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Abstract.

SCREEN THOUGHT

People may think in sentences but they also think in drama’s audio motion-
pictures. People think in screen thought. 2006-2009, film philosophers Mulhall,
Wartenberg, Falzon and Plantinga proposed that movies and documentaries are
kinds of screen thought that are “arguments.” This inquiry explores eight
elements that form a screen argument, namely: time, place, people, action, gesture,
utterance, device and notion. Together these elements form an “interaction.” The
investigation explores how interactions are researched and developed as complex,
layered movie arguments. Thirdly, unlike thinking in sentences, movie thought is
built four times. Emerging from world history and biography, filmmakers write,

perform, record and distribute screen arguments.
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INTRODUCTION

01.
People’s Thought and Action in Time-Place.

This is a “Screen Thought” inquiry into people’s dramatic thought and action. It
explores what people think and do, especially in dramatic circumstances that
affect self and others in the world. The thesis explores feature-length (roughly
100-minute) films. Section-50 lists over 170 movies, their directors and writers in
a history timeline, along with some shorts and television series. The 170 movies
are given loglines, so that the reader can scan a 120-year history of screen thought.
For comparison and background research, 40+ documentaries, a few television
series and short films are considered too. Most of the inquiry’s focus is on
thinking that is used to make feature-length cinema drama or “movies.” The
movies are about real people, although often real-world research is developed from
biography to aggregated “types” of people in movies. For example, “Pip” in Great
Expectations is a character type based on people Charles Dickens researched. The
movies range in history, from the world’s first feature movie in 1906 to twenty-
first century movies such as The Social Network, The Hunger Games, Hitchcock,

Great Expectations, Underground and Ex Machina.

This inquiry focuses on four key movie scenarios in particular. These four historic
stories show movies as non-fiction. “Movie” does not mean fiction. All are based
on real-world, systematic research and development. These movie scenarios have
been chosen because of their dramatic biographies. They have heroines who fight

against a nation of witch-hunters, a superpower invasion, a rival for affection and
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a superpower film industry that fears her blockbuster film idea. These movie
scenarios all investigate what real heroes think and what real heroes do in the
world: 4 Cry In The Dark (1988), Heaven And Earth (1993), Evelyn (2015) and
Hitchcock (2012). These dramas explore real people’s biographies and histories
with a show trial, two invasions and challenges facing lovers in the screen
business. A brief synopsis of the first key movie is given below. Three brief
synopses for the other key movies follow later. Moreover, very detailed synopses
are redescribed in Sections 20, 47, 48 and 49. Here is the first key screen

argument:

A Cry In The Dark (1983).

Honest, hard-working young parents Michael and Lindy love their children
and volunteer in their community. This loving family take their children
on holiday to Central Australia’s desert. In the night, their baby Azaria is
killed and taken by a dingo (wild dog). Australian and international tabloid
media exploit this bizarre killing. Although the coroner closes the dingo
killing case; corrupt politicians, judiciary, media, police and national
gossipers believe Lindy and Michael are monstrous murderers. Grieving
young mother Lindy is tried in a media/political show trial and jailed for
her whole life, while a continent of gossipers — rich and poor, young and old
— spread hateful, foolish rumours. This movie contrasts a mob’s foolish,
anxious, cruel thinking and action — with Lindy Chamberlain’s logical,

steadfast, loving thinking and action.

This inquiry focuses on the critical thinking behind making this and three other
“key screen arguments.” Philosophers such as Stephen Mulhall, Chris Falzon,
Carl Plantinga and Thomas E. Wartenberg have all raised the idea that film is a
form of argument, a form of critical thinking and discussion. Wartenberg has

written Thinking On Screen: Film As Philosophy in which he argues: “some films
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do philosophize” (2007:9). This thesis builds on their approach to film by asking:
If the study’s four key dramas (about show trials, invasions and screen
businesses) are serious arguments, what are the elements and systems that

comprise the argumentative “grammar” so to speak, of these arguments?

This investigation into people’s screen beliefs about dramatic world conflicts
primarily uses the maker’s pragmatic knowledge of film camera, microphone and
editing desk to explore film’s elements and systems — screen thought and action
that argues “people act in time-place” — in movies and documentaries. It is a very
different approach from that of critical spectators such as Gilles Deleuze, André
Bazin, Siegfried Kracauer and others who listen to films, watch films and write
theory about critical audience experiences. Filmmakers are critical audiences too.
But makers’ criticisms are driven by pragmatic understandings of how to
“respond to past film arguments with future film arguments” — rather than
responding to past films with sentences. 170 movie responses over the last 120
years are listed in Section-50. It is by examining patterns in their thinking that this
investigation develops pragmatic ideas of elements, interactions, screen arguments

and project cycles.

Many philosophers in Section-55 have been read as background to this inquiry.
Philosophers often analyze thought and action in terms of sentences but this
investigation redescribes the world, not as sentences, but as screen thought where
what is understood is not the sentence but the “interaction.” The interaction is
roughly “people acting in time-place” and it is discussed throughout this inquiry.
Conceiving of thought as filmmakers’ interactions, this kind of thinking — screen
thinking — is used to both inquire about the world’s dramatic events and put
“arguments.” The research target is our world of people, understood via screen
thought. As such, filmmakers appear to use a “film” way of thinking to research
and critically think about “thought” in its broad sense including: anxiety, folly,

cruelty, steadfastness, logical thinking and love — in real world situations such as: a
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dingo takes a baby; a teenager defends her country; and makers build an argument

about a murderer.

In seeking answers via film thinking rather than, say, literature, some differences
become apparent betwéen dramatic arguments in our literature and our screen
culture. Compare, for example, the scores of people credited at the end of most
movies with the fewer people credited in a book. Due to the length and
complexity of feature-film arguments, many diverse specialists are managed in
project teams. The end credits in movies name the expert roles and the makers’
names, or the company names of whole groups of screen thinkers. Research into
screen thought would need to consider the thinking of “teams” of people making a
screen argument, rather than, say, an author connected with a book. A related
complication is that movie teams usually put their argument four times, in four
“cycles” of making. The four-cycle model of screen thought contrasts with the
single cycle attributed to directors in auteur film-philosophy. The four-cycle

“medley relay” model of building a screen argument is explored in Chapter 3.

This study finds that, in the first cycle, specialist writers research the world of
people — especially the lives of people caught up in dramatic circumstances such
as falling in love, raising a family, injury by criminals, a dreamscape,
environmental destruction, cross-cultural maturity, political witch-hunts, scientific
discovery, dreadful invasions, community progress, falling out of love, courageous
loyalty to one’s friends, and many other unexpected dramas. Movie writers
“develop” their research about these people as a movie screenplay, in ways
explored in Chapter 2. Then, in three more cycles of the movie argument, the
writing is performed, recorded and distributed — if all goes well. (Some differences
in documentary are explored too.) If distribution publicity is any guide, most
audiences are only interested in the star performers, and the story that audiences
interpret from the screen. But if we desire to be productive in our culture,

knowledge about writing, recording and distribution cycles becomes important
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too. This thesis rethinks how we think of “people acting in time-place” — and how

such screen thought influences what people believe today about our world.

Philosophers investigate what people experience, think and do, but what does
“philosophy” mean? Philosophy is two Greek words joined together: philo and
sophy. Philo means friendship and sophy means wisdom. So philosophy means
something like “a friendly attitude towards wisdom.” This friendly attitude asks a
lot of questions. What is wisdom? Usually we attribute “wisdom” to a person rich
in two things: knowledge and experience. How does this affect screen thinkers or
screen believers? For example, one might study or watch overseas news, movies
and documentaries on television for years — and so come to “know” and believe
thousands of things about overseas people. If one chooses television carefully,
dismissing the culturally blinkered and historically shallow, then one may be
highly “knowledgeable” about the screened place overseas. But a philosopher
would say: the screen believer has knowledge but no participatory working
“experience” of the overseas place. By carefully choosing one’s historical and
culturally rich screen sources, one may be knowledgeable but not wise. The
“philo” or friendship word is crucial here. A friend of wisdom might encourage the
knowledgeable person to travel and work extensively in that overseas culture, and
so gain deep participatory “experience” to add to their knowledge — and thus

increase their wisdom.

Lack of wisdom may come from the other direction too. A second unwise person
may energetically throw themselves into local networking, business and family in
one place. They refuse to think much beyond their concept of nation, local work
and family experiences. Within their tight group of friends, colleagues and family,
they are comfortable with their long experience of the familiar group. But what
happens when anxious and cruel people — or changing economics, politics or
culture — overtake and ruin this narrowly experienced, comfortable group? This

study explores some real people — Lindy, Le Ly and “Evelyn” — whose experience
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and local competence in their family and business was destroyed by others, to a
dramatic and fearful extent. A philosopher or friend of wisdom might point out
that Lindy or Evelyn was busy, helpful and “experienced” early on in life. But
without study and “knowledge” of regional and global cultures and history, the
highly “experienced yet narrow” person is not worldly-wise. When energetic
makers are not wise, they may wastefully reinvent the wheel or, as happened to
Lindy and Le Ly, their comfortable places are eventually preyed on by horrific
subcultures in history. Their dramas attract the investigation of moviemakers.
Their local, practical experience and management has been rewarded in the short
term — but they have ignored wider inquiry and knowledge until unexpected drama
and calamity strikes. The philosophical approach to people is to befriend or
reserve a measure of tolerance for everyone; encourage experienced people to
better balance their participation with study; and encourage knowledgeable yet

inexperienced people to courageously participate in life across our globe.

Using a tolerant or friendly approach, an audience member who has never
experienced the dramatic conditions of Lindy’s life in 4 Cry In The Dark, usually
still makes sense of what Lindy believes and utters. A person who did not share
with Lindy a great number of beliefs, values and feelings, could not make sense of
any of her utterances, gestures and actions. For example, in 4 Cry In The Dark,
Lindy calls out the proposition that a: “Dingo’s got the baby!” If we did not share
with Lindy thousands of beliefs, we could not make sense of her expression or
situation. But we share with Lindy vast amounts of what makes up our common
sense: that a “dingo” is a dog; that “got” implies the aggressive taking hold of
something; that the “baby” is hers and her emotional tone warns of mortal danger.
It is because of our friendly, tolerant attitude towards other people’s expressions
— people who are otherwise complete strangers — that we have any chance of
understanding people. We understand that a baby is in danger. We understand
what we ourselves mean by thinking this in our world. Screen thought observes

this rich interconnection of beliefs, evaluations and intentions between one
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thinking person and another in all 170 movies of Section-50. For example, when
Le Ly’s father in Heaven And Earth tells her that China, France and Japan have all
invaded her farm in years past, Le Ly does not ask him what he means by these
country names because she already has acquired beliefs and values about these
places. Moreover, we the audience are likely to understand these terms for the
same reason. We will also evaluate what it means to be invaded: we either feel
something like the family’s reaction to yet another invasion or we interconnect our
beliefs, values and expectations in other ways with our own knowledge and
experience. Here we have screen thought’s concept of “interaction” — thinking
(that is, evaluating, feeling and believing) people who act among self and others in
time-place. Le Ly’s father does not just believe his family’s history, he also
evaluates beliefs, has feelings about beliefs, and acts to discuss his thought with

his daughter in the place of family graveyard in the time of the early 1960s.

As to encouraging “experienced people to better balance their participation with
study,” this inquiry accepts that many people come to know much of our world
by listening to news and documentaries made by investigative journalists, and by
watching movies made by wise moviemakers. Moreover, the study calls for
participatory research, which is the other side of the coin to the media beliefs
acquired by screen spectators or text readers. Peter Djigirr explains “Participatory
research” in Djigirr, de Heer et al. (2006) Ten Canoes. In interview, Djigirr says:

(13

because of the problem of outsiders coming to his community and “not
recognizing” the local people as people with culture and law, he and his fellow
filmmakers have lifted up a story, performance and recording of their place — Ten
Canoes — so that others (including future generations) come to recognize and
participate in his community’s culture and politics. Rather than accept outsiders’

screen beliefs about them, they add filmmaking to their cultural participation and

put their own argument.
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As to encouraging “knowledgeable yet inexperienced” people to courageously
participate in life around our globe — this philosophical approach is existential.
Thomas E. Wartenberg says the existential view “sees philosophy less as an
academic specialty than as a broad cultural practice” (Wartenberg 2008: L128).
For existentialists, this broad, participatory practice focuses on “experience” in

this sense:

“a person does not, as a consciousness, simply perceive the world; she
simultaneously is aware of herself perceiving the world. Consciousness is
the only entity in the world that does not just exist, but also presents itself

to itself as existing.” (Wartenberg 2008: 20).

This study, then, emerges from considering the above philosophers and others
listed in Section-55. At the same time this inquiry moves beyond sentential
thinkers’ focus on what people propose in sentences — to consider what people
propose in screen thought. The inquiry also extends from various scholars’ focus
on novels to consider the world in terms of films. Moreover, this inquiry extends
from an emphasis on “European” existential experience to the vast population
“experiencing drama” in the Asia-Pacific of Australia, South East Asia and Pacific
California. In order to shift from desires, beliefs, evaluations and intentions
expressed as sentences to similar thinking in movies, this inquiry searches for
something sentence-like in films. The thesis explores some screen components
that allow people to formulate their thinking about the world on screen. In order
to experience and participate in the world, the primary object of this inquiry is not
other writers’ completed films. Our world itself is the primary object of research
that filmmakers interpret and film. What concerns moviemakers is the world of
people, rather than a narrow interest in the device of film and its canon. So
although this study asks: “What is screen thought?” it is a holist question. It
examines the networked conditions of screen thought — and the disintegration of

screen thought about the world by witch-hunters, invaders, censors and so on.
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Rather than a rigid compartmentalized mind-exterior dualism, “holist thought and
action” redescribes the world in translucent layers and networked interactions that
emerge — in the case of this inquiry — from practicing and appreciating filmmaking

about people.

If we listen to the audio and simultaneously watch all the motion pictures of one
feature documentary or movie — or thousands of films about people — it is
possible to distinguish components in these screen arguments. For example, if one
mutes the sound of a television and only watches its motion-pictures, one
becomes aware that film is a layered device: it has layers of audio and layers of
motion-pictures. Usually we are unaware of these layers — until we carefully listen
to a film without watching its motion-pictures, or vice versa. Traditionally crafted
books of literature do not have film’s audio and motion-picture layers. Writing has
other components (inscriptions on pages, parts of a sentence) that people
combine to put arguments and express thought. Are there similarly combinations
of screen elements in recorded audio motion-picture films that allow filmmakers to

put arguments too?

Filmmakers appear to combine screen elements in television news, for example.
Take a sequence of: “a newsworthy visitor arrives at an airport.” The visitor
waves from the aircraft door and descends the steps. At the same time a second
person (newsreader) in another place — a studio — reads a script on an autocue.
The script is a journalist’s interpretation of the airport scene. As we listen to the
newsreader, we also watch the visitor gesture with a hand wave. We watch their
action of descending the stairs. Even in this brief screen sequence, we can unpack
eight screen “elements” that are explored in detail in Chapter 1. All films and their
scenes have two elements of time and place. In this simple example, the “time” is
the present day and the “places” are an airport and a news studio. In both these
places there are devices such as aircraft or microphones. In movie films, history

documentaries, video games and television news, there are people interacting with
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each other. In this case, a visitor acts to descend the steps and gestures to the

news audience or waiting crowd. The newsreader utfers thoughts or notions.

One notion is that the televised person is a “visitor” and not an “airport worker”
or “local.” Notions such as classification are spoken into the audio layers, and
other notions are interpreted from the motion-picture layers of the visitor waving
at the airport. Visually, is the wave an insult? Is it a friendly gesture, or is the
visitor waving away an insect? “How the gesture is interpreted” is also a notion.
Even a brief news item about people interacting together appears to combine
screen elements such as: time, place, people, actions, gestures, speech and devices.
The filmmakers also express notions that classify others. Do these screen
elements show some modeling similarities with a sentence’s word “elements” such
as nouns, verbs and adjectives? We put word elements together to make sentences
and literate thought. Just as easily, it appears, filmmakers put screen elements
together to make drama, news, films, television and all our screen beliefs about the

world.

Even without being a filmmaker, using screen thought, we can think about time,
place, people and action in our dramatic world. What if the newsreader says the
visitor is a generous friend, or alternatively, quietly runs fearful science fiction
music under images of the visitor. Notions such as “a generous friend” or “an alien
to fear” in the audio are difficult to think carefully about, in the short grabs typical
of news broadcasts. How, for example, would a skeptic prove the notion that the
newsreader was dishonest in running scary, almost subliminal music under the
news item? The feature-length of a movie allows a careful filmmaker to explore a
person’s character in many contrasting scenes, interacting among other characters
and situations. If a fairly developed pattern of scenes contradict the newsreader’s
brief predication of the visitor — we may, with more certainty — claim that the
newsreader is dishonest, or, based on more recorded facts, we more firmly justify

a belief that the newsreader is honest. Screen notions such as “visiting, honesty,
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folly and contradiction” are examples of notions that moviemakers explore, over

the feature-length time of putting a screen argument.

We might think of filmmakers investigating dramatic notions on screen by
combining screen elements in “interactions” where thinking people act amongst
self and other in time-place. The journalist observes the visitor; the newsreader
reads out the journalist’s interpretation; the visitor watches the news in their hotel
room. Does it make sense that such interactions can be combined in screen
arguments? Emerging from this study is the idea that literate people think in
sentences; screen believers and filmmakers think in inferactions. Many people do
both. The “interaction” is the building block of interest to this investigation.
Roughly, what people think and do in a scene or sequence is an interaction
between them. Rather than think, speak or write what people do as a sequence of
“sentences,” the emphasis of this investigation is people who listen to and watch
people in layered, cascading sequences of audio motion-picture interactions. As
consumers, we control the audio and motion-picture layers of an interaction with a
remote control. But makers control all the layers — such as who performs in the
foreground and who performs as an extra in the background layers — and whether a
desire or a belief is spoken. These components of screen thought are explored in

Chapter 1.

Chapter 2 moves on from screen elements and interactions to ask, what if a
thinker desires to contribute something intelligent or amusing or interesting or
powerful or life changing in the media-sphere? How do makers assemble hundreds
of interactions together in a screen argument about our striking and dramatic
world? Chapter 2 develops interactions into circa 100-minute arrays, building to
the climaxes and resolutions of feature screen arguments. Stretching back to
Aristotle’s Poetics, analysts have developed notions that help theatre people —
and from the early 1900s, film people — to develop dramatic interactions as

arguments. Screen notions prompt filmmakers to ask: Who arrived at the airport
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that day? Who decided the visitor was newsworthy? Who edits the news? What
did people feel? What happens next? What explains the most striking thing here?
Answers are filmed in layers: audio and motion-pictures, people and places,
foreground and background, action and gesture, speech and emotion, often

expressed as music.

Unlike literature’s emphasis on sentences, a screenwriter researches our world and
develops the temporal architecture of a cascading, layered audio motion-picture
argument about people approaching each other and interacting. This architecture —
the screenplay — is later performed and recorded by a project team. The team
process is explored in Chapter 3. At the same time as the performances, the
argument is entirely rebuilt again as the recording layers. “Recordists” edit and
deliver a master recording of the movie to the fourth cycle of “distribution.”
Usually the movie argument is in its fourth cycle of “distribution” from early on,
with the writer and producer working with financiers. Screen thought is financed,
negotiated, reshaped, argued legally, versioned and publicized during distribution.
Chapter 3 explores the four project cycles, without which, no movie reaches our

screens.

Unfortunately, most movie arguments fail. Most screenplays are not made into
movies, and few that reach the screen, satisfy. The writing is poorly researched.
Performers are miscast. The recording is ruined. Distribution siphons audience
revenue and ruins writers. Chapter 3 explores some barriers that collapse screen
projects and stop philosophically interesting dramatic arguments from reaching

audiences. Chapter 3 also explores success.

In sum, this thesis explores elements of a dramatic screen “interaction” in Chapter
1: elements of time, place, people, action, gesture, utterance, devices and notions.
Chapter 2 explores how dramatic interactions are combined in feature-length

screen arguments. Against a historical background in which people in our world
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experience unexpected drama, Chapter 3 explores the four cycles of writing,
performing, recording and distributing screen thought about our world to screen

believers.
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Chapter 1

ELEMENTS and INTERACTIONS
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02.

Films Referred to as Action Arguments.

For the most part, academics and filmgoers who approach the global screen
network — or who approach the deeply personal experience of listening to and
watching one “feature-length” film — do so as an audience member and spectator.
Another way to approach the screen is as a team of makers. Most of the hundreds
of makers in Section-50 think critically about our world for over 120 years and
put their thoughts in the cinema films listed in that Section. A cinema’s 100-
minute “movie” or documentary is a very different way of thinking and practice
compared to short films, art films and most television. The latter screen styles
somewhat overlap with feature-length movies and documentaries in concepts and

practise but are not cinema features.

If any long film does not contain a strong argument about life’s personal and
political dramas — the actions of people coping with unexpected challenges — it
will not attract a public cinema audience and it is not strong movie thought for its
times. Another stark distinction between other screen styles and movie or
documentary thinking is that cinema movies and documentaries are “distributed”
via strong political and economic controls and contested areas that differ from
television or fine art distribution. For example, the political censorship of
Hitchcock and Reville’s family-funded movie is discussed in Chapter 3. It
suggests severe economic barriers and political censorship distinguishes putting an
argument in a book from arguing the similar thoughts on the cinema screen. The
degree of distinction varies from one public subculture to another. On the other
side of these barriers to screen arguments and discourse are screen audiences, most

of whom welcome the opportunity to immerse themselves in screen thought.
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From an academic perspective, cosmic and life disciplines use film all the time in
their pursuit of knowledge about the Earth and bodily processes. So do disciplines
devoted to thinking people acting in time-place, where some movies and
documentaries explore our lives in ways of interest to academics. Some
philosophers have even referred to movie and documentary films as “arguments.”
In reviewing his 2002 inquiry into the Alien quartet of movies, Stephen Mulhall
refers to the Alien movies, not as handy illustrations for an academic argument
about “human individuality”. Rather, the movies themselves (and hence the

makers) argue thoughtfully, seriously, and systematically about human identity

and embodiment:

“] wanted to understand these films not as raw material for philosophers,
and not as handy (because popular) illustrations of views and arguments
properly developed by philosophers, but rather as themselves reflecting
on and evaluating such views and arguments, as thinking seriously and

systematically about them” (2006:97).

Mulhall suggests some movies (much like some literature) are screen arguments
that reflect on and evaluate other arguments in a discourse. For Mulhall, movies

are more than trainer-wheel illustrations for “serious” written arguments. Again,
Chris Falzon discusses movies by Woody Allen (1989) and David Lynch (1986) in

the context of the arguments put in more “conventional ” movies:

“In the most conventional narrative, the good eventually prosper, and
those who lie, cheat, and kill get caught, are punished, suffer in some way.
There’s an implicit argument for being moral here: it is in the nature of the
world that the bad pay the price and that the good are rewarded, and so it

is in your interest to be moral” (2009:591).
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Implicit, intricately woven arguments and explicit, plainly expressed arguments
about the consequences of people’s decisions and actions are explored in movies.
Arguments are not only put in movies, they are also put in documentaries. Carl
Plantinga suggests that photographs and sounds are screen components that

contribute to intentionally organized screen arguments by documentary makers:

“When documentaries do incorporate photography for its value as
evidence and proof, it is usually in support of some argument or claim that
emerges not only from photographs and sounds, but also from their

intentional organization.” (2009:495)

Not only are documentaries screen arguments like movies, often movies are
reenactments of real people’s biographies — such as the screen biographies of three
women (Lindy Chamberlain; Le Ly Hayslip and Alma Reville) considered in this
study. So it is important not to assume that “movie” means “fiction”. The world’s
first movie, Tait, Tait et al. (1906) The Story Of The Kelly Gang is also a
biography and a documentary reenactment, as are many movies in Section-50s
Timeline. Later this study makes distinctions between movies and documentaries

but the distinctions are not to do with truth conditions.

In an academic context, the term “movie argument” is potentially valuable and
attractive. Academically, “argument” does not carry the term’s negative, even

violent connotations in everyday usage. Logician Sharon M. Kaye writes:

“In everyday conversation, the term “argument” is most often used for an
angry exchange of words. People therefore typically think of an argument
as an unpleasant situation to be avoided. In academic and professional
circles however, the term argument has a technical meaning. An argument is

a discussion in which reasons are advanced in favor of a proposal.
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Argument is the best way to support your opinions. It need not be angry

or unpleasant at all” (2009:6).

If an argument is a “discussion” (an “investigative conversation™), do movies
discuss a topic or subject? This study collects together 170 movies in Section-50
where movie writers investigate topics or subjects. They research and develop
arguments that performers rebuild as performances. The performed arguments are
recorded and distributed. In this study, these 170 movies are accepted as screen
discussions or “arguments” in which reasons are advanced on screen to present,
consider, affirm or deny their opening proposals. A Cry In The Dark opens with
claims that rational-thinking Lindy loves her children and takes them on a camping
holiday. Then the media and judiciary deny this by claiming that Lindy is crazy
and hates her baby enough to murder her in a religious cult desert sacrifice ritual.
The balance of the movie re-affirms Lindy as a rational-thinking mother who loves

her children and takes the time to be with them and support their growing up.

Such an approach is not without many philosophers who deny that a
documentary film, a movie (or another lengthy narrative art form such as the
novel) can formulate an argument. Bruce Russell is quoted in Thomas E.
Wartenberg as saying: “Narrative films so lack explicitness that it is not true that
there is some particular argument to be found in them.” (2007:18) Wartenberg also
quotes Murray Smith who questions whether films are proper philosophical
arguments because of their “ambiguity”. Rather than finding movie thinking to be
irrationally ambiguous, this study accepts film’s ambiguity as its “translucent
layers” of propositions or reasons advanced on screen, as elaborated later. This
investigation somewhat agrees with Russell that the audio and motion-pictures of
screen arguments often are more implicit in their reasoning than, say, the explicit
statements of propositional calculus — or the explicit “thought track” of a narrator
in a novel. None-the-less, a documentary or moviemaker can pose and answer

Edward Craig’s question in Philosophy: “What is there?” (2002:1). Filmmakers
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answer such philosophical questions using lenses and microphones that collect
data from the cosmos of space or from the molecular level of the human body.
Filmmaker devices such as lenses and electromagnetic receptors make such natural
and cosmic research possible. Filmmakers answered Craig’s other question “What
should we do?” by filming people acting in time-place. Movies are particularly
concerned with the choices people face in their both personal and public areas of
life, and are capable of filming how people answer the question “what should we
do” quite explicitly. People acting in time and place are some of the eight screen

thought elements considered later in this investigation.

Movies may presume and imply thousands of things as they explicate what a few
people think and do. Filmmakers put their true or false, strong or weak ideas in
screen arguments — yet the films still require audiences to interpret what the
makers have filmed. In this regard, a screen argument is little different from a
verbal or written text argument that also presumes and implies many things. As

Wartenberg puts it, and I agree:

“the claims that artworks make are often implicit and therefore require the
viewer to make them explicit. But this does not mean that the viewer is the
one who constitutes a work's meaning as some have argued. Indeed, it
would be paradoxical, for example, to say that I, rather than [Pablo
Picasso’s| Guernica, express outrage against the atrocity perpetrated by
Franco because I have to see that this is what the painting expresses. And,
similarly, just because an argument is implicit, it does not therefore have to
be imprecise. Finally, it is worth noting that interpretive disagreements
about what and how philosophical texts argue remain unresolved after

centuries of ongoing debate” (2007:19).

Precision can be a hallmark of audio motion-pictures. A film of Wittgenstein’s face

is at least as “precise” at identifying the person Wittgenstein, for example, as his
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name spelled in text. Many people interested in another’s identity would say the
photo is precise — and the name without the photo refers to many people
surnamed Wittgenstein. At the same time, both Wartenberg and this study are
sympathetic to philosophers’ concern that screen arguments such as
documentaries and movies are not explicit in the same way that conventional
written style in journals — and spoken arguments in philosophy seminars — may
explicate an argument. But often written arguments are not clear. Agreeing with
Wartenberg, Kaye believes that many verbal arguments in culture are not as
explicit and clear as they might be. For this reason, logicians offer thinkers a tool
for reworking verbal arguments to improve their precision and strength. Kaye calls

this tool “standard form™:

“In order to identify and study arguments, we rewrite them in standard
form. Standard form is a schema for identifying the steps of an argument.
This is the general format:

1. The first reason is ... .

2. The second reason is ... .

3. Therefore the proposal is ... .

Steps 1 and 2 are called the premises while the final step is called the
conclusion. An argument can contain any number of premises leading to a
single conclusion. It can also contain a series of sub-conclusions. A sub-
conclusion is a conclusion that functions as a premise for a further

conclusion.” (2009:6).

This syllogistic thinking is central to Kaye and also Mark Zegarelli’s 2007
discussions of logical verbal thought, speech and writing. These elements — verbal
notions in thought, speech and devised writing — are later explored as three of the
elements in a screen interaction. In subsuming these elements, screen thought puts
traditional critical thinking to the side and brings other elements of time, place,

people, action and gesture into the motion-architecture thinking of an interaction.
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The reason this inquiry emphasizes time, place, people, action and gesture is that
filmmakers do not answer, “What is there?” and “What should we do?” in writing.
Moviemakers develop and record performances of people acting in time-place.
Documentary makers narrate and record people acting in time-place. The written
propositions of verbal critical thinking (such as an academic report) come into
screen thought in the ancillary project documents of screen thought but not into
its mainstream delivery. The primary elements filmmakers think about are: time,
place, people and their actions; and these recorded elements are arranged over
thousands of motion-picture frames and hundreds of thousands of audio samples.
To rearrange such data about people’s actions from both lens and microphone
requires critical thinking on a vast scale, but it is not the critical thinking of report

writers.

Unlike Kaye et al., the film industry approaches the analysis of real-world events,
human thought, and film itself, by rewriting any argument in the industry’s own,
very different, version of “standard form.” In the screen’s “standard form,” the
key layers are not notions and written words in sentences — but people and
actions in interactions. Much as critical thinker Kaye redescribes arguments in
standard form in order to analyze the speaker’s thinking, this study follows
critical thinkers in the screen discipline by inscribing four key movies as a logical
array of interactions and actions. Filmmakers redescribed the bare bones of screen
thinking and call this standard form a “coverage” synopsis. Lindy’s A4 Cry In The
Dark argument about a dingo, her baby, the judiciary and media in 1980, is
“covered” in Section-47. The coverage hardly writes of Lindy’s feelings, desires,
belief or speech — it is not like prose. Rather, Lindy’s actions are covered — she
rummages in tent — and this is followed by her next action — she chases the dingo —
and so on towards the argument’s conclusion. Coverage is a linear series of
conjunctions. But behind the coverage of every movie in Section-50 are vast
decision trees of disjunctions — the decision paths of screen thinkers that are

explored in this investigation.
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The standard form of coverage — and later, the forms of scripts and screenplays —
are arranged “in order to identify and study arguments” (as Kaye says of critical
thought). Besides A4 Cry In The Dark, three other key movie arguments — Evelyn,
Heaven And Earth and Hitchcock are covered in Sections 20, 48 and 49. Film
philosophy papers do not appear to use or report coverage when identify and
studying screen arguments. For example, the dozens of scholarly screen papers in
Midwest Studies in Philosophy (2010) and Paisley Livingston and Carl Plantinga
(2009) editors, The Routledge Companion to Philosophy and Film (UK:
Routledge) do not quote from, or publish coverage. For this study, though,
coverage has been a very useful early method for isolating many elements of
screen thought. Coverage encourages the analyst to identify the element of
“action” in a filmmaker’s screen thinking. In doing so, related elements such as

time, place and people emerge.

In the realm of the screen, “writer” is a technical term that does not at all mean a
prose writer because the thinking skills of a strong feature-length screenwriter are
those of the outdoor novelist, historian, performance dramaturge, choreographer,
soundscape musician and three-dimensional lighting motion architect combined.
Although critical prose writers are occasionally strong movie screenwriters as well
(one thinks of Graham Greene’s The Third Man 1949 for example), the thinking
involved in filmmaking overlaps but it is not identical with literate thought.
Filmmakers usually call screenwriters “writers” and this can be confusing because
screenwriters think “audio motion-pictures” very much more than they think in
words. As explored later, words (as notions, speech and devised text) are the three

lesser elements of screen thought.

Screenwriters do type words on the page but most of those words translate the
motion-pictures and the audio of recalled or imagined people, their times and
places, characters’ bodies, faces, clothing, interior architecture, landscapes,

weather, people’s actions, gestures and devices — rather than any words that
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characters may think or utter. Writers translate imagined film places, people and
their actions onto the screenplay page as the discipline’s technical language.
Mostly, words are code for audio motion-picture performance, recording and
distribution. Performance involves bodies and feelings. Distribution involves the
public sphere of other people. Screenplay words are not “writing” in the sense of

writing word in a report or a novel.

As Arnold Weinstein says, “unlike the novel and unlike poetry, theatre is a social
form and it is an embodied form” (2013: 17). But film is another discipline’s step
beyond Weinstein’s theatre. As Section-45 discusses: theatre is planned, staged
and acted as live performance among performers — whereas movies are “recorded
angles” of framed performance where the other people in the “angle” of an action
and its audio are often not present at all during a take. Playwrights think in terms
of live interaction among performers on a formal or informal stage. Screen thinkers
think in terms of performed recorded angles and a cascade of layers including
music and effects layers. A written text is a long way away from social and
embodied theatre — and even further away from exploring people as worldly

screen thought.

Part of what writers in the screen discipline “write” as argument is the engineering
blueprint for a screen recording. As explored later in this study, an engineered
“recording” is the third of four cycles that put a screen argument. As consumers,
we are rarely aware that a favorite star or a strong film story is a recording —
unless the volume is annoying or something goes wrong with the equipment or we
buy a new device and have problems learning to use it. Recording is a whole
discipline that is not re-theorized in this thesis, but to ignore the cycle of recording
in an exploration of screen thought would also be amiss. Audio recording is

extensively explored in Section-50 movies such as: Francis Ford Coppola et al.
(1974) The Conversation; Donen, Kelly, Comden and Green (1952) Singin’ In
The Rain; and Von Donnersmarck et al. (2006) The Lives Of Others. In these



32

movies, recordists are constantly faced with physical, scientific challenges — and
more challenges to their beliefs and friendships — as they attempt difficult audio
recordings. Then again, picture recording is explored in films such as Antonioni
and Cortazar (1966) Blow Up and the documentary episode “Knowledge And
Certainty” in J. Bronowski (1973) The Ascent Of Man (in Section-51). Both audio
and motion-picture recording, and the writers, recordists and distributors who
make news recordings, are examined in Pilger and Lowery (2010) The War You
Don’t See. The screen element of “place” is particularly critical for audio
recordists. Recordists are mindful of a place’s uncontrolled acoustics that may
ruin meaningful audio that carries the film’s argument. Screenwriters know this,
and write with audio in mind. For example, having leveraged recording and
performing techniques to removed the noise from scenes, writers may reintroduce
the normal noise of a place into the argument to deny audiences hearing what two

characters discuss.

Given that a film argument is very different from a written report, is there
anything more we might learn from critical thinking’s standard argument form?

Let us take Lindy Chamberlain’s actions in A Cry In The Dark (Section-47) as

examples of two premises in a short argument:

Reason 1: Lindy goes to her baby’s tent and sees a wild dog run away.

Reason 2: Lindy rummages quickly in the empty sleeping bags.

These two statements are reasonably precise and explicit. We are left in no doubt
as to what Lindy does first and what she does next. But reasons in a screen
investigation are not presented to audiences as written statements like this.
Rather, what are called “reasons” here are movie interactions in a screenplay that
are performed and recorded on screen as audio and motion-picture tracks. A glance
at Lindy’s Section-47 reveals that “coverage” differs markedly from prose writing
or academic report writing, mainly in its emphasis on actions and its lack of

explanatory notions, thought tracks, commentary and motivations. But assume
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Reasons 1 and 2 above were the prose writing of literature, how might a report

writer conclude the argument?

Reason 1: Lindy goes to her baby’s tent and sees a wild dog run away.
Reason 2: Lindy rummages quickly in the empty sleeping bags.
Reason 3: Therefore, Lindy concludes that a dingo has got her baby.

If this short argument was written in a book, journal article or police report,
philosophers would probably feel comfortable with the line of reasoning. But
when moviemakers put an argument, they do so differently. What might be the
form and style of such arguments? Movies formulate people’s actions. In Section-
47’s A Cry In The Dark, the following actions were observed from the screen and

written down as coverage:

Sequence 1: Lindy goes back to the tent, sees movement then a dingo running off;
she cries out: “Dingo’s got the baby!”
Sequence 2: Lindy rummages quickly in the empty sleeping bags.

Sequence 3: She chases the dingo, into the pitch-black night.

There are a few differences between the report giving reasons and the movie
“argument” in the coverage giving actions. A first difference, this investigation
calls “translucency”. In movie Sequence 1 above, Lindy does many things in
roughly the same time-place. She goes to the tent. She sees a dingo run off. She
cries out. In her cry, she utters her tentative conclusion (her thought) that the
“dingo’s got the baby.” Attending to a movie argument, we attend to more than
one layer of action at a time: Lindy goes, Lindy sees and Lindy utters — all at the
same time by the same person. These actions are “translucent layers” in the sense
that we usually listen to or watch all these layers at the same time, rather than
work through a reasoned list where we interpret Reason 1, then Reason 2, and

therefore Reason 3). The writer and the performer in a movie propose actions that



34

are piled one atop another and we are expected to think through these “action and
place” layers simultaneously. Hence the concept of translucency in layered screen

arguments.

Moviemakers such as writers, performers and recordists use this translucency to
pose many “statements” at once. Layers of translucent propositions are then
sequenced, much as traditional arguments, with sub-conclusions and further
syllogisms, much as Kaye says of critical thinking, But in movie thought, there is
an overt emphasis on tentative beliefs uttered as speech or given in gestures and
then firmer conclusions or subconclusions enacted as actions. In Sequence 2,
Lindy goes into the baby’s tent to search for the baby and affirm or deny her
tentative belief that the dingo got her baby. Searching makes her more certain
about her daughter’s horrific situation: therefore she puts her thinking into action
as Sequence 3. She chases the dingo into the pitch-black night. Sequence 3 is
another action — and not a written conclusion as reported earlier in the written
statement of reasons. In movie Sequence 3, we watch Lindy chase the dingo into
the night, and by her previously gestured actions (her eye-lines seeing the dingo,
seeing the empty bed), we conclude, along with her, that a dingo has got her baby.
Although we are not privy to her definite belief (only to her uttered tentative
belief), our assumption about her values and beliefs is confirmed when Lindy
“initiates actions” in response to the tentative belief she utters. A word of caution
here: the action is “recorded” action so it is, in fact an inscription of pixels and
digital sound samples. The maker is putting a screen argument “about” actions — it
is not the action per se. For ease of discussion, though, recorded actions on screen

are referred to as actions, unless alerted otherwise.

Not only do film philosophers such as Mulhall, Falzon, Plantinga and Wartenberg
suggest films can be arguments, but analysis of a movie such as 4 Cry In The Dark
reveals the film to consist of layered sequences of people’s actions. Given that

movies do appear to evaluate people and places, and have serious, systematic
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ways of arranging time, speech and actions, it may be worth further comparing

literate arguments and screen thought.
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03.

Words versus Complex Action Records.

Screen “arguments” — such as Lindy’s movie, other movies or documentaries — do
not argue in linear sequences of written or spoken statements (premise, premise,
conclusion) that we observe in Kaye’s useful Critical Thinking book. Moviegoers
are not attending a lecturer’s syllogistic speech argument. Nor do screen thinkers
read a written text argument in the same way as we listen to the audio and watch
the motion-picture layers of a movie. Moreover, people who contribute new
thinking about our world, including 4 Cry In The Dark’s region today, deal with
many things (locations, casting, high finance, coronial findings, a real family’s

grief) that a logician’s pared-back, crystal clear syllogism sets aside.

Complicated screen thinking occurs when, say, Meryl Streep performs the
biographic role of New Zealander “Lindy Chamberlain”. Her “Lindy” role is
written by researcher and novelist John Bryson, and then rewritten by
screenwriter Robert Caswell. Director Fred Schepisi is involved with the writers
and distributors and he attaches and directs many performers and recordists in the
project. Hundreds of distribution workers at Warner, Cannon and their
downstream exhibitors interact with moviegoers who finally interpret Lindy’s
interactions for themselves. And let us not forget the real Lindy Chamberlain-
Creighton and her family who suffered injury in the 1980s and subsequent decades
from a predatory media-sphere and its consumers. Here many people think, relate
and act — not just an isolated, hermetic individual. With so many complications to
what we mean by thinking about people acting among each other in time-place,
filmmakers find it useful to have a “standard form” — “a schema for identifying the
steps of an argument” (Kaye) or as Mulhall says, analytical tools for “thinking

seriously and systematically about™ movies.
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Philosophers have analyzed the dramatic actions and gestures put in theatre (if not
movies) since before Aristotle studied Aegean dramatic traditions and wrote of
“complex” action, “reversal” and “discovery,” over 2300 years ago in Poetics. Like
filmmakers and philosophers today, Aristotle is interested in the intentional
motion of people in dramatic situations, that is, their “action.” Moreover Aristotle

and moviemakers are concerned with “complex” action:

“by a complex action I mean one wherein the change coincides with a

‘discovery’ or ‘reversal’ or both” (1932:1452a).

Movie screenwriters use “complex” action thinking all the time. But complex
action (in Aristotle’s sense) is not a key concept in traditional critical thought. A
traditional argument might say, “The basin held the baby’s bottle” or “Lindy held
the baby’s bottle” and there is little distinction between the basin and a person.
But screen thought strongly distinguishes between basins — which do not have
expectations and cannot be surprised with complex reversals — and Lindy who, as
a person, participates in drama. Lindy is a lively, thinking, social person with a
husband and children. As a person, she has sophisticated expectations about what
“a quiet night’s sleep” means. But on 17 August 1980, Lindy’s “action” (in
Aristotle’s sense) was complicated by a “reversal” of her beliefs about a good
night’s sleep for her and her family. Her beliefs and expectations are reversed
when she “discovers” a wild dog running from the baby’s bed and she further
“discovers” the bed is empty. This guiding idea — discarding run-of-the-mill
actions to investigate “complex” dramatic actions — moves screen and movie
thought away from traditional critical thought as it investigates the world’s upsets

and challenges.

The term “action” is emphasized to alert readers unfamiliar with academic
philosophy. “Action” is technical word in (film) philosophy. Philosophy, of the

kind this study emerges from asks, “What is there?” and answers that people
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(unlike rocks and sunflowers) think linguistically and act among others, as when
Lindy cries out to her family. Philosophy in this inquiry distinguishes between
electromagnetic or mechanical “motions” — motion-picture pixels flickering on
screen, or sounds vibrating mechanically from speakers — and “what people do”
which is “action.” Electromagnetic and mechanical clockwork “motions” contrast
with people’s layers of complicated thinking, initiatives and “actions” among
others in our world community. “Conversation, personal initiative and doing
things co-operatively” are actions. In philosophy, when the term “action” is used,
it carries the assumption that thinking individuals in the world are involved; rather
than emphasizing a screen argument’s background physical flows of natural
“motion” such as our circadian (awake/asleep) way of life, or the motions of
creatures and weather in the background ecology and cosmos of a movie scene.
Many thinkers distinguished a physical universe and ecology “in motion” and
reserved the term “action” for what thinking people initiate and deal with in their
foreground interactions, including the complex actions of discoveries and reversals.
When Peter Kosso or Zdenek Vasicek ascribes motives to people’s actions in
history, they do not additionally ascribe this human thought to the motions of
gravity or bacteria (2009: 1.948; 2009: 1.1667).

But film writers, performers, recordists and distributors often use the “action”
word in different technical senses. Distributors and audiences categorize what I
call circus films as “action” films (Watson 1994a). Recordists may speak about
the “mechanical action” of a film projector. But they are not ascribing thought and
initiative to the projector’s sprocket clockwork. If the recordist was asked about
any intentional “action” in this device, they would reply that thought and action
are qualities ascribed to people who engineer, maintain and operate the projector.
When asked to think philosophically, most recordists would agree: intentional
action is a quality they possess as people. Action is not a quality of devices.
Filmmakers are not unaware of the difference between the “motion” of devices and

the “acts” of people who co-operate together in film teams. Chaplin (1916) is an
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early short film exploration of this distinction between the “motion” of devices
and the “action” of people. The use and meaning of people’s “action” among
devices is further discussed later in this investigation. This study confines the
word “action” to its philosophic use. So to avoid confusion, “screen actors™ are
referred to as “performers” who “perform” throughout this inquiry. Performance
is a kind of sophisticated action, and filmmakers “act” in other ways such as
“writing” or “recording” too. The technical focus on action becomes important
later when haptic (touching, displacement) action is proposed as a key element of

screen thought.
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04.

Knowing Failure and Citing Research.

Usually when films are distributed to scholar audiences in an educational setting,
the idea of a screen argument “failing” is far from people’s minds. For example,
Thomas E. Wartenberg argues the case for some films doing philosophy as screen
arguments in his 2007 book Thinking on Screen: Film as Philosophy. Wartenberg
explores five films that have been successfully made and distributed to audiences.
Understandably, the idea that these famous films have emerged from a screen
culture fraught with failure is barely a consideration. Another film philosophy
book, Cox and Levine (2012) Thinking Through Film, is wary of filmmakers
“doing philosophy” in Wartenberg’s sense. They take a more accepted path in
film philosophy, accepting films as examples and illustrations that aid the reader’s
exploration of analytic philosophy concepts. Again, Cox and Levine are not
concerned about millions of film projects that fail to reach a cinema or their book.
On the Continental side, the 2010 Conference of the Australasian Society for
Continental Philosophy presented papers quoting film extracts, used to illustrate
philosophical arguments from a continental standpoint. In all these cases, a
common thread through all these presented films is that the films are successfully
made and successfully distributed. The idea of a film argument “failing” to reach
scholars and other audiences for discussion rarely emerges as an issue among

academics.

Compare such appreciative attitudes towards screen arguments with the situation
of people who research and develop these screen arguments in the first place.
Exploring inside the global film industry, Altman and Tolkien (1992) The Player
argues: filmmakers live with the specter of failure ever day. Even successful

filmmaking teams, who are not subject to failure, have enough experience to
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witness colleagues’ screen thought and action failing in hundreds and thousands of

instances. Performers live with failure, too. At the end of Anderson and Sherwin
(1984) O Lucky Man, an impoverished drifter on London’s streets wanders into an
audition for a new movie film. He sits among a hundred other hopefuls. The
starring role is offered to the drifter. The one hundred performers in the room fail
to get the movie part. When we observe a leading performer in any movie
argument, it is easy to forget that a dozen, a hundred or even a few thousand other
performers — many as talented as the employed performer — have been considered
for that role and have “failed” to gain it. In Chapter 3, this study explores a case
where powerbrokers interconnected with film teams act to ruin a strong film
argument in its writing, performing, recording and distribution cycles. Haunted by
the specter of failure, a well-run studio or production team — its makers, such as
its creative executives — work to reject screen arguments on paper that are likely
to fail. Writers, producers, directors and executives work to develop arguments
that are appreciated by their niche paying audiences. As a result, sustainable
studios are constantly evaluating and rejecting almost all screen arguments put to

them for development.

The Player demonstrates the overwhelming dominance of screenwriting ““failure”
when Griffin, a studio creative executive, receives a death threat from an
anonymous, outside writer. Griffin consults a large studio diary and a computer
file that lists the thousands of writers and producers whose arguments Griffin has
rejected in the course of doing his evaluations and protecting the studio’s business.
Griffin hones in on one rejected writer in the diary — but we, the audience, also see
the vast file of arguments that fail to reach production. The Player demonstrates
that the culture of putting feature film arguments is a screen culture haunted by
failure. Yet the impression we get as screen audiences is that films successfully
arrive in cinemas or on the home screen as a given argument, and not as a
strenuous emergence from an area awash with proposals that fail for many reasons
explored in this investigation. Again, Von Donnersmarck et al. (2006) The Lives

Of Others explores mass failure across the dramatic arts in circa 1980 East
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Germany. Here, state bureaucrats drive creative thinkers to suicide and State
political appointees collapse cultural innovation with ineptitude and corruption.
Whether a capitalist, command or mixed economy, successful screen arguments
emerge from a field of people taking the initiative who are everywhere threatened
with thought and action that collapses arguments for many reasons. As

philosopher Raymond Geuss writes:

“In the historical period we can survey we find ourselves as finite,
vulnerable, mutually dependent creatures who are also independent

sources of action and judgment.” (2008: 362)

In the media-sphere, the vulnerable are everywhere, yet occasionally mutually
dependent creatures form teams that research and develop screen thought about
heroic action and judgment, or heroism’s demise. Geuss is talking about global
politics, which, in terms of people’s beliefs, is predominantly about putting
public arguments on the screen in the media-sphere and either acting on those
screen beliefs or denying them. The massive complications of putting any feature-
length argument are woven with the screen’s “mutually dependent” team
requirements and interrelationships. Each large complicated team that makes a
successful feature is documented in the names or company names that are credited
to a film. When all those specialists are highly knowledgeable and smoothly
managed, then the team is a tower of strength. Place a non-expert in any of these
interconnected specialist roles, especially the top roles, and the screen argument
beings to fail, as demonstrated in Godard and Moravia (1963) Contempt or Coen

and Coen (1991) Barton Fink.

Failure is such an awful prospect for fresh, talented people who are trying to enter
the media-sphere. As an outsider, it is easy to forget that many insiders were once
on the outside and know the pain. For most of last century, film teams not only

produced screen arguments, they also hosted master-and-apprentice educational
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relationships in all the specializations in order to train up the next generation of
experts — allowing people to fail and learn from their mistakes as an assistant who
wasn’t about to unravel the whole project. Apprenticeship still happens, but to a
limited extent today. So The Player’s creative executive Griffin has a screenplay
assistant Bonny who is learning to do Griffin’s job. She rises in her public career
then is let go and her personal life falters too, although the argument suggests she
will land on her feet in the future. Today, with the rise of universities funded for
their teaching expertise in the media-sphere, the opportunities for new, talented
filmmakers to join screen makers in production teams as assistants, has declined.
Young talent today is more likely to study film in a university than in a

production house or studio.

Problematic for new talented filmmakers in many university courses is that
courses, especially non-production courses, treat movies or documentaries as
givens. Movies or documentaries are used in schools or universities (and other
workplaces) as attractive adjuncts that illustrate thinking about other disciplines.
Movies and documentaries will always have this illustrative function, as
filmmakers explore and develop screen arguments about these other disciplines
and life in general. But scholars who desire to contribute to the next generation of
screen arguments in response to the world’s current media-sphere, might hope
that university’s film courses are grounded in the sensibility of filmmakers. That
sensibility would include: not taking movies or documentaries as givens — and

helping new makers to understand and overcome complex screen arguments that

fail.

Leave a classroom, home or cinema venue that takes movies and other screen
genres as givens and go into a studio or practice — then “failed” film arguments
often dominate screen thinkers’ day-to-day concerns. Recall the fear that grips
Mark Zuckerberg in Fincher, Sorkin and Mezrich (2011) The Social Network

when Eduardo Saverin withdraws financial support and Zuckerberg is terrified
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that consumers will experience failure accessing the Facebook screen. Appended
Section-50 lists over 170 successfully distributed films — the kinds of films that
provide the example-types that are quoted by film philosophers and cultural
commentators. Yet lurking behind this “success” list are thousands of other screen
arguments — including superb, powerful movies — that failed to be written to
completion; failed to be performed exquisitely; failed when the recording was

substandard; or fail to be funded and distributed.

In a sense, what this Chapter 1 explores is thinking towards a “failsafe indicator”
that warns the filmmaker or analyst when a key element is missing from their
feature-length screen thought or argument. Possessing indicators of what elements
comprise a screen interaction, and how interactions are shaped into a feature
screen argument, might afford screen thinkers an analytical frame in which to build
or reject screen arguments. For example, if a colleague proposes a screen argument
about “loss, wilderness and hatred” and one has a ready indicator of the elements
in screen interactions, one might suggest that the colleague’s proposal does not
touch on necessary elements in screen or movie thought — such as time, people
and action. By raising questions of time, people and action linked to the
colleague’s notions of loss, wilderness and hatred, then a failed screen project

might be avoided.

Besides its educative goal, screen thought, as it unfolds here, also desires to
improve research. In asking what is screen and movie thought, the study is
mindful of what Paisley Livingston calls the discipline’s “overarching project” of

education and research (2006:18):

“inquiries into films' epistemic values can be a rational strategy in so far as
they provide a useful complement to the overarching project of

philosophical pedagogy and research.”



Screen education that learns from failure as well as success has been
discussed, but what has “research” got to do with movies? In this study,
movies are divided up into four cycles of writing, performance, recording
and distribution. We might expect the kind of research done by screenwriters
to differ from the research done by performers, recordists or distributors. It
may also differ from the screen research done in university faculties. If we
observe the “research” done by audio recordists in Coppola’s The
Conversation, for example, they focus on the physics of acoustics and
electronics. On the other hand, directors “research” the right performers for
their screen arguments. Directors screen-test performers by watching and
listening for actions that exhibit a “knowledge” or “body-memory” of a role
(Watson 1994b). Directors also test performers for flexibility, so a
performer may be asked to explore a role, based on a surprising new
direction suggested by the director (Hitchcock 2012). The “research” that
performers do between projects is focused on observing the body, actions,
gestures, costumes and voices of people. This becomes highly specific once
a performer is cast to a movie role. (Crowe 2007). Distributors do cultural,
political and economic “research” and some of this research, in terms of
aggregate box office, is readily available for anyone to follow at sites such as
Box Office Mojo. Audiences also respond to distribution by publishing

reviews.

As research and development is done before production in any field, core
film research is concentrated in its foundation or first cycle: its writing cycle.
At this early point in a screen argument, usually only two people — the
writer and the producer funding the writer — have to be paid, and the
resources of these two (a keyboard and phone, went the old joke) are
minimal compared with, say, half a million per day to pay salaries and
suppliers for a movie argument during its performance and recording

“production” cycles. During the early, relatively inexpensive writing cycle,
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profits are built in to the quality of the story and costs minimized.

What is the thing that writers research? Rarely does a screenwriter research
the screen itself. The Player has been mentioned, and writer Michael Tolkien
researched Los Angeles studios in order to develop that movie’s argument
about the commercial practice of screen thinking. In order to become
screenwriters, writers need to study their discipline, and apply their studies
to their practice — here is this “knowledge and experience” nexus for
“wisdom” again. But having acquired the skills of a movie screenwriter,
writers rarely investigate screen thought per se. Few of Section-50’s 170
movies devote their inquiries to their making. In the four key movie
scenarios in this study: 4 Cry In The Dark’s writers conducted research into
a horrific nationalist show trial, and trial by tabloid media. Heaven And
Earth’s writers conducted research into an invasion. Evelyn’s research forms
part of this inquiry into screen thought, compiling interactions from the
resources in Section-52. If Evelyn is released as a recorded movie in the
industry, all the writer’s detailed historiography resources are not usually
credited at the end of its movie. As a cultural business, movie projects are
usually highly secretive of their research sources. Moreover, academic

articles rarely credited movie writers, let alone their historiography sources.

Does this usual omission in the credits create a false impression that strong
movie arguments are not heavily researched? The research is deep and wide
for many movies but the research is usually kept from a studio’s
competitors and screen consumers, so there is a widely held opinion in the
community that research is not taken seriously as the foundation of screen
thought. Yet the writing cycle is dominated by research and development. In
order to protect its intellectual property, the distribution cycle hides the
writers’ research and development from the public, and it protects its

screenplays and synopses with legal sanctions. Section-25 and most of



Chapter 3 investigate screen research further.

In the cases of the thesis’ four key movie scenarios, writers have
“researched” a show trial, invasions and a family screen business, and then
“developed” their research into four movie arguments. One danger of
exploring the research and development of makers is that we might confuse a
writer’s explanation of their working intentions with the interpretations that
audiences and spectators place on the finished screen argument. But this
investigation is not interested in any exegetic explanation that a maker offers
for a screen argument. Rather, the inquiry asks, how are screen arguments

selected, built and “completed,” during a project team’s relay process?

Paisley Livingston and Carol Archer (2010:444) explore the idea of solo and
team makers who decide when their creations are “complete”. Unlike values,
opinions and reactions to a film — which are the province of screen audiences
— the decision that a screen argument is complete is the province of the
maker, Livingston and Archer argue. Completion decisions, they argue, have
three aspects. Completion decisions “need not be the product of some
highly lucid process of conscious deliberation. Spontaneous, intuitive
thoughts or decisions can do the trick.” Secondly, a maker’s completion is a
private decision and the work may never go on to a distribution cycle.
Livingston and Archer’s second point can be taken up and elaborated here
by considering completion of a movie’s four cycles: a completed screenplay
may never be performed. A completed performance may never be recorded.
A completely edited recording may never be distributed. The finances of
distribution may never be reinvested in the makers. While agreeing with the
second “completion” point that it is a private decision to realize work
publicly, this work, if it is a movie work, is decided in a team “relay” of

internal decisions.
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Finally, the decision that a film is “complete” is not a decision coerced by
others, say Livingstone and Archer. Most movie arguments fail and are “not
completed” while some are “completed” successfully. Livingston and
Archer’s third point — the idea and practice of coercion — permeates screen
thought and movie thought in particular, and coercion is explored in later
chapters. The world’s first movie (1906) and other movies discussed in
Section-41 have been banned. Despite this, the thesis is mostly concerned
with the thinking that creates, not destroys original arguments. A realistic
understanding of failure in screen thought is essential, though: it is out of the
wasteland of failed screen arguments that this study highlights philosophy’s
overarching project of “pedagogy and research.” How might the
overwhelming yet hidden failure of most screen thinking, including movie
thinking, be reversed? Would citing the writers and their sources help? Is it
too much to hope that a greater variety and success in future screen culture
will come to audiences and makers as education and research rethinks its

screen approaches?



05.
The Screen Array is Hardly Spoken or Written

Sentences.

This study explores the claim that screen thinking — and movie thought in
particular — occurs in richly woven, complex screen arguments such as
feature documentaries or movies. As discussed, screen arguments appear not
follow the standard form of spoken and written syllogistic arguments that
give traditional philosophical literature much of its strength. If movies and
documentaries are arguments, then their development is very different from
premises and conclusions expressed in sentences. If one investigates
hundreds of feature audio motion-pictures, including Section-50’s movies,
then patterns emerge. Firstly, features are distributed into a global
communication network such as a cinema chain, broadcast transmission

frequency, media store or the Internet. Feature films are not a natural given.

Secondly, a feature movie argument is not an array of verbal sentences. One
does not “listen to and watch” a screen array in the same way as one “reads”
word strings in a verbal literary argument. A movie, news program,
documentary or video game often includes spoken utterances (and
occasionally written labels) in an argument’s screen array. But the audio
listened to, and the motion-pictures watched, total many magnitudes of data
more than the argument’s verbal strings. For example, Lindy only cries out a
few words at the tent, as a fraction of her otherwise non-verbal actions: She
eye-lines the shadowy dingo, runs to the children’s beds, searches them, and
chases the dingo. A download of the entire written dialogue in a feature
movie is measured in kilobytes, whereas the audio and motion-picture data

(eye-lining, running, searching, chasing) of the same argument is measured in
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gigabytes. Movie thought is hardly an array of sentences.

Regarding the data-rich layers of a movie argument, the screen’s audio tracks
include what makers call the “M and E” tracks. “Music and sound Effects”
tracks carry every scene’s atmospheric audio and spatial reverberation.
These layers deliver much of the argument to appreciators. Spatial
reverberation or “reverb” measures and states the acoustic spatial
dimensions of every scene. Not only does a room look like a room, it sounds
like a room. Human voices slightly echo — without obviously echoing — in
interior scenes, whereas the very same voices are absorbed by natural things
such as grasses, trees and air in a natural exterior scene, so that the sound
that reaches microphones (depending on their distance from people’s lips) is
a different recorded sound in interiors and exteriors. Why is this scene
argued here and another scene argued there? The writer putting the argument
posits a scene as “interior” or “exterior”. Then this shape, the reflective
hardness of its boundaries, and the scale of space in the scene is re-created
by performers, set formers and recordists of the audio tracks; as
simultaneously the team created and reshaped motion-picture space. Uttered
sentences are but small strands woven into the movie audio layers’ much
richer tapestry of music, effects and reverb. Moreover, the layered argument
simultaneously unfolds as motion-pictures. We watch the spatial
dimensions of every scene that we hear. Unless audiences are trained to
think in screen thought, they do no usually notice these background audio

layers of the argument.

Often sound is layered into the screen argument to arrive at our ears before
we watch the place, person or device that makes the sound in question. In
movie arguments, audiences will hear a noisy airport slightly before the
recordist cuts to the motion-pictures of the airport. This usual overlapping

of audio and motion-pictures, from very different but adjoining scenes,



creates the screen as a cascading, layered device. Sounds and voices of places
and people overlap regularly. We can conceive of this form of screen
argument — standard for documentaries, news programs, television shows,
video games and movies — as a “layered, cascading” argument. How the
layers overlap varies in movies and news broadcasts, for example. Movie
recordists have the time to nudge the M and E soundtrack back into the end
of the previous scene, and so herald the arrival of the airport with its sound,
for example. But time pressures in a newsroom usually mean that the audio
and the motion-pictures of places will both cut at the same time, or often the
audio is stripped from the actuality footage and replaced with the
newsreader, reporter or narrator’s voiceover. In tabloid news, layers of

music and effects are also added to affect audience emotions.

People or characters arrive and depart from most layered screen scenes.
Besides actions of arrival and departure, other significant changes in the
unfolding motion-pictures include people’s visual gestures such as their eye
contact with each other, or eye contact with devices and natural or cosmic
places in each scene. A visitor makes eye contact with the crowd they wave
to, with the steps, with the trees and sky. The gestures of eye-line, face and
bodily stance are gestured layers in the motion-picture argument. Significant
also is what the writer and recordist choose to frame and argue further in
each scene, and the juxtaposition of points of view (what characters listen to
and watch) in scenes, and where we are taken to as the next scene, both as
the new scene’s audio, and its motion-picture layers. Usually the wide
exterior and background of scenes are established before directing the
audience’s attention to the people and foreground of interactions. A wide (or
long) shot of the airport states the element of place as being an airport, with
runways, aircraft, control tower, terminal and ground transport all listened
to and watched. Then the writer cuts to a mid-shot of the visitor descending

the stairs. If the visitor’s face immediately looms into the foreground of this
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interaction, no proposition of “an airport” is made. Audio motion-pictures
are built and argued in both foreground and background layers. The motion
layers are watched while simultaneously listening to changes in the
translucent audio layers. A similar argument can be made in literature by
building up a “word picture” of, say, the airport, as sketched above. But the
ontology of film and people who interpret is such that many layers of audio
and motion-pictures are stacked as translucently — and are beheld at the

same time.

Knowing the screen cascades as translucent audio motion-picture layers
gives a reassuring measure with which to analyze literary arguments about
the screen. Have colleagues “listened” to the screen argument they discuss?
What have they “watched” in action and what, if anything have they not
watched that is significant among the film’s audio motion-picture layers?
Scanning two almost randomly chosen film philosophy articles — Mulhall
(2006:105 discussed already) and Dan Shaw (2012:13) “Submission to
God’s Will in 4 Man For All Seasons” — both articles very, very briefly
highlight the use of audio in the movies they discuss. Mulhall discusses the
use of audio/motion-picture synchronicity and collapse of synchronicity to
shape the subjective understanding or misunderstanding of a person’s
personal time sense and history. Shaw discusses audio in All Seasons’
leading character’s personal, self-imposed silence on a matter of belief and
morals — a silence that strongly controls the politics and culture of his place.
But not all film philosophy articles appear to be aware — firstly, that audio
always drives many layers of argument (even by its silences) — and
secondly, that the very physics of people’s bodies and screen culture
always separates audio and motion-picture material, and runs these
translucent layers in tandem. Half of any film argument is audio, yet
discussion of audio is a tiny proportion of most academic film conferences,

for example. In listening to and watching the various layers of movie



arguments, audio and motion-pictures greatly outweigh the thin stream of
words. Words are a crucial yet sparse element — a tiny proportion of the

data put.
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06.

Audio Motion-Picture Layers.

A stark way to consider movie thought supervening on the simultaneous
layers of audio and motion-pictures is to consider film people who are
unable to listen to audio or watch motion-pictures. Blind moviegoer Marty
Klein is not forced to attend the local cinema but freely chooses to go with

friends, time and again, to relax and listen to screen stories:

“I love going out to see the latest ‘hot” motion-picture, feeling the
same anticipation and excitement as anybody who can see. When
something's going on that I'm not following, I'll either tap my friend on

the leg — or whisper, what's happening?” (2003).

Klein reminds us that we live as a “self,” our whole physical body and
embodied mind — a self who communicates among other people in the
cinema, home cinema or any screen venue where one’s body is either
comfortable or uncomfortable. One notices that touch and bodily comfort
are a part of any screen argument, usually when there is unexpected
discomfort, such as a blind friend who cues us with a poke to elicit a
translation of the screen argument. When the audio layers no longer make
sense to blind spectator Klein, then the film’s message is carried unseen in
its motion-picture layers. So Klein asks for sighted person’s translation of

the puzzling sequence.

This inquiry visits blind Marty Klein to highlight the dual dominance of
screen thought’s audio and motion-picture layers, but we have stumbled
upon another essential thread of screen thinking that usually goes un-

remarked. Touch and displacement of the body (such that one touches a



friend in the cinema or one makes contact with the sofa at home, or one acts
and feels bodily discomfort) is called “haptic action” in this study. The
screen element of haptic action is examined more closely later, in the context

of developing a standard form for analyzing or developing movies.

Most people expect to be reasonably comfortable — unaware of any usual
haptic actions — when we settle down in front of a screen. Comfort is part of
the distributed screen experience for consumers. Yet on three occasions in
Roman Polanski and Robert Harris (2010) The Ghost Writer, a contract
writer is surprised when he settles down to watch and listen to his screen.
On three unexpected occasions, aggressive people invade the writer’s
personal space and his ear. A phone caller reminds the writer that he is now
implicated in the war crimes reported on the news screen he watches. Below
a sports bar screen, a patron brushes past the writer and whispers a threat in
the writer’s ear. Thirdly, in the most powerful audio motion-picture and
haptic intrusion of them all, a news network’s helicopter invades the
writer’s privacy at an expensive, isolated rural estate. The helicopter camera
hovers at the lounge room window, transmitting live motion-pictures back to
the network center. The network recordists mix this intrusive broadcast (of
the invaded writer in his lounge room watching the news item on television)
with the network’s studio story about terrorism. Having mixed these two
positions together, the recordists broadcast this concatenation as the very
news they distribute to the global media-sphere, including on screen in the
invaded writer’s lounge room. Here we are confronted with Aristotle’s
complex interaction: an act of discovery and a reversal of beliefs. When
comfortable screen habits are overturned, as they are three times in Polanski
and Harris, we discover that screen thought consists of translucent layers
that include our emotions, the haptic touch of our bodies, and the haptic
actions of aggressive people who arrive and depart from places that we

erroneously assumed were comfortable.
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Blind filmgoer Marty Klein does not watch any such events at his screen
venue because he is born blind to motion-pictures. Like most blind people,
Marty becomes much more attuned and sensitive to the translucent layers of
audio, touch, and physical vibrations in the air and along the floor that also
answer Edward Craig’s question, “What is there?” Blind Marty has become
unusually sensitive to audio layers in screen thought, actions and devices;
just as filmmaking musicians, writers, composers, performers, sound
recordists, sound designers and distributors of concerts, music files and

movies become adept at “listening” to screen arguments.

Most people think through many “translucent” audio and motion-picture
layers at the same time. We usually listen to devised arguments in a similar
way to how we naturally listen “through” translucent natural soundscapes.
Leaving unnatural cities, most of us easily listen through the translucent
audio of a gentle breeze rustling leaves in the trees to hear, deeper into the
audio, a bird song. We turn our head towards the song. In turning our head,
we feel the touch of air on the forward cheek and know that the clean
Earth’s atmosphere is not a transparent vacuum but a translucent medium.
Our eyes cannot see birds in deep shadows that dapple the scene. Shadow
and intensity reminds us that illuminated scenes vary their light properties.
Some layers are in focus, others not. Illuminated, air-filled scenes, in sum,
are translucent. We watch “through” the scene to the bird or the shadow that
hides it while listening through sound layers. Spectators and audiences
usually take this natural translucency for granted. Perhaps it is only screen
makers and philosophers who have to deal with it as a problem. For most of
us, we touch our feet to the ground, hear a bird sing, turn our head in motion
and watch the bird — all in smooth actions where we casually attend to all
the layers of touch, audio, motion and pictures at the same time, naturally,

without experiencing difficulty. Most, but not all, screen thinkers could



naturally hear birdsong. So where are the difficulties for makers? Often
difficulties arise in screen thought when we select a particular microphone or
test the capabilities of a motion-picture camera, when preparing to film a
new screen argument. Devices have signal to noise ratios, and equipment
introduces unwanted noise into a screen argument that has to be filtered out
or leveraged as part of what is argued. But more than this, some screen
thinkers cannot immediately make sense of audio tracks because they are
hard of hearing or are physically deaf. Filmmaker Jade Bryan (2003) has not

experienced new audio layers in her adult life:

“Like the character in my film, Zhane Rain, I also endured a traumatic
brain injury as a child. As a result of that injury, I also lost my
hearing, so I know what it’s like dealing with family secrets, or not
having to know the cause of my hearing loss until very recently. While
growing up, I felt like I was living my life with a big ‘?* over my head
every time someone would ask me how I became deaf. I’d tell them
that I had no idea. The film, which I wrote and plan to direct, is
fictional, but I used some of my own real-life experiences while

writing the script.”

How can a deaf person like Jade expect to be a filmmaker? How can Jade
argue her team’s screen arguments in an intricate web of simultaneous audio
and motion-picture layers? The answer in this study is both simple and
complicated. Feature-length documentaries and movies are vast, interwoven,
finely balanced, engineered, costly and multidisciplinary “recorded
arguments” made by teams, as explored in Chapter 3. No feature filmmaker
has ever “succeeded” to write, perform, engineer, record and distribute a
whole feature without other specialists. And this “mutual dependence” on
others, as Geuss puts it, is why a film community can happily include blind

or deaf filmmakers and filmgoers. Makers contribute to the argument as
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specialists. They do not have to do everything.



07.

Even Two-Second Dramas are Made by Teams.

Even when French pioneer Louis Le Prince engineered his own camera and
created history’s first short drama film — Roundhay Garden Scene (1888) —
other filmmakers helped form the photographic materials. Other people
performed the dance that Le Prince records. Other people performed the
temp music for the little film. “Temp music” is makers’ working music that
is reformulated later in the final distributed screen argument. Before the
1930s, music, including temp music for the performers was performed live

or run separately on gramophone.

Roundhay Garden Scene is a historical fragment that runs for less than two
seconds of screen time, yet even this low-technology two-second historic
breakthrough required the specialization of many people who listened better
that others, people who watched better than others, people who built
photographic film better than others, and people who costumed and
performed their dancing better than others. Roundhay Garden Scene is
downloadable for free from Archive org. Scholars refer to Roundhay Garden
Scene as “Le Prince’s film” because he did invent his recording device, he
was the main initiator of the project, he directed the performers, and so on.
But a more accurate citation would be “Le Prince et al.” A team citation
clarifies the essential co-operation that formulates films — even drama’s first,

two-second fragment.

The most “fragmentary” thing about Le Prince’s early screen expression
about people is that the audio has been lost. In the film, four dancers take up
four different positions on a garden lawn. They face in four different

directions, circle in different orbits at different speeds, yet they still create
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an orderly whole. The performers are not linked together with haptic touch
(they do not hold hands) or link their eye-lines (all four face in different
directions), so it is a minor claim of this inquiry that in order for such
choreography to be performed, they must have been listening to temp music
that coordinated their actions and dance as a visual whole. The suggestion is
that the performers are listening to another person perform the temp music
on a piano, which is hidden off-screen inside the house that fills the left mid-
ground of the film. What indicates this audio possibility is the unusual state
of the sash bay window. Judging by the costumes, it is a cold Yorkshire day,
and yet the large sash window has been raised and it opens the downstairs

room onto the lawn. Is piano music wafting from the downstairs room?

Usually, audio (such as piano dance music) is woven throughout the
planning, performing, recording and distribution of screen arguments, so how
does a deaf filmmaker like Jade Bryan cope? Presumably she contributes her
energy and growing expertise to her project’s writing, directing performers,
recording the motion-pictures and distributing her screen arguments — while
also co-operating with sound composers, music performers and recordists
who she trusts to do her listening for her. Bryan has her haptic actions, so
she might tap out the tempo and rhythm of the temporary music she
requires for her performers to follow, and a hearing assistant could select or
perform music that fit Bryan’s percussive yet unheard rhythm. This is not
an utterly unusual approach to making a screen argument. Team co-
operation is much of what successful filmmakers do to make films and put

screen arguments.

Blind spectator Klein, deaf filmmaker/audience member Bryan and Le
Prince’s first drama film highlight that movie arguments are whole audio
motion-picture arguments — neither audio nor pictures per se — and the

arguments are interconnected via one’s body among others. In order to



engage with a movie argument, an embodied sighted and hearing interpreter
engages with all its woven layers — not just a part such as “the visual” that,
disengaged and isolated from the maker’s argument, is a different proposal.
People disabled as regards either a film’s audio or the motion-pictures co-
operate to find workarounds to appreciate or make films too. Philosophers
might consider film vocabulary when considering spirited screen people who
are “blind spectators” and “deaf audiences.” Film philosophers might reply
the vocabulary means “people who both listen to and watch the screen”
when either of these partial terms is used, yet there is plenty of evidence
that audio is mostly ignored in film philosophy and, if anything, there is
plenty of evidence that audio and not motion-pictures dominate the time
schedules of screen makers. Usually filmmakers spend many “weeks”
recording and editing the motion-picture layers of a long screen argument.
But they usually spend many “months” recording and mixing the audio
layers for the same argument as a whole. Where filmmakers buy in their
songs and orchestral music for their motion-pictures, then the time that the
music writers (composers and songwriters), performers and recordists spend
making these layers should be added to the project time in question.
Filmmakers know from experience that audio predominates in the making

screen arguments, although the ratio varies between projects and genres.

Asking what is documentary and movie thought — and developing “critical
thinking standard forms” in screen arguments — this study underlines screen
arguments as both audio and motion-picture layers woven whole — without
which, any discussion about film as argument becomes lop-sided.
Filmmakers have developed a standard form called the AV script that clearly
delineates the separate audio and motion-picture ontology of screen thought.

It is considered next.
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08.
Documentary Audio Motion-Picture Array and

Scope.

In the documentary series Robert Winston (2001) The Human Body, recordists
use the cameras and microphones that fellow recordists engineer for modern
medicine. They use medical cameras and microphones to film a screen argument
about the lifespan of people. They film people from sexual conception of a new
person, a person’s increasing maturity, competence and responsibilities through to
decline, dying and death. In movie thought and interactions, this human lifespan is
redescribed as a person’s maturity, competence and responsibility curve or

“responsibility curve” for short.

Winston argues that when a new person is conceived and their body grows, the
body naturally divides into organs: ears listen to audio, eyes watch visual motion,
skin, muscle and joint nerves feel an internal haptic disposition that is also aware
of exterior action and touch. Our body’s ears, eyes, feelings and thoughts naturally
distinguish between listening and watching. Problematic for literary arguments
about the world is that, in using verbal speech and prose writing, the “sentence”

form does not clearly distinguish audio layers from motion-picture layers.

Filmmakers are aware of this audio and motion-picture vagueness in the sentence
form. They are aware that, naturally, people behold and interpret a sound and an
image at the same time. Filmmakers who plan documentaries and screenwriters
who develop movies have two main styles of setting out their thoughts in AV
scripts and movie screenplays. Movie screenplays are explored later in Section-
11. Screenwriting always distinguishes between what is destined for the ear and
what is destined for the eye. In literary disciplines, the term “writer” is familiar,

but what does it mean for “a maker of the screen’s audio motion-picture
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arguments” to be a writer who always distinguishes between listening and
watching? Documentary films are discussed first, because their commonly used
“AV script” form clearly distinguishes between “audio” and “motion-pictures” —a
distinction, this study contends, that improves critical screen thinking. A writer
commences an audiovisual script by writing three column headings. The columns

bracket the element of “Time” from layers of “Audio” and “Visual”:

| Time | Audio Visual

The “Time” in question is argument’s running time — its clockwork timing points
along the length of the film. More accurately, each written time is the “time in”
point of the audio and motion-pictures that are written in the AV columns. Notice
that the AV script calls the “motion-picture” column “visual”. This is because,
unlike movies, documentaries often put a lot of still pictures, photos, graphics,
maps, text, logos, diagrams and illustrations into their arguments, as well as
motion-pictures. The “still” image is clamped on a rostrum and then filmed with a
motion-picture camera, or the graphic is computer generated. Moreover, the frame
in news broadcasts is often copiously over-written with (visual) words, titles, dot
points, labels, dated news location bylines, and translated subtitles. These visuals,
including motion-pictures, are all bracketed in the “V” column. Still images and
other graphics contribute to stylistic differences between most documentary and

movie arguments.

The AV script extract presented below is from the documentary: Pilger and
Lowery (2010) The War You Don’t See. Why did the study highlight this
particular documentary in its investigation? In answering this question, the
methods and research journey of this inquiry come to light. The investigation
analyzed over one thousand films. It then selected over 170 movies and 40
documentaries for its Section 50 and 51 lists. Because film philosophy books like

Wartenberg (2007), Cox and Levine (2009) and Livingston and Plantinga (2012)
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entirely or predominantly give examples of movies with leading men, the decision
was made to investigate three movies with leading women, to expand an equitable
discourse in this field. Also expanding equitable discourse: all theory generated in
this investigation uses the gender-neutral “they” rather than “he” or “she” to
include all readers, makers and audiences. With a gender-neutral theory, all
readers are equally welcome to read, without political bias, every instance of

screen thought that may or may not apply to their particular circumstances.

Moreover, the Evelyn scenario developed in Section-20, being a theory template
that welcomes any performers to perform, is also gender-neutral. This openness
begins with the theory’s character names for a capitalized alphabet, like E for
Evelyn, which can be a man or woman’s name. But dropping a level from theory
to practical examples, all 170 recorded movies and 40 documentaries film
sexualised individual people, naturally. So a decision was taken to provide some
balance to film philosophy’s overwhelming bias of male leading men examples at

the practical level — and so three female heroines were selected.

Given that this inquiry also focuses on the holism of the mental — people’s
feelings, evaluations and beliefs among others — as explored and argued on screen,
the analysis of over one thousand films brought A Cry In The Dark to the top as a
movie about a woman’s feelings, evaluations and beliefs. Section-47’s coverage
argues: Lindy Chamberlain was nationally attacked by millions of people.
Interpreting their television screens, this “mob” had developed false and hateful
beliefs about Lindy, a loving, hard-working and bereaved mother. In order to
explore the idea of justified true beliefs in a place where national jingoism was
exploited by tabloid politicians and their media; and having written preliminary
analysis on this “national” witch-hunt movie — the decision was taken to find
another movie beyond the limitations of nationalism, with a leading female that
investigated hateful and loving beliefs and actions at the “international” level. The
best film for this purpose among the thousand films screened was Heaven And
Earth about le Ly Hayslip. Its actions unfold in Section-48’s coverage. A brief

synopsis is given here:
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Heaven And Earth (1993)

Le Ly Hayslip is a healthy young girl on her family’s prosperous farm in
South East Asia. Her family and community are invaded by colonizing
soldiers from France and America. When Le Ly’s brothers leave home to
defend their country at the front, teen Le Ly becomes a underground soldier
using roadside bombs to repel the invaders. She is captured and tortured.
Her family becomes dirt poor: paying the invaders to release their
daughter. Le Ly is forced to become a maid and then a prostitute in the
invaders’ occupied cities. An American assassin, Steve, starts a family with
Le Ly and they move to San Diego. Steve becomes violent at home, kidnaps
their children and then commits suicide. Le Ly runs her own successful
American business, eventually earning enough to take her children to visit
their grandmother in Vietnam. Now middle-aged, Le Ly donates her profits
to medical clinics. She feels that she lives between two cultures — somewhat
an outsider in both. This movie contrasts an international invasion’s
foolish, anxious, cruel thinking and action — with Le Ly’s pragmatic,

meditative, loving thinking and action.

In expanding the investigation via the second movie, many barriers to
understanding Heaven And Earth came up — barriers that had not emerged in 4 Cry
In The Dark. The problem with Heaven And Earth is a problem that Aristotle
identified in similar dramas millennia ago: “Stories should not be made up of
inexplicable details” — he argues in Poetics (1460a). This study researched the
film’s inexplicable details and found that the movie Heaven and Earth is about the
American invasion and siege of Vietnam between 1945 and 1994 — fifty years of

horrific actions that Le Ly managed to survive.
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But such clearer details of the film argument are not possible to transcribe from
the movie, because its filmmakers hide so many details, especially political details
— which is unusual for Oliver Stone. In other areas of the film’s inquiry scope,
such as inquiry into family and economy, more details are explicated, although
often written in the credits: Through her own private enterprise and love for her
family and friends, Le Ly eventually prospered among other good people in
America. She used her prosperity to fund medical clinics back in war-torn
Vietnam. The film resorts to writing what it didn’t put on film. Much remains
hidden: the movie shows puzzling glimpses of so many interactions among people
during the invasion — glimpses this investigation could not understand. If this was
not a philosophical investigation at the level of “world” screen thought, the study
would have given up on Heaven And Earth and chosen a readily understandable
parochial film with a less relevant, weak movie “heroine” who did not transgress
the armed borders posted by military empires after “world” war in 1945. To
shrink from worldly research to something narrow-minded would have defeated
this investigation. The term “world” is a technical “people acting in time” term in
this investigation. It refers to the whole thinking human population acting in our
time. “World” and “worldly” is used over three hundred times in this inquiry and
is discussed in the next Section under “time.” If a non-international heroine was
used, the worldly cast of this investigation would have withdrawn to vague, more
narrow-minded, terminology. As another movie heroine of the order of Le Ly
Hayslip did not come to light (which suggests a limit of Anglophone movie
subculture) the decision was taken to continue the Heaven And Earth
investigation, despite its “inexplicable details.” In order to know more detail about
this screen argument, many historiography sources (Section-52) and
documentaries (Section-51) were investigated. For screen thinkers, it is not a
problem to turn to non-screen resources because the object of screen thought is
hardly a particular movie. The object of screen thought is the world of people
acting in time-place. By withholding what history writer and movie director Stone

knew politically, Heaven And Earth pulls its punches. It constantly raises



67

questions: “Who were the various sides, as thinking people, in these interactions?
What did they believe, when glimpsed interacting so horrifically in Le Ly’s
biography?” Of the 330 documentaries investigated, Adam Curtis (2004) The
Power of Nightmares and Pilger and Lowery (2010) The War You Don’t See
offered the most experts and insights into people’s beliefs and their screen
arguments in times of invasion — in times of world drama. This is why The War

You Don’t See surfaced as the top documentary AV script extracted below.

Just as the analysis of the movies about Lindy, Le Ly (and Alma in Chapter 3)
began with writing all their actions as “coverage” (Sections 47, 48, 49), the
analysis of Pilger and Lowery 2010 began by transcribing the whole ninety-six and
a half minute documentary to an AV script. The script extract below is abridged
with ellipses “..”. Listening to and watching the data lines left to right, the readers’
weaves across time makers to physically separate audio and motion-picture
layers, back and forth, demonstrating that a screen argument is hardly a text read
as sentences. The array is plotted down a time axis and plotted across audio and
motion-picture interactions. So at time 0:02:51, screen thinkers hear a chord, hear

Pilger say “Bernays invented” and watch a circa 1916 photo of Bernays:
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Time Audio Visual

0:00:00 Silence. .. Graphic: Black screen.
0:02:51 Music: chord. Pilger: .. Bernays invented Photo: Edward Bernays c.1916.
0:03:00 the term, ‘public relations.' He wrote 'The
intelligent manipulation of the masses is an  Film: American soldiers march
invisible government which is the true with American flag. ¢.1916.
ruling power in our country.’ ..
0:05:43 Sound: Explosions.. Pilger: Iraq, March Film: Night aerial bombing
the 20th, 2003. The creation of illusions and  of inner-city Bagdad 2003.
the selling of war had come a long way since
Edward Bernays. The selling of this invasion

0:06:03 depended on the news media to promote Film: Saddam Hussein and his
a series of illusions.. generals review a parade.

0:06:20 Sound: Yelling, jet whoosh and explosion.  Film: Second Saudi rebel-hijacked

0:06:23 Ewin: 4 burning symbol entered into plane bombs New York City 2001.
the stock footage of people's dreams.

0:06:30 .. associations between the image of the Interview: Prof. Stuart Ewin with
world trade center and Saddam Hussein Dr. John Pilger.

and Iraq.. Hussain had nothing to do
with it but that didn't matter because when
you start using symbols that have been
separated from their meaning.. the facts
don't matter any more. ..
1:36:33 .. Silence. Graphic: '"MMX' on Black screen.

Figure 1. Extract from a documentary AV script.

In terms of the screen element of “time,” this extract gives nine “time-in” points
linked across to other film components. At the start, 0:00:00, the makers record
silence for the film’s Audio and generate a Black Screen graphic for its Visuals.
Our ability to think about time and geometric arrays in terms of zero 0:00:00
starting points was developed in India 1500 years ago and this scientific method
spread to Iraq, the Mediterranean, Europe and America much later (Bala 2008: 12,
68). In Europe, Indian mathematics replaced Roman numerals, so science, such as
digital calculations, made progress in Europe too. Thinking in Roman numerals
held back science for 1500 years, but Roman numeral are sometimes still used for

film Copyright dates such as the “MMX” at the end of the AV extract.

Reading down the time column, the total running time of the argument is 1 hour,
36 minutes and 33 seconds. The above extract only displays about three minutes,
with most of the vision and audio omitted with ellipses. Investigator John Pilger

and former C.I.A. analyst Professor Stuart Ewin speak between 0:02:51 and
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0:06:30. Extracts of what they say are in the audio column, along with other sound
such as the faint yelling, jet whoosh and explosion sounds under the film in the

Visual column of the second aircraft hitting the World Trade Center in 2001.

A huge stylistic difference between movie arguments and this typical
documentary AV script is that much of its argument is carried in its spoken
narration in the audio column. When a movie screenplay page is explored later in
Section-11, hardly any of the movie argument is carried in its dialogue. But the
documentary “talks through” its argument — much like a professor presents a
lecture and quotes other speakers. This study calls this style of documentary
argument a “lecture-style” documentary. All the documentaries appended in
Section-51 are argued in this lecture-style. Because of documentary’s reliance on
“lecture-style” audio, blind filmgoer Marty Klein could follow Pilger and
Lowery’s argument without relying on a friend to watch and occasionally

interpret the motion-pictures in the Vision column.

Pilger does not just “lecture” or put the argument into spoken narration in his
voice. Documentaries about people and their agendas usually include a lot of
interviews. The War You Don't See interviews about 20 world experts. In this
extract, Pilger speaks at first. Then Professor Stuart Ewin, responding in an
interview, carries the audio argument from 0:06:23. At 0:06:23, we listen to Ewin
say, “A burning symbol entered into the stock footage of people's dreams” but we
do not watch Ewin’s face in the Vision column. We hear Ewin, while over in the
Vision column, we still watch film footage of the burning towers. The towers are
one of five brief motion-picture films watched in the Visual column between
0:03:00 and 0:06:40, including the equally horrific Baghdad towers under attack
from 0:5:43 to 0:6:03.

Ewin speaks in the Audio column while we watch the NYC film clip in the Vision

column and then, from 0:06:30, the vision changes to synchronized footage of
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Ewin speaking his words in interview with Pilger. By transcribing the screen
argument to this AV script, the analysis demonstrates how “layered” a screen
argument is. For example, at time 0:02:51, we listen to the music of a faint chord
layered under the sound. The chord underscores the appearance of a photographic
layer. We view the portrait photo of Edward Bernays as we listen to the audio
layers of Pilger saying, “Bernays invented the term public relations.” Layers of
music, a person’s speech and the still photography of another person’s face — all

these elements cascade through layers of the screen argument at the same time.

Pilger investigates and records a screen argument about deceptive film practices
and screen beliefs in times of invasions. It is highly complicated. The layered
quality of Pilger’s screen argument adds to that richness and its power. The
Schepisi movie about Lindy Chamberlain also invesfigates invasion, although this
notion is easy to miss on a first screening: Australia ignored the evidence of
experts because the experts were of Australia’s invaded class. Ignoring the
evidence on spurious racial grounds, politicians, media, judiciary and police
preferred to attack Lindy with white fantasies about nature (the innocent dingo)
and attack Lindy’s religious beliefs (not conforming to the invasion leader’s

religion) in Section-47.

The Pilger AV script and the documentary itself are dramatic (and hence of
interest to this investigation) but the power of their serious inquiry may be
mistaken for rhetoric. It is worth crosschecking its facts in another independent
academic source such as Susan A. Brewer (2009), before trusting its veracity. The
careful audience would also compare other documentaries in the field, such as
Adam Curtis The Power Of Nightmares. Comparison supports veracity
judgments. It also adds relevant source interactions for use in rich movie
discourses. It also highlights differences in people’s actions: For example, Henry
Kissinger promotes war in the Pilger documentary but by cross-referencing this

argument with Curtis, another verified sequence (from earlier in Kissinger’s
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biography) shows him promoting peace. Being documentaries, the evidence for

both these interactions is mostly in the audio layers.

The cascading quality of a film argument may appear daunting. But the
documentary is a measured and seriously constructed argument that
increases its force by running its audio and motion-picture layers in tandem.
Yet a history series can undermine this synchronized relationship. For
example, the audio layers and the motion picture layers in Edward Feuerherd
(2008) World In Conflict frequently contradict Feuerherd’s argument.
Feuerherd is an expensive but systematically ruined world history series
where hours of quality narration are read over fascinating but “unmatched”
archival motion-picture footage. What is narrated in speech frequently does
not match the motion-picture actions of the people and culture being
“expertly” described. The mismatched layers often create a false screen
argument, where what is said is not what is done in the world. The
“disconnect” between the speech element and the action element in
Feuerherd is a maker’s mistake. Pilger and Lowery are mindful of what they
put in the audio column and weave it across to the motion-picture action,
and they do not make this mistake. Pilger and Lowery carefully collect and
present evidence of disingenuous politicians and their media voices that
present deceptive television “news” to their voters. As such, Pilger is a
critical investigation whereas Feuerherd is flawed. Deceiving their voters,
politicians in The War You Don’t See act horrifically behind voters’ backs in
other people’s countries. This documentary helps the investigation answer
the question “What was the thinking of the various power-holders who
invaded Le Ly’s homeland?” Another source that helped contextualize
Heaven And Earth was Hanks and Goetzman (2013) The Sixties which also

explores the screen thinking of that time.
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By analyzing The War You Don’t See, we can distinguish the variety of screen
elements that filmmakers put into screen arguments. There is a whole column of
time elements that fix the order, speed and duration of the other elements. At a
right angle to fime in this brief extract, the place elements are edited in this order:
America, Iraq, America. The whole film explores fallacious screen thinking about
time-place worldwide, including 1945 Hiroshima and 2001 Afghanistan, but this
small extract glimpses two places. There are two kinds of people element in the
film, those like Pilger and Ewin who put the argument, and people like Hussein,
Bernays and aerial bombers who act (in the philosophical sense of act) in the
historical interactions proposed in this extract of the argument. Device elements
include buildings, weapons and flags — split into their audio and motion-picture

layers. The “device” element of screen thought is explored in Section-16.

The audio and motion-pictures layers are always physically separate for makers
and filmgoers. The translucent layers are interpreted together in real life — and
interpreted together in the cinema — but it is not possible to make a feature film
argument unless makers bracket audio and motion-picture strata and practice
separate recording skills. Makers separately record and distribute the layers via
microphones and speakers and, separately, cameras and monitors — linked together
with a control track. At any time, it is up to makers, audiences and spectators to
interpret these different layers together as a translucent, cascading audio motion-

picture from the screen’s separate monitor and speakers.

Reading ahead to Section-11, a movie screenplay is not ruled into AV columns, so
it is not as easy to grasp how audio and motion-picture layers are written
separately in a movie. But audio and motion-pictures are made separately in
movies too, and they combine the same elements (time-place, people, action and
so on) in their arguments, although, as we have seen with the dominant speech
element in The War You Don’t See’s lecture-style, some elements in movies are

combined in different proportions.
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What else distinguishes documentary from movie thought? In documentary teams,
researchers are often credited with names besides “writer” — such as journalist,
investigative reporter, content advisor, producer, researcher, archive assistant and
so on. Another difference, in this thesis at least, is that “film” philosophers
usually focus on movies. “Film” is the British term for movies; whereas
Americans are more likely to call a movie a movie. Proportionally few
philosophers explore the world via documentaries. There are notable exceptions to
this movie bias, such as Carl Plantinga (2009 and 2006) or André Dias’ 2011
study of Frederick Wiseman’s Primate. University faculties often split journalism,
history and science films off from drama filmmaking, but this study places all
feature films on the same continuum, in order to explore modes and modal shift

(Sections-29, -30).

This study selects a lecture-style documentary to first inquire into film’s layers,
clockwork running time, its matching of the argument across layers, its cascading
quality and an early look at screen elements. As to argumentative style,
documentaries are usually narrated by a combination of: narrator’s voiceover, to-
camera presentation, and judicious editing of interviews, other speeches and
actuality dialogue into the audio narration. On the other hand, most movies

“perform and enact” rather than narrate their arguments.

Further into this investigation, this study also distinguishes documentaries from
movies because of their inquiry “scope,” not just their style. What is meant
technically by inquiry “scope”? By scope, this investigation highlights the range
of inquiry areas that particular filmmakers investigate. Schepisi, Caswell and
Bryson’s 4 Cry In The Dark movie investigates the thoughts, body, intimate
others, friends, family, economic circumstances, political maelstrom, cultural
witch-hunt, and natural and cosmic environs of Lindy Chamberlain. This movie

has a scope that explores the private sphere of a person’s thoughts, body,
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intimates, friends and family. Its scope extends into the public sphere of
economy, politics and culture. In this study, these private and public spheres and
eight areas of inquiry are called people’s “worldly agenda.” Furthermore, Lindy’s
movie extends into the areas of nature and ecology — with the dingo — and the

physical cosmos of desert, sky and dashboard chemical spray patterns.

In covering such a wide scope in its screen argument, 4 Cry In The Dark shows
itself to be a “movie” in its makers’ inquiry scope. If we compare 4 Cry In The
Dark with The War You Don’t See documentary, the Pilger documentary does not
focus on one leading person’s thoughts, body, intimates, friends, family, nor her
economy, politics, culture, nature and cosmos in the way a movie inquires.
Instead, The War You Don’t See narrows and deepens its scope to investigate the
“politics” area of good politicians and their nemeses over a feature-length
argument. Again Robert Winston’s The Human Body narrows and deepens its
scope to investigate the “body” and “nature” areas of all people, not just one

leading character.

Two other documentaries that have informed this investigation are Brian Cox
(2011) Wonders Of The Universe and Alice Roberts (2010) The Incredible
Journey. Like Winston, Cox and Roberts are scientists of ecology and physics.
Cox investigates the flow of time and energy from the big bang to the rapid
destruction of our atmosphere today, and on to future extinction. Roberts
investigates the flow of human migration and habitation out of Africa ¢.70,000
years ago and around the Earth by 13,500 years ago. Roberts does this via an
archaeological, cultural and DNA investigation. Wonders Of The Universe narrows
and deepens its scope to investigate the “physical cosmos” area and its flows. The
Incredible Journey narrows and deepens its scope to investigate the “natural”
human ecology area and its flows, as well as the “cultural” area of the human
agenda. These arguments focus on living ecological or physical cosmic flows, and

this study classes such documentaries as “flow” arguments. By contrast, The War
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You Don’t See and Adam Curtis (2004) The Power of Nightmares are both
documentaries about people’s worldly agenda — especially in the “political” and
“cultural” areas of the public sphere. Adam Curtis (2004) The Power of
Nightmares (BBC) is a free download from archive org. Its full transcript is also a
free download. In three episodes, Curtis investigates the rise of modernity and
religious fundamentalism in America, Britain, the Middle East and South Asia:
how political philosophers change people’s beliefs via the screen and the horrific
invasions and civil wars consequential to such beliefs. What all these

documentaries have in common, a commonality not shared with movies, is that
documentaries narrow and deepen their inquiry scope to investigate an area of the
public sphere or an area of natural/cosmic flow. Other areas of the inquiry scope’s

agenda and flow are ignored.

Compare the wide inquiry scope of movies: Heaven And Earth explores Le Ly’s
thinking, her body, intimate companions, friends, family, her economic odyssey,
battleground-level politics, cultural genocide, and ecological poisoning and
deforestation. The movie’s scope covers ten areas of inquiry, if one includes its
given tropical DAY/NIGHT flow. Notice that its political area is very shallow, it
is politics understood from a naive person caught up on an invasion battleground,
without knowing the horrific politics that drive the day-to-day slaughter on the
ground. If, as a reader, one scans the history bookshelf in a store or online store,
history texts break down into three categories (not including biography). A few
history books investigate the peacetime struggle to flourish in a place; while most
history investigates invasion as either battleground level struggles or it investigates
invasion at the political and cultural level. It is possible to read a great deal about
battles and mistake or overlook the political and cultural forces that caused such
horror. So Le Ly’s story Heaven And Earth is followed on the ground as soldiers
invade her family farm and she fights back, but there is no sense of the political
and cultural forces that desired these attacks. This knowledge gap prompted this
investigation to research and develop the Evelyn movie inquiry in Chapter 2. The

overarching problem for any movie is its inquiry scope — by asking questions all
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along the private and public agenda, a maker or audience can quickly identify what

is missing from a movie that does not satisfy.

Some movies extend their inquiry scope further into the science of “flow.”
Soderburg, Grant and Brockovich (2000) Erin Brockovich backgrounds
some “flows” of hexavalent chromium and human cancer ecology — while
its heroine also deals with people’s complex “agendas” that are “instigated”
by poisoners, or “dealt with” by victims and lawyers. Mann, Roth and
Brenner (1999) The Insider argues the biological “flow” of lung cancer, and
worldly “agenda” of traditional drug pushers and investigative journalists.
Because Heaven And Earth hides its political context, it ignores the post-
1945 ruination of science and engineering as a result of that invasion.
During the invasion, one third of all American engineers worked for prime
defense contractors that attacked civilians in South East Asia, according to
Seven L. Goldman in Science in the Twentieth Century (2013: Ch28). This
“science and engineering” suffering is repeated in Russia, China and the
U.K. too (Curtis 2004; Chang and Halliday 2005; Pilger and Munro 1994b;
Wilkinson and Le Clézio (1983); Rhodes 2010). It is a perennial academic
crippling in an anxious world. “The politics of xenophobia undermining
1800s science” repeats the theme in Reisz, Pinter and Fowles (1981) The
French Lieutenant's Woman, too. How this distorted “science and
engineering” cultural background layer affects Le Ly’s husband Steve is
that Steve is trapped by poverty and debt when he returns from war — and
his only bureaucratically valued competence is to continue arming and
killing people with the latest weapons. Le Ly’s movie raises many
unanswered questions like this, especially in its political area. Political
ignorance is common in war movies such as The Deer Hunter in Section-37.
Again, the production of Kubrick, Herr and Hasford (1987) Full Metal
Jacket recorded a whole “political” middle about “the Marine Corps
propaganda machine... journalism was all about falsification.” But then
Kubrick cut his argument’s very core from the distributed film seen by

audiences (LoBrutto 1997: 475). Deliberate silence or deception in the
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political area — or any inquiry area — suggests to serious makers that further

research is called for.

In exploring one style of “standard form” for screen thinking — the documentary
AV script — two main strata of layers (audio and motion-pictures) have been
bracketed and held together with plot time’s column of clockwork. Into this
documentary array, other elements of people, places, actions, dramatic notions
and utterances are placed in the Audio or Visual columns, or placed across both.
Being a documentary argument and not a movie, the element of speech or
utterance dominates as a lecture-style narration. In order to expand from
documentary’s limits within screen thought, Chapter 1 now moves ahead to
explore other elements such as people and gestures. It also expands from
documentary to the whole dramatic inquiry scope that questions a few people’s
private and public agendas in each movie argument. With the full scope of drama

in mind, the element of time is explored next.
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09.

Time and Scope of a Person’s Interactions.

The most dramatic actions of leading characters Lindy, Le Ly, Evelyn and
Alma unfold in time, in Sections 47, 48, 20 and 49 respectively. All four
characters are caught up in the drama of defending their thinking and action
from the predation of some, while expanding their liberty and affection
among others. To a great extent, drama of this magnitude concerns people
generally in life and concerns those who develop movie arguments. How is
drama developed? One approach, in Section-08, is to record how people
speak and act over time, plotting what they say of drama in a documentary.
Films, photos, writings, narration and interviews are arranged along a
documentary’s plotted timeline, narrating people’s dramatic interactions.
Documentary makers investigate the drama in people’s lives much as
moviemakers do. But, as Section-08 discovered, documentary makers tend
to eschew a wide “scope of inquiry” for a narrow area of screen argument.
Winston’s Body mostly explores inquiry areas of “body” and “nature.”
Pilger and Lowery’s War mostly explore media “politics” and “culture”

arcas.

On the other hand, if the investigation adopts a moviemaker’s thinking about the
drama of life, then it chooses to embark on research and development that is wide
in scope. The movie scope inquires across thoughts (including feelings), body,
intimate companions, friends, family (or household), economic circumstances and
initiatives, politics, culture, biological life conditions and the physics and cosmos
of person A — in relationships with B and C, and so on — triangulated. Drama’s
triangulation is discussed in Section-10. For parents M and F to relate to relate to
each other and create another individual C, there has to be “time.” Lindy

Chamberlain’s time is considered here first, and then Le Ly’s time. Lindy, like any
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person, is a thinking body in time. What time, exactly? Lindy was born in 1948 in
New Zealand. In filmmaker terms, what distinguishes the time 1948 from other
times? How did her parents dress? The costume question is a time question
because writers and performers show the year 1948 authentically by dressing the
performers in the clothes of 1948 appropriate to the place, and surrounding
performers with the devices of 1948. As investigators, we redescribe the claim
that Lindy was born in 1948 by filming the birth of a girl into a subculture that
dresses similarly to people in 1940s. Our time research might be compiled by
watching Section-50’s 1940s movies such as (1942) Casablanca, (1944) The
Ministry of Fear, (1944) Double Indemnity, (1945) Spellbound, (1946) The
Razor’s Edge, (1946) Notorious and (1949) The Third Man. Of the costumes and
other devices of these movies, an investigator would research appropriate medical
and day-to-day 1940s styles rather than glamour styles, on most days for Lindy’s
parent generation. A 1940s operating theatre and doctors’ costumes are depicted
in Spellbound for example. Was Lindy born at home? Research would answer this
and dress the argument appropriately. These movies also indicate what Lindy’s
parents may have watched at cinemas in this period of time. As for the speech
element, the vocabulary spoken in white New Zealand at the “time” was British
English — in films like The Ministry of Fear, The Razor’s Edge and The Third Man
— rather than U.S. film vocabulary from the 1940s.

The time investigation may also include Section-52’s written historiography
sources: In her sixties in 2010, Lindy wrote an open letter to the world about her
thoughts, her family and her politicized circumstances three decades after baby
Azaria was taken by a dingo. If a movie investigator’s inquiry extended from 1948
to the time of 2010, questions of what performers would wear differently in 2010,
and the devices that surrounded them in 2010, would be relevant to putting the
“time” of this movie argument. Lindy’s open letter of 2010 is itself a resource into
three areas of Lindy’s worldly agenda: her thoughts, her family and her political

circumstances. Writing of the way her thoughts changed over the years, she says:
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“Dwelling on the pain is only something that those who wish you harm
hope that you will do. They want you miserable. I don't wish to be
miserable. That is why I learned what forgiveness really is and put it in to

practise” (Chamberlain-Creighton 2010).

There are many internal thoughts here that change over time. A movie investigator
could develop these internal mental notions into the external actions, gestures,
speech and place elements of a movie argument that explored, say, her journey to
forgiveness. The researcher could introduce these notions along a timeline. First
there are people who wished Lindy harm, much like the truck driver who opens
Schepisi’s movie (Section-47). He occurs in calendar or objective time in Lindy’s
life among her family and friends “before” the pain of baby Azaria’s death and the
pain of the irresponsible media attacks. “After” these painful interactions, Lindy
decides she does not want to be miserable. Screen thought is very much about
arranging decisions in time. “Further along” in time, she learned that by forgiving
irresponsible media and audience ghouls, she could dismiss them from her
thoughts and actions, thus improving her life with her family and friends at a

“later” sequence of time. Her letter continues into the political inquiry area:

“How many times do you have to be hoodwinked and led along by the
nose before you demand something better from our courts, police
force, politicians and media? There are good, honest, truthful people in
all these fields. We need to support them in their struggle to clean up

their profession and stand for truth and justice.” (ibid.)

Lindy wrote her letter in 2010, decades after foolish and dishonest “courts,
police force, politicians and media” ruined her family’s lives in the 1980s —
which is the argument put in Schepisi’s 1988 movie. For a filmmaker today,

Lindy suggests a few things have changed politically for the better over time.
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But, over the same time, there are enough foolish and dishonest
bureaucracies and businesses ruining people’s lives today that cry out for
exploration in many dramatic movie arguments. Such political interactions
are located along a framework of time. But as shown later in Section-11, the
time framework is different in a movie screenplay: there is no “time-in”
column. Rather, people are known by their political actions that are placed
in Action lines under a page number that is also the action’s location in plot

time.

Moving from dramatic political notions to another area in the inquiry scope,
the movie character Lindy’s “body” attracts questions. If a new movie
explored Lindy from 1948 until 2015, then at least four performers would
have to be cast to perform Lindy’s body changing in time: a baby, a child (or
two), a youth and an older performer. The concept of lifespan or a person’s
“maturity, competence and responsibility curve” has physical, casting
consequences for arguing “time” in a movie. The youth and the older
performer would be made-up and dressed at points along the timeline to
extend the ages they could perform. So makeup is another device element

that shapes the body inquiry area over the time element.

Performers, as living people, change over time too. In the 7imeline in Section-50,
young performer Harrison Ford gains a minor role as a young executive assistant,
in Francis Ford Coppola et al. (1974) The Conversation. This won him public
exposure. He made his way up into George Lucas et al. (1977) Star Wars and then
the more mature dramatic lead in Weir, Wallace and Kelly (1985) Witness. Again,
performer Malcolm Mcdowell is cast as a teenager in Anderson and Sherwin
(1968) Ifin the U.K. Some months later, Mcdowell’s “effortless™ performance as
a teen rebel in If helped him acquire the teen-youth lead in higher budget Kubrick
and Burgess (1971) A Clockwork Orange. A decade on, Mcdowell’s original

director and writer cast him in the lead as a young salesperson. He experiences
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many great problems of our “time” (corruption, structural unemployment, genetic
research, nuclear weapons accidents, torture, colonialism and so on) in Anderson

and Sherwin (1984) O Lucky Man. Ford, Mcdowell and all performers “age” into

a variety of roles over time.

Along a timeline, an investigator (a screenwriter) researches and develops
“interactions” that argue the case being put in the audio and motion-picture
layers. Each “interaction” involves the holist thinking (feelings, desires,
evaluations, beliefs, intentions interconnected with action, gestures and
speech) of more than one person relating among others in time-place. With
drama’s triangulated relationships in mind, the researcher would not only
time Lindy’s thoughts in her letter, but also search out the other people
whose relationships dramatize Lindy’s life at various times. The element of
time becomes important again for developing those interactive relationships
with others. It takes time during a screen plot to perform an affectionate
relationship that changes over time. The 1980s national media witch-hunt by
“courts, police force, politicians and media” drove Lindy’s co-accused first
husband to distraction. The couple’s affectionate relationship was destroyed
over time. Eventually Lindy met another honorable and affectionate man,
which is why her surname is hyphenated today. It takes plot time to explore
such relationship changes. When did these changes occur in historical time?
In terms of telling a story in time, the estrangement happened before her
remarriage, and perhaps that ordered time sense is enough for an audience.
But a filmmaker needs the precision of a historic timeline, in order to locate
many more places, people and actions in the movie argument, even if these
details are later dropped from the movie. Where do the interactions of
“estrangement” and “remarriage” sit along the historical timeline and across
all her main relationships and events? What interactions among people are
selected for the plot? Moviemakers distinguish between these two kinds of

time axes — life history and screen plot — and other related time axes such as



story, production schedule and film conservation.

Brian Cox (2011) Wonders Of The Universe argues the decay of all energy
over “the arrow of time” since the big bang. Decaying time helps explain
why we only move forward in historical time towards our deaths. The decay
of films, people, cinemas, pianos and sheet music over time is one of the
reasons why the first screen drama (Le Prince et al. 1888) and the first
movie (Tait, Tait et al. 1906) and thousands of early screen arguments exist
only in fragments, if at all. Besides physical decay, the other main reason for
an argument’s disappearance over time is that people with something to hide
will ruin arguments, as discussed in Section-08’s The War You Don’t See.
Combining these energy decay and political silencing reasons, if makers or
audiences do not generate and switch energy through a film, then the film is
less than a “timeless” shelved book — it is unwatchable. It is people (readers,
makers and audiences) who make decisions to pick up devices like books
and read, or switch energy through movies and listen to and watch them.
There are many ways that screen arguments fail or succeed to reach
audiences over time. Once an argument is screened, another key time sense
emerges. An audience brings a “story” interpretation of time to message
devices such as movies. Here is an example of these time axes, in the

“friendship” area of the worldly agenda:

In the movie argument Heaven And Earth, main character Le Ly Hayslip
meets her partner Steve and allows this strange enemy soldier to sleep
overnight in the front room of her home. Historically in time, this scene
really occurred in 1969 in Da Nang, Vietnam. The beginning of their
friendship can be dated on a historical timeline from this event. Moreover,
this event is also plotted in the movie released in 1993, twenty-four years
after Le Ly met “Steve.” (The makers changed his name for privacy and

typology reasons, explained later).
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From the plot covered in Section-48: Le Ly’s first meeting with Steve occurs
after giving birth to her Saigon lover’s child and before she, Steve and their
young family move to San Diego. This movie plot is a devised timeline
under the control of the makers. As the plot is not shuffled over this
sequence, an audience’s interpretation of Le Ly’s “story” also follows the
plot’s time order of: “l. Baby- 2. Steve- 3. San Diego.” The plot is the
makers’ physical timing device. The story is a matter of people’s thought:
people interpreting history, personal experience and the movie plot
rationally and chronologically to the best of our beliefs. In our thoughts,
“time” is a story about Le Ly, for audiences of this movie. Their retelling of
the story probably follows the 1. baby, 2. Steve and 3. San Diego of the

plotted time.

Moreover, Heaven And Earth’s history, plot and story occurs along a
production schedule “time” for performers, Hiep Thi Le and Tommy Lee
Jones. Scheduled production time is managed for years before the movie is
released. As movies are usually shot out of plot order, Hiep Thi Le may
have performed her first friendship scene with Jones before the birth scene
as part of the project team’s schedule. In scheduled or calendar time, on the
day, hour and very moments of her performances, Hiep Thi Le performed

the following in real-time:

Le Ly invites Steve to sleep in her lounge room.
Steve’s sleep is disturbed by war nightmares.
Le Ly comes from her bed to the lounge floor.
She comforts Steve.

They kiss and sleep together.

These five interactions put arguments about their worldly agenda: their brief

platonic friendship, but also in the inquiry areas of intimacy and bodies.



Intimacy comes to the fore in the last three interactions where Le Ly comes
to comfort Steve. The latter four interactions discuss bodies and nature too.
Bodily, Steve and Le Ly are circadian (day and night) creatures. They are
only awake with an “embodied sense of time” for part of each day. Bodies
go through a cycle that includes sleep (where there is no sense of time) and
dreams (with an uncontrolled surreal sense of time). From Hiep Thi Le’s
performance and our assumptions, we may interpret that Le Ly did not
dream, but she slept a short period in her bed with no sense of mental time,
until Steve’s cries woke her. Audiences interpret Le Ly based on their own
beliefs. People, who believe they have no time sense while they sleep
between dream sleep, will ascribe this timeless experience to Le Ly too.
Sometimes when we are awake, we are aware that when we slept we must
have lost perception of time. If we are friendly, in the philosophical sense,
we ascribe this belief to others like Le Ly too. Subjectively, from her point

of view, her sleep is timeless.

What of Steve’s dreaming or nightmare sleep? Again, as we know from our
own experience, people have a surreal sense of time passing in dreams or
nightmares. Steve’s nightmare is depicted rather weakly in the film. Is this
because of the makers’ self-censoring that omits the politics of this argument

or is it psychological, as Sigmund Freud would put it?

“If anyone relates a dream, has he any guarantee that he has told it
correctly, and not changed it during the telling, or invented an addition
which was forced by the indefiniteness of his recollection?” (Freud

1920: L1132)

Steve recalls in ghostly black and white: a ruined tree and a war victim on
crutches. This is a very weak substitute for the many people he has

murdered in their homes and businesses — a masking of his actions and
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people’s horrified reactions in surreal “time.” Events, people and roles may
arrive, depart, speed up, slow down, shuffle in time, loom from different
angles, change color, change bodies and so on, during a dream’s surreal time
sense. When asleep in this scene, Steve’s sense of time and Le Ly’s sense of
time are very different. She has the control over time and timelessness that
Buddhist meditation brings to her earlier in the film. Steve has little control
over time during nightmare interactions with his murder victims. Woken by
his cries, Le Ly resumes sensing time too. Woken, she listens, watches and

acts again in her home.

The Sanskrit language has a compound term, Vira-old which means “heroes’
era” or “time of heroic people” — people taking the initiative — as when Le
Ly and Steve have the courage for peace rather than war. The Sanskrit term
“heroes’ era” or vira-old has been carried through the German “wira-old”
into the English term, “wor-Id”. Originally, “world” was a “people’s action
in time” concept — the age of heroes or the age of people taking the initiative
and dealing with community problems like love in a time of invasion. While
“world” sometimes means “the age of people taking the initiative” today, it
has mostly shifted away from a “people acting in time” concept to a “place”
concept. It has even shifted from being a place concept to denote “space
bereft of people” or denote “thought” or “scenario” for logicians.
Astronomers refer to “uninhabited worlds.” Quine reminds us that Leibniz
writes of “all possible worlds” (1961:1) — rather than “all possible
scenarios” in our only world where people take the initiative now, recall the
past, or think of the future in one world. In this inquiry, “world” is used
technically to mean all people living in time-place. In 1969, Steve and Le Ly
were sharing our one world with all the other people alive on Earth at that
moment; much as all living people on Earth share the moment of world now,

today.
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Within this living real time of the moment, we are strongly or weakly aware of
time passing. We may observe objects “moving” and people “acting” in time-
place, including the recorded time-place of the screen. In Le Ly’s town, rain falls
in motion. Le Ly acts to approach Steve, who moans in his sleep on a mat on the
floor. She smiles and kneels down. She may or may not be aware of time unfolding
as she kneels down, but another person (such as an audience watching her action)
can choose to be weakly or strongly aware of her actions passing in time. Steve is
listening to and watching his internal nightmare, which no person except himself
beholds. But film writers can write the reenactment of his nightmare, and Stone
and Hayslip’s team reenact and record his nightmare images as a plot sequence.
Steve’s thoughts are performed and recorded as his black-and-white nightmare.
Unlike Le Ly’s dreamless sleep, the nightmare has “time duration” and its images

have a “time order” which is performed recorded and watched.

Le Ly appears to be unaware of how terrified Steve is, because he moans
ambiguously. She misinterprets his action and utterance. She smiles at him as she
kneels. (Section-13 discusses the screen element of “gestﬁre” such as the smile).
While Le Ly is asleep we can assume her sleep was settled and timeless for her.
But what does Le Ly think, between the time she wakes up, hears his cry and
kneels beside Steve? Perhaps she could have been thinking about other tormented
cries that seized her thoughts earlier in the invasion, such as her brothers being
tortured and killed, or herself and her friends being tortured. Anyway, we may
assume she is conscious of Steve’s disturbance — it wakes her. But as to other
awake thoughts: we do not know if her thoughts are happy or fearful; biographical
or fantasy; about time past or time present; or conjectures about other places or
future time, because only Steve’s nightmare thought is performed in this
sequences. Her thoughts are indicated by her external, present-time actions,

gestures and speech.
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For the filmmaker researching and developing all these senses of time as a movie
argument, there are some rules of thumb. People acting in their own history,
biography and real time can be recorded with documentary’s digital clockwork
mechanisms, microphones and cameras. If performers reenact such actions
(whether as facts or deceptions), these actions too can be recorded or developed in
the writing of a plot. Later, Sections 29 and 30 discuss the shift from biography to
other modes that argue people’s actions — such as typology, conjecture, fantasy
and surrealism. The modes of conjecture and surrealism include techniques for
warping people’s action and sense of time — as we see briefly in Steve’s nightmare
sequence. But slippage of time mostly occurs factually and externally. An example
of slipping time elements appears in Payne (1994) Pie In The Sky. An escapee
runs up the stairs in an apartment block, while portly detective Henry Crabbe
rises adroitly in an elevator at a different speed and mass. Their different actions

are a counterpoint in time.

Film is never living people breathing and acting in our time of now. Film is never
people who fantastically step from the screen and greet us in conversation. A
movie or documentary is never live performance, or people alive and acting (in the
philosophical sense) of our personal space. If recorded characters were among us
in the now of time and place, all would participate in the scene we share. A
documentary recordist could record us preparing and sharing a sandwich together
with the stars, or avoiding each other and so on. Pixels never do that. What we
always listen to and watch on screen is a devised maker’s expression, a movie, a
documentary, a message device that carries recorded light and sound from now-
absent people. As material expression, film is subject to the same truth conditions
as a piece of writing or a person’s utterances. It is subject to the same truth
conditions Le Ly imposes on her thoughts. At the time she comes to sleeping
Steve, she believes both her brothers are dead. She may re-imagine their deaths “in
time,” unfolding in her thoughts — as she crosses from her bed to Steve on the floor

in 1969. But years later, in historical, biographical, external time, she meets one of
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her brothers alive. He survived the invaders’ torture and she is reunited with him.
At this later point, Le Ly revises her thought and belief that this surviving brother

is dead.

Hence, whenever filmmakers reenact people’s thoughts on screen, a wise audience
might recall that beliefs have truth conditions (weakly or strongly true or false)
that attach to what people recall or imagine. Even though Le Ly’s own nightmare
(seen earlier in this movie) of her brothers being tortured and killed is constructed
with the element of time, its unfolding along a timeline in the mind does not
automatically justify its truth. Similarly, watching any film unfold along its time
element does not confirm it as true. Makers and audiences have developed
conventions that make filmmaking possible as a style of communicative
expression, within human interactions. We first trust a filmmaker to film and
explore facts in documentaries and movie biographies — and to indicate to us when
the mode of the argument has shifted to from an honest and fairly selected
biography or typology to other modes of exploration such as conjecture, fantasy
or surrealism (Section-30). This investigation selected Lindy, Le Ly, Evelyn and
Alma’s stories after cross-referencing the stories with hundreds of screen and
written arguments, and believes they are factual accounts of how people think and
act today. But a disingenuous filmmaker would lie to an audience, or divert an
audience from useful inquiry, using the very same elements of screen thought
(such as people acting in time-place). Similarly, Steve disingenuously keeps silent
about the fact that he is a racist killer for hire. As competent screen thinkers, we
might reconsider how the horrors of historical time might be reinterpreted in a
friendlier, wiser way. It is with this goal in mind that Section-20’s Evelyn was

researched and developed.

In order for filmmakers to argue a complex history-making action like a defender
forgiving an enemy and making love to him in her home, moviemakers break down

and analyze the element of “time.” Although running parallel in time, audio and
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motion-pictures are separate layers during the making and appreciating screen
arguments, as we have seen. It is only when we listen to and watch people in real
life, read a screenplay professionally, or when we attend to people and actions on
the screen, that the layered, cascading, “translucent” qualities of audio and
motion-pictures are interpreted together as one proposal after another proposal in
time. The “historical” time and story time argued in a movie varies. Lindy’s
biography is only a window on a few dramatic years. Le Ly’s movie covers scenes
across a few decades. Coppola and Puzo’s (1972, 1974, 1990) series The
Godlfather argues three generations of people over a century. Gorrie, Magnus et al.
(1973) Edward VII argues a lifespan: from Victoria and Albert’s lovemaking, to
Edward’s conception, his birth in 1841, to infancy, maturity, competence and
responsibility, to decline of Edward’s responsibility curve and death in 1910.
Morahan, Whitemore and Powell (1997) Dance To The Music Of Time is a
miniseries that covers most of the 20" Century as it explores a British novelist
and the U.K. literati, in both their private and public lives. Dance To The Music
Of Time emphasizes the agenda area of “friendship.” Both Coppola and Gorrie’s
dynastic films focus on the “family” area of people’s worldly agenda. Coppola
and Gorrie mostly ignore these two families’ public spheres — the Godfather’s
multinational organized crime and Victoria’s colonial opium invasions that
instigated devastation on millions of other families over time. While 4 Cry In The
Dark does show the “times” of tabloid politics and culture affects on families,
Heaven And Earth barely hints at the politics of invasion in Le Ly’s “time.”
Kubrick and King (1980) The Shining only hints at centuries of colonial violence,
with its hotel occupying a Native American graveyard. A very short “history”
duration is Kazdan and Benedect (1983) The Big Chill which explores a reunion
over “a long weekend” under the same roof, as friends are reunited by a loved
one’s suicide. It is their dead friend who understood the group’s “time” in terms
of global politics and history. A brilliant American physicist, he withdrew his
skills from the military-industrial culture that invaded Le Ly’s homeland. With his

death a decade later, his historical thinking falls silent, too. History is barely
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glimpsed in The Big Chill, although it motivates the whole story. Whether it is a
century or a long weekend, time has both a physical timeline going forward and
many kinds of mental timelines (back and forth) that contribute “time” elements
to people interacting in a place. People’s interactions may include: sleep without a
sense of time; ordered durations of complicated thought and actions when we are

awake; and dramatic dreams when time is watched without control.

All these time senses can be bundled along a layered time axis that intersects the

next element: the “person” in time, who thinks in time. -
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10.
Each Person’s Liberation, Affection and Death.

How is the element of “the person” or “people” argued in movie thought? Unlike
nature films, the movies in Section-50 put people and personality at the center of
world inquiry. For filmmakers who have studied the history of invasion (Kubrick)
or have experienced people’s folly and cruelty for themselves, as well as studied it
(Polanski), the process of coming to see other people as similar to one’s self and
not “an animal,” “collateral damage” or “one of them” comes from exploring drama
in unfamiliar people’s lives (1959 Sparticus) — and redescribing the drama of folly

and cruelty impacting one’s own life (2000 The Pianist).

Ignorance about people may breed fear, extreme defensiveness, enslavement and
explosive violence. A movie can respond by exploring anxiety, folly and cruelty
on a “homely” level, say, where: a gentle child is traumatized by bullying
neighbors, makes friends with outcasts and happily gains liberation and affection
among others — in Berri and Pagnol (1986) Jeanne de Florette and Manon des
Sources. Or insights into people’s beliefs and actions are explored on the

“imperial” scale — in Clooney, Heslov and Willimon (2011) Ides Of March.

Insightful movies attempt to overturn ignorance and fear by arguing the element of
“people” as a variety of individuals who are thrown together in unfamiliar,
complicated knowledge journeys. Many scholars are interested in the novel; but
people interested in the self and other people also develop movies that explore
complex beliefs, values and emotions about people. In 170 movies in Section-50,
what patterns emerge among these thousands of people, explored generation upon

generation for over a century?

Other than movie characters that are only gossiped as hearsay, we come to know
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each recorded “movie person” or “character” as a unique body and their actions.
Each person emits traces of their human “body” — sound emissions of people’s
voices and reflected motion-picture light emissions from their skin and (usually
clothed) bodies in action. Recorded audio traces include a body’s “foley” sound
effects, such as footsteps or clothing rustling — and the voice’s reverb in an
acoustic space. Motion-picture body traces include light reflected off: eyes, lips
and teeth; a person’s “face turning,” or their “whole body” acting, or their “hands
operating” as they consume or produce something. Usually these emitted sound
and reflected light body traces are adorned with “device” elements such as clothes,
makeup or the devices people handle. With light and sound and nothing more,

filmmakers argue a thinking body as its recorded, layered physical body traces.

Along with each person’s thinking “body,” people “act.” People act to consume,
relate among others, and produce devised things. When one person is filmed,
apparently without relationships — such as a solitary, seated hermit quietly
meditating for 100 minutes — this action would be a feature film but not a movie
argument. The 170 movies in Section-50 are all arguments about people’s
dramatically changing relationships in their private and public lives, even when
they include meditation. Relationships in all 170 arguments readily unfold as the
conditions of “affection” among people and conditions of “liberation” among
people. By relating to Le Ly, Steve strengthens his affection strand.
Unfortunately, his down-trodden liberation strand is trapped in his undisclosed
debt penury and it eventually undermines his affection strand. Strong movie
arguments triangulate and explore these dual conditions of affection and liberation
amongst at least three characters A, B and C — and usually a few more foreground

people.

If a movie is to be a strong argument, there is a numerical limitation on the
element of foreground “people.” All 170 movies only explore a few leading
characters in foreground places. Movie thought sets everyone else into the

background. An extreme example of foreground and background is the tens of
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thousands of real individual extras that march behind the body of Mohandas
Karamchand Gandhi in Attenborough and Briley (1982) Gandhi. The movie
investigates Gandhi’s interactions with a few fellow lawyers, politicians, close
friends and a smattering of violent attackers — because movie arguments only
interconnect a few individuals deeply. Away from this foreground, movie thought
interconnects a few more in an outer circle and then everyone else passes by in the
background as crowds or featured extras. We follow Gandhi’s foreground people
over many scenes, places and times together. Grand projects are initiated among a
few people, even as their actions and utterances are dealt with by hundreds of
millions of background and off-screen people in South Asia and the world. If
filmmakers desire to explore more than a few people carefully at a time — to
inquire after “thousands or millions” — the best option is to speak and graph
notions in Sectoin-08’s lecture-style documentary, where the array of screen

elements is set up for such a purpose.

Having placed thinking bodies in the foreground or background layers, each
“person” in a movie is further distinguished by their actions. People either act to
“consume” or “produce” in a time-place. The bias towards consumption over
production is greatest in a baby or unproductive person whose competence and
responsibility is, for many reasons, low on their life curve. Like any baby, Azaria
in A4 Cry In The Dark only consumes and does not produce — except she engenders
love of her family. Her parents’ maturity, competence and responsibility curves
are further along in time, so father Michael is productive in the community — he
conducts “quit smoking” meetings. Mother Lindy is productive at home, making
her baby’s clothes. Both are productive in earning or saving money and raising

their children.

Care should be exercised here around what is meant by “productivity” and
“consumption” in screen thought. The terms apply to embodied people acting in
the time-place of the world. A basic screen question asks, “What does A consume

at the level of their healthy, living body?” The answer, observed in their lifestyle
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actions, may include wearing thermal shelter such as a coat in winter in places that
have a winter, and eating meals that sustained their health. But foolish actions,
such as over-consumption of meals due to anxiety, or parading in a status coat in
high summer in order to impress others is considered “waste” and “churn” rather
than consumption in screen thdught. Such actions against one’s biology may be
dramatic and hence of exploratory interest to moviemakers. Traditional economics
did not emerge from modern biology. It is focused on devised money and does not
make a distinction between healthy bodily consumption and churn or waste. It
values, say, the production and consumption of cigarettes highly but devalues
Michael’s voluntary “quit smoking” meetings at zero or worse. Screen thought
observes a person’s body at the level of health over time, and has a more scientific
or empiric understanding of bodily consumption or waste. This understanding is
translated into movie arguments like Mann, Roth and Brenner (1999) The Insider
where the leading character fights tobacco companies or Campbell and Tredwell-
Owen (2003) Beyond Borders where the leading character supports a doctor who
treats the starving victims of violent nationalism. People’s anxiety, folly and
cruelty — around money, promises, credit, wealth or poverty — are explored to a

minor or major degree in all 170 movies in Section-50.

Screen thought’s scientific focus on each “body” extends along the inquiry scope
to the wider public “economy” inquiry area. So in Heaven And Earth, Le Ly
comes from an entrepreneurial family and she is happily productive on her farm
from an early age — until her home and business is invaded. Her traditional
economy keeps her healthy. The arrival of war is a public health disaster and
screen thought measures such ruined consumption accordingly. Early in the
argument, children play together, go to school and work productively on their
farms. Later in the argument, disabled, homeless children gamble and beg by the
roadside as the military occupation rumbles past. But a traditional economist who
denies people’s health would “add” the consumption of, say, napalm to Ly Ly’s

economy and praise napalm’s “added economic benefit” to the investors who pay
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the economist (Ferguson 2010). Such inverted economics is frequently explored
by screen thinkers, including: Gaghan and Baer (2005) Syriana — and Ford and
Steinbeck (1940) The Grapes Of Wrath.

Turning to production: the idea of a person’s action being “production” rather
than “consumption” in screen thought is measured from “how the product is
consumed” and what it costs to make. The robot produced in Alex Garland et al.
(2015) Ex Machina is very expensive to make and yet it is, from many
perspectives, wasted production because the product kills the foolish maker and
traps the maker’s apprentice. Traditional economic culture in the background of
Ex Machina values the robot maker as one of the most productive and wealthy
people in the world — but the movie shows this valuation to be false at the level of
individual and public health for people’s bodies, when the robot kills its maker,

traps the apprentice and escapes into the wider world.

Because moviemakers inquire into “people’s actions in time-place,” there is little
conception of a movie person as a timeless, fixed, un-located device, such as a
painted portrait — unless this is a conjecture, fantasy or surreal movie discussed in
Section-29. Rather, “people” live through their brief lives from conception to
death. Their bodies develop thought and action. Thought and action develops
people’s bodies on a curve. Inside this trajectory, people observe, build and
negotiate changing maturity, competence and responsibilities among themselves

and others. This is a person’s responsibility curve, discussed in Section-09.

Because movies argue “dramatic” time-places, people are explored co-operating in
relationships together or injuring those relationships dramatically. Lindy feeds
baby Azaria and Azaria co-operates by opening her mouth and seeking the milk.
In Heaven And Earth, Le Ly and the Master co-operate to enjoy sex and intimate
affection together. Relationships change during a movie argument: originally, Steve
co-operates to have an intimate relationship with Le Ly but then he turns on her,

as his relationship and actions become injurious. In movie arguments, the person is
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not a fixed or certain entity. The thinking person’s body, consumption,

relationships, and productive actions change over time and place.

If we watch and listen to all the movies listed in Section-50, every movie has three
or more leading characters. They triangulate dramatic relationships with each
other. Many movies have more than three leading characters but movies
triangulate at least three. The Hundred-Foot Journey's three leading characters A,
B, C are two young chefs A, B who fall in love with each other, and restaurant
owner C who treats A as an enemy and later rewards A as her star chef.
Underground's three leading characters are A (one of the world's great young
computer prodigies), A’s pregnant common law wife B, and a detective C.
Detective C takes A into protective custody before foreign assassins can injure A.
Great Expectations has A, an heir to a secret colonial fortune. A is blindly in love
with debutante B, who is pandered into wealthy society by C, a crazed victim of
the same predatory sexual politics she now exploits. Hitchcock argues that
filmmaker and lover A interacts with filmmaker and lover B to run their global

entertainment business by sidestepping the religious fundamentalist censor C.

A Cry In The Dark explores a highly rational and affectionate mother A, who is
attacked by a state criminal prosecutor B. B’s attack is supported by many other
triangulated characters including mercenary media who instigate trial by media. B
deceives a judge and jury who imprison A for her natural life on trumped-up
charges and no evidence. This injures the sanity, dignity and family life of A's co-
accused husband C. In Heaven And Earth, farm girl A defends her self, her family
(including mother B) and their family business by killing invaders S who act like
C. When A becomes a destitute young mother, she agrees to partner C, have his
child and escape C’s war zone. Later, A survives C's domestic violence. When
indebted C commits suicide, A returns home to B and brings B's grandchildren to
see their maternal family for the first time. The over one hundred and sixty movies

in Section-50 all have leading characters whose dynamic relationships are
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triangulated in this way.

In a screenplay, a writer can introduce a simple marker for each individual
character A, B, C and so on, and begin to build relationships with action words or
shorthand that links these people. Novelists Graham Greene, Virginia Woolf and
Franz Kafka introduce individual “people” into their development notes and their
literature as D, X, K and so on. As writing develops, details of each leading
character's body are introduced. Character B in Underground is a woman, as is
character A in Heaven And Earth. We know these people by their actions. They
both have affectionate relationships with men, both get pregnant and have babies.
The babies create new triangulated parent-child relationships. The creation of
parent-child movie relationships includes child “Amelie” in Jeunet and Laurant
(2001) Amelie. Amelie grows into a teenager during the early plot minutes of the
argument. The child “Annie” in Campbell and Tredwell-Owen (2003) Beyond
Borders is all her father has to remember Annie’s courageous mother by. Children
“Sam and Henry” in Roach, Glienna et al. (2000) Meet The Parents emerge to
change this movie series’ family dynamics. Child “Edward’ in De Niro and Roth
(2006) The Good Shepherd grows up in Orwell’s Cold War secrecy, embraced at
the top of the UKUSA alliance until an adult friendship betrays his father’s
concepts of nation and security. (UKUSA signals intelligence politics is assumed

in Sigint in Horner 2014).

Screen thought understands people A, B, C as dynamic over a lifetime, with
changing responsibility curves. Movie thought takes a strong interest in
conception, pregnancy, birth, infancy, childhood and adolescence in ways that
theorized fixed, non-dynamic conceptions of “person” do not. Often adolescent
movie characters question people’s changing responsibility curves: Richard Kelly
et al. (2001) Donnie Darko questions concepts of mind, authority, time, maturity,

friendship, intimacy, solitude and death, for example.
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Interactions between people set up many kinds of detailed, particular
relationships in movies but it is possible to discern two broad strands of
relationships that run through 170 movie arguments in Section-50. One strand
argues a movie’s “conditions of affection.” In Underground (2012) teenager Julian
has differing affectionate relationships with his mother, his little brother, his
girlfriend, his two friends and the detective who pursues him. The second
relationship strand in all the movies in Section-50 argues the story’s “conditions
of liberation”. Again in Underground, teenager Julian fights for his liberty against
his estranged father who is a Melbourne white supremacist Nazi, he fights for
world liberation against colonizing powers and he fights for his personal liberty
against Melbourne’s secret police. By enacting both these duel affection and
liberation condition strands over the 100 minutes of a movie, any movie argues

what it means to be a person, rather than an object, in the drama of life.

Fred Schepisi introduces Lindy Chamberlain in 4 Cry In The Dark as a mother
who is affectionate towards her family. Then baby Azaria is killed by a dingo.
Lindy and husband Michael are witch-hunted by most Australian screen believers.
The massive witch-hunt impacts on Lindy and Michael and destroys their
affectionate relationship. As for the “liberation” strand in A Cry In The Dartk,
Lindy and Michael start free: their privacy is respected in their home, they
liberate their children to be rational investigators by answering the children’s
questions — often with actions that furnish evidential proof. Lindy expands her
son Reagan’s affectionate relationship with the neighbors by leading him next door
to check on the neighbor’s sleeping baby. The family liberates their bodily health
by eating sensibly and healthily. Michael contributes to the public sphere's
liberation as a counselor who helps addicts give up smoking. But this liberal life
comes crashing down, thanks to the national media witch-hunters who expose the
private family to fallacious public shaming and approbation. Australia’s 1980s

corrupt legal processes take away Lindy's liberty.
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A very different affection strand and liberation strand entwines Le Ly in Heaven
And Earth, yet once again, all Le Ly's interactions include changes to her affection
strand, her liberation strand, or changes to both strands in the same scene. When
Le Ly is tortured in a secret prison, her conditions of liberty hit rock bottom, as
do her conditions of affection. When Le Ly seeks refuge outside Steve's embassy,
they embrace as a family, they fly out to safety, and her conditions of liberation
are briefly on the rise — as are her affection conditions. Answers to the question:
“What is a ‘person’ in a movie argument?” — include the person’s conditions of

liberation and affection triangulated in action relationships among others.

When a writer introduces and explores a screen person, the character has the
potential for scenes shared with other people, as discussed above, and some
scenes where individuals act alone. In Gilbert and Russell (1983) Educating Rita,
there are three triangulated characters A, B and C who interact in scenes together
but who sometimes act alone in private scenes. Privately, Rita controls her
fertility by taking the contraceptive pill against her authoritarian husband Deny’s
orders. Alone, Deny demolishes and rebuilds his residence. Alone, lecturer Frank
secretly drinks alcohol to drown his lonely life. It is in the actions of liberation
(taking the contraceptive pill), liberation (building one’s own residence) and tragic
affection conditions (getting drunk) that people’s relationships with selves alone
open insights onto character that are unknown in group scenes. People acting

alone also contribute to movie thought.

In order to understand what a person’s “body” is in screen thought, one might
refer to Winston et al. (2001) The Human Body or more recent documentaries
about the thinking body. Winston carefully explores a person’s thinking body
interacting among other bodies — from fertile sexual intercourse, gestation (when
many embryos die naturally and never grow into people) to birth, infancy,
childhood, young adults (who are the main audience for cinema movies) and so
on through a curve of maturity, competence and responsibility conditions which

naturally decline to incapacity and death among all people who die naturally. As
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an adjunct to Winston, the dead anatomy of the no longer thinking or acting
human body is dissected in Gunther von Hagens (2005) Anatomy For Beginners.
The human brain, nervous and muscular system, the cardio-vascular system, the
digestive system and reproductive systems are cut open and laid on trays.
Anatomy helps people understand the physics and ecology of metabolising bodies
(Nuland 2008). In Winston (2001), the bodies are living. They think and act, so
Winston is both a “biological flow and a peopled agenda” documentary (in
Section-08). Winston argues people as bodies who take the initiative or shed tears.
What such documentaries do not do well, and what movie arguments do
extremely well, is to explore a few people’s relationship strands of liberation and

affection over dramatic passages of their lifetimes.

Given anatomy’s external concepts of “body,” Whale, Sherriff and Wells (1933)
The Invisible Man is an interesting early movie. The Invisible Man introduces and
develops a person’s body from almost no body at all. Performer Claude Rain’s
invisible character is not named for many scenes, but this investigation notes him
as “J.” The Invisible Man conjectures: “what would happen if J accidentally made
himself invisible — but not without bodily disposition, touch and voice?” (J cannot
entirely disappear or the movie argument would disappear). J embodies “haptic
touch” so that clothes and bandages adorn and touch J’s invisible body. J’s
costume encloses his disposition and his muscular action. We listen to I’s
embodied voice speak J’s mind, but we can no longer watch J’s invisible face and
surface. J has become somewhat like the vacuous cypher J. In order to know more
about J’s body and mind, the filmmakers build this “person” like any other in

Section-50’s movie thought: J is known by his interactions.

“Interaction” is a thinking person in time-place acting haptically (touch,
disposition and body awareness), along with gestures and utterance, among other
people and devices. “Thinking” is broadly given in movie thought to include
feeling, desiring, believing and evaluating. Philosophically, haptic actions, gestures

and utterance are all “actions” but this inquiry uses the technical term “action” to
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mean haptic actions — what embodied people do intentionally — other than gesture
and speak. Nor is “action” used in the film production sense of all recorded
movement and audio during a take of persons and other things. Section-14 expands
on haptic actions, roughly what people do. The element of a “person” is woven

with the seven other elements in an interaction, not a sentence.

The Invisible Man introduces person J at night. J walks through snowy farmland,
wearing winter clothing, including gloves, mask and goggles. J enters a crowded,
working-class English rural pub. The pub predates feminism or equity so it has a
men’s public bar on the street and a harem under the stairs. Although J is invisible
until the argument is resolved, we “watch J” instrumentally via J’s clothes. J is
never entirely un-embodied because we listen to his lungs, vocal chords, tongue
and lips ask for a room and food. On hearing J’s voice, audiences usually interpret
J to be male. This has already been telegraphed in the film title. Yet we do not
know J’s name: we hanker for his handle so that we can think more clearly about
the “person.” After many pub scenes with this stranger J, we cut away to J’s
scientific colleague, who works at home. The colleague utters his daughter’s name,
“Flora.” Flora calls her father “father” and she utters the invisible man’s name:

“Jack.”

Visible people in a film argument are built up from the blank page in the same
way. In research, recollection, or a dream, we listen to a person call another’s
name; we watch an adorned or furnished body act in scenes. Body sans device is
rare. Beineix and Djian (1986) 27° Betty Blue has Beatrice Dalle and Jean-Hugues
Anglade perform sex to somewhat orgasm adorned only with Betty’s watch and

unobtrusive camera makeup — but this lack of costume is unusual in movies.

Makavejev and Reich (1971) W.R. Mysteries Of The Organism is one of Section-
50’s most interesting movie arguments to focus on bodies, sexual relationships,

violent relationships, intimacy, and the leap to political inquiry. Both its thinking,
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sexual bodies — and its sexually-suffocating, uptight bodies — interact across
private scenes and public scenes in Soviet Eastern Europe and Vietnam-era
America. Antonioni, Gardner et al. (1970) Zabrinski Point also explores an
interweaving of sexual bodies in nature amid the political upheaval of America at

war.

Usually, movie audiences watch clothed people’s faces and hands protrude from
the performers’ costume devices, while listening to the bodies’ tonal gestures and
speech. Interpreting The Invisible Man Jack’s “invisible” body acting among
English working-class people of a certain time, we still come to know much about
Jack the person. Aloof from the pub crowd, Jack is abrupt, impatient, snobbish,
rude and hermetic in his actions, gestures and utterances. Jack is anxious as he tries
to reverse his invisibility. The frightened village people turn against Jack. He
fights back, first defensively — and then Jack uses his invisibility as a weapon. Via
actions that change affection and liberation conditions, Jack gradually comes to life
as a “person” both for audiences, and for characters in the argument reacting to
Jack. Any person is a work in progress in a movie argument. To know a person A
(including one’s self in real life perhaps?) one must initiate or deal with people A,
B, C — their actions, gestures, utterances and devices cascading among time-place —

in one translucent interaction after another.

People in movies mature, gain competencies and responsibilities among others — or
they instigate immaturity, incompetence and irresponsibility over their life curve.
In Roach, Glienna et al. (2000) Meet The Parents, Pam Focker’s maturity emerges
alongside her mother Dina’s maturity, as both women deal with father/husband
Byrnes’ comic immaturity. “Conversation” for Jack Byrnes is an opportunity to
puff up his unquestioned loyalty and supposed authority over one young man
(Dr. Bob) who later betrays Byrnes’ daughter Debbie. Jack Byrnes incessantly
interrogates and treats another young man (Greg Focker) as a national security

enemy — when in fact Greg is the loyal and caring intimate lover of Byrnes” other
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daughter Pam. Byrnes’ immature spying and interference almost destroys Pam

and Greg’s common law marriage.

In Heaven And Earth, Le Ly mostly discovers husband Steve’s immaturity,
incompetence and irresponsibility when she migrates with Steve to his homeland.
Le Ly discovers Steve’s untravelled, narrow-minded family, his debt penury,
duplicity, and his friends who aid and abet Steve’s drinking, assault weapons
cache in a residential community, domestic violence, kidnappings and suicide. The
shaping of a person’s responsibility curve such as Steve’s emerges among earlier
interactions with other people — in what filmmakers call the writer’s backstory.
The writers of Heaven And Earth know what people mentored Steve’s maturing
childhood and youth, and what other people in his backstory deceptively preyed
on him, across Steve’s friends, family and public agenda. By the time of the screen

argument, Steve’s liberty is trapped and his affection is poisoned.

The actions of people’s thinking bodies “as a movie” can be divided into actions
of consumption and production. By “consumption” is meant eating, protecting the
body from ecological extremes, sleeping, and the body’s other metabolic flows.
Such consumption holds little interest for movie audiences. A sign of weak movie
writing is “cup of tea” scenes and dialogue where drama is set aside for ordinary
meals or drinking that do not advance the liberation/entrapment and
affection/hurtful conditions of the leading characters. Consumption only becomes
philosophically interesting in movies when characters’ normally low and regular
metabolic requirements are replaced by starvation or over-consumption, greedy
extremism and waste, including addiction. Exploring these dramatic imbalances
brings people’s consumption into the purview of movie filmmakers — say, in
Beyond Borders about the world’s public health disasters and famine caused by
contemporary colonial economics; or Seed, Dobbs and Davies (1990) House Of
Cards with power, cocaine and alcohol addictions; or Stone and Weiser (1986)

Wall Street; with similar addictions.
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When people’s bodily actions are not consuming, their actions are producing.
Once again, a strong moviemaker has little interest in sane, non-harmful levels of
production that satisfy or save for the characters’ normally low and regular
metabolic requirements over a lifetime. Normal workplace scenes waste paying
audience time and undermine the argument. But moviemakers do explore greedy
extremism and waste, including addiction to productive actions that were once
sane and beneficial levels for everyone. In Hallstrom, Knight and Morais (2014)
The Hundred-Foot Journey, a business competitor buys up ingredients in the
market to force a new restaurant’s people out of business. The invaders of Le
Ly’s farmland in Heaven And Earth spray it with toxins in order to enslave the
population, forcing locals to eat tax-funded government handouts in concentration
camps. Welles, Mankiewicz et al. (1941) Citizen Kane concerns a highly
competent producer addicted to political lobbying for monopoly power over the
media-sphere, thus destroying knowledge and democracy. In Kane’s private
sphere, his lingering death is without affection or friends. When movies turn to the
conditions of productive people, writers explore imbalanced addicts and other

extremes, rather than everyday production.

People who instigate diseconomies and household turmoil become philosophically
interesting to moviemakers who write and cast these characters into Section-36’s

2

“development shape.” The notional shape first familiarizes audiences with
characters A, B C and so on, in their “normal” relationships. Then the writing
throws A, B and C into highly challenging circumstances that would attract a
paying audience to the cinema; culminating in a climax of all the movie conditions
under inquiry such as affection, liberation, maturity, competence and
responsibility (and their negatives and counterfactuals). Leading characters who
learn from their challenges initiate the climax and resolution of the argument
towards its end. Given the shift out of a posited “normality” and into a

challenging second act’s unknown and unexpected “shadowlands,” movies in most

genres explore unnatural deaths or the threat of unnatural death instigated by
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others. Such threats are extreme challenges to both the affection conditions and

liberation conditions of any film character.

If we take six recent movies in Section-50, (Ides Of March; The Tree Of Life;
Tinker, Tailor, Soldier, Spy; Hitchcock; Underground;, Great Expectations; and
The Hundred-Foot Journey) much of each argument is motivated around unnatural
deaths or related calamities, that is, death or threat of death or entrapment
instigated by persons — rather than dying from old age in comfort in an
affectionate private sphere. Because Beau Willimon’s argument is enmeshed in
leadership politics and unnatural death inside an elite, Ides of March is particularly

Shakespearean:

“It stemmed out of all my experiences working in the political world.
The characters are fictional amalgamations of the hundreds of people

[ ran across during those experiences.” (Willimon 2011).

As an amalgamation, Ides of March is a typology. Lindy, Le Ly and Alma’s
movies are biographies and they also introduce unnatural deaths or related
calamities. Almost all the Timeline 170 movies explore unnatural death. But most
movies are not distributed as “unnatural death” stories. Usually, audiences
consider movies in terms of heroes (of any gender), rather than killers and victims,
even though many arguments turn on heroes who take initiatives to stop unnatural
deaths. Sometimes, these peacemakers fall victim to the killers themselves, say, in
Underground. Colonial “anti-heroes” instigate many unnatural deaths, such as
Werner Herzog (1972) Aguirre, Wrath of God or Steve in Heaven And Earth.
Colin McGinn’s Shakespeare’s Philosophy explores the scores of deaths in
tragedy (2006: 86). The comedies listed in Section-50 dramatize sex more than
unnatural deaths, but even Bridesmaids has leading characters who instigate
violence, if not death. Unnatural death in comedy includes the wacky succession

of drummers in Reiner and Guest (1984) This Is Spinal Tap. In comedy Mean
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Girls, a school bus smashes the nemesis. The father in Meet The Parents is a
retired commander of assassins. Amelie meets her lover “Death” on a carnival ride.

Most detective series are about unnatural death, such as Bernth, Foss and

Sveistrup (2008, 2010, 2012) The Killing (1,2,3). Happily, Pie In The Sky is not.

Most movies argue unnatural deaths where some “people” in each movie are
killers, victims and heroes explored by their writers. Betrayed by her cold political
colleagues, Molly overdoses and dies in Ides Of March. Betrayed by an amorous
fellow landlord, Great Expectations’ Miss Havisham asphyxiates in her house fire.
“Bates” stabs Psycho and Hitchcock’s “Marion” in her shower. Politically and
economically motivated state killers kill: youth R.L. in The Tree Of Life; Irina in
Tinker, Tailor, Soldier, Spy; hundreds of women and children in Underground’s
civilian shelter; Magwitch in Great Expectations and mama in The Hundred-Foot

Journey.

Depending on their time-place in real life, most people die a natural death from old
age or traditional diseases that are not yet mitigated by public health measures.
Such natural deaths — and even instigated, unnatural public health disasters — are
more clearly explored in documentaries rather than movies. Movies explore the
whole private and public agenda of a few people’s dual affection and liberation
strands where people’s initiatives improve lifestyles — or anxious, foolish and
cruel people ruin lives or instigate unnatural deaths. When a foreground person in
Section-50s 170 movies dies naturally or unnaturally, each movie explores leading
characters’ reactions to the death. Because movies explore dramatic passages of
people’s responsibility curves or lifespans, it is common for moviemakers to
inquire into deaths, especially unnatural deaths, such as Lindy’s sentence to
lifetime entrapment, Le Ly and Evelyn’s home invasions, and Alma’s Psycho

death.
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In sum, each “person” element in a recorded movie has traces of a human “body”
recorded to film. The recorded bodily traces may be audio (such as voices in
animation) or the traces may be motion-picture reflected light of the — usually
clothed — body in action. In movies, each leading person is argued from their active
relationships, including relationships operated instrumentally via devices such as
cinema, phone networks, drugs, robots and transport systems. However
relationships among others are built: strong movie people initiate or deal with
actions that improve or collapse their liberty and affection conditions among

others.

Leading people have to be unusual enough to attract paying audiences to the
public cinema. Writing dull, ordinary actions of meal “consumption” or
workplace “production” deflate movies. People are challenged at their limits in
movie arguments so that unusual consumption such as addiction to power or
unusual production such as monopolizing media; or other extreme relationships
such as invasion diseconomies; unnatural death; or repressed sexual desires — make
for strong movie arguments. Movie arguments develop characters that either deal
with, or fail to deal with these dilemmas across all inquiry areas of the agenda.
Unlike a portrait painter’s conception, a movie “person” is never a timeless, fixed,
un-located entity (delightful as an iconic portrait might be). Rather, movie
characters live through a curve of their brief lives from conception to death. This
trajectory unfolds as each person’s changing maturity, competence and
responsibility conditions — both in their actions and in their thoughts. At the
climax of strong arguments, on-screen “people,” and not other movie elements,
resolve their own human challenges and arguments. Even in Ex Machina, it is
people who resolve their curves by walking into the deadly mechanical traps that
they themselves have set. As such, movie thought is an exploration of “world” in
its original Sanskrit sense — an exploration of people acting on their initiatives and

others’ initiatives in time.
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Investigators explore what it means to live in the world by following people into
complex movie situations. How do moviemakers cope with the massive data of

people’s layered, time-urgent complexity, in uncertain private and public places?
Filmmakers cope with movie inquiries into world drama by arranging elements in

the next Section’s screenplay array.
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11.

Arranging Elements in a Movie.

When we turn to the standard form of movie screenplays, the audio and
visual thinking is not as obvious as Section-08’s AV script. Despite their
different layouts, both documentary and movie writing refer to the same film
layers and elements. In fact, some movies are also documentaries because
they are real-life biographic reenactments — such as the world’s first feature
movie, Tait, Tait et al. (1906) The Story Of The Kelly Gang. An AV format

script readily translates into a movie format screenplay and visa versa.

Why have two formats for what is basically a similar form of argument?
Answers are to be found in the different working styles of documentary
makers and news-gatherers; compared with how moviemakers put
arguments. Documentary makers tend to incorporate lots of extant source
documents such as photos, maps and interviews into their array, whereas
most movie makers recreate each scene from the page, and prefer to divide
their writing into “scenes” rather than divide collected source materials into
audio sources and motion-picture sources. It is a matter of convenient
arrangement in thought rather than a different ontology that motivates

moviemakers to plan their screen thought as a movie screenplay.

What follows is a page transcribed from Gregor Jordan’s thriller romance
Two Hands (1998 Australia: Becker Entertainment). The movie stars Rose
Byrne (“Helen” in Bridesmaids) and Heath Ledger (“The Joker” in Batman:
The Dark Night). Their 1998 movie is before they worked in the U.S. In
Two Hands, Ledger performs a friendly but foolish young Sydney hoodlum
“Jimmy.” Byrne performs a country-girl tourist “Alex.” Jimmy takes a

photograph of Alex with Alex’s camera. We listen to and watch Jimmy and



Alex fall in love with each other, as they take photos of each other in
Sydney’s morning sunshine. How do filmmakers argue a complex notion like
“falling in love” in a time and place, such as “Sydney in the 1990s™?
Director Jordan wrote the original screenplay, while Cezary and Jan
Skubiszewski wrote the music. An asterisk marks the point where the music
score fades up in the story. The direction BEAT means: “dwell on the
performances at this quite turning point.” The script page is page 12. Under
industry standards, the 12 is also a timing number. 12 indicates the plot is
about 12 minutes into the film. Alex asks to take Jimmy’s photo. We pick

up the movie as Jimmy reciprocates and tries to take a photo of Alex:

1Bk
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12,
EXT. SYDNEY STREET - DAY

Jimmy leans forward pointing the Minolta SR-T camera at Alex.
Alex laughs, cringes and shies away from him. Jimmy gives up
with frustration.

JIMMY
Well, you've got to do something.

ALEX.

What do you want me to do?

JIMMY

I don’t know. Something.

Alex looks away and composes her self. *She looks back up at
the camera.

Jimmy puts the camera to his eye. BEAT. He slowly lowers the
camera, his eyes fixed on Alex.

Alex stares steadily at Jimmy. Her lips relax and part.

Jimmy stares at Alex over the top of the camera. Alex stares
back. BEAT.

Distracted, Jimmy lowers the camera, still staring at Alex. He
clicks the camera, realizing he’s tilted the shot. He laughs

and returns the camera to her anyway.

JIMMY

Here'’'s your camera.

ALEX
(laughs)
Thanks.

Alex takes the camera and shies away from Jimmy’s gaze, her

face beaming. They laugh.

Figure 2. A movie screenplay page denotes movie thought.

[f this page is about “falling in love” where is the word love? “Love” is never
mentioned in words in this scene. Instead — because this is movie thought —
he writer gives about 30 action directions to the performers, such as the first

action direction to Ledger: “Jimmy leans forward”. “Love” is not written in



the action lines of the screenplay. “Love” is not spoken in the dialogue.
While not spoken as a word, there is an implication written into movie
screenplay subculture that every speech line is spoken with a particular
tonal delivery such as a loving tone, a yearning tone, a playful or violent
tone and so on. Years ago, writers often stipulated the tone of speech lines
throughout their screenplays. But this practice was stopped as it often
distracted performers and directors from organically developing the
demeanor of all the characters in the performed, on-screen argument. How
then do performers and the director come to understand what the
screenwriter implies in the screenplay? How does Byrne master the correct
delivery of tone in this scene, and how does Ledger? On a first read-through
of a screenplay, performers often speak and then, halfway through the
scene, they realize their audio delivery sounds absurd in the context of the
unfolding scene and who they are speaking to. This realization comes about
because the movie performer (and the character they perform) is always
exploring the scene they find themselves in and is always finding out more

about the other characters they share this journey with.

To give a real-life example, if a sales assistant recognized a long lost friend
leaving the store, the assistant would call to them loudly to attract their
attention and the assistant’s tone would communicate enthusiasm, surprise
and joy at rediscovering a long-lost friend. But what if the “friend” turned
around, on hearing the shout, and their turning face revealed them to be
another person — a startled and perturbed stranger. On seeing their mistake,
the assistant would surely modify their tone of delivery as they expressed
apology and sought to put the unknown and startled customer at their ease.
So it is with performing a writer’s screenplay. These days, for movie
performers to know the precise tone of audio delivery that best empowers
their performance of any speech line, the performers read and reread the

screenplay, rehearsing at home, perhaps rehearsing on the set, and then,
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along with the other characters, treating every take of the scene’s recording
as an ongoing, deeper exploration of their intertwined deliveries. In this way,
the precise audio tonal layers of the screen argument are developed and
performed organically in natural conversations appropriate to the dramatic
circumstances that the writer has imagined in audio and motion-pictures

written as a screenplay.

By questioning the lack of the word “love” in the above scene, the inquiry
has uncovered the writer and the performer’s method of developing the
tones of any speech line in a movie argument — including the tonal gestures
Byrne and Ledger discovered together in this scene. This tonality is an
essential element of movie arguments because movies are explorations of
people in dramatic, worldly circumstances, explored from within and
without their experiences. Speech tonality is, in some genres of
documentary, performed in the style of delivering quality academic lectures
— friendly, inquisitive, engaged in exploration, empathetic with others, but
not violently or sexually engaged with others, nor deceptive, nor out of
control. For reasons of exploring the scope of the human condition, movie
speech tonality is frequently delivered in the whole range of tonalities
whereas documentary speech — particularly in its presenter’s narrative and
questions during interviews — adopts an academic style. For this reason, it is
easier to build a performed movie argument using the essential, albeit
implied, “gesture of speech intonation” in a movie screenplay, rather than a

documentary script.

For this reason, next the investigation turns to the element of audio

“gestures.”
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Silence, Audio Gestures and Recognition.

Movie screenplays do not make complete sense unless they are
imaginatively listened to and watched in full. By rehearsing a whole
argument, an entire unseen element of screen thinking — audio intonation —
makes itself heard. A reader of Section-11’s screenplay will never read
“love” on the page, but in a rehearsed performance of the whole argument,
performers come to hear what the writer hears: Alex and Jimmy profess love

through the intonation of how they speak, not in any vocabulary on the

page.

Performers are challenged by a movie screenplay to explore and answer what
their character would do in each scene and how they would express
intonation. Sometimes a funded writer-director with access to leading
performers develops a sketchy, exploratory screenplay and then develops
its scenes, dialogue and action with the performers on set. Ingmar Berman et
al. developed such a movie with (1966) Persona. Bergman asked performers
and recordists to help develop the words and action of the argument.
Moreover its distributors translated and wrote censored and uncensored
English subtitles, and other subtitles for this Swedish movie (Strick 2003: 2).
Like any movie in Section-50, Persona’s people think, speak or write
words. This investigation divides the speeches into two elements: what is
said — and intonation or “audio gestures.” More speech is investigated in

Section-17, but here the intonation or audio gestures are explored.

Persona concerns two women: an actress, who takes a rest cure (Liv
Ullmann) from her stressful life, and her nurse, who does most of the talking
(Bibi Andersson). Resting, silent Ullmann only whispers or shouts three or

four tiny phrases during the 79-minute movie, whereas her nurse Andersson
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speaks, and gestures with her breath, for full 70 minutes of the argument. In
dividing the women’s speech in this way, Bergman explores “silence” and
speech. Resting actress Ullmann is silent — and nurse Andersson converses,
chats, confides, raves and is generous, loving, angry, remorseful, defiant and,
ultimately, silent too. Persona’s opening montage reveals the kinds of things
that have driven Ullmann into silence: sex inside the film industry,
inevitability of death and dying, injurious cruelty, repulsion from bodies,
having children and loosing one’s professional career and calling, and the
horrendous American invasion of Le Ly’s homeland, which was escalating
when images of a Buddhist monk protester meditating and burning to death

in Saigon were filmed and inserted in Persona’s opening.

For Ullmann taking a rest cure at the sunny seaside, her leisurely silence
improves her health. Ironically, for nurse Andersson, the isolated seaside
becomes a long, uninterrupted psychoanalysis session where she pours out
her measured, insightful, loving, anxious, foolish and cruel thoughts and
actions to her patient. For people who control screen thought — filmmakers
— silence is crucial. Silence is the blank page of the screenwriter — the
unencumbered page that allows any possible scenario to be argued. Silence is
the recordist’s notional base line to which signals (the recorded argument)
and noise are added. For performers, silence is a relationship they establish
with other characters. Ullmann is silent with nurse Andersson. But, in a
shocking reversal for nurse Andersson, Andersson assumes she has
intimately befriended the silent Ullmann. Andersson confides personal
secrets to the resting actress, telling her that she enjoyed sex with three men
one day and later aborted their embryo. She assumes that Ullmann will
safeguard her privacy. Then Andersson discovers the actress is only silent
with her. Outside this relationship, Ullmann writes about Andersson’s
private, intimate actions to Andersson’s boss. The triangulation of patient,

nurse and head doctor creates this dramatic political workplace reversal for



Andersson, who responds with violence.

In investigating screen thought’s inquiry scope from the private sphere of
thoughts, body, intimacy and friendship — to the public sphere of
workplace, politics and culture — silence can be health-giving for the
embodied mind but actress Ullmann politicizes that silence and injures
another. Ullmann is silent to a person she believes is “below” her, her nurse
— and, for her own private chatty reasons, she feeds the nurse’s private
information “up” the public workplace hierarchy to Andersson’s boss.
Silences allow friendly people to co-operate with each other, as when
Andersson and Ullmann hug and touch each other. In the public sphere,
quietism among free and friendly people is often productive but when
silence is used to injure other people whose expectations are reversed in
complex interactions, then the injured either rise to the challenge of injurious
silence or they retreat from being “merely decent human beings” — as
Schepisi, Stoppard and Le Carre (1990) argue in The Russia House. In
Russia House, two spy networks enforce political silence on communities
“under” them, and the productive, honest people “under” them break the
injurious silence. In the last episode of Takahashi, Arakawa and Hasekura
(2008) Spice and Wolf, spice trader Lawrence twice confronts his two female
companions who keep silent about their underlying private and public
intentions. Movie leads may also emerge from conflict craving silence for
themselves, such as Ullmann — or the air force combat pilot in Goulding,
Trotti and Maugham (1946) The Razor’s Edge. He renounces a post-War
peacetime career to search for inner peace in France and India. He finds inner
silence in the Himalayan foothills, returns home and retains that calm, clear,

comforting demeanor among his troubled North Atlantic friends.

The combat pilot only reaches that position of inner silence and peace after
talking with companions who are themselves embroiled in peacetime injuries

— car smashes, addiction, loneliness and so on. Key to his getting over the
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War that slaughtered people all around him was his liberty to talk over these
unnatural deaths with his peacetime companions on his way to inner silence.
On the other hand, when conflict arises and some parties suppress the truth,
the injuries are only compounded. In A Cry In The Dark, screen-believers
deceived themselves by silencing a coronial court’s findings (that a dingo
took Azaria) and open a fallacious trial accusing Lindy of murder. The
political silence about why Le Ly’s home was invaded in Heaven And Earth
was, and is today, almost deafening in its silence. Raymond Geuss writes of
the U.S.: “the political class in power [to a large extent prevented any
significant, long-term lessons from being drawn from the defeat in Vietnam”

(2008:5).

Heaven And Earth’s political silence is symptomatic of half a century of
suppressing facts, including screen arguments, about the elements of time,
people and action in South East Asia. Political silence forces ignorance and
cruelty towards others, leading to the wars of today. Having invaded Iraq,
writes Geuss: “Iraq would begin fighting, and the United States would find
itself in the middle of a civil war that it would not begin to understand”
(2008:5). Five years before, (2003) Wire In The Blood: Sharp Compassion
broke that silence. Other insightful filmmakers have broken that silence —
that suppression of knowledge — in six movies and series like: Syriana; State
Of Play, The Killing 2; The Ghost Writer; Ides Of March and Underground
(2005, 2009, 2010, 2010, 2011 and 2012). But these movie arguments are
but a small part of a media-sphere where distributors mostly suppress
knowledge of real, extreme drama and unnatural deaths, and the ignorant are

led to repeat history (Kull, Ramsay, Subias et al. 2003).

In breaking the audio silence about critical issues, filmmakers give voices to
their characters embroiled in drama. What is key about breaking silence and

speaking knowledgeably of a place or people is the “tone,” or how it is said,



as much as what is said. In any dramatic argument, each character has desires
and hopes to co-opt other characters to do things that support their desires.
An element of these dramatic screen conversations is delivered in the “tone”
of the voice. Does the tone attract another person to the speaker? Repel
them? Chastise them? Inquire after them? Mutually fall in love, as the other
reciprocates? Share an easy platonic friendship? Order them to do
something? In Wittgenstein (2009: §2, 8) — does the architect’s tone
encourage the apprentice to bring the stone carefully — or loyally — or with
renewed vigor? Does the apprentice state in their voice tone that they are
sick and tired of carrying slabs and pillars to the building site? Like other
obvious acts and vocabulary of “co-operation” such as sharing a stone in
(2000) Islam: Empire Of Faith — or obvious “injury” like throwing stones —
tonal delivery also helps or harms people in drama or in constructing a way

of thinking.

How does the element of tonal gestures control the media-sphere? If, in
Section-11’s screenplay, Ledger had screamed “I don’t know” and then
further castigated Byrne with an out-of-control, Ilunatic shout of
“SOMETHING!!!” then it is most unlikely that Byrne would have
responded positively as written in the screenplay: “Alex looks away and
composes her self” is Byrne/Alex’s co-operative action. The beautiful music
score (indicated by *) would not have entered at this point in the argument
either. Alex would not have gently turned up her face to meet Jimmy’s eyes.
If, in our “shouting” hypothesis, Byrne was totally responding to Ledger, as
great performers do, Alex would have snatched back her camera and run
away, or just run away — probably back to her cousin who accommodates

her in this seedy part of Sydney.

So voice tone — how things are said, more than what is literally said — is an

essential controlling layer of a screen array. Tonal gestures push and pull the

119



120

argument and plot as characters listen to each other, and audiences listen to
music. Critically, vocal intonation in screen arguments, such as the delivery
of Jimmy’s lines, is essentially about “recognizing” or “not recognizing” the
self and the other as two people — self and other — who are valued for their
affection and their liberty. These affection and liberation qualities of
friendship are discussed in Section-10 but my point here is that the tone of
Ledger/Jimmy saying — “I don’t know. Something” — in a loving way is
critical. The loving tone (not to be seen in the text) is critical because the
tone recognizes Byrne/Alex as a person. Jimmy’s tonal recognition of her
then influences Alex’s response: to meet Jimmy’s eyes in a loving way too —
to afford Jimmy mutual recognition. If nothing were to be learned from this
scene, if violence and not love was to flourish, then silence, and other ways

of not recognizing people, would be imposed.

If one accepts tone as a gesture of recognition, then the search for a possible
way to simplify the concept of speech tonality in movie arguments would
allow the analyst or creative writer to attend to the network of gestures in
interactions. This would mean that a movie analyst who listened to the great
cornucopia of speech intonations in one movie argument (startled, sneering,
castigating, out-of-control, lunatic, perturbed, enthusiastic, joyful, warm,
happy, delighted, sexy and so on) could register the tonal layer of people’s
relationships at each point in time, as either affording “recognition” to the
other or “de-recognizing” the other — attracting the other into an easy, non-
clingy friendship — or pushing them away and breaking the relationship.
This inquiry considers that it is in the subtle motions of such intentional

actions that screen arguments turn.

This recognition or de-recognition is argued in the audio layers of a movie or
other screen argument such as a news program. If a deaf audience member

such as Jade Bryan watched only the sequence where Jimmy delivers his



speech, “I don’t know. Something”, then Bryan would not have heard
Jimmy’s tone that recognizes Alex as a friend. She would not have
immediately understood this shift in the screen argument. Missing an
essential layer of the screen argument, deaf people rely on the development
of their other senses, rely on their friendships with other film appreciators
and makers, rely on the motion-pictures in order to weave together their
growing understanding of a movie or documentary story, as we all do. This
investigation, in asking what is screen and movie thought, has started to
unfold and distinguish some essential elements of screen arguments, such as
time, audio, motion-pictures, people, and people’s audio gestures of
recognition and de-recognition. These gestures are intoned on the audio
layers, yet, as explored below, similar “gestures” are also subtly argued on
the motion-picture layers too, such as: lifting one’s face to another; or

meeting another’s eye-line in a friendly way.

On the audio tracks, it is gestures of intonation — how things are said, not so
much the vocabulary of what is said, that puts the argument. Vocal
intonation — and other tonal forms such as the soundtrack’s music and its
effects “M and E” tracks — predominantly answer the philosophical
questions “What is there?” and “What do we do?” in the audio layers. There
is audio and we sing or intone. Another thing people do is: have emotions.
Emotion in the world and in movies is predominantly argued with audio,
voice and musical tones. The “emotional arc” of a movie argument (or any
screen argument) is an overall writing or performance — a “strategic shape” —

that is discussed later in Section-35.

Audio gestures offer or withdraw recognition between people acting in time-
place. Next, motion-picture gestures are introduced into dramatic

interactions.
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13.
Smiles and Eye-lines that Recognize and De-

recognize.

Is there a “motion-picture” layer that is like the tonal gestures in audio? Do
people recognize each other or derecognize each other with “visual” gestures too?
Section-11’s extract of Byrne and Ledger’s screenplay demonstrates that there are
motion-picture gestures. Alex does not respond to Jimmy’s friendly tone of voice
— “Something” — with a reciprocating audio tone. Rather, she responds with some
“motion-picture gestures” of her body: “Alex looks away and composes her self.”
Then her face and body looks up and meets Jimmy’s eyes. By turning her face
and body towards Jimmy and lifting her eye-line to meet his eye-line, Alex returns
her own gesture of friendly recognition, not on the audio layers but on the motion-
picture layers. If a blind spectator (such as Marty Klein) listened to this scene, he
would not immediately understand Alex’s proposition at this point because her
argument is being carried in the motion-pictures. Klein would not understand

Alex’s visual “gesture” that recognizes Jimmy as a friend.

Often highly skilled theatre performers who work on a movie shoot for the first
time, (or politicians who work television’s news cycle for the first time), are
surprised or even impatient with the amount of time that fellow performers and
recordists spend refining their performance and recording of eye-lines. Eye-lines
are important in legitimate theatre too, but in screen arguments — because of the
recordist’s close-up and because characters’ eyes usually travel to what is
watched in the next edited shot or scene change — performers’ eyes actually
control and link together the motion-picture layers of the cascading screen
argument. Take for example, the opening of the “Exterior Sydney Street Day”

scene extract earlier, and its layers of visual, motion-picture action:
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“Jimmy leans forward pointing the Minolta SR-T camera at Alex. Alex
laughs, cringes and shies away from him. Jimmy gives up with

frustration.”

A writer, performer, recordist or distributor imaginatively watches such
screenwriting carefully to track down every gesture of “eye-lines” in every action
line of the argument. Unlike speech lines in movies, the action lines are read and
“watched” extremely literally. The quoted lines are plans of action agreed to by
specialists in Jordan’s screen team. If Jimmy leans forward, pointing a Minolta
camera at Alex, then Jimmy’s eye-line connects with her face and her eye-line,
through, or over, the camera viewfinder. Just as “sincere friendly intonation”
gestures recognition to the other as a friend, so too a friendly or “co-operative
offer of an eye-line” to another person gestures that recognition is being offered
and established. Alex’s response is partly gestured in layers of audio: she laughs.
Simultaneously (translucently), Alex partly gestures in layers of motion-pictures:
“Alex laughs, cringes and shies away from him.” Visually, a laugh is a kind of
smile, and the gesture of the smile is considered shortly. But the makers indicate
another shift in the eye-lines of the screen argument at this point: A “cringe” tends
to narrow or close the eyes. To “shy away” is to turn one’s eye-line from visual
contact with the other person’s face and eyes. Alex’s eyes contact other, often

out-of-focus, things in the scene that are not the other person.

If one is the recordist responsible in the team for editing the scene’s dailies (or
rushes, or original footage), then Byrne and Ledger’s eyes actually control and link
together the motion-picture layers of the argument. One’s contribution as the
editing recordist is to select, time, and if necessary reshape, the best shots that
link changes in Ledger’s eye-line and changes in Byrne’s eye-line to form the
motion-picture layers of the project’s translucent argument. If Take 1 of “Jimmy
points the camera at Alex” has Ledger’s eyes stare into the background for

whatever reason, then Take 1 would be discarded for Take 2 where Ledger looks
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at Alex. The performed eye-line gestures direct the plot and story and are edited
accordingly. Jimmy’s eyes in the first Take 1 begin to veer off into the Sydney
Street background and put a different argument and a confusing story. Having
edited Take 2 into the argument, the recordist investigates takes of “Alex shying
away” which are also very much about Byrne’s eye-line gestures. Hypothetically,
say Alex shies away, slightly overbalances and then tenses her body to correct her
stance in Take 1. Like Ledger’s hypothetical Take 1 that flips his stare into the
background, Alex’s first take is an uncomfortable re-correction of her gestured
disposition: it is not the argument that everyone is trying to position. Instead, our
imaginary editor selects Take 2 of Alex’s shifting eye-line where her re-correction

is more a gesture of graceful arousal than urgently correcting her balance.

For the logician who watches a finished movie and is bored by its “simplistic”
conjunction of one shot after another conjoined shot, the fallacy is to assume a
film argument is not a highly complex and challenging, branching logical array. For
makers, screen thought is about choices between alternative Takes 1, 2, 3 and so
on, at forks or switches in the recorded line of reason. Logical arrays and their
branching disjunctions permeate movie thought. Filmmakers ask philosophical
questions about indistinct things on the paths we make and travel, contemplating
directions and preferring one eye-line take and not another (or one shy act and not
another act) at thousands of audio and motion-picture crossroads and disjunctions

that writers, performers and editing recordists discard or develop.

Movie arguments are not only edited with the most preferred intonation and eye-
lines gestures, arguments are also edited with the elemental gesture of the smile. It
is perhaps surprising that the most wonderful gesture of them all — people’s
smiles — has not attracted much attention in thinking about thought over the
millennia. Yet the gesture of the smile is frequently used to weave human thought

and communication together in the novel and the movie. In 1025, the court
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novelist Shikibu Murasaki introduces the gesture of the smile 38 times into the Tale

Of Genji argument. Here is one such occasion:

“And if even stony-hearted warriors, or bitter enemies, if any such there
were, smiled when they saw the boy, the mother of the heir-apparent, too,

could not entirely exclude him from her sympathies.” (2006: 1.394)

Novels are a rich trove of arguments woven together with many kinds of smile.
Like eye-lines and intonation, a person’s facial gestures tend to either posit
friendly recognition or posit the closing down of recognition of the self and others.
Often the full import of a “smile” is only understood late in a long-form argument,
such as a witness to unnatural death in Chapter 3 who reports a murderer’s “a sly
grin which bothered her but otherwise he was personally clean and always
agreeable”. In Jane Austen (1813) Pride and Prejudice, the gesture of the smile is
explored 69 times. Each time Austen introduces a smile to the face of one of her
characters, the gesture of that particular smile is woven with other elements, such
as people’s eye-lines and haptic actions (dancing in a room or walking in a garden).
In Jordan’s Sydney Street scene, the argument’s facial gestures, such as the
smile’s infinite combinations, are shaped and positioned four times by the team’s
writer, performers, recordists and distributors. Writer-director Jordan researches
people (including characters in dreams) and he writes a crafted “dance” of smiles
over the course of this minute and the whole argument. Performers read the
screenplay. In performance, they re-explore personal embodiment and co-
operative, relational forces woven in this layer of smiles and other motion-picture
gestures. Recordists reshape the visual argument with light and digital code.
Distributors support these makers and deal with the argument in public culture,
global politics, economic negotiations and archival preservation. The distributor’s
advertising displays the faces of Ledger and Byrne smiling out at the public —
where the smile is mainly in the eyes. Ledger’s is a friendly and lost smile;

Byrne’s is a friendly and critical smile — so emblematic of their characters in this

film.
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Because this is an investigation of screen thought, the element of audio and
motion-picture gesture has been emphasized ahead of an element more commonly
associated with film. But having considered a movie interaction’s time, people and
their gestures — of recognition or de-recognition — the next element to explore is

action.
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14.

Dealing with Unexpected Dramatic Actions.

There are many screen genres such as new web pages and short films but what
makes a movie argument special (besides its circa 100 minute length) is that it
explores the “intentional actions” of a few leading people against a background of
other people’s actions. Movies explore the “actions of people” in the
philosophical sense. That is, thinking people intend their bodily movements and
expect a physical result when they act forward into the near future of time. Movie
thought is not about unintentional motion such as motion in physics or natural
flows that are explored in Cox, Winston and lain Stewart’s documentaries in

Section-51.

Of course, when people intentionally enter most movie scenes, there are also a lot
of unintentional physical and natural motion going on — such as sunlight radiating
on the landscape or wind rustling the trees. The person who intends, expects and
acts is also a living body that metabolizes — and metabolic changes in a person are
unintended. These changes are motions — but they are not actions. Natural
background changes in forests, oceans and grasslands are the places out of which
thinking people as a species emerge and intentionally “act.” Given the distinction
between natural motion (in some documentaries) and people’s intentional actions,

it is the latter actions that movie arguments are well suited to argue.

Most of our intentional acts throughout life make for very dull watching and
listening. Consider meditation or contemplation. While meditation is wonderful for
bodily health and for the mind, it makes for a dull drama film — recording
someone’s body at rest or peace with life. Meditation is explored in the audio
lecture series by Pema Chodron (c.2005) and the seminars by Jack Kornfield
(¢.2000), or the book by philosopher Thich Nhat Hanh. Meditation is very

healthy, powerful, intentional “action” in the philosophic sense of the person’s
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intentional control over their mind and body but its methods are not well
explained in a 100-minute “movie” argument — even in Persona, The Razor’s Edge
or Heaven And Earth — three movies that include meditative actions in their

explorations.

Again, everyday acts of meal consumption or workplace production are not movie
arguments either. As explored in Section-36, audiences expect a “dramatic”
argument that first familiarizes us with a few characters we empathize with, and
then the argument is complicated by unexpected dramatic actions and challenges to
the everyday. In 4 Cry In The Dark, a family’s normal vacation turns to killing
and a witch-hunt. In Heaven And Earth, a prosperous faming valley is destroyed
by colonial war. The kind of actions people do in a movie are, at first, actions we
quickly understand and expect people to do. Even in we ourselves have never been
on holiday to Central Australia or worked on a farm in pre-war Vietnam — we
readily understand what the characters are doing and, if we are to follow the
argument. If we are attracted, sympathetic towards, intrigued by, fearful of,
excited by, or otherwise feel strongly about one or more of the characters, then we
follow the characters as they face the overwhelming challenges of the movie

argument.

Characters such as Lindy or Le Ly are challenged by massive shifts in personal
and political circumstances. If we are attracted to friendly, no-nonsense heroines,
we do not abandon their story but follow them into this challenging second act
“shadowlands™ or ordeal where other people’s intentional actions either help or
harm them (Campbell 1949: 212; Vogler 1992: 71; Robinson 1993-1997). Leading
characters like Lindy and Le Ly are not impersonal flotsam that is simply pushed
and pulled around by motion. When movie characters are thrown into challenging
circumstances, they respond with their own initiatives and actions. In (2014) The
Hundred-Foot Journey, a refugee Indian restaurateur’s car breaks down in a

French village. The village has a vacant business property on the market. He
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decides to open a restaurant, despite the massive challenges of ethnic suspicion,
no home, an unknown market and vicious competitors. These are intentional
actions of people with expectations into the future — not the motion of flotsam in
the universe. In (2012) Underground an early Internet prodigy is home-schooled
in mathematics, science, the humanities and ethics, only to discover that inhumane
and unethical bureaucrats dominate1990s cyberspace and the world. He sets out,
as a journalist and digital press agency, to expose the unethical to the world’s
public. Again, these are intentional actions with expectations into the future.
Strong movie arguments have characters that struggle with life as best they can
(audiences relate to this). Then they are thrown into extraordinary circumstances
that surprise their expectations. If they continue to act as they acted in the past,
the new challenges will overwhelm them. They have to experiment and learn new
actions in order to meet the challenges. They make mistakes and learn from those
errors. They co-operate with old or new friends in order to make the challenges

work for them and not against them.

In Gilbert and Russell (1983) Educating Rita, external undergraduate European
Literature student Rita forms a platonic, scholarly friendship with her tutor Frank.
In their familiarizing first act, what kinds of actions does Rita’s tutor Frank do?
Frank walks through cloisters; he removes a shelved book; he discloses a hidden
bottle of whiskey. He attends his tutorial, he admits he is drunk, he suggests the
students should leave and make love. By his everyday familiar “actions,” we come
to know who Frank is. What of Rita’s actions? Rita wobbles on stilettos in the
cobbled cloisters. She overhears postgraduates’ sneering; she struggles to enter
Frank's jammed door; she prowls his office, speaking her concerns about British
social classes that deny her affection and liberty. She shares a pack of cigarettes.
She mistakes Frank’s laugh for derision. She rephrases his definition in her own
terms. By her everyday familiar actions such as wearing glamour fashion
(stilettos), saying the first thing that comes into her head, pushing on regardless —

we come to know Rita’s fighting spirit when she is challenged by this surprising
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place (cobblestones, un-maintained door, drunk tutor, sneering middle-class
students, a vocabulary she is unused to). By her “actions” that deal with

challenges, we come to know Rita as a person.

Everyone’s actions gradually change during the Educating Rita argument. Rita’s
husband Deny burns her university books, insisting she become an ignorant
pregnant housewife. Later Rita burns an unsatisfactory draft of her Macbeth essay
and rewrites it from scratch. Here are two “actions” of burning text, and in a third
scene, Frank burns his poems. Taken out of context, the acts suggest the puzzling
brief destructive act of burning itself, unconnected to Rita’s story. This returns us
to Section-01’s idea of holist thinking. The meaning of a screen interaction, the
content of a screen belief or desire, is not a thought that attaches to “burning” in
isolation from other interactions in the movie such as Deny’s assault on Rita,
Rita’s visit to her first Shakespeare performance and Frank’s migration to

Australia.

Rita’s movie is based on Willy Russell’s very talky stageplay, which is full of
people coming and going, meeting or leaving each other, as the main “actions.” In
adapting to film, the significance of Rita’s growing grasp of knowledge is still
communicated by changes in her “gestures” and “utterance” more than her gross
actions such as waiting on bistro tables. It is a very chatty movie. As the argument
resolves, Rita calmly assesses her achievements as an academic and calmly
criticizes her limitations as an innovator. At the beginning of the movie her actions
and gestures were anything but calm. Now she Augs Frank in silence at the airport.
Her actions would not have included a hug in the early argument, nor would she
have just enjoyed comfortable warm silence with him. Audiences cannot
understand any one of these actions unless they have linked all the actions

together in the whole argument.
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Why does screen thought separate such haptic actions from gestures and
utterance? After all, much philosophy includes eye-line gestures, intonation and
utterance under the rubric of intentional action without distinction. But as we have
seen, eye-line and intonation gestures are important enough in screen thought to
allocate an element of their own to these subtle acts. The element of “gesture”
does not move, reshape, create or destroy external objects in a way material to the
argument. Rather, gestures communicate recognition or de-recognition of the self
and other people. Section-17 gives reasons for separating “utterance” as another
element too, even though, philosophically, it is a action. If we sort gestures and
utterance as distinct elements, this leaves haptic “actions” as the element of
“actions” in screen thought. “Haptic” actions include a character’s actions when
they touch a place with their feet (standing, running) or body (lying down): touch
a device when they grasp it in use (drive a car, use remote controller, turn a page,
catch a ball); touch another person (Rita hugs Frank) or touch instrumentally (Le
Ly blows up invaders); change their body position (Steve wakes and sits up); and
do other actions (other than gesture and utterance) that rely on feedback about
touch, body tension, disposition, gravity, motion and fine motor skills. Audiences
have watched these “haptic actions” in Educating Rita: F walks through cloisters;
F removes a shelved book; F discloses a hidden bottle of whiskey. R wobbles on
stilettos; R burns a draft; R hugs F in silence. These actions move things about (we
walk or wobble from one place to another), things are removed and uncovered,
things are destroyed (burned) and bodies intend to get close and hug for affection.
Actions may also create, as when Rita devises a good Macbheth essay, or her

husband Deny remarries and has the child that he desires.

Literate thought quickly darts through a scenario of action after action — looking
for themes, contradictions and so on — and moves on. But to shift to abstract
notions such as theme or contradiction is to shift out of the actions central to
screen thought. In screen thought, it is not what is summarized or evaluated that

has gravitas but what is enacted and done in response. A filmmaker doesn’t argue
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that “Frank is an alcoholic” or that “Rita’s knowledge of Macbheth improved” by
uttering these notions. The claims in screen and movie arguments are put as action
after action: “F removes a shelved book; F discloses a hidden bottle of whiskey
and so on” (therefore Frank is an alcoholic, is implied). “Rita burns an
unsatisfactory draft of her Macbeth essay and rewrites from scratch” (hence her

improving knowledge is implied).

The strongest actions in a movie argument are the actions that change relationships
between two or more leading characters. Rita offers her cigarettes to Frank, he
offers his whiskey to her, the two hug at the end — these actions argue their dual
affection and liberation relationship conditions. These offers of simple sharing are
the movie’s key actions about increasing affection and liberation. He refuses her
cigarette and eventually she quits and improves her health. Whatever they do
“creates and supports” their lives or “harms and destroys their lives”. A movie is
an argument in such actions that either create and support (conditions of affection
and liberation) or harm and destroy (conditions of affection and liberation). Frank
harms his health with drinking and diminishes his liberation — although he finally
cuts loose and has the courage to make a new start. Rita hurts herself a little when
she is too fearful to meet privately with Frank and Elaine’s friends; but almost all
of Rita’s actions create and support her new academic life with Frank. She is not a

character that acts to harm and destroy.

In movie thought, the element of action (whether harmful and destructive; or
creative and supportive) is always external and physical — an action is always
something solidly displacing the space and doing something intentionally with
expectations into the future. As such, real actions are an element that cannot be
negative for filmmakers. People can think and say negative things such as “I don’t
understand” or “Don’t walk!” but it is impossible to do a negative action like “not
walking” in a movie scene. There are no negative actions, only negative logical

operators in thought, speech and inscriptions. All actions exist as they are done.
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They are not notions of negation or things that disappear in our dreams. Walking
is acted positively. Burning is acted positively. When Rita burns a paper, the
haptic action of burning can be positively touched just as the action of hugging
Frank can be touched. Her husband Deny may believe she is “not” burning the
paper — that is, in belief and speech or writing, a person may think, speak and
write about negation — imagining or denying that something is true. But no person,
not even a film performer, can do a negative action. If Rita is not burning a paper,
in screen thought terms, she is doing something else, such as oiling a door or
waiting tables. In terms of the screen element of “action,” it cannot be given a
negative value. For people used to writing prose, prose frequently negates actions
in sentences. But for filmmakers used to writing, performing or recording action,

there are no negative actions in real-world interactions.

The distinction between “actions” and elements that can be negated (such as
notions, speech and inscriptions on devices) is key to thinking in screen thought.
On a movie set, or in real life, if Rita doesn’t touch Frank, she does something else
in the office, such as prowl around. “Don’t touch Frank™ is a speech line a
screenwriter can give a character but it is not written as an impossible negative
action. Imagine a weak screen thinker who writes, “Rita doesn’t touch Frank” as a
supposed “action” in an amateur screenplay. Imagine screen thinkers attempting
to put this argument. During performance, the “Rita” performer will turn around
and address the writer or director: “I don’t touch Frank in this scene?? Well, what
do you want me to do??” Writing negatives in the element of action wastes time
and wastes creative resources. The useful way to argue action in a movie is to
carefully state each action as it happens with its most precise present tense verb.
Action always happens in the present time of the cascading scene. Precision such
as “wobbles on stilettos” creates the argument on the screen in the way that
imprecise actions (Rita arrives) does not. The only time a maker would move
away from the precise action word wobbles or burns or hugs, is when high speed

analysis is being applied to sequences of actions, in which case a writer might use
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shorthand notes for “co-operative, creative and supportive actions” or “injurious,
hurtful and destructive” actions, and two symbols for arrival and departure.
Importantly, all the verbs in precision screenplays denote specific present-tense
actions. A performer (or a person in documentary actuality footage) does each
present tense action in “the present” of their “current scene.” There is no past or
future tense in actions, either. The notions of past or future are time elements, not
action elements. Time elements are expressed in numerals, the running time of the
plot, an action’s position in the screenplay. Time elements are expressed in period
speech, costumes and other devices — which is why a historical understanding of

the world is crucial for filmmakers if they desire to argue past and future.

In terms of getting one’s bearings in a movie argument, the cardinal actions of, say,
Le Ly “injures” and Le Ly “co-operates” roughly sort all actions for performers.
A performer can walk on to set — onto any devised place — and be given an answer
to: “What do I do here among these characters and devices?” In roughest terms, a
role and action either “co-operates with others, or injure others.” If this act is
strongly physical, it is an “action” such as burning a paper or hugging another
person. If the injury or co-operation is more subtle and telegraphic of intentions,
then it is a “gesture” of recognition or rejection. In practice a director will
encourage precise, calibrated, freshly explored actions. But when performers are
improvising at drama school, these rough categories guide performance training,

roughly shape movie plots and shape emotional arcs.

These polarities of movie action — co-operation or injury — around which
conditions of liberation and affection vary for each character, are often best
understood by muting all the audio layers of a movie and just watching the
motion-picture layers. If one watches (without sound) all Le Ly’s childhood and
teenage actions in Heaven And Earth, her actions are all co-operative acts growing
up in her community until she explodes a roadside bomb to defend her family

from a colonial attack — that is her first injurious action. Before this, we watch the



135

local children “play” a mock battle of co-operation and injury — learning how to
defend themselves and their families. Aggressive “play” is an interesting action in
movie thought because it falls under co-operation, and yet is sometimes rehearses
injury and how one deals with injury. In (2010) Norwegian Wood, students play
around, transferring ice candy from mouth-to-mouth — a rehearsal for their sexual

explorations later in the movie.

A lot of drama school is improvisation of actions, and action-based games which
somewhat resemble play among friends, but are, in fact, part of the training work
of performers leading to rehearsals and professional work on stage or set. Most of
the training to “perform” is training to co-operated bodily with one’s fellow actors
— to dance in choreographed groups, to keep a group’s volley ball in the air while
calling a telegraphed name order from the group, or saying yes to challenging
impromptu improvisation directions from a fellow performer who puts you on
the spot. Rehearsal is also training in how to “injure” one’s self and fellow actors
safely: the safe way to fall or safely drag another performer up by their hair, non-
corrosive, edible artificial blood, break-away furniture, sword-fighting, chivalry,
sports, giving and taking a slap, weapons safety and so on — in order to learn how
to perform the “injury” side of dramatic actions. Perhaps the best way to
understand the element of action in movie thought is to participate as a student of
“co-operative and injurious” actions at drama school. When the notional terms
“co-operative” and “injurious” are used in this inquiry for “action,” this is drama
shorthand for a theoretical class of actions that, translated into precise actions in a

movie, are labeled with precise present tense concrete verbs.

Heaven And Earth’s actions were precise but the plot glaringly omitted its
political area of the movie’s inquiry scope. It was obviously an even more
politically charged drama than 4 Cry In The Dark, which openly discussed its
political area, but Le Ly’s story suppressed what it knew. This is explained later

in Section-19. So this investigation researched and developed another screen
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argument, Evelyn. Evelyn researched and developed historical actions in response
to Heaven And Earth’s suppression. The opening action in Evelyn is the same as
its closing action: In 1777, Fred is “rowed” to a beach. The rowing “action” is part
of the movie’s first “interaction.” The whole interaction has time, people, actions,
gestures and “place.” When Rita prowled around Frank’s room, she acted at the
time she first visited her tutor. Again, a movie interaction consists of people,
actions, gestures, time and “place.” Given the holism of the mental on screen, the

element of “place” is explored next.
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15.

Researching Dramatic Places.

The element of “place” in movie arguments should not be mistaken for pleasant
fine art “landscapes” or restorative holidays — nor is “place” unoccupied
mathematical “space” in the cosmos’ flowing arrow of time. Place contains space:
any space where people live; and people only develop and live long in a healthy
ecology among the private and public agenda of self and others. “Place” can be
day-to-day or it can be selective and heightened in strong movie arguments as the
location of gripping, attractive, complex drama (even comic drama or comedy)

among a few foreground people.

For audiences more used to serial television’s interminable, low-level drama, the
strong level of drama and its climaxes explored in cinema movies can be unsettling
and controversial. The kind of places that prosaic television serial writers develop
— and the kind of places that movie writers research and develop — are usually far
apart. Not much happens in long-running serial “places” because the serial doesn’t
come to a climax and conclusion for many years, if ever. The power of a strong
movie argument is that it does come to a dramatic climax and conclusion in a
matter of hours. Movie writers, then, are interested in places of intense,
problematic drama all along the scope of the private and public agenda (thought,
family, politics, culture and so on), where high stakes are at risk. As one might
expect, the places of movie drama research are often controversial in their time of

research and development.

Dramatic places like Lindy’s witch-hunt media-sphere, or Le Ly’s invaded
home, are places where people with power make horrendous mistakes.
People fail their selves and others. Heroic characters deal with that failure
and those errors. As Nuland points out, people who desire knowledge and

improvement in a happier world learn from mistakes and failures (Nuland



138

2008: L1053). As dramatists, movie thinkers do not absurdly attempt to
pretend that “disagreement and error” do not exist. Filmmakers research
“awful places where mistakes are made” as a movie argument — but the
people who put the argument or interpret the argument are not repeating the
actions of that place. The actions are researched, developed, performed and
recorded safely. The aim is for audiences to watch the recorded argument in
comfort. A movie “argues” people’s “performed” actions in time-place as a
devised recording. Motion-picture recordings [of people performing on
screen] are almost entirely “devices” — hardly real “people” or real
“actions.” The recorded device is a light and sound argument that puts a
proposal for interpretation. But as Section-35 discusses, mistaken people
anthropomorphize the screen as another place and person — and they waste
their time believing fallacious screen thought and acting on those fallacies.
Hopefully, a “recorded place on screen” sets an argument that we learn
from, but without mistaking our place for anything other than our
comfortable room and armchair — with its window on distribution and its

door to our worldly future.

Real people instigate dramatic places among self and others in real life — invasions,
witch-hunts, family breakdowns or business conflicts such as the four key movies
in this investigation. “Drama” (what people do that concerns audiences) is not the
same as motion in a natural space where the Earth’s physics flows as a landslide,
earthquake or other natural disaster. A natural disaster is not a drama, unless
people are dealing with it. A reader familiar with the 170 movies in Section-50 will
recall that they all argue, without exception, places where people act co-
operatively and injuriously. The screen arguments all refer to dramatic places
where people deal with unnatural death or threat of unnatural death caused by self
or others. Out in the real world, people responsible for such real-life dramas
usually do their best to create ignorance about the awful dramatic places they have

instigated. Historians Richard J. Evans and Margaret MacMillan point to
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Germany’s suppression of rational thinking about its World War One invasions.
Suppressing discussion of conservative German actions creating World War One
gave rise to Nazism, detention camps for scapegoated people and World War
Two. Evans labels the conservative, and later fascist suppression that leads to
World War, “a fateful myth” (2003:L1491; cf. MacMillan 2003:21). Many
arguments in Section-50 expose that myth. The collective suppression of
knowledge about invasion was instigated again in post-1945 Australian and
American myths. For example, in Nicole Kidman’s Duigan, Noonan et al. (1987)
Vietnam, its Australian filmmakers replay newsreel footage of Americans
incinerating civilians alive with napalm. The filmmakers edit the footage to claim
this is a North Vietnamese invasion rather than Australian and American invasion
(Section-50). American academic Lien-Hang T. Nguyen grew up in America in the
1970s and 1980s when most people involved in the invasion of Vietnam were

collectively suppressing “knowledge of that place™:

“I grew up in a working-class neighborhood in post- Vietnam War America
during a time when that episode in the nation’s past was being collectively
suppressed. My family and I were shameful reminders of a war that
should have never been fought. The war was both distant and proximate; I

did not live it but who I am is a direct result of it” (2012:14).

Suppression of thought about place also occurs in the economic area of the inquiry
scope. Wilder, Brackett and Marshman (1950) Sunset Blvd. follows an
unemployed, indebted writer in Los Angeles who accepts work on a wealthy,
long-retired performer’s obsessive vanity project. Sunset Blvd. explores the all-
too-common distortion of the global economy when wealthy people or wealthy
groups outside their area of expertise and experience invest in the wrong projects.
It explores anxious, impoverished makers who submit to these doomed projects in
return for food and lodging. Sunset Blvd. warns writers and their producers,

investors or distributors not to get too personally caught up in an investor’s pet,
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personal project if the project has lost track of what democratic audiences (or
audiences large enough to repay the costs) desire to watch. One of the awful
ironies in Sunset Blvd. is that the investor has an intensely personal perspective
and fanatical belief about characters and scenes that drives her to seek a writer
who will renounce drama’s triangulation of people (in Section-10) for her
monomania. The investor believes that all the scene interactions revolve around
the motivations of the one character she desires to perform. The writer
diplomatically advises the investor that this egotistical perspective quashes the
writing, but to no avail. There is debt penury and powerful lunacy in this place,
argue its makers. Powerful suppression of knowledge and its injurious

consequences is a common argument in the 170 movies of Section-50.

Coen and Coen’s Barton Fink (1991) is another movie argument about public
(economic) failure in the writing cycle. Notice how a shift from one place to
another place puts the drama: Barfon Fink opens on a successful up-and-coming
New York City theatre playwright. Young playwright Barton’s problems start
when he is lured to Los Angeles. He cannot think in terms of the actions and
gestures of screen thought — which is not a problem when writing theatre in New
York, but his lack of screen competence becomes disastrous in Los Angeles. Here
it is not the studio or politicians suppressing thought but the writer’s anxious

incompetence in a place, that collapses knowledge.

When competent filmmakers decide to collect audio and motion-pictures
about a place, it is often because information about the place has been
suppressed. According to music writer David Stubbs, young German
composer Florian Fricke and young filmmaker Werner Herzog were typical

of postwar makers who resisted public amnesia about occupied place:

“Both were concerned about the ‘Americanisation’ of West Germany, a
sort of cultural occupation, with landscape and existential uncertainty. Both

stood in contrast to banally amnesiac strains in their chosen media - for
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[kosmische musicians] it was the hideously kitsch form of [easy-listening
pop] known as Schlager, for filmmakers it was “Heimatfilm”, a form of
cinema which offered a bucolic, nostalgic view of a never-never Germany in
which the Third Reich had never happened. And, despite [their different
materials, the artists’ ] common characteristic was a desire to innovate, to find
new modes of self-expression at a vital point in German cultural life.”
(Stubbs 2014:1).

On bucolic, nostalgic Australian and U.S. screens, their invasions and sieges of
South East Asia only vaguely happened, or are deceptively rewritten. Along with
Herzog et al.’s German new wave, many French, Italian and Swiss filmmakers also
resisted the cultural occupation of Western Europe after war, in such films as
Godard and Moravia (1963) Contempt starring Brigitte Bardot and Fritz Lang.
Contempt explores a failing 1960s movie project team whose American
distributor gives a Nazi salute. Ongoing French colonialism in North Africa is
decried in Pontecorvo et al. (1966) The Battle Of Algiers. Eastern European artists
decried Soviet occupation of their “place,” in innovative controversial films such

as Makavejev and Reich (1971) W.R. Mysteries Of The Organism.

In 1935, filmmaker James Whale turned his camera on the mostly hidden “place”
of human medical research in Bride Of Frankenstein. More recently the Coen
brothers turned their microphones on the mostly hidden “place” of absurd
paranoia in Washington DC, in Burn After Reading (2008). Both these screen
arguments open by stepping back from their mysterious places and locating the
arguments in their wider landscape: “the Earth in space.” In these opening
sequences, both Coen and Whale introduce the Earth’s globe lit by the sun’s light.
Movies are arguments recorded in light. Screenplay scene headings for the Coen
and Whale openings can be written: “EXT. PLANET EARTH IN SPACE -
DAY.”

The writer’s lighting-camera term “DAY” indicates the lighting geometry of the

scene: the sun’s position is more behind the camera and less behind the Earth. The



142

sun shines past the camera to light the face of the daylight Earth. A NIGHT
argument puts the Earth between the camera and the Sun. From this distance “IN
SPACE”, planet Earth appears without life, only cosmic material such as clouds
of particulate chemistry. As the camera (and writing) moves closer to the clouds,
our living ecology — photosynthesising vegetation and oxygen — appears and
flows. Coming closer again: people’s architectural devices and people’s bodies
emerge. People live their lives among Earth’s illuminated, sound-transmitting

global envelope of air, which allows voices to transmit.

Our necessary solar time and Earth place are crucial elements in movie thought.
Variations on this basic setting have framed every scene heading in a century of
movie arguments. Even Kubrick and Clarke (1968) 2001 A Space Odyssey has
people millions of kilometers from Earth who spend the whole argument in the
Sun’s rays, generating extra light from devices brought from Earth; breathing the
Earth’s air that they carry with them. The space crew who are not in induced
comas, follow their usual “day and night rhythm of place.” In some science fiction
conjecture, fantasy or surreal films for example, our Solar Earth place may well be
distorted for the purposes of these arguments. But naming a place in Earth’s
global air envelope and positioning the sun’s light for the scene heading are the

usual settings of place in screen thought.

In Section-11’s movie screenplay extract of a Sydney street, we read that the
element of place or scene is given second position in a standard form screenplay,
after the element of plot time. The movie’s plot time is its page number “12” that
indicates the roughly 12th whole minute of running time (0:11:00 to 0:12:00) of
the movie argument. This is plot time, not the story time that characters in the
place of the scene might have on their watches. The next element in Section-11’s

formal array is the time (DAY) and place of the Sydney Street in the story:

EXT. SYDNEY STREET - DAY.
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How do makers know that “Sydney Street” is a “place” and not another element,
such as “utterance™? Why do screen thinkers not think this is a reference to a
street “uttered” at the North Pole, nowhere near Sydney? The latter place, its

arctic speaker and utterance might be written thus:

EXT. NORTH POLE - DAY.

AMBULANCE DRIVER

I’ve dealt with more ice on a Sydney street.

How do we know that the words “Sydney Street” are not inscribed on a map or
other device denoting a non-existing but planned street name? For example, an
argument might be put that the place is a forest track away from Sydney. Again,
the place is in the heading, the word “Sydney” is not in the place heading but

inscribed on a device:

EXT. FOREST TRACK - DAY.

A PROSPECTOR hammers a new signpost “Sydney” into the dirt.

How do we know “Sydney Street” is not a person with surname Street living in
Moscow or Mexico? People are introduced into the argument by writing their
names once in capitals, and thereafter in capital initial and lower case. Given the

holism of the mental, place, time, person and action are argued together:

EXT. MOSCOW - DAY.

SYDNEY STREET folds a newspaper and crosses the road.
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It is a convention of movie thought that the specific “place” element (Sydney
street, North Pole, forest track and Moscow) is written into scene headings in
capitals, after the place architecture (EXT./INT.) and before the story time
DAY/NIGHT. No other element is introduced and marked thus in a screenplay.
On its own the word “Sydney” possibly denotes many screen elements that have
different layouts and fonts in a written screen interaction, and therefore different
meanings and ontologies. Again, this is a point about the holism of the mental: in
order to understand “place” words and other isolated words about elements, a
filmmaker or audience has to be familiar with how screen elements work together
in various positions in a screenplay. If the screen thinker creates screenplays, it is
other formatted messages — head position, capitalization, placement (next to
another place condition EXT.) — that denote “Sydney” as a “place” screen
element. If Sydney were a person on the same page, the person would have their
name “Sydney” written in the action line part of the array that indicates “people.”
When screenwriters write professionally, they “write” in the screenplay’s
standard form layout, or they take notes defining every unambiguous element as a
place, utterance, written device, thought or person in a real-time high-speed array
such as a “notation” shorthand. We have seen Greene, Kafka and Woolf quickly

sketch D, K, X and so forth for “people” in a place.

Screen thinkers listen to the acoustics of a place and watch the colors, grey scale,
contrast, textures, shapes, and motion of the place’s motion pictures —
unencumbered by words. Word elements often run interference on screen thought,
as when cascading elements are clearly interpreted but then side-tracked by a
superfluous label. Often labels argue fallaciously from authority, as when text is
jammed on mobile phones in Mann and Yerkovich (2006) Miami Vice. Or text is
added to clutter the frame a television show to fallaciously increase the visual
tension without investing in the time to think through a serious argument.
Bombarding with texts distracts from on-camera argument and the cluttered

program ends up fallaciously arguing from ignorance. Makers rarely need the label
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“mosquito” placed in front of a mosquito. Forster and Helm (2006) Stranger Than
Fiction use this overlaid clutter to argue the excessive logical flow chart labeling
occlusion or character flaw of its leading character. At worse, spectators lose sight
of the object if a label is stuck over it. Audiences don’t hear mosquitoes hum if a
narration voices over a loud “mosquito” discourse. So place is critical, not just in
the semantics of a screen argument (what is being argued) but also in how screen

elements are placed within the syntax or array of movie thought.

Presented with a worded explanation inside a movie argument such as “Berlin
referred to Sydney in Paris after India spoke of Berlin in Sydney” — a reader might
be forgiven for thinking these words denote “places” Berlin and India when no
such claim is made. Berlin and India are not places in this quote. Unlike prose
writers, a filmmaker cannot afford to jumble other elements with place elements in
this way. If a film crew mistakes a place element in screen thought, the result can
be chaos and million-dollar budget overruns. So where is the first place and scene
in this “Berlin” quote? It is not in Paris. The quote’s two time-places are not
clearly in a plotted order, in the way that screen thinkers lay out some distance
and order to the two places, one after the other in plot time. Screen thought
formats elements in their filmic relationships. The two screen “places” SYDNEY
and PARIS are clearly separated with scene headings in the standard form below.
Perhaps the two people, India and Berlin, are on the phone together, with one

calling from Sydney and the other listening in Paris:

EXT. SYDNEY — DAY.
INDIA
I'm referring to you
as a person, Berlin.

INT. PARIS — NIGHT.
BERLIN
Thanks India. When I
referred to Sydney, I

meant — your place.
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Figure 3. Screen thought formats time-place, persons (India and Berlin) and their

utterances.

Notice too, that in speech Berlin refers to the past. Past and future tense can be
spoken of in screen thought but actions always occur in the present tense of the
scene’s place. When the writer sets a scene in particular location, the choice of
place is usually related to the actions of foreground people. The live telecom
conversation of Berlin and India pushes both characters into the foreground of this
argument. The place is both Sydney and Paris, linked by the action of making a
call. Again, if Kubrick and Clarke (1968) desire to explore the actions of people
dealing with a booby-trapped computer in space, then the intuitive course of
action is to set the argument in a spacecraft. Actions motivate the selection of
place in screen thought. If one’s intention is to explore lovers who escape from
Sydney’s criminal underworld, then, similarly, the intuitive approach sets the
argument in Sydney. When analysts investigate the writer’s motive for exploring
computer people or underworld criminals, usually what transpires is that the
writer grew up among such a community, traveled to such a community, or had
the community thrust upon them for a variety of reasons, some of which are
explored in the argument. Often there is a symbiosis between writers, the real

places of their lives, and the screen places they put in arguments.

Performers may well interpret the argued element of “place” somewhat differently
from writers. For a performer, there are real occupational health and safety
considerations that overarch negotiations for every performance location. A
“location” is the real place that a “scene” is performed and recorded in. It may be
that “Exterior Sydney Street — day” is built on a sound stage in another city,
where high voltage electricity, trip hazards, and other dangers of the stage are
carefully controlled. But as film’s light sensitivity increased and camera weight
decreased, scenes could be located in the real places of the argument. Filmmakers

call this “location shooting.” In the real location case, “Exterior Sydney Street —
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day” brings another set of occupational health and safety considerations for
performers. If performers are mentally “in the zone” of performance, crew need to
protect the performers from, say, running onto the street as part of the written
scene and being injured by the real world. Competent teams deal with all these
potential problems that overlay every written scene. With careful planning,
friendship, experience and knowledge, location scenes and soundstage scenes

inspire performances and recordings, rather than endangering the unprepared.

For recordists, the element of scene or place is almost a whole way of life. If a
scene is an interior (INT.), then sound recordists are fascinated with the problems,
solutions and opportunities of the building’s air conditioning that hums under the
location’s sound, or the variety of footfalls and sound-reflective surfaces. If the
scene is an exterior trafficked street scene, will the audio people (including the
director) fade down and filter the extremely noisy traffic? Just as we shut off
audio psychologically when we sleep, most town people psychologically no
longer hear the constant high levels of city noises they instigate in their lives and
thinking. But when a sound recordist opens a microphone in most people’s
homes, streets, offices and factories, then the movie sound equipment captures the
city’s enervating, noisy ghastliness in all its detail and force. Usually filmmakers
remove the real traffic sound from their edited recordings, and, as a matter of
habitual screen thinking, audiences choose to believe their city streets sound as
quite as they do in the “edited sound” of movies and news, rather than hear the
real traffic noise’s physical impact on pedestrians and residents. The annoying
noise of an aircraft anywhere in the sky over towns where filmmakers create
screen arguments interrupts the town for peaceful, aware, rational thought and

communication too.

Moving from the ear to the eye, a motion-picture recordists’ primary tool is light.
A scene’s general lighting conditions, “day” or “night,” or cosmic variations

(dawn, twilight, moonlight) always head each movie scene — along with “interior”
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devised lighting or an “exterior” natural illumination. A key question for lighting
recordists is: how does my shaping of light illuminate the faces and bodies that act
in this place?” The centre of any movie argument is its people. The recordists
shapes the place with lighting, photographic and motion equipment on set and
computer applications during editing, in order to deliver the lit bodily actions and
gestures of the performers. Ingmar Berman’s motion-picture recordist Sven
Nykvist lit the performers’ bodies in red interiors for (1972) Cries And Whispers
and lit both people and their place in black and white for (1966) Persona.

Chapter 3 focuses on distributors and their way of thinking “place.” The
distributor questions the film’s locations, scenes and places thus: “Will this
place or places attract my target audience segments?” As discussed later in
Section-36, a plot’s “first act” is a place made familiar to the distributor’s
audience. For example most Anglophones live in urban areas. The extent that
they have been brought up to feel that farms are familiar, these farms are
mostly European-style farms or ranches. But the non-Anglophone audience
in rice-cultivating regions is larger than the U.S. and U.K. So Le Ly’s rice
farm in Heaven And Earth is a deeply familiar place to more spectators, but
paddy is an unfamiliar place to most Anglophones. Even so, watching this
farm girl, many of her actions are familiar to audiences that might otherwise
consider paddy exotic: Le Ly helps her parents on the farm, she plays with
neighborhood children, she asks her mother where babies come from, she
shares a meal or laughs with family members. There are still plenty of screen
elements that are familiar to audiences before her “place” is radically changed
by invasions. It is the shift to invasions that make Le Ly’s place an
“unfamiliar second act” shadowlands for most audiences. With invasion, her
place becomes unfamiliar. Places change dramatically during a movie

argument.

Similarly, Lindy’s familiar first act finds her in a modest middle class home,
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working hard to raise her children in a well-managed, happy home. It is only
when her family is attacked by a wild dog — and attacked by exploitative
media, politicians and judiciary — that Lindy is thrown into a “shadowlands”
place that poses existential arguments about her character journey. She is no
longer in “this familiar place here.” An existential crisis has thrown her into
“an unfamiliar place there.” An argument about a gentle fool who is thrown
out into the public media-sphere even inscribes this existential shift as its
title: Ashby and Kosinski (1979) Being There. What kinds of shifts occur in
the second act place? A useful list is provided by Thomas E. Wartenberg
(2008) in his book on existent