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Abstract

This study considers the films and professionatfca of the filmmaker Hal
Hartley. Since his earliest features, which ingady 1990s drew substantial
praise in the American press, Hartley has beercagsd with American
‘independent’ cinema. As the overall visibility aodmmercial value of
independent filmmaking have increased, howevertléias own profile has
decreased. The primary intent of this thesis isuttine the position occupied by
Hartley at various levels and at various pointstighout the 1990s and 2000s,
within the context of independent cinema. | ardha tt is at the closely related
levels of place and cultural identity, as muchtaba levels of form and genre
more frequently discussed in accounts of Hartley/iadependent cinema, that
Hartley’s films are marked to various degrees asrtitive. The films are often
further marked as distinctive, | suggest, at tivellef industrial position, another
dimension of Hartley’s cinema that has receivetelattention in past studies.
The first four chapters of this thesis focus omtldg’'s feature films,
discussed in rough chronological order frohe Unbelievable Trutto Fay
Grim, the latter film representing the culmination dfat/| argue is an important
shift in Hartley’s flmography: from narratives elmsising family and grounded
communities to narratives emphasising global tranel social fragmentation.
Chapter 5 discusses the short films, which are asem important component of
the filmography of a distinctly marginal, but aisosome ways professionally
‘successful’, filmmaker whose significance has ofteen underestimated. The
thesis as a whole thus stands as, firstly, a neawst of Hartley and, secondly, a
case study of authorship in independent film, tha\ical content of which
suggests the field of independent cinema to betagd more variegated than is
sometimes implied in current academic debates.
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Introduction

The Cinema of Hal Hartley: Place, Cultural Identity and Indie Authorship

This thesis is an account of the films and the exaoé Hal Hartley, one of the
most significant contributors to the American ‘ipgadent’ cinema that
flowered in the late 1980s and that now occupiesrg important (if contested)
place in the American film landscape. Hartley'snsl have been recognised as
key examples of independent cinema, and also agdHes of an American
auteur. Of the films discussed here, several, tolyiTrust(1990),can be said
to enjoy something close to ‘classic’ status witinidependent film discourge.
Others, such aBhe Book of Lifé1998), are largely unknown. All can be
described as highly distinctive, this quality (haswedefined) having particular
currency, of course, in the world of independeim f# although usually only
within certain limits.

Hartley’s approach to the business of film productias also been
distinctive. At the industrial level, Hartley’sriils occupy a diversity of
positions: a reflection of both shifts within thedustry and, 1 will argue, a bold
effort on the part of the director to retain hisrewial independence. Hartley
started his career with a very low-budget and wnedkived feature in 1989le
Unbelievable Trut)y and a further two features in the early 1990astand
Simple Mer(1992). His entry into the independent film worldsvmade under
the watchful gaze of an industry increasingly cegnt of the potential
profitability of low-budget ‘alternative’ films, ftlowing the sensational
commercial success eéx, lies, and videotaf#989) in particulaf. The
distribution companies Miramax and Fine Line Fesdutater to obtain the label
of ‘mini-majors’, exemplified a widespread trend fodependents and speciality
divisions to invest sizeable marketing budgets ioto-budget films such as
Hartley’s2 With The Unbelievable TrutifrustandSimple Men- retrospectively

grouped as a ‘trilogy’ because of their shared Listend setting — Hartley

! Trustranked 4% in Filmmakets 1996 list of ‘The Fifty Most Important Independerilms’
(Filmmaker 5:1 (1996), p. 58), for example.

% wex, lies, and videotapgas made on a $1 million budget and returned o2érrsillion at the
North American box office (see www.boxofficemojonafmovies/?id=sexliesandvideotape.htm,
last accessed 13 April 2011).

% Both Miramax and Fine Line Features were involirethe distribution of Hartley’s early
features, the former releasifie Unbelievable Truthnd the latter releasifigustandSimple
Men



attracted a combination of high-level institutiobalcking and critical
approbation that has not been a feature of anlyeolater productions of the
director’'s 22-year-long career (with the possibleaption ofHenry Foo),
although Hartley has continued to make featureshadt films with regularity,
securing funds from a range of independent andseasrcompanies.

Of the films that comprise the middle and latertiems of Hartley’s
filmography, several can be attributed with arntadti to broad cinematic
practices that might be described as ‘oppositio@atjuestioning of convention
that at times goes beyond the ‘offbeat’ and suggastidentification with forms
such as art cinema and even the avant-g&tae.(1995) is an intercontinental
romantic drama split into three separate narra@ations, each playing out, with
variations, the same basic scrigb Such Thing2001) offers a discomforting
account of corporate commodification and socialaisal the critical reception of
which was mixed, to say the leasay Grim(2006) is an around-the-world
espionage narrative that blends political satiie zany farce. An even greater
sense of unconventionality characterises many ofiéyés short films:
Accomplicg2009), for example, is a three-minute noir stagtiring a
voiceover from a central character who is nevensélee Other Als§1997) is a
dialogue-free piece composed of semi-abstract imaljeese later-period films
fit, in many respects, somewhat awkwardly into peledent cinema. If Hartley’'s
Long Island features can still be seen to exemtmence (whether direct or
indirect) on a large number of independent produsti(particularly those
profiling familial dysfunction in suburbia), theté films seem to offer
something more singular, something closer to thrédey of the ‘one-off’ —
although this is not to say that the films do naimtain various continuities with
some examples of independent film and with nareatimema more generally.

Journalistic interest and distributor confidentenany of these later
films has been, perhaps unsurprisingly, quite ldartley himself has acquired
something of a reputation as a ‘missing auteudeast in America, where he has
lived and worked only intermittently over the pfige or six year$.Hartley’s
status in academic discourses has generally beelady low, despite his auteur
credentials and his relevance to independent cinarsabject that has in recent
years attracted a considerable degree of attefrboma range of theorists and

* One 2005 article in the magaziNew York for example, asked in its title, ‘Whatever Happen
to Hal Hartley?’ (Logan HillNew York21 May 2005). The term ‘missing auteur’ is talem

an article inLittle White Lies Adam Woodward, ‘Hal Hartley’, 20 July 2009:
www.littlewhitelies.co.uk/interviews/hal-hartley-88 (last accessed 13 April 2011).



commentators. The two long English-language stualresady published when |
began writing this thesis, Geoff Andrew’s chapterHartley inStranger than
Paradise: Maverick Film-Makers in Recent Americanéihaand Jason Wood's
Pocket Essentials volume, are positioned outsideafiemia, in the general-
reader film-criticism marketAmong the limited number of more academic
works that offer precise, in-depth analysis drawongnore specialist
terminology and theory are Lesley Deer’s piece antley inFifty

Contemporary Filmmakey$Steven Rawle’s article iRilm Criticism, ‘Hal

Hartley and the Re-presentation of Repetition’, il recent books, Rawle’s
Performance in the Cinema of Hal Hartlagd Mark L. Berrittini'sHal Hartley.®
Each of these works makes some interesting pooasta number of the textual
features of Hartley’s work, relating in particutarperformance and dialogue,
characterisation, narrative, genre and gendetytme¢o some of these points
later in the thesis). None, on the other handyvieag much to say about the
broad socio-political qualities of Hartley's wornlelating to political
commentary, cultural identity, regionality, and®s9, or about the industrial
aspects of Hartley’s career — two dimensions irctvidartley, | would suggest,
is strongly marked as distinctivélhe lack of attention paid to these questions
may, to an extent, be put down to the space réstrigthat govern short- and
medium-length studies (Berrettini’s book include$yo/0 pages of analysis).
But space in any writing is itself dependent ongh#icular values held and
assumptions made by writers, funders and publiskdrs separately and under a
variety of influences decide on the worth and Jigbof a major book-length
study. Hartley’s output, despite the appearan@nofclopedia/directory entries
on the director and his films even in recent y&dras attracted surprisingly little

® Geoff Andrew, ‘Hal Hartley’, irStranger than Paradise: Maverick Film-Makers in Bec
American CinemdLondon: Prion, 1998), pp. 279-312; Jason Waétal,Hartley (Harpenden,
Herts: Pocket Essentials, 2003).

® Lesley Deer, ‘Hal Hartley’, in Yvonne Tasker (edrifty Contemporary Filmmaker@.ondon;
New York: Routledge, 2002), pp. 161-169; Steven IRa\al Hartley and the Re-presentation
of Difference’,Film Criticism, 34:1 (2009), pp. 58-75; Mark L. Berrettiffal Hartley (Urbana:
University of lllinois Press, 2011); Rawleerformance in the Cinema of Hal Hartl@yew

York; London: Cambria Press, 2011).

"My entry on Hartley irFifty Contemporary Film Directorpays some attention to these
dimensions, within the framework of a short, intiotbry essay. Sebastian Manley, ‘Hal
Hartley’, in Tasker (ed.¥ifty Contemporary Film Directorssecond editioOxford; New York:
Routledge, 2011), pp. 178-186.

8 Encyclopedia/directory entries on Hartley includseph Milicia, ‘Hal Hartley’, in Tom
Pendergast and Sara Pendergast (ddgynational Directory of Films and Filmmakerf®urth
edition (Detroit; London: St James Press, 2001)4@p—422, and Robert Chilcott and lan Haydn
Smith, ‘Hal Hartley’, in Yoram Allon, Del Cullen @nHannah Patterson (edsihe Wallflower
Critical Guide to Contemporary North American Diters (London: Wallflower Press, 2000),

3



extended analysis (at least until very recentlgjtipularly in comparison with
that of other contemporary American auteur figumesh as Jim Jarmusch and
David Lynch?

The purpose of this thesis is, in the first ins&ro start to redress the
lack of scholarship on Hartley, and to propose sapwe and substantial lines of
inquiry that will help install a productive and mwative filmmaker into current
discussions of the aesthetics, politics and ecoc®ofiindependent cineml
will argue that it is at the closely related levetigplace and cultural identity, as
much as at the levels of form and genre, that Elgglcinema marks itself as
distinctive within American film. A discussion ofgze and cultural identity in
Hartley’s work will yield some insights that help ¢éxplain Hartley’'s decreased
cultural status. These two dimensions will be dssed alongside a number of
other related dimensions, including form, genre @mme, that are more
frequently discussed in accounts both of Hartley'®ma and of independent
cinema. The thesis will thus provide a new accaiditartley that is nevertheless
related clearly to existing scholarship.

The analysis of Hartley’s work and career contaimethe chapters of
this thesis will also contribute to the more gehetady of independent cinema.
It will serve partly as a case study of authorshimdependent film, outlining
the extent to which the artistic and industrialgbies of a particular author can
be seen to fit the broader contours of the indepensiector in the 1990s and
2000s. My analysis of Hartley at this level drawsexisting scholarship on

independent cinema, and particularly on the woreebff King, whose books

pp. 199-201The Unbelievable Truttvas recently reviewed by Sarah Cronin in John8éd.),
Directory of World Cinema: American IndependéBitistol: Intellect Books, 2010), pp. 290-291.
° Book-length studies on John Sayles include Markl@drhe Cinema of John Sayles: Lone Star
(London: Wallflower Press, 2008), Diane Carson Hedi Kenaga (eds.Bayles Talk: New
Perspectives on Independent Filmmaker John Séilesoit, Mich.: Wayne State University
Press, 2006) and Jack Rydohn Sayles, Filmmaker: A Critical Study of thedpendent Writer-
Director: With a Filmography and Bibliographyefferson, N.C.: McFarland & Co., 1999).
Books on David Lynch include Kenneth C. Kalddayvid Lynch(New York: Twayne Publishers,
1992), Martha P. Nochimsomhe Passion of David Lynch: Wild at Heart in Holbwd (Austin:
University of Texas Press, 1997), Michel Chibayvid Lynch(London: British Film Institute,
2006) and Todd McGowaithe Impossible David Lyn¢hNew York: Columbia University Press,
2007).

% Hartley’s considerable artistic output encompassg®nly film, but also theatre and opera: his
play, Soon about a community of ‘end-time’ Christians, wastfstaged in 1998 (se8oon The
Play & Music’: www.possiblefilms.com/2010/06/sodmetplay-music/, last accessed 15 April
2011); the operha Commediawhich Hartley scored in collaboration with Lodiadriessen and
staged, premiered on 12 June 2008 (keeCommedi@remiere’:
www.possiblefilms.com/2008/06/la-commedia/, lastessed 15 April 2011). Artistic ventures
such as these can no doubt be seen as affectiagitrus ways Hartley’s status and position
within the independent film world. However, @sonandLa Commedidie beyond the main
context considered in this thesis, American filmg @s | have seen only short filmed passages of
both works, | have not included any direct discus®f them in the following chapters.

4



and articles address a large range of indepentierstfrom a number of
different perspectives. In King’s analysis, indeghemt films are considered in
terms of their distance from the conventional ma@#n at various interrelated
textual and industrial levels. An important featofendependent cinema, King
argues, idalance the mixing of more and less familiar elementh€T
characteristic location of that which is designatgdhe terms “indie” or
“independent”, in the dominant senses in which teyused, is a space that
exists between the more familiar-conventional ntag@sn and the more radical
departures of the avant-garde or the undergrotind.any independent film,
departures from the Hollywood norm exist in a batawith various
‘frameworks that either contain such departuresacate them in other ways as
still part of a commercially-viable form of cinentargeted at particular niche
audiences®?

Much of the analysis of this thesis is characeerigy a similar weighing
up of particular conventional and unconventionalijies. These qualities, as
they relate to Hartley’s filmmaking practices, aomsidered at a number of
levels (including some not discussed by King). petedent (or indie) cinema, as
the prime context in which | am considering Hardgewyork, is discussed at a
similar range of level¥’ Like King, and several other scholars of independe
film, 1 offer no hard-and-fast definition of indepaent film, this category of
filmmaking being particularly difficult to definecaording to any fixed criteria,
as Yannis Tzioumakis discusses at length in threduiction to hisAmerican
Independent Cinema: An Introductibhin this discussion, Tzioumakis examines
two main possible approaches to defining indepencieema: the industrial
approach and the aesthetic approach. At neithet,lbe argues, is it possible to
draw a clear line between an independent and astneam cinema, without also
producing a definition of ‘independent cinema’ tleaso far from what most
people mean by the term as to render it uselesselfdefines an independent
film as a production made outside of the major tomgrates, Tzioumakis

! Geoff King,American Independent Cinerflzondon; New York: I. B. Tauris, 2005), p. 10.

12 King, ‘Following in the Footsteps: Gus Van Sarerry andElephantin the American
Independent Field of Cultural ProductioNew Review of Film and Television Stud&g
(2006), p. 75.

13| use the terms ‘indie’ and ‘independent’ intenshaably in phrases such as ‘independent
film’, partly in the interests of variety and pgrilecause it is useful to employ the term ‘indie’ i
phrases such as ‘indie film scholar’ and ‘indiehauship’, where ‘independent’ used as an
adjective is in danger of being taken too literatly as being seen to refer to some other kind of
independence.

1 Yannis TzioumakisAmerican Independent Cinema: An Introduct{&ainburgh: Edinburgh
University Press, 2006), pp. 1-15.
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suggests, one would have to consider films sudRuss Hour(1998, produced
by New Line Cinema) andlhe Phantom Menac&999, produced by
LucasFilms) as independent films; and if one caarsidnly films withno
associations with the majors (at the productiongdig or distribution level) to
be independent, one would have to exclude frompedédent cinema films such
as Spike Lee’®o the Right Thing1989, distributed by Universal) and Wes
Anderson’sRushmorg1998, distributed by the Disney distribution armeBa
Vista) ® Similarly, to define as independent those filnat thffer an alternative
to the mainstream at the textual level — broadipoa-classical’ aesthetic that
departs from conventions of classical style andatiare — would be to open up
the category of independent cinema to include warioainstream films
(particularly action/adventure blockbusters) th@ahstimes and to various
extents also break with classical convention, aifgrfor example, loose
narrative structures and unclear psychologicalattar motivatiort®

To circumvent these problems of definition, Tziakis approaches
American independent cinema adiscourseits boundaries dependent on the
application of the term ‘independent’ by variouscilly authorised institutions’
over time!’ This is an approach to studying independent cinaigis shared by
several important investigations in the field, @nd the approach I take in this
thesis™® According to this approach, any film that has beemstructed as
independent by particular institutions, includiragious critics and
commentators, can be considered to be part of et cinema. As
Tzioumakis notes, since the 1990s one of the mmop®itant groups of
contributors to the discourse of independent cinkasabeen the majors, who
succeeded in the early 1990s in appropriatingelra tindependent’ from small-
scale distributors using it as a marketing feattiBut this discourse has also
been shaped by film critics, industry commentatmdistry personnel,

filmmakers and academics. This thesis, in considddartley and his position

15 See TzioumakisAmerican Independent Cineqap. 2, 5-6.

18 See TzioumakisAmerican Independent Cinefrap. 7-10.

7 Tzioumakis American Independent Cineppa 11.

'8 King, though he does not use the term ‘discoutatks such an approachAmerican
Independent Cineman which ‘The terms “independent” or “indie” ...eaused primarily in the
sense in which they became established in the widéure in this period, rather than according
to a fixed or more literal definition’ (p. 3). E.eitre Pribram, irfCinema and Culture:
Independent Film in the United States, 1980-2004w York: Peter Lang Publishing, 2002),
treats independent film throughout her study adisctrsive formation’, which she defines as ‘a
set of cultural practices and institutions thater@hinto an identifiable body or domain of
knowledge that has been historically constitutettiwispecific discursive and institutional power
relations’ (p. xii).

9 See TzioumakisAmerican Independent Cinepa 13.



within independent cinema, takes into account varimaterials produced by
each of these groups of figures, from the 198Q@kdaurrent day.

Approached as a discourse, the category of indegperfilim can be seen
to include a wide range of films and practitionersgupying various industrial
and aesthetic positions. Hartley's career, likedéweers of many directors
associated with independent cinema, has at thesindllevel moved between a
range of types of production, from films with stodiivision backing The
Unbelievable TruthSimple MenAmateuy Henry Foo) to films with primarily
overseas backing-lirt, The Book of Lifeto short films, often made on
commission for film or video collections/compilati® (The Other AlspNYC
3/94, Kimong. Many of these films were produced, part-produaed/or
distributed by Hartley’s own companies, True FiotRictures, Possible Films
and The Possible Films Collection. With the exaaptfNo Such Thingmade
for $5 million and distributed by a major studio @¥/UA), all of Hartley’s
films have been no-budget or low-budget productf@fighis last detail has
generally been seen by the director as a necessadjtion of original
filmmaking, and Hartley has apparently on occasmade the rather unorthodox
request that his budget be reduced, with the idaiahtis accountability to the
investor should be reduced in kifid.

Hartley’s commitment to low-budget, auteurist filraking is one of the
broad distinctive features of his career. In teispect, Hartley can be located at a
distance from one of the defining narratives okjpendent cinema: that of
‘crossing over’. In the 1990s, independent filmfimked according to a range of
criteria, underwent what Justin Wyatt refers t@asansformation’, shifting in
the American marketplace from a position of marljipséowards a position of
centrality?? A new kind of ‘mini-major’ distributor, owned arstipported by the
major studios, came to dominate production in titgei market. These
companies, prime among them Miramax (acquired syn®&y in 1993), were
responsible for a series of ‘hits’, includifigge Crying Gam¢€1992) andPulp
Fiction (1994), the success of which can be attributedyp@arthe adoption by

20| follow Chris Holmlund and Justin Wyatt in usittge term ‘no-budget’ to refer to films
costing $100,000 or less; see Holmlund and Wyaltt.fjeContemporary American Independent
Cinema(London: Routledge, 2005), p. 3. | use the termv‘lmudget’ to refer to films costing $2
million or less.
2L See Justin Wyatt, ‘The Particularity and Peculjeof Hal Hartley’,Film Quarterly, 52:1
(1998), p. 5.
%2 Justin Wyatt, ‘Marketing Marginalized Culturéghe Wedding BanqueEultural Identities,
and Independent Cinema of the 1990s’, in Jon Lésds), The End of Cinema as We Know It:
American Film in the Ninetied.ondon: Pluto Press, 2002), p. 62.
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their distributors of a range of sophisticated affdctive marketing techniques.
Miramax in particular was known for its highly matialised acquisition policy —
favouring contentious or sensationalistic films aatge to exploitation-type
niche marketing — and its broad, studio-style promotion and redesistegies.
In 1997 theNew York Times Magazitided a special issue ‘The Two
Hollywoods’, a phrase inspired by the Best Pictategory of 1997’s Academy
Awards, which included four independent releaSésne(Fine Line), The
English Patien{Miramax),Secrets & LiegOctober) andrargo (Gramercy), and
just one studio filmJerry Maguire(Columbia TriStarf* This publication as
much as any, as E. Deidre Pribram argues, signdidéetmainstream recognition
of independent film as a consequential commodayg in direct competition, or
perhaps in close harmony, with the Hollywood magen?

As Pribram further argues, the movement of inddpahcinema towards
the centre was not a development that resultegeimibsolute mainstreaming of
those films handled by studio divisions. The susad#sndependent cinema at
this level still depended on its remaining ‘recagtily or arguably distinct®
The independent sector at this time therefore efféne opportunity for
innovative/alternative directors to gain signifit@acking and status, if they
were willing to make (or were already making) aaierkind of alternative film,
one that had the potential to cross over into taestream. Hartley, though the
subject of considerable studio interest in theyeB@90s, did not take advantage
of this opportunity’” Throughout the 1990s he continued to make low-btjdg
highly distinctive films with few obviously commeat elements. These films
received (at best) modest investment and distobutiom the studio divisions
and from smaller companies. A similarly low-key d&iaf production/distribution
has also been a feature of most of Hartley’s l@#en self-produced or self-
distributed) films. In this respect, Hartley's carenay be characterised as
bearing only an indirect relationship to the ingtdnal bodies that often seem to
dominate the indie landscape. But this does nolyiti@at Hartley and his films

have little relevance to the discourse of indepahdmema as a whole. Indeed,

% See Alisa Perren, ‘sex, lies and marketing: Miramad the Development of the Quality Indie
Blockbuster’,Film Quarterly, 55:2 (2001), pp. 30-39.

4 The Two Hollywoods’ New York Time@magazine), 16 November 1997.

% Pribram,Cinema and Culturep. 3.

% Pribram,Cinema and Culturep. 3.

" Hartley discusses being offered (in the early 59@dmmercial scripts, along with substantial
institutional backing, in a recent online intervieSee Brandon Harris, ‘A Conversation with Hal
Hartley’, Hammer to Nail21 October 2010: www.hammertonail.com/intervi@asdnversation-
with-hal-hartley/ (last accessed 13 April 2011).
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as some of the analysis of this thesis will suggestudy of flmmaking at the
‘low’ end of the industry can often serve to thrthve characteristics of the
independent sector into sharp relief.

Such industrial matters will be considered thraugtthis thesis in
relation to various textual features, the particataf which have contributed (I
suggest) in various ways to Hartley’s relativelyIprofile within American
indie cinema. The features discussed relate to,fgamre and tone, place and
cultural identity, and political content/perspeetiVAt each of these levels,
Hartley’s films can be said in some respects temdde a large number of
successful (and less successful) indie films. kangle, Hartley's work often
cleaves quite closely to the conventions of whitele Sconce terms ‘smart
cinema’, a category that encompasses a signiffgamion of indie cinema.
Among those smart-film conventions adopted by maifartley’s films are the
incorporation of certain stylistic features (lorfgpss, static compositions, and so
on) that contribute to a sense of ‘blankness’, dav@tising often bizarre or
disturbing narrative material; and the thematiafon alienation within
contemporary consumer culttféSuch features serve simultaneously to
differentiate Hartley’s films from mass-market aime& and to identify them with
a group of films that includes a large number d@faally and commercially
successful titles.

In other respects, however, Hartley's films carcbaracterised as
distinctive within the context of independent cireerAt the formal level, for
example, many of the films are marked by an emphasidesign and artificiality
that, | will argue, positions them at a distan@frthe majority of indie films.
One particularly strong mark of distinction, whichs remained relatively
constant across the director’s filmography, isefgrence for stylised
performances: broadly, actors tend to adopt aéitetd’ style of line delivery,
implementing few variations in either tone or fh@apression. In many cases, |
will argue, the performance style favoured by Hgritannot be easily read as a
‘natural’ or logical reflection of the content dreimes of the narrative — a detalil
that distinguishes Hartley’s films from many otliadie films featuring stylised
performances. Also contributing towards a sensexoéptionality is the frequent
incorporation of various cinematographic featubes,tin the majority of

independent films, tend to be used sparingly, g&atBothThe Book of Lifand

% See Jeffrey Sconce, ‘Irony, Nihilism, and the Nemerican “Smart” Film’,Screen43:4
(2002), pp. 349-369.



The Girl from Mondayfor example, make frequent use of blurred and/or
overexposed images. Fay Grimthe camera is tilted left or right, sometimes to
a substantial degree, in nearly every shot.

Such features are mixed with a range of other featthat, though more
characteristic of indie cinema, serve similarlytalermine convention and mark
the films as distinctive. Many of the films, foraxple, offer a significant twist
on particular genre frameworks, adapting or refectiarious generic tropes,
structures and character types in a way that gtesitions them outside the
territory of mainstream cinema. Formal innovatiasfsa kind less dramatic than
those mentioned above, contribute, too, to a géserse of the offbeat. These
innovations, which take the form of various narratstrategies (the somewhat
‘open’ endings offhe Unbelievable TrutiHenry Fooland other films)
cinematographic devices (the two-shots in whichtwveeconversing characters
face the camera iAmateuy and musical practices (the melancholy, repetitive
scores in the Long Island series and other filiwes), be seen as challenging the
conventions of mainstream realism. | use the teealism’ in this thesis to refer
to the set of conventions characteristic of ‘cleaiHollywood cinema, as it has
been defined by David Bordwell and other criitghe classical cinema,
broadly, is one in which form is subordinate to tiagrative, and the narrative
proceeds in such a way as to preclude any recogruofiits artificiality. The
action of the narrative revolves around charactens are in turn driven by
personal goals and desires. A clear cause-andtédfic characterises both
individual scenes and the overall structure ofrthgative, which adheres to a
three-part model in which a state of order is distlhabd, disrupted by a sequence
of events, and eventually re-established folloviimgresolution of particular
emotional and practical difficulties. Throughoue titmesis, this model is used as a
useful standard against which to measure varigoscaés of Hartley’s films. This
IS not to suggest that films outside of indepenademma do not also offer some
degree of innovation in relation to style and ntrea Rather, the classical
Hollywood style is treated, again in line with Kirgs a ‘relatively stable

paradigm characteristic of mainstream Hollywooddoieiion’ that, nevertheless,

29 See David Bordwell, ‘The Classical Hollywood Styl®17-60’, in Bordwell, Janet Staiger
and Kristin ThompsoriThe Classical Hollywood Cinema: Film Style and Mofi®roduction to
1960(London: Routledge, 1985), pp. 1-84.
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allows for ‘variation within and the possibility sobme cases of pushing beyond
the usual limitations®
The other main textual aspects of Hartley’s fildscussed in this thesis,

place, cultural identity and political content/gegstive, can to an extent also be
considered in terms of conformation to or departtom classical realism. At
the level of place, Hartley’s films sometimes offiar example, a level of
regional detail that can seem to shift the focusheffilm away from the
motivations of the characters and the developmethteonarrative. This is a
feature particularly of the early films, many of iaim were made and set in
Hartley’s home town, Lindenhurst, Long Island -haice of location that
ensured travel costs (for the director and for ¢hmew members, often friends
and relatives of Hartley’s, who lived in the regisamained at a minimum.
Regional detail can also, however, be seen to grtum films in the familiar.
Particular themes, landscapes, references andotbasations can serve to
generate a sense of cultural recognition, situatiegevents of the narrative
within particular cultural discourses (literatucgema, the journalistic media).

Regional details of this kind contribute to what@nmonly known as a
‘sense of place’. This is a term used frequentlhanfield of human or cultural
geography, where it refers broadly to the collettid meanings attributed over
time to a particular geographical spdt&uch meanings may be derived from
both physical and social/cultural features, and balshaped to a significant
degree by representations in the media. One profextltural geography in
recent decades has been to explore the ways irhliecgeographies offered by
particular films can serve to contribute to thelsadtand popular understandings
of social life at the levels of class, gender, ratknicity, and so off. A related
but, as might be expected, distinct approach addptesome film studies
academics has been to explore how place can beaseenignificant element in
the cinematic representational system, functiomengffer certain pleasures and
meanings and to shape, in part, a film’s recepiodh cultural profilé® It is this
latter approach that | adopt in this thesis. Theratteristics of the films at the

% Geoff King, Indiewood, USA: Where Hollywood Meets Independémr@a(London: 1. B.
Tauris, 2009), p. 34.

%1 For a good introduction to place (and associaems such as sense of place) in human
geography, see Tim Cresswétlace: A Short IntroductioOxford: Blackwell, 2004).

% Gillian Rose, ‘Geography of Film’, in R. J. Johmst Derek Gregory, Geraldine Pratt and
Michael Watts (eds.)fhe Dictionary of Human Geograpl@xford: Blackwell, 2000), p. 268.
% See for example Andrew Higson, ‘Space, Place, tBpks, Screen 25:4-5 (1984), pp. 2-21,
and many of the essays in Murray Pomerance (€de) City That Never Sleeps: New York and
the Filmic Imaginatior(New Brunswick, N. J.: Rutgers University Pres9)20
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level of place, or regionality, will be considered in terms of, firstly, the
potential for viewer orientation and, secondly, pla¢ential for differentiation,
for the generation of a sense of difference oirgitbn.

A discussion of place will be combined, on occaswith a discussion of
cultural identity in Hartley’s films, as it is actilated by characterisations,
dialogue, imagery, and so on. ‘Cultural identityused here in a reasonably
narrow sense to refer to the identity of an indisb(or a group of individuals)
as it consists in various engagements with (anidéts to) artistic and
intellectual discourse$. This is a concept that can often be useful when
discussing Hartley’'s work at the level of charasggion, given the centralisation
in many of the films of characters who are marketé@hemians, intellectuals or
philosophers (or as contrastive figures such aswixes and yuppies). Cultural
identity, in this respect, is another dimensiowhich Hartley’s films may be
seen to either depart from or conform to the familas far as the limits of the
familiar can be defined in the contexts of indemarichnd mainstream cinema.

The thesis will also consider, finally, the palél dimensions of Hartley’s
films. A large number of the films incorporate nefieces to particular socio-
political issues that widen the scope of the ficii@yond the personal/individual.
Such references, like references to particulaoregifeatures and meanings,
may be seen to provide a note of familiarity, cartimg the films to distinct and
recognisable cultural discourses in a way that etedributes towards a sense of
‘authentic’ realism, of capturing the textures @al; everyday life. In some films,
such adHenry FoolandThe Cartographer’s Girlfriendreferences of this kind
constitute a fairly minor ingredient, contributinmgonly a minor way to the
films’ overall character. In other films, suchMs Such ThingndThe Girl from
Monday they are much more a defining feature. A senseeigted in these films
of the ways in which everyday life is shaped, oriouss levels, by the logic of
‘large’ and seemingly irresistible social and poét forces. This is a
characteristic that serves to distinguish the filaithin indie cinema, the

% The terms ‘place’ and ‘regionality’ are, in thigesis, used roughly synonymously (in a
different study, for example one discussing theglaf the family home, the terms could not be
treated as synonymous). The adjective ‘regionath@r than ‘place’) is used in the term
‘regional identity’, which can be used when speglafifilm characters (and real people).

% This is a definition of cultural identity in distition to the broader definition used by some
writers, who take ‘culture’ to refer to, as PhiMosely puts it, ‘the whole way of life of a
particular society’, as far as this depends on@ogess that works to produce or circulate
meaning Split Screen: Belgian Cinema and Cultural Iden(ifybany: State University of New
York Press, 2001), p. 8.
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horizons of which tend to be limited to interperabtrama resulting from
individual desires.

Textual qualities relating to the dimensions diseasabove — form,
genre, place, cultural identity and political corite can reasonably be seen to
affect, in a variety of ways, the position occupisdHartley’s work at the
industrial level. Most obviously, the incorporatiohcertain textual features, or
the failure to incorporate others, may serve tluerice a distributor considering
whether to pick a film up or considering how widébymarket and distribute a
film once it has been acquired. Production comsamiay offer investment of a
greater or lesser degree depending on the textashcteristics of a director’s
previous films, and the potential appeal of a comrabple film, given adequate
marketing and distribution, to particular audiendesactions of this kind of
distributors and producers to existing texts donemtessarily determine a film’s
industrial position in a predictable way, of cour8edirector’s professional
status, industrial contacts and negotiating slkalésyvell as more arbitrary factors
such as personal tastes and attitudes (on thefpaxecutives), may also often
form part of the equation. But the analysis of tekfeatures by industry figures,
whether of an intuitive or a more critical varietgmains a significant part of the
production—distribution process — perhaps espgcsallin the context of a highly
competitive and rationalised film mark&t and such features in Hartley’s films
will be considered in this thesis as bearing aeclefationship to various

characteristics at the industrial level.

Authorship

As has already been briefly indicated, my discustimoughout the thesis of the
industrial position of Hartley’s films makes refeoe both to contextual factors —
that is, the conditions at particular points of il@ustry and its markets — and to
the individual actions of Hartley himself. | cretiartley with the conscious
adoption of a particulaapproachto filmmaking at the industrial level, one
intended to limit authorial accountability and fdate authorial autonomy. |

credit Hartley with the adoption of a similarly adered and more-or-less

% The market since the 1990s being one in whichsfilrave often been subject to intense
scrutiny at the textual level by distributors tryito calculate the potential for commercial prefit

a process that has often involved, in the cas#éno$ facquired by Miramax, institutionally
imposed re-edits. For a discussion of Miramax aliting-related practices of this kind, see Peter
Biskind’s bookDown and Dirty Pictures: Miramax, Sundance, and Rige of Independent Film
(New York: Simon and Schuster, 2004).
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consistent approach at the textual level. In beipects, the position | adopt in
this thesis is underpinned, clearly, by particalanceptions of cinematic
authorship. | take the view, broadly, that the parslal Hartley has agency; that
some of his actions contribute in a significantedi and somewhat predictable
way to the creation of particular films; and thainsidering this, he may be
described as an author of these films. In discgddirtley in this introduction,
and in the use of phrases such as ‘Hartley’s filamgl ‘Hartley’s cinema’, | have
implied further that Hartley is thenly author of particular films, that he is in
particular cases a film’s sole creative sourcesTainnot be accurate. We know
that the films directed by Hartley, like all induat films and most non-industrial
ones, have other creative sources, in the forranbus cinematographers,
actors, editors, and so on (a number of whom | Ispe&en to over the course of
writing this thesis, as discussed below). Althotutghay be difficult to define the
exact criteria for authorship, | would suggest thé&tm’s cinematographer, say,
or lead actor, can be reasonably regarded as dahe aluthors of that film. He or
she will have contributed to the film in a direcyy will have worked on many
parts of the film, and will have drawn on speciadiills in carrying out his or
her work.

The contributions of various authors (other thamtldg) to the films
discussed in this thesis will, at various pointshighlighted and discussed.
Figures such as Steve Hamilton and Michael Spidete made a large number
of films with Hartley, and often share with theatitor a very close working
relationship. In an e-mail interview with me, Hatoil describes this relationship

as follows:

| became Hal's ‘editor’ [after working for some ysas his assistant
editor] onSimple MenHe trusted my instincts ... I'd often find myself
reacting to the way he’d shift in his chair whilatehing something ...
[that] didn’t seem quite right, and these thingsrspd me on to make
changes based sometimes on comments, sometimesiion,
sometimes without the benefit of either but infodneatirely by my
mentorship under him and the fact that | simplyderstood’ what he was
getting at’’

37 Interview with author, May 2010 (see appendix C).
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This comment is suggestive of the highly individaatl significant nature of
Hamilton’s contribution to the creation of a filrmah asSimple Menlt is also
suggestive of a type of working practice that, tfftogollaborative, is sensitive to
the distinct sensibility or ‘vision’ of the direatdSarah Cawley and Michael
Spiller reference a similar dynamic in some of thetierview comment2 That
Hartley exerts a particularly significant influenae the filmmaking process is
also suggested by the number of roles he adopiisgdilve production of a film.
Hartley has written the scripts for all the films has directed, has frequently
also acted as composer, producer and editor, aohfuae film Flirt) had an
acting role. These points, | believe, justify a cgption of Hartley as the main or
most significant author of the films on which hestworked. The phrase
‘Hartley’s film’ (or similar), given this, shouldeébtaken throughout this thesis as
shorthand for something like ‘this film, being ank@uthored by a number of
individuals including, most significantly, Hal Hay'.

More broadly, in talking about ‘the cinema of Hidrtley’, | am taking a
stance that supposes the auteurist approach tevbelawhile approach to adopt.
The concept of film authorship has been the sulgiectuch academic debate in
recent decades. This debate has revolved arourmhhyothe question of how
authorship should be approached, but also theiqueasitwhether critics should
approach it at all. As Catherine Grant suggedts,duthorship has often been
viewed as a ‘[less than] wholly legitimate objettontemplation’ whose
examination involves ‘resurrecting essentialistical concepts and practices that
ought to remain dead and buri€dEssentialist concepts in this context include
the concept that the author is an ‘artist’, workfhke a painter, say)
individually, rather than collaboratively; the cept that meaning is determined
solely by the director, rather than by a rangdgires, including viewers; and
the concept that the author is uninfluenced byhiser industrial and cultural

contexts.

% Sarah Cawley, for example, states that ‘A sedretipsuccess as a director/DP team is that
once Hal explains what he wants to achieve, | begaxecute it ... If Hal says “We are going
shoot in slow motion with thousands of featherkrfglfrom the ceiling,” then | order the
requisite equipment and light the feathers sottieyt look beautiful ... When he presents his
idea, it's already completely thought out. He ddesant anyone to pick it apart again.’
Interview with author, 6 December 2009 (see appeBili Michael Spiller states that ‘We had an
innate understanding of each other. Hal would dstrabthe shot listing on his own ... | would
look at this and know how to translate it. | alsaild pick up a lot just from Hal's body language
as he worked with the actors, and knew how to tkaske cues as well. He would go through
their movement as he saw it, and | just knew wieatvhs looking for.” Interview with author,
January 2010 (see appendix A).

% Catherine Grant, ‘www.auteur.com8¢creen41:1 (2000), p. 101.
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Such concepts, perhaps most famously embodiedafious extents) in
the writing of Andrew Satrris, are, from a modera@d&mic perspective,
obviously flawed'® Modern approaches to auteurism have attempteebid a
essentialist pitfalls of this kind partly by shiitj the emphasis of authorship
studies away from the notion of the auteur as & ‘eggent, and towards the
notion of the auteur as a construct: a fictionnoage produced by viewers, by
critics and by institutional processes such as @idugg and marketing. Such a
conceptualisation of the auteur is at the centregxample, of what is often
called ‘industrial auteurism’. This is the studytbé ways in which the concept
of auteurism is used by institutions to ‘sell’ mdiual filmmakers and their
films. As developed by writers such as Timothy @mn, Justin Wyatt and
Yannis Tzioumakis, industrial auteurism addressesige of extra-textual
materials — trailers, interviews, DVD commentar@ssters, web pages, and so
on — with the purpose of shedding new light onunagerstanding of the
relationship between audiences, film-specific medtd the industrial forces that
shape these medfaThe work of industrial auteurism often thus reseghat
Tzioumakis calls a ‘different author’, one definsat by particular individual
practices or texts, but rather by particular irtetwal feature? This is an author
who, as Paul Watson puts it, is quite separate fraone who ‘[struggles]
against the system in order to express their patsasion’; instead, this author
is ‘a function of the system, summoned up by tlaeigtrial forces and mobilised
according to institutional need®’.

Industrial auteurism is an important developmerauthorship studies,
and | make use of this approach on several occagioronsidering the ways in
which Hartley's work has been positioned at theustdal level. However, as
already suggested, | also discuss Hartley’s filmgeats created by an author (in
collaboration with other authors) with agency aadipular goals and
preferences. In this respect, | favour what Watsalls a ‘pragmatic’ approach to
cinematic authorship. This approach recognisespitaptly, as | see it, that

40 See Andrew Sarris, ‘Notes on the Auteur Theoryd62’, Film Culture 27 (1963), pp. 1-8;
The American Cinema: Directors and Directions, 1:9P968(New York: Dutton, 1968).

“l See Timothy Corrigan, ‘The Commerce of Auteurisim’A Cinema without Walls: Movies
and Culture after VietnarfNew Brunswick, New Jersey: Rutgers University Brd991), pp.
101-136; Justin Wyatt, ‘Economic Restraints/Ecormo@®pportunities: Robert Altman as
Auteur’, Velvet Light Trap38 (1996), pp. 51-67; Yannis Tzioumakis, ‘MarkgtDavid Mamet:
Institutionally Assigned Film Authorship in Conteomary American CinemaVelvet Light
Trap, 57 (2006), pp. 60-75.

2 Tzioumakis, ‘Marketing David Mamet’, p. 60

43 Paul Watson, ‘Approaches to Cinematic AuthorshipJill Nelmes (ed.)introduction to Film
Studiesfourth edition(London: Routledge, 2007), p. 101.
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filmmakers understand and practise their craftevays that can meaningfully be
thought of as art-making’; that the actions of fikers have a ‘material reality’
that influences the form of a film and an audiee@Xperience of it; and that

there are nevertheless limits, at the industridl amistic levels, to the agency of

any authof*

It suggests, given these points, that creativityHought of as
‘constitutive at every level of cinematic activifi That is, we can usefully
consider authorship to be defined at various dfietevels (textual, industrial,
practical, promotional, and so on) simultaneoushe extent to which we may
consider a film to have an ‘author’ at each of éhievels will vary from case to
case, and will be determined by a consideratidh®fealities of a film’s
production and industrial conte$.

This is a flexible and useful model for approachaghorship that is
capable of drawing links between text, practice iadstry that might otherwise
be difficult to identify or develop. An approachcsuas this is of particular value
in the consideration of Hartley’s career and outputould suggest, given
Hartley’'s frequent movement throughout his caredwben various artistic roles
and various industrial roles. | will argue that theay's agency as an author is
expressed both in his artistic activity and inihdustrial activity — this latter
aspect of his career being far less frequentlyudised than the former. A
consideration of Hartley’'s authorship (and collatimm) at these two levels will
be complemented, at points, by an examination ofié¢ies ‘image’, the
‘Hartley’ constructed by various institutional fes; as it is in evidence in texts

such as reviews, journalistic features and scopes

Research Materials

Extra-textual materials of the kinds mentioned a)@onnected both with
Hartley and with his films, are considered in maeygtions of the thesis. These
materials include a range of journalistic and inguproduced written pieces
such as those mentioned above, and a number oktimaykexts such as trailers
and posters. All such texts are considered to émets of a cultural discourse
that functions, to some extent, to ‘frame’ both tégrand his films for various
audiences. The degree to which this framing prodessrmines actual audience

“\Watson, ‘Approaches to Cinematic Authorship’, 41
“>Watson, ‘Approaches to Cinematic Authorship’, 41
“®Watson, ‘Approaches to Cinematic Authorship’, 51
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reception may, of course, often vary, and will depen a variety of factors,
including, as Janet Staiger suggests, viewersviddal psychologies and
intertextual knowledge¥. It should be understood, then, that this theses dmt
claim that texts such as reviews and trailers megghtforwardly determinative
of viewer responses, but rather that they consttné significant wayn which
responses may be influenced. To gain an understgmdithe precise
significance of such texts for viewers would requan ethnographic study of
Hartley’s fans or audiences. A study of this kindbeyond the scope of this
thesis (which already incorporates quite a rangait€al approaches), but |
would suggest that it would be a worthwhile undertg for a future project
building on the discussions I offer in the folloginhapters.

As already indicated, my analysis also draws aitp@n a number of
interviews with Hartley and with some of his colba@tors. Many of these
interviews are drawn from academic or trade jowgiaald websites. Some | have
conducted myself, via e-mail. Obtaining originakirview material has
particular advantages. It allows, for example,itherviewer to ask questions
that are particularly relevant to his or her stutlglso provides the opportunity
to talk to people who perform very important prafesal roles but have only
occasional contact with the media. On the othedheontacting interviewees
and arranging interviews can be a drawn-out and-tonsuming process. In
some cases my efforts to contact potential interees, usually via agents, did
not result even in any response. Hartley himsslpoaded to my interview
request with a letter wishing me luck with my pagjand explaining that he did
not participate in interviews with authors workiog studies of his work, so as to
avoid confusing an author’s analysis with his oWhis is of course an entirely
legitimate and understandable response, but itseBees to demonstrate the
degree to which the process of securing practitiorterviews can be a complex
and unpredictable one.

The practitioners with whom | did conduct intewse Sarah Cawley,
Steve Hamilton and Michael Spiller, were generoiik their time and often
provided very detailed answers. Each interview e@glucted via e-mail,
communication of this type being the least difftculgathered from a number of
comments, to work into often intensely busy schesluinterviews via e-mail

allow interviewees to respond in their own timed amay be thought to elicit (on

" See the introduction to Janet Staid@erverse Spectators: The Practices of Film Recaptio
(New York; London: New York University Press, 2000p. 1-7.
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occasions) answers of a more reflective or thodgtaegh nature than would be
possible in an in-person interview. Converselyytakow no opportunity for
interjections or for the development of a spontaiseconversational discourse —
both possible in the in-person interview, dependindgime constraints and on
the attitude of the interviewee. It is very hargudge, of course, which of the
two methods is likely to yield more valuable respemfrom an interviewee, the
guestion of value here being, in any case, a highbjective one. E-mail
interviews do, however, offer the measurable adiganbdf greater accuracy,
since they do not require transcription. The respsrof the three practitioners |
interviewed for this thesis appear in the appersd{t@lowing some minor
changes in punctuation, capitalisation, spellimgl 80 on) as they appeared in
the e-mails that arrived in my inbox.

Clearly, the interview responses | have obtairmedsabjective, and
should be considered in light of the ‘flaws’ inhetrén the interview process and
in communication in general. Any interviewee, faample, may well have an
agenda (whether conscious or not) of some kindheagh this is of course true
of all speakers and writers, including acaderfiida/e might also take into
consideration what John Caldwell calls the ‘inversedibility law’, whereby
‘the higher one travels up the industrial food ohai insights, the more suspect
and spin-driven the personal disclosures tend ¢orbe’, owing mainly to the
large amounts of money at stake in ‘high-end’ filekimg® This is a principle
that would attribute a relatively high level of lesty, or at least a relatively low
level of financially motivated bias, to practitiosesuch as Hartley and his
collaborators, who work at the low-budget and lawfite end of film
production. This is not to say, of course, thatittterviewee responses | quote
may not be inaccurate or imprecise in places. Mgran often be unreliable,
and, as Johannes Riis notes, practitioners magenased to articulating exactly

what their work involve<® Still, | do not think it is unreasonable, on balanto

8 As Janet Staiger notes, academics, like most peajirk within a capitalist economy, and as
such may reasonably be attributed motivations dtiear furthering knowledge and
understanding. These motives, which may well affieetkind of work academics undertake,
include the desire to make a name for oneself badiésire to secure economic awards. See ‘The
Politics of Film Canons’, in Diane Carson, LinddtBiar and Janice R. Welsch (edyltiple
Voices in Feminist Film CriticisrtMinneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1994, 203—
204.

9 John Thornton CaldwelProduction Culture: Industrial Reflexivity and Gdiél Practice in
Film and TelevisiofDurham; London: Duke University Press, 2008),.p. 3

*Y Riis writes, ‘reaching practical solutions andatgiag descriptive solutions are quite different
activities. If one compares Noél Carroll's work thve horror film with the reflections by best
selling author Stephen King, it becomes apparait@arroll has a better understanding of the
essentials of the genre. This only makes sense dcknowledge that experts cannot fully
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regard these responses as containing valuableniatmn and alternative
perspectives, and | will make use both of this maftend of the material
contained in existing interviews to develop pomits number of stages
throughout the thes.

Interview material is used, along with the othesearch materials
discussed above, in service of this study’s brazal gf delineating Hartley’s
position within American film culture, and indidrfi culture in particular.
Hartley’s films and artistic/industrial practicegaonsidered in relation to a
variety of conventions and dominant frameworks apee in independent
cinema, as | have already suggested. As part ¢f coiesiderations | make
various comparisons between Hartley's work andrdilras and groups of
films. | also, finally, make comparisons betweentlég’'s work and career and
the work and careers of other flmmakers. Hartlag been connected over the
course of his career with a range of directorduutiog a large number of
renowned art-house figures, among them Jean-Lua@p&obert Bresson and
Ingmar Bergman® He has also been compared to various American
contemporaries, often associated with independemtiiaking, such as Jim
Jarmusch, Whit Stillman and David Lynthit is this second group that contains
the figures to which | make most frequent referandéis thesis, Richard
Linklater and Kevin Smith. These two directorselidartley, have over the last
two decades or so been actively (if not exclusivelygaged in the sphere of
indie film production. Both made their feature-fibhebut, as Hartley did, with a
low-budget film profiling youthful individuals livig in the suburbs (Linklater’s
Slackeris set in Austin, Texas; SmithGlerksis set in New Jersey), before
moving on, to different extents, to other milieumsl&inds of production.
Linklater, having worked on low-budget independi@nts and modestly

budgeted studio films for the first ten years & tareer, has since made several

explain what they are doing. Short-term memorynstéd and experts attend to the problem and
solution at hand, not the tacit knowledge in betwed@owards a Poetics of the Short Filnv’,
P.0.V, 5 (1998): pov.imv.au.dk/Issue_05/section_4/artbil (last accessed 13 April 2011).

*1 For a more detailed discussion of the processndacting practitioner interviews, and of the
use of interview material in academic work, seeigime Cornea (ed.), ‘In Focus: The
Practitioner Interview'Cinema Journal47:2 (2008), pp. 117-153.

*2 See for example Joseph Milicia, ‘Hal Hartley’, g20—-422; Kent Jones, ‘Hal Hartley: The
Book | Read Was in Your Eyesrjlm Comment32:4 (1996), pp. 68—72; Ellen Pall, ‘The Elusive
Women Who Inhabit the Quirky Films of Hal Hartlefdew York Times9 April 1995, pp. H15,
H22.

%3 See for example Emmanuel Levy, ‘Long Island’s Raetreate: Hal Hartley’, ii€inema of
Outsiders: The Rise of American Independent FNiew York; London: New York University
Press, 1999), pp. 191-197; Ben Thompson, ‘The Retiithe Talkies’'Jndependent on Sunday
22 January 1995, p. 24 (Arts section); Geoff Andrigval Hartley’, pp. 279-312.
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‘high-concept’ studio films$chool of Rogk2003,Bad News Bear005, both
distributed by Paramount Pictures) with large buslgad star performers.
Smith, too, has on several occasions taken therappty to work on large,
mainstream studio productions, the most recent plabeingCop Out(2010), a
‘buddy’ action film starring Bruce Willis.

Such films often stand in strong contrast to Hgitl@t a variety of
textual levels, as might be expected. However, idensd as a whole, both
Linklater's and Smith’s output can be said to steareimber of significant
affinities with Hartley’s work. Many of Linklaterand Smith’s films, for
example, offer narratives that de-emphasise clalssimventions (three-part
structure, clear and constant sense of cause #ed, &ind so on) and often
assume a rather digressive or reflective charaStaith’s films, though on the
whole not as formally experimental as Hartley’'sl(oklater’s), also offer a
kind of heightened or denaturalised performancie shat is in some ways
familiar from Hartley’s films and stands as quitsteong mark of distinction. All
three directors have experimented with recyclingrabter types and named
characters over successive films; moreover, easimaale a sequel to an earlier
work (Clerks 1, Before SunseindFay Grim sequels to Smith’€lerks
Linklater’s Before Sunrisand Hartley’sHenry Fool respectively) — an unusual
move in the independent film world, as discussechiapter 4.

In drawing such comparisons between Hartley andtSamd Linklater, |
do not mean to imply that the relationship betwidartley and these particular
directors should be regarded as closer or morewaiftdiscussion than
relationships between Hartley and other direct@mserican or not. | have
elected to make consistent reference to Linklatdr&mith because each
director’s body of work, considered in relationHartley’s, offers some
interesting points of similarity and points of @ifénce the discussion of which
can help to define Hartley's work at various levelsut other indie directors
have, of course, produced bodies of work that cfieilar opportunities for
comparisort’ Useful comparisons might also be drawn betweenl¢yeand
European auteurs such as those mentioned abo\eyl@ser has written, for
example, on Hartley's adoption of a Godardian madélmmaking, the
features of which include a playful, ironic apprbdo genre, the centralisation of

‘iconic women’ and the prioritisation of authoralitonomy, features also

** These directors include (in addition to Jarmu&thiman and Lynch, mentioned earlier) Gus
Van Sant, Todd Solondz and David Mamet.
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broadly characteristic of the European art-houserog in generaf This is a
valid and enlightening critical approach to ad@atiticularly given Hartley’'s
relatively high status in various European coustessociated with the art-
cinema traditio®® — a matter that, owing to restrictions of space te
difficulties of discussing critical material written a language that one cannot
speak, | do not consider in this thesis. Stillapproach such as mine that
considers Hartley mainly in relation to indie dii@s and indie cinema can, |
think, given Hartley’s ongoing association with thiscourse of American indie
culture, be considered similarly valid. Under thpgproach, links to directors and
films outside independent cinema (art films, Holbod films, avant-garde films,
and so on) are sometimes considered, but are egjandinly as points of
reference that serve to distinguish a particular fvithin the context of
independent film.

The critical approach | have delineated in thisadtiction, as is probably
already clear, incorporates quite a wide range ethods of analysis. In this
respect | follow a number of academics in film aneldia studies whose work
can be seen as embodying a move away from reskartdd, as John Thornton
Caldwell puts it, ‘to a clean menu of disconneategthods’ such as textual
analysis, economic/industrial analysis, interviayyiathnography, and so 8hA
more multi-dimensional methodology, of the kinddigethis thesis and in
works on independent cinema by King and Pribram bmexpected to have
significant benefits® In particular, it might be thought to come clogéan
would a more ‘compartmentalised’ or focused appnpée capturing the full
significance of whatever object is under investmatand to be less likely to
draw conclusions that could be undercut by somerattudy adopting a different
perspective. On the other hand, to adopt such proaph is also to risk
producing analysis that is too diffuse, that is sufficiently ‘deep’ to offer very
much in the way of solid and usable knowledge alewstanding. In the hope of
avoiding this pitfall | have endeavoured to wortoithe following chapters a
balance between breadth and depth, so that sonmdseand aspects may be

emphasised to a greater degree than others in sectiens. In chapter 1, which

% See Lesley Deer, ‘Hal Hartley’, pp. 162—163.
% According to an article iffilmmaker each of Hartley’s first three features playedydiai
some European theatres for a good part of the &869s. ‘The Fifty Most Important
Independent Films’, p. 58.
>" Caldwell,Production Culturep. 3.
%8 See Pribram’€inema and Culturand King’sAmerican Independent Cineraadindiewood
as well aDonnie Darko(London: Wallflower Press, 2007) ahdst in TranslatioEdinburgh:
Edinburgh University Press, 2010).
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discusses Hartley’s first three featurése Unbelievable TruffrustandSimple
Men, the main focus is on, firstly, the textual dimiens of place and cultural
identity and, secondly, Hartley’s authorial ‘image it was constructed by
various extra-textual materials (I pick up thiseidd of analysis in the
conclusion). Chapter 2, dhmateurandFlirt, offers a consideration of a number
of additional textual dimensions, including gerfoem and political
content/perspective, as well as some analysiseohifustrial context of
Hartley's early work. The same range of textual entllistrial aspects is covered
in chapter 3, which considef$ie Book of LifeNo Such ThingndThe Girl from
Monday three of Hartley’s less critically successful amell-known features.
Chapter 4 examinddenry Fooland Hartley’'s most recent featuFegy Grim In
doing so it breaks slightly with the broad chrompbal structure that
characterises the thesis up to this point. Thesgtructure that is conducive to
tracing some of the historical (particularly indied) developments that have
affected Hartley’s career, as well as developmebservable in Hartley’s
filmography, some of which, | argue, may be seebeasg significant factors in
the reduction of the status of Hartley and his wotkke the opportunity of
departing from this structure in order to compavre films that, though linked by
a common cast and set of characters, are stromggyrdlar (within the context
of Hartley’s work) at a number of levels — the tdtay Grimrepresenting, in
particular, the culmination of what | argue is arportant shift in Hartley’s
filmography: from narratives emphasising family ayjrdunded communities to
narratives emphasising global travel and socignfrantation. The fifth and final
chapter of the thesis examines Hartley's shortdilithese films, among them
the most radically unconventional of Hartley’s warklate from all sections of
Hartley’s career, the earliest beidgl (1984) and the latest being the five films
released on thBossible Films Volume RVD in 2010,A/Muse Implied
Harmonies The ApologiesAdventureandAccomplice This chapter considers a
number of continuities and developments within légit short filmography,
positioning the films in relation both to Hartleysature-length films and to a
sample of indie or ‘alternative’ American shortvg at the levels of industry,
form, place and cultural identity, genre, and jxdit content stressed repeatedly
throughout this thesis.
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The Long Island ‘Trilogy’: The Unbelievable TruthTrust and Simple Men

Between the years of 1989 and 1992, Hal Hartleyentlake feature films that
cemented his reputation as a singular directoraanal figure of influence in the
independent cinema scene of the late 1980s ands198@se filmsThe
Unbelievable Trutlf1989),Trust(1990) andSimple Mer(1992), were handled
by well-funded distribution companies and receiapgreciative critical
coverage in AmericadHartley himself was in this period a minor but el
regarded filmmaker ‘personality’. Commonly centrimig his scaled-down
working practices, his idiosyncratic tastes in om@eand other arts, and his small-
town, working-class origins, press coverage of ldgrappeared both in
esteemed newspapers such ad\tee York Timeand in glossy ‘lifestyle’
magazines such &le andGQ.? SinceThe Unbelievable Trufffrustand

Simple Merare each set or partly set in Hartley’s Long ldlanmetown,
Lindenhurst, profiles of the director tend to relad fictional world of the films

in terms of autobiography, investing in the filmsemse of the personal and the
particular.

This chapter considers Hartley's first three feafilms and their
reception, and Hartley’s status as an independethis period. Central to my
reading is the notion of regionality, as it reldb@sh to Hartley’s critical persona
or industrial ‘branding’ and to the textual chagadtics of the films. In contrast
to Hartley’s later films, which usually feature arbenvironments and often
incorporate a number of international settings,chy features portray a mainly
suburban region in which ‘the city’ is a proximdet very different reality. The
setting of Long Island offers a secure and distiagtonal identity that serves to
ground the films in the familiar, connecting therlgs of the films to the ‘real’
world, as it is represented in discourses suclriasjpurnalism. The three films,

! TheNew York TimeandLos Angeles Timeagviews for these three films were almost wholly
admiring. See Kevin Thomas, “Unbelievable Trutfivo Loners Challenge Conformity,os
Angeles Timesl7 August 1990, p. 6; Peter Rainer, “Trust”: lecamong the Disaffected’os
Angeles Timesl6 August 1991, p. 12; Michael Wilmington, “SitepMen”: Road Movie with a
Twist’, Los Angeles Time43 November 1992, p. 14; Caryn James, ‘Applyi@§Qs Cool to
the '80s:The Unbelievable TruthNew York Times20 July 1990, p. C11; Caryn James,
“Trust”; Black Humor and Unlikely Lovers’New York Time6 July 1991, p. C16; Vincent
Canby, ‘Mismatched Brothers on a Godardian Roddiy York Timesl4 October 1992, p. C22.
% See Jed Springan, ‘Hartley’s Edgelle, September 1992, and Martin Kihn, ‘The Vision
Thing’, GQ, October 1992, pp. 166, 168-170.
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I will argue, function to emblematise the regiomaanings of Long Island,
providing an unusual account of class and crimipaii small-town American
society. The regionalist qualities that characeetiwse films may, of course, be
thought to hold an appeal to only a limited numdferiewers. As Charlotte
Brunsdon notes (quoting the filmmaker Thom Andeysemer study of
representations of London in cinema, ‘[regionaliticalarity and detail can ...
“mean a lot” to people who recognise what is belisgussed, and “almost
nothing to everyone else®*This point should be kept in mind as one of the
limitations of some of my analysis. At the samestjiwe should consider that the
New York City region is one of the most significamarkets for theatrical indie
releases, and that many of the audiences for iartigms will have been New
York audiences. It should also be recognised tleat Mork City (together with
its suburbs) stands as one of the world’s mosbMsiegions, and that the
regional meanings of even the smaller or less mysubf its sub-regions may be
known to many audiences beyond local ones.

To the extent that critical studies of Hartley maise of the term ‘Long
Island trilogy’ or identify the Long Island settianglhe Unbelievable TrutiTrust
andSimple Merhave often been characterised in terms of regiantley
himself is frequently described as being in somg avd_ong Island’ director.
Emanuel Levy, for example, calls Hartley ‘Long reliés poet laureate’ in his
book on independent filnGinema of Outsider5This label also serves as the
heading for a chapter on Hartley in which Levy nsakiéle mention of the
region, beyond characterising the Long Island sgtif Trustas ‘cruelly
impersonal’. Geoff Andrew’s chapter on HartleyStranger than Paradise:
Maverick Film-Makers in Recent American Cineamal Mark L. Berrettini's
chapters o he Unbelievable TrutiTrustandSimple Merin Hal Hartley follow
a similar pattern, briefly establishing the settaig.ong Island but offering no
comment on its representation or functfdbonald Lyons, who organises his
bookIndependent Visions: A Critical Introduction to RatIndependent
American Filmin terms of region, pays a little more attentioribng Island’s

social and geographical characteristics, mentiothedlatness of the landscape

% Charlotte Brunsdor,ondon in Cinema: The Cinematic City since 194&ndon: BFI, 2007), p.
10.

“ Emanuel Levy, ‘Long Island’s Poet Laureate: Hatttég’, in Cinema of Outsiders: The Rise of
American Independent FiliNew York; London: New York University Press, 1998. 191.

® Geoff Andrew, ‘Hal Hartley’, irStranger than Paradise: Maverick Film-Makers in Bec
American CinemdLondon: Prion, 1998), pp. 279-312; Mark L. Betirét Hal Hartley,

(Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 2011), pp-38.
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and the ‘curious love-hate relationship to thedity and its values®. Although
Lyons does not develop his observations to corthectong Island settings to
any specific aspects of style or philosophy in Hgis$ films, these remain
important points, and | return to them over therserof this section.

In this chapter | contend that to discuss the megity of these films in
such cursory ways as those listed above is to @avkedn important aspect of
Hartley’s early work. Hartley’s Long Island, whighdefined principally in
terms of distinctive and often strange landscalpiessre tabloid crime and oddly
melancholy anger, is both a setting and an emtignid of itself; in human
geographer Nicholas Entrikin’s terms, it is ‘a agndf meaning’ and the
‘external context’ of day-to-day existent&ntrikin argues that place and region
remain important aspects of social life in therdakecades of the twentieth
century, despite the increased human ability toimudate the environment, in
terms of minimising the effects of natural variatiovercoming distance and
creating new environmenisiccording to Entrikin, we are ‘always situated in
place and period’, and ‘the contexts of our actiomstribute to our sense of
identity’.? Place is thus a part of subjective experienceyedisas something that
may be viewed more objectively as external andra¢pa

Hartley’s films, whether set predominantly in Lolstand or in New
York City, clearly reflect this dualistic qualityf place. On the one hand, place is
the context for certain actions and relationshiyag &re universal, or at least
widespread; many of Hartley’s films, for examplentre the theme of the
definition of love, regardless of their settings tBe other hand, place creates its
own meaning, and is an integral part of the charaand their actions. Both
Long Island and New York City maintain distinct i@ggl identities inThe
Unbelievable Trutl{and to a lesser extent 8imple Mej for example. Here,
Long Island’s social meanings are brought into fottwough its dissimilarity to
New York City. The subplot of the film, in whichelprotagonist sells out her
ideals to pursue a lucrative but unfulfilling mode career in the city, serves to
underline what Long Island is not: that is, exeeiticontrived and

preposterously materialistic.

® Donald Lyons/ndependent Visions: A Critical Introduction to Rat Independent American
Film (New York: Ballantine Books, 1994), p. 36.

" J. Nicholas EntrikinThe Betweenness of Place: Towards a Geography deMiy
(Basingstoke: Macmillan Education, 1991), p. 7.

® Entrikin, The Betweenness of Plage 43.

° Entrikin, The Betweenness of Plage 4.
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Hartley’s vision of this mostly suburban regiorsairical and sometimes
affectionate, emphasising the limitations of snalin life while celebrating its
more idiosyncratic elements. All three films featyoung, middle-class
characters troubled by familial dysfunction andsfrated ambitions. Here,
absurdity and disquiet are part of the everyday:ha Unbelievable Trutthe
male romantic lead is an ex-con mechanic who doednive; inTrusta teenage
girl kills her father with a slap in the face;3mmple Mera nun wrestles a
policeman to the ground for a silver medallion.sThiew of a suburban region
marked by the bizarre is not uncommon in independi@ema. At the timeThe
Unbelievable TrutlandTrustwere linked on a number of occasions to Stacy
Cochran’sMy New Gun(1992), another minor-key portrayal of a group of
idiosyncratic suburbanites, in this case set inrlominium in New Jersey.My
New Gunand Hartley’s films were both noted for their nblkend of the
quotidian and the bizarre, often filmed in longtsiwgh sparse cutting. Such
representational practices have since become wigigg@mong independent
filmmakers, and the portrayal of suburbia as inh#éy€if not always
superficially) strange and violent now stands as ainthe key ways in which
independent, authored, ‘alternative’, or ‘qualiiym and television differentiates
itself from the populist mainstream, as evidencetekts as diverse &appiness
(1998),American Beauty1999) andDesperate Housewivg€2004-).

However, | would like to make a distinction betwetgartley’s films and
the majority of suburb films. If, as Robert Beukgues, the ‘prevailing cultural
vision’ of suburbia has remained fairly static girthe post-war years, and is
typified by American Beautynd that film’s caricature of suburban life as
irredeemably superficial and individualist, thenrtgy’s films constitute an
exception to this trentf.In contrast to popular films such &ke Truman Show
(1998) andAmerican Beautyand less well-known films such &panking the
Monkey(1994),The Chumscrubbgf005) and.ittle Children(2006), which
portray suburbia as a contrived, middle-class sgam®e to buried resentment
and pathologyThe Unbelievable TrutirustandSimple Meroffer a variegated
and particularised collective portrait of suburbhartley’s films employ
minimalist detail in excavating some of the comgies of suburban life. In this

respect, Hartley’s films distinguish themselvethatlevel of what | will

19 See for example Richard Porton, ‘American DreaBuhurban NightmaresGineaste 20:1
(1993), p. 14.

! Robert BeukaSuburbiaNationReading Suburban Landscape in Twentieth-Centurjafic
and Film(Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004), p. 21.
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throughout this thesis term ‘generic place’. Gemplace is place of a particular
genreortype such as suburbia, the countryside or the cigcéd of this generic
variety have their own set of characteristics am@mnmngs, attributed to them
over time at various discursive levels. Filmic es@ntations of generic place
may centralise a small or large number of theseacieristics and meanings, or
may modify or subvert them to various extents. Gtwecept of generic place can
be compared with the concept of what | term ‘geplieal place’. A
geographical place isgrticular place identified by a name and a unique
location, such as Long Island or Philadelphia, thaimilarly associated with a
particular set of characteristics/meanings. A negdif a film, of course, may
recognise a representation of place as both gemedigeographic in character.
Hartley's Long Island features can be viewed, lagvie indicated, as suburb
films that mark themselves as distinctive by depgrirom some suburb-film
conventions. They can also be viewed as represamsatf a particular
geographical region, Long Island, that mark themesehs distinctive by offering
a ‘regionalised’ representation of everyday lifel gouthful relationships. In this
respect, as | discuss later, Hartley can be idedtiwith a small number of
established regionalists such as Kevin Smith awti&d Linklater, both of
whom began their careers with suburb films setairtigular regions (New Jersey
in the case of Smith’€lerks Austin, Texas, in the case of LinklateBkacke}.
The analysis that follows is divided between auakexamination of
Hartley’s Long Island films (the first and largearpof the chapter) and an
examination of the press coverage surrounding eladt this time. In the
sections based on textual analysis, | exploreltemes of domesticity, class and
criminality that run through the films, and conndetse themes to the regional
identity of Long Island. The final section of thieapter looks at Hartley’s
characterisation as an auteur in reviews, feattides and marketing materials
such as press notes and trailers. Here | arguédtiréiey’s authorial identity or
persona was crucially tied to his regional ideaéfion. | further suggest that
cultural identity is an important dimension of thiscourse, as it often is in the

film texts themselves.
The Long Island Trilogy: Work and Domesticity
The setting of the first two films and of part®imple Mens Hartley’'s

hometown, Lindenhurst — a small, middle-class andtiy white town on the
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southern shore of Suffolk County. Railway static@nnecting to the Long
Island Railroad) feature repeatedly in the filmgnsying the everyday need for
travel and border-crossing in the commuter-classneanity. Work, in small
garages, bars, cafés and factories, is portrayadglamorous but occasionally
rewarding. In general, ‘hands-on’, blue-collar labe celebrated in ways that
white-collar, ‘metropolitan’ work is not: Josh irhe Unbelievable Trutand
Matthewin Trustdraw respect and admiration for their mechanicpkeetse (in
engine maintenance and electronics repair, resedgti while the executive
commuters who alight at the stationTirustare figures of banal conformity,
dressed nearly identically in brown suits. Profasai life and domestic life alike
are often defined in terms of drudgery and frusttatmbition — a detail
emphasised in Hartley’s plangent, repetitive sctres

The tone of melancholy and discontent that charaetethe Long Island
features echoes certain social anxieties abouttfien’s economy and image in
the late 1980s and early 1990s, as suggested bytsep the local and national
press. With the national recession extending td\&m York region and much of
the Northeast, Long Island started to record anfalleal-estate market, a drop in
consumer spending, and a rise in unemployment eldpments virtually
unknown to the local economy of the 1980s, in whiohse prices soared and
job creation exceeded that in New York City.ong-term regional problems
relating to the strained transport infrastructurd s waste disposal were cited as
factors accelerating the slumibThe Island’s biggest employer during the 1980s,
the aircraft manufacturer Grumman Corp, was finetiyght out in 1994, having
made a series of dramatic layoffs in the precedign year$s

An emphasis on such economic concerns is one falent features of
Hartley’s early filmsTrustin particular makes frequent allusions to
unemployment and poverty, offering an image of L&signd far removed from
its popular characterisation as the prosperouswastsuburban mecca’ with a
history of ‘old money’ and stately living of therid portrayed in F. Scott
Fitzgerald’'sThe Great Gatsb§1925). The film introduces the theme of

12 The scores for these films (and for all of Harieyther films beforéenry Foo) were written
under the director’s pseudonym, Ned Rifle.

13 See Philip S. Gutis, ‘After a Decade of Expanslah, Economic Bubble BurstsNew York
Times 24 August 1989, p. B2.

% Gutis, ‘After a Decade of Expansion’, p. Al.

!%1n 1987, Grumman announced its plans to cut 1ggfployees from its Long Island
workforce; barely one year later another 2,300 jobee lost. See Philip S. Gutis, ‘Grumman to
End 1,500 Jobs on L.I.New York Timesl7 January 1987, p. 33; Gutis, ‘Grumman Saysilt W
Reduce Jobs by 2,300New York TimeslO March 1988, p. B3.
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subsistence through a song that plays over theirngperedits and features the
lyrics, ‘We’ve been workin’, we've been swingingege hammers a long time ...
And all I've got to show at the end of the dayasia’ bones.’ The film’s two
protagonists, Maria (Adrienne Shelly), a teenageo Was dropped out of high
school, and Matthew (Martin Donovan), an educatetiguixotic young man
who lives with his father, lead lives of hardstspgrifice and disappointment.
Having left behind a stereotypically ‘teenage’ vaoolf high school, malls,
chewing gum and gaudy clothing, Maria gets a lova-pab at an industrial
workshop. Matthew, working at a computer factorpresses his disapproval of
the managerial policy to cut costs at the expehsgality through acts of
aggression: punching boxes, breaking equipmenpattthg his boss’s head in a
vice. In broad terms, Matthew embodies the Mamustcept of the alienated
worker, labouring with no control over the futurgewof the product he makes,
and reduced to performing a repetitive task inapction-line system that shuts
down the human capacity for creativity and inggnui¥hen Matthew does
exercise his specialist knowledge and forethouglbtring to the attention of his
boss the factory’s ongoing manufacture of a faciltguit board, he is calmly told
that ‘highly qualified people’ have made the demisio continue manufacture of
the piece and that he must trust in their judgemdatthew’s subjugation by
‘alien’ forces (one of the defining tenets of capgm, according to Marx) leads
to frustration, anger and violent®.

Although Matthew articulates a highly individuaigsattitude towards
mass production and, by extension, to mass culbherés not unaffected by
society and its conventions. For instance, Mattsantolerance of television,
which he considers to be ‘the opium of the mas&esariant on Marx’s
notorious remark that ‘religion is the opium of theople”), is gradually eroded
as he attempts to become a ‘respectable membeciety, taking a job he hates
in order to prepare for a life with Maria. At hswest ebb, Matthew explains that
television ‘deadens the inner core of my beingy-wich he means that it
makes life more bearable (see figure 1). Here igl@vis seen to effect what
Roger Silverstone calls ‘an anti-politics of witadral from the public spheré®.

This association of television with conformist datety and intellectual and

'8 For an introduction to Marx’s writings on alieratj see David McLellariarl Marx: Selected
Writings, second edition (Oxford: Oxford University Pre3800). This book lists several
sections pertaining to Marx’s theories of alienatio the contents.

" Karl Marx, ‘Towards a Critique of HegelRhilosophy of Rightintroduction’, in David
McLellan,Karl Marx: Selected Writingsp. 72.

'8 Roger Silverstonélelevision and Everyday Lifeondon: Routledge, 1994), p. 69.
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moral anaesthesia is not uncommon in suburb fifhikowever, inTrustit is
significant that the character who embodies theb@ation (if only for a short
period) is the intellectual male. The genderingadsive domestic consumption
as male is a distinctive detail in Hartley’s film.

Maria, though she too holds down a tedious daydoles not experience
the ennui and resignation that unexpectedly affieletthew. While Matthew is
quick-tempered, cynical and defensive, carryinguadgrenade at all times in
case of some ill-defined emergency, Maria is tholugland observant. It is
Maria who moves beyond the familiar reality of demestic life to investigate
the case of a kidnapped baby, assuming the covediy ‘male’ role of
detective and following a series of clues to trdolvn the criminal and effect the
safe return of the baby to its mother (see figyre&Stnilarly, Audry inThe
Unbelievable Truthwho is also played by Hartley regular Adriennel8h
leaves her suburban family behind when she emhgriis a modelling career.

If, as David Morley argues, in conventional criteguof suburbia only men dream
of adventure and escape from the daily routinelemitomen embody social
constriction, thefrust along withThe Unbelievable Trutloffers an alternative
vision of suburban communify.In both films, the female protagonists pursue
romantic and professional ends that position thataide the norms of behaviour
dictated by their families and society in genelrakhis respect, Hartley’s films
oppose a large number of more popular exampldseasuburb film such ahe
Truman ShovandAmerican Beautyin which mobility is chiefly gendered male.

In contrast tar'he Unbelievable TrutandTrust Simple Mercentres on

Figure 1

Matthew succumbs to the
passive pleasures of
television inTrust©
Channel Four Films

19 See, for exampl&he Truman ShoandSubUrbia In the latter film, we see in an early scene a
character’s mother watching a shopping channeleailomer bedroom; the programme is
advertising a ‘spiral relaxation lamp’.

% David Morley,Home Territories: Media, Mobility and Identifzondon: Routledge, 2000), p.
130.
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the quest-like journey of two men, travelling frdew York City to Long
Island. As they search for their father, a radpitical activist who has recently
escaped from jail, brothers Bill (Robert John Byr&ed Dennis (Bill Sage)
move through the strangely depopulated spaceshoirlsan and rural Long
Island: an empty café in Lindenhurst; a seriesan§ pgarages and wide, even
roads in eastern Suffolk County; and a harbounénllage of Sagaponack in
the Hamptons. In its foregrounding of a journeyra@we in which the physical
journey through space serves to reflect the psygicdl journeys of the (male)
protagonistsSimple Mendentifies itself with the road movie. Both Bilhd
Dennis change and grow as a result of their joumigyLong Island. While Bill
Is cured of his bitter misogyny, his faith in loged women restored by local
restaurant owner Kate (Karen Sillas), Dennis unaesa transition from earnest
philosophy student to agent of seduction, as leegts to win over Elina (Elina
Léwensohn). But if Hartley makes use of some ofdbweventions of the road
movie, his approach is far from typicalMost significantly, the film rejects the
tropes of distance and mobility so central to therg. Indeed, the actual
business of travel — via the Long Island Railroad an motorbike — is largely
elided in the editing process; as Jonathan Romrgea,Simple Mens ‘an
analysis of the premises of the road romance’ iiclwthere is ‘precious little
road’ ? While road movies such &asy Ride(1969),Vanishing Poin(1971)
andThelma and Louis€l991) make frequent use of travelling shots that

emphasise the freedom of the individual away frociety, Simple Merfavours

Figure 2

Moving beyond the
domestic: Maria assumes
the role of detective in
Trust© Channel Four

. Films

%L For a discussion of the road movie and its difiem@ntexts and incarnations, see Steven
Cohan and Ina Rae Hark (ed3.he Road Movie Bogkondon: Routledge, 1997) and David
LadermanDriving Visions: Exploring the Road Mov{@ustin: University of Texas Press, 2002).
For a detailed discussion 8fmple Merand its relationship to the road movie, see LeBlegr's
PhD thesis, ‘The Repetition of Difference: Margitabnd the Films of Hal Hartley’ (University
of Newcastle upon Tyne, 2000), pp. 195-211.

%2 Jonathan Romney, ‘Right Road, Wrong Traddéw Statesman and SocigdyNovember 1992.
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inverts the generic norm, featuring a simple rega:guitar motif rather than the
‘vigorous music soundtrack’ that David Ladermamiifees as a central
component in many road movigsThe narrative focus is on the gradual
assimilation of Bill and Dennis into the bucolicnamunity headed by Kate,
whose house the brothers stay in. The small commisiroubled by familial
discontent: Kate is scared of the return of heycpstic’ ex-husband, and the
town sheriff (Damian Young) discusses with anyomm®will listen his painful
problems ‘at home’. As iifthe Unbelievable TrutandTrust the main characters
finally come to find a measure of peace and hajpein the small-town

community, despite its frustrations.

Class and Criminality

One of the most distinctive, and marketable, festwf Hartley’s Long Island
films is the centralisation of strange criminaligity.>* Crime is a constant in all
three films, often serving to move the narrativeMard and create unusual
emotional tensions. A sense of absurdity and dysiom attends nearly every
crime and criminal, from Maria’s accidental killirg her father by way of an
angry slap infrust to the escape from prison of a baseball shortsto@d
radical activist irSimple Mento Josh ifThe Unbelievable Truthmprisoned for
a murder that, it emerges, he did not commit. Mesalily associated with the
American city, tabloid crime of this nature exiatsan everyday part of suburban
living in Hartley’s films, with little attempt begnmade to separate criminality
from integrity — indeed, the two often coincide.

Hartley’s films come at exactly the time when Ldselgnd was capturing
headlines in the national press for a series ofualumurders and other violent
crimes. In 1992 Long Island teenager Amy Fisher gaaw/icted for shooting the
wife of her lover Joey Buttafuoco, a case thataterd lurid speculation from
both the local and national media about Fisheiigpe life and emotional
stability. Three television movies telling the stof the ‘Long Island Lolita’

were rushed into production in late 1992, resuliing high-profile ratings war

3 David LadermanDriving Visions p. 16.

24 References to (or suggestions of) criminal agtiféfiture in all three trailers, and particularly
frequently in the trailers foFhe Unbelievable Trutfwhich includes the scene where several
characters discuss rumours about Josh’s crimir&t) pad ends with the dialogue exchange in
which Pearl tells Audry that she thinks Josh ‘seékesa nice man’ and Audry replies, ‘Think
so? | mean, after he’s killed your sister and yfatier?’) andSimple Mer(which includes

several shots of police officers, police cars drasheriff, as well as dialogue that references the
criminal past of Bill and Dennis’s father).
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between ABC, CBS and NBC, whose films were broadedhkin the space of a
few days?® Other, earlier and less famous, cases includetbb$7-year-old
Martin Tankleff, who murdered his adoptive pareagparently in protest of
household rules about the use of a family car; @3-pld Matthew Solomon,
who murdered his wife on Christmas Eve; and Cheigtson, a 17-year-old
high school student who hired a classmate to killfather® Such stories
solidified a popular perception of Long Island assatension of New York City
and provoked a good deal of soul-searching amobtgoiigures and the local
press. For some commentators, violent crime coeldttysibuted to factors such
as the economic downturn or the suburban appetiteefevision programming.
For others, the media coverage itself was symptomét consumer-capitalist
society dependent on exploitation and the distortibreality?’ In this latter
analysis it is New York City, as home to the majetworks, magazines and
newspapers, that comes to embody the most trouaipgcts of modern society
— a perception encapsulated by an article in thegllsland section of thidew
York Timesentitled ‘1987: A Year of “City” problems on L.1%

In this article the writer itemises the problernattfaced Long Island in
1987. In addition to crime of a particularly seinmadl nature (including the
cases of Cheryl Pierson and Richard J. Angeloysensuspected of injecting
several of his patients with muscle-paralysing djuthese included the lack of
affordable housing, the downturn in the manufaotyrndustry and the resultant
loss of jobs, congestion of the Island’s transgmtesystems, and an
unmanageable amount of garbage. The writer chaisesesuch problems as
‘longstanding problems of the city’, describing X% ‘the year the city came
crashing down onto suburbi@ This remark in particular makes the writer’s

% See Bill Carter, ‘Amy Fisher Story a Surprise Smias3 TV Movies’,New York Timess
January 1993, p. C11.

% Among many pieces about these crimes, see ‘Sonskccof Killing over His Parents’ Rules’,
New York Time24 April 1990, p. B4; Vicki Metz, ‘Newlywed Murdestrikes a Chord'New

York Times17 January 1988, pp. LI1, LI8; Clifford D. Maydther’s Slaying Perplexes L.I.
Town’, New York Time5 February 1986, p. B2.

" See Thomas J. Lueck, ‘Island of Lost Souls? Nofhei Talk of the Mall’New York Timg23
January 1993, p. 23. In this article, one locald ¢tslander suggests that ‘We are dealing with the
fact that we are no longer on the same economiwea in the past, and maybe that has
contributed to a sense of personal developmentdrapush people over the edge.’” A retired
professor at the State University of New York linkslence to television: ‘People in the suburbs
watch a lot of television ... They get an exaggerattse of violence, and they lose proportion.’
Another resident sees the media coverage of the Risher case as emblematic of ‘checkbook
journalism, and the ability of movie and televisigmoducers to turn real tragedy into Hollywood
fiction’.

%8 Philip S. Gutis, ‘1987: A Year of “City” Problenm L.I.", New York Time27 December
1987, pp. LI1, LI4.

2 Gutis, ‘1987: A Year of “City” Problems’, p. LI1.
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position clear: if Long Island has problems, they atributable to the urban
centre and its influence.

Antipathy of this kind between New York City and guburbs is
reflected in a range of other writings and cultymalducts, and Hartley’s films
can certainly be read in these terifise Unbelievable Trutts unmistakably
wary of the city; New York is presented here asaagof pretence, oppression
and unchecked materialism. For the teenage proistgdadry, a period spent in
the city brings home the exploitative and unfulidi nature of her new career as
a model. Living in a chic, sparsely furnished apamt in Manhattan, Audry
wearily fights off the advances of Whitbread (Dakidaly), her landlord and
agent — a man whose inflated capitalist rhetorteras both to sleazy comments
about Audry’s impressive ‘assets’ and to boastsiabaning ‘two Andy Warhol
prints’. Whitbread'’s characterisation as a yup@eamp, prospering only
through the legitimised exploitation of othersinglramatic contrast to the
characterisation of Josh, with whom Audry begimslationship at the film’s
romantic conclusion. While Whitbread is glib, og&imous and aspirational, Josh
is calm, austere and blue-collar. Whitbread is @ased with art and design: his
minimalist apartment is replete with antique-stymiture, paintings and vases —
one of which is shattered when Josh, believing gtidibe in a relationship with
Whitbread, throws a book on George Washington djindbe apartment
window. Josh, by contrast, is associated with hammdeork (he is an auto
mechanic) and the natural landscape of Long Is{hiscthouse is next to the
beach). Costuming choices further confirm the dssatifference between Josh
and Audry on the one hand and Whitbread on therotftele Whitbread wears a
leather jacket and blue-denim jeans, Josh and Aadingre to an all-black dress
code, ‘essentially the default bohemian unifornthef 1980s’, according to
Jeffrey Sconce, and suggestive of a particulaucallidentity, one characterised
by an aversion to the triviality and commerciabifymainstream fashiof?.

In these waysThe Unbelievable Trutpresents the city as embodying
consumer capitalism in its most unfulfilling andpeious form. The distinction
between the city and the suburbs is expressed miedatly in terms of class:
New York is the place of capitalist striving andppie superficiality (evident not
only in Whitbread’s equating of art with capitalitialso in his ownership of

works by Warhol, an artist often criticised for hgioverly invested in market

%0 Jeffrey Sconce, ‘Irony, Nihilism, and the New Arcan “Smart” Film’, Screen43:4 (2002),
pp. 355-356.
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culture and the business of celebtflyLong Island is the place of blue-collar
work and authentic sentiment. Although Audry’s &thvic (Chris Cooke), is
obsessed with money and deal-making, at one pespionding to Audry’s fear
of a nuclear apocalypse by saying ‘the world’sgarna end when there are so
many people out there making so much money’, laevisry different kind of
capitalist from Whitbread. Vic is a highly skilledito mechanic working in a
small garage. Unlike Whitbread, he is utterly uregrned with the accumulation
of symbolic capital; he simply wants to make moaayg ensure his daughter can
do the same. His deals with Audry concerning hangyto college (he wants her
to study communications, which he considers to gea grounding for a
successful career) express a paternal desire kaaliber his daughter’s interests.
So, although the film does not portray Long Islasduntouched by the
‘American Dream’ of economic opportunity and upwardbility — promoted
particularly aggressively by the Reagan administmadf the 1980s — it does
make a distinction between a suburban existenogeahingful (if sometimes
imperfect) interpersonal relationships and an udsdastence of individualistic
enterprise.

Simple Menthe other film in the trilogy to include charastédrom New
York City as well as characters from Long Islanédkes a similar but less
dramatic distinction between the two regions armr ttultural values or
meanings. The two brothers begin the film in Newkv@ity: Dennis, having left
school, is staying at home with his mother; Bilinghe same neighbourhood
‘working’ — that is, orchestrating the robbery of@signment of high-tech
computer equipment. The physical journey that @ithom the film frames as
the central protagonist) undertakes, from thetatlong Island, is
simultaneously a psychological journey, as mentioggrlier in relation to the
film’s use/subversion of road movie conventions.rétver, Bill's change in
character is mapped in terms of class. In a fettungcluded on the Image
Entertainment DVD release 8imple MenRobert John Burke describes his
character as a ‘two-bit criminal’ who ‘fancies hietfswvhite-collar’. Emanuel

Levy, in his review of the film, is more culturalgpecific: ‘[Bill is] an amalgam

3L For example, Warhol's 1980 exhibition at the Jémuseum in New York, ‘Jewish
Geniuses’, was criticised for exploiting the salgbof its famous subjects without coming to
terms with their cultural significance. For a briefmmary of the critical reception of this
exhibition and of the commentary surrounding thstegjing of the exhibition in 2008, see
Michal Lando, ‘Reexamining Warhol's Jew$he Jerusalem Pgs8 April 2008:
www.jpost.com/ArtsAndCulture/Arts/Article.aspx?id7883 (last accessed 10 April 2011).
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between an 1980s Reaganomics overachiever andyathWhile his
characterisation as a criminal means Bill is disgghfrom the conventional
image of the white-collar businessman, he does dgbloaracteristics
associated with the executive classes that prodpertte Reagan era. For
example, Bill says that, as part of his preparatiimn the robbery, he posed as
‘an independent contractor selling computer sofeng@signs’. Here the
character is identified with the computer industmye of the fastest-growing
industries of the 1980s and largely responsiblen@with other information
technology industries such as cable televisionjHeroverall growth of the
economy® Furthermore, Bill attempts to legitimise his cnimai activity by
offering a definition of ‘the law’ expressed in lnsss terms rather than moral

ones:

Listen, Dennis, let me tell you something aboutlé#ve The law is just a
contract. A contract between the rich people wha ewerything and the
poor people who want to take it away from them. Gbwatract says: if
you break the law and you get away with it, finet B you break the law
and get caught you gotta play by the rules andlipayrice. It's no big

moral thing.

This small speech, delivered near the beginnirthefiim, seems to establish
Bill as representative of a city culture that disets old-fashioned ideas of
morality and cedes all to the primacy of enterpris@wever, Bill's smooth,
arrogant ‘city capitalist’ persona is complicatgdHhis association with a
traditionally blue-collar activity: like Josh ifhe Unbelievable Trutthe is
skilled in auto repair. It is this characteristigyould argue, that suggests a
genuine connection (rather than just a feigned ecion relating to Bill’s bitter
plan to make a woman fall in love with him befotterow[ing] her away’) is
possible between Bill and Kate, another characso@ated with hands-on
work. Kate plants and transplants trees as a haitgyis also knowledgeable
about the crops grown in the farmland surroundieiggmall-town community.

As the film progresses, Bill is drawn to Kate ahd values of manual labour,

%2 Emanuel Levy, Simple Meh date not given:
www.emanuellevy.com/search/details.cfm?id=2393 @asessed 10 April 2011).

% For a concise overview of the development of taputer industry in 1980s America, see
Wyatt Wells,American Capitalism, 1945-2000: Continuity and Geufrom Mass Production
to the Information SociefChicago: Ivan R. Dee, 2003), pp. 126-128.
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nature and honesty (she says she does not t¢lshesembodies. Bill eventually
resolves to give up crime and stay with Kate ond.-tsfand, with the intention
of helping her establish and run a tree nursery.

Long Island inSimple Mens a place of ‘honest’ work and emotional
connection, providing an antidote to the urban wpessonified in Bill) of
materialism and deception. Here, agive Unbelievable TrutandTrust
landscape plays an important part in communicategoarticular regional
identity of Long Island and creating a sense ofggaphical place. Below | look
at the ways in which Hartley uses landscape tecetind reinforce the themes of

familial discontent and personal identity discussetthe previous two sections.
Landscape

In geographical studies, ‘landscape’ refers tontaerial form of a particular
part of land. As the geographer Tim Cresswell satggéandscape is not lived in
but viewed: ‘Landscape is an intensely visual ideanost definitions of
landscape the viewer is outside of it. This isghenary way in which it differs
from place. Places are very much things to be éefd® To a certain extent, the
filmed image of a piece of land or other topografdngity street, for example) is
always a landscape, because the camera (and spegtositioned outside of
it. But film can also invest topography with a sews place, by evoking
emotional/social realities and drawing the spectatside’ the film world by
way of particular conventions of ‘realist’ editinggrformance, and so on. Like
many other films, Hartley’s films function to evokesense of place while also
adopting a more distanced view of the local topplyyeas a series of landscapes.
Typically, landscapes in the Long Island films suggestive of strangeness
and/or desolation.

Nearly every location in the three films is chaesised by a flatness of
landscape, often emphasised in static or slowlyingpbong shot. FoSimple
Men, Hartley used a Texas location as a proxy for Listend; in an interview
with Graham Fuller, he describes the two regionsiradarly ‘flat and
nondescript® The public places visualised in Hartley’s filme aften eerily
depopulated: the garagesTihe Unbelievable TrutandSimple Menfor

% Tim CresswellPlace: A Short IntroductioOxford: Blackwell, 2004), pp. 10-11.

% Hal Hartley, ‘Finding the Essential: Hal Hartley@Conversation with Graham Fuller’, in
Collected Screenplays 1: The Unbelievable TruthsfrSimple MefLondon: Faber and Faber,
2002), p. Xxvi.
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example, attract hardly any customers; severalescerSimple Merare set in an
empty café that Dennis wrongly assumes to be clffgpde 3). InTrustexterior
shots are often both geographically flat and natate grey in tone. Such images
constitute an austere and unfamiliar landscapederseribed by Peter Rainer in
his review in the.os Angeles Timess having a ‘dead zone qualif§'This
comment captures the faintly fantastical feelingnainy of Hartley’s landscapes.
The more visually dramatic beach vistas that featapeatedly iThe
Unbelievable Trutlare also unusual and unsettling spaces. At thésfilm
conclusion, Audry stands by an empty beach witth Jagh whom she plans to
start a new life. As they embrace, Audry appareindgrs the sounds of nuclear
bombs in the distance. The soundtrack, howevetyres only the sounds of
seabirds and the surf, and the final image ofithei$ of the empty beach and
blue sky. Here individual self-doubt and anxietg lnked to the landscape
itself, and in particular to the coastline that ksathe geographical limits of Long
Island (figure 4).

A similar link between topography and emotionantity is made in
Simple MenThis is the only film of the three Long Islancferes to address the
geographical character of the region in an ovetf;®nscious way, as Hartley
himself has suggested (although | would disagrele g suggestion in the same
interview that the settings fdihe Unbelievable TrutandTrustfunction as
wholly representative American suburB5).ong Island’s geographical form is
significant at the level of the narrative: Billngnning from the law into an island
that ends in two headlands; at the end of the filismpnly chance of escape is his

father’s boat in the harbour in Sagaponack. Funtloee, two passages of

Figure 3

Depopulated public space
in Simple Mer©

American Playhouse/Fine
Line Features

% peter Rainer, ‘Trust’, p. 12.

3" Hartley suggests that ‘The whole country is costesith suburbs like [those portrayedThe
Unbelievable TruttandTrus{. Lindenhurst was incidentabimple Men.. is the only film I've
made with Long Island being integr&imple Meractually takes the topography of Long Island
into question.’ ‘Finding the Essential’, p. xxvi.
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dialogue make explicit reference to the social pimgsical limitations of the
region. Early on in the film, Bill and Dennis debathether the twenty dollars

they have between them will cover the cost of tr&wéhe suburbs:

DENNIS: Well, that oughta get us to Long Islandp'tilgou think?
BILL: How should | know?

DENNIS: I've never been to Long Island.

BILL: Yes, you have.

DENNIS: | have?

BILL: Yeah, you've been to Queens. Queens is Listand.
DENNIS: Queens is part of New York City. | don’irtk it’s really
considered Long Island.

BILL: It's part of New York City, but it'son Long Island.
DENNIS: Queens is a borough.

BILL: A boroughon Long Island.

DENNIS: A borough of New York City.

BILL: Right.

DENNIS: Long Island’s a terminal moraine.

BILL: What?

DENNIS: Terminal moraine. It's the earth depositgda receding

glacier?®

Bill later repeats Dennis’s bit of geographicaVii (with minor variations) to
Kate, in an attempt to complement her discussioragbus local details such as
the area’s agricultural history and the name ofLitveg Island hockey team.
‘Long Island’s a terminal moraine’, say Bill. ‘Itthe dirt dumped by a glacier

when it melts.” The exchange between Bill and Derseirves to establish their

Figure 4
A note of desolation? The
¥ Long Island coastline in
. the final shot ofThe
= = Unbelievable Trutt®
| Action Features

% Hartley, Collected Screenplays fop. 283—-284.
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argumentative fraternal relationship, while alstewig a comical reflection on
the peculiar social and material geography of Listend. The regional
landscape is thus evoked verbally, rather tharalised, with the term ‘terminal
moraine’ carrying a suggestion of limitation simita the image of the beach at
the end ofThe Unbelievable Truth

Hartley, Smith and Linklater: Some Parallels and Dstinctions

Like many of the films made by the low-budget inelegents who emerged in
the late 1980s and early 1990s, Hartley’s Long$lseries embodies particular
practical and financial determinants. The decistmset the first two films in
Lindenhurst was made out of necessity, accordirgeaidley: ‘I started to make
films in Long Island because that was the only @lezould make films ... Why
write a scene that takes place in Sweden when gow kou’re going to have to
shoot it in Lindenhurst?® Certainly there are many cost benefits to working
close to home, including reduced travel and locasicouting costs, and access to
an informal network of talent (actors, crew membppreducers) in the form of
friends and family. Many of Hartley’s stylistic dlees also (in part) serve the
imperatives of low-budget flmmaking. For examgles films tend to advance
the narrative through dialogue rather than expensotion sequences; also,
editing and complicated shot sequences are kephtmimum (recall the lack of
travelling shots irimple Meh These and other characteristics contribute to a
rather minimalist form of cinema that nevertheleers its own particular kind
of spectacle in the form of various authorial ‘eathrks’: stylistic motifs, themes
and characterisations that are incorporated reglgatethin and across the
features (the Long Island films and the later filrfsmong these trademarks,
some of which I discuss more fully at later poiintshe thesis, are self-
consciously ‘written’, absurdist dialogue; dialoghat is repeated, either within
or across film$? a ‘flattened’ performance style; bohemian/phildsiopl

characters; simple, repetitive scores; scenes#®n to begin very abruptly,

% Hartley,Collected Screenplays f. xxvi.

“°The line ‘The world is a dangerous and uncertéce A few odd moments of respect and
affection here and there are about as good agdif€, for example, is used in bodimbitionand
No Such Thingin Flirt, as discussed in chapter 2, dialogue from théedifirst segment is
repeated in both of the following two segments. &€uller discussion of repetition of dialogue
(and of other repetitions) in Hartley's films, seeven Rawle, ‘Hal Hartley and the Re-
presentation of RepetitiorFilm Criticism, 34:1 (2009), pp. 58-75.
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often with no establishing shdta stylised, dance-like form of choreography;
and somewhat ‘open’ or tonally complex endings.

In both their minimalist but strongly authored stgind their ‘hometown’
settings, Hartley’s Long Island features may beneated in particular to the
independent featur&dlerks(1994)andSlacker(1991), whose directors, Kevin
Smith and Richard Linklater, were beginning theireers just as Hartley was
attracting critical attention for his recognisedabd’ of authorial flmmaking.
Both Linklater's and Smith’s debut films are lowenet studies of boredom,
frustration and youthful relationships in suburhimklater’'s Slackerfollows
over 100 different characters as they drift, rdnfjk, shoot film and socialise on
the streets of Austin, Texas. By contrast, Smi@lerks which includes in the
end credits an expression of thanks to Linklatentldy, Spike Lee and Jim
Jarmusch ‘for leading the way’, is set in a siriglsation: a ‘Quick Stop
Groceries’ store in New Jersey. Smith’s suburbigheracterised by tedious,
menial labour and dysfunction. Linklater’s suburisianore bohemian. It is a
place of art, politics and amateur philosophy. &sley Speed noteS|ackeis
Austin setting, with its leafy, sun-dappled lanad arty cafés and bars, serves as
a ‘source of spatial coherence’ that ‘compensdtggshe radical nonlinear
narrative??

Both films rely heavily on dialogue, and both empém unusual and
highly ‘visible’ structuring deviceClerksdivides its scenes using conceptual
intertitles such as ‘Vilification’, ‘Purgation’ antlalaise’, which relate tonally
to the filmed actionSlackerhas no overarching narrative, moving instead in a
seemingly random fashion from one character tolerah succession. Elements
of performance style constitute a further markisfidction. The performances
in Linklater’s film are naturalistic in tone, withe texture of the dialogue —
which includes pauses, repetitions and digresstamntributing towards an
impression of verisimilitudeClerksfeatures more stylised performances: the
actors deliver their lines in a somewhat affectedtitted manner that underlines
the ‘scripted’ nature of the fiction. A similarlyedaturalised style is favoured by

Hartley, whose work apparently served as the tei@ita dialogue delivery in

“1 Most of Hartley’s films begin with such a sceng Berrettini discusses in his study on Hartley.
Berrettini describes the scenes that open filmb sisgrustandSimple Meras constituting ‘an
extreme in-medias-res element’ in Hartley’s wor&ttis likely to have a rather disorienting effect
on the viewer: ‘The contradictory feeling of sudeses is that we have missaimething-

having arrived at the theatre too late? — whilealge recognize that the opening credits are a
supposed guarantor of having not misaagithing’ Hal Hartley, p. 3.

2 Lesley Speed, ‘The Possibilities of Roads Not Talketellect and Utopia in the Films of
Richard Linklater’ Journal of Popular Film & Televisigr85:3 (2007), pp. 104-105.
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Smith’s film*3 At the level of performance in American narratoieema,Clerks
and the Long Island series function at a removen fneainstream film, which
typically aims to naturalise performances and ‘hide means of their
production® In both Hartley’s and Smith’s work, performances more
evidently constructed — although the two directargphasise this
constructedness to different degrees. Smith’saféests a mix of
stylised/affected performances (the largely norakpey, pantomime-like part of
Silent Bob) and more realist/conventional perforoen(Brian O’Halloran’s
portrayal of Dante), with all actors delivering matlistic (if often frankly sexual)
dialogue. Hartley’s casts offer performances thatraflective of a more radical
approach to performance style: nearly every adopts a flattened or
unmodulated pattern of speech, wherein all contarging from the trivial to the
sensational receives a similar tonal articulatifime dialogue itself is often
similarly stylised. For example, in one exchangé&e Unbelievable Trutllosh
speaks with Jane (Edie Falco), a waitress, absuehationship with Audry. The
conversation progresses in an absurd, circulaidashs Jane repeats her points
(‘That girl's crazy’, ‘She’s leaving town’) and Josepeats his answers (‘1 know,
but I like her’, ‘I heard’). A strong degree of Bsation, moreover, is sometimes
characteristic of the movement of the actors, wiielarly adheres to a precise
choreography in some episodes, including thoSeheaUnbelievable Truthnd
Simple Menn which a number of characters move around a himuadaintly
dance-like hide-and-seek sequence, and the daaoe 8&Simple Menin which
several characters perform a choreographed darecban in which they have
been drinking (I discuss the stylised choreograpftgn employed by Hartley in
chapter 3 and the dance sequenc®imple Menn chapter 5). Performances
characterised by overt stylisation at such levedsnaore usually associated with
European theatre and ‘Brechtian’ art-film directsugh as Godard than with
independent filmmakers, and they are an importarkrof distinction of
Hartley’s cinema, as discussed more fully in tH®feing chapter.

3 Ben Thompson relates this story in a feature onléia Linklater and Whit Stillman: ‘[Smith]
adopted a unique approach to dialogue coachinfgridis male lead a copy dfustand told

him, “Just do the lines like in this movie.” ‘THeeturn of the Talkiesindependent on Sunday
22 January 1995, p. 24.

4 As Richard Maltby argues, ‘Although acting perfamoe can draw attention to itself and
function as a separate spectacle, it more routiagyres to transparency, in the same way as
codes of editing and camerawork seek to rendersbbmas invisible. This “invisible” style of
acting imitates the expressions and the emotiotiseoveryday world, with the aim of creating a
sense of character for the audience without matkiagh consciously aware of how that sense is
created.Hollywood Cinemasecond edition (Malden, Massachusetts; OxfordcBiell, 2003),

p. 378.
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As with Hartley’s Long Island films, critical covage ofSlackerand
Clerksis far more attentive to formal characteristicsisas dialogue,
performance, narrative and cinematography thantd notions of place. Yet,
regional identity is central to the character oftb®mith’s and Linklater’s films.
Like Hartley, Smith and Linklater would develop itheoncerns with
geographical place over successive films. Smith two films,Mallrats
(1995) andChasing Amy1997), shared witRlerksa number of cast members
(Kevin Smith, Jason Mewes and Brian O’Halloran appe all three films, for
example) and the New Jersey setting; these filmie witen labelled as the ‘New
Jersey trilogy’, although many of Smith’s latenfd would be wholly or partly
set in New Jerse$. In Chasing Amya romantic comedy with an emphasis on
sex and sexuality, New Jersey is defined througjheiationship to the city. A
series of oppositions is played out between suburianere the male
protagonists, Holden (Ben Affleck) and Banky (Jakem), rent an apartment,
and New York City, where Holden'’s love interestygda (Joey Lauren Adams),
lives and works. New Jersey is mapped in termyeifyelay domesticity; New
York City, in terms of performance (the early scemehich a black character
adopts the persona of a Malcolm X-style orator,s&l/s sultry turn on stage at a
nightclub) and erotic adventure. In a similar wayhe Unbelievable TrutAnd
Simple MenSmith’s film suggests the relationship betweendity and suburbia
to be a functional, but uneasy, one. In one sddaeper (Dwight Ewell), a New
York City character, half-jokingly characteriseslén and Banky as ‘burb
things’ who ‘hate’ the ‘big scary city’. Althouglé tone of delivery in Smith’s
film is less bitter, these comments recall the moneSimple Merwhen a local
man reacts to Bill and Dennis’s announcement af thew York City origins
with a cry of ‘Big deal?

Chasing Amyalso shares with Hartley’s films an acute intenesegional
detail and character. Alyssa and Holden’s first rantof emotional connection
is mapped through the geography of New Jersey: fipdimg out that they grew
up in the same small town of Red Bank (also Smitirthplace), they list a
series of local regions and landmarks, includiregth-Town area, Sandy Hook

Bay, and the neighbourhood mall and Quickstop gsostre, this last reference

> Roger Ebert, for example, descril@fsasing Amyas the ‘third instalment in [Smith’s] Jersey
trilogy’ in his review for theChicago Sun-Timed4.8 April 1997:
rogerebert.suntimes.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article? AIR970418/REVIEWS/704180302/1023 (last
accessed 10 April 2011). TiNew York Timealso identifies the film as ‘The third in Kevin
Smith’s “New Jersey Trilogy” in a section synopse new cinema releases: ‘Film: Opening
This Week’,New York Time23 March 1997, p. H44.
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serving as an explicit intertextual link @erks as Alyssa recalls her best
friend’s involvement in an episode played out ith ifuthe earlier film?°

However, while this regionalisation of the suburlgatting is an important part
of both Smith’s film and Hartley's Long Island s3] | would suggest that there
are significant differences between the two diretewvorks, particularly in terms
of tone*’ The scene described above, along with other sdertks film,

including one where Alyssa plays the arcade garmae-blll for the first time
(‘How did you grow up on the shore and never plksesball?’ Holden asks),
relies upon a nostalgia for local place that issab# Hartley’s films. Here,
suburban experience acquires a gloss of sentimmngnticism and pleasurable
familiarity. Smith’s lateJersey Girl(2004) also adopts a sentimental tone,
offering a story of a father, Ollie (Ben Affleckpo invested in his New York
City career and the associated material benefiisdatime for his young
daughter. The film structures its narrative acawgdp the same class distinction
present inThe Unbelievable Truttbetween a blue-collar suburbia of meaningful
sentiment and a white-collar New York City of ma&ésm. But where Hartley’s
film is ambivalent about suburbia and the familgi®’s film presents a
commitment to a suburban family life as the onight’ and ultimately fulfilling
choice for Ollie. At the film’s conclusion, Ollizishes back from the city to New
Jersey, having passed up the chance for a citgicére does not attend the
interview for which he is scheduled) in order tteatl his daughter’s school play
— an action that wins over love interest Maya (Lifer) and enables the film’s
sentimental ending, as Maya, Ollie and his daugtaece to the sounds of
swelling romantic rock music.

The emphasis on sentimentality and nostalgia (§omas undercut by
frank humour or sexual language) in these self-cionsly ‘New Jersey’ Kevin
Smith films is not a feature of Hartley’s seriesitler, the Long Island films
figure an emotional mood of melancholy and angkar@cters are often defined
in terms of an anxiousness or remorsefulness dwahs to exceed any specific

narrative predicament. Audry ithe Unbelievable Trutprovides one obvious

“8 This is the memorable sceneGferksin which Caitlin (Lisa Spoonhauer) accidentallysha
(off-screen) sex with a dead man in the store batint

“"| use the term ‘tone’ here and throughout theighiesrefer to a particular quality resulting

from the interplay of various elements of a filmisual/aural character (music, cinematography,
editing, costuming, performance style, and so ad)@ntent (narrative, dialogue, and so on).
The quality of tone is one that implies the adaptiy a film of a certaimattitudeto its dramatic
material. This attitude may be identifiable, asgraied in some of the analysis of this thesis, but
it is also, as Douglas Pye argues, implicit rathan explicit in nature, and as such is always to
some extent subject to competing interpretations. ‘Blovies and Tone’, in Pye and John Gibbs
(eds.),Close-Up02 (London: Wallflower Press, 2007), pp. 1-80.
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example: despite the freedom and love she wingedfilm’s conclusion, she is
haunted still by the prospect of a nuclear apocdymSimple Mena minor
character called Ned (Jeffrey Howard) affects tkgession and demeanour of a
man undergoing a profound psychological crisis |evattributing his torment to

a fairly superficial problem: ‘It's the fucking dith assembly! It won’t stay in
gear!” (figure 5)*® Hartley’s scores, written under the pseudonym Rifie;, also
contribute to a general atmosphere of melanchaotgicilly, music inThe
Unbelievable TruthTrustandSimple Mens simple, repetitive and plangent,
irrespective of the content of the correspondirensc InTrust, for example, a
small number of similar-sounding musical refrains ased to introduce a note of
melancholy to a large variety of scenes, from Angh(Maria’s boyfriend)

ranting about his strict exercise regime and glaipotential as a football player,
to Matthew's slapstick-style fight with his fathéo,the moment when Maria
risks her life to enter a building that may be attowexplode. In a more
conventional film, this last scene, which featuresvd shots of people waiting
nervously outside the building, would have emplogagic as a way of building
tension and excitement; Hartley’s music, howewgesuggestive more of
sorrowful romance.

This tone of melancholy can be seen as relateduld suggest, to
popular ideas about Long Island’s regional iderdgyexpressed in various kinds
of cultural commentary. For example, critical wrgion Billy Joel, who grew up
in the Long Island town of Hicksville and now owseveral homes on the Island,
often centres on the theme of remorse or disappeinit that runs through his

work.*® Joel himself is frequently characterised (androfiearacterises himself)

Figure 5

Mysterious angst: Ned
wrestles with his
motorbike inSimple Men
7 g © American

- ) | Playhouse/Fine Line

Features

8 In the script foiSimple MenHartley identifies Ned as ‘a guy about thirty geald with the
words “missed opportunity” written all over his &cCollected Screenplays f. 285.

“91n a 1977 profile on Joel, for instance, the wrijgotes a ‘young follower’ on Joel’s particular
appeal: ‘His songs are really depressing, anckltlitat.” Paul Wilner, ‘Memoirs of a Piano Man’,
New York Time3 January 1977, p. 351.
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as an ‘unlikely’ rock star whose sensational sustedies his humble origins as
a hard-working, discontented Long Island nati/ a 2008\New York Times
article reviewing the final concert at the Shealfta in Queens, Dan Barry
identifies Joel as the performer best qualifietsbiog a proper song of farewell’
to the stadium, and ‘convey emotions specific ®glace’. These emotions are

summarised in a short paragraph:

The romantic idealism and the yeah-right realishe @uickness to mock
and to take offense. The need to prove oneseklibithn any Upper East
Side twit and the guilt from having conceived sadmollow ambition.

The restlessness, angst and ache of the striverLding Island of it alf*

Here, again, is the cultural distinction betweedwy and suburb, with Long Island
standing in opposition to the Upper East Side aatiregion’s associations of
high art and material wealth The sense of ‘angst and ache’ that Barry idestifie
as characteristic of Long Island is also familianf Hartley’s films, as | have
suggested above. Finally, the kind of internaliseder and resentment described
here (‘the quickness to mock and to take offenisecpmmon to many of
Hartley’s male characters, including Matthewfimustand Vic inThe
Unbelievable Truthwho starts a fight with his daughter’s boyfriefitiese
associations between Hartley’s early work and éggonal meanings of Long
Island further underline the importance of placéhis director’s films. Features
such as those described above, though also afrtn of Hartley’s later
films,>® function inThe Unbelievable TrutffrustandSimple Merto situate the
narrative within familiar cultural discourses arehgrate for the viewer a sense

of both particularity and orientation.

%0 After his induction into the Rock and Roll Hall Bame in 1999, Joel apparently said, ‘I'm
from Levittown. This is not supposed to happen &' ames Barron with Joe Brescia, ‘Just a
Caldor Guy from Levittown’New York Timesl7 March 1999, p. B2. In a 2008 interview, Joel
reprised this sentiment, saying, ‘I'm from Longalsdl ... | want them [audiences] to know how
absurd all this [success and recognition] is.” Bamry, ‘Just the Way He IsNew York Times
13 July 2008, p. AR1.
*1 Dan Barry, ‘Just the Way He Is’, p. AR1.
2 The Upper East Side features some of the mosinsigereal estate in the world. It is also
home to a large number of famous museums, incluthi@dv/ietropolitan Museum of Art and the
Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum.
3 A melancholic tone characterisemateurandNo Such Thingamong other Hartley films; the
figure of the resentful but angst-ridden male app@aNo Such Thingin the form of a monster
played by Robert John Burke.
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Hartley’s Public Identity: Marketing and Critical C overage

As mentioned in the introduction to this chapteayttéy’s status and influence
within the independent film scene increased quidendtically during these early
years of his career. Although the box office retuior The Unbelievable Truth
TrustandSimple Merwere modest, with each film making less money tihan
last, the films and their director attracted aéaagnount of attention from both
specialist and more mainstream presé@gewspaper reviews were generally
appreciative and sometimes strongly enthusiasitb, arfocus on Hartley’s droll,
distinctive dialogue, his bold visual style and higisual characters A number
of reviewers also commented on the success ofsastmh as Adrienne Shelly,
Martin Donovan and Robert John Burke in servingtldgis highly stylised
mode of filmmaking’® An emphasis on Hartley’s consistency of vision, or
‘voice’, centred much press coverage. In 19%%a York Timeereview declared
that Hartley could soon join ‘The small circle aily significant American film
makers, among them Martin Scorsese and Woody Allefhis associative
assignation of auteur status was formalised inracl@by Andrew Sarris, the
‘father of American auteurism’, in which he outlgnEartley’s formal and
philosophical consistencies and ‘adopts’ Hartlepas of American independent
cinema’s few true auteurs.

Hartley’s auteur identity was also central to pnemotion of the films by
Miramax (who distributed’he Unbelievable Trujland Fine Line (who
distributedTrustandSimple Meh In each of the trailers for Hartley’s Long
Island films, the words ‘a film by Hal Hartley’ apar in large white capitals
against a plain black background. This title appeathe very end of the trailer

for The Unbelievable Truttslightly earlier in thérusttrailer, and much earlier

** The box office returns were as follovithe Unbelievable Truft$546,541 (see
www.imdb.com/title/tt0100842/business, last accedse April 2011);Trust, $356,122 (see
www.imdb.com/title/tt0103130/business, last acceds® April 2011);Simple Men$141,554
(see www.imdb.com/title/tt0105411/business, laseased 10 April 2011).

%5 See for example Michael Wilmington, ‘Simple Mep!,14; Caryn James, ‘Applying 1950’s
Cool’, p. C11; Rita Kempley, “Unbelievable TruthFresh-Faced FarcaVashington Post
August 1990, p. G1.

%6 Caryn James, for example, writes, ‘Martin Dono{as Matthew) [inTrus{ knows how to
make Mr. Hartley’s pared-down, stylized dialogugress the essence of his character.” ‘Trust’,
p. Cl16.

>" John J. O’Connor, ‘Some Loners Struggle with Lane Survival’New York Time22
January 1992, p. C13.

%8 Andrew Sarris, ‘The Care and Feeding of Auteursisiing Hal Hartley’ Film Comment29:1
(1993), pp. 66-68.
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in theSimple Mertrailer, where it is preceded only by the Fine Liveatures
name/logo and a selection of shots from the filopsning robbery scen8imple
Men's status as an auteur film is further underlingdie appearance at the
trailer's conclusion of a title that reads, ‘frohetdirector of “The Unbelievable
Truth” and “Trust™. The production notes for thaeée films are similarly
invested in notions of authorship. While the ndtesTrustandSimple Merput
the emphasis on certain formal innovations, sudheastylised photography and
distinctive dialogue (also featured strongly in ttalers), as well as the actors
and their performances, the notesTae Unbelievable Trutbinderscore the
financial and logistical trials of the productioropess. Stories highlighting the
lowness of a film’s budget and the cost-saving vrations of a determined
director serve as useful marketing devices forrithstors of small, off-
mainstream films lacking in stars. As Michael Zvi¥ean notes, the budget
figure itself can become, with the right marketisgmething of a ‘discursive
fetish object, a means of concretizing a nebul@sshetic quality (honesty, truth,
vision)’.>® Production details, including the budget figume, part of the process
by which a filmmaker is individualised and persased, and made amenable to
marketing and media commentary; as Christine Vactutes, the kind of
filmmaker who succeeds in getting his or her déimtmade and talked about is
often ‘Someone who acquired fifty credit cards aad each of them to the limit.
Someone who used film they stole while being a petidn assistant at the
Today Show?® Hartley is framed in exactly these terms in thedpiction notes
for The Unbelievable Truthilhe notes start with an account of Hartley’'s
exploitation of an offer on low-interest computeahs, and go on to discuss the
investment in the film by Jerome Brownstein, Harfdeboss at the TV company
for which he was working; Hartley’s petitioning wdrious family members to
make available their homes as shooting locatiomstke production itself,
which involved shooting scenes in relatives’ ‘bamids and kitchens and
generally [turning] their lives upside dowft’.

Another important facet of Hartley’s authorial iy or persona as it is
constructed in the press notes and in press coxésdgs regional identification.

As with Smith and Linklater, Hartley’'s status asative’ of the region in which

%9 Michael Z. Newman, ‘Indie Culture: In Pursuit b&tAuthentic Autonomous Alternative’,
Cinema Journal48:3 (2009), p. 19.

%0 See Christine Vachon with David Edelsteiooting to Kill: How an Independent Producer
Blasts Through the Barriers to Make the Movies TWatter (New York: Quill, 2002), p. 129.
%1 Hal Hartley in the Miramax production notes fdre Unbelievable Trutlp. 2.
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he sets and shoots his films is emphasised thrpratuction stories and various
biographical details. The notes fbine Unbelievable Truttior example, mention
that Hartley struck a personal deal with variousifg members ‘to let the
production use their homes in Lindenhurst, wherglefawas raised® In the
Trustproduction notes, a list of the Long Island locasiesed (the Lindenhurst
train station, Smithtown, Huntington) is featurecconjunction with a story
about the searching of the Island for suitable maevhich to shoot the interior
scene$® Profiles on Hartley are similarly characteriseddoyattention to Long
Island as a background to and a basis for his wanlarticle in theVillage Voice
is particularly emphatic in this regard, offeringedlection on Lindenhurst’s
local character (a ‘weather-beaten commuter comtyitthiat is ‘geographically
and mentally close to Levittown’) and describingtigy as Lindenhurst’s
‘native son’ and ‘first auteuf? This piece is also illustrative of a further, tetd,
theme running through coverage of the directort dfi@ultural identity.
Common to several profiles is the suggestion thatlely has in some way
‘overcome’ a blue-collar suburban background ineotd become a successful
film artist. In theVillage Voicearticle, the writer asks how a ‘kid from such an
environment [Lindenhurst] find[s] Godard’ when tlast foreign film to play
there wasCrocodile Dundegthe author’s answer is, ‘by getting out [to
Manhattan]’. A 1992 piece entitled ‘Suburban Gulerrrelates a similar shift in
cultural identity, in this case drawing on more leifly class-based terms. Here,
the ‘sophisticated’ design of Hartley’s TriBeCa ap®nt and the director’s
associations with Godard and Bresson are set insiign to a Long Island
culture that Hartley has not quite succeeded miggbehind: ‘when he speaks,
his Long Island accent comes through, and it fldetsyou’re talking to a
security guard at a mafi® If, as | have argued earlier in this chapter, atyxi
about the city and its particular cultural valugsn important element dhe
Unbelievable TruttandSimple Menthen press coverage such as this takes the
opposite and more culturally familiar stance, pnéisg the city as a place for the
realisation of suburban dreams.

The city features as an important setting in mainitartley’s later films,
and in the early short film&mbitionandTheory of Achieveme(ttioth 1991),
although it is most often characterised in distinatmbivalent terms. Hartley’s

%2 The Unbelievable Truthroduction notes, p. 2.

%3 Trustproduction notes, p. 4.

® Alex Patterson, ‘Stranger thamuth', Village Voice February 1990.
% Bob Morris, ‘Suburban Guerrilla’ Hlle?], October 1992, p. 171.
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next two features, the absurdist thrillemateur(1994) and the tripartite

romantic dramdlirt (1995), use city settings in an effort to evokegdlobalised
reality of modern life. This movement away from sthian Long Island settings,
and also from a certain type of ‘local’, familiataaina, may be seen as one reason
for Hartley’s reduced visibility in the later stagef his career. Certainly the
‘hook’ provided by Hartley’s regional identificandbecame less easy to exploit
when the director began working in New York Citydasther urban locations
such as Berlin and Tokyo (although some writtercgsestill identified the
director with Long Island in the late 1990s and@$f). Thus, while Hartley’s
influence on independent filmmakers of the 1990s alaservable in a number of
low-budget films about youthful suburban life, indingClerks Spanking the
Monkey(1994), and the Long Island-sete Brothers McMullei1995), his own
films of the later 1990s often attracted littletical attention. A consideration of
the distinctly marginal, and perhaps surprisinggrapch adopted by Hartley to
the development of his career at both the indusind textual level forms a

central part of my discussion AmateurandFlirt in the following chapter.

% See for example Emanuel Levy, ‘Long Island’s Raatreate’, pp. 191-197; Choire Sicha,
‘An llluminated Expat’,Los Angles Timed.3 May 2007, p. E3 (this interview includes a
photograph of Hartley with the caption ‘Long Islanaly’).
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2

New Horizons: Amateur(1994) andFlirt (1995)

Hartley followed his critically successful Longdsid series withmateur a film
judged by many critics and commentators (and apglgrthe film’'s theatrical
distributor, Sony Pictures Classics) to hold thenpise of ‘breaking through’ to a
broader audience and increasing the director’ ®iityi on the American
independent scerfeThese judgements were based on the film’s presemte
positive reception at several high-profile filmtigals, including Cannes and the
New York Film Festival, and on certain textual ques, relating in particular to
the film’s generic identity as an action/gangskeiller.? Despite receiving a far
greater number of mixed and negative reviews thamly of the Long Island
features Amateurdid outdoThe Unbelievable TrutirustandSimple Merat

the box office, taking over $750,00@owever, if it is the case thAmateur
offers certain qualities usually associated with ttore commercial end of the
independent spectrum, then another important ctersiic is the film’s novelty,
in the contexts both of Hartley’s preceding workl af contemporary
independent cinema in general. The filntl be seen to distinguish itself in
particular at the level of place. | charactedseateurin this chapter as marking
the beginning of a shift in Hartley’s filmographway from themes of localness
and family and towards themes of globalisation soxlal fragmentation. This

shift reaches a conclusion in Hartley’s most redeature Fay Grim(discussed

! According to an article iariety, Sony Pictures Classics had ‘high hopes’Aatateur which
they planned to distribute to regions (such asvttavest) previously ignored by Hartley's
distributors. John Brodie, ‘Sony Classics Adds @etaof Pix to '94—95 Release SkeW ariety,

13 June 1994, p. 7.

2 A feature omAmateurin the Christian Science Monitassuggested that the showing of the film at
the New York Film Festival (in which Hartley hadtqeviously featured) raised the director’s
reputation ‘another notch’ and marked the momergwhial Hartley’s career turned a corner’
(David Sterritt, ‘A Filmmaker’s Take on the Natw€ldentity’, Christian Science Monito5
April 1995, Arts p. 12). IVariety, John Brodie reported thAmateurwas ‘well-received’ at its
first screening at Cannes 1994, and that a ‘batitfel’ for the acquisition of the film was taking
place between New Line, Samuel Goldwyn and Mirafiaxdie Battle Fierce for a Few’,
Variety, 16 May 1994, p. 1). A reviewer for thgashington Timespeculated thakmateuts
‘whole wild plot, which mocks the action genre sigely at points, seems concocted to draw a
new audience into Mr. Hartley’s forum’, and conaddhat Hartley is ‘reaching a broader
audience than ever before’ (Brian Fannin, “Amatdbirector Gets It Aimost Right’,
Washington Time®3 June 1995, p. C17).

% The generally negative reviewsAfateurinclude Peter Rainer, ‘Thriller “Amateur” Shoots
Mostly Blanks’,Los Angeles Time49 May 1995, p. 8; and Rita Kempley, “Amateuih
Action Thriller That Lost Its Way'Washington PosR3 June 1995, p. FO7.

“ Box Office Mojdists the domestic total gross as $757,088:
www.boxofficemojo.com/movies/?id=amateur.htm (lastessed 14 April 2011).
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in chapter 4)Flirt, the other film covered in this chapter, is chtgased by a
sense of fragmentation at the levels of both gptimd narrative, relating a
similar story about flirting and infidelity in theeseparate segments, each with its
own setting and characters. Here Hartley offers@ndtly marginal and
sometimes quite radical take on the low-budget rimmarama — with the result
of a limited theatrical distribution.

Both AmateurandFlirt feature a kind of dialogue and performance style
that is broadly consistent with that featured ia éarlier Long Island films (and
indeed in all of Hartley’s feature films). Actord@pt a non-naturalistic style of
movement and facial expression, performing dialapa¢is often ‘flat’ in tone
and absurd or repetitive in composition. Otheristigl features by now familiar
in Hartley’s work include a precise attention tarfring and compaosition within
the frame, and the use of non-conventional edpisterns, ranging from the
slightly offbeat (the two-shots iimateurthat show two characters facing not
each other but the camera) to the more radicadlgrainting (the dramatic jump-
cuts in the ‘New York’ section d#lirt). All such effects contribute, to different
degrees, to a sense of self-conscious artificialitgesign that distinguishes the
films from their more mainstream counterparts kalgh similar formal
flourishes may also feature on occasion within Aetiod cinema, especially if
‘motivated’ in terms of a character’s experiencenantal staté.

At the level of content and thenf&mateurandFlirt depart in several
significant ways from the preceding features, whilkgintaining a broad
emphasis on troubled romance and cultural ider@itye important development
Is the movement from suburban or semi-rural locetim urban locations:
Amateuris set in lower Manhattaiflirt is set in New York City, Berlin and
Tokyo. Related to this shift in setting is the attuction of the theme of
globalisation into Hartley’s film world. Both filmsn their narrative design and
in many of their formal features, betray an acaoterest in international
exchange and mobilitAmateurtakes the more ambivalent view on
globalisation, investing several sympathetic chiaracas well as New York City
itself with a strong sense of ‘Europeanness’, wait® charting the pernicious
influence of powerful multinational corporations society and the individual.

Political issues do not featurehiirt, whose examination of cosmopolitan city

® The film played at just seven theatres at the stigeint of its release:
www.boxofficemojo.com/movies/?id=flirt.htm (last@ssed 14 April 2011).
® | discuss the concept of motivation more fullyetain the chapter.
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life is focused more tightly on individual romantiationships. Globalisation is
here in the background of the narrative: each sagimen account of the
reaction of a ‘flirt’ to the news that their lov@f a different nationality, in the
case of the ‘Berlin’ and ‘Tokyo’ segments) is leayito work abroad for six
months.

Certain conditions associated with globalisatsuch as the derestricted
flow of labour and capital between nations, are alscentral importance to
Flirt’s production history — a fact emphasised withia dregesis through the
brief appearance of Hartley himself, who plays anefican director (called Hal)
producing a film (calledFlirt) in Tokyo. Berlin and Tokyo were, according to
Hartley, chosen as shooting locations because thesethe cities from which
funding was most readily availadi@hese segments, completed some time after
the original short film calleélirt (1993), were funded by Pandora
Filmproduktion in Germany, and Nippon Film Develogm & Finance in Japan,
along with money from Hartley’s own production caany, True Fiction
Pictures. Both of the foreign companies specialisgaroviding investment to
independent or ‘artistic’ projects based in Europ&merica’ Pandora
Filmproduktion, the larger of the two operationagdhbeford-lirt, invested in
several other high-profile American auteur-projettsluding Jim Jarmusch’s
Night on Earth(1991) andDead Man(1995).

Overseas investors such as these representedathe alternative to the
traditional domestic system, and many independenirfakers in the 1990s took
the option of pursuing initial, additional or evierl production funding from
foreign, and especially European, film industri@serseas companies were often
smaller, more financially independent and less-agérse than their American
equivalents, and were likely to invest in a langember of more unconventional
or radical projects (particularly if such projebtsd ties, in terms of style or

personnel, with an apposite national cinéa\ number of international co-

"It is likely that Hartley would have been recogtite to many independent film fans by this
point in his career, considering the large numiideatures and interviews published as part of
the press coverage of the Long Island films Ansateur

8 Hartley, ‘Introduction: Actually Responding’, Fiirt (screenplay) (London: Faber and Faber,
1996), pp. xii—Xxiii.

° Nippon Film Development & Finance provided finaneéiowards EncandThe Crying Game
(both 1992), among other British and internatiditals. According to its founder, Michiyo
Yoshizaki, the company made investment decisionthetasis of the strength of a film’s script,
and the commitment and passion of the director.J8aana Coles, ‘A Yen for MoviesThe
Guardian 14 May 1993, p. 4.

19 Of the five films made by American filmmakers tfatndora Filmproduktion supported in the
period 1985-1995, for example, thr&ovn by LawNight on EarthandDead Mar) were
directed by Jim Jarmusch. Jarmusch'’s films, withirtelow pacing, minimalist characterisation
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production markets, such as CineMart in Rotterdamgtioned to facilitate
financing deals between American filmmakers andpean parties: in 1995, the
yearFlirt was completed, ten American directors were invite@ineMart,

where they enjoyed free accommodation and contilethwgh-level executives
from various European media comparfieBurther funding, sometimes of a
quite substantial order, was available in the fofraubsidies. Richard Linklater,
for example, was granted about one-sixth of theexe budget foBefore
Sunrisg(1995) by the Vienna Film Financing Fund, in exdygfor hiring a
mostly Austrian crew and an Austrian co-produ@er.

Whether the adoption of such overseas fundinghgerments was
inspired specifically by developments in the homguistry is open to question.
Certainly the early years of the 1990s had witnésggnificant changes in the
American independent sector that had implicatiengifmmakers and
production and distribution companies alike. Theaordinary box-office
success of a few low-budget films in the late 19803 early 1990s, such sex,
lies, and videotap&l989) andrhe Crying Gamé1992)!° elevated the
commercial profile of independent cinema to a paihére the Hollywood
studios started to take an interest; as a resdkpendent distributors faced
increasing competition from major distributors, where able to muster far
larger acquisition offers. In 1993, when HartleyswmaakingAmateur the
independent production—distribution companies Ma&rand New Line were
incorporated into major conglomerates (Miramax asght by the Walt Disney
Company, New Line by Ted Turner’s Turner Broadcastystem, which
merged with the Time—Warner conglomerate in 1986yporate ownership
meant a large increase in financial resourcesuoh sompanies, who soon came
to dominate the market, in terms of both acquisgiand distribution. The year
1994 saw Miramax'®ulp Fiction with box-office takings of over $107 million,

become the first ‘independent blockbuster’, a nbilee taken by many to

and narrative obliqueness, exhibit strong ties \Eitlnopean art cinema in general and with the
German auteur Wim Wenders in particular, and finfartably into a production/distribution
slate that includes films by Wendetsspon Story, Aki Kaurisméaki ( Hired a Contract Killer
Take Care of Your Scarf, Tatjamad others) and Michael Hanelgeany’s Videp

! See Amy Dawes, ‘Romancing the CoiMariety (Special Section: American Exhibitor and
Screening Guides), 24 February 1995.

12 See Dawes, ‘Romancing the Coin'.

13 s, lies, and videotapenade on a $1 million budget, took over $24 millat the North
American box office (www.boxofficemojo.com/moviegf2sexliesandvideotape.htm, last
accessed 14 April 201Iyhe Crying Gaméook over $62 million
(www.boxofficemojo.com/movies/?id=cryinggame.htastl accessed 14 April 2011).

55



epitomise the commercialisation of an independer@noa once valued for its
autonomy**

The development of a more commercial and necégsaore risk-averse
kind of independent cinema — sometimes referrestondiewood’ — throughout
the 1990s and into the 2000s has not necessatdjlexha corresponding
narrowing of the space within the industry for maadical independent
productions, as Geoff King points out. The oppaitas for such films to gain
significant investment and distribution were linditeven before the entry of the
major studios into the sector. Provocative, innweaand disturbing low-budget
features continue to be made, in consistently smatibers:> However,
filmmakers working in the later years of the 199%] in the 2000s, have been
able to take advantage of particular opportuni@iher unavailable or less
readily available in earlier years) offered by @eas financing and digital video
technology (other opportunities, of course, haveobee less readily available,
one important example being public fundif)gHartley has exploited both these
opportunities in his efforts to maintain a careeaa independentfie Book of
Life andThe Girl from Mondayvere both shot on D\Fay Grimwas shot on
high definition DV). Hartley’s own comments seenstggest that the industry
became less receptive to his idiosyncratic styl@mimaking in about 1994 or
1995, when ‘Suddenly everything started homogegimmore and more’ and
producers and distributors put an increasing emglugisthe need for films to

resemble previous box-office succesSadowever, if the industrial context of

1% The producer James Schamus (according to Petdn@)states: ‘Suddenly [as Miramax
achieved success in the early 1990s] you neededhpany that could handle those kinds of
releases. You needed enough people to book thogesnto collect the money from the theatres
... and then the morning after, whBalp Fictionis off-screen, be thinking, Now, what's the next
hit? The independent film business became a hihbss, just like Hollywood.’ Biskindpown

and Dirty Pictures: Miramax, Sundance, and the Risldependent FilnffiNew York: Simon

and Schuster, 2004), p. 194.

!> See Geoff Kinglndiewood, USA: Where Hollywood Meets IndependémeBa(London:;

New York: I. B. Tauris, 2009), pp. 273-274.

'8 Funding from the National Endowment for the ARKEQ) for the American Film Institute
(AFI), for example, came to a stop in 1995. SeeViig Seeds: NEA’s Support for Independent
Filmmaking through AFI and SundancBlEA Arts(newsletter), 1 (2009), p. 13:
www.nea.gov/about/nearts/story.php?id=p13-sowing8és-2009_v1 (last accessed 4 April
2011). The producer Ted Hope, citing this cut indimg by the NEA, claimed in an article
published in 1995 that ‘Public funding options alidout non-existent’. See ‘Indie Film is Dead’,
Filmmaker 4:1 (1995), p. 56.

17 Justin Wyatt, ‘The Particularity and Peculiarifyal Hartley’, Film Quarterly, 52:1 (1998), p.
5. In this interview, Hartley contrasts the attesdf industry executives in the early 1990s with
the attitudes of the same figures in 1995: ‘you M@et approached by perfectly intelligent
producers and distributors who might want to gige ynoney and a couple of years before they
told me, “OK, do your thing!” ... Just two years lgtg was more like, “Don’t do quite your
thing, can you do your thing but make it a littieihore like these movies that did business last
year ... [ellipsis in the original] we have the figsrright here.”
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Hartley’s work began to change at this point, thiantley’s work itself also
began to develop in new directions, moving awaynfroany of the tropes that
characterised his well-received earlier featureis. this combination of
industrial factors and artistic development, | wiliggest in this and later

chapters, that has resulted in a reduction in Nitsilbor the director.
Form and Narrative: Flirt

In an interview conducted a few days before the Acae release oAmateur
Hartley made several criticisms of his own filmdadentified his sense of
dissatisfaction as contributing towards the conoepaf Flirt, for which filming
had recently been completed: ‘Wimateur | got fat in some ways ... so on
Flirt | just cut right back® Other comments in the same interview suggest that
Hartley is using the term ‘fat’ to denote a lackcohstraint, particularly in
relation to formFlirt, which Hartley has since identified as contairtigbest
work, was apparently devised to redress this dafmy, imposing firm (though
not rigid) restrictions on design elements sucHia®gue and narrative.
Although all of Hartley’s previous films featuresghents of formal
experimentationk-lirt takes a more radically unconventional approaciomm f
than doAmateurand the Long Island films; to use Hartley’s terrgaia,
‘abstract notion[s] of what a “good film” is’ seengly have little relevance to
the film’s compositiorf° Given that ‘abstract notion[s] of what a “goodrfil is’
were becoming increasingly familiar, and standa&dlisvithin the independent
sector of the industry at this time, it is perhapsurprising thaklirt received a
very limited domestic distribution despite Hartleuthorial reputation, opening
on just one screen and eventually taking a litder&263,006"

AlthoughFlirt offers a number of pleasures associated with the mo
commercial kinds of 1990s independent cinema, sscafamiliar genre
framework (city romance, in this case) and the roegof attractive, youthful,
philosophical/‘arty’ characters, these conventialaments are frequently put

into the shade by the film’s more distinctive ant\gersive features. The most

'8 Graham Fuller, ‘Amateur Auteun¥/illage Voice 25 April 1995, p. 56.

9 For example, in an interview with Graham Fulleartiey states that ‘the Japanese section of
Flirt is the best work I've done’. Fuller, ‘RespondingNature: Hal Hartley in Conversation with
Graham Fuller’, irHenry Fool(screenplay) (London: Faber and Faber, 1998), p. x.

20 Hal Hartley,Flirt (screenplay), p. xvii.

1 Box Office Mojdists the domestic total gross as $263,192:
www.boxofficemojo.com/movies/?id=flirt.htm (last@ssed 14 April 2011).
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obvious of these, providing the most substantipbdeire from the norms of
independent (and mainstream) cinema, is the tiipararrative structurd=lirt
comprises three separate narrative segments. rBiyesit in New York City,
follows the efforts of Bill (Bill Sage) to resolyes romantic indecision and
commit to a relationship with either Emily, whom isesleeping with, or
Margaret, with whom he ‘got romantic’ and sharddss a few weeks
previously. The second is set in Berlin, wheres@me narrative is played out
with a number of variations: the main charactédugght (Dwight Ewell), a gay
man who, like Bill, is prompted to choose betweemmitment to his lover, in
this case a middle-aged man called Johan (DomiaitdBr), and a new
relationship, in this case with Werner (Jacob Kdajf A strong sense of
continuity between the first two sections is depeld by the use of near-identical
dialogue and a general correspondence in ternfedttucturing of scenes; in
the final section, however, these continuitiesian@any cases severely
undermined. In contrast to the opening sceneseoiNbw York’ and ‘Berlin’
sections, which feature similar/identical dialogaplete with the kind of
rhythmical exchanges and absurdities familiar fidantley’s previous features,
the first scene of the ‘Tokyo’ section is silethig trelationships between the main
characters suggested obliquely through the vanoagements and looks acted
out in a dance rehearsal. As the main charactéisrepisode, Miho (Miho
Nikaido) also faces a romantic choice: she isnelationship with Hal (Hartley)
but is also close to Mr Ozu (Toshizo Fujiwara) nfravhom she recently
accepted a brief kiss. The visual representatidhisfkiss constitutes a further
departure from the two preceding sections, in wiiehincident occurs outside
of the timeframe of the narrativé.

One of the effects of this three-part structuriéscreation of a rather
distanced or analytical position for the spectatue: beginning of each new
episode arrests the narrative and calls attentidhet constructed nature of the
film. A similar effect is created by the preseneéhin the ‘Berlin’ segment, of a
chorus-like set of minor characters who commenbDaight’s situation and also,

strikingly, on the nature of the film narrativewhich they appear:

2 There is, however, a visual re-enactment of this i the ‘Berlin’ episode, when a man asks
Dwight to describe his kiss with Werner; in respgridwight leaps forward and kisses the man
on the mouth.
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BORIS: If we can believe what he tells us, the filtmaker’s project here
has been to compare the changing dynamics of tuegien in different
milieus.

MIKE: And you don't think he’ll succeed?

BORIS: Well, it's too early to tell, perhaps. Bud,n think he will fail.
PETER: Yes, he'll fail. He already has failed. Buthis case the failure
is interesting®

This pattern of interrupted narrative continuitast as the film’s major flaw in
the review in th@Vashington Postwvhich opens with the lines: ‘Like the rattled
romantics of his new film, “Flirt,” Hal Hartley c&rseem to commit — to his
characters or to his audiences. An exercise imiiftking as opposed to
storytelling, this egocentric three-parter may hgen good for him — but it isn’t
for us.?* The suggestion here is that Hartley has crossieé aeparating
traditional, narrative-driven film from image- oesign-driven film, and in doing
so has disregarded a basic requirement for aud@easure. Such criticisms
centring on the perceived dominance of concerrisraf over concerns of
narrative have been a mark of much of the critiading surrounding Hartley’'s
output as a whole, and can be found even in pulditatraditionally receptive
to more stylistically distinctive forms of cinema.a review inSight & Sounabf
the Artificial Eye DVD release ofhe Girl from Mondayfor example, Kate
Stables comments on ‘Hartley’s regrettable decisidiorgo plotting for posing
his pretty but forgettable cast in chilly, archBnted shots while they mouth
provocative platitudes about consumeridm’.

ThatFlirt’'s emphasis on formal experimentation works agatast
popular recognition is further underlined in the@opanying trailer, which
elides many of the film’s most striking and memaedieatures. As might be
expected, examples of Hartley's trademark comicfabst dialogue feature
prominently: the first clip of the trailer, fromlate scene in ‘New York’, sees
Bill explaining his bandaged face with the lineh& by the husband of a woman
I thought I might be in love with.” At no point, ta@ver, is it suggested that
dialogue is replicated across the three narraggenents. Significant, too, is the
omission of the ‘chorus’ sequence in ‘Berlin’ arsloaof similar (if less strongly

% Hartley, Flirt (screenplay), p. 48—49.

4 Rita Kempley, ‘Menage a Blah; Arty Romance Is igriwatchable’Washington Postl8
October 1996, p. D06.

% Kate Stables, ‘The Hal Hartley CollectioSight & Sound9:19 (2009), p. 87.
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‘artificial’) sequences in ‘New York’ and ‘Tokyd® Frequent inter-cutting
between the three sub-narratives creates the isipresf a complex, multi-
stranded narrative that moves fluidly between d bbsharacters contained
within a single timeframe: a structure that, thodmiliar from more successful
independent films such &hort Cutg1993),Pulp Fiction(1994),2 Days in the
Valley(1996) andlhirteen Conversations about One Th{2§01), is rejected by
Flirt 27

This playing down oFlirt’s more unusual narrative/structural features is
unsurprising, given the degree to which they coaina existing narrative
conventions of both Hollywood and independent ciaelf) in the most popular
forms of cinema, style is generally subordinatadaative — and, moreover, a
certain sort of narrative that involves a lineaverment between a clearly
marked beginning, middle and end — tldint clearly exists at the other end of
the spectrum of possible narrative film forfi§he film’s various departures
from the norm, | would suggest, add up to a modeced kind of filmmaking
than that exhibited in any of Hartley’s other feagj or in the majority of
American independent films. A range of unconverdl@and in some cases quite
challenging features is offered; of these, the ualisarrative organisation is
particularly important in establishing the distinet‘feel’ of the film. Flirt
encourages its viewers to engage in an unusudaly degree of reflection and
recollection. Since there are no diegetic connastlmetween the narratives of the
three segments, the viewer is asked to identifgoosider certain formal
connections relating to dialogue, characterisadioth the presentation/ordering
of events (in addition to following each individualni-narrative). For example,
the operating theatre scene in ‘Berlin’ repeatsimafche dialogue used in the
corresponding scene in the previous ‘New York’ segmin both cases the
doctor asks if the patient is allergic to Novocaamel provides a commentary on

the ongoing procedure (‘Now I'm going to have tgat the Novocaine directly

% The scene in ‘New York’ has Bill ask the advicethuiee strangers in a public bathroom. Each
of the men considers the question, before spealtisgme length about both Bill's predicament
and the nature of love and relationships. In ‘Tdktlee characters offering advice are a
traditionally dressed Japanese woman, a businesawand a motorcycle chick. Again, they
each reply with an enthusiasm that seems unustlaéioontext.

%" For a discussion of multi-strand narratives ireipendent film, see Geoff Kingmerican
Independent Cinem@.ondon; New York: I. B. Tauris, 2005), pp. 84-%®r a wider discussion
of complex narratives in contemporary cinema, bee2006 special double issueFdtim

Criticism, 31:1-2 (2006).

8 This beginning/middle/end structure is sometimefineéd as an order/disorder/order or
order/enigma/resolution structure. See for exarBplean HaywardZinema Studies: The Key
Conceptsthird edition(Oxford; New York: Routledge, 2006), p. 284.
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into the wounds’) while the nurse advises the patie ‘Keep thinking about
something. Something specific.” However, a numldgramnts of difference are
also observable, within the similar patterns ofajae and direction. These
range from the obvious, such as Dwight's mid-operafantasy (he says he is
thinking about ‘Guys ... Kissing. His tongue in my atle. My mouth on his
chest’, while earlier Bill thought about ‘Girls ...ddthighs squeezing my leg.
Kissing. Her tongue in my mouth. My mouth on hezdst’), to the more subtle,
such as Dwight's more wavering and panicked toneafe.

The patterning of repetition and variation contdiimethis scene and in
‘Berlin’ as a whole, and also (in a modified form)Tokyo’, serves to call
attention to various processes that usually refmamsible’ in narrative film,
such as characterisation and narrative. Whilenbtsuncommon for independent
films to include reflexive or ‘distancing’ elementbese generally figure quite
lowly in a mix that includes many conventional ealist elements. Moreover, as
King has argued, such unsettling deviations fronnmsteeam convention are
typically motivated- that is, they relate in some way to the fictidia-world
and its characterfS.Motivation may come in many different forms, thesh
common of which being subjective experience. Imsilsuch a&eane(2004)
andPi (1998), for example, many of the more unconventiforanal devices on
display — disjunctive editing, strange sound effefast- and slow-motion, and so
on — are readable as expressions of the distudregtimusness of a main
character. This particular kind of motivation fe&ionly occasionally within
Hartley’s work; one example is the overlappinginés of dialogue iThe
Unbelievable Trutha sound effect that functions to express formallgry’s
disinterest in the domestic realities of her faatilife; another is the burst of
uncharacteristically rapid (for Hartley) editingtime final few seconds &o
Such Thingused to signify the Monster’s fading or disjotht@nsciousness.
Another sort of motivation for unusual stylisticvitges, thematic motivation, can
also be detected in a number of Hartley's filmse Righly unconventional
visual scheme ofhe Girl from Monday- which involves the frequent use of
blurring effects, split screens, tints and stilbpdgraphy — for example, seems in
keeping with a narrative that addresses the use®dfa imagery in a near-
future world. As King suggests, motivations suclihrese can function to ‘repair’

? See KingAmerican Independent Cinepzhapters 2 and 3.
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or ‘contain’ ruptures and instances of overt satlisn that would more normally
be associated with art cinema or avant-garde film.

Part of the distinctly experimental characteFhift, and surely one of the
reasons for th#Vashington Po& unenthusiastic review (‘an exercise in
filmmaking as opposed to storytelling’), is its uxfaadical formal devices with
no clear motivation. The film’s structure of repietn, for example, has no
obvious thematic correlative within the diegesise Tain characters are not
themselves engaged in a drama of repetition offiretien (rather, the drama is
structured around a romantic choice faced by eaafagonist). Nor is there any
impression created that skills of comparative asialgr recollection are of
particular importance to the protagonists, as #reyto the viewer. It certainly
would have been possible to provide such a thematievation, perhaps through
the centring of a main character who is a writefrgading and revising a draft of
an intricate novel (artistic activity does featurehe second and third segments,
although it is distinctly marginal to the main raive; in ‘Tokyo’, for instance,
the film director played by Hartley makes only a/flerief appearances and is
never shown working on his film). Motivation mighiso have been provided in
the form of individual subjective experience. Tisishe strategy adopted by
Christopher Nolan’#ementq2000), whose highly unconventional and
reflexive narrative structure — comprising a seakesegments ordered in reverse
chronology, so that the viewer is denied knowledigehat has gone on before —
reflects the inner experience of its protagonistiaa with no short-term
memory.

Other formal features, apart from the repetitinagative structure and
use of dialogue, also seem to lack the motivatian would usually be present in
a more conventional film. In an early scene in ‘Néark’, Hartley makes use of
a series of jump-cuts, which break up a brief mogoé we would expect to be
recorded in a single shot: Bill talking wistfullypaut his illicit kiss with
Margaret. As Bill walks slowly away from the camehna delivers his lines one
by one, the edit occurring during the pause betveaah remark. This is a highly
unusual use of an editing device whose conventifumaition is to signal some
form of mental disturbance. The expression of irlial feelings of anger or
dislocation is the main purpose of the jump-cuéd thature irBuffalo 66(1998)

%0 King, American Independent Cinenya 106.
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andLymelife(2008), for examplé* A similarly conventional approach is taken
by Hartley in a scene ihhe Unbelievable Trutim which Vic finds out his
daughter has posed nude for a fashion shoot, jurtgobeing used in this case to
communicate Vic’s inner turmoil as he rips up plsodd his own daughter. The
scene irFlirt, by contrast, is characterised by Bill Sage’sdgfly quiet
demeanour and deadpan delivery. If motivation exXwt the striking editing
style here, then it is of a fairly unusual and aguabus sort (the cuts might be
held to emphasise Bill's brief detachment from ribaity of the present, for
example). Indeed, Hartley’'s use of the jump-cutlint is less easily related to
the independent film world than it is to the forfraot cinema exemplified by
Jean-Luc Godard, whogebout de souffl€1960) famously makes frequent use
of the device during a low-key dialogue scene betwie two main

characters?

The particular features discussed above podsiiwh at some distance
from the normal model of narrative film through teusual emphasis they give
to formal experimentation, often without the familgrounding of motivation.
This is not to say, however, that the film is with@gonventional pleasures, as |
briefly suggested earlier. In some wadyfst cleaves quite closely to the classical
Hollywood model, particularly at the level of thedividual narrative segments.
Each segment, for instance, is possessed of aanegporessing ‘deadline’ (the
main character is given an hour and a half in wkactlecide whether or not to
commit to his or her current partner) that drives narrative forward. The
majority of scenes serve a distinct narrative fiomgtand follow in a logical,
comprehensible sequence; ‘New York’ and ‘Tokyobatdéfer a high degree of
closure, as Bill follows Emily to Paris and Mihoasks a sleepy embrace with
Hal at the airport (the ending to ‘Berlin’ is dlit more ambiguous, as Dwight
does not commit to either of his main love intesesid ends the film staring into
the distance after a brief flirtation with a strang This broadly conventional
narrative approach may be contrasted with the @gbradopted by another

independent omnibus film, Jim JarmuscNight on Earth(1991). The film is

%1 In Lymelife jump-cuts are used to express the distress ahtie character, Scott (Rory
Culkin), as he listens to his parents arguing enrtext room, their marriage in meltdown. For a
discussion of the use of jump-cutsBoffalo 66 see KingAmerican Independent Cineira

124,

%2 For a brief discussion of Godard’s use of the juzup see David BordwelNarration in the
Fiction Film (London: Routledge, 1986), pp. 327, 328—-329. Ewek bout de souffléas in a
number of other European New Wave films, the jumproay be considered an expressive
device, functioning to convey a general mood dafradition and social dislocation. It would be
hard to read such a motivation into the jump-chiéd appear in ‘New York’, however.
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composed of five narrative segments, each setliffeaent city and each
centring on the brief relationships formed duringva ride. The narrative drive
and sense of progression that characteris€ltitesub-narratives are almost
entirely absent here: characters meet under utteuyne circumstances, form
fleeting and sometimes distinctly cool relationshiyased on brief exchanges of
dialogue, and part company when the taxi reackegestination. Quirky
observations, odd behaviour and absurd piecesatifglie define the tone in
Night on Earth as they do in many of Jarmusch’s features, aadad, many of
Hartley’s They are much less prominentfitirt, however, which is
characterised by more familiar generic materiab(tih with some unusual

resonances owing to the changes of urban setsnigdiacuss later).

Form, Genre and Tone:Amateur

If Flirt’s distinctive character is a result more of itsimas formal innovations
than of its narrative content — an impression mrdd by Hartley's own
comment¥’ — then inAmateurthis balance is quite different. Departures froe th
norms of narrative organisation and narrative setfsciousness, in particular,
are fewer and less dramatic. The approach to gemiso differentFlirt follows
many of the generic conventions associated witlidheantic drama/city
romance quite closely. The emphasis on a choicedast two possible romantic
partners, the centralisation of a dramatic evegit thanges the protagonist’s
approach to life and love (the emergency operatiam) a final moment of
romantic commitment are all features found in agreimber of independent
and mainstream romantic dramas, for examplesuch elements are sometimes
given an unconventional twist — ‘Berlin’, for exaleg, centres gay male
characters — then this gap between the film anthd@ise mainstream generic
equivalents is widened considerablyAimateur

The subversion of various action/romantic thritenventions was cast

as one of the film’s defining features in the caticommentary surrounding its

¥ Such elements are to the fore in Jarmushtystery Train(1989), for example, another multi-
part narrative with an international cast.

* According to HartleyFlirt is ‘a film that frankly admits that subject mattemot important to
me. It's the quality of attention that's importabu just take a form — and a lot of them pst
forms — but since | am filling it up with sincemgérest, hopefully the form will get interesting
and lend something to the content, and vice ve@aham Fuller, ‘Amateur Auteur’, p. 56.

% The *foil’ plot, in which a protagonist has to @se between two men or women who show a
romantic interest in him/her, is one of the fourimgalots on offer in Hollywood romantic
comedy, according to Mark D. Rubinfeld. S&@und to Bond: Gender, Genre, and the
Hollywood Romantic ComedWestport, Connecticut; London: Praeger, 2001) 33961.
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release, this broad characterisation being suppbstehe satirical-seeming
tagline (‘Accountancy, Murder, Amnesia, Torturestasy, Understanding,
Redemption’) and by Hartley’s interview commentsal1994 interview, for
example, Hartley states that ‘I wanted to avoid imglmateurinto an exercise
in genre’; he also comments that ‘a lot of theaitans in this movie strike me as
standard TV cop show stuff, but with the informatithanged. A TV cop show
made by someone who doesn’t know how to make TVsbopvs.* The title of
this interview, ‘Being an Amateur’, is emblematiceofurther theme running
through the critical material: Hartley’s ‘amatestatus as a director new to the
thriller genre. Th&Vashington Timeeview, for example, describdsnateuras
‘the appositely titled latest release from writ@redtor Hal Hartley, who, despite
his experience ... has never directed an actiondifiore’*” Graham Fuller
writes that ‘The title of the film, | hazard, reseequally to Hartley the thriller
director as it does to Thomas or Isabelle, eackhmim is tentatively making his
or her way in a new world®

Generic variation or experimentation was considenrge of the film’s
successes in the enthusiadiew York Timesview, in which Caryn James
asserts that ‘Much humor in “Amateur” comes fromntockery of suspense
movies’3* Much more common, however, was a more criticaitewhich the
film’s genre identity is judged to be problemaiitie Washington Pogeview,
for instance, opens with the lines, “Amateur”, floarth film by director Hal
Hartley, is a knowing, noirish action thriller thathalf-baked instead of hard-
boiled.”*® For theLos Angeles Time# an unfavourable notice, ‘Hartley turns
what might have been a lurid pulp thriller intoregze-dried art thing'*
Jonathan Romney offers a more expanded criticishisimeview forThe
Guardian ‘[there is] a strange disjunction of tone thaesio't quite add up. You
could read Amateur either as a wilfully nasty pie€aoir or as an absurdist
comedy, but try to put the two together and théyse to gel*?
| agree with Romney’s evaluation, which captu@sething of the

film’s strange, discomforting character (althougtolnot agree with Romney’s

% Hartley in Graham Fuller, ‘Being an Amateur’ (intew with Hal Hartley), inAmateur
(screenplay) (London: Faber and Faber, 1994),ip. xi

%" Brian Fannin, “Amateur” Director Gets It Almosidht’, p. C17.

3 Graham Fuller, ‘Introduction’, idmateur(screenplay), p. vii.

39 Caryn James, ‘The Nun, the Amnesiac, the Prostint the ThugsNew York Times29
September 1994, p. C16.

“0 Rita Kempley, ‘Amateur’, p. FO7.

“! Peter Rainer, ‘Thriller “Amateur”, p. 8

“2 Jonathan Romney, ‘Hal Hullabalo@he Guardian16 May 1994, p. T7.
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later suggestion that this tonal incongruity coraethe expense of a
political/moral conscience, an issue that | disdater in this chapté?). Clearly,
as both the positive and the negative reviews @texve suggesfmateuroffers
a highly idiosyncratic take on generic material.i\khe film includes certain
elements associated with the thriller and ganggtares, these elements are in
many cases deployed in unusual and even distuvidryg. Most obviously, the
film’s gangster protagonist, Thomas (Martin Dongvas characterised not by
the qualities of energy, violence and excess famifom more mainstream
portrayals of the gangster, but by qualities sukiudnerability and
ingenuousness, consistent with his severe amridsiaents of violence are
typically displaced, or comically exaggerated. Tilm'’s tragic conclusion, while
conforming to the generic narrative convention whgrthe gangster protagonist
suffers a violent death, is also marked by a sehabsurdity: Thomas is shot
dead only because he is mistaken for Edward (Daiviiamg), his one-time
accountant?

Disjunctions in tone play a key part in the ovieefflect of the film, as
Romney suggests. Comic nuances are often introdaotedequences that would
conventionally be coded in terms of horror or tiageAt one point midway
through the film we are introduced to two minor icters, Ted (Dwight Ewell)
and Nicola (Parker Posey), who, upon entering amebned building in which
they intend to stay, discover in a corner of thremdhe body of a middle-aged
man. Both the content and the tone of the enswngearsation have a comic
edge that is unexpected, especially given thabtity is that of Edward, a
sympathetic and even heroic main character. Nisofatial expression of
concern for Edward (‘We should give him some walden’t you think?"), for
example, is followed by the incongruous-seeming,lihneed to take a shower,
Ted.” A few moments later, having brought Edwardn by giving him sips of
whisky, the scene ends as Nicola takes a casuglawvhisky herself and
declares, ‘This place ain’t so bad.” These shiftfocus from the melodramatic

to the quotidian are made more absurd by Posegdpd style of line reading,

“3In the last paragraph of his review, Romney suiggbst ‘where the notorious torture scene in
Reservoir Dogsvas rigorously thought out as a ploy to make ttdience squirm with unease,
Hartley seems to have no such strategy. The comiethyly writes off the possibility that
anything might really matter in his cool, crazy Vdor‘Hal Hullabaloo’, p. T7.

4 Classical gangster films ending with the violeaath of the main character inclu@lee Public
Enemy(1931) andScarfacg(1932), in which Paul Muni’s character is killed & hail of bullets.
The protagonist of Brian De Palma’s remaké&oarfacg1983) meets a similar end.
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which, in a manner typical of Hartley, downplaysatimnal significance in
favour of an emphasis on stylisation.

A more dramatic mixing of comedy and emotionaidaficult’ material
occurs in an earlier episode set in the same alo@adouilding, in which Edward
is tortured by two suited gangsters looking for iffas’s wife, Sofia (Elina
Léwensohn). Two different registers define the scéhat of the anguished
heroism of Edward as he endures torture by livetebal wire in order to protect
Sofia, and that of the comical ineptitude and yaggpe conduct of the
gangsters, Jan (Chuck Montgomery) and Kurt (Daudo®ds). A number of
repeated motifs function to emphasise, alternatetycomic and violent
dimensions. Jan is initially frustrated by his iti&pto get a connection on his
mobile phone; in response, Kurt shows off his owadel, extolling its
supposedly superior technology. Later, after tanuEdward, Jan uses Kurt’s
phone, but does no better, as it is low on bat®ugh comical frustrations are in
stark contrast, tonally, with the business of Edlisatorture, the painful and
disturbing nature of which is emphasised in sevamnats of his violently
contorted face and one of his trembling feet.

The unsettling blend of protracted violence anahedy that characterises
this scene and a small number of others (inclulidggard’s killing of Jan, a
sequence given a comic edge by its unconventiongtshot framing and
Edward’s constant, unnecessary changes of positidrle not unique in the
independent film world, is certainly one Amateuts most remarkable
features” The strategy is one of disturbance: viewers angedethe pleasures of
unproblematic identification and generic conventssociated with mainstream
cinema. Other features are less radical, thouditbedadly unconventional. The
near-exclusive use of a 50 mm lens, for examplegeseo reduce the depth of
field (in comparison with the standard 35 mm lears)l create a slightly
distorted, ‘flat’ visual stylé® Another non-naturalistic visual effect was created
again by Hartley’'s long-time cinematographer Midttagailler, through the use
of a colouration gel that lends a dramatic blue touthie night exterior

sequenced’ These slight but noticeable modifications of carianal

“5 Scenes featuring a similar blend of protractedevice and comedy featureReservoir Dogs
(1992) andrhree Kingg1999), for example.

“® Hartley has shown a preference for 50 mm andstindtive ‘look’ in many of his films.
Simple Menfor example, was filmed in 50 mm with the exceptof just two shots, according to
Michael Spiller. Interview with author, January 20(Eee appendix A).

4" Michael Spiller relates his efforts to ensure thég blue hue would retain its initial impact in
his interview with me (January 2010; see appendiX|4ound that in order for the stylized
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photographic processes are complemented by a nushbébeat editing
strategies. One example is found in the scene iohwikabelle (Isabelle

Huppert) meets with her editor, George (David Gspan), with whom she is
discussing her latest story. Hartley alternatew®en shots of George talking by
his desk and reaction shots of Isabelle, seatetleather side of the room.
However, the penultimate shot of the sequencdlmaded not by a shot of
Isabelle, as the editing pattern has led us to@xpat by one of Isabelle
together withGeorge; the impression created is that George,sebms to be
continuing his conversation with Isabelle with medk in continuity, has shifted
instantaneously from one side of the room to thewtSimilarly offbeat is the
use in several sequences of two-shots in whicla¢ch@rs maintain a conversation
without facing each other. In the scene in the sabdiner, for example,
Thomas talks about his amnesia while Sofia, alsmégthe camera, listens and
replies over her shoulder. This departure from eatienal shot construction —
which would have Thomas and Sofia face each otinezlse cut between the two
characters in single shots — is given a motivatasthis is Sofia’s first
conversation with Thomas since her unsuccesskintt to kill him. The image
here thus serves to ‘spatially formaliz[e] the el distance between
characters*® as Graham Fuller puts it: to express individudijsctive
experience at the visual level in a way familianfirmany indie films, as

discussed earlier.

Blending the Local and the Global: Place and Cultual Identity

Formal and generic innovations such as those disdusbove are probably the
most immediately striking elements of Hartley’s Wwahey are also among the
most talked about, both in journalistic coverageé smmore academic work.
Much less frequently discussed are questions ae@ad cultural identity. |
would suggest, however, that these are importamteras that often serve to
define (or partly define) the broader politicalsorcial perspective of Hartley’s
films. | discuss the degree to which Hartley’s ar@ecan be considered a

‘political’ one in the final section of this chaptén the following section, | look

colors to work, you needed to keep some white eefe in the frame, otherwise your eye and
your brain ‘correct’ for the color shift, and yotop seeing it.” According to Hartley, the gel he
and Spiller used ‘was so blue, it scared us iredaiBrooke Comer Amateuts Tenebrous
Images’, American Cinematographgv6:8 (1995), p. 73.

8 Graham Fuller, ‘Being an Amateur’, p. Xxv.
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at the particular approaches to place that Hagtiypts inAmateurandFlirt and
offer some comparisons between Hartley’'s work &iadl of other contemporary
filmmakers.

Central to the narrative construction, visual gesind tone of both films
is an emphasis on globalisation and internatiorehange. IMmateur the
familiar iconography of New York City is blendedttvia ‘European’
iconography, a feature reflected in the film’s Ainan—European production
financing® Flirt, whose settings were themselves determined bgding
factors, as discussed earlier, makes clear digimcbetween the three urban
spaces; indeed, one of the film’s aims, as empbasisthe chorus sequence in
‘Berlin’, is to ‘compare the changing dynamics oieosituation in different
milieus’. While the milieus oAmateurand of the three segmentskdirt each
exhibit distinct social and visual characteristesiumber of constants also exist.
The most significant of these is a focus on imp@enent and bohemian
lifestyles. Like many of the protagonistsTdie Unbelievable Trutirustand
Simple Menthe leads oAmateurare either lacking money, without a home, or
both: Isabelle earns very little and lives in wtred film screenplay describes as
‘a wretched little east village hovel’ (figure 8)Sofia is effectively homeless
having fled the apartment in which she used towitt Thomas (in the scene set
in the movie theatre, Sofia is moved on by the yskibo complains, ‘This is not
a hotel. You've been here all day’); and Thomasrtabiome and no money, but
for a few Dutch coins. Poverty is more in the baokgd inFlirt, permeating

both the down-at- heel Broadway haunts of ‘New Yarkd the crumbling,

Figure 6

Thomas takes a bath in
Isabelle’s bohemian
‘hovel’ in Amateur©
Channel Four Films

9 Of Flirt’s six production companies, two were American (Aican Playhouse and Hartley’s
own True Fiction Pictures), two were French (LatS&péma and Union Générale
Cinématographique) and two were British (ChannelrF6lms and Zenith Entertainment).

*Y Hal Hartley, Amateur(screenplay), p. 7.
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partially boarded-up apartment building in whicte@rlives in ‘Berlin’>* Both
films show an interest in artists and philosopHiadly’ figures: cultural
identities that feature in almost all of Hartlefilsns. In Amateur Isabelle writes
pornographic stories, one of which draws the angusamplaint from her editor
that ‘it’s quite bad ... It's not pornographic ... lf@etry and don’t you try and
deny it (Ellipses in the original dialogue.) Tvad Flirt's segments feature
artists (in ‘Berlin’ Werner is a painter and in ‘Hy»’ several characters are
dancers) and all three feature a brief reading fagmoetic/philosophical text; in
‘Tokyo’, for example, Miho reads a passage concegytie ontology of love as
she takes refuge from her pursuers in a bookshop.

Both films feature a mixture of everyday realit{feslating to money,
work and self-expression) and more unusual poihisterest, although the latter
feature more prominently ilkmateur in which the main characters are drawn
(back) into a world of gangster-related crime armdence. Here, New York City
is imagined to support a pernicious system of maatpn and exploitation that
is global in nature, and that bears an uncomfaeteddemblance to ‘legitimate’
capitalism, as | discuss later. The theme of i@omal exchange is thus central
to the film. Beyond the narrative centring of agiyrglobalised institution, a
sense of cultural or social flow is created throtighincorporation of particular
visual elements. Ted HopA&mateuts co-producer (along with Hartley), gives
one example in the film’s production notes: ‘Outdtions include Grand Central
Station, which is said to be based on the Parig@ideuse, and the Cloisters,
which were moved from Europe by Rockefeller ... Yould say that both are a
bit of Europe in New York, which is very appropgab the film.*? Similarly
‘European’ in character are the cobblestone basétstithat feature prominently
in the film's early stagéd and the Catholic iconography that recurs throughou
including a video freeze-frame of Sofia posed g&emble Bernini’€cstasy of
St. Teresdc. 1650).

If the above design elements function as rathietlessuggestions of
‘Europeanness’, then a more forceful evocationwbRean identity is provided

by the film’s cast. Of the main actors, two aredpgan: Isabelle Huppert, who

*I TheFlirt screenplay describes Greta’s residence as ‘a hémederate poverty’ (p. 50).

%2 Amateurproduction notes (Sony Pictures Classics):
www.sonypictures.com/classics/amateur/story/pradoobtes.html (last accessed 14 April
2011).

*3 The incorporation of shots of cobblestone streets consistent with Hartley’s original vision
of New York City, as reported by Michael Spillewhen we were first discussing “Amateur”,
Hal said that he was looking for Rome in the Aftern in New York’. Seémateumproduction
notes.
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plays Isabelle, and Elina Léwensohn, who playsé&diuppert, one of the most
celebrated stars of the French art-house cinentereehthe cast at an early stage,
having suggested to Hartley that they work togetimethe director’s next film
project™ Léwensohn had acted in two of Hartley’s previdilmas, the short
Theory of AchievemeandSimple Menin which she plays an enigmatic
Romanian with epilepsy. Both Huppert's and Lowems®lcharacters speak with
an accent that codes them immediately as foreigrEamopean, a feature
striking enough to be commented upon in at leastafAmateuts reviews:>
Huppert's star status adds a further layer of aasons: unlike Lowensohn, she
has a long history of acting in (mostly French}astise films, often under the
direction of famous auteur8 This history is referenced repeatediyAimateur
In one early scene, for example, Isabelle look#lsi@ver her right shoulder at
an approaching figure, thus recreating an imagd usseveral of Huppert's
earlier works, includingiolette Nozier¢1978) and_oulou(1980). The use of
‘Isabelle’ as Huppert’s character's name is a fesfimateurshares wittSauve
qui peut (vie)1980) andPassion(1982), both directed by Godard. Other
intertextual allusions are less subtle and moregénisabelle’s rather critical
self-assessment, ‘I'm coldly intellectual. Too paMtogether too ethereal’, for
instance, serves immediately to identify the chiarawith the actress and her
cerebral/cool persona, as much defined througtspnesrviews’ as through her
various film roles and restrained, ‘blank’ performa style’®

Signifiers of Europeanness coexist with imageN@iv York City that
ground the film in the familiar and identify it bowith the urban gangster film
and with a long-established and highly visible ifiad of ‘New York’
filmmaking. Indeed, New York City stands as onehef prime expressions of

** Huppert had apparently become interested in wgrkiith Hartley after seein§rust See
Nancy Kapitanoff, ‘A Director Who Likes to Play tiengles’,Los Angeles Timg48 May 1995,
p. 6.

> TheNew York Timereviewer remarks that ‘Between [Léwensohn’s] slilemanian accent
and Ms. Huppert's even slighter French accent, “feud exists in a world that is familiar and
foreign all at once.” Caryn James, ‘The Nun, then&siac’, p. C16.

% Among Huppert's credits in the 1980s, for example, Maurice Pialat'soulou (1980),
Godard’'sPassion(1982) and Claude Chabrokine affaire de femmég4988).

" Huppert is frequently described by interviewersrsllectual’, or even ‘chilly’. Jonathan
Romney relates descriptions of the latter varietiitippert’s reluctance to respond to standard
lines of questioning: ‘I have seen her politelyeze out journalists at a press conference in
Cannes, her disappointed impatience that of a pyisehool teacher towards a class of toddlers
still struggling with their ABC when she’d ratheorre on to Dostoevsky.’ ‘Mysterious? Moi?’,
Independent on Sundag7 February 2005.

%8 ‘perversity’, particularly in terms of sexual befaur, is another signature of the Huppert
persona, and one that is evoked (somewhat irogjaallAmateurthrough Isabelle’s
characterisation as a ‘nymphomaniac’ who is alearaand virgin. For a good account of
Huppert's presence and persona in French and attenal cinema, see Ginette Vincendeau,
‘Isabelle Huppert: The Big Chill'Sight & Sound16:12 (2006), pp. 36—39.
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American cinema. According to the scholar and jalish Richard A. Blake, the
cinematic portrayal of the city was already oveedeined by the early years of
1900s: ‘For many audiences, going to a movie tkeaatant a vicarious visit to
New York, and sights of the busy city streets wehat movies were supposed
to look like.®® By the 1930s, much of the film industry had retedafrom the
costly and noisy film ‘factories’ of Manhattan andarby areas to Los Angeles,
whose vast tracts of unused land offered largesanshgs and (in the sound era)
a solution to the problem of ambient traffic noi$hais geographical shift, argues
Blake, resulted in a narrowing of the representatigpossibilities open to

filmmakers working on New York-set projects:

This new generation of artists [working in Los Afegd knew that New
York looked different than Chicago or Pittsburgther filmmaking cities
of the period, but their sense of the differenaaeaot from the personal
experience of living there, but from seeing the rsthat were made in
the original movie capital ... [M]ovie New York verdeif not on the
status of a cartoon, then certainly that of a éfth

Although he cites few individual films as examplBfake is surely right to say
that Hollywood depictions of New York are definegldlimited set of visual,
narrative and tonal conventions. The foregrounadigparing towers and city
landmarks such as the Empire State Building andthtue of Liberty is one
such convention, followed by too many films to nianbut given particular
emphasis irBleepless in Seatt(@993),Spider-Man(2002),The Apartment
(1960),Cloverfield(2008),Armageddor(1998) andsodzilla(1998), for
example. The broader ‘vision’ of the city offereglinany of those films is
similarly familiar. InSleepless in Seatflas well as in films such &sanhattan
(1979) androu've Got Mail(1998), New York is a place of individualistic
opportunity and romance. Here, the romantic feslioigthe protagonists are
reflected and reinforced by the photogenic straetsparks of the city: an image
of prosperity consistent with New York’s functios a global finance centre.
Another vision of the city is offered fyodzillaandArmageddonin these and
other disaster films, New York is a centre of speatar annihilation; the

*¥Richard A. BlakeStreet Smart: The New York of Lumet, Allen, Scersesl LedLexington:
University Press of Kentucky, 2005), p. 21.
% Blake, Street Smartp. 29.
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familiar iconography of the city serves in thiseas drive home the immediacy
of the threat facing the protagonists (and theaéste city/country/world§?

Such conventions, though manifested to differegfrees in different
films, form the basis of a mainstream cinematiciNéork’ (or set of ‘New
Yorks’) against which a variety of independent threswise ‘alternative’ films
assert their originality. In the case of Hartley/srk, and of the work of
filmmakers such as Martin Scorsese and Spike beedtvergence is
characterised by an emphasis on regional detaithathctef? The regional
setting forAmateuris TriBeCa, a neighbourhood in lower Manhattan dated
by former industrial buildings converted into loéisd residences in the 1960s
and 1970s. Hartley’s film memorably integratessttsry with the spaces and
cultural meanings of TriBeCa in the early 1990%ked aspect oAmateuts
distinctive visual/tonal identity is architecturdhe scene in which Jan and Kurt
torture Edward, for example, is set in a spectatulight and spacious brick
building. The streaming sunlight and fine periottkwork carry associations
quite inappropriate (according to convention) t® éxtreme sadism that forms
the crux of the scene (a similarly unusual tonerésted in the later scene in
which Ted and Nicola stumble across the appareiedy body of Edward). Also
important to the film’s individual character is@ense of bohemian life and
culture — an echo of TriBeCa’s history as a meocgdung artists, attracted by
abandoned or inexpensive lofts that could be cdaslento work spaces. The art
scene and its associations of hip non-conformismane an important part of
TriBeCa’s regional identity, despite (or becausetloé area’s increased
popularity and resultant gentrification in the 19&mhd 1990s. Isabelle’s career
choice is one expression of this regional charetieranother is the rock club
scene, in which Sofia is offered free entry by atiéul doorman wearing a
Sonic Youth T-shirf?

%1 Diane Negra relates such visions of the city long-standing perception of New York as a
‘key site for the bizarre, the abject, the violaid the dysfunctional’, solidified by tabloid
scandals such as the police brutalisation of Aloeima and the ‘Long Island Lolita’ case.
“Queen of the Indies”: Parker Posey’s Niche Standand the Taste Cultures of Independent
Film’, in Chris Holmlund and Justin Wyatt (edQontemporary American Independent Cinema:
From the Margins to the Mainstreaghondon: Routledge, 2005), p. 80.

®20n the importance of regional identity in fimhuas ScorseseMean Street§1973, set in
Little Italy) and Lee’sDo The Right Thing1989, set in Bedford-Stuyvesant, Brooklyn), see
Blake, Street Smartpp. 153-206, 209-279.

% Sonic Youth have been strongly associated with Mevk City and the ‘art’ or ‘alternative’
rock scene since their first live appearance, plawt a ‘No Wave’ festival in SoHo's White
Columns gallery in 1981. The band’s hip/experimeatadentials remained intact at the time of
Amateuts release, despite the mainstream veneration atbrate commercial success of

73



A similar focus on the textures of downtown Newrk' & adopted in the
‘New York’ segment oflirt, whose protagonist moves through the spaces of
Lower Broadway. As suggested eatrlier, this is aglaf moderate poverty, a
quality emphasised by Michael Spiller’s lightingdacinematography. In one of
the first shots of the film, we see Bill standingthe fridge in Emily’s
apartment, his body framed by an expanse of blerdisimfinished paintwork.
Images of graffiti-covered bathroom walls and sheliidr décor (figure 7)
further contribute to an impression of ‘lived-ird@al space that is consistent
with the close, small-town-like network of relatgmps at the centre of the
narrative (this emphasis on everyday poverty fumstito sharply distinguish
Flirt from Hartley’s later New York-set featurB® Such ThingndThe Girl
from Monday both of which use the city setting to foregrotuhnemes of
corporatisation and commodification).

In centring the topography of Lower Broadw&lirt offers a vision of
New York City not usually found in more mainstreéiims, which tend to limit
their locations to the more instantly recognisab#tricts of Midtown Manhattan
(see for exampl8leepless in Seattldlome Alone 2: Lost in New YoakdTwo
Weeks Notice The fact thaFlirt devotes (roughly) equal amounts of its running
time to depictions of Berlin, Tokyo and New Yorkt¥Cfurther underlines its
irregularity. Like ‘New York’, ‘Berlin’ and ‘Tokyo’demonstrate Hartley’s
feeling for a sense of urban place. As Hartley axgl in the introduction to the
Flirt screenplay, the basic narrative scenario of thggrai, New York-sefFlirt
short is filtered in ‘Berlin’ through the regionidientity of Berlin: ‘I discovered

two general facts about Berlin: it still has a g art scene — particularly

Figure 7

Bill and Michael in a down-
at-heel Manhattan bar in
Flirt © True Fiction
Pictures/Pandora
Filmproduktion

albums such a&00(1990),Dirty (1992) andExperimental Jet Set, Trash and No S8894), all
released on the Geffen Records sublabel DGC Records
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painting — and it is (and has been for a long timpppular place for gay men to
live. | started from these two generalizations apgdlied the existing script to
them.®* The first of these regional characteristics is notesarly embodied in
Werner, whose status as an abstract painter canhictwith the modern
tradition of non-representational art that flouadhin West Berlin after World
War 11.°° Dwight, by contrast, is a fashion model with ntiséic leanings. His
disconnection from the history and culture of thg is emphasised by his
inability to speak German; accused of being ‘lodsebne of his German
friends, Dwight adopts a puzzled expression amtisssaarching for ‘schlampe’
in his German—English dictionary. In this resp&tjight functions, somewhat
conventionally, as a figure of identification faewers unfamiliar with the film’s
(sub)cultural setting. He offers a familiarly Amean point of orientation within
a milieu rarely visualised in American cinema. Heoee while in films such
Before Sunris€1995),Lost In Translation(2003) andBabel(2006) the role of
the American abroad is filled by a sympathetiigtit and white protagonist, in
‘Berlin’ we are offered a more unconventional cleéea® Dwight is young,

black and gay. He is also presented as an ordfteared individual: a ‘complex’
characterisation that rejects simplistic racial aegual codings and functions as
a further expression of the film’'s difference odépendence, as discussed in the
following section. Dwight's generally sympathetiorprayal as a friendly,
confident and charismatic young man is complicéedis reluctance to listen to
advice (after asking a group of German labourarsdimantic guidance he
strides off before they have a chance to respomdi) more dramatically, by the
revelation that his romantic dalliances have resuin the suicidal distress of a
woman with a young daught& American national identity is thus associated

with a lack of sensitivity to other cultures — altigh any sense of cultural or

6 «actually Responding’, irFlirt (screenplay), p. xiv.

% The abstract art movement, led by West Berlirsersuch as Werner Heldt and Josef Albers,
was a reaction to the ‘official’ tradition of Solitd Realism dictated by the new German socialist
state. The rise of this new, independent movemastemabled in part by state-funded
commission programmes and artists-in-residencensebefor a history of these and other
developments in post-war Berlin art, see Ronalddraierlin and Its Culture: A Historical
Portrait (New Haven, Connecticut; London: Yale Universite$y, 1997), pp. 351-370.

% perhaps unsurprisingly, each of these films aeleonsiderably higher box-office takings
than didFlirt : Before Sunris¢éook $5.5 million
(www.boxofficemojo.com/movies/?id=beforesunrise.htast accessed 14 April 2011pst in
Translationtook $44.6 million (www.boxofficemojo.com/movies#?iostintranslation.htm, last
accessed 14 April 2011) aBdbeltook $34.3 million
(www.boxofficemojo.com/movies/?id=babel.htm, lastessed 14 April 2011).

®7 Significantly, ‘Berlin’ is the only one of the the sub-sections to feature a daughter figure.

75



political critique remains secondary to the persanama of Dwight and his
romantic interests.

In “Tokyo’, the only American figure, Hal (Hartlgyplays a minor role in
a narrative centred on Miho (Nikaido), a young Jegs@ dancer. ‘Exotic’
elements, such as the traditional dress and chapbyg of the Japanese ‘butoh’
dance/mime ensemble, shown in rehearsal in thésfiipening scene, are mixed
with a number of more familiar (in the context ahArican cinema) points of
orientation, such as the ‘good cop/bad cop’ scemnehich Mochi (Meiktoh
Yamada) and Tomo (Mansaku Ikeuchi) interrogate M&lso among the film’s
more familiar elements are the three Japanese warheroffer Miho advice as
she waits in a police cell. Each is presentedciaature, or societal ‘type’; the
screenplay identifies them as Narumi, a ‘traditialsmanese married woman’,
Shoko, a ‘tense businesswoman’ and Kazuko, a #igoung motorcycle chick’.
After listening to Miho outline her predicament éslvants to know whether to
commit to a long-term relationship with Hal befdre leaves for Los Angeles),

the women pause and then all start to speak at once

KAZUKO: Get rid of that fucker! He’s only using yoWho does he
think he is? What? He thinks his shit doesn’t Qillell him to fuck off!
His leaving is the best thing for you. Give me adi! The fuck!
SHOKO: You mustn't let him go. He'll get away. Y@aere wrong ...
Women have to make a choice. You're not young fereloreign men
are more open-minded. Besides, they like Asian wome

NARUMI: No one’s perfect. All of us are incomplefehose we love
have had lives before meeting us. Pathetic. Huthan.

The centring in this sequence of three overdetexdhirersions of
‘Japaneseness’, constructed through a combinatiolicbés (‘No one’s perfect’,
‘You're not young forever’, ‘He thinks his shit da@t stink?’), generalisations
(‘Foreign men are more open-minded’) and vagueogbphical musings (‘All of
us are incomplete’), is key to the segment’s visibnontemporary Tokyo.

Romantic relationships are formed and reformediwighcultural milieu that is

® This is the version of the dialogue provided by shibtitles in the Artificial Eye video release
of the film. A number of differences exist betwdha translated dialogue and the dialogue in the
original screenplay, the most significant of whiding the omission (in the translation) of a line
from Narumi about the different ‘histories’ eacldividual brings to a romantic relationship. See
Hartley, Flirt (screenplay), p. 80.
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unusual and often mystifying. The ‘exotic’ qualdif/the butoh dance ensemble
is emphasised by the fact that the instructionsmgivy the
choreographer/director, Mr Ozu (Toshizo Fujiwagag not subtitled.

Both Flirt andAmateur in incorporating elements clearly identifiable as
‘European’ or ‘foreign’, can be seen to positioartiselves within a minor
tradition in American cinema that we might termt@mationalist indie film’.
Films belonging to this tradition include Jim Jasoln'sMystery Train(1989)
andNight on Earth(1991),Richard Linklater'sBefore Sunris¢1995) andBefore
Sunse(2004), and Wayne WangGhan Is Missing1984).Each offers a
narrative in which a variety of elements (charagteettings, themes) that can be
identified as foreign are balanced against a waoEelements that can be
identified as American. As discussed more fullglapter 5, this sense of
balance is a defining characteristic of internaticst indie films, a film placing
greater emphasis on foreign elements being moe¢ylik be categorised and
marketed as an ‘art’ or ‘world cinema’ title thaman indie titteAmateurand
Flirt incorporate into their narratives a significantiner of elements
describable as foreign, in the form of charactecsors and (in the case éfirt)
settings. In centring such elements both filmstereastrong sense of
cosmopolitanism and hip plurality (a characterishared with many
internationalist indie titles) that might be expgtto have some currency in the
context of an indie cinema frequently marketedudiences in urban centres
such as New York City. Of the two filmBlirt adopts the more unconventional
approach, shifting through three successive milieasare increasingly less
‘American’ in composition, the final segment inclag only one (minor)
American character and no American settings. Thaiapproach that, as much
as the film’s formal character, markért as distinctly marginal within

independent cinema.

Political Aspects

The integration of representations of distinctieegraphical places into quirky
narratives of romance and self-realisation is araive feature oAmateurand
Flirt, and of a large number of Hartley’'s other films. discussed in the previous
chapter, in the earlier Long Island series, placani important constant that
grounds the films in the familiar and the localeTregionalisation’ of a
suburban setting that characteri$ég Unbelievable TrutirustandSimple
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Menoffers a strong sense of particularity and a cleaok’ for critics writing
about the films, with Hartley’s ‘native’ Long Isldar status centring much
discussion of his particular ‘vision’ as an autdarElirt andAmateur a sense of
regional particularity — conveyed through setticlgaracterisation, dialogue and
certain isolated images — is combined with a seftlee fragmented, global
nature of modern life; here Hartley’s film worlddmenes less familial and more
cosmopolitan in its dimensions. In this final seotl discuss some of the
implications of this expansion of horizons and asghe extent to which the
films may be aligned with a ‘political’ model of mative cinema.

Questions of a socio-political order, relatingoarticular to corporate
exploitation and commaodification, feature quitemmently inAmateur whose
narrative addresses the fallout that results fioenatttempted murder of a vicious
gangster working for a ‘highly respectable yetrbtely sinister international
corporation with political connections’. Sofia, w@rdhe impression that she has
succeeded in killing Thomas, wants to leave beherdife of exploitation
working for the corporation as a pornographic fdaoiress; to this end she
contacts the head of the corporation, Mr Jacqoesiake a blackmail threat.
Problems ensue, and Sofia ends up on the run frodabfues — or rather, from
two of his goons, Jan and Kurt. As mentioned eardian and Kurt are presented
as yuppie-type figures, as much interested in th&im mobile phones and the
trivial conventions of good business practice (wKent announces he is going
to buy some food, Jan reminds him to get a recagpth the acts of violence and
torture they are employed to carry out. That thisis mentality shaped by the
values of business is spelled out in the followexghange, during which Kurt is

making preparations to torture Sofia for informatio

KURT: Can | ask you a personal question?
SOFIA: Leave me alone.
KURT: Do you resent your position as a woman inrtiggion picture
industry? I'm sorry. | find you very attractive,dlim interested in
commodities.
SOFIA: What are you talking about?

(He places a pair of pliers on the floor and startgying her
shoe)
KURT: A commodity is an article of trade. A producithe purest sense.

SOFIA: What has that got to do with me?
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KURT: You're a product.

SOFIA:  am?

KURT: You're a commodity. Thomas tendered your bodgxchange
for money.

SOFIA: So I'm an article of trade?

KURT: Yes. A useful thing, in terms of classic dapsm. | studied

economics. | know what I'm talking aboft.

Here, Sofia’s exploitation is explicitly linked the systems of capitalism. This is
perhaps the clearest indication (along with Is&Heference to a ‘highly
respectable yet ultimately sinister internatior@poration’, quoted above) that
the criminal body in pursuit of the protagonistsysonymous with ‘official’
business — an equation also suggested by thehfzcofia’s call to Mr Jacques
is put through by a receptionist who answers (itcBuwith the words, ‘Good
afternoon. Bad organisation.’ In this alignmentlad criminal gangster body
with capitalist ideologyAmateurbears a striking resemblance to the ‘gangster
noir’ film, as defined by Fran MasdflIn this subgenre, represented by early
post-war films such asorce of Evil(1948),T-Men(1947)andBody and Soul
(1947), the emphasis on the free-willed and chaignindividual gangster that
characterised the gangster films of the 1930spkiced by an emphasis on an
alienated gangster, struggling to free himself ftbn stifling control of the
gang. The mob/gang itself is organised aroundlegal economy — often
counterfeiting or the ‘numbers’ racket — that pelemsociety and takes on the
characteristics of the ‘legitimate’ or ‘official’apitalist economy? Such films,
Mason suggests, thus have a political point to m3ke institutionalisation of
the mob is not simply represented as a way of camingeon the pervasion of
criminality ... but to analyse the ruthless logiccapitalist society in its new

corporatised mode€? In Amateur a similar strategy is adopted to present a

% Hartley, Amateur(screenplay), pp. 49-50.

0 Fran Mason, ‘Outside Society, Outside the Gang: AlienatedNoir Gangster’, irAmerican
Gangster Cinema: From ‘Little Caesao ‘Pulp Fiction’ (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan,
2002), pp. 72-96.

™ This form of ‘gangster noir’ film is actually ord two that Mason identifies in the chapter. In
the other, slightly earlier, form, represented iby$ such aghe Killers(1946) andOut of the
Past(also known a8uild My Gallows High1947), the gang is not a systemised entity thera

a loose network that, nevertheless, offers theagtist no sense of comfort or belonging.
American Gangster Cinempp. 79-87.

2 Mason,American Gangster Cinemp. 90. The characterisation in this manner ofgiieg as

an oppressive system is not generally a featugangster films in the 1990s. In films such as
Goodfellag1990),A Bronx Talg(1993) andPulp Fiction(1994), the gangster world is presented
variously as a place of opportunity, a place obhging and a network of charismatic, personable
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critique on corporate capitalism in its currgidabalincarnation. The influence of
Mr Jacques’s corporation extends around the glotfiee locations include
Frankfurt, Amsterdam and London. In this respdw,dorporation is emblematic
of the development in the 1980s and 1990s of & latgmber of giant,
multinational corporations whose success dependehleofree (or at least less
restricted) exchange of labour, materials and ahpdross national borders. On
the one hand, such corporations contributed sicamtly to the success of the
American economy, as reflected in increases inywtwty, real income, market
growth and other economic indicators in the 198@n the other hand, as
Hartley’s film and many (particularly documentary) films of th@©@9 and 2000s
suggest, this economic success was frequently xind the systematic
exploitation of the poor and the marginaligé¢h the narrative oAmateur it is
women who are exploited for profit, as the exchamgeted above so bluntly
illustrates. Sofia, having fled from her life ap@nographic film actress in the
Netherlands, finds no escape in New York, whereldtiques and his agents
have just as powerful a presence. Mr Jacques’ocatipn is the social reality
that stands in the way of Sofia’s aspiration toi@oh independence (to become a
‘mover and a shaker’, as she puts it); global edipin thus comes to stand for
social and sexual oppression.

The strategy adopted by Hartley is to employ vemest on generic
material to approach the realities of contemposaigiety and politics. Many of
the more disturbing elements within the narrativaieh as the omnipresent
corporation — have an obvious relevance to thd’ veald outside the world of
the film. This dimension of political commentarya@itique is combined with a
strongly anti-realist dimension that might also descussed later) be seen to have

‘political’ implications, albeit of a slightly diffrent nature. Hartley’s film is

individuals. Somewhat closer famateurin its vision of the gang-as-systentdasino(1995), in
which the gangster protagonist is figured as didnil businessman whose rather traditionalist
capitalist proficiency ensures far greater prdfien those generated by even the most productive
of illegal enterprises. The business of the ganfus equated with the ‘official’ business of
capitalism in a strong and coherent way — althaaxgn here violence and tyranny are presented
as products less of the capitalist system thahefleranged minds of charismatic individuals
such as Joe’s Pesci's Nicky Santoro.
3 According to the historian Wyatt C. Wells, ‘Growiththe United States between 1992 and
2000 averaged more than 4 percent a year while plogment gradually declined to 4 percent,
the lowest level since the late 1960s ... produgtiv@#gan to grow more rapidly, expanding at a
2.6 percent annual rate between 1995 and 2000llwdray a substantial expansion of real
(inflation-adjusted) income American Capitalism, 1945-2000: Continuity and Cipafrom
Mass Production to the Information SociéBhicago: Ivan R. Dee, 2003), p. 173.
" Tom Zaniello discusses many films that make sushggestion iThe Cinema of
Globalization(lthaca, New York: Cornell University Press, 2001Auo examples (both
documentaries) arhe Hidden Face of Globalizatid2003) andVal-Mart's War on Workers
(2002).
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often marked, for example, by devices that undeemarious conventions of
tone, editing and cinematography, as discussettealch devices are
employed to emphasise the constructedness of wasraharacter identity, and
so on, and to ‘distance’ the viewer from the fintian approach consistent with
Bertolt Brecht’s ideas about ‘epic theatre’ andibdgremdungseffekalienation
effect), and familiar from a range of art and ineleglent films concerned with
the foregrounding of socioeconomic issues and ijepolitics.”® Disjunctions in
tone, unusual colour schemes and offbeat edititignoas, featured in various
combinations in a variety of independent films HesAmateur play an
important part in this strategy of distanciatiormfarly important is the film’s
‘blank’ or flattened performance styl@Although it is not too unusual for
independent films to feature unconventional stgliegerformance as part of a
general strategy of differentiation, it is unustoalperformances to be
characterised by anti-realist techniques as angesits those seen in much of
Hartley’s work. The unconventionality of Hartley@approach in this area is
emphasised in comments from his actors. Garticle, for example, Martin
Donovan speaks about Hartley's preference for daaaid, inexpressive line
readings: ‘I wasn't used to it, and | hated it .almost killed Hal by the end of
filming [Trusi. | had a lot of doubts. | thought | was goingo®boring. | was
concerned people would be falling asle&p.’

As | discussed in the previous chapter, Hartlepproach to dialogue
delivery is taken up in the films of Kevin Smitmdaparticularly inClerks Smith
places a similar emphasis on the constructedngssrfrmance, but his
approach is less radical, with more stylised/addgierformances balanced
against a number of realist/conventional perfornean€loser to Hartley, in
terms of his preference for consistently stylisedgrmances, is David Mamet,
another independent director who works with a rEpgrgroup of cast members.
In films such asdouse of Game@l 987),0leanna(1994),Homicide(1991) and
The Spanish PrisonéfLl997), Mamet has his actors (among them Joe Maateg

Ricky Jay and Rebecca Pidgeon) deliver lines irag that ‘flattens’ the

5 In broad terms, Brechtian ‘alienation’ or ‘distétion’ is a process that functions to distance
the spectator from the fiction by underlining tlemstructedness of the diegetic world. For
Brecht, the aim was to create a critical or ‘actspectator conscious of the ideological issues
usually obfuscated in classical realism. For a gotdduction to Brecht's theory and its
influence on film theory and practice, see Rob&atgFilm Theory: An IntroductiofMalden,
Massachusetts; Oxford: Blackwell, 2000), pp. 14%-15

® Hartley’s stylistic preference in this respectraeestrongly similar to Brecht's preference for a
style of performance (in theatre) that Stam dessrds ‘Acting as quotation: a distanced style of
acting, as if the performer is speaking in thedtipierson or the past tenseifm Theory p. 147.
""Martin Kihn, ‘The Vision Thing’ GQ, October 1992, p. 68.
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cadences of normal speech — a mode ‘so markedbreiitt from the average
contemporary American film, mainstream or indepeidas Yannis
Tzioumakis puts it, ‘that it is impossible for @ go unnoticed’® Mamet'’s
dialogue, like Hartley’s, calls attention to its#ifough unusual patterns of
intonation, repetitions and unexpected changeslgést. The distinction
between the two directors’ models of dialogue pentnce lies in the
relationship of stylisation to narrative contens Azioumakis argues dihe
Spanish Prisoneran ‘artificial’ style of acting (and of narratives ‘used to
support a story that deals essentially with thends of illusion and artificiality
... In this respect, the film’s style clearly emarsaftem the story itself and
therefore becomes an integral aspect of the stomgterialisation on the
screen.” Tzioumakis is here describingmotivation also present in other
Mamet films, for the film’s formal departures. Tbeert stylisation that defines
the performances ihe Spanish Prisones framed, in effect, as a function or
‘symptom’ of the narrative and its themes, a sgat&hared by the vast majority
of independent films invested in alternative stydéperformance, editing,
framing, and so on. IAmateurand in Hartley’'s work as a whole, motivation for
departures from the conventions of ‘realist’ fil@rfprmance is relatively hard to
identify. If motivation is suggested, perhaps ia general sense of alienation
that afflicts some of Hartley’s protagonists, thieis certainly distinct, in terms
of clarity and consistency, from that of Mamet'sriu8’ To a greater degree than
is normal, then, even in the independent worldigoerance style in Hartley’'s
cinema serves not just as a differentiating forfeature but also as a way to
distance the viewer from the drama of the narrative

The question of the extent to which distanciatbdifferent degrees can

be regarded as ‘political’ is a difficult one. lambe helpful in considering this

8 Yannis TzioumakisThe Spanish Prisond¢Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2009), p.
85.

" Tzioumakis,The Spanish Prisonep. 87.

8 A measure of the lack of a clear motivation fa grerformance style iAmateur(to take one
example of many Hartley films featuring highly &dial performances) is provided by the
reviews of the film in thé&New York Timeand theLos Angles Timedlthough references are
made in both reviews to the distinctiveness offiln@s performances, neither reviewer identifies
a subjective, narrative or thematic motivationtfese performances. This is in contrast to the
Los Angles TimeandNew York Timeseviews ofThe Spanish Prisongboth of which make
explicit links between the artificiality of the disgue and the theme of artificiality that runs
through the film. ThéNew York Timeseviewer, for example, writes that ‘this film'satacters
remain wonderfully inscrutable, speaking in th@g#d vernacular of Mametese ... “Who in this
world,” ask several of the film's carefully artifad characters, “is what they seem?” See Caryn
James, ‘The Nun, the Amnesiallew York TimesPeter Rainer, ‘Thriller “Amateur™|.os
Angeles TimeKenneth Turan, ‘Life’s a Charade in Mamet's “SigainPrisoner” Puzzlel,.os
Angles Times3 April 1998, p. 10; Janet Maslin, ‘From MametCAn Game. Secrets. Very
Complicated’ New York Times3 April 1998, p. E16.
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guestion to draw on discussions of avant-garde filfritings on this subject, far
too complex and extensive to examine in any dbeti, often throw the issue of
the politics of form into sharp relief. Far moretean independent cinema,
avant-garde film can be seen to contrast with gosp conventional narrative
cinema. As E. Deidre Pribram discusses in her li2iokma and Culturethe
opposition of the avant-garde to mainstream cinkasaoften been seen as being
expressed at one of two main levels: the aesthatiche politicaf’ The
‘aesthetic’ avant-garde is concerned with the nitéanguage of cinema, and
rejects ‘realism’ and its aim of producing an inmgsien of ‘reality’; examples of
films falling into this category includee retour a la raisorandEmak-Bakia
(Man Ray, 1923, 1927), the works of Michael Snow #re works of Andy
Warhol. The ‘political’ avant-garde is concernedhnthe representation of
alternative political/social perspectives or reedif and is, by necessity, at least
partly realist or narrative-based; examples fallimg this category include the
works of Sergei Eisenstein and those of Jean-Lwta@b Much critical writing
(usefully summarised by Pribram) on the film avgatede has focused on the
relative merits of these two broadly defined termiles The critique of the
aesthetic avant-garde, developed by critics sud¢beter Wollen and Sylvia
Hardy, has emphasised its incapacity to commemh®mvorld and thus to
provide any analysis or critique of social real®ther writers, however, have
seen a political function in a materialist practicat refuses the cinema’s codes
of realism. Because (it is argued) these codegseescapably to sustain
reactionary ideologies such as patriarchy and akgait, to undermine realist
cinema is simultaneously to undermine dominantlistgo®

The latter argument is one way in which formal expentation, present
to varying degrees in much independent cinema artdinly in Hartley’s films,
can be seen as holding political value. On thiglireg the more formally
unconventional features 6firt (the repetitive, discontinuous narrative structure,
the uncertainly motivated jump-cuts), for exampleuld be seen to give the
film a political edge, despite the film’s lack aflsstantive political commentary
or critique. If this kind of ‘implicit’ political \alue is to be recognised, however,
it should also be recognised that the precise tsfigica refusal of various realist
codes on the viewer are difficult to assess. Wehtraggue that formal

81 E. Deidre PribramCinema and Culture: Independent Film in the UniStdtes, 1980—2001
(New York; Oxford: Peter Lang, 2002), p. 45.

8 For a summary of the arguments surrounding thehetis and political avant-gardes, see
Pribram,Cinema and Culturegpp. 45-52.
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experimentalism is likely to function to reduce theestment of the viewer in
dominant ideology, and perhaps thus create a neateal’ viewer; but we
might also argue that experimentalism is likelyeasult in a viewing attitude
characterised by boredom, inattentiveness or apltalso cannot be assumed
that a critical viewing position is unavailableviewers of conventional narrative
cinema, as many writers who stress the active cteraf viewer engagement
have suggestetf.Such issues are largely beyond the scope oftthEg. My
primary and limited aim in examining the formal ks of Hartley’s films is to
outline the extent to which Hartley’s work depdrtsn ‘realist’ convention, at
various levels. The remaining chapters offer anyaisof Hartley’s films at this
level in combination with an analysis of the fil@isthe levels of place/cultural
identity and socio-political commentary, with thenaof assessing Hartley’'s
‘position’ and significance within the landscapecohtemporary American

independent cinema.

8 See for example Murray Smith, ‘The Logic and LegatBrechtianism’, in David Bordwell
and Noél Carroll (eds.Rost-theory: Reconstructing Film Stud{@adison; London: University
of Wisconsin Press, 1996), pp. 130-148. Smithyriefg to recent developments in narratology,
considers the film spectator to be an ‘active biewtp is able to think beyond the development
of the narrative: ‘The resolution of narrative da$ in the narrative cannot be assumed to
directly “erase” the social contradictions that domflicts evoke in the minds of spectators.’ (p.
138).
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3

Imaginative Fictions/Social RealitiesThe Book of Life(1998),No Such
Thing (2001) andThe Girl from Monday(2005)

If Amateurcan be seen as introducing into Hartley's bodywaoik a degree of
‘direct’ or explicit social critique of a kind unual in American independent
cinema, then the film series discussed in this @rapomposed ofhe Book of
Life (1998),No Such Thing2001) andrhe Girl from Monday2005), is one that
offers a similar and extended departure from themndurther consolidating
Hartley’s public status as a resolutely individsad (if not always celebrated)
director and screenwriter. Each film, [iRenateur presents itself as a reflection
on a broad social ‘issue’, establishing criticatenzl as a major part of the
narrative, rather than as a minor ingredient inkine of broadly
personal/familial/romantic story more typical oflependent film (and familiar
from the Long Island films anélirt, as well as frontHenry Fool| discussed in
the following chapter)The Book of Lifeffers an alternative, ‘imaginative’
representation of familiar religious subject ma#ted the modern institution of
Christianity, incorporating a number of elemenrkgly (in a higher-profile film)
to cause controversy, as acknowledged by the fitagne, ‘A controversial
retelling of the apocalypse’. The territory of bdtb Such ThingndThe Girl
from Mondayis more familiar: that of the corporate satirentique. The
bleaker and more discomforting of the two filmg Such Thingnerges a
critique of media exploitation in the style Métwork(1976) with a
monster/fairy-tale narrative reminiscentBéauty and the Beaglean Cocteau,
1946) and th&ing Kongfilms (Merian C. Cooper and Ernest B. Schoedsack,
1933; John Guillermin, 1976; Peter Jackson, 2085jyell as of various literary
works, most obviously Mary Shellylsrankensteir(1818).The Girl from
Mondaydelivers a large dose of very deliberate criticahmodern corporate
culture, felt by some critics to be rather clichéthjle maintaining a balance
between moments of poetic-philosophical reflecaad moments of sharp or

absurd comedy.

! The reviewer for th&illage Voice for example, suggests that ‘the film’s anti-calit talking
points provide mostly pre-digested food for thoygideed, similar themes have been more
interestingly explored by numerous big-budget Hothgd sci-fi pictures’. Ed Halter, ‘Blue
Monday Hartley Sci-Fi Lacks F/X and AffectVillage Voice 26 April 2005.
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A tension between the familiar and the unorthodoedso evident in two
other important dimensions, one much-discussedinmaentary on Hartley’'s
features, the other usually receiving far lesséitte. A strong genre framework
serves in the three films, as it doefmateur to establish a sense of familiarity,
but also to provide a point of departure, a recegpie (if loosely defined) norm
against which to assert an individual brand ofioadity. Thus each of the
features repeatedly emphasises its own generic fecrance fiction, in
particular) while at the same time complicatingejecting many of the
characteristics associated with this form. Contiitguin a less immediately
striking way to the individual ‘feel’ of each filis an emphasis on particular,
recognisable urban identities. Identity is freqlyeahd often self-consciously
regionalised: shaded with the regional meanindgdea York City, and
particularly Manhattan, where all three films ae¢ @ part-setThe Book of Life
extending the themes of everyday poverty and bodeiiving running through
all of Hartley’s previous features (as well as shert filmsTheory of
AchievemenandSurviving Desirg is a story of the Apocalypse that features
among its main characters an atheist-intellectaallger, a virtuous waitress and
a disillusioned, philosophical Jesus ChristThe Girl from Mondayand the
New York sections oNo Such Thingby contrast, white-collar figures and
spaces dominate. These are familiar images, somegmmen a distinctive twist
by Hartley and his collaborators, that functiorctmnect the films to a variety of
representations and discourses present in Amecigéumre.

The main focus of this chapter is a consideratiihe particular mix of
generic, regional/cultural and socio-political gtie$ offered byr'he Book of
Life, No Such ThingndThe Girl from Mondayand of the potential playability
of such a mix in the context of indie cinefmBeveloping on some of the points
of industrial analysis made in chapter 2, the Besttion of the chapter discusses
the production and marketing/distribution of theethfeatures as processes
contributing in a significant way to each film'sltural position and impact. The
industrial system is considered here not only asl@ral determinant but also as
a space or mechanism open, in certain circumstatacasconsiderable degree of

authorial control. The section following this olea close textual analysis of the

2 ‘Playability’, as | use the term here, refers fiilr’s appeal to audiences at the textual level
(rather than at the levels of marketing and proomtiA film with high playability will be
enjoyed or appreciated by a high proportion of andé members, who will be likely to
contribute to positive word of mouth.
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three films in turn, relating each to Hartley’'s Wwas a whole and to a range of

other independent and more mainstream films.

Production and Distribution

At the industrial level, the three films discussedthis chapter occupy very
different positions: European-financed TV film hetcase oThe Book of Life
low-budget, self-distributed feature in the casé&loé Girl from Mondayand
medium-budget, major-studio production in the aafddo Such ThingThe
budget forNo Such ThingHartley’s first full-length feature since the yewell-
receivedHenry Foo| was $5 million, easily the highest of Hartleyareer® This
was a figure reached only after the initial stagfefsnancing, however, following
an offer made by Francis Ford Coppola to co-fingheefilm through his
production company, American Zoetrope. Coppola’'si@yovas added to the $1
million budget Hartley and his producer, FridrikorhFridriksson, originally
raised for the film, made up of money from Hartkegwn production company,
True Fiction Pictures, and funding from the Icelaréllm Corporation (as well
as a 12% tax rebate courtesy of the ‘Invest iralvé! schem®. Coppola
intended to produclo Such Things part of his co-production pact with MGM
and its ‘speciality’ division, United Artists. Theo-year deal required Coppola
to produce ten films, each budgeted at $10 milliotess, over two years; UA
would distribute the completed films in North Antzi A Varietyarticle notes
that MGM implemented the Coppola—UA deal as paitsohew emphasis on
co-production deals that feature a co-financingnelet’> such pacts at this time
becoming increasingly common as a solution bo#stalating production and
marketing costs (American Zoetrope benefited froenresources of MGM/UA)
and to the ‘financial exposure’ that film releabesl come to entail for the
studios (in the case that the American Zoetrompesfitlid not perform well at the
box office, MGM/UA stood to lose less mon&yRne obvious effect on
independent filmmakers of complicated co-finandilegls of this kind is

accountability to an increasing number of progresgiless ‘independent’

® The next highest being $2 million, f8imple Mer(see Ellen Pall, ‘This Director's Wish List
Doesn't Include Hollywood’'New York Timegsl1 October 1992, pp. H11, H20-21).

* See ‘Europe’s Soft Aiding Hard Biz/ariety, 22 February 2002, p. Al (special section).

> Carl DiOrio, ‘MGM Profits Shaken, Stirred by BoMideo’, Variety, 27 July 2000, p. 6.

® For a discussion of the impact of such co-finagaeals on the American film market, see
Yannis TzioumakisAmerican Independent Cinema: An Introduct{&dinburgh: Edinburgh
University Press, 2006), pp. 249-253.
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institutions. MGM is the largest of the companigthwhich Hartley has had a
direct production/distribution relationship oveetbourse of his career, the
director’s previous films being handled either lvgiseas independent
companiesKlirt, The Book of Lifeor by speciality divisionsTfust Simple Men
Amateur Henry Foo). Although it seems that MGM had little involventavith
the project at the production stagee studio did start to take an interest once
basic production was complete, particularly after film’s negative reception as
Cannes 200% At this point a re-cut was requested by a nenGd. Coppola
approached Hartley with MGM’s request but Hartlefjused to comply, and
ultimately, according to the director at least, fola agreed to protect the
original cut. MGM, in any case, remained unhappy lemited the theatrical
release of the film to the contractual minimumtoge weeks.

This can all be set against a background of argénevement in the
1990s and 2000s towards greater ‘cooperation’ etviredependent
production/distribution companies (such as Copgofaherican Zoetrope) and
the conglomerated majors (such as MGM/UA), as Ehanefly discussed
already. Co-production pacts are one example sfahoperation. The other
main example, mentioned in chapter 2, is the bugingof independent
companies by the majors, high-profile cases incgdiliramax, purchased by
Disney in 1993, and New Line, absorbed by Turne@Bcasting, which in 1996
became part of Time Warner. Such arrangements hvdifectively granted
specialist outfits the resources of a major in excge for a (not necessarily
severe) reduction of autonomy, were complemented $hift in the management
of the major-studio ‘classics’ divisions — subsigiaompanies that in the past
had been dedicated to the distribution of foreiand in America. During the
1990s existing classics divisions such as SonyristClassics and Orion

Classics were increasingly repositioned as digioitsuof (more potentially

" Hartley suggests in an interview that MGM, beftre film’s Cannes premiere at least, was
content to leave the management of the productioost entirely to Coppola: ‘I don't think
[MGM] knew who | was or had seen my films and | dnelieve they even read the script ...
they were okay with the film, because Francis wesyawith the film.” Anthony Kaufman,
‘Interview: Monsters, Media and Meaning: Hal Haytten “No Such Thing™” indieWIRE 26
March 2002:

www.indiewire.com/article/interview_monsters_mediad meaning_hal_hartley on_no_such_t
hing/ (last accessed 8 April 2011).

8 According to David Sterritt, writing in th@hristian Science Monitothe majority of the
Cannes reviews fourldo Such Thingo be ‘as abominable as the monster it's about’ (‘A
Hollywood Monster Movie with International Flai29 March 2002, Arts and Leisure p. 15).
One prominent review fitting this category is Dekdley’s, forVariety (‘No Such Thing21
May 2001, p. 22).

° See Anthony Kaufman, ‘Interview: Monsters, Media &leaning’.
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lucrative) American independent fare, while sevee divisions, such as Fine
Line Features, were established expressly fomhipose™

The question of to what extent such commerciatisat the industrial
level is determinative of commercialisation at arenartistic or political level is
a difficult one. It is safe to say that many film®duced and/or distributed by
studio-owned companies such as Miramax and Fine Egatures in the
1990s/2000s exhibit particular qualities that digtiish them from the kind of
cinema traditionally defined as ‘independent’. Tisisof course, the basis for the
use by some commentators of terms such as ‘indek*ladiewood’, whether
employed as terms of abuse or more descriptiveljpraexample in Geoff
King's bookIndiewood, USA: Where Hollywood Meets IndependémtrGa’”
Indiewood for King is a distinctive region of them&rican film landscape that
combines elements of both independent and Hollywiogima and is associated
mainly with the studio-owned divisions, but alsdalwparticular majors looking
to buy into the success and prestige enjoyed bystmai-)independent hits of the
1990s. While questioning the common assumptionttieaéntry of the majors
into the independent sector effectively shut dosgroduction of genuinely
innovative/radical films (see previous chapterndloffers a conclusion on
Indiewood that emphasises its conservatism, a stsimared by many (though by

no means all) prominent critical commentattrs:

In general, Indiewood producers and/or distribusask access to
audiences at a threshold level that disinclinemtteepush very far in the
offering of challenging material. There is a geh&gadency to play safe,
ultimately, to rely on proven templates and to corabmaterial that
might be challenging in some respects with mordyeasrketable
components such as stars, ‘name’ filmmakers aoagtibroadly familiar

narrative and emotional hooks.

% For a more detailed discussion of this shift i itfiterests of the classics divisions, see Yannis
Tzioumakis, American Independent Cinefrap. 246—-247.

! Geoff King, Indiewood, USA: Where Hollywood Meets Independémer@a(London: |. B.
Tauris, 2009).

2 Two such commentators are Justin Wyatt and TeceHapdiscussed below. Sharon Waxman
takes an opposing view (that the 1990s saw a newdbof creative ‘rebels’ transform studio-
system filmmaking) irRebels on the Backlot: Six Maverick Directors armMThey Conquered
the Hollywood Studio Systegidew York; London: HarperPerennial, 2006).

13 King, Indiewood pp. 269-270.
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This emphasis in the Indiewood industrial fieldroarketability and playability
is, according to Ted Hope, the producer for manpartley’s early films,
coupled with a ruthless employment dynamics thahér limits creative or
political ambition. Development and acquisition ext&ves, Hope explains in a
Filmmakerarticle, are liable to lose their jobs if they malee of a number of
mistakes-* These mistakes include acquiring a film that hasipusly been
passed on and that goes on to flop, and (worss)rgaen a film that
subsequently goes on to become a hit. In ordevd@ auch blunders, executives
tend to avoid films that do not resemble previons, o forcefully deride films
on which they have already passed, and to expnes®st only in films in which
others have already expressed an interest; thstsaferse of action in effect is,
in Hope’s words, to ‘[d]o like everyone else beatley can't fire you for
imitating your colleagues?®

This is a revealing portrait of the acquisitiorstgyn that may also be
fairly characterised as something of a generatisaits accuracy likely
depending on variables not mentioned by Hope, agdhe status and mandate
of the company in question (companies making matesimaller purchases have
less riding on any single film) and the seniorifytiee individual executive
(executives with reliable track-records are, aesngiven more latitude to take
risks and make mistakes). Questions of the sanmer,aatlout the implications of
such developments for independent/off-mainstreéimds a whole, can be
raised in relation to many common criticisms dieglcat the industrial system,
including some of those that feature additionallyneFilmmakerarticle
referenced above. Taking the position that ‘indrea fs dead’, Hope outlines a
large number of lamentable developments in the feenong them the
movement of the speciality distributors into prailue, increasing the amounts
of money at stake and thus encouraging conservatmmemise of platform
release strategies that gave companies a chantaki® money gradually from a
film with few easily marketable hooks but with aoglochance of generating
positive word of mouth; and the evaporation of mpaglic funding optiong®
Such developments, Hope argues, have contributaddality in which ‘the
logic of the studio film — its range of politicah@ social concerns, its marketing
dictates, and even its narrative aesthetic — iglgloolonizing our

* See Ted Hope, ‘Indie Film Is Deafilmmaker 4:1 (1995), pp. 56-57.
!> Hope, ‘Indie Film Is Dead’, p. 57.
'® Hope, ‘Indie Film Is Dead’, pp. 18, 55-56.
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consciousness” A strikingly similar conclusion is reached, in academic
context, by Justin Wyatt in an essay publishedsegears after Hope’s article.
Wyatt, like Hope, stresses the commercialisatioma@dépendent cinema. Taking
Ang Lee’sThe Wedding Banquét993) as a high-profile example, he argues
that the movement of independent film towards coneiak ‘high-stakes’
filmmaking is simultaneously (and, implicitly, ingably) a movement towards
the ‘morals, values and credo of the majof®y the mid-point of the 1990s, he
contends, ‘independent cinema was largely an dlustven supposedly
groundbreaking and iconoclastic “indie films” wdirenly located within the
safe domain of dominant ideological and commemmiattice’*® This is a
conclusion that, while perhaps consistent withabwfiguration of cultural
identities inThe Wedding Banqueas hard to reconcile with off-Hollywood
cinema in general (indeed, Wyatt barely mentiorattesr 1990s film during his
discussion). Unconventional films, at least asrimclastic’ as many produced in
the 1980s and early 1990s, continued to emerdeeifater 1990s and into the
2000s, even within the studio-financed sediw.Such Thingl would suggest,
can be seen as one such production. It would ogrtae hard to argue that the
involvement of MGM resulted in the smoothing awayh@ more distinctive
aspects of Hartley’s directing or writing styletfelugh the studio did of course
limit the film’s theatrical release), as | discusshe second half of this chapter.
It does seem that some order of ‘mainstreaminghiriigeve been implemented
had the studio had its way, and that this was prtexdeby a figure, Coppola, who
had some personal interest in Hartley’s work and wéd enough power and
experience to defend the film to the stutfi®ut this does not undermine the
suggestion that the industrial system includesaaesjior the production of
innovative films; rather, it is an example of orfdle ways in which innovation
or ‘independence’ may be supported.

If No Such Thingffers an example of independent/auteurist praodact
at a major-studio level, therhe Girl from MondayndThe Book of Lifeach

offers a more readily recognisable model of indejean production: self-

" Hope, ‘Indie Film Is Dead’, p. 18.

18 Justin Wyatt, ‘Marketing Marginalized Culturéghe Wedding BanqueEultural Identities,
and Independent Cinema of the 1990s’, in Jon Lésds), The End of Cinema as We Know It:
American Film in the Ninetied.ondon: Pluto Press, 2002), p. 69.

19 Wyatt, ‘Marketing Marginalized Cultures’, p. 70.

%0 Coppola apparently approached Hartley in abou61B8ving recently ‘discovered’ his films,
to arrange an informal meeting. They remained uch and in the early stages of financing for
No Such Thingdartley rang Coppola for advice on special effelttaas at this point that
Coppola made the offer to co-finance the film tlylol\merican Zoetrope. See Kaufman,
‘Interview: Monsters, Media and Meaning'.
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financing/self-distribution and independent finarggdistribution, respectively.
The Book of Lifevas funded by the French companies Haut et Canrt,
independent production and distribution company, lzen Sept Arte (now Arte),
a ‘cultural’ television broadcaster and producttmmpany. Hartley’s film was
one of eight films commissioned by the two compsufise a millennium-themed
series called ‘2000 Seen By’, other entries ingigdihe Hole(Ming-liang Tsai),
Midnight (Walter Salles, Daniela Thoma3khe Wall(Alain Berliner) and_ife on
Earth (Abderrahmane Sissak®)Distribution for the films — likely wider than
would have been the case had the series’ subjattmbaen less strongly topical
—included both French television broadcasts ateatrical tour in America,
orchestrated by the independent distributor FobenrFor Hartley and other
filmmakers working at this time, a move of this ditowards the independent
fringe of the industrial system (or beyond it, tber national film industries)
offered the chance of some broad distribution, el & journalistic coverage,
for unconventional works. The scope of such distidn was often limited,
however, independent companies, in many casesy bkaty to lack the
resources to support a film (if not an immediat¢ eyond a run of a few
weeks.The Book of Lif@layed at theatres for just one week, achievingal t
domestic gross of $9,749.

The development and releaseToke Girl from Mondayroceeded at an
even greater distance from the conventional stbdged model, financing and
distribution both being handled by Hartley’s ownrgmany, The Possible Films
Collection. Established in 2004 by Hartley and $telamilton, Hartley’s editor
sinceSimple MenThe Possible Films Collection was an attemptoating to
Hamilton, to capitalise on the ‘long tail’ mark#tat part of the market made up
of a large number of consumers investing in niatelpcts® The first of
Hartley’s works to be distributed through the compwere thé?ossible Music
CD, featuring tracks composed by Hartley for hisifand theatre work, and the
Possible FilmDVD, a collection of Hartley’'s short films. Bothene sold on
Hartley’s personal website — a low-cost methodistrithution that has the

potential, especially over a long period of tinere¢ach a large number of global

1 See James Mottram, ‘A Date with the End of the M/pThe Times6 January 1999.

22 See www.boxofficemojo.com/movies/?id=bookofliferhlast accessed 8 April 2011).

% Hamilton states, ‘This company was started withliblief that self distribution and “the long
tail” method of making a living off of a “body” ofiork was possible. We thought that producing
The Girl from Mondayurselves would be a great way of launching thtemprise.’
Correspondence with author, 20 May 2010. The cdanufeghie ‘long tail’ was popularised by
Chris Anderson in his 2006 bookhe Long Tail: Why the Future of Business is Sglliass of
More (New York: Hyperion, 2006).
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niche audience$ossible Musi@andPossible Filmglid enough business,
according to Hartle¥" to suggest that self-distribution along theseslioeuld
offer a way to recoup the money he planned to inwvelsis next theatrical
feature film,The Girl from Monday

Financed solely through The Possible Films CatheciThe Girl from
Mondaywas produced for $300,000 in 2004 and releasedritedéy, after
premiering at Sundance, in 2005, playing at a échitumber of major American
cities, including Chicago, San Francisco and NewkYd The theatrical release
was followed by a DVD release through Netflix, thdine film rental service,
which bought the rights to distribute the film exsilvely for a period of several
months in the second half of the year. The film wasnoted on the Netflix
members’ website through a targeted advertisiredesiyy, whereby
advertisements for the film were distributed to @lteounts of individual users
based on their previous rentals and ratfidgnally, the film was released on
Hartley’s websitePossible Filmsin January 2006.

Such a low-key release strategy was, Hartley ssigga necessity, given
the film’s ‘alternative’ or ‘art film’ qualities, Wwich (in the eyes of distributors)
served to severely limit its potential audienceoltl some distributors what |
had in mind. They were honest with me: “We lovefilme but there’s no way
we can take it on. Maybe 60,000 people in the W@ild pay to see it and we'd
spend 100 times that just to make prints and pizilithe movie.”” Such an
attitude is hardly surprising in the American fiindustry, which, as Geoff King
notes, has not made any concerted attempt to éxpipowing number of niche
markets in the 2000s and remains primarily ‘a lasdxl economy at all levels —
Hollywood, Indiewood and indie; domestic cinema amdrseas imports® Self-
distribution and distribution through small indedents are two ways in which
independent filmmakers can circumvent the mainstregstem and many of the

commercial determinants with which it is associaiath approaches, and self-

4 See Hannah Eaves, “Free to Investigate”: Hal ldgrtGreenCine 23 April 2005:
www.greencine.com/central/node/444 (last access&pri82011).

% The figure of $300,000 is cited in an interviewtwHartley in the online edition of tf&an
Francisco ChronicleSee John McMurtrie, ‘Sci Fi as Scary as Real’ | B&Gate 24 April 2005:
articles.sfgate.com/2005-04-24/entertainment/173678_hal-hartley-film-hartley-s-simple-
men (last accessed 8 April 2011).

% See Elina Shatkin, ‘Hal Hartley Partners with MNetb Distribute “Girl from Monday™,2-
Pop, 13 July 2005: www.2-pop.com/article/21362 (lastessed 8 April 2011).

2" Hal Hartley, in interview with Jason Silverman ailey Changes Tune at Sundand®ired,
26 January 2005: www.wired.com/culture/lifestyledisé2005/01/66396?currentPage=1 (last
accessed 8 April 2011).

8 Geoff King, Indiewood p. 11.
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distribution in particular, however, require a hidggree of industrial acumen on
the part of the director and his or her team, whistbbe able, for example, to
identify correctly the types of audiences that $tidoe targeted and the types of
companies best suited to target them (if distriiuthrough an independent), and
to master the intricacies of the theatrical disitikin system (if self-distributing).

In the case of Hartley’s films, some aspects dfithigtion have been
handled by individuals working for/with Hartley part of his immediate
production/distribution team. These have includesl/& Hamilton, often credited
by Hartley for steering the director towards websiistributior’ and Kyle
Gilman, who was the head of distribution fidre Girl from Mondaynd now
orchestrates Hartley’s DVD and download releasetheRossible Films
website. Other aspects have been handled by Hantbeg directly. Several of
the trailers for Hartley's films, including one fBay Grimand one for the 2010
re-release oBurviving Desirewere edited by Hartle}. Hartley also worked
(with Kyle Gilman) on the design of the DVD artwdide Surviving Desireand
thePossible Films Volume ghort film collection, released on DVD by the
specialist distributor Microcinema Internatiorial.

A substantial degree of commitment to filmmakinghe more
‘independent’ end of the cinematic scale is onthefdistinguishing features of
Hartley’'s career. By pursuing a number of alteneatndustrial strategies,
Hartley has been able to maintain a high degre®watrol over his work at a
large number of levels, from production to disttibo to marketing. This is an
approach that is in opposition to the practicecod$sing over’ so strongly
associated with independent filmmaking, wherebgpehdent flmmakers move
from low-budget, independently produced/distribuypeaductions to big-budget,
market-oriented productions handled by the studidbeir speciality divisions.

It is useful here to compare Hartley’'s career titajey with that of Kevin Smith

% In a 2005 interview, for example, Hartley, askedut his discussion of electronic distribution
in an interview with Jean-Luc Godard, says, ‘I \wa#ting all that from my partner, Steve
Hamilton. He’'s very visionary about the uses of newhnology.’ (See Eaves, ‘Free to
Investigate’.) In another interview that year Heytresponds (in part) as follows to a question
about the evolution of The Possible Films Colletti&teve Hamilton, my editor and partner in
Possible Films, said, “I really believe the futwil include a more intimate connection between
filmmakers and viewers.” And he suggested that e ja bit more money into the website and
make a feature film to sell on it.” Silverman, ‘tlay Changes Tune at Sundance’.

%0 Kyle Gilman identified Hartley as the author o& Surviving Desirdrailer in an e-mail to me,
dated 21 May 2010. This trailer features onRlossible Filmsvebsite and the website for
Microcinema, the film’'s DVD distributor. The trailélartley edited foFay Grimfeatures on the
Magnolia DVD release of the film (where it is lidtas ‘Hal Hartley’s Fay Grim Trailer’) and on
the Possible Filmavebsite.

3L This according to Gilman: ‘I designed the DVD ast for PF2 and the new release of
Surviving Desiren collaboration with Hal.” Correspondence withtaar, 20 May 2010.
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and of Richard Linklater. As previously mentiondte two filmmakers, like
Hartley, began their careers with very low-budgelependently produced
‘hometown’ films ClerksandSlacke}, before moving on to more substantially
budgeted second featurddd]lrats andDazed and ConfusgdThe filmographies
of both have since encompassed projects made anetyof production scales,
including low-budget independent productions (Latkl’sTapeand Smith’s
Chasing Am); productions financed through studio subsidiafiésklater's A
Scanner DarklySmith’sJay and Silent Bob Strike Bgand high-concept
studio projects (Linklater'School of RogkSmith’sCop Ouj. Movement of this
kind between different categories of productionharacteristic of the careers of
a significant number of established American doext a reflection, perhaps, of
the increased willingness of studios to take orrdboaw or ‘alternative’
filmmaking figures as part of an effort to refrebleir talent pool and, as King
suggests, create ‘attractive vehicles’ for stafquerers®® For filmmakers such
as Smith and Linklater, mainstream projects anightsxt studio projects can
offer an opportunity to raise money for individsaic films unlikely to gain
substantial backing through the studios or thdissgliaries. Among the films
made by Linklater in the years following the stugrojectsSchool of Rock
(2003) andBad News Bear005), for example, iBining by Inning: A Portrait
of a Coach(2008), a low-budget documentary funded solely witmey from
the director’s production company, Detour Filmproglon. The development of
such a career model remains an important stratagpdme’ directors
attempting to maintain a career in an increasiogbhyvded market sector,
ensuring a high degree of visibility within the usdry and affording the chance
to form relationships with executives receptivertore unconventional projects.
Hartley’s career, however, has progressed attacliglistance from this
model. He has not taken on scripted studio praojeletspite attracting,
apparently, a significant degree of interest frown $tudios following his rise to
prominence in the early 1998%Even in the early stages of his career, when the
‘buzz’ surrounding Hartley and his films was athighest level, Hartley tended

to steer clear of studio-division financinfrust, for example, was produced by

%2 Besides Smith and Linklater, examples include &eSoderbergh and Gus Van Sant, whose
careers have included both studio proje€isgan’s Eleveand its sequels, in Soderbergh’s case;
Finding Forresterin Van Sant’s) and unconventional auteurist misj€rhe LimeyGerry), as

well as projects falling between the two categories

¥ King, Indiewood p. 6.

3 A New York Timepiece on Hartley, for example, suggests that Hallysvhad begun to court
him in 1992, the year of the releaseSifnple MenEllen Pall, ‘This Director’s Wish List Doesn’t
Include Hollywood’, 11 October 1992, p. 11 (sect®)n
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Republic Pictures (at that point operating asevision producer), the British
television companies Zenith Entertainment and Cabéri-ilms, and Hartley’s
True Fiction PicturesAmateurwas produced by Channel 4 Films, Zenith
Entertainment, True Fiction Pictures, the indepehdenerican Playhouse and
the French production company La Sept Cinerenry Foolwas produced by
True Fiction Pictures and the independent prodofdistribution company the
Shooting Gallery. The largest production of HardesareerNo Such Thingwas
produced on a very modest (by studio standardsjddutirough a co-financing
deal between a studio (MGM) and an independent eampAmerican
Zoetrope) — both factors, no doubt, in Hartley’scgss in maintaining what
would appear to be a high degree of creative cbatriie levels of production
and post-production. Hartley has also experimemeelf-financing and self-
distribution, strategies adopted during the coofggroducingThe Girl from
Mondayand many of the short films, discussed in chapt&ush career moves,
| would suggest, are part of a distinctly altenatapproach to the industrial
dimension of flmmaking, one that indicates as mashextual strategies

Hartley’s status as an auteur.

Genre: Orientation and Innovation

As briefly suggested earlier, one of the ways inclithe films discussed in this
chapter distinguish themselves as alternativeeataktual level is through the
adaptation of genre frameworks. Each of the filnobiises a number of
mainstream genre conventions while also moving beéybese conventions
towards more ‘alternative’ territory. In this sextil discuss the balance struck
by each film between familiarity and irregularitythis level, making reference
to a range of different genre categories.

Common to all the films, | would suggest, is a lkeagagement with the
science fiction genre. For the purposes of thiptdrathe science fiction film is
defined broadly as a variety of fantasy film (otkarieties including the horror
film and the musical) that emphasises technologyamon-human bodies and
that functions to arouse not fear (as does theoh&im) but, as Vivian Sobchack
suggests, interest — a consideration of futureipitiies.> Each of the three
films fits this definition — althougfhe Book of LifandNo Such Thingnight

% vivian SobchackScreening Space: The American Science Fiction,Egnond edition (New
Brunswick, New Jersey: Rutgers University Pres88)9p. 43.

96



also be placed in other genre categories, as disddaterThe Girl from
Mondayis set in a future America whose new governmentrporate body
called the Multi-Media Monopoly (Triple M), has ingmented a ‘dictatorship of
the consumer’, a regime of extreme commaodificatiat is fought by a small
number of human and alien counterrevolutionalesSuch Thingentres on a
humanoid monster who, with the help a young woreaters the world of
human society (New York City) in search of a waytwl his own life —
provided, finally, by a machine created by a madmdtst called Dr Artaud. In
The Book of Lifeset on the eve of the new Millennium, Jesusri$ &eearth
(again, New York City) to open the seven sealhefBook of Life and unleash
the Apocalypse.

Such fantastical material serves to provide a nbtamiliarity,
mobilising particular tropes associated with magetn science fiction: aliens,
unfamiliar technology, the Apocalypse, monsters, smon. At the same time,
such elements are given a largely low-key or plalygatment that positions the
films at a distance from their mainstream countegpdloments of large-scale or
elaborate spectacle are rare. The futuristic teolgmes ofThe Girl from
Monday for example, are markedly low-tech, retro andéoniliar: personal
barcodes (printed directly on to every citizen’ssyy virtual-reality headsets,
targeted online advertising (see figure 8). Thedial machine that features in
No Such Thing Artaud’s ‘Matter Eradicator’ — offers a distinctyffbeat
example of futuristic technology, a composite ofdegal-style machinery and
‘scientific’ elements (pressure dials, giant leydasniliar, as one journal review

of the film points out, from the laboratory scenésariousFrankensteirfilms

(see figure 9§°

Figure 8
Non-spectacular
technology: pupils using
virtual-reality headsets in
The Girl from Monday
Possible Films

% Adriana Craciun,No Such Thing Gothic Studies5:1 (2003), p. 132.
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Similarly non-spectacular/non-conventional in natare the films’
various supernatural characters, readable eithigadisional aliens from another
planet The Girl from Mondayor as aliens from the ancient paché Book of
Life, No Such Thing Visually, these characters are barely diffeaetd from
human beings: the aliensTiime Girl from Mondayand the biblical characters in
The Book of Lifare exactly human in appearance, and the Monshio iSuch
Thing, despite the horns and bark-like skin, is humairoiabth proportions and
dress. They also often display what can be se@adisionally ‘human’
characteristics of empathy, affection and introtipe¢ establishing relationships
with human characters and reflecting philosophycaii their own existence and
history. Thus, Hartley’s ‘alien’ characters canitentified with those central to
what Sobchack calls the ‘marginal’ science fictithm, a class of low-budget
science fiction that emerged in the mid-1980s dgrd of “counter-cultural”
response’ to blockbusters suchSaar WargGeorge Lucas, 1977) af@lose
Encounters of the Third Kin@Gteven Spielberg, 1977). In marginal science
fiction films, among thenThe Brother from Another Plangiohn Sayles, 1984)
andRepo Man(Alex Cox, 1984), alien Others are ‘valued for lgeim-marked
as alien or other’ — a kind of representation Whatks, Sobchack argues, to
‘erase alienation by articulating it as a universaidition in which we are aliens
and aliens are ug”. This is a representation in contrast to that efldsy many
more mainstream and conservative science fictiamsf{Close Encounter€. T,
Starmar), which present aliens who are ‘just like us, adintifiably and
differentiallymoreso’. Broadly, the mainstream science fiction filoggests
that aliengesemblehumans, suggesting humanity to be the ‘originaltdeiand
thus preserving thesubordination of “other worlds, other culturesher

Figure 9

Retro technology:
Frankensteirstyle
machinery inrNo Such
Thing®© United Artists
Films/American Zoetrope

37 SobchackScreening Spac@. 294.
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species” to the world, culture and “speciality’vaiite American culture’; the
marginal science fiction film, more radically, s@gts that aliens are only as
slightly different from us as we are from each otled so rejects human being
as an original modéf

The main point of reference for Hartley’s films lisyould suggest, the
marginal science fiction film. ‘Aliens’ in the thedilms clearlyare us: they are
as human as many of their human equivalents (duthoee so) and equally
alienated. I'No Such Thinghe Monster and the female protagonist, Beatace,
characterised in similar terms: both are alone {{f8ess fiance was killed when
he disturbed the Monster in his Icelandic lair)thbare exploited by the ruthless
Fox-style news corporation that functions as the’é villain. Jesus imThe Book
of Lifeis portrayed to a large extent as an ‘ordinaryhjriteoubled by guilt and
trying to do the right thing in a difficult situat. ‘What twisted fairy tale had |
allowed myself to be tangled up into?’ he asksditeover, haunted by the souls
of those killed in the name of God. ‘Why hadn’nterfered more?’ IThe Girl
from Mondaythe main alien character, Nobody, exists as orsesohall group of
sympathetic characters, each characterised in teftheman’ emotions such as
compassion and desire (such emotions normally behged in the society of
the film only as means by which to increase onggglit rating) and of a general
resistance to the political status quo.

To dramatise ‘aliens are us’ in this way is notSadchack suggests,
necessarily particularly ‘progressive’ in a poliideological sense. While such
a strategy works against the supposition of theacy of humanity (and,
metaphorically, white American culture) as an araggimodel from which Others
deviate, it also serves to articulate ‘alienatien“auman™, devoting little energy
to the exploration of the cultural causes of thebpgms at the heart of modern
capitalist society® Nevertheless, the adoption of this strategy irtlelgs films
certainly marks them to a significant degree aayiaditive — this status being
further suggested by a number of other elementdisasssed in the sections
following this one.

A degree of unconventionality is also evident ie fitms’ engagement
with a number of other genre categoritise Book of Lifgfor example, may be
seen as an offbeat take on the ‘Jesus film’, athlat tells a story about the life

of Jesus. Even at the level of basic content, Epgilfilm positions itself as

% SobchackScreening Space. 297.
%9 SobchackScreening Spac@p. 297—298.
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unconventional. If it is the case, as Adele Reitthanggest, that all Jesus films
take some details from ‘history’ (that is, the Gelsp and some from
imagination, other traditions and popular cultthenThe Book of Lifeffers a
mix that leans strongly towards the ‘imaginati¥®The film offers not an
account of Jesus'’s life, but, much more unusuallyaccount of his return to
earth, mixed with details about his past life. Asls it departs in several
important ways from the Jesus film form that Rentthautlines, which conforms
to the narrative template of the biopic. Jesusantlgy’s film, for example, is not
‘situated within a family and circle of friends $bow how the hero’s immediate
circle as well as the broader social and politozaitext either influences or
responds to [his] growing capabilities and sensmigkion’; instead, he is
positioned as an outsider figure, returning tore@B00 years after his dedth.
Hartley’s Jesus does, in line with biopic conventidevelop an ‘antagonistic
relationship’ with an individual (Satan) that ledadssuffering on the part of the
hero, although this narrative point is rather dolaged: Jesus’s climactic
confrontation with Satan takes the form of a plufdscal debate about human
nature, conducted over drinks in a dimly lit baorgl generically conventional is
the incorporation of ‘an impassioned summatiorhefliero’s primary
message®? this taking the form of a speech (delivered inceoiver) near the end
of the film that conventionally emphasises Jesoafscity for forgiveness: ‘The
innocent ... and the guilty. All equally helplessl pérfectly lost. And, as
frightening as it was to admit, all deserving afgiweness.’

A similar mix of familiarity and innovation is offed by those elements
of No Such Thinghat engage with the traditions of the fairy t#lea basic
level, the film resembles a ‘Beauty and the Beaattative — a detail remarked
on by a large number of the film’s revie##As in the fairy tale, a young woman

(Beatrice) embarks on a journey in search of atbedmom she finds living alone

40 Adele Reinhartz, ‘Jesus of Hollywood’, in Paul@éiiksen (ed.)On the Passion of the Christ:
Exploring the Issues Raised by the ControversialiBlBerkeley and Los Angeles, California:
University of California Press, 2006), p. 175.

“! ReinhartzJesus of Hollywoo@ xford; New York: Oxford University Press, 200p),5.

“2 ReinhartzJesus of Hollywoad. 5.

3 The review for th&Vashington Timegor example, starts with the sentence, “No Stibng,”
playing at the Cineplex Odeon Dupont Circle, pressito formulate the last polemical word on
the “Beauty and the Beast” myth.’ (Gary Arnold, 8Nsuch Thing” a Beastly MesaVashington
Times 30 March 2002, p. D4.) Other reviews that refeectihe Beauty and the Beast fairy tale
include Kevin Thomas, ‘Hartley’s Fable in DefenseéMmnsters’,Los Angeles Time&9 March
2002, p. F8; Roger Eberty6 Such Thing Chicago Sun-Time®nline), 29 March 2002:
rogerebert.suntimes.com/apps/pbcs.dil/article? ABDO20329/REVIEWS/203290303/1023, last
accessed 4 March 2011); and Elvis Mitchell, ‘“Yesm8one for Everyone, Even Someone with
Fangs’,New York Times29 March 2002, p. E24.

100



in an isolated dwelling. As time passes, she besdoma of the monster and
they develop a deep emotional bond. Hartley’s faimight be expected, also
offers a number of twists on the Beauty and thesBseenario (while at the same
time referencing a number of other monster nareatiincludingking Kong

with whichNo Such Thinghares a final segment in which the monster enters
urban society). The beast character, for exampleot a cursed prince but a
foul-mouthed, alcoholic monster, alive since thgibeings of life on earth. His
home is an American missile silo — an updatinghésana Craciun puts it, of
the traditional ‘ruined Gothic castl&® A more substantial challenge to the
conventions of the fairy tale narrative is madehatlevel of gender
representation. Central to the film’s imaginativeion, as Craciun argues, is a
female protagonist who moves beyond the stereaif/tiee princess as an
innocent (chaste) beauty. Beatrice is characteasett once good and
‘experienced’. While she maintains throughout flva & saint-like desire to do
good and alleviate the suffering of others (sh@sidhie Monster despite the fact
that he killed her fiancé), she is also associat#il monstrousness and
sexuality. Craciun notes, for example, that thedagre dress and makeup
Beatrice wears in the later stages of the filmu@dé] not merely to her newly
acquired sexual knowledge, but to the monstroudeBof Frankenstein’ — an
association also suggested in an earlier scendichvBeatrice is ‘re-created’ in
an elaborate medical operation, the visual detdishich are strongly
suggestive of the scene in which the female momsizeated irBride of
Frankensteir(James Whale, 193%) Beatrice exists as a ‘unique hybrid
heroine’, a figure who cannot be easily categoraedn ‘innocent beauty’ and
who moves beyond ‘the innocence/experience dichgtaenording to which
femininity is typically classified*® This is a character articulation that, | would
suggest, clearly distinguishes Hartley’s film froime majority of mainstream
modern fairy-tale films, which, while often cenwifractive’ or ‘strong’ female
protagonists (in contrast to the passive/complithiatracters of the original tales),
very rarely suggest their heroines to be in any seagual or ‘unnaturaf’’ The

character of Beatrice thus offers both an elemé&generic familiarity and a

4 Craciun, ‘No Such Thing’, p. 130.

“> Craciun, ‘No Such Thing’, p. 130.

“¢ Craciun, ‘No Such Thing’, p. 130.

4" See for examplEver After(Andy Tennant, 1998EnchantedKevin Lima, 2007) andeauty
and the BeadiGary Trousdale and Kirk Wise, 1991). For a dismrssf the representation of
the fairy-tale heroine ikver After see Jessica TiffilMarvelous GeometrgDetroit, Michigan:
Wayne State University Press, 2009), pp. 203-204.
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substantial challenge to enduring traditions —xa ofiithis kind being common to
various features in many of Hartley’s films, ascdissed in this and other

chapters.

Place: Regional Details, Landscapes and Identities

Like Amateur(discussed in chapter Z)he Book of LifeNo Such ThingndThe
Girl from Mondayadopt an approach to place that combines a sémegional
particularity with a sense of the globalised natfrenodern life. A focus on
recognisable regional details and identities fundito ground the films in the
familiar and the particular. At the same time, filras depart decisively from the
themes of community and family that mark the Losignd films and the
similarly well-received (and also modestly profi@iHenry Fool Hartley’s
focus shifts (to an extent) here towards the broddames of society and social
‘issues’, as discussed more fully in the final s@cbf this chapter — although
character emotions and relationships, as mighkpeaed, remain central
elements of each film.

All three films are characterised by what | haa#ter] a sense of
geographical place: that is, an investment byitheih a particular set of images
and characteristics identified with an actual pladeether named in the diegesis
or not. New York City is foregrounded as a setimgach film by a variety of
markers, ranging from the subtle to the obvioud:He Girl from Mondayfor
example, shots of a sign for one of New York’s sapwtations, Houston Street
(figure 10), feature twice in the first ten minytadittle later, one of the
characters makes a reference to Orchard Streatary Lower Manhattan

street the name of which is probably recognisahlg  people who live or

Figure 10

Markers of place:
prominent subway
signage inThe Girl from
Monday®© Possible Films
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work in the city. Subway signs also featurdNim Such Thingalong with several
yellow cabs. References are made by characteratdddtan, ‘Downtown’
(Lower Manhattan) and New York City Hall. All thrééms include location
shots in which characters walk down bustling NewKy$treets. Details of this
kind serve in part, as Andrew Higson (writing abthé British ‘kitchen sink’
film) puts it, to ‘[transform] narrative space iraweal historical placé to
‘authenticate’ the narrative and contribute towadseling of realisit® Such an
effect is of course not uncommon in American cinemainstream or
independent — although different varieties of fitmy stress different regional
details, either as part of a strategy of differaindin (as inAmateur for example,
which foregrounds the loft spaces of TriBeCa) opat of an attempt to achieve
universal recognisability (as in disaster filmsttftmeground famous city
landmarks).

If some sense of geographical place is charatiteakall three films,
then this is a feature that is particularly empdediinThe Book of Lifein which
small-scale regional details such as yellow calossabway signs are mixed with
more dramatic examples of the regional topograpityuding several major
landmarks. In a scene set on the rooftop of a otelidtown Manhattan, Jesus
is at several points framed within a shot featuthrgyEmpire State Building,
which takes up almost half the frame. The last sege of the film takes place
on the Staten Island Ferry, Jesus looking backsadie water towards the city
and the Twin Towers of the World Trade Centre. presence of such shots in
The Book of Lifés, according to Steve Hamilton, attributable patdl the low-
key, inexpensive nature of the film’s productioerfy small crew, mini-DV
camcorder), which allowed Hartley and his crewilto sections of the New
York landscape at a low cost and without the nee@xtensive preparatiofis.
At the same time, however, shots of this kind wetended to serve as points of

interest for the viewer, to convey a degree of ‘meg:

[So], it boils down somewhat to economics, but etm, if the
economics allow the environment to ‘mean’ somethiven it works. If
it's just getting a shot of the house to salveahdience’s curiosity about
‘what Henry’s house looks like’ then you're justinlg too much work for

8 Andrew Higson, ‘Space, Place, Spectackteen 25:4-5 (1984), p. 8.
49 See Steve Hamilton, interview with author, May @@4ee appendix C).
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the audience and you're inviting them to sit bac#l e passive and just

let the film roll over them?®

Hamilton’s comments here give attention to the ywiage is ‘used’ in a film: as
an element necessary to the conventional functipoirthe narrative system (an
establishing shot of a house, for example), omaslement significant in and of
itself. Indeed, the distinction offered here isigamto the distinction often made
in academic work between space and place in filne. Jeographer Chris
Lukinbeal, for example, in an article about cinembndscapes, suggests that
‘As space, landscape provides an area in whicklitts@a of the film can unfold
... Landscape as space is always subordinate tadneadof the narrative.’
Landscape as place, meanwhile, ‘provides narratigksm by grounding a film
to a particular location’s regional sense of pland history”>* As Higson
suggests, place may therefore be seen as sométhingxceeds the narrative,
offering a spectacle of ‘realistic’, iconographietdils. At the same time, Higson
further argues, such details and images may bel ‘ugeby the narrative,
positioned so as to form a representation of aagar's state of mind or of a
theme in the narrativ®.

In the case of he Book of Lifelandscape does seem on several occasions
to fall into the category of landscape as place 3ot of the Empire State
Building serves no strict narrative purpose, tlfeatmn of the scene having been
clearly established via a sequence in which Jdsubg a series of staircases and
emerges on to a windy rooftop. There is, simildit{le narrative information

conveyed by the shot of the New York skyline takem the ferry; certainly it is

Figure 11

Symbolic landscape:
Jesus gazes up at a
symbol of humanity in
The Book of Lif® Haut
et Court/La Sept Arte

A

*0 Hamilton, interview with author.

*L Chris Lukinbeal, ‘Cinematic Landscape¥jurnal of Cultural Geography23:1 (2005), p. 6.
2 Higson, ‘Space, Place, Spectacle’, pp. 2-21. Speaially p. 8: ‘place is used up by the
narrative at a metaphorical level, as a “geogragttize mind”. This metaphorical work then
turns back the historical onto the discursive,ghgchological, the individual.’
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held far longer than would be necessary to simmigrm the viewer that Jesus is
leaving the city — and in this case we would ngiext the image to be the last of
the film. Both landscapes can, however, be incafeorinto the narrative at a
more metaphorical/thematic level. As Jason Woodssig, for example, the
Empire State Building in the former scene formstekKing background that
further underlines the magnitude of what is abouid destroyed in the name of
Christianity’>® | would add that the image serves to underlinentbight of
responsibility borne by Jesus, suggesting his qonioe the fate of humanity as
a whole — a reading encouraged by a shot in wrashslbriefly glances up at the
building that towers above him (figure 11). Thestagkyline landscape, | would
suggest, serves a similarly expressive functiona extent, this is an image that
presents a real place, that allows the viewereatifly and absorb the details of
the New York topography. But it is also an imagat thescribes the frame of
mind of the protagonist. The sun is going downhasday reaches its conclusion,
and the city appears still, peaceful — Jesus, me#vihaving reached the
conclusion of his visit to earth, has resolveditisrnal crisis and decided to call
off the Apocalypse (he throws the Book of Lifeaatiop containing the software
to release the seven seals, into the water behintetry) (see figure 175,
Motivation of this kind for landscape images theg® to exceed the narrative is
also provided imhe Unbelievable Truttwhose final image, a long shot of an
empty Long Island beach, can be read as a reffeofidudry’s self-doubt and

lingering feelings of isolation, as discussed iaptler 1. Distinctive or

Figure 12

- Landscape as a reflection

- CHETL of state of mind: Jesus

- - y looks back at a peaceful-
seeming New York City

in The Book of Lif®

Haut et Court/La Sept

Arte

*3 Jason WoodHal Hartley (Harpenden, Herts: Pocket Essentials, 2003), p. 79
> A similar style of reading, relating the detaifsadandscape to the state of mind of the
protagonist, is offered by Higson in a discussiba townscape that featuresSaturday Night
and Sunday Morninglt is a new day, the sun is shining, the urbadtistrial image seems
peaceful, stable, there are no immediate signsook:vexactly — Arthur Seaton has turned over a
new leaf in his life, and the geography, thise-en-scénes a sign of this change.’ Higson,
‘Space, Place, Spectacle’, p. 8.
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‘excessive’ geographical details are here givestiamale and drawn into the
narrative in a manner similar to the way in whiomfial departures may be
motivated by a character’s experience or by thendeeof the film (see chapter
2).

Other dimensions, besides topography/landscapehich regional
identity figures prominently include characterisatand, more generally, theme.
Many of the cultural identities that feature in theee films are recognisable as
‘New York’ cultural identities — that is, identiBeassociated with the city through
the discourses of journalism, advertising, literatdilm, television, and so on.
The main human characterTime Book of Lifgfor example, is poor and
intellectual (‘The soul is only what we call our @ameness of things, but it’s really
just a material phenomenon,’” says Dave when Salentam if he believes he
has a soul), these being qualities associatedthgtivohemian/intellectual scene
of Manhattan, as portrayed by a range of films laytldy and other filmmakers
in the 1990s and earlier decad®A number of characters in boo Such Thing
andThe Girl from Mondayan be described as white-collar capitalists — a
characterisation that reflects New York City’s sgafis a major centre of finance,
driven to a large extent by large corporations. @ike and Manhattan in
particular, was (and is) particularly dependentt@nfinancial industry® The
financial sector includes organisations such a&dfiastock brokerages,
investment-fund institutions and insurance compgraad is strongly associated
with Wall Street, this Lower Manhattan region haylrecome emblematic of
American capitalism and, to an extent, exploitatiod materialism’ Such
details and associations are part of a broad Istihdt regional identity that
serves to ground certain characterisations initims f The Helen Mirren
character ilNo Such Thingfor example, is a corporate boss whose business

instincts override any concern for individual suifg (I discuss the critical

%5 Among those films focusing on some sort of intetll@l, bohemian or café/bar culture in
Manhattan aréligh Art (Lisa Cholodenko, 1998FmithereengSusan Seidelman, 1982fter
Hours(Martin Scorsese, 1988janhattan(\Woody Allen, 1979) and Hartley’Amateurand

Flirt.

*¢ According to the urban studies scholars David ladStone and Susan S. Fainstein, ‘During
the 1990-97 period ... earnings in the city’s fingrinsurance, and real estate (FIRE) industries
accounted for 57 percent of all earnings growthManhattan and nearly half of the city’s total
increase in earnings.’ Gladstone and Fainsteire aw York and Los Angeles Economies’, in
David Halle (ed.)New York and Los Angeles: Politics, Society, antiu@ A Comparative
View(Chicago; London: University of Chicago Press, 200394.

" The image of Wall Street as a centre of specatapitalism and, as Jack Boozer puts it,
‘grossly avaricious values’ was perhaps most fartyoeiscapsulated ikVall Streetf(Oliver Stone,
1987). For a discussion of this film and its vismfmAmerican capitalism, see Boozer, ‘Movies
and the Closing of the Reagan Era’, in StephercBriad.) American Cinema of the 1980s:
Themes and Variation®iscataway, New Jersey: Rutgers University Pi2337), pp. 176-178.
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implications of this characterisation further i lollowing section). The
corporate manager Abercrombie (D. J. Mendellhe Girl from Mondays
representative of a whole social system in whicma& experience is valued
only for the credit it generates. The inclusiorsoth characterisations and
themed elements in films clearly set in New YorkyCiather than, say, New
Jersey or Austin, serves an orienting functionticouting towards a sense of
familiarity and recognisability. It is an approdtiat is, | would suggest, broadly
conventional, in that it reaffirms a popular facétegional identity. On the other
hand, the films function to consistently draw atitemto particular
historical/social elements in a manner that distisiges them from most
independent and mainstream American films. Itis tharacteristic that the
following section of this chapter addresses.

Political Issues/Political Qualities

The Girl from Mondaystarts with a three-minute passage that sketclees th
background to the film’s story. An unnamed narrglater identified as Jack, the
main male character) introduces us to the femaa aNobody, who is pictured
swimming naked in a series of underwater shotse 1&d travelled light years to
get here. And in the vaporous fields of her horae 136 one had bodies, or
names, or identities ... But here, in the flesh,rthelution had come.’ This
revolution is the work of the corporate body Tripde whose new regime Jack
describes (as mentioned earlier) as a ‘dictatorghipe consumer’. The
narration continues, over images of everyday hféhie city: ‘What most people
wanted, most of the time, and were willing to pay, fvas good. Whatever
defied the logic of the market was bad. Disposaideme was the chief
revolutionary virtue.” The final 30-second sequeantthe passage introduces the
theme of political resistance, which, as might kpeeted, figures prominently in
the narrative. Counterrevolutionaries, or terrgrisack tells us, resist the
‘inevitable logic of the marketplace’. We are shostruggling figures being
hauled away by armed troopers. Jack concludesy'Tdwinterrevolutionaries]
were rounded up and exiled to the moon to workcthrecessions at the various
Triple M theme parks. Terrorists were suspectedysveere.’

This is a fairly long narrated passage, delivedarigrge amount of
narrative information. Background political detiiat could have been
established gradually throughout the narrativestaldished immediately, before
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the viewer is familiar with any of the charactefbe explicitly political aspects
of the narrative are in this way emphasised: sépdifaom the character-drama
of the narrative and given overt and detailed alditton. Later narrated passages,
though more integrated into the narrative, are editky a similarly high level of
descriptive detail. At one point, for example, we #ld in voiceover that Triple
M’s ‘major sore spot’ was ‘the old regime’s allegamhtact with Star 147X in
the constellation Monday, named after the hapleientst who first discovered
it, Dr Vincent Monday. It was assumed the intelfige on that star still
contributed unknown resources toward the countelugenary aim.” For Robert
Koehler inVariety, such ‘semi-philosophical narration’ is one of fte’s flaws,
‘describing what should be shown’. In a similarnsdfoehler complains of the
‘impossible load of background for this invented rot entirely unfamiliar —
society and its rules and politic® The suggestion here is that Hartley’s film
disregards certain ‘good’ practices of narratinamaking (showing rather than
telling, limiting social/political background defaand, in doing so, presents the
viewer not with a sense of pleasurable innovatigtrather with a laborious
interpretive challenge (an ‘impossible load’).

At the same time, as Koehler suggests in therlgtteted comment and
elsewhere in his review, the filoffers a fairly familiar dystopia narrative the
details of which one might expect to serve as atpafiorientation for many
viewers. A number of literary influences are cigdreviewers, including
George Orwell and Aldous Huxley, whasdeeteen Eighty-Fou{1949) and
Brave New World1932) remain particularly well-known representatiof
future totalitarian societies.The Girl from Mondaylso fits into a prominent
tradition of film dystopias. In particular, therfilmight be seen to resemble
dystopias such &lade RunneandOutland- films that Michael Ryan and
Douglas Kellner identify as examples of ‘left-lilaéand radical dystopias’.
These are films that use a future setting to mauwritique of contemporary
society that is ‘too extreme for Hollywood realisnihe left-liberal dystopia is a
variety of dystopia that ‘negatively representshhsic tenets of capitalistt.

This is a position that is contrasted by Ryan aedr€r to that of the ‘populist

°8 Robert Koehler,The Girl from Monday Variety, 21 February 2005, p. 32.

** TheNew York Timereview refers t®rave New Worland describes Triple M as ‘Orwellian’
(Stephen Holden, ‘Party On! It's Civic Dutylew York Timest May 2005, p. E5); Koehler
describes Hartley’s film as an attempt to ‘updatefuturist dystopian traditions of Orwell,
Huxley and William Gibson’Variety, p. 32).

% Michael Ryan and Douglas Kellner, ‘Technophobia®pia’, in Sean Redmond (ed.jquid
Metal: The Science Fiction Film Readgondon: Wallflower Press, 2004), p. 54.
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dystopia’ (examples includin§oylent Greenl973,andRollerball, 1975), which
functions to critique not capitalism itself buthrat large corporations, whose
impersonality is seen to conflict with the valué$amily life.®* Left-liberal
dystopias point out the deficiencies of the wadmia system as a whole. In
these films, capitalist labour is characteriseéxgdoitative, and ‘traditional
liberal humanist ideals (freedom, charity)’ are rifiebd as ‘critical weapons
against that exploitatiorf?

While, | would suggest, the line between two sueugings can be
harder to draw than Ryan and Kellner allow, itas difficult to seeThe Girl
from Mondayas falling into the authors’ more radical leftdial category. Triple
M may be a corporation, but it is one very firmigerted in the capitalist system,
sustained by very ordinary companies for whichmady and sometimes
sympathetic people work (both Jack and Cecile angl@yees of the ad agency
responsible for keeping Triple M in power). Indeas the phrase ‘dictatorship of
the consumer’ suggests, the dystopia depictedtyisione supported by all:
consumers are active and willing participants system that (Hartley suggests)
functions to limit personal expression and emoti@eanectedness. This point is
made both at the level of a reflective, philosophimiceover and, more
conventionally, at the level of narrative. Thusklacomments early on in the
film about the decline under the new governmenndividual emotional
expression (‘Acts of love, charity, eroticism foetr own sake were soon seen as
perverse self-indulgences’) are echoed in the diswscene in which Jack and
Cecile share a sexual encounter in a meeting rdank needing an alibi for a
political raid he has organised, and Cecile wantingccumulate sexual-activity
credit points. After an initial embrace, Jack hasamd thoughts, worried that he
is there for the wrong reasons. For Cecile, howeherencounter is a simple
matter of economics: ‘Let’s fuck and increase awyibg power,” she says,
puzzled by the idea that there could be a ‘wrongtination to have sex.

Moments of sardonic humour of this kind are comn@tier examples
include a dialogue exchange in which Jack is advisgush his children’s-wear
advertising campaign in a more ‘sexy’ and ‘provoagtdirection (‘Kids are not
just children,” says his manager. ‘Theytensumer$, and a piece of narration
in which Jack tells us that teaching positionsrene assigned only to convicts,

owing to the high incidence of hand-gun-relatedence in schools. Such

¢l Ryan and Kellner, ‘Technophobia’, p. 54.
%2 Ryan and Kellner, ‘Technophobia’, p. 55.
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episodes constitute a thread of socio-politicaresahat positiong he Girl from
Mondayat the more directly critical end of the indepemdém spectrum. At the
same time, however, the film shies away from déepgan any detail the more
uncomfortable realities of the dystopian world. ‘Ancomfortable’ quality can,
as Geoff King has suggested, be seen as a stratkgomaternativeness in
American narrative film, unsettling dominant patteof identification and
dominant representations of social isstids. The Girl from Mondaeveral
uncomfortable issues — including the state terating of ‘immigrants’ (aliens)
and the aforementioned sexualisation of childreoubh advertising — are
raised, but through brief passages of dialogue, sather than through any
sustained narrative treatment. The prevailing wfitbe film combines satire
with a strong measure of philosophical melanchatyemotional longing for
meaning and humanity in a commercialised world. déeelopment of
shocking, blunt and uncomfortable elements is aabid favour of the
valorisation of ‘traditional liberal humanist idea(as in the left-liberal dystopia)
that inform several narrative developments, sudesle’s positively coded
transformation from a corporate conformist to alghened rebel reading
Thoreau’sWalden The film’s closing moments, too, emphasise human
endeavour and individuality, as Jack, watching Niybenter the ocean and start
her journey home, offers us his final reflectionfammanity: ‘I'll never know if
she made it. But | hope, and I try to resist. Eren) whom no one need pity,
even | can see this ... now. What humans do ... tBfligses in the original
dialogue.) Such elements are strongly suggestitieeoinnate capacity of
individuals to free themselves from the effectpalitical/social problems: a
positive message that, while meaningful at an esnatiphilosophical level,
certainly positiong he Girl from Mondayt some distance from radical political
critique.

A blunter and more discomforting tone is adoptedbySuch Thingthis
surely being one of the reasons for MGM’s own dmsfat with the film. As in
The Girl from Mondaythe protagonists are figures who do not fit iato

rampantly capitalistic society: Beatrice is a gsodl, concerned with helping

%3 King talks, for example, abottappinessn these terms: ‘[The film encourages] an
uncomfortable degree of proximity: a proximity teacacter that implies the social proximity of
paedophilia. The result is likely to be a doublesseof discomfort for the viewer: not the full
cinematic degree of identification or allegiancewauld expect to experience with a more
obviously sympathetic character ... and discomforaising the difficult issue of the extent to
which paedophilia is part of the everyday fabrioaf society.’American Independent Cinema
(London; New York: I. B. Tauris, 2005), pp. 198-199
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others; the Monster is an authentically anguishelbgopher with an aversion to
modern media. Dialogue is used, again aghe Girl from Mondayto sketch the
socio-political background. We are told, for exagphat the federal
government is on strike, and that the mayor of Nank City has sold
downtown Manhattan to a ‘major Hollywood studiotiti@ism of media-led
commodification is more immediately present in ¢tharacterisation of the
(unnamed) corporate boss, a tough, cynical prodacgrarge of what is
described by th&#/ashington Posts ‘one of those It-Bleeds-It-Leads shows’, a
format probably most readily associated in Amevitih the Fox News
Channef* As Mirren’s character envisions it, the businefssews is to supply
the public with a constant stream of the most demsalistic story matter
available. ‘There’s a world of bad news out théadjes and gentlemenweorld

of bad news. All we need to do is get our handtherworst of it, the veryorst
news possible,” she says near the beginning dilthemoments later rejecting a
story lead about a recent increase in terroristiacthat has left hundreds dead
with the words ‘Sad, but not catastrophic.’

More disturbingly, news production is represente@ @ractice that cedes
all to the image and to the ‘story’. Individualsdandividual suffering are
significant only as far as they might serve thedsesf the market. This is a point
made explicitly on several occasions. In an eargne set in Reykjavik, for
example, Beatrice, who is in hospital having baselgvived an aeroplane crash,
is talking to the Boss, who wants to run a storgdabon Beatrice’s ordeal. The
Boss asks Beatrice about ‘the experience, the sensathe drama’, and about
the actions of the children in the moments befbesplane crashed. Beatrice is
disgusted: ‘They were people. They were aghealple’ she says, still barely
able to move herself. Further criticism of the mod®edia machine comes later
in the narrative, when the Monster is introducedd urban society by Beatrice.
Despite his humanoid appearance and eloquenck|dhster is immediately
cast as a ‘freak of nature’ by the media — a chiarmsation that functions to
naturalise the systematic cruelty to which he [§extted by government
scientists eager to unlock the secret of his imdesble nature. The Boss
organises the Monster’s release into society, ipaticg a tabloid-style fall into
abjection. She is right: in a disturbing scene sddo melancholy string music,

% Ann Hornaday, ‘The Really Abominable Snowmatashington Pos29 March 2002, p. C5.
Hornaday also makes the connection between theaiipn in the film and Fox News,
describing the former as a ‘Fox-style televisiaatish’.
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the Monster is attacked on the street by a groupesf; he is pushed around,
beaten, and finally urinated on. Through a strikélg, the image of the
Monster’'s humiliation becomes a two-dimensionalgsan a television
monitor, as we shift location to a corporate maegtwom (figure 13). The
suggestion made here at the formal level — thavishgal suffering becomes,
under the logic of corporate capitalism, simply thieo material element to be
packaged and sold — is underlined at the levelaldbgue. The reaction of the
Boss and her team to the material is one not abhtut of delight: ‘It's just the
right mix of pathetic and scary,” says one asststsavouring the potential for
another sensational news exclusive.

Sharp social criticisms such as this are mixed wigeneral social
atmosphere of loneliness and instability. NeitheatBice nor the Monster has
any family, or even any close friends. The protagfsmmove frequently across
international borders — an everyday detail of mogdglobalised life that also
characterise¥he Book of LifeThe Girl from Mondayand, as discussed in the
following chapterfFay Grim(Jesus ifThe Book of Lifarrives in America at
JFK Airport; Nobody inThe Girl from Mondays an ‘immigrant’ who enters the
country on a beach in New York City). Modern Amarnicsociety in general is
defined by a kind of violent desolation: the presitj we are told, is rumoured to
have committed suicide, domestic terrorism is afed civil unrest is
commonplace. In one early scene set in an airparide, Beatrice is witness to
the shooting of two men trying to smuggle radiogetnaterial out of the
country. Moments later , she encounters a youngampiseemingly on drugs,
who takes Beatrice’s bag and wanders off; Beatatss finds her undergoing
violent convulsions by a waiting bench, surrountggeople but suffering

Figure 13

The Monster’s suffering
becomes a saleable image
in No Such Thin®

United Artists
Films/American Zoetrope
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alone. Although no explicit link is made betweegtsepisodes and the forces of
capitalism represented by the Boss and her netitdsknot difficult to see a
connection, given the film’s strong critique (irapés) of corporate logic and its
devaluation of human life and human connectiontéoelly the national
government, being on strike, cannot be seen tatéicocial life in any
significant way). In this respect, and in its merglicit social criticismsNo
Such Thingcan be seen as an ambitious attempt to renddatge’ political and
social contexts of modern American life. This, lvlesuggest, is one of the
more dramatic differences between the film and lelgg early films,The
Unbelievable TruthTrustandSimple Menin which a much tighter focus on
small-scale community and family is combined witheanphasis on the
particularities of local place, and explicit comrtegy on society in general is
avoided (though of course the opportunity remamms/iewers to see the
depictions offered by these films as representatovearious degrees, of larger
social realities).

The Book of Lifgtoo, can be seen to engage critically with a thsxzcial
iIssue, although this dimension is, | would sugdestless pronounced than is the
case inThe Girl from MondayndNo Such ThingThe film, like Kevin Smith’s
highly controversial and widely distribut&bgma(1999), adopts a questioning,
irreverent and humorous attitude towards its religisubject mattér.Christian
figures and material are presented in a way thghte described as
‘imaginative’ and offbeat, albeit with a strong mlent of familiarity: as already
discussed, Jesus, for example, is an angst-ridgiesider figure with (more
familiarly) an infinite capacity for forgiveness.dve pointedly, the modern
institution of Christianity is characterised inrtex of unfeeling authority and
arbitrary regulation. The main human Christian abkger in the film is the head
of a Christian law firm, an unsympathetic figuresebsed with the (Christian)
law and how it might serve him (late in the film feeals that he cut a deal to be
saved come the Apocalypse). Christianity as itentty exists, it is suggested, is
a betrayal of the liberalism and compassion of d&rist, the film’s
sympathetic (and familiarly Hartleyan) protagonistvon’t judge the living and
the dead. | hate this exclusive closed-door pdlggys Jesus. ‘Who do these

% Dogmaattracted enough criticism from religious group$aiwe Miramax, under pressure from
its parent company, Disney, to sell the film oratmther distributor (it eventually went to Lion’s
Gate). For details of some of the troudlEymaencountered on its way to release (including
various hate-mail campaigns), see Peter Biskirmyn and Dirty Pictures: Miramax, Sundance
and the Rise of Independent Fi{Mew York: Simon and Schuster, 2004), pp. 345, 366-
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Christiansthink they are, anyway?’ Material such as thisstibutes an aspect of
broad, critical commentary that is potentially conersial (although, given the
film’s limited release, opportunities for controsgmwere of course very few). On
the other hand, such commentary also tends totberréheeting in nature. No
attempt is made to depict the social impact oftleglern institution of
Christianity. Instead, perhaps owing in part todetdry concerns, the film
focuses quite tightly on a small number of characéad their emotional
development. This is in contrastToe Girl from MondayndNo Such Thingin
which societal trends (hyper-consumerism, the coroiaésation of the media)
are often seen to have a palpable effect not justhe protagonists but on social
life in general.

An argument for categorisinbhe Book of Lifas a ‘political’ film might
be strengthened, however, if the film is considenetgrms of its approach to
narrative realism, choices made at this level sonest being seen as having
significant political implications, as discussedhe previous chapter. Although
the film adheres to a fairly familiar narrativewstture, whereby a protagonist
(Jesus) undertakes a journey involving various laisfthat are eventually
resolved at the level both of plot (Jesus avedsAihocalypse) and of character
emotion (Jesus resolves his internal crisis, asgehis compassion against the
will of his father), a number of devices are impéarted that function to
undermine realist convention to a quite significd@gree. Most obviously, the
film’s cinematographic design is characterised Isyrang degree of visual
distortion. Images are often blurred, ‘smudgedeé (tesult of adjustments made
to the shutter speed of the mini-DV camera) or exposed (see figure 14) —
effects that Hartley has described as forming teeal equivalent of the sonic

Figure 14

Visual distortion inThe
Book of Life® Haut et
Court/La Sept Arte
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distortion that characterises some rock music, ditne more open than film
(Hartley suggests) to the use of abstract/distdaats®® A similar approach is
adopted inrhe Girl from Mondaywhich features a large number of eye-catching
visual effects — decided on and implemented bylepai collaboration with his
cinematographer, Sarah Cawiéy including blurred images, colour-filter tinting
and still photography. Such effects may be sedretmotivated: viewable as a
(to some extent) ‘natural’ expression of the theofase film. Thematic
motivation of this kind is stressed by tNew York Timereviewer, for example,
who writes, ‘pastel-hued and filled with feathergithl afterimages, the movie
has a floating, ethereal look that oddly matchesoity subject®® But these
unusual visual effects still present, | would sugjga substantial challenge to
realist convention, a contravention of the prinegobf ‘invisible’ style consistent
and strong enough to inevitably draw attentiorh®donstructedness of the
image and shift the films (to a degree, at leastjards the territory of the
materialist film.

A similar refusal of realist codes characteri$he Book of Lifat the
level of performance. Many of the actors spealatidned tones, while also
maintaining a generally inexpressive physiognomwyp, features familiar from a
large number of the performances in Hartley’s prasifilms. This performance
style, particularly as realised by Martin Donovaml ahe non-actor PJ Harvey, is
commented on by several reviewers, some rathetisake[ The Book of Life
relies heavily on [Hartley’s] constricting traderkaf flat, freeze-dried
dialogue’, writes Dennis Lim in théillage Voicé and others more appreciative
(‘Donovan and Harvey hit the right note of straifgated, tongue-in-cheek
farce’, writes Deborah Young Mariety).®® No Such ThingndThe Girl from
Mondayalso feature performances of a stylised nature.<Dobk performance is
offered by Tatiana Abracos (Nobody), a Braziliandelamaking her film acting
debut inThe Girl from Mondayin the making-of feature included on the Hart

% Hartley says that he’s ‘apt to be listening to iBofouth more as a reference than | am
watching movies, because there’s much more freddamnusic about using distortion. All that
blurriness comes out of that aesthetic.” HannateEa¥ree to Investigate’.

¢ Cawley states that ‘the shutter effect and theroglad filters were both Hal's ideas. We chose
the filter colors together and | think | went t@tbhoto store to buy them myself. Hal said to use
them whenever and wherever we wanted, without tvieking it.” Interview with author, 6
December 2009 (see appendix B).

% Stephen Holden, ‘The Millennium in Fable and RggliNew York TimesL0 October 1998, p.
B18.

% Dennis Lim, ‘End GamesVillage Voice 16 March 1999: www.villagevoice.com/1999-03-
16/film/end-games/ (last accessed 8 April 2011 d@eh Young, The Book of Life Variety, 15
June 1998, p. 102.
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Sharp DVD release of the film, we see Abracos eeadene as an audition; in
this reading, the actress accentuates certairfisigmi lines of dialogue by
widening her eyes and raising her eyebrows. Iritta film, however, such
emotional signifiers are largely absent, the astesfopting only a limited range
of subdued facial expressions — a form of dialoggievery far closer to the style
that was by this point widely recognised as ondatley’s authorial
trademarks.

Hartley’s choreography iNo Such ThingndThe Girl from Monday
(and in many of his other films) functions in a ganway to create the
impression of a particularly designed or ‘stagaddkof action. In a number of
sequences in both films, the director has his aatwve around each other in a
rhythmic, dance-like manner. One early scendaonSuch Thinget in a network
office room, for example, features a choreograespience in which Beatrice
relays to the Boss and two of her subordinates] fPaul Lazar) and Judy (Erica
Gimpel), some information about the disappearafcme of the network’s news
crews; as the camera tracks horizontally rightdfvalks behind the Boss’s back
to take up a position on her left; a moment latetydwalks behind Fred to take
up a position omis left; finally the Boss walks behind Judy to a piositonher
left (figure 15). Routines of this kind, which weapparently quite unfamiliar to
the star actor§’ are difficult to accomplish, and require a higly@e of
planning and technical skill on the parts of thives; camera assistant,

cinematographer, dolly grip and boom operator, ahbkl Spiller details in his

Figure 15

Helen Mirren performs
the final movement of a
choreographed sequence
in No Such Thin®

United Artists
Films/American Zoetrope

" Hartley describes the process of directing Juliéstie and Helen Mirren thus: ‘I said to them,
“You keep talking, Julie, then | want Helen to mawend you toward the wall, then Julie go in
front of her, and Helen, you cross to the righfiellipsis in the original]” | remember Helen
looking up at me, a cigarette in her mouth, andrnggyYou mean that? You actually want me to
do that?” | was seeing it all in my head like tmgmnetry.’ Ryan Gilbey, ‘Reheating Hal Hartley’
(interview), The Guardian9 March 2007: www.guardian.co.uk/film/2007/m&i®(last
accessed 8 April 2011).
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interview with me”* The implementation of such routines, particulamljow-

key dialogue scenes such as the one referred t@aisca clear illustration of
Hartley’s commitment to innovation at the levelstfle and design. In many
cases, the strategies of stylisation that featuiidhe Book of LifeThe Girl from
MondayandNo Such Thingnight be considered sufficiently unconventional to
represent a convincing challenge to conventioraisi® and, implicitly, the
ideologies that it supports. As | have argued apali¢hree films also offer a
thread of more explicit political/social critiqguBogether, these features offer a
strong mark of alternativeness that, even balaagathst the more familiar
qualities of the films, relating to genre and tBpresentation of regional identity,
works to set apart the films from the majority ohamercially and/or critically
successful independent cinema. In this respectn@uin others), the three films
stand in significant contrast to the precedienry Foo| which, as discussed in
the next chapter, is currently the last of Hargejfms to receive substantial

critical praise.

"L Spiller told me that ‘we all (actors, camera assis myself as DP and camera operator, the
dolly grip, boom person) had to do quite elabodateces at times to execute the choreography of
the shot. ... The challenge for me is in the cameeation. Often the shots would be one long
continuous take that requires me memorizing thaesead being on my toes to participate in the
dance with the cast as they cross in and out df’dfar more details about this process, see the
full interview in the appendices.

117



4

From OId Territory to New: Henry Fool (1997) andFay Grim (2006)

As | have argued in previous chapters, Hartleyradgraphy is characterised by
a shift in emphasis from themes of family and sst@lin community to themes
of globalisation and social fragmentationFy Grimmay be seen as the
culmination of this shiftHenry Fool made in 1997, stands as a somewhat
anomalous project in Hartley’s sequence of feaflagd returns (after the city-
set featuredmateurandFlirt) to the milieu of the suburban family home
familiar from the Long Island films. Lik&he Unbelievable Trutirustand
Simple MenHenry Fooloffers an offbeat, (darkly) comic portrait of suban
life that is heavily invested in the particulargtief the local environment. By
contrastfFay Grim Hartley’'s seven-years-on sequeHenry Foo| foregrounds
a thoroughly international urban topography: amtnagfilm’s settings are New
York City, Paris, Istanbul and (briefly, in a fldsick sequence) Afghanistan. A
bewilderingly intricate tale of CIA initiatives, dble-crosses and geopolitical
conflicts,Fay Grimpositions itself in the tradition of the espionagsy film
while offering an idiosyncratic take on genre cami@ns that is typical of
Hartley’s feature-length work. Reviews 6dy Grim while reserving some
praise for the film’s generic innovations and foe performances of Parker
Posey and Jeff Goldblum, were generally mixed gatiee’ — a critical response
in great contrast to that éfenry Foo| the notices for which featured some of the
strongest praise of Hartley’s entire career.

Henry Fools critical success was complemented by a degréexf
office success and a modest profit: the film achika total gross of $1.3 million,

slightly surpassing the budget of $1 millidfthat the film made a profit at all is

! TheNew York Timegeview, for example, praisé&ay Grimfor ‘deftly working the visual
tropes of the spy-thriller genre’, but concludestttme film ‘gets so carried away with the
intricacies of its pot that it gets lost in its owrcessive cleverness’. Stephen Holden, ‘Battling
Evildoers from Worldwide Headquarters in WoodsiQegens'New York Timesl8 May 2007,
p. E12. In a negative review for thidashington PosDesson Thomson identifies Jeff
Goldblum’s ‘amusing’ performance as one of the friew high points. ‘Hartley Does Hartley —
Again’, Washington Postl8 May 2007, p. WE36.

% To cite just the most famous of Hartley’s commeimtes, Henry Foolis judged by Janet Maslin
to be ‘a great American film’ that ‘will linger wine it matters: in the hearts and minds of viewers
receptive to its epic vision'. ‘Of Faustian Wondargl a Mythic QueensNew York Times,9
June 1998, p. E13.

% Box Office Mojdists the domestic total gross as $1,338,335:
www.boxofficemojo.com/movies/?id=henryfool.htm flascessed 11 April 2011). The budget
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notable in the context of Hartley’s previous outputich includes only one
profitable film (The Unbelievable Truttwhich was made for $75,000 and
grossed a little over $546,000)n an interview with Graham Fuller abddenry
Fool, Hartley explains that playability to a broad(audience was a key issue,

even at the production/pre-production stage:

| think of [gross-out, or ‘Rabelaisian’] stuff amang the central
pleasures of movie-going. I'm someone who’s cortstamondering,
‘Why are people going to see my movies?’ or ‘Why treynot going to
see my movies but are going to others?’ and Ittajxeople about it. And
it seems people want to see sex in movies, they taee violence, they
want to see perversion. So, as an entertainer ghdwv being cynical
about it, | thought, ‘How can | make the kind of viel want to make

and still provide these things?’

The marketable elements that Hartley mentions heex, violence and
perversion — were key to much independent cinentlaeiri 990s, owing in large
part to the rise of Miramax and the popularisatbthat company’s highly
successful ‘exploitation’-style marketing tactissx, lies, and videota{&989),
Scandal1989),The Crying Gamé1992) andPulp Fiction(1994) were all sold
by Miramax through campaigns that heavily emphassexual and violent
content, for example, and similar strategies wakessquently adopted by
competing studio subsidiaries such as Fox SeafhdHfigtures (wittBoys Don’t
Cry, 1999) and Fine Line Features (WM@lnash 1996, andancer in the Dark
2000)° While Henry Foolwould seem to be an obvious candidate for such
marketing strategies, given its content, the film'sre ‘extreme’ elements — the
taboo sex, the vein of gross-out humour — weradh flayed down in Sony
Pictures Classics’ marketing material. The pod$terexample, gives no hint at
all as to the film’s more controversial dimensioho large images fill the

majority of the space: one of Henry staring inte &yes of Fay, and one of

figure of $1 million is the figure Hartley has givén interviews (see for example Justin Wyatt,
‘The Particularity and Peculiarity of Hal Hartleyilm Quarterly, 52:1 (1998), p. 5).

* The gross figure is put at $546,541IMDB: www.imdb.com/title/tt0100842/business (last
accessed 11 April 2011).

® Graham Fuller, ‘Responding to Nature: Hal Hartleyonversation with Graham Fuller’,
Henry Fool(screenplay) (London: Faber and Faber, 1998), ip. xx

® For a discussion of Miramax's rise to prominenod #s impact on the American independent
scene, see Alisa Perren, ‘sex, lies and markehitigimax and the Development of the Quality
Indie Blockbuster'Film Quarterly, 55:2 (2001), pp. 30-39.
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Simon with his face pressed flat on the road. Atgtian from aNew York Times
piece by Janet Maslin frames the film as an amisticomedy by an auteur
director: ‘Big, audacious! ... This breakthrough filmthe most energetic and far
reaching work Hartley’s done. A hilarious comedyaaf commerce and
friendship.” Sex and gross-out comedy are also missing frontrfiler, which
focuses on the vaguely supernatufaysttype tone of the narrative and the
characterisation of Henry as a brilliant and humsrscoundrel.

Many of the characteristics of thtenry Fooltrailer are familiar from the
trailers for Hartley’s previous films, all of whidmphasise the quirkily comedic
qualities of the dialogue while also foregrounditartley’s authorship, as
discussed in chapter 1 and briefly in chapt®TBe comedic elements of the
film, as well as its status as an auteur piecegweren similar emphasis in the
reviews. Beyond comedy and various authorial ‘tnaaéks’ (features of all of
Hartley’s full-length films, and of many other irgEndent and low-budget
films), Henry Foolexhibits two particular features that, | would sesfy
contributed to its relatively high status. Thetfissthe suburban setting, which
ties the film back to Hartley’s well-received Lotgand series and grounds the
film in a similar sense of familiarity and partianity. The second is the film’s
overall stylistic character. In its approach tofpenance, editing and
cinematographytenry Foolexhibits a greater fidelity to conventional readis
than do any of Hartley’s other films. Dialogue senqces, for example, are
composed of a familiar selection of shots, orde@ds to clearly establish the
spatial relationships of the actors within the scefstrong note of stylistic
familiarity is also provided by Thomas Jay Ryamad performance, the features
of which are more readily associated with a reggktriadition of ‘virtuoso’
acting than with the flattened style of acting a@dpby the principals of
Hartley’s earlier films. Such attributes contribtiwea film style that is
considerably less ‘distancing’ than that typicaHafrtley — a characteristic that
might be seen to be befitting of an ‘epic’-stylergtthat spans the best part of a
decade and that was apparently partly inspiredlimg fsuch as.awrence of
Arabia (1962) andDoctor Zhivago(1965) and literary works such Bsn

" This quotation is taken from Janet Maslin’s Canimésrnational Film Festival review: ‘Critic’s
Notebook: The Calm Instead of the Storm at Canmdsly York Time21 May 1998.

8 Hartley’'s name appears on an intertitle — ‘a filgpnHal Hartley’ — in the trailers for each of his
films. In theAmateurtrailer, his name also appears in a text quotdtimm aNew York Times
review: ‘The nun, amnesiac and the prostitute. dalisly droll. Hal Hartley’s most ambitious
view of the world yet.” In thélirt trailer, a voice-over frames the director moreliexfy as a
successful auteur: ‘Internationally acclaimed filakmr Hal Hartley, director dkmateur Trust
andSimple Mentakes a funny and intriguing look at a univerdadession.’
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Quixote(Cervantes, first volume published in 1605) &adist(Goethe Part
Onefirst published in 1808].

In this chapter | consider the ways in whidanry Fool at the levels of
form, place and political content/perspective,athiconsistent with and different
from the earlier features discussed in chaptersd1?aln my discussion dfay
Grim, Hartley’s most recent feature, | examine the fitra number of textual
levels before considering its relationshigHenry Foo| with whichFay Grim
shares a number of main characters. As a seqttrttey’s best-received and
highest-profile feature to datéay Grimmight have been expected to reprise
something of the tone and/or content of the ediili®r, instead, it emphasises
themes of mobility, globalisation and social ingigbfamiliar from films such
asAmateur No Such ThingndThe Girl from Mondayln this wayFay Grim
distances itself both from its narrative predeceasd from the Long Island

features discussed in chapter 1.

Henry Fool: Style and Narrative

Henry Foolopens on Simon (James Urbaniak), a wiry, etiolsgtechg man who
is about 30 years old. A series of medium and kimgis show Simon going
about his business in the junk yard in which hekspdriving a forklift, directing
a garbage truck and finally punching his time darthe time clock. A sense of
ordinariness and tedium is conveyed through thioumly dull grey-blue hues
of the cinematography and the low-level soundsidéistrial machinery on the
soundtrack. In the final shot of the sequence, 8imalks slowly away from a
static camera and through a large doorway, his landythe whole of the interior
setting now rendered dramatically out of focushasfiim’s first titles appear:
‘True Fiction Pictures and The Shooting Galleryserd’ ... ‘a film by Hal
Hartley’ (figure 16).

This opening sequence is typical of the film’s rallestyle: a mixture of
the conventional and the moderately offbeat, botleims of the camera’s
position/movement and of the approach to editinginAall of Hartley’s features,

the average shot length (put at 11.2 seconds bidBordwelf®) well exceeds

° Hartley cited awrence of ArabiaDoctor Zhivago FaustandDon Quixoteas influences on

Henry Foolin his interview with Graham Fuller for the filmreenplay, for example. Fuller,

‘Responding to Nature’, p. xi.

19 Bordwell contrasts Hartley’s average shot lengtHénry Fool| Surviving Desirg10.5

seconds)Theory of Achievemef(it7.9 secondsfmateur(10 seconds) anélirt (18.7 seconds)
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that of Hollywood cinema in the 1990s — althougtreponderance of long takes
characterises much low-budget or ‘alternative’ Aicean cinema of this period,
as Jeffrey Sconce has argdé@amera movement is limited, and dialogue and
action scenes are shot using a fairly conventiooalbination of close-ups,
medium shots, and shot-reverse shots. The fireneeid conversation scene of
the film, for example, in which Simon hints at beial isolation (‘I am not
retarded’ ... ‘People. | mean. They think. You kn®ecause’) and Henry tells
Simon about his books of memaoirs, pictures thedharacters in medium close-
up; after each of Henry’s more enigmatic or dramptonouncements, we cut to
an answering shot that clearly records Simon’s lofguzzlement or surprise.
This pattern of editing may be compared to thapéetbin dialogue scenes in a
number of Hartley’s previous features, in which-eéfeen voices and extreme
close-ups featunerominently'? The effect created by the use of such devices in
Trust Simple MerandFlirt is one of disorientation: the viewer is denied the
visual information necessary to form a clear serigbe spatial relationships of
the actors within the scene. Effects of this oaterabsent frorilenry Fool in

which shot selection and sequencing, while sometiofi@n offbeat or unusual

TRUE BICTION PICTURES

Figure 16

Low-key stylisation:
opening titles irHenry
Fool © Shooting
Gallery/True Fiction
Pictures

to the 3—6 second average shot length of 1990y Waotid cinema. Bordwell, ‘Up Close and
Impersonal: Hal Hartley and the Persistence of ificad, 16:9, 3:12 (2005): www.16-9.dk/2005-
06/sidell_inenglish.htm#_edn9 (last accessed 1R 2qi1).
1 Jeffrey Sconce, ‘Irony, Nihilism, and the New Arican “Smart” Film’, Screen43:4 (2002),
p. 360.
12 perhaps the most dramatically unconventional @§étscenes is that which op@mast The
first shot is a facial view of Maria (Adrienne Shy¢lthat takes up almost the entire screen. Maria
exchanges dialogue with her father, off-screen,t@rdnother, visible but out of focus in the
background. The first cut moves us to a creditesgrand then to the second shot, in which
Maria's mother has moved to the foreground, andiiand her father continue to speak in the
background. This is a radical subversion of coritynediting devices that creates a strange sense
of spatial disorientation in the viewer, at the saime as suggesting the strained, distant nature
of Maria’s relationship with her parents.
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character, generally serve to maintain continuilgy apectator orientation.
Hartley’s approach to performance is charactersed similar mix of
the unusual and the familiar. Of the two centrafgrenances, Urbaniak’s is the
more recognisably ‘Hartleyan’, the actor adoptimdya limited number of
subtly different facial expressions while speakim@ rather flat or deadpan tone.
Parker Posey, playing Fay, offers a similarly siti performance, maintaining
an expression identified by one reviewer as a ‘seowl’ for the majority of the
film.** Thomas Jay Ryan’s performance as Henry is mariedrhore familiar
style of line delivery. In contrast to the leadimgn ofThe Unbelievable Truth
(Robert John Burke)rust(Martin Donovan)Simple Mer(Robert John Burke
and Bill Sage) andmateur(Martin Donovan again), Ryan does not ‘flatten’ his
dialogue to any great degree; rather, he makesfuseange of vocal registers
and cadences in order to convey Henry’s pompasigigteriousness and
wretchedness at various points in the narrdfivéhis kind of performance is
recognisable from a large number of mainstreansfilmwhich the principal
actors, rather than conforming to a broadly coneeal inconspicuous
performance style and to what James Naremoretball$ow-level ostensiveness
of ordinary conversation’, adopt a style of lindikry that serves to foreground
a high degree of skill, inventiveness or mastéty. this category of
performances/performers, Naremore places LaureheeQJohn Gielgud and
Orson Welles, each of whom is esteemed for thecalpower and virtuosity of
his vocal performance$.As Naremore further suggests, films featuring
performances of this kind often make use of lorgespes in order to call
attention to the skill of the performer — a deuicat Hartley employs iklenry
Fool to great effect’ In one such speech, captured in medium shot withgne

edit, Henry tells Simon a story about how he hdéta@ang of drunken thugs by

13 Richard Williams, ‘A Barf on the Shag Pile of Goddste...; It Must Be Hal HartleyThe
Guardian 20 May 1998, Arts p. 13.

14 According to Hartley, Thomas Jay Ryan was castipey because of his signature dramatic
acting style: ‘Henry needs to be a man who belidwgs bigger than life itself. | had seen Tom in
plays — particularly Richard Foreman’s plays. |\krtee had access to the huge. To these
complicated but clearly articulated moments of pamitenderness or perverted curiosity. He's in
fact theatrical. And that's what Henry needed to Hal Hartley and Kenneth Kaletayue

Fiction Pictures & Possible Films: Hal Hartley ind@versation with Kenneth Kale{alew

York: Soft Skull Press, 2008), p. 100.

1 James Naremordgcting in the Cinemé&Berkeley, California; London: University of Cadifia
Press, 1988), p. 43.

16 NaremoreActing in the Cinemap. 46.

" Naremore cites as examples Edward G. Robertsalik' ®t actuarial statistics iBouble
Indemnity(1944), Marlon Brando’s ‘I coulda been a contendetiloquy inOn the Waterfront
(1954) and James Woods's talk on the telephontgeadbéginning oBSalvador(1986).Acting on

the Cinemap. 47.

123



threatening to single out one assailant and teiahisteye. Ryan’s delivery here
is fluent and slightly rhythmical, his speech puratéd by dramatic pauses and
emphatic hand gestures. Subtle shifts in volumetlamdise of dramatic
repetition (‘one of you ... one of you ... one of ysugunna have his eye torn
out’) give the impression of an expert storyteliéth a flair for the dramatic.
These devices serve in part to foreground Ryarlkagka performer. Crucially,
however, the flamboyance of Ryan’s delivery is présd as being based in
character: Henry's verbal fluency, his dramatic osbushed tones and his
forceful declarations are all entirely appropriete character defined by his
grand ambitions and large appetites.

In such formal respectslenry Foolcomes closer to mainstream
convention than perhaps any other Hartley filmthalgh the viewer’s attention
is still likely to be drawn to the use of certagirhal devices, as the comments of
several reviewers indicate. The reviewer for\tti@shington Posfor example,
complains of ‘the mannered way Hartley's charactalis like actors in a
commercial for Calvin Klein’s Obsession as scrigbgcEmily Bronte’, before
concluding that ‘His films have always been suftlsath affectation, but some
of that, especially in the earlier movies, was ryebad acting. Here, it's
deliberate and off-putting® The particular balance of more and less
conventional elements struckienry Foolwas, judging from comments made
by Hartley in an interview with Justin Wyatt, thesult of a conscious artistic
decision made before (or during) the productionithtenry Fool | didn’t want
to be too self-reflexive. It didn't seem appropeidf The finished film bears out
the first part of this comment: there is no elenwdrthe script, cinematography,
or editing scheme that amounts to such a radidalession of ‘realist’ film
conventions as the absurd, circling dialogu&loé Unbelievable Trutfsee
chapter 1), the clearly choreographed dance seqaen8imple Merand
Surviving Desirgsee chapter 5) or the chorus sequence in ‘Bertinihich a
group of construction workers discuss the relatnezits of the film in which
they are cast (see chapter 2). Departures fromrdorhformal convention are
often quite minor, and perhaps subtle enough torgmticed by a first-time or
casual viewer. Canted shots are used at variousspas a visual correlative for
the quirkiness of the characters and their sitnatié sense of artificiality or

18 Michael O’Sullivan, “Henry” Foolery from Hal Haey’, Washington Pos24 July 1998, p.
N37.
9 Wyatt, ‘The Particularity and Peculiarity of HahHley’, p. 6.
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‘staginess’ is created in some scenes by holdsigtac shot for some time as
various characters move deliberately in and oditashe, as if enacting a slow
dance routine. This kind of self-consciously chgraphed movement is fairly
unusual in the independent world, and it is a Kiesive mark of several of
Hartley’s films (The Unbelievable TrutiNo Such Thing although the duration
and frequency of its use here are limitéd.

The film’s visual style was, in the mainstreamiegvmaterial,
considered to be worthy of some praise — althougtreroften the subject was
(unsurprisingly perhaps) given little or no attentf* A more critical view is
offered by a piece by Sarah Phillips in the senaidatnic Canada-based journal
CineAction published very shortly after the film’s rele&é&or Phillips,
Hartley’'s movement away from the ‘rigid formalisamd ‘irreverent non-
naturalism’ of the earlier films has resulted ifili@ in which ‘formalism has

made way for formula’:

Henry Foolsuffers from the consequences of a looseningraidb
constraints. Without a defamiliarized presentatmithé becomes little
more than cliché. Henry Fool's megalomaniac insisteon his artistic
genius and his subsequent exposure as a fraud|s féemulaic.
Similarly, Simon Grim’s rise to fame ... adheres tofanerican Dream
trajectory that is little differentiated from thatt conventional Hollywood

narratives>

Philips’s criticism finds an echo in an article thzg academic Murray Smith
commissioned for &ight & Soundeader on American independent cinema. In
contradiction to the bulk of the press reviewsHFbrt andHenry Foo| Smith

praises the former film for its formal innovationdachallenging narrative

?In one scene, for example, Henry is shown sitting table, talking to Amy (Diana Ruppe).
Fay enters the frame and sits down, at which painy stands up and leaves the frame. Simon
then appears and sits where Amy was sitting prelWo@ he final ‘beat’ of this sequence of
movements comes when Henry leaves; a few secotatsflallowing a brief exchange between
Fay and Simon, we finally cut to a new shot.
I TheVariety review, for example, praises the film for its fiam (‘Hartley, as always, knows
exactly where to place the camera’) and for ‘Mil@ll8r’s clean photography’. Derek Elley,
‘Henry Fool, Variety, 21 September, 1997, p. 75. Examples of revieatsdb not discuss the
film’s visual style include Kevin Thomas'’s piece theLos Angeles Timg4&-ate, Friendship
Intertwine in Darkly Funny “Fool™, 26 June 1998, 10) and Michael Colton’s for the
Washington PogtGiving the Devil His Due: Witty, Intricate “Henrffool™, 24 July 1998, p.
BO1).
2 sarah Phillips, ‘A “Breakthrough” Film? Hal Haryfs Henry Fool, CineAction 47 (1998),
pp. 45-47.
4 Phillips, ‘A “Breakthrough” Film?’, p. 47.
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structure and characterises the latter as a ‘deddleat ‘seems like a forced
attempt to escape the charge of “formalism”, witheny real sense of what will
take its place® Henry Fooldoes move away from the more spectacular and
disturbing kinds of formal innovations that chaeaite many of Hartley’s earlier
films, as | have suggested above. It is, howevéicult to see the film as
coming as close to Hollywood convention as Phillipplies. The film’'s
commitment to the stereotypical ‘American Dreanrrative, in which a
protagonist acts to improve his (or, less commamy) material conditions and
class status through a mixture of hard work angiraton, is complicated by the
fact that the film’s final section centres not am8n, by this point a poet
superstar, but on Henry. After the bitter argunteitveen the two characters
about Simon’s broken promise to negotiate the pabbn of Henry’s
Confessionthe film jJumps forward seven years; during theuamg final section
Simon appears only as a minor character in an at@Henry’s unhappy
domestic life. This passage, like the film as a @hoombines a number of
transparently familiar plot elements (Fay’'s banrmddenry from the family
home on account of his irresponsible parentingh aisimilar number of
unexpected or provocative elements (the ambiguodimg, which sees Henry
running either towards a plane and a life on tleeauback towards Simon and
his family) of a kind typical of Hartley's work. Eheffect is to destabilise
mainstream conventions of narrative developmentciinthx that, nevertheless,

remain at least partially recognisable.

Regional Identity

Shifts between elements of a more and less fanmifiture are also characteristic
of the film’s vision of suburban place. Like eadttlee Long Island features,
Henry Foolvisualises a distinct suburban region that isrdefiin terms of
social/personal discontent, familial dysfunctior aabloid crime. Impressions of
everydayness are blended with moments of absuadiyperversity. Static or
slowly moving shots of eerily depopulated publiasgs (see figures 17 and 18)
— the wide deserted road that runs past the Grunsdtwld, the waste processing
plant, the corridors of the hospital in which Fayeg birth — create a feeling of

strangeness and even otherworldliness (again receini of the Long Island

24 Murray Smith, ‘Parallel Lines’, in Jim Hillier (€d American Independent Cinema: A Sight
and Sound Read€tondon: British Film Institute, 2001), p. 160.
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films) that reflects the Faust-like qualities oétharrative and Henry’s
characterisation as a figure of enigmatic power@amzertain origing®

Other details have a strong ring of familiaritydaeven cliché. A sense of
generic place is created through an emphasis @igpoints on the long-
standing association of television with confornaistmesticity and the
anaesthetisation of the individual — a characieragftmany films that depict life
in suburbia, as discussed in chapter 1. The sasoeiasion is emphasised (as
previously indicated) i rust in which Matthew explains that television
‘deadens the inner core of my being’ and thatustkerves to ease the emotional
stress of domestic life. WhilErusttraces the anaesthetising effects of television

|| =

Figure 17

Depopulated spaces: the
waste processing plant in
Henry Fool©® Shooting
Gallery/True Fiction
Pictures

Figure 18

Depopulated spaces: the
hospital inHenry Fool©
Shooting Gallery/True
Fiction Pictures

% Hartley acknowledges the otherworldly feelingHgfnry Fools setting in the interview
included in the published screenplay: ‘The wholereise [of making-lirt] did what an exercise
is supposed to do. It made movie-making mysteriouse again. So | came back and found
Woodside, Queens, in New York City, which is wheseshotHenry Foo| and | kept looking at
it like it is: a different planet.” Graham FulléResponding to Nature’, p. x.
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on the psyche of the intellectual matenry Foolcleaves more closely to a
broad convention according to which women in suia@inbody social
constriction and immobility. ItHenry Foolit is Fay and, more dramatically, her
mother, Mary (Maria Porter), who are most oftenveihglued to the television
screen. In an early scene in the Grim househotdXample, we see Fay
watching a small portable television while Maryaimother room, watches a
different set tuned to a different channel. Intari@cene the television screen is
shot in close-up, filling the screen with a masstatic that reflects the
benumbed state of Mary’s character.

A broader sense of familiarity, and a strong seiggeographical place,
Is generated by the film’s presentation of Queesstsurban culture. A range of
details of a more or less subtle nature serve dethe social and cultural
meanings of the region, as expressed in a varfetyltural products and
writings. The centring of working-class characiesined by a sense of
dissatisfaction and a somewhat distasteful ecadytrior example, is a feature
common to a large range of Queens-set narrativeeuped in the 1980s and
1990s. In a survey of films and television showsosgartly set in Queens
during this period, such &ear John(1988-1992)Seinfeld1990-1998)Used
People(1992),Quiz Show(1994),It Could Happen to Yo(L994)andThis Is My
Life (1992), theNew York Timewriter David Firestone identifies two broad
categories into which the majority of charactelibk those who stay in Queens
and are ‘a bit nutty, a bit gross, a bit patheteid those who want to ‘get out’,
often into Manhattaf® Here we are returned to the cultural distinctieteen
the city — or, at least, Manhattan as represemtatithe city — and its suburbs
discussed in chapter 1 in relationTdoe Unbelievable TrutandSimple MenA
range of both independent productions (includingleg's films) and more
mainstream productions exploit the popular idea oity/suburb ‘divide’ in
order to map the shifting emotional and intellettdantities of their main
charactersDesperately Seeking Susd®85), for example, centres on a bored
New Jersey housewife whose longing for romancesalventure is fulfilled
when she falls into a world of seedy bars, rockraif and young bohemians in
New York City.This Is My Lifetells the story of a single mother who moves
from a dull and conformist Queens to Manhattan,rels@e is able to realise her

% David Firestone, ‘For Queens, a Place in the Suely York Timesl8 September 1994, p. 46.
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dream to work as a stand-up corffihe city inThe Unbelievable Trutfs, by
stark contrast, presented as a place of legitimesg@tbitation and capitalist
striving that is finally inhospitable to the subarbprotagonist. A similar
association of New York City with executive supeidlity characteriseslenry
Fool, although the city is here less emphatically oggire in character.
Certainly, the film’s portrayal of executive urbamlture is often quite pointedly
critical, especially in the first scenes set in plablishing house that Simon visits
in order to submit his poem. After a brief sceng/hch Simon is mistaken
firstly for a messenger and secondly for a plunidyethe publishing house
receptionist, we cut to a shot of a conference roowhich three men — Angus
(Chuck Montgomery), a senior publisher, and St&au( Boocock) and Barry
(David Latham), two young executives — are disaugshie ‘digital revolution’
and its implications for the publishing businesstiBthis and a slightly later
scene involving the same figures are charactebhgetstrong note of satire.
Jargon and hyperbole figure prominently, partidylar the dialogue of Steve

and Barry:

ANGUS: | don't think people are going to preferdesy books on
television,

Steve.

STEVE: It won't be television!

BARRY: It'll be interactive.

STEVE: Angus, look, we have a number of charts here

BARRY: In every home in America the PC will be waéhe TV used to
be.

STEVE: And it'll be a direct connection to all fosnof media.
BARRY: An unprecedented transformation of Amerisagial life ...
STEVE: We'll all become better informed, more lgsg, increasingly

productive, and ... Well, and, like | said, we hawauanber of charts ...

2" A later shift in the protagonist’s character -nfrgood mother to uncommitted mother, and
from authentic comedian to famous ‘sell-out’ — @idles with her movement to Los Angeles, a
region often associated in various cultural disseswith materialism and artificiality. An
association of this kind is famously made in Wodédlgn’s Annie Hall which offers a
characterisation of Los Angeles as ‘dead-braireviths Saverio Giovacchini puts it.
“Hollywood Is a State of Mind”: New York Film Culire and the Lure of Los Angeles from
1930 to the Present’, in David Halle (edNgw York & Los Angeles: Palitics, Society, and
Culture: A Comparative VieChicago; London: University of Chicago Press, 2003443.
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The particular mixture of evangelistic bluster (‘Anprecedented transformation
of American social life’) and banal rationalisatiwe have a number of charts’)
established here serves effectively to identify citlture with a position of self-
serving insincerity® This cultural characterisation is slightly complied,
however, by the character of Angus. Rather likeii€he Unbelievable Truth
Angus is an efficient capitalist whose entrepreiaumstincts (‘So, anyway,” he
asks Barry and Steve, ‘how is the digital revolntgming to help me sell
books?’) are complemented by a passion and fraskhas connect him to the
younger characters who lead the narrative. Whea |ater scene, Simon asks
Angus why he is interested in publishing the poérerghis estimation of its
artistic worth (Angus initially dismisses Simon’®wk as ‘profoundly irrelevant’
and ‘embarrassing’), Angus replies, ‘Other peoptesponses. | don'’t live in a
vacuum, you know. Two months ago | didn’t havepghsof of your poem’s
appeal. Now | do.” In another instance that seteede Angus’s character as
one grounded in honesty and perceptivity, Angusiesgvith Simon about his
artistic debt to Henry. ‘He taught me everythirighbw’, says Simon. ‘No!’
replies Angus, ‘He encouraged all that was expvessi you to become
manifest. He inspired you to act. He influencednymerception.” The
poetic/philosophical flavour of the language usgdhgus here is suggestive
more of Henry and his ‘authentic intellectual’ cu#tl identity than of the
‘executive’ cultural identity of Steve and Barrydatne upmarket office building
in which they work®

The use of Angus as a generally positive poineténence is a notable
feature ofHenry Fool given the critical characterisations of the fggof the
urban professional offered @yhe Unbelievable Trutfthe pimp-like model
agent Whitbread)amateur(the yuppie-gangsters Jan and Kurt) and the short
film Ambition(the unsympathetic gallery boss). However, whilgésis a
sympathetic character, he is also a lone figure sthnds outside the social
community to which the other main characters belddhgile Simon, Henry, Fay

%8t is tempting, too, to see the (repeated) remaakle by Steve about having ‘a number of
charts’ as a satirical reference to the languaga@rad by producers and distributors working in
the mid- and later 1990s, given some of Hartleptsriview comments (in a 1998 interview with
Justin Wyatt, for example, Hartley says that ‘[pat 1995] you would get approached by
perfectly intelligent producers and distributorsonhight want to give you money and a couple
of years before they told me, “OK, do your thing!’ Just two years later, it was more like,
“Don’t do quite your thing, can you do your thingtbmake it a little bit more like these movies
that did business last year ... [ellipsis in the imad] we have the figures right here.” Justin
Wyatt, ‘The Particularity and Peculiarity of Hal Hay’, p. 5).

% The interiors of the publishing house building é@¥ the familiar hallmarks of an upmarket
modern business space: high ceilings, wide stasyghass doors and tasteful abstract art.
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and Mary are positioned within a network of strgnginotional and/or sexual
relationships, Angus is positioned as an outsiolénis network; his relationships
with others (Simon, his receptionist Laura, Stewe Barry) are defined in purely
professional terms. In this walflenry Foolsustains a regional distinction similar
to that made iThe Unbelievable Truttcity existence being associated in
general with enterprise and individualism, and sbhln existence with
authentically emotional, if fraught, interpersorelationships?

As in The Unbelievable Truthnd the other two films of the Long Island
series, personal relationshipsHenry Foolplay out within a milieu of social
dysfunction and eccentricity. Everyday life is duaerised by a mix of the gritty
(down-at-heel and industrial locations feature tigfly; many characters are
unemployed and/or short of money) and the absudigs or taboo (Simon
vomiting on a young woman’s buttocks, Henry evaiagahis bowels after
overdosing on espressos) — a combination also ceaistic of a number of
Smith’s films, includingClerks Clerks llandZack and Miri Make a Porno
Tabloid crime again figures prominently. In theslgpart of the film, for
example, Henry is approached by a 14-year-oldBehrl, played by Christy
Romano) who asks him to kill her father in exchafuyeoral sex — the individual
details of this episode resonating with severahefhigh-profile Long Island
criminal cases discussed in Chaptét Other textual details serve to express the
regional identity of Queens more specifically. Aresence of a number of black
and Asian characters (absent from the Long Isldms¥ contributes to a sense
of the ethnic plurality associated with Queensafyé number of news stories in
the 1990s took as their subject the growing imnmgpepulation of the region,
particularly in the neighbourhoods along the N&ubway Line that runs down
the centre of the borough. Sometimes referred tbe8mmigrant express’ or
‘international express’, this line provides cheamsportation from
neighbourhoods such as Flushing, Jackson Heigldt$\&odside (the setting for
Henry Foo) to employment centres such as Long Island CityManhattan.

Increases in the immigrant populations of such Qse®ighbourhoods were

%0 Although here again the distinction between citgl auburb might be seen to be less sharp than
the distinction made ifihe Unbelievable Trutlseeing as Simon’s move to the city in the later
stages of the film does not lead to the destrucifcthe character’s self-respect and values, as
Audry’s move does in the earlier film (indeed sitim the city that Simon finds a romantic

partner, Laura, the receptionist at the publistiagse).

3 Murder, sex and a teenage girl were key elemerttsth the ‘Long Island Lolita’ case of 1992
and the Cheryl Pierson case of 1986, for exam@e.(8mong many newspaper pieces) Josh
Barbanel, ‘17-Year-Old Is Charged in Shootinggw York Timg23 May 1992, p. 28; Clifford

D. May, ‘Father’s Slaying Perplexes L.I. Towhew York Time25 February 1986, p. B2.
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associated with a number of social pressures astigms, relating in particular
to housing shortages and, as a 18@Ww York Timeatrticle puts it, ‘tensions
between longtime residents who see the characteeofcommunity changing,
and their newest neighbors, who feel unwelcomenaisdnderstood®? Such
tensions, the article suggests, were at leastypaked in xenophobia:
‘Longtime residents [of Jackson Heights] have besmwn to complain about
the smell of curry emanating from the Indian restats, about the Latin
American peddlers clogging the sidewalks with thixes of fruit, and, now,
about the sheer numbers of their newest neightiesylexicans®

In Henry Fool the issue of friction of this kind between ‘nativesidents
and immigrants is emblematised in a brief scenghith Warren (Kevin
Corrigan), a young man who has recently taken alistoibuting political flyers,
tries to convince Simon to vote for a congressnadled Owen Feer. Warren
offers a précis of Feer’'s agenda: ‘to restore Ag@eto its position of unmatched
wealth, power and opportunity; to revitalise Amancivilization and lead the
human race to even greater levels of freedom, pragmnd security’. Warren
then looks up at the owner of the store, a middiedaAsian man called Mr Deng
(James Saito), and snarls the word ‘Immigrant’pbeturning to leave. Here
regional and interpersonal social problems areelirio political ideology in a
rather direct way, although the film stops well ghad any sort of direct critique
of contemporary political discourse. Rather, theamalistic political
commentary of Warren/Feer, though characteriseggative terms (at one point
Fay describes Feer as ‘a Nazi’), is presentednamar thread running through a
story of familial dysfunction, individual creatiyiand male friendship. In this
respectHenry Foolis comparable to the majority of independent films
(including TrustandSimple Mehthat include references to issues of an
explicitly socio-political nature, the common apaech being to present such
issues as forming a small part of the texture efgday life, rather than as
defining or shaping social existence in any coesistvay (as | have argued in
previous chapters, a more radical approach is addpt Hartley irAmateurand
the later filmsThe Girl from MondayndNo Such Thing

%2 Dan Barry, ‘In a Borough of Immigrants, a Strongiet for Hovels’New York Times29
July 1997, p. Al.
% Barry, ‘In a Borough of Immigrants’, p. Al.
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Unfamiliar Territory: Fay Grim

In Fay Grim political issues are consistently foregroundegdas of the
narrative, although the film is far from being dial critique at the social or
political level. Rather, it offers a detailed, sal and ‘complex’ representation
of society and politics at a particular momentistdry. The prevailing
impression is one of obfuscation and uncertaitty,drotagonist (and, by
extension, the viewer) frequently being wrong-fablby the double-crosses and
shifts in allegiance that define the world of es@ige in which she unexpectedly
finds herself. An emphasis on politically motivategtrayal is, of course, a
familiar element of many films featuring a spy a@tnist, although Hartley’s
film often introduces a note of absurdity thatas less conventional. In one
sequence, for example, a British agent called t){8iaffron Burrows) seizes
from Fay a package containing volumes of codedmédion about the secret
activities of various world governments (these vods are in fact part of
Henry’s Confessionas featured iflenry Foo). As Juliet turns to leave, she runs
into a young Arab man with a gun (he later deseritienself as ‘a soldier of
God’) who seizes the package for himself. He, m.tis immediately confronted
by another man with a gun, who attempts to take#ukage. The absurdly
quick succession of the hold-ups, and the rathagé&l’, even melodramatic
nature of the choreography — Fay twice moves, quiteecessarily, from one
side of the stairway to the other — contribute talsaa feeling of droll farce that
is quite unusual in the espionage film, and esfigdérasuch scenes of armed
ambush, which are more conventionally charactetisea building sense of
tension®*

Moments of comedy and farce are balanced agaiostents of anxiety
and loneliness. The unfamiliar world into which kayhrust by the CIA agents
Fulbright (Jeff Goldblum) and Fogg (Leo Fitzpatick defined by constant
mobility, isolation and homelessness. As she dmistahe espionage assignment
set her by the CIA, leaving behind a world of dotiogty and community in
Queens, Fay moves through a series of spaces asgbwaiith cosmopolitan,
globalised life: an airport (where she is suppdsag@ndezvous with a contact)
and various hotel lobbies and hotel rooms (wheeeesttounters various agents

3 One obvious example is the scendliorth by Northwest1959) in which the head of the gang
of spies, Philip Vandamm (James Mason), is threataevith a gun by his close ally, Leonard
(Martin Landau).

133



working for a variety of national governments) bioth its foregrounding of such
‘in-between’ spaces or ‘non-spaces’ and its cegtohcharacters who cross
national borders, the film can be located withioread tradition of
‘transnational’ cinema. The category or concegtarfisnational cinema is
mobilised by critics such as Elizabeth Ezra andylBowden to reflect ‘the
impact of advanced capitalism and new media teclgie$ as components of an
increasingly interconnected world-system’, in tetsogh of film
production/distribution and of the particulars itic representatior® Key to
the narratives of much transnational cinema isrdrakfigure who is displaced
or ‘out of place’, two important examples being tmenigrant and the soldier
deployed in a distant country. As Ezra and Rowadgygsst, in focusing on
deterritorialised subjects from all classes of stygithe more radical examples of
transnational cinema serve to destabilise the autroral, Hollywood system of
representation, which constructs non-Western sthgec'others’ and defines
indicators of non-Western cultural identity in terof the ‘exotic®

In this context, | would argu&ay Grimsits somewhere between
mainstream and alternative traditions. On the arelhthe film’s narrative is
centred not on a displaced or homeless non-Weptetagonist but, rather more
conventionally/generically, on a white American agonist on a mission (Fay’s
movements are motivated, initially, by a desired¢oure for her brother an early
release from prison, and, later, by the thoughttemhg reunited with Henry). On
the other hand, the film’s portrayal of the int@romal political landscape departs
quite significantly from dominant conventidray Grimoffers a clear
alternative, for example, to mainstream films alboternational conflict such as
The Sum of All Fear&002),Mission: Impossible 1{2000) andVission:
Impossible 111(2006), in which conflict and terrorism are con@swof as
problems that can be ‘solved’ by outstanding (Aweem) individuals: a process
of dramatisation familiar from much mainstream on@ein general, in which
social difficulties are emblematised by ‘bad’ claeas who can be stopped,
contained, or killed. Ifray Grim by contrast, political unrest and violence are
presented as an inescapable part of the texturedérn life. Terrorism is
associated with a range of characters, many of wdw@ncoded as at least partly
sympathetic. One such character is Bebe (Elina b8afen), a woman from

% Elizabeth Ezra and Terry Rowden (eds.), ‘Generabtluction: What Is Transnational
Cinema?’, inTransnational Cinema: The Film Readé&ondon: Routledge, 2006), p. 1.
% Ezra and Rowderf;ransnational Cinemgp. 11.
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Chechnya who is described early on in the narratsva terrorist who is ‘wanted’
by the Russians, the Israelis, the French and Shel dter, however, Bebe is
revealed to be an amateur agent who fears beirigreapand possibly returned
to Chechnya by the CIA. A more recognisable testdigure is Jallal (Anatole
Taubman), a character described byNleev York Timewriter Stephen Holden
as ‘an Osama bin Laden surrogatelallal is the seasoned leader of an anti-
Western terrorist organisation and is responsiéte deaths of ‘hundreds’ of
American citizens and of many more American soklard agents. Jallal's
characterisation is far from entirely critical, hewer. We are informed via
dialogue that in the past he protected Henry frogactionary’ elements within
his administration — a detail that suggests thiédl3aown political position is
somewhat distinct from a reactionary position.aladl also characterised by a
calm, even wistful demeanour, at one point tellay she is a ‘good woman’
and contemplating a possible future where they trghre a closer relationship
(‘Someday when all this is over and we have desttdi/estern civilization ...").
The presentation of Jallal as a somewhat ‘sympiatherrorist figure
contributes to a broader sense generated by thefiktapturing some of the
complexities and ambiguities of a transnationallekokn important feature of
the film is the time it devotes to conveying baakgrd detail of a geopolitical
nature, most often through the dialogue of agettirkgint. This dialogue is
typically marked by a rapid pace of delivery anglaeaucratic or banal tone.
One example comes early on in the narrative, whairight is explaining to

Fay the problems the CIA are facing in securingifsrcoded books:

The French are in a tight spot. The Germans, thgides, the Israelis,
China — nobody wants the French to hand over thesks to the US.
However, there’s a treaty, an older one, and aHolgpin that treaty that
prevents the French government from impounding mrercan citizen’s
property, under certain narrowly defined conditiomkich we've
recently had broadened due to the current instat#@enational terrorist

situation, etc.

The high concentration in this passage of politsgcifics — many of which
seem to serve no obvious expository function —esety create a general

impression of social verisimilitude, of the ‘reabnditions of life lived in the

37 Stephen Holden, ‘Battling Evildoers’, p. E12.
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world of espionage. Also contributing to a senseeafism are various details
that can be read as expressing a general moodr{\hih diegesis) of
international political distrust: a feature oftezrgeived, of course, to also be
characteristic of real-world politics in this p&8ttl era. When Fay, talking with
Fulbright about Henry’s past encounters with Rus&avisers’, asks Fulbright,
‘aren’t the Russians our friends now?’ Fulbrighdlres, ‘Nobody’s our friend,
Fay’'. Fulbright also makes reference to ‘the currestable international

terrorist situation’, as noted above. For Hartlych details are illustrative not of
a distinct, post-9/11 political reality, but rathadra political reality that has
remained consistent for at least the past few decakhis position is consistent
with various aspects of the film’s narrative, tteekstory of which, as Hartley
notes, includes references to political instabgityg distrust that extend back to
at least the 19808.Nevertheless, elements of the kind noted above can
reasonably be thought to contribute to a repretientaf the world that (as the
comments of various interviewers and critics sufjgeseadily recognisable as a
post-9/11 world and that thus offers a note oftiantic’ realism or topicality?

A note of political verisimilitude is struck, atrmamber of points, by
dialogue that also seems to serve a more poingadircal function. When Fay
asks Fulbright about Henry’s involvement with thidChe tells her that ‘Henry
was an operative of the CIA in Chile during a timeen it became necessary for
the United States to help overthrow the governrtiee’, further explaining
that the Chilean government was ‘inappropriaténeorteeds of the American
economy’. This is a kind of political critique: aestioning of the conventional
idea that American foreign policy is derived prithafrom the demands of
morality** Moments of critique of this kind are limited inmber and in scope,

% Hartley states: ‘I'm one of those people who ddehimk the world has changed any at all
since 9/11 ... That's one of the reasons why the $tack ofFay Grimgoes all the way back into
the '80s. | was trying to sketch out the continuifyall this hanky-panky between the security
agencies of the world.” Nick Dawson, ‘Hal HartléFay Grim™, 18 May 2007 Filmmaker

(online): www.filmmakermagazine.com/news/2007/0bertley-fay-grim/ (last accessed 11
April 2011).

39 Among those writers who use the term ‘post-9/Iisimilar are Stephen Holden, who states
that ‘beneath its mockery, the movie is a commegmarthe rampant paranoia that grips the post-
9/11 world’ (‘Battling Evildoers’, p. E12), and MaBerrettini, who states that the film offers ‘a
post-September 11 spy-film parodifal Hartley (Urbana: University of lllinois Press, 2011), p.
49,

40 A similar kind of brief but pointed piece of comntary is provided by an exchange later in the
film between Fay and the British agent Juliet, wilag recently made a death threat against Fay’s
fourteen-year-old son, Ned. ‘Don’t think I'm inhumasays Juliet. ‘Some dirty work needs to be
done. Civilization ought to thank those of us whe willing to do it.” This piece of

noble/righteous rhetoric — a familiar kind of apgydor the more questionable aspects of
governmental foreign policy — is met with a distiscepticism by Fay, who replies, ‘Why is it
when someone starts talking about civilizationarine sound of machine guns?’
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however, providing fleeting notes of reflectionhat than contributing to any
sustained consideration of the background politoaltext.

One of the ways in which the film presents itseldéstinctive, or even
‘difficult’ in the context of much independent cma (including many of
Hartley’s films) is through the blending of broadlglitical material of the kind
discussed above with material of a more zany, ematior fantastical nature.
One plot strand, for instance, centres on the gitewf Simon, Angus and Ned
(who remain in Queens) to decode the sixth bodkesfry’s Confessionthe key
to which, Simon believes, is a complex system afption in which sentences
are composed to exhibit a consistent relationghg pre-existing text. This text
turns out to be Milton’®aradise Lostone of a series of details in the film with
strongly fantastical or mythical associations, o#xeamples including the
discovery of a birth certificate that puts Henryé&sar of birth at 1591, and a
meeting between Fay and a blind Turkish shopkeepertells her the centuries-
old legend of the ‘Harem Fool’, a Westerner whceelained a Sultan tyrant with
his never-ending confessions. Such elements s&antheginal points of intrigue,
however, rather than providing a defining poinbaéntation in a manner
consistent with most mainstream filftsA similarly quirky note is created by
the insertion of broadly comic material into a nemnbf stock espionage film
scenes. In the scene where Fay waits to rendezvittus mysterious ‘contact’
in an airport bathroom, for example, the tensia@atzd by the non-appearance of
the contact is undercut by the fact that Fay higed@o wipe from her mouth a
circle of toothpaste foam (see figure 19). Moreyz@mmour characterises
several scenes in which Fay answers a vibratinglenpbone which she has
stored in her underwear, comedy arising from PaPkeey’s exaggerated,

slapstick-style physical performance (swooningygéaing, raised eyebrows). In

Figure 19

Blending international
espionage and zany
humour: Fay looks for
her contact ifFay Grim
© HDNet Films/Possible
Films

“1 See for exampl&he Da Vinci Codé2006) andThe Devil's Advocatél997).
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the later stages of the narrative, broadly coménes of this nature are less
common, the film settling into a more serious arelancholic tone. The
dramatic final stretch dfay Grimfeatures the deaths of several important
characters, including Bebe, who is shot just beb@iag reunited with Fay, and
Fulbright, who is engulfed in a large explosioggered by one of Jallal’'s men.
The shooting of Bebe is a particularly emotive momgiven her close
relationship with Fay and her characterisationrasaocent lost in the cutthroat
world of international espionage. A strong emotiartearge also characterises
the film’s ending, which, in a manner familiar frasaveral other Hartley films
(Simple MepAmateu), features a mix of the downbeat (Fay fails tchethe
dock in time to be reunited with Henry) and thetgyeuplifting (as Henry
appears on the deck of the ferry, Fay, watchinmfazross a growing expanse of
water, reacts with a faint smile and a nod of redtan; see figure 20).

The presence and combination of such dimensioRayrGrimis a
strong mark of distinction, commented upon in tastwnajority of press
reviews. A number of pieces praise the film foreoiffig a fresh or strongly
authored take on the espionage film. Tles Angeles Timagview, for example,
commends Hartley on creating a James Bond-stytetfiat offers a distinctively
Hartleyan low-budget aestheffcThe review in thélew York Timedraws
attention to the film’s challenge to the convensia gender representation in
the espionage film: ‘[Fay is] a flouncing, vinegatlyoroughly modern woman
who is the antithesis of the damsels in distresisséinky double agents usually

found in spy movies®® A larger number of pieces, however, find the nfix o

Figure 20

Mixed emotions: Fay
catches up with Henry
only to see him leave
again at the end dfay
Grim © HDNet
Films/Possible Films

42 Kevin Krust, “Fay” Takes Familiar Faces in a Rifent Direction’Los Angeles Time48
May 2007, p. E9. Krust states that ‘this film feldke Hartley has been handed a Bourne or a
Bond movie to direct and maintained his own styld bow-budget aesthetic while thoroughly
enjoying and deconstructing his new toy'.

3 Stephen Holden, ‘Battling Evildoers’, p. E12.

138



dimensions on offer to be in some way off-puttifge USA Todayeview, for
example, suggests th&tdy Grimis aptly named for its contradictory impulses.
Not exactly grim, but not entirely fey, it doesfutly have a handle on what it
wants to be® For theChristian Science MonitpFay Grimmakes the mistake
of ‘ventur[ing] into inflammatory territory that iguite beyond this film’s limited
political or comedic scopé® TheVarietyreviewer writes that ‘The purposely
overwrought, archly acerbic tone [that characterldenry Foo] has drifted into
facetiousness which combines with an ever-mordeftehed plot to the point
where the picture seems to disappear around thesithr of the moor*® Roger
Ebert, in a generally unfavourable review, criggdHartley for ‘failing to figure
out what he wanted to do instead [of making a coheaal thriller], and
delivering a film that is tortured in its attemptcéeverness, and plays
endlessly”’

Such responses positiGiay Grimon the wrong side of what we might
imagine as a line separating innovation or origipand frustrating oddity — the
latter being associated both with ineptitude (aShert’s criticising of Hartley
for *failing to figure out what he wanted to don@conceit (as iVarietys
mention of the film’s ‘facetiousness’). The tendgwé reviewers to characterise
the film as offering a relatively low level of vi@vpleasure can be related to the
distancing effect that unconventional strategiegether deliberate or
inadvertent — may have on the viewer. The insenifomaterial of a farcical or
fantastical nature into an espionage film in otways coded as ‘political’ is a
strategy that, in its rejection of the conventiassociated with the espionage
film, seems likely to heighten the viewer’s senkthe film as a ‘constructed’
reality. Indeed, the issue of distanciation is exiy raised by Ebert, who
complains that ‘we feel deliberately distanced friva film’.*®

Various degrees of distance are also created byshef a variety of
unconventional formal devices. Actors sometimepadmwvement patterns that
seem unmotivated and distinctly choreographedatifeFay Grimshares with

several of Hartley's other films$jenry Foolincluded?® Words are occasionally

“ Claudia Puig, “Fay Grim”: It's More Like “Feh™USA Today18 May 2007, p. 4E.

“ peter Rainer, ‘Pulp, but without the FrictioBhristian Science Monitorl8 May 2007.

6 Todd McCarthy, Fay Grim, Variety, 8 October 2006, p. 124.

*"Roger Ebert,Fay Grimi, Chicago Sun-Timed.8 May 2007:
rogerebert.suntimes.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article? AMDS/70517/REVIEWS/705170302/1023 (last
accessed 12 April 2011).

“8 Ebert, Fay Grim.

9 This kind of pattern of movement is adopted, faraple, in a scene in which Andre talks to
Fay about the contents of HenrZenfessionAndre appears first, in a medium shot, directing
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superimposed over images on the screen to cregtiercathat are highly
stylised (the text fills the screen; see figure &1 sometimes rather comical in
content (one reads, ‘HER NEW COAT HAS FAKE POCKE®'Such formal
flourishes foreground in a fleeting manner the hauéd’ status of the text. A
more sustained example of formal unconvention@ithe frequent use of canted
shots. Although such shots feature in a rangedd#pendent films, often
contributing to a general sense of the offbeaty#ise case witlHenry Foo),

their usage is usually quite limited. fay Grim the camera is tilted either to the
right or to the left in nearly every shttAgain, Ebert is critical: ‘tilt shots have
traditionally been used to create a heightenedesehdanger ... Here they're
used for scenes of stultifying dialogue and seemreriike a desperate attempt to
add interest to flat material. I like it better whetyle seem&® emerge from a
story (as in “The Third Man”) than when it feeladked in from the outsidé?
Raised here, once more, is the issue of motivaGéearly, as Ebert's comments
suggest, it is hard to read the canted shoEaynGrimas an expression of the
main character’s subjective experience, as sucts stne used in all scenes,
regardless of their content. At the same time, eengeneral thematic motivation

is identifiable, the canted angles offering a sstjga of disorientation
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Figure 21

Stylised captions ifFay
Grim © HDNet

== Films/Possible Films

his words to Fay, who is offscreen. Fay walks thi frame, the camera following her as she
moves to the left, away from Andre. Andre reappeaswalks swiftly across the frame from
right to left. A few seconds later he re-entersrfrithe left and moves in a circular path around
Fay, before exiting to the right. This general gattof unnecessary but deliberate movement is
maintained over the next few shots.

*0 Such captions are in contrast, of course, to théseost espionage films, which rarely take up
much space on the screen and are generally usedi¢ate specifics of time and/or place only.
*1 The one shot that is not canted owes its existemm®rding to Hartley’s cinematographer,
Sarah Cawley, to an oversight in the shooting peic®uring prep it became clear that we were
going to do a more stylized cinematography [that &iHenry Foo], and that we were going to
Dutch every shot. In fact there is only one shat th not canted, and it's the first shot we did. |
forgot to put a Dutch angle on it because it wasfitst day.’ Interview with author, 6 December
2009 (see appendix B).

2 Ebert, Fay Grimi.
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appropriate to a narrative that addresses polititague around the globe. It is
this type of motivation, rather than motivation &asn individual subjective
experience, that is most often offered by Hartléyrss, as | have argued in
previous chapters. Only occasionally do formal depas from convention seem
to lack clear motivation in either sense, one ingarexample being the

signature performance style of Hartley’s films,adissed in chapter 2.
Repetition and Variation: Fay Grim as Sequel

As one might expect, given some of the characiesistutlined above and the
lukewarm responses of many of the film’s review€es; Grimperformed
weakly at the box office, taking just $126,714 dgrthe four weeks of its
release€? This figure compares poorly to the gross takirgsre forHenry Fool
($1.3 million), even taking into account the nemuitiplatform’ release
approach taken withay Grimand the associated non-theatrical reventies.
From a commercial perspectiegy Grimmight even be characterised as
something of a ‘missed opportunity’, consideringparticular, its status as a
narrative sequel to Hartley’s most commerciallycassful film. Certainly only
modest efforts were made to present the film irhdaoms in the marketing
materials;> some of which (including both the Magnolia Pictiteiler and the
trailer made by Hartley) make no mention of thdieafilm at all.>® The lack of
prominent references téenry Foolis especially surprising given that the film’s
title does not announce the film as a sequel. iBhis contrast to the practice of
highlighting a film’s status as a sequel through idpetition of original title
terms — a characteristic of the vast majority afuss titles, even at the

indie/Indiewood end of the American cinema spectfaramples including

>3 See www.boxofficemojo.com/movies/?id=faygrim.htast accessed 11 April 2011).

** Fay Grimwas released simultaneously in theatres, on theipre cable network HDNet, and
on DVD. For a discussion of simultaneous-releasgitiution, at this point a new and hotly
debated method of distribution, see Gabriel Snpaer Steven Zeitchik, ‘Movie Biz on the
“Bubble™, Variety, 30 January 2006, p. 1.

%5 While the word ‘Henry’, spoken by various charastdeatures several times in both Hartley’s
trailer and the Magnolia Pictures trailer, the wottdenry Fool’ are conspicuously absent, from
both the dialogue excerpts and the intertitles. dffiginal poster makes no mention of the earlier
film, although some prints feature a narrow blaakier bearing the words ‘Featuring the
continuing adventures of Henry Fool'. The same géi@inus the word ‘Featuring’) appears on
the reverse cover of the DVD released by Magndipat of their multi-platform release
strategy; the front cover, however, features neregfce of this kind.

6 We might speculate that Hartley and/or Magnoligi®es decided not to include references to
Henry Foolin some marketing materials as part of an altereaharketing strategy, perhaps
aiming to target Hartley fans or dedicated indie fviewers who might be thought likely to
respond positively to a campaign that avoids givhggimpression of ‘spoon-feeding’ potential
viewers with ‘obvious’ references or information.
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Kevin Smith’sClerks I, the 2006 sequel ©lerks Richard LinklaterBefore
Sunsetthe 2004 sequel Before Sunriseand Chris Fisher'S. Darko— released
straight to DVD with the subtitl& Donnie Darko Tale- the 2009 sequel to
Richard Kelly'sDonnie Darkd.>’

Repetition of title terms has a long traditiorpwstclassical Hollywood,
of course, and is characteristic of both the fiemake and the film sequel. Such
a practice has a clear commercial logic, the séeunedke title serving, in effect,
to market the film to a pre-existing audience. €&tatt of repetition also define
much of the content of the remake and the sequéhis sense, such films can be
seen as offering a (commercially proven) formulaepfetition and variation
similar to that offered by genre filmmaking morengeally — a point made by
Constantine Verevis in relation to the film remakén the film sequel, as Claire
Perkins discusses in a recent article on remakésequels, a process of
repetition is combined with a process of contimuatias the story is continued,
certain elements (characters, actors, plot sces)atiemes, and so on) are also
repeated’ The sequel thus offers a strong sense of fantiliarile also offering
the promise of narrative development. The narradiibe sequel may simply
serve as an addition or extension to a self-coathimarrative in which the main
narrative issues are already resolved, in the nmragpieal of Hollywood film.
Or it may serve to resolve issues or enigmas pefpdsft unresolved by the
earlier film (while also, of course, introducingmearrative developments). This
is the approach taken by a number of films inSkerr Warstrilogy (1977—-1983)
and thelord of the Ringsrilogy (2001-2003), for example, the entries inHbo
trilogies contributing to a pre-arranged three-pasion’ that was marketed, as
Perkins puts it, so as to ‘build a sense of staaakanticipation’ that would be
converted into returns for the first and secondists}’

Hartley’s approach witkay Grimmight, in this context, be seen as quite
conventional in nature. A number of key elemenésrapeated: all three of the
top-billed actors/characters lienry Fool- Thomas Jay Ryan as Henry, James

Urbaniak as Simon and Parker Posey as Fay — appagr inFay Grim A

" Claire Perkins, in a survey of all the new filnesiewed inSight & Soundn a five-year period
in the 2000s, finds only two film sequels whoskesitdo not acknowledge the preceding film:
Russian Doll§Cedric Klapisch, 2005, sequel The Spanish Apartmer002) andrhe Devil's
RejectdRob Zombie, 2005, sequel House of 1000 Corpse2003). See Perkins, ‘Remaking
and the Film Trilogy: Whit Stillman’s Authorial Tptych’, Velvet Light Trap61 (2008), p. 24 (n.
1).
*% Constantine Verevisilm Remakeg¢Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 20065.p.
Verevis’s suggestion is referenced by Claire ParkifRemaking and the Film Trilogy’, p. 15.
% Perkins, ‘Remaking and the Film Trilogy’, p. 15.
% perkins, ‘Remaking and the Film Trilogy’, p. 17.
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strong sense of continuity is also generated thr@ugeries of references to the
narrative of the earlier film. We learn, for examypthat Simon was imprisoned
for aiding Henry to escape from the lawHenry Fool The film also
conclusively resolves the narrative enigma withalitienry Foolconcluded:
Henry did in fact get on the plane, leaving betilwife and son. Such broadly
conventional features are, however, counterbalabhgednumber of features that
serve to break, or at least bend, the ‘rules’ effiltm sequel. One film-sequel
convention from whicliray Grimdeparts, with some conviction, is that of
tonal/generic continuity. While some degree of disty of tone and/or narrative
material between sequel and predecessor is nainiosual, such shifts are
generally quite minor and are carefully balanceadytinuities in the same
fields. InFay Grim by contrast, departures in tone and genre ataisad and
substantial. The tone &y Grimis considerably less ‘dark’ than thattéénry
Fool. ‘Edgy’ psychological material of a kind charactéc of the earlier film is
entirely absent from the later film. This variatisnpart of a wider and more
profound shift in emphasis away from family melodeaand youthful angst and
towards action-adventure and political intriguee®pproach adopted here is
quite unusual, even in the independent world, aag be contrasted to the
approach adopted in two other independent film sisqiRichard Linklater’'s
Before Sunsg2004) and Kevin Smith’€lerks 11(2006). Both films
approximate quite closely the narrative scenattaises! out by their
predecessors. lBefore Sunseas in the earlieBefore Sunris€1995), the focus
is almost exclusively on an extended conversateiwéen the two principals as
they wander through the spaces of the €terks Il, set ten years aftélerks
(1994), follows Dante and Randal, still working famimum wage in suburban
New Jersey. Both films also share with their predsors a very particular
generic territory: low-key, naturalistic romancetle case oBefore Sunsednd
romantic comedy with a ‘vulgar’ twist in the cadeGlerks IL

Also offered inBefore SunsedndClerks Il as a point of resemblance,
relating sequel to predecessor, is a familiar fofrmegional landscape. In
Linklater’s film, this is the landscape of the pbgenic, ‘romantic’ European
city. The Paris oBefore Sunsetike the Vienna oBefore Sunrisgs presented
as a place of eccentric/artistic tradition and héawsights ideally suited to
romantic encounters. Smith’s film takes as itsiisgth familiar form of blue-
collar, humdrum and vaguely dysfunctional New Jeséurbia, featured
previously inClerks Mallrats (1995) andChasing Amy1997). In the case of

143



both Linklater'sand Smith’s films, a sense of place (at the gerserdior
geographical level) serves to create a strong sfifeeniliarity not only within
the film but across films: a type of orientatiomttimay be thought to have
particular value in establishing a recognisablarif for a film series (and, more
generally, for an auteur’s cinema). As | have sstggein previous chapters, a
sense of regional identity can act more generallg point of orientation for the
viewer, together with, or in place of, other, maidely discussed points of
orientation such as genre and star actors. It oavige a sense of familiarity and
stability that may, in some cases, serve as ‘cosgiem’ for unsettling or
unusual formal strategies (Linklate&tackermay be considered in these terms,
as suggested in chapter 1). Familiar componentsaisaybe mixed with less
familiar components that function to differentiatélm on the basis of
‘alternativeness’ or innovation. Henry Fool as well as in Hartley’s other
critically successful filmsThe Unbelievable TrutiTrustandSimple Men
familiar markers of the generic place of suburbfamilial dysfunction, routine
television viewing — are blended with less typi@galcinematic terms) markers of
geographical place. Such details, especially ¥ tten be seen to harmonise in
some way with the characterisations or themes pteddy the narrative, can
create their own sense of pleasurable orientat@ating the film text to stable
‘real-world’ discourses of regional/cultural iddgtiThe approach adopted in
Fay Grimis quite different. The emphasis on the local tietracteriseslenry
Fool is replaced by an emphasis on the global Grimforegrounds the
complex and morally ambiguous domain of internalqgolitical intrigue in a
way likely to create in the viewer a sense of dedation akin to that felt by the
protagonist. The use of certain quite radical fdrdevices, as highlighted by
some reviewers, serves further to create a someadettathed position for the
viewer. While in other ways the film remains firmiythin the realms of the
‘quirky’ independent feature, focusing on the emodélly motivated adventures
of an eccentric, funny and sympathetic hero, iisffa degree of irregularity at
the levels of form and content that remains raneaimative feature production,
the costs of which tend to preclude innovationoof tadical a kind. Greater
opportunities for the exploration of various uncentronal formal and
representational approaches are often thought tdféeed by the short-film
format, a variety of film that nevertheless seragsimber of commercial

functions and that has its own traditions of coriem as will be discussed in the
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following chapter, which looks at Hartley’s shaitrfs from the mid-1980s to the

present day.
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5

The Short Films: From Kid (1984) to thePF2 Collection

At the time of writing, the most recent six filmgkdartley’s filmography have
been short works, ranging in length from 2 mintésnspiracy to 28 minutes
(Implied Harmoniegs The release of five of these films on DVD by kdicinema
brings the total number of available shorts by lgrto 16 — not including the
short filmFlirt (shot in 1993), a slightly modified version of whiforms the
‘New York’ segment of the full-length film also ¢adl Flirt (1995). Since his
graduation filmKid (1984), Hartley has moved frequently between featu
length productions and short-length productions,|#itter often produced on
commission for American or European television. Sehghort works encompass
a range stretching from broadly conventional, thoaffbeat and distinctive,
narrative films to more radical non-narrative pecas in all of the features
discussed in previous chapters, unusual and digorgeelements are generally
balanced against points of orientation — geneaméworks, familiar actors,
particular regional and cultural identities — theg familiar from much indie and
mainstream cinema. This balance is sometimes dhifta quite unconventional
direction, however, particularly ifihe Other Alspa one-shot installation piece
that features no conventional dialogue or recodpteshuman faces.

Most of the short films, having aired on televisibiave been collected in
the DVD releaseBossible Films: Short Works by Hal Hartl€3006) and
Possible Films Volume 2: New Short Films by Hal thégr(2010) or the Tartan
Video VHS releas@hree Shorts by Hal Hartlef1994) (the same three films
also appear on the 2010 Microcinema DMAI Hartley’s Surviving Desire
Public screenings have mostly been limited to sherbgrammes in international
film festivals! as is the case for most contemporary short filiihpugh a large
number of the shorts featured in the 2007 Hartggospective at the ERA New
Horizons Film Festival in Poland, and also in teiaspective held by the

American Museum of the Moving Image in 199Becently, Hartley has also

! Among the films that have appeared at festivastiae short version d&lirt, whichplayed at
the Toronto International Film Festival in Septemb@93, andrheory of Achievementhich
played at the New York New Directors and New Filestival in March 1991.

2 The American Museum of the Moving Image retrospectTrue Fiction Pictures: A Hal
Hartley Retrospective’, ran from 14 January urilJanuary 1995, and screened Hartley’s first
three features along with the shdfid, The Cartographer’s GirlfriendDogs Ambition Theory
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made many of the short works available on his welBossible Films
(www.possiblefilms.com). Visitors to the site aféeced the chance to buy either
(or both) of thePossible Filmscollections in the form of a download or a DVD.
In addition, a number of short films, includidgcomplice(2009), one of the
films released in thBF2 collection;Conspiracy(2004/2010); andtis (1994), a
three-minute piece previously unreleased owing tsimrights issuedare
available, free of charge, for streanfirga method of distribution particularly
suited to short films that can be seen as partedae by Hartley in recent years
towards self-distribution and a position of greatetitutional independence.

This chapter considers all of Hartley’s short 8lat a number of levels,
both textual and industridlln making Hartley’s short-film work the sole suttje
of this final chapter, rather than consideringfilres only in the context of
discussions of the feature films, | am taking tteadpoint that the shorts form an
important part of Hartley’s output that needs tacbaesidered in an assessment of
Hartley and his position within independent films Awill discuss, the shorts
often occupy a textual and industrial position #iéfers significantly from that
occupied by Hartley's feature films. Detailed calesation of these films may
thus lead us to form an overall view of Hartley'srwthat differs somewhat
from a view derived from an investigation that givbe short films only fleeting
attention’

Combined with an examination of Hartley’'s sholrnB is a degree of
analysis of the short film format in the contextAsherican independent film — a
subject that has received little academic atten#dtinough the short-form film
is often thought of as incidental to the practitendependent filmmaking, or as
a rather cynically constructed showpiece, or ‘oglicard’, its functions and

of AchievemenSurviving DesireFlirt (1993),0pera No. INYC 3/94and three music videos
directed by Hartleylris, From a Motel 6andThe Only Living Boy in New Yorkhe ERA New
Horizons retrospective screened all of Hartleyatdees and most of his short films. For the list
of screenings and dates, see
7ff.eranowehoryzonty.pl/lista.do?tytul=hartley&da&indeksAZ=%E2%80%93&rodzajTytulu
=0&idCyklu=0&typ=tyt (last accessed 14 April 2011).
% See Hartley’s comments in the notes toRbssible Films Volume RVD (Microcinema,
2010).
* Also available for streaming are a making-of featie abouNo Such Thingan unreleased
trailer for Fay Grimand a trailer for th®F2 collection.
®| do not here consider the music videos that Egittias directed. Such pieces, though
describable as ‘short films’, belong to a categuirfilm that has its own distinctive history,
characteristics and functions (and academic libeedf these pieces are thus beyond the scope of
this already lengthy chapter. For production ceeftit the music videos directed by Hartley, see
Hartley and Kenneth Kalet@yue Fiction Pictures: Hal Hartley in Conversatiovith Kenneth
Kaleta (New York: Soft Skull Press, 2008), pp. 166-167.
® An example of a study that discusses the shamsfibnly as an aside within discussions of the
feature films is Mark L. Berrettini’'s bodkal Hartley (Urbana, Chicago: University of Illinois
Press, 2011).
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effects within the independent world and in theeeas of individual filmmakers
can vary considerably, as the filmographies of ldgrand others suggest. The
first part of this chapter outlines some of theiessrelated to financing and
distributing the short film in America, and discasdiow Hartley’s films fit into
this context. Before this, as an initial point oieatation, | offer below a brief

characterisation of each of Hartley’s short filnmsl aheir production contexts:

Kid (1984, 33 minutes): Hartley’s thesis film at Stdtaversity of New
York at Purchase. Long Island-set drama shot vieeaply on 16 mm.
Familiar story (young man is frustrated with sutaurtfamily life), lightly

absurdist in tone, with strongly authorial touches.

The Cartographer’s Girlfriend1987, 29 minutes): Self-funded project,
again shot on 16 mm but slightly more ‘glossy’ iles, with crisper
colours. Focus on somewhat bizarre romance. Towsdiesonsciously

on issues of sexism and gender relations.

Dogs(1988, 20 minutes): The last of Hartley's Long t&laset shorts,

shot on Super-8 ColouRogsremains unavailable on video or DVD, as
doKid andThe Cartographer’s Girlfriendand the three films look likely
to stay unreleased, apparently in line with Hafleyishes. As | have not

seen this film, | make no comment on its textualligies.

Ambition(1991, 9 minutes): Oblique, Godardian vignette waitstriking
colour scheme, set in a SoHo art gallery. BathbitionandTheory of
Achievementbelow) were made for the PBSive from Off Centearts

series.

Theory of Achieveme(it991, 18 minutes): Comic ensemble piece,
composed of a series of dialogue-heavy episodesit @agroup of
youthful Brooklynite artist-intellectuals struggijrio realise their

ambitions.

Surviving Desird1991, 57 minutes): Student—teacher romance replete
with literary references. Strong generic framewavkh expressionistic

flourishes. Commissioned for tiemerican Playhousseries as a TV
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featurette, and released (along wAtmbitionandTheory of Achievement
on video Three Shorts by Hal Hartl¢yand on DVD Hal Hartley’s
Surviving Desirg

Flirt (1993, 23 minutes): Originally commissioned by anekican TV
network for a series that was never made, thisaexs Flirt has never
been released. The script, however, was publishPdojections 3: Film-
Makers on Film-Makingn 1994’

Opera No. 1(1994, 8 minutes): Lip-synched mini-opera, wittydight-
hearted, made in the tradition of the Shakespearass-dressing farce.
Produced for cable TV.

NYC 3/94(1994, 10 minutes): Compilation of vignettes in efthree
characters navigate a New York City that seemstorfdler attack, or at
war. Commissioned by Arte, the Franco—German Tiwoek, for a
small series calleBostcards from America

Iris (1994, 3 minutes): Boldly colourful, enigmatic valpiece, featuring
Parker Posey and Sabrina Lloyd and set to musikheyBreeders. Made
for a VHS compilation produced by the Red Hot Orgation.

The Other Als@¢1997, 7 minutes): Gallery installation film,
commissioned by the Fondation Cartier in Paris. iSdystract imagery;
dialogue-free.

The New Math(s)2000, 15 minutes): Collaboration with the Dutch
composer Louis Andriessen, partly produced by tBE Bor a series of
orchestra/film productions staged at the Barbicant®. Maths-themed

kung-fu miniature, with comic and experimental edgts.

Kimono(2000, 27 minutes): Slow, richly textured piecegdarced for the
German TV serieErotic Tales Strong fairy-tale/ghost story resonances.

" John Boorman and Walter Donohue (ed2rdjections 3: Film-Makers on Film-Making
(London: Faber and Faber, 1994), pp. 261-280.
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The Sisters of Merd2004, 17 minutes): Non-conventional documentary,
composed solely of footage shot fas (see above). Distributed

exclusively on théossible FilmDVD.

Conspiracy(2004/2010, 2 minutes): Brief, slightly absurdigldgue
between a man and a woman, apparently filmed ssrteof birthday
card’ for Louis Andriessefiwith whom Hartley worked on the opdra
Commedigpremiered 2008). Available only on Hartley's wis

A/Muse(2009, 11 minutes): Lightly comic piece focusedaosingle
character, an actress looking for an American efijpamaker in Berlin.
One of five very cheaply produced shorts shot bstlekaon DV and
collected on th&F2 DVD (see also four films below).

Implied Harmonie42009, 28 minutes): Making-of documentary abloat
Commediafeaturing a number of clearly fictional sequencestred on
Hartley's female assistant.

The Apologie$2009, 14 minutes): Low-key, single-setting dramtow
emphasis on non-naturalistic, ‘theatrical’ dialogue

Adventurg(2009, 20 minutes): Documentary, poetic and impoesstic
in character, in which Hartley and his wife, MihdkBido, reflect on their

relationship during a trip to Japan.

Accomplicg2009, 3 minutes): The last of tRé&2 films to be completed,
made as a ‘finale’ to the collectiridiosyncratic noir story about the
theft of some video tapes featuring interview fgetaf Jean-Luc
Godard.

® This is a quote from Hartley’s website: www.po$sittms.com/category/streaming/ (last
accessed 14 April 2011).

° Hal Hartley, Possible Films 2Hal Interview by DJ Mendel’, October 2009:
www.possiblefilms.com/2010/03/possible-films-2-lialerviewed-by-dj-mendel/ (last accessed
14 April 2011).

150



Financing and Distribution

At the level of production context, the shortshistlist may be broadly
characterised as falling into one of the follownajegories: amateur- or self-
funded projectsKid, The Cartographer’s GirlfriendDogs The Sisters of Mergy
Conspiracy A/Muse Implied HarmoniesThe ApologiesAdventure

Accomplicg, TV films (Ambition Theory of Achievemer8urviving Desire

Flirt, Opera No. INYC 3/94Kimong and ‘arts’ piecesTIthe Other AlspThe
New Math(s). Iris falls outside of all of these categories, havingrbe
commissioned for a video compilation. A similargarof production contexts
characterises the wider field of American shortsfidimmaking, which has
contained few opportunities for theatrical exhmtisince the 1950s and the
decline of the short ‘programme filler’. This waseoof a particular variety of
short films, including cartoons, travelogues andsreels, that played in theatres
immediately before the feature films — a timesloivrdevoted almost exclusively
to advertisements and trailéfsin recent decades, short films have been
associated with two main forms of broad public exion, both considered at
different points to be contributing towards a ravief the short-film form:
television and the internet. Rew York Timearticle published in 1981 reported
on the use by cable television services of shipnisfin their programming,
suggesting that the cable system had in recens yemcued the short film — if
not from certain death, then at least from obsgutitShorts could be expected
to find a considerable audience on increasinglyuppcommercial-free
networks such as HBO, its sister movie network @iae and the now-defunct
Wometco Home Theater, which bought short filmsltodontinuity time’, the
gaps between the end of one feature and the $tanbther. A number of PBS
series also programmed shorts, of various styldgaming lengths. Thalive
from Off Centesseries, first broadcast in 1995, produced ancese a variety
of experimental live-action and animated shortsluding the Quay Brothers’
Street of Crocodile€l986),What You Mean Wg2986) by the performance

artist and musician Laurie Anderson, and, in itsees¢h series in 1991, Hartley's

1% Short films do still play in this timeslot, thougtfrequently. Examples includaixo Jr.

(1986), played prior to screeningsTady Story 1999);For the Birds(2000), played prior to
screenings oMonsters, Inc(2001); and several other Pixar-produced shortsfilRrogrammes of
collected short films are also screened theatyicall occasion, examples including the Academy
Award Nominated Shorts programmes, first screenddé mid 2000s (see Kevin Krust, ‘Oscar-
Nominated Short Films Get to the Point Quicklygs Angeles Time46 February 2007, p. E16).
1 eslie Garisto, ‘Cable TV Is “Rescuing” the MakefsShort Films’ New York Timesl3
September 1981, p. D45.
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AmbitionandTheory of Achievemeruring the early years of the 1990s,
American Playhouse PBS anthology series, broadcast a series Bhboat (or
shorter) films originating from a programme spoesooy Columbia Picturées.
These films, shot on 35 mm with an experienced cvesve emblematic of a
(relatively) high-profile strand of short filmmalgnn the 1980s and 1990s, one
characterised by high production values and conwealf Hollywood-style
content. Shorts films made in this vein had paldicualue for young directors
looking to break into feature directing. As Jonatlsanger, co-head of the
production company Chanticleer Films, puts it: gtfilmmakers] have to show
the people who are making the decision to hirgecthr something as close to
what they’re used to seeing as possibie’.

Clearly, short films produced under this logicwagk samples or
‘calling cards’ to be shown to studios, are togmgicant degree ‘commercial’
properties, despite the low levels of investmeslafive to features) involved,
and despite the improbability of substantial amafitable distribution. In the
words of the academic Bevin Yeatman, such workuisite oriented’, created by
directors to ‘[add] value, not necessarily to th®nk account, but certainly to
their prospects'? A rationale of this kind is explicitly articulatdsy the directors
of several American narrative shorts, including ohthe sensations of recent
decades(eorge Lucas in Lov@oe Nussbaum, 1999, 8 minutes), a spo&itaf
Wars(1977) andShakespeare in Lo&998). The film was financed by
Nussbaum and several crew members, who had reggatipated from the
University of Southern California and were tryimgNussbaum’s words, ‘to get
noticed by development executives and studio erexsitGeorge Lucas in Love
was conceived and made ‘as a calling-card film ciinopefully would open the
door for major projects for us. Which it ditf.In addition to generating intense
interest in the director from both the studios Hreimedia, the film went on to
be distributed on video, topping the Amazon.conesaharts on its release and
selling well for a significant period thereaftér.

12 See Jan Benzel, ‘Short-Form Films Bolster Longdea@bjectives’New York Times25
March 1990, p. H33.

13 Jonathan Sanger, quoted in Benzel, ‘Short-Formgjlp. H33.

4 Bevin Yeatman, ‘What Makes a Short Fiction Filma@8’,P.0.V, 5 (1998):
pov.imv.au.dk/Issue_05/section_4/artc2A.html (lstessed 14 April 2011).

!> Rick Lyman, ‘An Internet Star Is Bornew York Timesl2 June 2000, p. C15.

'8 George Lucas in Loveas released on video on 21 April 2000 and sotlusively through
Amazon.com. According toldew York Timearticle, the film remained in the top ten of the
Amazon sales chart ‘almost every day’ throughoutil’gmd May, frequently outselling heavily
promoted video releases suchSdar Wars: Episode 1 — The Phantom Mend@99). See Rick
Lyman, ‘An Internet Star Is Born’.
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At the textual levelGeorge Lucas in Loveesembles a high-budget
romantic comedy, reflecting the intentions of tlirector to create something
that could pass for ‘eight minutes of a featunamfit’ The film was shot on
35 mm, the high image quality being matched byraveationally ‘warm’ and
balanced lighting style. An orchestral score, samih style to that featured at
various points in bottar WarsandShakespeare in Loyis used throughout.
Moments of broad comedy (jokes about cannabisareelended with satirical
references t&tar Warsn a narrative that relates the efforts of collegedent
George Lucas (Martin Hynes) to finish a film sciiiptime to meet his deadline
and qualify for graduation. George struggles wititev's block (the joke being
that the prototypes for vario®ar Warscharacters present themselves at every
turn), rejecting an array of starting points anekisl before meeting a Princess
Leia-type figure called Marion (Lisa Jakub) who isahis imagination with a
few simple words of wisdom. The introduction of ttferacter of Marion
provides a note of youthful romance, as Georgeionisly smitten, apologises
for his awkwardness, although the main emphasia isomedy — a characteristic
George Lucas in Lovehares with several other particularly high-peghort
films, includingTerry Tate: Office Lineback€éRawson Marshall Thurber, 2003,
4 minutes)'® the story of an American Football linebacker wharks in an
office as a disproportionately violent ‘law enforc¥

The high visibility ofGeorge Lucas in Lowwas in large part attributable
to the release of the film on a commercial sitestoeaming: a fairly new method
of distribution at this point, but one that woulatlger momentum throughout
1999 and into the 2000s and would, like cable Té&/libked at points to a
‘comeback’ for short film$® Nussbaum'’s film was a hit on Mediatrip.céfmpne

7 This is a quotation from the audio commentarytfier film, recorded by Nussbaum and his
producer, Joseph Levy, for the DVD shorts collett@inema 16: American Short FilnfRias
UK, 2006).

18 Terry Tatewas bought by Reebok, who re-commissioned it asiassof shorts. These films
played at the 2003 Super Bowl and were a hit orRisebok website, where the first three
episodes were downloaded by more than 7 millioitors See Michael McCarthy, ‘Office
Enforcer Wins RavesSA Today24 March 2003, p. 6B.

19 Interestingly, on the audio commentary Tarry Taterecorded for th€inema 16: American
Short FilmsDVD, Thurber advises filmmakers trying to breatoifeature production to make a
short calling card that is ‘funny’, as it is eadiertell a joke’ in a short format than it is ttell a
whole story’. BothTerry TateandGeorge Lucas in Lovéell a joke’, but the latter, as | have
briefly outlined, certainly tells a story as well.

2 See for example Marion Hart, ‘A Comeback for Shéims Is Linked to the WebNew York
Times 14 January 2001, p. AR11; Greg Miller, ‘Era ob&Hilm Reborn on the Netl,os
Angeles Timesl9 June 2000, p. 1.

L The audience figures for the film on Mediatrip.coeached ‘the hundreds of thousands’,
according to &New York Timepiece, with over 600 people posting reviews — ehdhgzz’ to
justify a video release. Rick Lyman, ‘An Interng¢aSls Born'.
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of several sites launched between 1998 and 200laidimg Atomfilms,
Nibblebox and Reelshort (later Hypnotic), to offecatalogue of instantly
viewable short films. For independent flmmakehss imode of distribution
offered, and still does offer, access to a broatlemee outside of the festival
circuit.?? At the same time, however, such video-streamitag sionstitute a
commercial system (most sites use advertising heigee revenue) that, like the
theatrical distribution system, tends to work mdar of certain types of films
but not others. Comic and ‘extreme’ material seetoextand a particularly good
chance of being picked up in the early 2000s -erdtthat oné.os Angeles
Timesarticle attributed to the disproportionate représion of adolescents and
college students in online audiené&&ilms falling into this category included
the short serieBikini Bandits an exploitation-type comedy that set a new rating
record for Atomfilms in 2000, antihe Rotten Frujta stop-motion animation
featuring pieces of fruit taking drugs and havieg géamong other things),
commissioned by the site Z.com for $40,000 and kstpanded into a seriés.

For filmmakers working outside these parametersh &is Hartley, the
internet has also presented the opportunity teildige work through a type of
outlet with (potentially) no investment at all inmmmercial structures: the
personal website. Such sites can act as a plattmsall DVDs, a function
exploited by the experimental director Jon Jostefample, whose site
(www.jon-jost.com) allows visitors to purchase ditg from the director films
that have received little if any theatrical disttion. Filmmakers can also make
work available for streaming, as David Lynch haselon his subscription-only
website, www.davidlynch.com. As | briefly indicatedrlier, Hartley has
adopted both of these strategies in order to Hidkei his short films, selling the
Possible FilmsandPF2 collections in both DVD and download form on his
website and, more recently, offering the short e@knspiracy Accompliceand
Iris for instant (and free) viewing. Supplying filmsawownloads and streaming
has the obvious benefit of reducing costs (thermidistribution company to pay
for advertising, packaging design, unit productiamg so on). It is also a

distribution model that can offer flmmakers a haggree of control over the

2 |n March 2000 Atomfilms had 472,000 unique visitaccording to Aos Angeles Times
article (Greg Miller, ‘Era of Short Film Reborn t¢ime Net’). Sundance Film Festival, by
comparison, attracted about 20,000 people eachiiy¢ae early 2000s.

23 Adolescents and students, the article suggestsn ‘the largest online audience because they
tend to have the time, the inclination and the tighed access’. Greg Miller, ‘Era of Short Film
Reborn’.

4 See Greg Miller, ‘Era of Short Film Reborn'.
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‘positioning’ of their work through blurbs, reviesxcerpts, images and
clips/trailers — the design of marketing matertsgg an aspect of filmmaking
in which Hartley has shown a significant degreeeéstment, as indicated in
chapter 3. The trailers advertising tessible FilmsandPF2 downloads on the
PossibleFilms website, for example, were apparently createdusiatly by
Hartley?® The distribution of these two collections (as veellof the new, re-
mastered version @urviving Desirghas also included a DVD release by the
specialist art/avant-garde/independent film disitigio Microcinema International
— although (as mentioned in chapter 3) notablyhécase oPF2 andHal
Hartley’s Surviving Desiré¢he DVD artwork was handled not by the distributor
but rather by Kyle Gilman, the head of distributetrirhe Possible Films
Collection, ‘in collaboration with’ Hartle$? Both website and specialist DVD
distribution, besides affording flmmakers oppoiti@s to control certain
elements of the marketing process, offer a pracitarnative to theatrical
distribution and the festival circuit. To orchestra release at these two levels is
a relatively low-risk dual-release strategy thastly, ensures that even such
experimental work has a good chance of reachirgudrence of a reasonable
size and, secondly, serves to generate press gaviera way that a download-
only website release, generally lacking the ‘eventlity of a DVD release,
would probably nof’

Low-key distribution strategies of the kind favedrforPossible Films
andPF2 are unlikely, however skilfully executed, to brimghigh revenues —
although Hartley’'s work is likely to sell betterat similarly experimental work
released by a less established and respectedadir€ct the other hand, revenues
need not be very high, given the low levels of stugent in production (theF2
films were shot personally by Hartley on DV, mostigide his own apartment in
Berlin) and distribution (DVD releases are inexpeasrelative to theatrical
releases, and to make films available to downloadree’s own website costs
almost nothing). The interest Hartley has showntjqadarly in the 2000s, in

short filmmaking at this very cheap end of the piithn scale can be

% This according to Kyle Gilman, correspondence \aitthor, 21 May 2010.

% Kyle Gilman, correspondence with author, 21 Mag®@0Steve Hamilton confirms a division

of creative labour along these lines: ‘Hal's alwagen extremely interested in this [the design of
marketing materials] and thIF2] collection has given him an opportunity to bedtwed in

every aspect of the packaging, creation of trailets’ Correspondence with author, 20 May
2010.

* ThePF2 collection was featured, for instance, in the neaction of théFilmmakerwebsite.

See Jason Guerrasi®dssible Films, Vol.’227 April 2010:
filmmakermagazine.com/news/2010/04/possible-filmE2/ (last accessed 14 April 2011).
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considered at two main levels. At the artistic lesach production might be
seen as an opportunity to practise or to experiwghbut (or with fewer of) the
constraints that come with a more commerciallyrgaged kind of filmmaking.
This is a dimension that Hartley has emphasiseceapcessed an appreciation
for on several occasions. In the booklet includé&t the Possible Films
collection, for example, he writes that ‘[thesegaig] are concentrated efforts to
study, practice, discover, and mess around ... thd slork allows me to
experiment — to explore my craft and my ongoingeeons in unusual way¥'(l
consider the exact degree to which each of the §ihos can be characterised as
‘unusual’ within the context of short-film produaeti in the following part of this
chapter).

The production of micro-budgeted shorts may alsodmsidered at a
more commercial/career-related level, as a pratiiaecan contribute towards
the cultural-professional ‘profile’ of the directdfere we are brought back to
some of the points raised earlier on the subjett@fcalling card’ film, and in
particular to Bevin Yeatman’s remarks on the ‘fetoriented’ quality of such
work. This term is used in an article that, whipesifically addressing short
filmmaking in New Zealand, offers a useful startpmnt for the consideration
of the function and ‘value’ of the short film magenerally. Yeatman argues that
the short has ‘value’ (of whatever degree) not @dyan aesthetic/ideological
text, but also as ‘a form of currency in an econamhgxchange — an exchange of
influence and support, of kudos and opportunityclt®currency, he goes on to
suggest, ‘is “spent” by various people in variookes (director, script writer,
producer, magazine editor, politician, academicfitmnce” their ongoing
survival in their cultural game$®. This is a valuable account that, applied to
Hartley’s short-film output, is suggestive of thays in which even the
production of films as cheap and resolutely non+o@mtial as, sayNYC 3/94or
Conspiracymay play a part in the determination of the diréstoommercial
status, by creating professional allegiances,ditrg interest or commendation,
and so on. An important additional point to makeeheone that Yeatman’s
account does not explicitly address — is that theunt and type of ‘currency’

generated by a short film is likely to vary accaglio the scale and type of

8 Hal Hartley, notes to theossible Film©DVD (Possible Films, 2006). Similarly, in a recent
interview about the release of tRE2 collection, Hartley states that ‘| always made shtw
learn and to practice.” Kevin Filipski, ‘Hal Harlénterview’, Times Square
timessquare.com/Film/Film_Interviews/Hal_Hartleyteltview/ (last accessed 14 April 2011).
9 Yeatman, ‘What Makes a Short Fiction Film Good?’
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production. A ‘glossy’, genre-based short, for epanmay directly establish an
inexperienced director as a talent to be reckonddamd a candidate for high-
level investment, as was the case v@&orge Lucas in Lov& ‘Direct’
investment of this kind is considerably less likedybe offered, however, in
response to short-film productions at the more erptal end of the scale. It is
hard to imagine thBF2 films, for example, causing any executive in cleaof
feature financing to rush to set up a meeting withr director. Rather, the
production of such films serves to reinforce aiv€s public identity as an
active, productive artist (in a way that other wasch as teaching or
orchestrating a DVD release of an old title, wondd), to keep his or her ‘name’
circulating the ‘specialist’ film world and to cteaopportunities to strike up
formal and informal working relationships. Thistsof indirect or second-order
‘value’ — very much an aspect of feature film proglon, of course, but less
commonly associated with short filmmaking, espégial an experimental
charactet’ — is by its nature hard to quantify, even by tharhakers
themselves. But it is a significant feature of pinactice of short-film production,
particularly in the case of those directors, appidyencluding Hartley, who
aspire to continue to make feature-length fifths.

This generation of second-order value can be seen@way in which
Hartley’s more experimental and industrially indegent short films “fit’ into a
larger commercial economy. In the case of Hartleyse conventional short
works, of course, this relationship (between thartshnd the director’s career as
a feature filmmaker) is much more direct. The ofefinancing forThe
Unbelievable Truthfor example, was made on the basis of the investo
appreciation of the early, Long-Island-set sh@tie Cartographer’s Girlfriend
andDogs Jerome Brownstein, the president of the TV congganwhich

Hartley was working, was shown these shorts bylelaend later agreed to

%9 Within months of completinGeorge Lucas in Loydoe Nussbaum had signed a deal to direct
a film calledAlmost Romantifor Dreamworks Pictures. In the event, howeves #nid several
subsequent studio projects fell apart, and it vézefore Nussbaum made his first feature, the
‘tween’ comedySleepover

%1 For a discussion of the importance of social nektwof various kinds to Hollywood

production, see John L. Sullivan, ‘Leo C. Rosté#ddlywood: Power, Status, and the Primacy of
Economic and Social Networks in Cultural ProductiomVicky Mayer, Miranda J. Banks and
John Thornton Caldwell (edsBroduction Studies: Cultural Studies of Media Indies (New

York; London: Routledge, 2009), pp. 39-53.

%2 Meanwhile Hartley’s forthcoming feature, is listed as beiogmpleted’ byIMDB. Stills from

this film feature in the photo bodkhe Heart Is a MuscléStockholm: Libraryman, 2010), named
after Hartley’s scripted but unfilmed short workgsGraham Fuller, ‘Being an Amateur’, in
Amateur(screenplay) (London: Faber and Faber, 1994), yip-xix.
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invest $50,000 in his first featuf@The later shortémbition Theory of
AchievemenandSurviving Desiravere made, according to Hartley’s producer,
Ted Hope, as part of a conscious effort on Harslggrt to cement his reputation
as an admired auteli and indeed the three films exhibit strong caritias

with the well-received Long Island features, asdssed below. A measure of
broad, public exhibition for these works was gutgad at the financing stage: as
commissioned projects for the PBS seAése from Off Cente(Ambitionand
Theory of AchievemermandAmerican Playhouséurviving Desirgthe films
would be broadcast to (fairly) substantial audisndering primetime slots,
Television commissions such as these can servwgmse a filmmaker’s ‘name’
and work to audiences that would not necessarilghvshort films at a film
festival or buy them on video/DVIDpera No. 1perhaps the most accessible
and narrative-driven of HartleyRossible Filmgperiod shorts, was
commissioned by Comedy Central, a cable channebtibadcast a mixture of
sitcoms, talk shows, game shows and comedy filmd had successes in the
1990s withPolitically Incorrect Mystery Science Theatre 3080d the BBC
seriesAbsolutely FabulousThe remainder of thBossible Filmshorts have
received exhibition in rather more specialist catgelThe New Math(syas
‘performed’ (the video was projected as an orclagsiayed the score) for the
first time, to what thé&lew York Timedescribed as a ‘hip audience’, at the
Miller Theatre at Columbia University:the film was later screened at a number
of other theatres, including the Barbican Hall ondon®’ and aired on the BBC
in March 2001°® Both The New Math(sandKimonogained a considerable

% See the production notes fBne Unbelievable TruthA similar account is offered in Anne
Gowen, ‘Hal Hartley Takes Quirky Way to Fam@/ashington Times80 October 1992, p. E1.
The figure of $50,000 is cited in the biographyHartley inCurrent Biography August 1995,
which is currently available on the website for Bresemble Sospeso, a New York chamber
orchestra in which Hartley has featured as a ‘gadist’:
WWW.sospeso.com/contents/composers_artists/hdrtialy(last accessed 14 April 2011).

% Hope, in the context of a discussion of Hartleesly features and shorts, states that ‘Hal was
very aware of the need to get more films out quickb that ultimately they could be compared
only to his own work. ... Now he’s a genre unto hiths&llen Pall, ‘This Director’s Wish List
Doesn't Include Hollywood’'New York Timegsl1 October 1992, p. 11 (section 2).

% The episode oAmerican PlayhousteaturingSurviving Desiravas broadcast at 9 p.m. on 22
January 1992. See John J. O’Connor, ‘Some Loneug@e with Love and SurvivalNew York
Times 22 January 1992, p. C13. During the season ticitdedAmbitionand Theory of
AchievementAlive from Off Centeusually aired between 9 p.m. and 10 p.m. (andrejasated
in a later timeslot). See for example Jennifer Dogn'ln Dance, Enclosure Needn't Be a
Limiting Factor’,New York Time® September 1991, p. 38; and Dunning, ‘Evokingdbbod
Joy and the Darker Hoursew York Timesl6 September 1991, p. C20.

% See Anthony Tommasini, ‘A Hip Audience Packs thal kb Hear Hip Works’New York
Times 3 October 2000, p. E5.

37 See Richard Wolfson, ‘Hit and MismatcBaily Telegraph5 March 2001, p. 19.

¥ See ‘Sound on Film: The New Math(s3unday Timesl1 March 2001, features section.
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amount of attention by virtue of being associatdth weries involving famous
figures:The New Math(sivas shown alongside pieces by co-authors such as
Werner Herzog/John Tavenar and Nicolas Roeg/Addidey;>® Kimonowas
made for the German TV seriésotic Tales a film festival staple that included
entries by Ken Russell, Bob Rafelson and, agaiools Roed® NYC 3/94and
The Other Alspcommissioned by the ‘cultural’ Franco—German Te#work
Arte for a short series calldtbstcards from Americand by the Fondation
Cartier for an exhibition called ‘Amours’, respeely, received very little
English-language coverage — a detail that migtddss to relate to the
circumstances of their exhibition (overseas, ‘sphsti), but that might also be
seen to say something about the position occupigdebfilms at a textual level.
The particular mix of textual characteristics off@by Hartley’s short films, and
the ways in which such qualities serve to distisguhe films in the contexts
both of Hartley’s filmography and of short-film mhaction in general, is the

subject of the next section.

Textual Dimensions

As is suggested by the list of brief descriptioffered at the start of this chapter,
Hartley’s short-film output is characterised byaage of distinctive elements,
some very familiar from his feature work, some lgegsAt the more radical end
of the spectrum are films suchHse Other AlsandAccomplicethat largely
reject any form of narrative and/or characterisatidthese dimensions, of
course, being central to feature-length indepentilemt Hartley’s work

included. A much stronger match with conventionffered by many of the

other short works, although even the least adventuof these are distinguished
both by strongly ‘Hartleyan’ touches and by moraayal examples of
innovation.

In this section | discuss Hartley’s short-film wakthe levels of a
number of related textual dimensions that have Ibefmenced repeatedly
throughout this thesis: sense of place and cultdedditity, social/political
perspective, form and narrative, and genre. Thesfivill be considered in

relation not only to Hartley’s feature-length wobyt also to a sample of short

% See Paul Griffiths, ‘BBC Pieces Played Live andhed’, New York Timesl9 March 2002, p.
ES.
40 See Tom Birchenough, “Erotic” Charms Lure Prodiiceariety, 29 November 1999, p. 20.
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films that | suggest might be seen as represestdtiva degree, of a variety of
‘successful’ off-Hollywood short-film productionrculating in America culture.
This sample is composed of around half of the dlilors to win awards, in
various categories, at the Sundance Film Festetaden 1994 (the year in
which a short film was first awarded a prize) a®@& These are films that were
awarded the Short Filmmaking Award, the Speciay Riize (for short
filmmaking), or the Online Film Festival Viewersward (short subject), and
that remain reasonably easy to obtain today — ditton that one might expect
to result in a sample skewed slightly towards thieventional. A sample of this
kind is necessary in order to establish some $atocanon that may be used to
help define the particular positions occupied l®/ghorts in Hartley’s
filmography. As the winners of prizes at Sundatice films selected can
reasonably be expected to form part of a straghoft filmmaking that is both
broadly familiar/accessible (in distinction to, sayant-garde filmmaking) and
quite offbeat or even challenging in characterhsar articulation (in feature
films) being an important point of reference in thecussion of Hartley's work

in the previous chapters of this the€ighey can also be judged as ‘successful’,
given that two of the most important measures efstinccess of a short film are
prestige and non-theatrical expostit®rawing the sample films from a period
beginning in 1994 has the advantage of producisanaple that corresponds
chronologically to the best part of Hartley’'s shfirh output, and that is broad
enough to prevent one or two exceptional films eagrio be seen as
representative. The main downside to the use afrpke such as this
(chronologically broad, but including only up todwWilms from each year) is that
it does not allow for the accurate identificatidrtrends within a particular year
or across a period of a few years — a problemadbaiid only be resolved in a
study of short-film culture much more focused an@mbitious than this. The

list of characterisations (all my own) that followisen, is offered as a suggestive
sketch of one particular region of the short-fiemdscape, about which a number

“1| have not included films that won the Short Filaking Award in the International category,
or those that received honourable mentions.

42 A comparable sample could, of course, have bemnrifrom a number of other festivals
associated with accessible but offbeat and somstahallenging filmmaking. A sample drawn
from Sundance, however, given the festival's pranige and status as a showcase for new
independent work, is likely to be representativa gfrticularly high-profile kind of ‘artistic’
short film — a useful form against which to meaddagtley’s short-film work.

“3The ‘success’ of a short film might be assessedtber criteria, including, most obviously,
DVD sales. Sales figures for DVDs are, howeveemftery difficult to obtain, and are rarely
released publicly by distributors.
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of observations will tentatively be formulated atihg in particular to those

textual qualities emphasised over the course efttigsis.

Family RemaingTamara Jenkins, 1994, 29 minutes): Blackly comic
familial drama with Southern Gothic touches. Emjhas the absurd
and the disturbing balanced by a number of famélaments (sarcastic-
but-insecure teenager, overbearing mother, broacedy). Explicit
references to Jewish and Italian ethnicity.

Man about Towr{Kris Isacsson, 1997, 21 minutes): Chronicle ofeavN
York college student’s final drinking binge, nagdtin the first person

and featuring no conventional dialogue. Stylishlzetsc, characterised
by narrative time-shifting, lively jazz music anktk-and-white

photography. Sustained comic-melancholic mood.

More (Mark Osborne, 1999, 6 minutes): Stop-motion saefiation
centred on a single character, an inventor whongetar transform the
grey and desolate world in which he lives. Stramgfied tone, created in
part by the use of the melancholic electronic daswey ‘Elegia’ by New
Order, which plays throughout.

Five Feet High and Risin@Peter Sollett, 1999, 29 minutes): Vérité-style
drama, somewhat episodic in structure, shot ostiteets of the Lower
East Side in New York City. Largely non-professiocest, at the centre
of which is Victor Rasuk as the twelve-year-old tdic whose romantic

pursuit of a girl forms a quite conventional nar@tine.

Gina, an Actress, Age ZPaul Harrill, 2001, 22 minutes): Comedy-
drama with an absurdist edge. Self-consciouslyedtistyle, including

long takes and stylised compositions. Minor ‘twistiding.

One(Stewart Hendler, 2001, 5 minutes): Solemn, atmesplirama,
open to both supernatural and psychological readidgh production
values: elaborate, chiaroscuro lighting; orche&tinairal score. No

dialogue.
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Gasline(Dave Silver, 2001, 16 minutes): Story centred snlaurban gas
station owner, set during the 1979 oil crisis iné&ina. Degree of social
and political detail integrated into low-key peraiamotional drama.
Slickly edited; crisp cinematography.

Terminal Bar(Stefan Nadelman, 2003, 22 minutes): Documentaoytab
day-to-day life in a notorious Manhattan bar, sisbat down. Personal
and lightly nostalgic in tone, focused on the resgdances of one
bartender. Eye-catching visual devices mixed withrartraditional

talking-head sequences.

Gowanus, BrooklyfRyan Fleck, 2004, 20 minutes): Low-key character-
piece shot in vérité-poetic style. Emphasis ontéixéures of everyday
domestic/school life in a poor, mostly black Brogkheighbourhood.
Loose narrative revolving around a central enigtha §trange actions of

an idiosyncratic teacher figure) that is never edlv

Wet Dreams and False Imag@esse Epstein, 2004, 12 minutes):
Documentary set in a Brooklyn barber shop, addngdsie attitudes of a
group of barbers and customers towards popularléebmaly images.
Clearly defined ‘issue’, explored through a mixtofenformal

discussion and talking heads. Frequent emphasismedy.

Bugcrush(Carter Smith, 2006, 36 minutes): High school-getdr. Some
quite distinctive formal devices. Explicit mixing loorror and sexuality;

queer cinema feel.

The Wraith of Cobble Hi{Adam Parrish King, 2006, 15 minutes):
Black-and-white stop-motion animation followingiagle main
character, Felix, a high school student living ipo@r household in
Brooklyn. Quiet, observational tone with elemerftsnelodrama.

Striking, shadowy lighting style.

Everything Will Be OKDon Hertzfeldt, 2006, 17 minutes): Funny and
sometimes disturbing story about a man whose muendaality is
gradually taken over by strange visions and dred&msnated stick-

162



figure line-drawings, mostly black and white, canéal within ‘windows’
(cloud-shaped white areas that appear on a blaekrsc Dialogue-free;

narrated in a lightly poetic style in the third-pen.

Freeheld(Cynthia Wade, 2007, 38 minutes): Strongly emdalgrersonal
documentary with socio-political edge, centringtioa efforts of a lesbian
couple to change a local law that allows pensiarebes to be extended
only to one’s husband or wife (and not to one’dnpan). Everyday and
emotional domestic scenes combined with public droaeeting scenes.

Strong and quite conventional narrative structure.

Sikumi (On the Ice)Andrew Okpeaha MacLean, 2008, 15 minutes):
Morality play set on the frozen Arctic Ocean. Simptory, told in just
two main scenes. Mix of documentary-style elemémasdheld
camerawork, high-volume ambient sound) and more

expressionistic/artistic formal elements (subjeesound, slow-motion).

The fifteen films in this list, as might be expeatteccupy a variety of positions
at the levels of genre, style, tone and contertt,masent a variety of marks of
distinction. All of the fiction films offer a recagsable form of narrative
structure, even if this structure is in some caggte fragmentary or episodic in
nature Man about TownFive Feet High and Risingsowanus, Brooklyn Of
the three documentaries, okegeheld conforms quite closely to the
conventions of the ‘classical’ narrative model (feon individual desires and
goals, close interlinking of a quest or mission filee and a personal or
emotional plot line, strong sense of closure), @vm Terminal BarandWet
Dreams and False Imagesdopt a more analytical, less character-centred
framework — although both of these films exhibitngoform of progressive
structure, based on historical chronology in theeaafTerminal Barand on a
teaching/learning dynamic in the casadt Dreams and False Imag&pecific
political or social points are made in two of theedmentariesHreeheldandWet
Dreams and False Imagelut in none of the fiction films, a similar tenmby
being characteristic of full-length film productiamthe independent sectt.

“ For a brief discussion of social-issues-orienteduthentary film in the independent sector, see
Geoff King,American Independent Cinerflzondon; New York: I. B. Tauris, 2005), pp. 255—
258.
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Seven films express particular social perspectivasmight be considered
‘alternative’, in relation to mainstream cinemaes$h includéugcrush which
centres on the relationship between two gay teesggeeheld which centres
on a lesbian coupl&ikumi (On the Icewhose lead character is an Inuit hunter,
andFive Feet High and Risingsowanus, BrooklyandThe Wraith of Cobble
Hill, each of which details life near the poverty line minority-ethnic
neighbourhood in New York City. Explicit referendessexual or ethnic
identity, however, are found only in the documeyntareeheldand in one fiction
film, Family Remainsin the latter, dialogue lines serve on a numiber o
occasions to comment on Jewish and Italian ideraityne point, for example,
one of the main characters insensitively commentthe ‘Jewish nose’ of her
daughter (‘It's a little strange, but it makes yaxotic’). Later, the mother, who
insists on being called by her Italian maiden na@wstanzo, and not by her
(now dead) Jewish husband’s name, Rabinowitz, exthat it is her ethnicity
that is stopping her looking for a job: ‘We’'re I&at: it's different; we're proud.’
Such overt references to ethnicity are neithergadypr laughs nor deployed as
part of any ‘problem picture’-style examinationaoparticular social ‘issue’;
rather they serve as ingredients contributing to\arall flavour of prickly
absurdism, a moderately common feature within nkdependent sector, if not
within mainstream cinem@.

A more general sense of orientation is provideBamily Remain&nd in
many of the sample films at the level of settifngs tlimension being directly
foregrounded by the title terms of two filmGpwanus, BrooklyandThe Wraith
of Cobble Hill Both these films, along withive Feet High and Risin@ erminal
Bar andMan about Towpare characterised by a sense of geographica,plac
created through an emphasis on the social andqaiyetails of a particular
region. Many of these regional details are familiam various Hartley films:
slightly run-down New York City apartments and dése or shabby-looking
public spacesGowanus, Brooklynirhe Wraith of Cobble HillFive Feet High
and Rising Terminal Bar Man about Tow)) a sense of everyday economic
hardship Gowanus, Brooklynirhe Wraith of Cobble HillTerminal Baj, a
tension between New York City and the surroundurgusbs Man about Town
in which the main character mocks a man whom heries as a ‘Jersey-type

guy’), subway trains and line&6wanus, Brooklyn A sense of place at a more

4> Examples of indie films adopting this tone inclitfelcome to the Dollhoug&995),Citizen
Ruth(1996) andA Serious Mar§2009).
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generic level is central to the narratived-amily RemainsMore, Gaslineand
Bugcrush which take as their settings a strangely depapdlsuburb/residential
region, an alienating grid city, a quiet small towand a backwoods school and
farm, respectively. Genre markers, beyond thoseting, are found in a large
proportion of the films. Thredlore, OneandBugcrush identify themselves
very clearly with commercial genres: horror anasce fiction (though a horror
framework inBugcrushis combined with a less commercial gay element).
Several others fit less popular or less widely getsed categories, such as the
familial drama Family Remainyg the morality play $ikum), the social-issues
documentary\(Vet Dreams and False Imag&seeheld, or the gritty urban
drama Five Feet High and Risingsowanus, Brooklyrirhe Wraith of Cobble
Hill). Elements of comedy and/or melodrama — two dine@ssparticularly
important to mainstream and much independent filieature in all of the films,
although often in a rather unconventional fashinramily Remaingand
Everything Will Be Okfor example, comic moments are mixed with (and
sometimes emerge from) moments of pain, anguisidaridabsurdity, this
approach being in clear contrast to that favousethb more straightforwardly
comicGeorge Lucas in LovandTerry Tate(films to which none of the sample
works bears any real resemblance). Similarly uneatignal is the downplaying
or de-dramatisation by some films of familiar mekdatic material, including
the death of a family member lfamily Remaingnd the use of drugs by a
teacher inGowanus, Brooklyr although a more conventional treatment of
particularly emotional episodes is provided by savi@ms, most notably
FreeheldandOne

Distinction on a more formal basis is presengne form or another, in a
large number of cases. Most obviously, perhaps afitbe films,OneandMore,
feature no spoken words — the elimination or ebeminimisation of dialogue
being a rare strategy in feature-length indepengeaduction, but one that is
sometimes seen by short-film practitioners as &lesment of story desidfi.
In both these films, and also htan about Townmusic dominates the
soundtrack and serves to create a particular, @naihd fairly unvarying tone:

haunting/portentous in the caseQrie melancholic in the case bfore and

“® The academic and short flmmaker Richard Raskinekample, argues in a long essay about
story design in the short film that ‘the best sHibms (with few notable exceptions) generally
keep dialogue to a minimum and rely primarily osual storytelling’. ‘Five Parameters for Short
Story Design in the Short Fiction FilnP.0.V, 5 (1998):
pov.imv.au.dk/Issue_05/section_4/artc3A.html (lstessed 14 April 2011).
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comic-melancholic in the case lfan about TownA number of the films,
includingFive Feet High and Risingsowanus, BrooklyyBugcrush The Wraith
of Cobble HillandSikumj use non-diegetic music only very sparingly ortsyb
as part of a naturalistic or gritty aesthetic thiab encompasses handheld
camerawork Eive Feet High and Risingikumj Gowanus, Brooklyn
documentary-style sound, including muffled dialoguigh-level ambient sound,
and so on$%ikumj Five Feet High and Risingnaturalistic dialogueBugcrush
Five Feet High and Risingsowanus, Brooklyn and, in the animatethe

Wraith of Cobble Hill a highly detailed and ‘realistic’ mise en scéhas,
clearly, is an aesthetic that is far removed froat bf the highest-profile calling
card shorts, though not one that is necessarilgidesf commercial value,
especially within an independent cinema whose iteistso often bound up
with notions of realism and authenticftySeveral films in the sampti adopt a
quite glossy visual style reminiscent of mainstreanema, the most obvious
example beingne Slick visuals — good image quality, conventioaditing
patterns — are also offered Ggasling along with a number of formal flourishes,
such as a long take in which the camera prowld@wdevel around a line of
cars waiting at a gas station. The latter is aeggtitongly stylised device of a
kind that is common in this sample: other exampiekide the tableau framings
in Gina, an Actress, Age 2fhe Flash-animated black-and-white photographs in
Terminal Barand the synthetic droning noises that featui®ikumi A
particularly strong sense of stylistic distinctiess is created iBverything Will
Be Ok the later dream and fantasy sequences of whe&bhanposed of abstract
imagery that could quite easily have come fromanggarde film — although
these sequences, like most of the more expressguesaces in the sample films
(as well as in feature-length independent filmg, elearly motivated, serving to
express the fragmenting consciousness of the nmairacter.

The above analysis of the Sundance shorts sangifies a number of
broad tendencies familiar from feature-length iretefent cinema (strong
grounding in narrative, emphasis on ‘alternativergpectives, foregrounding of
‘gritty’ settings/filming styles, use of eye-catogiformal devices, use and/or
adaptation of genre frameworks), along with a naginealler number of less

familiar tendencies (preference, in some films,&daery small number of

" For Geoff King, formal departures that createrssseof verisimilitude or realism constitute one
of the two main categories of formal departuresdependent film (the other category being
departures that create a self-conscious, expressighowy’ effect). Seédmerican Independent
Cinema p. 10.
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characters, or for a dialogue-free soundtrack). diseussion that follows, split
into four subsections, draws on these observatisr@e important context for
the consideration of Hartley’s short-film work, d@her being the analysis of
Hartley’s feature-length work developed in previchapters.

Narrative

On the spectrum of narrative possibilities, Hardeshort films range from the
broadly conventional (with some peculiarities)he tadical — a point well
outside the bounds of the Sundance sample. Ocayplygnlatter position areis
andThe Other Alsoln both, actions proceed without any suggestion o
causation: they just happen, in a series of lonatio the case of the former and
in a single (unidentifiable) location in the caselh® latter. Several other films
adopt an organisational framework that might bedlesd as semi-narrative in
character, presenting material that is in somescdséned by a sense of causal
progression and character development and thaher cases is not. NYC

3/94, for example, the action is split between sceneashich three characters try
to find cover from the effects of a violent war irgggaround them, and scenes in
which a man calmly speaks into a microphone, kextfiring, in a separate
location. The film opens on the character playe®byght Ewell, standing on
the roof of a building; he hears the sounds of @siphs in the distance, and
moves his hands to his ears, a pained look orabes fThe next scene is set
outside a street-level building. Another charagiayed by Lianna Pai, comes
across the Ewell character, who is now unconsaioube ground; the
implication is that the man has either fallen anped from the rooftop above.
After a brief shot framing the trembling hands nb#ner man, we cut to the
lecturer character (James Urbaniak), who starspéak about ‘The Massacre of
the Innocents’, an illumination from a medievalgrlus text. These early scenes
establish a broad pattern, applied throughoutitire in which fictional
sequences involving a degree of drama (charaatesffected by and react to
external events) are interspersed with direct-toera ‘commentary’ sequences,
the latter relating to the former on a thematieldat not (beyond sharing an
occasional gun-fire soundtrack) a dramatic one.

Similar toNYC 3/94in some ways iSisters of Mercywhich is composed
of out-takes from the video piets, featuring Parker Posey and Sabrina Lloyd.
A clear ‘goal’ — the completion of shooting — igasished through
conversations in some sequences between the di(effscreen) and the two
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actors, who respond in a logical way to Hartleyiggestions and instructions.
Other sequences, however, seem defined far moae bgsthetic logic. These
include a passage at the end of the film in whiellodue is replaced on the
soundtrack by melancholy piano/ambient music, &edy that shifts the focus
from what the actors are doing to the actors thermasgeas elements in a
composition. What is offered by the work as a whslgomething that is in some
ways readable as a ‘making-of’ feature or an oki-t&el, but is in other ways
clearly marked (through an emphasis on compositiod,through the poetic
title) as an ‘art’ film. Some form of narrative/no@arrative blend is also offered
by Conspiracy which centres on a conversation between two ctersathat
follows an absurdist, non-progressive loghiccomplice which inserts into a
three-minute story (sketched in voiceover) abodewstape piracy two quite
lengthy clips from an interview of Jean-Luc GodhydDavid Bordwell; and
Kimonqg which follows a female protagonist as she is &thut of a car on a hot
summer’s day and wanders through the increasingigrd-like spaces of a dark
forest. The approach adopted by Hartley in thdseesfis distinct from that
adopted in his feature films, the individual sceokwhich are connected to a
clear narrative line — even if this narrative limethe case oflirt, is split into
three distinct segments.

A more familiar narrative form, not too differentsome cases from that
of many of the Sundance sample films, charactessesral of the other short
films in Hartley’s filmography. The most conventarof these, | would suggest,
is Surviving Desirgfollowed by a number of films also from the eastages of
Hartley’'s career, includingid, The Cartographer’s GirlfriendndOpera No. 1
A familiar three-part structure — state of ordeuniélyrium, disruption, resolution
— is applied irSurviving Desirdo similarly familiar romantic material: a man
and a woman flirt (albeit in a rather matter-oftfa@nner), start a relationship
and, eventually, part ways, this kind of downbeat@n-romantic ending being
fairly unusual in mainstream romance, but more comin indie production$®
Flirt, too, offers something quite close to the classicdlywood model, as
suggested (in my discussion of the slightly modifiersion of the film) in
chapter 2. Similarly conventional at the level afnative structure, but less so at
the level of narration, i®pera No. 1whose story of romance and mistaken
identities is clearly framed as a kind of operdqrenance, encompassing

audience applause/laughter noises, an ‘intermisgdive-second intertitle) and

8 See for exampl€hasing Amy1997),Waitres(2007) ands00 Days of Summé2009).
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sung (or, rather, clearly lip-synched) dialogueo®gly self-conscious narration
of this kind, forcing the viewer to recognise tranative as a fiction, is a feature
of several of Hartley’s full-length film$. It is considerably rarer and/or less
forceful in the films of the Sundance sample, hosvethe expressive devices of
which tend to hint at, rather than baldly assée,donstructed nature of the
narratives in which they appear.

Also offering some unusual narrative qualities, Within a basically
linear narrative framework that distinguishes tifesm the ‘semi-narrative’
pieces discussed above, &id, The Cartographer’s GirlfriendTheory of
AchievemeniThe New Math(s)A/MuseandThe ApologiesThe Cartographer’s
Girlfriend, for example, tells the story of the formation awentual souring of a
relationship, and, lik&urviving Desireadheres to a familiar three-part romantic
trajectory. Several key pieces of narrative infaiorg however, are — quite
unconventionally — withheld, including the origiasd motivations of the female
love interest, the effect of which is to shift fiilen (to a degree) from the realm
of logical, character-centred causality into thelmeof the absurd (‘I'm not
trying to be romantic or poetic or anything, butemh first saw you in the room
here, right beside me, | thought | was dreamingysghe male lead). A similar
sense of absurdity characteri§é® New Math(swhich centres on two maths
students and a teacher and takes place, incondyuoua deserted
manufacturing works. In several other films theratwe style adopted by
Hartley might be described as loose, digressivdoamplayed — qualities found
in quite a few of the sample films, as mentionedieraKid, for example,
establishes in its early stages a narrative gedlthe viewer might expect to
define the subsequent progression of action: tha oferacter, Ned, wants to
leave his suburban home to go in search of hifigind in the city. But Ned
does not leave home, and we follow him insteadutinca series of low-key,
largely unrelated domestic and romantic episode=ading a similar narrative
terrain arerheory of Achievemenwhich is composed of a series of
intellectual/bohemian conversations linked on oimraby minor subplotsThe
Apologies which includes long dialogue sequences that dioimg to advance
the slight story, about a young actor rehearsingufoaudition in a friend’s
apartment; and the part-documentamplied Harmonieswhich splices fictional

sequences centred on a single female charactenvaiking-of-style material

“9 Including, most obvioushFlirt, the ‘Berlin’ section of which features (as disees in chapter
2) a chorus-type set of characters who commenhefiltm’s narrative.
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shot during the preparations o Commediaarranged in rough chronological

order and characterised by a moderate sense afgssign and culmination.

Place and Cultural Identity

At the level of place Hartley’s short-work filmogpay is characterised by a
broad shift familiar from his feature filmograpHyom narratives that are
grounded in regional detail and a sense of commumibarratives that
emphasise travel and internationalism. Six filmagmbetween 1984 and 1993,
belong quite clearly in the first categoKid, The Cartographer’s Girlfriend
Ambition Theory of Achievemer8urviving DesireandFlirt. Of these, twoKid
andTheory of Achievementffer a clear sense of geographical place sinlar
that which | have argued characterises featurds asithe Unbelievable Truth
Simple MenHenry FoolandThe Book of LifeThe setting foiTheory of
Achievemenis Williamsburg, Brooklyn — a detail establisheda(an intertitle) in
the first scene, in which a group of young menwanden arrive in the town
looking for a place to live and work. ‘Look, | knaive neighbourhood doesn’t
look like much,” says one of the main characters) BBob Gosse), to two
patently unimpressed fellow artists. ‘But ... plenfypeople are moving out here
to Brooklyn [ellipsis in the original dialogue]. \t&rs, painters, flmmakers, rock
'n’ roll musicians. | mean it's just a matter ofnte before this neighbourhood
becomes the art capital of the world.” The remairadehe film is composed
largely of dialogue scenes, set either in a rashabby apartment or in cafeés,
revolving around two main concerns: art/creatiaty work/money. Bob says,
‘you do what you can’t avoid; you are whatever gan get away with’; his
girlfriend replies, ‘You do what you need to suevignd then you are what you
become’; another character proclaims that lovefsra of knowledge; her
boyfriend replies that they can’t eat poetry; an@s. Material of this kind
works against many dominant representations of IByog as for example a
place of crime, oppression and racial tensionasithe editors of the bodie
Brooklyn Filmput it, ‘a borough of losers’ whose representativaracter
stereotype is the ‘tough, poor, dim, but good-teshhig who brutalizes the
English language®® A number of established regional meaniagscentralised,
however. These include a sense of everyday poaedyurban austerity (one

landscape shot frames a smoking industrial chinaggynst a background of

* John B. Manbeck and Robert Singer (eds.), ‘Intotidn: The Brooklyn Film’, irThe
Brooklyn Film(Jefferson, North Carolina: McFarland & Co., 2008), 7, 14.
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concrete buildings), also found @owanus, BrooklyandThe Wraith of Cobble
Hill, and a sense of bohemianism, associated wittetjierr since the 1980s,
which saw the arrival of artists from Manhattankiog for cheaper working
spaces: The regional and cultural identities mobilisedehare likely to serve as
significant points of orientation for many viewepsrticularly those familiar
with the everyday social geography of New York City

Geographical identity is perhaps a little lesslgazad’ in Kid, whose
narrative setting, Lindenhurst, Long Island, is edmas such only in the film’s
last moments. Other regional indicators range ftloenconcrete (references to
the aircraft manufacturer Grumman, Long Islandigglest corporate employer)
to the oblique, perhaps readable only on repeatings (one character,
ostensibly referring to Barbados, says, ‘That'sstéend There ain’t nothing
happening on aisland). A more general, or generic, sense of ‘suburbass’ is
created irKid and also inThe Cartographer’s Girlfriendhrough a thematic
emphasis on familial dysfunction and individuakaktion or disconnection.
These are elements familiar from a long traditibauburbia-set fictions,
although they are here integrated into low-keyiegated portraits of everyday
blue-collar suburban life far closer in charactettte independent suburb films
discussed in chapter 1 (the Long Island films, latée’s Slacker Smith’sClerks
andChasing Amythan to the strand of overheated critiques otigbia
associated with mainstream/Indiewood cinéima.similarly low-key, everyday
quality characteriseSurviving Desirgset in a college towrgndFlirt (set in
Lower Manhattan), both of which portray a grougbéracters formed into a
loose community through various routine socialratéions. These two films can
also be grouped witfiheory of AchievemeahdAmbitionas narratives centring
bohemian/intellectual cultural identities, the dattilm featuring as its
protagonist a philosophical New York artist.

If a strong grounding in a particular regionaltauhl milieu is a
characteristic that is particularly evident in Hieyts early short works — and also
in the Sundance sample films, of which five, foample, are set in distinctive

regions of New York City — then it is much lessisdhe later-period films. Of

*1 See Marcus W. Brauchli, ‘Brooklyn Rents Lure AtisNew York Times30 October 1983, p.
R7; David Dorian, ‘If You're Thinking of Living inWilliamsburg’,New York Timesl5 June
1986, p. R9.

*2 Three such films arBmerican Beauty1999), The Truman Sho@998) andPleasantville
(1998). For a discussion of these films and therspective on suburbia, see Robert Beuka,
SuburbiaNationReading Suburban Landscape in Twentieth-Centurjdfi@and Film
(Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004), pp. 12-262-243.
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the 13 short films made between 1994 and 2010, terdyNYC 3/94and
A/Muse foreground geographical setting in any clear v&gneral other shorts,
by contrast, take place in locations characterised strongly dreamlike or
artificial quality: the eerie forest landscape¥ohonq the industrial interiors of
The New Math(sthe stage-like scenery @fpera No. 1‘Everyday’ themes of
family and community are present, rather marginalhly in the documentary
Adventure several passages of which feature Miho Nikaidartley's wife,
talking about her past family life in Japadventurds one of five films (the five
PF2 works) to feature characters who are away froméya@nriled, or otherwise
‘out of place’ — such figures being familiar fromveral of Hartley’s late-period
features, particularlifay Grim as discussed in the previous chapd@use for
example, centres on a young actress looking fékraarican director ‘in exile’
(as she puts it) in Berlin. The main male charaictdihe Apologiesintroduced

in voiceover with the words ‘I know well, how mamexile feed on dreams of
hope’, is an American playwright forced to leavs tasidence in Berlin to ‘fix’
his ill-received production back in New York. Atcomplicesuchthemes of
international exchange and cultural flow are reioéal at the level of setting: the
sign above the Berlin restaurant at which the um$eagitive and his accomplice
plan to meet, emphasised in an eight-second slawottine start of the film, reads
‘Les Copains’ (‘the buddies’ in French), ‘Bar Ameaain’ (figure 22). This is a
detail Hartley reflects on in an interview abouwt B2 collection conducted by
D. J. Mendel:

I made shots of that place throughout the final y@®8erlin ... There
was this collision of cultural references all tired | was in Berlin ...
[T]here | was; an American living in Berlin, eatiagga French
Restaurant, with my Turkish-French assistant amdthkan boyfriend
making calls each week to my Japanese wife in NevkY.. [This and
following ellipses in the original.] It all trieosehow to relate that
atmosphere ... an unaligned creative person almgsttare in the

world ... when they refuse to subscribe to the madash status qud.

To what extent might we characterise the intermatist, somewhat ‘unaligned’
quality of Hartley’s late shorts as itself a padfitorientation? It is certainly

possible to see these films as fitting into thditran of internationalist American

*3 Hal Hartley, Possible Films 2Hal Interview by DJ Mendel'.
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indie cinema discussed in chapter 2, a significharacteristic of which is a
sense of cosmopolitanism/plurality that seemsyikelretain some (semi-
)popular appeal, even in an era of reduced theattistribution opportunities for
foreign-language filnt* A thematic emphasis on international exchange migh
also be seen to contribute towards a recognisalig ifeeling of verisimilitude,
a sense, in this case, of capturing the realdik¢ures of a modern world
increasingly defined by globalisation — even ifhas been argued by a variety of
cultural studies scholars, this is a process thiatile less the democratisation of
long-distance travel (still largely the preserveasmall number of privileged
people) than the incursion of global systems ancefointo local, everyday
life.>® At the same time, | would suggest, the films lediemselves at a
distance from the majority of European- or foretgemed independent
productions, in which themes and elements idebtdias European/international
tend to be carefully balanced against (if not sdimatte to) elements identifiable
as American. This is a characteristic, for exampi@&efore SunrisandBefore
Sunse(European settings; one American protagonist, saadh),Mystery

Train (some Japanese characters, some American; Mengthisyy The Visitor
(one American character, one Syrian, one Senegalese York City setting),
The Darjeeling Limitedmain characters all American; India setting) and
Amateur(some European characters; New York City settiad)lm much more
international in composition than this, and in afer one featuring any great

BAR AMERICAIN

Figure 22

Symbolic
internationalism in
Accomplice® Possible
Films

% ‘Classics’ divisions, originally established tetlibute foreign-language films in America,
shifted their interests during the 1990s towardsridution of independently produced American
films, as mentioned in chapter 3. See Yannis TzakimjAmerican Independent Cinema: An
Introduction(Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2006), 246—247.

%5 For a good, brief introduction to this argumenad®, among others, by John Tomlinson and
John Durham Peters, see David Morldgme Territories: Media, Mobility and Identity
(London: Routledge, 2000), pp. 13-15.
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quantity of subtitled dialogue, is less likely te tategorised (and therefore sold)
as an independent production than as an interrateshcinema production, the
latter film type generally occupying a more margipasition, in commercial
terms, in the American cinematic landscape. Asdithat frequently feature
subtitles and often combine non-American settings mon-American
characters, HartleyBF2 works are in this context certainly marked as
marginal/unconventional. They are also unusuahéncontext of the Sundance
sample, only one film of whiclS{kum) features an overseas setting or non-
American main characters: a reflection, it mighbgued, of a marginalisation
of foreign-themed productions in the American stiim scene, or at least in

domestic (that is, American-financed) short fifn.

Political Dimensions

If, as | have argued in previous chapters, Harslégature flmography is quite
often marked by a degree of ‘direct’ or explicitipoal/social commentary that
is unusual in independent film, then distinctiorihas level in the director’s
short-work filmography is much less common. Celjaimone of the shorts is
characterised by a political perspective as disaisahat which features in
Amateur(critique of global corporate capitalisnNpo Such Thingcommentary
on the political power of the media industry)Tdre Girl from Mondaycritique

of cultural commadification). Material of a soci@lftical nature does feature in
NYC 3/94the direct-to-camera commentary sequences ofhwdfier a

reflection on war and violence informed by the wofkhe philosopher Simone
Well. ‘Societies based on rights’, says the leateraracter, ‘will always fall
back upon force, because the insistence of riggetf is an aspect of contention:
the asking of the question, Why do they have moae us? rather than the
central and relevant question, Why am | being haits is a sequence that is
defined very clearly by a particular social perspec At the same time, it would
be hard to argue that this perspective is endarsady straightforward way by
the film, given that the direct-to-camera sequercegositioned outside of the
war-themed action of the (loose) narrative — acstmal arrangement serving to
frame the commentary offered by the lecturer asetbimg of an abstract
irrelevance, out of touch with the reality of thendlict taking place on the streets

below.

°¢ Non-American elements and themes are far more @omof course, in the Sundance entries
awarded the Jury Prize in International Short Fillkimg, for example.
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A sense of social criticism is createdline Cartographer’s Girlfriend
through a more general foregrounding of the distgrlemotional realities of
everyday life. The film opens with a strange ron@ahcounter: a woman
(played by Marissa Chibas) walks into the housa stiranger (Bob, played by
Steven Geiger), kisses him, and begs him not to gerk today. A story of
youthful romance follows, familiar in some respegthe coupling of a frustrated
man and an enigmatic woman) but marked by a distinosentimental tone and
an unusually strong emphasis on questions of seximshygender relations. At
one point Bob tells the girl that he gets jealotemwhe thinks of the people who
have known her in the past. ‘It's a possessivegthime says. ‘| want to know
your whole history. And then erase it.’ Later the gccuses Bob of having no
desire to get to know her better: ‘It's what yomndldnow about me that you
love.” Satirical-analytical dialogue such as tlsig€ombined with a number of
distinctive formal devices, including a flattendgles of performance familiar
from Hartley’s later work, that serve similarlyde-dramatise the events of the
narrative. The result is a film romance in which tisual emphasis on emotional
drama is (at least partly) displaced by an emplasarticular social-
philosophical issues that cannot be easily resolved

Social critique at this satirical level (or, indeat a more explicit or
radical level) is not a feature offered by the rammgy examples of Hartley’s
short-film work, the ‘political’ value of which iess obviously apparent. We
return at this point to some of the issues raisdtie discussion in chapter 2 of
the political functions served by Hartley’s filman@d by extension the films of
other independent flmmakers), and in particulath®idea of a politics of form.
All of Hartley’s short films are characterised lgpresentational strategies that
serve to modify, question or, in some cases, rigicgect the formal
conventions of mainstream cinema. Such strategiede seen as political to the
extent that they implicitly critique codes of reah often seen to naturalise
capitalist, racist or patriarchal ideologies, asvpously discussed. The degree to
which individual strategies provide such a critigeieelated to the degree to
which they are recuperable as in some way ‘natuaalinnovations with
thematic/subjective motivation or as innovationg @enerally ‘offbeat’
character in keeping with the broad stylistic seifisy of independent film in
general. Hartley’s shorts, like his feature filfigure a number of strategies that
might be considered to have some political funciiothis sense, as well as a
number of much less radical strategies. Falling the latter category are the use

175



of static compositions in films such @ke Cartographer’s GirlfriendTheory of
AchievemenKimonoandThe Apologiega characteristic also @ina, an
Actress, Age 28nd, at points-amily Remaing the adoption of a loose or
digressive narrative style in films suchkad andTheory of Achieveme(d
characteristic oMan about TownFive Feet High and RisingndGowanus,
Brooklyn); and the adoption of a spare or minimalist soflecore inKid and
The Cartographer’s Girlfrienda characteristic cfhe Wraith of Cobble Hill
Gowanus, Brooklyand a number of the other sample films, as meetion
earlier). More radical strategies, of a kind faeran independent film and in the
Sundance sample shorts, include many of thosenedtin theNarrative section
above — the rejection of conventions of causal igsgjon, self-conscious
narration, and so on — as well as some that clgdleonvention at other formal
levels. A recognisably Hartleyan style of dialoglativery, for example,
characterises many of the films. This is a departtom formal convention the
motivation for which, in some caseghgory of Achievementhe Apologies is
suggested only obliquely — a strategy familiar fnovany of Hartley’s features
(see chapters 2 and 3) but otherwise rare in thependent world. A substantial
departure from usual representational practicatss offered byrhe Other Alsp
a seven-minute video piece in which footage of astwrs (Miho Nikaido and
Elina Lowensohn) performing a dance movement iwetband rendered out of
focus, a powerful back-light further contributingthe abstraction of the image
(see figure 23). Semi-abstract imagery of this kfndlso a feature dfhe Book
of Life, as discussed in chapter 3. Its use in the lofiiggrhowever, is both
motivated (by the supernatural content of the iaepand limited to a number
of short sequences — as is the cagevierything Will Be Okthe only Sundance

Figure 23

Unmotivated abstraction
in The Other Als®
Fondation
Cartier/Possible Films
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short to feature such material. The Other Alssemi-abstract images are offered
as the entire film content: a radical rejectiomedlist codes, political on an
implicit level, that locates the film close tonibt within, the territory of the
aesthetic avant-garde.

Genre and Tone

A dissatisfaction or impatience with mainstreamwantions regarding the
representation of ‘reality’ is often also impliedtlae level of genre identity.
Several of the short films offer some sort of tvastfamiliar genre material,
introducing unusual qualities or rejecting estdi# conventionslhe
Cartographer’s Girlfriend as discussed above, locates itself in the romanti
drama genre, but departs from convention in an @siplon the absurd and
unsettling aspects of romantic attractionKimonq ghost story/horror-type
material — a woman walks through a forest landscapapied by mysterious
presences — is rendered in a style that shiftflthéowards recognisable art film
territory (see figure 24). Slow-motion passagesgdes of reeds in flowing
water, subtly expressive lighting effects (by Hayt cinematographer, Sarah
Cawley) and disjunctive editing all contribute ttaaguorous, dreamlike texture,
reminiscent, in particular, of the work of Andrearkovsky (cited as an influence
by Hartley)>’ Markers of a similarly dreamlike, if faster-pacstijle are also
characteristic of the only supernatural-themed fitnthe Sundance sampléne
although in this case they are featured mainlyelatter part of the film, the
earlier sequences being used to establish a séesergday, ‘real world’
existence — a more generically conventional approlaat locates the film in
territory far closer to the mainstream than thatupied byKimona

.. Figure 24

= Art film textures: the
Bride traverses a stream
in Kimono© P-Kino
Films/Ziegler Film

*"In the comments oKimonothat feature in the notes to tRessible FimDVD, Hartley
identifies Tarkovsky as one of a number of ‘sloifhinakers he admires, the others being Wim
Wenders, Hou Hsiao Hsien and Yasujiro Ozu.
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A degree of generic revision is also offeredSwyviving Desirewhich
introduces into quite familiar romantic comedy &émra typically Hartleyan note
of philosophical intellectualism. A broadly intetkeal quality is not too rare in
postclassical romance, and is a mark in particafiéhe films of Woody Allen,
the lead characters of which often reflect in pdojohical/analytical terms on the
nature of their relationships. Hartley’s film defsafirom Allen’s romances,
however, in its preference for a deadpan tone ety and in its incorporation
of blocks of articulate, intellectual dialogue tldat not conform to the patterns
either of conversational dialogue or spontaneoflsaten. ‘If you never see me
again after tonight will you be sad?’ asks the fleniead, Sophie (Mary B.
Ward), a question nominally directed at Jude, theacter with whom she is
about to spend the night. ‘Will you be torturedtbg memory of having been
with me? Of having caressed me? Will you wond&mfwith other men? Will
you be jealous? Will you become obsessed? Willgaty your disappointment
around with you for ever? Will you be maudlin amdi-aocial? Will you get into
fights? Will you expect other women to be somehaoovarliike me?’ Dialogue of
this kind draws attention to itself, in a mannemooon in Hartley’s films, as
constructed, or ‘written’; as a form of expressibat does not belong to the
‘real’, everyday world.

A similar note of non-naturalism is struck by gsence in which Jude,
having shared a kiss with Sophie in the precedoege, performs a
choreographed dance with two passers-by on thetstran unexpected shift into
the territory of the musical later re-enacte®imple MenThemusical routine is
clearly readable as an expression of individuajesiiive experience: the
sequence follows a scene that ends with a closhaopof Jude’s face, the music
that accompanied that scene continuing for théfiss seconds of the musical
routine; it is initiated by Jude (who is joinedeafa few seconds by the other two
figures); and it involves no other known charactéris in this respect several
degrees more conventional in character than thva@guat sequence i8imple
Men, in which we cut from a shot of Martin, whose y&il'l can’t stand the
quiet!” coincides with the opening notes of theaupanying song (Sonic
Youth’s ‘Kool Thing’), to a shot of Elina, who lea@ dance number involving
two other main characters (Martin and Dennis) equence of action that
frustrates any attempt to interpret the dance,ite gwamatic departure from the
conventions of realist narrative, as being groundetie subjectivity of any

particular character. A number of expectationsadse undermined in the
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Surviving Desiresequence, however, in a way that shifts the filra distinctly
alternative direction. Music plays a much more mirabe than might reasonably
be expected in a musical sequence, the simplergaitain cutting out about a
guarter of the way in. A concluding dance movenienthich Jude stands in a
crucifixion pose, the two men kneeling by his sjd#gkes a similarly
unconventional note, given the (initial) framingtbé sequence as an expression
of Jude’s romantic elation. The approach to musicaterial taken here may be
compared with that taken in two other American éniims that include
unexpected musical numbe@erks Il (Kevin Smith, 2006) an800 Days of
SummeKMarc Webb, 2009). In both films, as $urviving Desiremusical
sequences serve to express the emotions of a mmaiaater: th€lerks I

routine, performed on the street by a large nurobeassers-by, starts as the
male lead gazes lovingly into the eyes of his liowerest; thés00 Days of
Summeroutine begins as the protagonist walks down tireet a spring in his
step after having slept with the girl of his dreaims night before. Upbeat music
("You Make My Dreams Come True’ by Hall & OatesWwebb'’s film and

‘ABC’ by the Jackson Five in Smith’s film), livelgance moves and, in the case
of 500 Days of Summethe appearance of a cutesy animated bluebirdréigb)
all contribute to a sustained tone of high exubegaihis is in striking contrast
to theSurviving Desiresequence, in which elements likely to stronglyuafice
the emotional response of the viewer are consigtplatyed down: music
features only briefly, as mentioned earlier; faeigbressions are subdued (see
figure 26). The result is a somewhat de-emotioadlisomplexly textured
version of the musical number, rather more uncotieeal than the equivalent
sequences in Webb’s and Smith’s films (which ndwadess are marked as
unusual simply by virtue of appearing in a non-roakcontext), that is a strong
marker of distinction.

Generic variation and the mixing of material ass@d with different
genres or broad modes of film (comedy, emotionairdy, and so on) are
important differentiating features of Hartley's Wwas a whole, as | have
suggested in previous chapters. In some casesaséechateurandThe
Cartographer’s Girlfriend innovation at this level can be seen to servielactic
function, problematising in a self-conscious wastipalar generic pleasures or
conventions: violence in the former film (see mgatission of the blending of
protracted violence and comedy in the film in cleaj); the
idealisation/objectification of women in the lattérnon-conventional approach
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to genre can also work to assert the authoredsstditihe text, to create a
measurable and pleasurable difference from maanstigractices. A sense of
difference of this kind is created in many of Heyts features and short films,
either through departures from generic conventiomtéiding those of
characterisation and gender representation, ougfwrthe mixing of different
generic material or registers. Films adopting tret ftrategy includé@rust,
whose female protagonist is characterised in teinsobility and investigative
agency, contrary to convention in the suburb fimg¢Fay Grim which features
as its spy protagonist a working-class single mofttoen Queensk-ay Grimis
also among those Hartley films that combine diffétgpes of material (political
and zany or fantastical, in this case). This sinate also adopted bdmateur
(comedy and painful/‘difficult’ material) an8urviving Desirdromantic comedy
and musical material, as discussed above). A miafrrgaterials of a slightly
different form marks the recent shartplied Harmoniesthe only film in
Hartley’s filmography to contain both fictional andn-fictional passages. The
majority of the film’s running time is devoted ta account of the making cf
Commediacomposed of interviews with artistic personnké(tomposer, Louis

Andriessen, several of the performers, and Hartldng acted as director) and

Figure 25

Colourful exuberance: the
musical routine ir500
Days of Summe® Fox
Searchlight Pictures

Figure 26
Unconventional
minimalism: the musical
routine inSurviving
Desire© American
Playhouse/True Fiction
Pictures
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footage shot during rehearsals and a final perfoo@alnterspersed with such
familiar making-of footage are a number of (cleatigged) sequences set in an
apartment in which a female assistant reads detrsefrom her employer. These
sequences favour a strongly artificial style olatime delivery: the assistant
reads in a clear, emphatic style, as if readirgntaudience. Canted shots are
used frequently, in both the fictional and nonifinal passages. The effect is to
foreground the authored status of the film as aleylghifting it from the usual
territory of the making-of documentary towards tbathe auteur film.

In other respectsnplied Harmonie€leaves more closely to convention,
particularly in its clear focus on an author figwio overcomes difficulties to
complete the production. The majority of the inteww sequences in which
Hartley appears, for example, serve to emphasesdithctor’s lack of
qualifications for the task of staging an operartles says that he had not liked
opera as an art form but agreed to take on thegroj order to work with
Andriessen; that he had never spent so much tieémg music; and that he
‘learned a tremendous amount about music’ from Agsden. Such comments
invest in the film a personal, slightly confessibgaality, a note of ‘intimacy’,
common in making-ofs, that contributes to the vieésveense of entering the
private world of the authdf A personal note is also struck by the film’s fictal
sequences, most of which feature passages redibouletters from an
unnamed director-figure identifiable, in the cortteas Hal Hartley. In one early
sequence, for example, the assistant charactes cfakhdriessen’s startled
reaction to the footage shot by Hartley for pragtduring the performance (he
‘almost passed out’). In a later sequence she r&aalst how Hartley got into a
fight with someone in the theatre lobby. Such pgesgushmplied Harmonies
towards the realm of autobiography, a telling & #tory of the author’s life —
although it is also possible, given the fictionaltss of the apartment sequences
and the fact that Hartley’s name is never mentiqtieel assistant, in the last
moments of the film, begins to read out the sigreatun one of the letters, but is
cut off by a clap of thunder), to read the filmaakind of parody of the
autobiographical form.

A clearer form of autobiography is offered by tleedmentary
Adventure which follows Hartley and his wife, Miho Nikaidon a trip to Japan.

%8 For a discussion of the quality of intimacy in D\d@mmentaries and making-ofs, see
Catherine Grant, ‘Auteur Machines? Auteurism ar@@VD’, in James Bennett and Tom Brown
(eds.),Film and Television after DVI[Hoboken: Taylor & Francis, 2008), p. 110.
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The film mixes everyday footage (Miho and Hal haweéfee with Miho’s
parents) and shots of figures in landscapes wissguges in which Hal and Miho
talk in a frank but philosophical way about the&tationship. In one sequence,
for example, Hal, speaking to the camera, sayagdn if you left me, which you
have already ... you know, that, that can be sad .t Ban'’t think it would Kill
me.’ Later, Miho reflects on why, having left Hahe came back to him:
‘[Maybe] my idea of you changed ... being away froouy (Ellipses here and
above in the original dialogue.) The incorporatodrsuch emotional-
autobiographical material ikdventurds a distinctive feature that immediately
sets the film apart from mainstream cinema, in Whaiatobiography is rare. As
Kathleen McHugh suggests, it is in the very natfrautobiography to
contravene the conventions of Hollywood cinematipalarly at the level of
narration. If, as McHugh argues, classical nareasisdopts a mode of character
individuation that emphasises the abstract anddiged in an attempt to ‘solicit a
universalized identification from its audiences’ a@utobiography ‘such
identification is foreclosed by the mode of naoat+ the author/filmmaker,
usually explicitly, addresses the reader/vieweatiisrentfrom him/herself, a
narrative structure that also marks the protag@sgtistinct from the narrative’s
audience®® Film autobiography has, for this reason, beerelgrthe preserve of
independent and experimental directors/artistdudicg many minority
filmmakers (lesbians, gays, feminists, African Aroans, and others) who,
McHugh suggests, have used the ‘inherent disuaftyhe form to ‘question and
nuance the coherence of all identities and idertatggories by pointing to the
aesthetic, political, cultural, and technologiaaickes from which their
subijectivities derive®® Such an approach is adopted, for example, by Chery
Dunye in her 1996 filnThe Watermelon Womathe autobiographical status of
which — the film tells the story of the quest déabian experimental filmmaker
named Cheryl to make a film on black women — se(MedHugh suggests) to
force a consideration of the film’s own productieithin a hierarchical,
raced/gendered systeddventurecannot be said to offer a critique of so clearly
political a variety. But it does, as a functionitsfunusual generic location,
depart from broad conventions operative in bottidicand non-fiction — in
particular, the construction for the viewer of aldé and coherent position from

%9 Kathleen McHugh, ‘Where Hollywood Fears to TreAdtobiography and the Limits of
Commercial Cinema’, in Jon Lewis (edThe End of Cinema as We Know It: American Film in
the NinetiefLondon: Pluto Press, 2002), p. 269.

9 McHugh, ‘Where Hollywood Fears to Tread’, p. 272.
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which he or she can experience the world of tme filin a manner that offers at
least an implicit critique of the logic of represation at work in mainstream
cinema.

If the incorporation of autobiographical materghi strategy that marks
Adventureas distinctive at a broad substantive level, thénalso one that
marks it more specifically as a Hal Hartley filmattley’s auteur status is here
expressed literally, through his own presence withe film world. An emphasis
on Hartley’s identity as an author defines sevpaslsages. At one point early on
in the film, for example, we are presented witlequence of shots of the streets
of Tokyo, introduced with the caption ‘he wandeffsamd makes pictures’. In a
later sequence Hal speaks to the camera aboutnadiags him happy: ‘Working.
Making motion pictures ... you know, actually cradfifellipsis in the original
dialogue].” Two sequences make direct referen@atber Hartley films: in one,
introduced with the caption ‘he visits the placedirst made pictures of her’, we
see footage of the ‘Tokyo’ segmentHairt, which is edited together with ‘live’
footage of the same locations today; in the otersee Miho moving through
the same rural landscapes that featurd€inmona References of a similar kind
to the life and work of the director are also cleteestic of the other works
included in théPF2 collection. InAccomplicea poster foifrust(or Trust Meas
it is advertised in this case) is featured in salvghots (figure 27)Accomplice
A/MuseandThe Apologiegach feature (or reference) characters who might
reasonably be identified as proxies for the dineca American playwright who

leaves Berlin to work on a production in New YonKTihe Apologiesan

American artist-criminal who sends stolen videosajeehis assistant in Berlin in

i — ——y

Figure 27

A note of autobiography:
an explicit reference to
Hartley’s past work in
Accomplice® Possible
Films
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Accompliceand an (unseen) American director who leavesBtnt New York
in A/Muse Such in-references form a potential point of miéion, investing in
the films a strong sense of the personal and thigidual — a sense reinforced by
interview comments made by Hartley that point upotes parallels between the
reality depicted in the films and the reality o lnwn life®* Orientation at this
level depends, however, on a rather high degréanaifiarity with Hartley and
his life, something likely to be possessed onlyatgmall proportion of indie film
audiences. Orientation at other levels, too, isljyiko be limited, at least for the
majority of indie film viewers in America, as thesdussions in the above four
sections have suggested. Familiar narrative strestare largely abandoned in
four of the five films A/Muse which centres on a character on a clear quest — t
track down a renowned American director and bechimeext muse — is the
exception). Commercial genre markers are rare,apmeonly inAccomplicea
highly idiosyncratic take on the noir film featugim noir-style voice-over but no
protagonist. The sense of everyday life, of anterise grounded in a particular
regional-cultural milieu, that characterises mahthe earlier shorts is here
largely absent. Such details serve to positiorPfE2films among the more
unconventional of Hartley’s short films, within bast-work filmography that
extends from broadly commercial territory similarthat occupied by the
Sundance sample film&id, The Cartographer’s GirlfriendTheory of
AchievementSurviving DesirgFlirt) to much more uncommercial territory
(NCY 3/94The Other AlspThe New Math(s)Conspiracy Accomplicé.

The existence of the more experimental examplétaofiey’s short work
as public films, easily viewed by anyone, is th&ufeof the adoption of a
number of industrial strategies that reflect as mag textual strategies Hartley’s
position as an independent. These include distabwtia streaming, distribution
via film downloads and ‘specialist’ DVD distributiqhandled either by
Microcinema or by Hartley’s own Possible Film Cglien). Such low-key, low-
risk distribution strategies, | have suggesteceradikperimental flmmakers a
practical alternative to theatrical distributios,waell as to distribution through
the commercial short-video-streaming system. Tleeafishese strategies by

Hartley can be seen as one aspect of an alterreggjw®ach to financing and

®1 Hartley states, for example, that Jordana Mawvka, plays the assistant implied Harmonies
did in fact function as his assistant in Berlin. &lso says that the apartment-set scenes of many
of the films, shot in his own apartment in Berlffer a more-or-less accurate representation of
the space as itis in real life: ‘We moved somadhkiaround to perfect the shots. [But] the idea
was to let the viewer see that this is where I.liMais is how | live.” Hartley, Possible Films 2

Hal Interview by DJ Mendel'.
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distribution that is further characterised by athasiasm for overseas production
deals (among the films to make use of overseasrgrateFlirt, discussed in
chapter 2, and several of the short films), a detha to self-production (through
True Fiction Pictures and Possible Films), andregd reluctance to take on
studio projects and ‘cross over’ to production an@e commercial scale. The
commitment of Hartley to this approach in the mé&ddhd late stages of his
career is, as my discussions in this and previbapters suggest, an important
aspect of his agency as an auteur, and needstéiédre into account, alongside
the textual characteristics of the films, in ang@amt of the director’s

contribution to/engagement with independent filntune.
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Conclusion

As | write this conclusion, in early 2011, Hartlsyhost recently released feature is
Fay Grim which grossed a little over $126,000 during itsntin-long American
distribution in 2007 His most recent ‘hit’ isdenry Foo| which in 1998 grossed
over £1.3 million, thereby (according Box Office Moj® scraping into the list of the
200 highest-grossing films of that yéaFhe commercial significance of Hartley’s
recent feature-film career as a whole might reasigrize classed as slight —
especially when compared with that of Smith’s amklater’s recent careers, which
have included, in the last five or six years, a hanof big hits (Linklater8ad

News Beargrossed over $32 million in 2005; SmitZack and Miri Make a Porno
grossed over $31 million in 2008), as well as (inklater’s case) several films that
did more modest, but still significant, trade, sasth Scanner Darklywhich took
over $5 million at the domestic box offite.

I have taken the position in this thesis that leguis a significant filmmaker,
despite the limited commercial impact of his filrie has produced a substantial
body of work. He remains productive (though thm$lhe produces are often short
works). And all of his films, old and recent, ateacacterised both by strongly
auteurist touches and by instances of general atrav. It also seems reasonable to
take the position that Hartley is in many ways ecessful filmmaker. He still earns a
living making films, and all of his recent featutesve been distributed —
distribution being by no means guaranteed for adgpendent feature, particularly
in today’s crowded marketplaéélhis success is partly attributable to Hartley’s
actions as a skilled, committed and well-connegiediucer, distributor and
marketer. It is also partly attributable to Hartteseputation, his status as the author
of a significant number of critically admired filnjgarticularlyThe Unbelievable
Truth, Trust Simple MerandHenry Foo) and also as something of a defiant
individualist, whose films are deemed to be desgraf respect (if not always

admiration) for their unconventionality and autetiiallmarks. This last authorial

! See www.boxofficemojo.com/movies/?id=faygrim.htast accessed 15 April 2011).

2 See www.boxofficemojo.com/movies/?id=henryfool.Htast accessed 15 April 2011).

% See www.boxofficemojo.com/movies/?id=badnewsbeatgm,
www.boxofficemojo.com/movies/?id=zackandmirimakeagmohtm,
www.boxofficemojo.com/movies/?id=scannerdarkly.ftast accessed 15 April 2011).

“ As E. Deidre Pribram notes, only a small percemtfgndependent films recoup their costs, and an
even smaller percentage make a profit (referergih§91Varietyarticle, she cites figures of 10% and
1%, respectively). Se@inema and Culture: Independent Film in the UniBtdtes, 1980-200New
York: Peter Lang Publishing, 2002), p. 18.
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characteristic is promoted, | would suggest, by mw@mts in many of the reviews
quoted in this thesis, including several reviewat tire, on the whole, negative or
unenthusiastic. Roger Ebert’s reviewNsd Such Thingfor example, starts with the
sentences, ‘Hal Hartley has always marched in ¥heatagarde, but this time he
marches alone. Followers will have to be draffetltieVillage Voicereview of The
Book of Life similarly critical in tone, has as its first lif@ filmmaker who'’s
plowed the same narrow, distinctive furrow all taseer, Hal Hartley seems to have
dug himself into a holé’A piece on théossible Films Volume RVD that
appeared on thieilmmakerwebsite states, ‘Hartley creates intimate worles e
honest and feel like they’re done by an artist gairior the love of the craft, not
looking for a quick buck. But would we think anytbiless from Hartley?The
reviewer here expresses only a mild appreciaticgh@films themselves (describing
them as ‘honest’) but clearly makes the point these are works of art, created by
an author whose interest is in making art, ratheantin making money. Comments
such as these contribute to a characterisatioradddy as a filmmaker with
‘integrity’, a characteristic that might be thougbthave some currency in industrial
networks — particularly in the independent worldhene many executives have (or at
least profess) an investment in the idea of filnards- even if other characteristics,
such as a history of commercial success, mightbdeght to have more currency.
As indicated at various points in this thesis, kgr{in collaboration with
figures such as Steve Hamilton and Kyle Gilman)drabarked on a number of
commercial ventures in recent years that expldi s ‘name’ and his body of
work. These have included the re-release by P@sBibhs ofSurviving Desire
(along withAmbitionand Theory of Achievem@nthe release of a number of music
CDs, includingPossible Musiga collection of music composed by Hartley for his
film and theatre work) ando Such Thing (As Monstel$he soundtrack tdlo Such
Thing); and the release of a®2@nniversary edition DVD ofhe Unbelievable Truth
which received a moderate degree of attention im@rfilm criticism and discussion

forums® Hartley also maintains a large and well-designebsite (designed by

® Roger Ebert,No Such Thing Chicago Sun-Time®nline), 29 March 2002:
rogerebert.suntimes.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article? AMDE20329/REVIEWS/203290303/1023 (last
accessed 4 March 2011).

® Dennis Lim, ‘End GamesVillage Voice 16 March 1999: www.villagevoice.com/1999-03-
16/film/end-games/ (last accessed 4 March 2011).

" Jason GuerrasioRbssible Films, Vol.’227 April 2010:
www.filmmakermagazine.com/news/2010/04/possibledivol-2/ (last accessed 4 March 2011).
8 A fairly lengthy interview about the DVD, for exaie, appeared on the film criticism/news website
Hammer to Nail Brandon Harris, ‘A Conversation with Hal Hartleidammer to Nail21 October
2010: www.hammertonail.com/interviews/a-conversatidth-hal-hartley/ (last accessed 7 March
2011). A review of the DVD appeared in the onlinegazineBlogcritics Dusty Somers,The
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Gilman), which offers information on various prdgagalleries of film stills, trailers,
interviews, essays, several free films and a néwears — all linked to the
appropriate section of the online store, whichssiiins and music collections as
discs, downloads, or both. The development of asielof this kind, designed to
promote a director’s profile and generate salespidoo unusual a strategy in the
indie world, of course, although sites vary in sarel scope. Both Smith and
Linklater, for example, maintain sites covering #utivities of their own production
companies, View Askew and Detour Filmproductiomt thffer many of the same
materials that feature on Hartley’s site (the Detéilmproduction site being,
however, much smaller and less rich in informatiwan the View Askew and
Possible Films sites). Hartley is highly unusuabugh, in maintaining a website that
sells a selection of short and feature films diyeeta strategy Hartley has been able
to adopt only because he controls the rights toyneduhis works’ Maintaining
ownership or control of particular film rights ihi¢ way allows a director to control,
to a certain extent, how those films are marketetisld, this being, as | have
discussed, an aspect of the film business in wHitlley has often had an active
interest. Any effort on the part of a director axe control of elements of the
industrial apparatus that are usually controlledabge industrial bodies, of course,
involves considerable personal investment. Timerandey spent maintaining an
infrastructure that can look after film sales, sayrights, is time and money that
cannot be spent making films, or other art. Buhsngestments can function to
increase a director’s chances of securing greaidgdts and distribution than might
otherwise be possible, especially when that directims are, like Hartley’s,
unconventional in content and/or charadfer.

As | have discussed throughout this thesis, Hagl@iyns incorporate a
variety of unconventional elements, ranging from ttoderately offbeat to the
radical — the latter marking the films in which ytfeature as distinct from the
majority of indie titles, and especially from thabat have achieved some measure of
commercial success. At the same time, in nearlgfahe films unconventional

features are balanced against a number of moresotional features, the overall

Unbelievable Truth20" Anniversary Edition’ Blogcritics 2 November 2010:
blogcritics.org/video/article/dvd-review-the-unkalable-truth-20th1/page-2/ (last accessed 7 March
2011).

° Hartley describes himself as controlling and mavting (with a group of other individuals) the
rights to some of his films. See Harris, ‘A Conwagisn with Hal Hartley’.

9 Hartley describes his attitude to working as athessman’ as follows: ‘| mean, of course, I'd
rather be making films and writing or whatever. Bufitjhe business is really the work of looking
after the films ... | can’t do my art unless | do thesiness that makes it possiblEtte Fiction

Pictures & Possible Films: Hal Hartley in Conversat with Kenneth Kalet@New York: Soft Skull
Press, 2008), p. 80.
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balance struck in each case being determined bgdbeach adopted in a number of
dimensions. Key among these dimensions, | haveedigre genre, form, political
content/perspective, and place and cultural iderithave considered Hartley's films
in terms of their proximity in all or some of thedienensions to the conventions of
independent cinema (and in the case of the shims fthe conventions observable in
a sample of Sundance shorts). At the level of ganueh of Hartley’s work can be
said to offer a pleasurable twist on particularegenelements and material that is
itself not uncommon in indie cinema — although enbar of the films Amateur The
Cartographer’s Girlfriend also subvert generic conventions in a less comwepn
to make a didactic point about the political ‘prerols’ with particular generic
features and pleasures. Political/social pointsats@ made through substantial
portions of dialogue and through the incorporatbparticular narrative
developments in a number of films, includiNg Such ThingThe Girl from
Monday Amateurand, to a lesser degrégy Grim The Book of LifandNYC 3/94
This is a feature that functions to distinguishfilres from the majority of
independent films, which focus heavily on indivitldasire and subjectivity and
include broader political commentary (if they indéuit at all) only as a minor
ingredient — this being the approach adopted inlélas best-received filmshe
Unbelievable TruthTrust Simple MerandHenry Fool These four films are also
among Hartley's less formally adventurous featuneswithstanding some offbeat
touches and some more striking departures fronsteanvention (the dance
sequence isimple Menthe stylised performances in all four films). Ara
dramatically anti-realist quality characterisesuaber of the later films, including
Flirt, The Book of Lifand the short film¥he Other AlspNYC 3/94andSisters of
Mercy, the formal innovations of which often seem tggbgerned more by an
aesthetic logic than by the logic of thematic careltter-subjectivity motivation that
is a familiar mark of indie cinema (and the Sundasample of shorts). Hartley’'s
films can also be described as distinctive, finalythe level of place. In many of the
films, a strong sense is generated of what | harraeéd geographical place — place
identified by a name and a unique location — thihoaig emphasis on various
regional details. Such details, which include gaittr forms of landscape and
characterisations representative of particulaucaltidentities, function as a special
kind of spectacle, marking the film in which thesafure as ‘alternative’ to various
degrees (depending on the familiarity of the regaantified) — although their
incorporation may also be motivated at either bwartatic or individual level, this
being the case at points in a number of Hartleinssf includingThe Unbelievable
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TruthandThe Book of LifeA sense of regional particularity is combinedriany of
Hartley’s mid-career and later films with a senséhe mobile, globalised character
of modern life. In emphasising travel, internatilisra and broad social issues, films
such a’Amateur No Such ThingAccompliceand particularlyFay Grimposition
themselves at a distance from Hartley’s criticaltymired Long Island-set features,
which frequently emphasise small communities antgilfadrama. They also position
themselves at a distance from the majority of Eeamp or foreign-themed indie
films, in which identifiably international elemerdse balanced, or outweighed, by
identifiably American elements.

The approach taken in this thesis to examiningleidst work has involved
situating each of the films in relation to the digrse of independent cinema, this
being one significant discourse with which Hartte&s frequently been associated.
Hartley might also be usefully considered in relatio a number of other discourses,
including some occupying a territory largely distifrom that of indie cinema, such
as art cinema, and some occupying a territorydiadloverlap with that of indie
cinema. One example of the latter is what Jameddaell calls ‘the quirky’, to
which | briefly turn my attention now in an effdd illustrate the extent to which the
broad framework | have used throughout this themmsbe adopted to analyse
Hartley’s work within other contexts. The quirkynfi, as MacDowell defines it, is a
particular kind of comedy/comedy-drama that hasufea in American cinema of
the 1990s and 2000s. Among its attributes are aedantone that combines a de-
melodramatised, deadpan humour with a ‘painful hummesulting from a
character’s emotional distress being situatedrasltneously pathetiand
poignant’*' a self-consciously neat or precise visual styhet a thematic emphasis
on childhood, whether expressed at the level dbdige, visuals, music, narrative or
characterisation. These features are exhibitedfereint combinations in films such
asThe Royal Tenenbaurt®01),Punch-Drunk Lové2002),The Science of Sleep
(2006) andAdaptation(2002) — all widely distributed and (moderatelyhaghly)
commercially successful films that have also bemweiated with indie cinenta.

1 James MacDowell, ‘Notes on Quirkyovie: A Journal of Film Criticisml (2010), p. 3:
www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/arts/film/movie/contents/ast on_quirky.pdf (last accessed 15 April 2011).
12 The total domestic gross and ‘widest release’régifor the films are as follow¥he Royal
Tenenbaumsp52.4 million, 999 theatres
(www.boxofficemojo.com/movies/?id=royaltenenbaurtm)y Punch-Drunk Love$17.8 million,

1293 theatres (www.boxofficemojo.com/movies/?id=ghdrunklove.htm)The Science of Sleep

$4.7 million, 243 theatres (www.boxofficemojo.conavies/?id=scienceofsleep.htrdjdaptation

$22.5 million, 672 theatres (www.boxofficemojo.comavies/?id=adaptation.htm) (pages last
accessed 15 April 2011).
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In some respects, Hartley’s features can be editithe contours of the
quirky quite closely. Several, for example, featswenething close to the shot
MacDowell sees as emblematic of the quirky at ikaal level, the static
medium/long shot framing a carefully centred chiemaor group of characters facing
towards the camera (see figures 28 and 29), armdteatharacterised by some sense
of self-consciousness generated by compositionsatkaobviously staged or
designed. The films are also frequently marked kind of deadpan comedy,
whereby material that we might expect to be emation dramatic in tone is
downplayed (at the levels of dialogue delivery, musditing, and so on) ‘almost to
the point of absurdity** Adolescent or teenage characters — one of seyeraps of

Figure 28

Quirky composition inrhe
Unbelievable Trutt®
Action Features

Figure 29

Quirky composition in
Simple Mer®© American
Playhouse/Fine Line

Features

13 MacDowell, ‘Notes on Quirky’, p. 3. Two examplesiong many) of such absurdly downplayed
material are Matthew’s expression of extreme fat&in with his work inTrust(‘l had a bad day. |

had to subvert my principles and kow-tow to antidiee says, maintaining a blank expression and
even tone throughout) and the dialogue exchangenateurin which Isabelle and Thomas matter-of-
factly discuss starting a sexual relationship:

THOMAS: | don't think you're a nymphomaniac.
ISABELLE: You don't?
THOMAS: No.
ISABELLE: So, you'll make love to me?
(Thomas cuts himself shaving.
ISABELLE: I did the same thing yesterday. Here.
(She points to a cut on her Igg.
THOMAS: | think I'm in too much pain to make lotenight.
ISABELLE: | can wait. I've waited all my life.
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youthful, child-like or childish figures who for M®owell typify the quirky —
feature prominently in several of the early filnmgluding The Unbelievable Truth
TrustandKid, and also (less prominently) lenry FoolandFay Grim

In other respects, Hartley's films are positioaednore of a distance from
the quirky. For example, the kind of painfully huroos episode that MacDowell
identifies as a common feature in quirky filmswhich we are asked both to laugh
at the absurd awkwardness of a character’s situatidto genuinely feel his or her
embarrassment, is not generally found in Hartleyosk.** Many of the films also
depart from a number of quirky conventions that Dlawell does not discuss in any
detail, but which hold across the majority of kamples. Quirky films, for
example, tend to avoid explicit political commewtaf any kind, and even to avoid
making passing reference to political/social isqgestainly this is the case in
MacDowell’s four main examples, as well as in mahthe other films mentioned,
includingNapoleon DynamiteRushmoreindLars and the Real Giyl This is not a
common trait among Hartley’s features, a numbevtdath (Amateur No Such
Thing) establish socially critical material as a majartpf the narrative, and others
of which Henry Foo| Fay Grim) incorporate a number of more fleeting pieces of
sharp or satirical commentary. As MacDowell briefigicates, quirky films also
tend to favour an urban or suburban milieu, oneigded in the mundane realities of
contemporary American lif€ Some of Hartley’s earlier films depict a similar
milieu. But many of Hartley’s later films, as sugtgd at various points throughout
this thesis, favour a milieu of a very differenhdi a dystopian society ifhe Girl
from Monday a violently unstable New York City and an Icelandilderness irNo
Such Thinga series of international space$-ay Grim These films, in this respect,
clearly fall outside the bounds of the quirky.

The above analysis identifies some degree of relsee between Hartley’s
films and those films MacDowell identifies as quyirk would suggest that this
resemblance, though, is weaker in the case of é{ésttecent feature films. If an
emphasis on deadpan comedy and a preference faoseslkciously designed
compositions are characteristics common throughautiey’s filmography, then
another significant quirky convention, a preferefareeveryday suburban/urban

milieus, is barely observable in the 2000s featufae approach to place adopted in

1 Several episodes that seem likely to elicit soinetlike this dual amusement/empathy reaction do
feature inHenry Fool although the embarrassment factor is, | wouldyssy moderate by
comparison. One example comes when Simon, on Heetggestion, tries to flirt with a number of
girls in a public library, his method of flirtatidmeing to stare at a girl until she becomes
uncomfortable and then to return to his reading.

1> MacDowell, ‘Notes on Quirky’, p. 7.
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these features can be said, then, to functionstawice the films from one category of
alternative American film that features a large bemof familiar and often
celebrated and commercially successful films (#hisot to say that a film falling

into this category will inevitably achieve succesfs¢course, just that it possesses
some characteristics that currently seem to haneesmirrency in the American film
world).

As | have previously argued, the characteristiddartley’s work at the level
of place can be seen to have a similarly signitieddect on the position occupied by
the films within the context of independent cinernlaave suggested, in particular,
that the regional details characteristic of Hartldiyst three features — the sense of
everyday economic hardship, the bizarre ‘tablordhes, the antipathy or tension
between Long Island and New York City, the frequef¢rences to railway travel —
generate a strong sense of geographical place¢hats (for those viewers, possibly
quite great in number, familiar with the regionaanings of Long Island) to mark
the films as ‘special’ and personal. | further sefgd in the first chapter of this
thesis that details at the levels of regional antucal identity formed a significant
part of the marketing and media texts surroundiaglely and his work in the early
stages of his career. Details of this kind, | wosdigigest, can function just as
effectively as details relating to the travailgpobduction — one aspect of what
Timothy Corrigan has termed the ‘drama of a mové®srce'® — to construct and
sell a director as a personality and as an autedluging ‘personal’ films. It is a
mark of the attractiveness of geographical placanaisdividual identifier that
newspaper articles on Hartley have continued tellaim as a ‘Long Island’ figure
all the way through the 2000s, despite the fadtltzatley has not lived in Long
Island since the 1980s and has not set a film thiage 1992. A 2002 review dfo
Such Thingn theWashington Timegor example, states that ‘a trip to the Cannes
film festival a few years ago led to an invitativom Icelandic producer-director
Fridrik Thor Fridriksson to Long Island independéimhmaker Hal Hartley’ An
interview with Hartley in thé.os Angeles Timaa 2007 includes a picture of Hartley
with the caption ‘Long Island boy®

'8 Timothy Corrigan, ‘The Commerce of Auteurism’, AnCinema without Walls: Movies and Culture
after Vietham(New Brunswick, New Jersey: Rutgers University Byd991), p. 118. Catherine Grant
picks up Corrigan’s phrase in her discussion ofatgm in the age of the DVD, ‘Auteur Machines?
Auteurism and the DVD’, in James Bennett and TomvBr (eds.)Film and Television after DVD
(Hoboken: Taylor & Francis, 2008), pp. 101-115.

" Gary Arnold, “No Such Thing” a Beastly Mes#Vashington TimeS80 March 2002, p. DO4.

'8 Choire Sicha, ‘An llluminated Expat.os Angles Timed.3 May 2007, p. E3.
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References of this kind, of course, generally ianslated within the text,
as they cannot be linked by the writer to eithertldg's current life or his current
films. As might be expected, in such 2000s textsl (@ 2000s promotional texts)
more frequent reference is made, in those passagelasising Hartley's personal
experience, to international locations and traVkls is especially the case in the
texts surroundingray Grim which often give attention to Hartley’s relocatitm
Berlin. The press notes féay Grim for example, note that the ‘home base’ for the
film’s production was Berlin, ‘the city Hartley haslled home since 2004’ An
interview about the film for thEilmmakerwebsite starts with the question, ‘I'd like
to start off by asking how long you’ve been livimgBerlin, and what the reasons
were for you moving there®’ A similar first question (or prompting statement)
features in th&os Angeles Timgsece mentioned above: ‘It was a couple of years
ago that you went to Berlin, and you never reatljne back?! Such comments,
though characterised by an emphasis on personla¢é(rdnan purely
professional/artistic) experience, contribute tadgaan authorial persona that is |
would suggesliesspersonal and, particularly, less ‘ordinary’ indisnensions than
Hartley's persona in the early 1990s. As variowsdamic writers have suggested,
ordinariness (in combination, paradoxically, wispécialness’) is a key aspect of
Hollywood stardonf? and it can reasonably be thought of as an impbasect of
the more ‘niche’ varieties of auteur stardom assed with the indie world — even if
we can also expect the discourses surrounding stdrs, in comparison with
Hollywood-star discourses, to put less emphasigavaonal disclosure and scandal
and more emphasis on individual craft, as Dianerlaggue$® A persona that is
defined to a significant extent by discourses ténmational travel and experience is,
clearly, less likely to be seen (by most Americadiances) as ‘ordinary’ than is a
persona defined by American suburban experiencelaacdcteristics. The shift in

Hartley’s persona away from the ordinary can besustdod as one factor

9 Production notes fdfay Grim available to download on the Magnolia Picturebsite:
www.magpictures.com/presskit.aspx?id=f775cfc8-4diBé3-8baf-e6377cd9d096 (last accessed 18
March 2011).

%0 Nick Dawson, ‘Hal Hartley, “Fay Grim”Filmmaker(online), 18 May 2007:
www.filmmakermagazine.com/news/2007/05/hal-harfi@y-grim/ (last accessed 18 March 2011).

% Sicha, ‘An llluminated Expat’, p. E3.

2 See for example Richard Dyer with Paul McDon&lgrs(London: BFI Publishing, 1998), p. 43;
James Donald, ‘The Hollywood Star Machine’, in P@ook (ed.),The Cinema Bogkhird edition
(London: British Film Institute, 2007), p. 112.

% Negra, discussing niche stardom in relation tdeirdtors, argues that ‘an emphasis on discourses
of craft centers press coverage of “indie” niclessthelping to differentiate them from Hollywood
stars increasingly vulnerable to tabloidizatiotQueen of the Indies”: Parker Posey’s Niche Stardom
and the Taste Cultures of Independent Film’, ini€hiolmlund and Justin Wyatt (eds.),
Contemporary American Independent Cingiimandon:; Routledge, 2005), p. 74.
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contributing to the reduction of coverage of Haridend his films in the general-
reader press (another major, related factor béiegyarious shifts observable in
Hartley’s work at the levels of style, place, ands)?*

Place is today an important concept in film stadand the discussion of
generic and geographical place is often now a featat only of publications and
conferences wholly dedicated to these subjectsalsatof publications and
conferences focusing on different or broader subj@dave at points referred to
discussions that have featured in both kinds afdisse)?” | have taken the position
in this thesis that an understanding of place cantribute significantly to an
understanding of Hartley’s films and their positiwithin independent cinema. |
have also taken the broader position that it isorigmt that, in a study discussing
Hartley's work, analysis of the films at one pautar level (such as place) be
combined with analysis conducted at a number afragignificant and related levels,
such as cultural identity, genre, form, politicatgpective and industrial position.
The examination of Hartley's work and career aséhkevels contained in the
chapters of this thesis offers a new account af@ifscant body of work that has
previously tended to be discussed only in terme pérticular and limited set of
dimensions. It also offers a case study of authprishindependent film, tracing the
movement of one author through indie cinema’s caltand industrial spaces. What
my thesis illustrates in this respect, | would segjgis that the field of indie cinema
is larger and more variegated than is sometime$siechp/Vhile much recent
academic work has addressed itself to the developaiea commercially successful
independent cinema, one that in many respects @agnmore ‘central’ position
within the American film landscape, there remaiacgs within independent cinema
as a whole that are open to distinctly marginal @amcbmmercial forms and

4 No pieces on Hartley (other than reviews of indiil films) have appeared in thew York Times
since 1996, for example; in the earlier 1990s #n@gpaper published six pieces on Hartley: Ellen
Pall, ‘This Director's Wish List Doesn't Include Hpwood’, 11 October 1992, pp. H11-13; Caryn
James, ‘This Director’'s Characters Have AttitudeNovember 1992, p. H21; Dan Markowitz, ‘Film
Director Aids Alma Mater’, 15 May 1994, pp. WC10+Taryn James, ‘A Survey of Films by Hal
Hartley’, 13 January 1995, p. C27; Ellen Pall, “THeasive Women Who Inhabit the Quirky Films of
Hal Hartley’, 9 April 1995, pp. H15-16; Peter dende, ‘The Jean-Luc Godard of Long Island’, 4
August 1996, pp. SM18-21.

5 Among those recently circulated calls for paperuiring or suggesting that authors address place
on some level are one for a panel on Gus Van S4dmth included among its suggested topics ‘Van
Sant and locale: the centrality of Portland as bmthtion and setting; the city and the suburb’ N&C
2011); one for an edited collection titlgtis Is the Sea: Cinema at the Shoreliedited by Brady
Hammond and Sean Redmond); and one for a confemBeitish Telefantasy titled ‘Alien Nation’,
which included among its suggested topics ‘Plagacs and landscape: British telefantasy and
regional, urban and rural identities’ (Northumbdaiversity, 2011).
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practices’® If we want to gain a fuller understanding of thecdurse of American
independent film, we need to complement an invastg of a commercial indie
cinema with an investigation of the more margimelces of the indie world. The
analysis of Hartley in this thesis is one contribitto academic investigation at this
latter level.

Like any study, this one has pursued only a s@eaf many possible lines
of enquiry, and it has not considered several Bggmt aspects of Hartley’s work
and its contexts that might be usefully investidgatefuture studies. For example, as
mentioned in the introduction, | have not underteiry kind of ethnographic study
of Hartley’s fans or audiences. | have not offesiagl analysis specifically addressing
the construction by the films of what is sometirnalled a ‘worldview’, or
philosophical attitude — this being one significant way in which my studiffers
from many more traditional/familiar academic autstudies that concern themselves
less with situating a director’s body of work inrfieular contexts and more with
delineating internal textual consistencies at évels of theme and philosopff.
What | have offered in this thesis is a wide-raggamalysis that considers a
significant number of dimensions both of Hartlefffisis and of his professional
practices, and that draws on a significant numbanalytical methods. It is through
an integrated textual-industrial analysis of thisdkthat we can come closest to
capturing Hartley’s significance, both in the passtl today, as a low-budget/low-
profile but ‘successful’ indie filmmaker whose ptiae is illustrative of some of the

less familiar options available to filmmakers a thvels of industry and art.

% Among those studies that focus on a substantaligmercial/visible form of independent cinema
are the titles in the American Indies book serggbtéd by Gary Needham and Yannis Tzioumakis),
the stated focus of which is ‘contemporary Amerifilms that have found commercial success but
which have not been constrained by the formal dadlbgical parameters of mainstream Hollywood
cinema’. See for example Claire MolldyementdEdinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2010);
Gary NeedhamBrokeback MountaifEdinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2010).

2’| would speculatively suggest that Hartley’s filstsare what we might label a ‘sceptical humanist’
philosophy. Broadly, the films frequently suggestapticism about particular (conventional)
conceptions of love, identity and society, as waslkconventional conceptions of narrative. But they
also frequently suggest that human connection @veldre possible and that they provide realityit(as
is constructed in the films) with meaning.

% Two examples of studies of this kind on direc@ssociated with independent film are Nicole
Brenez Abel Ferrara(Urbana: University of lllinois Press, 2007) andrifia P. NochimsonThe
Passion of David Lynch: Wild at Heart in Hollywo@&lustin: University of Texas Press, 1997).
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Appendix A

Interview with Michael Spiller

This interview was conducted via e-mail. | receiveelssages from Michael
Spiller responding to my original list of questiams 4 January 2010, 28 January
2010 and 29 January 2010. | sent two further golestjthe seventh and tenth
guestions in the sequence below) in response t@fws answers and received
a response on 18 March 2010.

The first film on your filmography is Kid, which was Hal Hartley’s thesis
film at SUNY at Purchase. Can you tell me a bit ahat your time at

Purchase, and about your early experiences workings a cinematographer?

| was always an avid movie viewer, and | began a&x@my own short films
when | was 12, when | bought a super 8 movie canvéghamoney | saved from
delivering newspapers. | had always been interaststill photography, and
after a trip to Paris as a teenager, | becameyreatlited by putting a frame
around things. My time at Purchase was really nagitfelt like there was a
special mix of both faculty and students, and it watremely productive and
creative. | gravitated towards cinematography aséimed the most comfortable
and familiar, and other students liked what they samy own work, and asked
me to shoot their projects. Hal used to say ‘Mikakes the same images | do,
only different’. Working as a cinematographer inraversity setting is great,
what you lack in experience, and equipment (andomaglent), you make up for
with passion and enthusiasm. Hal and | learneaguiage where the budget
became the aesthetic. Instead of trying to biteraffe than we could chew, we
became very specific about what we could show,remvdwe could show it. Hal
would not write things that were overly ambitioaad we would only dress, or
paint, or light, as much of the set as we couldrdfto see. | think it kind of led
to a minimalist approach that we both liked anceadhresponded to, and it really
suited the types of stories and acting styleskaipreferred. It was really
interesting going to Hal’'s hometown of Lindenhutsing Island, and making

Kid with his extended family and friends in varioupaeities. We all crashed in
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garages and couches, drank a lot of beer and dtmbd, and made a little film

about a guy trying to leave home. ‘Where are yang® ‘Away!'....

Both Kid and The Cartographer’s Girlfriendwere shot on 16 mm. How does

working in this format compare to working in 35 mm?

I love working in 16 mm. The cameras are smalled, leghter, it is easier to
move faster, and ‘slip under the radar’ when yauvaorking without proper
permits or on a low budget. The downside is thatditojected image doesn’t
stand up as well as 35 mm, but for broadcast onitli¥ hot so much of an issue.
| was very excited to shodhe Unbelievable Trutbn 35 mm, as it felt like we
had really graduated on some level. We did of amah®ot 16 mm on many
other occasions. You still need to light the scexmel some people would argue
that you need more light for 16 mm particularlynaght, but with the advances in

film stock and lenses that is probably less true.no

The critic Stanley Kauffmann, in a review ofSimple Men says that your
camera holds an ‘oxymoronic cool-close relationshipp people and places’,
and describes one shot as a ‘frieze with a humaneshent’. What was your
approach to shooting landscapes iBimple Menand in Kids, The
Cartographer’s Girlfriend The Unbelievable Trutrand Trust? Did you and
Hartley discuss how to film the particular locatiors used for the exterior

scenes?

Shooting exteriors and landscapes with Hal hasysdwaen exceptional. He is not
very interested in showing off a locale. That i$ twosay he is not interested

in ‘place’ or the setting. It is just that the humface, the character, is generally
the most important feature in the frame. | alwaysded to try and light a shot

and build a composition from the face, out. | ke | was seeing a lot of big
Hollywood movies where there would be these faitaléy designed sets that
were exquisitely lit, and the leading lady (or mamuld have all these terrible
shadows all over their faces, like they were aerdfought. With and without

Hal, the films | was shooting were smaller, chagadtiven pieces, and the
people had to look great. We controlled the thiwgscould, chose what to put in

the shot, usually made some sort of symmetricgboartedly asymmetrical
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composition, and in general, fit the location amwur characters, rather than

trying to fit our characters into the world.

Could you say something about your working relatioship with Hartley in
general? What is the nature of your contribution tothe films, in terms of
preparing for the shoot, making shotlists, designig shots, choreographing
actors, and so on? How does working with Hartley aopare to working with
other indie/‘alternative’ film directors like Nicol e Holofcener or Martin

Scorsese?

Working with Hal was a great experience. We litlgrgkew up together (at least
artistically) on his sets. | would go off and wavith other people, and bring my
latest knowledge back to whatever our next projexs. After several years we
developed almost a telepathic relationship. | kmévat Hal wanted and he knew
what | would give him. He always had a strong serisghoreography for the
camera, and had a great way to move actors arautichswe could design a
shot that would evolve simply as the actors movedrad the set, and would
accomplish lots of different bits of coverage witha cut. For most of our time
working together we never used a video tap, whHezanhage from the film
camera is shown on a monitor, so the director @ahdrs) could see exactly what
was being photographed. This was a more traditiapptoach, and since | also
physically operated the camera for most of ourgmtsj, it meant that there was a
great trust between us. Hal would look to me adtrh take, and | would tell him
if ‘we got it.” As our aesthetic became more anden@fined, and his lens
selection more specific, it became even easierdevigualize on location scouts
and in preproduction, what Hal wanted. People wbald/work with us for the
first time would be amazed at how little we actyélad to discuss things on set.
We had an innate understanding of each other. ldaldndo most of the shot
listing on his own, using pencil drawings of thedi plan of the set or location,
and arrows and angles and circles to represemicioes, the camera and the
movement within the scene. | would look at this &ndw how to translate it. |
also could pick up a lot just from Hal's body laage as he worked with the
actors, and knew how to read those cues as wellvdddd go through their

movement as he saw it, and | just knew what hela@sng for.
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What about lenses? What kinds of issues do you neamconsider when
choosing/using different lenses? (Sarah Cawley tolde that it's a ‘waste of

time’ trying to talk Hartley out of using 50 mm!)

The lenses that Hal and | used tended towardotiget side. Oihe
Unbelievable Truttwe carried a full set of standard Arri Primes, tarely used
the wider lenses. Hal seemed less interested mwisgavide slices of the
environment (plus it is harder to control from agtuction standpoint) and he felt
the characters could be lost. We liked to be varyigular about where we
wanted the viewer to look. Where their eye wouiét within the frame. By the
time we shoSimple Menwe joked that we shouldn’t even carry any exreses
as we were determined to shoot the entire filmhen50 mm. And we did with
the exception of two shots. One, a 300 mm shotatf Burke walking towards
camera, and the other where we put up the 35 meridther 50’) on a rigged
shot of the brothers riding a motorcycle. When wetpe 50 mm on the camera
you could not even see the handlebars of the mgtlerso it looked like they
were floating along the road! A couple of week®ititat film, | could absolutely
‘eyeball’ where | wanted the camera to be as | seatamiliar with the field of
view that the 50 mm lens offered. The 50 mm is mered to be a ‘normal’ lens.
It shows you an image that is approximately theesaire and perspective as if
you were viewing with the naked eye (without takintp account peripheral
vision of course). It is a flattering lens for facand when shot close to ‘wide
open’ the background will fall off out of focus ahdlp direct the viewer’s

attention to that which we want them to see.

Several of Hartley’s films are characterised by atsikingly non-naturalistic
colour scheme — I'm thinking in particular of Amateur, which often features
a dramatic blue hue, andTrust, whose images were ‘greyed’. What kind of
technical/artistic issues does shooting in this deg/raise?

| found that in order for the stylized colors tonkioyou needed to keep some
white reference in the frame, otherwise your ey your brain ‘correct’ for the
color shift, and you stop seeing it. | realized thiter a scene Bimple Men
(where the cast dances to Sonic Youth) and | hddad stylized blue wash to
the lighting. When | was doing the final color timgion the film | noticed that
after 30 seconds or so the effect seemed to dimanmsl | knew | had not
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changed the lighting within the scene Amateurl tried to keep some more
white light within those scenes that had a blué $edhat the effect would stay
constant to the viewer. [frust, we went for a slightly desaturated look for some
of the work scenes, but had a fairly full palettether locations.

Was there a particular logic behind such choicesniterms of conveying the
emotions of the characters, creating a particularrnood’, and so on? Or was it
more a case of creating visual effects which werg&iking and pleasurable

in and of themselves?

Hal and | discussed using a stylized blue lightaaright look. It was not a
realistic effect, but I think he really did likedlook and how it complemented
the palette of the film. | wanted to make sure thateffect did continue to
register with the viewer rather than be ‘correctegthe brain. If there was a
deeper meaning, we didn’t discuss it, and prettghriaft it to the viewer to

decide for themselves.

Henry Foolis characterised by a fairly ‘drab’ palette — Hartley goes so far as
to describe the film as being influenced by cinémeérité. Is this something

you were thinking about during the shoot?

I never thought of cinéma vérité while shootignry Fool | think the palette is
pretty rich actually. | used a lot of ‘mixed’ lightith florescents left uncorrected
so they photographed either green or blue, andisodapor lights and neon
lights adding to the mix. The scenes in the basémih the firelight effect from
the little furnace are some of my favorite in thenf The color on the walls adds
up to a deep and subtle cave-like texture. Theagrgavness to some of the
locations that is unglamorized but we chose evergtin the frame (or at least
removed offending objects!) and the wardrobe ip#nand utilitarian by choice.

What are some of the differences between filming isuburban/rural areas

and filming in New York City?

Shooting in NY is great, but enormously difficuttis hard to move a film

company around, and you get a lot of onlookers wloenare trying to film a

scene. But there is hardly a bad angle, and evearawou point the camera you
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are seeing New York City. There is always a frggbreach or never before
photographed corner available to be discoveregporcan put your camera on
the last company’s tripod marks and shoot the samyée that everyone else has.
The energy of NY is visible in every frame of fiypu expose there. | grew up
there, so it is at once familiar and comfortableo&ing in suburban and rural
areas holds a different set of challenges andrfaions for me. Hal grew up in
suburbia, so he knows that world. As a ‘foreigrienn attracted to different
things and see them from a stranger’s perspedtime.tend to find more
horizontal architecture of course, and the telepheomd power lines that are
strung along poles create a web above the heauls efctors, and Hal and | are
both drawn to those webs visually and symbolicdtlypm a production
standpoint, it is generally easier to shoot inacelthat has not been over-
exposed to film production. People and locationsl t® be more cooperative,
and passers-by watch from a polite distance rdttzar grumbling that you are

taking up all their fucking parking spaces, likeytdo in NYC!

Could you say a few words about film permits? Whakinds of things do you
have to consider when trying to obtain one, or wheshooting without one?
Does this depend on the kind of location you're fithing in (suburban, urban,

etc.)?

Depending on the location and what is involved it local film office,

obtaining a permit to get permission to film cangasy or complex, free or very
expensive. We have done it both ways, and if yeustealing’ a shot or a scene,
it forces you to work quickly as you run the ridkgetting shut down (or worse)

at a moment’s notice. Sometimes this adds a sénggency to the shoot and
certainly will force you to be as economical asgilole and get the shots you
need and get out of there. Typically the more ‘cagvosed’ or popular or
populated locations are more difficult to get ckeamre on. You often have to
obtain signatures form a certain percentage ofdhiglents or businesses that you
will impact by shooting there, and even then yoghhinot get the seal of

approval.

Does performance style have an influence on cinenugfraphy? What kinds

of things do you need to discuss with actors as gasf your job?
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Every film and every actor is different, but in geal in Hal’s films, my
relationship with the cast was very technical. Howhit their ‘mark’, where to
find the light or the lens, how to move in congceith the camera. We all (actors,
camera assistant, myself as DP and camera opdteaiolly grip, boom

person) had to do quite elaborate dances at timesdcute the choreography of
the shot. Sometimes the cast just needed a k#esurance that the stylized
movement was part of an overall plan. Taken owbottext it might feel very
unnatural to a ‘method’ actor. But we all developust and respect for each
other and our part of the process. It helped tltatuded a lot of actors on more
than one project, so we all got to know each otheever gave an actor a
performance note. If | had any acting ideas | waliitretely say something to
Hal and he could take the note or not, or it woulnph into something else, and
that is pretty much true on any project. If theoac$ getting notes from too many

sources they can feel adrift and confused.

A number of shots in Hartley’s films feature chara¢ers moving deliberately
in and out of the frame, almost as if enacting a @lv dance routine. Are there

particular challenges involved in filming such shat?

The choreography in these pieces begins with amimdélal’'s head. Then we
scout locations and find the right place. Then #talvs an overhead floor plan
with the characters and camera diagrammed onriows and dashed lines
represent the movement. Once we are in the spateut it, we block the scene
with the cast as Hal and | watch. Then we lightdbene as you would normally,
and begin to rehearse the scene with the actorthanthmera and the crew. The
challenge for me is in the camera operation. Otenshots would be one long
continuous take that requires me memorizing theesead being on my toes to
participate in the dance with the cast as theyscimsind out of shot. Sometimes
| had to anticipate when the next actor would crogsframe based on the
dialogue, and together with the dolly grip we womldve the camera about the
space. | always enjoyed shooting these scenegwpsth very active and
interactive for me. | was an equal partner in thereography, and as close as |

will ever be to becoming a dancer!
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I'd like to know how much the choices you make as einematographer are
influenced by the characters in front of the cameraand more generally by

the themes of the film.

I like to think that by the time | would be readyghoot a film, | was so
completely immersed in it that my gut would helpdgume. If something was
wrong, or didn’t feel appropriate to the story,dwd start to sense it in my gut,
and would then step back and make a change. | alfeayd that pretty easy on
Hal’s films since we spent so much time togethdriaads and growing together
as filmmakers, and | always connected to his tyfparytelling. | often found
that listening to a certain piece of music wouldugrd me and get me back in the
head space to keep the images consistent. For éxastmtTrustlistening to ‘I
Am Stretched on Your Grave’ by Sinead O’Connor gweorning at least once.
It wasn’t something Hal and | discussed, but ipkdlget me centered
emotionally so | could focus on the consistencthefimages. OAmateurl had
received a pre-release copy of Liz Phair’s firbuah Exile in Guyville | turned
Hal and Martin Donovan onto that and we listened $tart to finish many times
(and over many beers) on several occasions. Thatrabecame my touchstone

for that film.

Finally, how would you say working in film comparesto working in TV?

For me the main difference between working in thealtfilm versus television
has to do with expectations. In Hal's case we nsadall stories with big themes
that were for big and small screens. | think a nends Hal’s films work in both
formats since even the feature films had a lotadec ups that play well on
television. So, technically you have to take yaunfat into account, and even
when framing for theatrical, you have to considawtihe film will look on TV.
If you know the film will only exist in a TV formathen you compose shots
accordingly (but you still have to deal with vanyiformats — 16:9 HD format vs.
4.3 standard Def TV, so one composition alwaysessff.). Creatively | think
both TV and film can be very satisfying. | havedsed entirely on television the
last 10 years, and | love the fact that a showithabrking can reach millions of
loyal fans every week. A single episode might kendgy more people than any
of the movies | have worked on. The other thing tbaifferent about TV is that
if a show keeps going, you can be with the samaad people for years. You
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develop a real sense of family (or dysfunctionatifg depending on the cast and
crew!) in a way that is different from the 30 orddy shoot of an independent

feature film.
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Appendix B

Interview with Sarah Cawley

This interview was conducted via e-mail. | recei&atah Cawley’s responses to

my list of questions on 6 December 2009.

Firstly, I'd like to ask what led you to cinematography, and to work with

Hal Hartley. As | understand it, you were at StateUniversity of New York at
Purchase with Hartley, and you were first assistantameraperson onlThe
Unbelievable Truthand Trust. What were your experiences in these early

collaborations?

I met Hal Hartley when we were both attending theeSUniversity of New
York at Purchase. He was a few years ahead of mas friends with Hal and
also with Michael Spiller who was Hal’'s DP in thogsars.

| was working as a focus puller for Michael Spiléerd | was 1st AC on
The Unbelievable TrutiWe shot that film in twelve and a half days,ih# It
was a small budget. | was in a hotel room with alfiwe other women who were
working on the project, including Tami Reiker whasv2nd AC and Kelly
Reichardt, who was working in the wardrobe depantimiéyou can believe that.
She also had a small acting role.

| worked as 1st AC ommhe Unbelievable Truttsimple MenSurviving
Desire and a few other collaborations, including a feusra videos and
commercials that Hal directed. It was very enjogalihere was a group of us
who worked together, including Ted Hope as produbady Chin as make-up,
Mike Spiller as DP. It was fun to show up on onédaf’s shoots and see all the
familiar faces. It was kind of like going to camp.

| went directly to the position of 1st AC withoutex being a 2nd AC on
a feature, and there was a lot of pressure. Thetiine we went to the lab for
projected dailies, | was nervous that they woul@bieof focus. They were fine

though.
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We all enjoyed working on those joldde Unbelievable Truttvas done
for deferred pay, and we were all surprised anghaghen we got our

paychecks in the mail, months later.

Are you particularly drawn to independent/alternative films? How do you
think the job of a cinematographer varies in different kinds of productions

(independent, mainstream, short film, TV, documentsy, etc.)?

Independent films are great, and that's how | baggrtareer as a DP, by
shooting indie features, which | very much enjoyladca sense, though, I've had
my heart broken by independent cinema. I've shah@2pendent features and
none of them have done big box office. | neverrggtchance to shoot a
breakout movie likd.ittle Miss Sunshiner Boys Don’t Cry The movies that |
have DP’d have gone to festivals, and been showhpmut not too much box
office. That's been a disappointment.

In the last few years | have shot no independettifes and lots of
network television, specificallyygly Betty Zip andin the Motherhoodl find it
gratifying because it has an audience and peoplé.d&s also exciting to shoot
on a big studio lot in Los Angeles, with such amgzairews and equipment.

On independent features | get more time to prep thi¢ director,
including visiting the locations and shot listifgete and discussing visuals with
the production designer. On episodic TV, thereoisenof that. I'm shooting all
the time, so the only prep happens during a lunebtimg or something.
Episodic is more constant: wrap one episode amd)lomi the next director for the
next show and start shooting immediately. Theteds opportunity to help the
director lay out the coverage. If the director @ strong at visuals, or they don’t
understand eyelines, it really kills the schedtileey need to come in with a
great shotlist. If they don’t, the DP is in troulblecause it slows down the shoot,
which is the kiss of death in television.

| love shooting documentaries. There’s no monay; iout | enjoy it a lot.
The DP is in a verite situation and has to makelqdecisions, which is an
enjoyable challenge. | have shot babies being et people hiking out of the
Gobi desert in Mongolia, decorative scarring, styggou name it. You've

really got to think on your feet, which I love.

207



Thinking more specifically aboutThe Girl from Mondayand Fay Grim, what
kind of working relationship did you have with Hartley? He’s known as
someone who has an unusually clear sense of theigaf the shot and the
choreography of the actors within the shot. Are thee particular challenges

for a cinematographer working in this way?

Hal has very concise ideas about the blocking asuhis for his films. Our
working relationship is very straightforward andnesawWhen we are making a
movie together, the set is very quiet and focublsither of us likes extraneous
noise, chatter, walkietalkies or cell phones.

Hal also limits the amount of people on set. Thedpction designer
dresses the shot. | operate the camera myselfe Hremo superfluous people
around.

He does virtually every shot on a 50 mm lens. Itcamnd talk him into
going wider, but it's a waste of time. | have knolim for so many years that |
know how he works, and how he blocks his actorhabthe 50 mm will work
for his coverage. He does not mind if dialogue lesyspoff camera. He will
accept input when we have a challenge, such asighépage scene in Henry’'s
cell in Fay Grim but generally he comes in with a shotlist. Ofrsethe may
change his shotlist during the day.

Once Hal has completed his work, it's time to wi&jhe gets all his
shots in eight hours, then the day is over. Thezevany directors who will

shoot until a producer forces them to wrap. Halasone of them.

Both The Girl from Mondayand Fay Grim have a very vibrant and quite
unusual visual style. What are some of the technifaonceptual issues raised
by the frequent use of canted/Dutch angles, colodints, shutter speed

effects, and so on?

The Girl from Mondayvas a complete success visually. We shot it oAla P
Sony HVX-2000, which is a tiny little camera. Wedravery small crew on that
movie. The shutter effect and the color grad Slteeere both Hal's ideas. We
chose the filter colors together and | think | wenthe photo store to buy them
myself. Hal said to use them whenever and whensreaervanted, without over-
thinking it. It was an intuitive process. I'd put a filter and sometimes he’'d
comment, or suggest a change. There were certi@rsfihat we ended up using
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more than others. There was a chocolate one areka gne that we especially
liked.

The streaky shutter effect really influenced thecking and camera
movement. Hal would watch a rehearsal on the mopaitd then make
adjustments to the actors’ blocking so that theadtiness helped tell the story,
and so that the key story points were conveyed.

The canted angles, color filters and streaky shutéze there to be
visually pleasing and stimulating. There was nbigaintellectual construct about
when we would use it or what it meant.

Technically it was not a huge challenge. Hal aatiays prep quite
thoroughly, so we know what we are doing when we@set. Orirhe Girl from
Mondayl was doing the camera operating, so | would lgefitter from the
camera assistant and place it myself. | would atjast the shutter myself. |
actually also pulled focus on that movie by mysetijch took a lot of skill.

OnFay Grim | went to Berlin to prep for many weeks. We wsheoting
with a much larger camera, the Sony F-900. We hadeh larger crew. Initially
| thought the idea was to make it look more lilsegtecursoHenry Fool

During prep it became clear that we were goingaondre stylized
cinematography, and that we were going to Dutchyesieot. In fact there is only
one shot that is not canted, and it’s the first stedid. | forgot to put a Dutch
angle on it because it was the first day. Everglsiother shot is canted. Once

again, it was Hal's idea. He likes that way it lsoknd of story.

Do you think the cinematography of a film can be @leasure in and of itself,
or does it always serve in some way to express tamotional lives of the
characters or the themes of the film? Does the answto this depend on the

film/director?

| absolutely feel that cinematography can be aguiesin and of itself and need

not express the emotional lives of the characters.

Hartley has describedKimono as a ‘landscape’ film, made in the tradition of
‘slow’ filmmakers such as Tarkovsky, Ozu and Wendes. What was your
experience of shooting in this style? Did the landape have an influence on

your working practices?
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Kimonowas a total pleasure to shoot because everythasgmservice of the
visuals and the mood. We didn’t even have a soaocadrdist on set. We shot it in
the country outside of Woodstock, in upstate NewkY bwas born and raised
near there and | love that landscape. We sougtdlabrate that landscape and
give it a life of its own through the images.

We shot it in 35 mm film, which of course lookedab&ful. Miho is so
beautiful to photograph. She is so highly trairedance and movement that it is
a joy to watch. We concentrated on creating a Visuend that would engulf the
senses. We accomplished this by exquisite produdésign, cinematography,
and wardrobe. It was a very pure experience totdkioeona There were very
few actors, no sound recordist, and a simple naera¥irtually all of our efforts
went into the visual images and the mood, whicbaafrse is a dream come true
for a cinematographer.

A secret of our success as a director/DP teanmatsotiice Hal explains
what he wants to achieve, | begin to executedar’’t try to put my personal
stamp on his idea. If Hal says ‘We are going shostow motion with
thousands of feathers falling from the ceilingghl order the requisite
equipment and light the feathers so that they loedutiful.

If Hal says ‘We are going to put a Dutch angle werg shot’ then | order
a tripod head that allows that, and we take it ftbere. When he presents his
idea, it's already completely thought out. He ddesant anyone to pick it apart
again.

Plus we have known each other for decades, whidg$a great comfort

level and ease of communication.
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Appendix C

Interview with Steve Hamilton

This interview was conducted via e-mail. | receiBtdve Hamilton’s responses
to my list of questions on 11 May 2010. | sent ¢hierther questions (the
second, tenth and twelfth questions in the sequialoav) in response to three of
his answers and received a response on 20 May 2010.

Could you tell me a little about the beginnings oyour career in film, and
about working on Ambition, Surviving Desireand Simple Mer?

Possibly more than you're interested in hearing,ny career in film began as a
very specific decision and perceived trajectorytioeby a series of fortunate
coincidences. You can say | was lucky, but | alad Wision, and | capitalized on
the opportunities that were presented to me. hathdr large) nutshell.

| studied literature and philosophy in universityd afterwards, having
grown up in ‘the silicon valley’ of California | lppened to get offered a job at a
high-tech startup as their very first salespergbhis plays into the Avid
question later as it prepared me to take advarabtiee emerging film-related
technological revolution that | helped to pione@eyfectly suitable work for an
English major with a minor in philosophy who knewtimng about technology. |
learned fast though but after three years in ‘tégigarned for a more creatively
meaningful life and so | quit my job and lived affy savings for a year while
taking theater and dance classes and volunteeminge San Francisco (where
I'd been living since graduation) at various theated dance venues. Through
all this exploration | became interested in filmaasiedium which incorporated
all aspects I'd been learning, visual, sound, musacrative, etc. and so | took a
job at the Mill Valley Film Festival as their coandtor of volunteers, hoping to
get an entrée into the film business. | never $wnriside of a theater during the
entire festival so busy was | coordinating thostside of it but at the wrap party
for the crew, when | mentioned to the artistic dioe of the festival that | hadn’t
seen a single movie, she pulled a cop¥loé Unbelievable Trutbut of her bag

and said, ‘this one’s good, take it home and wétthwatched it and rewound it
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and watched it again, and having grown up in theuges myself (of California
not Long Island but basically the same thing) &ligtidentified with the film and
its tone and its perspective and | turned to migrigind Jocelyn and said, ‘I think
I'd like to move to New York City and work with thguy Hal Hartley.” She was
all for it having studied at FIT before moving baokSan Francisco and a few
months later we were driving across the countryrwiir cat and everything we
owned to a city that I'd only visited once before.

Before leaving for NYC | got offered an internslaippZoetrope studios
through somebody at the festival who had a fri¢nweld and after a week of
dutiful and uncomplaining paper sorting and filingas rewarded with the task
of helping one of the sound editors (Roy Finchadiim Roman Coppola was
producing record sound fx down in the basementstinere. He needed
somebody to hold the mic while he banged some shiogether, rustled some
clothing, and crumpled up paper. | loved doingid avhen he found out | had a
car and could drive him out to Alameda to reconshemeighborhood sound fx |
jumped at the chance. A couple of days later ortefssistant sound editors on
the film got offered some real money to work onggbr film and Roy
suggested they hire me as an apprentice insteaglaicing the departing
assistant. Interestingly enough the team was egditia sound for this film on a
bunch of computer equipment that had been loan&datiacis (who as you
probably know was always interested in trying cesvriechnologies in the
service of filmmaking) and because | had just spieneie years learning all about
computers | took home the manuals, learned all tadheuprograms they were
using and quickly made myself indispensable. Thas w989 and Francis kept
bringing people by and commenting about how we wegating the entire sound
track for this feature film without ‘cutting any aand everybody seemed duly
impressed but | didn’t even know what ‘mag’ wadager learned it was the term
used for the magnetic film stock | would be usimgitieory of Achievement
Ambition Surviving DesireandSimpleMen) In a scene worthy of one of
Francis’ ownGodfathermovies | arrived in New York with a sealed letbér
introduction that | guess basically told the pradut manager ol he Godfather
3 which was shooting at the time in New York thatWorked hard for them in
SF and to give me one of those ‘mob style’ jobsheaot paid 75 dollars a day
to just sit in the office and look for a real jdWhat | got was a gig assisting (for
free) one of the top film assistants in New Yorkowas editing a short 35 mm

film for a director named Cort Tramontin and sheswahble to teach me
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everything | needed to know about ‘the system’ mak film editing rooms
were organized and run.

All this was perfect preparation for my ‘big bréakich commenced
only two days after arriving in New York when | wien visit my cousin Page
Hamilton founder of the rock band Helmet who waslieg bar down in the East
Village. Upon arrival at the bar he immediatelylpdlout a copy of his ‘first
music video that was shot by that guy Mike Spiiéro shot that movidhe
Unbelievable Truth Talk about unbelievable, I couldn’t believe nuck and
Page put me in touch with Michael who met me fealifast and apparently told
Hal that there was a normal and sincere seemingupaywas Page Hamilton’s
cousin and who’d just arrived in New York and whanted to become a film
editor and who was willing to work for free. Lo abdhold two months later |
came home to a message on my answering machinedkatone other than Hal
Hartley himself offering me a job as the assistttor on his short filnTheory
of Achievemerand we hadn’t even met yet. He hired me sightemseuckily
the aforementioned experience had perfectly prejpaeto take charge of Hal's
editing room and many years later he told me tmaday | walked into his
editing room he thought to himself that ‘I no lon¢g@ve to worry about this part
of the process’. | speak about the four films aptewf times in later questions,
but | was fortunate enough to have entered Hdésduring a remarkably fertile
period and the four films you mention all happeoad after the other in a two
year long succession that basically constitutedfiimy schooling’ both
technically and aesthetically. | remember earlyrare was a Godard
retrospective at Film Forum and Hal and | went san a ton of those movies
and this was my first exposure to any kind of émt fand of course | absorbed
Godard through Hal and he became a great inspiratid influence on me as

well.

So it was Godard’s work in particular that was an nfluence? What was it,
would you say, that you and Hartley took from Godad in your early
projects? Do you think Godard was a fairly unusualpoint of reference in

filmmaking/editing in American film at this time?

One of the things | really absorbed from Godardi, we didn’t always talk about

it, but this percolated below the surface all iheet was the relationship of

image and sound. The first thing Hal taught him fdftudents each year during his
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stint at Harvard was how to sync dailies, on filmith a syncronizer. The
materiality of that act and the fact that pictunel aound were NOT married to
one another per se but could be manipulated inadlmly of one another he felt
was one of the most essential tools in a filmmakarsenal.

In big Hollywood-style filmmaking, when the souagkw is working,
the work is divided up to the point where the parsocharge is totally alienated
from any kind of cohesive sense of what's beindthuiterms of the soundtrack.
For the sound editors themselves it's even workeyTive in a tiny myopic
world that might involve say, cutting in backgroustibiences for reels 1, 5 and
6. In the early Hartley films | was often builditige sound track entirely by
myself or with the help of just one or two peoplermst. Even when |
supervised the sound for Ang Le&ense and Sensibilitye only had three or
four people working on a film that might normallsie had a sound crew of 16
or more people. What this large crew typically mesthat everybody throws
everything in and the supervisor just sorts itiauhe mix.

In the worst case, if they get behind in the riert stuff might end up
in there that’s unintended, or that people are exaware of, or that is just plain
bad. In the best case it just turns out bland dearp. The dialog tracks are first
totally anesthetized and only the words are lefAimything that's remotely
unclear or noisy is ADR’d over and you end up witis soundscape that might
be dramatic and loud, as in a lot of action movies,is often inelegant and is
usually very generic. | always told any of the deaphom | mentored that every
sound you put into a film should mean somethingilie case of Hal’'s movies a
lot of those early offscreen tire squeals, crastadies, and door slams meant
that there was a bump in the dialog track that ede¢d be covered over.) But we
made these gestures bold and aggressive so awvédise stylization of the film,
perhaps even an ‘alienation effect’ a la Brechtd &imd of postmodernist
breaking of the 4th wall the license for which lieee came from Godard (at
least for me it did), but | know Hal was also st Artaud and others via his
former teacher Travis Preston.

Anyway, the sound principles in a nutshell were

1. Keep it simple, direct and purposeful.
2. Make bold sonic gestures.
3. Don’t be afraid to break the 4th wall with a sdwas long as it adds energy or
emotion to the scene and subscribes to the presmltlined above.
214



And if you want a really concrete example look ad@rd’'sPrenom Carmen
which was basically made with just three or foacks: the string quartet, the
VO, and the production recordings. There was lgtl@othing added beyond
that.

How would you characterise your working relationshp with Hal Hartley?
What is the balance of creative/technical input beteen the two of you?

| started as an assistant editor dealing with yineiag of dailies and the
organizing of the editing room on the short filtheory of Achievemeritd had
very little experience at that point but | sat tiglext to Hal all day long and |
watched and absorbed and we sometimes talked albatithe was doing, but
mostly | watched. Then | started sound editinglanrtext short filmAmbition)
because he’d liked the sound that I'd done for drainer’s film Time Expired
During the editing oSurviving Desiremy skills at the physical/technical ‘craft’
of editing (which at the time was cutting and tgpactual ‘film’ together) began
to surpass Hal’s. This led to Hal beginning to heneecut sequences that he’'d
‘marked up’ with grease pencil while he focuseccomposing the music and
that led eventually to making my own marks and dkercourse of the first four
films we’d worked on together (during an almostnierrupted period of two
years) | became Hal’s ‘editor’ ddimple MenHe trusted my instincts and as
related in the story above | really identified witis sensibilities, and given that
my entire film education came largely by watchingumes with Hal or watching
films that Hal had recommended or just mentioneplassing, | was able to
really ‘get inside of his head'.

Given the organic and amorphous transition it bexalmost
impossible to even recognize where my thought emadeldHal's began and I'd
often find myself reacting to the way he’d shifthis chair while watching
something or this little bubbly thing he’d do witte spit in his mouth when
something didn’t seem quite right, and these thsmsred me on to make
changes based sometimes on comments, sometimegiion, sometimes
without the benefit of either but informed entirély my mentorship under him
and the fact that | simply ‘understood’ what he \gatting at. When we began
editing on computers then the lines really begdnlio because | could actually
work faster than he could think or speak and s@tbeess became much more
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visceral and more organic still. I've never sat daw calculate it, and it sounds
cliché, but | have to believe that Hal and | haperg thousands of hours together
working on his movies and we started out on theespage, so there’s a lot of
symbiotic thought going on.

That said, | think the films that editorially rgggent my most
‘unfettered’ input would be the two DV filmBhe Book of LifendThe Girl from
Monday Interestingly enough I think it was these filrhattled Hal back towards
editing himself and he’s developed a new relatignsfith our assistant from
The Girl from MondayKyle Gilman that’'s more like the one we had bacthe
beginning. It wasn't that Hal didn't like the woraut that in a way maybe I'd
gotten so good at it that he was losing a sensemiection to it and he wanted
to dig his hands ‘back into the trim bin’ so to ap@&nd reconnect more with the
post process. Because | was unable to travel tiinBard spend a lot of time
there (I had my own business to run now and a giaftipport back in New
York) there was an opportunity for us to ‘breakthe band’ so to speak and for
him to depart on this whole new (old) way of wokwhere he’s much more

involved in every element of post production.

You founded the post-production facility Spin CyclePost, one of the
pioneers of AVID technology, in 1993. What were soenof the benefits of
using AVID, and of having your own facility to work in?

Ted Hope said to me very early on that ‘if you cbcbntrol the means of
production, you could control your creativity'. éwer forgot that and this led me
to convince Hal that editingmateuron an Avid would give us unprecedented
control. Creatively cutting on the Avid did in fawtlp me as | discuss [above] as
it allowed me to be much more instinctive aboutet#s | made and a lot less
‘studied’ about them. When it takes several mintwesut and splice two or three
pieces of film for each cut you have to really thihings through and work very
hard to make choices. | later worked on a shotjeptavith Atom Egoyan who'd
just finishedKrapp’s Last Tapand he told me about how because it was just
going to be 13 separate takes strung togetherdugth he’d edit it himself and
that he’d edit it on a steenbeck. Well then theat®were so few that each one
became SOOO important that where to cut seemedsaimpossible to
determine and he cut up the ends and beginningaatf scene so much they
could hardly run through the heads on the steenthesgkwere so full of tape. So
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what the Avid does is it lets you be sort of binaryour decision making. (You
become a human computer!) Tap is this better thar? tif yes then keep it, if no,
then Tap is this better than before? If yes theapkt if no then, well, you get
the picture. It's all feel and a lot less thoudhstway. At least when it comes to
the fine tuning. The big picture is still a lottbibught and screenings and dialog
and we still often use 3 by 5 notecards to do papés.

That said, when we cétmateuron an Avid the process of editing
picture was VERY unwieldy. The images were bad stibeage was super
expensive and we couldn’t even afford to haveraldailies on line at once. We
cut it in order one third of the film at a time! dinwe’d get rid of everything we
didn’t use and load the next third until finally Wwad a whole cut on the
computer but nothing else. Then we’d load a scéaetiane to work on them. It
was really cumbersome and my head hurt every deguse every button I'd
press on the computer I'd be visualizing the edeiviaactivity with my hands,
and a splicing block, and a steenbeck.

But when it came to the SOUND editing. Now THATsaarevolution.
We could prep our dialog way better, we could hgie all our tracks at once, we
could go out and record sounds and load them mgbthe computer without
having to send it through the dubbing room at Scond. THAT was
empowering. And | knew that it was just a mattetimie before the picture
followed and would be equally as revolutionizedt Bie sound tracks we started
making on the computer were so far beyond whatoegth available to the low
budget feature world that it was truly a revoluti@ven to this day, if you're not
making a special effects movie, the differenceutficg a film on a steenbeck
and on a computer is pretty negligible. Other ttheat viscerality | referred to

above.

One of the most celebrated sequences $imple Men the first full-length
feature you edited for Hartley, is the ‘Kool Thing’ dance sequence. This
includes a number of quite unexpected cuts (from Mdin by his truck to the
bar interior, and from the dance sequence to Kateitting down at a later
point), and also a long take where usually we woulexpect to see some cuts.
I'd like to know a bit about your approach to editing more unconventional

sequences such as this.
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To this day, on my commercial editing reel | shitlude the section @&imple
Menthat comes shortly after the scene you're talkibgut, but the same style
applies. It opens with Bill arriving at the gast&ta in order to try and sell the
motorcycle and ends with the sheriff coming in &ndcking that ash tray onto
the ground. There’s such an efficiency and econtintlyge storytelling and the
edits all have an energy throughout. | don’t knouchwhat to say about it
except that it harkens to mind a statement Walterdi makes in his book about
editing which I've always taken to heart. ‘Cut ¢l bad bits.” Twice in my
career I've taken over feature films that had bedited by another editor and
weren’t working. In each case | cut out about aartiom them and didn’t even
rework too many scenes (although of course there s@me). In each case
that's all | did, was look at what was there anat ‘aut the bad bits’ and in each
case the film was ‘transformed'. If all that youledt with is the good parts then
everything gets better. And if something doesmwwfthen you can probably fix
it by cutting out even more so that the edit sbgaxks you in the face. In the
end, it's all just rhythm and finding the beat thaoing to either be subtle or
slammin’ as appropriate. Just try to avoid those thll away from either
extreme. Bland, boring, blech. | edit a lot witheutn looking at the images, |
just listen. The rhythm is in there. It's in thadpage. You just have to find it.
There’s rhythm in Martin flipping the pages of ghieone book. There’s rhythm
in the slight catch in Bill's throat as he saygu$t borrowed it’. Then you build
the rhythm between him and Vic, ‘Us? | mean me. Yaig us?’ etc.

So sometimes the rhythm is in there in the diasogpetimes it gets
built out of the language of the script, sometirtiesactors nail it either alone or
together, and sometimes it's choreographed intartise en. You cut when you
absolutely have to, and sometimes when you waistnit sometimes not at all!

But the most important thing is to listen.

How much does music influence the work you do as aditor? In an
interview about The Girl from MondayHartley recalls how you were
concerned to avoid too obvious a ‘match’ between éhcuts and the beats of

the music.

If you're interested there is a podcast availallé-tunes in which | spend an
hour discussing the way in which music affects mijirg. It's got a lot of good
music in it so it's not as boring as it sounds. Ppbdcast series is callddzz
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Inspiredand it was done on NPR by a jazz pianist nameg Qadmichael who's
interviewed a lot of people from all walks of liéout how music (specifically
jazz but | mostly discuss rock and roll and hip dpch was a departure for her
show that she said a lot of people were interasfedly episode is number 92.
You can find it in the i-tunes store for free.

In a nutshell though, I've always got a song pigyin my head.
Interestingly enough | don't really like listenitg music while | edit, at least
while I'm doing the heavy lifting, thinking part ¢fie process. But | always have
sound and music in my head informing what I'm doifilge nice thing about
having it in my head is that the tempo can chahigegenerally searching for a
syncopated rhythm that provides tension and reledszently and throughout
rather than falling into some sort of rock and bbly 4 repetitiveness. As |
mention in the podcast it all dates back to th& fime | heard ‘The Ocean’ by
Led Zeppelin. There’s a beat missing in the opegimtar/drum riffs and it just
made all my adolescent energy want to explode Whléstovered it. | couldn’t
stop listening to that song and it's informed myrkvever since. When you cut to
actual music it's easy to fall into that. Espegiallhen listening to songs and not
score. Scored music can be a little more free famohless restrictive.

When | am editing to the music (asTi@FM which you mention), |
often avoid cutting ON the beat but rather letltbat fall on some sort of
narrative/choreographic rhythm ‘inside’ the shdtisldovetails nicely with and
is probably greatly informed by Hal’'s own oftentsthinterest in the
choreography and movement within the mise en soeskots which he’ll often
prefer to cutting around a scene. The dialog pes@ rhythm, the choreography
and eyelines provide a rhythm, the sound desigwigees a rhythm and finally
the music gets in there and does its part. Somstbafore, sometimes during,
sometimes after a scene is actually cut.

(Sidebar, I'll never forget when Hal made the Nsgmusic video after
meeting him on the Japan sectiorbft . It was for this crazy Japanese pop song
and Hal suggested we actually cut it to a piecdasfsical music (I'm forgetting
which one at the moment) then we just laid theadang on top of what I'd
edited together and it worked too! | have a copthat original somewhere and
we subtitled it the NYSCA (pronounced niss-ka) w@rdecause we imagined it
was the kind of thing people submitted when tryimget grants from the New
York State Council for the Arts.)
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Anyway, as Hal began to give me more and moreorespility for the
editing of his films | think it was driven largeby his desire to get on with the
creation of the music which he really loved doiHg’d sit in the back of the
room watching me work and with his headphones aeybhoard and sometimes
a guitar he’d work on music and then he’d ask mglay back scenes and he’'d
play along and when it seemed right we’d lay itfo#fit to the 4 track cassette to
get dubbed onto mag and cut in and later ontoadlé toaded into the computer
and edited.

One distinctive feature of a number of Hartley’s flms (the ‘New York’
section ofFlirt, The Girl from Monday) is the use of jump-cuts. These cuts
are particularly striking because they don’t seema express a character’s

confusion or agitation in the conventional way.

The jump cuts were something that Hal would askmioen he was unhappy with
what he’d shot and wanted to give it some enerdgai/ they were informed by
the early Godard jump cuts Breathlessbut we were just playing with ways in
which we could drive forward the action and gereetahsion and energy if

something felt flat or safe.

The editing style inHenry Fool seems more understated and perhaps less
‘visible’ than the style adopted in many of the otler films. Did you and

Hartley see the film as a departure in that way aall?

In that interview | did irlMoviemakemagazine | speak about this a little bit. |
felt Henry Foolwas sort of the culmination of the first phasdiaf's career. He
and | have never spoken about this, but it's jost &f my own sense of where
things were and where they went. The next pieceBoak of Lifeand that film
was shot with a small mobile crew with no permitdl @an DV cameras and
everything was very fast and loose. Hal reallygleof that restraint that all the
films had been leading up to and | think this ledrore energy iMonster(No
Such Thinyalthough the larger budget and bigger name casédl some
additional restraint. The nice thing about it wawas restraint informed by that
energy ofThe Book of Lifdeneath the surface and it felt really excitind #ren

in the final scene we really just threw all thedsaup in the air!
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Could you say a little about the approach you and Hirtley take towards
relating a character or group of characters to thei surroundings? I'm
thinking particularly of the exterior scenes, whetler urban or

suburban/rural.

I’'m not sure there’s a LOT to say about this, hutlee other hand there’s
EVERYTHING to say about it. The surroundings pravitie armature upon
which a character’s choreography is built, anddi@eography provides the
structural rhythm upon which the dialog is buihdan the end, these two factors
feed into whether and when a cut takes place. &tstivhat | mean by nothing
and everything. | guess there’s nothing to SAY alidout it means
EVERYTHING?

So it's important but not at the most immediate leel? What about those
moments when the landscape does seem to assume some
metaphorical/symbolic significance, such as the ltandic ‘black desert’
landscapes inNo Such Thing or the shot of Jesus in which he’s framed next
to the Empire State Building in The Book of Life?

One of the things that distinguishes Hal’'s worktira lot of more ‘traditional’
work, is the lack of establishing shots. My undemsting was that Hal felt these
were energy robbing and time wasting. The charadatethe environments told
the stories, and seeing a ‘preparatory’ shot tiditated some sort of
punctuation like ‘meanwhile’ was a waste of timattbould be spent working
with the actors. And working with the actors wasgpaount. There was never
enough time to rehearse with the actors beforetsigydout the shooting always
benefited from whatever time there was. | think Blalays wished he could
workshop a film for months before it started bus tvas never really possible
financially.

Nevertheless, | think this decision may have Hsmm initially out of
economics. These shots cost money, they're cometicd he wider the shot the
more elements you have to bring under your contotl what do they really tell
you? I'm not sure if Hal realized it later, or i lalways knew, but what initially
started out as economic practicality, later becagsthetically imperative. Get

on with the action!
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In No Such Thingwhich | haven’t watched since we finished it
because in the end working with the studio wasreengy sucking, life
diminishing bore) there were those beautiful laapges, but they weren’t
establishing shots. The landscape WAS a characteit a/as a significant part
of the narrative. So | don’t think that necessalbl was moving beyond his
rooted aesthetic, just that he had an opportuaitydrk with a character, the
Icelandic Landscape, that was offered to him, ahathvin that case, he had the
means economically to exploit. (That film’s budgets far greater than any
before or since of course.) But also the landseage‘dressed'. It didn’t need to
be prepared, just captured and contextualized dgdimera and the actor.

In Book of Life the landscape of New York City was availabletha
opposite reason. That film was so down and dirty @reap, and it was shot on
location in New York with no permits and a very sinceew, that the city again
was able to become a character in the story. Tasgsskot with what basically
amounted to a souped up consumer camcorder s@ ivevg easy to do things
out in the street that did not attract attentiolme €rew traveled in a single non-
descript passenger van, and if | remember corréotise was a gaffer, a sound
person, a PA and the camera person. So agairildtdmwvn somewhat to
economics, but even then, if the economics allevetfivironment to ‘mean’
something then it works. If it's just getting a slobthe house to salve the
audience’s curiosity about ‘what Henry's house Bbke’ then you're just doing
too much work for the audience and you're invitthgm to sit back and be
passive and just let the film roll over them. Dable in Hollywood-style

manipulation, but not so much in art film ‘engagee

In an article in Moviemakeryou talk about editing the Iceland sequences of
No Such Thing and about the difficulties communicating with Hatley at
this time. What was your experience of working inhis way, without very

much input from the director?

Well, I knew the input would come, but our careed aollaboration together had
been such a continuum to that point it was diftitaltell when his thought
ended and mine began. On most films previous towkal shoot everything and
then edit it afterwards. This was an ‘efficientdaimdy’ way to do it as | would
sometimes come on board a couple weeks into slgpatid then be playing
catch up with the dailies etc. but that would give those couple of weeks extra
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at the back end to be working with Hal. | was diedi at this point to have
sufficiently absorbed Hal’'s mentoring at that pdhet he was quite pleased with
an edit that was completed only about a week @ftgo the shooting wrapped.
The next several weeks were then spent playing seéimes in relation to music
and we weren't all worn out with the nuts and boftputting together a good
story and edit (I'd had six or eight weeks to dis tiready). The heavy lifting
was done and even though we played with the filmnfany weeks afterwards it
was much more experimental (leading for examplt@edinal ‘techno edit’

scene).

Do you think that more experimental aspects of thi&ind affected the film’s
commercial potential, at all? Were you aware of anypressure’ from

Coppola/American Zoetrope or MGM during post-production?

The only thing that ‘compromised the commerciability’ of No Such Thing
was the studio’s unwillingness to release it. itdorae pretty clear when we got
the first set of notes from Francis that he propdlaldn’t ever seen a Hal Hartley
film and certainly wasn’t expecting one. He wasentmg a ‘monster movie'.
What we delivered was a Hal Hartley film starringnanster. All of his notes
related to making the movie more consistent withghrceived genre. He didn’t
appreciate that Hal's work itself was a genre drad the monster ‘genre’ was
just an armature upon which to build one of hisiet This film was the most
fully realized of all of Hal's work and had the beast by far. If they’d promoted
the film aggressively it could have been a hitvdts bold and aggressive but it
spoke to the times both socially and politicallgldrthink people would have
loved it. The film was buried and relegated to abgy by the studio and | think
Hal was deprived of an audience that would havigyrappreciated what he was

saying and doing with the medium. | mean seriouslyund?

How would you characterise the relationship betweeHhlartley’s work and
independent film in general? Do you think the cultwe of indie cinema has

changed since the early 1990s?

During the 1990s the work that | did with Hal Hastland the community that
our company Spin Cycle Post and companies like Gdachine helped nurture

in New York City around what was at the time ofteferred to as ‘independent
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film” was significant and gratifying. To claim amyvnership of the title
‘independent’ would be absurd in view of the kimddilms being made in the
70s that even now I'm still discovering and regiyléeeling like they were light
years ahead of us in terms of downright edginedshaisiness and existential
angst and all that. Nevertheless there was a cotityrafrpeople revolving
around Hal who were learning a craft, and exergi#lieir creativity upon it in
ways that were earnest and productive and | behemesent a ‘fertile’ time for
film in general that likely will not be repeated.

I’'m often proven wrong today when | see films Il&ndy and Lugy
or Goodbye Soloor any of the films of Hou Hsiao Hsien and Wonray KVai.

But these films simply reveal what can happen wdremcredibly single minded
and talented director is able somehow to harnessat®f the unwieldy
apparatus and infrastructure required to actualgyt and shoot and edit a
movie.

For a brief period during the late 80s and thraugthe 90s that
apparatus was available to a host of New York bgeedg filmmakers and we
owned the apparatus for the most part, particularfyost production, and we
were at the center of it and we could make a rotid sniddle class living
making these unique, auteur driven films. Hal btdube working class
mentality of his upbringing to the manufacturerobiges and stories in the
cinematic form and he taught it to me and | greemindously from it and
played a part in what | think could be identifiedan actual ‘movement’. | would
credit Hal with being at the center of this becassenany people got their start
and inspiration from him and his work and the isfractures that were built up
around it.

Now that the apparatus is available to everybtubre is unfortunately
no distribution network that can allow anyone tdkma living and so the idea of
being a professional filmmaker without somehowisglbut to advertising or to
Hollywood is basically impossible. A few folks getlone, but the risks are
huge, and the commitment super-human. Hal now niakeays’ on video and
does them largely on his own and is searching feayto make a living off of
that. But he’s fortunate to have established enaighbody of work and a
reputation that he will likely be able to surviveea if he never makes a penny
off of these beautiful and fascinating little stsort

There’s a lot of really bad filmmaking out ther@mn And a lot of it
nods towards Hal and the type of work he pionedBetithere’s just a whole lot
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of people out there who ‘want to be directors’ thay ‘don’t really want to
make films.’ It's hard work and to really care abdwand really learn the
medium and stretch it and become adept at it ierti@an most are willing to do
these days. Hal always said ‘don’t let it beconweprecious’. Figure out what
you shot and what you were trying to say and if lptaw it, learn from that and
move on and do it better the next time. This precaentality is difficult to
engage in these days where a director really sezimsve ‘one chance’ to make
it or not and you're only as good as your last movi

Nevertheless the process seems to have flippa: tother extreme
where everything’'s so throw away and nothing segnegious enough’. Or at
least nothing seems like it was ‘worked’ for. Havays wanted to do the work.
And he taught me to do the work. And the work wessthing. Weworked
together. A lot.
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Filmography

Hal Hartley

Kid (short), 1984, PBS (TV broadcast)

The Cartographer’s Girlfriendshort), 1987, ZDF (German TV broadcast)
Dogs(short), 1988

The Unbelievable Truti1989, Miramax Films

Trust, 1990, Fine Line Features

Ambition(short), 1991, Alive from Off Center (TV broadcast)
Surviving Desirgshort), 1991, American Playhouse (TV broadcast)
Theory of Achieveme(ghort), 1991, Alive from Off Center (TV broadcast)
Simple Men1992, Fine Line Features

Flirt (short), 1993

Amateur 1994, Sony Pictures Classics

Iris (short), 1994, Polygram Video (video compilation)

NYC 3/94(short), 1994, Arte (TV broadcast, France/Germany)
Opera No. I(short), 1994, Comedy Central (TV broadcast)

Flirt, 1995, Cinépix Film Properties

Henry Foo| 1997, Sony Pictures Classics

The Other Alsgshort), 1997, Fondation Cartier (exhibition)

The Book of Life1998, Arte (TV broadcast, France/Germany)
Kimono(short), 2000, Ziegler FilmErotic TalesTV series, Germany)
The New Math(s)short), 2000, BBC (TV broadcast)

No Such Thing2001, MGM/UA Distribution Company
Conspiracy(short), 2004/2010

The Sisters of Merdghort), 2004, Possible Films (DVD)

The Girl from Monday2005, Possible Films

Fay Grim 2006, Magnolia Pictures

Accompliceg(short), 2009, Microcinema (DVD)

Adventurgshort), 2009, Microcinema (DVD)

A/Muse(short), 2009, Microcinema (DVD)

The Apologiegshort), 2009, Microcinema (DVD)

Implied Harmoniegshort), 2009, Microcinema (DVD)

General

2 Days in the Valleydohn Herzfeld, 1996, MGM

500 Days of Summekarc Webb2009, Fox Searchlight Pictures

A bout de souffl@ean-Luc Godard, 1960, Les Films Impéria andééci
Nouvelle de Cinématographie (France)

Absolutely Fabulousgseries), 1992—-2005, BBC (UK)

Adaptation Spike Jonze, 2002, Columbia Pictures

Une affaire de femmeg€laude Chabrol, 1988, MK2 Diffusion (France)

After Hours Martin Scorsese, 1985, The Geffen Company anchévdros.
Pictures

American BeautySam Mendes, 1999, DreamWorks Distribution
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Annie Hall Woody Allen, 1977, United Artists

The ApartmentBilly Wilder, 1960, United Artists

ArmageddonMichael Bay, 1998, Buena Vista Pictures

Babel Alejandro Gonzalez Inarritu, 2006, Paramount dgat

Bad News BearRichard Linklater, 2005, Paramount Pictures

Beauty and the Beasiean Cocteau, 1946, DisCina (France)

Beauty and the Beastary Trousdale and Kirk Wise, 1991, Buena Vista
Pictures

Before SunriseRichard Linklater, 1995, Columbia Pictures

Before SunseRichard Linklater, 2004, Warner Bros. Pictured svarner
Independent Pictures

Benny’s VidepMichael Haneke, 1992, Pandora Filmproduktion (ery)

Bikini Bandits(series), Steven Grasse, 2000, Atomfilms

Blade RunnerRidley Scott, 1982, Warner Bros. Pictures

Body and SoulRobert Rossen, 1947, United Artists

Boys Don’'t Cry Kimberly Peirce, 1999, Fox Searchlight Pictures

Bride of FrankensteinJames Whale, 1935, Universal Pictures

A Bronx Tale Robert De Niro, 1993, Savoy Pictures

The Brother from Another Planetohn Sayles, 1984, Cinecom Pictures

The Brothers McMullenEdward Burns, 1995, Fox Searchlight Pictures

Buffalo 66 Vincent Gallo, 1998, Lions Gate Films

Bugcrush(short), Carter Smith, 2006

Casing Martin Scorsese, 1995, MCA/Universal Pictures

Chan Is MissingWayne Wang, 1984, New Yorker Films

Chasing AmyKevin Smith, 1997, Miramax Films

The ChumscrubbeArie Posin, 2005, Newmarket Films

Citizen Ruth Alexander Payne, 1996, Miramax Films

Clerks Kevin Smith, 1994, Miramax Films

Clerks I, Kevin Smith, 2006, MGM

Close Encounters of the Third Kingteven Spielberg, 1977, Columbia Pictures

Cloverfield Matt Reeves, 2008, Paramount Pictures

Cop Out Kevin Smith, 2010, Warner Bros. Pictures

Crash David Cronenberg, 1996, Fine Line Features

Crocodile DundegPeter Faiman, 1986, Paramount Pictures

The Crying GameNeil Jordan, 1992, Miramax Films

Dancer in the DarkLars von Trier, 2000, Fine Line Features

The Darjeeling LimitedWes Anderson, 2007, Fox Searchlight Pictures

The Da Vinci CodeRon Howard, 2006, Columbia Pictures

Dazed and Confuse®ichard Linklater, 1993, Gramercy Pictures

Dead Man Jim Jarmusch, 1995, Miramax Films

Dear John(series), 1988-1992, NBC

Desperate Housewivéseries), 2004—, ABC

Desperately Seeking Sus&usan Seidelman, 1985, Orion Pictures Corporation

The Devil's AdvocateTaylor Hackford, 1997, Warner Bros. Pictures

The Devil's RejectRob Zombie, 2005, Lions Gate Films

Doctor Zhivago David Lean, 1965, MGM

Dogma Kevin Smith, 1999, Lions Gate Films

Donnie Darkg Richard Kelly, 2001, Newmarket Films

Do the Right ThingSpike Lee, 1989, Universal Pictures

Double IndemnityBilly Wilder, 1944, Paramount Pictures

Down by LawJim Jarmusch, 1986, Island Pictures

Easy RiderDennis Hopper, 1969, Columbia Pictures
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Emak-Bakiashort), Man Ray, 1927

EnchantedKevin Lima, 2007, Walt Disney Studios Motion Riis

The English PatientAnthony Minghella, 1996, Miramax Films

E.T, Steven Spielberg, 1982, Universal Pictures

Ever After Andy Tennant, 1998, Twentieth Century Fox Filnr@wation

Everything Will Be OKshort), Don Hertzfeldt, 2006, The Animation Show

Family Remaingshort), Tamara Jenkins, 1994

Finding Forrester Gus Van Sant, 2000, Columbia Pictures

Five Feet High and Risingshort), Peter Sollett, 1999, Cinema 16 (DVD)

Force of Evi| Abraham Polonsky1 948, MGM

For the Birds(short), Ralph Egglesto2000, Pixar Animation Studios

Freeheld(short), Cynthia Wade, 2007

Gasline(short), Dave Silver, 2001, Vanguard Cinema (DVD)

George Lucas in Lovishort), Joe Nussbaum, 1999, Red Hill (VHS)

Gerry, Gus Van Sant, 2002, ThinkFilm

Gina, an Actress, Age 48hort), Paul Harrill, 2001

Godzillas Roland Emmerich, 1998, TriStar Pictures

Goodfellas Martin Scorsese, 1990, Warner Bros. Pictures

Gowanus, Brooklyshort), Ryan Fleck, 2004

HappinessTodd Solondz, 1998, Good Machine

The Hidden Face of GlobalizatipB003, National Labor Committee

High Art, Lisa Cholodenko, 1998, October Films

The Hole Ming-liang Tsai, 1998, Fox Lorber

Home Alone 2: Lost in New YQi&hris Columbus, 1992, Twentieth Century Fox
Film Corporation

Homicide David Mamet, 1991, Triumph Releasing Corporation

House of 1000 CorpseRob Zombie, 2003, Lions Gate Films

House of Game®avid Mamet, 1987, Orion Pictures Corporation

Howards EndJames Ivory, 1992, Sony Pictures Classics

| Hired a Contract Killer Aki Kaurisméki, 1990, Pyramide Distribution (Fca)

Inning by Inning: A Portrait of a CoaglRichard Linklater2008, ESPN Original
Entertainment (TV broadcast)

It Could Happen to YquAndrew Bergman, 1994, TriStar Pictures

Jay and Silent Bob Strike Badkevin Smith, 2001, Dimension Films

Jerry Maguire Cameron Crowe, 1996, TriStar Pictures

Jersey Gir] Kevin Smith, 2004, Miramax Films

Keane Lodge Kerrigan, 2004, Magnolia Pictures

The Killers Robert Siodmak, 1946, Universal Pictures

King Kong Merian C. Cooper and Ernest B. Schoedsack, IRB8 Radio
Pictures

King Kong John Guillermin, 1976, Paramount Pictures

King Kong Peter Jackson, 2005, Universal Pictures

Lars and the Real GiylCraig Gillespie, 2007, MGM

Lawrence of ArabiaDavid Lean, 1962, Columbia Pictures

Life on Earth Abderrahmane Sissako, 1998, Haut et Court (Fjance

The Limey Steven Soderbergh, 1999, Artisan

Lisbon StoryWim Wenders, 1994, Pandora Filmproduktion (Geryhan

Little Children Todd Field, 2006, New Line Cinema

The Lord of the Rings: The Fellowship of the Rihgter Jackson, 2001, New
Line Cinema

The Lord of the Rings: The Two TowdPgter Jackson, 2002, New Line Cinema

The Lord of the Rings: The Return of the KiRgter Jackson, 2003, New Line
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Cinema

Lost In TranslationSofia Coppola2003, Focus Features

Loulou, Maurice Pialat, 1980, Gaumont (France)

Luxo Jr.(short), John Lasseter, 1986, Buena Vista Pictures

Lymelife Derick Martini, 2008, Screen Media Films

Mallrats, Kevin Smith, 1995, Gramercy Pictures

Man about Towrfshort), Kris Isacsson, 1997, Big Film Shorts (DVD)

Manhattan Woody Allen, 1979, United Artists

Mean StreetsMartin Scorsese, 1973, Warner Bros Pictures

Memento Christopher Nolan, 2000, Newmarket Films

Midnight, Walter Salles and Daniela Thomas, 1998, WinStaei@a

Mission: Impossible |IJohn Woo, 2000, Paramount Pictures

Mission: Impossible Il1J. J. Abrams, 2006, Paramount Pictures

Monsters, Ing.Pete Docter, David Silverman and Lee Unkrz®Q1, Buena
Vista Pictures

More (short), Mark Osborne, 1999, Film Movement (DVD)

My New GunStacy Cochran, 1992, IRS Media

Mystery Science Theatre 30@ries), 1988-1999, Comedy Central

Mystery Train Jim Jarmusch, 1989, Orion Classics

Napoleon DynamiteJared Hess, 2004, Fox Searchlight Pictures

Network Sidney Lumet, 1976, MGM

Night on Earth Jim Jarmusch, 1991, Fine Line Features

North by NorthwestAlfred Hitchcock, 1959, MGM

Ocean’s ElevenSteven Soderbergh, 2001, Warner Bros Pictures

Oleanna David Mamet, 1994, The Samuel Goldwyn Company

One(short), Stewart Hendler, 2001

On the WaterfrontElia Kazan, 1954, Columbia Pictures

Outland Peter Hyams, 1981, Warner Bros. Pictures

Out of the Pastalso known a8uild My Gallows High, Jacques Tourneur,
1947, RKO Radio Pictures

Passion Jean-Luc Godard,982, Parafrance Films (France)

Pi, Darren Aronofsky, 1998, Live Film & Mediaworkscin

Pleasantville Gary Ross1998, New Line Cinema

Politically Incorrect(series), 1994-2002, Comedy Central

The Public EnemyWilliam A. Wellman, 1931, Warner Bros. Pictures

Pulp Fiction Quentin Tarantino, 1994, Miramax Films

Punch-Drunk LovePaul Thomas Anderso2002, Columbia Pictures

Quiz ShowRobert Redford, 1994, Buena Vista Pictures

Repo ManAlex Cox, 1984, Universal Pictures

Reservoir DogsQuentin Tarantino, 1992, Miramax Films

Le retour a la raisor{short), Man Ray, 1923

Rollerball, Norman Jewison, 1975, United Artists

The Rotten FrujtEli Roth, 2000, Z.com

The Royal Tenenbaum#/es Anderson, 2001, Buena Vista Pictures

Rush Houy Brett Ratner, 1998, New Line Cinema

RushmoreWes Anderson, 1998, Buena Vista Pictures

Russian DollsCédric Klapisch, 2005, IFC Films

Salvador Oliver Stone, 1986, Hemdale Film

Saturday Night and Sunday Mornjngarel Weisz, 1960, Bryanston Films (UK)

Sauve qui peut (vieJean-Luc Godard, 1980, MK2 Diffusion (France)

Scandal Michael Carton-Jones, 1989, Miramax Films

A Scanner DarklyRichard Linklater, 2006, Warner Independent Regu
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Scarface Howard Hawks, 1932, United Artists

Scarface Brian De Palma, 1983, Universal Pictures

School of RockRichard Linklater, 2003, Paramount Pictures

The Science of Slegpichel Gondry, 2006, Warner Independent Pictures

S. Darkq Chris Fisher, 2009, Twentieth Century Fox Homé&Eaminment
(DVD)

Secrets & LiesMike Leigh, 1996, October Films

Seinfeld(series)1990-1998, NBC

A Serious ManEthan Coen and Joel Co@&009, Focus Features

sex, lies, and videotap8teven Soderbergh, 1989, Miramax Films

Shakespeare in Loy@ohn Madden, 1998, Miramax Films

Shine Scott Hicks, 1996, Fine Line Features

Short CutsRobert Altman, 1993, Fine Line Features

Sikumi (On the Iceshort), Andrew Okpeaha MaclLean, 2008, Cinema 16
(DVD)

Slacker Richard Linklater, 1991, Orion Classics

Sleepless in Seattldlora Ephron, 1993, TriStar Pictures

SleepoverJoe Nussbaum, 2004, MGM

SmithereensSusan Seidelman, 1982, New Line Cinema

Soylent GreenRichard Fleischer, 1973, MGM

The Spanish Apartme(dlso known a®ot LucR, Cédric Klapisch, 2002, Fox
Searchlight Pictures

The Spanish Prisonebavid Mamet,1997, Sony Pictures Classics

Spanking the Monkepavid O. Russell, 1994, Fine Line Features

Spider-Man Sam Raimi, 2002, Columbia Pictures

Starman John Carpenter, 1984, Columbia Pictures

Star Wars: Episode | — The Phantom Mendgeorge Lucas] 999, Twentieth
Century Fox Film Corporation

Star Wars: Episode IV — A New Hopigeorge Lucas, 1977, Twentieth Century
Fox Film Corporation

Star Wars: Episode V — The Empire Strikes B&xorge Lucas, 1980,
Twentieth Century Fox Film Corporation

Star Wars: Episode VI — The Return of the J&giorge Lucas, 1983, Twentieth
Century Fox Film Corporation

Street of Crocodileéshort), Stephen Quay and Timothy Quay, 1986, Briti
Film Institute (UK)

SubUrbig Richard Linklater, 1996, Sony Pictures Classics

The Sum of All Fear#hil Alden Robinson, 2002, Paramount Pictures

Take Care of Your Scarf, Tatjanaki Kaurismaki, 1994, Ovo Films (Greece)

Tape Richard Linklater, 2001, Lions Gate Films

Terminal Bar(short), Stefan Nadelman, 2003, Cinema 16 (DVD)

Terry Tate: Office Linebackéshort), Rawson Marshall Thurber, 2003, Hypnotic
Films

Thelma and LouiseRidley Scott, 1991, MGM

Thirteen Conversations about One Thiddl Sprecher, 2001, Sony Pictures
Classics

This Is My Life Nora Ephron, 1992, Twentieth Century Fox Film @oation

Three KingsDavid O. Russell, 1999, Warner Bros. Pictures

T-Men Anthony Mann, 1947, Eagle-Lion Films

Toy Story 2John Lasseter, Ash Brannon and Lee Unkrich, 1B88na Vista
Pictures

The Truman ShowPeter Weir1998, Paramount Pictures
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Two Weeks Noticdarc Lawrence, 2002, Warner Bros. Pictures

Used PeopleBeeban Kidron, 1992, Fox Video (VHS)

Vanishing PointRichard C. Sarafiari971, Twentieth Century Fox Film
Corporation

Violette NoziéreClaude Chabrol, 1978, Gaumont (France)

The Visitor Thomas McCarthy, 2007, Overture Films

Waitress Adrienne Shelly, 2007, Fox Searchlight Pictures

The Wal| Alain Berliner, 1998, Haut et Court (France)

Wall Street Oliver Stone, 1987, Twentieth Century Fox Filmr@wation

Wal-Mart's War on Workers2002, United Food and Commercial Workers

The Watermelon Woma@heryl Dunye, 1996, First Run Features

The Wedding BanqueAng Lee, 1993, The Samuel Goldwyn Company

Welcome to the Dollhous&odd Solondz, 1995, Sony Pictures Classics

Wet Dreams and False Imagehort), Jesse Epstein, 2004

What You Mean W¢g@8hort), Laurie Anderson, 1986

The Wraith of Cobble Hifshort), Adam Parrish King, 2006, Cinema 16 (DVD)

You've Got Mail Nora Ephron, 1998, Warner Bros. Pictures

Zack and Miri Make a Porndevin Smith, 2008, The Weinstein Company
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