction of a (uncontrolled)
time for thought. And saying this makes me wonder: When hearing a cry for
stillness am 1 hearing a plea for a time that remains uncontrolled; a time that
is not spatialised and which, as such, is not subjected to measure or anything
external to it?

I ask the question and wait for a response, but an answer does not arrive.
However, the waiting does make me think about questioning and turn to, yet
again, the words of Lyotard.

Lyotard knows only too well that procedures for controlling time are ever
increasing, but he does maintain — ‘let it never be forgotten’ — that with the act
of questioning, thinking is in a position to resist these increasing procedures:
‘To think is to question everything, including thought, and question, and the
process. To question requires that something happen that reason has not
yet known."®

To question is to have thinking receive the occurrence of that which is ‘not
yet’ determined, and accepting this occurrence for what it is, which demands
that it is not prejudged, is what, at least for Lyotard, deserves the name of
thinking. In the question, thinking exposes itself to the ‘not yet’ determined:
there is no security here and, what is more, time remains uncontrolled.

And now I find myself asking: How can a still photographic image
resist procedures for controlling time? By questioning? But how are we to
see questioning happening in this still image that is not a frozen moment
of time?

I'll risk saying this: when we are open to understanding a still photographic
image as an event perhaps we will see, in this event, a throwing into question
of a present moment in time. Having said these words I know that I must




attempt to say more, and in saying more perhaps — who knows — I'll come
to think stillness in a way that | have never thought before.

In attempting to say more let me risk saying that in every question there
is a movement that throws the present tense into question. Is the sky blue?
Let me suggest that the movement that throws the is into question pertains to
‘the turning of time’; indeed, let me suggest that in the question time turns
the present into a question. I make this suggestion but would it be too much
to say that, in the question, time interrupts the present and, also, itself? Too
much, perhaps; but, for now, let me say this and delve into what can be seen
in and with an interruption.

Now, 1 could see an interruption as a rupture, but this brings to mind
the image of a broken state, and seeing such an image, such a state, what
becomes overlooked is the inter of an interruption. And what the inter speaks
of is not a broken state but, rather, a between. In other words, an interval.

Now [ am seeing an interruption as opening up an interval in time;
however, it must be said that what | am seeing is not an interval that (spatially)

comes between two moments in time. What [ am seeing is when a present
moment in time gapes open; when, that is to say, the present itself becomes
an interval.

When the present is interrupted, | see time splitting in two directions at
once. | see time going in the direction of that which is ‘no longer and, at the
same time, [ see time going in the direction of that which is ‘not yet'. Indeed,
with the interruption that I am seeing, what I am encountering is an interval
that is composed of and created by a splitting that goes between what is ‘no
longer’ and what is ‘not yet’ and which, as far as I can see, has nothing on
cither of its sides that would limit or terminate it. [ can’t say where the interval
begins and ends just as T can’t say how long it lasts — has the time that clocks
tell stopped working?

The spatialised time of the clock-face adheres to an image of a present
moment as a point that moves along a line and which, every step of the way,
comes to mark one present moment that has succeeded another present
moment. Here the present is a point that comes to separate before and after;
but when the present moment is thrown into question and itself becomes an
interval no such separation can be made. And that is to say: there is no before
or after to the interval that opens as time interrupts the present; in other
words, 1 am encountering an interval that goes on for aeons and is profoundly
immeasurable. It scares me.

Yes, the interval | am secing scares me. Bul wait, nothing in the present is

terval thal goes between what is ‘no
appening in the present.

actually taking place. Indeed, in the
5 ‘not yet’ nothing is actug

longer' and wh

Now, it would be easy to rush to the conclusion that here, in this interval
time has become suspended, frozen, stopped. Yes, it would be easy to think .
that time has come to a standstill; but is this so? To be sure, nothing is taking
place in the present, but I am not seeing, in the interval that goes between
what is ‘no longer’ and what is ‘not yet’, a cessation of time. What I am seeing
is the opening up of an immeasurable time. Here I am not seeing the time
of Chronos, but I am seeing the time of Aion, and this time is, at least for
Deleuze, the time that opens in events.”

For Deleuze, the agonising aspect of an event is that it is ‘always and at
the same time something that has just happened and something about to
happen; never something that is happening.’ " In the coming about of an
event nothing takes place in the present, yet what does take place is the
opening up of a vast ‘empty’ time, and it is such a time that [ am seeing in
the interval of time’s interruption of both itself and the present.

Deleuze once said that he tried in all his books to discover the nature of
events.!' And what he found is that events always involve an amazing wait,"
Indeed; in each and every event there is a wait — a meanwhile — in which a
_:..mmmu” moment in time does not come to pass. Deleuze does not want to
miss this wait, this meanwhile. Yes, he wants to see it, even if it is unbearable,
agonising; and, what is more, he wants us to see it. Perhaps it will be too
much for me, but I'll test myself.

Deleuze wants us to put our seeing to the test and see the meanwhile of
events. For sure, he wants us to see that this meanwhile, this entre-temps,
pertains to the empty time of Aion; yet, what he wants us to see is that this
lime — the meanwhile — does not belong to the eternal but, rather, becoming. '

I have been seeing an interval — an event — in which a vast empty
meanwhile opens up, and now in this interval I am seeing becoming. And
what I am seeing is not a becoming that is a journey to a state of being; rather,
what I am seeing is becoming in itself: that is to say, becoming in its ‘pure’
state. I am not sure if I really want to see this, as I fear it will be too much for
me. However, even though I have my eyes shut tight, I cannot stop seeing it,
cannot stop testing myself.

Seeing becoming in itself, what I see is that becoming is never what is.
Indeed, what I am seeing is that becoming is always that which has just
hiappened and that which is going to happen. Change is indeed ‘on the move’
yel what I am seeing is that becoming in itself is like a dance where there is m.
side-stepping of putting a foot down and the taking up a place in the present.

let's say that dancing is actually happening. What is is the dancing that
5 laking place in the present; it is the dancing that is actualised or embodied
on the dance-floor. But the becoming of dancing, in its ‘pure’ state, is what
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eludes actualisation in the present. Yes, you could say that the becoming of
dancing is when dancing — its next move — remains in question, as it were,
‘up in the air’.

I am seeing that becoming is never what is and, at the same time, I am
hearing Deleuze say that becomings — and events — are not part of history."
The living present, in which the definitive now of dancing happens, is what
brings about the event of ‘to dance’; however, the becoming of this event .
brings out a time that differs from the living present or, indeed, the succession
of moments that are made to measure the day and do not sleep through the
night. Yes, with every event, every becoming, there is what comes M:.uo_: and
perishes in history; but, on the other hand, there is what escapes this
historical time, which is the meanwhile that belongs to becoming in its pure
state, which enjoys a virtual existence. Becoming, in its pure state, is born
from history, but it is not of it.

In seeing becoming in itself, what | am seeing is that becoming never
comes to rest upon a fixed point. Yes, what I am seeing is that becoming
never stops where it is but always goes, in two directions at once, further.
Which is to say: I am seeing unstoppable movement. Movement, nothing but
movement, yet this movement has nothing whatsoever to do with a traversal
of space. Rather, the movement I am seeing is the movement that comes
about when the time of change is on the move and anything could happen
but as yet hasn’t happened. And I will risk saying that when change is on the
move, and absolutely anything could happen, the movement involved is
infinite. And what such infinite movement silently speaks to me of is the as
yet unrepresentable, the as yet to be determined; that is to say, the time 8.
come that is coming but as yet has not actually arrived. I say that | am seeing
this infinite movement, but I have to say: it is too much for me.

In the empty meanwhile — interval — of that part of the event that escapes
history, Deleuze sees the whole of time occurring."” Nothing is actually
moving in the unhistorical time of the interval, yet the whole of time is

absolutely moving. But seeing this makes me say again: it is too much for me.

The meanwhile that belongs to becoming and wherein anything could
happen is like being at the edge of the world before the world is. It is like being
at the edge of a terrifyingly ancient void. It is like hearing the silent calls of a
people who do not yet exist. Intolerable? Almost. Unthinkable? Almost.

The meanwhile of the event and becoming in itself is, as far as I can see,
hardly liveable, yet I hear Deleuze and Guattari saying that this event, ﬁEm
empty meanwhile, is pure reserve.'" Would my thinking be going too far in .
saying that this pure reserve is potentiality itsell? I would be the first to admit
ing to consider; yet, now, what I cannot stop

ty is the hardes

thinking is that, in relation to what is actually happening in the present,
potentiality itself constitutes an empty —nothing— time. With the time of
becoming nothing is taking place in the present, and now what I cannot stop
thinking is that this ‘nothing time’ is absolute potentiality. Indeed, with the
empty time of becoming, in which we are given neither this nor that, what

I now cannot stop seeing is the ‘abyss of potentiality’.'”

I'am seeing that becoming in its pure state never comes to rest upon a
fixed point and with this I see not only the absolute movement of the time
that occurs when anything could - or could not — happen (pure potentiality)
but also a moment of grace where positions and oppositions don't take up a
place. Indeed, in the empty meanwhile — interval — of becoming what I see
is both absolute movement and a moment of grace. And saying this prompts
me to think again of stillness.

In the empty meanwhile nothing happens or moves in the present and
this ‘nothing happens in the present’ could be a way to (re) think stillness. To
think stillness in this way would be, at the same time, to think the ‘movement’,
albeit virtual, of becoming. Indeed, thinking stillness in this way does not
bring my thinking to a halt; on the contrary, it invites my thinking to go with
becoming in itself, which is nothing but the turning of time where chance is
given a chance, which is what marks time's resistance to banality.

Nothing of the present happens in the meanwhile yet what this empty
lime does is to prevent becoming — and pure potentiality — from being
exhausted in actualisation; indeed, it can be said that with this empty time
there is a resistance to the present that keeps becoming - the emergence
ol a new world — from never ending. Yes, in resisting the present, what the
meanwhile holds in reserve is an incalculable and irreducible ‘not yet’. It

doesn’t hold in reserve a historical future, a prefiguration of what is to come;
rather, it holds in reserve what can only be called an oceanic future.

Let me risk saying this: in the meanwhile there is a stillness with respect
1o anything happening or moving in the present, yet what this stillness speaks
olis a resistance to the present for the benefit not of a past but of the reserve
ol an oceanic future. To think stillness in this way gives my thinking a
moment of grace from what is, but the reserve that stillness speaks of here
will always be too much for me to think, to bear. And it will always be too
much for me because the empty time and pure reserve takes my thought to
an unthinkable ‘not yet’; as Deleuze and Guattari would say, it takes my
king to the unthought within thought. This unthought will always be too
h for me; however, although it is what cannot be thought it is what must
ught.™ And it must be thought for doing so is what makes thinking
have to experiment, and this is what puts thinking — and practice — to the test.
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contemporary image-practices are sustaining a resistance to the present?

I'may have been slow in getting here, but this is the question that for me
matters most: What in our contemporary image-practices is resisting the ,_
present in favour of preserving the irreducibility of that which is ‘not yet’ and, \
in so doing, maintaining a time that remains uncontrolled?




Portraits, Still Video Portraits and the Account of the Soul
Joanna Lowry

The state of our soul is one thing, the account we give of it, to ourselves and
others, is another.... Our soul is a moving tableau which we depict unceasingly;
we spend much time trying to render it faithfully, but it exists as a whole and
all at once. The mind does not proceed one step at a time as does expression. '

In this passage Diderot recognises the central difficulty implicit in the
representation of what we might today call ‘the subject’: the tension between
the time of ‘the soul’, as he terms it, existing in a space of duration and on-
going presentness, and the intrinsic temporality of the conventions of
representation or expression which always, in some sense involve a narrative
and invoke a time-based sequence. What he gives voice to here is the desire
that we have for an account of the soul that will in some way be transparent
to its presentness, and that will provide a means by which the boundary
between being and representation might be possibly breached. What is
significant in his observation is the linking of this desire to a problem of time.

The problem of time has been central to discussions about the way in
which photography represents reality, or, as we might say, intercepts it,
disrupting our common-sense understanding of the relationship between
past and present, stopping the flow of time and holding it in an uncanny
stillness for years on end, revealing to us a present without a future. A
preoccupation with its odd temporality has been central to the key theoretical
texts about photography from Benjamin to Barthes. Significantly the
discussion of the portrait has been central to many of these accounts. It
seems to be the case that the representation of ‘the other’, of the subject or
soul, is situated at some kind of limit point of visibility, a place at which the
time of the subject and the time of representation are revealed as ineffably
different from each other. If Levinas suggested that it was impossible to
represent the face of the other, that the gaze of the other somehow presented
a fissure in the field of the visible, then photography is situated on the very
cdge of that impossibility, the time of the other not so much represented as
interrupted, and thereby revealed.




It is when we present ourselves to the camera that we become aware of
the need to make ourselves into a picture and to take control of the account
of our soul. Much academic interest, then, has focussed upon the notion of
the pose; upon the way in which, when we are photographed, we become
complicit in the discourse of photographic representation, gathering our self-
hood together, performing our identity, presenting ourselves to the camera,
holding ourselves steady in a mock tableau that mimics the stasis of the
photograph itself. It is in the pose that we both disguise ourselves and give
ourselves away, and the eloquence of the photograph is in its double-edged
revelation of precisely this ambiguity. The mechanised timing of the
photographic image undermines the process of self presentation: it is
invariably too soon or too late. We are always aware that it is a transaction
that has somehow been missed. And it always reveals something more than
had been offered, but also something less. By virtue of its automatism it
profoundly disrupts the skeins of attachment, meaning and interpretation
through which we seek to bind ourselves to each other. It is the very fact that
the still image is a product of that traumatic rupture of the hermeneutic
contract between us that renders it fascinating; it produces a sign that is
outside the domain of intentionality and its very lifelessness transforms
us into forensic investigators of the sign. In the still image the subject in
process is translated into a fixed system of signs that we, the spectators, scan
for indications of some nascent interior life.

In A Small History of Photography Walter Benjamin contrasted the auratic
presence of the sitters in the early nineteenth: century photographic portraits
taken by Hill-Adamson and a photograph taken of Kafka as a child of six. He
is fascinated by the way in which the early subjects in the photograph gaze
out of the picture, averting their gaze. The ‘Newhaven Fishwife’ lowers her
eyes, looks modestly away from the camera; Dauthendey’s wife stands next
to him in the picture but ‘her gaze reaches beyond him, absorbed into an
ominous distance’.2 These two poses, taken in the very early years of
photography, when the genres of photographic portraiture had yet to become
fixed, present to him something significant about the limitations of the
technology. The image gives us the woman, but she is somehow impervious
to it, and it can only indicate all those things we can never know about her,
only hint at her mystery. (Figure 11) The women’s refusal of the camera takes
on an almost allegorical force for Benjamin. These women stand, for him, at
the threshold of modernity, reminding us of a time in which the constitution
of subjectivity for most people had little or no relationship to technologies
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Hill and Adamson, Mrs
Elizabeth Johnson, Newhaven,
€. 1846

EQ lived their lives outside representation: ‘The human countenance had :
silence about it in which the gaze rested’® and this, Benjamin observed Ewo
_Z_E\: a peculiar quality of self-absorption that was quickly to disapp .M:.A s

There was an aura about them, an atmospheric medium, that lent ?:.:mmn
and security to their gaze even as it penetrated that medium."* .

. H:.m mﬁman presence that he discerns in the image of the Newhaven
Fmrefwm is a function, not of photography, but of its limits, of her quiet
_.cn_mﬂ.m:mm to it. If aura for Benjamin was always associated with distance
then it is the way in which her self-absorption creates a sense of distance
between her and ourselves that seems to him to be so distinctive. This
quality, which he sees as indicative of the passing of an Emﬂo:nw_. era was
also a product of the state of photographic technology at the time. Lon
exposure times meant that it was important that the sitter be vronomamwrmm
in a quiet secluded spot where they could concentrate on acquiring the
necessary stillness demanded by the photographer:
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noz<m.:ﬂ,o:m. In the midst of the paraphernalia of the display and th
contrived performance of social identity he draws our attention to Emm self-
awareness of the small boy’s gaze, in which we already sense an awaren :
of the constraints of self-presentation. Once the threshold of photo Mmm
wmvuon_cnnom had been crossed we all became bound up in a WERMM% f _M:
image that became increasingly fundamental to the constitution of m:v_\u.om ti "
in modern society. The difference between this small boy’s pose and m_u M Y
o.Hs za.m Newhaven Fishwife is, Benjamin indicates, subtle — but absolut _m
..ﬁmEmnwE for an understanding of the impact of technolo h v
in which we conceive of ourselves. SRS
In drawing our attention to these two different subjects, each addressi
us across the years from their separate moments in Emﬁoé.mﬁozmw the "
q_zmaEE of wroﬁ.om‘am.vr.mn technology, Benjamin draws our attention also to
_._m noaimx variability in the ways that that technology produces both a
ﬂm:ﬂm of :ﬂm. and nw m_.p_ummnziq. What is encapsulated in these two examples
_.., w e peculiar ambiguity of the photographic image, situated as it is between
w,:&_wnﬁ mwﬁ mnwnﬁmwon and engaged in a dialectic between resistance, revelation
and identification. After photography subjectivity is performed &&mamza_
and the correlative of this is that our sense of the presence of the other m&
also :msmmo::m&. mediated as it is through this performance to the Q:dmm
__:J_M ﬁwzw mm_uu:wm_wrwﬁ w_mmﬁ_.maw: was reaching for in his text, of the gulf Umz,w.wm:
a secret, absorbed self, captured almost against i i
the self that is constituted for ﬁrowomﬁv_‘w m:&ﬂ MWNM\M“_ %M»mewmmﬁw%,rm mma
_..,21 central to the development of photographic portraiture. What Wm_ o
pertinent to my argument here is his observation that this b.mm moamwm._ﬁ% .
"._ ) M_c*vog E_E.mum time of _umm:.m and with the alienating mechanism of .
e p S.Bm_‘.mv?n apparatus — with the difference between existence and
i :.QMJEHSF Our sense of the photographic image as a fixed textual object
. __m in zwm here and now, as a set of .m_H.m:m inscribed on the visible, begins
cem inadequate to the task of describing the problematics of this
s _.__.:_o: of subjectivity in time through technology.
: is this issue of the relationship between time, technology and the self
that is central to recent practices in photographic uha mBm.vm& art i
[ :.:_m:, the phenomenon of the still video or film portrait, in ciinw. H
is posed as if for a studio photograph, and filmed moﬂ. anything fr ;
few seconds to an hour or more. Recent examples of the genre incl M oEM
_.H< Bill Viola, .O::m: Wearing, Sam Taylor-Wood, Rineke Dijkstra Hﬂomﬁewmﬁ
____._ i “L Fiona ﬁ_::.. This Suw oﬂ.iolﬁ takes on all of the no:om:mo:w of
P _m,_:m?:.r as its framing discourse, but extends it in time, refusi
the resolution of the still image and preserving the temporality of :.;_c ﬁQAMSm
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Whilst having historical precedents in mx@mlﬂmam_ film io.Hr of Mum 19608
and in the work of performance and video artists of that period w 10 were
concerned with ideas of real time, duration mbn.w m:n_cnmwnm,. %m.nm is a strong
case for situating this more recent set of experiments @@_5 ﬂmn:mmmosw -
about photography. The adoption of a fixed camera position, the conven :
of the head and shoulder portrait or group wo:ﬂ:. the carefully noﬂv_n.vmm ]
presentation of the subject to the camera, all Ea_.nm?u an m.:mBE to m :nﬁm e
a space that is recognisably ‘photographic’. This is a practice :JW see ﬂ oﬁ
use the available technology to stretch or mﬁm:.& the photograph to its limit,
through a testing of the idea of the pose as a kind of vm«mo:nm:.nm.
This kind of time-based portrait, 1 would like to suggest, E.oﬁ&.mm M
peculiarly intense site for considering the triangulated _.m_m:o.zmr_ﬁ mm:zmmq.
subject, spectator and time, and the tension _wmnimm: m_umo.%:oz mW: —_
performance that Benjamin drew attention iin A mia:.ImwSQ of i otogr nn L\m
Perhaps it is true to say that, while Benjamin saw the n:m:zasmz mgmmm 7
two portraits he described as being in some sense absolute an separa m.z m<
historical and technological changes that were ?smmq.sg.ﬂm# uz.m :m.m,a_,w_qm.hﬁ
we might recognise the extent to 25@ out own mu.mcwm:czmizs ﬁm_ portrait,
photographic or filmed, continues to lie in the subject’s fun .E:mﬂ W -
ambivalence in relationship to the technology of Rw_.mmmim:o?_w : i Wm .
between a ﬁm_..mom«zmn?m engagement with the .mwm.npmn.oﬂ w:&.m se : -absor! ;
resistance to the photographic sign. But what is m_mwzmnm:ﬁ. in ,H:._m Qﬁﬁmw o
work is how the question of the subject’s presence in .qm_».:o:.mri ﬁ.o . mE
spectator is changed by the framing of the encounter in time: E.m: _mE y \ mﬂmm
introduction of the notion of duration. The pose here is something aﬁ
place over time — a time that, like the still photograph, is also marke .own
and delimited by the operations of the technology — but :m<mﬁ_m~mmm it _w .
characterised by its ongoing presentness. In Em, m_n._mn_ vo:ﬂm.: we .E.m alway
witness to the subject, as Benjamin put it ‘growing 5.8 Em. ?.Q:H.m s gt
becoming the sign: negotiating it, withdrawing from : :.wm.—mJSm it, claiming
it. Whal we see is a negotiation of the very terms of visibility H.ﬁmm_h on a )
plane of the visible that has been opened up by the technological apparatuse
. video and film. . .
. v%mwmm‘“wnwwm of negotiation can be seen ma.ﬂosm_ ..H.mzu_m archival mHMmQ
Countenance (2002). Taking as her starting point Citizens of the H:.ng_um i
Century, August Sander’s photographic survey of the German %mﬂw_:‘ m.Mzm_
in 1910 and first published in partial form in 1929, Tann develope a WE‘ el
archive of filmed portraits of contemporary individuals and mﬂ.oEum in Berli
2002, Tollowing the example of Sander she developed a .._umm_manoQ m<m~o_.“._ |
for her portraits based on occupation, family type, or so¢ ial group. (Figure 12+13

Her subjects were simply and artlessly filmed for around a minute at a time , 7
(and played back to us sometimes for just a few seconds), just long enough
for us to have to extend the initial glance with which we assess an image into 7
a gaze that might begin to interrogate it — and just long enough for the 7
individuals to adapt themselves and submit to the temporal framing of the
film. Standing quite still, poised against the chance and haphazard activity of
their surroundings — bystanders walking past, the wind in the trees, the bustle
of the street — the subjects compose themselves for the camera, gaze into it,
adjust themselves, wait awhile. They are seen in the process of taking on the
pose, in a kind of attentiveness to the moment that is made more significant
because of the random and contingent movement around them.
These images are very knowing in their relationship to Sander’s. The
participants in her project were informed about his work and made aware
of the relationship between the two bodies of work. His work has come,
in the literature on photography, to stand for that anxiety about the social
inscription of individuality within the photographic sign. As an ethnographic
project Citizens was wedded to a positivist philosophy of description. The
photographs were designed to reveal the extent to which the social position
and lifestyle of the individual was engraved upon them, not only in their
physiognomy but also in their expression, their stance, their clothing and
their rhetoric of self-presentation to the world. The photographs were
mesmerising because of the way in which they pointed to the subtlety of the
pose and the camera’s ability to reveal just slightly more than the subject
intended. The stilled surface of the photograph provided a site for the fixing
of a semiotic of the subject in the visible. It provided a mechanism for
turning the subject into a text that could be read.
Tann'’s filmed portraits refuse that semiotic. By extending the time of
the portrait by just a few seconds they expose the instability of the pose.
Projected in sequence on three large screens in the gallery they disrupt
the implicit dynamic of power that normally allows the spectator to look at
the subject and that gives the former the advantage of time being on their
side. (Figure 14) For a brief moment these figures seem to look back and
lo share in a kind of performed duration; they are not simply framed and
distanced — their bodies reach out beyond the space of the screen and are
briefly intertwined, locked in an engagement with the spectator in the lived
moment.* The issues raised here become clearer if we look at a more
extreme example of the still video portrait.
Between 1996 and 2003 Thomas Struth recorded a series of large-scale
video portraits that were to be projected onto hanging screens. These were
exhibited in a number of different venues, but this account is based upon




qux at the Centre for Contemporary Art in 2003.
Once again there was an archival m::n.::m‘ ::%5_:::_.&.%0 MOMWAPMM:
subjects included a number o*.&m::nﬁ.mons_ c%ev.” N_:..:.n itect, ,~ nm_mnﬂ.&
an art-dealer, Struth’s godson, a little girl, etc. The subjects <<n.4.m :w S .
for their individuality but because, at some level, they were ordinary @moﬂ
their histories were unimportant. It was _rw:. uz,o:.fsi, and nw:mmaﬁmmmum%
their emptiness as potential spaces for the _:,f...u.%:c_.ﬂ of meaning w:..ﬁ.m:
.ction of fantasy that made them compelling. This anonymity mnitialy
ctator to consider these portraits at the level of mssqmnou as
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of the time of the pose. The emphasis on spectacularly large, formal and
simple screens with the apparatus of projection subtly concealed, also
encouraged the spectator to see these as modernist works of art, drawing
attention to the elusive materiality of the surface of screen itself, reinforcing
the fact that, though it offered a representational depth the screen was also
an object that was absolutely without depth, absolutely thin: one could walk
behind it.

The subjects sat for a whole hour in front of the camera, as still as
possible, their concentration occasionally interrupted by the blink of an eye,
a slight wriggle of the body or shifting of their pose. Under the imposition
of the rigid terms of engagement they moved into a seeming trance-like
state, alternating almost imperceptibly between a subtle self-consciousness
in front of the camera and a withdrawn meditative state, flickering in
between the place of being and the requirement to become a sign. At times
it seemed that these people were on the brink of becoming so self-absorbed
that they might slip out of visibility itself, withdraw into some other
imaginary space and leave one only with the surface of the screen to gaze
at. The relationship between the surface materiality of the image the
performance was absolutely fragile and thin. Here, as in Tann’s piece, we see
the way in which the larger cultural question of how we can know the other,
how we can understand the subject, is located in terms of the relationship
between technology and time. The performance of the pose becomes the
over-determined site for the definition of the subject’s authenticity.

If this type of portrait is about the way in which we are constituted, as
subjects in a technological culture, through performance, it also raises
important questions about the gaze and the significance this takes on in this
context. Struth’s video pieces were projected onto a series of mammoth
screens suspended from the ceiling and hung, angled away from each other
so that they could only be looked at one at a time. Holding their pose as still
as possible for such a long period of time and staring straight into the
camera lens was certainly an exercise in endurance for the subjects, one
which had its own power dynamic in relationship to the mobile, shifting
audience that passed through the museum halls where it was installed. The
spectator felt compelled to return the gaze, to watch back, but inevitably
could not meet the challenge — was out-faced, and turned to move on to the
next encounter uncomfortably aware of his or her irrelevance to the subject
they had left behind. Part of the discomfiture was of course related to the fact
that the gaze that seemed to be directed at the spectator, was not directed at
him at all, but at the camera. The very directness of the apparent form of
address was in fact an illusion masking the presence of the filmic apparatus.




The camera in this work represents a blind spot in the visual field. It is the
object of the spectator’s gaze, but it is now absent and becomes a kind of
vanishing point for a gaze that can never be met. Though we stand, as
spectators, in the place it might have occupied, our own gaze can never meet
the one that appears to be directed towards us.

In both these pieces of work — Tann’s and Struth’s — we feel as though
we are engaged by the subject. Even as we look at them, they seem to be
looking at us or through us, but they do not see us. Yet we also feel as though
there is a sense in which, in front of the image, it is we who are positioned
in the place of the visible. We are reminded of Lacan’s discomfiture in his
anecdote about the sardine can bobbing in the sea, reflecting the light of the
sun, and not seeing him as he sits in the boat with the laughing fishermen.
Now we become aware that the subjects of these works don'’t see us, and that
the space of the visible far from being a continuous plane is in fact uneven,
fissured, folded, and that this space of visibility is peculiarly complicated by
the intervention of the apparatus. It is this fault-line in the visible, at the point
of the illusory convergence of these two gazes — the subject’s and the
spectator’s — that defines the difference and the distance between us.

[n The Visible and the Invisible Merleau Ponty struggled with the
development of a theory of vision that would take into account our embodied
relationship to it, describing the ‘chiastic’ relationship between the viewer
and the world, an intertwining through which the world was brought into
a kind of visibility. What needed to be put into question and seen as
problematic was how the viewer came to be seen as separate from the world
— how the visual ever became positioned as something other, something
differentiated and separate from the spectator. Stephen Melville sums up
the central issue thus:

Vision is the place where our continuity with the world conceals itself, the place
where we mistake our contact for distance, imagining that seeing is @ substitute
for, rather than a mode of, touching — and it is this anaesthesia, this
senselessness, at the heart of transparency that demands our acknowledgement
and pushes our dealings with the visual beyond recognition.”
Recent studies theorising the history of visuality have made us more
aware of its provisionality, and of the extent to which our relationship to
the presumed transparency of visuality is in fact the product of complex
historical conditions and cultural formations. Melville’s comments draw our
attention particularly to the way in which the very definition of ‘the visual
is predicated upon the construction of a distance between the spectator and
the world — a distance that is maintained through the work of culture and

through the work of technology. Photographic e hnologies have provided one

wQ n:__..:w& mechanism for defining the place of the visual and positioni
it in relationship to us. In representing the subject they also ammwm the .M_m
of the subject’s visibility, the place at which he or she can be seen. The " mﬁ
:‘:mcmm the world, interrupt it, producing difference and &mﬁznm. msaw -
vwo_mnnsm it onto the surface of the paper or the screen. They produce
differentiated space of the visible within which the subject m:a_uﬁrm S mwﬁ t
are made aware of their otherness and their distance from each oﬁrm_w -
There is also a case, | suggest, for considering the way in EEQH‘:‘%
.vnoa:nm m.mmanﬁ_m« temporality of the subject. Media such as these do w_\o_
represent’ time as such; they play a significant role in producing .:_m cultural
phenomena through which we understand time. Our experiences of N
ﬂmaﬁg.m:? of duration, presence, speed, etc., in contemporary culture
_=Qmmm~.=m_< a function of the technologies that support the E?mm:‘:n.:ma f
our moQ.m@. In the types of work discussed here we see the emergence o_.wm_m
.ﬁno&:n.m_o: of a way of understanding the concepts of presence ..,wma durati ]
H amm_:_“umﬁwwnm:m that is indissociable from the technologies nrm:‘_mm_ﬂmw_o:
s Mark Godfrey says in an essa ann’ ! ;
e ommcvw u.maﬁ,\_mw\ n..«u. essay on Tann’s work ‘new technologies produce
The v.rmdc:_mzo: of the absorbed, distracted subject, that Benjamin dre
wca.m:.m::oz to in his example of some of the earliest forms of vrhﬁo rapt .
is mmmz_mnwa because it reminds us of the extent to which our :3%3” :M.?
of the m:Em,Q. and of the way in which the subject is incorporated 5,8 a =
culture of visibility, is dependent upon the technologies of representation
,_.:w early technology of photography had a profound impact upon the <<.n_. i
which we learnt to read the account of the soul, and to present that unno:ww,_:
to each other. Benjamin, in his essay, noted the complex intertwining of ti
and performance that underpinned the photographic image; he :c:..mm th -
extent to which the development of photographic culture ::.nanm ted :..mm
subject and drew them into a complicity with the time of the MEM e. Thi
n«o_u_.mn:uan is still there, although changes in technology have nmmw.ﬁ_ z%
terrain to shift. As so often is the case, and as Laura Mulvey has pointed - t
as technology develops and the discourses and regimes of Eomcwao:w%mm: .
ToE. the very concept of ‘photography’ in place come under pressure, wi
ironically find ourselves returning to the very earliest moments in ﬁw._m ‘
@2&0@59: of the medium: the technology may have changed, but th
MMM‘:m.Eﬁ mm takes may enable us to revisit and see with new n_m.ag HTMUMMM
e %M_Mmsﬁ w_ change, the impact of the photographic upon our understanding
j._m technologies that have brought us the still video portrait have played
a role in developing a space of the visible within which the subject nm:v v




the two registers of selfhood

ality of the still image that might
y offer us a new enchantment
e, and with the alternation
entral to our understanding

perform themselves and move between
identified by Benjamin, resisting the textu
have fixed their account of themselves. The
with the provisionality and fragility of ﬁwm%om

tion and performance that 1s c .
”Hmwwmuwﬁﬂr@ Emo_w,%nocwr the very mechanisms of the p.‘mnoaﬂm%bm
projection process, provide the architecture for the space and time MS .

be perceived in this way. They construct the discours

which the subject can
of visibility and distance across which we read the account of the soul.

Melancholia 2
Kaja Silverman

In this essay, I will be focusing upon James Coleman’s extraordinary
projection, Background (1991-1994). Like Lapsus Exposure (1992-94),
INITIALS (1993-94), and Photograph (1998/99), to which it is closely
related, Background is an allegory about the formal elements out of which
it is made: language and photography.' It also privileges ‘versification’ over
denotation, and destabilizes the still image. Finally, in Background, as in the
other works listed above, Coleman links the past to the present through a
series of rhymes, and makes the photographic image the formal vehicle for
i larger meditation upon time.

InINITIALS, Coleman emphasizes primarily the objective
dimensions of time. He does so by dramatizing the reciprocity of the relation
linking temporality to photography; not only does the analogue image
perdure, but time itself also has a photographic consistency. This giant
photograph is not one which we can ever survey from an external vantage-
int, since we are ourselves inside it. It has, however, important psychic
ramifications. It renders null and void the distinction which is generally
assumed to separate reality from representation, and opens the door to an
entirely new theorization of human finitude.

But Coleman is finally much more concerned with the subjective than
the objective dimensions of temporality. In Lapsus Exposure, time manifests
itsell primarily through the language and images which every subject
inherits from the past, and within which she must make her way. We enter
rality affectively, and the vehicle of this entry is ‘song’. In Background
Photograph, Coleman shapes time as much to human desire as to the
smission of language. Signification emerges from a primordial loss,
fo which it also always ‘answers’. Affect consequently figures even more
y in these two works. But this does not mean that there is no room
1 for a more ‘objective’ time. For Coleman, as for Heidegger, there is
nothing more worldly than affect. How the human subject feels at any
moment in time has dramatic consequences for other creatures and
It determines whether or not they can appear.




Background (See Figures 15-18) is suffused with melancholy, an affect
which has often been linked to allegory: Coleman not only acknowledges
this link, he also insists upon it. The most important visual representation
of acedia within the Western tradition is of course Diirer’s Melancholia. This
work clusters signifiers of sorrow and contemplation — a sleeping dog, an
hourglass, a setting sun, scientific instruments — around a gloomy angel,
who is herself the very embodiment of black bile. A bell seems on the verge
of tolling, and debris covers the ground. In a much later text — Theses on the
Philosophy of History — Walter Benjamin also allegorizes melancholy through
a dejected angel — the angel of history. Where the rest of us ‘perceive a chain
of events’, this figure sees ‘one single catastrophe which keeps piling
wreckage upon wreckage and hurls it in front of his feet."” And in another
text, The Origin of German Tragic Drama, Benjamin offers a sustained
discussion of the relationship between allegory and melancholy, finding the
latter to be the affect specific to the former.*

But I do not mean to suggest that Benjamin’s Theses on the Philosophy of
History and The Origin of German Tragic Drama are continuous with Diirer’s
Melancholia, or that Coleman’s Background follows directly from any of these
other texts. The melancholy which concerns Benjamin is that induced by
history, not black bile. He also offers a very different definition of allegory
than his artistic predecessor. The tropes assembled by Diirer — like those
earlier deployed by Plato and the Christian Church fathers — have a pre-given
meaning, one underwritten by mimesis. Those upon which Benjamin shines
his critical light have neither of these guarantees. They constitute the ‘ruins’
of signification — a ‘petrified’ landscape, in which meaning no longer resides.
Allegory is also not a feature of this landscape itself, but provides — rather —
a way of reading it. [t represents the tragic hermeneutics through which
we impose an extraneous meaning upon what once seemed to pulse with
divine significance.

Although Coleman pays homage to Diirer and the medieval theory of
humors by situating a black sloth at the center of the visual field of Background,
he in no way subscribes to what E.M.W. Tillyard would call the ‘Great Chain
of Being.” Like the author of The Origin of German Tragic Drama, he is
concerned with the ruins of signification. Background takes place in a
laboratory for the reconstruction and preservation of the skeletons of
prehistoric creatures. At the same time, though, these activities are not an
end in themselves. Coleman ultimately seeks not merely to ‘catalogue’ the
‘sections’ of the metaphoric sloth, but also to breathe new life into them.
This project reaches its culmination in Photograph, which ends with the word

‘quicken’, but already in Backgr

nd Coleman uses allegory as an agency for

::,:_»‘_:m_ _:,V\D:L de: _m__m”_c-wmw*c: n, Backgr
=) 5 " ~ 4 ' T
The author of Background, Lapsus Exposure, INITT[A LS and 1991-94

.ﬁ:io@.&:._ might also be said to ‘re-motivate’ allegory. He does so by basing
it upon the kinds of correspondences that Baudelaire Q._ﬁ.,_:.uﬁ.m._: :v_ﬁ B
r_,ﬁ.:Ac.:z poem,” and Proust uses as the organizing principle of 5.::‘3,_9.:: o

of Things Past. | hasten to add that Coleman does not offer a theological c_.: e ences’ i
even a stable account of meaning. The metaphoric associations <i:rnr

interest him emerge only through the fleeting echoes and resonances whicl s :
ik words and visual forms to each other, . ar |

s Itis also only via a particular S
ener or seer that one term can be said to reverberate within another. The
_“ mporary and subjective nature of these linkages, however, does not make
the - N e . : S
1em any less true. Coleman helps us to understand that it is only in finding

the _,_Q::._y. that are hidden within ourselves that we can complete the
couplet of Being,




In Background, Lapsus Exposure, and Photograph, Coleman also complicates
the relationship between allegory and melancholy. He suggests that what
Baudelaire calls ‘correspondences’ are not a throwback to a moment before
the bifurcation of signifier and signified, but instead constitute a subsequent
stage in the allegorical trajectory. It is only after we have ceased to believe
in the immanence of meaning that we are free to form such analogies. It is
also only as a result of the melancholy induced by the disintegration of the
symbol that we are prompted to do so.

Coleman is in implicit dialogue with Benjamin here as well, albeit not
the one who wrote The Origin of German Tragic Drama. In The Arcades
Project, Benjamin links allegory not merely to the Baroque, but also to
modernity in some larger sense. The latter, he writes, ‘has, for its armature,
the allegorical mode of vision.’ This is because allegory works to dispel all

illusions that proceed from the notion of a ‘given order,’ whether of art of
life.® German tragic drama achieves this goal for art by revealing the
arbitrariness of the sign — by teaching us that ‘any person, and object, any
relationship can mean anything else.”” Capitalism — which is for Benjamin
virtually synonymous with modernity — does the same for life by extending

ple of arbitrariness into the economic domain. The value of the
commodity, capitalism’s object par excellence, functions much as meaning
does in Baroque drama; it is extrinsic, the result only of the relationship of
the commodity with another term. “The singular debasement of things
through their signification, something characteristic of seventeenth-century
allegory’, finds its contemporary equivalent in ‘the singular debasement of
things through their price’, writes the author of The Arcades Project.*

Benjamin characterizes the arbitrariness of the commodity’s value as
at one point in this latter text. However, he also dreams there
and elsewhere about motivated meaning, and this dream takes the form of
the ‘correspondences’. In Some Motifs in Baudelaire, Benjamin meditates at
length upon this kind of analogical signification, and its capacity to light up
and exalt.” Although obviously deeply attached to it, he relegates it to the past
_ to a moment before the full flowering of consumer culture. In the
Baudelaire section of The Arcades Project, however, Benjamin revises this
chronology. He represents the correspondences as the ‘antidote’ to the
arbitrariness of the sign — as our means for reassembling the pieces that
modernity has torn asunder. He does so by quoting at length from an
unidentified text by Joseph de Maistre:

Once can form a perfectly adequate idea of the universe by considering it under

the aspect of a vast museum of natural history exposed to the shock of an

carthquake. The door to the collection room is open and broken; there are no

the princi

‘progressive’

more E.S%:a.:. Some shells have rolled out into the hall of minerals, and
r:ié:@?im nest is resting on the head of a crocodile.... [But] the .n w: w
ranges over this mighty temple of nature reestablishes without &_&mn:w_\ nzaz_
a %E&.am%&. has shattered, warped, and displaced... look closel a:m_%o .
recognize already the effects of a restoring hand. Some beams raﬂw ?Rw_ M_Maﬁ
up, some paths cut through the rubble; and, in the general confusion, a Es_:.h_”m“
Mﬁ analogues have already taken their place again and come into n.ci:&._c
oreover, on the one occasion when Benjamin allows himself to meditat
openly upon this linguistic second-coming, it is in emphatically subjecti .
ﬁm:_wm. To be human, he writes, is to name things, much as Adam a“n._ _u<M
_:m. _érm: A.Em do so, we utter the words that let things Be; we complet o
God’s creation’. We also produce the signifiers for which _mrm io:mﬁ.ﬁ m_m
calls. ZNE.EW is, however, a strictly postlapsarian activity. What we -
communicate when we say the word that inducts a thing or another creature

into i ing i i i
¥ its Being is not something already inherent within this thing or creature
t is, rather, our own ‘mental being’ or desire. .

= WMHHMM Mm r_M noBﬂMBm:H to the principle of epiphenomenal similitude
ackground does not hesitate to evoke mela .
ncholy through two
M_AMMMWSM of &:“A:mmm. much as Diirer did before him: a raven, and :mm black
s n of a prehistoric sloth. When the first of th vl
: : oth. ese metaphors is introduced
M.:o mam\w%_d::m. via the voice-over, it is on the verge of dying. Rescued by two
; MMM__ :cq WQBNWQ Hmcﬁﬂs,\om. but only to be carried in a black box from room to
. When the sloth is introduced into the work, th i
:  slot , through an image of th
characters standing in front of it, it i i ; o
, it is practically as old as time i
o anding ime itself. Coleman
._b”m.o mw_h:ﬁm.m it within a laboratory for the preservation and sectioning of bones
is the primary representation in this work of ‘ruination’ ‘
: wE.Emmm Emﬁuronw are only one of the forms through which Coleman
_M.Bmﬁ.ﬁmm Bm._m.:nw&w in Background. The latter begins and ends with the
”_v”aw.:nmw%%w vision, and the sounds of a voice strangulated by the words it
Is. is voice, which ‘belongs’ to a charact
A ‘ , Wh er named ‘Tom’, experiences
mp_._ﬁmn.:_q HM speaking in part because of linguistic constraint: he is limited to
_ hoing what others have said before him. He does not want this verbal
_»r.,wn& we _m.m.n: near the end of Background, but he cannot refuse it. No one
speaks ex nihilo in the universe of James Coleman. 4
- _gwarm mmmmn: Hva&BnE also has a more local determinant: the fact
| _J_. 7w_ as just qm..mxvm:mnnmm a loss which itself reenacts a more primal
0ss. Most of the first sequence of Background is given over to the verbal and

10 The Arcade

Project
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visual articulation of

a woman wearing a red suit standing betwee
and the other in jeans and a gray jacket. She i
man on the right, who extends his hand to her.

present, the man on
look, Tom identifies

as Jo, and himself as the site of the

this loss. Its second and most important image shows

1 two men, one dressed in black
s turned slightly toward the
Although he is literally

the left seems to fall out of the field of vision. As we

the woman as ‘Jill’, the man wi

that Jill has turned toward Jo in a negative response

she come to him.

This refusal evokes

childhood love between himself and Jo. ‘I hoped...it

forever...Jo', Tom says at
part of Background mark
frustration of another, later sé
sustain a union, whether it be

of sound and image

But this is far from delimitin
of melancholy in this work. The at
Background also has a crucial concep

Exposure, INITITAL s and Photograph, Coleman

reinvents still photography. He reinvent
it in a number of different ways. But his
also represents an expansion of our usua

constitutes for him

way of ‘being’. Melancholy resides at the heart
photograph signifies first and foremost ‘mortificati
The story which Background tells begins with

th the outstretched hand
‘fading’ or ‘aphanisis.”” He also tells us

to his own request that

the failure of another attachment — the end of the

would last...f...forever...

a key moment in this sequence. And although this
s the beginning of one relationship, as well the
quences will show how hard it is to achieve or
a marriage, a sentence, or the synchronization

g the uses to which Coleman puts the affect
mosphere of negativity which suffuses
tual dimension. In it, as in Lapsus

both theorizes and

s still photography by temporalizing
account of this form as it now exists
| way of thinking about it, since it

not only a technology, but also a perceptual logic, and a

nostalgic conversation between Tom and Jo about a

documenting the o
unequivocally in th

which need not be

photographic in nature.
begins. There is a paralle
moment of the first sequen

rigin 0

of all three because the still

on'.

what appears to be a

group of photographs

f Jo's relationship with Jill. Tom locates the latter

e past. However, the words he utters prior to the first

feared, since it will be over ina

to Tom, but it is clear that Tom often speaks for Jo

but also in direct discourse. In later sequences, he
Because of this, Tom's voice moves around spatially as well

characters as well.
as temporally. Ove

r the course of Background, it be

images are suggestive of an event taking place in the present — something

second. This event is

‘In a flash...it’s o k....it's ok, is how his discourse

1 ambiguity about who is speaking at any given
ce. A moment ago | attributed the voice-over text

as well, not only in indirect, &
will do the same for other

comes less and less his

own'’. In subsequent wi i
e Hearat ﬁMm EOHQM_.MMM MMMMHMM: will stress even more the exteriority to
hnnM”mme‘E éo%ﬂowmm. also needs to be qualified. Although Background
] osure, I'A LS, and Photo i i
voices, and are, indeed, based upon a ﬁmnr%hﬂ_%%mwwﬁﬂ—wwmMMM_HMWQS:H
.mwanrwo:mummos. the relationship which they establish between word and
image defies the usual categorizations. There is no ‘outside’ or _m_uo“ m_s th
space and time which Coleman’s works traverse — no vantage- .::mm .
which a metacritical discourse might be marshaled. The <ownmmvws th -
works consequently do not speak ‘over’ the images to which th o,
rather from within them. ’ ERTee e
mvmu“.m M_MM”MM Mmmmwmﬂvm““ﬂw va:wmﬁﬂ EM all-encompassing nature of the
er leaving t! i istori
skeleton. Every image in this work was mrnmh EMMMOMMMW—MMWWSHﬂﬂd?ﬂs_‘_n
scene are due only to different camera set-ups. Coleman gives time -
E.,_m_omo:m. Qnmc._wa.Q in Background. Not only does this work begin uu%m end
sm:r Tom's voice speaking in the dark, but the past also doubles back upon
t rm present, like m.EmE:m strip. Shortly after the evocation of an o:mom%
_vs Mﬂomﬂmwrﬁ session, Tom proceeds to resituate this occurrence in the vmwmﬁ
_.SSm zﬂpwﬁm”awn%nm. Mrocmw. he reverts to the present tense, speaking mumﬁ.
= :rc pective of a photographer coaching his subject, and then from
of the one being photographed. Nothing in the sound or image permit
us to m:ﬂm.:m the photographic transaction before the nos<m_.mmao=mm_uw t th .
resulting images which takes place in the first sequence; rather, the ?,c e
lo vm happening at the same time. Later, Jill and Jo look .mﬁ the mroﬁo HM mMmE
which are ostensibly in the process of being shot, and Tom also m_.Emﬁ Y rm i
verbal mxn.rm.:mm in the present. Now we are asked to think the mms\_cﬂw . ﬁ .
of three chs.nﬁ moments. Thereafter, all verbal transactions trans :mﬂ_w_
present. This implies, however, not the abolition of temporality _u_m rath M
opening up .Om the ‘now’ to include the past and the future 4 S
_:.ma&uon to staging the production of a photograph .manw ound offe
1 meditation on the nature of photography. As we learn :w the %ﬂ& se - m_...m
.__ photograph is instantaneous, a ‘snap’. It has no duration. It also NQMMMzM_.m_
sk__._ n\._m.vrﬂﬁwﬂdmmw wmamaw_wpnm:x though, it seems to provide the permanence
e ons lack; unlike the .~o<n between Tom and Jo, it is ‘forever’.
th of these ways, the photograph immortalizes what it shows. It al:
pives us what it depicts in the form of a ‘having been’. The flash &..E mcr
» with which Coleman metaphorizes the production of a photo nommmc ﬁ
to mark the happening of the present in the form of the past. It Emnm_w
es temporality from another direction, as well. w?.“.:.r..o.ﬂ:a vroﬁov.\




graph attests to the actuality of what it locates in the past, it constitutes a
form of proof, and hence an agency of possible incrimination. Coleman
underscores this last feature of photography obliquely, by having Tom say
threateningly at one point, on behalf of Jo: ‘I have the ph...photographs’.

So far, Coleman'’s account of photography echoes that offered by other
theorists of photography, such as Walter Benjamin, Roland Barthes and
Christian Metz."* Where it goes beyond established assumptions is in its
depiction of photography as a form of identity; a perceptual system; and a
negation of Being. Coleman begins this part of his discourse by stressing the
interpellatory nature of the photographic event."” A camera summons people
and things to pregiven places within space and ideology. At one of the points
in Background when Tom talks about standing in front of the camera, rather
than behind it, he says portentously: ‘we were...being positioned’. And at one
of the moments when he seems to be on the other side of the camera, he
tells Jo and Jill to ‘come into...the light'.

Photography can interpellate us formally as well as spatially or
ideologically. When someone reaches for a camera, most of us freeze into
an anticipatory still. And even when a camera is not present, we often offer
ourselves to the look of those around us in the guise of the photograph we
would like to be." We do so by means of the pose. The pose is one of the most
recurrent elements of Coleman’s work. Although its role shifts from work to
work, it functions in Background primarily as a means of expanding the notion
of the photograph to include the bodily ego. By means of the stiff and studied
ways in which they hold themselves, whether they are looking at a photograph
of themselves, or being photographed, the characters in this work make
evident that they are playing to an internal as well as an external camera.

Craig Owens maintains in Beyond Recognition: Representation, Power, and
Culture that posing takes place in the middle voice — that it is neither strictly
active, nor strictly passive, but somewhere between these poles.”” This is
because the one who poses simultaneously displays something, and attempts
{0 be seen — because she is both subject and object. This is an extremely
helpful formulation. But in an important sequence in Background, Coleman
suggests that posing may also include a subsequent moment — one which
involves a far more radical form of objectification.

In this sequence, Jill and Jo look at the photographs of themselves which

are simultaneously in the process of being shot. An elaborate flirtation

ensues, in which Jill gives herself via one of the photographs to Jo, and then
coyly demands that he return her to herself. At one moment Tom ”J.mvi on
her _X,:.m_h ‘let’s pose — freeze.”® It is unclear whether these words v._.@_:@

r desire to establish an absolute oneness with the images at which she and
Jo are looking, or her wish that she might achieve a similar union with a new
better one, but in either case they reflect the subordination of her bodily
o the photograph.

But the pose signifies even more than the immobilization or objectification
ol the body, or its solicitation of the camera. It also implies the isolation of the
; ly from the surrounding field of vision. This is one of the ways in which
Coleman uses it in Background. Both because of the seeming impermeability
ol their bodies to their surroundings, and the contrast of their brightly-
coloured clothing against the drab walls of the room in which they stand, the
lippires in this work seem to have been cut out of another photograph, mmm

Figure 17
|James Coleman, Background,
1991-94.




s we see. This has the effect of underscoring their
1, as well as their removal from time and space.
Coleman dedicates a whole sequence of the installation to this topic.

The sequence in question comes near the end of Background. Four
characters appear in it — Tom, Jill, Joe, and a red-haired woman, who
also figures in several earlier sequences, and who appears to have been
nked with Jo before his involvement with Jill. These four
contrasting colours: Jill in red, the other woman in
Tom in brown. Each also stands ata significant
away from them; and occupies a different
plane of the image. Now deploying a third-person narrating voice, Tom says:
‘One eye/I...here...the other...there...each...their own way’. Through the
parsing of his sentence, he mimics the atomization he describes.

Coleman teaches us that photography encroaches as fully upon Being
as it does upon identity — that it is an ontological as well as an egoic affair.
In Background, ‘camera’ signifies an affectless kind of human perception,
2 well as a machine for the automatic production of images. It represents
a kind of vision, that is, which is inimical to love. Coleman makes this point
in two back-to-back sequences of Background. The first of these sequences
immediately follows the one where Jill and Jo exchange the photographs
of themselves. One of those characters says ‘in images....to im-mort-alize’,
and the other adds ‘our love’, extending death from what is shown in the
photograph to their feelings for each other.

In the second sequence, Coleman makes an even more overt link
between photography and the arrestation of passion. He uses the word
‘stoppage’ to refer simultaneously to a snapshot and the relationship of Jill
and Jo. ‘Why are you...sad?’ Jo asks Jill (or Jill asks Jo). ‘T was thinking...of
our... situation...I..am afraid...stoppages’, she (or he) replies. Tom then
says, as much on his own behalf as on that of Jill or Jo, T closed my eyes'.
These last words also carry a double meaning — one bearing both upon the
photographs at which Jill and Jo have been looking, and the role played
by Tom's look in the photographic transaction. With them, Coleman
characterizes photography as a blindness which is capable of afflicting

the human eye, as well as a representational form that seldom conforms

to our narcissistic desires.

The stoppage of love which the
ramifications. No creature or thing can be
involvement of a human subje
il is first and foremost a scopic alfair
sue’ and ‘eyes.” S

pasted into the one
isolation from each othe

romantically i
figures are dressed in
green, Joe in black, and
distance from the others; faces

camera signifies has ontological
itself without the libidinal

because because il requires the

.1, Coleman characterizes love in visual terms

uch an event does not transpire

MMQ ﬂmx.?_omﬁ of the times when our eyes are literally open, they are
" m,w@ omm_nm_? shut. The meeting of look and world occurs, imparting reality
o e »M, : ME% when a mnmméhm or thing steps forth, requesting to be seen
. Wm icular way, u:ﬂ is then apprehended both in its own specificity,
o H.oaw :,Hm m_smﬂmda\ of a particular subjectivity."” The look mmmmmmm,.&i
Mﬁ:.dm y Hﬁwomﬂm__u_m mandate by establishing correspondences between
what __ﬁ sees in the present, and what it has seen in the past. The more
noBM mxrmﬂwm%_.om:mw these correspondences are, the greater is its love
. Ew S M.u : be m,\._mmn.ﬂ by now, the kind of looking I have just described
.:M_Bmmmum M.BMW. the time M takes for a pulsating and shimmering creature or
isclose enough of its formal
. : parameters to a seer to be apprehended
as something other than an ‘entity’ i o
: , and that unique and ing ti
s som y', an ever-changing time
= M._E memﬂw .hwm WMEM M_M m<mm< mﬂu_mnnsg whose temporality is not Emmvnmﬂ
, or the future, but the past and the future i :
nt, . j in the present. The still
mera signifies a failure of vision for Coleman because it does not h
access to this time. T
In O s ; s
o __w ¢ M%Mam ioz.m :MH Baudelaire, Benjamin also contrasts photography to
oking which is creative of corres i
_ . hi pondences, and makes time the
u“._,_. _.:3 Oﬂ .:\:m. opposition. Whatever is locked at photographically, he tells
.L_Z Esﬂ_%m food for the hungry or drink for the thirsty’ — eminently
CONS bt i i
umable. We are under the impression that we could exhaust its meanin
_:ZWE.M,O. embed a creature or a thing in an associative network, on ¢
_ . r hand, is to tap into the infinitude of human desire. It becomes that
ol which our eyes can never have their fill
We oft i i phic i
o _.w ”._c _n.::_oow :M a way ﬂmﬁ is photographic in nature because technology
i encroach upon the human look, and ours i i
e , 4 urs is a photographic age.
ut every _.nr_u:o#omx as .Im_mmmmmH tells us, harbors a saving mom(,mws _m%ﬁ
__ ?_i under the .:&:mznm of the still camera, then the still camera
__u_._,_,v F:,Emu .&m influence of the look; it can even become the agency
_ <_ _.H mw:.ﬁ disclosed by one pair of eyes becomes available to others
- : i.:vm..?mmm are also the moments when the analogue image
e ._Nmm its own potentiality. s it not finally because of its capacity
- 1s what no other form can reveal — the participation in the event of
i appearance of the world, as
e , as well as the look — that we find photography

I Backpronnd, Coleman breaks with photography as it is conventionall
pincticed and lived. He does this both verbally and formally. After making ’




interpellc ature of photography by saying
hent upon the interpellatory nature ot p
e, | orrection, ‘no...not stand...dance...

3 im 4 f ¢

‘stand...here,” he has him add, by way o i : , .
around.” Coleman accompanies this remark with a series of tableaux of his
characters doing just that. Through these tableaus, a crucial although almost

imperceptible transformation occurs: the still photograph mutates into what
might be called the ‘stilled photograph.’ -

‘No crime committed but...passion,’ Tom says at mzwﬁrma point i —
not only calling into question wrcaomﬂm@rw s mﬂmgm as evidence,
t which the eye must enlist if it is to look in the
passion’ refers back to an
ely in relation to the

Background,
but also invoking the affec :
way that permits it to meet tissue. ﬂ._m.éoa .
-r moment in Background, where it emerges precis v
look. ‘1 could...feel seeing,’ the narrator says :E_.m._ on erw.fmom. o:W«oH

perhaps more of the work's characters, underscoring the affective bases

of the truly human look.

Coleman’s final rhetorical break with photography is absolute. Tom
orders his companions to ‘pack up...the Nikon...the latex,” as if to have done
with it altogether. This command follows immediately upon the heels of the
each ‘eye/I” in its ‘own way’ meditation, making the latter an invitation to the
look to assume its difficult singularity, over and against the easy automatism
of the camera, as well as a description of the isolation to which photographic
articulation leads.

Given that it is a temporal form, which involves actual movement along
with the representation of movement, cinema might seem to provide a way
out of the impasses of photography. The kind of movement which cinema
shows us, however, is primarily physical in nature, and is generally used to
eclipse rather than to disclose temporality. A short-hand phrase often used in
discussions of early cinema — ‘race to the finish’ — can still be used to describe
most contemporary action films; they encourage a prolepsis which is inimical
to time. Coleman himself uses a variant of the phrase ‘race to the finish’ late
in Background, albeit without naming cinema as such. He has Tom say that
he is afraid not only of time stopped, but also of ‘time...racing.” As will
hecome increasingly clear in Lapsus Exposure, | N T T T A L S and Photograph,
ind of movement which really interests Coleman is perceptual, not
ysical, and for this he needs another set of technical coordinates. I
Background, Lapsus Exposure, I N 1T I A L S and Pholograph all require
their viewing the precise lining up of three different slide projectors, and
ist in the form in which I saw these works) an audio c.d., computer
ammed to proceed in tandem with the slides which have been inserted
their carousels. The projectors go on and off at planned intervals,
ecting the images onto a large screen. Sometimes what is shown is a
de, and sometimes a superimposition of two or three. At times,
slide appears mid-way through the tenure of another, and perhaps
asls it. At other times, a slide disappears almost as soon as a second has
heen projected onto the screen.”” This system has the capacity to volatilize
ill photograph. It is also capable both gf representing and activating
the movement at the heart of vision.** The spectator who enters the room in
which Background, Lapsus Exposure, I NIT T A L S, or Photograph is projected
10 chair to sit on, and no limits on when she may enter or leave. This
ior must decide for herself whether to stand, or sit on the floor, as
al what distance from the screen; whether to look at the slides or the
g projectors which are projecting them; when to begin watching,

I when to break off; and whether to stay in the same position, or move

1 of these [reedoms might seem quite limited, together




they open the door to the experience of perceptual movement, as well as

providing for a singular viewing experience.

In Background, Coleman uses this set-up mostly to insert what appear
to be fades between images and sequences, although they are technically
dissolves. These fades are all linked to the longer periods of darkness at the
the work, and consequently serve in part as signifiers
erform an important theoretical function, and
of a very different affect: they make
n calls ‘polaroids...fading.’

e a persistent perception, albeit

beginning and end of
of melancholy. But they also p
one which is potentially generative
sible the production of what Colema

1t is the nature of a photograph to constitut
of the past. Unless it is exposed fo sun, or water, or some other element

which erodes its material base, an analogue image of a sunflower goes on
showing the same sunflower month after month, and year after year. We
human beings, on the other hand, have virtually no persistence of vision.
Although our conscious perceptions are often informed by unconscious
mories which can last a life-time, they themselves endure only long
enough to cover the line separating one film frame from the next, once
a perceptual stimulus has been removed.
Earlier, I emphasized how important it is that what we see in the present
be informed by what we have seen in the past, both for ourselves, and for the
world; if we could not look in this way, there would be beings, but no Being.
Left to its own devices, though, the unconscious would forever project the
same mnemonic slide on the screen of consciousness, to the exclusion not
only of other memories, but also of the perceptual present. A particular past
would persist in the form of an eternal present tense. Although this is the
mera classically does, which is to capture the present
past, it would be just as effective in excluding time.
nd of vision which immobilizes what it sees,
emory; we must also draw upon what

pos

me

reverse of what a ca
already in the form of the
In order to challenge the ki

then, it is not enough to summon 1

might be called the ‘infidelity’ of the perception Jconsciousness system. By

using his three slide projectors to fade “in’ and ‘out’ of the analogue images
ssible for one worldly

Coleman does just this. He makes it po

he shows us,
other, or to reveal another aspect of its own.

form to cede to an

Coleman ends his allegory about pt

as he begins it. In the bri final sequence
black raven being carried ina pliss case from room to room. The spectator

who is still sitting in the room listens 1o this story from within a darkness

Lotography on a melancholic note, just
Tom recounts the story about the

ﬂ”w Mo night. But we are not as far as it might seem from the kind of seeing
Eoﬂimw__w”%,\mm”d MNM._G fill. Tt is out of precisely such a darkness that this
>.=rozmr Colemanian allegory culminates in joy, it is only made
possible by the melancholy precipitated by a ﬁ&BonE loss. The prima
representative in Background of this loss is neither the turning mém of Mm
from Hog to Jo, nor Jo's earlier rejection of Tom. It is, rather, the w_wﬁ: h
_Bm. paid .P: his entry into the discourse of paleontology E.::. his ve _wwcm,\ °
This sacrifice is one which each of us has also made, by simple snc“um m
words which, rather than referring to things, refer only to other words.” e
_.uﬂ the one emerging into the light for the first time after Ewﬁa. this
mu,n:rnm, the world cannot help but seem bloodless and reduced. It rmmm
after all, been transformed from unity and plenitude into a ﬁo:mm.ﬁ of si .:m R
We moderns are not the first to have registered the semiotic no:mmmﬁmsm mm
our m::ozdm_.bmm" we are only the first to have apprehended the EES\%\
h.. .:o: Om signifier and signified. Our predecessors also felt Emamm?mmdﬂo
_x. _me_u_znm a domain of ‘m.wmaos\w or representations of representations
il they could take comfort in the belief that the latter constituted a divi ‘
_.:_x_ABmm. or at least one with a stable signified. o
For those of us for whom God is ‘dead,’ it is often argued, there can n
longer be any kind of meaning. The signified ‘slips’ beneath mrm signifier, ’
8 m:ommﬁ:mﬂ to appear. If it comes into play at all, it is only _ummm:mm ww
tistic convention. In Background, Lapsus Exposure, INITTIAL S, and
I'hotograph, Coleman duly registers the arbitrariness of the linguistic "
[l he maintains that it is only here that the real story of Emm.ﬂ:m _umm_mmzu
re not consigned after the advent of the word to a far shore, like o
son n.E,mom on his island. The linguistic signifier is, Eﬁrmm what open
» possibility for a rapport between ourselves and what m::w::&m :_m.._ )
re can be nothing more fortunate than our ‘fall’ into language. Hr.m
- z___MJ_W _.mﬁmmzw”.mﬂma by the loss of ‘life’ or ‘presence’ discloses the world
0, | Lis in an attempt to make good our loss that we first open
onrselves to it. Our manqué-a-étre also confers upon us the capacity to
uther creatures and things, and — in so doing — to complete them ﬁ\rwwﬁm
P Hﬁmﬁn_‘:mm for what we have sacrificed to language mzm embark )
life-long quest of symbolizing it, we begin mxmammsw this
live ca pacity. And at the moments when we do so, melanchol
Jivin way to joy. _ i
uld by now be clear, the English terms ‘affect” and ‘state of mind’
il not do justice to the complexity of this last emotion. If we want to o
ieler the kind of rapture naming affords, we must turn instead to




ryday speech, ‘Stimmung’ generally

r, it means the attunement of one
ent in the verbal form,

ant lessons Coleman

the German word ‘Stimmung.’ In eve
signifies ‘mood.” m.anHom.EmE.. roémsw.
thing to another, and this meaning 15 still curr :
us benefit from one of the most import
has to teach us, and hear the echo of the past EQTE the :mwmm omﬁw.ﬂ -
present. If ‘Stimmung’ once meant .mzc:mBoE.. and later Bo% ; ﬂ” .
be because certain moods constitute _mm_m a vm.vi:n state, :,H.mm n e ontolog
adjustment of one being to another. So is it, in any case, with joy.

‘stimmen’. Let

Posing, Acting, Photography
David Campany

A gesture cannot be regarded as the expression of an individual, as his creation
(because no individual is capable of creating an original gesture, belonging

to nobody else), nor can it even be regarded as that person’s instrument; on

the contrary, it is gestures that use us as their instruments, as their bearers

and incarnations.

Milan Kundera'

... [ would say that no picture could exist today without having a trace of the
film still in it, at least no photograph, but that could also be true of drawings
and paintings maybe.

Jeff Wall’

Defining photography has always been a matter of comparison and contrast.
Right from the start it has been understood through other media. Across

i history, painting, literature, sculpture, theatre and cinema have offered
different ways to think about what photography is. Not surprisingly different
have emerged. Painting puts the emphasis on questions of description
actuality; literature puts the emphasis on realism and expression;

plure emphasises qualities of volume and flatness; theatre emphasises
performative; cinema usually emphasises aspects of time and the frame.
Iiese ways of thinking are almost unavoidable. We see them in all kinds

ul discussion of photography, both popular and specialist. They can be very
liiminating. But they can also be artificial.

First of all, the comparing of media often lapses into ‘technological
determinism’, stressing the mechanical facts ove¥ social use. Or more
liequently, what may seem like technical thinking often turns out to be
hly rooted in our always social understanding of media. For example
an Metz' brilliant essay ‘Photography and Fetish’ is an attempt to
tompare and contrast photography and film.* He sees that the two share a
technical similarity but each has its own relation to time, framing and the
wrperience of objecthood. But as his argument unfolds it becomes clear that
what's really at stake are not the differences or similarities between film and

2 |ell Wall, ‘Interv




photography per se, but between film in its popular narrative form and the
photograph as domestic snapshot. Film is not inherently narrative or popular,
photography is not inherently domestic or a snapshot. Metz' opposition starts
off general and technical but soon becomes a particular contrast between
quite specific social uses of the still and the moving image.

Secondly, simple binary contrasts can overlook the fact that crossover
between media can be much more radically hybrid. The growing convergence
of image technologies and their uses may often appear to make the idea of
distinctive mediums seem old fashioned to us. Technologies are overlapping
and blurring while the once distinctive uses of media are being eroded
producing ‘infotainment’, ‘docudrama’, ‘edutainment’, ‘advertorials’ and the
like.* That said, such hybrid forms may also alert us in new ways to specific
differences between things. For example we may grasp ‘cinema’ as a cultural
form now scattered across many sites and technologies — television, DVD,
video, the internet, mobile phones and posters, as well as actual movie
theatres. But the scattering may attune us to what is particular about each
encounter. In this sense the world of multimedia’ is also a world of ‘many
media’. And we come to know what media are less by looking for their pure
centres than their disputed boundaries.

[ want to take as an instance of all of this the recurring fascination shown
by photographers and artists with the depiction of narrative gesture in the still
image. | have in mind the staged photograph as it has developed in the art of
recent decades. It provides a useful way to think about the way hybrid
practices attune us to differences and similarities.

1 begin with a particularly rich binary: acting and posing. Straight away we
may associate ‘acting’ with something unfolding or ‘time based’ like cinema
or theatre. ‘Posing’ may suggest the stillness of photography or painting. A
sharp reader will also be thinking of examples that complicate this: scenes
of arrest such as the tableau vivant in theatre, or cinema’s close-up of a face
in pensive contemplation, or blurred movement caught but escaping a long
exposure, or as we shall see, the narrative gesture performed for the still
photograph. Such things could be said to be exceptions that prove the rule
that acting belongs to movement and posing to stillness. But they are much
too common to be mere transgressions. They are a fundamental part of how
makers and viewers have come to understand images.

Before turning to recent photography let us first consider a film made
over half a century ago. In one of his early comedies Federico Fellini makes
a lisht-hearted but perceptive comment on cinematic movement and the
) Bianco (The White Sheikh, 1952) follows
kly produced photo-stories _:.::2_

‘ ’

stillness of photography. Lo 5

the making ol a fumetio. |

on cheap paper. Read in great number by hungry film fans they were
commercial spin-offs from popular film culture. In the style ownom:n books
__:.u\.:mmm sequences of staged photos to tell filmic tales with the help of ‘
.,__:_o:.m and speech bubbles. (Although never very popular in Britain
____:.m.E were a staple of post-war popular culture in mainland mE.o_um.
particularly Italy and France). In The White Sheikh we see what looks mwm a
regular EE crew setting up on a beach. (Figure 1g) They are about to shoot
4 scene in which the gauche and chubby White Sheikh — a pale imitation of
the silent movie heart-throb Rudolph Valentino — slays his foe and rescues a
nsel in distress’. Fellini shows us a frantic director preparing his ragba
crew ,érzm marshalling his second-rate performers who can’t get jobs mmﬂ wrmm
real film industry. They begin to play out the scene. Suddenly in a comic
reversal of cinematic action, the director shouts “Hold it!” The ‘actors’ freeze
postures, as if in some party game. A cameraman — we now see he
photographer — excitedly takes a single shot. The actors spring back
into movement and the scene continues. Sometimes they pose themselves
a5 best :Ex can, or they halt when the director yells at an instant within the
[low. | i cuts rapidly between the director, the actors and the stills man
presenting it all in his carnivalesque, knockabout style. .

paciness may be

Figure 19
Film still, The White Sheikh,
Federico Fellini, 1952.




why, unlike the more self-conscious films Em.ﬁ have explored mm:m:mmm ﬁmm_ﬁ
of which are ponderously slow films) this one is all _u:w moﬁmon.ms. Neverthe! Mmm
the scene is a subtle and nuanced commentary on acting, posing, movemen
m:aM”_W_%MW Fellini gives us an unrealistic account of how a fumetto would
actually have been produced. He models the photo shoot too .n_OmmﬁHw on
filmmaking. He plays it as a losing battle of QO.mSa:mmm against the i
juggernaut of popular cinema’s momentum, as if w.nroﬁomnmmrm_“.imqﬂ._‘w ng
to actually photograph during the making o*..m moving film. In this Fe in o
positions photography as a poor relation of cinema. ._: cultural, .mno:o_ua.:n
artistic terms this was so, even by 1952. The inequality was not ms.amp. _:.m.
to be thought just at the level of the apparatus (the photograph as a _”5”5_ ive
ancestor of film). Fellini was thinking in cultural terms too. Photography was
i serve and mimic cinema. )
Gmgﬁmwwﬁmwia:o has all but vanished. The desire to possess a m_:.g ina
fixed form is now satisfied by video and DVD. But photography msm,nSmBm
maintain an uneven relationship. Cinema continues to Bm_.nm use of the
still photograph for publicity (an issue [ will return to later in Hr_.m».mmmwé.:rm
Meanwhile photography in art has moved from the spontaneous AMMNm of "
‘decisive moment’ (by which photography was first no,‘:vm:mﬁ.w to di m«m:”mﬁm
itself from cinema in the 1920s and 30s) to the slower a,_ui.m:é tableau thal
we now see in advertising, documentary photography, fashion and photo-
j ism as well as in art. .
_ocﬁm_mﬂﬁwmmg:zm a variety of styles of acting, vm.._%e_.Bm:nm and gesture Sﬁ )
comptemporary photography. The more dramatic follow the _uwmnmam:.» set by
Cindy Sherman and Jeff Wall, two artists who turned toward nEmEm:nma_ﬁ:.:m
the late 1970s. They began to expand what was then a pretty nm_.,_.om. ﬂva o
of human expression and behaviour in art vro.ﬂoma phs. Technically _u.n_s .
stylistically their pictures were highly accomplished from the mm:\w epa _:m_
from the simple use of photography to mon&EmE ﬁm_‘wonawﬂ.pnm_ S mEMEd a
Wall engaged explicitly with the idea of performance for the ::M.mm m:._m ol
performance as image. Their pictures were the result of a range o noswz mﬂ.m C
— not just gesture but framing, lighting, costume, make-up, props, OnwH ion 3
and so on. The craft complex of cinema was applied ﬁ.o ﬁronomnmv:% T .M wa
an instance of the ‘reskilling’ that followed the technical u&:ng:w of p c.ﬁo»
graphy in Conceptual Art. Since then, for one reason or another, S mﬂmﬁw:. _..,. _
and Wall's imagery has tended to revolve around enacting Eo:ﬂﬁwnm M momnf.m
and psychological doubt or disturbance, as we mrm: see. >m.m, resu m.ﬁ m_.w.. h
often a deliberate gap between the uncertainty their work pictures for us an

the certainty of the images themselves — their sophisticated rhetoric, their
control and assured handling of mise-en-scene.

This is perhaps most apparent in the peculiar character of the narrative
photographic tableau. The tableau is an inherently artificial structure. It is a
constructed form, often on the border of naturalism. It condenses, displaces
and distils separate things and moments into a fixed image. It is then
consumed by the viewer first as a pictorial whole then piece-by-piece as the eye
and mind roam around the image, assembling meanings. In this sense the
tableau exists in an idealised realm of fantasy in which everyday social laws of
time and space may not wholly or clearly apply. So while it might describe the
social present or past, the tableau image also belongs to the future. It always
has, at least in part, a future tense. It is an imagining of the social world.
Hence, the tableau photograph always has an inescapable oddness about it.
A tension is created between the photograph as record or evidence which
locates it in the past, and the ideal narrative organisation of the image that
conjures an imaginary dimension. This tension, which can be made into an
artistic virtue, is most acute around the depiction of the human figure.

Despite its regular dialogues with theatre, photography’s artistic merit
was discussed almost exclusively in relation to painting until the 1970s.

It was only when it was taken up in relation to cinema that its theatrical
condition was examined properly. At its inception cinema inherited the
behavioural conventions of theatre and developed its language from there.
Cinema acting came into its own with the advent of the psychologically
charged close-up. Paradoxically the close-up requires the actor to act as little
as possible and tends to be reserved either for moments of reaction or
contemplation. This makes the close-up quite uncinematic. It comes as a
pleasurable delay within a narrative film. As'Laura Mulvey has pointed out,
the close-up arrests time, absorbs and disperses the attention and solicits
liom the viewer a gaze that is much more fixing and fetishistic than

ively voyeuristic. It was also through the close-up that the ‘star persona’
was created. Stars are those actors that are more than their performances.
Iey have a sense of ‘being themselves’ as much as playing their part. The
Phenomenon of the star is a recognition of the artifice of cinema. It accepts
that there can or will be an excess beyond the part played.

Although it has become central to mainstream film culture, this excess
has troubled many filmmakers. The French director Robert Bresson, for
example, disliked the idea of actors and preferred non-professionals in his
films. As well as avoiding close-ups he avoided the term actor and all its
utrical implications. (Figure 20) He preferred the idea of the model, a term
i s the still photograph or the painter's studio. He had his models




drain their performances of theatre, insisting they perform .,_n:c:..f. over and
over in rehearsal. Finally they could perform before the camera without
thought or self-consciousness. Bresson writes in his only book:

No actors.

(no directing of actors)

No parts.

(no playing of parts)

No staging.

But the use of working models taken from life.

BEING (models) instead of SEEMING (actors)®

Later he notes ‘Nine-tenths of our movements obey habit and automatism.
It is anti-nature to subordinate them to will and thought.” The result was a

style of performarce in which both everything and nothing looked controlled,

The ‘models’ perform with an inner calm and apparent stillness, even when
moving. They ‘gothrough the motions’, as we say. Unfairly described as
pproachable but

ms can seem

absorbing too.

Jeff Wall's photograph Volunteer (1996) may owe a great deal to Robert

Bresson. (Figure 21) Wall hired a man to clean the floor of a set built to
'mble a community centre. He cleaned it for a month or so, Only after the
1 had become unconscious and automatic in his actions was the image
le. Wall has many different methods to distil a performance or narrative
into a photograph, accepting that there is no ingle solution to the
1ge. For Outburst (1986) Wall's models improvised situations between
it boss and his sweatshop workers. (Figure 22) These were recorded on
- The tape was then reviewed and frozen in playback to discover the
tures needed. These were then restaged for the final image. Where
Volunteer threatens to become mundane in its flattened performance Outhurst
'ns to swamp us in dramatic excess, to burst out” But in their gestural
ge both may strike us as curiously automatic, deadly robotic even.
lo become automatic is to enter into blank mimicry. Roger Callois once

of mimicry possessing an estranging force.® Similarly the philosopher
Ienri Bergson remarked that humans behaving like automata or robots can
hie rce of unexpected or uncanny affect, even anxious humour.” So what
ion between human gestures that are automatic mimicry and the
is itselfan automatic, mimicking machine? For art, the







strangeness of photographed m‘micry has often had a critical or analytical
impulse. It has been used to distance us from the familiar. Narrative pose in
photography can foreground artestedness, setting up a space from which to
rethink social conventions and stereotypes. Mass culture and daily life can
be reexamined through engagirgly awkward images of ‘petrified unrest’, as
Walter Benjamin might have put it.

Excess in photography is usually thought to be a different matter from
excess in cinema. In his essay ‘The Third Meaning. Some notes on Eisenstein
Film Stills’ Roland Barthes looks for something between the two.'” He is
attracted to enigmatic, unnameable meanings he senses lurking in the details
of frames from movies. These meanings are beyond the conscious control
of either the actor in the image or the director. Often for Barthes they derive
from those inert things that attach themselves to the flesh and blood of the
living body — hair, nails, clothing and teeth." These are things that belong
neither to life nor to death. They are attached to the body but not strictly of it.
They may express and animate but they are themselves inanimate. In the
suspended frame their excess significance looms large. For Barthes it is not
{he acting that interests, rather it is the capacity of the extracted film frame to
intervene in the acting, to rub it against its own intentions. The choice of stills

from films by Eisenstein was deliberate and quite subversive. Famously,
Fisenstein had championed a very different kind of third meaning. Putting
one shot after another in a cinematic sequence could implant a controlled
“third effect’ in the mind of the viewer. Much more disturbing, Barthes’ third
meaning resides within the single shot of the film. Itis released by halting it,
and will always escape tight semiotic control. Barthes unearths the instability
lurking even within the tightly organised imagery of Russian avant garde film.

In some ways Barthes’ thinking responds to ways in which photography is
an inherently theatrical medium, in the sense that it theatricalizes the world.
Everything is alive and unstable in the image and as Barthes rightly noted this
aliveness, or polysemy, is usually contained and directed by text, context,
voice over, discourse or ideology.? Barthes appeals to the way in which the
arrestedness of the single frame poses the world, or more accurately imposes
a pose on the world, making it signify in often unlikely ways. The philosopher
(and photographer) Jean Baudrillard suggests that something similar is at
work not just in the film frame but in every still photograph:

“The photo is itself, in its happier moments, an acting-out of the world, a way

of grasping the world by expelling it, and without ever giving it a meaning.

An abreacting of the world in its most abstruse or banal forms, an exorcism

by the instant fiction of its repres ntation...""!

He is right, I think, that photography cannot but transform the world into

a world performed or posed. This seems to be so even if it is a world of
objects .EE surfaces. Understandably Baudrillard himself prefers objects to
people in his own photographs precisely because there is then no confusion
of poses. A photograph for him is performance enough without humans
. It should be said that ‘film still" is quite an ambiguous term. For wm;_.umm
it refers to an actual frame extracted from the moving film - a single frame
twenty four of which conventionally make up one second of moving mooamm
However it also refers to still photographs, shot by a stills camera-person oz.
the film set."* For these images the film actors run through things again
.o:n.m more for stills’, adjusting their performance slightly so that the mnm:m
or situation can be distilled, posed almost, into a fixed image closer to the
procedure of the condensed tableau." Both kinds of photographs circulate
J:Em_, the name ‘film still’ and both contribute to a film’s publicity, which
in turn helps form the social memory of a film. But each has its 0<_<: ve
different relation to acting, posing, stillness and movement. 7

.O?mz this ambiguity what might we make of Cindy Sherman’s first
major body of work, the Untitled Film Stills> Nearly three decades on this
_.:ﬁamnx series still has the power to fascinate. I see the title of the mm_‘m,mw
playing very much on the ambiguity of the term “film still’. Are her images
modelled on the film frame or on the restaging of the scene for the still
camera? Does Sherman pose or act, or act as if posing, or pose as if acting?
Is she posed by the camera, or does she pose for the camera? Or is it ¢
,.E__.:‘._E:m even more complicated? A few years after Sherman made the
series the writer Craig Owens pointed out the similarity between posing for
A photograph and the nature of photography: ‘Still, I freeze as if anticipatin
the still Tam about to become; mimicking its opacity, its stillness; m:wml_umbm
across the surface of my body, photography's “mortification” of the flesh’.'® .
When we pose we make ourselves into a frozen image. We make ourselves
photograph, in anticipation of being photographed. More importantly,
even il we do not pose, the camera will pose us, perhaps in an unexpected _
wiy. Hence the anxiety we might have about being photographed being
posed by the camera without first being able to com-pose ocﬂmm?mm. Hence
o the source of the great antagonism between the ‘taken’ and the ‘made’
photograph. By turns political, ethical, aesthetic and intellectual, the
ponism has fundamentally shaped debates, artistic credos and popular
tinderstandings of the medium. (It also shaped camera manufacture as it
sphit between lightweight reportage equipment and larger format models for
tine i studios). While ‘the taken’ and ‘the made’ can never be totally separate
phiotos can still seem to flirt with the distinction. The staged photo-tableau _
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has a coyness about it in this regard. The sense of theatrical display orients
the scene toward the viewer. At the same time the ignoring of the presence

of the camera aspires to classical narrative cinema. Still photography always
seems to carry with it a sense of frontality, a sense that the world will
recognise the presence of the camera and reconcile itself to it. When it admits
as much, it gives rise to ‘direct address’ (e.g. the passport photo, the family
snap) but any photography that entertains indirectness seems to end up
competing with the medium in some way, for good or bad.

Craig Owens’ insight about the parallel between posing and the still photo
seems straightforward enough. Yet it may not account too well for what is
going on in Sherman'’s Untitled Film Stills, nor indeed for the kinds of
behaviour that have evolved in the art of staged photography since the 1970s.
image, Sherman inaugurated a

n

If posing suggests consonance with the s
much richer dissonance. Coming at the end of the 1970s, her performance
broke with what we traditionally think of as ‘performance art’ photography.
This was usually premised on an authentic, non-fictional, direct relation
between subject and camera, in which the image was assumed to function
as a transparent document outside of the performance. Sherman’s camera
is complicit in the performance, accepting that it would always be at least as
responsible for posing as the human body. This, I think, has been the lasting
influence of those early images.

I have always been struck by a cer
all the performance. Within the endless personae and masquerades there is
a remarkable withdrawal and 1 think it has to do with the face. With a few
notable exceptions Sherman’s face remains almost neutral, very limited in its
expression. All about her there is theatre, performance and communication
yet her face gives little away. (Figure 23) She refuses to act or pose with the
face, even when appearing to cry. Instead the face gravitates towards a
mesmerising blankness, an immobility as still and automatic as the image
itself. The photography poses and acts, the mise-en-scéne poses and acts, but
'rman remains elusive and non-committal.” This blankness is not the
seems, will never smile when

in reserve in Sherman’s work, despite

of the artistic self portrait (artis
taking their own picture, unless it’s ironic). Instead Sherman alludes to those
s of cinema who rarely smiled and made only minimal gestures.
mage is of a very different order.

y is often thought to be introspection or
is | glanced at the image on the

in’s blankness for the s
theatri
nking aboul

cover of my copy of Illuminations, an a

re 24) In Gisele |

it hed

he acts as il he st ing. Or he s
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___ :_w H“r.: because he is such a serious thinker he must be thinking. Maybe Figure 23

1at 1s how Benjamin > : ¥

_ o njamin thought he ought to appear. Or perhaps Freund caught Cindy Sherman,
thinking. Or she caught something that looked like thinking. We are 50 Untitled Film Still 10, 1978.
: g. We are ¢

lan

r with chin stroking, reticence and spectacles as
intellectual that we do not give it much thought at all.
‘ Freund'’s camera is so close to Benjamin that he must surely be aware
ol il. There is nothing surreptitious here. He is either pretending ou.,:q is
pathologically absorbed. We can relate this to Michael Fried’s &m::nz,Q_,
between absorption and theatricality in painting." Fried saw absorption as a
mode in which people are depicted either being or doing something CE?,S:A
*presence of the viewer. They might be mentally active - say, H,_::_Q:m cw.

igns of the




PHILIP TOYNBEE, OBS

involves an explicit recognition of the presence of an m:&m:nm_ mm_umn:owm of
absorption solicit a suspension of our disbelief. We imagine we are _wor:.ﬁ.m»
an unobserved scene. In photography the issue is slightly different sinee itis
quite possible to take a photo of an oblivious person, c,.r.:mzw froma m_mnmwﬂ.
Any sense of theatre would stem from the photographic act, the posing 0 e
scene as a scene by the camera. The ‘authentic’ photo wmmwmwﬁco: at close
range can only be achieved, strictly speaking, m:rw_.,ézw a Ti.am: camera, n”
with the subject’s familiarity or indifference. But it is .mm@ to m:BEm.ﬁ it wit
the resulting image becoming a theatrical ﬂm?mmm:ﬁﬂoz of absorption. .
| am fairly sure about what this image of Benjamin means, _uc: am less
going on. This may be why it holds my interest. |
I sense too, a degree
min. Melancholia
position to which

sure what is, or was, really
sense mental movement beneath his still face and body.
t and by extension in Benj
and i

melancholia in the pe
o Benjamin's thi

(

was a subject ce

he was himself prone." Melancholia has a very particular relation to photo-
graphy because it is a state that exists on the threshold of self-performance
and withdrawal, between social mask and nothingness, between theatricality
and absorption. It is a condition not of the melancholic’s conscious making
but it is experienced by them as a conscious condition. The melancholic is
trapped in a kind of attenuated self-performance — alone but feeling regulated
by the gaze of others, or by his or her own imaginary gaze at themself. The
condition is lived from within and observed from without at the same time.
Obviously melancholy can be coded in highly specific ways in photographs,
and a number of women photographers of the nineteenth century refined
this, such as Julia Margaret Cameron and Lady Hawarden. Less closely

coded it slips into a range of moods — pensiveness, listlessness, boredom,
fatigue, waiting. These are all states that seem to appeal to contemporary
photographers, not least because the actors or models need not do very much.

As long as they do little and the photography does a lot — in the form of
‘production values’ — a good result can be achieved. Narrative can still be
present if entropic, while the pitfalls of hammy performance — always
lempting in the face of stillness — can be avoided. (Coincidentally at the time
of writing this essay, I saw an exhibition of Gregory Crewdson’s series of
cinematic tableaux photographs Beneath the Roses. At the heart of Crewdson’s
spectacular over-production was the same basic human gesture, a sort of
exhausted standing around, slump-shouldered with the vacant face of a
daydreamer. The gap betweeen inactive humans amid the grotesquely over-
active photography was so extreme as to be comic. Although I’
e this was intentional.)

This might also be the reason why our galleries and art magazines have

ol late been populated with so many photographs of adolescents standing
around. The adolescent embodies so many of the current paradoxes of
photography: the awkward fit between being and appearance; between surface
and depth; between a coherent identity and chaos; between irrationality

and order; between muteness and communication; between absorption
atricality; between stasis and narrativity; between posing and acting.
More significantly this turn towards ‘slow’, sedimented photography

» chimes with the predominance of slowness in contemporary video art.
I"hotography has all but given up the ‘decisive moment’ in order to explore

1 moment is; video art has all but given up movement, the better to
think what movement is. This is why just about all the current art and writing
that explores stillness and movement really only considers slowness and

m t. Worked-up tableau photos and decelerated video art partake of the
1d of exploration. But must the speedy always be sacrificed in all this?

m not




Need slowness be the only way? At this key point in the histories of m.: m:n
media, 1 think it is a question worth posing. And a pose worth questioning.

The Film-Still and its Double: Reflections on the ‘Found’ Film-Still
John Stezaker

As an artist who has often worked with found images the latter half of the
1970s offered me an unexpected bounty in the form of ‘film-stills’ — a type
of photographic image whose function has been to double for a single film
frame in cinema publicity. (See Figures 25 and 26) 1 would like to emphasise
though, from the outset, that my aim is not to throw light on some
previously unconsidered genre of photography but rather to interrogate a
mysterious opacity of those images which first attracted me when bundles of
them found their way into second-hand bookshops as the result of a crisis in
film distribution which resulted in the closure of the large-scale single screen
cinemas and the consequent dispersal of the informal archives held there

of past publicity material (often dating back several decades). This crisis in
cinematic consumption also heralded the end of this microcosm of photo-
ography whose chief function was to advertise the film of the week with
quite copious still representations of the narrative sequence.

Originally displayed in specially designed windows on the outside of the
cinema (and lit at night) or else in the foyer, these pictures were displayed
inear sequences as still versions of the cinematic narrative (without, of
course, revealing the ending). They were advertisements for the current
cinematic entertainment on offer and displayed alongside a smaller sample
ol the next week’s attraction labeled ‘coming soon’. Those like myself in the
1950's for whom these images were first encountered as representations
ol an experience from which we were prohibited, at least temporarily, will
I sure testify to the universal sense of disappointment felt in the later
isummation of these adult (x-rated) experiences. And whilst the failure of
oducts to live up to their advertising image is a taken-for-granted rite of
passage within consumerism, the failure represented by the film-still seems
more acute. These images claimed to be samples of a promised cinematic
ment but never seemed to actually appear on the screen. They
ced for me a spectral and shadowy underworld. Even when the films were
olour, the black and white stills suggested ‘film noir’. The other-worldly
y of the film-still (especially the British ones) became, for me, spaces of
y habitation. However, this aura of the still image would be instantly




dispelled by the context of the moving image (and with the everydayness
of colour). Cinematic encounter with the still was invariably dissimulative.
Part of th ise reflected in the label ‘film-
«tills’. a term that more properly belongs to the single
photogram) and with which they are sometimes confused. Otherwise they
e (equally misleadingly) called ‘production shots’ or “production stills’,
labels that refer to the pre-history of the film-still in early cinema where their
e the film to potential sponsors and for such reasons

appeal is the sense of disgt

m frame (or

function was to adverti
were often shot prospectively . (There exist many such ‘film-stills’ for scenes
: this early history most film-

or sometimes entire films never shot). Be
stills were shot after or alongside the film itself at various levels of alignment
with the vantage point of the movie camera. They were presented as ‘free
samples’ of the cinematic feast rather than as a menu. From nearly the
outset, film-stills were made by anonymous photographers working along-

ide the film production team. In America, where there has been some

king in Hollywood, the ‘auteurs’
re or glamour photographs.

{ to name the still photographers wor
their

discovered are u

I'heir work on production s

, however,
1l to merit any serious attention.

kely to be regarded as too

e

Despite a considerable variation in correspondence between the film-still
and the ﬁ:m::w:n moment it represents, there is a remarkable ::x,c:::._ in

15 of the pictorial vernacular employed. The lighting, depth of field A:VFW
lenses employed amounts to a photographic protocol at any moment :.H .:::4

counterparts. In Britain they remained in black and white long after colour
had become the norm in film productions. The rigid vernacular and tonalit
:___.:,,:.f_, a sense of standardization (and of interchangeability) onto the g
ic scenes they represented. This unintentional sense of pictorial fixity
ty is mirrored in a marked quality of stillness in these representations
'nt. The source of my fascination seemed to be in their failure r
they accidentally revealed about the circumstances of their production
that of the film’s production).

1

shot typically as a ‘second-take’ for the still camera, they are mostly
s of still or posing actors w

ve then reconve he first

1" i o T . - - I H
cinematic take. The actors who have acted for the movie camera, pose for the

g and only partly keeping up with the changing look of their cinematic

Figure 26
Stezaker, The Tri
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still camera. They are predominately photographs of tabieaux vivants

which explains their rigidity and their resemblance to early photo-graphic
representations of narrative where technical necessity demanded an

position of ‘stillness’” on the world it represented. There is also a tendency,
which film-stills share with early narrative photography, to attempt to
compensate for this stillness with slight exaggerations of gesture and facial
cxpressions. In addition to the temptation to ‘overact’ in posing, there is
cqually a tendency to compress the actions and reactions of gesture or

expression into simultaneous representations for the still camera of what
would be separated for the movie camera.

These estrangements of the cinematic image created by it’s still ‘double’
hecame the focus of my collection and it was in trying to find an internal
dramatic representation of this quality of stillness and rigidity which lead me
mto collecting cinematic images of blind characters or blindfolded figures.

» presence of the blind character in cinema tends to be associated with
1ess and a fixity of posture (especially of the head) amidst the flux of the
1atic. The blind — those excluded from the scopic regime of cinema — are

represented as arrested, as being absented from the momentum of everyday
life. 1t is also around the stilled ‘absence’ of the blind person that cinema
18 most to celebrate its access to the bustle of life. The blind person

sentation. But somehow the attempt, within its failure (or mysterious
s), seems reminiscent of the problems of representing movement
1 a tradition of narrative representation that antecedes both film

md photography.

Anne Hollander also seems to recognise this affinity between the film-still
I the narrative art of baroque realism and Dutch genre painting. In her

ik Moving Pictures she makes a pair of pictorial juxtapositions between two
(one 1940s, the other 30s) and two Dutch genre painting.' If the

s are production film-stills the comparison which is being made

n between two still images of posing figures. Not that this invalidates

nt being made in the comparison which concerns the origins of the

ic ‘close-up’, in the tradition most associated with the seventeenth

ol cutting the legs just below the hip in order to frame the scene and
se of proximity to it. (Figures 27 and 28) It allows, within the

> of Dutch genre painting, to give intimate access to the

e viewer is given this close-up

wrepresented. Both scenes to which



intimacy are proto-cinematic images: Theodor Van wm_u:nmb,m. ,__x:.n ?onz__.m&‘ is
offered as a seduction scene and the source of the cinema’s kiss image, whilst
Georges de la Tour’s The Payment appears as the prototype :zmm.m of the
criminal underworld or low-life representation to be found later in film. .

Hollander illustrates the intimacy which this seventeenth century version
of a ‘close-up’ gives by projecting a cinematic reading onto another painting,
The Calling of St Matthew by Terbruggen: o

We approach Terbruggen’s Maithew as we approach the SNES or the hero

playing cards in a Western saloon, during moments when his challenger enters

and moves in on him. We see what's on the table as well as on the faces; we
come behind one or another shoulder and await the next move.?

It is worth remembering though, as Hollander pans Eo,::n_ E.m scenes .om
narrative painting, that it is her movie sequence which mr.m is creating in z,:w
‘pregnant moment’. She is the director of the nmsm.mmzp.:é. When Em m:.m:
ingredient of temporality is added to narrative and s:E cinema, we relinquis
just that freedom to move around the image and participate in the process
of narration. o

However, paradoxically, in looking at a tradition in vE:wEm that
Hollander sees as striving to overcome it's own essential stillness, mrm
recognises the essentiality of stillness to highlight movement m.: @:m m:m.
other paintings of this time. The truncation of m.me:mw &.%m hip, in m.&nr:oz
to bringing the viewer closer to the scene, also .E‘HBQE__N%. the mcv_mnﬂ.
Without legs, he is seen to be both present and still, rooted in the EQE.W.
where he must stay, having no means of escape. He is yours woq?m.q while
you look at him’.* Hollander sees cinema as a final _.wm:mmzcmu of ~Em .
intimacy with the dramatic scene that the ‘close-up’ in :wE.m:é R.::::m
initiates. However it is also clear that what is lost is precisely that “forever
presence’ of the image with which intimacy is desired. This gulf between the
perception of still and moving images is what Hollander has to brush over

in this one-way representation of historical progress. In these "mnqsm :,_m_.w is
no way of accounting for the desire of artists to make the return journey in
search of the lost intimacy of the pregnant moment on Em m«o::m of the
mobile image. Arguably constructed photography is making just such a
return; to still narrative representation in cinematic terms. The m:s.%c: .
seems to stand at the cross-roads between Hollander’s idea of the E:Em.n m
attempt to mobilize the essentially still image and the contemporary artist s
attempt to return cinematic narrative to its still terms: to ro.E.ﬁrm cinematic
image ‘there’ — in Hollander's terms — ‘forever’. Perhaps this is the desire
that makes contemporary photographic artists employ the same processes
and studio set-ups as cimema to arrive at still pictures, The debt of much of

this work to the production film-still is I think self-evident. The quality of
frozen time is closer to the stillness of the film-still than it is to the more
spectral quality of arrested motion in the photogram or film frame. For all
the cinematic references in constructed photography this proximity to the
cinematic seems only to enhance the quality of stillness in the images which
suggests an imposed arrest on the world.

In a different context, in what he terms ‘late photography’, David Campany
has noted the predilection of contemporary photographic art for images of the
aftermath of events in which stillness is seen as a reflection of photography’s
own essential condition." (Even in the context of cinema or television, such
‘aftermath’ images have the quality of still photographs: as suspended
instants of destruction their frozen momentousness makes them feel like
freeze-frames). Campany’s observation is also pertinent to constructed
photography in which stillness is similarly experienced as a frozen quality
but in this case the relationship is with the momentousness of the cinematic
image. There is a sense of return in this work to that staged quality of early
photography which mainstream documentary photography sought to escape
in the ‘decisive moment'. Cinematic constructed photography can be seen
lo be a return to the scene of the production film-still and evokes a similar
fascination for the stilled re-enactment of the cinematic moment. This return
seems comparable to the one described by Laura Mulvey in the context of the
freeze-frame: ‘As the “nowness” of story-time gives way to the “then-ness” of
the movie’s own moment in history’.’

In these terms constructed photography can be seen to exploit the
indexicality of the still photograph (its quality of *having been there’) to
Create an awareness of the constructedness of the image. I would suggest
that this experience of a return in the image and consequent sense of the
constructedness of the image is available ready-made in the film-still,

When one looks at a film-still one is aware first and foremost of actors
enacting a role rather than of characters in the equivalent cinematic moment.
And there is one image within the iconography of the film-still (as well as
in cinema itself), where an indexical sense of the actors submitting to the
process of simulation is experienced most ambiguously: the kiss. Virtually
synonymous with cinema itself — hence its frequent appearance as a film-still
in cinema’s publicity — the kiss is potentially the most threatening in terms of
exposing the constructedness of the image and in revealing the imposture of
the filmic set-up. It is one of the cinematic images which Hollander saw as
having its origins in the sub-genre of paintings of seduction and undoubtedly
ls prominence within cinema is for similar reasons: in the desire to
tepresent the potential for intimacy in the picture, In publicity terms the kiss

5 Laura Muly




could comparably be seen as a promise of consummation in the cinematic
image. Of course, precisely because of this promise, it is also the site for
experiencing the failure of the image in just these terms,

Within the cinematic narrative the kiss-image arises either as a form of
narrative respite or stereotypically as an ending. It provides cinema’s own ]
occasion for stillness. Perhaps partly because of this inherent quality of
stillness, the kiss seems pre-eminently transferable from the moving to the
still image. But this transfer from nearly still to photographically still can
often unintentionally betray the reality of the act of simulation. In order
to kiss the actors and actresses must really kiss. And whilst this mimetic
doubling in film acting is taken for granted in most other acts, it can become
estranged in the kiss. However ubiquitous as an image it focuses the viewer
on the threshold between simulation and reality and can represent a moment
in which the reality of simulation can take over from a sense of the reality
simulated. As an image the kiss is semiotically as ambiguous as the
simulated act. It both stands for sexual union and is (usually) a part of it. It
is both symbol and reality. The stilled kiss can reveal this threshold between
simulation and reality to be a dangerously slippery one. (The notorious
polygamy of film actors testifies to this). Despite its pervasiveness it is an

image which potentially threatens the cinematic illusion and that aligned
‘intimacy’ with the characters which the kiss represents as cinematic
consummation. Thus it threatens to expose the sacrificial underpinnings
of cinematic simulation.

To compensate for the danger of a stilled contemplation of this
transgressive boundary puncturing the cine-simulation, cinema often
conspires to make this encounter with stillness as momentous as possible
through the use of panning and rotating shots. The kiss between Madelaine
(Kim Novak) and Scottie (James Stewart) in Hitchcock’s Vertigo is precisely a
vortex of these devices. Yet, clearly the act seems more difficult to negotiate
for the still than the movie camera because for the former it is an actor and
tress (Stewart/Novak) who are kissing for the photographer whereas for
the latter it is characters (Scottie, Madelaine) caught up in the momentum

of the ‘scene’.

However, my collection of cinematic kiss images which includes photo-
roman images reveals contrasting dangers in the enactment of the kiss for
the still-photographer and actors. On the one hand overacting can create

i

a predatory sense of sac violence. Underacting, however, is more
bversive — the posed alignment of lips punctuates the image, exposing it's
artihiciality. Both extremes expose the constructedness of the image and the

sacrifice involved in its con

Some ‘hol's Kiss me i
how Warhol's Kiss manages to combine both extremes, over-

F:..o: with the collapse of simulation. (Figure 29) In this film Warhol
sploits just that sense of discomfort in confrontation with :d.a i1 M_ N

Iness of the kiss by artificially extending cinem ot
able duration.® Uniquely among
uncomfortable stillness. In Kiss stilly
‘ration, is felt as an imposition m

s interlude image to
st Warhol's early ‘still’ films, it is
1ess, achieved through cinematic
: ade gratuitous| e film se
behalf of a <w«n_:._..f‘:n audience. The Saim%% made :vu W,M_:MM:M“___UHM_M _m.__,__m_mh_
__,______:_v..,_ :_ .f_:.::m_f..f. (or z_wésmmi 5.::_”, context elongates the simulation ,

| ily be v:.:i the point where it can remain convincing. The film then
becomes the serial experience of watching the collapse of the simulation. T}

and actresses are sacrificed to this act. Isolated from the -

ters and from narr
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in the prospect of thi
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failure — becomes a kind of sacrificial spectacle. All of Warhol's ‘still’ films use
the slowness of real time to subvert the compression of cinematic time. But
only in Kiss is this subversion used to challenge the voyeurism of the viewer.
Perhaps this is because Kiss is uniquely a found cinematic image — indeed an
appropriation of cinema's central image of stillness. In fact Kiss represents a
double appropriation of cinema: firstly of the stereotypical image itself and
secondly the devise most closely associated with it: the slow-motion image
which Kiss enacts in ‘real-time’”

Warhol was not the first to see the idea of appropriation as a kind of
stilling or temporal elongation. From Duchamp's statements about his ready-
mades, as well as in the titles he gave them and their representation in
associated works, it is clear that he saw them as interruptions within the
momentum of everyday encounter. He refers to them as ‘arrests’, describing
his original encounters with the ready-mades as analogous to ‘snapshots’.

His earlier paintings, which adapt Marey's cinematographic imagery to the
representation of the temporal dimension of everyday life, suggest a
metaphorical connection between these two experiences of momentum:
cinema and the everyday. Within the amorphous fluidity of everyday
experience, the readymade represents an arrested fixity analogous to the
freeze-frame in cinema. For Duchamp a certain kind of visibility was
conditional upon a disjunction from the taken for granted vectors of life and
its cinematic representation. His appropriation of the Paris Metro map in 1914,
which involved the removal of place names, deprived the map of its function
in terms of movement but redeemed it as an image in a Network of Stoppages.
Through these metaphorical arrests of the fluid transparency of the
everyday object or image, the invisible is made visible in just the terms in
which Maurice Blanchot describes the effect of the surrealist found object,
“"those outmoded objects, fragmented, unusable, almost incomprehensible,
perverse” which Breton loved’* Normally the utensil ‘disappears into it’s
use’,” it disappears into the vectors of instrumental encounter, and
commodity turn-over. However in disuse the object or tool appears out of
the ground of its disappearance in momentum. ‘The category of art is linked
to this possibility for objects to appear’'® according to Blanchot, for whom
this double of the object represented by the found object is a deathly
suspension and fixity of the thing. The suspension of the object’s double
from the vectors through which it is integrated into, and disappears into,
everyday life is revelatory: the object becomes its own image (self-
resemblance) in this withdrawal from the world. At this moment declares
Blanchot, like the corpse, the object withdraws into itself and a repressed
y wells up in the disused arrested object.

or overlooked mat

But what happens in these terms when the functional object or image is
designed literally to disappear into its use? This is of course the status of the
film frame in relation to experience of film: ‘Shot past the projectors gate
the photogram propogates itself as film only to vanish on screen’.!! .

Disappearance into use is made absolute. Cinema can then be seen both
as an intensification of the powers by which images in cultural circulation
(the everyday) disappear into their use while also representing an acceleration
of their physical disappearance in terms of replacement by successors.
Cinema, by this analogy with the cultural turn-over of images, can be seen
as ‘obsolescence 24 frames per second’.

Paradoxically cinema makes this cultural blindness of overlooking (the
Emu& perceptually absolute. Vision can never catch up with itself, trapped as
: is in a process of following the perpetually fugitive image. The still image
is absorbed into (disappears into) the function of perceptual deferral. In this
state of blindness the immobilized gaze is fixed only on the mobile center
of the image leaving the circumstantial details on the border of conscious
recognition. The image as a whole, as a framed formally composed and
constructed entity, disappears into cinema’s double momentum of action
and viewpoint.

The film-still is the main ready-made site for the return of this repressed
detail and, in certain terms, for the repressed visibility of the film image to
stage an appearance. By a process of cutting the temporal ties with the
Anéémww world: linear narration, cultural circulation, historical location, the
found and defunct film-still can represent a confrontation with the material
circumstances of the cinematic illusion. It seems to do this by bringing the
periphery of the cinematic image into an equal focus with is mobile center.
There is often an excess of detail in this encounter. The still camera registers
the fabric of the world which the movie camera leaves behind: the material
lextures of costumes, the cracks in facial make-up, the inadvertent glimpses
ol dusty corners of the film set. The film-still puts these details on an equal
footing with the momentous centre of narrative significance in a way that
hetrays the simulations. Within this dispersed space of the film-still the
viewer seeks clues to what is happening. Deduction of narrative meaning
demands intellectual reflection in a sifting of essential from extraneous detail
i a search for a mobile ‘centre’ hidden within the stillness of the photo-
iphic image. Especially in the case of pre-war film-stills the compressed
crowdedness of their scenes seem often to tempt their central protagonists
10 adopt exaggerated gestures and improbable dramatic poses to compensate
for the understated evenness of the tableaux and to signal movement. This
atlempl to overcome their

1 the crowd of details (or
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extras) through stylistic exaggeration contributes to an estrangement of the
image which brings about an awareness of its constructedness within the
physical circumstances of the real world.

In the found film-still fixity is doubly a condition of the visibility of
the image as an interruption — both of the momentum of everyday image
circulation and the momentum of cinematic experience. It represents a
double displacement within the cultural vectors of image reception. I would
suggest that the visibility of the image is not only the product of a technical
arrest of the cinematic image but of a more complete series of estrangements
and decelerations within the momentum of everyday image experience. It
is difficult to conspire to create this estrangement: it has to be found.

In this essay 1 have attempted to describe what is returned or ‘found’ in
the film-still in terms of the fugitive visibility of the cinematic image. Claims
have been made for the film frame as a revelatory interruption from within
the world-view of cinema. Stewart's apocalyptic disclosure of ‘first things’,"”
Bellour’s ‘recoil’* in the freeze-frame as a glimpse of cinema’s own origin,
or Mulvey’s punctuation of the continuous ‘now’ of cinema by the ‘then’ of
photographic indexicality't; each claims a return in the photogram of
cinema’s hidden photographic substrate. And for each it is an interruption,

a murder, a stalling of the mechanism of flow. The decisive moment of
photographic arrest returns as ‘freeze-frame’.

The film-still as the photogram’s simulation or double, I'd suggest, makes
possible a return to a pre-photographic stillness, the one described by Bellour
as the ‘pregnant moment’ of narrative painting and which he distinguishes
from the ‘decisive moment’ of photography. The pregnant or significant
moment, which Bellour adopts from Lessing, is ‘the one that supposedly
represents the average and acme of a dramatic action thus expressing the
painting in its entirety. In a painting the meaningful instant doesn’t refer
to anything real, it is a fiction, a kind of image synthesis’."” This seems also
to describe the sense of the expanded moment of the film-still.

Bellour also contrasts the way that the decisive moment is ‘torn from
reality’'® and comparably Stewart describes the freeze-frame as a ‘cut from
action rather than hold on it"."” The film-still, I'd suggest, returns us to a
pre-photographic pre-filmic ‘hold on action’ and to the inclusiveness of the
pregnant moment of narrative painting. It is also the reason, I suspect, that
constructed photography reflects a greater interest in the film-still than in
the photogram because of its own reaction to the ‘decisive moment’ ethos
of the documentary tradition in photography. The film-still represents a
possibility within the cinematic image of a reversion to the ‘pregnant

moment’ of an earlier pictorial tradition that in Holl

source of cinema’s world view.

. The desire for stillness as an expanded moment, rather than as an

interruptive one, is described by Lessing as a stillness which allows an

.:smo_.&:m within the image: ‘The longer we gaze, the more must our

_Ememz.os add; and the more our imagination adds, the more we must

_.vm:msm we see." "™ It is significant that Lessing’s pregnant moment is

formulated in relationship to the representation of a blind man literall e

ﬁw:mrq up in a narrative within which he is unable to intervene to mm<m<

himself and his sons because of his blindness. Lessing argues that rather

than wmvwmwn:::m the climactic moment of the priest’s death (the

culminating moment in Virgil's poem) the sculptor has chosen to represent

i moment of repose before the end: ‘the sigh of resignation’ rather :_m:. the

.:ve:.,ﬂo.:ﬂrmm shriek” of the end. The moment of apotheosis is left to our

Imagmation. We contemplate it — as he does — in this stilled moment of

repose before the end: ‘the beholder is rather led to the conception of th

extreme than actually sees it."! )
This creates a bond between the blind protagonist and the viewer. The

are _uo:a. forced to imagine the end in the absence of an image of it > ’

cinematic representations of the blind there is :

ol a blind person as the

ander’s terms is the true
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s in
b pathos in the representation
still centre of visual momentousness who is hi
b . till cent : 0 is himself
:.____<_o:m to it all. But while in cinema this marks a separation between the
viewer m.:m the blind, in the sculpture it marks an identification between
_._. two in the stillness of this expanded moment. Lessing’s stillness is
e c_:ﬁzc.m. suspending the dying figure from his fate as it saves the viewer
lrom the literalness of the visual image of death.

._ *.,m? as :oxx.irﬁ is at stake in the stillness of the image is the freedom
ol vision to mobilise itself in and beyond the image.




Frame/d Time: A Photogrammar of the Fantastic
Garrett Stewart

To think about ‘stillness and time’, when considering film, is to ponder not
two topics but one. Not just time embalmed, but ‘change mummified’, in
André Bazin's deathless phrase: that's cinema for the phenomenologist.'
Temporal transformation is preserved in all its unfolding duration. Change
itself is struck off as imprint. But what is filmic time for the materialist
student of the photogram, that smallest cellular unit through which
photography-as film-becomes cinema? Along the serial strip of film, instead
of standing still each timed image stands, till erased by succession. Since the
publication of Between Film and Screen, which explores the projection of
such serial difference as screen motion, | have found additional confirming
cvidence of film’s tendency to disclose its photogrammatic basis at points

ol narrative rupture.” This evidence comes from a certain polarized vein of
recent international filmmaking that includes, on the one hand, a European,
often transnational, cinema of uncanny psychic displacement and, on the
olher, a Hollywood mode of virtual reality preoccupied with everything from
pphosts to hallucinated alter egos to cyber-figments to digital replicants. Each,
on either side of the Atlantic, is a mode of the fantastic as influentially
defined by Tzvetan Todorov.

Isolating the role of the photographic imprint in recent instances of the
lintastic serves in part to locate the difference between the now psychological,
now ontological disturbances to realilty induced, across the polarized
tendencies of European and Hollywood practice, by their parting of generic
wiys. This is often because the moment of photography’s remediation by film
'ns us, in quite different ways, to film’s own differential basis on the
celluloid strip. It is there that stillness stands disclosed, or better stands
exposed, as both the constituent and the antithesis of screen movement.
Motorizing the serial strip, projection elides the rapid still into the frame/d
tine of screen motion, so that the whisked-away module reappears in its own
inomentum on screen as a spectral phase of advance. All links transpire in
nks of a mechanical eye. In a word, fantastic. Not all films of the
lantasy genre take up this phenomenon as theme, of course, and least of
all those concerned with distant electronic futures. Bul many do. And even
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:__::“n_w hwmnmmh_‘ma. mwn M_m most part it has simply shifted genres: Somm
0 ‘ en it leaves behind a context in high-tech illusi :

. : . gh-tech illusion for a narrati
_.__: ___H.%Emrﬁ_\ﬂm_m magic. In the Harry Potter films, for instance, every -
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To clarify terms, I'll start with three divergent examples of indexical
aberrations that gradually zero in on the recent film pattern I'm trying to
establish, only the third of which will constitute the fantastic per se. In an
alternate worlds’ format, the frenzied sprint across town of Lola to save her
boyfriend in the crime plot of Tom Tykwer's Run Lola Run (1999) replays itself
three times in entire alternate versions, fatal and otherwise. In the process,
it interrupts its three main vectors of racing action with disjunctive flash
forwards to alternate lives of minor, unnamed characters whose paths Lola
happens quite literally to cross. In all of these proleptic inserts, six in total, the
performative indexicality of photographic record is evoked (without being in
any way narratively motivated) by the overlay of shutter sounds on the track,
cut by quick cut. The woman pushing a baby carriage, for example, will
eventually have her child taken from her on the grounds of neglect (click) until
caught stealing another (click); and the young cyclist who later gets beaten

by thugs will end up having his wedding photo taken with his former nurse
(click). Either that — or the woman ends up winning the lottery and finding her
apotheosis in a tabloid publicity shot; or the cyclist becomes — your quick guess
is as good as mine — a homeless addict last seen as if in a police photo. Jump-
cut editing and soundtrack collaborate in figuring time as a series of seized
stills — thereby confirming Bergson’s complaint against the medium, its
participation in a widespread cognitive error that life is lived not as immersed
duration but as a kind of mental photo album.” In none of this is there a clear
baseline of reality established from which a departure into fantasy can be
marked. In Run Lola Run, time is entirely contingent, up for grabs.

Moving closer to a fantasy format in which a certified reality and its direct
reversal are clearly distinguished from each other, however, is the 2003 film
by Laetitia Columbani, La folie d'amour... pas du tout, or in English He loves
me.... He loves me not, where the radical alternatives of the proverbial petal-
plucking game — installed by the film'’s title and its first floral shot — offer
the instigating clue to a structure that will rewrite an adultery plot halfway
through as the delusion of an erotomaniac. When the heroine kills herself in
despair over the married lover who has deserted her, a reverse action image
of the entire narrative, beginning with her strictly metaphoric rather than
technological flatlining, drags her back to life to expose the fact that there hay
been no relationship at all, except in her stalker’s imagination. Bergson's
sense of the death moment as a replay of elapsed duration is here reversed
within the ironic trope of life figured as an exaggerated romantic movie, bt

a movie now going nowhere fast — and backward at that."” Then, too, more
than life, in the form of plot, is hereby replayed. Rehearsed as well by this
nology. What we see amounts (o

turning point is the evolution of image e

the _W_ﬂ vestige of cinema’s rotary motion in the form of a VHS reel, For th
_:.:.vEm.m second chance comes not by reverse digitial scan but by _\mmnrw:mmn |
rewind — even though spooling past us faster than any filmstrip could ’
_:. He Loves Me . . . He Loves Me Not, the grain of the real is so mbB.H
established, if only in retrospect, that miscues in the first half can b <
« ::mm.m..:? set right in the second. Closer yet to the model o.nmuimmwn
:..:.ﬂ.m.:<m. however, and this by sustaining its ambiguity almost to the ve
.._:_.._m Frangois Ozon’s Swimming Pool (2003), which recruits the devi 7
:.ﬂ _.:n_n ._ummmzabmm as common to the thriller plot as are trick endings .
./.z.:a.r:t:m Pool opens behind the title with a misleading shot of E:Ws.\ﬁ
rppling across the entire frame. An upward pan soon reveals it to be a mM.Hﬁ
’ ___m Thames rather than of the woo_ in question. The film then cuts to the
nderground, where a reader notices that the woman sitting opposite her i
the author whose picture is on the cover of her mystery novel. <M here EME
occular &ﬁﬁé and deception seem to have set in. This photographic _
evidence is immediately denied: “You must have mistaken me with someone

.:3 guarantee identity. A throwaway moment, one assumes — easil
explained away by the author’s revealed panic over her current writer's _V_Mnr

I ___.::.x:oE the rest of the film, however, we submit to an openly vo mclmm.
“tudy in voyeurism, only to find out that most of the characters wﬁm:“ who :Mn
:.mw are either, but erotic projections of the writer as she hallucinat
hiersell into the world of her new murder mystery. This is a fantasy mﬁEZMM in
lact, at a fuleral moment of the plot, by the writer's discovering what might

k al ._ irst like a photograph of the sexually voracious teenage heroine m._ th
pirl's diary. Yet this is a dated black-and-white image meant, instead, to st am
Iilora picture of the girl's dead mother — and former _o<m~.. of the ﬁ_:s o
editor the sq.:ﬂ. herself is obsessed with. The referential index o?,:m ’

| ; ph is compromised in this case by the genetic doppelganger. The
nwitch ._.:m_:m arrives in alternating match cuts of a real and a wm:nu_w figure
I the writer's mind's eye: the imagined sexpot Julie and her editor’s mv\nﬁcmﬁ
or Julia, each reaching out in silhouette as if at the rear-projection of
#nabsent mother on the distant balcony — a shot evoking the classic openi
litles of Bergman's 1966 Persona. Shaken by this disclosure, we ma _uvms_m“m
back to the film's trick beginning; that ontological dodge ér_mn: :o&mmmmmwﬁ
liive rated the entire film from both the (destablizing) establishing sh ~o
and the subsequent photographic moment of indexical denial e
miming Pool is something of a renegade in the mE.om.mw.u context, close
I contortions to recent Hollywood gimmicks. And instructive as mc_nr '
Apaingt Furopean plots favouring preternatural accident that reroute :mqm.:.cm




from its expected destinations, Hollywood specializes lately in wholesale libidinal .
sidinal double. Like all laboratory manipulations according to Metz, such a

reversals, final disclosures that require the total rethinking of a deceptive - Sty
syntactic device of editing is thereby returned again, as it would have seemed

It .:r__g s early viewers, to an event of motivated magic or spectrality in certain
nar _m:<m, contexts — or at least to uncanny figuration. In the films I'll be
considering, the narrative occasion for this return of technique as mysterious

cvent is often the invasion of illuso i
ry mortal duration by a previo -
cxposed delusion. e e death o

narrative line. Compared to the loops or short-circuits of memory and desire
in the European cinema of radical coincidence, the protagonist of the new
Hollywood fantastic’ may turn out to have been dead, or merely digital, or
only, so to say, fantasizing’ all along. The photochemical index is often the
litmus test of such unreality, either lodged at the threshold of narrative or
anticipated there by an associated figuration that later finds its photographic
equivalent in the thick of plot. It takes awhile to see how — and why. To that
end, we need a structural definition of fantasy as a genre that would encompass
both tendencies of the ‘irreal’ [ am trying to coordinate: preternatural
alignments of fate in European film, with all its epistemological mystifications,
over against ontological subterfuge in Hollywood, the spooky versus the
literally spectral.

According to Todorov, ‘the fantastic’ is defined as the narrative span
of undecidability during which a reader is held in suspension between
incompatible explanatory options.'! If the strange events are resolved
psychologically in the end, then the fantastic is cancelled, because settled,
by the uncanny (unheimlich). 1f otherworldly rules of the ‘marvelous’ are
necessary for explanation, then fantasy is cancelled by the supernatural. Only
in between, and for as long as that prolonged uncertainty can be sustained,
does the genre of the fantastic persist. To give a classic example in terms that
can distill Todorov's point fairly succinctly, fantasy lasts only as long as we are

In the first link between its theme of the alter-ego and the mechanics of

still wavering between preternatural and supernatural solutions, still asking phicallfrverst Eigiie 3031
. . . . s ophical inversion, we s ; : " o : :
whether James’s ghost-seeing governess in The Turn of the Screw is simply -~ HM Ew%mm the heroine of Kieslowski’s Double Life of Veronique Film stills, The Double Life of
; i scing ass ball's upsi Sl ,
obsessed or actually possessed. The European cinema of fateful coincidence ated with a glass ball’s upside-down estrangement of the U\m%:s_a. Kezystiot eslovisi

pe racing by the windows of a train. (Figure 30) In this seemingl
_<c.cﬁ.:.na episode, the autonomous ‘sphere of vision’ that E_.:w w:n
world :c.ﬁmm down works to anticipate the action of the reflex camera in the
and pivotal scene. For it is there that the tourist Veronique snaps an
@ picture of her Polish double, Weronika, a spectral transcription
cessed image goes unnoticed until much later in Paris. The
._:.ﬁ love scene, long after the death of Weronika, takes place in
imychic dissociation while she is looking down her bed S,wcm& the post-
rto from Poland, discovered in her purse for the first time
; _‘:u impossible photo of herself as the other. (Figure 31)
[Cieslowski’s rm._d_.:a is quite literally beside herself. One way in which the
ic emerges for Todorov, and indeed as the special and intensified case
all told, is that, at some triggering moment, it does indeed take
se literally.” " In The Double Life, a sensation like T'm so
plagued by self-consciousness that | feel like I'm always looking on N:,Evze_ﬁ

gravitates to the former (or uncanny) pole in resolution. Recent Hollywood
thrillers lean instead to the marvelous (or supernatural) pole, where lived
reality is rewritten by the laws of virtuality or afterlife.

Yet, anticipating resolution in one direction or the other, the fantastic is
clearly a genre that would have every use for the frequent undecidability of
trucage as Christian Metz defined it."? This is a tampering with or ‘tricking’
of the image track (superimposition, lap dissolves, fades and ripples are hig
favoured examples) that has moved, historically, from diegesis into syntax,
or in other words from manifest special effect to sheer transitional device. Al
{he most rudimentary (syntactic) level, Metz sees trucage already at play when
one shol makes its predecessor magi ally vanish. A cinematic fantasy is likely
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1l materialize within the plot as an actual double

or that someone else is”wi
who must eventually forego such redundant presence by dying, her difference

assimilated — but never completely. Uncanny photography irrupts into
Kieslowski’s plot as the perfect emblem of a conscious past that is never
entirely past, where instead the image is retained beyond the body as a trope
for the spectator’s (here the heroine’s) own ambivalent psychic ‘incorporation’
of the imaged subject. That's the plot climax. But, yet again, we touch on a
matter not only of genre but of medium.

In Todorov's view, fantasy, suspended as it is between the immanent and
the unreal, the possible and the impossible, is the purest state of the literary.
Such a metatextual understanding not only applies equally well to films of the
fantastic but coincides with Metz's proposal that trick effects are only a special

n all told, since ‘Montage itself, at the base of all

case of the cinematic illusio
14 For Todorov, fiction is fantastic

cinema, is already a perpetual trucage.
because its referents are strictly imagined. Similarly, all narrative cinema is
fantastic because its presences and durations are strictly illusory. At points of
the photograph comes forward as the special
case of fantastic temporality. In its cultural function, the indexical moment
of photographic record is retrograde and prospective at once, putting a seal
on the past and delivering it forward to a future not its own. Todorov, in fact,
admittedly lifts the paradigm for his differential definition — fantasy as the
dividing line between the uncanny and the marvellous — from philosophical
definitions of time present. For him the ‘comparison is not gratuitous’,"”
gince he means to evoke the instant, the now, understood as the definitive yel
vanishing line between the accumulated past (of received understanding) and
{he nebulous future (of undreamt marvels). A yet stronger claim, however,
em invited. It is not just the accumulated knowledge of the past
that would explain away the marvellous in settling for an uncanny resolution,
For the uncanny, after all, is often the mwmnﬁm; return of the past, the lifted
ssion of banned desire or recurrent fear. So between a haunting by the
past and a daunting future of unheard-of wonders, between preternatural
disturbance and supernatural epiphany, the seesaw of fantastic uncertainty
negotiates its plotline across the dubious present of its presentation.

And the photograph? What is it, too, but the invisible division hetween
past life or space or event, arrived before the camera, and a future image K
will supplement or eventually supplant its presence? The image lives ofl 1
1t in order to live on into its own future. In this sense of the image's
sstic balancing act, death always encroaches from the uncanny pole ok
the supernatural. In the discursive funel
iph announces that this here wan thore

rupture or resistance, however,
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lelepathy of so many fantastic episodes in recent European cinema .
_:mog,on_zdm more obvious elements of magic realism than 5.
_W_..w_.wfmwu.m films, E.m principle of coincident plotlines and convergent fates
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Figures 3839
Film stills, Lovers of the Arctic
Circle, julio Medem, 1999.

The cinema of fantastic coincidence is even more obviously at work in
Medem’s next film, Lovers of the Arctic Circle (1999), whose opening shot of
a crashed airplane in a blizzard is intercut with its front page image in the
newspaper, read while crossing the street by a woman run down in the
process by a passing bus. Her long-separated lover (also her stepbrother)

s to her there, but only in time for a last fantasized embrace in the split-
| of her death. The doomed nature of this reunion taps directly into the
plol’s incest motif, involving the first divorced (and then dead) mother for

whom all the hero’s previous lovers have been a failed substitute. At the film's
turning point, with the hero both boy and man in the same relived space, the
son returns home to retrieve his camera and finds his mother’s corpse
inid the fly-infested debris of her kitchen. In a double wrench of separation,
lii absolute loss is backdated to a foundational lack that is marked by a
match-cut from this scene of adult trauma back to his former boyhood
of the mother’s living image (Figures 38-39): the taking of that very
photopraph which the son keeps by his bedside during his subsequent sexual




rethic

Retrouw

affairs. By the logic of the performative index, this photograph inscribes his
mourning for himself, once present to her, as much as for her who was once
there for him. When the film returns in its closing moments to the reflection

of the hero in his lover’s dead eye (Figure 40), followed again by the downed
plane, we realize that the whole narrative may have transpired in flashback
from the moment of death — and of his death as much as hers, perhaps

he was piloting the downed plane. For in that lingeringly held image of

1ce

reflected self in the death stare, what gets locked into place is the life-denying
need to find your adult identity mirrored in the eye of the maternalized
female other. Tom Gunning'’s interest in the nineteenth-century idea that a
murderer’s quasi-photochemical image is left as so-called ‘optogramme’ on
the victim’s eye finds a real-time but still fixed, suicidally transfixed,
equivalent in this Liebestod variant.'®

In its maternal overtones, the moment is almost pure Proust. Raoul

Ruiz’s impure version of actual Proust, Le Temps Retrouvé (1999), begins

in the first scene with the slightest animation of family photographs in the
palsied hand, and under the shaking magnifying glass, of Marcel’s optically-
aided revery — one after the other down through the generations, including
‘Mama’, until the arrival at ‘et moi’, his own photo as a boy (Figures 41-42).

From this all but inert photographic marvel of a retrieved past, the first
flashback sequence ca
through the viewfinders of a portable stereopticon at a felled WWI cavalry

horse, an image whose uncanny depth shifts into sudden cinematic motion.

ies us to a POV shot of the young hero looking

Optical gadgetry is here displaced from the slight parallax of paired stereo-
graphic frames to the continuous animating disjunction of the serial strip,
one photogram after another — and all this within the aura of the past refound
s spectacle, its image trove retrieved at cinematic speed.

In recent Hollywood film, by contrast, optical tampering is more likely to be
thematized as violence than as nostalgia. Though no photograph misrepresents
or betrays the relation of the unnamed narrator to his violent sexual double

in Fight Club (Fincher, 1999), it turns out that the latter, Tyler Durden, works
nights as a movie projectionist. When we see him splicing porno footage into
[amily films, frame by photographic frame, we are thereby reminded of his
ier irruption into filmic presence — even before his entrance into plot. For
liis own as yet unidentified image was at several points spliced into narrative

by flash inserts — as if they were the extruded unconscious of the film’s own
itructure. Against the insurgent undertext of projected filmic reality, the
normally sufficient labour of seamless continuity — namely realist cinema —
15 the only true defence. Film keeps a lid on the fixated fetish of desire,

lipured here as the detached photogram or two of specular objecthood.




Another recent film of the Hollywood fantastic, The Sixth Sense
(Shyamalan, 1999), builds toward its delayed twist in the plot — where the
hero himself is revealed as a ghost through the extrasensory perception of
his young patient — by turning at one point on the fantastic ambivalence of
photography. Looking at a wall of her child’s photos, his mother notices for the
first time that each image is streaked by a flare of light near the boy’s head —
almost like a reflective glare on the lens, but hovering in free space (Figure 43).
A three-dimensional flaw, a ghost, an aura. By some unexplained transference,
the child’s extrasensory vision thus seems displaced onto photography’s own
alert viewer. The delayed shock of photographic recognition is even more
extreme in a similar narrative twist of The Others (Almenabar, 2001). The
infanticidal heroine dead from suicide (we discover only in the penultimate
scene), who lingers on in a house she thinks haunted, comes upon a book of
nineteenth century memorial photographs: the dead artificially posed as the
living to preserve their souls (Figure 44). Worse, she later discovers that the
three family servants she has hired have been the subjects of similar mortuary
images (Figure 45). It is as if photography, in its evolved form as film, has
indeed performed its supernatural magic by keeping these subservient figures
in artificial animation before our own eyes as well as hers. Either as part of the
protracted agony of her suicidal recognition or in the purgatory of postponed
acceptance to which she is consigned, photography measures the past that will
not depart, the past turned ghostly. In the process, and by extrapolation from it,
filmic duration — projected as cinematic mirage — becomes an encompassing
ligure for the lingering time between the then and the eventual: a limbo of
lantastic materializaton.

In the recent convolutions of such Hollywood filmmaking, not knowing
Ihat you are dead is only the obverse of not knowing, or failing to accept, that
you have never been alive. Neo in the Matrix trilogy must fight back this
t about his own existence, just in case it really is his. The spectator is
asked to share his doubts. By contrast, the robot hero of A.I. Attificial
Intelligence (Spielberg, 2001) is known all along, at least by us, to be wired
rather than nerved with desire, sheathed in unchanging plastic rather than
. Like a free-standing photograph. He is in fact modelled, we discover
fway through, on the serial photos of the engineer’s dead son (Figure 46),
the most recent translated into a fixed posthumous replica engineered from

the inside out. Virtual feelings in a virtual body: another version of a more
ive digital paranoia that is backdated here to earlier anxieties about
c¢s and cybernetic simulation.

Life converted to images in the moment of its cancellation, and either

preserved there a ially (as in A.L Artificial Intelligence) or surrendered
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in Hollywood’s ontological fantasy, parallel to the digital gothic of virtual
agency, is a film, Identity (Mangold, 2003), that goes so far as to reveal all its
characters as unambiguous (if long masked) projections of a psychotic central
figure, an ‘inner child’long ago abandoned by his mother. As each facet

of a multiple personality disorder is ‘folded in” — in other words, brutally
murdered at the plot level — one among the splinter selves, a supposed police
detective, takes forensic photographs with an off-the-rack camera as disposable
as the disappearing bodies turn out to be. The images go undeveloped,
perhaps because the radical apparitions of psychosis have no use for the
evidentiary temporality of the fixed image in this fantastic plot. There is no
time to be struck sti

in the present, violently or otherwise, since the entire
film is merely the halluncinatory replay of past mayhem.

Figure 48
Film still, One-Hour Photo,
Mark Romanek, 2002,

By contrast, another recent film, also centered upon childhood trauma

and its warping after-effects, turns specifically on the fantastic of photography
ilself: namely, its power to dissimulate one past in order to repress another,
| time and its ghosls at once. The protagonist of One-Hour Photo
nanek, 2002) — reduced in the end to a dissolving trace on the frame
strip, followed by a fixed but fantastized still — is a superstore clerk who has
illegal duplicates of a family’s snapshots over the years and covered his
walls with them, filling his underfurnished life with surrogate family pictures
* 48). After the police later discover he has scratched out the face of the
in every one of his hundreds of photos (Figure 49), we are led with
them to suspect at the climax that he is about to take snuff pictures of the

y 1d and his mistress after cornering them in flagrante at




knifepoint. By now, we may long ago have forgotten that the film is a
flashback from police headquarters, precipitated by a question about what
has provoked the photo-developer’s rage.

What we are more likely yet to have forgotten is the transition from
credits to opening shot: another ‘trick beginning’answered to by the
dénoument. As if replaying the history of still-image technology, we begin
with the title sequence laterally scrolling past on the film roll, exposed credit
by arrowed credit as if from inside a reflex camera. From there we jump to
a digital camera in the act of piecing-out a mug shot of the protagonist. Into
such a zone of secondary duplication he eventually disappears altogether, via
the film’s activated intertext, Michael Powell's 1960 Peeping Tom, where a

father’s continual filmed surveillance of a boy’s life has turned the adult son
into a voyeur and sexual psychopath. In a contemporary update of this theme,
the proagonist of One Hour Photo turns out to have been subjected to, and
objectified by, his father’s explicitly pornographic photography. It is for this
reason, we surmise, that all subsequent images operate as a kind of catharsis
until he himself becomes reframed as a captured subject within the telltale
rectangular (i.e., photographic) dimensions of the police interrogation tank
(Figure 50). From there he is released only by the imagined insertion of
himself into yet another (this time untaken) family snapshot that fades slowly
to a final black screen. This last turn to fantasy is transacted across the
revealed photogrammar of the narrative strip itself. For the transitional
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Film still, One-Hour Photo,
Mark Romanek, 2002.
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Examples of this recognition mobilized by plot keep coming, one after
another, in Hollywood’s current retoolings of the virtual. Even turning the
paradigm of virtuality on end does not necessarily dislodge its strangehold
on the filmic stratum of cinematic effect. In Eternal Sunshine of the Spotless
Mind (Gondry, 2004), once again a trick beginning colludes with a twist
ending (here filmically identical) even while corkscrewing round to
undermine the plot's own premise. The narrative leads off, misleadingly
enough, with the hero waking to a chance encounter with the woman who
will become his lover — only for both of them, once the affair has gone bad,
to contract with Lacuna Corporation for selective ‘brain damage’ to remove
the ‘map’ (the graphically figured traces) of each other from their memories.
As soon as all photographs of the former lovers have been confiscated,
according to contract, along with other tangible memorabilia, their brains
can then be electronically burned clean. Rather than being embalmed by
photography, erotic time must here be cremated by a more advanced
technology. But when that initial waking sequence is replayed in the
penultimate scene, using the device of exactly repeated film footage, we
realize that, the first time around, that scene had in fact been something like
a proleptic flash forward to the couple’s accidental second, rather than first,
meeting, taking place now on the morning after the hero’s electronic surgery.

Cutting through these complications, the theme of digital erasure is
only a dystopian obverse of that digital fabrication explored in other recent
lilms. In the ethics of the dystopian virtual, the real must be valorized, in
this case sexually embraced, even if only after the fact. Which is why the
unconscious of the couple resists their deliberate decision to forget.
l:lectronic trucage dogs at their heels as they try desperately to sequester
some pleasant memory beyond the reach of surveillance and effacement —
with one whole mise en scene after another being eaten away in sequence by
digital negations. Only the filmic, rather than the electronic, could finally
come to their rescue, if only ambiguously. On view in the very last shot of
l'ternal Sunshine is perhaps, along with the final lap dissolve of One Hour
I'hoto, the clearest divulgence of a filmic photogrammar in recent cinema.
At the hero and heroine flee into the distance of a snowy landscape, a
ld loop begins, taking its slipping hold on the image plane. Such
atory produced repetition offers a quintessential filmic disclosure from
n cinema (at least from Soviet montage down to just before the era of
Il imaging): an unevadable confession of the reprinted photogrammatic
What its overt manipulation serves to image in this case, whether as
nation or metaphor or both, is the couple’s urge to start out— and up -
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This last brazen trucage allows the film's closing artifice of editing to
resist, or at least postpone, the normal mode of filmic erasure and its fading
traces. The resulting, snagged image hovers somewhere between the serial
photographs that cannot finally still time and the speeding track that cannot
really mummify its change in passing. In the plot-long effect of memory’s
overlay on duration, then, editing in Eternal Sunshine tacitly @uaﬁvwwmm in

the life-is-like-a-movie trope familiar from movies like Vanilla Sky, which
also closed with the whiting-out (rather than blacking-out) of its home-movie

footage. In this latest fable of the digital unconscious, the vicious (or mitigating)
circle of the narrative’s closing double loop offers a spliced succession
running in place to nowhere — until the replayed grain of the snow-hazed
figures fades further into the tabula rasa of the narrative's ultimate title shot,
changeless in its recurrence. Bleaching out the whole
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The Possessive Spectator
Laura Mulvey

As the cinematic experience is so ephemeral, it has always been difficult to
hold on to its precious moments, images and most particularly, its idols. In
response to this problem, the film industry produced, from the very earliest
moments of fandom, a panoply of still images that could supplement the
movie itself: production stills, posters, and above all, pin-ups. All these
secondary images are designed to give the film fan the illusion of possession,
making a bridge between the irretrievable spectacle and the individual's
imagination. Otherwise, the desire to possess and hold the elusive image led to
repeated viewing, a return to the cinema to watch the same film over and over
again that echoes Freud’s comment on children’s pleasure in repetition, for
instance, of play or of stories. With electronic or digital viewing, the nature
of cinematic repetition compulsion changes. As the film is delayed and thus
fragmented from linear narrative into favourite moments or scenes, the
spectator is able to hold on to, to possess, the previously elusive image. In this
delayed cinema the spectator finds a heightened relation to the human body,
and particularly that of the stars. Halting the flow of film extracts the image ,
ol the star easily from its narrative surroundings for the kind of extended
contemplation that had only been previously possible with film stills. From
a theoretical point of view, this new stillness exaggerates the star’s iconicity.

The image of a star is, in the first instance, an indexical sign like any other
ihiolographic image and an iconic sign like any other representational image.
I1 s also an elaborate icon, with an ambivalent existence both inside and
iide fictional performance. The term ‘icon’, in this context, goes beyond
the sign of similarity in C.S. Pierce’s semiotics to the symbolic processes of
itonography and the iconophilia fundamental to the way Hollywood, and
1 mass cinemas, worked and work in their generation of star images.

utylized star system. Creating a star meant creating a name, sometimes

literally a studio rebaptism as caricatured in A Star is Born (George Cuckor,

1054). but always one that could be recognised and named. The star’s

‘amability” introduces the third, symbolic, dimension of Pierce’s trichotomy ,



of signs. The symbol is interpreted by the human mind and out of pre-
existing cultural, rule-given, knowledge so that the instant recognisability of
Amitab Bachchan and Sean Connery, for instance, or Ingrid Bergman and
Nargis, would necessarily vary according to their surrounding film cultures.
In this sense, the star is recognised and named within his or her spread of
fandom, just as a Christian saint would be recognised and named within the
spread of religious art.

When a film industry streamlines the star system, they work hard to
create instantly recognizable, iconic screen actors whose highly stylized
performance would be enhanced by an equally highly stylized, star focused,
cinema. Star performance is, not inevitably but very often, the source of
screen movement, concentrating the spectator's eye, localizing the develop-
ment of the story and providing its latent energy. But the great achievement
of star performance is an ability to maintain, in balance, a fundamental
contradiction: the fusion of energy with a stillness of display. However
energetic the star’s movement might seem to be, behind it lies an intensely
controlled stillness and an ability to pose for the camera. Reminiscent,
figuratively, of the way that the illusion of movement is derived from still
frames, so star performance depends on pose, moments of almost invisible
stillness, in which the body is displayed for the spectator’s visual pleasure
through the mediation of the camera. In What Price Hollywood (George
Cukor, 1932), Constance Bennett, as an aspiring actress, demonstrates the
process of learning screen ‘stillness’. After she fails her first screen test due
to an over eager, speedy performance, she gradually internalizes the director’s
instructions on the stairs of her apartment building, and trains herself to
walk with slow — almost slow motion — precision down the steps towards a
final pose and a lazily delivered line. Female screen performance has always,
quite overtly, included this kind of exhibitionist display. But the delayed
cinema reveals that whilst the stillness and pose of a male star might be more
masked it is nonetheless an essential attribute of his screen performance.

Roland Barthes’ preference for the photograph over film lies includes his

aesthetic pleasure in pose:

What founds the nature of Photography is the pose... looking at a photograph
I inevitably include in my scrutiny the thought of that instant, however brief,
in which a real thing happened to be motionless in front of the eye. I project
this present photograph’s immobility upon the past shot, and it is this arrest
that constitutes the pose. This explains why the Photograph’s noeme
deteriorates when this photograph is animated and becomes cinema: in the
Photograph something has posed in front of the tiny hole and has remained

&RE Jfor ever ... but in the cinema, something has passed in front of this same
tiny hole: the pose is swept away and denied by the continuous series of images.'
The delayed cinema reveals the significance of the pose even when Emm .
‘something has passed by'. The halted frame, the arrest, discovers the
moment of immobility that belongs to the frame and allows the time for
contemplation that takes the image back to the brief instant that recorded the
.nmw_ Fwnm.. As the apparatus asserts its presence and the original indexicality
of its images, the pose is no longer ‘swept away and denied’ but may rather
be enhanced by the performance of stardom. Pose allows time for the cinema
to awafamzmm the human body. While always remaining ‘the real thing’
the iconic figure of the star is always on display, a vehicle for the mmm:ﬂmmw
attributes of cinema, a focus for light and shade, framing and camera
:.go%Bm:v The close-up has always provided a mechanism of delay, slowin,
cinema down into contemplation of the human face, allowing for a r_cBm:w
of mowmmmﬂo: in which the image is extracted, whatever the narrative
rationalisation may be, from the flow of a story. Furthermore, the close-u
i ,_mnmmmm:@ limits movement, not only due to the constricted .mvwnm of :amw
framing but also due to the privileged lighting with which the star’s face is
_._..:._m__vN enhanced. Mary Ann Doane has pointed out that the close-up is a ke:
ligure for photogenie, the ecstatic contemplation of cinema in its uni :n:mmw
:.E that the desire for the close-up has traditionally been marked by M .
rejection of narrative’s diachronic structure in favour of the synchronic
moment itself. The close-up is thus treated:
...as aﬁw. as a resistance to narrative linearity, as a vertical gateway to an
&So,.a irrecoverable depth behind the image. The discourse seems to exemplify
a desire to stop the film, to grab hold of something that can be taken awa
lo transfer the relentless temporality of the narrative’s unfolding to a Eoww.
A:,_.a;nw«me temporality of contemplation.?
I'he star’s visual apotheosis is no more material than the light and
“hadows that enhance it and the human figure as fetish fuses with the
timema as fetish which further connects with the fusion of fetishism and
acsthetics that characterises photogenie. Here the symbolic quality of film
cs, even ‘the more manageable temporality of contemplation’, leads
lowards its eternal, unavoidable, shadow, the psychodynamics of imc_&
re. ,_._.Jm extraordinary significance of the human figure in cinema
' its iconic sexuality, raises the question of how desire and v_mmmmam are
fe-configured in delayed cinema, both as stillness within the moving image
and within a changed power relation of spectatorship. s
I <__.,,___§h Pleasure and Narrative Cinema 1 argued that the cinema, as a
1ol spectacle, coded sexual difference in relation to the look (L__m,_c

med




also creating an aesthetic of extreme anthropomorphism, of fascination with
the human face and human body. This coding was particularly apparent in
Hollywood films, so deeply invested in the cult of the star. The female star
was, I argued, streamlined as erotic spectacle while the male star’s attributes
of control and activity provided some compensation for his exposure as a
potentially passive object of the spectator’s look. The female figure's passivity
and the male drive of the narrative were in tension and difficult to reconcile.
As spectacular image, she tended to bring the story to a stop and capture the
spectator’s gaze in excess: ‘“The presence of woman is an indispensable
element of spectacle in normal narrative film, yet her visual presence tends
to work against the development of the story line, to freeze the flow of action
in moments of erotic contemplation.”’

Watching Hollywood films delayed both reinforces and breaks down
these oppositions. The narrative drive tends to weaken if the spectator is able
to control its flow, to repeat and return to certain sequences while skipping
others. The smooth linearity and forward movement of the story becomes
jagged and uneven, undermining the male protagonist’s command over the
action. The process of identification, usually kept in place by the relation
between plot and character, suspense and transcendence, loses its hold over
the spectator. And the loss of ego and self-consciousness that has been, for
so long, one of the pleasures of the movies gives way to an alert scrutiny
and scanning of the screen, lying in wait, as it were, to capture a favourite
or hitherto unseen detail. With the weakening of narrative and its effects,
the aesthetic of the film begins to become ‘feminized’ with the shift in
spectatorial power relations dwelling on pose, stillness, lighting and the
choreography of character and camera. Or, rather, within the terms of the

Visual Pleasure and Narrative Cinema model, the aesthetic pleasure of delayed
cinema moves towards fetishistic scopophilia that, I suggested, characterized
the films of Josef von Sternberg. These films, most particularly the Dietrich
cycle, elevate the spectator’s look over that of the male protagonist and
privilege the beauty of the screen and mystery of situation over suspense,
conflict or linear development. The ‘fetishistic spectator’ becomes more
fascinated by image than plot, returning compulsively to privileged
moments, investing emotion and ‘visual pleasure’ in any slight gesture, a
particular look or exchange taking place on the screen. Above all, as these
privileged moments are paused or repeated, the cinema itself finds a new
visibility that renders them special, meaningful and pleasurable, once again

confusing photogenie and feti
In this reconfig s of “fetishistic spectatorship’, the male figure is
extracted from dominating the action and merges into the image. So doing,

he, too, stops rather than forwards the narrative, inevitably becoming an
overt object of the spectator’s look, against which he had hitherto rmm:
mmwmnmmm. Stripped of the power to organize relations between movement
action and the drive of the plot, on which the whole culture of cinema .
categorized by Deleuze as the ‘action image’ depends, the male star of a
Io__.wioom film is exposed to the ‘feminization’ of the spectator’s gaze. As a
m_w: s masculinity has to risk the castrating effect of delay and F.mw:m:.azoz
::w.wo.:d of spectatorship may work perversely against the grain of the EB.
but it is also a process of discovery, a fetishistic form of textual analysis
When ~..m2m¢<m fragments and its protagonists are transformed .E:N mmb
posed, images to which movement can be restored, the rhythm of a Bo<.mm
nrmnmmm.. The supposed laws of smoothly distributed, linear cause and effect
are of minor aesthetic importance compared to another kind of, more
tableau orientated, rhythm. Howard Hawks pointed out that a n.:‘mn::.
ﬁ,maam to concentrate drama and spectacle into privileged scenes so the
fragmentation of narrative continuity may also be the discovery of a patte
that had been clouded by identification, action or suspense. But the M o
_5&” m.m of the essence in ‘fetishistic spectatorship’. _umnmo::.m:nm and %_M._m:
precision of gesture take on an enhanced value not only on the part of the
great stars but of secondary and character actors as well, §o<2.%m3 that
looks natural, even chaotic, at the normal speed of film turns out to be
,,m:meE nr,oaomﬁuwma as a ballet and equally punctuated with pose h

. In _:m. video essay Negative Space, Chris Petit commented on Io=‘ ood
cinema’s intrinsic ability, at its best, to produce a kind of ‘silent’ n:..mw“w\ a
system of creating meaning and emotion outside language itself. There .E.m
he says: ‘defining moments that stay in the mind long after the ﬂ.mﬂ of th .
movie has been forgotten.” He draws, particularly, on Robert Mitchum’s ’
pesture and stance in Out of the Past, illustrating the way that his figure i
cnhanced by film noir lighting and shadow. In Don Siegel's The Bj, mwwmn_&m
(1949) Mitchum’s first appearance illustrates both the importance Mm the
paused moment in which the star is introduced to the camera and the
_____.::m:.nm of ‘masculinizing’ that moment. William Bendix leads the film
through its opening sequence, during which he occasionally pauses, heavil
n profile so that his ‘tough guy’ image is reflected in his mrmaoé,>m he ’
sls open the door to Mitchum’s room, the star swings round to mmnm th
camera, frozen for an extended moment in shock, and reflected in a :
hackground mirror. This is a moment of the star on display, as exhibitionist
It the risk of feminizing the male star as spectacle is zm:».qm_imm b o
violence, by the gun in Bendix’s hand and his aggression. Ioi,m<3 ’
throughout the film, shots of Mitchum recur in which his _=c<m30.§m are




similarly paused, overtly for narrative purposes but also producing a I
characteristic pose for the camera. Like personal objets trouvés, such scenes
can be played and replayed, on the threshold between cinephilia and fandom.
But in the process of stilling a favourite figure, transforming it into a pin-up
and then reanimating it back into movement, the spectator may well find, as
in the case of The Big Steal that the rhythm is already inscribed into the style
of the film itself.
The fetishistic spectator controls the image to dissolve voyeurism and
reconfigure the power relation between spectator, camera and screen, male
and female. The question that then arises is whether these new practices of
spectatorship have effectively erased the difficulty of sexual difference and
the representation of gender in the cinema. What might the unconscious
investment be in the spectator’s control over the cinematic image? In Visual
Pleasure and Narrative Cinema 1 suggested that, as an active instinct,
voyeurism found its narrative associate in sadism. ‘Sadism demands a story,
depends on making something happen, forcing a change in another person,
a battle of will and strength, victory /defeat, all occurring in linear time with
a beginning and an end.’* This premise was drawn directly from Freud's
equation of the active sexual instinct with masculinity and its opposite with
femininity. Although it was key to his theory that the instincts were
reversible, Hollywood cinema, as | understood it, by and large, inscribed the
binary opposition quite literally into both narrative and the visual codes thal
organized the spectator’s visual pleasure.
Among the many critiques of this hypothosis, an important corrective has
been offered by analyses of cinema directed towards a female audience. In
her study of Rudolph Valentino, Miriam Hansen analyses the ambivalence
of his persona, which, on the one hand, threatened conventional masculinity,
on the other, had huge commercial advantages for an industry courting an
important female audience. valentino, as well as other matinee idol type stars
of the 1920s, upsets my assumptions about the gendering of visual pleasure,
Hansen points out that, as a primary object of spectacle for a female
audience, Valentino’s persona incurs a systematic “femininization’, but she
ultimately revises the unequivocal binarism of Freud’s passive and active
opposition. In the process, she evolves a concept of female spectatorship thal
is, in the first instance, specific to the Valentino anomaly, but also illuminates
theoretically the visual pleasures of delayed cinema. She begins by suppentl
that female vision benefits from being incomplete, in contrast to the ‘goal:
ted discipline of the one-eyed masculine look.” Similarly:
wciation, the feminine connolations of Valentino's
its very origin, makes It

orienta
On the level of filmic er
‘Yo-be-looked-at-ness’ destabil

es his own plance

I ; ; y
Vi HMWEEN. to the temptations that jeopardize the sovereignty of the male subject
o% E Sd:.n appeal of %&2::3 gaze, staged as a look within the look, is one
m:RD@SSQ and ambivalence rather than mastery and objectification. ©
o M goes on to analyse various points at which the Valentino movies fail
onform to either narrative or visual norms of later Hollywood, while the
! Stia .
Mmmﬂmmﬂwnm OJ a strong female look within the diegesis grants legitimacy to that
emale spectator. The unusual scopi ion i
pic attention invested in his st
presence both on and off the screen i initi i
en is the initial source of this d izati
[n the absence of narrativ ivi el T
e suspense, activity, physical movement
‘ of ; A and gesture
MnH:‘m extra mﬂm.::”_nm:nm_ and ‘closure tends to reside in smaller cdzmm
cn_ ng mQ.MMm visual and narrative registers’.” Finally, Hansen points 9.# the
sado-masochistic themes associated with V. i he
asc alentino, the ‘interch ili
the sadistic and masochisti iti i . v
istic positions within the diegesi ili
. i ssock gesis...the vulnerabili
M\m_md.zzw m.ﬂ@ﬁwm in his films, the traces of feminine masochism in his v
persona’,* which indicate a deviance fr. i
om the male su i
and control of pleasure. IR
Hansen’ i i
o MMM s mzw_v\mwm vnmmmmgmm. at many points, the spectatorship of delayed
, weakening of narrative as well as transfs i
erred attention to detail
an i N
._, i nn_ _wmﬁm.ewm and mﬁ:w the importance of star-presence for a sense of
__.7_ _. ation _u.mgmwm Ea@.ﬂ and icon. Valentino’s persona, his feminization
_, _Lﬁmmmm_m:o: with lesbians, his possible homosexuality, his ﬁou.ﬁmzsmmm, all
add to the uncertainty of both types of si o *

; gns. However, in relation to sadi
widto . : ; o sadism
" ”.__. mmmn?.w.b m.um ?,Q.E.m is, perhaps, rather different. With the weakening
N U_,_._.qwnvma i ms.amnw.so:, the spectator’s vicarious control over the plot is
:<_. _ _rﬂ by another kind of power as the spectator gains immediate control

_:m :ummm. No _o.mmmw the driving force of the movie, the star succumbs
! .M_mm MM...H awﬁmg.:om. ;m. desire for possession, only previously realized
" ﬁ ,i,mE m, in .w.ﬁ.H:m and pin-ups, can now be fulfilled not only in stillness
also in the repetition of movements, gestures, looks, actions. In the process

e illusi . . )

| i illusion of life, so essential to the cinema’s reality effect, weakens and the
ipparatus ! «

pparatus overtakes the figure’s movements as they are inescapably repeated

wadism ,.rm:_mm.m in the context of Beyond the Pleasure Principle and Freud’
:__A__,ﬂ.___ :._ the death instinct. As Peter Brooks ach:m?mm@m SO no:<m.m=,. . |
in ‘Treud's Master Plot', the death instinet, the aim to _.c:__..:,_c an _«“””‘“:mw
te, structures the drive towards death in na ive.” But T._,E_QM.JM:_F
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aroused by the anomalous

interest in the death instinct was originally
thus seemingly to contradict

compulsion to repeat unpleasurable experiences,

the dominance of the pleasure principle in mental life.
Freud reconfigured his previous theories of instinct in Beyond the Pleasure

Principle so that previous oppositions are transformed into one between the
life instincts (Eros) and the death instincts. In another essay he summarizes
the process:

The libido has the task of making the destroying instinct innoCUous, and

it fulfills that task by diverting that instinct to a great extent outwards... The

instinct is then called a destructive instinct, the instinct for mastery, or the will

to power. A portion of the instinct is placed directly in the service of the sexual
function where it has an important part to play. This is sadism proper.'’

The possessive spectator commits an act of violence against the cohesion
of a story, the aesthetic integrity that holds it together and the vision of its
creator. But, more specifically, the sadistic instinct is expressed through the

ator’s desire for mastery and will to power. In the role
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the work of Peter Kubelka, re-edits fragments of old Hollywood movies and,
in the process, transforms the movement of celluloid figures into emply
gestures with no beginning, end or purpose. In piéce touchée, he draws oul
entrance into a room, in which a woman is waiting, by repeating
s similar to the effect of flicker films (See Figure 7). As the
man enters the door over and over again, as the woman Jooks up from her
r again, a couple of screen seconds are strelc hedd
me, the rhythm of the repeated gestures (]
to resemble the mechanical movements of automata. These experiments
vulnerability of old cinema and its iconic figures. Subjected
point of absurdity, they lose the cinema’s grounding i1
ir protective fictional worlds. Furthermore, the tepen
and gesture assert the presence ol
that stretches towards infin
films of Kubelka, have

possessive spect
reversal between th
protagonist, the figure t
is now subordinated to mani
i transformed by repetition and a
compulsive gestures. The cinema’s m

uncanny fusio

a man’s
frames in serie

magazine, over and ove
over minutes. At the same ti

accentuate the
repetition to the
index as well as the
frames that elongate cach movement
filmstrip, the individual frame in sequence
Flicker films' repetition and variation, as in the

M.HmanWmN _.::: but revolve around an abstract pattern. As Arnold combine
stretched time with the manipulation ; )
of human gesture, h i
reference to the strip of celluloid wi B
uloid with the presence of i
| the cinem i
the Msnmsa of the inorganic and the automaton. S
EEmoM_m_ <anm ago, | digitally re-edited a thirty second sequence of “Two
ir! i ; i
it M._ mﬂwm _HL@M_MV W.Onx m%m opening number of Gentlemen Prefer Blondes
, in order to analyze the precision of Mari
 W—— ; precision of Marilyn Monroe's
as a tribute to the perfection of h
m da . er performance.
M“MMM:Mo: Mo the artificial, stylized persona, evocative OT&W beautiful ‘
aton, her gestures are orchestrated aro
: und moments of i
particular fragment, played to ¢ Sl
: amera, she pulls up the st f i
a performance of an almost sluttish di L iy
tish disorder of dress that i
odds with the mechani isi e i
cal precision of this and each ges
et vt e . each gesture. Even though
5 s -consciously produced, it has, f i
of Barthes’ punctum, and I f ) S P
; ound myself returning o d i
lo these few seconds of fil i e Bt
m. In the re-edit, I re d
e . . , | repeated the fragment three
_“, MMMMEMN:M@ :Mmmbammm at the moments when Marilyn paused between
ents. In addition to her own precise
! : and controlled perfor
dance itself demands a contr el B
ol of the body that pushes its
lo the limits also alternati i e ——r—hy
ng between stillness and mov
pesture unfolds until it finds a poi o
point of pose and then unfolds j
delayed cinema finds su e
ch moments through iti
o gh repetition and return. T}
econd sequence ends as Maril i
yn moved forward into cl i
lead back and assumi cowpen. e
ng the pose and expression of i
the essential Maril
pin-up photograph. This paused ima R
; : ge seems to be almost exactly the
-, ; Tt gy sam
_. ___z >%m< Warhol ‘Marilyns’ that he made after her death, in _.:M silk ‘
" e Y ' )
= :.__:“.. omage to the death mask. The imaginary superimposition of the
arhol image onto the trace of the livin i
: g Marilyn has a sense of def
ing, as though her death was al  thi e
i ready prefigured in this
. . : pose. An acut
_”_:—wmﬂmmm of her &m: , before her death, condenses with the image mmm
- :,fm..m . mmn_ .z._w poignant presence of the index as the ‘this was then’
- _,, mm_.m.:_m:n mwmnﬂmﬂn driven by a desire to stop, to hold and to wm@.mm:
" _._ | ¢ _::F images especially as perfected in highly stylized cinema, can
e ._: y, unexpectedly, encounter the index. The time of the Q::mumﬂ its
4 d t :
imbalmed time, comes to the surface, shifting from the narrative ‘now’ to

viedibihty declines, as disbelief i
4 ly pu:_:: s, as disbelief is no longer suspended, ‘reality’ takes o
¢ ncene affecti » iconic pr : g
e alfecting the iconic presence of the movie star. Due to the star's




rafted onto a fictional

of the fiction, the image
en these two registers but also to include

tudio and any other information that might
ut of this kind of fusion and confusion,
on and become attached to the star’s
most achieved performance,
getic presence intrudes from
ted vulnerability to a star’s

e can only be tangentially g

iconic status, he or sh
index displaces the time

persona. If the time of the
of the star shifts not only betwe
iconography constructed by the s
g about his or her life. O
dal derive their fascinati
graphy. Behind even the
xpected flash, this extra-die
creen giving an unexpec

be circulatin
gossip and scan
extra-diegetic icono
somelimes in an une
outside the scene and off s
on-screen performance.

This kind of additional knowledge, combined with the passing of time,

brings the ‘shudder at the catastrophe that has already occurred’ that Barthes
ation to Lewis Payne, the young man mroﬁoma@rma just before
ad at the same time: This will be and this has been; 1 observe

ior future of which death is the stake.”"! Watching James

al Mineo, the three teenagers Exnwn_swro:g
g the deaths of all

gers another one. Knowin;
t have already taken place, arouses the

es as an instance of the uncanny. Overlaid
ived from the photographic medium

r system is this other uncanniness,
n order and force outside that

kind of reverie, moving as it does away from the
biography, anecdote and gossip, ultimately gives
ry. The star’s image on the screen is
performance, in gesture and action.

en due to the fiction alone and the
ges back into the temporality of
ists with that of movemenl,
ra's registration of the image coexists with the time
nography of star is indelibly stamped onto hin
 and as index. These different kinds of

aces with each other.

mentions in rel
his execution. ‘I re
with horror an anter
Dean, Natalie Wood and S
Cause, that shudder then trig
three, that were to come and tha
irrational sense of fate that Freud cit
across the indexical uncaniy that is der

tself, in the Hollywood (or indeed, any) sta

a sense of an over-determined life, subject to &

of the ordinary. But this
image, to the semi-reality of
way to the diegetic space of the sto
y woven into narrative by
ort, the star is on the scre
mance and performer mer
me of the still frame coex

inextricabl
In the last res
iconicity of perfor
the story. Just as the ti
and the time of the came
of fiction, so the symbolic ico
or her presence as a ‘character

on oscillate and change pl
ps for this reason that scenes in which the star is pranslated

y of his or her extra-diegetic presence into the diegenis
Hitchcock quite often used these moments for
ance, in her first appearance in Rear Window,
4 and, turning on the electric lights one by o
as she introduces herself ironically to Ju
fictional identity for the audience, S

significati
It is perha
from the iconicit
_ﬁ::n:f r importance.
dramatic effect. For inst
Kelly poses for the camer
creales _:,—. own ::..f.-....:}.
Slewart, while establishing h

in Vertigo, Kim Novak pauses for a mom i
o . ent, in profile, for James St
i ccwmmm_wv Mﬁ WM__‘. MM& :Mmmsﬁm both of them into the noaw&m?m sw“w% oﬁM
e mmnm. i _umvm nrm most remarkable example is Marnie, when Tippi
e zmimnEmE from the camera until the moment when mwmﬁ
e N 9.:.»5u wet, hair and looks directly at the audience
s u_w.n s omm are like re-baptisms when a star’s name and :sm. e
g mvw “ M“m:wmmv_m to ﬂr.m audience, are replaced by another :m:‘_mm .
i vor\:mam ction. >.r5m of shifting process takes place. Roman
e o Dt o_mﬂ .5.,: mr_mmn,m. in language, combine a symbolic with
S so et e e, ot g
5 B , sents. If shifters in la
- %MMMMMM_“ m MMM.mWﬂwﬁﬂg__“Mm Wm m.Qmmz image of a star io&nwrmmmmh “
nd : ; : n.: her integration into the fiction
:nnoM Mmmw w%o%%w M«.H:_Mo:n dimension opens up. The .33%@4%“ -
baptism but the mqmwrwﬁrawﬁmMWWMMH.H__MMHMH_MQ@%: ol
partial and incomplete. The three forms %ﬂ M..o i ol o
! : . e sign accordi i
_“ ”_._.NM ov_“qun_mv%_ﬂ:wn“cgm no:aszm_g shifting in _.mmmmmﬁm_... cs“ﬂ%:wwwmm.. e
. mr_.m e mu_wn ”.Mﬁﬁmmmnﬁmmos merges with its symbolic iconograph
Py m.ﬂmw. e mS..:_uorn H.mmwﬂma of the fiction. However, as an ’
e m r is undifferentiated from his or her mciocnmmn 11
e gra part of the photographic medium, its a e
. ; pparatus and its ghostly
In his 1946 essay ‘The Intelligence of ine’
- . , . a Machine’, Jean Epstein poi
o MHM M:EMoﬁM MMMMMM_%M MSM MW:M and the mobile, Emwmmnozmw_ﬁ”ﬂm
: : in the face of nature, ‘a tr i
,:,...",_,”mn_uw hrm MMMHM:M: MM life from inanimate EEmm..WMWWMM"MMch
et o zwm Mo mm% ovwoﬂco:.m more completely and poignantly
b, %o nwvammmﬁm:on. The cinematic illusion fuses
i %. eing into one, so that the mutual exclusivity of
i SEM _mmﬁodﬁs:oc_m. pointed out by Epstein, is literally
o e Boéﬂmsmﬁ_“mﬁr mMm Mﬂﬂwmmwin trace of life. To translate the
mag uncanny natur
med out of one emotional and aesthetic wws&mh MMWMRWWMWW%WM

ny of me i
Z<__:_ ' M:u:_nmm human movement that belongs to the long line of
- _AH M_Bu_m. However interwoven these phenomena may be, th
s rer ol ¢ X
. :._._::_,.,:_ »_q that at the heart of the medium, these nm::_omnwmarmmm
as but are an actual, literal inscripti i i .
- , literal inscription of the figure's living

‘thermore, the cinema he
, the cinema has constantly, throughout its history




exploited its ghostly qualities, its ability to realize irrational fears and beliefs
in the most rational and material form, along similar lines to Freud’s
assertion that belief in the afterlife warded off fear of death. While Rossellini
in fourney to Italy, for instance, acknowledged the long history of the popular,
semi-Christian, semi-animistic, uncanny, he also demonstrated that the
cinema’s uncanny lay in its contradictory materialization of life and death, the
organic and the inorganic. For Rossellini, the more realistic the image, the
more closely it rendered the reality it recorded, the more exactly it could catch
hold of the human mind’s bewilderment in the face of these contradictions.
It is when the struggle to reconcile and repress these contradictions fails and
uncertainty overwhelms the spectator that the cinema’s punctum can be
realized. The contradiction is dramatized in the final sequence of Augusto
Genina's Prix de Beauté (1930). While Louise Brooks watches, enraptured, as
her image performs in the screen test that should make her a star, her jealous
husband slips unnoticed into the back of the room and shoots her. As she
dies, her filmed image continues singing on the screen, in a layered, ironic,
condensation of movement and stasis, life and death and the mechanicized
perfection of the screen image. Similarly, the cinema’s great icons still
perform and re-perform their perfect gestures after death.

Raymond Bellour, in *“...rait” signe d'utopie’, makes an analysis, or
psychoanalysis, of Barthes’ various comments on the cinema, through his
use of the conditional tense (in French marked by the suffix ‘rait’). In
relation to the concept of ‘The Third Meaning’, evolved from stills taken
from Ivan the Terrible, Bellour argues that Barthes is unable to find a place
for the cinema between reverie on its still images and writing about them.
And he goes on to point out that this utopian place, inaccessible to Barthes,
would ultimately be realised with the advent of new moving image techno-
logies and ‘the art of “new images”’, which deeply affected spectatorship.

For Bellour, one of the great pioneers of textual analysis, this interactive
transformation had always been a condition for the existence of film theory.
He draws attention to what one might call the ‘theoretical punctum’ in
Barthes' observations on the cinema. Towards the end of Camera Lucida
Barthes describes how he was suddenly and unexpectedly affected by a scene
in Fellini's Casanova. When he watched Casanova dance with a young
automaton he found himself overwhelmed by an intense emotion aroused
by details of her figure, clothes, her painted but all the same innocent face,
her stiff but accessible body. He found himself beginning to think about
photography because these feelings were also aroused by photographs that
he loved, Bellour observes: “The figure’s incomplete, jerky movements were
ady became one with the movement
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Possessive, Pensive and Possessed
Victor Burgin

The cinematic heterotopia

Early in the history of cinema, André Breton and Jacques Vaché spent
afternoons in Nantes visiting one movie house after another: dropping in at
random on whatever film happened to be playing, staying until they had had
enough of it, then leaving for the next aleatory extract. Later in the history of
cinema, Raoul Ruiz went to see films set in classical antiquity with the sole
desire of surprising an aircraft in the ancient heavens, in the hope he might
catch ‘the eternal DCG6 crossing the sky during Ben Hur's final race,
Cleopatra’s naval battle or the banquets of Quo Vadis'' —and Roland Barthes
at the cinema found himself most fascinated by ‘the theater itself, the
darkness, the obscure mass of other bodies, the rays of light, the entrance,
the exit’.? Such viewing customs customise industrially produced pleasures.
Breaking into and breaking up the film, they upset the set patterns that plot
the established moral, political and aesthetic orders of the entertainment
form of the doxa.* During the more recent history of cinema, less self-
consciously resistant practices have emerged in the new demotic space that
has opened between the motion picture palace and consumer video
technologies. Few people outside the film industry have had the experience
of ‘freezing’ a frame of acetate film, or of running a film in reverse — much
less of cutting into the film to alter the sequence of images. The arrival of
the domestic video cassette recorder, and the distribution of industrially
produced films on videotape, put the material substrate of the narrative into
the hands of the audience. The order of narrative could now be routinely
countermanded. For example, control of the film by means of a VCR
introduced such symptomatic freedoms as the repetition of a favourite
sequence, or fixation upon an obsessional image.* The subsequent arrival

of digital video editing on ‘entry level’ personal computers exponentially
cxpanded the range of possibilities for dismantling and reconfiguring the
once inviolable objects offered by narrative cinema. Moreover, even the
most routine and non-resistant practice of ‘zapping’ through films shown
on television now offers the sedentary equivalent of Breton's and Vaché’s
ambulatory dérive. Their once avant-garde invention has, in Viktor
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Shklovsky’s expression, ‘completed its journey from poetry to prose’. The
decomposition of fiction films, once subversive, is now normal.

Films are today dismantled and dislocated even without intervention by
the spectator. The experience of a film was once localised in space and time,
in the finite unreeling of a narrative in a particular theatre on a particular
day. But with time a film became no longer simply something to be ‘visited’
in the way one might attend a live theatrical performance or visit a painting
in a museum. Today, as [ wrote in a previous book:

... @ ‘film’ may be encountered through posters, ‘blurbs’, and other

advertisements, such as trailers and television clips; it may be encountered

through newspaper reviews, reference work synopses and theoretical articles

(with their ‘film-strip’ assemblages of still images); through production

photographs, frame enlargements, memorabilia, and so on. Collecting such

metonymic fragments in memory, we may come to feel familiar with a film we
have not actually seen. Clearly this ‘film’ — a heterogeneous psychical object,
constructed from image scraps scattered in space and time — is a very different
object from that encountered in the context of ‘film studies’’

The ‘classic’ narrative film became the sole and unique object of film
studies only through the elision of the negative of the film, the space beyond
the frame — not the ‘off screen space’ eloquently theorised in the past, but
a space formed from all the many places of transition between cinema and
other images in and of everyday life. Michel Foucault uses the term
‘heterotopia’ to designate places where ‘several sites that are in themselves
incompatible’ are juxtaposed.® The term ‘heterotopia’ comes via anatomical
medicine from the Greek heteros and topos, ‘other’ and ‘place’. I am reminded
of the expression einer anderer Lokalitit by which Freud referred to the
unconscious. Although Foucault explicitly applies the concept of ‘heterotopia’
only to real external spaces, he nevertheless arrives at his discussion of
heterotopias via a reference to utopias — places with no physical substance
other than that of representations: material signifiers, psychical reality,

fantasy. What we may call the ‘cinematic heterotopia’ is constituted across
the variously virtual spaces in which we encounter displaced pieces of filmu;
the Internet, the media, and so on, but also the psychical space of a
spectating subject that Baudelaire first identified as ‘a kaleidoscope equipped

with consciousness’. i

Roland Barthes describes how one evening, ‘half asleep on a banquette (i
a bar’, he tried to enumerate all the languages in his field of hearing: ‘munle,
conversations, the noises of chairs, of glasses, an entire stereophony of wh

a marketplace in Tangiers ... 1s the exemplary site’. He continues:
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combine. Jean Laplanche speaks of memory and fantasy as a ‘time of the
human subject’ that the individual ‘secretes’ independently of historical time
— the cinematic heterotopia is also heterochronic, moreover its most atomic
elements are indeterminate with respect to motion. For example, here is
what I believe is my earliest memory of a film:

A dark night, someone is walking down a narrow stream. I see only feet

splashing through water, and broken reflections of light from somewhere

ahead, where something mysterious and dreadful waits.

The telling of the memory, of course, betrays it. Both in the sense of there
being something private about the memory that demands it remain untold
(secreted), and in the sense that to tell it is to misrepresent, to transform, to
diminish it. Inevitably, as in the telling of a dream, it places items from a
synchronous field into the diachrony of narrative. What remains most true
in my account is what is most abstract: the description of a sequence of such
brevity that I might almost be describing a still image. Although this
‘sequence-image’ is in itself sharply particular, it is in all other respects vague:
uniting ‘someone’, ‘somewhere’ and ‘something’, without specifying who,
where and what. There is nothing before, nothing after, and although the

action gestures out of frame, ‘somewhere ahead’, it is nevertheless self-
sufficient. I can recall nothing else of this film — no other sequence, no plot,
no names of characters or actors, and no title. How can 1 be sure the memory
is from a film? I just know that it is. Besides, the image is in black and white.
The memory [ have just described is of a different kind from my memory
of the figure of Death ‘seen’ by the small boy in Ingmar Bergman's film
Fanny and Alexander, or — from the same film — my memory image of the
boy’s grandmother seated in a chair by a window. These examples were what
first came to mind when I ‘looked” in memory for a film [ saw recently. They
are transient and provisional images, no doubt unconsciously selected for
their association with thoughts already in motion (childhood, the mother,
death), but no more or less suitable for this purpose than other memories
I might have recovered, and destined to be forgotten once used. The ‘night
and stream’ memory is of a different kind. It belongs to a small permanent
personal archive of images from films I believe I saw in early childhood, and
which are distinguished by having a particular affect associated with them —
in this present example, a kind of apprehension associated with the sense
of ‘something mysterious and dreadful’ — and by the fact that they appear
unconnected to other memories. If I search further in my memories of

childhood I can bring to mind other types of images from films. What 1
believe 1o be the earliest of these are mainly generically interchangeable
pictures of wartime Britain. They form a library of stereotypes which

Tepresent what must have impressed me as a child
'mportant fact about the world around me (
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them. As I recollect these associations in order to describe them it seems
that they turn around the expression on the woman's face: ‘something like
anxiety’, but what is ‘like” anxiety. It seems that the persistence of the images
is due to this enigma.
A train journey interrupted by a train of associations: a concatenation
of images raises itself, as if in bas relief, above the instantly fading, then
forgotten, desultory thoughts and impressions passing through my mind
as the train passes through the countryside. The ‘concatenation’ does not
take a linear form. It is more like a rapidly arpeggiated musical chord,
the individual notes of which, although sounded successively, vibrate
simultaneously. This is what led me to refer to my earliest memory of a
film as a ‘sequence-image’ rather than an ‘image sequence’. The elements
that constitute the sequence-image, mainly perceptions and recollections,
emerge successively but not teleologically. The order in which they appear
is insignificant (as in a rebus) and they present a configuration — ‘lexical,
sporadic’ — that is more ‘object’ than narrative. What distinguishes the
elements of such a configuration from their evanescent neighbours is that
they seem somehow more ‘prilliant’? In a psychoanalytic perspective this
suggests that they have been attracted into the orbit of unconscious
signifiers, and that it is from the displaced affect associated with the latter
that the former derive their intensity. Nevertheless, for all that unconscious
fantasy may have a role in its production, the sequence-image as such is
neither daydream nor delusion. Itisa fact — a transitory state of percepts ofa
‘present moment’ seized in their association with past affects and meanings.

Image, image sequence, sequence-image

The sequence-image is a very different object from that addressed by film
studies as the discipline aroused itself in the late 1960s and the 1970s,
revitalised by its love affair with linguistics. Half asleep, Roland Barthes
hears hybrid mutterings that form no sentence. Barthes’ account of his
reverie on the banquette appears in his book Le plaisir du texte, which was
published in 1973. Ten years earlier he had been asked by the journal Cahiers
du Cinéma whether linguistics had anything to offer the study of film. He
replied that it did only if we chose ‘a linguistics of the syntagm rather than

a linguistics of the sign’. In Barthes’ view, a linguistically informed analysis
of film could not be concerned with the filmic image as such, which he
considered to be pure analogy, but only with the combination of images into
narrative sequences. As he expressed it: ‘the distinction between film and
photography is not simply a matter of degree but a radical opposition’. Such
4 distinction between image and image sequence has its precursor in

-

Gotthold Ephraim Lessing's differentiation, in 1766, between ‘arts of space’
and ‘arts of time’. Lessing’s dichotomy underwrites the categorical separation
0».1 the still and the moving image on the basis of a supposed mwm&c»mv
difference between simultaneity and succession. Film studies and photo-
mmﬁ_d.w .mE&mm have developed separately largely on the basis of this assumed
w_u_uOm:.Hos — even while, across the same period of time, there has been
increasing technological convergence between the supposedly distinct
vrm.:oam:m of still and moving images. It accords with common sense to
assign the still image to photography theory and the moving image to film
theory. But to equate movement with film and stasis with photography is to
mo:mc.mm the representation with its material support. A film may depict an
immobile object even while the film strip itself is moving at 24 frames per
second; a photograph may depict a moving object even though the photograph
does not move." Writing in 1971 the photographer and filmmaker Io__w ’
_unm:.i.z.v: envisaged an ‘infinite film’ that would consist of a spectrum of
possibilities extending from the stasis of an image resulting from a succession
of completely identical frames, to the chaos of an image produced by a
succession of totally different frames.!" Cinema, ‘the movies’ mdwmvwm onl
part of this spectrum: that portion where movement — mmBm.S frame <
shot to shot, scene to scene — is intelligible, sentence-like. An interest ,m:
movement for its own sake may be found in early twentieth century avant-
garde film and photography, and in painting under the impact of film and
photography. The interest is comparatively short-lived. It is not movement
as such that fascinates most people but purposive movement, movement
with causes and consequences. What audiences find most Eﬁ.m_.mmzz about
nrm.amnﬁma on the screen is not their movements (albeit these may E.m<m
their own, primarily erotic, interest) but their acts. Activity however is not
necessarily bound to movement. Peter Wollen illustrates this point with
reference to a book of photographs by André Kertész entitled On Reading."
Wollen observes that although all the people in the photographs are ¢
motionless they are nevertheless doing something — they are all readin
Thus, he writes: “We can see that activity is not at all the same thing o
as movement.'

. The disjunction of activity and movement was recognised early in the
history of painting. Between the sixteenth and eighteenth centuries, a bod
of aoﬂi:.m was assembled in response to the problem of how best ﬁ,o nmwmwﬂ a
narrative in a painting. With only a single image at his or her disposal, it was
wmamma that the painter would do best to isolate the peripeteia — that .5.,,.53_ .
in the story when all hangs in the balance. It went without question __.:_ the
viewer already knew the story. The space in and between images is ﬁ.:.w_rz.»_
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with the always already known of stories. As Barthes writes, narrative is
everywhere ‘simply there, like life itself.”'* But our ready capacity to insert
image fragments into the narratives to which they may be called is not due to
the mere fact that stories are everywhere. It is due to the fact that narratives,
like the languages in which they are composed, are articulated. In his book
Morphology of the Folktale, first published in 1928, Vladimir Propp reduces
the multiplicity of fairy tales he analyses to a finite number of basic ‘functions’
which in combination make up the variously individual stories. In an essay
of 1969 Barthes argues that these functions may in turn be decomposed
into smaller units: for example, ‘it is because I can spontaneously subsume
various actions such as leaving, travelling, arriving ... under the general name
Journey, that the sequence assumes consistency.”” In his book of 1970, S/Z,
Barthes coins the expression ‘proairetic sequence’ for such series, taking the
term proairesis from Aristotle who uses it to name ‘the human faculty of
deliberating in advance the result of an action, of choosing... between the two
terms of an alternative the one which will be realized.”* The ‘peripateian
moment’ of academic history painting might consequently be considered

a ‘freeze frame’ from a proairetic sequence, an image from an implied
narrative series. But the temporality of arrest in history painting is rarely

so straightforward. For example, Norman Bryson observes that Poussin’s
painting Israelites Gathering Manna in the Desert juxtaposes within the same
image ‘scenes of misery from the time before the manna was found, with
scenes ... from the time after its discovery'."” History painting routinely
exhibits this characteristic attribute of the sequence-image: the folding of
the diachronic into the synchronic.

Barthes’ idea of proairetic codes allows us in principle to trace the lines
of latent narratives underlying manifest fragments — much as an archeologist
might envisage the form of an ancient dwelling, and a whole way of life
associated with it, from the indications of some pottery shards. But what
would it mean to see the fragmentary environment not (or not only) in
terms of an ‘already read’” determinate content, but in such a way that the
fragmentary nature of the experience is retained? In recollecting his reverie
on the banquette Barthes speaks of the ‘spacing’ of the elements that
penetrate from outside. The word he uses, échelonnement, may refer to either
a spatial or a temporal context, what is essential is the idea of discontinuity,
of absences, of gaps. The tendency of narrative is to bridge gaps, to turn
discontinuities into a continuum — much as ‘secondary revision’, in Freud's
account of the dream-work, makes a drama out of a picture-puzzle. In his

intransigent line between ‘image’
lity to linguistic analysis,

reply to Cahiers du Cinéma Barthes drew g

and ‘image sequence’ on the

mmzz.mm. m?ama Christian Metz most exhaustively demonstrated the extent
to E_:.nr linguistic models may be applied in the theoretical description of
H.E_.E.:sm films, and 1 believe that Barthes was simply wrong in asserting that
linguistically derived modes of analysis cannot be applied to photogra rmm
m.:ﬁ Barthes on the banquette remarked a field of experience in Erﬂ.rﬂ .
different kind of object may be discerned: ‘lexical’ but ‘sporadic” and trul
.oSm.Em linguistics’. As this object — the sequence-image — is neither E\_mmw
nor image sequence, it belongs neither to film nor photography theory as
currently defined. Indeed it may be doubted whether it can ever be fully a
nrwcﬁn:ni object, so long as theory remains an affair of language. The mmi
Wittgenstein famously concluded, on the last page of the Tractatus: “What H<m
cannot speak about we must pass over in silence.’® To which his nmzmm ue
and translator Frank Ramsey added: ‘What we can't say we can't sa mzw we
can’t whistle it either.’ The belief that much of what cannot be mmEvN:m
nevertheless be whistled is foundational not only to music but to the swcm_
ﬂ”ﬁwﬂ Hﬁn“ﬂwwmﬂ n%_m Philosophy of Psychology, at the edge of the ineffable,

It is as if one saw a screen with scattered colour-patches, and said: the wa

they are here, they are unintelligible; they only make sense when one SSM&&

them into a shape. — Whereas I want to say: Here is the whole. (If you

complete it, you falsify it.)"

The same old story

How can that ‘of which we cannot speak’ speak to theories of ideology? In
_:m.EE studies reformation of the late 1960s and early 1970s film Sm.m seen
as, in the words of Jean-Louis Comolli and Jean Narboni, ‘the product of the
ideology of the economic system that produces and sells it’.* Much of what
came after — first in film studies, then in photography studies — responded
in one way or another to this initial proposition. In the intervening years
the politics that framed the premise collapsed. In more recent years, a Hm_.
engagement with film in terms of this premise and the questions %.ii:
_:.:3 it has emerged in the work of the French philosopher Bernard Stie wma
Stiegler reformulates the premise in the following terms: -
O:.x epoch is characterised by a takeover [prise de contréle] of the symbolic
by industrial technology, in which the aesthetic is at one and the same time
the weapon and the theatre of economic war. From this there results a mise
where conditioning is substituted for experience.?! o
Stiegler notes that since the second half of the twentieth century there
has been an exponential growth of industries — film, television, advertising
and popular music — that produce synchronised collective states of R




consciousness through the agency of the temporal object. The ‘temporal
object’, a concept Stiegler takes from Husserl, is one that elapses in
synchrony with the consciousness that apprehends it. Husserl gives the
example of a melody. For Stiegler, cinema is the paradigm of the industrial
production of temporal objects, and of the consciousnesses that ensue.
What most concerns Stiegler is the question of the production of a ‘we’
(nous) as a necessary sense of communality in relation to which an T (je)
may be produced and sustained. He argues that the communality produced
by the global audio-visual industries to which cinema belongs results not in
a‘we’ (nous) — a collectivity of individual singularities — butin a ‘one’ (on),
a homogeneous and impersonal mass who come to share an increasingly
uniform common memory. For example, the person who watches the same
television news channel every day at the same time comes to share the same
‘event past’ (passé événementiel) as all the other individuals who keep the same
appointment with the same channel. In time, Stiegler argues: Your past,
support of your singularity ... becomes the same past consciousness (passé
de conscience) as the one (on) who watches.’ # Those who watch the same
television programmes at the same time become, in effect, the same person
(la méme personne) = which is to say, according to Stiegler, no one (personne).”
Much the same point is made by Colin McCabe in defining ‘normal
television’: ‘normal television is part of that regime of the image which
erases our specific being to place us as part of a normal audience.”
Stiegler devotes a long chapter of his latest book to Alain Resnais’ film
On Connait la Chanson (1997), which he sees as the mise-en-scéne of ‘the
unhappiness in being [mal-étre] of our epoch’.?* His discussion turns on the
fragment. The actors in this film lip-synch to popular songs much as actors do
in the films of Dennis Potter, to whom Resnais pays hommage in his opening
titles. The characters in Resnais’ film however produce only fragments of
songs. Resnais has commented: ‘I'd say it's a realistic film, because that's the
way it happens in our heads.’ One of the film’s two screenwriters, Agnés
Jaoui, has said, ‘...we used [the fragments] like proverbs. “Every cloud has a
silver lining”, “Don’t worry, be happy”, readymade ideas, commonplaces that
summarise a feeling and, at the same time, impoverish it ** Asked how the
songs had been chosen, the film's other screenwriter, Jean-Pierre Bacri,
replied: ‘We looked for very familiar songs with words that everyone can
identify with, les vraies rengaines.’ The sense of the French word rengaine is
conveyed in the English version of the title of Resnais’ film: ‘Same Old Song'.
A rengaine is something hackneyed, threadbear, amiliar and inevitable — as
when one says, C'est toujours la méme rengaine — ‘1Us always the same old
. word in describing the advent of the

story”. Bernard Stiegler uses this s

Hmno&wm song as ‘the most important musical event of the 20" century’
He writes: “The major musical fact of the 20™ century is that masses MM..
mc,nEm:_v\ start listening to music — ceaslessly, often the same old songs mNma.m
mémes R:maﬁ.:mmr standardised, ... produced and reproduced in mBEmeM ;
quantities, ... and which will often be interlaced for many hours a day with
global nnsmﬁozm:mmmmw, producing a daily total of many milliards of Woc_q
of consciousness thus “musicalised”.’” The rengaines sung by the act i
Same Old m.osm. songs their French audience are sure to know, nod.E.MM N
moEEo:mrQ that ultimately devolves upon no subject other z.\_wb M?w subj
in-law that is the corporation that produced it. For Stiegler, this is a . _mnw
the <ma_< unhappiness that the characters express in song: . e
‘It is the already there of our unhappiness in being (le déja-1a de notr
mal-étre) that certain of these songs express so well, which are therefore ‘
M .t.ﬁmm Mc:mm that we receive so passively), in certain respects, at the same
owwwwwmwmwﬂmmmﬁwM.*._Mxmxvnmmmuoz‘ and the possibility, if not of cure, at least
Agneés Jaoui defines quite precisely what she means when she refers to
asong as a rengaine: ‘Une rengaine, it's something universal that touches th
collective unconscious and the culture of a generation, of a country, and at ’
ﬁ.rm same time, for each one of us, it can evoke a Eo:._,ma an mﬁwv” in .
life.” By ‘collective unconscious’ | assume that Jaoui Emms.m that which ME.
prefer to call the ‘popular preconscious’: ‘those ... contents which <an
Hmm.mo:m_u; suppose can be called to mind by the majority of E&Sm:mﬂﬂmx
a given society at a particular moment of its history: that which is :noBQ_H:
knowledge”.’” Jaoui recognises the individual dimension of common .
knowledge — the rengaine both touches the collective and at the same time
may evoke a personal experience. In another interview, Jaoui says that
consensus about the choice of songs to be used in the WHB had ﬂmmb a.mmw ul
to wn.?mﬁw because what a particular song meant to one member of E_ “
writing team was not what it meant to another. The perception that Em
words of a song may have both public and private meanings is comm ; 1
but sm,\‘mnrm_mmm absent from Stiegler’s description of the ideological e
determinations of ‘cinema’ (the audio-visual in general). Althou, mr he mak
.E.m: use of psychoanalytic terms in his essay on Resnais’ mrﬂms .
_:,:er the term preconscious nor unconscious, speaking onl mw o
.::.mQOCm_\_mmm~ and ‘consciousnesses’ (a sort of ‘collective hozwnmo:mz |
believe Stiegler is both right and wrong in presenting cinema as a t uﬁ.&. i
_::__ .voﬁmzsm:w totalitarian machine for the production of mvﬁﬁ‘:‘oao a_mEn_m
::__:_.__:Ano:mnmocm:mmmmm. It is no contradiction to say this if we &ﬁmw qmﬂ
the political from the ideological. Stiegler is right in emphasising :.:.. .,MM__”.H
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to which industrially produced commodities have occupied not only real space
but psychical space. At least one aspect of this — the issue of copyright — is
clearly political. As Colin MacCabe has written: ‘in a world in which we are
entertained from cradle to grave whether we like it or not, the ability to
rework image and dialogue, light and sound, may be the key to both psychic
and political health.”*" The same technology that has constructed the audio-
visual machine has put the means of reconfiguring its products into the
hands of the audience. But when ‘two thirds of global copyrights are in the
hands of six corporations’*' the technological capacity to rework one’s
memories into the material symbolic form of individual testament and
testimony is severely constrained. We rarely own the memories we are sold.
Stiegler is wrong, however, to ignore the fact that whatever the audio-visual
machine produces is destined to be broken up by associative processes that
are only minimally conscious.” Consciousnesses may be synchronised in a
shared moment of viewing, but the film we saw is never the film I remember.
Resnais’ musical fiction film is set in present day Paris, apart from a
brief opening scene, which takes place in 1944 towards the end of the
German occupation of the city, and which represents an historical event.
General von Scholtitz receives by telephone a direct order from Hitler to
destroy Paris. He sets down the receiver, and with a look of shocked gravity
on his portly face ventriloquizes in perfect lip-synch the voice of Josephine
Baker singing ‘J’ai deux amours’. The effect is simultaneously comic and
uncanny, clearly played for laughs and yet utterly chilling. Throughout the
light comedy that ensues the singing voices that issue from the mouths of
Resnais’ characters are indifferent to the gender, race and age of their host
bodies — in unequivocal demonstration that we are witnessing the possession
of a subject by its object, here in the commodity form of the popular song.
I began by talking about the various ways in which a film may be broken
up, and its fragments dispersed thoughout the environment in which we
conduct out daily lives. Where subjective agency is involved in this, the
subject corresponds to what Laura Mulvey has called the possessive spectator.**
I then went on to describe some of the ways in which memory and fantasy
may weave these fragments into more or less involuntary, insistent and
enigmatic reveries. The subject position here may be assimilated to what
Mulvey, after Raymond Bellour, has called the pensive spectator.’* Bernard
Stiegler’s essay about Alain Resnais’ film tells me that the fragment that
haunts me may come to usurp the place of my former singularity. To the
‘possessive spectator’ and the ‘pensive spectator’ we must now add the
category of the possessed spectator.
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