On Post-Feminist Film Theory

Jane Gaines and bell hooks articulate the theoretical position that classical feminist film theory, as well as psychoanalytic theory, has left out or marginalized black women as active spectators with unique critical agency, and that these theories are therefore insufficient to their putative object. In this regard, they follow Judith Butler, who argues "that gender reality is created through sustained social perfomances" (1990: 192), developing this logic with respect to feminist cultural theory at large. Gaines and hooks extend this critique of cultural theory to specifically address cinematic representation and performance. For Jane Gaines, much theory which takes up one cultural model is insufficient to think its cultural object. She claims, "a theory of the text and its spectator, based on the psychoanalytic concept of racial difference, is unequipped to deal with a film which is about racial difference and sexuality" (336). This insufficiency, this being-unequipped, is tantamount to a censorship of any subjectivity beyond that which grounds the particular (and thereby universalizing) theory in question: "where we have foregrounded one antagonism in our analysis, we have misunderstood another" (338). Specifically, Gaines argues against taking up the exclusively psychoanalytic method of film analysis, since "the psychoanalytic model works to block out considerations which assume a different configuration" (337). The default configuration at stake in Gaines is feminist theory itself, which "helps to reinforce white middle-class values" (ibid). In this way, Gaines begins to argue for an analytic method which accounts for class and racial difference to the same degree as sexual difference, the formation of something like a whole-network perspective (as opposed to egocentric) on intersecting forms of oppression or categories of identity. 

Gaines traces the feminist argument that patriarchy is the dominant, determining structure in cinema, as articulated most persuasively by Laura Mulvey. This argument follows Althusser's description of the structuring forces of ideology behind every institutional apparatus (338), as well as Lacan's claim that a subject is fixed by language. Such claims work to establish the pervasive dominance of the male spectatorial gaze, but Gaines points out moments of rupture for this conception of spectatorship. For example, she writes that lesbian feminists disrupt the male gaze and thereby open the potential for intra-diegetic gazing, among feminine subejcts: "Consequently, lesbians have charged that cultural theory posed in psychoanalytic terms is unable to conceive of desire or explain pleasure without reference to the binary opposition male/female" (340). We can read this as a radical condemnation of psychoanalysis, the inability "to conceive" marking a castration of psychoanalytic theory as such. This interpretation turns on the conventional exclusion of the queer subject, the figure of the lesbian feminist, from heteronormativity, on the grounds of biological reproduction. In its impotence, psychoanalysis is positioned as excluded, marginalized, radically other -- and insufficient to think its object. This, admittedly, sets up another binary, one between theories which examine fixed, irreducible subject-positions and those which examine the relations between such subject-positions, necessarily and thereby exposing their radical contingency, or what Butler calls their "performativeness". 

We would do well to question the objects of this sort of thinking. Is the goal here to "assimilate" every spectatorial position in a "perfect", total cultural theory? (340-1) Despite such questions, Gaines begins to show how film analysis must address that race, class, gender, sexuality, et cetera (always et cetera) are linked together, and how theoretical focus can move towards an examination of the relations between those categories. For example, she posits competition between primary categories of gender and race as the determined "other" to patriarchy (342). What is important, for Gaines, is not which of these categories is most oppressed, which position offers the greatest potential for resistance, but rather that there are other structures which "override" patriarchy (348). For, in the discussion of spectatorial agency, if the theorist adopts a whole-network view of oppressive, repressive structures of power, an infinite permutation of connotative directions for analyis emerge. Thus, a strategy is necessary. Gaines argues that although a film's structure may deny connections between categories of identity (and therefore of oppression), a critical eye cast on the conditions of its production can reveal those categories, in their essential interconnection (344-5). Therefore, Gaines reintroduces Marxist analysis. 
By including a focus on the history and mediation of the representation of black women in cinema, Gaines explicates the question of who possesses the "right to look" more fully, pressing the unique "pattern of patriarchal phases and female sexual adjustments that has no equivalent in the history of white women in the US" (347). She acknowledges the confluence of heirarchies at work in her discussion of the gaze: "Racial heirarchies of access to the female image also relate to other scenarios which are unknown by psychoanalytic categories" (346). For example, the totalizing concept of patriarchy, so crucial to feminist understanding of social structures, is represented differently on the basis of race. Gaines argues that patriarchy was introduced to black families, indeed, that the structure was forced upon them by white slave masters, and that the "patriarchal form is not colour blind" -- in other words, "patriarchy" must be understood as "white patriarchy" (348, 352, emphasis added). Futher, in the film which Gaines analyzes in her essay, Mahogany, (interracial) sexuality is introduced as a "smokescreen" for (inter-class) racism, by the same claims which were used to accuse black men of rape and justify lynchings, while rape committed by white men of black women was systematically occluded (349). The connection between spectatorial agency, and class and racial differences, therefore, is made clear precisely on the basis of sexuality. 

Sexuality, then, and particularly black women's sexuality, is for Gaines too powerful to be positioned "safely out of patriarchal bounds...outside culture" (351). Sexuality is neither prediscursive nor natural: "Contrary to the suggestion that black female sexuality might still remain in excess of culture, and hence unfathomed and uncodified, it is worked over again and again in mainstream culture because of its apparent elusiveness" (ibid). Therefore, the danger for analysis lies in universalizing from a particular subject-position (i.e. that of the middle-class white spectator, gendered as a woman by feminist theory). Gaines traces the break between white and black feminists futher, noting that "while white feminists theorise the female image in terms of objectification, fetishisation and symbolic absence, their black counterparts describe the body as the site of symbolic resistance and the 'paradox of non-being', a reference to the period in Afro-American history when the black female did not signify 'woman'" (ibid). From that universalized position of the heterosexual, cissexual, white, middle-class feminist woman, black women's sexuality -- the excess, supplement, or surplus of culture -- holds no position at all. By combining theoretical lenses of feminism, Marxism, psychoanalysis, and racial difference, Gaines works to combine representational, spectatorial, and historical issues in cinema. This grounds her conception of agency in relation rather than stable identity, linking her writing to that of both Butler and bell hooks.

For hooks, a similar combination of analytical tools is crucial to examine the position of the spectator. However, hooks connects her own experiences as a viewer to the politics of repression, desire, and opposition: "The 'gaze' has always been political in my life"; "Connecting this strategy of domination [racialized power relations] to that used by grown folks in southern black rural communities where I grew up" (hooks 510). This strategy can be read as intimately subjective, grounded in a stable spectatorial identity, but such a reading would be superficial. hooks leads the reader into opposition by making strong claims, and then twists that opposition into a questioning of one's own position as a reader of her text: "Even in the worst circumstances of domination, the ability to manipulate one's gaze in the face of structures of domination that would contain it, opens up the possibility of agency" (ibid). Compare her parallel construction of oppositional rhetoric and authoritative citations of Foucault, Stuart Hall, and Frantz Fanon with Judith Butler's parallel concepts of "performativity" and "citationality", the "sustained social perfomances" noted above. It is crucial to note here that in making reference to her own experience, hooks does not rely simply on argument from that position. Rather, we should read such references as marking the impossibility of universal or objective analysis, an emphasis on the particularity and radical contingency of any subject-position for spectatorship, including both the dominant and the subaltern.

By the time hooks has introduced a block quote, she has prepared her reader to identify with her regardless of their own subjective identity, regardless of her uses of the first person (singular or plural) pronouns. "Spaces of agency exist for black people, wherein we can both interrogate the gaze of the Other but also look back, and at one another, naming what we see" (511). Thus, hooks recognizes the mutually constitutive activities of spectatorship and representation, or "looking relations" (ibid). The "oppositional" gaze is the "certain way" in which "one learns to look... in order to resist" (ibid). Of course, the objects of this resistance are the dominant (read: white-straight-middle class-male centered) institutions. Their power to dominate (always positioned as a constructed privilege rather than a natural right) is grounded their constant and consistent (non-)position with which their subjects are identified. The oppositional gaze is directed against precisely this identification with that which one sees, an opposition which demands historical consciousness.

Reading Manthia Diawara, hooks describes "moments of 'rupture' when the spectator resists 'complete identification with the film's discourse.' These ruptures define the relation between black spectators and dominant cinema prior to racial integration" (512). Tracing the history of black cinema (which gave rise to such films as Caldonia, Black and Tan, and The Sport of the Gods) and its critical spectatorship, hooks notes that categories of identity seemed, as in Gaines, to privilege discourse about certain categories of identity while marginalizing others. Specifically, "black looks were mainly concerned with issues of race... They were rarely concerned with gender" (ibid). Thus, in this essay hooks takes up the "growing body of film theory and criticism by black women" (ibid). This body of theory is demarcated by radical differentiation, the being-apart of black women both from black men and from white women.
To pursue a spatial metaphor, compare this differential space for agency, this grounds-apart on (or in or from or or or) which the oppositional looker establishes their perspective, with the dominant/normative "cinematic context that constructs [black women's] presence as absence", the space where "[t]here was clearly no place for black women." The oppositional gaze, a resistance against conventional representations of black women, poses an interesting dilemma. Can there be a unity among the various oppositional spectators, a black female spectatorial identity, if such an identity is constructed only by difference from the mainstream? The socio-political extension of this dilemma is the uncertainty around a coherent movement, that is, a telos, for a theory of black women's spectatorship. hooks's answer to this issue of collective identity and agency is manifold. First, she posits the break to which she alluded to earlier in her essay, via her deployment of childhood memories and communal, historical experience, between childhood and adulthood, slavery, segregation, and integration, linking the repression of black women's images on screen to repression of memories (eg, of adolescent spectatorship) brought to light by mature, critical reflection. The process of maturation involves, among other things, a movement from idealism to pragmatism. In terms of spectatorship, this is the difference between (or movement between) the ideal spectator and the embodied spectator: after the movie, "we come home to ourselves" (515).

Second, the links between race, gender, and class are so strong that to invoke a position within one category is to imply an invocation of a related position in the others: for example, the invocation of blackness is also the implication of poverty, and the invocation of femininity is also the implication of whiteness (and middle- or upper-class status). This is why "mainstream feminist film criticism in no way acknowledges black female spectatorship" (516).Those who occupy the oppositional position are linked not necessarily by a common goal, but by the shared experiences of exclusion, repression, and differentiation. What is at stake, socio-politically, in hooks's formulation of the black female spectator, is not a homogeneous and univocal mass counter-culture. Not every identity need suffer from over-identification. Rather, what hooks posits through the oppositional gaze is a position of agency which is not determined by identification with either the apparatus or the object of the gaze itself. On this basis, she argues for "new transgressive possibilities for the formulation of identity" (523).
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On DARK DAYS - Dir. Marc Singer, 2000.

Down here in the tunnel, you don't have to worry about [people messing with you] because nobody in their right mind comes down here!" -Robbie, Dark Days

Dark Days is a film, which I will problematically call a documentary, that chronicles the life of homeless residents of the tunnels underneath Pennsylvania Station in New York City. In this essay, I will show how the film highlights various aspects of apparatus-centered Marxist analysis. The movie is composed on 16mm black and white film, by a first-time director, who lived among the subjects of the film for two years. These three facts correlate to three important points of access for the discussion of ideology and apparatus - resepectively, mediated representation, the conditions of production and distribution, and occluded identification. 

Mediated representation, or what Bataille would call the "relation of non-relation" between those whose image is captured on film and those who view the film, is in the first analysis an extension of capital. The stages of mediation through which images must pass in order to be received as intelligible and meaningful for the viewer, including recording, editing, projection, and transcription into other media, each lend codes of supplementary or excess meaning to their content. For example, the use of 16mm black and white film, which was perhaps necessary because of Singer's low budget (to which I will return), also codes the content of that film as "historical," "realistic," and even "unmediated" or "raw", all codes that serve the purpose of documentary. These codes persist even when, for example, a high-definition soundtrack is introduced over grainy, low-resolution footage, or footage of rats is interpellated with footage of residents scavenging through trash bags for food. Mediation is the first point of access to the recognition of the non-neutrality of the technological and capitalist apparatus involved in the production of meaning in this film.

The conditions of production and distribution follow similar aesthetic and social codes of meaning. The homeless friends of the filmmaker, these residents of the "Freedom Tunnel", also largely made up the crew during filming. According to the Internet Movie Database, "Singer employed his friends in the tunnels as his crew. Singer claims that these people, with no prior experience in filmmaking whatsoever, were incredible in their ability to set up lighting rigs, dollies, and electrical wiring, mostly without the use of tools or real grip equipment. To make the dolly for tracking shots, Singer and his carpenter built a rig made out of wood and metal scraps. Without a power drill, they would heat a metal rod and 'singe' a hole into the wood to put a screw or dowel in for fixture" (http://www.imdb.com/title/tt0235327/). Indeed, this trope of self-sufficiency, of bricolage, is echoed throughout the production notes. Attention to these details of production and distribution serves to explicate the content itself, and to ground any discussion of the film's political efficacy.

Singer was granted the use of the camera, given free (damaged) film, and was even granted the reproduction rights to the music, by DJ Shadow, that serves as the soundtrack. As for the homeless residents of the tunnel, they managed to contribute to the making of the film's content as well, as they gave interviews and tours of their living conditions, showing or describing for the camera nearly every aspect of their lives in the tunnels, from finding and making food, to basic hygiene, to drug use, to making some money above ground. The degree of intimate access granted to the viewer is explained by Singer's long-term residence in the tunnels alongside the other subjects of this film. Finally, the distribution of the movie bears consideration, since it spent a disproportionate amount of time in post-production, and was released on the independent film circuit, through festivals like Sundance. Thus, the reception of the film was as heavily coded as its nearly-mythically sub-proletarian origins, epitomized by the emergence of Singer as a first-time director of a film about an historically silenced subject. In this way, analysis of this movie begins to approach a kind of material historiography of its making.

That Singer spent two years living amongst the people he chronicles is emblematic of the dialectics of identification. For example, when one resident introduces a friend who enters the tunnel to the camera's operator (and thus to the audience, via the camera itself), he says, "This is my friend Marc." Such a statement cannot pass unexamined, for at stake is the status of the "this is". What marks the relation between the filmed subject, their representation, the camera itself, the filmmaker, and the film viewer? Is this relation fixed, mutable, or radically contingent on some set of cultural norms? Most importantly, how do such questions go unasked in white, middle-class, heteronormative viewing practices, or "looking relations", as bell hooks and Jane Gaines would call them? This moment of interaction highlights the dramatic and radical schism between the viewer and the intersubjective relations at that moment. While Singer meets his friend's friend (until that point, an absolute stranger, one without a name, a radically other body-object whose later appearance, showering under a dripping water main, would appear the very height of exhibitionist-voyeuristic gazing if not for this introduction), they exchange words and handshakes that break the "fourth wall" of the camera, disrupting the viewer's unexamined identification with the camera's perspective, since those glances and handshakes take place beyond the camera's field of vision, outside the frame.

In this rupture, the viewer is finally made aware of their distance from the events and characters that have unfolded on-screen. This distance is precisely what is occluded in normal looking relations, what the viewer might have imagined as being diminished during the rest of the film, as they see more and more of life in the tunnel. The break from documentation, the revelation of Singer's own experience and embeddedness in the group among which he is filming, in short, the positionality and non-neutrality of the camera itself, parallels the position in society of the homeless, the subject of the film itself. These homeless, those without names, the infinitely fungible detritus and excess of society, are finally seen to occupy a discrete position (which is nevertheless not a "home"/domus/ie/habitus) that can never be outside of culture or civilization as such, because it is the very grounds of such culture. That an important social interaction takes place beyond the view of the camera is repeated later on, when Amtrak officials dispatch armed police to serve an eviction notice to the residents of the tunnel. I shall return to this. 

It is necessary, however, to trace some fundamental moments throughout the film, in a coherent narrative sense. The movie opens with a sequence of shots that alternate between footage of Amtrak trains passing through the tunnels and one resident making his way down into the tunnel. This sequence establishes the limited, limiting, and yet privileged gaze of the camera, the point of access for the viewer into the subject matter of the film. Before the title, certain motifs are already established. For example, an overall dialectic between light and darkness dominates the screen, apparent in the black-and-white footage, the dominance of shadows and their play on surfaces, and the single figure's descent "towards" the trains passing through the tunnels, which also makes evident the recurrent dichotomy of top and bottom. As the title appears, the viewer can already begin to engage with these themes, observing the fundamental ambiguity in that title. "Dark Days" might refer to the absence of sunlight below Penn Station, the physical situation of the homeless underground. It might equally refer to the metaphorical "darkness" of misfortune, the economic situation of homelessness, and thus to struggle. What is at stake in the final analysis of this theme of darkness is opacity itself, the insufficiency of representation to its referent. 

This insufficiency is marked again in the next sequence, in which various principal players are shown waking up. One man, explaining that he is tired, remarks, "it must be late... or early", and the others in the room all laugh. Such laughter can denote an excess, of course, as in the encounter with that which escapes signification, but what is also denoted is that the stable phenomenology and temporality of physical experience is always already in question for these residents of Freedom Tunnel. It is important to note the instability or insufficiency of temporal progression throughout most of the film, and the moments when the flow of time is established, since they are precisely the disruptions of daily rhythm (and documentary, "realistic" representation of a moment frozen in time) that mark the occluded connections between the homeless and the society which excludes them from discourse or from interaction.
The film then traces certain familiar rituals of privacy and cleanliness, such as brushing one's teeth, counterpointed by two residents' discussion of maintenance and who has the "nicest" house. 
What they reveal here is that there is a concrete and measurable duration of residence under the tunnel, and moreover, that longevity underground is correlated with one's standard of living. The viewer must, at this point, confront the definition of homelessness itself, in much the same way as the sequence on waking up forced a confrontation with the filmic category of documentary. For example, in the discussion on maintenance, it becomes clear that most of the people represented in the film have built small houses in the tunnel. This conflicts with the sense that a home and a house are one and the same, but that conflict is overridden by the discussion of the difference between homelessness and helplessness. Although perhaps by society's standards, the residents of the tunnel are ontologically destitute, without status or name, domus or nomos, there is still a strong sense of ownership, of the link between property and capital: "Stuff I can use, I keep. Stuff I can't use, I sell," says Ronnie. What becomes clear as the accumulation of "stuff" continues to be described and catalogued is a kind of being-within ontological destitution, the struggle to make money without work, without producing a body of work, and the radical instability of life on the tracks. This instability is highlighted by the frequent theme of drug use.
Issues of race also emerge within that theme of drug use. During the sequence that deals most explicitly with crack cocaine, a white-latino resident protrays himself as clean from crack, recovering from addiction to the drug. He is represented while painting the words "NO CRACK" on his house (in white paint), delivering a continuous monologue, which we can read as a conscious cultural production, a production of discourse. Then, the perspective cuts to the interior of a room with two other residents, both black, smoking crack, without much dialogue. What discourse there is remains limited to a few sentences about crack itself. The camera abruptly cuts away, into another conversation between two non-users, both of whom then speak about using other drugs, and comparing them favorably to crack, not in terms of their potential for intoxication, but in terms of their ability to limit the use of the drug, making continual reference to the issue of control. In this case, the question is both, "can the user control their drug use (or does the drug control the addict)?" and "who has control over these scenes representing drug use and its surrounding discourse?". This analysis must therefore note that Singer is a white (British) man, who moved into the tunnels after his arrival in New York as a "lifestyle choice," as well as noting that the long post-production process for this movie is often attributed to Singer's demand for univocal control over the finished product (See IMDB, op cit, and Wikipedia: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dark_Days_(documentary)). 

While these issues suggest themes better addressed through auteur criticism, for the purposes of this essay, they highlight that societal norms are in an ambiguous relation to this film. On one hand, the political efficacy of this movie, that is, the raising of awareness about the situation of homeless people in New York, may be enhanced by the explicit inclusion of crack use. On the other hand, such a scene also reinforces cultural stereotypes that homeless people, especially those who are black, are incorrigible drug users whose habits put them on the streets and who will therefore never reenter society. Such judgements are outside the scope of this essay, but it is worthwhile to jump ahead a bit and note that while Dee, the woman smoking crack in that scene, does engage in discourse with Tito, the man who painted the sign prohibiting crack on his house, shortly thereafter in the film, Clarence, the man shown smoking, is dead by the time the movie is released; his name is among those in the credits to whose memory the film is dedicated.
To return to some political/economic themes, a recurring image of work-without-works is that of the scavenger industry. Residents sift through the detritus and waste of the above-ground consumer society, which is, of course, centered and exemplified in New York. 
The excess, surplus, and refuse of that culture becomes the raw materials by which residents generate capital for themselves. Some collect bottles, while some sell bootleg CDs and DVDs, especially pornography. There is, in the sequence which focuses on this scavenger industry, a particular attention paid to interaction between the street and the tunnel. This is most clear in the strikingly dialectical sequence of images about food. Residents discuss their ongoing battle with the rats in the tunnel, and how they try to keep their bodies and food safe from those rodents. This is contrasted with shots of residents above-ground, sifting through dumpsters, trash cans, and bags of garbage for discarded food, which are inter-cut with parallel shots of rats in precisely the same situations. Some residents are shown making food, explaining their various techniques for cooking, including one man who makes cornbread, his shadow on the wall serving as the central image of him stirring the ingredients together in a bowl. These visual sequences, as well as earlier and later moments in which residents brush their teeth, care for their pets, shower, and so on, point to the insistence on maintaining the banality and regularity of everyday life, the manifestation of domus in transience.

"If you're homeless, this is the best spot," says one man. The value of protection and stability cannot be understated for those without private property; the substitute for home life is the development of invisibility, the inhabitance of opaque spaces. In this sense, the camera's technical role is to make transparent and visible that which was hidden. Throughout the film, the viewer is slowly made aware of the particularity and individuality of each featured resident in this small group of people. Thus, there is a narrative element, a character development, that takes place on the basis of cinematic representation. The recurrence of individual residents, discussions of their longevity and how they continue to construct spaces for themselves, insistently occurs at the level of visual discourse. 

There are two significant interventions in terms of this representation that highlight the conditions of production and distribution, as well as the identification of physical existence with visual reproduction. First is the role of the soundtrack. Beyond the recordings of trains, spoken language, and other sounds of life in the tunnels, there is a recurrent musical punctuation in the film. This is the music of DJ Shadow, an award-winning musician from San Francisco. His inclusion in the creative process, first by the filmmaker's sampling and suturing of his music into the film, and later by his sanctioning and licensing (as well as original composition and remixing exclusively for this project) serves to especially boost the production value of the film as a cultural product. This soundtrack is also an interesting example of the hybridization of media formats, since it was mastered digitally, and then blended with the 16 mm film itself. 
This hybridization is another example of the pretension to invisibility of the technical apparatus; the very subtlety of the soundtrack serevs as another layer of mediation in the visual documentation of the film's subject, while changing the conditions of production. Another intervention in this sense was the wide distribution of the film online, especially via YouTube.com, after it won many awards on the film festival circuit. Combined with the profit-sharing initiative that distributed the earnings of the film among its collaborators and subjects, this aspect calls into quetsion just who the intended spectator of the film is, compared with its receiving spectator. How does this kind of distribution affect the political efficacy of the documentary? This question remains to be answered in its larger implications. In other words, the impact of the distribution of this movie online has not been addressed in terms of the lives of the homeless in New York and beyond. However, for the specific subjects of the movie, there were very specific, overall positive consequences for having been involved in its production.

The only "title card" of the film appears as a textual slide inserted to mark the unfilmed portion of the movie (a representation of what is fundamentally prohibited, unrepresentable). Amtrak armed police served a thirty-day eviction notice, leads into a sequence that includes residents' reactions, Rich Rubell making a statement on behalf of Amtrak that makes the usual claims of intervention for the homeless residents' own good, and residents making plans to leave. During this last portion of the film, Mike Harris, a spokesman for the Coalition for the Homeless in New York, makes a statement that is posed as a counterpoint to Rubell's justification for eviction. Harris explains that their organization (which had been approached by Singer and his crew) had planned to file a lawsuit against Amtrak, until the department of Housing and Urban Development intervened, providing section 8 subsidized housing. This leads into a sequence of the subjects' last day in the tunnel - they are shown breaking down their houses with sledgehammers, and finally moving into those apartments.

There is, then, a clear dichotomy between the body of the film and its final sequences after that textual title card. A sense of temporality is invoked which is profoundly different from that which was represented before the threat of eviction was shown. Throughout the movie times of day and night were interchangeable, that is, because the content of the film took place largely underground, so that the only time was any time whatever. Similarly, the sense of narrative progression was unformed, since the development of the characters' personalities was in the form of discrete vignettes, without that sense of linear inevitability. One particular exception to this tendency, however, was the sequence involving the arson that destroyed Dee's house. From the title card to the end of the film, however, there is a definite time-progression, as well as an emphasis on finitude, narrative, and conclusion. Thus, we can say that the last part of the film introduces the importance of historical consciousness.

I have tried to show some ways in which Dark Days can be viewed through a Marxist lens. Focusing on issues of mediation, occlusion, and production has grounded this analysis of representation, spectatorial identification, and political efficacy. However, there are still aspects of and around this fim which move beyond the scope of this essay, including a fuller discussion of the historical impact of the movie, its relation to newer media and conditions of distribution, and the question of genre. However, what limits this analysis may provide the grounds for another, or the inspiration for the creation of a new cultural product, which may yet form the object of an entirely other analysis.
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