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Down with Cinephilia? Long Live Cinephi-
lia? And Other Videosyncratic Pleasures

Marijke de Valck and Malte Hagener
Cinephiliain the New Media Age

From a historical perspective, the term cinephilia is Janus-faced. On the one
hand, it alludes to the universal phenomenon that the film experience evokes
particular sensations of intense pleasure resulting in a strongly felt connection
with the cinema, often described as a relation of love. Cinephiles worldwide
continue to be captured and enraptured by the magic of moving images. They
cherish personal moments of discovery and joy, develop affectionate rituals, and
celebrate their love in specialized communities. On the other hand, the term
covers practices and discourses in which the term cinephilia is appropriated for
dogmatic agendas. The most successful of these practices has beyond question
been the “politique des auteurs.” Colin MacCabe points out that the “politique des
auteurs” was not only concerned with establishing the primacy of the film-
maker-director, but also aimed at the creation of a new “perfect” audience.
When watching Hollywoodfilms, the young French film critics Truffaut,
Godard, Rohmer, and companions discovered they had passionate preferences
for certain filmmakers, mostly popular Hollywood directors, which they conse-
quently set out to legitimize in their writings in Cahiers du Cinéma. It is this dis-
course that MacCabe credits with the construction of an “omniscient cinéphile”
archetype that became central to the (elitist) mode of film reception known as
cinephilia.”

Initiated in the 1950s, cinephilia came to full bloom in the 1960s thanks to the
success of the Nouvelle Vague in France and abroad, but also the lively debates
in the film magazines Positif, Cahiers du Cinéma and the discussions by the cine-
philes congregating around the Cinema MacMahon and other Parisian movie
houses. It is here at this possible point of origin (there are other moments one
could single out as foundational®) that cinephilia presents its double nature: it
dotes on the most popular genre film(maker)s of the most popular national film
industry, yet it does so in a highly idiosyncratic, elitist, and often counterintu-
itive fashion. Cinephilia in its French attire of the 1960s is simultaneously demo-
cratic since it takes a popular cultural form very seriously while also being
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snobbishly aristocratic about it because it replaces traditional hierarchies (in
which film was found at the lower end of the continuum) with new, similarly
dogmatic taste preferences. In its classic form, cinephilia distinguishes between
“auteurs” and “metteurs-en-scéene” on the side of production, and, on the side of
reception, between those who can recognize certain distinctions — namely the
cinephiles — and those who cannot.

Like Colin MacCabe, Paul Willemen positions cinephilia in the French cultur-
al context. To the unchallenged credits for the “politique des auteurs” he adds
influence of the 1920s debates on photogénie: “[W]e first of all have to realise that
it [cinephilia] is a French term, located in a particular rationalisation or at-
tempted explanation of a relationship to cinema that is embedded in French
cultural discourses. The privileged moment of that history seems to me to be
the notion of photogénie. Photogénie was the first major attempt to theorise a rela-
tionship to the screen.”? Because these French discourses went hand in hand
with a flourishing and internationally acclaimed film culture, the practice of
Parisian cinephiles from the 1950s to the 1970s could acquire the status of a
classic case that is often abstracted in essentialist fashion from its historical spe-
cificity and mistaken as being synonymous with the phenomenon as such. De-
spite counter-voices, such as Annette Michelson who reminds us that cinephilia
has not one “proper” form but many for different historical periods,* the appeal
of the Parisian archetype continues to be very powerful and recurrently informs
contemporary debates.

When Susan Sontag proclaimed the death of cinema in 1996 she in effect de-
clared the incompatibility of the classic cinephile archetype with the contempo-
rary state of the cinema.” In her influential article “The Decay of Cinema” she
juxtaposes the heyday of cinephilia — the time when “the full-time cinephile
[was] always hoping to find a seat as close as possible to the big screen, ideally
the third row center” — with the present in which it is hard to find “at least
among the young, that distinctive cinephilic love of movies.” A love for movies
is not enough for Sontag, but a “certain taste” and continuous investments in
“cinema’s glorious past” are necessary as well. Thus even in her seemingly neu-
tral choice of words Sontag is crystal clear about the superiority of the cinephile
movement that can be traced back to Truffaut’s manifesto on “a certain ten-
dency of the French cinema.”® She holds on to the memory of classical cinephilia
characterized by the persistence of devoted cinephiles to track down and watch
rare movies projected in off-beat and often run-down exhibition venues in a
segregated atmosphere of elevated pleasure. The discrepancy of the contempo-
rary form of cinephilia with this nostalgic image results not in a revision of her
conception of cinephilia but in a declaration of its death.

Our contention is that, since the 1980s, cinephilia has transformed itself.
Nowadays it is practiced by a new generation of equally devoted cinephiles



Down with Cinephilia? Long Live Cinephilia? 13

who display and develop new modes of engagement with the over-abundance
of cinematic material widely available through advanced technology. A large
part of the public debate that followed Sontag’s obituary to cinephilia in fact
concentrated on the impact of new technologies. The online journal Senses of
Cinema dedicated a dossier to this discussion entitled “Permanent Ghosts: Cine-
philia in the Age of the Internet and Video” in 1999. One of the main opposi-
tions that is played out in the debate is “going out” versus “staying in.” Value
judgements differ with regard to the question which specific examples qualify
as cinephile practice. The younger generation tends to defend the technology of
their home video and internet education as a democratizing tool that not only
allows a global, non-metropolitan public access to cinema culture, but also gives
them control over their beloved films.” The critics of video and bootleg copies,
on the other hand, lament the possibilities to fast-forward, freeze-frame, and
zap through the sacred cinematic texts and stipulate the superior technology
and immersed experience of the theatre.®

The recognition that the opposition between “going out” and “staying in”
could be irrelevant for the contemporary cinephile condition is clearly put for-
ward by Jonathan Rosenbaum and Adrian Martin in their jointly edited anthol-
ogy Movie Mutations, a recent and important edition that clearly puts the topic
of cinephilia on the agenda. The publication grew out of five years of correspon-
dence and collaborations between film critics and filmmakers of which the first
round of letters was published in the French magazine Trafic in 1997. The project
was started as “an exploration of what cinephiles (and in some cases, film-
makers) around the planet have in common and what they can generate, acti-
vate and explore by linking up together in various ways.” Thus, the subtitle
“The Changing Face of World Cinephilia” could have been replaced by “The
Changing Interface of World Cinephilia,” for what Rosenbaum and Martin ob-
serve and encourage is a new transnational mode of interaction between cine-
philes. These interactions are not only inspired by the new home technologies
of video, internet and DVD, but also take place at global forums like interna-
tional film festivals and conferences. The book succeeds in convincingly describ-
ing the new global cinephilia moving beyond distinctions between “staying in”
and “going out,” but disappoints as a stronghold in terms of normative taste
hierarchy. Movie Mutations presents a lineup of the usual suspects of contempo-
rary world cinema (art/avant-garde) favorites — Abbas Kiarostami, Tsai Ming-
liang, Wong Kar-Wai, Jacques Rivette, John Cassavetes et al. Like Sontag, Ro-
senbaum and Martin are not primarily interested in describing the universal
phenomenon of cinematic pleasures in its rich variety of relations to the screen,
but pursue the specific agenda of positioning “certain tendencies” in the glob-
alized movie world as the new norm for cinephilia. As is evident from the fact
that their favorite hunting ground remains the film festival, Movie Mutations’
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authors still put their stake on the projected celluloid image on a cinema screen,
whereas we prefer to see cinephilia as an umbrella term for a number of differ-
ent affective engagements with the moving image. We are therefore also highly
critical of terms such as “videophilia”*® or “telephilia”*" as they only replace
one kind of medium specificity with another (also implying a certain taste hier-
archy). Instead we prefer to complement our revised concept of cinephilia with
the notion of “videosyncrasy” because we see today’s cinephiles as moving
easily between different technologies, platforms, and subject positions in a
highly idiosyncratic fashion that nevertheless remains connective and flexible
enough to allow for the intersubjective exchange of affect, objects and mem-
ories.

Martin and Rosenbaum’s anthology is not the only sign that points to a come-
back of cinephilia as a concept. France, the homeland of cinephile orthodoxy,
has recently seen two contributions to the field that go a long way towards his-
toricizing a practice that has been hugely influential in shaping cinema culture:
A collection of articles from the pages of cinephilia’s central organ, Cahiers du
Cinéma, delineates the activities of a previous generation* while Antoine de
Baecque’s expansive history and theory of cinephilia comprehensively covers
the classical period, but historically stops in the late 1960s and theoretically
with the introduction of new technology.” Both books are important additions
to a historical understanding of cinephilia, but they do not address the transfor-
mation that we want to focus on. This collection takes a different turn from the
established film theoretical agenda by considering contemporary cinephilia in
its own right and investigating the issues arising from various non-academic
practices that constitute new methods of loving film. This book, ultimately,
aims to conceptualize a period break and in doing so introduce Cinephilia 2 as
a marker for future research. New technological developments replay this basic
dialectical relationship of cinephilia on several levels while also adding new
layers to the concept. Rethinking cinephilia along several lines — a common de-
nominator of the papers collected in this anthology — is a fruitful endeavor and
opens up new theoretical and historical perspectives.

The Film-Historical Imaginary

In theoretical discussions, there is a discernible tendency to investigate cinephi-
lia as an act of memory. Many of the reflections on cinephilia as a critical con-
cept emphasize its interpenetration with the past. Paul Willemen explains the
necrophilia overtones in the cinephile moment with the observation that cine-
philia “relat[es].. something that is dead, past, but alive in memory.”"* Thomas
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Elsaesser also describes cinephilia as “the love that never dies,” the love that
binds the present to the past in memory."> Willemen and Elsaesser differ in their
attitude towards the role of new technologies in the cinephile’s maintenance of
memory, as Drehli Robnik points out in his contribution. Where Willemen sees
cinephilia as being threatened with extinction by electronic images, Elsaesser
describes new technologies as the contemporary way of remembering. This
book provides case studies and articles that support the latter perspective. The
technological changes are intimately connected with a transformed sense of
memory, the past and history. Moreover, in the contemporary context, cinephi-
lia’s interconnected flirtation with the past is rearticulated in a second impor-
tant way. Not only in the entangled web including technological changes, eco-
nomic platforms and social structures, but also in the contemporary films
themselves where a different relation to the past is visible. Arguably the most
eye-catching characteristic of contemporary cinephilia is its cultural-aesthetic
fusions of time and space, its radically different way of employing the historical
signifier. On the temporal level, past, present, and future are fused into a media
time that is increasingly disconnected from the traditional historical time. Cine-
philia in the new media age thus not only celebrates discoveries and classic
masterpieces, but also engages in popular reworkings of what we propose, fol-
lowing Elena Gorfinkel’s contribution, to call “the film-historical imaginary.”
The tendency of contemporary films — mainstream, art and avant-garde, Wes-
tern and others — to use history as a limitless warehouse that can be plundered
for tropes, objects, expressions, styles, and images from former works has often
been noticed. This historicist (rather than historical) practice has been given
many names: “allusionism,”*® “nostalgia and pastiche”’” or “recycling.”*® A
good example is DowN wiTH Love (USA: Peyton Reed, 2003) in which the re-
working of (film) history takes place solely within the feedback loops of the
media machine. The film opens with a spatial displacement so glaringly ob-
vious not even the nerdish IMDB-category goofs lists it'?: While descending the
stairs outside New York’s Grand Central Station, Barbara Novak (Renée Zell-
weger) finds herself opposite the UN-headquarters which is in fact six blocks to
the east. And a reverse angle reveals the Empire State Building as just a few
steps down Park Avenue (when in fact it is some eight blocks south and on Fifth
Avenue). The creative geography of the first brief sequence turns New York into
a city firmly anchored in the realm of the (media) imaginary: the Pan Am build-
ing, UN Plaza, the Empire State Building and Grand Central Station within the
space of one block, enough markers for even the slowest spectator to recognize
the Big Apple. Moreover, as is so often the case in cinema, the ultimate time-
space-machine, space is also substituted for time (or, for that matter, vice versa)
because this opening economically indicates how the rest of the film will treat
time as historical as well as media-historical which may — as some contributions
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in this volume indicate — very well be the same thing for us as spectators in the
early 21st century. This shift from space to time takes place for the first time
when the taxi that Barbara is about to enter releases a handful of activists with
posters stating “Down with the bomb,” which is also a pun on the film title in
the shift from the personal to the political. Because the opening commentary has
just informed us that the time is “now, 1962,” it is hard to imagine an anti-atom-
ic bomb demonstration which definitely marks a general category of 1960s-ness.
The film throughout makes use of such anachronisms and anatopisms, as you
might call them. Even the most casual visitor to New York knows that the UN
building is not opposite Grand Central Station, while even somebody who has
never been to New York might actually realize this. For instance, a cinephile
with a modestly intact film historical background might know this, for example,
from Alfred Hitchcock’s NorTH BY NORTHWEST (USA: 1959), a film that promi-
nently features both places in its narrative. In a similar movement, the historical
reference to anti-war protesters in 1962 is equally giving itself away as “wrong”
as much as the spatial displacement does. Yet, on another level, this displace-
ment is less a “mistake,” and more a condensation of clichés for which the film
contains numerous examples: in the party sequence, the San Francisco drug cul-
ture beatnik scene is as stereotyped as the Madison Avenue advertising and
black tie crowd while the various views from the penthouses and apartments
reference an imaginary New York much more than they represent any actual
architectural reality that is (or was) visible from a specific window in the city:
from Barbara’s large panorama apartment window we can see the Empire State
Building, the Chrysler Building, and the Statue of Liberty all at a similar dis-
tance and a similar height, which is of course a topographic impossibility.

Yet our point is not the idea that DowN wiTH LOVE has spatially or tempo-
rally “incorrect” references or to wink at the knowing spectator who recognizes
the inconsistencies, allowing one to feel superior to the film and to the other
spectators. The film already operates in a mode where history (and spatial rela-
tions) outside the media machine simply do not exist, where such displace-
ments and condensations consciously alert the audience for all the anachronistic
and anatopistic references that will follow like the constant references to the
space age, from push-up bras to garterless socks, from the astronaut Zip Martin
to the rocket to the moon, before the space age had really taken off. These refer-
ences index our idea of “1962” more than any historical reality, which might be
old news to deconstructionists or new historicists, but the fact that a main-
stream movie takes the audience for a ride on this pretense is surely highlight-
ing a fundamental shift in Hollywood’s approach to history. Indeed, one could
argue that this mode of historical referencing is borrowed from the European
art cinema of the 1970s where this strategy was used in a variety of ways. In
analyzing Rainer Werner Fassbinder’s DI EHE DER MARIA BRAUN (Germany:
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1978, THE MARRIAGE OF MARIA BRAUN), Thomas Elsaesser has aptly described
the film-historical imaginary:

... [T]he past is seen across the traces which it has left in the present, fixed in the
representations of that past, across the styles, the gestures, the images that evoke this
past in and for the present. [The film] functions as a trigger of memories, but at one
remove: not so much recalling a reality, as setting up a chain of associations, stories
remembered from one’s parents, pictures seen in the family album, in short, the stan-
dard version of the 1950s as present in the culture at large of the 1970s... thus explic-
itly repudiating the relevance of authenticity or documentary truth. On the contrary,
it was the artefacts turned memorabilia, and the visual records turned coffeetable
books, which made them valid as clichés and icons of the postwar period, and thus
as the ironically reinstated guarantors of this history.>*

The care and accuracy that in Hollywood is normally devoted to recreating an
authentic image of a period is now devoted to producing media images satu-
rated with memories of pastness evocative enough to give a mass audience a
sense of a historical era. History has been congealed into history as presented in
the media while the media, in turn, is inseparably intertwined with history.

As if to underscore this point, TV is referenced throughout DowN wiTH LOVE
as a marker of history: The promotion of the book on the (historically real) Ed
Sullivan Show with Judy Garland singing the title song (in a clever montage in
the frame of an old Garland clip of the real Garland with a Garland impersona-
tor visible out-of-focus in the background) propels the (fictional) book to the top
of the bestseller list. In a montage sequence we see male lead Catcher Block
(Ewan McGregor) and Novak (Zellweger) strolling through New York by night
with clubs announcing Woody Allen and Bill Cosby who although they had
their starts at this time, were surely not yet marquee attractions. Any conceiv-
able attraction from the early 1960s recognizable to an early 21st-century audi-
ence is presented in this montage. When Novak’s book hits the top of the best-
seller list in the New York Chronicle, she tops a certain John Fitzgerald Kennedy
(with his book Profiles in Courage) whose cardboard cut-out figure is, in one
memorable shot, being taken out of a display window and replaced by Novak’s.
In this scene, the film literalizes how “real” history is no more than a cardboard
cutout that can easily be replaced by any kind of ready-made filmic fiction that
employs certain signifiers of pastness in a mixture of fact and fiction.

Stylistically, the film is also making clever use of dated tropes of filmmaking;:
back projections are used for conversations in cars, very much in the vein of
1960s technology which certainly cannot compete with the standards of realism
as established in digital productions like GLADIATOR (USA: Ridley Scott, 2000)
or TRoy (USA: Wolfgang Petersen, 2004), nor can the painted backdrops used as
the skyline as seen from various apartment windows.*" If this is a period piece



18 Cinephilia

adorned with costumes and props lovingly exhibited as “from another time,”
the film certainly does not adhere to Hollywood’s rules of verisimilitude in
which you have to see hundreds of extras in period costume, dozens of cars,
and large stretches of streets making you marvel at the sheer scale and extrava-
gance. Instead, the film is right in your face with its artificiality and constructed-
ness, which is in fact its essence. The film is shamelessly shot in the studio and
on the Universal backlots with a handful of extras who return in every scene as
the director proudly states in the commentary on the DVD, thereby imitating
early 1960s films in which Doris Day’s and Rock Hudson’s New York was en-
tirely (and obviously) constructed in the studio. Even more obvious is the spel-
ling-it-out in detail of Zellweger’s final monologue which gives the story an-
other twist which is all played straight to the camera in one take and
completely “out of role.” Again, the film uses techniques of foregrounding arti-
ficiality, marking its distance from classical standards even though the three-act
structure, the formation of the couple and many other features clearly adhere to
standards of classicality.

Our earlier reference to Hitchcock was not entirely gratuitous. On the surface,
DowN wiTH Love reworks the plot of the Day-Hudson-vehicle LoveEr COME
Back (USA: Delbert Mann, 1961)** with some elements such as the split-screen
telephone conversations borrowed from PrLLow Tark (USA: Michael Gordon,
1959) and other elements originating with similar romantic comedies of the
same period such as WILL Success SPolL Rock HUNTER? (USA: Frank Tashlin,
1957), THAT ToucH oF MINK (USA: Delbert Mann, 1961) or SEND ME No FLow-
ERS (USA: Norman Jewison, 1964). There is, however, another film referred to
here, the highly unlikely VErTIGO (USA: Alfred Hitchcock, 1958). Both films fea-
ture independent women who represent a riddle to the main character who in
turn tries to trick the women into falling for his scheme. Yet, as it turns out, both
Barbara/Nancy and Madeleine/Judy are in fact brunettes dyed blonde who are
not the person they present themselves to be and are operating on plans that are
larger and more sinister than those of their male protagonists. This connection is
underscored and spelled out in a scene where Catcher Block deliberately con-
fuses (the fictional) Barbara Novak with (the historically real) Kim Novak, one
of Hitchcock’s mysterious blondes.

Ultimately though, the film makes an essentialist argument about film-histor-
ical time that is packaged as one of Hollywood’s memorable battles of the sexes
(from 1930s screwball comedies to Hitchcock's cool blondes, from the Day-Hud-
son vehicles to BRIDGET JoNEs’ D1arY [UK/France: Sharon Maguire, 2001], also
starring Zellweger and alluded to by way of a chocolate reference). In Down
wITH LOVE, the final battle is waged via a duel between two rival magazines,
“Know — for men who are in the know” and “Now — for women who are in the
now” strictly delimitating and policing gender differences. The film has, as
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mentioned earlier, announced itself to be happening “now” which is exactly
what it does in at least two senses: The film takes place before our very eyes, so
that the time is now while the film’s present (its now-ness) is referenced in the
diegesis as 1962 and is remembered through the period’s media. The little slip
from “know” to “now” and back again (including “no” which nobody in this
film takes for an answer) points out what is at stake: this basic pairing refers to
the knowledge of the spectator who knows that now and “now” are different,
yet intertwined, levels. In an anachronistic move, the film announces that it
“knows” already “now” (in 1962) what only we know now, namely that what
we remember as 1962 in fact is a media construction that depends on popular
cinephile knowledge. The anthology that lies before you argues that this type of
play with the film-historical imaginary is what sets the contemporary mode of
cinephilia apart from previous generations.

The Anthology

The film scholars in this anthology set out to explore the new period of cinephi-
lia in all its diversity. Their essays demonstrate that, beyond the individualist
immersion characteristic of the cinephile practice popular from the 1950s to the
1970s, a new diversified brand of cinephilia — simultaneously an individual
practice, a collective identity formation, and a critical method - is emerging.
The reconstruction of a period break is essential in starting to write an alterna-
tive history of (contemporary) cinephilia. Existing publications are dominated
by approaches indebted to “classical cinephilia” which still to some extent dom-
inates academia and criticism and has shaped film studies from its inception.
The contributions to this anthology, on the contrary, take seriously the wa-
tershed marked by the introduction of video, computers, and new media tech-
nologies. The collection of essays approaches the phenomenon of cinephilia
with a fresh interest that includes the new non-institutional forms of cinephile
expression.

The essays in the first part of this anthology approach the phenomenon of
cinephilia from a number of theoretical perspectives in order to gauge its useful-
ness for today’s film culture. In his contribution to this volume, Thomas Elsaes-
ser sketches theoretical, spatial, temporal, and personal trajectories across the
two kinds of cinephilia in relation to memory, history, and time. Sutanya
Singkhra examines the different temporalities at work in THE DREAMERs (Italy/
France/UK/USA: Bernardo Bertolucci, 2003), a film about cinephilia by a cine-
phile of the first generation, which addresses the climax of classical cinephilia
from the vantage point of today’s retrospection. Drehli Robnik argues that
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blockbusters, the bread-and-butter of Hollywood in the post-classical period,
have developed a film-historical imaginary and describes how they address a
public that is radically different from either European art film audiences or
those of mainstream productions from the 1960s. Jenna Ng discusses the new
transcultural dimension of cinephilia between homage, allusion, and quotation:
love — as in cine-philia — offers a solution to the complex problems of transcul-
tural communication for which Tarantino’s appropriation of East Asian culture
in KiLL BILL: VoL. 1/2 (USA: 2003/4) provides the test case.

Part two of this anthology engages with the changes in distribution and exhi-
bition, both in terms of marketing and of a transformed kind of spectatorship.
Contrary to the widespread belief that cinephilia in the post-classical era is first
and foremost characterized by the shift from a collective audience in a public
movie theatre to a privatized and individualized spectator alone at home in
front of a TV set, we believe that the contemporary situation offers a whole
range of reception possibilities which cannot be subsumed adequately under
the heading “individualization.” As in classic cinephilia, this practice is dialecti-
cally poised between the public and the private, the individual and the collec-
tive. The introduction of video, DVD, and CD-Rom, the overabundance of digi-
tal production and lately also projection, and the spread of the internet on a
consumer market in the last two decades have led to hybrid texts and spectator
positions offering various angles of interests for different segments of the audi-
ence. New technologies have enabled a new and more active kind of reception
in which cinephiles encounter and discuss films in new settings which are in-
creasingly gaining significance such as film festivals, late-night television, home
entertainment centers, and internet groups. The essays in part two deal with
some of the implications brought about by these new settings. Marijke de Valck
examines crucial sites for the construction of contemporary cinephilia: film fes-
tivals which have proliferated since the early 1980s. She investigates how con-
temporary cinephilia can be conceptualized in relation to the International Film
Festival Rotterdam. Melis Behlil examines film discussion groups on the inter-
net with a special emphasis put on the New York Times website, which has man-
aged to collect a dedicated cinephile community from every corner of the globe
and every walk of life.

The intersection of cinephilia, memory, and technological developments is
addressed by some of the other contributions to this anthology. The market, the
archive, and the filmic text as unstable objects are all mutually dependent upon
each other in the contemporary media industry. Charles Leary examines the ob-
stacles confronted while remastering older Hong Kong films for DVD reissues
and its economic as well as cultural implications. The notion of speed is crucial
here, for while it indexes Hong Kong's status as one of the engines of global
capitalism, it is also precisely this speed which proves problematic in the digital
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editions of these older Hong Kong films. Vinzenz Hediger conceptualizes the
transformation from traditional to new media cinephilia across the shift of the
film industry from a cinema to a copyright industry. He demonstrates how the
“original” is a fetishized construction negotiated in the space between film re-
storers, marketing departments, and critical-academic discourse. The position
of cinema studies is also considered by Wanda Strauven, who discusses how an
early Godard film, an object of traditional cinephile devotion, can be fitted into
the new framework (in this specific case, a late-night TV broadcast) as it is read
across recent academic rediscoveries in early cinema.

Part three of this book is devoted to a discussion of how filmmaking has
changed and what a new and emerging cinephile film looks like. Elena Gorfin-
kel presents a recent and emblematic example for the shift of emphasis in evok-
ing a past time: Todd Haynes’ repackaging of Douglas Sirk’s Universal melo-
drama, FAR FROM HEAVEN (USA: 2002). Haynes reworks a media period which
in the process is opened up towards a contemporary version of an emblemati-
cally intensified past. A similar strategy can be seen in many other contempo-
rary films; Gorfinkel examines here BooGie NiGHTs (USA: P.T. Anderson, 1997)
and THE RovaL TeNeENBAUMS (USA: Wes Anderson, 2001). The cultural-aes-
thetic fusions of (media) time and space not only display the cinephile engage-
ment of filmmakers, but also point to the broadening of cine-literate audiences
through the spread and popularity of festivals, multiplexes, discussion forums
on the internet, and DVDs. The tendency for contemporary cinephilia therefore
is to move beyond the small and elitist communities of the 1950s—70s and initi-
ate new non-institutional practices (e.g., bootlegging) as well as new institutions
(internet platforms, specialized audience festivals on horror, science fiction or
fantasy). Lucas Hilderbrand concentrates on Jon Routson’s bootleg recordings
of theatrical films. While this conceptual appropriation immediately raises the
(currently hotly debated) copyright issue, Hilderbrand approaches the issue via
the aesthetic and cinephile implications of these recordings and argues that the
bootlegs are essentially not reproductions of film, but of the viewing experience.
Jan Simons deals with Lars von Trier, one of the most celebrated contemporary
filmmakers who not only successfully revived the format of the “new wave,”
but subsequently also franchised it before abandoning the Dogma-dogma in fa-
vor of new technological and narrational models. Federico Windhausen dis-
cusses the work of experimental filmmaker Morgan Fisher who has redeemed
antiquated film formats that have been abandoned by the film industry. Fisher’s
homage to the filmic insert ( ) (USA: 2003), an underrated sign in the chain of
cinematic signification, moves beyond montage as self-expression by adapting
models from different artistic and cultural practices. Gerwin van der Pol links A
ZeDp AND Two NaucGHTs (UK/Netherlands: Peter Greenaway, 1985) to DE WITTE
WaAN (Netherlands: Adriaan van Ditvoorst, 1984) in an in-depth account of a
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cinephile at work, playing the cinephile game of finding similarities and connec-
tions between the two films.

Together, these scholars point to an understanding of contemporary cinephi-
lia as a practice that has branched out and embraces and uses technological
developments while transforming the lessons of the first generation of cinephi-
lia. Contemporary cinephilia, like its classic predecessor, relates the present to
the past, but memory is no longer exclusively cherished in private thought, face-
to-face discussions and writings in books and magazines. It is cultivated by con-
sumers, producers, and academics on multiple media channels: audiences flock
to festivals, rent videos in specialty stores and buy, download, or swap films on
the internet; corporations repurpose (old) films as (instant) classics for the boom-
ing DVD market; and film scholars help to frame unclassified archival material
that is presented at film festivals, in film museums, and at archives. Today’s
cinephilia is unabashedly consumerist (in the rapidly growing DVD market)
and radically anti-capitalist (in its barely legal P2P transactions of films on the
internet), often for the same people at different times. Because of its varied use
of different technologies, communication channels, and exhibition formats, the
contemporary way of remembering is far more accessible than the practice ever
was in the 1960s when it was basically limited to a handful of Western metropo-
lises.

The contemporary cinephile is as much a hunter-gatherer as a merchant-tra-
der, of material goods as well as of personal and collective memories, of repro-
ducible data streams and of unique objects; a as much duped consumer as a
media-savvy producer, a marketeer’s dream-come-true, but also the fiercest en-
emy of the copyright controlling lawyers involved in the many copyright court
cases. Today’s film lover embraces and uses new technology while also nostal-
gically remembering and caring for outdated media formats. It is this simulta-
neity of different technological formats and platforms, subject positions, and
affective encounters that characterizes the current practice referred to as “cine-
philia.” The transformative power and rejuvenating energy that the love of ci-
nema has demonstrated in its unexpected comeback over the last couple of
years shows beyond doubt the enduring relevance of cinephilia for an under-
standing of the cinema between the stylistics of the cinema text and the prac-
tices of film viewing.
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