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(THE CINEMA IS THE THEATRE, THE 5cHgq,
AND THE NEWSPAPER OF TOMORRQW,.

WRITING THE HISTORY OF CINEMA'S MOBILITY

alexandra Schneider, Freie Universitat, Berlin

In the last 1':;w years, we have seen a dramatic increase i the mobility of the mav
[ atest-generation mnl‘ulc. phqncs dre cquipped to record ang play mov
ira¥ollees TN SOUNTEr MOVIng iiriagesiatieyarylstep toftites way, from airport lounges to hare
ﬂirpl_imﬁ_' and:touns 5”‘:5.' Nonetheless it would be Inaccurate to characterize the mobility of th:
moving Image as a genumclj,: ncwlphcnﬁmennn. Rather, as [ would like to show, the dJEFE]L'Ip-
ments h;we hc:?p gradual. In fact, cinema has alw ays been both a mobile medium and a medium
of mobility. Cinema has been obsessed with mobility and movement from its beginnings,
Examples from early cinema include the views of trains in Lumiéres films, ghost rides and views
of foreign lands, which the Lumiéres produced for the 1900 Paris world fair. But films also
appeared 1n a variety of spaces, from Cafés to F airgrounds to Theatres and Game parlours,

But1f I claim that film is not only the medium of movement par excellence but also. since is
inception, and inherently, a mobile medium, I am aware that this runs at least in part counter to
traditional accounts of the history of film. Even “new” film historians tend to tell film’s history
as one of gradual domestication. First, there were film screenings in all sorts of public venues,
and there were travelling movie shows, In the long run however, the accounts provided by new
film history assure us, all tended toward screenings of feature-length films in purpose-built the-
atres. It 1s what you might call a narrative domestication and embourgeoisement of what started
out as an 1llegitimate art: film’s ascent to the realm of art goes hand in hand with the medium's
moving into a legitimate bourgeois home, the movie palace’. Thus in the US, 1914 is not only the
year of Birth of a Nation, but also the year that the New York Strand, the first purpuswhmlt movie
FﬂlﬂEE, ﬂpEﬂEd its dﬂﬂl’Sj. Agﬂiﬂﬂt the hackdmp of this narrative of domestication, more TIEL‘E‘T'II
trends such as home-viewing and screenings on laptops are often treated as "Fmpmmﬁ.fidfﬂmﬂr
sal and dissemination. Thus, a concept such as curator Alexander Horwath's notion .nnt the pn:_h:« -

A ; R . if one implicitly assumes that screenings of

tinematographic condition™ only really makes sense 1T one 1mpicitly @550 E s
films in purpose-built movie theatres are the norm from which other forms of screening ¢
ng deviate, ;
4 1 it ﬁ]lluwing remarks’ [ would like tu.urgut! -ﬂgumsl a-called “hlack-box"™ cinemas These
IS presentation in the dispositif of cinema, in particular in so-ca L. . -|Lndfurd & il exhlbition
first appeared in art house theatres in the late 1920s and cmfrrged‘;ml.-«.;nm ;:mSL' s
In the 1960s, at the very latest, in the USA and in Western Europe’.

‘ e to the fore the theo-
: e ention 15 to bring
recent research on non-theatrical and utility films. My int research on non-theatrical film 15

retical implications of that research, i.e. to demonstrate hﬂ'wfi  history, but of film theory s
bound to alter some well-established basic ideas not only of p: r:.irm-:i platform as my examples.
Well. In particular, and taking the Apple iPhone and Google s An

/ of Ing image
audiovisual matenal', and

a normabve identification of film with
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fi
M '!n Imagf = B i - 3 =1 2
ceplions of thctmsﬂ:hif i the history of the medium since 1ts inception, the sCreenn
My key pomnt 15 This.

purpose-built theatres is not the rule, nor is it the exception cflhfh'-‘*r I:Ii:i :"“Cﬁr;fl IS One
. - ving images appeared throughout the medium s history. Rather thyy Subsery,
fex e m'ﬂal account where all paths lead to the disposifif of the cinema theatye land
ing to a :e!'-‘?rnﬁ:z dispositif's history should be understood, and written, as a ]‘li:‘-‘.’[ﬂl‘}f of mnhlen
EE};T 1:];:; entirely successful attempts to domesticate the moving image withip the archit];:,;l.
:']ural body of modern (European) theatre. _ " ke e
Therefore, rather than asking Bazin’s ontological ?Uﬂﬁi'ﬂm W hff:"l-‘*l Elmiﬂhrl- 3 l_ am asking both 5
topological and a performative question, namel:_-,f. ‘ﬂr here IIE cinema?", fmd When is Cinemg
try to answer these questions in two steps. I will first review the LI'IE}I.'I’!III'IHI'IE_ narrative of film histy
that assigns a privileged place to theatrical screenings. Based on a critique of this narrative, | Will thep
discuss the implications of recent non-theatrical films research not nni.y 0N Our conceptions of the
moving image, but also on our conceptions of urban space and the moving image in urban Space,

our ':Uﬂ'::m o

ﬂrthc milﬂ

When cinema “is"; three basic conditions that make up the norm

Three basic conditions must be fulfilled for “cinema” to emerge as an object
film historiography.

First — public screenings in (film) theatres.

Cinema is if and when the moving image 1s screened within the
body of post-renaissance, 1.e. modem European theatre, or its
the black box. Coincidentally, film’s domestication
marks the medium'’s final ascendance into the real
Cnitical theorists have responded with ambj

of kn owledge in

framework of the architectural
more austere, modernist derivative,
within the architectural body of the theatre
m of a capital-intensive market economy.

: guity to this aspect of cinema culture. In a famous essay
on 1920s film performances, Kracauer decries the peripheral tnmmings of the stage show that take

away _fmm and even threaten the Integnty of the film as a work of art. Underlying his critique, how-
ever, is the assumption that the film as it appears on the screen is indeed a work of art, much like.
say, a symphony, and that the architectural body of theatre provides the site and space where film
can indeed attain the status of work of art (if and when properly presented and screened)’.
Ef:cu:rnd ;nndttmn professional, quasi-industrial production uf'ﬁims..
C}HEMH 1s if and when providers. j e film producers, o
ket in a way that secures 1 steady flow of material. or *
Both in France and the US, film production
Was a producer of media hardware w
gramophone players and f;
led trust in the Us from 19

rganize the industrial activity and its mar-
1 Pproduct” to fill the programs of film theatres.
first emerges as an afterthought of technology. Pathe

e who invested in software to provide material to operate their
[I;" E'TUJL‘CHJFH, and the same goes for the Edison (i.e. General Electric)-
ful oftechnology companiess, 1 g1, E]WTCh s essentially a patent-pool formed by a hand-
players, the American film |n-du- 5 “ ° Oligopolistical structure with major studios as the key

Siry emerges in the 19](s g5 A cinema industry rather than as a film

industry. The ndustry’s mai
s Mam investments Were in real « - '
York, the world’s single : ere nreal estate, and their headquarters were all in NeW

le most Important moy;

cally functioned 35 content providers: h e theatre market The studios on the West coast basi-
with the p P €rs, hence the deeper meaning of the term * , colony™?. Only
aramount Decree and the film m “movie colony

Industry’s divestment of jts the

: atre holdings at the end of
major studios eme

rge as players in a cﬂp}fﬂght

rather than an F"lﬂnﬂmmﬂm or TUHllut‘Elum indust
4dvent of television and later video'®. Nonetheless ¢
.t_ll!" industry. Even under the current conditions, w it
759, of revenue, theatrical screen m,lgs are Indispens; \ Success o f::ﬂ;f'l"
.Lu-r':::ut release genurm?-; thc_]-:mn:i of !T?u::llel dttention on which subsequen m_lcr.n],l .
dows” thrive'!. Theretore 1f cinema |~. ! .t‘.;md when an ir “ehLs0-called Marketing
ings, it is important to note that the film Industry was Primarly a cinemg :
iively short period of roughly thirty years, from the mid-teens to the |gte 19405, i

Third condition: art and legitimate entertainment :

Cinema 1s 1f and when film ascends to the rank of an acceptable eq
dle and upper middle classes. Since the mid-18th century at the lates
consumption for the educated classes has been the the:
concert hall. Entrance into the architectural body of the theatre :
formance trappings of the opera in the late teens marks tlm’s ascendance in terms uf::ulnralhhf E'l;
imacy. In its early days, cinema was a technical novelty fi gll-

/S | _ Irst and foremost'2, Even before anyone
ever thought about writing a history of art film, popular histories of the technology of film l'h_l[:amg-
hestsellers, elucidating the astonishing behind-the-scenes secrets of mm'u:—makmé and, in particy-

lar, special effects'”. In the early to mid-teens, the discourse shifted o art Earl Hollywood feature
film studios named themselves “Famous Players” to highlight the fact that they would employ only
Broadway-tested actors, Cecil B. DeMille hired an Opera singer to perform in a silent rendition of
Carmen'®, and movie theatres on Broadway, and i Europe as well, imitated the presentational
modes of the opera for their film shows. “Cinema” thus emerged as part and parcel of a system of
culture for consumption by the educated middle- and upper-middle-classes, Shortly after the intro-
duction of sound, which in economic terms marks a dramatic shift of input away from the exhibitor
to the film’s producer, the opulence of opera-style film presentations makes way for the relative aus-
terity of film-only presentations. In no way does this shift to austerity means a shift away from a
rhetoric of film as legitimate entertainment and, potentially, art. Rather, the film-only presentation
underscores the nature of self-sutficient artefact of the film. In a way, the juncture of film-only pres-
entation and purpose-built movie theatres merely marks the unfolding of certan basic ten?ts I:Jr
1920s art house and ciné-club modemnism in mainstream cinema culture: film as art (potentially),
focus on the individual film as work, elimination of peripheral elements of movie p?nlﬁtf: =
Having identified three basic conditions for “cinema’ to emerge aa “bJT -Dlﬂ-..::t:ﬁ:;uf 3
to establish itself as a norm against which film nn:d media histonans L._thl'l[ .:i;-m R
moving image, [ would now like to call into question the dcrmuumce‘m I :hl-qu-icnl gt p.u
(and film culture, for that matter). My point of departure will be lh:] Tmil 1;'ﬁ]m history which
ticular all forms of home cinema and home movie, a long-neglected ared « :

has seen a surge in critical attention in the last ten years.

lertainment for the urban mid-
 the preferred public site of ar

The case of the home movie

» pstablishment DT']JuI'PﬂW‘b“'"

A chronology of small-gauge film reveals striking parallels fo fase tors, and later cameras

film lheams.%m;sthe ui:eﬁ film technology included small ;fﬂ:lﬁzfiﬁﬁm‘ﬂ contexts'®, All of

for home use and film screenings in schools, churches and ot :‘Iﬂ hall or a studio for thelr usa:‘ |

these devices were mobile insofar as they did not require 4 cine any that plays an important role in
In Europe, Pathé set the standards in film technology, @ €OmP




ALEXANDRA SCHNEIDER

the transye i
rsal na ; :
Was bis reputat frative of film history that 1 am proposing here. Leaving no ideq yp,
et O, company founder Charles Pathé claimed that he realized as early 3
= & Was going to be the theatre, the school and the newspaper ol tomorrows
YOUr business plan on this in

sight, y 1l lead to thi ot yout
| » YOUT corporate strategy will lead 10 something resemy,
Henry Jenkins and others now

term “convergence culture™'” rather than to the emergepce of
ma, understood as the screening of feature films in the architectural and discursive body of e,
In 1912 Pathé introduced the Kok mall gauge format, which operated with non-infla
m film strip. The slogan read: «Sans dange:’; sans installation, sans apprentissages (Ng dan
no nstallation, no apprenticeship)'®. Until Pathé-Kok was replaced by Path¢-Baby, a 9 5 mm %Er‘
mat, in the mid-1920s more than two thousand reels of pre-recorded film were made availgh|e ?I_
rent or purchase. Customers buying Pathé-Baby had a catalogue of similar size availabje m;,:
after the format’s initial release'”. 1922 saw the release of the first portable Path¢-Baby Projector
1923 the release of the first 9.5mm home movie camera. In addition to this, Pathé intmdu.:f,;i
Pathé-Rural in 1927, a format intended for screenings for audiences of 200 to 300 people in rypy

areas and the French colonies. Unlike the films in the Pathé Baby Filmathéque, the films In the
Pathe-Rural catalogue were for rent only and not for purchase.

Eﬂli:ﬂcd

5 190

af
YOU bag,
ling Wha

theaty,
dmmabe 95

Pathé was obviously not the only company catering to small-gauge and home cinema cysj,.
mers. In 1923, one year afier the launch of Pathe-Baby, Kodak introduced the 16mm film
amateur and home movie use, which later also became standard in television production. Kodak
introduced the first colour 16mm films in 1929. Normal-8mm was introduced in 1932 and instapt.
ly became a standard format for home cinema use, as did Super-8, which followed in 1965, Only
little more than a decade later video became a fact of life, first with the introduction of Beat iy
1975, then with VHS shortly thereafter. Other products and brands proved less resilient, like
W.C.Hughes' “La petite” camera from 1900, the Enemann Kino | and 2 (both based on the use
of 17.5mm film strips), Messter’s small-gauge camera for use in the tropics from 1900, the
Kretschmar Heimkinematograph from 1905 and numerous “toy” cameras available after 19002

Right from its outset, then, film was a mobile medium, and the medium’s mobility became a
key point of business strategy for two major technology providers both in terms of hard- and soft-
ware. This happened at the very moment of the moving image’s cultural domestication within the
framework of the architectural and discursive body of the theatre in the mid- to late teens.

Extending the argument about film’s inherent mobility further back, one could argue that flip-
books were portable moving images, as were many proto-cimematographic devices, such as the
Kinograph, patented in 1868, or the Filoscope, patented in 1898, which was able to play a whole
series of different cinematographic subjects. Even the Mutoscope was available in a portable ver-
sion for home use.

As this h:j-ﬂ‘ survey of small-gauge film formats shows. the use of camieras and! piojecian
spread in private I?ﬂmea and other venues outside the cinema along with the establishment of the
di-i‘pﬂ-“f'fnf .the CllﬂEInH as the supposed paradigm of the cinematic experience. Moving 1mages
disseminate in various spaces at the very

_ " moment of film’s apparently unavoidable domestication
in the architectural and discursive body of classical theatre

Non-theatrical moving images: from deficiency to supplement

[t 15 important (o take a

ccount of this simultaneit T
jy tend to define the non- 2

theatrical difficulty lies in the fact that we usual
calimage ex negativo, in terms of what it is not and what it does

WRITING THE HISTORY 0F CINEM#I.'? ]
chieve, that is, In opposition to the theatrical R
nol ,__,T’iin}’ the films are shot by dilettantes, the
PODEE R

they have no inherent artistic v

ima

| ﬂddge. The non-theatrical ima e
it 1{_ ress small ang SCemMingly E
SnCes: T ; » €1C. The term “non-theatricg| b
hout the diSCUTSIVE power of the cinema paradigm,

il

One of the strategies to avoid this trap is to tum the apparent weaknoee

e into 1S th{l‘!'lE!.lhh. I hl.ua. for instance, it is possible to R “;m esses of
o is @ precondition of their success as a form of

the aesthetics of the family film

15 100 sma|.
s ghgible ayg;.
self speaks Volumes

mag
movl

In that study. |
gfudy on ¥y L showed that m
lly goes hand in hand with an ambition to actually make g s aking home MOVIEs usy-
ally S+ .

hoth easily recognizable (people appearing in home moyies aq:l1La:c]11 iutti::i::;h_al.!hc aliempt is
films) and an obvious [mlur':_[ﬂum Emma 1s, most cmph;mculh'. not Gretg L’.jurh;t;. pnﬂmmmlu
the home mMovie work, That 1s, Thc_ home movie unfolds its potential as a film Ihu: Em'mb Makes
e 5y'rt'lb'-"h':““3"' perpetuates the ’ra.nm:,- as a social unit?!. contributes 1o
However, in order to define mobile moving images without having to resort to g def;
negalivo, We can also look at moving images and Judge them not just in and nf'lht:mm:h-]:-:ngztm
elation to the spaces that they occupy. More specifically, you can ask how they shape and ey <
wally re-shape those spaces. The moving image in the theatre fits quite ne en-

atly into a pre-existing
architectural and discursive arrangement — or so it would seem. Home movies and smulkguuﬂi
films, however, arc always fleeting, transitory presences in pre-established spaces the primary puhr.

pose of which is usually not to house or host the moving image, Their dynamuc 1n relation to the
spaces they occupy may best be described as supplementary — freely drawing on Dermida’s notion
of supplement. A supplement could thus be defined as something that is inherent in, but not essen-
tial to a situation, something that 1s there n addition to what is already there but acts upon the sit-
uation in a way that makes 1t indispensable to our understanding of the situation

Take, for instance, moving images n tounst spaces and spaces of travel - moving Images on
ships, trains, airplanes, buses, cars, etc.**, Quite obviously, all these vehicles can operate without the
supplement of the moving image. Omitting the moving image, however, fundamentally alters the
travel experience, just like adding the moving image altered it in the first place. Tounsts taking the
elevator to the observation deck at Chicago's Sears Tower will get the opportunity to view short
films shown on digital screens inside the elevator. The films detail the building's history, technical
data and other information. Pragmatically speaking, these films serve to make peaple fucu} on infor-
mation that will distract them from claustrophobia and acrophobia. The films m:hn;w this by r_‘_“‘dl'
ifying the spatial experience of the elevator in two ways: by augmenting lhc_[:lh}""“:"_ﬂ Tﬂign‘:"ﬂu"l
space of knowledge, and by structuring the trip’s durutmn: Key to this nmfll’rjmlmn Il]ﬁu;sn uI'I:ﬁ:ﬁ-
and spatial structure of the moving image itself. The moving Image My LMIE;I?“: .u:-'."i o m
ence, but what it presents is also always necessarily absent. Thus 1l Eﬂhﬂgt; “‘; -.ﬁpihu: sl
day experience by adding virtual objects of expenence that are present [m o < iosal Ak
What I propose to call the supplemental logic of moving ImMAges it F}’h i "!:‘1:" o space of presence
to this double structure. The moving image opens up the EP“EEFUL“HP‘E:]:H;;EH;N o spatial expe-
and immediate objecthood, onto a dimension of absence, adding a T“;‘E“:r apparcatly just serve o
rience in the process, Films like the videos in the Sears Tﬂ:"-" : "“ml and temporal tenms.
bridge a time-gap, but they actually transform HP?"E“EE bt : & prl;Cl.‘IIﬁE'i increasingly available

But if the mobile, non-domesticated moving image - I:E‘I" ce and its experience how does
through portable communication devices — structures S0cid 4 eneral. Also, and more specill-
his affect our theoretical understanding of the moving llmﬂﬁf" ";rg the moving image 10 the archi-
cally, how does it affect our understanding of the Tﬂ]ﬂm.ms *

Il l..?
lectural hody of the theatre in classical theatrical screeniiss




~ like, in conclusion, to turn to the concept of interfac
 the content that the interface makes acce
"~ The concept of interface originall
etween tWo physical phases of
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Not like opera. not like theatre

h :;ZIE ?Eﬁ?:aﬂtz:lt;h?vle, the u::t_c}ntimmu:i circulation of the nmvir?g image outside of gy,
T, S ; tu_z 1]1!1mmg Image was never FuII::- -:iﬂm:::ftlcated to begin with. 0 Y of
Hia E-Et;n s Emm: séntially bound to the architectural frame of th‘u theatre, The last foy, de » fop
N gence of an upcrg culture amund stadium !.-n:rmmmm:ea In Veropg Elndc

i : €SS, opera as an art form remains essentially tied to theatre space. if et ”’“_lr:r
periormances as a benchmark. that is. Similarly, open-air theatre continued to thyj, ke lye
indoor theatre became the standard venue for theatre performances in the 16th and ”the after 1,
But ﬂjIE‘ in-house performance did emerge as the key form of public consumption of t}IECEntunts
no Pm’ate consumption of theatre ever emerging in any significant volume. The mass ;m&' Wil
of Moving images in public and private spaces in the 20th and 21st centuries, huu;:-ve!mu{mm"
gorical I}{ different from opera performances in sports stadiums and street theatre. As h.z il L
th_e noving image has never been inherently linked to the space of the theatre. At the ve i
with the introduction of television. the theatre’s seeming paradigm starts to wane AEIF ate
other things, the history of theatrical films on television shows, there are some baslic E‘;ﬂﬂmung
reasons why not even fictional films, and let alone the moving image in general, could rzﬂm.'f
exc]pswel}r tied to the theatre space in the long run. Given the capital-intensive nature of fi )
duction, there is an inherent drive to sell a film as many times to as many customers as FGI;IPI}T[&
The fact that film is indeed a portable and mobile medium, and the moving image can be e;gi
repmdual::ed in variety of forms and sites without losing its inherent qualities, plays to the adv;}
tage .nf investors, since it significantly broadens the choice of opportunities for recuperatin .-11:1
making guu;ﬁl on mvestment. Actually, if we consider the economics of film pmduutfm il
hﬂct?mea easily apparent that the institutionalization of film screenings in the space of the theatre
carm_ad within it the seed of is own demise. The domestication of the moving image helped the
ﬁimlmduﬂry to emerge as a legitimate entertainment industry that sometimes even produced art
But 1t was ]JTE'E:IEEI}’ the economic logic of a major industry, the need to stabilize profits and maké
4 Tetum on investment, that is not only capital-intensive but also highly volatile (only one in ten
movies 1s ever a real hit) that pushed the studios to look out for other venues beyond the movie
theatre to sell their product: the home, other public spaces, and eventually in portable media, Thus
the F-uppjemEnFary dynamic of the moving image in relation to the space of its FEﬁDMEn.CE. in
Eilncton ““__th the economics of film production, always already undermines the normative
model of film screenings within the framework of the theatre. What remains constant, however,

is that Fhe Mmoving image structures the time and space of its performance, regardless of where the
screening takes place, when, and to what end.

Interfaces, or images that tie the room together

It is important, then, to understand the mobility of the : : .
B iy e o g e 2 A
mobile images and moving image pertormances in theatre spaces tl n wrl;J: ELHL:II:];w'crtilll':is [ would
¢. However, I shall redirect its use: away from
% amhlf:, towards the space of access.

: I}lr]:;:nm Irurii r_lhr: hard sciences and designates the houndary
um. Interface metaphorically describes a Black Box of

hich we can only see the “surface” and with which
L L r x r

:_ &3, One could also argue that the surface renders
ac :

ion and '_-rill‘llLI.]t:ll‘IEL‘.lll':ﬂ}-' structures t_hu: qwdmlud BETCEption. Ap i €8 direct pere
polds <omething at the -"““‘L‘_ “T"I-L’ 5”4]' Im_nl being a neutral mes, erface, then, Petcep.
sctually struetures communication. Pnr_ film studies, “'"“:Tl-lu;_wlm (and whag i

opens up a new perspective of analysis in which the movi .
fct that may o may not _he embedded in a socig) b
2 key element in enabling and constituting a dynamic network. § o moving imag
Fm_esmhlmlwd snc}ul spaces. Film l_’nuury has tended :

rily under lh::* auspices of experiencing the built spac
ot film, particularly montage, Alternatively, film theory
wimmersion” O grasp the supposed elision of the hhundur}- hq:mr-::_- 1:'3:'"‘35'*% concepts
space in film experience. Tl1e concept of interface that | propose uIIm::-; us.n:m1 e
of the moving image as a ng:turc of diegetic space, geographic space du understang
ance. The interface, then, i1s more than a user surface It+|H an u-g.:m l;n the
diegetic and social spaces, and agent that produces Sp ; uH0
of the use and consumption of moving images, and of how moving images
of social space. ges ¢

stylistic
such as
thegene
he space
space of perform.
ductively connects

Interface: the Apple IPhone example

FHI_IS for the APP!‘-’ iIPhone suggest that It 15 really «three products in one - Widescreen iPad,
mobile phone, and_ internet dl.:n,,-p:ms. In addition to these features. the iPhone, which early users in
the US half-mockingly baptized the “Jesus phone™, includes a digital video camera. kb o
explicitly listed in the ad because of its low resolution. A closer look at the iPhone reveals that
the “revolutionary mobile phone™ can indeed be used for viewing wide-screen films and other
moving images. Much like the computer in German media theory, the iPhone appears to be the
medium that simulates all others (cinema, telephone, intemet, photography, even writing). 1f,
pace McLuhan, the content of a new medium 1s an old one, this 1s one new medium that contains
all others.

At first glance the availability of Widescreen and other cinema formats on the iPhone appears
to subvert my argument about the merely contingent nature of cinema’s dominance in the realm
of moving images: it remains the point of reference for all other media. Yet, the iPhone shares no
other features with theatrical cinema. It is not bound to a semi-public space, it will play |n1lui1
daylight, the screen is small, and it can be viewed standing, lying down, walking, hanging from
afree, or any other position that the human body can safely take. What the reference to ':'"I""::'
does indicate, it seems to me, is the fact that cinema, understood as a d'“““""*'::"?“:*;‘i
remains a key cultural site for the articulation of longing and desire .;1:-1::1 n the p{m:«‘.'.[.u .u ;::ml e
s0-called post-cinematographic age. Or, to make explicit the iPhone’s h!ddc?l_n]t H:II:::': - m;
OWn place in media history: mobile displays and mobile moving s dLu:::m:Ilu.-atmlc. onee
und}fing power of the promise that once was cinema, but at the :f.-.mje ;ITW .,:::;rsmnmnly e
484 In the medium''s history, the fact that cinema never Was exaclty wha
Stood it to be,
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Mobile phones with built-in video beamers will be next. See I“'P--""wwW-::hmmclpart
238913/, Hendery
See Malte Hagener, “Propaganda auf hoher See: Bordkinos und Reisebilder
1919-1939", in Judith Keilbach, Alexandra Schneider (eds.), Flugbilder:
Verlag, Miinster, in press.

Movie palace operators like Sidney Grauman or Sam “Roxy” Rothapfel consciousy mode|
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THE FILMIC EXPERIENCE: A MAP
The Light Brigade

where and when 15 a film screened today fo
which environments, through which devices? |
arisen in the last few years?

This map 1s an attempt to answer the question, It develops
to the practices implied by a film viewing. The spectator

I an ' '
e HUSTEHEE or for an Individyg| Spectator? |
vord: what kinds of filmic CXpetiences haye

On two axis. The vertical axis refers

may just watch what is |

' 2y | . ; S

him/her, led by the film step by step (passive attendance), or he/she has to imen'fnemnr?m :
i v =] = ™ ﬂ J

own situation, to choose the technological deyice through which to accomplish her/his | i

define the aims and goals of her/his vision, i

and to manipulate the object — or the devige _ of

histher vision (performance).

Institution/individuality, passivity/actiy
imphied along this first axis.

The horizontal axis refers to the environments, where a film viewing is set. There
place for watching a film, traditionally identified as the film theatre: a place which is co-incident
and co-extensive with an apparatus (location). Increasingly, film works in other environments, less
“proper”, more “adapted,” which have to be rearranged to host an apparatus, or in virtual environ-
ments, defined by an apparatus, without any regard to physical spaces (dislocation),

Ity, driven/driving, are some concepts which may be

IS & “proper”

attendance
Film Palace *
LT coach or plane
Imax Cinematheque Free Analog TV Broadcasting
Art & essaj Multiplex - Mall Free Dllgllal TV Broadcasting ik s b e
Drive in Pay DTIE:LI;I {E;:T"I IZ::QFTH’I |waiting room, shop, et
roadcas
Museum
: Video on dml-and (SAT/DTT) dislocation
q-ik_“m" Home Theatre Surveillance screens -
Video on demand (IPTV) oy Blog
VHS Social Network
DVD player Mobile DVD player
Deskiop pc LARP
MPy player Video mobile Fh:‘:"! :
gdia Fhon
Fan screenings ¢ YouTube Multim
wil File shanng
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Open/close, settled/unsettled. arranged/unarranged, are some concep ¢l may be IMplieg
in the second axis.

THE LIGHT BRIGADE

The map is open and connectable in all of its dimensions, it is detac Ifmmi *E"ﬁ‘ruhe’v. Sliy.
ceptible to constant modification. It can be torn, reversed, adapted to any kind of Mountipg,
reworked by an individual group, or social formation. It can be u’r.rfn 11 on a wall, ¢ ONcejye,
; : ; i ' ] *dIriian
of as a work of art, constructed as a political action or as a medic
The Light Brigade: Mauro Buzzi, Alice Cati, Francesco Casetti, Adriano D’Aloia, Miriam p,
Rosa, Carmelo Marabello. Marzia Morteo, Sara Sampietro.

The Light Brigade would like to thank the students of Pragmatics of - Communicatigy, at BANDE A PART
e Lig : _ :
Universita E'ﬂttﬂi?cﬂ del Sacro Cuore of Milan and Brescia for their contribution.

_ . . lisme et Schizophrénie, Minuit, Paris 1980, 4
rilles ze, Félix Guattari, Mille Plateaux. l:fu?r”:?-l' . T G
| ??:gt:afﬁlg:;;uuf: Capitalism and Schizophrenia, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis 1987 p. 12
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