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tHe CHAnGInG FACe(s) oF tHe F IeLD

nyone who arrived late at Princeton’s recent symposium on Magic  
 and Cinema might well have wondered what the heck was going  
 on if they had walked in at the moment when P. Adams Sitney 

declared with great gusto: “The future of cinema lies with SPECIAL 
EFFECTS!” Even those of us who had arrived on time (and who were 
therefore aware that Sitney was in fact reading aloud the paper of an-
other presenter who had fallen ill) had to pinch ourselves as we wit-
nessed these words passing those lips. The event became a standing joke 
of the conference, but it can also be read as a comic symptom of changes 
that are currently taking place across the landscapes of film studies and 
art history, where many of the navigation points that once allowed us 
to recognize our disciplinary spaces and proper objects of study have 
either disappeared completely or changed dramatically, demanding of 
us a fairly radical reassessment of where we stand, as well as how and 
what we study. At this time when moving images seem to have per-
meated almost every field within the university setting (try counting 
how many different departments cross-list film courses with “homes” 
like cinema studies), one possible strategy for a volume like this, which 
tries to assess the state of a field, would be to gather together those 
who represent the “official” face of the field and ask them to outline co-
herent guidelines for the discipline. We, however, have chosen to resist 
segregating “official film scholars” from others involved in discussions 
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� of photography and film. Instead, we have embraced the hybridity and 
promiscuity of film and photography by inviting contributions from 
film scholars, art historians, artists, filmmakers, and curators, believing 
that, at this time of transition and confusion, we might most usefully 
put these voices into conversation with each other. With this juxtapo-
sition of contributors and subject matter, we hope to forge alliances 
and establish dialogues among practitioners and scholars working in a 
variety of institutional spaces with shared interests—to invent a com-
munity of the question as we struggle collectively to understand how 
encounters between photography and contemporary moving images 
emerge in response to, to provide us with models for thinking about, 
the world in which we live.
 The diverse nature of the group we have brought together between 
these covers reflects both what we believe to be a shared, defining fea-
ture of film, photography, and digital media—their overlapping hetero-
geneity—and the variety of readers we hope to engage. We aim with 
this volume to make a specific critical intervention into a number of 
fields and practices at a moment when our objects and the methodolo-
gies with which we engage them strike us as simultaneously petrified 
and elusive or confused. We might have tried to formulate the contours 
of a new theory for our times, to bring clarity to the messy intersections 
among practices and discourses that at times seem to cloud our view 
of what we should be looking at. But this book starts from the premise 
that our absence of a clear theoretical paradigm reflects the complexity 
of our present moment and challenges us to develop questions and 
structures for thinking that will enable us to engage this complexity as 
productively as possible.

F ILM stuDIes AnD ARt HIstoRY :  tHe MeDIuM

In the midst of these recent anxieties about the messiness of objects 
and methodologies in visual arts–related fields—something Hal Foster 
has described as “the paradigm of no paradigm”1—the issue of medium 
specificity has become a central concern for scholars in the field of 
cinema studies (in response to new media), and in the field of art his-
tory (in contention with the ubiquity of film, video, and the projected 
image in contemporary art practice). In this context, the question of 

D
ow

nloaded from
 http://read.dukeupress.edu/books/book/chapter-pdf/641150/9780822391432-001.pdf by guest on 23 M

ay 2023



I
n

t
R

o
D

u
C

t
I

o
n

�what defines a medium is inextricably interwoven with questions re-
garding the object of the disciplinary gaze, the parameters of scholar-
ship, and the relationship between art and technology.2 The stakes of 
these questions, and the sense of disciplinary crisis by which they are 
driven, emerge most forcefully around photography and cinema, whose 
essential hybridity and interconnectedness present a challenge to homo-
geneous and reductive notions of medium specificity and open an im-
portant site of overlap between art history and cinema studies. While 
photography and film were once rarely studied in the same institutional 
spaces—with photography a province of art history, and film finding a 
home either in departments of literature, drama, or, from the 1960s on, 
programs devoted exclusively to film studies—this is clearly no longer 
true.
 Hollis Frampton may have been overstating the case when he sub-
ordinated art to film by claiming that “the whole history of art is no 
more than a massive footnote to the history of film” (1983, 123); and yet 
it is undeniable that we write at a moment when scholars of art history 
and cinema studies have more in common than ever before: art history 
departments hire film scholars; graduate students in visual studies and 
fine arts programs study cinema and art in relation to one another; art 
journals frequently devote special issues to film-related questions, just as 
film journals publish articles on artists working with film and video. Yet 
in spite of this apparent overlap of interests, there has been a dearth of 
exchange between the two fields on the issue of medium specificity, even 
with the advent of visual studies programs, for which “the medium” as a 
question may have seemed too aligned with methodological approaches 
to the arts that the new field was trying to escape. With Still Moving, we 
hope to provoke explorations of the difference between these parallel 
approaches to film and photography and their respective and mutually 
implicated identities as media, and to develop the questions we need in 
order to enable new modes of intellectual exchange. Rather than level-
ing differences across fields and practices in search of  “a happy medium,” 
Still Moving works both to understand the separations that exist and 
to facilitate productive exchange between artists and film scholars, art 
historians and filmmakers, curators and photographers, all the while 
resisting the potential for a renewed interest in the medium to devolve 
into a regressive reassertion of eroded disciplinary borders. The resis-
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� tance to this unproductive model of medium-based inquiry emerges out 
of the media in question. For our work begins from the premise that 
as photographic and moving image media mutate, recombine, and mi-
grate across disparate contexts—operating as fields and effects as well 
as simply objects—medium specificity in turn asserts itself anew as a 
necessarily interdisciplinary question.
 While our focus on how artists’ ever-increasing engagement with 
moving image technologies necessarily produces what Georges Didi-
Huberman has recently described as “an art history turned towards 
cinema,” as it attempts “to understand the temporality of images, their 
movements, their ‘survivals,’ their capacity for animation,” it is important 
to remember that the question of the “still moving” is not new to art 
history but rather lies as a founding tension of the discipline (Michaud 
2004, 12). But this volume suggests that we would do well to cultivate 
a parallel turn of cinema studies toward art history, to recognize that 
the transitions we now face in relation to modern media may well have 
roots or precedents in earlier moments of aesthetic change. At the open-
ing of his Aby Warburg and the Image in Motion, for example, Philippe-
Alain Michaud writes:

In 1893 . . . Warburg tackled the age-old question of the Renaissance 
artists’ return to and interpretation of Antiquity, giving it a paradoxi-
cal twist. In treating the presence of mythological figures in Florentine 
painting, he focused on how these artists represented movement. He 
argued that it was not the motionless, well-balanced body that served 
as the model for the imitation of Antiquity, as in Winckelmann’s view 
of art history, but rather the body caught up in a play of overwhelming 
forces, limbs twisting in struggle or in the grips of pain, hair flowing, and 
garments blown back through exertion or by the wind. (28)

Though Warburg’s reversal of Winckelmann’s aesthetics may initially 
seem remote from the contemporary challenges facing cinema studies 
and art history as they try to account for both new moving-image tech-
nologies and for each other, the controversies surrounding Warburg’s 
argument—which include the abandonment of a passive and contem-
plative viewer in favor of an interactive spectator drawn into the work 
itself through the representation of motion—could not be more per-
tinent to a present concerned with problems of immersive and spec-
tacular environments that threaten to absorb the viewer and destroy 
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�the distance many believe to be necessary for critical contemplation.3 
Furthermore, by framing the tension between stasis and motion we per-
ceive in today’s art and film historically, we recognize the extent to which 
the field of cinema studies does not, and cannot, exist solely within the 
century-long framework that is often assigned to it. While some deans 
and students may regard cinema studies as the love-child of the film 
industry and the ever-more-corporate university, a road to riches for all, 
fruitful intellectual exchange between art history and cinema studies 
allows these fields mutually to energize and strengthen, rather than 
undermine, each other, and to assert the continued primacy of creating 
spaces for historical, aesthetic, and theoretical reflection in both.
 As the authors assembled here grapple with new manifestations of 
persistent issues surrounding the play of motion within still images and 
the insistence of stasis within moving images, they resist the amnesia 
implicit in Noël Carroll’s polemic call to “forget the medium; watch the 
movement” (2003, 9). Rather, Still Moving argues for the impossibility 
of watching the movement without simultaneously watching the sta-
sis and the media that produce these effects, and suggests instead that 
the hesitation between stasis and motion actually produces an interval 
in which rigorous thinking can emerge. Though wary of forgetting the 
medium altogether, the contributors to this volume are equally wary of 
confusing rigor with rigor mortis. We certainly intend this volume as an 
extension of the discussions of medium specificity that have emerged 
in the wake of G. E. Lessing, Clement Greenberg, Michael Fried, Hal 
Foster, Rosalind Krauss and others, but our interest here lies less in re-
hearsing debates that are either already familiar or easily available to our 
readers than in trying to map out strategies for analyzing and under-
standing emerging practices and problems at the intersection of cinema 
and art.
 But what are the questions that emerge within the interval of sta-
sis and motion, which Corrigan describes as a zone of thought, of an 
encounter between subjectivity and public culture, “creating space and 
time for thought between the images of a moving world”? What is the 
critical purchase of the “still-moving” paradigm offered here? Why privi-
lege the intersection of cinema with photography in particular as the 
nexus through which to engage the present? Which questions come 
into focus at this crossroads, and which structures of thinking does it 
challenge or unveil? We hope that a range of possible answers to these 
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� questions as well as avenues for further pursuit of them will emerge 
throughout the book. But before readers embark upon their exploration 
of the individual essays presented here, we will sketch out why the inter-
section of cinema and photography seems to us to be such a productive 
and necessary place to locate a consideration of these related fields at 
this time, and what we believe to be the intervention of our collection.

tHe st ILL -ness oF F ILM

At first glance, it would seem possible to punctuate the birth and death 
of cinema with the visible manifestation of this tension between still 
and moving images: the first public presentations of the Lumière ciné-
matographe in 1895 began with the projection of a still photograph onto 
the screen that would subsequently spring into life with the cranking of 
the projector.4 The sudden animation of the image, to the amazement 
of early film audiences, asserts at once the commonality of and differ-
ence between photography and cinema by highlighting the individual 
photographic frame as the basic unit of the filmstrip while, at the same 
time, contrasting its stillness with the cinematic illusion of movement. 
The vexed relationship of the static image and its animated counterpart, 
each differentiated from the other yet coexisting simultaneously as they 
are interwoven by the machinery of projection and the physiology of 
human perception, inheres within the cinematic medium as both a ma-
terial attribute and a founding myth. Though the ensuing development 
of cinema as an art and industry of narrative storytelling may appear 
to have demanded a denial of its materiality along with a flattening of 
this dialectical interplay—serving the illusionism of a unitary fictional 
space and sequential temporal flow (an assumption that, as we will see 
momentarily, may itself need to be revised)—at the turn of our present 
century we are confronted with a reactivation of the bond between pho-
tography and film as these media fall under the shadow of obsolescence 
in the age of electronic reproduction, during a moment marked by “the 
end of film as we know it.” If the “birth” of cinema set the stage for the 
digressing paths of the still and moving image, we now find them re-
united in the purported “death” of cinema.5
 Consider the number of recent exhibitions that have foregrounded 
contemporary artists’ engagement with the spaces between film and 
photography, and with moving image and projection practices, includ-
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�ing “Projections: Les transports de l’image” (Studio national des arts 
contemporains, Tourcoing, France, 1997–98); “Into the Light: The Pro-
jected Image in Contemporary Art” (Whitney Museum of American 
Art, 2001); “Future Cinema: The Cinematic Imaginary after Film” (mit, 
2003), addressing in particular the intersections between pre-cinema 
and new media; “Slide Show: Projected Images in Contemporary Art” 
(Maryland Institute of Art, 2005); and “States of the Image: Instants 
and Intervals” (Biennial LisboaPhoto, 2005; see Raymond Bellour’s 
catalog essay in this volume).6 The proliferation of such exhibitions em-
phasizes not only that the path between the “filmmaker” and the “artist” 
is open but also that it is resolutely a two-way street. On the one hand, 
we see artists increasingly turning to projected and moving images 
through the channels of installation art, multimedia, and “time-based” 
work—whether in video, digital, or photographic formats—occasion-
ally blurring the boundary between spaces of theatrical exhibition and 
museum or gallery spaces. On the other hand, narrative filmmakers 
like Ulrike Ottinger, Chris Marker, Chantal Akerman, Peter Green-
away, and Atom Egoyan have produced installations, photographs, and 
CD-roms that would find no home in the movie theater.
 Similarly, the practitioners we invited to contribute to this book—
Atom Egoyan, Rebecca Baron, Nancy Davenport, and Zoe Beloff—
all juxtapose film and photography to illuminate one another, calling 
attention to the distinct practices and traditions at work within each 
individual medium. In doing so, they often revivify dormant memories 
and earlier practices within more recent media, as in Beloff ’s combined 
projections of slides and film; her CD-roms, which reveal the affini-
ties between contemporary digital technology and nineteenth-century 
philosophical toys; or Baron’s captivating exploration of the resem-
blance between the camera obscura and contemporary live-feed digital 
surveillance technologies. In various ways, the filmmakers and artists 
collected here unveil secret conversations between media that persist 
across decades and geographical realms, revealing difference between 
old and new without asserting its absoluteness, unveiling the question 
of the medium to be, among other things, a question of history, tem-
porality, and relationality. In blurring the boundary between still and 
moving photographically-appearing images, these artists provoke us to 
articulate how media reflect or confound each other anew, and challenge 
us to revise our current thinking about the qualities that join or separate 
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� them, why we care about such boundaries in the first place, and the tem-
poral frameworks within which we articulate such questions. Taking 
our cue from contemporary practice rather than from existing theoreti-
cal models, our volume calls for a resolutely antilinear approach to the 
issues posed by “new” media and tries to mobilize the tension inherent 
in the idea of the still moving to create a pause for thought about these 
suspended moments of aesthetic transition. We consider such pauses 
not as evidence of our failure to progress (must thought progress like a 
train on a track?) but as proof that pausing for thought is still possible 
in a world where, as Susan Sontag stated shortly before her death, “space 
reserved for being serious is hard to come by,” in a world “whose chief 
model of a public space is the mega-store (which may also be an airport 
or a museum).”7 Discussions of this globalized world in which it is so 
hard to find time or space for thought often demonize film and photog-
raphy for their participation in the ongoing process of turning life into 
nothing more than a stream of images, information, crisis, and spec-
tacle. Though these aspects of the media in question cannot be denied, 
these somewhat rigid characterizations of them need to be refined and 
revised. Still Moving explores the extent to which these media may also 
be harnessed in the service of the critical dismantling of the structures 
that support such mindless living. But exactly what critical or political 
interventions could film and photography make available to us?

tHe PRoBLeM oF “Post-”

Benjamin once suggested that the utopian possibilities of a medium 
make themselves most visible at the moments of its birth and death, 
and this suggestion has undergirded and framed much of the recent 
discussion of the obsolescence of photochemical media, and what Rosa-
lind Krauss has called “the post-medium condition.”8 Yet when we look 
closely at what this time of birth and death of film offers us—the still-
moving image—we are left with a paradox: the very quality that seems 
to mark the beginning and end of film also fundamentally destabilizes 
the teleologies that reify its identity and make beginnings and endings 
possible. Our aim in evoking the language of crisis surrounding cinema 
at the turn of this century, then, is not to dwell melancholically on past 
debates, bygone giants, and former heydays but rather to interrogate the 
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�very notion of endpoints and technological progressions.9 Faced with the 
predominance of digital technology, we suggest that the photochemical 
image may be too quickly coded as archaic, tinged with the patina of age, 
historicity, and nostalgia. By exploring the interplay between cinema’s 
origins and twilight hours in contemporary art and cinema, this vol-
ume wants to liberate the utopian possibilities of the media in ques-
tion, possibilities that, above all, open up new pathways for conceiving 
of temporality, memory, and history, including the history of the media 
themselves. Still Moving accepts and responds to the present moment 
as one of transition and transformation—of film and photography, of 
technology and art, of the very idea of the medium in its ontology and 
specificity. Our title foregrounds what we regard as a productive tension 
between two terms inherent to cinema and (less obviously) to photog-
raphy, a tension that is at once material, philosophical, historical, and 
institutional in its implications, and we invite readers to follow the lines 
of flight that spin out of this generative and irresolvable encounter be-
tween stasis and motion.10 The essays contained in this volume trace 
the shifting contours of this encounter across the realms of narrative 
and avant-garde film, photography, photo-essays, and installation art, 
from the spaces of page to screen and theater to gallery. These avenues 
of investigation do not cohere to produce a clear diagram of what con-
temporary visual practice is or will become but rather to suggest direc-
tions, revisions, problems, and possibilities for further exploration as we 
continue to adapt, invent, and recombine technologies of the image.
 All of the contributors in this collection resist the reductive linear 
logic that often underpins notions of clear-cut beginnings and termi-
nations, evolutionist understandings of history, and categorical dis-
tinctions between old and new media. Such a logic finds a culminating 
expression today in the predominance of the prefix “post-”: if postmod-
ernism has served as the primary descriptive rubric for contemporary, 
late capitalist culture, then the corollary idea that we have entered a 
post-photographic, post-referential, even post-medium age now perme-
ates discussions of visual culture.11 In the wake of technological inno-
vation’s apparently relentless forward drive, responses have run across a 
spectrum from breathless hyperbole around the newness of new media 
to apocalyptic pronouncements on the obsolescence of old media. 
Within such a critical climate, the intervention of returning motion 
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10 to stasis and film to photography might strike a discordant note with 
its suggestion of historical and intellectual inertia, of energy expended 
without result, of sweating scholars exerting themselves in the face of 
adversity while going nowhere, like Jack Deller on his Nordic Track in 
Yvonne Rainer’s The Man Who Envied Women. But rather than simply 
turning away from such specters of intellectual paralysis, this volume 
illuminates how this moment marking the “obsolescence” of two of the 
twentieth century’s most important media ultimately, and paradoxically, 
undoes the very paradigm that makes the concepts of novelty, progress, 
and obsolescence thinkable. Rejecting the more or less explicit insti-
tutional imperatives that scholars and artists must deliver novelty to 
students or spectators in an unending stream of the next best thing, 
Still Moving takes the idea of stillness as a starting point for a consider-
ation of the multiple temporalities that arise at the intersection of still 
and moving image technologies, and which have yet to find expression 
through legible forms and conventions.
 In heed of Trinh T. Minh-ha’s assertion that “it is in stillness that one 
may be said to find true speed” (2005, 11), Still Moving celebrates recur-
sive thinking, the act of being able to go over and over the same problem 
without moving forward—not because we like to be stuck in a rut, but 
because the ability, the right, to engage in thinking that does not neces-
sarily have an obvious use value, and that may be held in stillness by its 
own internal contradictions, creates spaces that undermine and resist 
the reductive logic of a world shaped by global capitalism on the one 
hand, and the war on/of terror on the other. Still Moving asserts the im-
portance of slow-paced thought at times of swift change, suggests that 
motion, action, and transformation may at times only be the impression 
of such, and maintains, in the wake of postmodernism, a commitment 
to and interest in grappling with the murky challenges of emerging 
visual paradigms through historically aware, cross-disciplinary intellec-
tual exchange. In the suspended animation created by the intersection 
of photography and cinema we find a model for simultaneously looking 
forward and backward at the vicissitudes of the media in question, and 
see that new media do not simply displace what came before, but rather 
shine a light onto older media, permitting us to see them differently.
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st ILL -MovInG PeDAGoGY

The consequences of shifting one’s temporal paradigm away from a linear 
model of history are too numerous, complex, and, at times, unknown to 
outline in any comprehensive way, but we can at least begin to imagine 
what it would mean to think about these media and the methodologies 
through which we engage them in the light of the temporal paradigm 
made available to us by the concept of the still moving. First, consider 
the implications of the still moving on our film history courses. Could 
a film history course open to the disruptive temporal and epistemologi-
cal effects of the still moving be adequately taught through a textbook 
that marches through a timeline and updates itself not by revising how 
we understand film history in the light of each new articulation of the 
medium but simply by adding on another chapter to reflect the latest 
thing in isolation (e.g., the use of digital technology)? Do we not rather 
consistently need to ask (and teach) how these latest manifestations of 
the medium might require us to revise what we thought we knew of the 
medium in its earlier incarnations? Imagine the logistical nightmares 
that will emerge if we continue to encourage the pedagogical and episte-
mological gestures of these cumulative textbooks through the financial 
support that is a direct consequence of our course requirements: How 
big will these books get? How many courses of ours will we have to 
assign to getting through them? What notion of learning are we trans-
mitting to students through these additive books, and where is the time 
or model for thinking in all of this? The monstrous nature of the possi-
bilities behooves us now to reframe our film historical imaginations and 
to create alternate models of film historical pedagogy that engage with, 
and are not blind to, film theory and its insights.

stILL  MovInG:  nARRAtIve/nonnARRAtIve F ILM

As an example of how the recursive temporality of the “still moving” 
challenges conventions of film history, consider how this concept points 
directly to the instability of cinema as an object of knowledge, to an 
ambiguity that has yet to be dispelled in our understanding of its on-
tology. The questions of “what is cinema” and whether “cinema has not 
yet been invented”—first posed by Bazin and taken up by Barthes not 
long afterward—become all the more urgent as new media technologies 
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1� press upon the domain of the luminous image. Already in “The Third 
Meaning,” Barthes had described film stills as a class of reproductions 
that need to be distinguished from the “simple photograph” by the “ar-
mature of a permutational unfolding,” marked by the virtual movement 
of a “diegetic horizon” that hovers beyond its frame. The oxymoronic 
language used by Barthes here echoes the ambivalent status of the film 
still itself, yet the terms of his analysis further oscillate: if the filmic di-
mension troubles the immobility of the still, likewise “the still dissolves 
the constraint of filmic time” and demands a rethinking of what con-
stitutes the essence of cinematic mobility. “Born technically, sometimes 
even aesthetically,” he concludes, “film is yet to be born theoretically.”12 
Indeed, as Laura Mulvey has recently pointed out, DvD technology has 
reactivated cinema’s constitutive dialectic of stasis and mobility, with 
the still function making the photogram newly visible, forcing us to 
consider our readings of familiar films and their apparent continuity 
afresh: “Now, cinema’s stillness, a projected film’s best kept secret, can be 
easily revealed at the simple touch of a button, carrying with it not only 
the suggestion of the still frame, but also of the stillness of photogra-
phy . . . the post-cinematic medium has conjured up the pre-cinematic” 
(Mulvey 2006, 22).13
 Mulvey’s attention to the new visibility of the photogram in narrative 
films whose commitment to continuity had previously worked against 
an awareness of the still moving reminds us that we have a tendency to 
associate the confrontation of cinema and photography primarily with 
avant-garde, and particularly structural cinema, and to see the con-
cept as anathema to narrative cinema. Yet this assumption must also 
be questioned, and not only for the reason outlined by Mulvey above. 
There is, of course, a resonance between the problematic of still mov-
ing and practices that have emerged outside of mainstream narrative 
cinema, such as the work of Peter Kubelka, Tony Conrad, Paul Sharits, 
Hollis Frampton, Michael Snow, Wallace Berman, and Chris Marker, 
avant-garde filmmakers who call attention to the individual photogram 
through “flicker films” and strategies of single-frame montage, through 
photo-essays, slow zooms, or filmed still photographs.14 But this vol-
ume aims to build upon the work already done by Garrett Stewart in 
his Between Film and Screen in tracing the encounter between film and 
photography within narrative as well as experimental films. For though 
there is an important connection to be recognized between the early 
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1�“cinema of attractions” and avant-garde film practices, as Tom Gunning 
has argued, we must be careful not to allow this insight to blind us to 
other kinds of resonances that may exist across narrative and nonnarra-
tive films. Furthermore, as Juan Suárez’s essay “Structural Film: Noise” 
makes clear, the narratives we have come to know well about avant-garde 
film may also be put under pressure by the concept and temporality 
of the still moving. Suárez, for instance, intervenes in commonplace 
understandings of the structural cinema of the 1970s as purely visual, as 
apolitical, and as primarily “films about film”—that is, films that reflect 
upon the material of their own making and the specificity of the appa-
ratus—through a focus on sound. Not only do what Sharits calls the 
“operational analogues” between avant-garde music and cinema chal-
lenge the reductive notion that these works are only about film; they also 
point to the usefulness of noise as a conceptual rubric for the “obstrep-
erous materiality” of structural film, for those interferences in the form 
of scratches, sprocket holes, splices, photograms, grain, and such, that 
hinder the clarity and transparency of the transmitted image, and that 
introduce a politically resonant registration of the unrepresentable or 
illegible within our social systems. With its connotations of static, illeg-
ibility, leakage, waste, accident, decomposition, meaninglessness, and 
enigma, noise opens up a dialogue between classical ontologies of the 
photochemical image and the discourse of cybernetics and information, 
and concomitantly reveals the ways in which the postanthropomorphic 
implications of mechanical reproduction first elaborated by Benjamin 
and Kracauer, on the one hand, and more contemporary discussions of 
the posthuman, on the other, might shed light upon one another.

tHe PoLIt ICs oF MoveMent

Alongside the questions of film aesthetics, history, and pedagogy, then, 
we need also to consider how the uneasy sense of being out of sync with 
the present evoked by the still moving—a belated relation to a time 
that passes too quickly, or an inability to catch up with a future that 
arrives too early—bears upon our social and political paradigms. For 
it seems that along with having arrived at the twilight of modernism, 
and of photography and cinema as modern media par excellence, we 
have also come up against the limits of the conventions of social intel-
ligibility entrenched in older models of representation. And this brings 
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1� us back to the problematic logic of “post-.” The encounter of the photo-
graphic and digital age, as Nancy Davenport demonstrates in “Week-
end Campus,” takes place in a moment of  “post-feminism, post-identity 
politics, post-community,” with the reductively linear fashion in which 
this encounter is conceived reinforcing the sense of exhaustion that has 
overtaken politics. Our invocation of the paradox of standstill motion 
thus also serves as a call to rethink and resuscitate the politics of the 
image, with recourse neither to a “political modernist” hyper-emphasis 
upon the intransigence of form nor to a precritical appeal to the docu-
mentary certitude of content.15 In an era of globalization and deterri-
torialization, contemporary photographers, filmmakers, and videogra-
phers increasingly foreground the identifications that are sustained and 
interrogated by the still-moving image, grappling with how we might 
conceive of collective political agency in terms other than “movement,” 
and with the question of what film and photography, in Rebecca Baron’s 
words, “can offer history in excess of language.” Think, for example, of 
the theme of diaspora in Calendar (1993), encapsulated in the intermin-
gling of recorded and remembered experiences in the mind of the main 
character; of the frozen icons of hands signaling the words for nomad, 
exile, and refugee in Ming-Yuen S. Ma’s Myth(s) of Creation (1997); or 
of the tense energy produced by the juxtaposition of Jia Zhangke’s ex-
pansive traveling panoramas of the Beijing global theme park in The 
World (2004) with the stories of the park’s workers, local people who 
possess no passports and who never have left—most likely never will 
leave—the environs of Beijing. In such works, the still-moving image 
becomes a vehicle for the reflection of hybrid identities—minoritarian, 
diasporic, subcultural—that challenge the coherence of national con-
structs of subjecthood, helping us to understand the complexity of the 
modern nomadic subject whose mobility may well be experienced as a 
confining imperative as much as an ecstatic freedom.
 While this challenge often receives articulation through tropes of 
movement, passage, and distance, as in the idea of border crossing or 
interstices, the question now arises as to whether these spatial tropes 
can continue to offer a conceptual handle on a world in which the speed 
and flow of peoples, images, information, and capital threaten to outpace 
our ability to evaluate and theorize our changing experiences. Indeed, as 
the very fixity and locational stability that would confer such a power 
disintegrates—that is, as it becomes more and more difficult to identify 
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1�a place in the world that is not in some respect already a borderland, 
begging the very idea of the border—it becomes all the more crucial 
to attend also to other forms of displacement wrought, at least in part, 
by the onslaught of mechanically reproduced images in contemporary 
media culture.

tRAuMA,  MeMoRY,  InDexICAL ItY

Under the weight of these multiplying images, fragments of the then-
and-there transported to the here-and-now, the anomalous sense of 
temporality that has characterized modernity from its beginnings 
settles into a strange rhythm of rupture and repetition. So it seems that 
the currency of the concept of trauma today stems less from its specifi-
cation of the singular horrors of history than from its crystallization of 
a more general paradox of ever-repeating crisis. The time of trauma is at 
once in motion and at a standstill, consisting of a recursive eventfulness, 
impervious to the linear rubrics of progress. Trauma stands for both the 
difficulty and imperative, as Davenport reminds us, of thinking through 
the possibilities of subjectivity and collectivity after the loss of faith in 
grand narratives. It augurs the triumph of the excesses of memory over 
the critical distance of history, rendered unthinkable not because we are 
cut off from the past but because we are inundated by it.16
 If photography’s arrest of the instant elicits comparisons to trauma 
on the basis of a shared logic of deferral and repetition, its estranging 
effects may be seen as a product of a similar confrontation with the 
unconscious. The notion of an “optical unconscious,” first set forth by 
Benjamin and often registered in the form of accidents or details that are 
among the hallmarks of photographic media, suggestively opens onto 
a phenomenology of the photochemical image that calls into question 
the forms and conventions through which we know reality. Pointing to 
the image’s elusion of intentionality and conscious signification, its ten-
dency to exceed rather than uphold systems of meaning in its affiliation 
with contingency and indeterminacy, the optical unconscious negates 
the principle of photography as proof, and in doing so opens channels 
through which to explore how photography and film’s ambiguity can 
map onto social configurations of alterity, difference, and otherness.
 Driving the push-and-pull of oblivion and recollection associated 
with these media is the photochemical image, whose capabilities as a 
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1� medium of storage and mechanized memory stem from its indexical 
bond with the contingent reality it captures—that is, from the direct 
physical continguity between the image and the thing it represents, in 
the manner of an imprint or trace. The quality of indexicality, common 
to film and photography, figures prominently in the recent critical re-
investment in the relationship of these media, after its longtime relega-
tion to the margins of film theory’s critique of illusionism—a critique 
that emphasized the deceptive nature of the photographic sign, aiming 
to shatter its claim to referentiality by interrogating its mimetic sem-
blance of reality. In this context, the revival and reexamination of think-
ers like Bazin and Kracauer—previously characterized as naive realists 
or technological determinists for their insistence upon the ontology of 
the photograph as a material trace of reality—denotes a shift away from 
semiotic methodologies as these prove inadequate to the task of ac-
counting for the potentiality of film and photography.17 Going further, 
Gunning asks whether we might even do away with the concept of in-
dexicality itself, given its longstanding associations with photography’s 
evidentiary functions and its origination in the semiotic theories of 
Charles Sanders Peirce; insofar as both Barthes and Bazin characterize 
the photograph as something of the same order as the reality it conveys, 
it may be said to ultimately circumvent what he calls “the sign’s essential 
function of substitution.” Divested of its baggage of referentiality and 
truth-value, the photochemical image remains compelling as it gener-
ates something along the lines of a natural disaster: “the flood of photos 
sweeps away the dams of memory,” as Kracauer declares, and further on, 
“the blizzard of photographs” (1995, 58).
 The paradigms for thinking about film and photography offered to 
us by the Frankfurt School critics were formulated, of course, at a mo-
ment when these media and their effects were described with repeated 
recourse to metaphors of novelty, speed, intensity, and shock, all con-
sistent with modern mass culture’s overall assault on the senses. But if 
these media once shone with the anticipation of the century to come, 
they now radiate its afterimage, the “immense, interminable fade” of 
the twentieth century, to borrow the words of Chris Marker. Just as 
speed may no longer be the most pertinent paradigm for our theoreti-
cal reflection on these media, so the most pressing consequences of the 
photochemical image for the present are now as much concerned with 
how it bears upon our understanding of the past, as it sweeps away 
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1�“the dams of memory,” as with how it orients us toward the future. The 
uncanny rhythms of hesitation, interruption, delay, and return released 
by photographic technologies undoubtedly contribute to the disintegra-
tion of organic constructs of memory and temporality, to the attenua-
tion of older modes of historicism; at the same time, however, they open 
onto new capacities for action and reflection in the interstitial zones of 
private and public remembrance, between individual subjectivity and a 
public sphere of collective memory.
 Several of the contributors in this book—including Ma, Baron, and 
Gonzalez—investigate the political possibilities of photography and 
film, their connection to lost, forgotten, excluded histories, and to unfa-
miliar pasts brought into jarring juxtaposition with the present. These 
authors trace the interplay of still and moving images across different 
registers of history: official, vernacular, intimate. In doing so, they pur-
sue what Baron calls the “details, digressions, tangents, the edges of the 
frame” that give lie to official history’s claims to comprehension and 
totality.
 Exploring the social, political, epistemological, as well as aesthetic 
potential of interstitial spaces, these essays offer new conceptions of the 
ontology of film and photography while at the same time challenging 
those traditional notions of medium specificity invested in clear, im-
penetrable borders and pure, uncontaminated identities. Still Moving 
maps out the critical and aesthetic potential of interstitial spaces and 
offers ways for us to think about these contested and provisional spaces 
without either returning to modernist notions of aesthetic purity or 
perpetuating an automatic celebration of intermediality. In spite of the 
understandable pessimism informing recent discussions of the state of 
theory, it may be useful to recall Maurice Blanchot’s appeal in The Writ-
ing of the Disaster: “Let us not entrust ourselves to failure. That would 
only be to indulge nostalgia for success.”18 Responding to this call, Still 
Moving resists the temptation to dwell exclusively on the failure and 
inadequacy of contemporary critical paradigms and instead attempts to 
open a vibrant space in which artists, filmmakers, art historians, and film 
scholars can initiate a conversation regarding the medium and medium-
specific discourse, the affinities and tensions that exist between cinema 
and photography, and the impact that these conversations may have on 
the disciplinary and interdisciplinary spaces in which we work.
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1� notes

 1 See Foster 2002.
 � The unresolved identity of the medium as an object of study is demonstrated by its 

lack of a standardized disciplinary appellation; a quick glance through the catalogs 
of various universities reveals a diversity of titles: cinema, film, media, video, tele-
vision, digital technology, electronic arts, screen studies, visual culture, and so on.

 � On the representation of movement in painting, see also Hollander 1989.
 � To cite the well-known account of Maxim Gorky, “suddenly a strange flicker passes 

through the screen and the picture stirs to life.” Maxim Gorky, review of the Lu-
mière program at the Nizhni-Nobgorod Fair, Nizhegorodski listok, July 4, 1896. 
Translated by Leda Swan and Jay Leyda in Leyda 1983, 407–8.

 � Other works that have shaped this discussion about the relationship of film and 
photography are Fugitive Images (1995), ed. Patrice Petro; The Image in Dispute 
(1997), ed. Dudley Andrew; and Garrett Stewart’s Between Film and Screen (1999). 
More recently, Laura Mulvey engages a similar set of concerns in her Death 24x a 
Second (2006). The relationship between film and photography is also the subject 
of The Cinematic (2007), a reader compiled by David Campany, which includes key 
texts by artists and critics.

 � Bellour’s essay appears here in its first English-language publication. Dominique 
Païni’s catalog essay for “Projections: Les transports de l’image,” entitled “Should 
We Put an End to Projection?” has been reprinted in English in October 110 (Fall 
2004). For further discussion, see also October’s roundtable on “The Projected 
Image in Contemporary Art” (2003).

 � Sontag 2003, 119.
 � See, for example, Krauss 1999.
 � Indeed, the sense of obsolescence and crisis overshadowing the cinema’s centennial 

has in fact been one of film’s defining attributes throughout its history, prompted 
by developments such as sound technology, television, video, and, more recently, 
digital systems of production and delivery.

 10 The idea of still moving has been previously invoked by Scott Curtis in his essay 
“Still/Moving: Digital Imaging and Medical Hermeneutics” (2004).

 11 For example, see Krauss 1999.
 1� Barthes 1991 [1985], 60–61.
 1� To look back to the prehistory of cinema is to take in not only photography as one 

immediate predecessor but also a broad spectrum of visual practices that engage 
the interrelatedness of the two media, such as optical toys, dissolving slide shows, 
the serial motion studies of Edwaerd Muybridge and Etienne-Jules Marey. For 
discussions of these earlier visual practices and their connection with cinema, see 
Musser 1990 and 1991, Braun 1992, Williams 1986, Doane 2002, Hansen 1997 and 
1999, Gunning 1990 and 1995b, Crary 1990 and 1999, and Mulvey 2006.

 1� Our use of photogram refers to the individual photographic image on the filmstrip, 
and not to an image produced by the imprint of an object directly onto a photo-
sensitive plate, as the nineteenth-century usage of the term suggests.
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1� 1� On “political modernism,” see Rodowick 1988.
 1� Jameson first made this point in Postmodernism, or, The Cultural Logic of Late Capi-

talism (1991).
 1� Some examples of this emerging body of scholarship include Hansen 1997, Rosen 

2001, Mulvey 2006, and Morgan 2006. A special issue of differences (2007), edited 
by Mary Ann Doane, deals with the topic “Indexicality.”

 1� Blanchot 1995, 12.
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