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VIDEO:

OF ViIDEo aAnND FILM

Video exists in a field of other represenrational torms, and cur understanding of it

necessarily derives, in part, fram its relationship to these other modes of TEPresent-
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by-prodduce) of other technologies, which leave their imprine upon it. Video is no excep-

tion, Any definition of it needs o sitware it within a hordzon of related technologies and

of enltural uses of those technologies.? This chapter seeks 1o do two things. It attempts

o define video as & sound technology rather than as an image technology and to explore
the psychology of video in terms of its differences from flm.
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n :T';ﬁ; nbers shat pieneared the development of the videstape
| H--l: Fx in §256. Freem lelt 1o righic Frad Plost, Shaity
» MUY Dulby, Alex Maxoy, CRarlos Ginshisrg and Chasles
US counngy of Ampae Systems.]

In part, the advent
of video has changed the way we
look ar carlier forms of Tepresenia-
tion, such as the cinema, Today,
we tend to look at the einema
through video. Indeed, video tech-
nology has radically altered our
understanding of what Andre
Bazin once referred to as “the
ontology of the photographic |and
cincmatographic] image."? The
plot of Rising Sun [1993), for
instance, hinges on the ability of
computer rechnicians to man Bpu-
late videotaped images. It even
provides a brief demonstration in
which 5Sean Connery and Wesley
Snipes exchange heads by means
of a computer that digitalizes and
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plays with their videotaped images. The video image thus has no inherently indexical
relationship to a proflmic event.

In this and other respects, the existence of video forces us o reperceive
the cinema, which is, 15 a resule, forever transtormed. At the same time, the exisience of
the cinema forces us to rethink cur notions of video. Moreover, this mutual co-definition
% o continuous process; it takes place over time, and, as a result, our understanding of
file and video is constantly changing. What they mean to us at any given point in time
is the product of the unique relationship of each technology not only to the other but w
a ficld of ditferent representation formats that is itself constantly changing.

In an attempt to focus this comparison of film and video, 1 will try to
concentrate on issues of technology rather than on the many other bases {or comparizon
that exist between the two.

Before starting, [ need wo explain and, 1o some extent, qualify the title of
this chapter. “Looking through Video® poscs a number of problems. The term Jooking
would seem to give precedence to video as a visual medium and to ignore sound com.
pletely, But, as I hope to show, the process of “looking through video™ begins with
sound—with zeeing video as a sound techaology. Indeed, it is this feature that emerges
as one of the chief characreristics distinguishing it from film.

The term video emerges, in more ways than one, as the most problemat-
ical feature of this essay (sec note 1). The firse stage of my argument attempts to defa-
miliarize popular notions of the term video, The very name video (literally *'1 see”] sug-
gests, espectally in its contrast to gudio (] hear”) and radio [*] emit beams®|, its status
as an image technology that exists in a linearly evolving chain of other image technolo-
gies. At the same time, video's invention, innovation, and diffusion ocour after that of
the cinema, implicitly sugpesting a technological progression of sorts.

Yet television and video have traditionally been misperceived—by the
average viewer, at least—as owtgrowths of Alm, First came the movies, and then came
television. This may be historically accurate, but it is not rechnologically correce. The
two technologies evolved separately, not successivelyd

Historians trace the gencalogy of the cinema hack to photography, pho-
tochemistey, and the so-called phenomenon of persistence of vision. Video, however,
looks hack o the telegraph and the telephone—ito the transmission of coded, electric
signals across a wire. Although video can't be traced back to the cinema, the cinemna can
be traced back, in part, to certain features of the phonograph, telegraph, and telephone—
that iz, 1o technologies that were crucial to the development of video, Certain mechani-
cal, as opposcd to electrical, features of sound technology did play a part in the develop-
ment of the motion picture.

Using the phonograph as a model, Edison developed the maotion picture
camera in an attempt to “do for the eve what the phonagraph has done for the ear.”s He
at first tried 1o partern his kinetoscope afrer the eylinder phonograph, arranging tiny
images successively around the circumierence of a eylinder. Later, after having aban-
domed this approach, Edison drew upon his earlier experiments with notched strips of
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paper that he used w record telegraph messages [and that could then be plaved back] in
his attempts to mechanize the movement of sequential images on motion picture film
past a stationary viewing head.® This technology worked and is still with us in the cine.
ma today in the form of sprocket holes,

Although the cinema and video may look back wo similar nincteenth-
century sound technologies, video is not cinema; it only looks like cinema. Tts technal-
ogy 15 esscntially the technology of sound transmission, recording, and reproduction.”
1t’s an extension of the telegraph, the phonograph, Marconi's wireless telegraph, and the
radio, not of photography or the illusion of movement. The cinema wits phovochemical
and mechanical, but in video there is oo photochemistry and there are no moving parts.®
Technologically speaking, video is entirely different from the cinema=—except for theis
shared reliance wpon a similar sound recording technolopy,

If the most problematic word in the title of this esag ¥ is video, then
what exactly does the term video mean! Until the 1950s ie simply meant the visual
rather than the audio) component of s televised signal. But the term gradually came to
stand for the entire apparacus of television itseli—for the broadcast of electronic televi-
sion signals through the air or through cable from a central source, With the develop-
ment of the videotape recorder (VTR in the mid-1950s, the original notion of video
tound fiseli fused with another; this “video” was a shartened form of a different rechno.
legical apparatus—the VTR, which consisted of hoth the recording machine and the
rlastic tape on which a video signal was recorded.

The VTR and videotape, successfully demonstrated by Ampex in 1956,
were the direct descendants of magnetic recording wechnology developed by the
Cermans during World War 11 for radio broadeasts.® Afer the war, several Germ an
Magnetophons were appropriated by the Signal Corps [by an electronics engineer
assigned 1o the Signal Corps) and shipped back 1o the United States. ' These spoils ol
war found commercial exploitation in American radio and motion picture production in
1947, when Bing Croshy used it to record his wee kly radio show!! and when Hollywood
stusdios began to use modified versions of it in 1949 for recording dialogue, certain sound
ciieces, and music and for mixing sound tracks, 1

The connection between audio and video is driven home by the
trossover between these two fields. One of the engineers who worked for Ampex on the
mnovation of the VTR was none other than Ray Dolby 14 And one of the major hreak-
throughs in the development of the Ampex ¥TR involved the conversion of video sig-
nals to 3 sound format—to FM signals—before recording them. ' At the same time, the

i *3pe used to record these signals was similar to that used in audio recording 15

It is no accident that film scund expert Ray Dolby was, as an undergrad-
Hate ar Stanford, a central figure in the de velopment of the Ampex videotape recorder in
1936, The technology for videotape recording and recording film sound was essentially
the same. Later, Dulby, an American physics student at Cambridge, founded Dolby
Laboratories jn London in 1965, There, Dolby developed a crucial noise reduction sys.
tem for sound recording [eirca 1968) that enabled sudincassettes 1o match the guality of
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reel-to-reel audiotapes and thus opened up a new market in the recarding industry.
Later, at Dolhy Labs in San Francisco, he perfected the first commercially viable optical
© stereo motion-picture sound system, intreducing a four-track, optical sterco sound-on-
film system (Dolby 8VA, 1975). Dolby subsequently developed a six-teack, 70mm mag-
netic lormat; & spectral recording syseem [Dolby SR, 1986); and a digital sound cechnol-
oy in 1991, As a pioneer in electronic signal recording and playback, Dalby serves as
yet another example of the imerconnection between viden and sound. 1%

Adter the introduction of the VTR, video recording machinery slowly
developed, becoming smaller and more portable; by 1974, “video” also meant the ENG
{electronic news gathering) video portapak employed by TV news wnits, which was use
extensively to cover the Vietnam War, In April 1975, Sony introduced the Betamax, a
videpcassette recorder (VCR) for use in the home, which could record television pro-
grams off the air.)” About a year later, Matshushita began selling a home recording
machine that used a noncompatible VHS (video home system) format. By the mid- 1980,
over A0 million American househaolds had VCRs, and video became a houscheld word.

As a result of the VTR-VCR revolution, video came to mean not just the
live braadease video signal of relevision but also the audiovisual signal of hroadeast TV
on videotape. With the proliferation of VCRa in the 19805 and the exploitation of the
home viden market by producers of prerecorded videotapes, videa has expanded it
meaning to include prerecorded material as well as programming taped off the air.

Since the mid-19605, when Mam June Paik began working with the
mcdium, video artists, scholars, and critics have begun wo distinguish berween the terms
tedevision and video in an attempt 1o recognize the way in which video art refuses the
identity of television. Video has, as a resule, also come to be used as 2 verm o describe
video art. Indeed, the existence of video art actually predates the home video revolution
and comeides with the shift w video for TV news, Video artists appropriated the porta-
pak and other video recording wechnology several yvears before it became widely available
for home use, moving beyond experimenration with live signals to include, during the
Late 19605 and carly 19703, that with prerecorded signals, 1®

Leosely defined, video art consists of works produced by the manipula-
tiom of video as a medinm—either through special video installation pieces, through the
experimental play with prerecorded material or with synthesized images, through film-
like documentaries, through an antist’s own performances recorded on viden, or throuwgh
the production of ariginal works on video that explore the nature of the medium, This
third notion of video can be seen, in part, as a mediation of the other two: it involves
video both as broadease signal and as a recording format, Bur for video art, routine rans-
mission and recording give way to a play with transmission and recording functions.

As a technalogical format, viden—either as television or as videotape—
difters from film in fairly obvious ways. Television, like radio, is largely a medium of
transmission. Indeed, the technology of transmission emerged independently of
concerns for the content of what was transmitted. As Raymond Williams notes, “Unlike
all previous communications technologies, radic and television were systems primarily
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devised for iransmission and recepeion as abstract processes, with little or no definition
of preceding contens.”1?

Television technology takes preconstructed material and relays it to 2
receiver somewhere else. The form and content of this material preexists its transmis-
sion and is not significantly altered in its transmission. The signal that leaves the siudio
is more or less the same signal that is picked up by the home TV set. To some extent,
the material that i# tranamiteed is determined and given shape by the technigues and
technology of television—televisual recording and editing practices influence the way|s)
in which the medium uses TV cameras, lighting, editing, and sound. But the technology
of television remains a transmission technology.

The most chviows example of television as transmission would be a
live broadeast, such as the coverage of a news story or a sporting event. Of course, the
broadeast of sporting events does include certain special effects—the superimposition of
scatistics, instant replays, and so forth. Bue this is all done 1o the original material prioe
to 1t transmission, If television is defined more broadly to include the equipment
emploved to produce the signal, this, of course, opens up a space for a certain amount of
transformation and mediation of events. However, many of these wransformations are
not specific 1o the medium of video but have been borrowed from other forms of visual
presentation, including the cinema. They certainly belong to any definition of welevision
andfor video, but they need 1o be scen as add-ons to the original technological base and
kept distinct from it

This notion of television as ttansmission becomes elearer i we compare
broadcast welevision to Alm.29 Television transmits programming and it does this more
or Jess instantancously. Film deliberates. There is always a necessary delay beoween
filmang and the presentation of what has been flmed. At the same time, the film differs
from the profilmic event—that is, from the event staged before the camers. The camera
and microphone read the profilmic event. Framing, camera angle, distance, andfor move-
ment present a specific view of the evene. Editing and postproduction sound mixing,
constitute yet another reading of the original event, which has typically been broken
down and reassembled in a specific way to express specific ideas. In other words, film
transtorms what it records.

Broadcast relevision, on the other hand, merely transmits programming,
When a TV editor cuts from one shot to another ar a camera operator reads the original
action in one way or anotker, the original material is subjeeted w essentially Blmic
todes and conventions. The instant replay represents & transposition of filmic tech.
niques, developed by Dziga Vertov and others, onto the procedures of television cover-
age. In other words, the technology of television has been peared to transmission, not o
transtormation; when it does transform, it is not television, bt a copy of the cinema.
Video are emerges as the exception that proves the rule. Video art transforms, but its
tansformative features and the unique formal language it has developed over the years
derive fram the techniques and practices of the avant-garde; that is, video art stems,
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in Ilu:g.n: part, from the appropriation of video technology by artists who worked in ather
media.

A similar argument might be made about the second netion of video—
video recording via magnetic tape. All videotape does is 10 record. In recording off che air,
it produces a simulacrum of the original broadeast. Indeed, for the average viewer, it is
impassible 1o distinguish between a “live” broadeast and 4 videotaped recording of i,
Indeed, this confusion is compounded when the word “live” is superimpozed over the
original teleeast and recorded on the copy, which is then played back.2? In this respeet,
the copy of a broadcast is the “same" as the broadeast; the original and the copy are iden-
tical. [Something a bit different happens, however, when prerecorded videotapes are made
of motien picture films, as we will see later; in these instances, the "original” video
signal differs from the original motion picture.) In ocher words, 1elevision technology—
whether in the farm of broadeast TV or videotape recording—possesses a certain invisi-
hility. Transmission technology is designed 1o eliminate any signs of transmission or
noise, and original video signals remain virroally indistinguishable from copies of them.

Another way of describing the dilference between film and video as
“rransmission” and “recording” technologies is 1o point out that the cinema, for one
reason or another, was forced to develop a formal language in order to facilitate its
expressiveness, This formal language constituted a mediating consciousness of sorts,
which steod between the profilmic event and the fnished Alm—a consciousness that, in
narrative cinema ar least, we have come to identify as the narrating agency o narrator,
With TV and videotape, what intervenes is largely mechanical—the parrating eonscinus.
rness has not been conswructed into 3 humanized presence but remains on the level of
the machine. The epitome of television consciousness, I would argue, is the surveillance
camersa, whose machine eve and mechanical movements circumscribe the expressive
range of breadeast television and videotape recording.

In other words, television and videotape are purely mechanical forms of
reproduction. Their value lies primarily in the value of the things they reproduce and
only secondarily in the mode of their reproduction, that in many instances is identical
to the mode of production that they reproduce. Video arr, however, problematizes video
a5 a means of reproduction by calling attention to the medium of video as a medivm,
Video art makes visible that which is generally kept transparent. In this way it explores
the nature of the medium and offers the possibility of a revolutionary way of sceing
through it.

There is a problem, however, with the above notion of TV and videotape
as purely mechanical modes of reproduction. The technology of these forms of video
constitutes @ way of sceing; although this way of seeing might be characterized as
mechanical or—more accerately—as clectronic, it is not entirely transparent. The medi-
e of wansmission is visible there. And it is the visibidity of the medivm that I would
like to examine in the latter porcion of this chapter, doing so through yet another com-
parison of film and video.

The cinema is hased on movement thae, as noted above, is produced
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mechanieally: video transmits and records movernent electronically. The movement

of flm throwgh a motion picture camer: OF projector is intermitient Or nonconLinuous.
Contrary to popular opinion, the cinema's illusion of movement is not the product of
persistence of vision, As described by Belgian phvsicist Joseph Plateau, persistence

of vision i% a physiological phenomenon in which discrere images supposedly dissolve
inte one asother on the surfice of the rerina 2 Platcan, however, was wrong, As Hupo
Munsterberg insisted, the illusion of motion is the product of the phi phenomenon, a
psychological phenomenon discovered in 1912 by Gestalr psychologist Max Wertheimer, ™
The phi phenomenon involves the fusion, through a kind of mental short circuir, of suc-
cessive stil] elements, Ypiving sise to a single, continuous total event.”?* Munsterberg
argiied that, in the cinema, "apparent movement is in no way the mere result of an
afterzmage . . . but is superadded, by the action of the mind, to motionless pictures. 5
Thus, the illusion of movement was produced in the brain, which constructs it out of
discrere hut whole still images received in the retina.

Movement in video, on the other hand, is not intermittent but continu-
outs. Viden technology derives from zound technology, which can enly transmat and
record sound by duplicating its uninterrupred flow with a technology that is atself con.
rinuous rather than intermittent, Thus, video produces images through an endless scan-
sion process, Broadcast signals are similarly continuows, as is the movement of tape ina
VCE [except af course 1 the freczedframe mode, when there iz a limited, repetitious
movament of the tape and the 1ape heads),

When we look at film and video, the ditference we perceive between the
kind of image produced by cach is, in part, the product of the diflerent technologies each
uses to produce an illusion of movement. We see video movement directly—it 15 not
mediated for us by the brain; it is immediate and vninterrupted. At che same time, with
video and unlike film, there is pever a whole image either on the TV screen or on our
retina; what we have, instead, is always a partial image—a single pixel or dot of visnal
indormation is conveved avery lour-hundredahougandibis of a second—in a coneinuous
thain of electronic scanning.?® Video images are always in the process of their own real-
ization. Their association with immediacy and preseminess is partly because they are
always in the process of coming into being.

The dilicrent “looks” of Olm and video have, over the vears, resalted in
4 kind of codification through which cach “look” has come to have a different value.
This value is, in part, a consequence not only of the different ways in which 2ach medi-
um produces the illusion of movement but also of the different ways each has been
used. The video “look” has come to signify greater realism, immediacy, and presence.
But it does so largely within a system of signification that includes the comparative
“logks” of photography and the cinema as well.

E' Roland Barthes argued that the still photopraph signified pastness; its

3 reality consisted of conveying a presence—that of the camera—that was there, that

i3, that was onee in the presence of the object in the phorograph.?? Building on this,
Christian Merz arpucd that the cinema, which recreates in the present a past movement,
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achieved an impression ol reality that had even more presence and immediacy than the
photngraph. For Metz, the cinema’s illusion of movement undermined the actual Pa51T-
ness of its images wa give it a “present tense,”2 Thus even film flashbacks seemed to be
taking place in the present because they take place in both our presence and our prissent.

The advent of video and its use in films has added a new twist to the
impression of reality, providing an even greater sense of presence and immediaey to the
image than the cinema. It can do this because its “lonk” possesses a “pevchology of the
image” that is rooted in both its technological and cultural bases—in its electronic con.
tinuousness and its assaciation with live broadeasting. {Television relied on flm uneil
recently to shoot prerecorded material, and everything else was live; thus the video loak
is associated with live TV.) In the age of video, cinema has been subely redefined as a
temporally deliberated present and as a mediated reality, while video comes to signify
immediacy,

lronically, the greater the presence of the video image, the greater the
absenee of that to which it refers. Television literally means “secing from afar.” It EPans
distances. Movies have a limited transmission range, circumscribed by the room, auditg-
rivm, of theater in which they are projected. When we watch a movie, we can sense jts
spatial properties, It is chere with vs in a sense, recreated for us by the actions of the
projector, sound head, amplifier, and speakers, It does not [at least not at first) refer to
ancther space—an elsewhere—leom which it comes, Television does. Although televi-
zion plays on a screen situated in cur space, its ultimate source is elsewhere,

BASA, for example, outfits its space probes with special cameras, which
electronically transmit pictures of outer space back o us on earth, This phortographic
technology creates a dramatically new sense of space, which can be crossed vireually
instantancously, Traditional limitations of space, which were indirectly communicated
to us in the past in terms of the time it wok for the photographer, newsreel cameraper-
son, of filmmaker to send footage back to be developed, assembled, and then presented
to the public, no longer exist in the age of viden. _

The presence of a VCR next to the TV set may seem 1o locate the source
of the transmission within our space. The tape, like the print of the movie, has been
brought to a space where it can be played for a discreee audience of a roombul of people
(rather than millions at oncel. Yet in a strange way, the tape is &t one remove. 1 would
argue thae, although it is decidedly there, it just as decidedly refers 1o something thae is
not there—to the original cable or TV broadease of which it is a recard o1 to the original
filmed for taped| material of which it is the electronic transcription.

This larter point is fairly obseure but crucial to our understanding of the
video medium. Most of us tend 1o view a videotape of 2 motion picture as merely anoth.
er copy of the film. As Walter Benjamin argued, in the traditional ares there was an orig-
inal work that existed at a unique place in time or space jor both) and that could be
experienced only by those in its physical presence,2® With photography and the motion

* picture, the notion of an orniginal became moot. There were no ofiginals, except of
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cowrse for the original camera negative, which was never meant o be scen by viewers;
there were only copics, and any cne copy was just as original as any other copy.

0 course, this argument requires some qualification, Subtle differences
do exist from print 1o prine of phowegraphs or of motion pictares, depending upon the
type of film stock used and the quality of the lab work. More significant differences
exist in the area of flm gavges. Most spectators sense a difference between 70mm and
35mm versions of the same film, preferring the former. Since most 70mm films are
blowueps of Bims originally shot in 35men, the ditference thar audiences sense probahly
has more to do with image size, sharpness, and brighiness [which can be increased more
;|'|,'.'-|.|.|i]1,' '.-'.':|ti:| ?{]11'lr|:'|. F:-r:in.l:.‘ﬂ and 'h'ill!'l. ﬁf&-undl 'wl::r:]'| 15 5:::In'.-1.:r:i|:.]{ Sterea f-.‘lr 7I:Ir|.1r.|:| ;ln-d |11|,|r-
triack stereo for 35mm. [Recent technology, in the form of Digital Theater Sound, which
was used for furassic Park [1993), has expanded the number of tracks that can accompa-
ny 35mm Hlms from fonr 1o six)

As for 16mm, which is used in most college classrooms, there are abwi-
pusly i number of compromises that are made in terms of the amount of audio and visu-
al information that projection prines can contain; sound is monawral, not stereo; and the
contrast ratio [ratio of light 1o dark| is not quite as extensive as with 35mm, so thar s
ability to convey the same detail in the darkese and hrigheest aress of the image is
reduced, But miven that 16mm is uswally projecied in classrooms on reladively small
soreens, its visual limitations are rarely apparent, and it serves as a close equivalent to
the film that most specoators saw in the theater.

But with video, the shared nature of the idemity of videotape and film is
less easily maintained. The structure of the exhibition marketplace has tended to
ohscure these crucial differences, Over che last few vears, video versions of Glms have
played o more and more important role in the distribution and economac life of o motion
picturs, After a Al has plaved in s theater, it moves 1o its next most profitable venue,
pay-per-wiew, pramiwm cable, and subscniption televigsion, After that, the flm will go to
home videe, where it is available for purchase or rental on videotape or videodisc,
Several months later it might appear on network television, then perhaps afrer that
make its way to syndication. Three-guarters of its total audience is likely 1o see the film
oi some sort of TV screen.

The motion picture induscry continues to make a lion's share of its prof-
s on a particular film in the theaters, but the revenues from subseguent video marker-
ing remain substantial. Given the video version's place in the economic chain, it is no
wonder that the industry treats it as it it were idenrical to the film iwself. But I want o
suggest that it is not—that a videotape of 3 film is not 2 copy whose identity is the same
a8 all other copies, Maor are the differences between it and other copies comparable to
those outlined above in the comparison of flm gauges. The difference between a video:
tape of a film and the film itself are significant enovugh to re-endow the motion picture
with a kind of Benjaminian aura and originality and mark the video copy not as a copy
but as a referent that is once removed from the actual flm,

Television is not encirely transparent; it does cpansform. Motion piciures
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- are significantly altered when they are broadeast on television or transferred to video, T
WAt o concentrate on three particular practices that have recently been singled our for
the ways in which they “materially alter” original motion picture films, These are pan-
ning and scanning, colorization, and lexiconning or time compression.

Since 1953, every American motion piceure has been flmed and exhibiy.
ed in one widescreen ratio or another. When thess films are shown on narrow television
screens, thew are routinely cropped, losing in some cases as much as 50 percent of the ori.
gimal image. The process by which these films are adapted for television is called panning
and scanning and involves (1] isolating one segment of the larger picture, (1) inteoducing
pans across the original images, and |3} introducing cuts from one part of the imAge 10
another, All three pan and scan practices leave their marks upon the original film,

Colorization involves the use of computer technology to color films orig-
inally shot in black and white. The ways in which this process rewrites the einemato.
graphic qualitics of the vriginal film are quite obvious and have beeome the subject of
public debate.3 Unlike panning and seanning, colerization ¢an only be achieved clog-
tronically; a colorizer must work with a computer and a video copy of the original §lm.
The black-and-white video signal on the videotape is digitized and entered inte a com-
puter where individual pixels are colored to produce a new version of the film in colorn
The tramsformation of the original is so total that the Copyright Office recognizes the
colorization ag a form of new authorship thar can be copyrighted independently of the
original black-and-white film,

Similarly, lexiconning or time compression takes advantage of video,
using telecine equipment to accelerate (or slow down) the apeed ar which a frame of film
goes past the welecing's raster. The lexicon telecine thus shoreens or cxpards a film’s
runining time in order to £l specific time slows andfor permit more commercials 1o be
aired. In the cases of panning and scanning, colorization, and time compressisn, video {
technology is direetly ac odds with film technology. Video is clearly unable to transmit
or record the original #lm. Instead, it writes its own technology over that of the original;
what we sec is a kind of modern-day palimpsest containing two texts—a video reading
of the original through which we can still see fragments of the original flm.

Panning and scanning is perhaps one of the grossest examples of how
video technology has developed to answer the needs of a marketplace dominated by
commeercial television and of the way in which we see Blms differently through videao,
But viden also possesses the technology o transmir widescreen Blms more or less cor
rectly. Thus letterboxing preserves the full width of widesceeen films by reducing the
height of the widescreen image and leaving the screen area above and below the Tmage
blank. No matter how much video technology develops to find solutions to the prob-
leins it has in presenting films, inherent differences between film and video technalo-
gies will remain, forcing us 1o see film on TV through a technology that severely cir-
cumscribes it

o b

High-detinition television, with its 1100 scan lines and 532,836 pixels, is
barely the cquivalent of 16mm film. Not anly can it not deliver the amount of visual
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informacion available in conventional lémm classroom screenings, but it 15 stll veirs
away and remains a potential standard upon which only the United States and Japan
have agreed.

The contrase ratio, or ratio of light o dark arcas of the image, of 35mm
and 16mm motion pictere films is roughly 300:1, which matches that of human vision.
That of conventional (standard-definition| video is only 30:1, which means that it pro-
vides less detail in the image. Wor can viden, which relies on an additive color process,
reproduce the full color specerum of motion picture film, which uses o subtractive color
process. As a result, video will always have trouble with reds and will necessarily distore
the hue and saturation of other colors.

Paradoxically, the emergence of video has resulted in the reinvestment
of aura in motion pictures. Going wo the movies has increasingly become a special
event—a unigue encounter with mechanically reproduced images that differ markedly
from the more commonplace electronically reproduced images that we see more habitu-
ally on television screens when viewing films on cable or on prerecorded videocassenes.
Videotape and cable have given theatrical movies a new lease on life, relegating them 1o
a status of experience that has become increasingly rare in contemporary culwre. Video
has transformed the way we see movies in a positive as well as a negacive way. For years
we have taken films for granted, Video has given us a new technology that we can but
do not always use 1o renew our perception of Klm as a medium. If we look through
video in a certain way, we can rediscover what is unigue not only about the cinema but
about video, as well, If we look at video in werms of its differences from other represen-
tational forms, we can recover s unigue identity as 1 medium. In order to ook at
video, we must also leok through it
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