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      Introduction

      To organize the world’s information and make it universally accessible and useful.

      Google’s mission statement1

      
        1	‘How Google Search Works: Overview’, no date, accessed 20 March 2019, https://www.google.com/search/howsearchworks/mission/.

      

      Palantir is an information management platform for analysis developed by Palantir Technologies. It integrates structured and unstructured data, provides search and discovery capabilities, knowledge management, and collaborative features. The goal is to offer the infrastructure, or ‘full stack,’ that intelligence organizations require for analysis.

      from GCHQ wiki page2

      
        2	Sam Biddle, ‘How Peter Thiel’s Palantir helped the NSA spy on the whole world’, The Intercept, 22 February 2017, https://theintercept.com/2017/02/22/how-peter-thiels-palantir-helped-the-nsa-spy-on-the-whole-world/. Edward Snowden document sources for this article are contained in the article itself and here: https://snowdenarchive.cjfe.org/greenstone/collect/snowden1/index/assoc/HASH7f98.dir/doc.pdf, https://snowdenarchive.cjfe.org/greenstone/collect/snowden1/index/assoc/HASH011f/a4ebe1a6.dir/doc.pdf.

      

      ‘Don’t people have a right to control how their creativity is used?’

      ‘Control over the use of one’s ideas’ really constitutes control over other people’s lives; and it is usually used to make their lives more difficult.

      People who have studied the issue of intellectual property rights carefully (such as lawyers) say that there is no intrinsic right to intellectual property. The kinds of supposed intellectual property rights that the government recognizes were created by specific acts of legislation for specific purposes …

      … The idea of copyright did not exist in ancient times, when authors frequently copied other authors at length in works of non-fiction. This practice was useful, and is the only way many authors’ works have survived even in part. The copyright system was created expressly for the purpose of encouraging authorship. In the domain for which it was invented – books, which could be copied economically only on a printing press – it did little harm, and did not obstruct most of the individuals who read the books.

      All intellectual property rights are just licenses granted by society because it was thought, rightly or wrongly, that society as a whole would benefit by granting them. But in any particular situation, we have to ask: are we really better off granting such license? What kind of act are we licensing a person to do?

      Richard Stallman, GNU Manifesto, 1985 and 19933

      
        3	‘GNU Manifesto’, Richard Stallman, 1985, accessed 27 September 2018, http://www.linfo.org/manifesto.html.

      

      This slim volume fulfils a legal requirement. Between 2013 and 2016 a small group of artists, theoreticians, programmers and, most importantly, makers of media created the software platform NARRA. Our choice was to build NARRA using freely shareable open source code and not eventually patentable software. Hence the research funding body4 deems the resultant software itself as an insufficient output and requires this theoretical extension and context. I prefer to see NARRA itself as our joint research effort. Nonetheless, there have been few publications on open narrative structures (variously referred to as hypermedia narratives, navigable fictions, interactive documentaries, transmedia, etc.) and their software from the perspective of the artist/tool-builder.

      
        4Institucionální podpory na dlouhodobý koncepční rozvoj výzkumné organizace, kterou poskytlo MŠMT v roce 2014 [Institutional support for the long-term strategic development research organisation, provided by the Ministry of Education in 2014].

      

      Recent publications, including Nash et al’s New Documentary Ecologies: Emerging Platforms, Practices and Discourses and Kinder and McPherson’s Transmedia Frictions, as well as Hassapopoulou’s Interactive Cinema: An Alternative History of Moving Images (forthcoming), as well as Uricchio’s projected history of the genre, make it all the more critical for this volume to focus on the perspective of maker rather than academic, programming environment rather than content.

      This text describes the process by which an artist and his collaborators by necessity created a form based on their own needs, much like genre pioneers Lynn Hershman Leeson with Lorna (1983) and other of her works,5 Florian Thalhofer with his Korsakow software (2000 to present)6 or David Blair with his media work Waxweb (1994, and its extensions to the present).7 With playListNetWork (2001–2003), Willy LeMaitre and I attempted to build an environment necessitated by our own requirements for form. Indifferent to narrative in the traditional sense, we needed a space for the combining of processually created, multimodal, shared media, which might be annotated, tagged, re-combined, sequenced and eventually publicly presented online, a space where multiple artists might collaborate using audiovision without losing authorship. This was in contradistinction to others’ attempts to build software that became, in essence, randomisation engines for computer-generated sequences of video clips.

      
        5	See Lynn Hershman Leeson, accessed 20 March 2019, https://www.lynnhershman.com/.

        
          6	See Korsakow homepage, accessed 20 March 2019, http://korsakow.com/.

          
            7	See ‘Waxweb by David Blair’, accessed 20 March 2019, http://www.waxweb.org/.

          

        

      

      In 2001 we, the collaboration LeMaitre and Rosenzveig,8 gathered a small group of artists to conceptualise an environment for authoring and presenting hypermedia works online, comprised of moving images, texts, still images and sound. This was to be multi-threaded as opposed to linear narrative, or entangled webs of navigable media containing each other’s audiovisual materials, with neither beginning nor end. This dialogue and practice of individual and collaborative media-making resulted in playListNetWork, its sister software disPlayList9 and a final media work, Ressemblage, which inhabited the software.

      
        8	‘Joint projects, 1994–2004’, Willy LeMaitre and Eric Rosenzveig, accessed 27 September 2018, http://w--e.net.

        
          9	‘playListNetwork: video based architecture’, accessed 27 September 2018, http://playlistnetwork.com.

        

      

      From 2013, NARRA,10 the software environment for online collaboration and the sharing of media and authorship, again renewed this research and practice. NARRA, with both authoring and public display potentials, began from a similar series of dialogues and gatherings, this time between programmers, visual artists, academics, students, activists, documentary filmmakers, data visualisers, video editors and media-makers.

      
        10	‘NARRA’, accessed 27 September 2018, http://narra.eu.

      

      The ten-year interlude between playListNetWork and NARRA involved continuing personal research, partially in collaboration with students in the Center for Audiovisual Studies at FAMU11 during coursework for theoretical and practical classes in Open Narrative Structures.

      
        11	Filmová a televizní fakulta Akademie múzických umění v Praze – a state university in the Czech Republic and one of the world’s first film schools. It celebrated its 70th anniversary in 2016.

      

      The collaborative development of playListNetWork and the continuing collaborative development of NARRA involve a varied set of principles and perspectives that follow from these collaborations and the manifold possibilities of the tool’s end use. Beyond the media objects themselves, metadata is the core around which playListNetWork and NARRA function. Every possible end use of NARRA stems from how to describe and then visualise the descriptions of the audiovisual material, including:

      •	utopian ideals of shared media;

      •	alternatives to the very un-private solution for sharing media with a wide public – that of Google (or, more correctly, Alphabet’s YouTube platform12);

      
        12	Andrea Shalal, ‘Former Google CEO Schmidt to head new Pentagon innovation board’, Reuters, 2 March 2016, http://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-military-innovation-idUSKCN0W421V. Eric Schmidt, the former chief executive officer of Google, will head a new Pentagon advisory board aimed at bringing Silicon Valley innovation and best practices to the US military, Defense Secretary Ash Carter said on Wednesday. Carter unveiled the new Defense Innovation Advisory Board with Schmidt during the annual RSA cyber security conference in San Francisco, saying it would give the Pentagon access to ‘the brightest technical minds focused on innovation’. Schmidt, now the executive chairman of Alphabet Inc (GO), the parent company of Google, said the board would help bridge what he called a clear gap between how the U.S. military and the technology industry operate. Schmidt also said he saw the group looking for ways to use new technologies to solve new and emerging problems. 

      

      •	a contemporary artist’s perspective as discrete from the transition of traditional documentaries or narratives to mobile platforms – we don’t need to solve the issue of how interactive narrative can capture a cinema viewer;

      •	the need for expanding a fixed media work, documentary or narrative – a repository for exegesis and annotation of the initial media object;

      •	the video editor’s need to sort massive amounts of visual or oral digital data;

      •	how to link varied audiovisual materials, involving multiple authors, multiple timeframes and multiple subjects, into a coherent navigable framework – a curation as much as authorship;

      •	how to tie a media object to the digital world at large – the internet;

      •	the concept of the media database as locus for authorship.

      In a nutshell, this text examines how NARRA links media stored at any fixed URL to an internal proxy used for playback. Metadata, automatically generated or authored by users, is synchronised with the media. The metadata is searchable, with search returnable in a variety of visualisations. Media can be sequenced and played back. Actions by users are tracked by the system. This text demonstrates the origins and reasons why and how NARRA works as it does.

      An eventual online expanded interactive version of this ‘book’, divided into chapters, sidebars and themes that thread throughout the text, is here condensed into a linear work. This book focuses on playList and NARRA, exploring their history and raison d’être, as well as the problems that arose in their development. It includes cautionary tales for others treading similar future paths.

      Our practical research started with asking the tool-builders themselves, typically also media authors first, what worked and what didn’t, and why. During interviews, artists and developers of pioneering tools and projects were asked those questions, and their responses are included in our research.

      The first chapter, ‘Pre-Ware’, outlines some of the influences that led me to pursue the work of open narrative software development as artistic practice, beginning in the early 2000s.

      The second chapter focuses on NARRA’s direct precursor, the software environment playListNetWork, and is based on long discussions with playList co-creator Willy LeMaitre, the co-author of the chapter. A subsection describes the video work Subtalk, a collaborative precursor to playList. PlayList collaborators are listed at the end of the chapter. Technical comments from original playList programmers Tom Ritchford and Brigit Lichtnegger, the latter working at the time for V2_Lab, are incorporated in the text itself.

      Chapter Three describes NARRA, its goals, outcomes and possibilities. Much of this chapter is derived from lead programmer Michal Mocňák’s software programming, as well as my own thoughts and goals and those of the team who built the environment. It includes notes on annotation and metadata use in NARRA and text analysis based on researcher Michal Hořejší’s work with lemmatisers. Thoughts on hypermedia linking are pursued in the example case of the short video Burson and Bison. As with playList in Chapter Two, NARRA collaborators are listed at the end of the chapter. The various NARRA test projects are also listed and briefly described.

      NARRA uses principles of mapping and data visualisation, which are encapsulated in Chapter Four.

      Chapter Five summarises our work and the achievements and setbacks in attempting to build an open source software (OSS) platform whose primary goal is not financial remuneration, and points to why it is important that we continue with this project.

      The Appendix presents doctoral researcher Petr Pulc’s short paper on automatic metadata extraction from video, presented in September 2016 at ITAT, Slovakia.13

      
        13	Peter Pulc, Eric Rosenzveig and Martin Holeňa, ‘Image processing in collaborative open narrative systems’, in ITAT 2016 Proceedings, CEUR Workshop Proceedings, Vol. 1649, 155–162, accessed 27 September 2018, http://ceur-ws.org/Vol-1649/155.pdf.

      

    

  

Chapter One

Pre-ware

It’s the greatest story conference in history, BJ … All these writers assembled in the warehouse of the Atlantic Tea Company … These writers are going to write history as it happens in present time … And I don’t want to hear any Banshee wails from you skypilots … Now the way I see it is this: America stands for doing the job and that’s what’s wrong with America today … half-assed assassins … half-assed writers … half-assed plumbers … a million actors … one corny part … So we write a darn good part for every actor on the American set … You got to see the whole scene as a show …

William S Burroughs, The Ticket that Exploded14


14 William S Burroughs, The ticket that exploded (New York: Grove Press, 1967), 123.



To begin, I want to briefly celebrate certain precursors, filmmakers, computer scientists, writers, artists, educators (and emphasise that many played dual roles and did not do just one thing) who in some way are responsible for laying the ground, mapping the territory, allowing playList and NARRA to become a reality.

First, it is a tracing of three paths, one of continually expanded authorship that seeks to enlarge the possibility of story to encompass the world and its tangents. On this road, the medium itself becomes at least part of the work itself. Second, it is a desire to return agency, or at least partial agency, to the reader/viewer/listener. The concept of story becomes broad enough to permit multitudinal divergent readings, what artist Doug Aitken refers to as ‘broken narrative’, but might be better deemed ‘open narrative’.15 These open narratives are presented within structures to facilitate divergent ‘readings’. These same structures permit authorship to broaden by providing a set of tools that naturally admit of expansion. This, the third way, the making of a tool set designed for interactive collaboration between authors, and between author and audience, is what this text and, primarily, our projects have been about.


15 See Doug Aitken, Broken screen: expanding the image, breaking the narrative: 26 conversations with Doug Aitken, ed. by Noel Daniel (New York: D.A.P./Distributed Art Publishers, 2005).



In the first instance, I would argue that there is not a single place to look, a single thing to understand, a single point of view; rather, there is multiplicity. In the second instance, choices about navigating this multiplicity are made available to those engaging in this authored world. These two sides do not always meet in a technological nonlinearity. Serial forms of storytelling, from the epics of world history (Mahabharata, Ramayana, Odyssey) to early print forms of our classic novels (Cervantes, Dickens) to the 487 television serials produced in the United States in 2017,16 tell us that agency might reside solely in an initial choice of what, and then how much, we want to experience on a summer evening. Most critically, how can we as artists build our own forms that let us expand works, potentially together, in the ways we would like to and permit an audience to collaborate in the experience? Either through selection, area of interest or form?


16 Joe Otterson, ‘487 scripted series aired in 2017, FX Chief John Landgraf says’, Variety, 5 January 2018, accessed 27 September 2018, http://variety.com/2018/tv/news/2017-scripted-tv-series-fx-john-landgraf-1202653856/.



We can look to writers as having a central role in the hypertextual revolution. Even without the computer’s enabling link, authors of experimental and metafiction extend narrative form. As early as Rabelais, at the dawn of the novel, and later with his successor, Sterne, the printed book is barely sufficient to contain the explosion of ideas and formal devices that eventually lead to the present, whether in the writings of Robert Coover, M. John Harrison’s Kefahuchi Tract trilogy, William Burroughs, Jorge Luis Borges, Rudy Wurlitzer, James Joyce or countless others.

I read James Joyce’s Finnegans Wake17 during a two-year period spent between Morocco and Spain. At the time I was fluent in Spanish and understood a minimum of Maghrebi Arabic, and the book became a lexicon of Arab/Spanish references, shadows, meanings, hints and innuendos. Everything was contained therein, and context revealed facets that might have escaped understanding given other circumstances.


17 For a list of documents relating to Finnegans Wake, see C. George Sandulescu and Lidia Vianu, ‘A manual for the advanced study of James Joyce’s Finnegans Wake in 122 Volumes’, no date, accessed 27 September 2018, https://editura.mttlc.ro/fwliniarized/List%20of%20all%20122%20FW%20Lexicons.pdf.



The splintered plots, formal experiments and detailed description of the nouveau roman have their origins at the turn of the 20th century in the writings of Raymond Roussel. Like James Joyce and Gertrude Stein, Roussel had an enormous influence on my own creative practice, as well as on that of my central playList collaborator, Willy LeMaitre. Joyce, Stein and Roussel’s approaches towards including everything in a maximalist artwork – and I refer here to Roussel’s Locus Solus, Stein’s The Making of Americans and Joyce’s Finnegans Wake – nonetheless all follow linear forms. Stein attempts to use a reduced vocabulary to extract the essence of character, with the ordering and re-ordering of simple words creating for the reader the most vivid sensations or perceptions of personalities.

The wild inventions of Roussel’s Canterel are some of the most creative in any medium. These are dissected and described repeatedly from different perspectives, each elucidating a historical fact and its rationale, as well as a moral imperative, an examined convention, an electro-mechanic process. Joyce’s masterwork digs into histories of literature and myth, creating its own language and style through controlled free associations. It reads aloud as two or three things at once. These works showed us that anything, or many things at once, can be included as raw material in a work of art, once crafted and shaped. Multiplicities, however ordered, are the stuff of the world as we experience it, more so in the 21st century. The reductive was not for us. And cinema is necessarily reductive, for the most part, given its length and – until ten or fifteen years ago – the prohibitive cost of production for a truly independent artist. All three of the books mentioned above showed us that a medium can be a workplace, and content the result of continual craft applied to the medium in a processual fashion, irrespective of story. We tried to build a medium that could be as open and as inclusive as possible, over extended periods, when using moving images and recorded sound, a medium in which context over content was paramount and the software itself didn’t just shape, but entered the work as collaborator.

George Landow’s Hypertext 3.0 thoroughly documents the hypermedia experiments, in the form of courses and collaborations, that took place at Brown University in the late 1980s, using a UNIX-based Intermedia platform, then Eastgate’s Storyspace environment, and eventually their own Hypertext Hotel. In these pre-HTML days, dynamic linking, where one link could lead to many connections, depending on the context of what was viewed or read beforehand, promised a powerful way of shaping narratives(s) by both writer and reader, sometimes referred to as ‘wreader’ by the hypertext authoring community at the time. Tim Berners-Lee’s HTML protocol, in which one-to-one link relationships became the norm, narrowed the dream of Ted Nelson’s ‘hypertext’, a term he coined in the early 1960s. This fork in the road, as HTML and the web exploded by the end of 1993, is seen as one turning point for hypermedia experiences. Xanadu forsaken.

Novelist Robert Coover’s genre experiments Noir and Ghost Town, on film noir and the Western, respectively, came some ten and twenty years after his hypermedia explorations at Brown. To me, they illustrate an overall, or context over content, dynamic. Nothing happens on any one page that couldn’t have happened on another. Much like a video installation, in which every moment is pregnant with the whole work’s ‘narrative’, these fictions are the Western or the film noir, all the time. Story is subsumed to situation. Of course, this is an exaggeration, but it is also an illustration on how possibly to create linearly, post-hypertext.

Also in the late 1980s, at nearby MIT, Glorianna Davenport and her students created The Elastic Charles, which was based on dynamic linking, as were most other hypermedia works until the advent of the World Wide Web (www, hereafter ‘the web’). Of course, this made sense, for how could A always lead to B when it might lead to C, D and E if you had come from AA, AB, AC or AE before experiencing A? At Davenport’s Interactive Cinema Group, Hypercard was in widespread use before personal computers and the HTML protocol were established in the early 1990s. Here, students laid the groundwork for many of the features we see today in, for example, the National Film Board of Canada’s myriad online interactive works.18 The group’s legacy remains, not only in the form of orphaned software and unwatchable precursor media works but also in ideas that still resonate in doctoral and master’s theses still available on the web. A possible portent to those of us wishing to create rich media works for posterity? What lingers except textual leavings describing thoughts on how to structure and create the works?


18 See NFB/ONF Interactive website, https://www.nfb.ca/interactive/.



At this same time, too, Vilém Flusser conceptualised,19 using the same Hypercard environment, a user-modifiable knowledge database system that looks much like today’s web. This is a space for interactive scholarship that permits the curation of linked knowledges. Through emulation, we can see this work as it was meant to function over 25 years ago. It is NARRA without the audiovisuals.


19 ‘Flusser-Hypertext’ is based on a lecture Vilém Flusser gave at the Kernforschungszentrum Karlsruhe in 1989. The software was produced in the context of Projekt Elektronisches Buch by Bernd Wingert, Knud Böhle, Ulrich Riehm, Team Fidelitas and Hinrich Harms in 1992. An online hypercard emulation exists today at http://eaas.uni-freiburg.de/demo-flusser.html. This emulation points to the critical issue of rapidly changing software and hardware platforms and the difficulty of maintaining a functioning platform to display works that have been authored using them, over any length of time. See also ‘Flusser Hypertext Prototype 2’, transmediale, 2011 [1992], accessed 27 September 2018, https://transmediale.de/content/flusser-hypertext-prototype-2.



In 1968, at the same time that ARPANET contracted to build the world’s first routers, Fernando Solanas and Octavio Getino’s film The Hour of the Furnaces was released. It was revolutionary in its goals, content and presentation. In their manifesto, Towards a Third Cinema,20 Solanas speaks of ‘making films that the System cannot assimilate and which are foreign to its needs’,21 and offers this unusual perspective: ‘Films offer an effective pretext for gathering an audience, in addition to the ideological message they contain.’22


20 Octavio Getino and Fernando Solanas, ‘Towards a third cinema’, Tricontinental 14 (October 1969): 107–132, https://ufsinfronteradotcom.files.wordpress.com/2011/05/tercer-cine-getino-solonas-19691.pdf.


21 Ibid., 120.


22 Ibid., 122.







As with Radúz Činčera’s 1967 Kinoautomat: One Man and His House (Kinoautomat: Člověk a jeho dům), The Hour of the Furnaces involved audience participation during screenings, albeit of an entirely different sort. Rapidly zooming inter-titles called for, among other things, the projectionist to stop the film and begin a discussion with the audience about what they had just seen. An intensely agitprop film, created in the period before the CIA-backed overthrow of the Chilean government in 1973 and the military takeover of the Argentine government in 1976, Solanas and Getino called the screenings ‘a kind of enlarged cell meeting of which the films were part but not the most important factor. We thus discovered a new facet of cinema: the participation of people who until then were considered spectators […] The spectator made way for the actor who sought himself in others […]’23 and ‘revolutionary cinema is not fundamentally one which illustrates, documents or passively establishes a situation: rather it attempts to intervene in the situation as an element providing thrust or rectification […] it provides discovery though transformation.’24 Here, we can already hear echoes of Deleuze’s forces and thrusts rather than linear time as the essential features of a fresh cinema.


23 Ibid., 130; emphasis in bold in the original text.


24 Ibid., 124; emphasis in bold in the original text.





Kinoautomat, self-described as the ‘world’s first interactive film’, was presented at Expo 67 in Montreal. With a brilliant script by Pavel Juráček and collaboration from Josef Svoboda, the oft-described film gave audience members a choice between two parallel narratives at multiple points throughout, guided by an onstage barker. Kinoautomat reintroduced the role of the narrator of early 20th-century American or European film. The role of the Japanese equivalent, Benshi, remained undiminished until the end of the Japanese silent film in 1939: ‘Benshi formed a central part of the “silent movie” experience in Japan by explaining what the motion picture was about, either before, during, or after the show.’25 Činčera himself was shocked by the film’s reception: ‘We did not anticipate that the moment when the viewers’ vote is another dramatic moment in the whole performance, that the sight of the film drama on screen and stage is combined with another drama which is taking part amongst the audience.’26


25Jeffrey Dym, ‘A brief history of Benshi (silent film narrators)’, Japan Society, 2008, http://aboutjapan.japansociety.org/content.cfm/a_brief_history_of_benshi#sthash.OyC0P2vF.dpbs.


26 Unnamed newspaper interview, quoted in Alison Oddey and Christine White, Modes of spectating (Bristol: Intellect, 2009), 104.





My own experience of Kinoautomat was initially based on navigating the DVD. I soon came to the understanding that whichever choice I made I would quickly be returned to a single narrative path. A similar problem arose in the 1990s when the work was screened simultaneously on the two Czechoslovakian state television channels. The audience was able to navigate by using their TV remotes or by getting up and changing the channel, but the illusion of narrative agency was greatly diminished when they realised that, for the most part, the film(s), either A or B, were the same except for the few initial shots after each voting segment. I often use this film to illustrate a sort of false interactivity to students, in which finally agency is reduced to A/B, with neither leading to difference, and each choice quickly reduced to a sole narrative path.

When I participated in a screening at Kino Svetozor in 2015,27 the feeling of communion in the cinema was palpable, and the aforementioned narrator, who guided us in our voting and whose comments in some sense opened the experience up, entirely transformed the event. It was a performance, a media performance whose centrality was an expanded film. The shared experience of the theatrical presentation of a film was increased when, every so often, the lights went up and, voting devices in hand, we heard the narrator speak, made choices together, and returned to the movie based on what we had all seen and had decided to see more of.


27 The film is now presented a few times annually in Prague, using handset technology that permits audience members to vote and these votes to be tabulated for decision-making. The software programming was done by lead NARRA prgrammer Michal Mocňák while he was a bachelor’s student at our department CAS/FAMU.



A sidenote on narrators and cinema: narrators can elude censorship and often did with their bawdy commentary in silent film screenings, initially presented in similar situations to that of vaudeville in the first quarter of the 20th century in the United States. I lived for ten years at 727 Sixth Avenue in New York City. The adjoining building still bears the plaque of the Koster and Bial’s Music Hall. Their second location, their vaudeville music hall on 34th Street and Broadway, was the site of the first Edison Vitascope screening in April 1996 – the first public projection of moving images in America.

Vaudeville, the stage and cinema were inextricably tied together. With The Hour of the Furnaces, the filmmaker’s presence absolutely reinforced the (at the time illegal) messages contained in the work. Discussions after screenings increased membership in the burgeoning resistance to the military governments at a cost that would be felt in the later torture and execution of these filmgoers as leftist subversives.

I would like also to note the ecstatic quality of the descriptions of the medium from the first serious non-broadcast-industry users of video in the United States, those centered around the Videofreex and Raindance collectives in 1970. They describe participating in the events they document through their use of video, with ‘making tapes’ as a processual feedback loop between subject and creator, that is, beyond video as mirror in the artwork (Nauman, Morris, Graham, et al.), video as software, as information that changes the information. Because of the difficulty of editing the material in postproduction, when post was mainly the purview of a few large networks, these long, edited-in-camera tapes are both participatory, in that the presence of the video maker alters the behaviour of those present, and reflective of the future livestreaming of demonstrations by participant observers. This trend is seen by the state as potentially inflammatory, for it enlarges the scope of demonstrations; for example, a group of journalists/media-makers was indicted for ‘inciting riot’ in a case brought by the Trump administration on the day Donald Trump himself was inaugurated.28


28 Eoin Higgins, ‘Jurors to decide what constitutes journalism in trial of J20 inauguration protests’, The Intercept, 19 December 2017, accessed 27 September 2018, https://the intercept.com/2017/12/18/j20-defendants-trial-free-press-journalism/. Those referred to as the J20 were arrested at inauguration protests and journalists were considered to have incited riot through their broadcasting. Many were later acquitted; see Sam Adler-Bell, ‘Charges dropped against 129 Trump inauguration protesters – but dozens still face prison’, The Intercept, 19 January 2018, accessed 27 September 2018, https://theintercept.com/2018/01/19/charges-dropped-j20-trump-inauguration-j20-aaron-cantu/.



Aspen Movie Map used a touchscreen interface to trigger video clips from a series of Pioneer laser-disc players containing what today would be known as navigable ‘street view’ images of the entire town of Aspen, Colorado. You could navigate the city geographically through onscreen controls, using much the same technology that was used by viewers/participants to interact with and navigate through both Hershman Leeson’s Lorna (1979–1984), MIT’s The Elastic Charles (1987) and Gary Hill’s Tall Ships installation (1992), albeit with different human–computer interfaces. Note that, at the time, the navigation system and the media resided on separate devices. Computer processing power and computer hard-drive memory were insufficient to store and retrieve images directly from a computer hard drive; thus, the media resided on laser discs, which in turn were computer serial controlled based on various physical interaction strategies – whether embodied interface, hacked phones, joysticks and keyboards, simple touchscreen or analysis of viewer position.

Rozpaky kuchaře Svatopluka, a 13-episode Czechoslovak television serial from 1984, now findable on YouTube, brilliantly used the principles of audience interactivity developed in Kinoautomat in conjunction with the power of the communist state to husband monopoly control of all its resources. While watching, the television audience could signal their choice of narrative path A or B by turning their household lights either on or off. Measured roughly at the state power utility, the nation’s choices were summed to determine Chef Svatopluk’s next action. In my own pantheon of interactive audiovisual works, this one is a minor but beloved deity.

David Blair’s Waxweb (1994) begins the world of interactive documentary on the web. It is a documentary about ‘the discovery of television among the bees’ and a whole lot more. Blair (in a conversation with the author) speaks succinctly of ‘N-dimensional works’ that elide ‘technics and poetics’ when describing his first forays into nonlinear narrative filmmaking. Coming out of a linear experimental documentary, Blair found that chaptering, breaking the initial tenuous narrative construct and re-linking parts in a textual, video complex that included forays into 3-D where word becomes image, allowed him to continually augment the work. It became infinitely extensible.

In May 2018, Blair sent out the following email:29


29 Mass email included the author, 23 May 2018.



David Blair / The Telepathic Motion Picture: News, May 2018

concerning

“The Telepathic Motion Picture of THE LOST TRIBES”:

a 26 year, 26 episode per year, 26 minute per episode TELEVISION SERIES,

in which everything happens all at once

Tomorrow, around 7pm EST, May 23rd, I’ll mark the 25th year since my film “Wax or the Discovery of Television Among the Bees” [81:00, 1991] was the first film streamed over the Internet [NY Times, 1993: https://goo.gl/59jJGx]. Among many things, it was a movie made about the first Iraq War, and drones, before either existed. By similar coincidence, the hero Jacob Maker ended the movie by talking through a brand new two-way television, thus speaking of the internet while being the first through it as a video object, all in a movie about the reality of television. Which leads us to today, the future of the past.

At the time, there was nothing similar on the web to this entirely experimental moving image work predicated on user interaction. Finally, user interaction was both beside the point and the entire point. You were on the net, a place for ‘interaction with mouse and keyboard’; hence, while watching and using mouse and keyboard you could explore a space that resisted narrative while retaining your attention, albeit not for as long as a movie. This made the work not only prescient in terms of subject matter but also in terms of viewer attention.

Elizabeth Rocha Salgado, a Brazilian traditional and interactive documentary maker, has been told, during project pitches at makers’ festivals in 2017 and 2018, that viewing times have shrunk to under six minutes for interactive projects.30 As all net viewing shifts to mobile devices (80 per cent by 2020), then small segments that make sense within and of themselves are what is needed from producers. These can be returned to but need to provide the viewer with an experience that encapsulates the greater project each time.


30 In conversation with the author. Her recent interactive project on the Russian everyman/everywoman’s experience on living with and under Putin is built in the form of a roulette app with very short sound and image segments.



Florian Thalhofer’s Korsakow – Flash-based software first created in 2000 in Berlin and recently rewritten in HTML 5 as Korsakow 6 – has been the creation and display platform for hundreds of interactive online works. Thalhofer makes his living at a news station ‘constructing reality through the edit’. He states that ‘the belief in linear story is a detour, and the natural way of narration beyond film leads to multiple viewpoints’. He feels that radio and photography have more to offer in terms of imagination for the prospective ‘user’ than does film. ‘With radio, you hear something and see something different at the same time. With photos, after three seconds. You’re not sure what you’re looking at, after 30 seconds it becomes … what? Something again? With film, people only see “first attraction” as it passes quickly by you.’ As an artist and software conceptualiser, Thalhofer’s Korsakow filled a need in his own practice to build a tool for making things that could be experienced uniquely each time. Built on a weighted randomisation engine in which the author creates a combination of multi-, split- and single-screen views encapsulated within a single frame, each panel is filled with a still image that, when rolled over, becomes the single active moving-image screen. Authoring choices are not fixed but randomised according to structural decisions made by the media-maker, which are then instantiated by viewer choice. Unlike playList or NARRA, which focus on metadata to construct a navigation framework, Korsakow is entirely predicated on how moving images relate to each other both temporally and spatially.

Split-screen or spatialised images within a single projection or screen frame

Korsakow uses a single screen split into multiple facets. Primarily a desktop environment, in full-screen mode Korsakow breaks the screen into multiple images with only a single facet playing at any one time. A mouse rollover gives a few moments of movement within a facet. A click makes that facet the central playscreen and shifts the narrative to that clip or SNU, as Korsakow deems their shortest narrative unit. When authoring, you choose at which points the screen is divided and into how many facets, with each a potential narrative direction. These potential narrative paths can be further explicated with overlaid subtitling or use of a carefully selected still frame or few frames of video to suggest direction.

In cinema, spatial montage presents an alternative to temporal montage, replacing sequence with simultaneity. Often, this is used to present multiple viewpoints or multiple perspectives of the same event at the same time. Or, narrative might proceed by elucidating the activities, thoughts and points of view of multiple characters, often in communication or at disparate physical locations.

Used in Korsakow or in other desktop nonlinear media players or projects, spatial montage acts as potential. It is rarer for multiple facets of the total screen to be active simultaneously. Rather, the multiple perspectives are used to drive viewer navigation, suggesting direction. Multiple video facets are almost impossible to display simultaneously on a mobile phone, for example, the locus of much of today’s interactive narrative.





	
	


	
		Vážení čtenáři, právě jste dočetli ukázku z knihy Conflations: playListNetWork, NARRA and open narrative structures.

		Pokud se Vám ukázka líbila, na našem webu si můžete zakoupit celou knihu.
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