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Exhibition/Inhibition
At the heart of the exhibition Samuel Beckett in the Centre Georges Pompidou in 2007 is the centralized, exuberant display of Beckett’s film, Film. This is a paradoxical exhibit. Since this is his only film, in an art exhibition devoted to, essentially, a writer, this central position seems to make perfect sense. Being the film it is, however, in one sense the exhibiting mode goes against the thrust of the film. On a floor-to-ceiling screen, the film is exhibited in as much light as projection tolerates, with seating provided for the comfort of the viewer. Other works surround it, and viewers walk by, talk, and cast glances at it; only a few stay. The work is subjected, that is, to environmental noise.1
Adjacent to the centerpiece, small monitors show scenes from old comedies. These raise the question of laughter as a response to less-than-comical situations. Charlie Chaplin’s City Lights (1929–1932), Buster Keaton’s Go West (1925), and between these what looks like a comedy with apes, Intelligence Tests on Anthropoid Apes (1914–1917); the latter already hints that there is not much to laugh about in comedy. Unlike Chaplin and Keaton, the apes’ clumsiness may look comical, but the animals’ total lack of control over their laughed-at-ness is deeply disturbing and reflects back on the masters of comedy, confronting the viewers with the key questions of the genre: who is the object—the “third person” of laughter—who is included, who is excluded? In Beckett’s film there surely isn’t much cause for laughter at all. Only the scene when the character tries to throw his dog and cat out, who return each time he opens the door, recalls Keaton’s earlier work and hence refers to the comical, genre-wise. It invokes the genre of comedy, but it doesn’t fit the bill.2
Instead of offering a good laugh, the film is deeply tragic. It explores to the hilt the definition of subjectivity derived from the anti-Cartesian tradition of Bishop Berkeley, whose formula “to be is to be perceived” (esse est percipi) is familiar to cultural criticism through the Lacanian as well as a certain Bakhtinian tradition. Useful as it is in acknowledging the social-political power of looking and its assault on the individual’s illusory autonomy, this view, which Film stages, results in a sometimes overextended sense of passivity and coerciveness, in turn resulting in a denial of political agency and hence responsibility. The apes, rather than Keaton and Chaplin, would be the logical consequence of this view: total, abject subjection, along with “innocence.”3
We see an aging man who, for some unclear reason, is terrified of being seen. Rightly so, it seems, since those who do see him, first a couple on the street, then a woman in his apartment building, scream when they see his face; the latter even faints. This drives the man deeper into paranoia, so that, once inside his apartment, he throws out his dog and cat and covers not only his window but also the bird cage, the fish bowl, the mirror, and anything that might have small round shapes that look like eyes, such as a reproduction of an image of an ancient deity, the decoration in the back of his chair, and the little cardboard disks that constitute the string and button closing device of his archival folder. From the pork-pie hat we know the man to be Keaton, the great comedian. From the comical acting, only some jerky movements remain. It is a great acting achievement to be, in his old age, long after sound film silenced his career, both same and different. At the same time, given the philosophical theme of Film, the acting also constitutes a “theoretical object.” Playing O (object) in Film is Keaton’s only truly tragic role. And because he transforms the concept of tragedy in the bargain, the acting “theorizes” tragedy. This is a tragedy, not with an anti-hero, but without even the consideration of a hero.4
As philosopher Anthony Uhlmann has pointed out, Samuel Beckett elaborates Berkeley’s formula to exhaustion, so that it is agony-inducing (2004). The plot, insofar as there is one, consists of just that exhaustion. Already in the mere fact that it defines being linguistically in non-personal forms, the formula shows its agonizing view of a suspended subjectivity. So does, incidentally, the opposite view in Descartes. There, using a reiterated first person, the cogito represses the indispensable second person, needed to confirm the first person and swapping roles with it. Hence, the two formulas betray a profound symmetry: from utterly lonely in an illusory autonomy, to being abjectly passive, locked up in objectification. It sounds like the shift from modernism to postmodernism in art.5
As a result of its philosophical tenet, Beckett’s Film explores the agonizing feelings that result from a consciousness that being consists of being perceived—in other words, of being as being ex-hibited. Rather than telling a story—although it does that as well—the film stages the demise of the Western subject. Casting an aging actor who was—long before playing this role—already defeated by new inventions is more than a brilliant choice. It implies an assault on the autonomy of the work of art, as well as on the fourth wall, the impermeable frontier between fact and fiction on which cinema like theater has been based. This makes the open, airy, and bright display of the film an intervention of some consequence. It frames the film as art, and as of public access. It turns the display into an installation of ex-hibition. It also frames Keaton, O, and Beckett as interlocutors. Uhlmann points out that Beckett does not reject Berkeley’s view but, perhaps like a devil’s advocate, carries it to its logical end: he “exhausts” it. In this sense, the film is an experiment in philosophy: how far can you go, and what happens at the end of the road? Film ends with a blind eye staring back at the viewer.6
Since Beckett’s medium here is film, he can also be seen as exploring the suspension of subjectivity specifically in terms of images—moving and multiple ones, sequences or strings of images. This suspension is highly significant for an understanding of film as medium that, as such, offers a philosophy of subjectivity. Beckett’s simple but programmatic title foregrounds such a reading. Indeed, from today’s perspective he can be seen to draw the contours of Deleuze’s three types of images—the perception-image, the affection-image, and the action-image, leaving both character and spectator stuck in the middle one.7
In a very useful book on Deleuze’s philosophy of cinema, Paola Marrati points to the crucial function of the affection-image as the closest to both the materiality of the image and that of subjectivity. She writes tersely, “Between a perception that is in certain ways troubling, and an action still hesitant, affection emerges” (2003: 48). It is this image, she continues, that transforms the movement of translation into movement of expression, “in pure quality” (49). This is why the affection-image remains closest to the present, while providing it with the temporal density needed to make possible a contact or “inter-face,” both with others such as viewers and with other times. Its typical incarnation is the close-up. As I will explain below, I take this “preposterous” Deleuzian view of Beckett’s work to bear on the presence, in the Beckett exhibition, of a contemporary film that restages the issues Film raises: Stan Douglas’s Vidéo.8
In Film, close-up on the main character is only used at the beginning and at the end, in extreme form, focusing on a bit of skin of the eyelid and on the iris, not on faces. Other close-ups are blurred images of the eyes of dog and cat, fish and picture, and scratches on the whitewashed wall. At first, the figure played by the aging and decidedly not comical Buster Keaton flees from the state of perceivedness straight into the “action image,” when he first combats eyes like mortal enemies, covering all animal and represented eyes in the apartment, and then tears up his family pictures. The sets of eyes that watch him and that he eliminates show us the limits of the “perception image”; the ending with the extreme close-up of the “affection-image” translates affect into sheer horror, rather than action, which is impossible. This suspension is what makes the film tragic, but it is also what transforms tragedy by taking out any semblance of a hero. After all, no action is possible that would constitute the hero.9
The key instance of the close-up, the face, is studiously avoided. Only at the end of the film do we get to see the man’s face, sneaking a peek when he is asleep, which wakes him up. Startled, he immediately covers his face with his hands, a shot followed by the extreme close-ups of the skin surrounding the eye and the iris itself. The perceivedness that the passages from medium shots to painfully extreme close-up foreground leads to rejection and agony, not to a performativity that might at times be empowering. Not that this empowerment would be accessible in any simple way; it would have to be conquered by the aesthetic binding.10
Tenuous as it is, there is a plotline in Film. Once safe from all eyes, real and metaphorical, Keaton sits down in a rocking chair. He rocks himself, as if going back in time, then opens a folder with cozy family pictures—lovely wife, cute kid, handsomer young version of self. He looks at them with the ambivalence of one who rejects looking as such, loving but fearful; he caresses a picture of a baby, then tears it up, upon which act he checks his pulse. Rocking himself like a baby, he falls asleep. Only then do we get a glimpse of his face, in the one shot that transgresses the rule Film has set itself—to only film him from behind or from a maximum angle of 45 degrees—but, in a fundamental transgression of cinematic decorum, our gaze has the power to wake him. He finally uncovers his eye, but the extreme close-up doesn’t show anything visible beyond wrinkled skin and a white, empty pupil—nothing that warrants the horror his face apparently solicited from those who encountered him. The end. The beginning. Although Film was not conceived as a loop, its circularity asks for such a continuous showing, and it is displayed as a loop, in spite of the interruption by credits.11
In the face of this narrative, this conduct, and these images, the ease with which the film is made accessible in the exhibition is almost cruel. If our mere gaze were able to wake up the character, then what would this buzz of activity around the film do to him? It certainly goes against the grain of Film’s narrative to frame it with comfort, comedy, and bright light. Yet, the opposite can also be maintained: the film itself sets the example for this cruelty, in showing the face once the man feels safe enough to fall asleep. Being both right and wrong, then, the mode of display draws attention to what lays at the heart of the philosophical experiment that is Film.12
Behind the wall on which it is shown, however, a small, dark corridor leads to a dark projection room. In one sense, this is where Film should have been: in the dark, with the spectator invisible, unable to torture the heartwrenchingly unlivable character; in-hibited, rather than ex-hibited. This is also the normal cinematic setting: a darkened space where the viewers sit invisibly. In this dark room we see, instead, that other film, from our own time, Stan Douglas’s clearly related 2007 Vidéo. In this essay, I cast an ever wider net on this work. First, I discuss its relations to the “ante-texts” which it engages, critically and synthetically. In relation with this act of emphatic reworking, I discuss the issue of artistic agency. This leads to the issue announced in the double prefix “re” of my title, the sense of repetition as well as the concerns of cultural politics the acts of remaking address. Both the relationship to the past and the “horizontal” relationship to the present sustain these concerns. Hence the following section on time and the attempts to kill it—in all meanings of that phrase. But to do justice to the intricate interweaving of these topics in Vidéo each section merges with, rather than follows, the preceding sections.

Vidéo, Film, and The Trial: Beyond the Remake

The paradox mentioned at the beginning plays itself out in response to the titles of both works. As a video installation, this work does not need darkness, while Film’s status as a film would require a dimmed room. Yet, darkness is obviously an element of this installation. The darkness is overdetermined; this film is not only displayed in the dark, it is completely shaped by darkness. The symmetry between the two titles, as well as the situations of display, suggest a point-by-point relationship of chiasmus between the two works. This, too, is both right and wrong.

On the face of it—plot-wise—Vidéo is rather a remake of Orson Welles’s The Trial, a black-and-white feature film from 1962 based on Franz Kafka’s novel by the same title, which, like Go West, dates back to 1925 as well. Welles’s film itself is a counterpart to Film—and this is a primary bond between the two works Douglas’s Vidéo (re-)makes. The Trial is the story of an agonizing persecution, a kind of inverted or externalized paranoia. The Trial says that Beckett’s O is right to fear being seen.13
As in Film, but unlike The Trial, in Vidéo we only see the main character from the back. A triple identity swap has taken place. The white older man is now a black young woman. Like O, she tears up family photographs, which she carries in a similar folder. Presumably, as far as the narrative impulse dictates our viewing, since she is sitting in the space of the archive, these are pictures of her in her birth family. She sees herself as a little girl, standing next to a grown woman, her mother perhaps. We can’t see that clearly, as the photographer or the printer has cropped out the mother’s face, but we see enough to know that the woman in the picture is black as well. Although the scene is practically identical to that in Film, the change to a young woman transforms the imagined narrative played out. This scene of Vidéo, one imagines, might refer to an adoption story. This plot of adoption and the search for roots as the basis of identity is very much of our time. So is another allusion to possible plots, this one not derived from Film: during the first nightly visit of the detective, K offers him her passport, as if she needed to justify that her presence was “legitimate.” Such scenes set Vidéo in the realm of the contemporary. They are two of many ways in which the work intervenes in historical time.14
As part of the endeavor to reset the work in the contemporary realm, Vidéo is not only shot in digital video but also in color. But we see very little of it, since all the scenes are extremely dark, and as a result of both that darkness and the large projection, the digitally produced image looks grainy. This makes the video literally both black-and-white and color. As for color, there are patches of red and blue, in K’s surroundings, and green for K herself. It is the color of the main character’s jacket and sweater. When all else recedes to black, we still see that green jacket. The use of video and of color, while displaying the work like a film in a single-screen installation and almost making the color disappear, is a deliberate updating-within-history of Film, especially for an artist with so many black-and-white films to his name. This treatment of both medium and display mode is programmatic; it tells us something important about video, specifically, in installation.15
There is a narrative here as well. The first time I entered the dark space, I thought I saw a hand go down, then heard a gun shot, then disco music. The hand and the shot do not overlap in time. During a few minutes, disco music accompanies—or is it the other way around?—an anthropomorphic “face” of a security camera moving from one side of the screen to the other. The screen goes dark, and only the red eye stays and draws arcs on the dark screen. Red: the color of the others, and other things in K’s environment. After a while the music stops and the red eye receives a face again. This would be the ideal mechanical eye to spook Film’s paranoid character. When I subsequently saw, from a high and distant point of view, the young woman walking on a plaza, in—importantly—a bleak suburb of Paris, on a rainy night, I thought she was the one who had fired the shot. Especially since soon afterwards she receives a nightly visit from two detectives, the beginning of her ascent to hell. Just my luck, I had entered at the end. But this film is really looped, without credits interrupting it. So, it welcomes spectators entering at any moment. This is one of the ways the video defies linear time. Once the analogy with The Trial became clear, I had to surrender to the possibility that she got shot—but never could I visually ascertain this.16
Many elements bind Vidéo to Film, the later work putting a relevant spin on the earlier one, and, as a result, the juxtaposition of these two works constitutes a beautiful instance of “pre-posterous history.” It is the centerpiece of the Beckett exhibition, where contemporary artists are said to have been “influenced” by Beckett. The word “influence” doesn’t cover the way Douglas’s work relates to Beckett’s—which is why we must consider Welles’s film as Beckett’s important “other.” The scene in Vidéo where the woman is laughed at in court mirrors the horrified faces of the couple on the street, whose silent scream follows the only sound in Film, occurring when the woman puts her finger on her lips shushing her companion into silence. But it also mirrors K.’s (pre-)trial, and the defection of his social circle. The woman in Vidéo is also met with horror on the outside, in one instance, in an image that invokes the mocking of Christ. The tearing up of photos, the danger always coming from outside, the short shot of a bleak cityscape, and the figures’ sleep, all offer similarities. With, of course, differences that matter.

But where, at the end of Film, the ultimate horror is to see the eye—to see the seeing and the being-seen in one—in Vidéo, as in The Trial, the woman is taken away by two sinister-looking policemen, dragged along on a derelict terrain. This happens right after she tears up the photographs, as if in dismissing her uncertain roots she has relinquished her subjectivity altogether. Like the executioners in The Trial, the goons/policemen keep handing the weapon, in Kafka and Welles a knife, and here a gun over to each other, until one of them puts it in the hand of the woman, forcing her to kill herself. Which she may or may not have done. Kafka’s anti-hero, confused and passively endorsing his guilt, accepts the execution. Welles, making his film in the era of existentialism, has K. refuse. The men have to do the deed themselves, and kill K. “like a dog.” He stands up from his abject position and screams “you! you!” to them, thus forcing them to use excessive force and throw a bomb into the pit where they had left K., like a dog indeed. The bomb and the excess it signifies is doubtlessly an allusion to what was happening in Vietnam at the time.

Since we don’t see it happen, the shot we hear and the merry music that follows allow for my triumphant fantasy that at the last moment she killed one of the men. This is possible in Welles’s film as well. There, Joseph K. picks up the bomb while the executioners crouch down in fear, covering their ears. He may have tossed it in their direction, just in time. The Trial ends on the clouds of the explosion, a clear allusion to—although not iconic representation of—the mushroom clouds of the then much-disputed atomic bomb. If she managed this, I thought, the surveillance camera, which follows her going into her apartment building, must have given her away—hence the detectives, hence all the rest of this relentless story. In other words, I read the loop as a coherent narrative, according to the noir style the artist has adopted.

In this I may have responded a bit hastily, but not really against the work. Douglas is a master in the creation of narrative suspense, as well as the productive frustration caused by the lack of resolution. This suspension of the denouement is part of Douglas’s relation to the cultural and political past—the relation that the title of the exhibition in Stuttgart, Past Imperfect, so brilliantly sums up. While the shooting from the back in Vidéo follows the visual paranoia of Film, the darkness of the image, making a literal reference to film noir, as well as the story the images construct move effortlessly into Welles’s Kafkaesque world of incomprehensible persecution. Are these two sides of the same social ill? And what can it mean to say that Douglas’s Vidéo proposes a reflection on that question through other, older films?17
Authorship, Agency, and Political Art

Douglas offers, in the first place, a statement on authorship in the age of limited agency; in the second place, a reflection on the possibility of political art. The question, after all, considers subjectivity as both internally and externally shaped. Hence, ex-hibition and in-hibition are the two modes in which such interrogated subjectivity can be explored. I contend that both ante-texts, Film and The Trial, or more precisely, the relation between the two, are necessary for Douglas’s work to make its point. This point is anchored in the relationship and the gap between the two. In responding to two such different visual texts, Douglas’s work offers a new installment of his ongoing attempt to answer the question as to how a political art is possible that does not depend on the many traps that caused the demise of the critique of ideology. Of these, the most obvious are the illusion that one can avoid ideology; the didactic belief in consciousness-raising; the confusion or unreflected transfer between social and psychoanalytical issues; the contempt for aesthetics based on an unwarranted ideology of artistic autonomy; and the narratological collapse of the ideology of character and artist.18
In Douglas’s Vidéo the necessary inbetweenness this dual intertextuality drives home is elaborated on all possible levels, from aesthetic “look” to philosophical tenor, from technological to exhibitionary modes, from suspense and the suspension of narrative, and from one spectatorial position to another. It is in a multiple return movement (the “re-“ of this essay’s title) that the artist moves forward, to articulate a political form of art beyond modernism and its utopias. This multiple deployment of “re-“ is a primary tool in this project and clearly points to the importance of killing linear time. Research (or Recherche), into the history of cinema; revenant, the specters of past politics that haunt the present; and residue, the remainder of the illusions of the sixties: these are only the most relevant and visible forms of his revisiting of history, culture, and technology. These come along with: repression, of affect by narrative; reminder, as the necessary task of art; and reciprocating, between artworks and between the latter and their respective audiences, activities whose agency has been paralyzed and are here revisited to be reworked through repetition—of ways of filming, plots, and possibilities of critique. As a result, resurrection (of the shot woman, due to the loop), relation (between the past films and the present one), and reconfiguration (Douglas’s alternative to representation) are effective tools to make art that works.

While “remaking” two very distinct films, Douglas’s search for (political, philosophical, as well as aesthetic) effectivity addresses political film from the same period of the sixties. But there is a third intertext, Jean-Luc Godard’s Deux ou trois chose que je sais d’elle (Two or Three Things I Know About Her), from 1966. This intertext has a different status than the other two. This is a film he seeks to (re)make more politically effective. Godard’s film adds many issues to Beckett and Welles, of which I single out the location in a French cité, the presence of the global history of violence as it intersects with capitalism (including, and, for Godard, allegorically, the sexual traffic in women), and the troubled relationship between language and image. Vidéo’s engagement with this film is signaled in the insistent color of the jacket and sweater, as well as the red, white, and blue, predominant in the Godard, which, there, become dirty to match the colors of the apartment building. In Two or Three Things, the color of Juliette’s (striped) blue sweater is a returning preoccupation, both of herself and of the man who whispers his commentary in the film.19
In the sixties, the intertemporal interlocutor to Vidéo, political art, was primarily critique. Two or Three Things is an excellent example of this, especially because it is such a powerful film, making a strong and clear point about the logic of late capitalist sexual exploitation and global violence, and at the same time making that point aesthetically by means of the visual language of advertising and comics. Early on, critics of Godard’s film pointed out the limits of this approach. While a feminist commentary faults the film for staying on the surface and thus denying the woman Juliette subjectivity, political critics blame it for being elitist, incomprehensible for the people on whose behalf it ostensibly speaks. All in all, this approach to making art political remains premised on the possibility of stepping out of ideology and of avoiding the repetition of that which one seeks to critique. I don’t think art has ever really overcome these and other limits of the approach to political art as critique.20
Moreover, art only really works provided that the artist escapes the second predicament of political, or “committed art,” the one spelled out long ago by Adorno. Explicitly committed art, the German philosopher argued, is a contradiction. Its message is political but its form is propaganda, a coercive form of discourse that subjects rather than emancipates its audience. It makes the audience passive, much in the way Kafka’s anti-hero is coerced into passivity. On the other hand, art that tries to refrain from propaganda mostly becomes what Adorno disparagingly calls “the work [of art] that wants nothing but to exist.” This is the artwork that claims artistic autonomy. Such a work prompts us to forget that this fetishization of aesthetics is “an apolitical stance that is in fact highly political” (2003: 240). As it happens, Adorno included Beckett in his discussion of committed art.21
Douglas has a longstanding relationship with Beckett’s work. Twenty years before he made Vidéo, he curated an exhibition of the latter’s Teleplays. In a brilliant article written for the catalogue, Douglas pointed out how Adorno along with most critics misunderstand Beckett because they ignore his later, most radical work. They also tend to ignore Film, made after Adorno wrote his essay. Stuck as these critics were in attempts to come to terms with an existentialism that construes anti-heroes instead of exiting the modernist quest for heroics altogether, a certain blindness was inevitable. As much as I agree with Douglas on this, nevertheless, Adorno’s article posed the dilemma in terms that resonate with issues of political effectivity in contemporary art. Briefly put, even if one succeeds in avoiding the traps one sets out to critique (the first predicament mentioned above), the second predicament is not resolved, namely that impossible choice between an aesthetic fetishism that makes art politically powerless and a political moralism that makes it redundant. To deal with these two problems, a new political art is necessary.22
One of the difficulties in attempts to overcome these dilemmas is a persistent belief in the artist’s intention. Between the objectified, abject fear of Beckett’s O and Welles’s tragic anti-hero, whose counterpart is O, Douglas, the contemporary artist, deals with this issue with extreme and truly innovative complexity. Here lies one of the significances of the choice of intertexts for Vidéo—an overt response to earlier texts as well as the choice for these particular ones. Intention, in the dogmatic approach to art, is conflated with agency; you surrender the one, you lose the other. This is a false but still powerful ideology. Artistic agency, on this view, is defined by an autonomous, powerful intention—a conflation of Kantian disinterestedness, Romantic genius, and pre-psychoanalytic, Cartesian subjectivity. Obviously, a work based, on the one hand, on two films that question the possibility of any autonomous subject (Film and The Trial) and, on the other hand, on a film that attempts to overcome authorship by rejecting originality and stepping into the aesthetics and logic of advertisement (Two or Three Things) can barely hold up such a view. But what kind of agency can be retrieved from the shipwreck of these disillusionments?

Such a post-intentionalist agency can be conceived with the help of three figurations: gaps, the specificity of the image, and the conceptual figure. Concerning the first—as Uhlmann points out through Beckett’s Film—there is necessarily, not coincidentally, a gap between intention and artwork, and, by implication, its agency. Beckett described these gaps, or discrepancies, in the following joyful passage, when he reflected on the sense of accomplishment he felt after seeing the daily rushes, precisely, due to the failure to do what he intended to do:

. . . I felt it really was something. Not quite in the way intended, but as a sheer beauty, power and strangeness of image . . . In other words . . . from having been troubled by a certain failure to communicate fully by purely visual means the basic intention, I now begin to feel that this is important and that the images obtained probably gain in force what they lose as ideograms . . .23
On a profound level of interdiscursivity, this statement responds to, and takes on, the major tenets of modernist ideology. With the phrase “images . . . gain in force what they lose as ideograms,” Beckett projects the superiority of a performative (“force”) over an ideological or representational (“ideograms”) adequacy of images. Herein lies the importance of the gaps mentioned.24
This statement also enables a more precise entrance into the question of the agency of, specifically, visual art. For it engages the question of intention as medium-specific, binding it to images. Herein lies the importance of the second issue I gleaned from the quote. Godard’s emphatic inquiry, in Two or Three Things, into the discrepancies between language and image developed this issue as well. Here, Deleuze and Guattari’s discussion of the conceptual persona in What is Philosophy? will become relevant—the third issue taken from Beckett’s enthusiastic utterance, discussed below.25
For someone like Beckett, who was first and foremost a writer but who worked more and more with images later on in his career, the experience of viewing the rushes and seeing retrospectively the success of not succeeding, as he described in the quoted passage, was crucial. Kafka is of little help for an understanding of visuality, because he was a profoundly anti-visual writer. Welles, on the other hand, while working in a visual medium somewhat re-heroized Kafka’s figure. For a visual artist like Douglas, who treats sound as integral part of the visual, so to speak, the tension within the medium of film is highly relevant. This tension concerns the relation between, specifically, the image and intention.

But while Beckett de-personalized his figure, Douglas’s endorsement of Welles’s film is clearly interested in exploring the relationship between visuality and the figure as well. In terms of visuality, images are able to conjure figurations below the threshold of rational thought; new ones that, in their endeavor to “become other,” establish contact with what we know without knowing that we know it; the unconscious, or better, what has been called the “unthought known” (Bollas 1987). Characters and cinematic positions of identification—“aesthetic figures”—conform too closely to the already known and are too easily absorbed. Social types or identities, on the other hand, lend themselves to stereotyping but can also show social situations that we inhabit without being aware of it and thus open up a space for looking and thinking about the ways aesthetic figure and social type fail to match. In Godard’s film, the aesthetic figure of Juliette converges with the social type of the prostitute. In her work as aesthetic figure, she fails to fulfill the promise of her social type to complete the circle of commodity fetishism by becoming a commodity in response to her desire for commodities.

Deleuze and Guattari come to this issue from a different direction, that of philosophy. They loosen up the authority/authorship of the philosopher himself by means of the concept of “conceptual persona,” a figure that helps them think as well as “become other.” The term refers to “fluctuating figures who express the presuppositions or ethos of their philosophy and through their existence, no matter how inchoate or unstable, give life to concepts on a new plane of immanence.” Such conceptual personae can be given shape in cinematic characters. Importantly, these figures are not allegories; they do not “stand for” some idea, concept, or thought, but figure the search for still unformed thoughts. This is how, in the end, I interpret Douglas’s K: her form as filmed from the back, her surface as that constant green jacket that sometimes floats alone through the dark frame, and her narrative wavering position between victim and non-victim.26
Precisely because the image does not remain stable, it lends itself to the function of hosting a provisional convergence of social type, aesthetic figure, and conceptual persona. That convergence is, then, the site or moment that authorship can be relinquished without it leading to disempowerment. Uhlmann concludes his essay with the following summary of how, in the wake of the (Deleuzian) affiliation between Berkeley, Bergson, and Beckett, the image undermines intention. I quote this formulation because it sums up so succinctly why the image as such is systematically and productively incompatible with intentionalism, an incompatibility that positions that well-worn modernist trope, medium-specificity, in a new light.27 He writes:

What Film in part offers is the exploration of a medium that draws its power—the power to produce sensations—through gaps. Yet, images provide sparks that leap from one side to the next, like messages across synapses, thereby allowing the formation of a unity among difference: intuition and sensation, intuition and the idea, intention and reception, philosophy and literature. (2004: 103; emphases added)

Uhlmann performs three paradoxes here. He uses the discourse of medium-specificity to make a point about the merging of domains; the discourse of visuality, usually connected to positivistic belief in seeing, to indicate crucial occurrences of emptiness (synapses); and the discourse of embodiment—sensations—to posit gaps.28
The gaps as entrance into sensations that are “borrowed” in a sense, that is, grounded in someone else’s body, open the door to what I have called elsewhere the inter-face required to achieve political efficacy (2006). The Deleuzian affection-image is the locus of that interface. Gaps, in Ulhmann’s words, are the key to a politically effective art that rejects a romantic utopianism in favor of a difficult, hard-won but indispensable inter-facing that is a condition for such art. In these gaps, I contend, Douglas places the viewer in touch with his conceptual persona, thus lending the viewer agency and holding her to the obligation to exercise it.

This specifically visual undermining of intention as a requirement for politically effective art is embedded in a second, simpler reason for abandoning intentionalism. This is the paralyzing effect of a deconstruction of authorship more in general left unresolved. This negative, de-politicizing effect requires a qualification, hence a reflection of the kind—“what is an author?”—invoking Foucault’s famous indictment of the notion of author as authority and unifying force (1979). The media-critical approach to art making as well as the mechanical means Douglas often uses seem to run counter to the notion of authorship, still generally used, including the very concept of a single-artist exhibition. But I understand how important Douglas’s position is in terms of agency as he hovers between a critique of authorship and the proposal that his “work” is “his,” as signaled both in the fact of the exhibition and in his distinct method of working in the field of media and the cultural predecessors he takes on.

The point is a distinction between authority and responsibility; one that Foucault and Barthes, perhaps too enthusiastically—but then, at their historical time, necessarily—militating against the authority aspect of authorship, failed to foreground enough. In Douglas’s revision of the reflection announced in Foucault’s title, the deflation of authorship does not fall into the trap, or abyss, of facile relinquishing of responsibility, throwing up ones hands and alleging disempowerment as an alibi. The feminist critique of Godard is based on such a view, specific for film. If a filmmaker surrenders the aesthetic to the representational, in other words, to showing of that which exploits, he ignores the aggressive, exploitative nature of his own camera (Green, Higgins, and Hirsch 1979: 447). This is why the demise of the author in his guise of intention not just leaves agency in tact but strongly requires its maintenance. And “maintenance” is more than preserving; it is, also, revising, strengthening, as a form of “upkeep.” With less authority in authorship, more agency is necessary. No more than the deflation of “the work of art” leads to de-materialization, a “maintaining” artist cannot afford a negativity that upholds, in the end, the mind-body split it seeks to question. No more than the radical de-contextualization of the Kafkaesque parable can be severed from a contemporary political reality that re-contextualizes it, precisely because it does not confine itself to only one political issue. No more than the video image can be severed from the language in which it is not explained, but could be imagined to be; a language that we cannot read, but only see. This is the function of the emphatic, dramatic speech, the sound of which is turned off.

Indeed, the issue of responsibility is given shape in many ways, one of which is language and its repression. Referencing the history of the medium of film, Vidéo is a silent film (almost). Yet, a lot of talking is going on. We have no access to it. There are not even mercifully summarizing intertitles, as in historical silent film, a device Douglas used in Pursuit, Fear, Catastrophe: Ruskin B.C. (1993). Vidéo is not only (almost) silent but emphatically wordless. In this respect, Vidéo is the symmetrical counterpart of Two or Three Things, where speech is de-naturalized not by deleting its sounds but through two opposed devices. The one is the whispering male voice without face, the other those of the women speaking straight into the camera, addressing the filmmaker and viewer outside of the diegetic world.

Yet, it is in his revisitation of Godard’s deployment of language that Douglas turns K into a conceptual persona—the third issue I took up from Beckett’s enthusiastic response to the rushes. The decision to show her speech only visually changes the role of language. Rather than a tool for narrative coherence and linearity, the “visual” language of film is foregrounded and endorsed. It is well-known that Bresson gave filmmakers the advice to listen to the immobility and silence of images so that the “‘visible parlance’ of bodies, objects, houses, roads, trees, fields” can be perceived. In Vidéo the eloquent gestural rhetoric deployed by the main character in court—her brief moment of triumph or truth, deflated when met with laughter—is a powerful reminder that language is not exclusively a matter of voice. Douglas’s K talks with her body—a body that is young, female, and black—and the moment she does so the camera visualizes the struggle for power in situ. First, surrounding her from above, in a manner reminiscent of many shots in The Trial, the camera foregrounds her body language when, at the moment she points at the abusive detectives, the shots approach her drastically.29
K walks as she talks—eloquently. As in The Trial, the accused men will be tortured in turn. But when K ascends the stairs to exit the courtroom, passing narrowly inbetween the policemen, she enters a new space—presumably a lawyer’s office, from which she emerges with a blue number card in her hand (the others hold red cards). This will send her up several more flights, amongst the contemptuous—presumably racist—remarks of countless others. Cast out by the people waiting for their turn, her social loneliness is reminiscent of U.S. segregation and South African apartheid, both very present in the sixties as well as today in immigration offices in so many Western cities. The film follows her, leaving a trail of hostile others behind.

K must remain wordless. Her mum presence allows her to become the conceptual persona Douglas needs as his intercessor or even interlocutor. With her silence she helps him produce visual thought. She raises the questions of the “mute witness” who keeps together without hierarchy the “contradiction that the visible brings to narrative signification” (Rancière 2001: 22). By speaking without words she also frees the aesthetic figure of the ballast of psychological mimesis that has so plagued modern art. Ultimately, the significance of this figure lays in the way she acknowledges the relevance of, but also answers and amends, both Film and The Trial’s stagings of disempowerment. At the same time she embodies the falseness of ideology critique as it relapses into its opponent, as in Two or Three Things. The complexity of this idea requires a conceptual persona worthy of philosophy: K.30
By thus staging a conceptual persona, the artist takes responsibility even in the acknowledgement of the demise of subjectivity. He positions that responsibility in the present. Douglas reworks the dark, labyrinthine aesthetics of Welles’s film, the increasing loneliness in the face of incomprehensible persecution of Kafka’s text, as well as the shambles this leaves the individual in, from Beckett. Douglas thus allows the narrative to take another turn—to re-turn—and the woman to undertake another search—a re-search. Between justice and roots, she turns around in circles—or loops. The artist makes a film—one that is his. In so doing he updates the issues to a specific contemporariness that painfully but forcefully endorses the lingering of the past within it. Because, as the title of the Stan Douglas exhibition has it, the tense of the present is the “past imperfect.”

It is here that Godard comes in. Early on in Two or Three Things, Juliette’s husband and his friend listen to a radio broadcasting of a parody of U.S. President Johnson’s justifications of bombing North Vietnam. In our times of similar justifications of the escalating “war on terror,” the collapse of past and present is staggering. Douglas doesn’t use sound; he doesn’t allude to Godard with such directness. Instead, the wordless threats to the young woman in the stairwell stipulate that between Kafka’s 1925 prediction of Nazi terror, the nineteen-sixties’ endless war against communism, and today’s continuation of it, xenophobia may now and then shift targets but doesn’t change itself, nor does it disappear.

The clearest way Douglas’s paradoxical authorship comes to the fore is in his treatment of the main character’s position in relation to subjectivity. As I have hinted above, there is a sense in which the figure of K. in Welles’s film remains, as an anti-hero, attached to heroic subjectivity, when he loudly refuses to endorse his execution. He is a “first person,” whose gradual destruction is accompanied by a clear sense of bureaucratic overwhelming, not only through the discourse of those who assume authority over him, but also by that of the modernist, Pironese-inspired architecture. Also, there is a persistent erotic substream in Welles’s film. There, with the typical misogyny of the time, K is pursued by a pack of lusting young women, who appear to be practically as dangerous as the incomprehensible bureaucrats. He takes refuge in the studio of the painter Tintorelli, said to be able to save him, whose sexual innuendoes cause him to be on the run again, only to enter an archive suddenly filled with people.

Before running away from them, he addresses these people, accusing them of accusing him. Throughout The Trial, except for a few close-ups, practically all shots are from below or from above, rarely horizontal. Hence, his subjectivity is acknowledged, then framed and ultimately destroyed by forces greater than him, one of which is the film camera. At the moment he runs from the people in the archive, he is visually sliced by horizontal shadows. These shadows, like the other shadows with which the film is replete, are projective traces. Deleuze and Guattari allege these shadows to explain the concept of “minor literature,” a concept close to the Deleuzian concept of abstraction, and which he conceptualizes through Kafka.

In Welles’s film, they write, “the shadow projects its own truth.” This occasions the formulation that minor literature opposes to the primacy of meaning a “purely intensive” expression (1986: 35). The word expression, here, must be detached from any romantic or expressionist view where expression has a content, such as the artist’s emotions or self. Instead, expression stands on its own, embodying intensity, an a-significance, the elocutio of classical rhetoric. But the shadows that slice up Welles’s K. in the scene I just mentioned re-signify the figure in narrative continuity with the persecutors’ pursuit of him. This turns him into an anti-hero who keeps being positioned with reference to the heroic subjectivity of classical tragedy.

The casting adds to this; Anthony Perkins had just brilliantly starred as a psycho in Hitchcock’s film of that name. As if in his own lucidity and rejection of the insanity plea, K. “explains” why Norman Bates had to become mad. But at the same time, the handsome actor also looks quite like Kafka himself. Beckett’s O, in systemic contrast, is never “whole,” never in a first-person position. He remains on this side of the divide between sanity and madness. Although clearly obsessed, there is no way to assess his sanity. But significantly, given the philosophical “exhaustion” Film stages, this leaves him no other form of agency than sleep. The subjectivity of the women in Godard’s film remains caught in the capitalist logic of the men who exploit them. Douglas’s K remains suspended between the first two positions; the third is left out, as a consequence of the elimination of the too-predictable erotic plotline. The casting is not without significance here, either. As a young black woman, Aïssa Maïga is both like and unlike Douglas, capable not of being his stand-in but his interlocutor. Thus, Douglas created a conceptual persona whose responses and resistances to his authorship enabled him to take responsibility obliquely—in “free indirect vision.”31
Re-: In/Out/In

Douglas’s revised authorship shows its (or his) hand in his primary aesthetic mode, such as the way he deploys borrowings as forms of repetition, along with other forms. Like O, K covers her bird’s cage, but not out of fear for its eye; she first talks to and plays with the animal, then covers it for its sake, to allow it to sleep. This is a narrative analogy, not a psychic one; a political response, not a formal repetition. Similarly, like O, she closes her triptych mirror, but only after having looked at her face, and without any expression of repulsion or fear. As in Kafka and Welles, her home is invaded. Situated in the bleak suburban apartment building where the film is shot, the “home” is questioned on Godard’s terms. But rather than being a non-understanding victim such as K, she treats the contempt with which she is being treated with equal contempt. She looks down at the mess but doesn’t pick up after the detective. She simply returns to sleep after the detectives leave. In court, she indicts them, literally pointing the finger at them with powerful gestures borrowed from melodrama. In this section, the bond between the two meanings of the prefix re—repetition as a mode of expressing concerns from the past as valid in the present—will be explored on the terms developed so far.

Like K., her framing by architecture and vision suggests powerlessness. When the executioners take her away, the plaza casts her in shadows as deep and as figurative as the ones described above from Welles. But then, when she argues in court, filmed closer, and more horizontally as if she stood a chance at being treated as an equal, her indictment of the abuse appears to have immediate effect. As she leaves the court on her way to the Advocate, she looks back to see the detectives struggle, blood on their foreheads. While closely following the intertexts, hers is a more dialectical position than the ones occupied by both Kafka’s and Welles’s K and Beckett’s O.

Part of this dialectic openness comes from the brilliant way Douglas is constantly experimenting with, and revising, narrative. In classical film, narrativity is predicated upon spatial continuity (Guzzetti 1975: 379-384). In The Trial, there is a constant, continuous traversal of spaces, and they, too, seem continuous, but at the cost of a nightmarish form of near-delusion. This can be seen, for example, in the scene mentioned above when, after having been chased by spooky girls and dashing to the attic where the painter has his studio, he exits and finds himself in a long corridor of archives. This spatial transition is taken up in Vidéo, but instead of the crowd of nightmarish spooks that face Welles’s K., she enters the empty archive, then exits, enters a plaza, and sits down alone. The continuity, here, is not productive of narrative coherence but, in contrast, appears to lead into a parallel universe; one where K is able to take her research to the next step and, assessing its abysmal results, to relinquish the past she was hoping to find.

By staging a parallel world rather than escaping into nightmare or madness, Douglas appears to hold on to his agency in order to do something that, while critically addressing the unresolved (“imperfect”) aspects of earlier (“past”) attempts (Godard), conceptions (Beckett), or narratives (Welles), makes political art possible on different terms. “Beckett admits that the limits of his culture are not the limits of possibility,” wrote Douglas in his 1988 catalogue essay (reprinted 1998: 92; emphasis added). This sentence lies at the heart of his deep engagement with, but then, revision of Beckett’s view as staged in Film. The devastating critique of a cultural situation we inhabit—a place and a moment—is necessary but must not completely disempower its participants. No heroism, no heroic victims, or heroic artists are either necessary or possible. Instead, as long as there is possibility, as Douglas phrases it here, there is political work to be done by art. Possibility without answers opens up to a complexity that Godard pursued but did not quite achieve.

Seeing what Douglas does with narrative, I place that shortcoming in Godard’s antinarrative stance. For, while he was unable to sidestep the visual exploitation he was indicting, neither did he manage to narrate; the day of the life of Juliette is described, not narrated. In contrast, Vidéo’s dialectic mobility of position is shaped through narrativity. Here, Vidéo is dialectically situated, too, between Welles’s and Beckett’s films. We cannot clearly make out whether this is a chronicle or a plot. The sheer sequence of events alternates between moments of disempowerment and strong agency, a sequence that implies narrativity. This is the meaning of the spatial discontinuity, albeit filmed in narrative continuity, when right after enacting the trope of the mocking of Christ, being chased by other people in reminiscence of Welles’s K.’s pursuit by women, K walks into the archive, then onto the plaza where she sits down, looks at her photographs like Beckett’s O and tears them up. That the two sinister men take her immediately following this scene signifies a causality that is at the same time totally absurd. Hence, this sequence suggests a strong narrativity, which is at the same time completely undermined. What is the logic? Does rejecting her “roots” mean that she refuses to comply by the rules of the so-called multicultural society, that jolly term for a persistently racist social organization?

Here, the appeal to Film dispenses Vidéo with traditional narrative logic. For, at the same time as it creates suspense, it does not simply narrate a progression of events that would allow us to reconstruct a story. Instead, the sequence constitutes a move back and forth between two positions, never resolving the movement. This is why, I speculate, the gunshot goes off outside of the image and, right before it is fired, K’s hand goes down. It is also why the surveillance camera, fading into black so that only the red eye remains, replaces Welles’s image of the cloud of the explosion. This is a further “exhaustion” of Welles’s ending through Beckett; an examination of how far you can go in re-iterating an element without falling back into its traps. K doesn’t shout, but the disco music follows this moment of ultimate narrative ambiguity. Not only does it remain up to us to construct the narrative—we will always have to fail in that endeavor. Moreover, the place the film carves out for us by the systematic filming from behind precludes the possibility of an interface with the character. At the same time, this cinematic technique binds us to her, implicating our own subjectivity in this failure while framing our compulsion to try. We relate to K not on the basis of identification—a trigger of dubious sentimental appeal—but of aesthetic binding to the conceptual persona. This double unmooring—of narrative and of subjectivity—along with the refusal to relinquish responsibility and floundering in passivity, makes Vidéo so utterly contemporary.

Again, Douglas himself offers the most adequate phrase to indicate the difference that distinguishes Vidéo from both its narrative antecedents. In his catalogue essay for the exhibition of Beckett’s teleplays, he wrote with utmost precision how the very opposition between “they” and “I”—that is to say, between Descartes’s and Berkeley’s dictums—is untenable. Beckett’s theatrical work, he argues, moves “from describing to inhabiting situations” (1998: 93). In Film, this inhabiting is made literal—O locks himself up in a single room. In contrast, Douglas’s K’s easy movement through the abysmal places she inhabits is striking. For example, her apartment building has corridor shots reminiscent of the artist’s earlier Subject to a Film: Marnie (1989), an appropriation and ambiguization of Hitchcock’s Marnie (1964). Vidéo displays a subject that refuses to comply with her victimization, even if (perhaps) she cannot escape it in the end. When her tormentors are pummeled in turn, this further strengthens the sense of injustice, in the way lower-ranked officers get scapegoated by “the system,” which needs to hold up the illusory semblance of justice keeping it in place. This is a very contemporary theme indeed. Yet, as if to point at the possibility offered by inhabiting the situation, instead of either complying or protesting, we see the uneasy faces of the men, or she lowers her hand.32
“Inhabiting a situation” is a precise formulation for the position of the artist after the “death of the author” and the simultaneous demise of the modernist (anti-)subject. Like his K, Douglas’s agency as an artist inhabits the history of his time. His early Overture, from 1986, a collage of phantom ride shots of entering and exiting railway tunnels, accompanied by an adult male voice reading Proust’s child-self entering and exiting sleep, subtly demonstrates that position, both visually, in the repetitive ride through the tunnels, and acoustically, in the doubly translated text. But also, the rides are “phantoms,” ostensibly not made by any hand, subject to chance; and the text, although taken from a masterpiece of world literature, is nothing but a cut-and-pasted fragment, written by someone else, appropriated for inhabitation but not for a new “first person.” In and out. Both in and out. Collusion and collision go hand in hand.33
Phantom rides are, however, not quite subject to chance, but rather to the railway. In North America as elsewhere, the railway has functioned as a triple tool for the systematization of social-political relations. It was a tool for the establishment of social hierarchy based on capital, of the culture of travel that, today, has become the culture of migration, and in North America of the conquest of “The West.” The latter has left its imprint both on media culture and on political culture, a combination of central importance for Douglas’s work. Overture can thus be considered programmatic for Douglas’s visual-sonic philosophy of agency.34
Regarding—the second meaning of the re: in my title—the contemporary world, then, agency cannot be relinquished, even if subjectivity is all but impossible. According to Adorno, Beckett’s work “deals with an extremely concrete historical state of affairs: the dismantling of the subject” (2003: 254). This raises an issue that also impacts on visuality. Social realities organize psychic operations, and vice versa, as do fantasmatic and material realities. But as these intricacies must be acknowledged and worked out, the split they drive through the individual cannot be obscured. Douglas works consistently with the dilemma this split poses. Sometimes, as in Overture with its title alluding to music, he stages that split between language and images. Here he responds to Godard, who addresses this problem throughout Two or Three Things.
In Win, Place or Show (1998), one of Douglas’s most widely known works, a vertical seam divides the screen and the image, a technique he used earlier to great effect (Der Sandmann, 1995). Among the many things it does, the resulting split appears to stage the mirror that Film fears and Vidéo contemptuously shrugs off. In this work, two men’s enforced intimacy in the confining space of working class housing leads to mutual aggravation and violence. One quick view of a rainy night outside the confining apartment where the two men are busy getting on each other’s nerves is enough to realize that the men are not inherently intolerable; their dwelling is. The look of the bleak outside is quite similar to that of Vidéo, where, in its repetition of Godard’s emphatic placement, it plays a much more prominent part. But even the short view of the outside gives relief to the men’s incapacity to live down an intimacy that is not of their own choice. But then, as one of them says, you don’t really have a choice.35
One moment in Vidéo, where choice is indeed very much in jeopardy, hints at the relation between intimacy and “extimacy”—the inhibiting impact of the outside on intimacy—and gender. This occurs in the moment of “inhibition,” when the two detectives enter K’s apartment in a kind of mirroring scene, opening one door, then another one at the right which wasn’t there before. This play with doors that surround the living space repeats a similar scene in Two or Three Things, where the reiterated entrances of Juliette and her friend Marianne through opening doors within the apartment of the “American” photojournalist John confirm Juliette’s remark that the apartment is huge while staging a turning around in circles that it hosts. The detectives abuse K’s domesticity, tossing a cigarette butt contemptuously into her coffee cup. As mentioned above, K’s look at the shambles they leave behind betrays no psychic response; only her restricted, yet vital agency.

But what does that mean, when, due to our inevitable position inside and outside at the same time, agency cannot be given up? If ideology is not only necessarily acted out but even built in—literally, through architecture and city planning—then how can it be undermined from within? This is where Douglas’s aesthetic and technique come in. His films turn on the combination of repetition—loop—and installation—dwelling.36
Killing Time

In the work of Stan Douglas, the two exhibition practices of looping and installation are two sides—the temporal and the spatial—of the same project: to make forms of repetition (re-) bear on concerns (re:) that bind aesthetic and political issues inextricably together. Repetition is not a game for its own sake; it only adds cultural-political value to our collective endeavor to get a better grip on the contemporary world if it concerns specific issues. Installation, in turn, is an artistic mode that embodies the impossibility of staying outside—of being satisfied with a critique of something “out there,” in the third person. Repetition, conversely, stipulates that one cannot stay outside the residue of the culture that precedes us and that left major issues unresolved. Thus, the two meanings of that prefix “re” that Douglas works with join forces to constitute an art that is radically inside and outside at the same time. Lucid enough to achieve a critical perspective; inside enough to make productive use of the inevitable complicity.37
Douglas works with insider-ness, or insider-ship, on many different levels, as he does with repetition. Installation and the loop are thus two forms of the primary starting point of this project of probing, exploring, and experimenting (“to exhaustion”) what can be a contemporary political art. Which, for the same reason, is also bound to the con-temporary as such—a temporal co-inhabitation, so to speak. Douglas kills time by turning time itself into an inhabited place. Hence, the apparently simple location of Vidéo—in a Parisian suburb where inequality has led to race riots; of the dark space next to Film in an exhibition devoted to Beckett—acquires incisive political overtones. In the one-channel video installation Vidéo, the title makes sense not only in reference to Film and its paradoxical medium-specificity; the dark space after a narrow corridor foregrounds this aspect of dwelling in a bleak twilight, as in turn embodying the inside-and-out position in relation to ideology. Installation as a medium endorses the importance of timeplace—and the title of the work uses its own medium, language, to stipulate this importance by means of that tiny accent.38
Repetition—the critical return to the legacy of earlier artists, such as Beckett, Proust, Kafka, Welles, and Godard—is another form of dwelling, of inhabiting a culture in which, today, Vidéo is made. But in light of his remark on possibility quoted earlier, it matters that repetition, as practiced by Douglas, is Deleuzian. It generates differences, primarily “modal” ones. Along with installation as medium, this allows for the viewer’s “working through” both history and the relation of the present to it. Differences are, on the one hand, machine-made, as in those works where a machine literally makes differences based on randomness of variation. On the other hand, when the work is a looped film, as is the case of Vidéo, the moment a spectator enters the space determines a first reading, followed by different interpretations upon repeated viewings. The former differences acknowledge the lack of choice; the latter inscribe a measure of possibility. The former are variations on a similarity without hard core; the latter are variations of rhythm and intensity in experience. This is where narrativity—one of the discursive tools Douglas’s work deploys consistently—becomes so pliable as to become totally detached from the primary means through which it culturally operates, such as sequentiality, the desire for closure, and suspense. Inhabiting narrativity thus becomes the surest way of losing our grip on the narrative. In this respect, it is important that the works’ scenes are not only so often set in housing, uncomfortable and coercive dwellings, but also installed in spaces that offer temporary dwellings.39
In Vidéo, Douglas has not deployed his technique of computer-randomized repetition-with-difference. But that doesn’t make that much of a difference. The film is 22 minutes long and seamlessly repeats itself. The seamlessness is crucial for the possibility to re-narrativize the images differently each time we see them; to enable a viewer-fabricated recombinant. In this respect, it is relevant that the wall label of Vidéo, in reference to Film, describes the film as “silent (one sound)”—which is exactly how Film is described. But in the response to both, or between, Kafka and Welles lays the contemporization of Vidéo and its critical revision of Godard’s method of political art.

This is the acknowledgement and even generation of possibility, in spite of the “limits of his culture.” This distinction bears on the ending, or seam, or moment of continuity—that continuity that is not simply a spatial but also a temporal fold. The image of K taking (or being handed) the gun, holding it to her head, then the blackness during which the gunshot is fired, stubbornly refuse to satisfy the viewer’s desire for an ending. Depending on how we read the (non)ending, the sound of the gun and the disco music are either “one sound” or two. If the goon kills K, the music marks the end, and the eye of the surveillance camera reconfirms her defeat. The music, then, is an interlude, not belonging to the film (or else, there would be two sounds, not one). If she fires the shot at them, the music endorses it, celebrating her power to defeat them. The shot is, then, only the first measure, the start-up of the music, and together they are one sound.

The seamlessness of the loop is crucial for this production of possibility. In this sense, the loop is identical to the remake as Douglas revises that genre—thus a cultural loop. The first film (more often than not already based on an earlier novel) is, as Lütticken has it, “not [as] an original to be followed…but as something which is to be questioned, and which in turn questions the present” (2004: 133). After the gunshot, Beckett, Welles, Kafka, and Godard join in. Now, the roaming eye of the camera embodies and justifies the paranoia of the esse est percipi. Then the face of the camera emerges from the darkness again, embodying that world Kafka imagined and that was soon to become a reality. This is followed by a dark shot of the plaza, as dark as the interiors in European cities where Welles shot The Trial. Only after that shot do the streetlights turn on and can we see K cross the plaza and enter her apartment building, walking in the footsteps of Juliette’s arrival at her house in that nineteen-sixties suburb. But we are both in and outside that time of utopia, necessary while the Vietnam War raged and capitalism drove suburban housewives into prostitution. What time was/is that anyway?

Philip Monk’s discussion of the loop in Subject to a Film: Marnie foregrounds the way the loop constitutes a suspension of time. He writes:

Is the loop an external judgment of the character’s decision, or a suspension of decision, or suspension even of the question of decision? The loop entangles inside out. It disentangles suture by suspending its technique. Deviating, the loop warrants arrest. (2006: 36)

If we confront this breathtaking temporal effect of the loop with the equally breathtaking spatial effect of the vertical seam in Der Sandmann and, especially, Win, Place or Show, the inextricable bond between temporal and spatial gaps (rather than classical continuity) becomes apparent. They conspire to perform the same thing. They both position us, and the social agent who made this, inside, and cast us out. No facile identification—with all the predicaments she goes through, we haven’t ever seen K’s face, nor heard her voice—but an intricate, disabused, possibility of intimacy. Here, I submit, Douglas anchors his political efficacy.40
How does this work in Vidéo? If we consider these few sequences during which the end morphs into the beginning, the possibility of K’s survival becomes embedded in what Douglas has called in an interview a “temporal polyphony.” That word from the vocabulary of music is doubly appropriate here. Literally, the shot and the music together are both fused and distinct. Metaphorically, the time from before the drama is resurrected. This entails the time zone of the gothic, along with the time zone of film noir, two realms of fiction constantly kept present in Vidéo. This insistent double invocation of genres of fiction is necessary to open up the possibilities for change that a non-fictional genre such as documentary would preclude. Fiction, therefore, is truer—more politically relevant—than fact. For the political effect of the work, these polyphonic tones join forces in the simultaneous presence of the possibilities of the ending.41
This entails a unique reflection on interpretation. Shortly before Vidéo, Douglas articulated the dilemma of interpretation, the malleability but also fallibility of narrative as the support of memory and history, in a work that, unlike Vidéo but like many of his other works, was based on his recombinant technique. Using the name of an aboriginal chief who was executed by the British for a title, Klatsassin (2006)—a title that also resonates with Assassin and thus raises questions of crime and guilt as well as Babylonian confusions of languages—the artist confronts us with the dilemma that something can be factually true and yet without clear-cut epistemic access. This uncertain access that inflects narrative as a cultural mode of communicating what we assume to be the “truth” or “history” or even the plot of a fiction film, is underwritten by the use of the loop that occludes beginning and end, hence, also, middle.42
In general, the loop is the most distinctive marker of video installation, or more generally, video exhibition, as different from one-time showings. Thus, already on the mundane level of the organization of art presentation, space and time collude. But nothing goes unnoticed and unelaborated in Douglas’s work. Hence, he stops before each possible combination of time and place. His various ways of probing the human occupations of landscape (Nu•tka•, Pursuit, Fear, Catastrophe: Ruskin B.C., Klatsassin) or, conversely, the antagonistic, dehumanizing cityscape (Win, Place or Show, Vidéo) or even dungeon (Suspiria, 2003) relentlessly yet every time differently examine the linear drive for progress that wreaks havoc in human attempts to inhabit places. This is the time that must be killed. Disturbed narrative structure is a way to counter that bulldozer.

Time also has a relationship to language. This is one of the primary features that distinguish film from still images. The many times that language is put in jeopardy appear as the node of their suffocatingly intense bond, that timespace or chronotopic distopia. In Journey into Fear and Der Sandmann, the spoken words are out of sync. In Suspiria, the spoken Grimm fairy tales are not attributed to mouths, but they are out of sync in a different way, clashing with, yet smoothly morphing into quotations from Marx. The scenes of translation in Klatsassin are so inept that justice and language must part ways. Together with the recombinant repetitions, narrative becomes itself a loop, looping back upon itself, with every revolution the film arrives at a site, a place, that is the same but slightly different.

As we have seen, in Vidéo language is emphatically present, but we cannot hear it. Douglas appears to give up on the possibility of language as a means of communicating altogether. This seems a rather disabused counterpart to the early Overture with the powerful prose of Proust staging that state between consciousness and sleep. That state might be a metaphor of social inertness—the kind of inertness his early remakings of television (Monodramas, 1991, but also Hors-Champs, 1992, and Evening, 1994) stage, consider, and replay, to see if it wakes us up. Already then, he never just critiqued cultural clichés but stepped inside them. Literally, he inserted his shorts into live broadcasts. Moreover, by taking on cultural habits where form and content are inseparable, he worked to “model a listener or spectator who actively seeks out pattern and sensitively absorbs changes, even in the scrupulous repetition of the same note, shot, or phrase” (Wood 1999: 115).

So, what, in Vidéo, is the relationship between, on the one hand, the elaborate re-action to three films from the sixties, and on the other, the absence of words, the loop, and the installation? In the relation to all three precedents Douglas is both more radical and more politically ambitious. The discrepancies—one could call them philosophical out-of-syncnesses—of Two or Three Things are researched in their deep meaning. Juliette speaks, but mostly not to anyone. Godard speaks, but he whispers, and to hear him he must cancel the ambient sound. When he whispers, the audible silence becomes the noise. Together, between these two defects of language—no interlocutor, no sound—language fails utterly and, hence, so does Godard’s analysis of late capitalist logic, an analysis anchored in language. K’s gestures and body language, her movements, do not need speech sounds. All sound would fail to convey the complexity of the social situation of contemporaneity she inhabits. Where Godard used noise—audio but also visual noise—to convey complexity, Douglas uses visual means, but especially those that sustain his particular brand of narrativity, such as loop and installation, as well as the weaving together of the three films he “remakes” for a more sustained complexity. He has re-searched Godard’s oeuvre consistently. But instead of noise, he stages a silent conceptual persona to keep that complexity mobile, in a semblance of narrative.43
As a result, the work stages in one sweep the predecessors’ innovative contributions, the critique of these, and the Beckettian “possibilities” that remained void, as a spatial residue, invisible until made visible. Like revenants or specters, thanks to the loop and the installation that forces viewers to inhabit Vidéo’s time and space, these possibilities that were waiting in the wings of history are resurrected at this time. The small detail of the falling hand, identical to and different from The Trial’s ending, is a key instance, perhaps a mise en abyme, of the creation of possibilities that modal differences in repetition allow, because they kill time’s linearity.

Thus, revisiting history, finding the residues of its unresolved tensions comatose but still viable, Douglas takes them up with cautious hands to nurture them back to health. In order to achieve this, he must endorse, that is, bring back like ghosts or revenants, repressions and oppressions, so as to remind us of a past imperfect we cannot live without but with which we cannot live either. Unless, that is, there was a bifurcation, whose other half is still unexplored, still open. Going back to that bifurcation is perilous and threatening, and perhaps only in the state between sleep and wake do we dare go there. That state is nurtured by the installation format, especially this dark one, where we are in, and out, and in again.

Notes
1 In order to avoid interrupting the flow of reading, as well as to leave the reader free to skip the notes, all note call numbers in this essay intervene at the end of the relevant paragraphs.

2 Film, 1965, b/w, dir. Alan Schneider, 21’. Exhibition Samuel Beckett. Musée National d’Art Moderne, Centre Georges Pompidou, Paris, March 14–June 26, 2007 (curated by Marianne Alphant and Nathalie Léger). A very uncomical version of this typical scene occurs in Godard’s Deux ou trois choses que je sais d’elle, when Juliette brings her small daughter to a day-care center staffed by a man with an incongruous hat (an allusion to comedians Chaplin and Keaton, as well to certain mafia types). The child cries and tries to do what the dog and cat do here: slip through the door when the mother opens it. But she does not manage the escape.

3 The Cartesian tradition has been widely criticized. I only mention here the relevant analysis by Code (1991). Lacan’s view of the gaze, although brilliantly abducted for a political “ethics of vision” that avoids the trap of disempowerment by Silverman (1996), has been taken to task for its pessimistic consequences by, among others, Bryson (1988).Van Alphen discussed Bakhtin’s view of the constitution of identity by the gaze of others in the chapter “Bodyscapes” of his study on Francis Bacon and cultural theory (1992); and recently Peeren developed this idea of intersubjective identity formation as a key concept for cultural analysis (2007).

4 Keaton's role in Film is, in fact, double. Mostly, we see him from the back, or at an angle of up to 45 degrees, as O. A few times we see him from the front, with his strangely empty eye, as E (eye). Since both are played by Keaton, the two roles are also two sides of the same dispositif of looking. For a superb analysis of Keaton’s role in Film in terms of the a-heroic, see Douglas (1998). The term “theoretical object” refers to those cultural artifacts that demonstrably have triggered—or can trigger—theoretical innovation. The term (today somewhat overused) inherently makes the point that theory cannot come to art from the outside, imposing its grid, but must be developed in dialogue with actual artworks.

5 I owe this point on Descartes, here put overly succinctly, to a wonderful book—a Freudian reading of Freud—by French psychoanalyst Marie Balmary (1982).

6 Uhlmann’s main thrust is to recuperate Berkeley from this simplistic formula by expanding on its philosophical context—Berkeley’s view of ideas as completely realized existence (2004: 95), its consequences (in Bergson’s theory of the image as brought about by intuition), and its current afterlife in Deleuze’s theory of cinema. It would be a mistake, however, to reduce Film to its philosophical thrust. The aesthetic issue of depth versus flatness, very much under discussion at the time, is at least as important (as well as related). For a thorough discussion of this aspect, see Ackermann (2003).

7 The most succinct formulation of these three types of “movement-images” is in Cinema I (1986: 66-70).

8 This view of Deleuze’s images is from Marrati (2003: 48-54). For excellent explications of affection-images, see Pisters (2003: 66-71) and Hansen (2003). I have developed the notion of “preposterous” or inverted history elsewhere (1999).

9 The scratches on the wall project the abstract bas-relief that is teasingly invoked in one side of Douglas’s double-screen projection Le Détroit, when the image is turned negative (2000). The extremely low relief also foregrounds the function of the wall to signify the opposite of linear perspective and its illusion of depth.

10 For now, I use the term aesthetics in this loose sense of binding through the senses. It will be fleshed out more specifically as I go along.

11 The question remains as to whether this summary is adequate or distorting; whether this sequence of small events constitutes a plot (this happened, and therefore that happened) or just a chronicle (this happened, then that happened).

12 I have phrased this brief account of Film in terms that will be developed below in relation to Douglas’s work. Hence the somewhat truncating succinctness so far. For a study of exhibition practice that includes “close readings” of displays, see Bal (1996).

13 As Freud famously pointed out, being paranoid doesn’t prove people are not out to get you. Freud’s work is often present in Douglas’s. Douglas has made a work, Der Sandmann (1995), based on Freud’s text on the uncanny, or rather, on Freud’s ante-text, E.T.A. Hoffmann’s “The Sandman.” See, among other critical texts, Monk’s illuminating analysis of Douglas’s most important works up to that date (2006: 19-25). Of the many critical commentaries on Kafka’s most notorious masterpiece, most relevant for Douglas’s take on it are philosophers Deleuze and Guattari, who develop the notion of a “minor literature” through it (1986), and literary critic Shoshana Felman, who grounds an extremely important concept of story-telling in relation to justice on Kafka’s parable (2004).

14 Please note the distinction between Douglas's K and Kafka and Welles's K. (with a full stop). Substituting a black young woman for an aging white man is a typical gesture. Douglas has changed gender before, e.g. in his Journey into Fear (2001). The three changes in the character in Vidéo—two compared to The Trial—make sense in terms of the precise contemporariness of the work. Moreover, the symmetry is enhanced by the reference to Godard’s film, the third intertext, where the main character is a young white woman. This almost completes the list of possible identities in terms of race, age, and gender. The only ones missing are the older and the younger black man.

15 Information from the Douglas studio about the production of Vidéo revealed that the grainy quality was due to the fact that the gain on the HD video camera was set to +12 dB for the entire shoot. This gives the camera three extra stops of exposure, but it also introduces the noise from the CCD—it is always there, even when there is no light, as if the imaging panel were seeing itself seeing. The three colors—green, blue, and red—are the primary colors video uses to make all colors.

16 According to Douglas, K grabs the gun when the enforcers fiddle with it, so that her putting it to her head would be her way of teaching them how to use a gun.
For a Canadian artist, place and language are central issues almost by definition. Place as well as the language of the title is always of key importance in Douglas’s work. Der Sandmann was made during an artist residence in Berlin, and the title remains in German. Some titles use indigenous names (Nu•tka•, Klatsassin). Vidéo sets the scene in La Courneuve, a French suburb known for its riots in November 2005. It is also the city where Godard shot Juliette’s apartment in Two or Three Things. The accent on the title’s é of Vidéo is therefore significant. 
For the music, Douglas commissioned Melvin Gibbs, Scott Harding, JT Lewis, and John Medeski to record six variations on the song "Everybody Dance" by Chic. The drum patterns, at least, clearly signify the disco idiom—from nineteen-seventies cop show chase scenes to dance floor abandon.

17 For an account of The Trial in relation to the film noir tradition and the “Kafkaesque” (a term used rather loosely), see Adams (2002).

18 What I call here “Douglas’s attempt” is not the attribution of intention but a projection from my reading of his work. As a matter of principle, I do not discuss my writing with the artist until it is finished, and at that stage only incorporate technical information.

19 See Guzetti (1981) for a monograph on this film, as well as an analysis of its specific—he calls it modernist—narrativity (1975); and Morrey for a relevant discussion of the aspect closest to Vidéo, namely the obstruction of meaning. Morrey argues that “the loud noise on the soundtrack functions to disrupt the search for meaning in this film that is precisely about knowledge and cognition, providing an image of thought as an unpredictable and uncontrollable process” (2005: 61). This noise alternates with abrupt silences that give acoustic space to the whispering by a male voice-off.

20 A feminist critique along these lines is offered by Green, Higgins, and Hirsch (1979). The second critique is formulated by Grossvogel (1980).

21 All further quotes from Adorno are taken from the recent collection of his writings loosely related to his initial indictment (written in 1949, first published in 1951) of “poetry after Auschwitz” (2003). “Commitment” is from 1962.

22 In spite of Douglas’s justified critique of Adorno both regarding Beckett and, of course, jazz, Adorno’s essays “Cultural Criticism and Society” and “Commitment” continue to be relevant as starting points (not endpoints) for the discussion of political art. See Bal (2007) for arguments.

23 Beckett writes here to Alan Schneider, in Beckett and Schneider (1998) as quoted in Uhlmann (2003: 101-02). Emphasis added. For more background on Beckett’s Film, see Beckett (1969).

24 Interdiscursivity is the borrowing of other discourses. In the case of an artist like Douglas, it is important to keep this term distinct from the term intertextuality with which it is often conflated. The latter term refers to specific other texts. Interdiscursivity leads to weaving together different discourses; intertextuality is an issue of quotation. In Vidéo, the interdiscursive relation with film noir, for example, is not identical to the intertextual relation to The Trial, even if these two films have the noir discourse in common.

25 I have argued against authorial intention in different places, most extensively in 2002 (253-85). For the concept of concept itself, including in relation to Deleuze and Guattari’s discussion in What is Philosophy? see the first chapter of my book.

26 This formulation of the conceptual persona is quoted from Rodowick (2000: 3).

27 In light of this aspect, it seems ironic that Film was shown on video in the Beckett exhibition.

28 The word “gaps” is, of course, very pertinent for film, where the negativity of the cut stimulates the viewer’s imagination.

29 The advice from Bresson is quoted by Garneau (2004: 110).

30 The loose use of the term aesthetics can now be fleshed out a bit more: the aesthetic binding through the senses, as I have called it earlier, is both the “other” of representation (Schaeffer 1999) and the producer and transmitter of affect (Van Alphen, in press).

31 “Free indirect vision,” a term molded on “free indirect discourse” in literary theory, refers to a Deleuzian alternative to interior monologue (1989: 237; 182).

32 In the present time I could not help remembering the scapegoating of the lower officers in the scandal of the Abu Graibh photographs. See Mitchell (2007).

33 For a contextual and methodological analysis of phantom rides, see Verhoeff (2006 282-295). In Overture, this doubling received yet another layer, as the snowy quality of the old footage overdetermines the snow in the landscapes.

34 Verhoeff (2006) offers a detailed account of these intersections between political (“pioneering”) and media history.

35 In a Lacanian reading of Win, Place or Show accompanied by an wonderfully suggestive selection of stills, Gordon Lebredt offers a number of perspectives on the vertical seam, among which the “nothing which the subject is,” a literal vanishing point of the subject (33), an absence or stain, and more (2001: 32). Intimacy in its intricate relationship to (intermale) violence—a prominent preoccupation in Win, Place or Show—is an extremely important issue in gender theory. See, for example, Van Alphen (1996).

36 Given the importance of language and its misfirings in Two or Three Things as well as in Douglas’s work, the fact that Johnny speaks English with a heavy French accent while displaying the American flag on his T-shirt (“Américan über alles,” says Marianne) is a further indication of the engagement of Vidéo’s wordlessness with Godard’s film.

37 No one has made a stronger case for such a view of productive complicity than Gayatri Spivak (1999).

38 Dwelling as a philosophical issue inevitably harks back to Heidegger’s essay “Building, Dwelling, Thinking” (1971) to which Douglas’s work with apartments (Win, Place or Show, Vidéo), cabins on boats (Journey into Fear), or loggers’ cabins (Pursuit, Fear, Catastrophe: Ruskin B.C.) offers a skeptical questioning.

39 For an illuminating discussion of various forms of “Remakes,” see Lütticken (2004). This author alleges Douglas’s works to define what distinguishes successful art based on appropriating film, from moneymaking Hollywood productions that all but obliterate the historicity that is, or should be, inherent in remakes. Modal differences, as defined by Deleuze (1994: 5), are variations of intensity and individuating degrees, as opposed to formal differences dependent on attributes and qualities. For a discussion in relation to Win, Place or Show, see Ngai and Shaw (1999).

40 In fact, the vertical seam in Der Sandmann also has a temporal effect. There is a twenty-year gap between the left and the right half of the image. This produces a temporal disorientation quite fitting for the story, but nevertheless hard to pin down, so that the viewer cannot lapse into narrative identification.

41 Douglas uses that rich term “temporal polyphony” in an interview with Robert Storr. There, it has implications for identity as well. Storr painfully insists on forcing Douglas to pronounce on his own identity, an insistence the artist skillfully eludes while making the theoretical point against such insistence.

42 These sentences contain indirect references to a review of Klatsassin by Jonathan Neil (2007). This work is related to both Nu•tka• with its split landscape and aboriginal absence, and to Pursuit, Fear, Catastrophe: Ruskin B.C. with its complicating foregrounding of racism. As for the confusion of languages: in addition to German and Chinese, the interpreter in court knows the Indian language, but speaks French. There is hence a triple mediation, the approximate nature of one part of which (English-French) most of us can understand augurs rather sinisterly for the French-Indian part. All this binds Klatsassin to Douglas’s experiment, via Two or Three Things, with a radical linguistic abstinence in Vidéo.
43 On Godard’s seriously researched take on complexity, see Morrey (2005). Especially sound is one of Godard’s tools to achieve complexity.

References

Ackermann, Alan. 2003. “Samuel Beckett’s ‘Spectres du noir’: The Being of Painting and the Flatness of ‘Film.’” Contemporary Literature 44, 3: 399–441.

Adams, Jeffrey. 2002. “Orson Welles’s The Trial: Film Noir and the Kafkaesque.” College Literature 29, 3: 140–56.

Adorno, Theodor W. 2003. Can One Live After Auschwitz? A Philosophical Reader. Translated by Rodney Livingstone et al. Edited by Rolf Tiedemann. Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Bal, Mieke. 1996. Double Exposure: The Subject of Cultural Analysis. New York: Routledge.

———. 1999. Quoting Caravaggio: Contemporary Art, Preposterous History. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

———. 2002. Travelling Concepts in the Humanities: A Rough Guide. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.
———. 2006. “The Pain of Images.” In Beautiful Suffering: Photography and the Traffic in Pain. Edited by Mark Reinhardt, Holly Edwards, and Erina Duganne, 93–115. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

———. 2006. “Facing Severance” and “Nothing is Missing” (artist dossier). Intermédialités No 8, Automne: 189–224.
Balmary, Marie. 1982. Psychoanalyzing Psychoanalysis: Freud and the Hidden Fault of the Father. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.
Beckett, Samuel. 1969. Film: Complete Scenario, Illustrations, Production Shots. With essay “On directing Film” by Alan Schneider. New York: Grove.

Beckett, Samuel and Alan Schneider. 1998. No Author Better Served: The Correspondence of Samuel Beckett and Alan Schneider. Edited by Maurice Harmon. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Bollas, Christopher. 1987. The Shadow of the Object: Psychoanalysis of the Unthought Known. New York: Columbia University Press.

Bryson, Norman. 1988. “The Gaze in the Expanded Field.” In Vision and Visuality. Edited by Hal Foster, 87–114. San Francisco: The Dia Foundation.

Code, Lorraine. 1991. What Can She Know? Feminist Epistemology and the Construction of Knowledge. Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press.

———. 1995. Rhetorical Spaces: Essays on Gendered Locations. New York: Routledge.

Deleuze, Gilles. 1986. Cinema 1: The Movement-Image. Translated by Hugh Tomlinson and Barbara Hammerjam. London: The Athlone Press.

———. 1989. Cinema 2: The Time-Image. Translated by Hugh Tomlinson and Robert Galeta. London: The Athlone Press.

———. 1994. Difference and Repetition. Translated by Paul Patton. New York: Columbia University Press.

Deleuze, Gilles and Félix Guattari. 1986. Kafka: Toward a Minor Literature. Translated by Dana B. Polan. Foreword by Rena Bensmaia. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Douglas, Stan. 1998. “Goodbye Pork-Pie Hat.” In Stan Douglas. Edited by Scott Watson, Diana Thater, and Carol J. Clover, 92–98. London: Phaidon.
Felman, Shoshana. 2004. “The Storyteller’s Silence: Walter Benjamin’s Dilemma of Justice.” In Narrative Theory: Critical Concepts in Literary and Cultural Studies, Vol. IV, 11–57. Edited by Mieke Bal. New York: Routledge.
Foucault, Michel. 1979. “What is an Author?” In Textual Strategies: Perspectives in Post-Structuralist Criticism. Edited by Josué V. Harari. Translated by Donald Bouchard and Sherry Simon, 141–60. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Garneau, Michèle. 2004. “Film’s Aesthetic Turn: A Contribution from Jacques Rancière.” SubStance 33, 1: 108–125.

Grossvogel, David I. 1980. “The Wake of Daedalus: Further Discontents of an Ever More Pervasive Civilization.” Diacritics 10, 3: 67–75.

Green, Mary Jean, Lynn Higgins, and Marianne Hirsch. 1979. “Rochefort and Godard: Two or Three Things about Prostitution.” The French Review 52, 3: 440–48.

Guzzetti, Alfred. 1975. “Narrative and the Film Image.” New Literary History 6, 2: 379–92.

———. 1981. Two or Three Things I Know About Her: Analysis of a Film by Godard. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Hansen, Mark B.N. 2003. “Affect as Medium, or the digital-facial-image.” Journal of Visual Culture 2, 2: 205–28.

Heidegger, Martin. 1971. “Building, Dwelling, Thought.” In Poetry, Language, Thought. Translated by Alfred Hofstaedter, 145–62. New York: Harper Colophon Books.

Lebredt, Gordon. 2001. “Living the Drive.” Parachute 103, 7–9: 27–40.

Lütticken, Sven. 2004. “Planet of the Remakes.” In Secret Publicity, 119–37. Rotterdam: NAI.

Marrati, Paola. 2003. Gilles Deleuze. Cinéma et philosophie. Paris: PUF.
Mitchell, W.J.T. 2007. “Image and Archive: The Case of Abu Ghraib.” Clark Institute Lecture, April 28, 2007.
Monk, Philip. 2006. “Disconant Absences.” In Stan Douglas. Edited by the Friedrich Christian Flick Collection, 9–156. Cologne: Dumont Verlag.

Morrey, Douglas. 2005. “The Noise of Thoughts: The Turbulent (Sound-) Worlds of Jean-Luc Godard.” Culture, Theory and Critique 46,1: 61–74.

Neil, Jonathan. 2007. “Stan Douglas: Klatsassin.” Art Review March: 143.

Ngai, Sianne and Nancy Shaw. 1999. “Site/Stake/Struggle: Stan Douglas’s Win, Place or Show.” In Double Vision: Stan Douglas and Douglas Gordon. Edited by Lynne Cooke, 13–30. New York: Dia Center for the Arts.

Peeren, Esther. 2007. Identities as Intersubjectivities in Popular Culture: Bakhtin and Beyond. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Pisters, Patricia. 2003. The Matrix of Visual Culture: Working with Deleuze in Film Theory. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Rancière, Jacques. 2001. La fable cinématographique. Paris: Editions du Seuil.
Rodowick, David N. 2000. “Unthinkable Sex: Conceptual Personae and the Time-Image.” In[]Visible Culture: An Electronic Journal for Visual Studies 3: n.p.

Schaeffer, Jean-Louis. 1999. Images mobiles. Récits, visages, flacons. Paris: POL.

Silverman, Kaja. 1996. The Threshold of the Visible World. New York: Routledge.

Spivak, Gayatri Chakravorty. 1999. A Critique of Postcolonial Reason: Toward a History of the Vanishing Present. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Storr, Robert. 2000. “Stan Douglas: L’Aliénation et la proximité / Alienation and proximity.” Art Press 262, November: 23–29.

Uhlmann, Anthony. 2004. “Image and Intuition in Beckett’s Film.” Substance 33, 2: 90–106.

Van Alphen, Ernst. 1992 Francis Bacon and the Loss of Self. London: Reaktion Books.

———. 1996 “The Homosocial Gaze According to Ian McEwan’s The Comfort of Strangers.” In Vision in Context: Historical and Contemporary Perspectives on Sight. Edited by Teresa Brennan and Martin Jay, 169–86. New York: Routledge.

———. (in press) “Affective Operations in Art and Literature.” Res.
Verhoeff, Nanna. 2006. The West in Early Cinema: After the Beginning. Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press.

Watson, Scott, Diana Thater, and Carol J. Clover. 1998. Stan Douglas. London: Phaidon.

Wood, William. 1999. “Secret Work.” In Stan Douglas. Edited by Daina Augaitis, 107–20. Vancouver: Vancouver Art Gallery.

