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FILMS AT THE LAST OPEN SCREENING

ENTER FRAME, EXIT FRAME by Damien Grant
THE ZUITAR HERO by Laki Sideris
ORIGINAL COPY by Mark C. Zenner
HONEY by Bill Mousoulis

RHYTHMS by John Jolley
PARAROMICORN by David Cox

CHESS QUEST by Sandy Munro

AUSTRALIAN 3ICENTENNIAL ZXHIBITION
by Ian Poppins

OARRH JOHNSON CoMeS BACK
From OVERSEAs , AND THEW

LEAVES AGAIN! \L\L\]/ J

After four years dedicated service to
he Melbourme Super-3 Pilm Group (i.e.

since its inception), Sarah Jonnson has
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DOCUMENTARIES. SHORTS AND EXPERIMENTAL WORK INVITED
N 1oMM SUPER B. VHS AND U-MATIC .
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She feels she has ziven a lot of hersel?
to the zroup (and she has), and that now
she has to concentrate on the feature film

she is hoping to produce soon.
| . FAX - 383081¢

Good luck to her.
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In the meantime, the committes has two new '
members, a8 voted in at the AGM in December.
They are Nick Ostrovakis and Jennifer
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( NEWS O+ [HE WORLD

ASSORTED NEWS

Thers is a2 Super—-8 festivel very snortly on at Mons, Prance.
Deadline for entries is Feb., 20 PR PR P DS PRSP

? There will be a £ilm (Super-8) component in 'FISHHOQKS', a
performance illustrating life in St.Kilda. It is part of the
St.Kilda festival, and is on at 9:00 p.m. and 10:30 p.m. nightly
from 14 to 17 Peb at the Rotunda in the Catani Gardens. For

mDrﬂ iﬂfD riﬂg 537 195O & 8 F® & P F 008 8P F e RS SRS E R RS
' Adelaide's FRAMES FILM AND VIDEO PESTIVAL is on 14-21 September.

7 Deadline entry is 15 June, and they take Super—=8 .,.c.ccccceccee
It also looks like this yvear's MELBOURNE FILM FESTIVAL will have

a Super-8 component. Keep your ears t0 the ground ...ccecccese

NOTE: Bill has entry forms for the above festivals. Talk to him,
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CALL FOR FILM AND VIDEO ART WORKS

Mogern image Marxers Associauon (MIMA) extengs an nviianon °g
\ Ausirahan arusis working with film ana/or vigeo 0 SuDmil wWOrks "Of
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THE BIG PICTURE BY BILL MOUSOULIS

"It is only possible to comment on a film in reference to an
adopted critical paradigm. Without this, it is impossible to
defend a film from arbitrary criticism and impossible to justify
a critique against an angry attack from a seething film-maker."

- Peter Schuller

"There are a lot of ways of talking; some people speak one
language, some people speak another. I am simply sharing with
other people my vision. Come people will accept it and some
people will reject it. That's what happens to all of us, and
that's all there is to 1it."

- EAd Emshwiller

"Every second is a discovery 1if you really try to understand
things, you know? So what I try to do 1s to recreate the
process of knowledge."

- Roberto Rossellini

I have a dream ... ©of convergence.
I dream of starting with and from noth-

ing, and gaining the world. Rather

than the reverse. |

Let me explain.

what 1s anything? What 1s a book, a
film, a word, a gesture, a decision?
It is, ultimately, experiential, sub-
jective, and singular. Yert there 1is
always a tendency to objectify, to

assume that 1t 1s the paradigm that

comes first, with all action Deing

secondary.

Sticking with cinema, we must ackn-
owledge that not only 1is the making of
a film a singular (subjective) exper-
rence, so 1s the reading of 1t. The

problem with paradigms you see, 1S that

they are reliant on a subjective per- thought to be (intellectual perception.)
ception of them. For example, the words People usually have little strength of
"surreal comedy” invariably mean diff- character, preferring to distrust and
erent things to different people. undermine 1i1ndividual experience 1in favor
Paradigms are useful only as rough of generally accepted forms. And because
descriptive tools and/or starting points. these forms are 1individually perceived,
A film (or anvything 1n life) 1s true YyOu can imagine the mess!
and worthy only to the extent that 1t 1s But, despite my Dbelief 1n pure sSub-
felt to be (actual experience), not jectivity, I don't mean to advocate the
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about it. Again, another th.
seemingly associated idea of ethical g my For

Super-8 is real, as real as anything.

freedom (e.qg. I believe 1in murder;
' For enuine L1lm-mak '
that's fine. You don't believe in 9 fil ers, any medium
1S valid.
murder: that's also fine.) This artaicle
, ~ I am a film-maker. My 1 W
doesn't espouse any values - 1t looks y last two films
. nave Deen Between Us 21110111 o
at the process, the big picture. And, (lémm, S$70,000

budget) and - ¢ ¢ )
on the contrary, 1 believe subjectivity T W Honey (Super-8, $30 budget.)

) . know which film is considered more

leads to ethical rigidity. It 1is logacal

ilmportant by the m 1 A f ~
that the only way we can know and under- : ajority of people.

stand others (humans) is by knowing Other 1lémm. film-makers don't touch
B e i e Subjectivity thus Super-8 - they are filled with self-
pecomes, ultimately, objectivity. pantance . The wrong kind. 1, too,
Remember, it is copvergence (from the consider myself important, but 1 say 1t

out loud, and I welcome anybody to

back door) that I'm interested 1in.
gquestion me.

Socrates sald he was wlse DbDecause
SO why am L raving about myself

L

he knew nothing. That's how feel.

= : here? It's Dbecause I kind of know
I love Rossellinil because he says things ke i
myselil, 1 recognize a certain truth ro

|
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like "1 refuse to be a philosopher, 1
wnat 1 do, and therefore would like to

. N

refuse to deliver messages. 1 am 1Jjust
€nhcourage this same thing 1in others
4 WwWOrkKker, no more than that. That 1s
A ' DeéCause there's a chance that i1t 1s
my moral position. 1 have the arrogance
common, simply Dbecause it 1S €I
2 C . ! ¥ 5 true.
0 say I have that Kkind of humility. _
. ) :'m sick. of hearing peopl y v me
In the dichotomy of discovery versus e o A
: . Yean, one day I'll make that £ilm
acceptance, I know which side I'm on. ' ) i i i
Get off vyour arses vou lily-1l1iv d
So what has all this to do with ' S e s
: sons of bit | - - : =
Super-87 I'1l tell you. People 1in S {RUST YOUR IDEAS.
thelir general thinking don't think much is  Public Enemy §1ng, "Show 'em what
of it. It has 1its place, and that's You gotl"®™ Otherwise you gotL nothing. .

A STAETINES DAY  CELEBRATION (f m o)




RECYCLING SANDY MUNRO, IN A FEW JUST WORDS

MARK C. ZENNER

l. This article takes 1ssue with certain assumptions 6. Accordingly. a so-called documentary film would
on which Richard Tuohy's double review on P.2 De a record that at the same time represents:
of the Dec. '89 Newsletter is based. These are the combination of authenticative and representative
declared at the head of the first review, of the functions 1s a frequent occurrence in all documentary
European Super-8 Recycling, and are carried over ftorms. as this classical viewpoint has it. Very well,
into the second review where they are applied to Sandy Out we must bear in mind that it 1s only the auth-
Munro's On Track. They rest on the terms “true’ enticity of the document that defines it as a document:
and “"documentation®. Tuohy himself gives the not what 1t represents, not even 1ts form; and this
principles in his first paragraph, which deserves entails that the proof-function draws upon the forms.
gquoting: =~ e that 1t lives at the expense of the forms of “"document-

ivity“", that 1t be present in and Stronger than the
4 style imposed bv the recordang: the proof, not the

RECYCLING - This is a true documentary. and as form, of proof-forms sets their style.

such, 1s difficult to pin down. It is a true -
. Now, how does one prove a document or an kind?
mply documents. It ) Y kind?
documentary. because it simply One compares 1t with another, alreiu/-authenr:cated
presents to us a situation - a man, but the film document. (Certainly not to the long-van:sned “reality”

~T supposedly stands for. But in that vose, now

itself says nothing to us about him - only he does was that >ther document authenticated? allv, also ov

that. A true documentary illustrates life, <hat means ... and so on, comparing broaalv contemp-
| | oraneous documents. But now 1is specificali.y theyrr
accurately. without blas or making conclusions. It authenticity proved? Whicn was the documenrc =18t
e W we do EBat T Ve ie to Ba ounhtul. Eod usea as a Dpasis for comparison’ And what nas oecome
| ot its proof? If just thas proof cam no -onger pe
that's what this £film does. Having said that I can Juaranteed, coesn't at least the possibil:tvy arise
_ <hat it was merely the first :n a long chain of
' ew words, try and tell you what Cthe . ,
now, in just a ¢ Y Y errors. that nere error authenticates .rSe.f, sers.
film made me feel. anc naraens: That we are in a universe of errors

--acUlidadiing among tThemselves, -n a Measuring or earlier
and .ater mistaxes Dy each other? Self-containea, as

are 2.. INOCOUgNgolng IOorms and good little atoms ... .

& I will ignore the poor grammar (*try and tell

you®) to concentrate on the salient points. B. ~Ot that I am propounding such an absurd thesis:
Three times the phrase "true documentary® is hammered : propound nothing. But whoever begins -o reflecr
out, in the lst., 2nd. and Ath. sentencesa..and each °n some widely cherished notions of realizing, cert-
time in a manner that contradicts its. previous:. tfying, stamping, and even PLNNing down tne authentic
value. A “true documentary® is, all at once, difficult MUSt SOON learn to approacn these with far more caution
("to pain down®), simple (“"because 1t simply documents”), than has hitherto been the case. For how manv
and an illustration (it "illustrates life”"). We "ologys® would not be endangered by such a reflection! -
find ourselves at a junction of definitions, where the Archaeology. anthropology, Etrmulnéy, HOE ¥o mention
simple presentation of "a situation - a man®" becomes certain oranches of psychology., and even genealogy!
an illustration of “"life* which contains the And . speak of self-reflection, as seems apt ior self-

"situation” so presented, while this simple present- contained systems of the sortr outlined apove.
ation 18 at the same time a "difficult® one - why?

One might even guess it: no document, still less an

illustration, "presents” us with anything; it 9. But this circularity :s not without its relevance
represents, oOr it doesn't exlist. NoO presence ever wnen applied to the documentarv forms assumed oy
needed a document to confirm or duplicate it, and all Iilm, assumed by Richard Tuony and others to be
documents 1mplicitly relate to something no lnnger ‘present” in the assumptions of film. For in the
present, tO an absence presupposed in documenting. immediate viewing of a documentary the authenticity

The "difficulty” of pinning down our document's would nave to be supposed o have dictated its form:
presentation seems toO have been the absence of anything the "proof”" element 1s to De regarded as somehow

to pin. lmmanent to the film as a whole, wnose form 1s authent:c

Decause - 1t 18 authentic. The form 1s 1ts own
»IQOLI Decause the proof 18 1ts own form. To call this

3 This “pinning down®, however, 18 in accord with a4 tauroiogy would be putting it too politely. But
an historicist prejudice that attaches itself wnat eise are we to infer, unless we adopt a "comparison’
to anything that functions as a document, representamen, method - of films to other films wnich have "docum-
or specimen of something absent i1n an absolute ented” the same topic or milieu? Which means, of
sense - like the "past” - and therefore all the more course. resigning oneself to the “representation”
to be valued, preserved, and *pinned down®" in a more element, and to the ultimate impossibility of ever
than merely metaphorical sense. reaching an absolute basis for determining the authent-

1C1ty ©f one representational style over another. 1In
other words, one 18 left with just so many instances:
with stvies, precisely - or in the language of the
aiert .uony, “illusctration”.

{. whvy this over-valuation ©or “authenticitv”™, Of
athnlng That authencticates at the expense >f the

*representativaty *n the authentication? Here we

touch on the verv heart 50t tne documentary prejudlce,

and all that 1s oelieved :1n and Delieved about 10.

records 1n ageneral. The elements 1n them that

prove are esteemed more nhighly than those whicn went

Representation, Our awaxkened sSuspic:ons say, 1s
not proved but moulded and styled. Thar :s., the

DIove : & IOrms orf authenticity are simulable: the “documentary

into the maxing and fixaing of that proof - precisely sxyia’. foliaeinn 4 Mot RERANDBRtE D . 15 Che eris

those eiements by wWnhnich we recognize a record as among others. BEP Do attempting to 5unutan£;ate

a record. this cla:m, letr us see what Ricnard Tuonv makes of the
represented” element :n nR1S “"true aocumentary”; and

curther. wnat nis Criteria are for determining :.ts

- “Their authenticitv can De proven”, we say. But authenticity - its “truth-.

what here 1s proven? That a piece of the past
1s a pilece of the past., that tne past existed, i1t 1S
verified:; not now, but that -t existed i1s all that

tne authentication-function Ol records contains. l1l. What is documented, according to the gquoted
This 18 Nnot to be contused with runctions of repres- paragraph? A "situation”®, which immediately
entation, e€.J. portraits, etcnings, city plans, etcC., turns i1nto a "man®. This might be taken to mean
ror these merely occasion or "conduct® the document that the situation has made the man what he is,
for 1nvestigarion. some of wnose tools it supplies as he .s. But no, the man is the subject of this
wiTtnout Decoming :ts supjec:. ~“This existed. inverted sentence-structure, and it requires no-
Existence existsl! Jur conciusions. i1.e€. we. are - thing more than a typographical dash to identify
vindicated!®"™ Thus reality :s reassured unnet Lt?elr. Bim, NOT with, but a8 & B1tuation. As written, the
Authentication, “windication, feassurance - .nit ~8 man 18 defined as & SiTUATION, of which he Shaas
what the proven ~“document” ang :ts scholarly concerns becomes - no other conclusion is possible - the

in all cases amounts IO. cipher or representative; one might even say he was

M
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reduced to it, insofar as the minus-key was
Source of Tuohy's dash. But since that is clearly

NOf tha inference to be drawn from Recycling, ': are
Obliged to repudiate the identity of *man® and "situ-
ation®, and to regret the improvident use of such sho-
Ithand marks - especially as Tuohy goes on to nﬁnit
that “"the film itself" never tries to editorialize or
narrate the man into an accord with its own or any
Other system of interpreting, leaving any such _
testimony to him. And this merely consists of letting
himself be filmed in a situation, out of it, then
back in it again - which has nothing to do with

being the situation. (For all the traditional

Marxism of the “cipher” standpoint, Euro-Marxists
have long since renounced the condescension of
speaking for the people.) Being the Situation:

the prejudice of parole-officers and social-work-
ers, of Criminals and Aristocrats.

12. But note also the economical beauty of the
phrase “"the film itself”, which neatly cap-
Sules the vaporous, hence ungovernable assumption
that "man/situation® have in principle an existence
separate from and beyond the film that is our only
means of knowing pf their existence: the famous
"slice-of-life" prejudice. One wonders what would
have to be deduced about this "beyond”. Perhaps it
should be obvious from such a circular mode of
reasoning - given that we necessarily infer from
"the film itself”. But we do not need to infer! -
Richard Tuohy has been thorough enough to tell us, in
Nis final paragraph on Recycling: "It hasn't ended -
there 18 no escape for him. Another day starts.
This 18 a truly beautiful film..." Indeed: not
merely beautiful but truly so, to have no escape

irom a cyclical, senseless and nopeless lrfe on a
daroage-dump; and aimost as peaut:iful 18 *he cir-
cle that closes tne system of feasoning ov which
this conclusion was arrived at. and from which, once
weé are In 1t, there 1s likewlse no escape - not
merely but truly beautiful, as befits a true doc-
ument. (I trust ! naven't omirtted anything with
"cyclical”, "senseless”, andg “hopeless”...?

1. But what abourt Tuohy's criteria for the truth
O0f this peautiful document? The noble aestherte
and lover of veritable beauty has not neglected to
inform us. Once more we find 1t 1n the first para-
graph: "A true documentary illustrates life, ac-
curately, without bias or maxKing conclusions. It
must let us do that if i1t 1s ro be truthful." And
that, Tuohy asserts, 1s “whar this film does." That
is, 1t 1llustrates not lives, not a life. but
"life”. Life - i1n the abstract, in general. Thar is
wWnat a true documentary does - bur accuractely, mind!
NO bias. no "making conclusions”. (How does one
‘make” a conclusion about a concept already at its
terminal., most generalized, universal point?) Bias,
in rerms of this abstract, universal "life”, would
Deé a leaning towards certain aspects of -t, certain

e e

ilves and certain dectails of those lives at the ex-
oeénse oL otners. This would be a disgrace, an affront
e "truth®! It wouldn't be a true documentarvy - and
lndeed, the persistence Orf *nis pnrase 1n Tuchy's
text almost obliges us to Suspect the existence of

faise documentaries. And we wouldn't be wrong, either.

14. But Recycling :s full of this bias, chese
details, this narrow-minded focusing on an indi-
vidual life. It 1s therefore not 4 true documentary
:n Tuony's terms?...But he asserts that 1t :s8. How
come?! Because it 1s =t who are "making conclusions”,
Oecause "It must let us do that". We have putr all
that bias, all those details there - not the filml We
Subjectively endow them with truth - Decause they are
tfue Ior us! We are the ones wno saw only snirt and
Jarbaqge wnere there was reaiiy oeauty - sname on us !
And Tuohy, loval to nais assertion of truth's subject-
4¥1iTY., goes on to tell us “:n JUSt a rew words"~ -
NOT -N "3 just few words" - what the fi1lm “made me
feel". The craterion of illustrating life withour
Lias vaporizes into -ne audience-supjectivism of
multiple perspecrives and multipie biases. 8yur then,

~NOo ever neard of an "illustrartion- withourt per-
soective-pias?

15. To Tuohy's pold ana ingenious hint that rfalse
doCumentaries exist, . can onily Teéepiv with
Some more oOr iess well-xnown éxamplies:- There was the
"Wasnington Post* Pnotolournai:st, remale ana Dlack,
wno in 1977 riggeda up sers. 4Ctors. and oiographies
for a simulaceg Siumlana pnotostory :n grainy Tri-X
- and lost, atfter winning. the Pulitzer Pr:ze. | She
Couldn't supply Dirtn-certiricaces, addaresses, and
welrare-status Caras, without wnicn rthe agtligavits
weére worthiess.) There was Xen LOoach. wno useg a
Cinema-verite stv.ie ot Nandnela camera anc gairecet
Sound IOr nis television aramas 2t the '60s - and
LOOK in almost a third or urear dritain wizn Cathy
Come Home :n 1965, at .east: “NTil The rina. creaits.

(Some are still being taken in. By what twist of mem-
Ory does the English critic Colin Mc.Cabe continue to
describe Cathy as a “documentary film"* in his recent
Dook, “"Tracking the Signifier"? It 1s a poor “track-
er" who hasn't yet recognized the "signifier® of
verite as one style among others, subsumable under
names as diverse as Pennebaker and Loach, Godard and
Cassavertes, etc.) And there was, of Course, the grear
ancestor of all cthese tricksters, Orson Welles: saimu]-
ator of the radio news-bulletin and the cinema news-
reel (called “newsery-reel" by James Joyce) in, res-

pectavely, War of the Worlds (1938) and Citizen Kane
(1940).

16. But when have media and the genres within them
not been simulated, borrowed, or lampooned by
each other? The so-called generic Sstyles have always
been an arctaist's Playground, from Chaplin's Lime-
light to Monty Python, from the Marx Bros. to video-
clips, Duchamp to David Lynch. In this respect the
post-mods. have nothing new to rell us. Joyce's
Ulysseys is a2 treasure-chest of Just such simulacra,
using literary styles from the hero:c accents of
Homer to garls' romance-weeklies, sober Berkeleyan
analyses to the riotous jingoism of "Boys Own". !Indeed,
CO drive the point home more thoroughly, Tuohy nas
glven us, in his article's prose, his own pastiche of
the Gerty Mc.Dowell episode in Ulysseys - the "truly
beautiful” style of the lovelorn-girls rag. But one
would have no inkling of this if one read as the Joyce-
less and Wellesless have always read.

17. The stvle, then., the style 1s all. The lenses,
the framing, the movements and rhe montage,
are all: ricn materials for plundering and playing
wWith a rich field. And in this dense interrace of cont-
LNuous reconstructaing, feéstructuring, and relaying,
daestlinea o a garxness wnere necesslity crosses rarte
and unnumperea signtliines converge, we will not f:n
evén one element :that in and of itself, finally ana
apsolutely, persuades us of the authentaicity of the
Killings and -ouplings, the gesticuiaticns and
strainea exoressions, “the laugnter and the tears”® (to
quote Norman Bates). Not the "live” oumps on the

soundtrack; not the Shaking-palsy of the camera: eacn
18 as duplicable, nence duplicitous, hence for dupes,
a3 the other; and all thar a strongly marked “"genre”
Style can be today 1s a Slgn orf recognition thart
‘ntegrates us into a film's scheme OI emotional/in-
formational reference - a Sign with an arrow indicatihg
the standpoint to adopt in order Lo see 1ts scale of
facts and affects in the intended perspective {which,
48 goes without saying, we are free L0 ignore and to
exceed). In rare cases it can D€ a unit in a new, not
necessarily higher, synthesis - of films and icono-
clastic “epochs®, of rne génre and cultural styles; a
Stimulus rto new explorartions; whose value, nhowever,
depends precisely on their Tarity: wnhatever 1s common
cannot oe new, and in all cases 1S cheap.

8. On the other hand. anvy scene in any genre-
Product could be taken as a "documentary” on
NOwW it was directed, now the filmic elements were co-
Ordainated. the choices and tecnnigues of the cinema-
tograpner, the methods of the actor, etc. - or even
A4S the authentic, iive-action, aoccumentary record of
now Sc. 17 - Tk. 9 was Plaved. In that case every-
thing's a documentary, or NOthing 1s. But with thar
we've already crossed the thresnnold of absurdity 1in
respect o “"truth”., as commonly understood. A lie
and 1ts authentic record finally collapse 1into each

Other: each detfines the other, divesting both of anv
meaning.

19. It does us littie good, therefore, to see an ap-
Plication of this common, traditional, diffuse,
and badlv-focused Perspective on ‘documenting” to
Sandy Munro's live-action, all-in-camera films: an ap-
Plicacion in whaich, among other things, we near of tne
"elements aocumentecd”, “tne nNonesty in ner aocument-
ation~, and Ssomething said toc pe "opposed to editing
and fésStlucturing®. A more CaUutious, pernaps more sus-
PLClOus attitude would first seex Qut tne points at
whicn the l:]1 fiimmaker does €xercise control over
the act:ion and aoes ~Nterpose nerseif petween rootage
2Nd audience. That this Nappens during and nor arter
-Ne snocting might only be the ieast of -+ In fac:,

E I

fTour points or -Nterposition can aimostc Lmmediately
O€ cistingquisned:-

1. The choice of what to film and wnen: both pe-
tOre ana auring tne filmang.

l. COMDOSit:ion: determining where the vaisual

le.Q .8 O He siiced s:f: ana a8 3 coroliary,
wWnat .S %o pe given

the neignt ana wigth of =
dRily, a dg.onging-togetner. !n -N1s categorw
-8..8 <“ne cnoice 5§ L€ns-settinds, movemenrts,

so0omina, 2T7. une Sets tne spectators*

EeTcxna, svace, JUaLltv, in =ne -AOCilusion:ex-
-=US.3N Daramerers 2T Tne rrame . “N€& Dase :nar

JeTeImines Tne esxtent ¢ ne eve - e -



3. The seguentiality of whar is filmed: deter-
mining the order of succession in the “record”,
to remain fixed and unalterable through all sub-
sequent Vviewings - editing in the camera.

4. The length of each successive filmed piece,
and the overall length of their completed
sequenslion - the film. A determination of

rnythm by button-on/button-off, which 1s closely
allied to Pt. 1l: the wnhat/when paradigm.

20. That gaives us, during shooting, the choice of
what to include, how much of it to include, 1its
sequence, and 1ts rhythm. We can add: the choice and
quality of color, or black-and-white. All this per-
tains to the image alone, and doesn't take into ac-
count changes in gquality wrought by the use of sound:
this 18 deliberate i1nasmuch as Sandy Munro's work,
mostly silent, 15 discussed. In this work of several
non-random elements, we must acknowledge one crucial
one: ner decision to allow technical mishaps, chance
defects 1n the recording, to play their dice-game with
the “"completed® work. As soon as this decision -
which commands respect - 18 recognized, her l:1 films
become structurally and necessarily open to the pos-
sibility Oorf unlimited i1nterpretations, all swirling
around the empty centre graphematically delineated by
the "fixed and unalterable®. (I hope the entitlement
of these words rO thelir quotation-marks 1s becoming
clearer.) Enunciate any one of them, however, and 1t 1.s
bound to sound far-fetched.

21. Thus, the interest in Sandy Munro's last film,
Chess Quest, 18 not 1its alleged “documentation”,
but the way 1ts defective optical quality - in bright
sunlight, a depth-of-field approximating to the dis-
tance-setting of a chess-set held at arm's-length - can
pe made to signify the myopic outlook or a man whose
scale of distance 15 confined within the poundaries of
nis cnessboard; whose sense of the world :s limited
to a conceptual space, parallel to but independent of
space-as-lived, detached and carried about like a
screen on which the furthest distance 1S between two
squares separated 1n any direction Dy Six others: a
screen against the world, and whose loOk 18 oOur own
when we view Chess Quest. Far-fetched, eh? Sceptical,
eh?...Two points, in reply: (1) 1t 1s much harder to
find and convincingly substantiate the good points of a
film than to harp redundantly on defects obvious O
everybody; and (2) it 1s precisely the chance, non-de-

liberate qualities of unscripted, camera-cut films thart,

as aforesaid, structurally and necessar.ly arise as
their "good" or "bad®" points. and which should De
stressed 1n any such evaluative accounting - as long as
we remember that the fiimmaxer cannot be blamed tfor the
content of the material burt only for :i1ts inclusion dur-
ing filming. Butr what legitimacy can this sort of ev-
aluation have, once we see that :ll:mitaple interpret-
apirlity 1s traced into the very foundations and pos-
sibiircy of the l:1 £i1im - i1ndeea conditions .t, given
that .t applies ~ust as much TO0 tThe Il.immaxKer vis-a-vis
ner material as o us vis-a-vis her fi1lm? Chance dis-
poses of the Z:iming to Just the gdegree tnat we, the
.nterpreters, dlscose of the resu.t - wniZh does not,
can be made to, sSignify anything.

L]

22. To say “camera-cut” 18 not to say "non-cut”;
nor to indicate any 1ncapacity or retfusal of
"edliting and restructuraing”. It cannot be, SsSince
evervy 1individual viewing 1S already a restructuring:
spatio/temporal, i1ntellectual/affectaive. What the
film-maker hasn't done the viewers in anv case will,
each one differently in the case of the _.:1 film,
wnere things are not labelled, spelled-out, channelled
and routed. That a reviewer of Tuohy's calibre
has missed this [ can only explain to myself 1n one
way: as a spectator he 18 his own blina-spot,

spectation as such being denied him.

23. Necessity thrown to the laws of cnhance; a £film
confronting its own tatality: that's what's at
stake 1n the gamble of the l:1 film - a closely-

networked field of possible relav-channels which it
maxes visible and which we £i1l]l i1n according to
ilnterpretive possibilitles traced 1n oOur Oown CONscC-
iousness, each one different. eacn forming an overlav-
molre with a work that already difrers 1n and from
itself. For make no mistaxKke: the viewing or a 1l:l
film 1s & positive activity, not a passive receptivaity.
We give 1Tt what meaning 1t has, and whnetner or not
this coincides with the film-maker's 1s. sStructurally
speaking, a matter 2of indifterence. That 1s: of
apsolute difterence.

24. The source of tThe "truth”™ neurosis - that's what
1t 18 1n A craitic = 18 NOT nara o iocacte: the

girector'‘s “inctentions”. e airectors .s posited as

tne agent Or an actavaity the searcn -z “intormatct.or

|

the exposition or “the truth.” The film is the
vehicle of the search. and everything in it the work
of an agent, the result of an intention - “truth”
included: the well-known “auteur’ theory, whach

finds in documentary films a camouflaged form. (We
can Buspect the presence of auteurism wherever a
documentary receives lavish praise and Prizes; at

any rate. 1t 1s not “"the truth® that 1is receiving
them: what prizes can there be for the fact that
something 18 as 1t 18, Or happened wnhnen and where

it nappened?) But has it ever been otherwise, even
in day-to-day speech? Aren't we doing the same

thing when we say “"the wind's blowing hard”, *“the
rain’'s really pissing down®, or "lightning 1s flasning”
Aren’'t we making wind, rain and lightning the agencies
of effects called "blowing", “pouring”, “flashing”?
AS 1f there were some underlying cause or subject
that was able to blow softly or not at all 1f it so
chosel! As 1f pouring and the flasn were choices

Oor deeds! Only the fact that in declarative terms
Sucn statements are tormally “correct” and make
grammatical sense could have blinded us to the patent
ldiocy of ‘seeing all things as intended, all actions
as activities standing 1n the same relation to their
“actors” as verps tO their subjects - until finally,
what we see 1 obliged already to pe 1n conformity

with the grammar of declaring it! And the very
mecnanismse Oof utrtering our thoughts nave seduced
them into these darx allevyways! ... At any rate., 1t

18 not i1n search of "truth®” that we will venture
i1Nnto them.

25. Terminal absurdity, Night of Reason - that the
grammatical units of framing our statements

precede the psychic traming of a luminous and

distinct image of phenomenal units 1n “consciousness” -

the very 1image to be stated! Terminal, terminal! -

FOr it cannot be otherwise! Consciousness 1S precisely

a matter of “"distinctness” - a tracing-around of

things by differences: a stratifving not only withan,

but between the senses; a net of more or less

systematic divisions thrown over intuited experience:

tor only this enables us to be aware of what 1s

lived-through, of what we live: aware of being-

aware, which 18 the very definition of conscicusness.

But here the need for phenomenal deciphering, for

an “"image”, for consciousness, reveals 1tself: 1t 1s

a network of communication, of coarsened, recognizable

and repeataple units to be relayed in transposed,

and not merely transposed, form. The relay, in

effect, 18 not of but between these system-networks,

these "coneciousnesses”, each of «nich may comprise arvy

numbeir of possible codes: from the verbal to the iconic

the dramatic, the aural, etc. But if they commun-

1cate they wears communicable, already possible,

L.2. the very substance and primal tracing of

conscliousness JS8 3uch, into each and every psyche -

which 18 why 1T 18 Detween these that any meaningful

communlcation can only arise. Between and 1n the

tace of these others, consciousness occurs, and occurs

as the performance of an act: it i1s a funcrtion oOf

language, not the reverse. It requires an audience,

between whom and itself i1t acts., performs. Between:

l.e., nowhere 1in particular. |(For wnat part of our

waKking-nours are we fully conscious? For wnen we

nave to be. And wnen do we have to be? -) And

consequently, there are degrees and i1ntensities of

consciousness - let's say, an infinitesimal grading-up

and grading-down, brigntening and dimming in a very

conditional and dependent manner, at the whim of our

cnance collisions with the world and the differentiartin

resolution-screen with which we are required to

"frame” 1ts units. to finer or coarser degrees, 1n

Oour transposed declarations of 1t. Whnether this 1is

a scCreen of phonemes Or f{ilm-frames, a transposition

tO sStatements Or sSnot-seguences, makes no difference -

tor tne difference nhas already oeen made. Strucrturallv

cre-scriped in consciousness, the possibilitv of the

reiay >s 1n precession 2f 1ts contents.

26. And Truth - tne authenticated and documented,

confirmed and supstantiated; that wnich 182
Lonsciousness .s nownere near strong enough to hold
this water, even :f 1ts contours do adapt to any and
every vesse. that nhappens along. Consciousness caliled
iNTO question as something conditioned, at the mercy
and wnim of every cnance encounter with a “need-
CoO-know" and “mean-to-say®, brings with it a guestion-
mark for the “director's i1ntentions” as well. Bilnce
these cannot pe separated from consciousness determined
48 runccion, as goal-oriented. Consciousness and
intentionality are conceptually and in fact never
thougnt apart from each other: they are one, both
Orientations, with the common presupposition of an
other. a spacing, and a goal tOwards wnicn they are
directed along a transterence - a path or cnannei: on
which :intentions as such define and shape themselves,
orient themselives. Without this transterential

PAS6age O 4 QgOa., intentionality could not exist



even as a bare cdefinition: 1ntentions without

means is an empty word. Likewlse consciousness |
without difference. Or orientation without spacing;
will without resistances and obstacles, opposing
forces and overcomings. And this constitutive
divisiveness at the heart of distinct “things”

doesn't in the least preclude their capacity to
function as a decipherable code, as signs wlith meanings,
even in the apsolute absence of their authors'
"intentions” - for this autonomy 18 precisely what
makes a si1gn a sign, over and above the confirming
presence of 1ts agent; wnat makes the words of a man
dead for 370 years readable. indefinable, and inexh-
austible:; and what maxkxes the signature appended tO
them more than merely indexical. Do we need the
presence of Griffith, Chaplin or Ford to make sense of
their works? Has the lack of an authenticating
intention behind the documentary sStyle of Loach's
films made them meaningless? Has the apsence of a
documentary style among Hitchcock's films made them
inauthentic? Purely stylistic and rhetorical guestions,
I admit, since the act of asking them 18 also thelr
answer. Acted, performed questlons mere effect,
mere “literature”: but with the sense of sliding
out from under "trutn® the only two grounds in this
argument where .t could stake out a force: "consc-
iousness”, "intentions”.

- . .

27. Slippery logs! Slippery logs! - Dragging in
their wake a worm of light called “"truth”,
continuallv forming and re-rorming i1tself{ into a
question-mark. NOTU a negation, Since sucn Operations
nave a way of turning back on themselives: :f "nothang
15 true®” then this statement, tOo boe true, would have
to be false, thereby negating itself absolutely: but,
to be false, would not nave tO0 De =rue, apsolutely or
even provisionallv - “truth” and "faisenood”
are not ouvposlites, and neither 1s geterminable on

a4 scale of position/negation, agfrirmationsdenial,

L -
- -

Or any other polarities. [n a world without absolutes,
truth has no apsolute or relative oOpposlite - since

all that relativity can say nere :s that opposites

are where you find them: i1t drops out of the picture
completely where any gquestion or opposites or absolutes
1S concerned. And neither does truth have, .n the
Strict sense, any value, since it 18 i1ncapable of
peing meaningfully opposed or countered as a force

in a differential economy. It can continue to have

an ethical value, a place i1n a table of goods, i.e.

a value we nave out there. It 18 therefore not a
questlion O negating but of revaluing truth; and
ditto for authors, intentions, authenticity and
nonesty: these things have not suddenly disappeared,
a8 we Kknow, and peinting 1t out suffices to indicarte
Just how complex the problem really 1S. We cannot
deny or "know" them: but we can understand a Certain
light they cast - and this we can know, affirm or

aeny to any lengths. Pernaps 1t 1s fundamental to
Knowing just how much 18 at our disposal, how much
PDOweIr we capaclitate - and to re-directing :t. Truth
was never a useless fiction: how could we do without
1t? On what obstacles could our capacities vent
themselves, over what resistances and limits could our
achievements and triumphs, our °‘greater” and our
"more”, celebrate their victory and bring to term

the great seduction of a fulfillea potency. an
attained maximum, an eTternity-overcome, however
fictitious - 1f not tor this ultimate. unattainable
and unknowable seduction called “truth"? lsn't it only
thanks to the obstacle-course 1t Sets us, exposing
before us the tantalizing prize of an ever-receding

norizon-line, that we ever come ©o recognize our
capaclities?

28. The space opened up 0 our eves by the artificial

erection of oarriers; the posing of limicts as
8 stimulus and orientation to a goal whicnhn concentrates
and 1ntensifies The powers directed art their
ACTlivation across this eve-opening space, This arctists'’
playground. stimulatead by 1ts verv :oreclosure -
that 1s the sense ana image of wnat nas sucxed and
seduced this discourse-on-a-discourse forward and
through each impasse, eacn TtuIm 1n Tne argqument, eacnh
co1l and loop-nole traced with the insertion-space
Of the next link in the chain, the new cycle or
the relay-structure, so exemplarily mirrored :n the
title of the vervy f:lm thnat enaplea -nis moblilie
SLIucture to carry on i1n Sucn a strange wav: "Recvcliing
TOr WnNat 18 At 1sSsSue Nere 18 not only to gualify
he entitlement of thls wasteiand-Iilm to zne reliav-
DALIlers Or _ts Own medium - Irom =ne written =featment
JI 4 3Cenar>d TtO The Writtien IreatmMent OV reviewers.
and all the staages unaamencalil-

il DeTtween - 2JUT MOre
3 STTuCtur€ o52. aiveraence tnat .8 souna nTtervene
in Tne MmosSt

23101V Aadhered-=2 TiatTencions
these 4S8 TArougn mulitipie nrermeciLary s
eacn OonNeé 4alreaay ceintercreted

" .
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DYy the next 1in new tTerms, each already having pressed
the preceding one 1nto 1ts own service, and each
Successive point-of-view 1n the process foreshortening
and i1n other ways distorting the otners, not all

of which have even a necessary connection, e.g.
advertising-oudgetr and SnhooOting-script., choice of

actors and choice of venue, etc. | repeat: to
qualify, not criticize.
29. It 1s to ask, for instance, what made Richard

luony take from one arm of the divided response
to N1s own wasteland film, Pink Desert., an epithet
which he then passes on to Recycling: “beautiful-”.
Wwhat about the relay of this "beautiful”, which viewers
find in his cubic glass and grapnpaper-steel, his
graceful slow track? Why 1s industrial ugliness
beautiful? But, across much wider registers of tame,
it 15 to ask what forced Tuohy to repeat, from one
"desert” to another and at a distance of 25 years,
the identical divergence and self-division found in
AnNtonioni's The Red Desert: the very same fissure
of intentions to means, of meanings-given to meanings-
received. For the "industrial wasrteland" of Ravenna
evokes, in 1ts mutant grey fruit, .ts plague-ridden
Smog and mast, and in the vividly expressionist
colors of science and orgies, nothing so much as the
surreal beauties of Max Ernst and Rene Magritte
(in his stone-textured visitors). This 1s the most
beautiful industrial desert the cinema has given us!
Just as La Notte was 1ts most beaut:ful emotional
desert. Strange? Or necessary?

30. But what do we expect? Something that merely

adequated to itself - particularly an entire lanascape
Or dastrict - would not even be perceived as a
‘something”, a something-distinct! The cinema, the
documentarist and n.s camera, the artist and his grey
paint, are always additions: means and cnannels
irreduclble to wnatever rtravels along them. Whart
mediates, mutates. Gaven thls necessity there 18 no
dood reason not to go the whole hog, and to pig-out
on aesthetics! It 1s not Tuohy but n:s audience

who should be criticized in this case. Whar did they
expect Andy Warhol and Empire? 3Sut even this
empty. "minimalist® gaze requires the irreducibie
apparatus of exnibition - darkness - to mediate 1it.
And lacking that, our own sweer consciousness, our

- . L

Own vaiue-permeated senses, which .s rhe I1rst medliation

Im

Of all. The retay and the ANterpreter are nere to

Stay. aAnd just look at the lignht they shed, all

apout them ...!

31. I xnow of no-one petter rto conc.ude with than
tNeé epigrapnist to wnom [ wouid ~1sSh every

foregoing word o pe dedicated: -

lS 2nly as 4an aestne::-c anenomenon
1At tne world .s ‘ustifieg.” =
*radricn Nietzsche: "The Sirrh 2

Basei, SwiTzZeriand: 87,

a
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The following article was submitted for the newsletter.
It is an =rticle on 2 Témm. film - BETWEEN US, directed
by Bill Mousoulis. It's not Super-8, but we are
publishing the article amyway. (Eds).

An interpretation of
B1ll Mousoulrs'

Beftween Us

Australia, 1989, 36 minutes, 16mm.

The pre-title sequence :n the laundry
wastes no Cime in establishing a
relationship: that between a man, (Rick, a

" o Us" is a simple, UNPreTentious washing-machine repair man) and a machine.
£ilm apout relationships, motivation, and It 18 a simple, un-complicated relationship
self-esteem. which sets up a focus for the future
What impressed me most about 1t was now relationships in _ the f£ilm. Those
such an un-dramatic £ilm moved me to feel relationships are based on support and on
for it's characters. There 'healing', whereby the main characters'
are very few moments of passion 1in this drive and self-esteem is nurtured by the
film. The characters are not complicated. other partner in the 'relationship’. In
The images are not sophisticated. The this first scene Rick is shown repairing a
conflicts are not deep... yet the final washing machine. The scene 1is brief,
result is satisfying. jumping time (though plainly sequential),
Because the passion is taken out of and the feeling 1is of accomplishment.
this drama, much of it's power rests with Throughout the film the relationships that
it's narrativae. operate on this lavel, that of
When I thought back on the £ilm I £found patient/healer, are the least comlicated and
myself always asking "What happened next?" the most successful.
and never "How did it happen?” or "What did This brief, successful scene over, the
it look like?". It was something, however, title appears, in-dicating that the £ilm 1is
that I never once asked myself while I was examining the nature of such relationships.
watching the £ilm. During the screening I It is interesting that in the £irst
was rarely anxious or impatient for the scene after the title, there is a 'call for
narrative to develop... because 1T Wwas help' (ostencibly to repair a washing
alwavs moving and developing. It 1is, I machine) and that it 1s answered Dby Rick's
pelieve, a masterly narrative, constructed father rather than by Rick himself. Rick is
with an enviable economy of style that nardly ever home: is father always 1is.
always pleases and surprises. I think it 1is Rick's business would not survive without
a lesson for all film-makers to learn: €O his father. His relationship to Rick 1is
always get to the guts of the story, and therefore one of support, as 1is Rick's
make everything significant. The film-maker relactionship to his clients. It is also
then remains in control, as Bill Mousoulis very much a perESEJ.DIlﬂ.l arrangement, there
always does, pulling the audience along being very little of the Zfather/son i1n it.
rather than the audience pushing the f£ilm So 18 Rick's relationship to his clients;
along. In this narrative there 1S no time supportive, but also very professional. In
for the audience =0 consider varliations oOr €act, it is like a doctor's (patient/healer)
wish for other possibilities to the line of in which the ethic is not allow a personal
che script. Often, I was pleasantly alarmed involvement with the client. This 1s a
by the £ilm's scene changes, the Drevity of critical ingredient in the development of
the dialogue, and the ccol matter of fact the £ilm's narrative.
performances of the actors. The next two scenes >ntroduce Terry and
) Betweenn Us 15 also a very realistic his girlfriend, Loretta. Terry, unlike
£iim. -n it's rhythm, it's pace, and it's Rick, 18 uncertain about his future 1n his
low-key relationsbips, one gets the feeling sob. Therefore, he is depressed. Loretta,
chat this is a 'slice of life’. The £low of also unlike Rick, has 1o 3Job and feels
the nar-ative .S parely disturbed Dy any trapped in her f£lat. She cannot deal with
elements which un counter =to 1it. The Terry's depression. The dreakdown 1n their
artist's D>Srerogative =TO re-arrange, aparc relationship 18 exemplified Dy the Zfailure
irom selecz, aspects o¢f life 5s not cf their washing machine. Neither can dea.

it. The soluticon 28 to "Get someone
it." TerTy's response 1s a Iejection

oretta's call Zor heip. It encapsulates
1l the denials and reject.ons that occur on
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oract:ced nere lest the document or 11sStory
:s lost. The mood cf zhe Z..m was that of
a soc.al documentary, rTatlher than a drama,;
a fact rather than a comment.
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As - said earlier, =ne strength of this a personal level in the Zilm. It seems that
£:'m lies i1n :t's narrative... and 5t WwWas wnenever someone calls out Ior help on a
e -nae naAr-ats.ve =chat I derxved :.t's personal level he or sne .s rejected.
meaning and muclh S Tne enjoyment. However, a call Zor help on a professional
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level receives immediate and successful
service.

The breakdown in Loretta's and Terry's
relationship is caused by the fact that both
are, so to sSpeak, "patients'. Both are 1in
need of help. Neither is in a position toO
give that help. The help does arrive,
however, in the form of Rick. When he
arrives (in his white dggtor's coat) to
announce "You've got a sick washing-
machine." he does not care for Loretta. He
remains ambivalent towards her throughout
their relationship, but provides very clear,
positive, successful support. BEventhough
Rick notices Loretta's depressicn the first
time, he remains removed and on a
professional level, indicating that he needs
to "...come back with a part.”

At this point, there is a cut-away to
'the band' arriving at the airport. I found
this cut disconcerting. It is not clear who
the characters are at that point, (nor
indeed for some time later) and exactly
where they are. It breaks the narrative
unnecessarily, and it's significance escapes
me .

In typically economic fashion, however,
we are soon back in Loretta's flat. Just as
economically, Rick is soon putting his tools
away . It is another 'successful' visit.
When Loretta offers coffee, however, Rick
removes his dustcoat before accepting ¢toO
deal with Loretta on a personal level.
Loretta confesses her depression. Without
his dustcoat, his professional armour, Rick
1s vulnerable. He offers advice. As a
person, however, he is a failure. The
advice is glib: to approach the CES. "There
are plenty of good jobs out there."

In the next scene, nowever, ne wears an
armour of a different sort; a camera. As we
discover later, the camera is the medium
with which he deals with his friends. He
takes pictures of "people he knows". The
camera 1s not only a protection, a safety
barrier (like his dustcoat), but also the
means by which he can get closer to them...
an excuse. Through the camera ne can get
closer to Loretta when he sees nher :n the
mall. Protected, he can become more
supportive, more encouraging, and more
successful on a personal level.

In this new role, as a doctor of a different
SOrt, a nealer of souls, he transcends his
own Dbeing =ZIcor that moment. He becomes a
successful person. When they look :n the
window of the Building Society, he .s able
O appraise her need, be positive, and

Suggest that she could '"get a job in there
if (she) really wanted to." He has for that
moment crossed the barriers to his own
lnadequacy. For a brief "transcendental"
moment he 1s what he wants to be, although
ne 1s not aware of it... nor does he accept
it. In an alarmingly beautiful scene which
follows, he waits for Loretta in a coffee
lounge and a stranger asks him if he is the
Singer in a pand called "The Lazy Susans".
At this stage he can only deny himself as he
denies the claim. When Loretta returns,
Qowever, she announces she has gained an
ilnterview or a job.

This 13 really his own success as a person.
lronically, he 1s unaware of his own nealing
power. His self esteem i1s low. It is akin
o his attitude to his own photography; that
18, Dis attitude to dealing with people. He
sees 1t as '"just a hobby". That 18, not
real; not like a job. This is his failaing
as a person.

AT tThas very saignificant point in thear
relationship Loretta labels nim as "good
luck"”, and for the £irst time asks for his
Nelp as a Zriend; to come back zhe next day
and suppcrt ner during the interview. It is

- -

a loud and clear message tO him regarding
his powers as a human being. He almost
accepts without thinking, then checks
himself, ensuring his professional
committments don't clash. Therefore, ne is
still giving his job precedence over his
humanity. In a £inal act which ccnfirms his
view of their relationship, he barters his
help for an jmage of her: ne takes a photo.
In a way it is an admission to himself that
they are friends, but in another way, and
still very much an indicat:on of his value
of friendship, it is a very professional
exchange; tit for tat.
"Now do something for me." he says to her.
Following a brief scene where he prints
the photo of her, we are again back in the
mall; this time for the job interview. It is
another simple cutback which picks up the
thread of the story without any fuss or
elaboration. Here, they intreduce
themselves for the first time, and he hands
her the photo which she only glances atc
briefly and then puts away. It is as though
she cannot face hersel:l. Like Rick she
suffers from low self-esteem. That 1is why
they do not :ntroduce themselves to each
other earlier. Now, aowever, their

relationship is at a high point. Rick's
Suppert 1s beginning to give Loretta a
confidence in herself and ner own humanity.

It is sagnificant, therefore, that Rick
warns Loretta to be herself during the
intervlew. It is advice which he follows,
~OI when another stranger asks him about nis
ldentity he claims to be the singer in "The
Lazy Susans". He has now fully transcended
Q1S his own persocnality. He 1s what nhe
wants to De...at least in his mind. It 1is
4 Very strong moment in the film, and one in
which Rick is at his most positive about

hlmsal:. Yet, ironically, it also the most
unrealistic moment as well.

| When Loretta
emerges sne announces that she has the job.
She also at her strongest. Strangely,
lowever, she is also emotional. There .S
adark side to her success. It is that now
She DNas tTo pecome the "healer'". She has to

use ner new-found strength to heal her own
boyfriend, Terry. This 1s the irony of the

Zilm's message about relationships. The
DOSitive IZorce that has been created out of
Loretta and Rick's relationship 1s now used
where 1T 1s most needed; that 1s, Loretta
and Terry's relationship. It is a strange
dand unnerving moment. ut ©f the most
pOSitive, high point in their relationship
deve.ops nothing. it 18 a total come
down, a nopeless feel:ing of despair.

“his feeling 1s reinforced with a shors
sCéne wnere tTwo members of tne band question
the value of their own job as they look out
on Meldbourme's wintry weatier: "Two gigs. .

-3 it wWwortTh -t 7"

- -—

( ill‘\xu'l.--d —




No sooner have they celebrated
Loretta's new job, then Loretta begins to
reject Rick. "You'd better go, my boyfriend
will be here scon." Having 3just opened
himself up as an individual and a human
being, and at his most vulnerable, Rick is
now out in the cold. Without support, his
self-esteem dis-appears fast. As one would
expect his energies go back into his job,
but with a slight difference. There is now
a more human side to him. In one case, he
does not take money £from a housewife for
some simple advice. In another case he
takes abuse from two small kids,
momentarilly taking the pressure ofI their
world-weary grandmother. It is a more
humane RicKk,
relating more <tO people than machines,
although clearly his self-image is
suffering.

Back in the coffee lounge, the scene of
his greatest <triumph, he pays <for his
coffee. It is a cold, professional
exchange... a Dbarter. Once more he 1s

devoid of humanity, although recognizing
that he needs it.

Again, he searches for numanity and
friendship where he found it last... in the
mall. Again, he does so behind the safety
of his camera. This time, however, when he
is con-fronted by the couple from the band,
he is face to face with his soul. His job
is now questioned and he has to admit: o © by
what I do best.” It is his own recognitiocon
of his failure as a person. Now, h@ is the
patient. Open and vulnerable, now Qe needs
an "injection" of soul; an inspiration, a
motivation. Again, he takes their photo,
beginning a new relationship.

Loretta now rejects him outright. She

rings to tell him.
It 4is a cold, professional call; like
cancelling an appointment. Rick's reaction
is just as cold. He has never recognized
his need for her, nor her need for him.

What follows beautifully £from this
rejection is the most passionate 3cene in
the film. Terry and Loretta are in bed.
Terry insists he will protect and look after
her... she says nothing, just looking away.
He is, in fact, expressing nis need for her,
sucking her power and her strengta. It is
a horrifying, strangely parasitlic scene. It
seems where passion does exist 1n hQuman
affairs it is hopelessly one-sided and
pathetic. Although Loretta may now be a
success in her new job, as Rick still 1is,
she is still imprisoned into a passionless
(on her part) committment. In human affairs
both Loretta and Rick are doomed, Decause
they both value, and seek salvation 1in,
their work rather than in their personal
lives.

Now, Rick begins a stage where he
replaces the value ne places in nis own work
with that of someone else. Namely, it 1S
Monica's job as a sainger wita toe band.
Rick <follows the band's rehearsals and
performances, idolizing Monica as an
embodiment of his own soul. She 1s what he
would like =o be: creative. As N1s obsession
grows, he resolves to lay ofI nis own Wwork
=0 follow =he band, but wnen .T 1S suggested
chat he Zollow the band back to Sydney and
continue -aking photos ne nesitates. This
is because ais Zrustrati.on s on a personal
level, but he won't admit T =0 nimself.
3efore he met Monica, ne had not allowed nis
é-ustr-atson -—o surface. Now, ne won't allow
t =0 take control of aim. nterestingly,
« :s only after 1e sees Loret:za again

——

RETWEEN US can be seen this Teer,

briefly in the mall, being 3 success in her
igh, that he is prompted to approach Monica
on a personal level. His mistake is that,
subconsciously, he he is still motivated by
his wish to bare his soul in his 3jgb; that
being his image of success as a person.

In the scene with Monica at the beach
this i1ssue comes to a head. Talking about
old times Rick envies Monica's job, saying
that it is what she had always wanted to do.
BEventhough Monica reminds him that "It's
just a job." Rick feels it 1is more
"creative" than £ixing washing machines.
When she reminds him about his photography
he refuses to accept that it's creative,
saying: "I only take pictures of what's
infront of me." She retorts by saying that
she "only writes songs about what's infront
of (her)." and that even then it's still a
fantasy because she still has to work to
live. Monica is therefore able to separate
her "work" from her fantasy... Rick cannot.
He wants to believe that it 1s possible to
deal with human desire in the same way as he
deals with his job. He wants to believe
that this is possible, and that Monica has
achieved this. He cannot see Monica's job

or her life for what it is. He wants to
make something more of it: to "idolize" the
experience. Thus, he puts Monica on a

pedestal, and by doing so, distances himself
from her. Having done so, and only then, he
tries to kiss her. By doing so, he has
parodied his professional life 1n his
versonal life. He has <created a
“patient/healer" relationship. Monica,
nowever cannot operate this way on a
personal level. Monica therefore rejects him
outright.

Having now consciously Zailed on a
personal level, his self esteem 1s at it's
lowest. He cannot now be positive about his
job or his 'hobby'. He cannot face
answering another business call, nor can ne
face pursuing his photocgraphy :n Sydney.

In the coffee shop, nobody notices nim.
He 1s barely alive.

A salvation of sorts does come nowever
in the shape of another band in the pub. A
song 1s dedicated to hiam Dy a guitarist In
the Dband. In the first scene :-n the Dpub
=his guitarist had noticed nis depression :n
much the same way as ne nad nacticed
Loretta's depression in her flat. The band
now prescribes gzheir medication IO0r RiCK'S
soul, in the same way that he had aelped
Loretta in the first part of the Ii
The band '"does their job". It im,

necessarily, a professional relacionship.
Rick's appreciation, however, 1s ODV1iOuUS.
It does work. Rick's soul seems to be
"repaired" as simply as a washing maciine.
It 1S not surprising that Rick would respond
in this way, however. It .s indeed the way
that Rick has re-

sponded to and dealt with pecople throughout
the £film. He prescribes, and i1s given,
medication for a sick soul. Although I feel
that the use of the song 1s rather didactic,
it makes it clear that Rick's need 1is tO
feel and stay alive; to be inspired, moved,
or motivated.

It 1s a somewhat cynical message given
Rick's nature. There 1S, however, an
alement of optimism in this ending, and that
is the support provided Dby the band. By
this stage one feels that if Rick cannot
“stay alive" Dy his own doing, at lieast
there will always be somecne on a
"professional" level to help him out.

Raf#€i Ghazarran Dec 1989.

probably at £ilm festivals.
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Miller 80mm bowl tripod suitable

FOR S—AITE: for most 16mm. cameras.

Price negotiable.
Rng Andrew on 417 5836
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Canon 814E 3250
Eumig 6810 $250

Ring Doreen on 830 5256
or 830 1725
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Tuuuda;, Penruary 13, 1950

The 1990 Yearbook/Magazine wil) be prepared
dlaﬂﬂnnuﬂe Haatiqg Hnnm. MET, | gnortly. Write an article, draw a picture,
Swanston St City N :

\ N \H \ . s« ~ compose a puem - and submit it.
: \ ™
At 7:30 Delly = \ _ R\H — —— o
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The Australlan Pilm Commission nas approved
funding for the Super-3 Group to the exten
of $710,000, which is roughky hzlf of what
asked for. It igs nor ®nough to allow usg

get up an office. \ \ \. ;

moer that the Super-3 Grouv has eguioment

rrowing and/or nire - cameras, a
?-} L #

«v projedtor, editing stuf?. Ring Bi1]1.

L

—
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on how we should uge this money, In particalar,”

there will be about 32,000 which really won't 4 E RS Ntk O3 'T?_OU'SKIS
be needed ?or zeneral costs. What should we.

do with it? 1 gpeciel project nf some kind? BfLL IMDJ,JLI“H
Suggestions are most weloome, \ N\ “

o S \\

At 8:30 p.m, ‘=

o 4 = g
Open Scraening \\EYD filﬁ\\\\ \\ \\ \

Té\pe Zuaranteed that vour film will be \ "

Screened,  ring Bill on 419 6562, =and tell him '\\
about it Otherwise jUEh “uck up.

}t\TD 30-p m. - \ g ‘\ \ %

After the screenlnz. come along to StalactltEE
(corner tussgell ang ~onsdale Streets) wi<n 2il11

Contact Numbers "“"---\

2111 Mousoulis 419 6562

lark Freeman 590 9458
Chris Windmil) 23T 2FEr9
JEPPT Pienatars 53T 4783
ek Jdstrovsksi s 391 4881

“8tthew Reeg ig Still 0/s

and talk abnu; f_*m\;rowects till dawn! N\ N
pr——
Postage

Paid

SUPER EIGHT
Rich. Nth

Registered by Australia Post Vic Au St
Publication No. vbg 7570 3121

If undeliverable remm Lo:

Melbourne Super-8 Film Group - :
P.O. Box 1150 Uz W Adan Y
Richmond North  312] J
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