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The Birth of the Spectator

.'cnl')’ Jenkins in Textual Poachers analyses the phenomenon of fan

lture. Fans, Jenkins notes, “rewrite” their-favorite sl s through

panoply of techniques: _rﬁ..cqntextLializatiog, ‘e.xpaf_lsion 0‘1: :imd;r'lc’
refdéa!ization, moral realignment, genre sh‘ll:tlrlg3 f:fro§so rsac ar-
. rer dislocation, personalization, emotional intensification, arT “crot-

ization. Fandom, then, has an element of empowerment._ Fans
e chers who get to keep what they take and use their plun-

:relil();oods as the foundations for the construction of an alterna-
vive cultural community” (Jenkins, 199.2,.1:).. 223). -

But if 1970s theory was unduly pessimistic and de e.atls(t:f current
theory has perhaps swung a bit too f.ar in the oppc;sucd 1re<':uo1.1.
Media theorists have stressed spectatorial agencfy agd rc;: Cc;r;, elro:l_
cally, just as media production and.ownershlp ave ;e cndc :;
more centralized. Resistant rcadmgs, _moriov.cr, . fh -
2 certain cultural or political preparation t.hat primes he spec
tator to read critically. In this sense one Ir_nght qlllcstlorr}“t[ ji gﬁﬁ
euphoric claims of theorists such as ]oh'n F”mkc, w 0 sge + iewers
‘as mischievously working out j‘subvers'rtvc read;ngs das;:n on thelr
‘own popular memory. Fiske rightly rejects the fypo er icncedle
model of media influence that sees TV viewers, ord cxarg[io ,“COI; >
sive drugged patients getting their r%1ghtly fix, re ut;e 0 “eoud
potatoes” and “cultural dupes.” Hc' rightly suggests at mcr;i " Bu;
for example, “see through” the racism of the d(?mmant mmmr.ning
i disempowered communities car}x1 decoieddoozrcl)lr;arﬁ; ];;rooil amming

oh a resistant perspective, they ca ‘ _
Eﬁz?zgeir collective life and histor(iical mIcmtEry h::e;) Eiz?c;jfa% irl

i work of understanding. In the ca War,
E'z:'[tict;\;;: ,m tlie majority of American vic'wcrs lackejcl an}g tht:;n;ln:;
grid to help them interpret events, s;fec:lﬁcally a view 1c edin o
understanding of the legacy of colonialism and 1.ts pa'rnc? - con
plexities in the Middle East. Primed by the sllleer 1n_crt1§ of ?Straﬁon
ist discourse, they gave credence to whatever views the Admini

chose to present.

film reception by semiotics and psychoanalytic t
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Much of the 1980s and 1990s were devoted to revising, if not dis-
mantling, the premises of 1970s screen theory. During this period
theorists like Noél Carroll and David Bordwell attacked with icono-
clastic glee and “the-emperor-has-no-clothes” irreverence virtually
all its major tenets. (The fargets of these provocations reacted with
olympian hauteur, rarely deigning to respond.) Representing the
ionemeanwhile, Richard Allen and Murray Smith

philosophical ovei'fcéthiﬁg of screen theory:

What is striking TﬂﬁQﬁ_f__Efﬁ‘_&.Qa@i.?@mtﬂipbilompby;hat_bfzs_bezn--mkgfgfg, e
 cimema is the way in which extraordinarily sweeping claims that pertain to
the end of epistemolagy, the construction of the subject, or theses concerning the
:E@i@}@ﬁ@mE&éﬁé@iﬁ;ﬂﬁé—ﬁ{fé:é@?@:@éé@éﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁf;’é?_: he
causal o7 indexical nature of the photographic image — a3 if within this fon-
tuve of cinematic representation somehow lies an answer to every question we
might seck to ask about the cinema (and even modern-ity or knowledge in

generall). (Allen and Smith, 1997, 2.22)

The postanalytic thinkers accused screen theory of a number of du- 1
lanalyHc ! :

p—

bious argumentative strategies: deferential appeals to authoritative
figures; the misleading use of examples and analogies; the refusal to
submit arguments to empirical test: the strategic use of wiliful ob-
scurity (ibid., p. 6). The “Continentals,” in turn, saw analytic phi-
losophy -and its cinematic offshoots as arid, trivial, apolitical, and
narrowly technical, 2 professionalist evasion of social and intellectual g
responsibility. '

The “cognitive theory” movement, which loosely includes such
! Torben 2  Edward Branigan,

diverse figures as Gregory Currie, Torben Gro

“Trevor Ponech, Mutray Smith, Noél Carroll, and David Bordwell,

began - if one sets aside “proto-cognitivists” like Munsterberg and

the filmolinguists = gains force in_the 1980s. Cognitivism looks for

more precise alternative answers to questions.raised differently about
heory. Copminis

T TOMHTINE thread, althougn b e
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fore bypass psychoanalytic film theory, drawing instead on the mogt
cogcnt theories ofperception reasoning, and information -process-
‘cause —effect narratwc sPacc-—tlme relations and so forth, The
cognmv;st rescarch program by now has gcnerated studies of class,-
cal Hollywood cinema (Bordwcll Thompson, Currie, Smlth) the
avant-garde (Carroll; Peterson), the documcntary (Car;oil
_Plantmga), and horror (Carroll, Freeland). A symposium on”
3 : : ' Cogmtmsm in Copenhagen {(May 1999) featured papers on a wide
Bordwelicaitothe ',:_U“t*,“é':‘*““ u::ilmﬁs%nerm ~ spectrum of issues: nonfiction film and emotion (Carl Plantinga);
iy " : the social psychology of the horror film (Dolf Zillman); a cognitive
approach to film acting (Johannes Riis); cinema’s psychology of per-
ception (Revor Ponech); film history and the cognitive revolution
(Casper Tybjerg) hghtlng styles in Lubitsch (Knstm Thompson);

acterize cognitivism not as a theory but as a stance which “seeks to
understand human thought, emotion, and action by appeal to proc-
€8ses of mental rcpresentatmn naturalistic processes, and (some sense

5 2 o . :

& ramework. Gregory Cume (in Mlller
and Stam, 1999) also poznts out that there are few specific doctrines

to which all cognitivists subscribe. Cognitivism tends to be cclccuc

wary of systematic thinking, with cogn1t1v1sts tendmg to “cut 'n*

i mix” their cogmtmsm with othcr theoncs 2

Sy

seisenwlirom thc pomt of wew of the film 1t operatcs on.two levcls
(1) what the Russian Formalists called syuzher i.e. the actual form,
howcver fravmented and out-of-sequence, in: which-events are re-
counted; and (2) the fabila,ie. the. ideal (ioglcally ‘and ¢hronologi-
cally ordered) story which the film suggests : and which the spectator
reconstructs on the basis of the film’s cues. ‘The first instance, synzhet, .
i guldes the narrative activity of the spectator by oﬁcnng various forms
of pertinent information having to do w_x_'_cﬂl}__causahty and w1th
spanotcmporai relatlons The second is a purely formal construct_
characterized by unity and coherence. :
Cognitivists have been critical of what they regard as the hermetic,

EEER R

tinflated, and tautological discourse of film theory and especially psy- ' Cogmtmsm recapltufates —ina no'r.l lmgmsuc rcglster first-phase )
choanalvtic film theory. (For the cognitivists, to put it somewhat 1 | film semiology’s attempt to understand “how films are understood.” -
“crudely, a cigar really is sometimes just 2 cigar.) These theorists there- ‘4 1Cognitvism bypasses the linguistic model and focuses instead o.n |
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1?c1cmcnts ofﬁlm which ¢ ITMtLh the nor ms of human Perccp

wlcdges thqt langmge docs play “an intimate. role in several of
‘Tymboht_ structures used in cinema” (Carroll, 1996, p. 187),

inia Brooks (1984) finds film semiology untestable and unveri-
ble and therefore unscientific; she describes ‘Christian’ Metz s
Taolinguistic work as “devoid of ¢ any experimental content or evcn
suggestion as to how decisions might be reached as to the right-
<ss or wrongness of its assertions” (ibid., p. 11). Gregory Currie
995) rejects the suggestion that linguistics can help us explain
w we use, interpret, or appreciate the cinema. Film, he argues,

ks the salient features of natural language: it facks productivity
e capacity to utter and comprehend an infinity of sentences) and
nventionality, i.e. no set of conventions operates to.confer mean-
ng on cinematic images in anything like the way in which conven-
ons confer literal meaning on language. Film syntax, furthermore,

not be compared to language. “While a few kinds of shot-
ombinations have acquired the status of recurrent and familiar
atterns (e.g. point-of-view editing), these in no sense constitute
r even approach the status of meaning- dctcrmmmg rulcs (Curne

f Miller and Stam, 1999). . .
Some of these critiques seem rather ungenerous. Metz himself

langue (langu:-ge system), wnd acknowledged that “meaning-

“determining rules” like the Grand Syntagmatique were historically
time-bound {just a codification of editing in a certain period). Mctz
- always stressed the disanalogies as well as the analogies between film
and language, never equating analogy with identity. It is therefore
somewhat gratuitous to inventory all the ways in which film is noza

lmohnguistms partially derives from the sensitivity, typi- _

had already implicitly made them when he said that cinema was not . -

languacre system when Metz had already said as much W

,@ﬁma,ﬂaw,dmrdmgw language. philosophy..to the nn«lblc
M@ﬁmmph@@mmh@mﬂﬁlmﬁs%ﬁgmgﬁeﬂatw

dicam)s For cognitivists, metaphor is not necessarily a cognitive,
exploratory instrument, but rather a kind of category mistake (al-
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though one might perform a cognitive study of metaphor itself).
Cognitivists tend to be suspicious of the playful, punning, meta-
phorical, and analogical modes of some screen theory; they react to
it as Samuel Johnson reacted to Shakespeare’s puns asa “fatal Cleo-
patra” to be shunned. (Nonetheless, writers like No&l Carroll are
themselves fond of using witty analogxes a kind of metaphor, as a
strategy in argument.) However, metaphors are not wrong or right;
they are suggestive and illuminating, or they are not. It is one thing
to say that a metaphor such as “film language” has given us all it ca
‘give us and that we should move on or change tack; it is a very
different thing to say that it is simply “wrong.”

Cognitivists do not completely deny the usefulness of psycho-
analysis, but they see that usefulness as limited to the emotive and
irrational aspects of film. Cognitivism, Carroll writes, looks for

“alternative answers to many of the questions addressed by or raised
by psychoanalytic film theories, especially with respect to film recep-
tion, in terms of cognitive and rational processes rather than irra-
tional .or. unconscious ones”(Bordwell and Carroll, 1996, p. 62),
Bordwell, similarly, acknowledges that psychoanalytic theories are
better equipped than cognitivism for issues of sexuality and fantasy
(Bordwell, 1985, p. 336). But there is “no reason,” as Bordwell
puts it, “to claim for the unconscious any activities which can be
explained on other grounds” (ibid., p. 30).

Usmg a cogmtwc/ analyuc approach, s Allcn n (1995) tried to re-
'A.‘Quld clcé ase it of f‘amb:gmty and equivocauon.” D1sr_1ngulshmg
between mere “sensory deccption” and “cpistemic deccption ?

6T SElEcone .“@té%‘ﬁ"“f”?ﬁ’ﬁ’éﬁﬂﬁ‘s’""% We
know that what we are seeing is only a ﬁlm yet we expenencc that
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it aﬁ@ﬁlmﬂmﬂa l agezhk ntxtyamab@anfb@apm __
AdiIguistes 5eml@l@g}géh‘%’ﬁ?@ﬁ&@ﬁ%ond it
@&l@dﬂ@%ﬂWﬁWﬁﬁWﬂ@ﬁiMﬁCGryﬂ’tﬁ@
UnconsersHs e R o S PSSOt A Preconscious-operationges -
Lhizd,-unlike-the-semioticrand-Althusserian-traditionyit-tends-torbe

EISUPPOTEVE Father that sUs pICIous Of + COT MO SENsE

IMGH-SEnse ==the aggre.-
gate of common opinion derisively labeled “doxa” by Roland Barthes
—and in some versions offers a populist endorsement of what Curnc ,
calls “folk ‘Ps{ych rg),gy” or “folk theoretic wisdom.
tisisineli sdﬁmwgrmdﬂmhememaiwclmmswmth@mﬂhwwﬁmdbﬂm
speceaeemswbemimfhmppifrjaftgﬁm-egimwfzvmfwr
EPLARIALS ‘DTG %
itical claims made for Brechtian—modcrmst rcﬂcxwlty Slxth it
rc;ccts if only implicity, the postmodern notion of the end of meta-
narratives, specifically the rejection of the meta-narrative of scien- -
tlﬁc progress. que@gmﬂmsmﬂﬁkmﬁth@@wshmumpp oximatesthe,

22 m:ofscience-byxprogressingthrowghempiticalFinvestigations

ZIE(e) yatesiSeventh, despite the very diverse political affili-
ations of its pracuuoners cognitivism prefers what it sees as a stance
of objective, apolitical neutrality to what it sees as the “agenda-driven”

politicizing of theory. In this sense, it distances itself from political
and cultural radicalism. In the background is the ideal of a peaceful
combat of cempeting hypotheses in « kind of free market-place of

ideas, where the “best theories” will win.out through the processes
of meritocratic competition.

While cognitivism claims to be the “latest thlng,” it can be wcwcd 2
as a nostalgic move backward to a world prior to Saussurean
differentialism, prior to the Frankfurt School indictment of “instru-
mental reason,” prior to Lacan’s destabilized ego, prior to Marxist .
and Freudian critiques of “common sense,”-prior to Foucault’s
power—knowledge nexus and the mutually constitutive relation be-

cLbdsO ATECESALESCEMAL
faith with science, even though
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“proved” black, Jewish, and Native American inferiority. The ques.
tion, of course, is to what end is science being used, and who gets to

. decide.

-Currie’s concept of “folk theoretic wisdom,” meanwhile, ignores

the question of heteroglossm contradxéndﬁs both within and be-

rween “folks.” In the contemporary era, is there any unalloyed “folk”
consensus that joins rich and poor, black and white, male and fe-
male? Most black folk in the United States seem to feel that whites
have been collectively racist toward them; many whites are reluctant
to agree. Does the notion of common folk wisdom help us in such
situations? While a white suburbanite moviegoer who has never been
victimized by the police and an inner-city resident who has been
brutalized by the police might share a common recognition that
what they are seeing on screen is a white policeman, their affective
response, the historical associations, the socio-ideclogical “intona-%
tion” they bring to that figure, might well be different. For Gcrmanj
anti-semites in the 1930s, anti-semitic films like The Jew Suss reso-
dated with their “¢common sense,” but not for Jews or their sympa- |

- thizers.

Cognitive theory allows little room for the politics of location,

of for the socially shaped investments, ideologies, narcissisms, and

desires of the spectator, all of which seem too irrational and messy
Tor the theory to deal with. Why do some spectators love, and others
“hate, the same films? There is littte room in cognitive theory for

-~ 'the potential homophobic reaction of the spectator of Cruising, or
‘the potental antd-Arab/Muslim reaction -of the spectator of The

* Siege, or the potennal m1sogymst1c reaction of the sPcctator of

We go to ﬁlms> Isitto make mferences and test hypoth\‘:ses> While

" that is admittedly part of the process, we also go to films for other

reasons: to confirm (or question) our prejudices, to identify with

" characters, to feel intense emotions and “subject-effects,” to ima-

gine another life, to enjoy kinaesthetic pleasure, to taste glamor,
eroticism, charisma, passion.

The critique I deploy here does not imply cultural relativism, as
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magiire, but rather the historic tl_LQ}?QLm}}lFif@l?ﬁi‘?ﬂ,!ﬂ%tigna

in and bctwccn socni formations. Even single 1nd1v1duals are Con-
d, torn between their charitable and selfish impulses, their pro-
ive and regressive tendencies. The social formation as a whole s
‘more riven. And why does cognitivism insist that our responses
Im.are largely rationally motivated? Couldn’t spectatonai response
rtwine the rational and the irrational? Is our response to TV com-
jals, or to political “attack-ads,” rational? Were pro-Nazi re.3ponsc;;
Triumph of the Will rational? Were white responses to Birth of a
tion rational? Can spectatorship be reduced to a matter of making
<rences from the cues prowded by a text?
we haye .
hat about the contrachctory desires cngagcd by film —
“eroticism, for beauty, for aggression, for community, for law and
er, for rebellion?

The cognitive approach downsizes, as it were, the ambitions of
ory, concentrating instead on manageable research problcms

P.f; YEL Y EF

r-! vpn rv-"\

de grand claims abot ma' - enating role
3¢l Carroll proposes a mote modest aua focal ‘prolct. Dot Fhe
perations of 2/l discourse, but rather “the rhetorical organization
f some discourse” (Carroll, 1998, p. 391). Within th1s. project
ognitivists have done substantial and producmlrc work on 1ssucs‘of'
pectatorial engagement not with the apparatus in gen'cral, not with
arrative in general, but with characters in film, a subject long ren-
ered off-limits by theoretical anti-humanism. A number of theo-
ists, for example Murray Smith (1995), Ed Tan (1996), and
ontributors to Passionate Views: Thinking about Film and Emo-
jons (1999), have e\cplored the cohtribution of cognitivism in ac-

' sz A
‘counting for emotional responses to film. In Moving Picture:

11 geneval,

n reaction against subject-positioning and apparatus theory, which
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New - Theory of Film Genves, Feelings and Cognition, Torben Kragh
Grodal pays a_Et“e_ption to the very physiology of film reception, that

aspect of the cinematic experience Which makes 1s say that a film

“sent chills up our spine” or made our “heart sink.” " As Grodal
puts it:

- The film experience is mndr: up of many activities: our eyes and ears pick up
and analyze image and sound, our minds apprekbend the story, which veso-
nares in oy memory; furthermore, our stomach, heart, and skin are activated

in empathy with the story situations and the protagonists’ ability to cope.
(Grodal, 1997, p. 1)

itions arc” (ibid., p: 40). Grodal - ,_\L:‘

| also d1sputes the idea that cognitive e film tEcory 1s only suited to s
rauonal processes, Whllc psychoanalync mcthods s are better su1tcd to

an ascendmg 5 hierarchy of responses, cach w1th emotion-producing ~ -
potential: (1) visual _perception of hncs and ﬁgures (2) nx
matching within the Eé?éf)ral arch1ve3‘ (3) O
diggesismand (45 Identificanon with cliara cters, resulting in dwerse
possibic reag‘ =2} voluntary telic (goal- oriented) responses: (b)
paratehc (semi- vomntary rcsponses), and (¢} autonomic mvoluntary
: responses (laughing, ¢rying).” o
Cognmve theory’s turn to scientific methods was motivated byits] « *
fatigue with high-flying theoretical speculamon with bold assertions| - o
unsupported by evidence, and with the relentless politicization of | |
Scrccn theory. As part of this scientific turn, Cognitive theory £ favorsJ
F dlstmct - vocabulary featuring words like “schemata,” “visual data,”

(2) mérhory

1:’(" B A TE S

neuropsychologlcal coordlhates m “lmage processmg,’_’ “evolunon-' _
ary perspectives,” “physmlogv of response,” .and. the “cogmtxvc—
hedonic relabeling of arousal” (Grodal, 1997, p. 102). But in its
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revolt against intellectual inflation, cognitivism sometimes runs the
opposite risk of reductivism, of suggesting that the film experience
is “nothing but” physiological response and cognitive processing,

G AR ET Rl ) &@&d@mi
eveloped by Metz, Mulvey, Heath, 2

S AT YYD

nd many others)

Building on Richard Wollheim’s_distinctionm.

084) benween.~central’ and “acentral” im

sees as the false dichotomy of the

cognitive and the emotive, he argues

engagement which together form a “structure of sympathy:” (1)

recognition (the spcctatorial construction of characters as individu-_

“ated and continuous agents); (2) alignment (the process by which

spectators are placed | Tent relation in terms of aceess,t
Yot

E%4

character’s actions, knowlc-dgdcj%gnc}- feelings); and (3) a
dhe

(the cognitive and -affective adh rence to a character’s values and
moral point of view). Theorists have oftéri conflated (2) and (3),
Smith argues, under broad terms like “identification” and “point of

view.” :
By focusing on emotion, Smith corrects the more rationalist and

constructivist Bordwellian emphasis on “hypothesis—tcéfihg” and
“inferential cues,” but his main target is the Brechtian emphasis on
rational and ideological distantiation and screen theory’s emphasis
on the subjectcd and positioned spectator. Smith reasserts spectatorial
d3ency but without making larger Fiskean claims of, sutlvﬁrsxonhﬁa
resistance: “Spectators, I will argue, are neither decgvéd with ré-
spect to the status of rcprcsentations,hor entirely caught within the
cultural assumptions of those representations” (Smith, 1995, p. 41).
Smith rejects what he calls the “incarceration” of the spectator, scet
as benighted, spellbound in ideological darkness, and in this sense
his move parallels that of others. But he goes too far in depoliticizing
the cinema when he argues that schema theory can substtute for
"‘ijacol.gg_yf.'f:fﬁe 'Sp_éctator, T would argue, both is constructed and
‘him or herself constructs, within a kind of constrained or situated
freedom. In a Bakhtinian perspective the reader/spectator eXercises
agency, but always within the force-fields of contradiction charac-
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eristic both of the social fictd and of the individual psyche. Cogni-
give theory, by focusing on mental processes, must work in
-~ complementarity with more socially and historically minded meth-
ods, otherwise it runs the risk of its own form of incarceration, i.c. of
driving complex historical processes into the monadic perceptual
prison of the individual psyche. Smith’s disastrous substitution of
the word “moral” for the word “ideological,” for example, throws
out the collective achievemnents of the Frankfurt School, screen theory,
! and cultural studies, leaving a social void which the word “moral,”
: with its Victorian associations, cannot possibly fill.
_ 1:19&&(:}31_’{9%1 (1998) takes a more nuanced position on ideology,
proposing an expanded definition which allows not only for class
5 domination but for any system of oppression. Carroll rejects what
he sees as an overly broad definition of ideology which would equate
%‘ it with perception (Althusser), language (Volosinov), or discourse
& (Foucault). Picking up on decades. of work on gender, race, and
: sexuality, Carroll proposes dropping exclusive references to class
- oppression, instead defining ideology as epistemically defective propo-
sitions with “contextually grounded implications favorable to some
practice of social domination” (ibid., p. 378). Such a definition has
the advantage of emphasizing the effects of ideology in the world,
but has the disadvantage of grounding the operations of ideology in
“propositions” rather than in the asymmetrical power arrangements
that structure everyday life and consciousness. What is missing in
Smith, as opposed to Carroll, is a notior: of a social vantage point, of
spectatorial snvestmentsin representation, notions of ideclogical gfids
and cultural narcissisms that reflect the social channeling of emo-
tional engagement. British spectators at the height of imperialism
felt flattered by representations of their empire spreading order and
progress around the world; the imperialized, meanwhile, protested
such representations. Many American spectators, similarly, enjoy
Indiana Jomesstyle images which flatter their sense of America’s
-mission in the world. It is not an accident that Hollywood returns
1 incessantly to World War II, the “good war” where Americans were
liberating heroes. Many Americans are quite accepting of stereo-
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typical representations of Muslim Arabs in films like The Sheik, Ishtar,
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Addin, and The Sigge because they are not personally invested i
sitive representations; their ox is not being gored. Arab and Muys.
| spectators, on the other hand, react mt'h hurt and outrage to
endiary stereotypes of all Arabs and Muslims (Fh¢ tWO terms are
ually confused) as terrorists. An innocuoL}s nOthI:l of folk beliefg
ks the strength to account for differentinl rcactlol?s, rooted in
istinct histories. There is thus a kind of cpmplacency in one strand
f cognitive theory that assumes we live in a well—or.dcrcd €osmos,
vhere good spectators align with good characters in a common.-
snse world where everyone agrees about the nature of good and
vil. But what happens when the cinema ide'alfzes certain figures
vho might have historically played a fairly sinister role — for ex- |
mple, FBI agents during the Civil Rights movement in Mississippi

\ummg and presents them as heroes? What happens whez:.‘ action
lockbusters encourage adolescents to indulge in dreams of “infant-
le omnipotence” by identifying with the sadistic violence of law-
nd-order figures fighting diabolical evil, even if, indeed especiallyif, |
hose characters are presented as exercising violence in a putatively

“‘good” cause! _
A simplistic view of cognitive theory as simply the antithesis of

creen theory also obscures shared terrain. The work of Murray Smith,
ike that of Edward Branigan, activates a dialogue between cognitive
E?dgﬂénd the narratology of theorists _
Iiz'gp_gbls Jost, h’s “alignment, » for exampie is in some. ways
kin to Genette’s notion of “focalization.” Filmolinguistics and d cog-
nitive theory also share a common appcal o scmnuﬁc standards, 7
even if the master-sciences and jargons in qucstmn (hnguisms ver-
sus -cogmtwc psvchology) are not identical. Eco and Metz, after all,
~also talked about codes of perception and cognition. Both cogmuvlsm
‘and semiology downplay issues of evaluation and ranking, more-

of its questions with screen theory: What is the nature of cinemnatic
1Ilus1on> How are films understood? What is the nature of narrative .
comprehension? What are the schemata and semantic fields '
(Borclwell) the extra-cinematic codes (Metz), the d1sc1phnary para-
digms of knowlcdge (Foucault), the bodies of (largely unarticulated)

_knowledge and belief, that we bring to bear on our understanding
of film> How does the viewer locate him or herself in the space of
the action? How do.audiences construct meaning? What accounts _
for emotional, empathic responses to films?

MMMeen rhe cognitiyvises and th C S

on precise theorencal probicms Iromcally, both Metz and Carroll
deploy the same metaphor of the sausage-machine to mock the kind
of sterile, epigonic film analysis they dislike. The two movements
. also share certain blindspots. Both cognitivism and Metzian semi-
i _ﬂotxcs have been critiqued for their lack of attention to race, gender, -
¥

class. and scxuauty, INEIr qQUICTPrESTmipt] 18€, A= m
heterosexual spectator. 1 he two schools differ, of course, in thc master

dlsc1p11nes to which they appeal — lmguxsncs and psvchoanalysm n_
the case of semiotics; co 'mtlve D '

. two move-
ip stylc ‘and: rhetoric. V\rmle a_certain’ strand of
_Ban esian semiotics has been playful, at best ludlcally experimental
and at worst pretentiously vapid in its fondness for punning and
word play, the cognitive school, and its distant _Cousin the

“postanalytic school,® show a certain squeamlshncss about uncon-
strained association and the free play of interpretation. But a search-
~over, in favor of probing the ways texts are understood. Both and-destroy mission against all ambiguities of meaning can be just
" movements refuse a normative, belletristic approach; m_sflffjw + as silly as the willful inflation of “undecidabilities.” If one side can

democratizing impulse uninterested in lauding individual filmmak- 4 l::e accused of IWll%ﬁ,ll inflation, the other can be accused of short-
ms geniuses or specific films as masterpieces. For Carroll (1998) sighted reductionism.

s_
as for Mctz, all mass art s art. In any intellectual. movemem ques

an
tions are more important than answers, and cognitivism shares many .

246 . 247



