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Copulation and mirrors are abominable. For
one of those gnostics, the visible universe was
an illusion or (more precisely) a sophism.
Mirrors and fatherhood are abominable
because they multiply and disseminate that
universe.

— Jorge Luis Borges

I do not believe there is such a thing as a
perfect appearance. Even an epiphany is not
in the theological sense a perfect appearance.
. . . Appearance itself is imperfect.

— Hollis Frampton

To the abominations of copulation and mirrors one might add cinema. In
a world where error, as Nietzsche teaches us, is the very precondition of thought,
truth and beauty are always proximate to sophism and illusion. Cinema dis-
poses of yet another set of codes which are available for ideological misappro-
priation. This disposition by means of seriality, exemplification, listing, and
cataloguing operates within the limits of two antithetical functions. Either such
listing is a subversive activity, destroying all taxonomic schemes, or lists serve
as formal imperatives, constituting structures and systems. In the former case,
a hermeneutic schema entails a de-centering and de-totalizing logic of events,
operating according to the aleatory conditions of existence. In the latter, a
hermeneutics entails a centering and totalizing logic of structures and formal
systems, constituting a determinate axiomatics.!

1. Apropos of this gross schematization of lists, consider the following set of analogies:
closure : overture = conjunction : disjunction = homogeneity: heterogeneity = fusion : diffu-
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conclusion that “a still photograph is simply an isolated frame taken out of the
infinite cinema.”* (It is indeed the rare frame that does not meet the condition
of a hapax.) This is the antithesis of Eisenstein’s theory.

Why do we use montage at all? Even the most fanatical opponent of
montage will agree that it is not merely because the film strip at our
disposal is not of infinite length, and consequently, being condemned
to working with pieces of restricted lengths, we have to stick one
piece of it onto another occasionally.’

For Eisenstein, cinematic montage necessitates a thematics, an ordering princi-
ple; otherwise montage is nothing more than an empiricism on the formal
level. Montage theory is a special case circumscribed by the general theory of
dialectical materialism: the central trope of both theories is antithesis. Thus
Eisensteinian montage does not entail a formally heterodox film practice,
but rather a cinematic orthodoxy in relation to the meta-theme of dialectical
materialism.

Frampton’s theoretical stance is the guarantor of intertextuality within the
de facto open system of cinema. His filmic practice is the generatrix of ordered
systems which are subsets of a disordered universal cinema, wherein empirical
conditions give rise to diverse metaphysics and metaphysics informs cinematic
hermeneutics. Frampton’s meta-thematic is the imaginary of individual con-
sciousness; Eisenstein’s meta-thematic is collective revolutionary praxis.

The specific configurations of the unavoidable narrative algorithms are
generated by diverse rhetorical strategies. The antithetical epistemological
functions of such algorithms (that is, the de-totalizing destruction of taxonomia
or the totalizing construction of systems) find their prime structures in the re-
spective figures of accumulation and enumeration. Accumulation is a mode of list-
ing independent of any necessary formal or material connection between the
constituent terms. Enumeration is a listing of attributes, a mode of predication,
defining a central term by means of ancillary terms. Hence, enumeration im-
plies a mode of subordination and determination, a systematization of terms.
While the relation between terms in an accumulative list is disjunctive, the rela-
tion between terms in an enumerative list is conjunctive.

Within any enumerative system what must be determined is the central
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