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Long Film for Ambient Light: Anthony McCall

Lucas Ihlein & Louise Curham would like to personally invite you to an informal
time-based art event this Friday and Saturday. ;

Dates:  Fri 16 March to Sat 17 March 2007 .
Times: 12 noon-12 noon continuously (come for all or some of this time)
Place:  Track 12, Performance Space at CarriageWorks ;

245 Wilson St, Everleigh
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For 24 hours, from noon on Friday March 16, we will be recreating the conditions

” for Anthony McCall's 1975 piece Long Film for Ambient Light.
1" J (\5 ) A v
¢ Mo . S
)
i ) , «
PRRN : X
) ! } : B Y ! s

The particular focus that we have in recreating Long Film is in doc

L (however imperfectly) the specific things that happen to people w
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)57 Anthony McCal
Long Film for Ambient Light
The woik used no actval flm no Three
\
elements combined to form the ‘flm f these was |
garded as being prior to the other tw
1 A time-schema on the wall, covering fifty days At the cepie
the actual time-period of esentation was ated B
2 altared crace . +
An altered spac A ctri t hung in the cenhre of
he room at eve-level. The windows were covered with white paper

limiting them t ing light-so
surfaces during the night ( screens)
A two-page statement, on the wall, ‘Notes in Dwation

s during the day and refle tive

Long Film for Ambient Light

Notes in Duration

This Alm sits deliberately on a
threshold between being considered a work of movement and being
considered a static condition. Formalist art criticism has continued
to maintain a stern, emphatic distinction between these two states,
a division that I consider absurd Everything that oceurs, including
the (electrochemical ) process of thinking, occurs in time. It is cul-
tural habit that persuades us otherwise—perhaps a function of in-
elhigence, that breaks up perception of continuous time into ‘mo-
lyse them Our msistence upon static, absolute

ments 1 order to

Anthony McCall

the dangess of back-tracking, that behind every first principle’

another, and I

: lurks
not rule out the possibility of continuing to make

films However, for the time being 1 intend to concentrate less oy
the physica) process of production and more on the presuppositiong

Lelind film as an art activit

(NY, June 1975)
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prosed to continuous, overlapping multiple
yJogy, albeit a convenient one
i our time-span of attending
|

W tend r ject’ At that does show change within
ne cpan ol g to it we tend Lo rdd as ‘event’. Art that
s tend to rega teinal’ tis at issue is that we
are the division thal cuts across what is e
ing seale of time-ba A of paper on the wal
Juration as the projection ilm. Its only difference is

Jinte relation !”11 to our perceptions

A static thing, in terms of impul
event. Whether the locus for consic
deal with time-spans of attention, the engagement of cognition and
memory within the context of art behaviour Neither objects no
avents are for the most part accessible. They are rarely ‘on show’
Since they are intentional, meaningful signs, this is of no conse
quence: once an idea is established ‘in mind’, it has entered the cir-
cuit of (art) ideas, and it won'l go away, except through debate
within the circuit. The apprehension of any artwork, static or mov
ing, is a fleeting moment, as are all experiences. It is their mental
residue that is important. One of the norms of Rlm presentation has
been Tlimited, group access’. It has been necessary to assemble at a
particular time to see the worl, thus forming the social group. ‘au-
dience’. This group has specific behavioural characteristics

With Fire Cycle (MOMA, Oxford, 9 June 74, duration 13 hours)
and Long Film for Four Projectors (completed Nov 74, NYC), 1
established to my satisfaction that extending the duration could
significantly alter the land of concentration possible on the part of
the spectator. Because the time-span of attention was not prescribed.
the works being advertised as merely ‘open’ between certain hours,
peaple came and went in their own time. The structure of each of
them, though continually shifting, had a syste@aticvenness. No
special viewing positions were dictated, and in each case the entire
space was utilized so that there was no particular axis of attention
(unlike earlier films like Line Describing a Cone where, though
there was an infinite set of possible viewing positions, there was
nevertheless a one-line axis running through space, which in terms
of eye direction always ended at one point. the lens of the projector)
When there were several people present at one moment, the scale
was sufficient to provide spatial separation. These [ormal character-
isties made possible a one-to-one relationship between spectator and
work

[am 1}Dw interested in reducing the ‘performance’ aspect, in order
to examine certain other fundamentals, viz temporality, light 1 am
presently assuming that it is possible to do this without using the
customary photochemical and electro-mechanical processes (which
hive the disadvantage of being expensive. ie slow). T am aware of

es to the brain, is a repetitive
ration is ‘static’ or ‘moving’, we
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Above: Anthony McCall.

for Ambient Light,

Im
Long Fi 2 pm

1975. Installation view,
June 18.

Long Film for Ambient Light
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The next piece, Long Film for Ambient Light, was the final work in this serigs of,,

seven. It was inspired by a particular context, that of the Idea Warehouse. Thiéwas
a large loft space on Reade Street that was managed by the Clocktower. I was
invited to participate in a sequential group show, where each artist was offered the
complete space for two days. My installation began at noon on June 18, 1975, and
finished twenty-four hours later, at noon on June 19. The work used no actual film
or projector. Three distinct elements combined to form the “film,” and no one of
these was regarded as prior to the other two. These were, first, an altered space: a
single electric light hung in the center of the room at eye level. The windows were
covered with white paper, limiting them to being light sources during the day and
reflective surfaces (“screens”) during the night. Second, there was a time schema
on the wall that identified the time period of the presentation but suggested its
continuity outside the twenty-four hours; third, there was a two-page statement
on the opposite wall, “Notes in Duration.” The notes criticized the hierarchical
distinction that was routinely made between the so-called atemporal arts such as
painting and sculpture, and the time-based arts such as film, video, and dance 5 It
maintained that everything that occurs, including the process of looking and
thinking, occurs in time and that, therefore, the distinction is absurd. (Of course,
the distinction was often made in order to put time-based art in its place, to make
the claim that important aesthetic developments were always made—and always
would be made—by painting and sculpture.)

As an experience, Long Film for Ambient Light seemed at first sight to be a
simple installed environment. The shifts that occurred within it, such as the
tansition the covered windows underwent from being light sources during the
day (a 1ow of projector gates?) to being “screens” at night (reflecting the lig_ht
from the electric lightbulb) were oo gradual to see happening. However, the b
existed mthe space between the room, the statement, and the (me schem.\}. and
could be grasped as such. And the visitors who came morve than once, who visited
i a point during the day and again at a point during the night, were Jth‘ to
onbinm for themselves the tunaround that had occurred in the space riuu_ng
I he mstallation sat pree 1sely on a threshold, on one sicdle of which

then absence
(ime based” are, and on the other, “non-tume-based™ are.®

on
yresses the positiol

Fhie 1ol K nient by Mel Bochuer i an artcle about Malevich exp .
| When interested 10 art, you'te intetested in the exchange that occuts “!""jj \
it fawork alone. and look at it 10s atemporal That's not what happens when yot 22
any ol the other performance ares™ ( tetforum, June 197:) 975 and

Sweden, in 1973, 4

exhibited at Galerte St Peter i Lund

1 end Light was also
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spatial or sculptural effects for themselves
so much as for their impact upon the
viewers, specifically the manner in which
they disrupted the audience's identity as
a defined or unified entity. “Though pro-
viding an enormously increased set of
viewing option§over the ‘screen’ film, the
‘Cone’ series still dictated an axis of atten-
tion which pointed to the light-source, the
film-projector,” he observed. “This had
the consistent effect of clustering the audi-
ence along the light-beam. Now [in Long
Film], | wanted the light-beam to occupy
the space in a way that did not emphasize
certain viewing positions over others.” As
quoted previously, such spatial dispersion
was combined in Long Film with an
extended duration that similarly disarticu-
lated the audience as “an essentially pas-
sive congregation with a single focus and
homogeneous behavior patterns.”®
The same year that Long Film debuted,
McCall codified his presuppositions about
duration in Two Laws of Presentation, a
(literally) small work made for artist Herbert
Distel's The Museum of Drawers (1970-77).
In it, McCall postulated fwo rules, drawn
from a larger set of notes entitied “Aspecti‘\u‘ _
of Temporality”: (1) “The form of attention
is a function of the form of attending”; and
(2) “The form of attending is a function of
the duration.” These were schematically
illustrated by a set of nine index cards,
each of which corresponded to a separate
duration. Representing time as space in
a manner reminiscent of a graphic music
score, McCall plotted durations—ranging
from five seconds to twelve years—by
means of a simple horizontal line. Black
dots denoted the relative density of the
attending audience. At five seconds
and one, five, and even thirty minutes,
the group forms a definable circle with
all individuals apparently focused on the
event. By three and, especially, six hours
(the minimum length of Long Film) the
audience has ceased to be an identifiable
group. and the attention of cenain individ-
uals is shown wandering to other areas
or comers of the virtual room depicted by
the card. Spatial and temporal diffusion
are reciprocally determined Y
The matenal interrelation of space {
and time would be most explicitly mani-
fested i McCall's Long Film for Ambilent
Light (1975) Spatially, the work consists
of a loft or gallery space the windows of
which are covered by white paper (hal
admits hight dunng the day and reflects
it at might Completely devord of a ilm
projector, ntenor ighting 1s produced by
a single. constantly dlummated light bulb
hung in the middle of the room A wall
text, "Notes in Duration,” is included as
an integral part of the installation In it

OQIVISIUTT UNUBIIYINIY U cuppusgry
um-based distinction of art fror cinern

< film sits deliperataly on a threshold

nAition

hai is at issue is that we oursalves arg
“= division that cuts across what is ({
=ntially a sliding scals of tims-bases

238

Art that doss not shaw changa wiihi
tirme-span of atianding to it we jand
rd as objact.” Arl that doas show
ey .1 N N <
within our tima-span of attending

o regard as ‘e rent.” Art that

us we and o

paper on tha wall is as much

: duration as the projaction of a film. lis

only difference is in its immediate relation-
ship to our perceptions.®

Prior to Long Film for Ambient Light,
McCall had made several other “pieces
of paper on the wall” that investigated the
representation and incorporation of time.
Perhaps the earliest was Duration of One
Pencil (1973), which McCall began almost
immediately after completing Line
Describing a Cone.* This was followed by
an elaboration entitled Two Pencil Durations
(1974). In the first, McCall chose the
format of a black square—since Kasimir
Malevich, the symbol of art's formal
self-reflexivity—the density of which was
determined by the amount of material in
a single pencil. In other words, McCall
drew and redrew within the square for the
amount of time it took to wear the pencil

down to nothing. Two Pencil Durations
made the work's temporal dimension
more visible. It took the form of a horizon-
tal bar graph, the two columns' lengths
reflecting the “temporal” difference
between two pencils with different degrees
of hardness. In the uppermost bar McCall
used a darker, softer pencil, while in the
bottom he used a lighter, harder one.

The time it took for each to be entirely
worn down in the production of identically
spaced hatch marks is thereby docu-
mented by the length of each horizontal
column: length and density now rendered
in interrelated, functional expressions of
amounts of lime
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{min
TWO LAWS OF
PRESENTATION
Fom
ARSpPECTS OF TEMPORALITY
ANTHONY McCALL. 1375

THE FORM OF ATTENTION IS
& FUNCTION QF THE FORM
IF ATTENDING

FORM OF ATTENDIN G
S FUNCTION QF THE
UrRATION

LEGENT
—— DURATION OF THE OBJecT
OF ATTENTION

+ MOMENTERY SPMPLE GF
INDIVIDUALS ATTENDING
™ THE ‘EvenT

Two Laws of Presentation, 1975 Photocopy
of the miniature index cards (each 2 4" wide)

Two Laws of Presentation, 1975. Miniature

installation for Herben Distel's Museum of
Drawers (1970-77) India Ink on paper,
2" x 116" x 17" Collection of
Kunsthaus, Zurich
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McCall's paradoxical hlm practice culminated in 1975 with Long Hm;ni‘r Arlmf)tr?(lujr;:}:,n‘l;r?" o .‘...,':‘-u;:u
film. camera, projector, or screen but consisted solely of an empty Man afan ?h il I'r\\; ted during the day by
windows covered with diffusion paper and at night by a lightbulb hanging from the ceil :U_Zt. our-
hour duration of this "film," spectators could come and go as they pleased, spending as i as Ji ib':dmd

ing cinema as essentially the modulation of

f the film medium without detaching it from !
i | 2 4 olals |

tradition that, to paraphrase Rosalind Krauss, had been "encodeq" in that‘mgdlum for dgca‘den.--. L_A’;_, g Film for

Ambient Light questioned not only the assumptions of filmic medlum-sp‘ecmmty but_thc_z very line d.f@ng

temporal and atemporal art underpinning those assumptions: to McQaII s way of thinking, cn.ne:jja cotild be

sculptural insofar as it occupied three dimensions, while sculpture, like cinema, was necessarlly a temporal art

i i i = Ty bt [eos?

insofar as the contemplation of sculpture took time. P « V«:M‘T Loy i Tcur

wallew, T ‘(_1 GOl) TAny Tdee e Pl Aoy C vel ]

N a7/ J\:‘AFQ’-L(V p V7&?‘ ?_g-‘z

//0-muse jhu edu opac library usyd edu au 80/journals/the_velvet_light_trap/v054/54.1walley html

Page 65] time "in the film" as they liked. Recpnf:eiv
time, McCall pried it loose from the material limits o

Page | of

\

Adapting a term initially coined by the avant-garde filmmaker Ken Jacobs, | have called work like Line

Describing a Cone and Long Film for Ambient Lfghr"paracinema"'g The term denotes experimental “films" that

reject one or all of the material elements of the film medium but that nevertheless are meant to retain their identity
~. and their meaning as films. The concept of a nonfilmic cinema attempts to account for works of art that engage

ideas of cinematic essentialism central to the tradition of avant-garde fim but that simultaneously explore areas

of aesthetic overlap with other art forms. From this perspective, films like McCall's might be seen as negotiating
between the relative autonomy of an artistic tradition like avant-garde cinema and the intermedia sharing that has
always gone on between art forms (particularly during the moment—the early seventies—when McCall began
making films). Such a perspective seems especially important when considering a figure like McCall, who
experimented with ideas about process, time, artistic materials, and audience activity in a variety of [End Page 66]

sculptural, performance-based, photographic, cinematic, and conceptual works all at the same time.~
~ \‘ 'y - . - s J/L
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yroject, reached a new level
project,

A

Phe ri. o 4 no camera, Gln e DIy

screen, taking instead space, biho oo e, e onarameto s The wayy
consisted of an empty Manhatian loft O A o with diffusaon XTI
lit in the evening by a single bare lighthuln a1 the ceting. It L\x\\-\\

for twenty-four hours, during which time spectators oo
pleased, moving about the space at will.

In his program notes for the lim, McCall, like Sheldon Renan. identifies hy),,
and time as the fundamentals of cinema, putting his work in line with the g )
emphasis on ephemeral qualities in avant-garde art of the period. particula |
duration, which was perhaps the defining obsession of sixties and seventies aaw,
gardists. Earlier in the same text, McCall implies a relationship between
“film” and the preoccupation with literal space and time that was 2 featuye
Minimalist painting and sculpture, noting the importance of duragon evey
these so-called “static” art forms. The division, he argues, between obievt an
experience in art criticism is absurd. “Everything that occurs, including hy
(electrochemical) process of thinking, occurs in time,” he writes.? McCall's veraagy,
of cinematic essentialism, a dematerialized essentialism that focuses on log
concrete, tangible properties, has the effect of opening up a cinemarc work
elements, effects, and values associated with other art forms, placing it in by
family of performance-based, participatory forms that were so prevalent duryg
this period.

At the same time, however, it is clear from this text, entitled “Notes
Duration,” that Long Film for Ambient Light was not merelv the manifestatuw
within avant-garde film of concerns from the other arts, but a response spevifically
to the trend of medium-specific essentialism in film theorv and avant-ganie

practice. Again, this response was premised on a recognition that the madinn
of film was only one possible form of the art of cinema.

e and o as Wiy

I am now interested in reducing the “performance” aspect, in order
to examine certain other fundamentals, viz., temporalitv. light. I am
presently assuming that it is possible to do this without using the cuson-
ary photochemical and electro-mechanical processes (which have “he

9 Anthony McCall, “Two Statements,” in The Avant-Gamie Film. p. 252.

disadvantage of being expensive, i.e., slow). I am aware of the dangers
of back-tracking, that behind every “first principle” lurks another, and
I do not rule out the possibility of continuing to make “films.”
However, for the time being I intend to concentrate less on the physical

process of production and more on the presuppositions behind Alm
as an art activity 19

McCall's suggestion that he might continue to make “films” (in scare quotes) after
concentrating on “the presuppositions behind film as an art activity” suggests that
a return to traditional filmmaking would have to be informed by an understanding
of cinema’s conceptual dimensions, wherein cinema is conceived of as not necessarily
embodied in a specific medium. Clearly, Long Film for Ambient Light stands in
opposition to a practice that seeks to stake out cinema’s unique territory in the
materials that constitute the medium of film.

PR
10 Ibid , pp 253-54 }
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i B i) MISA. DY
_ - dwelling on the techniques of cinematic Presentation 1o
the project to that of circumscription. For the 3P95'9r’|“t an extentunparalleled in film history, expanded cinemg
centre of activity becomes indistinguishable from wha has sugsested aconcomitantc h_u.gr_,- in cinematic
had previously been described as the edge. The very perception. The crucial intervention is the 2peNing up of
I~ | emphasis on the material nature of the cinema and of " new areas of cinematic perception, of challenging the
N cinematic representation leads to m\mg!enal'uy. McCall's heggmony of the IWO'C?IFTWEH‘;IOHAI scroen creating th
1 N most recent piece, Long Film For Ambient Light, illusion of a three-dimensional space. Instead, the three
A completely dispenses with cinematic apparatus, simply literal dimensions o[ the occupied space are invoked. The
r\ utilizing natural light and one light bulb in a bare room spectator becomes inscribed withif the process ).
which had half of its windows masked in opaque black described, and the sudience becomes engaged in
and the others masked in translucent white. While itis not formulating the limits of cinematic perception
specifically cinematic, and abandons the physicality of Apperception becomes the only relevant perception
film and film-presenting equipment (a physicality ' In English expanded cinema, however, this insight is
crucfalto the main thrust of the other expanded cinema complicated by another aesthetic thrust which subtenys ’
works already described), one suspects that McCall allof the best recent avant-gards film-making here, |
would assertthat Long Film For Ambient Lightis dictates that the specific strategies chosen — elaboration

of the screen, of the theatre space, of the projection
equipment, etc —are not entirely subordinated to this
fundamental intervention (/e recruiting the spectator into
active participation in the aesthetic discourse), but
retain a certain inherent value of their own. For the
avant-garde here aspires to something of a ‘pure’ cinema —
thatis, one which purifies the irrevocable linearity of the
material of film from the historical methods of organizing
thatlinearity through poetic (or ‘vertical’) and/or
narrative ("horizontal’) construction. L‘qeral ddration

f

Ana

‘cinema’ in as much as it demands the perception of the &
‘movement’ of light through extended duranqn._ :
The paradox is only apparent, of course. Within 1!‘1(?
aesthetics of process it is perfectly Ioglcal.iln describing i
the sculpture of Robert Morris, Annette Michelson 5
pointed out that 'suslaini_ng a focus upon th.e )
irreducibly concrete qualities of sensory experience
[Rnuiel tho terms i which we unders1apq anq’rszzc( has become the direct manifestation of Titeral
upon the modalities of making and perceiving.™ And, VY linearity.'® Expanded cinema’s contribution to that
of course, the modaity is lnel‘uctabla (”L = project, then, is to insist on the interdependence of the
' L o experience of space and time in the cinema, and to
I 2 ) ‘ LQQ(’*"\ 0 literalize the space and procéss of presentation as a
/ C S ' " necessary condition to literalizing duration.
t f. (& (Maﬂ.

| e The sympathy English film-makers have for expanded

cinema is therefore due to its emphasis on the
physically and perceptually present elements of the

/\f[ = 3 ?g , Vol {C(O medium. Itis, almost by nature, discursive rather than

[\ ;Kpawu’

i
C {
| P
[ /J«u\ g o terse ; by privileging these materials it extends the
| material potential of the medium and resists the pull
| [ -:? )5" toward conceptual reductivism. (Andinits
Neoyv DE < 7 discursiveness it has produced much unilluminating
work). The triumph of expanded cinema is in conjoining
W the modalities of making and perceiving in the interface
N of material and image.

Bakher: Tlﬁougllout the conversation, I've been wanting to ask you about your &
work in the 1970s. Did you consciously see that work, or position that work.
as some kind of an endgame for cinema? Was that the project at that
moment?

MeCall: No, not really, I don't think so. It was the result of asking questions about
the medium of film. In retrospect, however, I think that [ did feel myself
backed into a corner. I jumped out of it by working collaboratively, and by
addressing related concerns from a different perspective. Argument [1978],
for instance, which I made with Andrew Tyndall, was a densely layered discur-
sive film that was, among other things, a critique of avant-garde film practice.
And a year later, in a similar vein, there was Sigmund Freud’s Dora [1979].

Trvey: But following up on George's question, there is a sense with Long Film for
Ambrent Light [1975]—in which there is no projector, no celluloid, no
sounduack, just a loft experienced over twenty-four hours, some light, and
ashort text—that you do get somewhere that you can't get beyond.

McCall: Thad's right. S —
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QLU UGG WL TL™7 11L& TNATKea expansion rather than a reduc-
tivist dissolution, we have passed from the incorporative form of
McCall’s cone films. to the all-encompassing spatial field of the
“long” film, 1o a film newly as “long” as the world itself, with
whose conditions it is now coexistent.

McCall has continually described Long Filin for Ambient Light,
as he did other of his solid light films, as sitling mmu a “threshold™:
“The installalion sat precisely on a threshold, on one side of which
‘\\'15“1ime»based' art, and on the other. ‘non-time-based’ art.” Or:
‘This film sits deliberately on a threshold between being consid-
ell‘ed‘a work of movement and being considered a sl.’ﬂ%h condi-
ton.™** Continuing on from the latter statement, McCall would
register his protest against the calegorical divisions imposed by
modernism upon aesthetic forms, a protest now driven by a radi-
calized conception of what film's dependence on time and duration
might entail: “Formalist art criticism has continued to maintain a
stern, emphatic distinction between (hese two states, a division (hal
I consider absurd. Evervthing that occurs, inc luding the (electro-
chemical) process of thinking, occurs in time.”s McCall’s critical
‘l‘scripl" for Long Film for Ambient Light. the poslted essay “Noles
in Duration”—from which the preceding statements are taken
would propose an almost stiictly Bergsonian critique of the false
divisions imposed by human consciousness on the continuity and
multiplicity, the ungraspable mutability, inherent to both lime and

to film, inasmuch as the latter belongs to the former. “Our insis- |

tence upon static. absolute lumps of experience,” McCall pointed
out. "as opposed to continuous, overlapping, multiple durations,
shows a warped epistemology, albeit a convenient one.” That noth-

Ingwas static, that ime was a base condition not only particular to

the medium of lm but ultimately providing a continuity between

all things, was McCall’s assertion. He proceeded first to redefine
artistic categories on the basis of duration: “Art that does not show
chenge within our time-span of attending to it we tend to regard as

‘object.” Art that does show change within our time-span of attend-

ing to it we tend toregard as ‘event.” Art that outlives us we tend to

regard as “eternal.”” And then McCall concluded, “What is at issue

is that we ourselves are the division that cuts across what is essen-

tially 2 sliding scale of time-bases. A piece of paper on the wall is

as much a duration as the projection of a film."#?

Thete s a limit being proposed here, a limit to understanding
and representability that other aesthetic philosophies have named

ihf sublime ¥ Tt is 5 limit located in the iimmense ungraspability

I tine itself, a limit displaced around the human body’s channel-

st to an account of the
y describes precisely

s. In a beautiful essay on .M. W.

ey

gun as the viewers were asked to face the projector in

Here we return to the scene of “absorption” and “incorporation”
the first of McCall’s solid light film

__ with which this essay began; we reach the culmination, that is, of

Turner—a painter of not inconsiderable intere
issues raised by McCall's ilms—]Jonathan Crar

the logic be

j‘
Y

4

this radical understanding of light, its elimination of “the distance

between subject and object, that is, between a viewer and the

this same body. It

sed in every direction by the tempora

ing of intellection through the arbitrary limits of

is a limit transgres

world,” in favor of a “physical inscription” of light within the body.
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beine forced to stare directly and without

gs by Turner such as his Regulus—a scene of a

That such radical continuity would only be augmente
dependence not only on time but on

links a piece of paper and a film projection

n in Long Film. For light is as all-encom-

ness of McCall's positio

The direct interface of sun and eve is what overturns a stable

oo

iolent to the limits on vision and visuality

passing as time and as v

een the subject and the object. between int

separation betw

vould expand to
licht and time—

put in place by our bodies as is time. That film v

xterior stimulus. To distinguish between

the radiance emanating from the sun and the subjective lumi-
nous effects in the eye of the observer becomes meaningles

rior sensation and e

(=]

se an almost primordial coextensiveness of film

became coextensive with both these conditions

would be to propo

S

st

but also of filin and the world, and mo

and other aesthetic forms,

crucially of film and the observing subject.
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indivisible field.**

1t was this radical continuity that McCall viders tol

repressed in the institutional modes of cinema’s oxisie
which could be released by the transgressive moveiment of film into
a communication with other forms. It was this continuity that the
. s PP, o way 9 -,
0 solid light films explored. overcoming the limits, in Crary’s words, & S3T % §8
:\ “petween figure and ground, subject and object, interior experience = g,‘ e § L8 S
\_ and outer events, light and darkness, near and far, center and S o= gg 58 =
" . . . (¢} 1 s S
periphery.”*” And it would be this continuity—once more to use = = 5 g ET L 3
Crary's words—that would present us with another moment in :é’ g 5 538 5 g §
which the “aspiration to expand radically the limits of sensory @ g {g §._§ 23
. : . . - w0
experience parallels the convulsive unfolding of social, political, 3 v3EE2T ¢
. » . 2] Nl 2 3
and technological change.”" As McCall himself has recently gone g Ez2s52% 23
. . . . . - Hal a > O ° N
back to pick up the form of the solid light film, returning to their 2 8 f:: ZE ;’ x>
. . o 5 82 :
production in the course of the last few years, we may want to won- £ se £ EEs 34
. - . : L R : <9
der quite a bit more about this transgressive continuity proposed c 2882 =g P
. o ! a =
through the medium of film. In other words, what I have called the ] sEy5a8 5 L8
radical “becoming other” of the film medi i y @ $=2co58 Lo
g medium may be an important u TeoZFo85= >
. c i == o _
lesson to relearn today, ata moment when it could be proposed that S 28 g EEP5. w3
. . 2 &= @ . g
projection, film, and cinema have begun to recode definitively the S oyusSFEEs 5°%
) . . K R ] L a =
existence and continuation of almost all the previously static forms 5§ §53ages 3_;5’ = 3
nf contemporary art. 5 HE §’-§ o =5 n o2
§ S5.5528g0 EE
Q mG_E-g,EE}I‘&J Y
41 Including, previously, by myself: I point the reader to the roundtable dis- 2 E SEognes B2
. . = g
cussion organized by myself and Malcolm Turvey, where I ask McCall directly S £ E afessds 5§73
8 y m} Y, y | . w ‘q).ECLg—‘?'E O 3
about this putative “endgame.” See “The Projected Image in Contemporary Art,” =2 = =283 31 2 -
October 104 (Spring 2003): 71-96. | 9 g% SR ‘; i £ b E g 2 ; -
] ~
42. More than any other of McCall’s previous works, then, Long Film for ‘ 5 é’ Ss& g 855 O‘!‘i g5 d 5] g
Ambient Light might pose a connection to the artistic practices that most specifi- | T8 98853588590
. . . . . . . & a2 = N
cally radicalized the linguistic basis of the Duchampian readymade; namely, | & é:é' 23 § ‘a g 23
Conceptual art. An argument has recently been made that such indeed is the arena | v A sl 3
and the frame through which we should come to understand the logic of McCall’s |
project. See Jonathan Walley, “The Material of Film and the Idea of Cinema: |
Contrasting Practices in Sixties and Seventies Avant-Garde Film,” October 103 |
(Winter 2003): 15-30. While Walley's model of what he names “para-cinema”—in
llis words, “an array of phenomena that are considered ‘cinematic’ but that are not | = T EEE T e o o
" ! | ] ~ = o &
embodied in the materials of flm as traditionally defined” (18)—should be taken | £ £S5 z g 228 ; £E2&s5 2 £33
I A . .. ©w - o =
0 dialogue with the expansion of mediums that I explore throughout this essay, a g ?5 a e _E: 2 5 £2<3 s;, £3 S e
E : o o = 2
fis argument rests upon a false and ultimately Platonic separation of “matter” and —3 = § 5855228 %’ iy *¥9 283
Pt Bl - Jog =" = 0= 3
idea that is one of the most common and banal of the misreadings to which so- g g o "é’ 8 E.?: § 'E—;,s = gz k| g :
called Conceptual art has been repeatedly subjected. I would insist that is quite = 8 = g g ] ;m = _,ﬂ.?' Eaﬁ! : s ¥
precis o i . . o 2373 32 -3
Jff- Slf‘l) 1o the intransigently material practices of postminimalism that all of e} % = g = E g =59 E i I3 =3
AcCall's earlr ) ; i ) > 7 8 . = = = =
. All)» n.(xri?‘mrork and Long FJ]m/orAmblentnghfneed to be related. And, on w o0 2 _é’ E 2 5 § I = _3 a3 5 - E 5?;
Lie subject of film and ; 258 = o 5383
su i»jf of film and cinema, McCall himself hardly separates the two forma- 8252w 5‘5” 3 %’ 28 §3 ;‘5 2
10n¢ on the lev . = 3 = g 82
0 the level of matter and idea: for McCall, film is, quite precisely, an artistic e § a gﬁ a_é’ 2 g £ 3 T ¥e f g ;5
mediym L - - = < =
. “/‘I:L Hl.‘lufl,lnelﬂd 1s just as earth-bound, being instead a “social institution.” © £ S E W 5 ?_PE § é’ £ g c":’ g'@\ s =R
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