


Rethinking Third Cinema

This innovative and timely anthology addresses established notions about Third
Cinema theory and its impact on the cinematic practices of developing and
postcolonial nations. Emerging from the activism of Che Guevara and Frantz
Fanon, the Third Cinema movement called for a politicized tri-continental
approach to film-making in Africa, Asia, and Latin America which would
foreground issues of social justice, class division, ethnicity, and national identity.

The films that best represented the movement, including those from such
internationally respected directors as Ousmane Sembene, Satyajit Ray, Fernando
Solanas, Tomads Gutierrez Alea, and Nelson Pereira dos Santos, are among the
most culturally significant and politically sophisticated texts of the 1960s and
1970s. Yet despite the popularity and critical attention enjoyed by its
acknowledged masterpieces, Third Cinema and its critical framework — notably
the only major body of film theory that did not originate in a specifically Euro-
American context — appear to have lost their momentum.

Rethinking Third Cinema returns Third Cinema and its theory to the critical
spotlight. The contributors address the most difficult questions Third Cinema
posed and continues to pose in an age of globalization, suggesting new method-
ologies and redirections of existing ones, whilst rereading the phenomenon
of film-making in a fast-vanishing “Third World”. Ranging over terrain that
encompasses the majority of the world’s cinemas, they offer case studies within
and beyond the national cinemas of Brazil, Egypt, Indonesia, Argentina, China,
Iran, Ghana, and India.

Anthony R. Guneratne teaches film, media, and visual culture at Florida
Atlantic University and is presently a visiting scholar in Harvard University’s
Department of English. He is author of Cinehistory: The Representation of Reality
in Documentary and Nayrative Cinema (2004).

Wimal Dissanayake is a Visiting Professor in Cultural Studies at the University
of Hong Kong. He is the author of Melodrama and Asian Cinema (1993),
New Chinese Cinema (1998), and Colonialism and Nationalism in Asian Cinema
(1994).
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Introduction
Rethinking Third Cinema

Anthony R. Guneratne

The function of any introduction is to justify the purpose and necessity of the
project it prefaces and, usually, to find cunning ways of apologizing for excesses
of length, brevity, stimulation or tediousness. I have no need to do so here for
what you have is an anthology of some of the most original and deeply-
researched writing of acclaimed historians and theorists of film, a summa, it
you will, of the best that contemporary scholarship has to offer in terms of
reevaluations of Third Cinema and its consequences both to film theory and
subsequent filmmaking practice. It is comprehensive without lapsing into
garrulous all-inclusiveness, concise without being gnomic or abstruse. Unlike
many another volume devoted to film theory; the introduction and the contents
of Rethinking Third Cinema are deliberately aimed at a broad constituency,
not only of students and scholars who are at home in the metropolises of
theoretical discourse, but also those from the wider cultural and intellectual
terrain which Third Cinema theory embraced.

As a theory the latter made over-arching, even messianic, claims and
purported to speak for a vast socio-geographical region that even then (in the
early 1960s) already produced the majority of the world’s films. Yet it has
suffered the contradictory fate of never being treated seriously as a theory
while at the same time becoming — especially when indolently pressed into
service in classrooms as a mechanism of generalization — the measure of all
the cinemas of an increasingly ephemeral Third World now teetering on the
brink of being globalized away. Thus, even at a guarded and sometimes hostile
distance from those commercially-orientated postcolonial cinemas it
stigmatized as immature relics of imperialism and Neocolonialism, Third
Cinema theory addressed the largest of all constituencies of filmmakers and
the widest subject area within the purview of film studies. Its neglect among
film theorists coincides with what has been, until recently, a corresponding
(and even more scandalous) neglect within film studies in general of the
cinemas of non-industrialized countries, as Robert Stam, unique among
authors of introductions to film theory both in devoting a section to Third
Cinema theory and differentiating it from the broader concerns of postcolonial
film theories, points out.!
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Stam is only one of a gathering of stellar film scholars who have brought an
astonishing array of interests and breadth of knowledge to this volume, but
even these polymaths have not encompassed every nook and cranny of Third
Cinema. In my introduction I propose both to provide a general background
to the arguments that are refined, tested or challenged in these pages and to
underline some of the key facets of Third Cinema which these authors, with
perhaps an occasional excess of optimism, assume will be familiar to their
readers. What I hope emerges from our collective endeavors is not only a
clearer understanding of the legitimacy of Third Cinema theory as theory, but
also a richer appreciation of its limitations, its sometimes astonishing
achievements when applied constructively to the practice of filmmaking, and
its deeply consequential impact in providing both the foundations of
subsequent theoretical models and the inspiration for counter-models and
alternative approaches. Like most socially oriented and historically particular
theoretical frameworks Third Cinema theory enjoyed an evanescent heyday;
yet it continues to live in some unforgettable films that it inspired and in the
imperishable and as-yet-unfulfilled vision of universal equality and justice that
it embraced.

The condescension of posterity?

Of all film movements, including those instigated by the angry young women
and men of the French New Wave and New German Cinema, Third Cinema
remains the one most closely allied to the theoretical expositions and precepts
of its first practitioners. Yet even when examples of Third Cinema are imported
into Euro-American classrooms, it is seldom with reference to Third Cinema
theory. The discipline of Film Studies, no less than the medium from which it
derives, has been shaped by social forces and intellectual currents of a turbulent
century, and the marginality of the petit histoire of Third Cinema in its grander
progress is less a tale of neglect than one of considered omission or deliberate
exclusion. Even a cursory survey of the correlation between film history and
theories of cinema makes this self-evident.

Consider, for instance, a study of French cinema that fails to treat André
Bazin’s theories of Realism or a history of Soviet cinema that bypasses Formalist
theory. For most film scholars such omissions would be certain signs of
amateurishness or dilettantism. Film theory is, as I have suggested elsewhere,?
as old as the cinema itself, and having emerged from the same constellation of
social and cultural conditions which gave rise to the new medium, has remained
inseparably linked to its subsequent historical development.

Moreover, the impact of theories originating beyond the purview of film
studies per se, though perhaps less obvious and direct than Sergei Eisenstein’s
influence on film editing or Bazin’s on the aesthetic preoccupations of the
Nouvelle Vayyue, has nevertheless also been considerable. Jacques Lacan, perhaps
the most famous psychoanalyst of his generation, is reputed to have shown
Bunuel’s El (1952) and Belle de Jour (1967) in lieu of lectures on “paranoia”
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and “female masochism™ and he, in turn, has played a crucial role not only in
the emergence of a theory of the gaze in narrative cinema but also in the
influential recent analyses of Hitchcock undertaken by Slavoj Zizek.* Moreover,
Lacan’s reading of Freud and Christian Metz’s reading of Peirce and Saussure
provided the foundations of the anti-classical filmmaking practice advocated
by Laura Mulvey and Peter Wollen.

Marxist thought, too, had a prolonged and fecund engagement with film-
making practice even before it served as a unifying force in the revolutionary
struggles against Neocolonialism that inspired Third Cinema. It is no secret
that Surrealist filmmakers such as Dali, Buniuel, Unik and Franju had an uneasy
relationship with orthodox Communism,® but each of them derived inspiration
from personal interpretations of socialist doctrines. Despite the many crises
of Socialism and its virtual eradication in the United States as a political move-
ment during the McCarthy era, elsewhere it spawned film practices of note,
particularly in the cinema of the Senegalese Ousmane Sembene (the universally
acknowledged inspiration for African autenr filmmaking), in that of the Bengali
Ritwik Ghatak who has come to be acknowledged as one of India’s major
directors and the inspiration for later filmmakers like the Brechtian Saeed
Mirza, and those of a host of Latin American filmmakers.® Many of the latter
had, in fact, been inspired like their European contemporaries by festival
showings of Italian Neorealist films, particularly Vittorio De Sica’s 1948 The
Bicycle Thieves, which had already been embraced as the quintessence of socialist
filmmaking by critics as diverse in orientation as Bazin and Guido Aristarco.
In the generation after Bazin, those he influenced through his writings, notably
Jean-Luc Godard and Chris Marker, as well as the great semiotician and inter-
preter of Antonio Gramsci among Italian filmmakers, Pier Paolo Pasolini,
have made notable cinematic contributions to post-Althusserian Marxist
philosophy at the same historical moment as, and to some extent in solidarity
with, the proponents of Third Cinema and ongoing liberational struggles on
many continents.”

It is no coincidence that one of the most cogent critiques of Bazin’s inter-
pretation of The Bicycle Thieves is Kristin Thompson’s in Breaking the Glass
Armor, a work that in some ways stands as the manifesto of Neoformalist
theory. Thompson argues that the film’s ideology is far from self-evident and
that many of its “realist” effects are the products of extreme artifice,® both
consequential claims when we consider the transformation this film wrought
on the Indian Satyajit Ray, the Brazilian Nelson Pereira dos Santos, the
Argentine Fernando Birri, the Sri Lankan Lester James Peries and other film-
makers who inspired and helped forge a Third Cinema. Although Third
Cinema theory indisputably arose in Latin America in response to world-
wide liberation struggles and decolonization movements, its various manifestos
of the 1960s, “An Aesthetic of Hunger” (Glauber Rocha, Brazil), “Towards a
Third Cinema” (Fernando Solanas and Octavio Getino, Argentina), “For an
Imperfect Cinema” (Julio Garcia Espinosa, Cuba), “Problems of Form and
Content in Revolutionary Cinema” (Jorge Sanjinés, Bolivia), were influenced
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by a huge range of historical specificities ranging from Brazil’s socially-conscious
Cinema Noévo and the Cuban Revolution to the genocide of Fourth World
populations and Peronist Socialism.” But they had in common that same tri-
continental call to arms against social injustice and post-imperial exploitation
as those of the inspirational activist-theorists of the preceding generation, Ho
Chi Minh, Frantz Fanon, Che Guevara and Amilcar Cabral.

One would expect, therefore, that with such a pedigree and so explicit a
political allegiance Third Cinema theory would be among those fiercely
contested in Post-theory, an anthology edited by David Bordwell and Noel
Carroll who are as vigorously opposed to such “Grand Theories” as psycho-
analysis and Marxism as they are sympathetic to Neoformalism and “cognitive”
theory. Yet here, as so often in film studies, Third Cinema theory does not
appear to merit even a dishonorable mention.!” Not surprisingly, when
Bordwell turned to writing what has become one of the most notable studies
of a non-Western film industry, Planet Hony Kong," he made only the barest
of allusions to the postcolonial discourses which once dominated criticism of
Hong Kong films and no mention at all of Third Cinema theory.

If this trend were unique to a single seminally influential critic with an
admitted suspicion of most theoretical positions, Third Cinema theory might
still be on safe ground. Yet Bordwell is by no means alone in denying grandeur
to Third Cinema theory. At a time when the Eurocentric model of film history
and film studies has given way to a spate of publications and university courses
on non-Western national cinemas and the award-winning auteurs of the various
tilm movements of the moment (Edward Yang and Hou Hsiao-Hsien in the
case of the New Cinema in Taiwan; Zhang Yimou and Chen Kaige in the case
of Fifth Generation Chinese filmmaking; Abbas Kiarostami and Mohsen
Makhmalbaf in the case of the New Iranian Cinema, and so on), Third Cinema
and the theory that undergirds it are very much in danger of achieving the
“condescension of posterity” which Mike Wayne, for one, fears might befall
them."? Certainly, when there is no reference to Third Cinema theory in a
recently published work purporting to address “social justice in world cinema,”
nor — to take an example in a relevant national cinema — in the most com-
prehensive recent collection of essays devoted to Mexican cinema (which
nevertheless does treat issues of American-Mexican cultural interaction as found
in the genre of the “border film” as well as the neocolonial role Hollywood
cinema has played during the entire history of Mexican film production), at
the very least posterity’s disregard seems assured.'?

Taken collectively the contributions to this volume encompass so wide a
range of epistemologies that they may well demonstrate that even the
exaggerated concern to court posterity’s favor is no more than a Eurocentric
preoccupation, perhaps even a vestigial remnant of the self-justificatory
imperialist historicism of the nineteenth century. Indeed, it is probably no
mere coincidence that part of the project of Third Cinema was to challenge
this Hegelian notion of a “philosophy of history” that distinguished the then
regnant epoch of “the German world” from its predecessors, what the
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anthropologist Claude Lévi-Strauss characterized in another context as the
Western obsession with diachronicity.'* That such a challenge could be
accomplished triumphantly in answer to and beyond the historical horizons
of the Occident is acknowledged, for instance, in the fine and all-too-brief
chapter of Cinematic Uses of the Past which Marcia Landy devotes to Sembene’s
use of memory as the true record of the past and his mythic-folkloric
contestation of imperialist tellings of history in Xala (1974), Ceddo (1976)
and, especially, the more recent Le Camp de Thioraye (1989) and Guelwaar
(1992).15In Xala, for instance, the gender disparities inherent to the practice
of polygamy are satirized through the uneasy clash of two competing histories,
the urban modernism bequeathed by the pseudo-progressive colonizing west
and the atavistic pre-colonial inheritances that remain embedded in a corrupting
political environment

Yet she could just as well have cited some of the films that emerged in the
Latin American cradle of Third Cinema, films which took direct aim at the
Eurocentric erasure of the distinction (which so preoccupies Jacques Derrida,
amongst others) between history and reality. One might even reverse her
argument to suggest that, setting aside the anomalous Citizen Kane (1940)
or Rashomon (1951), First World cinema has remained largely innocent of
postmodern challenges to what Lyotard has stigmatized as the grand recit, the
legitimating myth, of Western history. Latin American filmmakers, more
practiced than their still-colonized African and Asian brethren in standing at
an analytical remove from the ideologies of Neocolonialism, understood well
that the history of the West is also the erasure of the reality of the West’s
others. Hence, nowhere else but in the final (so-called “cannibal-tropicalist™)'
phase of Brazilian Cinema N6vo would one be likely to encounter a film such
as Nelson Pereira dos Santos’s How Tasty Was My Little Frenchman (1971), in
which the point of view of naked “savages” overwhelms the artifices of over-
dressed History to such an extent that as a priestly historian reads from his
manuscript we can witness his logocentric falsification of the events he
historicizes. (This technique is later quoted, for instance, by Hector Babenco
at the conclusion of his internationalist — and yet historically specific — film,
The Kiss of the Spider Woman [1985].) Indeed, one could even argue that the
contestation of the historical bedrock of Eurocentric imperialist self-justification
was to become the foundational premise of post-revolutionary Cuban Third
Cinema which, in addition to Tomds Gutiérrez Alea’s celebrated epics of
ordinary life, also produced two of the most rigorous (if in more ways than
one Imperfect) challenges to modes of representation inherited from Europe.
Humberto Solas’s Lucia (1968) draws symbolic parallels between different
forms of oppression experienced by women — here represented by a single
protagonist, Lucia — in three widely separated historical epochs, the reverse of
D.W. Griffith’s strategy in Intolerance (1916) of intercutting seemingly
unrelated stories from four historical epochs to illustrate a single theme. Both
historical certainty and textual veracity are challenged by Sergio Giral’s El
Otro Francisco (1975) in which a celebrated nineteenth-century sentimental
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novel (decrying slavery) undergoes an anti-adaptation that through a contest-
atory, mock-documentary voice-over narration and discordant generic mixing,
refutes the historical ideology of its source.

This is not to say that other “Third World” cinematic challenges to orthodox
historiography have not been as subtle or as successful. Few analyses of the
waxing and waning of an empire have been as suggestive as Satyajit Ray’s
philosophical The Chessplayers (1977) or psychological Home and the World
(the latter, one of his last major works and released in 1984, also lends itself
to a variety of analytical approaches, as Sumita Chakravarty’s contribution
illustrates). That the present is not only shaped but often ruptured by the past
has received unique expression in the films of the Taiwanese Hou Hsiao-
Hsien, in whose long takes the now and the then are juxtaposed and infect
each other. Then again, perhaps it is because history has followed Fredric
Jameson’s formulation and hurt so much in the Third World that the concerns
of classical film theory — Munsterberg’s gestalt psychology as much as Bazin’s
ontological concerns — have been foregrounded in fifth-generation Chinese
tilmmaking and the post-revolutionary cinema of Iran. Chen Kaige’s allegorical
portmanteaus, particularly the magisterial Farewell my Concubine (1993) and
the subject of Rey Chow’s chapter, Temptress Moon (1996), while remaining
anguished rejections of demands for cultural conformity still so pervasive that
even his abundantly gifted lead actor, Leslie Cheung (1956-2003) could not
survive them, nevertheless resist the temptations of overt historicization and
toreground individual consciousness in depicting China’s coming to terms
with historical ruptures. Just as China’s painterly tradition of the monumental
landscape contrasts in scale with the Persian miniature, the controversial films
of post-war Iran (whose reception is treated with amusing candor in these
pages by Hamid Naficy) often dramatise historical events on a microscopic
scale rather than on the epic canvas favored by Fifth Generation directors.
Thus, Makhmalbaf might turn the camera on himself when squabbling with
an actor attempting to play his “younger” self (as in the 1996 A Moment of
Innocence), while for his part Kiarostami might even have a false Makhmalbaf
and the “real” one act in vertiginous simultaneity in a film such as Close-up
(1990). Few First World cinemas could boast of a similar conceptual rigor in
contesting the grandest grand récit of them all.

It is not the concern of our present project, however, to engage in futile
historiomachy with the intent of winning a few more pages for Third Cinema
in books on film history or film theory; rather, we hope to create a blueprint
tor the future rather than redrawing the boundaries of the past. We strive, in
fact, to recontextualize the project of Third Cinema by reassessing its origins,
its goals, its accomplishments, its insinuation into the other cinemas of the
once and future Third World, and even the very theory which, for a brief but
glittering moment, underwrote some of the most provocative films made
anywhere in the world. If that theory itself invited, even demanded,
contestation and challenge, then these contributions together explore the paths
it opened (and sometimes failed to open) for filmmakers and film scholars.



Introduction 7

An alternative to Eurocentric theory

Third Cinema theory is the only major branch of film theory that did not
originate within a specifically Euro-American context. No other theory of
cinema is so imbued with historical specificities, none so specific in its
ideological orientation, and yet none so universal in its claims to represent
the highest aspirations of a post-colonial world in the throes of resisting
Neocolonialism. Yet, paradoxically, it is the discursive practice of the West
which gave rise to the “Third World” that this theory addressed, a term
popularized by its use at the 1955 Bandung Conference of Non-aligned
Nations by the then leftist President Sukarno of Indonesia as a linguistic
designation for the collective plight of those countries which had until very
recent memory suffered through the dying spasms of the grand imperial
projects of Europe. As Ella Shohat and Robert Stam have pointed out, the
term was initially coined by the demographer Alfred Sauvy by way of analogy
to the Third Estate of France; aptly so for while it appeared to stand for a
political entity (the First World being those of industrialized, free-market
systems, the Second being the recently consolidated socialist blocs and the
Third a catch-all for what remained), it also acknowledged a social, political
and economic hierarchy harking back to its derivation and the notion of an
undifferentiated lumpen-proletariat.'”

From the start the “Third World” had its problems. Michael Chanan notes
that China, uncomfortable with the prospect of assimilation (on the basis of
political orientation) to a Soviet bloc, preferred alignment with the Third
World."® Amongst other anomalies this placed the thriving British Crown
Colony of Hong Kong — soon to be a leading film “factory” after the founding
of the world’s most intensely productive studio, Movieland, in 1961, by the
Singaporean Shaw brothers — in the curious position of boasting a First World
economy, a pre-Third World system of colonial governance, and a decidedly
Third World ethnic composition (for while ethnically Europeanate populations
were to be found in Latin America and elsewhere in the Third World, no
predominantly non-white population, even those of oil-glutted Brunei and
Kuwait, enjoyed the distinction of being First World).

The perverse polymorphism of the Third World designation has resulted
in a succession of definitional crises. Embraced by intellectuals, particularly
those of Latin America and the Caribbean as the focus of a common cause, it
is most frequently used as an adjective of contempt by Western news media in
whose hands it serves to denote national backwardness, political corruption,
dictatorship or indigent mendicancy at the feet of the World Bank, the
International Monetary Fund or other organs of the First World’s carefully
calibrated charity. Still more confusing have been the ever-shifting boundaries
of the designation itself. For the apartheid government of South Africa, for
example, a First World trading relationship with Japan necessitated the racial
categorization of Japanese businessmen as “honorary whites,” a dubious honor
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denied the ethnically Chinese populations of mainland China and Southeast
Asia. Meanwhile, China’s ambiguous status within the Third World (once it
emerged as the world’s third superpower) was further underlined by the
“middleman” status enjoyed by satellite economies as a result of China’s
economic isolation enforced by the First World, economies such as those of
colonized Hong Kong, “renegade” Taiwan and anomalous Singapore.

It is thus noteworthy that there is little evidence of irony in the self-
congratulatory title (From Third World to First) of the most recent book of
Singapore’s politically astute, even visionary national leader, Lee Kuan Yew,
who emplots the progress of the island as involving as sudden a shift of gears
(eliding Second World-ness altogether) as his own personal trajectory from
Marxist, anti-colonial insurgent to the conservative poster boy of Western
capitalism. No less an authority on world affairs than Henry Kissinger once
more profters his best foot when in his forward to the book he observes that
“history shows that normally prudent, ordinary calculations can be overturned
by extraordinary personalities” and that Singapore excelled and prevailed over
its larger (predominantly Melanesian) neighbors through “superior
intelligence, discipline, and ingenuity.”" In fact, “the Singapore story” is rather
more complex and less sanitary than such remarks, drawn from Washington’s
compendious dictionary of received political ideas, suggest; Hong Kong, now
busily exporting its action-film virtuosos to Hollywood, might never have
enjoyed its supremacy in its field had it not proved the beneficiary when on
the eve of Singapore’s independence from the Malayan Federation the island’s
major film producers, the Shaw Brothers, precipitately centralized their opera-
tions in Movieland and concentrated on Chinese-language film production
thus relinquishing, save for a dwindling operation on the Malayan mainland,
the unchallenged position they once enjoyed as the leading producers of Malay-
language films (with predominantly Malay actors) for a Southeast Asian
market. As Singapore’s state-run industries thrived and the government exerted
an increasing control over the island’s media, its film industry declined into
oblivion, to be replaced by government-run network television and censored
commercial films until the recent revival of filmmaking under a newly
revitalized Ministry of Culture.?

Yet the “biggest” definitional problem with regard to the Third World,
both literally and figuratively, remains China. China’s Shanghai studios were
in the late 1930s and early 1940s among the most technologically sophisticated
in Asia, but dwindled during the Japanese occupation and, once revived in
Mao’s period, were dominated by the dictates of his one-time actress-singer
spouse. Hence the sudden emergence of an important group of film directors
in the 1980s as the result of new levels of state support for filmmaking and
the appointment of the adventurous Wu Tianming as the new studio head at
Xi’an, astonished international audiences. Rey Chow, another of our
contributors, has made the observation that the kind of Chinese cinema which
then won favor among international festival juries and audiences bore the
flavor of anthropologism, the film director taking the place of the “native
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informant” in revealing the secrets of a mythic Chinese history to the curious
Western observer; simultaneously, to educated Chinese viewers the cultural
translations attempted by filmmakers like Zhang Yimou rendered them
traducers of an assumed Chinese ur-culture, ethnocentricities challenged by
Gianni Vattimo and other philosophers of cultural exchange.?! Furthermore,
the apparent ease of translation of these films also attests to other, apparently
incommensurate characteristics: studio-oriented production values that often
surpass those of many First World cinemas, a folklorism characteristic of what
Solanas and Getino, for instance, ascribed to autenr-driven Second Cinema,
and oblique challenges to authority that enabled them to incur the apparent
displeasure of the government and thus pass themselves oft as examples of
socially relevant Third Cinema. I will shortly address some of the definitional
deficiencies of Third Cinema that have resulted in such paradoxes, but for the
present it will suftice to note that the Chinese government enjoyed substantial
returns in foreign capital from the success of a number of these films, and that
the practice of proscribing a film and thus contributing to its popularity in a
“liberal” First World, subsequently permitting its distribution within China
once its initial release in Europe and the United States had run its course,
might well illustrate a familiarity with market economics of which both Second
and Third Worlds have been thought innocent.

Nevertheless, it cannot be the semantic crisis of the “Third World” alone
that has resulted in the critical marginalization of Third Cinema. In their
original manifesto on Third Cinema Solanas and Getino mention a number
of film movements that would constitute Third Cinema within a Euro-
American field of production including those in the US, Italy, France, Britain
and Japan.?? Despite the egalitarianism of this vision of trans-continental Third
Cinema, the de facto challenge of institutional political authority resistant to
each of these forms of Third Cinema was soon paralleled by a growing schism
amongst the second wave of theorists of Third Cinema who were troubled by
the distinction this position instituted between Third Cinema and Third World
Cinema and by the implication embedded in this position of a homogenization
of political challenges to institutional authority, disregarding any particularities
of nation and culture (issues addressed by Julianne Burton in 1985, by Paul
Willemen in a book chapter published in 1989 and subsequently through a
variety of approaches by Wimal Dissanayake, another of our contributors).?*

And still I would argue that it is not even this schism to which we can
attribute the neglect of Third Cinema theory; for other theories (such as psycho-
analysis) have survived challenges even to their most influential applications
within film studies (witness, for instance, the debates over the theory of the
gaze). Moreover, schisms are frequently the sign of the process of maturation
of a theory rather than a sign of their collapse, as Jungians and Bakhtinians
would hasten to point out. Rather, the fundamental causes of neglect have
more to do with Eurocentric critical perspectives and philosophical impositions
than with the internal disputes within Third Cinema theory. Perhaps the most
salient of these factors is that film theory as a whole is not merely Eurocentric
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but almost exclusively Anglo-Francophone in outlook and in orientation. If
Third Cinema’s rendezvous with “posterity” was already compromised by the
exclusionary practices of First World cinema and by its own critique of and
challenge to Eurocentrism,? then it was further disadvantaged linguistically
and ideologically in that its initial exposition took place far away from the
metropolises of theoretical discourse.

A second, no less crucial aspect of its displacement from the center of
theoretical debate has been the equally important critical attitude of “Third-
worldism™ that at once exoticizes and homogenizes the products of this
imaginary terrain. The kinds of critical generalization made about Third World
Cinema would be unthinkable for First World Cinema. Ignoring audiences in
“Third World” societies, scholars working in developed countries have tended
to project their own political agendas as moral and aesthetic requirements
upon films from the “Third World” without, however, insisting on a similar
requirement for First World Cinema. As Stam has observed, such critical
imperialism requires the Third World filmmaker to assume the role of
spokesperson, just as minority actors in Hollywood were once expected to be
a credit to their race. Even erstwhile proponents of Third Cinema have, in
this respect, succumbed to universalism and risked “installing a formula for
correct cinema, but one which ignores the concrete conditions, needs and
traditions of particular countries.”?

The third and possibly most disadvantageous factor, although again one
stemming primarily from Eurocentric critical prejudices, has been that from
Rocha’s 1965 statement onwards early Third Cinema theory did not produce
a body of closely argued criticism but instead assumed the form of a disparate
constellation of polemical manifestos of the kind generally associated with
modernist avant-garde artistic practices such as Futurism, Surrealism, the
French New Wave or the New German Cinema. Chanan points out that initially
Garcia Espinosa’s “Imperfect Cinema” was less restrictive than the “Third
Cinema” proposed by Solanas and Getino in accommodating Neorealist-
inspired examples of Cinema Noévo such as dos Santos’s and those of the
Argentine Birri. Moreover, the seemingly hermetic division of cinemas into
those represented by big-budget commercial films (First Cinema),
independent, autenr films (Second Cinema) and films made by militant
collectives (Third Cinema), led to various misinterpretations such as the
automatic assumption that First Cinema was necessarily a cinema of
entertainment, the Second one of intellect and interiority, and the Third one
of political radicalism. Chanan goes on to illustrate the successive modifications
of these positions by the original authors to broaden their permitted canon of
Third Cinema and to account for local differences because the “idealistic”
erasure of national and regional differences proved untenable and, worse still,
because the Second Cinema of the autenrs soon proved more visibly fruitful
in contesting social inequality and Neocolonialism than the more restricted
activities of militant collectives.?® For Paul Willemen, on the other hand, these
difficulties could be avoided were Third Cinema to be defined by the nature
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of the cinematic utterance itself, thus being equated to a particular cinematic
approach whose masters, he avers, are dos Santos, Sembene and Ghatak, with
a gallery of leading practitioners as stylistically varied as Soulemaniye Cissé,
Haile Gerima, Kumar Shahani, Youssef Chahine, Edward Yang, Chen Kaige,
Allen Fong, and even some then-contemporary French and British
filmmakers.?” Thus the ground of Third Cinema appears to undergo periodic
perspectival shifts in apparent accordance with Getino’s later revision of his
original statement of Third Cinema to the effect that “the value of a theory is
always dependent on the terrain in which the praxis is carried out.””® In sum,
in disregarding systematicity and emphasizing the practice of filmmaking as
its central project, Third Cinema theory finessed, to its own disadvantage, the
epistephilic and logocentric enterprise of Western theory. As theory it lacked
the coherence that would have won it either the censures or the approval of
Bordwell and Carroll.

To some extent this has remained true even after the watershed of Teshome
Gabriel’s 1982 Third Cinema in the Third World, which was for many Euro-
American scholars their introduction to Third Cinema theory, being the first
work in English to undertake a comprehensive exposition of Third Cinema
theory in relation to the social and political situations it addressed.? Gabriel,
perhaps in accordance with the militaristic style of the early manifestos, gave
his propositions a polemical edge and was explicit in granting preference to
“films with social relevance and innovative style and, above all, with political
and ideological overtones.” These films contribute to a universal “decoloniza-
tion of the mind,” thus engendering the development of “radical consciousness”
which would in turn lead to “a revolutionary transformation of society.”
Following Solanas and Getino, Gabriel also requires that these films “develop
a new film language with which to accomplish these tasks,”*® echoes of which
we find in Willemen’s phenomenology of style.

This last, superficially illogical requirement — why would postcolonial
audiences be more attuned or responsive to formal innovation than bourgeois
Western cineastes? — can best be explained by Louis Althusser’s notion of the
ideological state apparatus: as a medium of communication, First World
cinema, whose classical model, Hollywood cinema, demonstrably underwrote
such imperialist enterprises as the Vietnam War (at least until the political
tide turned), served as a mechanism of interpellation into the larger sphere of
capitalist consumerism. Moreover, that continuous process of asymmetrical
cultural transmission, that as Shohat and Stam have recently pointed out has
been accelerated and exacerbated by globalization, has only amplified the far
from localized (i.e. Euro-American) Hollywoodcentrism resulting from
generations of hegemonic industrial practices and international market
penetration.®! Thus, a more precise definition of Gabriel’s requirement would
not insist on formal innovation per se, but rather on a filmmaking practice
whose departures from the model offered by Hollywood underline its
ideological rejection of the latter, for indeed Solanas and Getino argue that a
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cinema which imitates US industrial models “leads to the adoption of the
ideological forms which gave rise to that language and no other.”*

Challenges to Third Cinema

Equally central to Gabriel’s argument is the notion of a parallel evolutionary
development of national cinemas within formerly colonized territories.
Elaborating on his early writing, Gabriel retrospectively detailed the extent to
which he drew on Frantz Fanon’s three-stage model of “the decolonization of
the mind” in his reformulation of Third Cinema theory.** Paradoxically Fanon,
himself a controversial and at times contradictory figure and one deeply critical
of the majority of the orthodox Marxist revolutionary movements in the wake
of the collapse of European imperialism,** might himself have felt some unease
about the structural hierarchies Gabriel instituted. These Gabriel illustrated
with a trinity of Venn diagrams, the first being three distinct phases of national
film industries, the second being intersecting critical theories devoted to “text,”
“reception” and “production,” and the third being a confluence of the previous
two wherein a larger historical perspective subsumes earlier ones. Similar in
appearance to Andrew Sarris’s diagrams illustrating autenr perspectives,
Gabriel’s vision of Third Cinema also explicitly privileges certain kinds of
tilmmaking and the critical practices associated with them.

Some of the difficulties encountered in this model, including the rigorous
demand that Third Cinema must be “part of a public service institution” and
“owned by the nation and/or the government,”* thus presupposing active,
presumably progressive state support in what could only be a Third World
context, were taken up by critics soon after the appearance of Third Cineman
in the Third World. The first notable challenge came from Julianne Burton in
the pages of Screen, whose editors’ devotion to polemical confrontations bore
fruit well nigh instantly in the form of a particularly harsh response from
Gabriel.

Burton begins with the premise that neither filmmakers nor theorists in
the Third World enjoyed the luxury of reflection and theoretical elaboration,
that their theories must perforce translate into practical application and that a
negative consequence of this has been a dismissive suspicion of First World
criticism and a “defensive attitude” leading to an ongoing “development of
critical underdevelopment.” She goes on to argue that critics of Third World
cinema who operate in a First World context (and undeniably metropolitan
theorizing either took over or at the least overtook Third Cinema after the
1970s), “have been motivated by the contradictory impulse to win recognition
for their object of study within the very institutions which serve to endorse
and perpetuate dominant, colonizing, hierarchical cinematic discourses.””
Throughout the 97 pages of Third Cinema in the Third World, contends Burton,
Gabriel must thus cling to the idea of a Third World which for decades enjoyed
a “unitary, autonomous, ideologically transparent cultural practice,” a distortion
of historical fact that leaves him “groping for a conclusive definition of “Third
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Cinema’.” She goes on to point out the limitations of Gabriel’s inductive approach
to formulating such a definition, employing the very films he uses as examples
of “the unity of Third World texts” to illustrate the failure of Lucia or Sara
Gomez’s One Way or Another (1977) to generate consensus among critics attuned
to gender issues. Finally, she points to the work of Ismail Xavier, who is sensitive
to a dialogical relationship between theoretical practice and concrete social
situations, as a useful alternative to Gabriel’s rejection of First World theorizing
in being a rapprochement between the marginal and the mainstream which
synthesizes textual and historical approaches.?®

Gabriel’s response was mortifying in likening Burton’s suggestion that Third
(World) Cinema differed only in degree and not in kind from other cinemas
to what he perceived as the First World intellectual arrogance of Immanuel
Wallerstein’s “World System Theory” which subsumed Socialism within all
forms of non-capitalism and denied the possibility of post-capitalism. For
Gabriel Third World agency was no more marginal than First World agency,
and the notion of rapprochement between such unequal positions is premature
when the ideology of globalization has also been one of cultural homo-
genization on terms defined by the First World. “Just as ‘socialism’ is not only
non-capitalism but ‘Socialism,’ so also is Third World cinema not only non-
spectacle but Third World cinema,” insists Gabriel, for the otherness of Third
(World) Cinema is “not only one of degree but also of kind”: it is not a
cinema purged of or innocent of complex signification but one with a semiotics
of its own.* In his most cogent rebuttal Gabriel refutes the implication that
mainstream critical theory should either assimilate or be accounted for by
others since its superiority or importance is (as Bufiuel observed about “great”
writing) in direct proportion to the position of power from which it emanates.
Had hegemonic power not determined the canon of great filmmakers,
according to Gabriel, it would be dos Santos, Sembene, Alea, Mrinal Sen,
Birri, Solanas, Miguel Littin, and the progressive directors based in the First
World who would have been the actual luminaries of the era.** If one grants
the latter point, however, it would suggest that transformations in critical
opinion about films from the Third World are just as irrelevant to Third Cinema
as accounting for the vagaries of metropolitan theoretical discourse. Yet, as
Dissanayake suggests in these pages, in the case of an internationally influential,
culturally penetrative phenomenon such as India’s popular films, with their
immense popularity throughout Africa, the former Soviet Union, China and
Indonesia, the sea change that has occurred in criticism of marginal cinemas
cannot be legitimately avoided or ignored by theorists of Third Cinema.

It is only in the context of the particular terrain covered by the exchange
between Burton and Gabriel that appeared to shed at least as much heat as it
did light (the wounded Burton more or less withdrew from the field of contest
thereafter), and with the backdrop of the productive colloquies of the
conference on Third Cinema under the aegis of the Edinburgh Film Festival
of 1986, which occasioned Questions of Third Cinema kept in view, that we
can properly apprehend the extent of the schism that had developed as
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exemplified by Willemen’s extended critique of Gabriel’s book and the latter’s
contributions to the anthology. In a sense Willemen attempts to distinguish
between the propositions of the Latin American theorists of Third Cinema
and what he suggests, rather cannily, is Gabriel’s misapprehension and over-
determination of them in the somewhat restrictive character of his model of
Third Cinema. The principal issues that Willemen raises are these: (1) that
unlike European “counter-cinema” which placed undue emphasis on stylistic
countermeasures to classical narrative cinema, the theorists of Third Cinema
appreciated “the historical variability of the necessary aesthetic strategies to
be adopted,” even to the extent of suggesting that there are “36 different
kinds” of Third Cinema; (2) their insistence, in contrast to some of the early
Formalist experiments in defamiliarization, on “lucidity” (i.e. intelligibility),
thus suggesting something other than the mere rejection of Hollywood’s
model, a discursive repugnance to which Gabriel grants axiomatic authority;
(3) that their theories suggest national and local variations (at least 36 of
them!) while Gabriel’s “committed internationalism” risks trapping him in
contradictions arising from a premature homogenization of Third Cinema.*!

Interestingly, Willemen’s “corrections,” while pointing to Gabriel’s flaws,
themselves institute certain unsustainable lacunae and contradictions. His
insistence that the Edinburgh conference selected Third Cinema and “most
emphatically not Third World cinema™? snatches at a theoretical scalpel to
perform a simplifying lobotomy which neither Solanas and Getino nor Gabriel
envisage when they permit filmmakers working without the Third World
into the Third Cinema pantheon. Although subjective in their choices (as
Willemen is in his), the First World-based directors whom they permit into
their ranks are precisely those who address the very issues of First World
dominance and Third World abjection which concern the more politically-
sensitive Third World filmmaker.

The emphatic nature of Willemen’s abjuration of Third World cinema is
not unconnected with the obsessive crypto-autenrist listmaking in instituting
canons of worthy films and filmmakers, a habit to which all the constituencies
promulgating Third Cinema theories succumb. Even if Solanas, Sembene
and dos Santos emerge as a Holy Trinity included on all such lists, the canon
of true Third Cinema must, to use Gabriel’s analogy, constitute a very small
and select circle indeed. As Chanan illustrates, the slippage between Second
and Third Cinema in those original statements enables Gabriel to cite as
examples of Third Cinema many films that more comfortably fit into Garcia
Espinosa’s category of Imperfect cinema than into Solanas’s and Getino’s
Third Cinema.*

At this point I need not dwell on the inherent contradictions and ultimately
damaging results in the tacit advocacy of an autenr cinema, for Marvin D’Lugo
addresses this very issue in these pages, but I should point out that Gabriel
may not have been the only target of Willemen’s proscription of Third World
cinema. In Third World Filmmaking and the West, published shortly after
Edinburgh, Roy Armes proposed a far wider constituency of filmmaking
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practices that remained distinct from the cinemas of the West and, in their
cultural particularity, distinct from each other. Armes’s work suffers all the
deficiencies one would expect from a non-specialist attempting to traverse
most of the world’s film industries in a single leap of faith: he over-generalizes
regional cinema (although revised in later works, the “Middle East” is a
category), makes numerous but hardly unexpected errors of fact as a result of
attempting to cover too large a terrain, omits many an unrecorded cinema
that has fallen through the cracks of both Third Cinema and mainstream Film
History, and lapses into an even more stereotyped autenrism than his colleagues
(is Glauber Rocha more worthy of inclusion among the six auteurs highlighted
at the end, one wonders, than dos Santos because of his impressive showings
at Cannes?). However, unlike Willemen Armes does make space for a consider-
ation of such anomalous films as Gillo Pontecorvo’s The Battle of Algiers (1966),
an early and provocative example of transnational Third Cinema (as, for
instance, is Mikhail Kalatozov’s Cuban I Am Cuba [1964], fated to be eventu-
ally distributed in the US by the devoutly Second Cinema-ish Francis Coppola
and Martin Scorsese). Thus, even in his analytical failures, Armes suggests
that Third Cinema must consider the nuances of the historically-particular
choices of filmmakers like the Algerian Mohamed Lakhdar-Hamina, whose
films, in striving for aesthetically perfect lyricism, are the antithesis of The
Battle of Algiers, or of Rui Guerra who in 1968 took refuge in the Imper-
fection of his native Mozambique in the face of the increasing commercial-
ization of Brazilian Cinema N6vo. The only solution to the bracketing of
“World” in Third (World) Cinema is, perhaps, that of “circles of denotation”
proposed by Shohat and Stam in which the core circle is occupied by Third
Cinema in the Third World, the next by Third World films in general, the
third by Third Cinema made outside the Third World and the fourth by
diasporic hybrid films imbued with Third Cinema properties.*

On the other hand Stam is not averse to challenging another premise of
Third Cinema’s undeniable attachment to a conception of the Third World
which “elides the presence of a Fourth World existing within all of the other
worlds, comprising those peoples variously called ‘indigenous,’ ‘tribal,” or
‘first nations’,” few of whom were allowed, until taking matters into their
own hands in recent years, the opportunity of self-representation beyond auto-
ethnographism even within the purview of Third Cinema.* Indeed, the
urgency of Fourth World self-representation, as with the filmmaking activities
of South America’s Yanomamo, has become even more evident with recent
revelations of the genocidal, capitalist machinations of the revered
ethnographer, Napoleon Chagnon, whose use of his subjects for experiment
and financial gain hearken back not only to the imperialist anthropologies
and white sciences of the nineteenth century, but also to the Fascist ideologies
which more recently shaped European history.*

Still another challenge to Willemen’s notion of the Third World as a real
but constantly shifting, historically contingent entity might be the insufficiency
of the very insistence on “national” particularity which he demands at some
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length of Gabriel. As Krishna Sen points out in her contribution to our present
endeavor, Willemen’s dichotomization of Third World and Third Cinema relied
on a negative definition (i.e. what the latter was not). As she elaborates,
globalization has itself brought into focus the complex cultural negotiations
involved not only in the constitution of the “national,” but also of the local
and the regional. Furthermore, the central thesis of Mike Wayne’s recent
reconsideration of political cinema points out that the effort spent in divorcing
Third Cinema from the Third World led to an insufticient clarification of the
distinction between First, Second and Third Cinema.*” Wayne attempts,
heroically, to argue for the continuing relevance of Third Cinema practices by
attempting to purify the concept of Third Cinema, demonstrating its dialectical
opposition to First Cinema and to Second Cinema through a patient
comparison of thematically related films which he regards as representatives
of each species.

From the outset it is fairly clear, however, that if Gabriel was in danger of
a “premature homogenization” of the Third World, Wayne is similarly
imperiled by the possibility of a belated homogenization of each of the three
cinemas. In the case of First and Second Cinema the divide is, for the most
part, clear enough, for the distinction Solanas and Getino (as well as Espinosa
and the other early theorists) adhere to is essentially the same made by Truffaut,
Godard and the other Nouvelle Vague critics of commercial, studio-orientated
cinema. Yet, as Chanan had already observed, even the systematic Gabriel has
to fall back on Espinosa’s looser definition when trying to cross the bridge
between Second Cinema and the Third. Unlike Wayne, therefore, Gabriel,
Willemen and Chanan have resisted collapsing Third Cinema theory into the
initial statement made by Solanas and Getino in that they successively grappled
with one of the major blind spots of that manifesto, one that subsequently
troubled Solanas and Getino and one that neither they nor their successors
ever fully resolved despite laborious, conscientious and repeated effort. As
the lists of Third Cinema greats provided by Gabriel, Willemen and, more
subtly, Chanan attest, the torch of Third Cinema has more or less been passed
trom one autenr to another. Moreover, the only conclusive example of a then-
contemporary filmmaker’s direct engagement with the instability of the
aesthetic distinctions between Second Cinema and Third Cinema and the
ideological ones between Second World and Third World may well be that of
Pasolini (in his 1970 Notes for an African Orestein), one of Italy’s most celebrated
post-war autenrs.

Pasolini’s film is in some ways far more conceptually complex and less
easily dismissed as Third Cinema than Gillo Pontecorvo’s slightly earlier The
Battle of Algiers (1966), a film Wayne for some reason does not regard as
“guerilla cinema,” another category granted by Solanas and Getino. Instead,
tor him Pontecorvo’s film is a “compromised textual formation, never quite
managing to transform its First and Second Cinema elements and influences
tully into the service of Third Cinema.” It fails as Third Cinema because it
incorporates only those elements of Fanon’s political philosophy “that could
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most easily be integrated into the language of First and Second Cinema [my
italics], thus excluding some of Fanon’s more acute and radical ideas”.*8

In the process of making this “linguistic” distinction, however, Wayne
inadvertently brings up another of Third Cinema’s intractable problems.
Referring to Ranjana Khanna’s display of The Battle of Algiers as certain proof
that Third Cinema is “incapable of engaging with gender politics in a way
which calls into question male domination,” he demonstrates that her argument
stems from a misconception of First, Third and, especially, Second Cinema.*
Wayne is correct, of course, to draw attention to a common methodological
flaw, that of elevating a single, arbitrarily selected cinematic text to stand for
the work of a film movement; but in doing so he sidesteps the issue Khanna
raises so provocatively. This we can rephrase as Third Cinema’s double margin-
alization of women both as filmmakers and political actants in that without
access to as much power and as many resources as their male counterparts
they have, with rare but significant exceptions, historically been less capable
of “living up” to the political demands of Third Cinema.*® Thus a progressive
feminist critic aware of this ghetto within a ghetto must traverse a minefield
of contradictions, most particularly in that in universalizing man’s struggle
for social equality Third Cinema and Third Worldism in general localize
woman’s struggle for gender equality. That there are feminist critics sympathetic
to the social and ethical agendas of Third Cinema and who can transcend the
limitations of its purview by foregrounding the agency of women in trans-
national and trans-cultural contexts is amply attested by the ambitious,
theoretically rigorous contributions of Ella Shohat and Sumita Chakravarty
to this anthology. >

Much the same might be argued of Third Cinema’s emphasis on class
struggle to the near-exclusion of other, “secondary” forms of oppression, forms
which have come under more sustained scrutiny with the emergence of such
textual approaches as gay/lesbian film criticism.> Thus, for instance, the
resolutely Third Cinema filmmakers who participated in the New Indian
Cinema of the 1970s and 1980s created a considerable body of work which
aligned class struggle with male gender oppression of women, but none caused
such a stir as Deepa Mehta’s fiery first installment in an intended tetralogy
based on the classical elements, Agni (1997), which in treating the taboo
theme of the love of two women won international approbation and awards
while provoking Hindu Nationalist riots and government censure in India.

Moreover, when one turns to Third Cinema critics to shed some light on
Third Cinema’s lacunae it is to discover instead, the resuscitation of hackneyed
canons of thought, as for instance Wayne’s continued invocation of Fanon in
such a way as to suggest a mystic transcendence of place and time, thus granting
his words the force of unquestioned authority. Yet no more eloquent an analysis
of Fanon’s Freudian inheritance (including a mild case of post-Vienna School
homophobia in denying that such a “pathology” as homosexuality might exist
in Martinique) is to be found than in Frantz Fanon: Black Skin, White Masks
(1995), Isaac Julien’s filmic analysis of the “body” of Fanon’s work, presented



18 Anthony R. Guneratne

as poetic reenactment wherein a circuit of gazing suggests that he was regarded
with desire by both male and female white patients, and that he wrote from
an awareness of this desire. Indeed, not only does a gay, activist filmmaker’s
“take” on Fanon add significant dimensions to our understanding of Fanon’s
cultural history, it also attests to the fact that a transnational (and by default
First World) autenr can indeed fruitfully negotiate what Hamid Naficy terms
the “interstitial spaces” between systems of production and cultural margins®?
— in this case, such hotly defended margins as the seemingly barbed-wire-
ringed conceptual moat between Second and Third Cinema.

By way of conclusion

There remains to be considered the most fundamental of assumptions made
on behalf of Third Cinema; namely, the prescriptive insistence that there is a
best theory of film and an optimal form of filmmaking practice to account for
Third World issues and that both theory and praxis adhere to a conceptual
tramework that retains an unchanging, trans-cultural validity in all instances.
Challenges to such a notion have taken many forms, as for instance
Chakravarty’s on Hindi popular cinema in which she succeeded in showing
the degree of discursive intersection in the constitution of the “national”;
even the pleasure-granting sops of First Cinema, she illustrates, can engage
their spectators in democratic, socially productive ways.>* In fact, the nature
of spectatorship in the context of Third Cinema has itself been consistently
ignored and under-theorized, with the result that Naficy’s contribution to the
present work may stand alone in illustrating the degree to which spectatorship
partakes of a more phenomenologically complex circuit of perception than
the simple model of transmission that the ideals of Third Cinema participation
ascribed to its easily-educated and tirelessly receptive audiences.

Yet to be fair none of the filmmaker-theorists who initially conceived of a
Third Cinema reified their contentions to the extent of later critics and theorists.
Not only did they “fine tune” their theories continually to account for concrete
praxis, they also engaged in a fruitful dialogue with each other that led, for
example, to the gradual softening of such positions as the absolute necessity
of filmmaking collectives based on the Argentine/Cuban model. They certainly
did not anathematize those filmmakers who worked outside the frameworks
of Third Cinema and in sympathy with their cause, showing considerable
tolerance of the imperfection of the latter’s strivings for true Imperfection.
Moreover, even as they formulated their ideas, more skeptical participants in
the dialogue also emerged as Aristophanean satirists of the oft-times clumsy
positivism of early Third Cinema. As Robert Stam points out in the seminal
essay which sets this anthology in motion, the earliest challenges to the Third
Cinema model arose almost at its very inception among similarly-inclined
filmmaker-theorists who, aware of the already decomposing boundaries
demarcating First, Second and Third, began to suggest that a legitimate
countervailing force to monolithic First Cinema was not an equally monolithic
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alternative but instead a constellation of cinematic forms which embraced
hybridity and polyglossia.

The permanent instability of the categories of Cinema and the Worlds
which gave rise to them are nowhere better illustrated than in those parts of
the world where non-studio-oriented alternatives to First Cinema have
emerged. While the majority of such forms have rejected the model of First
Cinema proposed by Hollywood’s hermetic film language, others have adapted
this model in a manner more provocative than Gabriel and his adherents
might imagine. As Frank Ukadike illustrates in these pages, for example, valid
alternatives to First Cinema, such as the low-budget video films which suddenly
sprang up in Anglophone West Africa in the 1990s, may indeed so resemble
their model as to confront progressive critics with the painful dilemma of
choosing either to celebrate anti-hegemonic Third World initiatives which
successfully out-compete imported First Cinema or to condemn their
ostentatious capitalism.

Then again, the over-convenient division of cinema into thirds elides the
acute problems faced by filmmakers who must contend with Hollywood’s
far-from-benign linguistic domination of smaller film industries such as those
of Britain, Canada, Australia and New Zealand. While one cannot discern
any consistent ideological opposition among the latter to the paradigms of
First Cinema, the governments of Britain and Canada, especially, once fought
unsuccessfully to prevent the swamping of local markets and the stifling of
local film industries as the result of becoming dumping grounds for
Hollywood’s English-language product. Nevertheless, just as Scandinavia and
Germany “lost” their most prominent directors to Hollywood in the 1920s,
Britain failed to implement quota systems effectively in the 1930s (with the
result, in fact, that one of the directors assigned to film the low-budget “quota
quickies” that circumvented that very quota system, Alfred Hitchcock, was
destined to transplant with singular success the once-despised thriller genre
in which he specialized to the receptive, fertile soils of California). Manjunath
Pendakur and Tom O’Regan have also catalogued in grim detail the baneful
effects of Hollywood’s continued, if now subtler predation on the markets
and personnel of the Canadian and Australian film industries.*® Irony seems
to be piled on irony in the case of New Zealand, dominated by the industry of
its larger, less Middle Earth-like but more “central” neighbor and even more
likely; therefore, to lose its leading personnel to the rest of the Anglophone
world. History, in this case, provides the convenient example of the freshly
rediscovered Len Lye, who immigrated to Australia as a teenager, was deported
back there from Samoa a few years later for his Gauginesque rejection of
colonial whitewashing, and who eventually settled in Britain to make significant
contributions as plastic artist and filmmaker to the British Documentary
Movement and to the avant-gardes of the 1950s. But consider also the
apparently Viconian cycle evidenced by the career of Jane Campion, initially
a New Zealand-based feature filmmaker, but trained in Australia and now
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clearly a Second Cinema autenr negotiating the interstitial spaces at the First/
Second margins of the Hollywood/Cannes/Venice festival circuit.

Perhaps the most complex range of issues the three-cinema model fails to
account for, let alone to address, are the interactions between varying forms
of cinema within national industries diverse enough to sustain coexisting forms
of First, Second and Third Cinema. Such conditions may well have obtained
in the politically-fraught America of the late 1950s and early 1960s, when
Hollywood’s studio system had definitively collapsed and directors as disparate
as Stan Brakhage, Maya Deren, Jonas Mekas, Orson Welles, Alfred Hitchcock
and Ed Wood could each pursue radically different conceptions of cinema.
While such a retrospective reading of the categories of Cinema may prove
elusive, even unjustifiably anachronistic as it predates the theorization of
alternative cinemas by Solanas, Getino, Rocha, Espinosa and Sanjinés, less
equivocal examples continue to flourish today in such centers of “Third World”
film production as Egypt, where in addition to a thriving regionally popular
Arabic-language cinema, an autenr cinema such as that of Youssef Chahine
and Khaled El Hagar is on occasion paid the compliment of being placed
under government interdiction (having one’s films banned surely being the
supreme accolade for a committed Third Cinema filmmaker).

Presenting an even greater challenge to Third Cinema theorists in this
context are the teeming sub-national cinemas of such extended “nations” as
Indonesia, where the presence of diverse, culturally- and geographically-distinct
nationalities, problematizes the notion of nation even beyond the mess
described by O’Regan in the case of Australia. Indeed, as Krishna Sen
documents in her contribution to this anthology, the conceptual division of
local/regional/national suggested by Benedict Anderson’s “imagined
communities” has in a sense been overhauled by the process of globalization
that has cut across the discursive terrains that once formed the threads of the
“national” fabrication. Indeed, so varied are these conceptions of the national
that even Homi Bhabha would find the contributions to Dissanayake’s
Colonialism and Nationalism in Asian Cinema bewildering in their disparities.

Perhaps the most interesting example of all, certainly the most maddeningly
intricate because of its polymorphous, seemingly-incommensurate diversities,
is that of India’s various amalgams of First, Second and Third Cinema. The
Indian films which pertained most to Third Cinema grew out of the New
Indian Cinema of the 1970s and 1980s, and it is this movement to which I
devote some attention here for two reasons: it is not treated elsewhere in
these pages while remaining one of the important cinemas neglected (for a
variety of reasons) by Western criticism — this even though the films produced
by these radical filmmakers outnumber those of the Nouvelle Vague and the
New German Cinema combined; the New Indian Cinema also constitutes a
superb illustration all the difficulties and contradictions that filmmakers and
film critics encountered and continue to encounter wherever Third Cinema
has come into being. India’s “Parallel Cinema,” as it has come to be known in
some quarters, remains unparalleled in its richness as a case study.
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It remains an instructive paradox that India’s purest forms of Third Cinema
were the result of a political miscalculation on the part of then Prime Minister
Indira Gandhi who in pursuing the progressive, internationalist policies of
her predecessor and father, Jawaharlal Nehru, promoted the formation of the
Film Finance Corporation that eventually, in 1980, evolved into the National
Film Development Corporation. Ostensibly, it was the task of this body to
assess scripts (submitted primarily by students at what was then the national
film school and archive in the city of Pune) and to help produce and distribute
Indian “art” films at national and international venues; the subterranean agenda
was to encourage regional autenr cinema on the model of the internationally
successful Bengali films of Satyajit Ray, but perhaps also to keep an eye on
cinematic expressions of regional discontent for the 1970s proved to be a
period of immense political turmoil culminating in the cessation of democratic
processes and the imposition of Martial Law in 1975.

If the initial intent of the government had been to facilitate an internationally
prominent Second Cinema, its most immediate result was to spawn a Third.
The vanguard of the New Indian Cinema that began to emerge in the 1970s
either studied under committed leftist filmmaker Ritwik Ghatak at Pune or
abroad either at such centers of filmmaking as Moscow (where, notably,
Sembene, Sarah Maldoror and a number of Latin American Third Cinema
filmmakers also studied) or under the tutelage of such socially-conscious autenrs
as Robert Bresson. Initially the student cohorts of directors, actors and
cinematographers collaborated on projects and, for a brief moment, India
produced something akin to the radicalized collective cinema that Solanas
and Getino demanded with such optimistic commitment in their manifesto.
So immediately distinct was this cinema from that of the mainstream, so
unlikely to intersect with it at any point, that it soon acquired the designation
of a “Parallel Cinema.”*

But it was not to last. The NFDC preferred to distribute funds widely, thus
ensuring low production values on individual projects, and films very often
sat on its shelves for months or even years before being submitted to festivals.
Even important award-winning films such as those of Shyam Benegal or,
later, Mira Nair very often languished for an equally long time before obtaining
proper international distribution.

Thus, India’s Third Cinema was denied the vivifying oxygen of international
support that sustained it — at least ephemerally, in the autenrist manifestation
of it that D’Lugo discusses incisively in the case of Latin American cinema —
elsewhere, and it was in effect doomed to the same fissures and subject to the
same “compromises” as Brazil’s Cinema Novo. In the 1980s India’s equivalent
of Cannibalist-tropicalism emerged, although in this case being primarily the
result of an autophagy that combined the more palatable morsels of Third
Cinema with concessions to fairly conservative popular conventions. This
cinema, in turn, came to be known as the Middle Cinema, one whose eye on
the box-office and ear for the National Language, Hindi, continues to elicit
the disdain of regional auteurs. Autenr cinema thrives best in states such as
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Bengal and Kerala with the highest levels of education and the active support
of leftist governments. Curiously, unlike the Cinema No6vo, India’s Third
Cinema proper, autenr cinema and Middle Cinema have continued to coexist
despite Third Cinema remaining in a state of continual, protracted abeyance.
India’s thriving First Cinema, meanwhile, has shamelessly borrowed plot
elements and even the leading actors “discovered” by New Indian Cinema
directors such as Benegal and Girish Karnad.

It is as a result of the latter’s letter of introduction that in June and July of
1995 T was given access to hundreds of videotapes and a conference room to
myself at the NFDC headquarters in Bombay to study the history and develop-
ment of the New Indian Cinema. And later it was through his intercession
that I was invited by Adoor Gopalkrishnan to the set of his Kathapurushan,
an Indian-Japanese co-production (that most recent manifestation of
transnational filmmaking as discussed by D’Lugo) destined to lead a gypsy
existence traveling the festival circuit for months. I myself had to travel to
various film sets and studios and even as far afield as Madras to meet with
Shaji Karun, whose 1988/9 Piravi, which lamented the Argentine excesses of
the 1975 emergency precipitated by Indira Gandhi’s increasingly autocratic
policies, repeated the success of Nair’s 1988 Salaam Bombay in receiving special
recognition at Cannes. I asked each of these directors their reaction to the
recently released Bombay (1995), then undergoing various debacles with the
censors despite being the handiwork of India’s most popular director, Mani
Ratnam.*” My interrogatory ambitions were two-fold: one strategy consisted
of addressing, even if obliquely, the same issues of the “national” and of
historical particularity that concern Shohat, Chakravarty and Sen in these
pages; another was to attempt to chart the precise relation of the New Indian
Cinema to the decidedly First Cinema it paralleled. In the usual course of
events Indian popular cinema addresses social issues obliquely, but Ratnam’s
film succeeded in incorporating the standard quota of singing and dancing
into a Hindu-Muslim love story that referred directly to the recent communal
riots which had claimed hundreds of lives in the multitudinous city of the
title. The only New Indian Cinema filmmaker to have responded as quickly
was the ubiquitous documentarist Anand Patwardhan whose views of Bombay’s
falsification of history were understandably scathing. But his reaction did not
difter markedly from that of M..S. Sathyu (whose 1975 Garam Hava, treating
the same inter-ethnic conflict at the time of India’s Partition a quarter of a
century previously, was promptly banned for over a year) or from that of
Govind Nihalani, whose “loss” to Middle Cinema was tempered by his relent-
lessly analytical television series, Tamas (1993), which also preceded Bombay
in exposing the political corruption that exacerbated the ethnic catastrophes
tollowing Partition.

In most cases, however, 1 was surprised by the temperate, considered
reactions of Third Cinema filmmakers to India’s First Cinema, so utterly dif-
terent were they to the Truffautesque anathemas pronounced on Hollywood’s
films by Solanas and Getino and repeated by their critical descendents.
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Gopalkrishnan, a true autenr to the last, expressed disappointment in Ratnam
deliberately “courting” censorship and allowing his film to be tampered with.
Shaji felt that it was a brave effort for a commercial filmmaker and enjoyed its
visual values (he is himself a renowned cinematographer). Shyam Benegal
believed it to represent the correct direction for Indian cinema to take, but
was less impressed by its anodyne narrative, an elementary reworking of Romzeo
and Juliet. Karnad preferred not to comment but invited me to a party where
Mira Nair smiled away my questions about Bombay but eyed me, as I then
thought, with flattering interest and inquired whether my hair was naturally
curly (it was only later that I discovered that she was desperately in search of
a eunuch for her new film, Kama Sutra [1997]). To my amazement, a few
days later I heard again from Karnad, this time to invite me to observe him in
Madras, where he was to spend a week acting in a popular Tamil film. “T am
quite well known among these audiences, although only as an unredeemable
villain, a part I am called upon to play every few months,” explained India’s
most honored playwright, a Rhodes Scholar and the director of subtly sensual
films rooted in India’s myths, literature and ancient folklore; nor did my
inability to attend deter him from dilating on some of his more heinous acts
with mordant relish.

Of course, any project undertaken by one of the directors of the New
Indian Cinema is a labor of many years spent most often in negotiating
labyrinthine governmental bureaucracies, and so the films themselves are
seldom topical. What surprised me was not the filmmakers’ relative disinterest
in tackling the most pressing political issues of the day, but rather their lack of
bitterness towards the very cinema whose adamantine hold over a vast audience
necessitated their dependence on the caprices of governmental funding and
oversight.

Another lesson in tolerance and breadth of vision came in the company of
Girish Kasaravalli, whose graduation film at Pune, Ghatashradda (1977),
together with the films of women filmmakers Prema Karanth and Aparna
Sen, remains among the most sensitively observed examples of India’s Third
Cinema. His response to my obsession with Bombay was to invite me to see a
rerun of another Mani Ratnam film, Nayakan (1987). Nayakan simply steals
the majority of its plot from the first two parts of Coppola’s Godfather saga,
even quoting some of the shots, but adding a few indigenous scenes and
musical numbers. Kasaravalli, whose native language is Kannada and who
speaks English better than he speaks Ratnam’s Tamil, had to attempt a double
translation to allow me to follow the plot. Far from being an embarrassing
mélange, however, the film rather brilliantly invokes its models and gave its
star, Kamal Hassan, who has to evolve from Robert De Niro into Marlon
Brando, the role of a lifetime. Kasaravalli pointed out that Third Cinema
filmmakers in India who attempted Middle Cinema could never accomplish
what Ratnam did because the forms did not come naturally to them: such a
translation was simply impossible. Even in moments of banality (and here he
catalogued them in analytical detail), Ratnam is sincere and with sincerity
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speaks in their language to an audience greater in number than Steven
Spielberg’s.

I had to wait five years more to meet with one of the founding auteurs of
the New Indian Cinema, and it was chance that brought me to Mani Kaul on
a snowy day at Harvard. Kaul wondered in hindsight if a New Indian Cinema
really existed, and upon my rejoinder that it was no more discordant or
heterogeneous a movement than Italian Neorealism, suggested that its decline
and fragmentation was assured by the way it began. Kaul observed that it was
Satyajit Ray himself who inspired a Third Cinema in India and then condemned
it by making it known that independent films should win their own audience
and be self-sustaining. His point, of course, was that neither the Nouvelle
Vague nor the New German Cinema would have survived the loss of govern-
mental funding or withstood governmental micro-management of the
production and distribution of their films. Middle Cinema is for him no more
than a shady compromise. Intellectuals, went on Kaul, the most austere of
Indian exponents of Third Cinema, have never appreciated the monumental
achievement of the rambunctious popular films. Nowhere else in the world
had an indigenous film industry succeeded in “keeping out” Hollywood.

While this sanguine view may soon have to be modified, it remains the
most interesting rejoinder of all to the notion that Third Cinema is the only
legitimate response to First Cinema. Hollywood’s Paleozoic techniques of
tflooding foreign markets with cheap prints and luring away directors required
considerable evolution before even the limited success of Spielberg’s Jurassic
Park (1993) became possible, and this should be viewed against the counter-
tflow of popular Indian cinema to the First World in the form of peripatetic
directors such as Shekhar Kapur and films such as Devdas (2002), one of the
tew asymmetries of globalization that has favored the Third World. Nor is
Hollywood’s foothold the secure beachhead of the colonial past, for despite
intense hype Titanic (dir. James Cameron, 1997), elsewhere the biggest
grossing film of all time, made a comparatively disappointing splash in India
before sinking without trace.

Notes

1 See Film Theory: An Introduction (Malden: Blackwell Publishers, 2000), p. 281.

2 “The Birth of a New Realism: Painting, Photography and the Advent of Documentary
Cinema.” Special issue on “Film, Photography and Television.” Film History Vol. 10.2
(1998), pp. 165-87.

3 Jean-Claude Carri¢re has made this claim of Belle de Jour (see Baxter Businel pp. 48-9
(New York: Carroll and Graf, 1994)) and Baxter adds that Lacan’s showing of E/ in his
classes was Bunuel’s only “satisfaction” with the film (p. 228).

4 Zizek treats Hitchcock in each of his major works but offers the most concentrated series
of analyses in Everything You Have Always Wanted to Know About Jacques Lacan But Were
Afraid to Ask Alfred Hitcheock (New York: Verso, 1992).

5 See, for instance, John Baxter’s discussion in Busiuel of the Surrealists in Paris and the
fragmentation of the group resulting from André Breton’s 1927 decree that all members
must join the French Communist Party (pp. 36-9).
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It should be noted, in fact, that what appeared to turn the critical tide in relation to
Ghatak’s importance to Third Cinema theory (for he had hitherto been regarded as
principally a pedagogue and activist filmmaker working in Satyajit Ray’s shadow) were
essays by Ashish Rajadhyaksha and Geeta Kapur included in Questions of Third Cinema
(London: BFI Publishing, 1989, pp. 170-7) edited by Jim Pines and Paul Willemen.
I have discussed Pasolini’s contribution to the anti-Formalist (and neo-Gramscian) notion
of contenutismo, i.e. the determination of form and meaning by content, and its relevance
to postcolonial discourses and African liberation in a talk entitled “Notes for an African
Oresteia: Pier-Paolo Pasolini’s Challenge to the Documentary Form,” accepted for inclusion
among the selected papers of the Millennium Responses: (Dis) placing Classical Greek Theater
conference hosted by the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki in September, 1997. The
value and importance of Pasolini’s semiology (which he developed in opposition to that of
Metz) is the clarity with which he demonstrates the necessary contiguities of socially relevant
filmmaking practice and its theoretical underpinnings.

Thompson devotes an entire chapter (pp. 197-217) of Breaking the Glass Aymor (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1988) to what remains the model of formal criticism of the
film. Note that later, purer examples of Third Cinema (notably Ray’s Pather Panchali which
was embraced by Cesare Zavattini, The Bicycle Thieves’ scriptwriter, as the only true example
of Neorealism up to that point) address some of the very deficiencies — such as star lighting
— about which Bazin lacked sufficient rigor, according to Thompson.

Translations of these theoretical statements have been collected and reprinted in the first
volume of New Latin American Cinema (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1997)
edited by Michael Martin. Perhaps the most perceptive and authoritative discussion of the
range of influences that gave rise to a Third Cinema is that of Ella Shohat and Robert Stam
(see, especially, pp. 27-8) in Unthinking Eurocentvism: Multiculturalism and the Medin
(London: Routledge, 1994).

Note that in “Contemporary Film Studies and the Vicissitudes of Grand Theory,” his
introduction to Post-theory (Madison: The University of Wisconsin Press, 1996), Bordwell
confines his attack to the wholesale importation of what he defines as “Grand Theory” (i.c.
“subject-position theory and culturalism” p. 26) into film studies. He is evidently more
tolerant of what he terms “middle-level research,” even mentioning in this context the
paradigmatic instance of examining “the relation between African films and indigenous
traditions of oral storytelling” (p. 27), an idea acknowledged in a footnote as emanating,
in part, from Manthia Diawara’s contributions to Questions of Third Cinema (see pp. 199—
211).

Planet Hong Konyg: Popular Cinema and the Art of Entertainment (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2000).

See Political Film: The Dialectics of Third Cinema (London: Pluto Press, 2001), p. 4.

Here I refer to William Over’s Social Justice in World Cinema and Theatre: Civic Discourse
Sor the Third Millennium (Westport, CT: Ablex Publishing, 2001) and to Mexico’s Cinema:
A Century of Film and Filmmakers (Wilmington, DE: SR Books, 1999) edited by Joanne
Hirshfeld and David R. Maciel.

I am condensing the introductory arguments (pp. 8-102) to be found in J. Sibber’s
translation of Hegel’s The Philosophy of History (New York: Dover Publications, 1956) and
those of Lévi-Strauss (pp. 255-63) in The Savage Mind (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1964). It is indeed a savage irony that at the time Lévi-Strauss wrote, little was
known about the ancient Mayan civilization and that it was only with the decipherment of
the Mayan system of writing near the close of the last millennium that it emerged that the
most time-obsessed and historio-centric culture of all flourished not far from his own
chosen site for field research in the Americas.

See the first chapter (pp. 30-66) of Cinematic Uses of the Past (Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 1996).

For a brief overview of the various phases of Cinema N6vo see the introduction by Stam
and Randal Johnson to Brazilian Cinema (New York: Columbia UP, 1995), pp. 30-40.
The issues surrounding the various manifestations of cinema in Brazil in this period can be
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gleaned from Ismail Xavier’s Allegories of Underdevelopment: From the “Aesthetics of Hunger”
to the Aesthetics of Garbage” (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1997).

See Unthinking Eurocentrism, op. cit., p. 25.

As Chanan notes in “The changing geography of Third Cinema” (Screen Vol. 38.4 [Wint.
19971, pp. 372-88), it was, in fact, the Chinese delegation at Bandung which most readily
embraced the terminological distinction (see pp. 373—4).

Kissinger’s comments in the forward can be found on p. x of From Third World to First, The
Singapore Story: 1965-2000 (New York: HarperCollins, 2000).

I have attempted to chart the broad outlines of this “forgotten” history in “Modernism,
Modernity and the Rebirth of Singaporean Cinema” in the forthcoming Theorising the SE
Asian City as Text edited by Brenda Yeoh and Robbie Goh (Singapore: University Press of
Singapore).

The work in which Chow first articulated this paradoxical problematic was Primitive Passions:
Visuality, Sexuality, Ethnography, and Contemporary Chinese Cinema (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1995), of which the final chapter deals particularly with the issues of
cultural transmission via translation (see pp. 175-202).

See pp. 34-5 of “Towards a Third Cinema” in Martin, op. cit. (pp. 33-58).

Dissanayake has often returned to these issues both within and outside the context of
Third Cinema, but an economical treatment of the central issues can be found in the
introduction to Colonialism and Nationalism in Asian Cinema (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1994), pp. ix—xxix.

See, especially, the chapters on the consequences of Eurocentrism (pp. 13-54) and the
problematic of Third Worldist film (pp. 248-85) in Unthinking Eurocentrism:
Multiculturalism and the Medin (London: Routledge, 1994). The discussion of Orson
Welles’s aborted film, It’s All True (pp. 232-5), is also useful in the context of my argument
and my later defense of a broadening of the notion of Third Cinema.

See Film Theory, op. cit., p. 283.

See, in particular, pp. 377-80 of “The changing geography of Third Cinema” (Screen Vol.
38.4 [Winter 1997], pp. 372-88). Noting the fragmentation that seemed to occur at the
1986 Edinburgh Conference on Third Cinema, Chanan adopts a dynamic model of Third
Cinema, one whose terrain (or “geography”) shifts with the social situations a particular
film addresses, a position that towards the close of his argument veers in the direction of
relativism (but see, in this context, my discussion of the even greater danger that inheres to
the opposite tendency, the reification of categories of cinema, in my closing remarks to the
introduction).

See pp. 2-3 of “The Third Cinema Question: Notes and Reflections” in Questions of Third
Cinema, op. cit., pp. 1-29. Do note that Willemen’s argument grows in sophistication and
self-reflection, as when he subsequently points out that a dialogical relation exists between
modes of authorial address and modes of reception (as on p. 9 when he points out that “In
Europe, most Third Cinema products have definitely been consumed in a Second Cinema
way”). This, too, raises an important “question” about the uses of auteur cinema that
Marvin D’Lugo addresses in these pages.

Chanan (op. cit.) is so attracted to this position that he quotes him to this effect twice (see,
for instance, the conclusion on p. 388).

See Third Cinema in the Thivd World: An Aesthetics of Revolution (Ann Arbor: UMI Research
Press, 1982).

Ibid. pp. 2—4.

See Unthinking Eurocentvismm, op. cit., pp. 29-30.

See “Towards a Third Cinema” in Martin, op. cit., p. 41.

I refer to “Towards a critical theory of Third World films” in Questions of Third Cinemn
edited by Jim Pines and Paul Willemen (London: British Film Institute, 1989).

See, for instance, Nigel Gibson’s introduction to his anthology Rethinking Fanon (New
York: Humanity Books, 1999), wherein he notes (pp. 11-12) various critiques of Fanon’s
Marxism (and the argument by Lou Turner and John Alan that he was a Marxist-Humanist).
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In his contribution to the same volume Henry Louis Gates observes, dispassionately, the
“Rashomon-like” series of Fanons that emerge in the analyses of Edward Said, Benita
Parry, Gayatri Spivak, Homi Bhabha, and Abdul JanMohammed (pp. 251-68), and Said
and Bhabha themselves point to the deep-rooted European intellectual traditions
(represented on the one hand by Gyorgy Lukdcs and the other by Jacques Lacan) which
continually informed Fanon’s discussion both of class struggle and the psychology of
colonialism (pp. 197-214, pp. 179-96).

See p. 33 of “Towards a Critical Theory of Third World Films.”

See, especially, pp. 3—4 of “Marginal Cinemas and Mainstream Critical Theory” in Screen
Vol. 13.3 (1985), pp. 3-21. Note that the logic of Burton’s argument here is, however,
limited by her notion that the developed world can more easily consume Third World “raw
materials” such as films than peripheral sectors can import and consume such manufactured
products of the developed sector such as theoretical and critical writings. Globalization
allows us the hindsight of correcting this misperception, for ease of consumption has more
to do with ideologies of consumption than with issues of availability and digestibility
alone, as “undeveloped” consumers of MacDonalds hamburgers, Coca Cola and such
television fare as Bay Watch evidence. Furthermore, the notion that Western Theory was
somehow more deeply reflective than those emanating from the Third World would have
irked Fanon had he been alive as it might critics as diverse as Aijaz Ahmad or Martin
Bernal today:.

Ibid. p. 5.

Ibid. pp. 8-9, pp. 18-19.

See pp. 140-1 and pp. 143—4 of “Colonialism and ‘Law and Order’,” Screen Vol. 27.3—4
(1986), pp. 140-7.

Ibid. pp. 145-6.

I quote from passages scattered throughout “The Third Cinema Question,” op. cit.

“The Third Cinema Question,” op. cit., p. 35.

“The changing geography,” op. cit., pp. 377, 382.

See Unthinking Eurocentrvism, op. cit., p. 28.

See Film Theory, op. cit., pp. 283-5.

I refer to Patrick Tierney’s controversial Darkness in El Dovado: How Scientists and Journalists
Devastated the Amazon (New York: Norton, 2000). See, also, my earlier critique of the
neo-imperialist epistemologies of visual anthropology in “Visual Anthropology, Colonialism
and the (Southeast Asian) Voice of Kong,” Southeast Asian Journal of Social Science Vol.
26.1 (1998), pp. 143-53.

Wayne, in fact, argues in Political Cinema: The Dialectics of Thivd Cinema (London: Pluto
Press, 2001) that “although theory was always a key component of Third Cinema, as a
body of theoretical work, it remains significantly underdeveloped in terms of its grasp of
First Cinema and Second Cinema” (p. 6). Wayne’s grasp, however, seems rather too firm
in that according to him Edward Said blunders in suggesting that The Battle of Algiers was
“unmatched” in its depiction of an anti-colonial struggle, adding that Stam and Louise
Spence only succeed in revealing the film’s appeals to a form of “First Cinema” identificatory
spectatorship (see, especially, pp. 14-22). Each of these positions (as is the “dialectical”
strategy adopted throughout of contrasting one cinematic form to another) stems, as I
endeavor to illustrate in the text, from a hermetic and reified division of First, Second and
Third Cinema which all the theorists of Third Cinema, including Solanas and Getino,
rejected very early on. Note, however, his comparatively measured criticism of Solanas’s
and Getino’s “situationalism” and the spirited defense of The Hour of the Furnaces against
Steve Neale’s unfavorable comparison of it to Godard’s more “open” cinematic texts (see
pp- 118-36).

Ibid. pp. 14 and 19. See also pp. 56-9 for the distinction Wayne draws between Third
Cinema and Guerilla Cinema.

Ibid. pp. 21-2. Cf. Khanna’s “The Battle of Algiers and The Nouba Women of Mont Chenoua,”
Thivd Text Vol. 43 (Sum. 1998), pp. 13-32.
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Note that even in his recent film, Fant Kine (2000), Sembene focuses, as he has done
periodically throughout his career, on the oppressive structures limiting the role of women
in society (whether in France or Senegal); however, with rare exceptions such as Sarah
Maldoror, women directors are seldom on the “lists” of the Third Cinema theorists or even
on those of writers on the broader terrain of Third World Cinema. Also see Shohat’s
discussion of The Battle Of Algiers in this context.

Shohat catalogues some of the remarkable directors who have contested both nationalist
agendas and gender oppression. Also noteworthy are women filmmakers — Maria Luisa
Bemberg, Marguerite Duras, Laleen Jayamanne, Aparna Sen, Taminei Milani — who have
explored the roles of women as multiply marginalized outsiders in Third World contexts.
In this context see Stam’s discussion in Filwm Theory: An Introduction of the emergence from
the critical closet of various theories, especially those which challenged classical “gaze”
theory (see pp. 262-7).

See An Accented Cinema: Exilic and Dinsporic Filmmaking (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2001), pp. 30-1, 46-56. For further reference to Julien’s filmmaking and to gay/
lesbian interventions in the context of Third Cinema, see Shohat’s chapter.

See National Identity In Indian Popular Cinema, 1947-1987 (Austin: University of Texas
Press, 1993).

I refer to Pendakur’s Canadian Dreams and American Control (Detroit: Wayne State
University Press, 1990) and O’Regan’s Australian National Cinema (London: Routledge,
1996). The latter, especially, is a central text in any discussion of Third Cinema as it is
among the more sophisticated treatments of the nature of a “national cinema,” while it
scrupulously avoids many of the more elementary and unsatisfactory simplifications of the
nature and form of Hollywood’s cultural imperialism and industrial predation.

And so it is termed, for instance, in Thompson’s and Bordwell’s Film History: an Introduction
(New York: McGraw Hill, 1994), where they correctly identify Mrinal Sen’s Bhuvan Shome
(1969) and Basu Chatterji’s Sava Akash (1969) as the breakthrough films of the movement,
but perhaps overstate the case in arguing that the Parallel Cinema was “Bombay-based”
and that it soon overshadowed Bengali autenr cinema (see pp. 770—4).

Ratnam’s technical proficiency is readily discernible and he has influenced directors in
places as far afield as Australia in the case of Baz Luhrmann.



Part I

Third Cinema theory and
beyond

In Unthinking Eurocentrism Ella Shohat and Robert Stam have made what is
perhaps the most important recent contribution to Third Cinema theory. A
comprehensive, yet measured critique of the very forces Third Cinema
filmmakers opposed in their practices, it is clearly the result of many years of
work in the often embattled terrain of alternative media practices. It is also an
eloquent rebuttal, replete with detailed examples, that serves as an historical
refutation of the emerging schools of thought that find themselves in denial
about the effects of media imperialism and neocolonial exploitation.

Stam’s present essay is many things at once. It is a major contribution to
a prosaics of cinema inflected by the theories of the Russian classicist and
philosopher of language, Mikhail Bakhtin — but this is only to be expected of
the author of Subversive Pleasurves: Bakhtin, Cultural Criticism and Film
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1989). It is also one which shows
that filmmakers in the Third World or those operating in the cultural framework
of exile/diaspora anticipated the diftusion of Bakhtin’s arguments about pluri-
spatiality and heterochronicity and used the medium to forge a radical aesthetics
that offered direct challenges to the monological aesthetics of First Cinema.
At the root of these cinemas, Stam argues, was a genuine heterophony that
reflected and celebrated the garbage heaps that, as both metaphor and
synecdoche, inspired them.

Perhaps most crucially in the context of this project, Stam’s work is also a
re-history, a rewriting of the early phase of alternative filmmaking in the Latin
American bedrock of Third Cinema; eloquent proof, indeed, that the more
sophisticated indigenous critics of Third Cinema never regarded the latter as
a universal nostrum or the “ultimate answer” or cure for all Third World ills.
Rather than resort to the abjection and what Stam terms “miserabilism”
characteristic of early Third Cinema products, these cultural theorists and
filmmakers turned their eyes with witty, satiric contempt on the consumerist
ethos which underwrote and continues to underwrite First Cinema.






1 Beyond Third Cinema
The aesthetics of hybridity

Robert Stam

In the late 1960s and early 1970s, in the wake of the Vietnamese victory over
the French, the Cuban revolution, and Algerian Independence, third world
intellectuals called for a “tricontinental revolution” (with Ho Chi Minh, Che
Guevara, and Frantz Fanon as talismanic figures). In film, this third-worldist
film ideology was crystallized in a wave of militant manifesto essays — Glauber
Rocha’s “Aesthetic of Hunger” (1965), Fernando Solanas and Otavio Getino’s
“Towards a Third Cinema” (1969), and Julio Garcia Espinosa’s “For an
Imperfect Cinema” (1969) — and in declarations and manifestoes from Third
World Film Festivals calling for a tricontinental revolution in politics and an
aesthetic and narrative revolution in film form. Rocha called for a “hungry”
cinema of “sad, ugly films,” Solanas and Getino called for militant guerilla
documentaries, and Espinosa called for an “imperfect” cinema energized by
the “low” forms of popular culture, where the process of communication was
more important than the product, where political values were more important
than “production values.”

The work of Frantz Fanon was a pervasive influence in these theories, and
in the films influenced by them. The Solanas and Getino film La Hora de Los
Hornos (Hour of the Furnaces, 1968), not only quotes Fanon’s adage that “Every
Spectator is a Coward or a Traitor,” but also orchestrates a constellation of
Fanonian themes — the psychic stigmata of colonialism, the therapeutic value
of anti-colonial violence, and the urgent necessity of a new culture and a new
human being. The third-worldist film manifestoes also stress anti-colonial
militancy and violence, literal/political in the case of Solanas-Getino, and
metaphoric/aesthetic in the case of Rocha. “Only through the dialectic of
violence,” Rocha wrote, “will we reach lyricism.”

“Third Cinema” offered a Fanon-inflected version of Brechtian aesthetics,
along with a dash of “national culture.” At the same time, it offered a practical
production strategy which turned scarcity, as Ismail Xavier put it, “into a
signifier.” While “Third Cinema” represented a valid alternative to the
dominant Hollywood model in an early period, it is important to remember
that it represents only one model of alternative filmmaking. Rather than
measure all alternative models against “Third Cinema” as an ideal type, it is
more useful, I think, to envision a wide spectrum of alternative practices.
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Indeed, cultural discourse in the Third World, and especially in Latin America
and the Caribbean, has been fecund in neologistic aesthetics, both literary
and cinematic: “lo veal maravilloso americano” (Carpentier), the “aesthetics of
hunger” (Glauber Rocha), “megotage” or “cigarette-butt” cinema (Ousmane
Sembene), “Cine imperfecto” (Julio Garcia Espinosa), the “aesthetics of
garbage” (Rogerio Sganzerla), the “salamander” (as opposed to the Hollywood
dinosaur) aesthetic (Paul Leduc), “termite terrorism” (Gilhermo del Toro),
“anthropophagy” (the Brazilian Modernists), “Tropicalia” (Gilberto Gil and
Caetano Veloso), “rasquachismo” (Tomas-Ibarra Frausto), “signifying-monkey
aesthetics” (Henry Louis Gates), “nomadic aesthetics” (Teshome Gabriel),
“diaspora aesthetics” (Kobena Mercer), “neo-hoodoo aesthetics” (Ishmael
Reed), and “samteria” aesthetics (Arturo Lindsay). Most of these alternative
aesthetics revalorize by inversion what had formerly been seen as negative,
especially within colonialist discourse. Thus ritual cannibalism, for centuries
the very name of the savage, abject other, becomes with the Brazilian
modernistas an anti-colonialist trope and a term of value. (Recall that even the
triumphant literary movement “magic realism” inverts the colonial view of
magic as irrational superstition.) At the same time, these aesthetics share the
jujitsu trait of turning strategic weakness into tactical strength. By
appropriating an existing discourse for their own ends, they deploy the force
of the dominant against domination.?

Here I would like to focus on three related aspects of these aesthetics,
specifically: (1) their constitutive hybridity; (2) their chronotopic multiplicity;
and (3) their common motif of the redemption of detritus. After arguing the
special qualifications of the cinema for realizing such a hybrid, multitemporal
aesthetic, I will conclude with the case of the Brazilian “aesthetics of garbage”
as the point of convergence of all our themes, specifically examining three
tilms literally and figuratively “about” garbage.

Hybridity

Although hybridity has been a perennial feature of art and cultural discourse
in Latin America — highlighted in such terms as mestizaje, indianismo, diversalite,
creolite, vaza cosmica — it has recently been recoded as a symptom of the
postmodern, postcolonial and post-nationalist moment.? The valorization of
hybridity, it should be noted, is itself a form of jujitsu, since within colonial
discourse the question of hybridity was linked to the prejudice against race-
mixing, the “degeneration of blood,” and the conjectured infertility of
mulattoes.* But if the nationalist discourse of the 1960s drew sharp lines
between First World and Third World, oppressor and oppressed, post-
nationalist discourse replaces such binarisms with a more nuanced spectrum
of subtle differentiations, in a new global regime where First World and Third
World are mutually imbricated.® Notions of ontologically referential identity
metamorphose into a conjunctural play of identifications. Purity gives way to
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“contamination.” Rigid paradigms collapse into sliding metonymies. Erect,
militant postures give way to an orgy of “positionalities.” Once secure
boundaries become more porous; an iconography of barbed-wire frontiers
mutates into images of fluidity and crossing. A rhetoric of unsullied integrity
gives way to miscegenated grammars and scrambled metaphors. A discourse
of “media imperialism” gives way to reciprocity and “indigenization.” Colonial
tropes of irreconcilable dualism give way to postcolonial tropes drawing on
the diverse modalities of mixedness: religious (syncretism); botanical
(hybridity); linguistic (creolization); and genetic (mestizaje).

Although hybridity has existed wherever civilizations conflict, combine
and synthesize, it reached a kind of violent paroxysm with the European
colonization of the Americas. The conquista shaped a new world of practices
and ideologies of mixing, making the Americas the scene of unprecedented
combinations of indigenous peoples, Africans, and Europeans, and later of
immigrant diasporas from all over the world. But hybridity has never been a
peaceful encounter, a tension-free theme park; it has always been deeply
entangled with colonial violence. While for some hybridity is lived as just
another metaphor within a Derridean free play, for others it is alive as painful,
visceral memory. Indeed, as a descriptive catch-all term, “hybridity” fails to
discriminate between the diverse modalities of hybridity, such as colonial
imposition (for example, the Catholic Church constructed on top of a destroyed
Inca temple), or other interactions such as obligatory assimilation, political
cooptation, cultural mimicry, commercial exploitation, top-down appro-
priation, or bottom-up subversion. Hybridity, in other words, is power-laden
and asymmetrical. Hybridity is also cooptable. In Latin America, national
identity has often been officinlly articulated as hybrid, through hypocritically
integrationist ideologies that have glossed over and concealed subtle racial
hegemonies.

Brazilian composer-singer Gilberto Gil calls attention to the power-laden
nature of syncretism in his 1989 song “From Bob Dylan to Bob Marley: A
Provocation Samba.” The lyrics inform us that Bob Dylan, after converting
to Christianity, made a reggae album, thus returning to the house of Israel by
way of the Caribbean. The lyrics set into play a number of broad cultural
parallels, between Jewish symbiology and Jamaican Rastafarianism, between
the Inquisition’s persecution of Jews (and Muslims) and the European
suppression of African religions (“When the Africans arrived on these shores/
there was no freedom of religion”), ultimately contrasting the progressive
syncretism of a Bob Marley (who died “because besides being Black he was
also Jewish™) with the alienation of a Michael Jackson, who “besides turning
white ... is becoming sad.” Gil celebrates hybridity and syncretism, then, but
articulates them in relation to the asymmetrical power relations engendered
by colonialism. For oppressed people, artistic syncretism is not a game but an
arduous negotiation, an exercise, as the song’s lyrics put it, both of “resistance”
and “surrender.”
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Chronotopic multiplicity

Current theoretical literature betrays a fascination with the notion of simul-
taneous, superimposed spatio-temporalities. The widely disseminated trope
of the palimpsest, the parchment on which are inscribed the layered traces of
diverse moments of past writing, contains within it this idea of multiple
temporalities. The postmodern moment, similarly, is seen as chaotically plural
and contradictory, while its aesthetic is seen as an aggregate of historically
dated styles randomly reassembled in the present. But this oxymoronic space-
time is not found only in 7ecent theoretical literature. It was anticipated in
Benjamin’s “revolutionary nostalgia,” in Ernst Bloch’s conjugation of the now
and the “not yet,” in Braudel’s multiple-speed view of history, in Althusser’s
“overdetermination” and “uneven development,” in Raymond Williams’s
“residual and emergent” discourses, in Jameson’s “nostalgia for the present,”
and in David Harvey’s “time-space compression.” Bakhtinian dialogism, in
the same vein, alludes to the temporally layered matrix of communicative
utterances that “reach” the text not only through recognizable citations but
also through a subtle process of dissemination. In a very suggestive formulation,
Bakhtin evokes the multiple epochs intertextually “buried” in the work of
Shakespeare. The “semantic treasures Shakespeare embedded in his works,”
Bakhtin writes:

were created and collected through the centuries and even millennia: they
lay hidden in the language, and not only in the literary language, but also
in those strata of the popular language that before Shakespeare’s time
had not entered literature, in the diverse genres and forms of speech
communication, in the forms of a mighty national culture (primarily
carnival forms) that were shaped through millennia, in theatre-spectacle
genres (mystery plays, farces, and so forth), in plots whose roots go back
to prehistoric antiquity.”

(Bakhtin, 1986: 5)

Bakhtin thus points to the temporally palimpsestic nature of all artistic
texts, seen within a millennial, longue durée.® Nor is this aesthetic the special
preserve of canonical writers, since dialogism operates within all cultural
production, whether literate or non-literate, highbrow or lowbrow. Rap music’s
aesthetic of sampling and cut ‘n” mix, for example, can be seen as a street-
smart, low-budget embodiment of Bakhtin’s theories of temporally embedded
intertextuality, since rap’s multiple strands derive from sources as diverse as
African call-and-response patterns, disco, funk, the Last Poets, Gil Scott Heron,
Muhammed Ali, doo-wop groups, skip rope rhymes, prison and army songs,
signifying and “the dozens,” all the way back to the storytelling folk historians,
the griots, of Nigeria and Gambia.® Rap bears the stamp and rhythm of multiple
times and meters; as in artistic collage or literary quotation, the sampled texts
carry with them the time-connoted memory of their previous existences.
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The redemption of detritus

The third shared feature of these hybrid bricolage aesthetics is their common
leitmotif of the strategic redemption of the low, the despised, the imperfect,
and the “trashy” as part of a social overturning. This strategic redemption of
the marginal also has echoes in the realms of high theory and cultural studies.
One thinks, for example, of Derrida’s recuperation of the marginalia of the
classical philosophical text, of Bakhtin’s exaltation of “redeeming filth” and of
low “carnivalized” genres, of Benjamin’s “trash of history” and his view of the
work of art as constituting itself out of apparently insignificant fragments, of
Deleuze and Guattari’s recuperation of stigmatized psychic states such as
schizophrenia, of Camp’s ironic reappropriation of kitsch, of Cultural Studies’
recuperation of sub-literary forms and “subcultural styles,” and of James Scott’s
“weapons of the weak.”

In the plastic arts, the “garbage girls” (Mierle Laderman Ukeles, Christy
Rupp, Betty Beaumont) deploy waste disposal as a trampoline for art. Ukeles,
for example, choreographed a “street ballet” of garbage trucks. (One is
reminded of the “dance of the garbage can lids” in the Donen-Kelly musical
1t’s Always Fair Weather.) Betty Beaumont makes installation art on toxic waste-
dumps using government surplus materials.'® Joseph Cornell, similarly, turned
the flotsam of daily life — broken dolls, paper cutouts, wine glasses, medicine
bottles — into luminous, childlike collages. In the cinema, an “aesthetics of
garbage” performs a kind of jujitsu by recuperating cinematic waste materials.
For filmmakers without great resources, raw-footage minimalism reflects
practical necessity as well as artistic strategy. In a film like Hour of the Furnaces,
unpromising raw footage is transmogrified into art, just as the alchemy of
sound-image montage transforms the base metals of titles, blank frames, and
wild sound into the gold and silver of rhythmic virtuosity. Compilation
filmmakers like Bruce Conner, Mark Rappaport, and Sherry Milner/Ernest
Larsen rearrange and reedit preexisting filmic materials, while trying to fly
below the radar of bourgeois legalities. Craig Baldwin, a San Francisco film
programmer, reshapes outtakes and public domain materials into witty
compilation films. In Sonic Outlaws, he and his collaborators argue for a media
detournement that deploys the charismatic power of dominant media against
itself, all the time displaying a royal disregard for the niceties of copyright.
Baldwin’s anti-Columbus Quincentennial film O No Coronado! (1992), for
example, demystifies the conquistador whose desperate search for the mythical
Seven Cities of Cibola led him into a fruitless, murderous journey across
what is now the American Southwest. To relate this calamitous epic, Baldwin
deploys not only his own staged dramatizations but also the detritus of the
filmic archive: stock footage, pedagogical films, industrial documentaries,
swashbucklers, tacky historical epics.

In an Afro-diasporic context, the redemption of detritus evokes another,
historically fraught strategy, specifically the ways that dispossessed New World
blacks have managed to transmogrify waste products into art. The Afro
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diaspora, coming from artistically developed African cultures but now deprived
of freedom, education, and material possibilities, managed to tease beauty
out of the very guts of deprivation, whether through the musical use of
discarded oil barrels (the steel drums of Trinidad), the culinary use of
throwaway parts of animals (soul food, fefoada), or the use in weaving of
throwaway fabrics (quilting).'! This “negation of the negation” also has to do
with a special relationship to official history. As those whose history has been
destroyed and misrepresented, as those whose very history has been dispersed
and diasporized rather than memorialized and incorporated into the grand
recit as have dominant histories and as those whose history has often been
told, danced and sung rather than written, oppressed people have been obliged
to recreate their past out of scraps and remnants and the debris of history. In
aesthetic terms, these hand-me-down aesthetics and history-making embody
an art of discontinuity — the heterogeneous scraps making up a quilt, for
example, incorporate diverse styles, time periods, and materials — whence
their alignment with artistic modernism as an art of jazzistic “breaking” and
discontinuity, and within an anticipatory postmodernism as an art of recycling
and pastiche.

Alternative aesthetics are multi-temporal in still another sense, in that they
are often rooted in non-realist, often non-western cultural traditions featuring
other historical rhythms, other narrative structures, and other attitudes toward
the body and spirituality. By incorporating para-modern traditions into
modernizing or postmodernizing aesthetics, they problematize facile
dichotomies such as traditional and modern, realist and modernist, modernist
and postmodernist. Indeed, the projection of Third World cultural practices
as untouched by avant-gardist modernism or mass-mediated postmodernism
often subliminally encodes a view of the Third World as “underdeveloped,”
or “developing,” as if it lived in another time zone apart from the global
system of the late capitalist world.'* A less neo-Darwinian stagist conception
would see all the “worlds” as living the same historical moment, in mixed
modes of subordination or domination. Time in all the worlds is scrambled
and palimpsestic, with the pre-modern, the modern, and the post-modern
coexisting globally, although the “dominant” might vary from region to region.

The world’s avant-gardes are also characterized by a paradoxical and
oxymoronic temporality. Just as the European avant-garde became “advanced”
by drawing on the “primitive,” so non-European artists, in an aesthetic version
of “revolutionary nostalgia,” have drawn on the most traditional elements of
their cultures, elements less “pre-modern” (an admittedly dubious term that
embeds modernity as telos) than “para-modern.” In the arts, the distinction
archaic/modernist is often non-pertinent, in that both share a refusal of the
conventions of mimetic realism. It is thus less a question of juxtaposing the
archaic and the modern than deploying the archaic in order, paradoxically, to
modernize, in a dissonant temporality which combines a past imaginary
communitas with an equally imaginary future utopia. In their attempts to
forge a liberatory language, for example, alternative film traditions draw on
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para-modern phenomena such as popular religion and ritual magic. In African
and Afro-diasporic films such as Yeelen (Senegal), Jitt (Zimbabwe), Quartier
Mozart (Cameroon), The Amulet of Ogum (Brazil), Patakin (Cuba), The Black
Goddess (Nigeria), and The Gifted (the United States), magical spirits become
an aesthetic resource, a means for breaking away from the linear, cause-and-
effect conventions of Aristotelian narrative poetics, a way of flying beyond
the gravitational pull of verism, of defying the “gravity” of chronological
time and literal space.

The cinema, I would argue, is ideally equipped to express cultural and
temporal hybridity. The cinema is temporally hybrid, first of all, in an
intertextual sense, in that it “inherits” all the art forms and millennial traditions
associated with its diverse matters of expression. (The music or pictorial art
of any historical period can be cited, or mimicked, within the cinema.) But
the cinema is also temporally hybrid in another, more technical sense. As a
technology of representation, the cinema mingles diverse times and spaces; it
is produced in one constellation of times and spaces, it represents still another
(diegetic) constellation of times and places, and is received in still another
time and space (theatre, home, classroom). Film’s conjunction of sound and
image means that each track not only presents two kinds of time, but also that
they mutually inflect one another in a form of synchresis. Atemporal static
shots can be inscribed with temporality through sound.'* The panoply of
available cinematic techniques further multiplies these already multiple times
and spaces. Superimposition redoubles the time and space, as do montage
and multiple frames within the image. The capacity for palimpsestic overlays
of images and sounds facilitated by the new computer and video technologies
further amplify possibilities for fracture, rupture and polyphony. An electronic
“quilting” can weave together sounds and images in ways that break with
linear single-line narrative, opening up utopias (and dystopias) of infinite
manipulability. The “normal” sequential flow can be disrupted and sidetracked
to take account of simultaneity and parallelism. Rather than an Aristotelian
sequence of exposition, identification, suspense, pathos and catharsis, the
audio-visual text becomes a tapestry. These media are capable of chameleonic
blendings a la Zelig, digital insertions a la Forrest Gumyp, and multiple images/
sounds a la Numeéro Deux. These new media can combine synthesized images
with captured ones. They can promote a “threshold encounter” between Elton
John and Louis Armstrong, as in the 1991 Diet Coke commercial, or allow
Natalie Cole to sing with her long-departed father. Potentially, the audio-
visual media are less bound by canonical, institutional and aesthetic traditions;
they make possible what Arlindo Machado calls the “hybridization of
alternatives.”

The cinema in particular, and audio-visual media in general, are in
Bakhtinian terms “multichronotopic.” Although Bakhtin develops his concept
of the “chronotope” (from chronos, time, and topos, place) to suggest the
inextricable relation between time and space in the novel, it also seems ideally
suited to the cinema as a medium where “spatial and temporal indicators are
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fused into one carefully thought-out concrete whole.”* (It also spares us the
absurdity of “choosing” between time and space as theoretical focus.) Bakhtin’s
description of the novel as the place where time “thickens, takes on flesh,
becomes artistically visible” and where “space becomes charged and responsive
to the movements of time, plot and history” seems in some ways even more
appropriate to film than to literature, for whereas literature plays itself out
within a virtual, lexical space, the cinematic chronotope is quite literal, splayed
out concretely across a screen with specific dimensions and unfolding in literal
time (usually 24 frames per second), quite apart from the fictive time-space
specific films might construct. Thus cinema embodies the inherent relationality
of time (chronos) and space (topos); it is space temporalized and time
spatialized, the site where time takes place and place takes time.

The multi-track nature of audio-visual media enables them to orchestrate
multiple, even contradictory, histories, temporalities, and perspectives. They
offer not a “history channel,” but rather multiple channels for multifocal,
multiperspectival historical representation. What interests me especially here
is a kind of matching between representations of the palimpsestic, multi-
nation state and the cinema as a palimpsestic and polyvalent medium which
can stage and perform a transgressive hybridity. Constitutively multiple, the
cinema is ideally suited for staging what Néstor Garcia Canclini in a very
different context, calls “multi-temporal heterogeneity”'¢ The fact that dominant
cinema has largely opted for a linear and homogenizing aesthetic where track
reinforces track within a Wagnerian totality in no way effaces the equally
salient truth that the cinema (and the new media) are infinitely rich in
polyphonic potentialities.” The cinema makes it possible to stage temporalized
cultural contradictions not only within the shot, through mise-en-scene, decor,
costume, and so forth, but also through the interplay and contradictions
between the diverse tracks, which can mutually shadow, jostle, undercut, haunt,
and relativize one another. Each track can develop its own velocity; the image
can be accelerated while the music is slowed, or the soundtrack can be
temporally layered by references to diverse historical periods. A culturally
polyrhythmic, heterochronic, multiple-velocity and contrapuntal cinema
becomes a real possibility.

We catch a glimpse of these possibilities in Glauber Rocha’s 1erra em Transe
(Land in Anguish, 1967), a baroque allegory about Brazilian politics,
specifically the 1964 right-wing coup d’état which overthrew Joao Goulart.
Set in the imaginary land of Eldorado, the film offers an irreverent, “unofficial”
representation of Pedro Alvares Cabral, the Portuguese “discoverer” of Brazil.
More important for our purposes, the film exploits temporal anachronism as
a fundamental aesthetic resource. The right wing figure of the film (named
Porfirio Diaz after the Mexican dictator) arrives from the sea with a flag and
a crucifix, suggesting a foundational myth of national origins. Dressed in an
anachronistic modern-day suit, Diaz is accompanied by a priest in a Catholic
habit, a 16th century conquistador, and a symbolic feathered Indian. Diaz raises
a silver chalice, in a ritual evoking Cabral’s “first mass,” but in an anachronistic
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manner which stresses the continuities between the conquest and contemporary
oppression; the contemporary right-winger is portrayed as the latter-day heir
of the conquistadores. But Rocha further destabilizes time and space by making
Africa a textual presence. The very aesthetic of the sequence, first of all, draws
heavily from the Africanized forms of Rio’s yearly samba pageant, with its
polyrhythms, its extravagant costumes, and its contradictory forms of historical
representation; indeed, the actor who plays the conquistador is Clévis Bornay,
a historian who specialized in carnival “allegories,” and himself a well-known
figure from Rio’s carnival. Secondly, the mass is accompanied not by Christian
religious music, but by Yoruba religious chants, evoking the “transe” of the
Portuguese title. Rocha’s suggestive referencing of African music, as if it had
existed in Brazil prior to the arrival of Europeans, reminds us not only of the
“continental drift” theory that sees South America and Africa as once having
formed part of a single land mass, but also of the theories of van Sertima and
others that Africans arrived in the New World “before Columbus.”® The
music suggests that Africans, as those who shaped and were shaped by the
Americas over centuries, are in some uncanny sense #/so indigenous to the
region.'? At the same time, the music enacts an ironic reversal since the chants
of exaltation are addressed to a reprehensible figure. Although Eurocentric
discourse posits African religion as irrational, the film suggests that in fact it
is the European elite embodied by Porfirio Diaz which is irrational, hysterical,
entranced, almost demonic. The presence of a mestigo actor representing the
Indian, furthermore, points to a frequent practice in Brazilian cinema during
the silent period, when Indians, whose legal status as “wards of the state”
prevented them from representing themselves, were often represented by
blacks. While in the US white actors performed in blackface, in Brazil blacks
performed, as it were, in “redface.”

That the entire scene is a product of the narrator-protagonist’s delirium as
he lays dying, finally, as the past (the “discovery”) and the future (the coup
d’état) flash up before his eyes, adds still another temporalized layer of meaning.
Here temporal contradiction becomes a spur to creativity. The scene’s fractured
and discontinuous aesthetic stages the drama of life in the colonial “contact
zone,” defined by Mary Louise Pratt as the space in which “subjects previously
separated” encounter each other and “establish ongoing relations, usually
involving conditions of coercion, radical inequality, and intractable conflict.”?
Rocha’s neo-baroque Afro-avant-gardist aesthetic thus figures the discontinu-
ous, dissonant, fractured history of the nation through equally dissonant images
and sounds.

Brazilian Cinema proliferates in the signs and tokens of hybridity, drawing
on the relational processes of Brazil’s diverse communities. Rather than merely
reflect a pre-existing hybridity, Brazilian cinema actively hybridizes in that it
stages and performs hybridity, counterpointing cultural forces through
surprising, even disconcerting juxtapositions. At its best, it orchestrates not a
bland pluralism but rather a strong counterpoint between seemingly incom-
mensurable yet nevertheless thoroughly co-implicated cultures. The opening
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sequence of Macunaima, for example, shows a family whose names are
indigenous, whose epidermic traits are African and European and mestizo,
whose clothes are Portuguese and African, whose hut is indigenous and back-
woods, and whose manner of giving birth is indigenous. The plot of Pagador
de Promessas (The Given Word, 1962) revolves around the conflicting values of
Catholicism and Candomblé, evoked through the manipulation of cultural
symbols. We witness, for instance, a cultural battle between berimban (an
African instrument consisting of a long bow, gourd and string) and church
bell, which synecdochically encapsulates a larger religious and political struggle.
Tent of Miracles (1977) counterposes opera and samba to metaphorize the
larger conflict between Bahia’s white elite and its subjugated mestizos, between
ruling-class science and Afro-inflected popular culture.

Latin America, for Garcfa Canclini, lives in a postmodern “time of bricolage
where diverse epochs and previously separated cultures intersect.” In the
best Brazilian films hybridity is not just a property of the cultural objects
portrayed but rather inheres in the film’s very processes of enunciation, its
mode of constituting itself as a text. The final shot of Tér7a em Transe exemplifies
this process brilliantly. As we see the film’s protagonist Paulo wielding a rifle
in a Che Guevara-like gesture of quixotic rebellion, we hear a soundtrack
composed of Villa-Lobos, Candomblé chants, samba, and machine-gun fire.
The mix, in this feverish bricolage, is fundamentally unstable; the Villa-Lobos
music never really synchronizes with the Candomblé or the gunfire. We are
reminded of Alejo Carpentier’s gentle mockery of the innocuous juxtapositions
of the European avant-gardists — for example, Lautreamont’s “umbrella and a
sewing machine” — which he contrasts with the explosive counterpoints of
indigenous, African, and European cultures thrown up daily by Latin American
life and art, non-homogenizing counterpoints where the tensions are never
completely resolved or harmonized, where the cultural dialogue is tense, trans-
gressive, and unassimilated.

Another way that Brazilian culture is figured as a mixed site is through the
motif of garbage. Garbage, in this sense, stands at the point of convergence of
our three themes of hybridity, chronotopic multiplicity, and the redemption
of detritus. Garbage is hybrid, first of all, as the diasporized, heterotopic site
of the promiscuous mingling of rich and poor, center and periphery, the
industrial and the artisanal, the domestic and the public, the durable and the
transient, the organic and the inorganic, the national and the international,
the local and the global. The ideal postmodern and postcolonial metaphor,
garbage is mixed, syncretic, a radically decentered social text. It can also be
seen as what Charles Jencks calls a “heteropolis” and Edward Soja, following
Foucault, a “heterotopia,” i.e. the juxtaposition in a real place of “several sites
that are themselves incompatible.”® As a place of buried memories and traces,
meanwhile, garbage is an example of what David Harvey calls the “time-
space compression” typical of the acceleration produced by contemporary
technologies of transportation, communication and information. In Foucault’s
terms, garbage is “heterochronic;” it concentrates time in a circumscribed
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space. (Archeology, it has been suggested, is simply a sophisticated form of
garbology.)?® The garbage pile can be seen as an archeological treasure trove
precisely because of its concentrated, synecdochic, compressed character. As
congealed history, garbage reveals a checkered past. As time materialized in
space, it becomes coagulated sociality, a gooey distillation of society’s
contradictions.

As the quintessence of the negative — expressed in such phrases as “talking
trash,” “rubbish!” and “cesspool of contamination” — garbage can also be an
object of artistic jujitsu and ironic reappropriation. An ecologically-aware
recycling system in Australia calls itself “reverse garbage.” (This is not to say
the appreciation of garbage is always marginal: the subversive potential of
garbage as metaphor is suggested in Thomas Pynchon’s novel The Crying of
Lot 49, where the heroine collects hints and traces that reveal the alternative
network of W.A.S.'TE. as a kind of counterculture outside of the dominant
channels of communication.) In aesthetic terms, garbage can be seen as an
aleatory collage or surrealist enumeration, a case of the definitive by chance, a
random pile of objets trouvés and papiers collés, a place of violent, surprising
juxtapositions.?*

Garbage, like death and excrement, is a great social leveler, the trysting
point of the funky and the shi shi. It is the terminus for what Mary Douglas
calls “matter out of place.” In social terms, it is a truth-teller. As the lower
stratum of the socius, the symbolic “bottom” or cloaca maxima of the body
politic, garbage signals the return of the repressed; it is the place where used
condoms, bloody tampons, infected needles and unwanted babies are left, the
ultimate resting place of all that society both produces and represses, secretes
and makes secret. The final shot of Bunuel’s Los Olvidados, we may recall,
shows the corpse of the film’s lumpen protagonist being unceremoniously
dumped on a Mexico City garbage pile; the scene is echoed in Babenco’s Kiss
of the Spider Woman, where Molina’s dead body is tossed on a garbage heap
while the voice-over presents the official lies about his death. Grossly material,
garbage is society’s id; it steams and smells below the threshold of ideological
rationalization and sublimation. At the same time, garbage is reflective of
social prestige; wealth and status are correlated with the capacity of a person
(or a society) to discard commodities, i.e. to generate garbage. (The average
American discards five pounds of garbage per day.)* Like hybridity, garbage
too is power-laden. The power elite can gentrify a slum, make landfill a ground
for luxury apartments, or dump toxic wastes in a poor neighborhood.?

It is one of the utopian, recombinant functions of art to work over dystopian,
disagreeable and malodorous materials. Brazil’s u#digrudi (underground)
filmmakers of the 1960s were the first, to my knowledge, to speak of the
“aesthetics of garbage” (estetica do lixo). The movement’s film-manifesto,
Sganzerla’s Red Light Bandit (1968), began with a shot of young favelados
dancing on burning garbage piles, pointedly underlined by the same
Candombl¢ music that begins Rocha’s Terra em Tiranse. The films were made
in the Sao Paulo neighborhood called “boca de lixo” (mouth of garbage), a
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red-light district named in diacritical contrast with the high-class red light
district called “boca de luxo” (mouth of luxury). Brazilian plastic artist Regina
Vater played on these references in her mid-1970s work “Luxo/Lixo” (Luxury/
Garbage) where she photographically documented the quite different trash
discarded in neighborhoods representing different social classes.

For the underground filmmakers, the garbage metaphor captured the sense
of marginality, of being condemned to survive within scarcity, of being the
dumping ground for transnational capitalism, of being obliged to recycle the
materials of the dominant culture.?” And if the early 1960s trope of hunger —
as in Rocha’s “aesthetics of hunger” — evokes the desperate will to dignity of
the famished subject, token of the self-writ large of the third world nation
itself, then the trope of garbage is more decentered, post-modern, post-colonial.

Three recent Brazilian documentaries directly address the theme of garbage.
Eduardo Coutinho’s O Fio da Memoria (The Thread of Memory, 1991), a film
made as part of the centenary of abolition commemoration, reflects on the
sequels of slavery in the present. Instead of history as a coherent, linear
narrative, the film offers a history based on disjunctive scraps and fragments.
Here the interwoven strands or fragments taken together become emblematic
of the fragmentary interwovenness of black life in Brazil. One strand consists
of the diary of Gabriel Joaquim dos Santos, an elderly black man who had
constructed his own dream house as a work of art made completely out of
garbage and detritus: cracked tiles, broken plates, empty cans. For Gabriel,
the city of Rio represents the “power of wealth,” while his house, constructed
from the “city’s leftovers,” represents the “power of poverty” Garbage thus
becomes an ideal medium for those who themselves have been cast off, broken
down, who have been “down in the dumps,” who feel, as the blues line had it,
“like a tin can on that old dumping ground.” A transformative impulse takes
an object considered worthless and turns it into something of value. Here the
restoration of the buried worth of a cast-oft object analogizes the process of
revealing the hidden worth of the despised, devalued artist himself. At the
same time, we witness an example of a strategy of resourcefulness in a situation
of scarcity. The trash of the haves becomes the treasure of the have-nots; the
dank and unsanitary is transmogrified into the sublime and the beautiful;
what had been an eyesore is transformed into a sight for sore eyes. The burned-
out light bulb, wasted icon of modern inventiveness, becomes an emblem of
beauty. With great improvisational flair, the poor, tentatively literate Gabriel
appropriates the discarded products of industrial society for his own
recreational purposes, in procedures which inadvertently evoke those of
modernism and the avant-garde: the Formalists’ “defamiliarization,” the
Cubists’ “found objects,” Brecht’s “refunctioning,” the Situationists’ “detourne-
ment.” This recuperation of fragments also has a spiritual dimension in terms
of African culture. Throughout West and Central Africa, “the rubbish heap is
a metaphor for the grave, a point of contact with the world of the dead.””
The broken vessels displayed on Congo graves, Robert Farris Thompson
informs us, serve as reminders that broken objects become whole again in the
other world.*
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The title of another “garbage” video, Coutinho’s documentary Boca de Lixo
(translated as The Scavengers, 1992) directly links it to the “aesthetics of
garbage,” since its Portuguese title refers to the Sao Paulo red light district
where the “garbage” films were first produced. The film centers on
impoverished Brazilians who survive thanks to a garbage dump outside of
Rio, where they toil against the backdrop of the outstretched, ever-merciful
arms of the Christ of Corcovado. Here the camera is witness to social misery.
Ferreting through the garbage, the participants perform a triage of whatever
is thrown up by the daily lottery of ordure, sorting out plastic from metal
from edible matter. Since many of the faces are female and dark-skinned, the
film also reveals the feminization and the racialization of social misery. Here
we see the endpoint of an all-permeating logic of commodification, logical
telos of the consumer society and its ethos of planned obsolescence. Garbage
becomes the morning after of the romance of the new. (Italo Calvino’s novel
Invisible Cities speaks of a city so enamored of the new that it discards all of its
objects daily.) In the dump’s squalid phantasmagoria, the same commodities
that had been fetishized by advertising, dynamized by montage and haloed
through backlighting, are now stripped of their aura of charismatic power.
We are confronted with the seamy underside of globalization and its facile
discourse of one world under a consumerist groove. The world of transnational
capitalism and the “post-s, we see, is more than ever a world of constant,
daily immiseration. At last we witness the hidden face of the global system, all
the sublimated agonies masked by the euphoric nostrums of “neo-liberalism.”

It Thread of Memory sees garbage as an artistic resource, Boca de Lixo reveals
its human-existential dimension. Here the garbage dwellers have names
(Jurema, Enoch), nicknames (“Whiskers™), families, memories, and hopes.
Rather than take a miserabilist approach, Coutinho shows us people who are
inventive, ironic, and critical, who tell the director what to look at and how to
interpret what he sees. While for Coutinho the stealing of others’ images for
sensationalist purposes is the “original sin” of TV-reportage,® the garbage
dwellers repeatedly insist that “Here nobody steals,” as if responding to the
accusations of imaginary middle-class interlocutors. Instead of the suspect
pleasures of a condescending “sympathy,” the middle-class spectator is obliged
to confront vibrant people who dare to dream and to talk back and even
criticize the filmmakers. The “natives,” in this ethnography of garbage, are
not the object but rather the agents of knowledge. At the end of the film, the
participants watch themselves on a VCR, in a reflexive gesture which goes
back to the African films of Jean Rouch and which is now familiar from
“indigenous media.” Rather than pathetic outcasts, the film’s subjects exist
on a continuum with Brazilian workers in general; they encapsulate the country
as a whole; they have held other jobs, they have worked in other cities, they
have labored in the homes of the elite. And critically they have absorbed and
processed the same media representations as everyone else and so have “lines
out” to the center; they disprove what Janice Perlman calls the “myth of
marginality.” A vernacular philosopher in the film tells the filmmakers that
garbage is a beginning and an end in a cyclical principle of birth and rebirth —
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what goes around comes around. Garbage is shown as stored energy, containing
in itself the seeds of its own transformation. Garbage becomes a form of
social karma, the deferred rendezvous between those who can afford to waste
and those who cannot afford not to save what has been wasted. Those who
live off garbage also decorate their homes with it. While the elite wastes food
almost as a matter of principle, the poor are obliged to lick their own plates,
and those of others, clean.3?

Jorge Furtado’s Isle of Flowers (1989) brings the “garbage aesthetic” into
the postmodern era, while also demonstrating the cinema’s capacity as a vehicle
for political/aesthetic reflexion. Rather than an aestheticization of garbage,
here garbage is both theme and formal strategy. Described by its author as a
“letter to a Martian who knows nothing of the earth and its social systems,”
Furtado’s short uses Monty Python-style animation, archival footage, and
parodic/reflexive documentary techniques to indict the distribution of wealth
and food around the world. The “Isle of Flowers” of the title is a Brazilian
garbage dump where famished women and children, in groups of ten, are
given five minutes to scrounge for food. But before we get to the garbage
dump, we are given the itinerary of a tomato from farm to supermarket to
bourgeois kitchen to garbage can to the “Isle of Flowers.” Furtado’s edited
collage is structured as a social lexicon or glossary, or better surrealist enumera-
tion of key words such as “pigs,” “money,” and “human beings.” The definitions
are interconnected and multi-chronotopic; they lead out into multiple historical
trames and historical situations. In order to follow the trajectory of the tomato,
we need to know the origin of money: “Money was created in the seventh
century before Christ. Christ was a Jew, and Jews are human beings.” As the
audience is still laughing from this abrupt transition, the film cuts directly to
the photographic residue of the Holocaust, where Jews, garbage-like, are
thrown into Death Camp piles. (The Nazis, we are reminded, had their own
morbid forms of recycling.) Throughout, the film moves back and forth
between minimalist definitions of the human to the lofty ideal of freedom
evoked by the film’s final citation: “Freedom is a word the human dream
teeds on, that no one can explain or fail to understand.”

But this summary gives little sense of the experience of the film, of its play
with documentary form and expectations. First, the film’s visuals — old TV
commercials, newspaper advertisements, health care manuals — themselves
constitute a kind of throwaway, visual garbage. (In the silent period of cinema,
we are reminded, films were seen as transient entertainments rather than artistic
durables and therefore as not worth saving; during the First World War they
were even recycled for their silver and lead content.) Many of the more banal
shots — of pigs, of tomatoes, and so forth — are repeated, in defiance of the
decorous language of classical cinema which suggests that shots should be
both beautiful and unrepeated. Second, the film, whose preamble states that
“this is not a fiction film,” mocks the positivist mania for factual detail by
offering useless, gratuitous precision: “We are in Belem Novo, city of Porto
Alegre, state of Rio Grande do Sul. More precisely, at thirty degrees, twelve



Beyond Third Cinema 45

minutes and thirty seconds latitude south, and fifty one degrees eleven minutes
and twenty three seconds longitude west.” Third, the film mocks the apparatus
and protocols of rationalist science, through absurd classificatory schemas,
“Dona Anete is a Roman Catholic female biped mammal,” and tautological
syllogisms, “Mr. Suzuki is Japanese, and therefore a human being.” Fourth,
the film parodies the conventions of the educational film, with its authoritative
voice-over and quiz-like questions such as “What is a history quiz?” The
overture music is a synthesized version of the theme song of Voice of Brazil,
the widely-detested official radio program that has been annoying Brazilians
since the days of Vargas. Humor becomes a kind of trap; the spectator who
begins by laughing ends up, if not crying, at least reflecting very seriously.
Opposable thumbs and a highly developed telencephalon, we are told, have
given “human beings the possibility of making many improvements in their
planet;” a shot of a nuclear explosion serves as illustration. Thanks to the
universality of money, we are told, we are now “Free!;” a snippet of the
“Hallelujah Chorus” punctuates the thought. Furtado invokes the old carnival
motif of pigs and sausage, but with a political twist; here the pigs, given
inequitable distribution down the food chain, eat better than people.* In this
culinary recycling, we are given a social examination of garbage; the truth of
a society is in its detritus. The socially peripheral points to the symbolically
central. Rather than having the margins invade the center as in carnival, here
the center creates the margins, or better, there are no margins; the tomato
links the urban bourgeois family to the rural poor via the sausage and the
tomato within a web of global relationality.**

In these films, the garbage dump becomes a critical vantage point from
which to view society as a whole. It reveals the social formation as seen “from
below.” As the overdetermined depot of social meanings, as a concentration
of piled up signifiers, garbage is the place where hybrid, multi-chronotopic
relations are re-invoiced and re-inscribed. Garbage defines and illuminates
the world; the trashcan, to recycle Trotsky’s aphorism, s history. Garbage
offers a database of material culture from which one can read social customs
or values. Polysemic and multivocal, garbage can be seen literally — garbage as
a source of food for poor people, garbage as the site of ecological disaster —
but it can also be read symptomatically, as a metaphorical figure for social
indictment — poor people treated like garbage, garbage as the “dumping” of
pharmaceutical products or of “canned” TV programs, slums (and jails) as
human garbage dumps. These films reveal the “hidden transcripts” of garbage,
reading it as an allegorical text to be deciphered, a form of social colonics
where the truth of a society can be “read” in its waste products.

Notes

1 See Ismail Xavier, Allegories of Underdevelopment: Aesthetics and Politics in Modern Brazilian
Cinema (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1997).
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This work evolves out of an address first presented at the second installment of the “Hybrid
Cultures and Transnational Identities” Conference held at UCLA March 7-8, 1997. The
session was organized by Randal Johnson.

For those of us working in the area of Latin American culture, where “hybridity” and
“mestizaje” have been critical commonplaces for decades, it is always a surprise to learn
that Homi Bhabha, through no fault of his own, has been repeatedly “credited” with the
concept of “hybridity”.

The genealogy of these racist clichés extends even beyond Gobineau’s extremely influential
and pseudo-scientific Essay on the Inequality of the Races issued by the author in four volumes
between 1853 and 1855, the first of which has been reprinted by Howard Fertig (New
York, 1999).

For more on “post-Third Worldism,” see Ella Shohat/Robert Stam, Unthinking Eurocentrism:
Multiculturalism and the Medin (London: Routledge, 1994) and Ella Shohat, “PostThird-
Worldist culture,” in the present volume.

The mutually enriching collaborations between the diverse currents of Afro-diasporic music,
yielding such hybrids as “samba reggae,” “samba-rap,” “jazz tango,” “rap reggae” and
“roforenge” (a blend of rock, forro, and merengue), in the Americas offer examples of
“lateral syncretism,” i.e. syncretism on a “sideways” basis of rough equality. Diasporic
musical cultures mingle with one another, while simultaneously also playing oft the dominant
media-disseminated tradition of First World, especially American, popular music, itself
energized by Afro-diasporic traditions. An endlessly creative multidirectional flow of musical
ideas thus moves back and forth around the “Black Atlantic” (Gilroy), for example, between
cool jazz and samba in bossa nova, between soul music and ska in reggae. Afro-diasporic
music displays an anthropophagic capacity to absorb influences, including western
influences, while still being driven by a culturally African bass-note.

M.M. Bakhtin, “Response to a Question from the Novy Mir editorial staff,” in Vern McGee
(ed.) Speech Genres and Other Late Essays (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1986), p. 5.
Ibid., p. 3.

See David Toop, The Rap Attack: Afiican Jive to New York Hip Hop (New York: Pluto Press,
1984).

See “The Garbage Girls,” in Lucy Lippard’s The Pink Glass Swan: Selected Essays on Feminist
Art (New York: The New Press, 1995).

In his fascinating intervention at the “Hybrid Cultures and Transnational Identities”
Conference, Teshome Gabriel showed slides of the salvage art of African-American artist
Lefon Andrews, who uses paper bags as his canvas, and dry leaves for paint. Teshome
demonstrated the method by showing the audience a paper bag and some leaves, revealing
them to be the basic materials that went into the beautiful artifacts pictured in the slides.
The African-American environmental artist known as Mr Imagination has, according to
Suzanne Seriff, “created bottle-cap thrones, paintbrush people, cast-off totems, and other
pieces salvaged from his life as a performing street artist.” See page 23 of “Folk Art from
the Global Scrap Heap: The Place of Irony in the Politics of Poverty,” in Charlene Cerny
and Suzanne Seriff (eds) Recycled, Re-seen: Folk Art from the Global Scrap Heap (New York:
Harry N. Abrams, 1996), pp. 8-29.

Commenting on the Afro-Brazilian musical group Olodum, which contributed to Paul
Simon’s compact disk The Spirit of the Saints, Caetano Veloso remarked in a recent interview
that: “It is not Paul Simon who brings modernity to Olodum; no, Olodum is itself modern,
innovative.” See Christopher Dunn’s interview with Caetano: “The Tropicalista Rebellion.”
Introduction and Interview with Caetano Veloso, Transition 70 (October, 1996), pp. 116—
38.

See Michel Chion, Audio-Vision: Sound on Screen (New York: Columbia University Press,
1994), especially the first chapter “Projections of Sound on Image.”

See Bakhtin,The Dialogic Imayination, edited by Michael Holquist and Caryl Emerson
(Austin: University Of Texas Press, 1981), p. 84. the terms in the discussion that follows
can be found on pages 84-5 of the “Chronotope Essay” (pp. 84-258).
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See Néstor Garcfa Canclini, Culturas Hibridas: Estrategias pava entrar y saliv de ln modernidad
(Mexico City: Grijalbo, 1989, translated by Lucy Lopez as Hybrid Cultures: Strategies For
Entering and Leaving Modernity (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1995).
Ella Shohat and I try to call attention to the vast corpus of films that explore these potenti-
alities in our Unthinking Eurocentrism: Multiculturalism and the Media (London: Routledge,
1994).

See Ivan van Sertima, They Came Before Columbus (New York: Random House, 1975).
A 1992 samba pageant presentation, Kizombo, also called attention to the putative pre-
Columbian arrival of Africans in the New World, both in the lyrics and through gigantic
representations of the Mexican Olmec statues with their often-remarked Negroid features.
Mary Louise Pratt, Imperial Eyes: Travel Writing and Transculturation (London: Routledge,
1992), p. 7.

See Néstor Garcfa Canclini, “Los Estudios Culturales de los 80 a los 90: Perspectivas
Antropologicas y Sociologicas em America Latina,” Iztapalapa: Revista de Ciencias Sociales
y Humanidades, Vol. 11.24, p. 24.

See Charles Jencks, Heteropolis: Los Angeles, the Riots and the Strange Beauty of Hetero-
Aprchitecture (London: Academy Editions, 1993) and Edward W. Soja, Thirdspace: Journeys
to Los Angeles and Other Real-and-Imagined Places (Oxford: Blackwells, 1996).

Note also that another form of garbology is the study of celebrity garbage, for example
that of Bob Dylan or O.]. Simpson, for purposes of meta-psychological investigation.
For a survey of recycled art from around the world, see Charlene Cerny and Suzanne
Seriff, eds Recycled, Reseen: Folk Art from the Global Scrap Heap (New York: Harry N. Abrams
in conjunction with the Museum of International Folk Art, Santa Fe, 1996).

Artist Milenko Matanovi¢ has developed a project called “Trash Hold” in which high-
profile participants drag especially designed bags of their garbage around with them for a
week, at the end of which the participants gather to recycle. See Lucy Lippard op. ciz. p.
265.

For more on the discourse of garbage, see Michael Thompson, Rubbish Theory: The Creation
and Destruction of Vidue (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1979); Judd H. Alexander, In
Defense of Garbage (Westport, CT: Praeger, 1993); William Rathje and Cullen Murphy,
Rubbish! The Archeology of Garbage (New York: HarperCollins, 1992); and Katie Kelly,
Garbage: The History and Future of Gavbage in America (New York: Saturday Review Press,
1973).

For an analysis of Brazil’s “udigrudi” films, see Ismail Xavier, Allegories of Underdevelopment:
From the “Aesthetics of Hunger” to the ‘Aesthetics of Garbage” (Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 1997).

My formulation obviously both echoes and Africanizes the language of Frederic Jameson’s
well-known essay “Third World Literature in the Era of Multinational Capitalism,” Social
Text, No. 15 (Fall, 1986).

See Wyatt MacGatftey, “The Black Loincloth and the Son of Nzambi Mpungu,” in Bernth
Lindfors (ed.) Forms of Folklove in Africa: Narrative, Poetic, Gnomic, Dramatic (Austin:
University of Texas Press, 1977), p. 78.

See Robert Farris Thompson and Joseph Cornet, The Four Moments of the Sun: Congo Art
in Tivo Worlds (Washington: National Gallery, 1981), p. 179.

Quoted in Revista USP, No. 19 (September/October/November, 1993), p. 148.

Juan Duran-Luzio has kindly given me a copy of a Costa Rica “garbage novel,” Fernando
Contreras Castor’s Unica Mirando al Mar (Unica looking toward the sea; San Jose: Farben,
1994). In the novel, the protagonist’s husband writes to the President of the Republic
concerning the fate of those who live off the garbage dumps.

The pig, as Peter Stallybrass and Allon White point out, was despised for its specific habits,
“its ability to digest its own and human faeces as well as other garbage; its resistance to full
domestication; its need to protect its tender skin from sunburn by wallowing in the mud.”
See The Politics and Poetics of Transgression (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1986).[AU:
please provide the page ref.]
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34 Jorge Furtado’s Esta nao ¢ a sua Vida (This is Not Your Life, 1992) prolongs the director’s
reflexions on the nature of documentary, posing such questions: how does the documentarist
find a topic? What does it mean to “know” about someone’s life? How much has the
spectator learned about someone’s life by seeing a documentary? How do you film your
subject?



Part 1T
Challenging Third World

legacies

Issues of gender, culture, and
representation

The theorist-filmmakers who promulgated a Third Cinema made demands
that few women directors (with notable exceptions) could meet, for challenges
to authority within patriarchal cultures are less likely to emerge from the most
dispossessed members of societies than from those better equipped to resist
authoritarian discursive structures. Nevertheless, as Ella Shohat shows, the
neglect of women’s contributions to post-Third-Worldist feminism by
metropolitan criticism is a byproduct both of an essentializing Eurocentric
feminism and the foregrounding of nationalist agendas by the early proponents
of Third Cinema.

Her contribution also addresses the larger issue of what may be termed
“gaze history” (“gaze theory” already being a well-worn terrain of critical
inquiry), for as she shows the contributions of such radical post-Third-World
feminist filmmakers as Sarah Maldoror, Moufida Tlatli, Mona Hatoum, Farida
Benlyazid and Tracey Moftat can only be appreciated properly in the light of
their abjuration of the historically-precipitated Europeanization of what John
Berger called “ways of seeing,” ways of which we are all to varying degrees
victims as dwellers in a post-Imperial (globalistic) regime of image diffusion.
They, and their sisters, who have launched a critique from within the centers
of hegemony, challenge not only Eurocentrism but also the ways in which
such early exponents of Third Cinema as Glauber Rocha saw.

In contrast Sumita Chakravarty’s principal concern is the very act of troping,
the symbolic use of women’s bodies as signifiers of nation and of national
integrity and fecundity. Noting that the discourse of the woman-centered
film now deployed by post-Third-World directors belongs to a larger repertoire
of images, one drawn upon by (mostly male) directors since the inception of
cinema, Chakravarty engages critical approaches as varied as those of Georges
Bataille, Marsha Kinder and Rey Chow to theorize this “erotics of history” in
an attempt to elucidate its social, cultural and ethical valences.

What is most striking about her analysis is her refusal to compartmentalize
this erotics of history, to limit herself to the products of a single director or a
unitary film movement or national industry. This, after all, was one of the
major drawbacks of works like Roy Armes’s Third World Filmmaking and the
West, which isolated (and thus disaggregated) common threads by
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recapitulating a Eurocentric tendency to categorize by geographic, regional,
topographic, national and conceptual boundaries. Chakravarty will see bodies
whole and undivided, wherever they originate and whatever they represent,
thus herself embodying a new, inter-cultural critical trend among writers on
non-Western cinemas of treating fluid fields of representation.



2 Post-Third-Worldist culture

Gender, nation, and the cinema®

Ella Shohat

At a time when the grands récits of the West have been told and retold ad
infinitum, when a certain postmodernism (Lyotard) speaks of an “end” to
metanarratives, and when Fukuyama speaks of an “end of history,” we must
ask: precisely whose narrative and whose history is being declared at an “end”?'
Hegemonic Europe may clearly have begun to deplete its strategic repertoire
of stories, but Third-World peoples, First-World minoritarian communities,
women, and gays and lesbians have only begun to tell, and deconstruct, theirs.
For the “Third World,” this cinematic counter-telling basically began with
the postwar collapse of the European empires and the emergence of
independent nation-states. In the face of Eurocentric historicizing, the Third
World and its diasporas in the First World have rewritten their own histories,
taken control over their own images, spoken in their own voices, reclaiming
and re-accentuating colonialism and its ramifications in the present in a vast
project of remapping and renaming. Third-World feminists, for their part,
have participated in these counternarratives, while insisting that colonialism
and national resistance have impinged differently on men and women, and
that remapping and renaming is not without its fissures and contradictions.
Although relatively small in number, women directors and producers in the
“Third World” already played a role in film production in the first half of this
century: Aziza Amir, Assia Daghir, and Fatima Rushdi in Egypt; Carmen
Santos and Gilda de Abreu in Brazil; Emilia Saleny in Argentina; and Adela
Sequeyro, Matilda Landeta, Candida Beltran Rondon, and Eva Liminano in
Mexico. However, their films, even when focusing on female protagonists,
were not explicitly feminist in the sense of a declared political project to
empower women in the context of both patriarchy and (neo)colonialism. In
the post-independence or post-revolution era, women, despite their growing
contribution to the diverse aspects of film production, remained less visible
than men in the role of film direction. Furthermore, Third-Worldist
revolutionary cinemas in places such as China, Cuba, Senegal, and Algeria
were not generally shaped by an anti-colonial feminist imaginary. As is the
case with First-World cinema, women’s participation within Third-World

a ©1996 from Feminist Genenlogies, Colonial Legacies, Democratic Futuves, Alexander and
Mohanty, eds. Reproduced by permission of Routledge, Inc., part of The Taylor & Francis
Group.
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cinema has hardly been central, although their growing production over the
last decade corresponds to a worldwide burgeoning movement of independent
work by women, made possible by new, low-cost technologies of video
communication. But quite apart from this relative democratization through
technology, post-independence history, with the gradual eclipse of Third-
Worldist nationalism and the growth of women’s grass roots local organizing,
also helps us to understand the emergence of what I call “post-Third-Worldist™
teminist film and video.

Here, I am interested in examining recent feminist film and video work
within the context of post-Third-Worldist film culture as a simultaneous critique
both of Third-Worldist anti-colonial nationalism and of First-World Eurocentric
teminism. Challenging white feminist film theory and practice that emerged
in a major way in the 1970s in First-World metropolises, post-Third-Worldist
teminist works have refused a Eurocentric universalizing of “womanhood,”
and even of “feminism.” Eschewing a discourse of universality, such feminisms
claim a “location,”™ arguing for specific forms of resistance in relation to diverse
torms of oppression. Aware of white women’s advantageous positioning within
(neo)colonialist and racist systems, feminist struggles in the Third World
(including the “third world” in the First World) have not been premised on a
facile discourse of global sisterhood, and have often been made within the
context of anti-colonial and anti-racist struggles. But the growing feminist
critique of Third-World nationalisms translates those many disappointed hopes
tor women’s empowerment invested in a Third-Worldist national transforma-
tion. Navigating between the excommunication as “traitors to the nation”
and “betraying the race” by patriarchal nationalism, and the imperial rescue
fantasies of clitoridectomized and veiled women proffered by Eurocentric
teminism, post-Third-Worldist feminists have not suddenly metamorphosized
into “Western” feminists. Feminists of color have, from the outset, been
engaged in analysis and activism around the intersection of nation/race/gender.
Therefore, while still resisting the ongoing (neo)colonized situation of their
“nation” and/or “race,” post-Third-Worldist feminist cultural practices also
break away from the narrative of the “nation” as a unified entity so as to
articulate a contextualized history for women in specific geographies of identity.
Such feminist projects, in other words, are often posited in relation to ethnic,
racial, regional, and national locations.

Feminist work within national movements and ethnic communities has
not formed part of the generally monocultural agenda of Euro-“feminism.”
In cinema studies, what has been called “feminist film theory” since the 1970s
has often suppressed the historical, economic, and cultural contradictions
among women. Prestigious feminist film journals have too often ignored the
scholarly and cultural feminist work performed in relation to particular Third-
Worldist national and racial media contexts; feminist work to empower women
within the boundaries of their Third-World communities was dismissed as
merely nationalist, not “quite yet” feminist. Universalizing the parameters for
teminism and using such ahistorical psychoanalytical categories as “desire,”
“fetishism,” and “castration” led to a discussion of “the female body” and “the
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female spectator” that was ungrounded in the many difterent — even opposing
— women’s experiences, agendas, and political visions. Any dialogue with
feminist scholars or filmmakers who insisted on working from and within
particular locations was thus inhibited. Is it a coincidence that throughout
the 1970s and most of the 1980s, it was Third-World cinema conferences and
film programs that first gave prominence to Third-Worldist women filmmakers
(for example, the Guadeloupian Sarah Maldoror, the Colombian Marta
Rodriguez, the Lebanese Heiny Srour, the Cuban Sara Gomez, the Senegalese
Safi Faye, the Indian Prema Karanth, the Sri Lankan Sumitra Peries, the
Brazilian Helena Solberg Ladd, the Egyptian Atteyat El-Abnoudi, the Tunisian
Selma Baccar, the Puerto Rican Ana Maria Garcia) rather than feminist film
programs and conferences? A discussion of Ana Maria Garcia’s documentary
La Operacion, a film which focuses on US-imposed sterilization policies in
Puerto Rico, for example, reveals the historical and theoretical