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Moving Pictures
ANNE HOLLANDER

» MOVIE Is a sequence of pictures made with a camera. Since the
amera defines the medium, all movies have a strong connection to
1l camera art and its history; movies are patent heirs to all the ar-
istic claims staked by the camera at its very beginnings. But photo-
raphic pretensions have as theirbackground aconcern for the proper
haracter and function of painting, and the camera arose specifi-
ally to confront the nineteenth-century painter.

Now the movies, as they continue to further camera work in
he mode of realistic pictorial sequences, are still engaging with cer-
ain painters of the past. The far-reaching picture-making possibili-
ies shown by the camera at its very outset were perceived by eyes
rained in thestrategies of painters for rendering reality inside a frame;
nd such artistic strategies were known, at least by artists them-

zlves, to have evolved from earlier methods. Whatever the camera
" puld do as illuminator of the visual world was first seen in painter’s
srms, backed up by centuries of painterly tradition.

Photography itself quickly escaped those terms. The camera
stablished and expanded its own separate empire of the eye, and
ventually, as a reproductive tool and agent, turned back to con-
uer painting itself. But the original link between the pictorial scope
f the camera and the longhistory of painterly aims was an authentic
ne, since all picture-making forms a common heritage. Certain
ainters in the later nineteenth century such as Manet, Dégas, and
:aillebotte responded to the camera even more creatively than the
urrent state of camera art would have allowed photography itself
»do. It was painters who were able to lead the camera beyond its
1en current possibilities and project it into the cinematic realm.

But to do this, they drew not just on the newly revealed capac-
ies of camera composition and expression but on an existing paint-
tly tradition as well, one that history-minded artists could see was
Iready aligned with early versions of camera vision. This was the
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tradition of northern European realism that has flourished most
famously in seventeenth-century Holland but whose roots lay in the
great Flemish works of the fifteenth century. It had a much later
flowering in northern European painting of the romantic period;
and still 1ater this same cinematic impulse appears in the visionary
landscapes and distinctive genrescenes of nineteenth-century Amer-

“ica, as well as in the work of such French realists as Fantin-Latour,

Bonvin, and Ribot on whom the camera had its most immediate ar-
tistic impact. Many painters in the complexly interwoven history
of European art had shared in the particularly northern cinematic
impulse without being themselves Nordic, having learned from the
original Flemish and Dutch examples long before the camera ex-
isted. Velazquez, Chardin, and Goya all had affinities with north-
ern art; and their works have contributed to the pictorial tradition
thatled to modern cinema, even more than to the opposing classical
one that inexorably led to modern painting.

For five centuries realistic painting in northern Europe had
been expressedin what Kenneth Clark calls the Alternative Conven-
tion — a mode of rendering visible reality in art that was fundamen-
tally different from the classicizing tradition of realism established
by the Italian Renaissance artists and theorists. One way to describe
what they were doing is to say they invented a cinema in painterly
terms. There was more to this than using narrative material and
rendering natural appearances convincingly — Italian Renaissance
painters were very good at both of those. But a cinematic art hasa
way first of investing natural appearances with their own absolute
meaning and then of incorporating the viewer into the universe
created by such appearances. The viewer is himself encompassed by
the terms inside the frame so that his responses and acceptances
need no instruction, no mediation, no prior knowledge, no patent
agreement with an artist about the meaning of what he is seeing.
Just such effects were managed by the painters of the North.

The classical tradition in art, founded on the ideals attributed
to a revived antiquity, embraced what was believed to be a higher
aim than a simple grip on the beholder through his naked eye. A
painting could be a microcosm, an independent universe; but the
terms on which it came into existence to engage the beholder had to
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»e those of an acknowledged creator, implicitly modeled on the
livinecreator. Such acknowledgnient had tobe perpetually evoked,
o that every stroke of the artist’s brush, his every minute disposition
nside the painted world, said to the gazing eye, you must know that
~havemade this. The painter thus performs for the viewer; his act is
vhat you see.

~ When the camera began, it seemed to destroy or atleast toside-
tep this function of the painter as vicar of our responsestothevisible
vorld. Between the actual scene and the picture made for the behold-
ng eye came only some technical magic. No forming hand showed
he force of a transforming mind and will; the whole thing was a
rick of the light, arousing cheap wonder and stupefaction. In 1936,
‘ocillon wrote in his essay on the artist’s hand about “the cruel iner-
la of the photograph, attained by a handless eye, repelling our Sym-
athy even while attracting it, a marve] of light but a passive mon-
ier. Photography is like the art of another planet . . . the hand never
rtervenes to spread over it the warmth and flow of human life.”
ut moviegoers know that the hand is unnecessary; human warmth
1ay flow straight from the eye of the moving camera itself.

Movement and light create the cinema image out of phenom-
na in the world, and in this way they bring it closer to certain paint-
s’ work than still photographs ever are. A photograph may indeed
spel and fascinate, as Focillon says and Susan Sontag reaffirms,
ut the movie screen engulfs. Modern responses to movies, not to
hotographs, are more like what certain engulfing painters of the
ast were obviously after; and the “handless eye” was in fact one of
1eir secrets.

Long before photography, chiaroscuro modes of realistic pic-
ire making had been developed in the north of Europe in regions
here light itself has the character of a rare treasure to be sought
1t, a precious source to be carefully tapped. The greatest northern
unters, beginning in the fifteenth century used light as a genera-
re medium, as if it were alive, inviting it and coaxing it to expand
'd create its own visions, just as the movie camera does. For Italian
tnters, on the other hand, the pervasive glare of the sun needed to
: kept at bay, mediated by art, diffused into brilliant color, and
mpered by controlled modeling into refined shapes. The artist’s
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hand intervened to modify thecrudelight thatmade phenomena too
haxsh for a direct gaze. But in paintings by Van Eyck or Hugo van
der Goes, orlater by Vermeer and DeHooch, the “reality” of the im-
age, like thatin a movie frame, depends on the sense that the eve has
been directly engaged, through light alone, by the phenomena — by
each thing itself, not by an idealizing transmutation or harmonizing
version of it. Painted light, imitating the action of seen light, can
give this sense that the world of the picture is actual — it becomes
seamlessly part of this world, even while remaining a picture in 2
frame. It does not fool or please the eye; it is part of the eye’s ex-
perience. This “photographic” method, whether applied in paint or
by the camera, gives a peculiar kind of “reality” to the phenomena it
records— an atmosphere, a presence, the look of having a distilled
meaning.

A picture made this way does not show forms outlined and
modeled by a painter’s learned and informing hand, or whipped
into shape by the brilliance of a tutored brush; it does not show color
seized out of nature to be an elemental formal tool, manijpulated
and harnessed into leading its own vibrant autonomous life. It does
not show cleverly created artificial space, a stage box populated by
ravishingly believable fictions. It seems to be something conjured by
the artist, not wrought. Light behaves inside the frame just as it
does outside it; and the artist seems to stand back, saying like the
camera, behold what there is, see what I have seen. Scrupulously
hard-edged details are quite unnecessary to this effect; it can be cre-

ated entirely by tonality rendered with flecks and smudges, as in

Rembrandt or Goya. It was probably the meticulous Van Eyck,
however, who first achieved entire success with rendering natural
lighting, and his own understanding of its effect appears in his in-
scription on the Arnolfini marriage portrait: “Johannes de Eyck fuit
hie,” or “Jan van Eyck was here,” not only witnessing the wedding
but “seeing” the scene into existence for us, just as if paint had noth-
ing to do with it.

In the fifteenth century, one aspect of the northern use of light
was the illusionistic rendering of surface. In the great Flemish paint-
ings, the textures of fur and glass, of stone, gold, and skin were
famous in their time for their uncanny distinctiveness; they even
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produced a certain discomfort dlong with admiration. And here is
where the psychological dimension of “photographic” image mak-
ing first appeared. The “handless eye,” impartially and relentlessly
focused on the variable appearances of phenomena, seems to expose
not just the phenomena but the viewer, too. Naked representations
of separate objects, using light effects apparently unedited by an
ideal of visual or ideological harmony, have an unsettling impact:
things thatlook too real force arelation to us, nottoeach other. What
are we to make of them? Their perfection and their totality seem to
charge them with meaning: but what do they mean? And what are
they asking of us? It is as if the artist had left the meaning to be pro-
vided by the viewer. And indeed, allegorical significance has for
generations been energetically read intomany paintings inthe north-
ern tradition as if it had been pulled into them, snared and tugged
by the sharp hook of the charged atmosphere. The presence of ob-
jects and persons manifested by northern light is a steady invitation,
even an imperative demand. Ambiguous genre works in the seven-
teenth-century Dutch tradition have had elaborate moral meanings
attached to them on the basis not of hard evidence but of the strong
feelings of mysterious awareness and expectation they generate.
In the classical Italian Renaissance mode, on the other hand,
phenomena patently submit to the sovereignty of creative artistic
will; and so that mode saw its descendants flourish in baroque rhet-
oric, rococo elegance, neoclassic and romantic historical narrative,
Impressionist vibrance, and modern formal abstraction. The mean-
ings of separate phenomena in a classic picture can be relied on tobe
primarily nourishing to the internal coherence of the whole. The art-
ist conducts the painting like a symphony, standing up in front; all
parts clearly serve a sustaining artistic purpose, however arbitrary
their choice and arrangement may appear. The painting holds itself
and its meaning together in the net of its own form. If it is realistic,
any inexplicable action on the part of pictured figures, or cryptic ar-
rangements of landscape, architecture, and objects—as in Gior-
gione’s Tempesta, for example, or Botticelli's Primavera, or some
Pre-Raphaelite narrative works— may invite study, philosophical
or theological speculation, and historical interpretation; but they
will not be directly unsettling. They will not make inordinately
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direct emotional and psychological demands. The composition,

palette, the painterly or linear rendering, all the obviously achie
unity of paint and surface will keep the picture inside a worlc
paint and keep the viewer safe— safe from uneasiness, and safc
feel whatever pleasure and profit that unity itself affords. No ¢
ter how turbulent or peculiar the action inside the frame, it can

_getout. What does get out is the message of art itself that carries :

subject in solution, like the music in an opera. Strong emotio
demands are made, but indirectly by the artist through the ps
and not by the subject.

Actions and objects in movies get straight at the viewer i
way that seems utterly at odds with the classic aimsof painting,
without considering the difference between a moving and a still :
In their essential looks, films move us with that kind of pictorial
mand, created by their particular mode of realism, that many pai
ers do mot ever wish to make — that unmediated appeal that g
straight through the eye to the feelings and leaves the declared ¢
istry of the artist out. Much painting made this way, like much ca
era art, has been said to use cheap effects because it works “sen
tionally” on the viewer instead of drawing him out of himself i
an artist’s orbit and subduing him to an artist’s terms.

In a figurative picture, light alone can do this work better tt
any use of line and color, even of story and action. Almost a centr
of black and white cinematography has proved this, even more tt
has photography; but both painters and especially graphic art
had known it long before. The look of trees silhouetted agains
glowingsky, or of beams slanting through a window to gild thesha:
inside a dark room, the look of water sparkling in the hot afterno
of firelight on faces, of torchlight on stone and candlelight on sa
—such phenomena have obviously had raw impact for centuri

not in art but in life. For human creatures dependent on the sun, |

action of light has an unavoidable primal drama, and inevital
underlies imaginative constructions. The universal dramatic re
tion between light and vision has forged the metaphors for achi:

. ing redemption, for gaining understanding, for acquiring knos
. edge, for all transcendance. Consequently, light in figurative art,
. Van Eyck discovered, has a profound edge over any other forn
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element. If the action of natural light can be harnessed in a religious
picture, for example, it can manifest spiritual transfiguration and
illumination simply by showing the real light of day on the right
group of common objects. They will seem to fill with meaning, just
as the whole world seens to fill with it when dawn breaks. And so
an ordinary stable can effectively be shown as the sacred birthplace
of the Redeemer, not by applying stagy spotlights or supernatural
gold rays, butjustbyshowingexactly how thin daylight filters through
the uneven timbers of a broken door. Two centuries later, a similar
rush of human meaning seems to fill the room where a woman is
standing at her kitchen window and nothing at all is happening, ex-
cept for milk pouring out and light coming in.

Here is the great secret of moviemaking and the power of the
whole cinematic dimension in art; light does not stay still. The
camera, that can go on to make film drama out of action in time and
space, has already by its very nature engaged our feelings about the
movement of the earth and sun simply by making art out of the ac-
tion of light. The quality of movement in Vermeer’s still kitchen is
not carried in the rendering of arrested human action— it is in the
surge of feeling that attaches to the perception of light’s motion. The
offering of light’s pictured action to the gazing eye carries with it
the analogy to an offer of enlightenment: the picture is a discovery.
But at the same time, the still image is a lesson in perpetual contin-
gency. The moment is not one instant, but a dip into a flow of light
that must keep changing, that shows what both is and is not 2 pres-
ent moment, a moving present that is always full of both hope and
loss. And so it is like a sequence of movie frames, not like a photo-
graph that tries to freeze the light. The still image is laden with con-
stant shift, like life itself.

For the eye, only light and its accompanying shadows are
needed to make the world. Color, shape, and texture utterly die in
the dark. The passage of every daylight hour changes all relation-
ships between light and shadow in the seen world, as it changes the
character of all color, and artificial lighting is itself always a refer-
ence to the ineluctable cycle of day and night. Everything directly
seen at all is seen in motion, since light itself moves; and so not only

does nature never stay the same, it never stays looking the same. -
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Consequently, any mode of visual art, like Vermeer's or like th

movies, that makes this point about light in terms of human e

perience is bound to be very compelling. It engages our deepest fee;

ings about our whole relation to time, vision, and material thing

our sense of all transience. Movies always do just that, whateve

. style of filmmaking they are cast in, and whatever else they do.

And so the dialectic of light and dark ensures the emotions

potency of any movie. It is the black-and-white ones that acknow]

edge this; but films in color also draw their power from the sam

~ source, the mutable chiaroscuro that makes us see and know th

. mutableworld. Thevivid forceof color can only live in it by itsleave

 and never alone. Recent advances in color cinematography are i

factlargely a matter of improvements in lighting. In earlier movies

the color tended to flatten and deaden the natural chiaroscuro o

the medium, and as Stanley Cavell points out, they seemed unrea

~ and inexpressive in consequence, less rather than more like nature

- Movies redouble the effect of light’s motion by actually mov

ing. The picture never stands still, just as light never does— and jus

- as the eye never does. The moving eye is the other half of moviny

... light, the analogue of the seeking heart and searching mind. Th

| . fixed gaze is the property of death; the living eye is in motion

* always ranging for food. Again, modes of art using human ex

perience for their subject that both engage the scanning eye anc

suggest its analogy to the inner life can rely on a raw emotional pull

;.7 Inmovies the camera itself is a seeking gaze, demanding enlighten

“o . ment; and it can also give the effect of satisfying the eye’s immediat

- prior longings at every instant. The camera unerringly finds wha

‘. thebodily eye and the mind’s eye are both unconsciously lusting for

- Movies are thus all voyages of psychic discovery, trips so much like
... dreams that memory can confuse the two.

The moving eye as the engine of psychic movement is oper,

- . and it signifies openness to experience — the constant susceptibility

- of the inner life. Using the movement of light and eyes, films work

.- - directly on the psyche just as Van EycK's religious pictures did, only

- :..Iin asacred context it was called thesoul. The Flemish paintings were

famous for arousing pious feeling and expressingit almost too acutely,

‘They did it not just by shedding light on the breaking of woolen folds
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and the wrinkling of knuckles, and striking the soul with truth as the
eye is struck with phenomena, but by putting the soul itself in mo-
tion. In art, for the soul to be moved, the eye must move; and so,
apart from the light, the painting must move.

To make this happen, the picture plane— the effect of a flat,
fixed, and containing surface—must seem to disappear. Natural
lighting goes a long way toward creating this illusion, but it is not
the only thing that does. The forms inside the frame can be so ar-
ranged that the frame itself seems to be in motion through space, the
action inside it perpetually going on — and so the eye may move over
it, or even in and out of it, with the random scan it uses on real life.
The sense of the frame potentially moving from side to side or up
and down is wrought by any composition based on an ideal of the
arbitrary and the unstable. Looking at the scene from just here,
everything arranges itself thus; but as we look, we can plainly see
that another perspective would do just as well, or still another even
better. We could obviously shift a little to the left, or climb up and
look down: we might just see a little more of the horse over here, or
less of the shrubbery over there, more sky or fewer townsfolk. The
visual field seems constantly subject to rearrangement, just asitisin
the daily life of the eye, and of the attention, and of the feelings.

Paintings that continually suggest all this turn the frame into
an empty screen where action in and out and to and fro is always
imminent, and the eye and the psyche are floating, exposed to pos-
sibilities just as in a film. This effect appears in Hugo van der Goes,
but it shows up much later in Goya, in Caillebotte, Vuillard, and
Munch. Such art unsettles rather than soothes, and raises expecta-
tions rather than satisfying them. Like film, it suggests a great deal
more than it states; and so it continually makes nebulous emotional
demands on the viewer.

All this is redoubled moreover when the actual subject matter
inside the frame is recognizably naturalistic, even ritualized and
conventional. The possibilities outside the frame, or in a differently
chosen frame, can make even a trite subject ambiguous and sugges-
tively incomplete. The motion in movies partly consists of this same
uneasy potentiality. In any such art, the demand is for a vital sort of
meditation, a condition of steady psychic action— as in dreaming,
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fantasizing, or in ordinary seeing. In painting of this kind, the fixi
of any image must be done so that it keeps our private meditation.
the move.- We are never really taken out of ourselves; we stay in o
-selves as we participate. And the picture keeps shifting to inclu
our inner movements in its own motion, to allow room for our u

- .conscious lives.

*- There are many more ways to make a painting move. A paint
may avoid all familiarly stylized cadences in the figural poses

- achieve a look of no fixed instant but of a progression. This mea
" insisting on a slight ambiguity of form, perhaps even an awkwar
- ness, so that the shapes taken by bodies become abstract and unf

ed to preconceived notions of the action portrayed. They cannot |
immediately read: they must be watched. Georges de la Tour, I
Rembrandt, was very good at this—it is an anticlassic strategy

: great force. Similarly, by tipping the pictured floor down towa:
" our feet a painter can keep the frame always moving toward us, ms
- teriously enlarging so that we feel compelled to move into the pi
—ture; where the light is already in motion and ready to fall on-

just as on the moving subject. At the same time the reverse motic
occurs, especially in small Dutch interiors with visible dista:

. rooms and openings— the frame is both coming to enclose us ar
- retreating, drawing us with it after the light, like a tunnel. This
_the engulfing effect, the camera movement that comes to clai

..mdn.rm&oﬁmrmouﬁoé_mm%vmbovmamucmgmgﬁwomomosmbﬂ:,.
" inner life. .

The effect is the opposite of the one that stays at a fixed distan

_inside a still frame and weaves its pictorial spell, to entrance us in
. stillness before it. That is the effect of pictures by Leonardo or Ri
- bens, for example, at which the eye tends to stare as at a whirlix
- gold watch, and the feet to stand rooted—or even to back awa;
~The movement inside such pictures is autonomous, the vibratios
“self-generated. It is an incantation, humming with the constant i
terplay of color, the satisfying accord of shapes and volumes, tt
magnetic poetry of line, or only with the dazzling array of stroki

ealt by a masterly wrist, tracks that the ensorcelled eye cannot

sist tracing in their dance around the confines of the plane. Realist
‘narrative couched in such terms exerts an enormous power: the a(
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tion has been woven like a charm and seems like fate. But it is never
our fate.

Gazing at some great paintings in that mode can turn you to
stone or stop your breath — they invoke the artifice of eternity and
transcend the common business of living, even while they may por-
tray it. But the “moving” picture makes the eye mirror the psyche’s
mundane flutter and invites it both to move into the picture and
then to stay free inside it, free to scan, to pause, to close in and move
back, to seek its own path. The uncertain path of private feeling is
correspondingly opened up, and so we project the motions of our
own souls into the picture, where they engage with the action.

In paintings by Rembrandt such as the Adoration of the Shep-
herds (1646) in Munich, or the very late Conspiracy of Julius Civilis
in Stockholm, inspired lighting puts the atmosphere into dynamic
motion, sothat it perpetually overflows the space and reaches toward
the viewer; meanwhile the figural style and compositional mode
suggest continuous behavior in a shifting frame. The result is moy-
ing drama without theneed of any bright color, any vigorousaction,
or any sharp surface detail. Its motion moves us, whatever the sub-
ject; and we answer with that emotional response that follows the
response of the eye to light. Just as in cinema, the narrative action
inside the picture is psychologically freighted in advance and needs
no theatrical emphasis or conventional rhetoric. Gestures and pos-
tures, facial expressions and drapery movements may be extremely
muted, unstylized, and unfocused, and yet achieve maximum im-

act. .

? Rembrandt’s genius for rendering all experience as psychologi-
cal drama and giving such immediacy to all historical, legendary, or
contemporary narrative — portraits, too— springs directly from his
famous skill at manipulating light as the conduit of meaning. The
facial and bodily expressiveness he mastered so well would be less
telling if he had worked primarily with color, like the much later
Expressionists, instead of with tonality. Shadow, which in art is
what shows that light is present, has a long history of signifying in-
wardness, the dark of the interior self. Used discreetly with light on
faces and figures, it conveys the idea of inward change or introspec-
tion going on, while the light invites from without or strives to
penetrate.
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Using almost no figures at all, Turner achieved a simila
charged emotional effect with landscape by using light as if it we
e agent of physical turbulence and cataclysm. The great Turn:
are cinematic because of this method — the lighting works direc
on the feelings, so as to render wind and water in its distinctivi
motional terms. No detachment about the scene portrayed is pe
hEQEo or even possible.

. Because they are made out of forward movement, as well
ﬁ of the fundamentals of light and dark, films are mmmmuﬂm_._% dr
matic and not theatrical. Drama orders action as meaning, not ¢
tion that symbolizes something else, such as a significant conditi
- orrelation. Really experiencing the movement of time s necessary
drama, whereas theater can be static like an emblem, wherein t
significant action is all simultaneous and consists of some timel
-and constant interaction. Like many Italian Renaissance painting
otticelli’s Birth of Venus, for example, is a piece of theater—.

rpparition, not a scene. Even though it purports to show an ever
‘everything is present at once and all relationships are already cor
" pleted. The pictured movements of waves, limbs, hair, fabric, 21
~wind actually go nowhere, but remain stationary, mwg&bm for t
eternal, celestial mosaic Gmﬁ holds all things in orbit, here show
fixed, ooBmeﬁm and recycling forever.

w2 By contrast, movies are always going somewhere, like Shak
-speare’s plays and Greek tragedy, and taking us with them. Neve
‘theless they also remain pictures, even if they are never ones that |
“into Botticelli’s pictorial universe. They do fit, however, into Ret
randt’s, just as they fit into Goya’s— that is, into a scheme of e
- pression founded on the dialectic of night and day, and the progre
_through them that produces the next day and night, and the next. |
.such a scheme, all other seen movement is subject to that intractab
- movernent, éEor itself is only perceptible through the fluid actic
~of the eye, that evokes the uncertain journey of experience — the i
-er state subject to outer circumnstance. In the art that illustrates i
~n0 visual thythm can be shown to sustain itself, unfragmented t
the partialness of all human perception (and consequent hums
“feeling) that suspends all life in a net of time. The timeless univer,
uter darkness, a howling void: there is no cosmic harmony th:
e.can actually see. Seeing means only seeing something, new
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everything; the view is subjective, always from here. Film art dem-
onstrates this idea, which is the fundamental stuff of drama, using
chiaroscurc pictures to engage usin it. Then it puts the pictures into
an actual, ongoing sequence.

Since their significant sequence itself constitutes the drama,
each frame has the look of being dramatically necessary to all the
others. The formal dispositions inside any frame carry the implicit
relation to other frames on either side— that quality of contingency,
incompleteness, and lack of resolution that characterizes all the cin-
ematic painting of the past. Even if the movie camera sits still on a
still subject, the film is still moving, and we are still waiting, expec-
tant and responding, our eyes and souls in motion. And this situa-
tion is what puts film art into an old artistic tradition, a modern step
on a long particular path.

The dramatic essence of the film medium makes movies an
ideally persuasive narrative vehicle. Any story gets the benefit of
that distinctive pictorial mode, where meaning is alive in the very
form, and feeling is de facto engaged. Inevitably, movies became a
popular commercial art, apparently aimed in a different direction
from the one pursued by serious painters, and arriving from a dif-
ferent source. Whereas it is now easy to see sophisticated references
made to great paintings in recent movies, it is still not easy to see film
and painting as fundamentally connected. Because of the clearly
sensational possibilities of the film medium, movies naturally allied
themselves with the persuasive arts of entertainment and propa-
ganda, during the same period when modern painting was suc-
ceeding more and more in detaching itself from them. Photography
itself became a form of modern art pursuing a course directed away
from cheap sensationalism and toward a formal seriousness that
ensured an accompanying high esthetic status. The dramatic pic-
torial narratives of film art flourished for decades in Hollywood, far
away from modern painters’ studios. The brilliant art direction and
cinematography that created the compelling visual flavor of popu-
lar movies operated in a different universe from those of modern
painting and photography.

As art critics viewed painters of the past with increasingly
modernist and formalist eyes, movies lost their connection not only
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9 art but with art history. “Fine art” could be referred to i
movies by the use of visual allusion to a known work of art or style o
art, such as the Aubrey Beardsley reference in the film of Wilde’
m&b&m but such an allusion explicitly sought to deny the cine
matic character of film, rather than to demonstrate constitutiona
mmEEmm between any historic cinematic art and the current art o
ovies. Moviemaking became show business, carried on by a hug
industry mounting vast collaborative efforts to please the publi
‘and make a profit: painting was perceived to be the inspired work ¢
single individuals pursuing artistic goals in preference to worldl
aims. ,

""" Meanwhile an independent art of cinema wasbeing generated
Distance from painting seemed to increase as filmmakers develope:
the medium on its own terms, referring and alluding to the works o
its own past. By this century’s last quarter, artists of the film hav
gained independent recognition and status as high as any painter’
forthe individuality and artistic integrity of their work. Moviemak
ing has been recognized to have affinities with the whole history o
E“muﬁ.w fictions, and with novels in particular. The steady engage
‘ment of common fantasy and the multilayered character of film ar
ive it an obvious poetic dimension. To scholars of poetics, movie
‘seem like models of modern poetic consciousness, and by now th
‘entire corpus of film history may be viewed in the light of such a:

" But the actual pictorial vessel in which it is all carried has if
wn significant aptitude for the work. The power of the cinemati
ethod of picture making, already established during centuries ¢
ealistic painting in the particular tradition begun by the Flemish
‘never lost its hold. Its ability to engage, mystify, and unnerve th
‘beholder now serves the art of movies in quite traditional artisti
ways, although these were obscured during the modernist cor
sideration of past art and the nonpictorial consideration of pa:

. * Movies have been supposed to carry on the tradition of spectac
ar historical narrative and fictional anecdote in painting. Wit
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roche, Meissonier, and Gérdme, or of Lord Leighton, Poynter, and
Alma-Tadema. By the same token it could even be said that film
melodramas and domestic comedies carry on the kind of narrative
art derived originally from the descriptive and somewhat coy Dutch
genxe scenes of the seventeenth century, which continued to be pop-
ular during the eighteenth and nineteenth when translated into the
language of Greuze and Fragonard, or of Wilkie, Faed, and Frith.
Except for the themes, however, there is hardly anything cinematic
about any of these — except Alma-Tadema, who was in fact a sort of
closet Flemish painter. For the most part, spectacular history paint-
ers have taken their style from the other more prestigious classical
tradition. .

Lawrence Gowing has pointed out an important difference
between what Vermeer does and what Dou or Steen do when paint-
ing a woman working in a kitchen or a group sitting around a table.
It boils down to the difference between letting us see something and
carefully showing it to us, with descriptive accompaniment. Any
Vermeer scene, like a film shot, is rendered wholly in termsof light,
the constant vehicle of possibility, and avoids the clever manipula-
tions of drawing used by Steen or Dou, whereby our eyes and mind
are pushed into grasping a preconceived shape. The drama between
men and women in Vermeer may appear to unfold and even escape
the frame as we watch; but in Steen and Dou the scene is ostensive,
complete, unveiled as on a stage and accompanied by a gloss.

This descriptive style was the mold in which most historical
and anecdotal painting of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries
was also cast. The gloss was not verbal but pictorial: it was the visi-
ble choice made to expound a scene according to a style, a set of rules
for comiposition, modeling, and delineation that was already under-
stood by the beholder and previously assimilated by him as a lan-
guage suitable for carrying such meanings. Thus, knowing comes
before seeing, not during it; expectations are satisfied, not mysteri-
ously raised. Assumptions are made in advance, and so a comfort-
able distance from the viewer is maintained. Thousands of nine-
. teenth-century narrative paintings devoted to startling incident or
heroic action have this textual flavor — and such works are wholly at
odds with what moviemaking does, no matter how rneticulous and
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naturalistic the historical details or how sensational the subject.
They are always more like the lucid theater of Botticelli than the
ambiguous drama of Rembrandt.

The narrative meaning in movies is discovered by absorbing
the sequence of pictures directly, not by reading them and under-
standing them. There isn’t time for that; you are immersed in the
pool, not looking at its surface, and you must swim. Such unmedi-
ated vision is in fact offered by many painters; but they have not
been the ones giving the leisurely entertainment provided by Frith
and Meissonier, the sensuous pleasure produced by Titian and De-
lacroix, or the intellectual exercise afforded by much Pre-Raphaelite
art.

Nevertheless, to feel pleasure while reading and understanding
something, perhaps precisely because of doing so, is certainly very
satisfying. There is a deep flattery in the art that offers this kind of
experience — and that is why the whole storytelling, theaterlike, os-
tensive tradition of the artistic past has kept its extended hold on the
public imagination. Movies, even in their revelatory rather than
descriptive style, eventually took on a lot of that illustrative work;
but a flood of graphic illustration made for books and magazines
had done so long before.

These earlier popular black-and-white media had many of the
same antecedents in the great cinematic art of the past; and they
had a similar license both to ignore the advance of modernism in
painting and to concentrate on an economy of emotional effect rather
than on beauty or completeness. Consequentlythereis, in fact, much
more formal affinity between movies and the unpretentious but

- dramatic black-and-white illustrations for late nineteenth-century

fiction than there is between movies and most narrative salon paint-
ing of the same period.

For centuries it had been possible for illustrative and narrative
painting to satisfy simultaneously both the highest standards set by
current art theory and the highest public expectations of entertain-

- ment. It is the similarity between that state of things and the present
* high public and critical favor of movies that makes people want to

compare De Mille with Couture, without noticing that a Couture

- stands still to be savored —read and reread, so to speak —and De
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Mille goes on in continuous flux. There is no reading, only watch-
ing; it is happening to you, not being shown to you.

Those great scenic painters of the past produced a very differ-
ent kind of thing, one that was much more like the sensational his-
torical novels of modern days, or for that matter like those of Walter
Scott in his day. The stage of his period followed the same pattern
when it adapted his books, using tableaux and theatrical arrange-
ments taken from historical paintings. The literary ground on which
so much narrative art had always stood and the languagelike mode
in which it was often expounded had given it a staged flavor to begin
with. It was necessarily disconnected from really cinematic art,
which is never necessarily anecdotal or spectacular; and so it is also
remote from most modern spectacular film, despite similarities of
subjéct matter and the capacity to give pleasure in its time.

Most classic history-painting was essentially theatrical because
the story was conventionally demonstrated to an audience in com-
prehensible form, instead of being unevenly revealed to a partici-
pant, as movies are, in a constantly varying flow. Good movies, like
thé De Mille epics, sustain the drama of imminent disclosure and in-
cipient revelation that informs many paintings of Manet, of Eakins,
and lately of Estes. The scene of expectation s uneasy: what is going
to happen? Not in the plot, but simply before our eyes? It will not
necessarily be terrible or wonderful; it will just be something not yet
seen. Such an atmosphere can invest 2 neutral or tranquil scene with
meaning when there is as yet nothing obvious to mean — the sense
that it is about to mean something. Paintings thatconvey such a feel-
are not spellbinding, nor do they repay a minute, satisfying study of
many details. They tend, rather, to demand glancing at, glancing
away, and then glancing back, as if the eye had missed something it
might yet apprehend the next instant. As I have suggested, they
seem to bear watching. Details may indeed abound, but their func-
tion lacks clarity beyond themselves, and no study can yield any ob-
vious relationship among them, only the strong sense of imminent
meaning for us. They invite projection.

Nothing is more unsettling than tolook at somesignificant-seem-
ing communication and feel, “I can’t read this. What is it about?”
Yet much movie-power is generated by that very circumstance —
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 maybe you'll get it in a minute; keep watching. Other cognition

comes quite easily, only logical or textual comprehension eludes.
The reading of films is in fact actually accomplished in these condi-
tions, with ambiguity as a given, each shot full of what hasn’t yet
happened, may happen, or be actually happening but inexplicable
until later, or be present but never need explaining. Such a situation
is.characteristic of the cinematic mode. Any unfolding drama may
contain the presence of phenomena that both contribute mightily to
the audience’s engagement in and understanding of the action, and
yet also fail to convey any readable meaning.

Material objects — cars, buildings, trees, chairs — are poetic in
purely pictorial ways: they are themselves characters in the drama,
not inanimate properties invested with meaning from elsewhere.
Nazrative paintings that ostentatiously describe all the objects in-
side them in terms of significance, like many of the Pre-Raphaelite
compositions such as The Awakening Conscience, are anticine-
matic. But paintings in which ordinary objects are filled with their
own self-aware breathing life, and seem independently to desire a
share in the inexplicable possibilities of the drama — not obediently
to support its patent certainties— are the forerunners of film, The
objects in Van Eyck’s marriage portrait are like this; so are the ones
in Manet’s Luncheon in the Studio. So, too, are the buildings in a
street scene by Berckbeyde or the parts of church interiors by Em-
manuel de Witte, or even the water and fire in Turner’s visions.
These paintings are not anecdotal, but they are infinitely dramatic,

. full of perpetual promise and continuous suggestion.

In the life of French art— other nations’ art is another story —
narrative painting became deeply divided and sharply compro-
mised after the middle of the last century. The new fundamentalist
realism propounded and practiced by Courbet and other painters of
his generation demanded acute currency of subject and unrhetorical
honesty of execution, instead of established artistic themes suavely
rendered in standard artistic terms. What had formerly seemed real
became unreal in a new climate; what constitutes realism appar-
ently must be continually retranslated into a fresh visual language.
The new terms of French Realism were visually and technically
refined by the Impressionists and expanded by Symbolist painters
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seeking to render imaginative rather than optical or political reali-
ties. The persistent idea of realism led still further, in part inspired
by the advance of science, to more extreme concern with ultimate
structure; and advanced painters took an increasingly narrowed
path toward a realism expressed in the abstraction and reduction of
form. In thislong process, avowedly narrative and illustrative paint-
ing lost out and lost caste—lost reality of a kind — without, how-
ever, losing any power. The showing and telling of stories never
ceased being done in pictures, but its continuing life was sustained
in the graphic arts, where the narrative tradition had kept great cu-
mulative force and had all the unbroken authority of popular art.

The swift establishment of the camera in the middle of the cen-
tury could not help but complicate the subsequent progress of real-
ism in painting. Colorless, or at least monochromatic as they were,
pictures made directly with the pencil of nature were nevertheless
unanswerably real when it came to the look of light on surfaces and
the random look of natural phenomena— the action of water, the
clustering of leaves, the flow of hair, the odd juxtaposition of things
seen from certain angles. Peter Galassi demonstrates that for some
years painters had been thinking more intensely than ever about
such visual problems and had created an artistic climate for the
camera’s invention and acceptance. Nevertheless, some viewers
had difficulty seeing early photographs: one lady spoke of leaves
resembling “bits of tin.”

At that time, and for a long time afterwards, the mechanical
camera eye seemed soulless and detached from feeling by defini-
tion, and only the creative painter’s eye could claim to be imagina-
tive and personal; and so camera art early on became commonly as-
sociated with heartless and chilly academism. In speaking of art
photographic came to mean congealed in an aspic of perfect details,
not informed with a2 new dimension of light and motion. But the
poetics of camera art developed quickly enough, and much frujtful
intercourse with painting began to ocour as both painters and pho-
tographers responded to emotional flavors inherent in its formal
properties. It was then, in the 1860s, that Vermeer was redis-
covered and revived, the work of Frans Hals was first exhibited in
its own museum at The Hague, and many painters paid new atten-

?
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tion to Dutch art, which seemed to prefigure so many modern ar- -

tistic concerns, now that the camera had come to add to them.
Nevertheless the camera sat uncomfortably between high and

low art, where it still remains. It might propose a new set of pos-

- sibilities for painting, and itself draw upon old ones; but at the same

time it was simply the newest and most mechanical graphic art, ob-
viously open to corruption, clearly ready to become a tool, like
many others, to be used mainly for commercial purposes, or por-
nography, or propaganda. But among the several nearly simulta-
neous inventors of photography, sonie in fact came upon it while
searching for an improved reproductive method, something to in-
crease the commercial scope of all picture making.

The engraved reproduction of paintings had been an estab-
lished branch of graphic art for centuries; but it was exclusive and
expensive, much more important for artists and collectors than to
the public at large, the consumers of all the popular political, com-

- mercial, and crude religious imagery flooding Europe since the in-

vention of printing itself. Cheaper and more accurate reproductive
methods were constantly being sought and tried; but it was the

. camera that made the greatest leap.

The most fruitful result of the camera’s rise was a kind of syn-
thesis of high and low art— one that only the modern art of movies

. has realized. Through photographic reproduction, great paintings

could be instantly transmuted directly into popular imagery as
photographs. Their real looks, their basic beauties and virtues could

~ be directly exposed to everyone, in the same medium that exposed

the beauties of the cityscape, the half-open blossom, or the neigh-

* bor’s kids— and the same one that also entertained and swayed the
eager public with all kinds of crude, slick, funny, or sentimental

junk. And so the Mona Lisa and Vermeer’s woman pouring milk

- could become part of everyone’s visual consciousness and influence
- everyone’s unconscious idea of how a picture of a woman looks — or
~can be made to look for certain reasons— right along with Garbo
".and Grandma, the girl in the beer ad, and the stricken widow in the
- mewspaper.

- Movies are the richest art that grew out of this synthetic vision
reated by the camera. Filmmakers could now draw directly, even
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largely unconsciously, on the great art of the past, because the
camera had already taken possession of it all. Movies build on the
visual past, using old artistic means that have been translated di-
rectly into film — an activity quite distinct from the surface quota-
tion of actual paintings on the part of production designers. The
best film imagery, the stuff that made movies the art they are, de-
rives its power from the expressive methods used for centuries in the
kind of realist art devoted to conveying subjective experience. The
camera, by being both a popular graphic medium and a reproduc-
tive mirror through which such art became accessible and film be-
came viable, has allowed the movies to carry it on.

Irreconcilable Similarities:
‘Man and Semantic Machines

HERBERT HEACHOVECG

"BIOLOGICAL structure of certain animals is very similar
t of the human body. And there are machines that can reproduc
tain’ cognitive performances perfectly. It should be possible t
bine these facts in building an enimal rationale, artificially cor
wgqabm man out of given components. That such a thought is re
gnant to the humanistic tradition is hardly a reason for rejectin
‘of hand. Instead of appealing to some mysterious essence ¢
oﬁm - human,” this tradition should be made to fight in order t
clear what it means by its emotionally charged pronounct
nts about man’s incomparability to intelligent biomachines. M
of thought will in fact lead to the traditional conclusion, but
demand controversial decisions at some crucial points, The issue
m& by recent developments in cognitive psychology and artifici
igence do not simply and inevitably lead to a humanistic dit
al of the subject, and I shall be tryingto map out the fundamer
nEHEmm of the Hom& thatleadsto a conviction that nothing can b

maﬂou oE% if the %E%EQ of the result is wummabbommm Tha
HESosB Q&&o&q of rogonmzﬂo& reflection a in fact ar
hich can 2 be approached by mwmsBobﬁ free of prior metaphysic:
There is no hope of avoiding some very partial presuppositior
xpounding my thesis, and any counterargument might find if
selfin a similar situation. But rather than indulge in mutual polem:
leconstruction X choose a tentatively edifying procedure: thex
ome very good reasons to hold that recent research does nc
e near to showing that man can be considered as just an extrao;
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