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Assessment 1: Film Analysis (written essay 1500 words) 
Deadline: Monday 29 February 1pm 

25% of grade 
 

Assessment 2: Proposal for an Audio-Visual Essay or Interactive Documentary 
(written essay, 1500 words) 

Deadline: Monday 11 April, 1pm 
25% of grade. 

 
Assessment 3: Research Essay (3500 words). 

Deadline: Monday 9 May, 1pm 
50% of final grade 

 

Contact Information for Dr MICHAEL COWAN 

Email: mc258@st-andrews.ac.uk 

Office: Film Studies Annexe, 99 North Street, ground floor, first door on left 

Office Hours: by appointment 

 
Module Management System (MMS): 

https://mms.st-andrews.ac.uk/mms/module/2015_6/S1/FM5103/ 
 

Library Reading List: http://resourcelists.st-andrews.ac.uk/lists/EB49A08E-E603-
7553-D3D0-A4052DB1B21C.html 

 
**Most of the core readings for this course are digitized and will be available either 

on MMS (in the content folder for the given week) or through the library reading list 
above. Some readings are also available online, as indicated in the module outline 
under individual weeks below. Please check MMS and the library list above each 

week for those readings not available online. Please also note that the library reading 
list is not arranged by week. You will need to scroll down (or do a search for the 

author’s name) to find the reading for each week.  
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Introduction 
Perhaps no concept is invoked more often to describe the transformations of cinema 
today than that of ‘the digital.’ Yet the term raises more questions than it provides 
answers. Does something like a ‘digital revolution’ exist today, or do digital media 
simply provide more convenient ways for cinema to do what it has always done? Is 
cinema ‘dying’ or is it ‘expanding’, and what counts as ‘cinema’ anyway in our era 
of proliferating screens? Are the hallmarks of digital media (databases, networks 
and portable screens) really new, or were they with us all along? Is the demise of 
celluloid severing film’s relation to the real, or is the real returning today with a 
vengeance? Are digital spectators more ‘empowered’ than their cinematic 
predecessors, or are they more duped than ever? This module may not provide 
ready-made answers, but it will introduce Honours students to the salient questions 
and debates provoked by digital media today: their impact on the production, 
distribution and consumption of moving images; their challenge to traditional 
ontologies of film and ideas about film form; their imbrications with transformations 
in film spectatorship and writing on film; and the challenge they pose the self-
understanding of film studies as a discipline.  
 
Organization 
The module is divided into four sections. The first section (weeks 1-4) examines 
some of the ‘basic questions’ concerning our understanding of film and its future 
today, including questions of film ontology, the future of cinema and film form; 
section two takes up changing forms of spectacle and screen cultures, examining 
phenomenon such as 3D, ride films, cinema outside the movie theatre and motion 
capture; section three considers the impact of increasingly cheap technologies—and 
the ‘amateur’ engagements with film they make possible—on both film making and 
film scholarship (e.g. video essays); and a final section will consider the challenges 
for film studies – as a discipline invested in visual screens – to position itself within 
broader paradigms of media studies that ask us to look ‘beyond the screen’ (to 
material substrata, data networks and ecological impacts. Each week includes a 
series of key readings to be discussed, and most weeks also include required film 
viewings designed to give us a common reference point.   
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Objectives 
Ø To introduce salient questions in the field of digital cinema and ‘new media’ 

more broadly (inasmuch as the latter relate to film studies today) 
Ø To interrogate the dominant narrative of a ‘digital revolution’ by examining 

more closely how we conceptualize breaks from and continuity with the past 
of audio-visual media. 

Ø To understand how film studies interacts with broader questions of media 
theory 

Ø To think through the changing modes of both film spectatorship and film 
scholarship today 

Ø To introduce students to new methods of film scholarship (e.g. video essays) 
Ø To understand how our models of film history change in relation to dominant 

understandings of film as a medium 
 
Learning Outcomes 

Ø Students will be exposed to a range of critical approaches to digital cinema 
Ø Students will engage with issues and key concept of media theory and its 

relation to contemporary film studies 
Ø Students will gain insight into salient debates about the future of film and the 

future of the discipline of film studies today 
Ø Students will be exposed to new directions and methods of film scholarship 
Ø Students will explore changes in film form and film aesthetics 
Ø Students will gain a critical awareness of the stakes surrounding narratives of 

a digital ‘revolution’ 
Ø Students will gain insight into the interrelatedness of film ontology and film 

history today 
Ø Students will improve their research, writing and critical thinking skills 

 

Teaching and Learning 

Ø Mondays 16.30-19.00: Weekly screening, Byre Conference Room. Please note 
that we occasionally have no group screenings (in weeks where students watch 
material online).  

Ø Tuesdays 10.00-12.00. Weekly discussion seminar in the Byre Conference 
Room.  

Ø Assigned weekly readings and viewings, combined with additional 
recommended readings. 

Ø One presentation during the semester (see description below). 
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PREPARATION FOR SEMINARS 
 

Required Reading and Viewing: An honours seminar is a space for discussions, not 
lectures. The success of seminar discussions depends entirely on your completion of 
all required reading and viewing each week. Please come to meetings prepared with 
two questions about each reading and viewing material each week. All required 
readings are available on short loan, through MMS, and/or through the library 
reading list for this course. Some readings are also available online, as indicated 
under the individual weeks below. Please let me know if you have trouble locating 
the reading for any week during this course. Always bring the readings and your 
notes to our meetings so that you can reference them during discussion. 

Presentations: Students are required to prepare one short presentation during the 
semester. These presentations are not marked. They are intended to allow all 
students to share their ideas and practice their analytic skills. For your presentation, 
you should focus on one of the main readings for the week. Your presentation should 
a) engage with one of key concept or a salient argument from your chosen text and b) 
relate it to a recent media object of your choice (a film, a website, a videogame). Tell 
us how the concept you chose might help us to better understand or assess a digital 
artefact. The important thing is that we learn to work with concepts being proposed 
in our readings. Where possible, please include some visual material (an image, a 
short film clip, etc.). Presentations should be five to ten minutes, in no case 
exceeding ten minutes, followed by a short discussion. Please also prepare a few 
questions for the class. We will establish a schedule of presentations during the first 
two weeks of the semester. 
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ASSESSMENTS 

The three course assessments are described in more detail below. All assessments 
should be typed (double-spaced in Times New Roman 12-point font) and formatted 

according to University guidelines. 

 
Assessment 1: Film analysis (essay, 1500 words) 

Deadline: Monday, 29 February 1pm, uploaded via MMS 
25% of final grade 

 
In her discussion of ‘primordigital’ sequences in contemporary cinema, Selmin Kara 
reads The Tree of Life and Beasts of the Southern Wild as reflexive films, which are at 
some level—beyond the obvious narrative—thinking about the fate of cinema today. 
The first section of this course provided many models for thinking about cinema’s 
potential futures: a future in graphic arts or database (Manovich), in an expansion of 
screens and multimedia (Gaudreault, Friedberg), or in play and interactivity 
(Elsaesser). For this assessment, match one of these readings with one recent film which 
can be interpreted reflexively as a film that grapples with the future of cinema in the digital 
era, and analyse this reflexive dimension. You might read the film allegorically (as Kara 
does), or you might link the representation of technologies in the film to its own 
production and distribution. You are free to choose a film from any genre (horror, 
action, melodrama, experimental, animation, mind-game, etc.), but you must choose 
a film from the past five years. The essential point is that you should use one of our 
seminal readings to help you unpack the film in a way that goes beyond the obvious 
plot, highlight telling details, and tease out a broader reflection on film in the digital 
era (which may or may not be ‘intentional’ on the part of the director). What is your 
film suggesting about spectatorship, about the ontology of images, or about another 
relevant topic from the first section in our class? Please think about possible films 
early and choose carefully. Some films are richer than others, and often the most 
interesting choices can be the less obvious ones. Essays may vary depending on the 
topic, but you should try to bring together the following components in a way that 
makes them relevant for your central thesis: 

Ø Formal Analysis: your essay must include some analysis of aspects such as 
narrative form, visuals, editing, and/or sound. 

Ø Contextual analysis: you should contextualize the film in terms of 
contemporary culture and media. How does the film relate to a broader 
cultural/media context and what questions of digital media are salient here? 
Where appropriate, you might also consider concrete aspects of the film’s 
production. 

Ø Reflexive Analysis: how can we read this film as a commentary (direct or 
indirect, conscious or unconscious) on the state of film today in the digital 
era? 

Ø Intertextual analysis: if possible and where appropriate, briefly contextualize 
the film with respect to other similar or previous films. Is this film part of a 
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broader trend, a movement, etc.? If it’s a genre film, is it innovating the genre 
in some way relevant to your argument for this assessment? 

 
General guidelines for good essay writing can be found in the Film Studies 
Undergraduate Handbook. For the purposes of this assessment, I will also apply the 
following criteria: 

Ø Did the essay engage sufficiently and deeply with the theoretical reading? 
o You should focus on one reading and/or idea and examine it 

thoroughly. You must engage with your chosen reading through 
citations, etc. You are welcome to critique it where relevant. And 
please bear in mind that, depending on your chosen reading, you 
might need to read beyond the excerpt we covered in class. 

Ø Did the essay stay focused on the topic?  
o Develop a thesis and pursue it rigorously. Avoid including 

superfluous material that might be interesting but distracts from your 
topic. For example, if you want to discuss production elements, they 
should tie into your overall analysis. 

Ø Did the student go sufficiently beyond the obvious aspects of the film? 
o You should choose a film that deals in some sense with digital media. 

But you shouldn’t simply repeat the plot or the argument of the film. 
Look for details that allow you to go beyond what an average 
spectator would take away from a single viewing. 

 
 
 
 

Assessment 2 
Proposal for an Interactive Documentary or an Audio-visual Essay (written essay 

+ proposal, 1500 words) 
Deadline: Monday 11 April, 1pm, uploaded via MMS 

25% of final grade 
 
This essay has two parts. In part 1, you will analyse one interactive documentary or 
one audio-visual essay. In part 2, you will propose a similar hypothetical work of 
your own. (You are not making an audio-visual essay or interactive documentary, 
but rather outlining a project for one.) You must gain instructor approval for your 
choice of object.  
 
Part 1 (750-1000 words). Choose one audio-visual essay or interactive documentary 
that you find particularly effective or powerful, and write a critical analysis of the 
work form of a short essay. You should describe the work and (especially) its formal 
qualities. What does it do well, and where might it be improved? Though you may 
write this analysis in an informal tone, avoid ‘impressionistic’ observations. You 
should always support your observations and critiques with evidence. If you choose 
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an audio-visual essay, the essay must incorporate textual elements (titles or 
spoken word) and have an argument. 
 
The questions below offer more specific guidelines for analysing each type of object: 

• Audio-visual essays. What does your chosen audio-visual essay show 
spectators that we might not have seen? How does the audio-visual 
presentation allow the author to do this in ways different from a written 
essay? How does the essay use formal elements of editing, sound, voice 
and/or titles to make its point? (Where applicable, consider use of transitions, 
freeze-frames, slow motion, split screen, graphic elements, etc.) Finally, what 
might the author have done differently to make the essay more effective?  

• Interactive documentaries. How has the filmmaker created the documentary 
world, and what is the overall structure (‘architecture’) of the documentary? 
What elements are interactive, and how does the documentary interweave 
interactive content with more traditional documentary sequences? (Where 
applicable, you should also consider the interweaving of animated and live-
action elements.) How does (or doesn’t) the interactive format allow the 
viewer to approach the subject material in a way that couldn’t be achieved 
through standard linear film or video? Where relevant, you should discuss 
formal features such as editing, sound, camera movement, etc. Could the 
filmmaker have done anything differently to make the documentary more 
effective?  

 
Part 2 (500-750 words). Propose a similar audio-visual essay or interactive 
documentary of your own. Your project should be inspired by it in some way by the 
one you analysed, though you do not need to imitate it closely. You do not need to 
describe every minute of your proposed work, but you should give a broad outline 
of the project, its relevance, and how you plan to realize it (i.e. the salient formal 
features). Below you will find more detailed guidelines for each type of object: 

• Audio-visual essays. Your hypothetical essay might analyse a single film or 
sequence, a motif across several films, a recurrent stylistic feature, etc. 
Alternatively, you could propose a project to illustrate one of the concepts 
from our module in audio-visual form. Outline the essay you want to write, 
always justifying your choices: 

o What argument do you want to illustrate and what are the challenges 
for communicating it? 

o How do you want to help your audience to watch ‘differently’? 
o What clips would you use?  
o How would you edit your clips and why? (Consider transitions, 

freeze-frames, replays, slow-motion, etc.).  
o What elements of sound would you employ and why? 
o What textual elements would you include (titles, voice-over, etc.) and 

why? How would you make your text manageable in an audio-visual 
medium? 
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• Interactive documentaries. Your proposal should describe the overall project 
and structure of your documentary, paying special attention to the interactive 
format. You do not need to describe every sequence in detail. 

o What topic/question will your documentary treat and why? (What is 
the relevance?) 

o What information do you wish to convey and what kind of experience 
do you want users/spectators to have? 

o Why does your topic need an interactive format? OR: what do you 
hope that interactivity will help your documentary achieve? 

o Describe the overall structure of the documentary in some detail. 
Where will you set the interactive portion and why? What kinds of 
film/video sequences will you include and how will users access 
these?  

o Do you plan to include any other interactive features? 
o Describe your planned use of sound. Will you have music, sound 

effects, no sound? Why? 
o What textual elements (voice-over, interviews, titles, etc.) will you 

include and where? 
 
Proposals will be evaluated according to a) ability to articulate a compelling project, 
b) coherence of the vision and formal realization, c) awareness of the challenges of 
working in the form you choose, and d) avoidance of gratuitous elements (e.g. 
editing for editing’s sake). 
 
 
 

Assessment 3 
Research Essay (3500 words) 

Deadline: Monday, 9 May, 1pm, uploaded via MMS 
50% of final grade 

 
For this research essay, you should develop and explore a research question based 
on the topics covered in the module. You may choose to explore one week or unit in 
greater depth or develop a new topic of your own. Your essay might focus entirely 
on a theme in selected readings, use selected readings to probe a single film, focus 
on a non-cinematic case study (e.g. a fan phenomenon), or follow another format 
with instructor approval. You must engage with one of the relevant topics from the 
class and the essay should include some original research. Research should be 
appropriate to the topic. Avoid simply accumulating sources for the sake of a longer 
bibliography. You may continue to pursue an interest from Assessment 1 or 
Assessment 2, but you should not reproduce work from those assessments. Please 
discuss your ideas with the module convener as soon as possible. For this assessment, 
you must submit a short proposal (max. 1 page) in advance of the final day of class. We will 
use part of the final day to discuss your proposals. 
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Turning in Assessments 

Attached to the front of the essay should be the Department of Film Studies Grading 
Proforma and the Declaration of Own Work form. These can be found on MMS. 

You must submit the assessments via MMS by the given deadline. To upload a 
document, go to: 

 https://mms.st-andrews.ac.uk/mms/module/2015_6/S2/FM4108/ 

 

Assessment Criteria 

The Film Studies Undergraduate Handbook, available on MMS, contains the general 
assessment criteria on which work in Film Studies is evaluated, information on 
referencing and details of penalties for late submission. It is useful to read the 
handbook before beginning assessments. In addition, specific criteria for each 
assessment in this module are given in the individual assessment descriptions 
above. Please read these descriptions carefully before completing each assessment for this 
module. 

 

Late Submission of Work 

Deadlines for written work are specified well in advance. Essays are penalised one 
point per day for late submission including weekends and holidays. These penalties 
are automatically applied by the MMS system. Failure to submit an essay within 10 
days of the deadline will result in a 0X mark for the module. 

In exceptional circumstances, if you have a very good reason for not meeting the set 
deadline, an extension may be granted in advance. Extensions will not be awarded if 
the request is made after the deadline.  

 

Good Academic Practice  

The	   University’s	   Good	   Academic	   Practice	   Policy	   covers	   the	   behaviour	   of	   both	  
undergraduate	  and	  postgraduate	  students	  and	  can	  be	  found	  at:	  

http://www.st-‐andrews.ac.uk/media/teaching-‐and-‐learning/policies/gap.pdf	  

All	   students	   are	   strongly	   advised	   to	   familiarise	   themselves	   with	   this	   policy.	   It	   is	   each	  
student’s	   responsibility	   to	   be	   aware	   of	   what	   constitutes	   academic	   misconduct,	   and	   to	  
ensure	   they	   avoid	   this.	   Some	  major	   areas	   of	   academic	  misconduct	   are:	   plagiarism;	   false	  
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citation;	  aiding	  and	  abetting;	  falsification	  of	  data;	  multiple	  submissions;	  cheating	  in	  exams	  
and	  contract	  cheating.	  

Students	   are	   also	   encouraged	   to	   read	   the	   Good	   Academic	   Practice	   Guide	   for	   Students	  
which	  can	  be	  found	  at	  	  

http://www.st-‐andrews.ac.uk/media/teaching-‐and-‐
learning/documents/September%202014%20Updated%20GAP%20Guide%20for%20Stude
nts.pdf	  

	  

0X:  

• A 0X can be awarded when a student misses three or more seminars without 
acceptable reasons and official reports of self-certification.  It is possible for a 
student to receive a 0X once 4 or more absences have been accrued—self-certified 
or not.  

• A 0X will be awarded if you hand in assessed work more than ten working days 
late.  

 

 Please note that missing 3 or more consecutive seminars, even with self-
certification becomes an issue for the University. Students will be asked to take a 
Leave of Absence and International Students may experience issues with their 
Visa.   
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FM4108 Calendar Overview 

 
Basic Questions 

 
Week 1 (26 January): Introduction – conceptualizing media change  
 
Week 2 (2 February): What was cinema, what should it be?  
 
Week 3 (9 February): Is cinema ‘dying’ (and when was it ‘born’)? 
 
Week 4 (16 February): Afterlives of narrative – futures of film form 
 

Screens and Spectacles 
   
  Week 5 (23 February): The return of attractions?  
 
  Week 6 (1 March): The relocations of cinema 
  Assessment 1 due Monday 29 February, 1pm 
   
  Week 7 (8 March): Motion Capture 
  
Cultures of the Amateur  

  
Week 8 (DATE TBA): Fans, Collectors and Cinephiles: modes of participation 
 

  Week 9 (5 April): Cinema in the pocket  
   
The Challenge of Media 
 

Week 10 (12 April): Film in the field of media 
  Assessment 2 due on Monday 11 April, 1pm 

 
Week 11 (19 April): Film encounters Data   
 

Assessment 3 deadline: Monday 9 May, 1pm 

 

  



-13- 

 

BASIC QUESTIONS 

 

1. Introduction – conceptualizing media change          26 January 
	   
In this introductory week, we will 
consider some of the salient 
approaches digital cinema, focusing in 
particular on the question of how 
theorists think through media change. 
To this end, we will examine the key 
concept of “remediation” first 
proposed by Jay Bolter and David 
Grusin to understand how we might 
conceptualize the “digital turn” and 
contextualize it within a longer history 
of audio-visual media. The “dogme” manifesto of 1995 will also provide an occasion 
to see how filmmakers first confronted both the hopes and fears of digital 
filmmaking. 
 
Reading 1:  John Belton. “Digital Cinema: A False Revolution.” October 100 (Spring 

2002): 98-114. 
Reading 2:  Jay Bolter and Richard Grusin, “Immediacy, Hypermediacy and 

Remediation,” in Remediation: Understanding New Media (MIT Press, 
2000), 2-20 

 
Viewing (in class): Counter Music (Harun Farocki, 2004) 
 
Recommended Viewing: 

• Man with a Movie Camera (Dziga Vertov, 1929) 
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2. What was cinema, what should it become?       02 February 
 
In this week, we will examine 
how digital technologies have 
catalyzed new debates about the 
ontology of filmic images. Is 
cinema a photographic art of the 
real or is it better conceived as 
an extension of painting and the 
graphic arts? Should cinema be 
about contingency or control? 
What can “realism” even mean 
in the context of media 
technologies that are fundamentally simulatory? Foundational readings by Lev 
Manovich and Dudley Andrew will help us to consider some of the possibilities for 
digital filmmaking.  
 
Reading 1:  Lev Manovich, The Language of New Media (Cambridge: MIT Press, 

2001), chapter VI: ‘What is Cinema?’ (pp. 286-333). 
 
Reading 2:  Dudley Andrew, What Cinema Is! (Wiley-Blackwell, 2010), 1-29 
 
 
Viewing (Byre): Hugo in 3D (Martin Scorsese, 2011) 
 
Recommended Reading: 

• Andre Bazin, “Ontology of the Photographic Image” (1960). Available online 
• André Bazin, “The Evolution of the Language of the Cinema” (1950-1955). 

Online 
• Erika Balsom, ‘A World Beyond Control,’ La furia umana 23 (2015). Online  

 
Recommended Viewing:  

• Le fabuleux destin d’Amélie Poulain (Jean-Pierre Jeunet, 2001) 
• A viagem (Christian Boustani, 1998), online 
• The Birds in ascii net.art (Vuk Cosic), online 
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3. Is cinema dying (and when was it ‘born’)?      09 February 
 
This week, we will consider the 
much-debated question of 
cinema’s supposed demise in 
the digital era. Is cinema really 
dying, or has it never been so 
alive? What do we mean by 
‘cinema’ anyway? Is cinema 
linked to a particular physical 
medium (the celluloid 
filmstrip), a type of building 
(the darkened theatre), a certain 
form of spectacle (narrative film)? Are all forms of moving images ‘cinema’? We will 
try to disentangle the different stakes in these questions so as to speak about the fate 
of cinema with precision. We will also consider how narrative films can be 
understood to reflect on the ends of cinema today.  
 
Reading 1:  Andre Gaudreault and Philippe Marion, The End of Cinema? A Medium 

in Crisis in the Digital Age (2014), 1-41. 
 
Reading 2:  Laura Mulvey, Death 24x a Second (2005), 7-33 
 
Reading 3:  Selmin Kara, “Beasts of the Digital Wild: Primordigital Cinema and 

the Question of Origins,” Sequence 1.4 (2014). Online. 
 
 
Viewing (Byre): Lucy (Luc Besson, 2014) 
 
 
Recommended Reading:  

• *Susan Sontag, ‘The Decay of Cinema,’ New York Times (1996), online 
• Anne Friedberg, “The End of Cinema: Multimedia and Technological 

Change,” in: Reinventing Film Studies, eds. Christine Gledhill and Linda 
Williams (London: Arnold, 2000), pp. 438-452 

 
Recommended Viewing 

• Her (Spike Jonze, 2013) 
• Rumpelstilzchen (Jürgen Reble, 1989), online 
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4. Afterlives of narrative – futures  of film form                  16 February 
 
This week will examine two 
ideas about new directions in 
film form that have been 
posited as characteristic of the 
digital era: Manovich’s notion 
of the ‘database’ and 
Elsaesser’s model of the ‘mind-
game film.’ In each case, we 
will ask how new these forms 
really are, what precursors 
might exist, and what essential 
connection (if any) they might 
have with digital technologies. 
We will also discuss the model of chaos cinema and post-continuity editing. 
 
Reading 1:  Lev Manovich, Language of New Media, ‘The Database’ (pp.212-244).  
 
Reading 2:  Thomas Elsaesser, ‘The Mind-Game Film,’ in Puzzle Films – Complex 

Storytelling in Contemporary Cinema, ed. Warren Buckland (Oxford: 
Wiley-Blackwell, 2009), 13-41.  

 
Viewing (home): The Deeper They Bury Me (Angad Singh Balla and Ted Biggs, 2014),  

     online 
 
Recommended Reading: 

• Steven Johnson, ‘Watching TV Makes You Smarter,’ New York Times (2005). 
Online 

• Steven Shaviro, ‘Post-Continuity Cinema. Full Text of My Talk’ (2012). Online 
• Malte Hagener, ‘The Aesthetics of Displays. How Split Screen Remediates 

Other Media.’ Refractory. Journal of Entertainment Media, 24 December 2008. 
Online 

 
Recommended Viewing:  

• Matthias Stork, Chaos Cinema (video essay, 2011). Online 
• L’Ouvroir (Chris Marker, 2008-2009). Online 
• Timecode (Mike Figgis, 2000) 
• Run, Lola Run (Tom Tykwer, 1998) 
• Life in a Day (Kevin McDonald, 2011) 
• Inception (Christopher Nolan, 2010) 
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SCREENS AND SPECTACLES 
 
5. The return of attractions?         23 February 
 
Cinema in the digital era has often been 
described as a ‘return’ to the early days of   
‘attractions cinema’ where (according to 
Tom Gunning’s well-known model) a visit 
to the cinema was more akin to a trip to the 
fairground or the variety show than to 
narrative theatre. This week, we will 
examine some of key nodal points of this 
discussion as it relates to theatrical 
exhibition, special effects and the new 
penchant for 3D.  
 
Reading 1:  Geoff King, ‘Ride-films and films as rides in contemporary Hollywood 

cinema of attractions’, CineAction 51 (2000), 2-9, online 
   
Reading 2:  Kristen Whissel, Spectacular Digital Effects: CGI and Contemporary 

Cinema (Durham: Duke University Press, 2014), 1-21 
 
Reading 3:  Thomas Elsaesser, ‘The Return of 3D. On Some of the Logics and the  

Genealogies of the image in the Twenty-First Century’, Critical Inquiry 
39.2 (2013), 217-246. 

 
Viewing (Byre): Cave of Forgotten Dreams in 3D (Werner Herzog, 2010) 
 
Recommended Reading: 

• *Tom Gunning, ‘The Cinema of Attraction. Early Cinema, its Spectator and 
the Avant-Garde’, Wide Angle 8.3 (1986), 63-70 

• Ndalianis, Angela, ‘Special Effects, Morphing Magic, and the 1990s Cinema of 
Attraction’, in: Meta-Morphing: Visual Transformation and the Culture of 
QuickChange, ed. Vivian Sobchack (Minneapolis and London: University of 
Minnesota Press, 2000), 251-271 

• Joost Broeren, ‘Digital Attractions: Reloading Early Cinema in Online Video 
Collections’, The Youtube Reader, ed. Pelle Snickars and Patrick Vonderau 
(Stockholm: National Library of Sweden, 2009), 154-166 

Recommended Viewing 
• The Edge of Tomorrow, 3D (Doug Liman, 2014) 
• Transformers: Age of Extinction (Michael Bay, 2014) 

 
 

****ASSESSMENT 1 DUE ON MONDY 29 FEBRUARY 5PM**** 
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6. The Relocations of Cinema                   1 March 
 
This week will consider where (both 
literally and metaphorically) cinema 
might be going today. As digital 
technologies render moving images more 
mobile than ever before, the traditional 
space of the movie theatre—and with it 
the model of the ‘standard apparatus’ 
(Baudry)—is forced to compete with 
numerous other screens and viewing 
situations. Should we celebrate this 
‘relocation’ of cinema as a liberation of 
spectators, or do ideology and power 
operate in new and different ways today?  
 
 
Reading 1: Francesco Casetti, ‘Relocation,’ in The Lumière Galaxy. Seven Key Words 

for the Cinema to Come (Columbia Universtiy Press, 2015), 17-43 
 
Reading 2:  Francesco Casetti, ‘Back to the Motherland: The Film Theater in the 

Postmedia Age’, Screen 52.1 (2011), 1-12 
 
Reading 3:  Raymond Bellour, ‘Of an Other Cinema’, in: Art and the Moving Image: 

A Critical Reader, ed. T. Layton (London: Tate Publishing, 2008), 406-
422. 

 
 
Viewing (Byre): Film ist (Gustav Deutsch, 2002-2012) 

Viewing (class). Artaud Double Bill (Atom Egoyan, 2007) 

 
Recommended Reading: 

• Vachel Lindsay, ‘On Coming Forth By Day’, in The Art of the Motion Picture 
(NY: Biblio-Bazaar, 2006), 177-182 

• Gene Youngblood, ‘The Intermedia Network as Nature’, in Expanded Cinema 
(NY: Dutton, 1970), 54-57 

• Francesco Casetti, The Lumière Galaxy. Seven Keywords for the Cinema to Come 
(Columbia University Press, 2015) 
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7. What was an actor?                 8 March 
 
If digital filmmaking occupies an unstable position between 
animation and the index, one of the most fascinating areas 
for examining this question is that of motion capture. 
Traditionally, the actor’s body has been a powerful catalyst 
of the ‘passion for the trace’, and theorists such as Béla 
Balázs identified cinema’s art with the power of close-ups 
to reveal the authentic language of the body. Motion 
capture, which combines pro-filmic bodies with animation, 
confounds this relation to bodies on the screen, demanding 
a new reaction from audiences. We’ll also consider relations 
between motion capture and historical discourses of race. 

 
Reading 1:  Stephen Prince, ‘Actors and Algorithms’, in: Digital Visual Effects in the 

Cinema (Rutgers University Press, 2011), 99-145. 
 
Reading 2:    Scott Balcerzak, ‘Andy Serkis as Actor, Body and Gorilla: Motion 

Capture and the Presence of Performance’, Cinephilia in the Age of 
Digital Reproduction. Film, Pleasure and Digital Culture (London: 
Wallflower, 2009), 195-214. 

 
Reading 3:  Kyla Schuller, ‘Avatar and the Movements of Neocolonial Sentimental 

Cinema’, Discourse 35.2 (2013), 177-193. 
 
 
Viewing (Byre): Avatar (James Cameron, 2009) 
 
 
Supplemental Readings. 

• Allison, Tanine, ‘More than a Man in a Monkey Suit: Andy Serkis, Motion 
Capture, and Digital Realism’, Quarterly Review of Film and Video 28 (2011), 
pp. 325-341.  

• Bela Balázs, introduction to Visible Man (1924) 
• Oskar Diehl, ‘Mimic Expression in Film’ (1922) 

 
Supplemental films: 

• La Passion de Jeanne d’Arc (Carl Theodor Dreyer, 1928) 
• The Congress (Ari Folman, 2013) 
• Rise of the Plant of the Apes (Rubert Wyatt, 2011) 
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CULTURES OF THE AMATEUR 
 
 

8. From fans to cinephiles: modes of participation           29 March 
 
If ‘new media’ have helped to 
catalyse new modes of film style 
and new presentational formats, 
they have also provoked a 
profound rethinking of what it 
means to be a consumer of moving 
images. ‘Fan cultures’ hardly 
began with digital, and much of 
what we think of as specific to 
Internet culture could be traced back to video or even to early film magazines. But 
digital networks and platforms have helped to foreground models of ‘participatory’ 
consumption in recent years. In this week, we will consider some key ideas about 
participatory spectatorship both at the popular level (fan cultures, mash-ups) and at 
the level of scholarship (video essays). 
 
 
Reading 1:  Girish Shambu, ‘Taken Up By Waves. The Experience of New Cinephilia’, 

Project New Cinephilia, 2011.  Online 
 
Reading 2:  Henry Jenkins, ‘”Quentin Tarantino’s Star Wars?” Digital Cinema, Media 

Convergence and Participatory Culture.’ Online 
 
Reading 3: Catherine Grant, ‘The Shudder of a Cinephilic Idea? Videographic Film 

Studies Practice as Material Thinking’, aniki. Portuguese Journal of the 
Moving Image 1.1. (2014), 49-62 

 
Viewing:  Watch 3 video essays on the In Transition website or elsewhere. Be 

prepared to discuss one video essay in class. See MMS for links to video 
essay collections and sites. 

 
 
Recommended Reading: 

• Guy Debord and Gil Wolman, ‘A User’s Guide to Détournement (1956). Online 
• Matthias Stork, ‘In Touch With the Object: Cinephilia, Video Essay and Chaos 

Cinema’, Frames Cinema Journal (2012). Online  
• Julie Russo, ‘User-Penetrated Content: Fan Video in the Age of Convergence’, 

Cinema Journal 48.4 (2009), 125-30 
• Barbara Klinger, ‘The Contemporary Cinephile: Film Collecting in the Post-Video 

Era’, in: Hollywood Spectatorship: Changing Perceptions of Cinema Audiences, ed. 
Richard Maltby and Melvyn Stokes (London: BFI, 2001), 132-151. 

• Chuck Tyron, ‘Hollywood Remixed: Movie Trailer Mashups, Five Second 
Movies, and Film Culture’, Reinventing Cinema: Movies in the Age of Media 
Convergence (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 2009) pp. 149-172. 
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9. Cinema in the Pocket                   5 April 
 
Film historians have often attributed changes in film form and style to the 
emergence of new technologies. The rise of participatory documentary and indeed 
new wave filmmaking have been 
attributed, among other things, to the 
emergence of lighter-weight 16mm 
cameras and improvements in portable 
sound recording, which allowed 
filmmakers to go out into the streets. In 
this week, we will consider some of the 
ways in which new digital “pocket” 
devices, such as iPhones and GoPro 
cameras, might be changing how people 
make films today. In addition to narrative 
films, we will also consider the emerging tradition of pocket film festivals. 
 
Reading 1:  Jan Simons, ‘Pockets in the Screen-Scape: Movies on the Move’, 

presentation at MiT 6, online 
 
Reading 2:  Caridad Botella Lorenzo, ‘The Mobile Aesthetics of Cell Phone Made  

Films’, cinemiz.net, online 
 

Reading 3:  Matthew Battles, ‘Technology at Sea: Lucien Castaing Taylor and  
Véréna Paravel, Leviathan, Technology and Culture 55 (2014), 479-481. 
MMS 

 
Viewing (Byre): Leviathan (Lucien Castaing Taylor and Verena Pavel, 2012) 
 
 
Recommended Reading 

• Jean Astruc, ‘The Birth of a New Vanguard: The Caméra Stylo’ (1948), online 
• Alexandra Schneider, ‘ !A ! new ! type !of !cinema? ! Some ! 

preliminary !observations !about ! phone !films. !In: !bianco !e !nero !, no. ! 568 
( !2010), ! !75‐83 

• Marcheschi, ! Elena ! (2009) ! ‘Videophone: ! A ! New ! Caméra ! Stylo? !In: ! Francesco 
Casetti, Jane Gaines and Valentina Re (eds.), Dall’inizio, !alla ! 
fine. !In !the !very !beginning ! and ! the ! very !end. !! Film !Theory !in !Perspective 
( !Udine ! 2009), !389‐394. 

• ‘Dogme 95 Manifesto’ (1995). online 
 
Recommended Viewing 

• Tangerine (Sean S. Baker, 2015) 
• This is not a Film (Jafar Panahi, 2011) 

 
 
Assessment 2: Due on 11 April  
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THE CHALLENGE OF MEDIA 
 
 
10. Decentring film history: media archaeology              12 April 
 
The ‘digital’ has not only challenged how we understand filmmaking and film 
spectatorship, but also film studies 
as a discipline. One of the 
strongest challenges has come 
from media historians, in 
particular the so-called ‘Berlin 
School’ of media history around 
Friedrich Kittler and Siegfried 
Zielinski. Zielinski’s contention 
that cinema was a mere ‘entr’acte’ 
within a broader media history 
catalysed numerous debates about 
the shape of cinema studies to 
come and the validity of treating 
‘cinema’ as a dominant or unique 
medium. Today, this research has inspired an emerging field of ‘media archaeology’ 
dedicated to exploring the variety of historical audio-visual media technologies.  
 
Reading 1:  Jussi Parikka: What is Media Archaeology? (Polity, 2012), 1-18 
 
Reading 2:  Siegfried Zielinski, Deep Time of the Media. Towards an Archaeology of 

Hearing and Seeing by Technical Means (Cambridge: MIT Press, 2008), 1-11 
 
Reading 3:  Eric Kluitenberg, ‘On the Archaeology of Imaginary Media’, in Media 

Archaeology. Approaches, Applications, Implications, ed. Erkki Huhtamo and 
Jussi Parikka (Berkely: University of California Press, 2011), 48-70  

 
Viewing (Byre): Dreams Rewired (Manu Luksch, Martin Reinhart, Thomas Tode, 2015) 
 
Recommended Reading 

• Jean Louis Baudry, ‘Ideological Effects of the Basic Cinematographic 
Apparatus’, Film Quarterly 28.2 (1974), 39-47 

• Jussi Parikka, What is Media Archaeology? (Polity, 2012) 
• Siegfried Zielinski, Audiovisions. Cinema and Television as Entr’actes in History 

(Amsterdam University Press, 1999) 
• Friedrich Kittler, Optical Media (Polity Press, 2009) 
• Thomas Elsaesser, ‘Digital Cinema and the Apparatus: Archaeologies, 

Epistemologies, Ontologies’, in Cinema and Technology: Cultures, Theories, 
Practices (Houndmills: Palgrave/ MacMillan, 2008), 226-240 

 
Recommended Viewing 

• Zoe Beloff, The Influencing Machine of Miss Natalja A (2001). Online 
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11. Beyond the screen               19 April 
 

If media archaeology challenges us to 
think more broadly about the variety an	  
d range of audiovisual media in which 
cinema has been embedded, much 
recent media theory questions the very 
value of focusing on screen 
representations at all. In this final week, 
we will consider some recent studies 
that ask us to consider instead the 
material realities of audio-visual media 
‘beyond the screen’. Whether focusing 
on the vexed question of digital 
materiality (what happens ‘before’ screen representations) or the environmental 
impact of new media consumption (what happens after we throw our screens away), 
all of these writings question the common assumption that the digital has affected a 
‘dematerialization’ of media today. We will also consider the question of what new 
functions screen representations might be assuming in our era of ‘big data’, where 
we are surrounded by ‘visualizations’ of vast quantities of invisible operations. As 
projects such as Cinemetrics suggest, visualizations are changing the way scholars 
access and experience films as well. 

 
Reading 1: Wendy Chun, Control and Freedom. Power and Paranoia in the Age of 
Fiber Optics (Boston: MIT Press, 2006), 1-31.  

 
Reading 2:  Richard Maxwell and Toby Miller, Greening the Media (Oxford 
University Press, 2012), 1-22. 
 
Reading 3:  Lev Manovich, “What is Visualization?” Poetess Archive Journal 2.1 (20 
December 2010). Online.  
 
Reading 4:  Matthew Kirschenbaum, Mechanisms. New Media and the Forensic 
Imagination (Boston: MIT Press, 2012), 1-25. 
 

Viewing (in-class): Ryoshi Ikeda, data.anatomy [civic]. Online 

Activity (in-class): Presentations and collective feedback for final research projects.  
           Have research topic ready for discussion in class 
 
 

****FINAL ESSAY DUE ON MONDAY 9 MAY, 1PM**** 


