Chapter one

Post Future Past Perfect -

Grahame Weinbren

In a bistovic passage Mallarmé describes the tervor, the sense of
sterility, that the poet expeviences when he sits down to bis desk,
confronts the sheet of paper before bim on whicl his poem is supposed
to be composed, and no words come to him. But we might ask, Wiy
conld not Mallarmé, after an interval of time, have simply got up
firom his desk and produced the blank sheet of paper as the poem
that be sat down to write? Indeed, in support of this, could one
imagine anything that was maore expressive of, ov wonld be beld to
exchibit mare precisely, the poet’s feelings of inner devastation than
the mrginal paper?

Richard Wollheim!

Eh: contemporary equivalent of Mallarmé’s blank sheet is the
infinite plain of a blank word processor window, so effortlessly
populated with trivia or outright nonsense that one might easily

find typing the first character a formidable obstacle. My issue with

creativity is the opposite of this, however. I am cursed with a kind
of coagulation or infrangibility. An idea comes to me clear and |
sharp. However it appears as a single unit, like a mass of hair, straw ;

and scraps of fabric, stuck together with mud, gum and all kinds of f

gook. The main characteristics of this ball of matter are its density

and its indivisibility. It is so heavy, so densely packed that one can’t _

identify a single piece of marerial as central or binding, At the same ;

time the ideas that form this fecal mass are tghtly interwoven, so

much so that it appears, to me at least, to comprise one single idea,

which ought to be speakable in a single sentence. But it never is.

Even though the individual elements when finally broken apart are

as often salacious, scatological or feculent as logical, aesthetic, or

theoretical, each one is necessary. There is no excess, nothing

superfluous or extra, and perhaps the metaphor is not quite accurate

for this very reason. To omit one sticky shred would result in

incoherence, a failure to lay out a clear line of meaning after the

processes of decompaosition and reassembly are completed, To trn

this superhairball from thought to wnting invelves unraveling the 3
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fibers, piece by piece, and laying them out one behind the next.
Often one bit emerges still entangled with others, and what looks
like an individual idea or a unitary stream is really itself a complex
of thoughts and ideas that themselves cannot be easily individuated.
Another problem is that what seems to be 1 unique element repears
itself again and again like 2 DNA sequence, but each ome in a

different context within the mass and therefore with a different
meaning.

A picture not unlike my problem with writing is drawn by Freud
in his descriptions of the struggle for an analysis of a dream -
especially in his case history of the Wolf Man, where the dreamer’s
most emotionally charged memories, his deepest fears, and his
darkest obsessional images are displaced and condensed into the
opaque and highly symbolic image of whire furry-railed wolves,
sitting on the branches of a walnut tree, staring, staring ar the
terrified dreamer. Freud admits that there is no logical or correct
sequence for the dream components to a ppear during the processes
of psychoanalysis, and thar the written sequence of the case history
can hardly capture the non-linear, repetitive, emotion-charged
process of discovery/invention thar the patient has gone through_
Now whether this is myth or scicnafic fact, whether the process of
psychoanalysis has any validity as rreatment of mental disease, or
as depiction of the human mind. is irrelevant. The point is that
Freud’s description of untangling a highly compressed nmage into
s logical or emotional st rands describes, as closely as anything else
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['ve seen, my difficulties with writing. My t}riginall_chuqccm always
seems lucid to me. However, it is a single entity, 13.};;:15 It apart,
disentangling it into its elements and laying them out in a sequence
that makes sense, i.e. putting it into words, is the whole process,
the whole problem of writing.

With this epistemology as my basic psychological condition, UI.1.*:
might wonder why I choose the cinema as my medium of exXpres-
sion. Sculpture or installation may seem to correspond more closely
to the inner architecture 1 have described. However, though the
initial image or idea can be best imagined as a spatial form, it is
incoherent and incommunicable in this state, The mass must h.c
deconstructed to be comprehended. T am i|1r¢_r4:el:r.t'd In communi-
cating my ideas, not just expressing them. So it is n;u:ulmi that the
elements be disengaged from one another and recoded into a form
that is characterized by duration. This is the process by which I
make my works, and Pve tried, in different ways, to caprure rilm
process in my films and cinemaric installations over the last 30
yvears, looking always for cinema strucrures :fm‘]_l'r;-rnl'lt; ﬂ."r‘ para-
doxically, can be multi-streamed while unfolding in time. The
linearity of the filmstrip doesn’t easily adapt 1o these concepts, o
I've repeatedly looked for ways both to undermine and to expand
it without rejecring it.

The hair/mud-ball 1 have in mind for this essay can be partially

decomposed into the story of the power of a particular book. I1h1.
1 « H .y Foow . AT

ook is clegant, carefully written, and precise, by a man wh
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obviously cared sincerely for his subject. It does not claim to be the
last word, and in the preface it announces its shortcomings. Pub-
lished 30 years ago, the book’s influence sill hangs over the field
of avant-garde, experimental, independent, personal, call-it-what-
you-will cinema (each adjective implies a coneested acstheric posi-
tion). It changed the notion of independent filmmaking, erecting
fences between filmmakers who belong in the same yard, and
herding together some who ought to be kept fields apart. Iris a
coherent book. But its very coherency is its wrong-headedness. Tt
ignores, in its analyses though not in irs descriptions, the most
important thing about cinema - duration — and 25 5 consequence
the book’s underlying presuppositions and explicit conclusions
about the nature of art and art-making belong more to the 19th
century than the 20th. Because of these fundamental misunder-
standings, combined with its subsrantial influence, it has left a
swathe of destruction in its wake, The shortcomings of this book
and its consequences deserve a full-length study. However, this is
not the context for it, and 1 am probably not the person to do it.

1974 was a wrning point, not only for me personally as a film-
maker, but for avant-garde cinema in the United States. T had lived
in the USA for a vear or two and had made a couple of films that
fell somewhere berween documentary, poetry, music, and conce p-
tual art. In 1974 the borders scparating documentary and experi-
mental film were open. There were extreme cases of ‘cinema verité’
on one side (for example Salesman (1967), by David and Albert
Maysles and Charlotte Zwerin and Don’t Look Bachk (1967) by D.
A. Pennebaker), and the semi-abstract, dance-like films of Marie
Menken, Scott Bartlett, Stan Va nderbeek, and Pat O'Neill on the
other, but most independently made works fell somewhere be-
tween the exploration of the cinemaric image in and of itself, an
cxpression of the idiosyncratic nature of individual viston, and an
investigation of some aspect of reality. Fiction film, on the other
hand, was another nation. Still the most popular form of cinema,
narrative film was the mesmerizing monster that we all had 1o
contend with. And almost all experimental filmmakers acknow-
ledged in their work the magnetism of narrative ransposed to film,
Indeed the most notorious “structural’ film, Michael Snow’s Ware.
length (1967), has Hollywood's primal scene at its focal point: i.e,
a mysterious unexplained death, the dead man played by filmmaker

Hollis Frampton, his body discovered by actress and writer Amy
Taubin.

1974 was the publication year of the first edition of Pl
Sitney’s Vistonary Film.2 It is a study of abou thirty filmmakers,
with precise descriptions of many of their films, The bosk s ceid
carefully by filmmakers, programmeys, and, most significanely, in
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the backwaters of the academic world of the liberal arts. At that
time these swamps were populated by maostly young, ‘hip’, profes-
sors i the Englsh Departments of 1..11'511r:|g1|15i1.-|:d MAJOT Uversi-
tics. Sitney’s book was respecrable in a way that the films and
filmmakers were not, and therefore filled the gap between the
increasing isolation of the university from the culture at I.:"E: .ﬂ":'!
the recent (but getting more distant) memory ul: lh::_unwcrm}r::

wer and influence, its threat in the late 19605, With Sitney’s book
as a guide to the films, college classes could stay in touch with
underground culture without the danger of interference by racial
or economic — i.c. class - difference.

Visionary Film is reactionary. Backed up by a monalithic pre-Fou-
cault view of history as causal and linear, 'l!LE theoretical approach is
based on the literary analytc rechniques of Paul de Man and Harold
Bloom. Because of these very qualities, it was well understood by
the young English professors, They were trained in n?admg and
analyzing poetry, and de Man and Hl-:ms'nl were the intellectual
heroes of their party, Sitney’s techniques of literary analysis domes-
ticated the raucous films that were its subject, making them appro-
priate study materials of middle-class higher education, even if (or
especially because) there were occasional gl:mpm:&lnf' pubic hair,
Pased on its credentials, combined with its readability and teacha-
bility, the book had wide general appeal to the academic jwur]d.
Fﬁi&mr}- Filme became the defining voice of the avant-garde cinema,
canonizing certain filmmakers, validating certain tendencies, and
ar the same time, needless to say, excluding other filmmakers and
irvalidating other approaches.

Sitney’s descriptions of films are, as I mentioned earlier, articulare,
thd:-mugh, and sensitive. His analyses, however, are more problem-
atic, They eschew the time-based aspects of tlfn: E'ulmlﬁ in ﬁ.m.r of
poetics and (in the case of Brakhage) comparison with painting,
The painting references are largely to Abstract Expressicnism. But
the book was written in the early 1970s. Abstract Expressionism is
4 movemnent associated with the 1950s, hardly an issue of import
to practitioners in the 1960s or 70s. The current art wf:rld_ wWas
dominated by Minimalism, Conceptualism, and L'Jl'lc sn]ll-vllgc:nr-
ously-kicking Pop, with parallels in the world of music of minimal-
ism, free jazz, and indeterminacy. There is no question that such
filmmakers as Paul Sharits, Hollis l7r:u:n|1m:|1 and Michael Snow
were at least aware of, and, more likely, embedded in these very
movements. However, in his analysis of their films, Prqﬂ:g:sm'
Sitney either ignored, or was ignorant of, the concepts and practices
thar animated the arts of that time. Perhaps an even more troubling
problem with Sitney’s position was that he had a tendency to view
works as monolithic, driven by a single idea or motive. For Sitnev.



Chopler one

i

ot

: o 5 :

EE:E:—E?J?—:; single idea constituted understanding the film, So
* Most reprehensibly, ‘insists on its shape. This i«

vague as defining narrative film as ‘rell; The labet

_ ; as ‘telling a story’. The label
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whole ball of wax, Not only were we younger genera tiany of
filmmakers shut out, but we remained shut out, as a lost generation
of filmmakers whose wark was ignored or reviled.

It is difficult to find in Vistemary Film any reference to the elemen-
tary notion that the understanding of cinema depends on the face
that the film image undergoes constant transformation. This 15 a
more serionus shortcoming than the book’s narrowness of vision. To
experience cinema is to rely on memory and re-evaluation of what
one has seen, on :Lnﬁtlp.'ttiun of what is to come, on milestones and
signposts, on repetition and variation. Furthermore, films that
attempt to do what is, o my mind, most appropriate to the cinema,
that 15 pe rform multiple functions simultaneously, were either
considered unworthy of consideration, or their multi-facetedness
was ignored. Sitney’s underlying critical philosophy was: one con-
cept per film. It is this sense of unity that allowed his definition to
become a tormula, and differentiated those films that are thought
of as the core avant-garde film canon from those thar followed, One
must kecp in mind, however, that the most interesting films, not
only of the 1960z and 70s, but throughout the hundred vear history
of cinema, have been those that keep many balls, many kinds of

ball, in the air ar once.

Of course Sitney was not the only critic active during this period,

but his influence can be clearly felt in the work of others. My

cxamples are Fred Camper and Paul Arthur, both highly respected,

astute, and prolific observers of avant-garde film for over 25 years.

In essays published in 1986, each expressed his own disappoint-

ments with the direction avant-garde hlm had raken since 1972,

though Arthur is much more positive than Camper. 1 joined the
three-person editorial board of the Millennism Film Jowrnal for the
‘20th Anniversary Special Editon® published late in 1986, for
which Camper, Arthur, and Amy Taubin had been invited to
contribute reviews of the current independent film scene.® Taubin
wrote a short piece insisting that video was, though underrated, an
essential component of the independent cinema. Arthur's article
The Last of the Last Machine? Avant-Garde Film Since 1986
compared structural film and the *new narrative’ that had emerged
in the later 70s and carl}r 8]0s, and Camper’s article “The End of
Avant-Garde Film® was an expression of regret at what he saw as
the demise of creative filmmaking. Both Arthur and Camper are in
gencral agreement with Sitney — Camper's A-list of filmmakers 15
comncident with Sitney's, and Arthur explicitly embraces the con-
cepe of Structural Film, refining and sharpening the definition but
applying ir to the same group of films onginally identified by
Sitney. He even goes so far as 1o explicitly describe these films as
‘the Structural Canon®.®
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always from quite different sources. There is a special pleasure for
the viewer in this ‘smooth texture’ (to quote Camper), especially
when one realizes that the film is rapidly traversing a universe of
places, materials, things, and people. One of the operations of the
film is a negotiation between continuity and discontinuity, which
is pointed out by — of all people — Marshall McLuhan, in an
unexpected voice-over commentary. McLuhan’s surprisingly mod-
est voice is heard several times, in a commentary that is apparently
abour the structure and subjects of Berliner’s film, e.g. how “the
clectric age’ collapses discontinuitics and compounds continuities.
Berliner exploits unintended ambiguities in McLuhan’s words,
playfully setting them against hiteral visual realizations of the meta-
phors he uses. Thus in the film the concepmal is weighed against
the sensual, the sudden pleasure of a sync moment offset by the
delicate transformation of, for example, the release of a satellite
from a space station match-cutting into a man'’s dive from the top
of a cliff into the blue ocean and then to the shimmer of a wurtle far
beneath the surface elegantly continuing the diver’s arc though the
air. Berliner is a gifted montagist, and the viewer delights in his
virtuosity, It is a wonder that material drawn from such a diversity It
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of soirces can present so smooth a rexture, The

mes are introduced
and developed (liquid, light. fire,

smaoke, steam, wind, space, circus,
fireworks...}, repeated with va riations, eliciting a musical response,
memaory and anticipation playing a gainst each other. The pleasures
offered by Berliner’s film are manifold, but they do not include the
self-conscious existential dilemmas that enchanted Camper in the

tortuous work of Markopoulos and Brakhage. There is no tor-

mented reading required, no decoding of densely builr up collage,
no grappling with the filmmaker’s sexual identity or reflection on
one’s own. These are, for Camper, the virtues of the

vant-garde
films of the 1960s. But for the filmmakers of the late 70s and 80s
these virtues have become the

vices of arrogance, mastery, and
self-indulgence. Berliner does not ask us to insert oursclves into the

psyche of the filmmaker, but rather to navigate through the me.

nculous, multiple pleasures of the cinematic, to share these pleas-
ures with him. Times had changed.

Paul Arthur argues that the Structural Film is
centered on a metaphoric reference to the materiality of cinematic

construction ‘in the hope of blunting if not tatally expu nging poctic
association from film’s semiotic array”.” Understanding a strucrural
film requires nor a ‘reading” of layerings and disjunctions in the
film’s images, as was the mode of nterpretation for earlier avant-
garde films, but a comprehension of the film as a whole,
Bazinian in its insistence on univecal {even seamless) enunciation® ®
This is an echo of Sitney’s notion of the film that “insists on s
shape.” In my experience, a film that requires a univocal view of its
entirety, and nothing else, is agony tosit through. In contrast, many
of the films that Arthur and Sitney refer to as central o the
Structural Film enterprise are re plete with small pleasures as they
unfold in time. In these films there js usually a governing materialist
metaphor, and it is this spinal structure that differentiates them
from the work of the following generation of filmmakers. How-
ever, to ignore their cinematic derail is to render an interpretive
disservice to the films. To amplify this point, 1 would like to

reconsider the film that is perhaps the paradigm of Strucrural Film,
Zaorns Lemmag.,

reductivist, always

“clearly

Hollis Frampton’s Zewms Lemma (1970} is the last work discussed
in the 1974 edition of Visionary Film. It is a film that is centered on
the notion of ordering inherent to the Latin alphabet, and each of
the three parts uses words as irs organizing principle. The central
section consists of one second scenes of words, mostly images of
public signs in New York Caty, arranged in alphabetic order. The
alphabet is navigated many times through, and one by one images
replace the words. Over the forty-five minute course, all words are
eventually eliminated and a regulared montage of 24 frame shors
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i 2 1 get dominares the t'll.nl'|.: and
oy l:t?lg‘:;:}'ﬂtlj-:i:tt&rflf;i::lk.i:fs intelligence, hi!;_ah:l_ll:}itt;:
“"“"‘““ﬂi;hﬁ;mria|s. However, subsidiary o LT;':; T:J::I[r: ;Sr::m ; S
phors of orde and authority,th film offers mulple pieasres 4!
P o engage the viewer ag it pmg,nl . N
e haberized words reveal little phrases = “lady i
yening alp .;B » — encouraging the viewer to watch out for _y:;
o mfmﬁ :iﬂ'l.:rnalicall}? there is much to occupy the min di}}rf
g wrilnds Zorns Lemmna references mlmﬂtﬂfﬁ‘m‘lﬂ :tstun L
the ﬁlm Il:’; e uiaﬂ:d nme structuee {EF Carl Andre’s scu pﬂ:lali
Irm‘“m:“l'-‘m he L'lﬁ'l.l:} pop in its celebration of the anonymous vis
ey h dm;ignt:rﬁ of the many public signs and leters),
mw;;i:: mr L:s small segmented Storics tlmlrcFla::c s;:;::doli '::EIL::
Horts 1 anticipation in its mulnple forwar -
Y ﬁf::?rsa:d;n?:::?; and interplay between wafure and.sluf-
ey l'cmr ‘mmncnt-tu-mnmtnt pleasurcs , and Fl_li.ll?.ﬁ ::;;_
e n‘-mﬁ. (in John Cage’s sense), and the m:l‘l-l:ﬁnah: 1|:'!,.'m:.lL
"'"!ﬂfnmﬂsfc These different themes and experiences do %
i 5;“[-‘1-‘-;':5{;11]“ or build on each other; on the mntr;;:i-n *
f::‘iﬁ undercuts or obscures the next. The ﬂc}vc:wn;us:ﬂ tmﬁ?‘: e
between them, ﬂd‘;ﬂugh :h:.-].q: ﬁfmﬁ;ﬂﬁ%ﬁgﬁp 1 nci;r?c i
 the fact that the single alp P it
E’!rm together from beginning to end. Fur__]mr: it ll;i :1:“ ;e:]ui;lf:: = 1':5
of themes that makes the film watchable, Fa mr!‘tla e ol
in the carly to middle 1970s :Fndud to rejec )
centering their work on a single idea and forcing r:d Ll
subsidiary relationships. Rather, as ].h““ :?.ugﬁgu::l i gty
of Alan Berliner, they liberate many ideas ]1_':: o I?E Lier e =
tancously, supporting or contradicung cac rm ;1 g
posed of multiple weights and weaves. It 15 for =. o h:“k =
authoritative filmmaker, to navigate the rapestry,
conglomerate into its individual strands,

I'll conclude by describing a film 1 made with F:o::é-t_a T:.T:SE;:
in 1978 called Futrere Perfect. It was filmed and finishe mlh: o
loft we were living in at the time, above an Ir:ﬁ]:l g_ur m; b
of Wall Street and Water Street in New Yor E,‘.T'mlism. g
blocks from the financial heartbeat of Western Capi e
back room of the loft was dark and unfinished, its 3;: e We
looking out onto another building that cut out any u:.f i e
had our lights, our tools, our rt:wmd_s and viewer s:tr p r 51;_-r.:|:-
“;:11 as 2 16mm Moviola, and when friends visited they wo

on a trundle bed in that glﬂﬂln}' studio.

ﬂ:m:ﬂi.ﬂ

: . him to
A friend of ours was an architecture student and w]-r: 33:1:‘31_“: s
draw a plan view of the studio, which was more or less i
of a wide-screen cinema frame, We thought about the |

13




SRS ot . . N

fr'ltlpfﬂ One

-

Past future Past Perfect
e —

geometric marks could be made on this film frame - 4 rectangle 1 e
around the edges, a diagonal line from one corner to the other and
back, dots down one edge, a line thar would cut the bottom edpe
and re-emerge ar the wop cdge if it traversed the horizonea] frame 3
line, arcs in upper and lower quadrants. We planned to move in
these patterns through the room and record our path on 16mm
film, The cinematographer Anthony Forma agreed to help us, We
recognized that a primary experience of the photographic cinema
s indexical — the viewer looks through the frame like 3 tme-space
window into the period and place when the image was produced.
However, against this depictive aspect of the cinematic we wanted
to play the fact thar the film image is materially a small flag
transparent surface the function of which is 1o transform the light
that passes through it. We wanted to make a film that highlighted
the materialistic and illusionistic aspects of cinema while keeping : s
both of the aspects Hoating in parallel. We were also interested at : 5121211 "~
the time in the fact that the labor that it takes to make a film is not
inscribed in the finished work; rather in most cases it is deliberately
obscured, and we wanted the labor involved in the construction of
the film to be part of its content. The gencral idea, in other words,
Was 10 expose everything, So afier we plotted our camera paths
through the room, forming these geometric figures, we placed
stenciled signs at the end points of intended camera moves, These
signs indicated our intentions for finishing the film. We would stop
the camera in front of cach of the signs. The plan was to draw on
the exposed and developed film the same geometric shapes thar we
had plotted with the camera movements to create the photographic
images. Only after these figures had been drawn directly an the
surface of the emulsion would the film be finished. We used a
calculator to figure our a series of decreasing numerical series,
which would determine the intervals berween the marks that we
would place on the film. Thus the stenciled signs were, for example;
A RECTANGLE WILL HAVE BEEN D RAWN
AROUND SOME FRAMES. THE NUMEER OF
FRAMES BETWEEN DRAWINGS DECREASES
ACCORDING TO A FIBONACCI SERIES

CTANGLE WILL
i BEEN DIAWN "
) SOMLE FRAMES.
BER OF
ETWEEN
DECRE ASES

— e g il e el

. rould

e il i st oo i e o el
rield values of less than one frame (i b i be i s Ml
::Ii;x::ll;ﬂélg at about eight minutes m:-n:] lr!Iw tﬁ%‘:&":ﬁi‘il:;t';
‘wture Perfect gradually bui]d§ in density and rhyt S &
I!':lﬂl“m-::?‘:"" %"i'“‘:il:'l"'“'” Bl 8¢ A CRL mrl't:ﬁ;tc: [::1:;: cach
copious display of drawn figures and an cmu&gﬂ“duwd by bowing
drawing was to be accompanicd by a soun P":’: ey R
a kirchen urensil) which transmutes into a 3]“ I.!m and sounds
metallic humming as the space berween draw Ef‘ll.lﬂllﬁ Future
becornes less than a single frame and in cifect ﬂ[&"' n of ri1: film,
.i"-"nj';::t was both how we tl_mught Dr‘ o I:";.E'III:.II'1.'|:“'E-‘:'|r~|:|'l-|:||:5 about
plus of course the grammatical tense in whic ::l: 5:,“ rinted out
mntentions were stenciled on the walls of the 5":"' . ': ma'ﬁcs it Hhio
lists of the frames numbers that were to recev {heneh in die
Spotcd wd developed seversal. il on rc?'rim es with special
studio, and began to mark the appropriate film frame:

. . ' or ov ansparencics and slides. .’
dhe photographed texts in the bilm, in other words, state the transparent inks intended for overhead tl““tﬂ?&ziﬂghm delimited
formulae thar generate the im ages, which eventually dominate the In contrast to the shooting, which IH“'E"# m-ﬂgci S Rt
film. The shooting plan fearures the stenciled rexrs which function 33 minutes (running the 16mm Arriflex at cig

both as milestones and signposts, as targets aimed for in the erraic
tamera movements so that the camera pauses when it finds them,
as descriptions of visyal composition of the final film, as well as .
plans for the filmmakers w follow. The connection is obvious with : k in time by the tense of the texts, looking

4 conceprual artist like Sol LeWitt, whose work ar that time Viewers are thrown bac L!P n the time of production to the time 15
consisted of plans as o how a painting or drawing was to be forward :hmt_zgh the film Ir_m s o e

realized when the varous marks will have been '

; L]
ond), the marking of the frames rook monrths, but we kﬁﬂth;:.;
pl.'l'ﬁ_‘:_‘l future in mind, the deferred time when the film wot

been fully marked up and complete.
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the time of the continuous present when the film is finished and
finally shown. So the film invites jis viewers to see their wy

through and around multiple temporalitics, while it is also a
nostalgic record of the dark loft in the financial district where we
lived as young filmmakers, and a record of the different kinds of
work it takes to make a film, with the aid of mechanical 1:4:111i|:rr|::n:rnrr
light sensitive materials and chemistry, in contrast to the more
traditional way of making art by marking marerials, and the wa

the two types of labor Play against each orher paralle]l o the
inexorable relationship of technology to natural law, and all of this
is realized in more or less a single gesture unwound into an eleven,
minute strand of time, which does jrs best to break out beyond its
own temporal frame by referring clearly to its own future and jrs
own past. There was something very compelling in the idea thar an
entire film could be contained in six statements of mathematical
formulae. T hope that readers can see how Future Perfect is gener-
ated by a compressed set of interlocked ideas, like the dense hairball
with which I began this cssay. The film’s apparent complexity is

largely a result of the way it must be described, since English is
much less efficient than mathemarics,

In a subtle argument based on distinctions made by Peirce, Woll-
heim argues that the blank sheet of paper proposed in the epigraph
to this essay cannot possibly express the poer’s terror of the void
that swallows and demolishes creanvity. A poem, Wollheim points
out, is not an object like a sheer of paper, but rather a type of which
its individual instantiations are tokens, but a poem nonetheless. The
identity of a poem is presupposed by s non-materiality: it remains
the same poem throughour its re-printings and dissemination, We
need 2 parallel ontological distinetion between the semantics, the
mechanics of meaning, of those works thar are characterized by
duration and those that are nor, Though comparison with painting
and poetry may be useful as starting point, finally it will be music,
storytelling and theatre, dynamic media, that will serve as models
for the understanding of cinematic works.

The most gifted theorists of art undertake the analysis of a work
because it has moved them. There must be a powerful first read, an
appeal, a rush of unanalyzed impression that attacks the mind or
emotions and motivates the critic 1o devote the hours and days
required for a comprehensive analysis of how a work works. It is the
compilex first “thin slice™ sensation thar I aree mpted to depict in the
deseription of the superhairball with which I opened this essay, 1
am sure thar the three critics to whom Thave referred, write in order
to comprehend and communicate their genuinely felt immediate
responses o works, My disagreement s never with an initial
response, only with how it is theorized and how that theory affects
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“fact that sta
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