g‘ M :/‘()Se/ VN DiJ‘ck, MednTed
Marenie s [ D'“B*'M’oﬁ/“'

Projecting the Family’s Future Past

Upon his return from work, a colleague of mine was buoyantly
greeted by his ten-year-old daughter. She begged him to fetch his cam-
corder and come to her room, where she was playing with her sister—they
were performing a karaoke of sorts in which they combined song and
dance with typical kids’ spells of laughter and fun. “You need to tape us
because when we become famous they may show this on television,” his
daughter explained with a sense of urgency. The children’s motivation for
being filmed betrays a sophisticated reflexivity of the camcorder as a tool
for producing future memories. Even at a young age, children keenly ap-
prehend the pliability of mediated experience; their father’s film is not
simply a registration of present fun activities, but it is also a conscious
steering of their future past. The camcorder constructs family life at the
same time and by the same means as it constructs our memory of it
whereas the camcorder registers images of private lives, in the context of
television these images may help shape (future) public identity. The chil-
dren’s awareness was most likely triggered by contemporary television
programs—anything from so-called reality TV and lost-relative quests to
dating shows and celebrity interviews—that deploy home video footage to
represent a person’s past life.

This scene helps articulate a few intriguing questions on home
movies as a means to study the connection between individuals and fam-
ily, media and memory. Can filming the family be considered an act of
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cognition—minds instructing instruments to manufacture desirable im-
ages of how one wants to remember his or her family in the future?' Are
home movies registrations of actual or real families, enabled by the various
generations of technological equipment? And what if home movies be-
come cinematic constructions of past family life—footage shot and later
reassembled into a common cultural format? Filmed families constitute
fascinating windows into cultural memory, illustrating how the horizon-
tal axis of relational identity and the vertical axis of time intersect in mem-
ory acts and products. As the children in the above scene perfectly
understand, video footage may serve to actually steer one’s history as it is ac-
tively deployed to shape a family’s future past. Home movies remade into
cultural products like fiction films, documentaries, websites or television
programs can hardly be considered mere pictorial representations of family
at a certain moment in time; as mediated memories, they are audiovisual
constructions of hindsight. The goal of this chapter is to examine family
movies as co-productions of mind, technology, and culture: to what extent
are the concepts of “home movie” and “family films™ mental projections en-
abled by media technologies and embedded in sociocultural practices?

First, embodied memory as it relates to home movies is examined.
Neurobiologists and philosophers of mind have theorized the intimate rela-
tionship between the mind’s eye and the camera’s eye from various angles.
Neurobiologists use movies, screens, and cameras as metaphors to describe
the intricate mechanism of human consciousness, whereas some philoso-
phers take them to be more than metaphors. Gilles Deleuze, for instance,
suggests the inseparability of the human brain and the movie screen. Films
are imagined in the brain, a process that involves a convergence of mental
projections and technological scripts; projecting the future and capturing
the present are closely intertwined activities of memory. Following the
footsteps of Deleuze, Mark Hansen upgrades Deleuze’s notion of filmed
memories to the digital age, arguing how this convergence takes place at the
intimate junction of body and technology.

Beyond the “embodied” perspective, a social constructivist angle is
introduced, directing the inquiry into mediated memories from the inter-
section of technology and culture. As James Moran argues, home movie
technologies can hardly be separated from social contexts; notions of family
change in conjunction with the technical tools we use to capture families in
the private sphere of home. The movie camera, the video camera, and
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more recently the digital camcorder have been used to capture the rou-
tines of everyday life. At the same time, “real families” transpire in cul-
tural products everywhere. Families played out in television series shape
our mental concepts of family interaction, and home movies provide in-
put for media products. In the age of camcorders, webcams, and multi-
media productions, family lives are becoming an insidious part of our
combined mental, technological, #nd cultural fabric of memory. We need
to differentiate between these three levels in order to understand how, in
the digital age, filmed family life always involves remembrance, fabrication
and projection. Various examples—a feature film, a documentary, and
websites—will illustrate this combined theoretical approach. From the
analyses of contemporary mediated memories, I argue that the future of
memory will be determined by our tools for reconstruction as much as by
our imaginative capacities.

Future Memories as Projections of Family

Let us return for a moment to the scene in which the children de-
manded their playful activities to be taped by their father’s camera. The
youngsters were keenly aware of how video footage potentially steers their
public image as they grasp the essence of raw images serving as input for
memories that have yet to be shaped. But could such awareness be the re-
sult of their minds” projections or, perhaps more likely, is it the result of
the movie camera’s infiltration into their mindsets—the result of the ubig-
uitous presence of camcorders in their everyday lives? Mind and technol-
ogy, as | argued in earlier chapters, are closely interwoven in our projections
and memories of self. The desire to identify oneself as belonging to a
family may be deeply implicated in the private camera as a mnemonic
tool—to save visual evidence of family life for later reference—but it may
just as well be a function of the brain to funnel conscious perceptions of
family into desirable or idealized (moving) images. I succinctly explore
various hypothetical angles to account for the complex interrelation be-
tween mind and audiovisual technology in the construction of personal
cultural memory.

Some neurobiologists who study the physiological mechanisms of
autobiographical memory concentrate on the brain as an explanatory
framework, and choose to ignore the constitutive function of technology or
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culture in the process of remembering. When neurobiologist Antonio
Damasio speaks of memory as a form of consciousness, he defines it as a
two-tired problem. First, he wants to know how the brain turns neural pat-
terns into explicit mental patterns called “images” (see Chapter 4). Multi-
sensory qualia, such as the tone of a violin, the blueness of a sky, and the
taste of apple pie, are translated by the brain into mental image maps—
image narratives Damasio calls “movies-in-the-brain.” Second, in produc-
ing those mental images, the brain also engenders a sense of self in the act
of knowing; all perceptions are the unmistakable mental property of an au-
tomatic owner who concurrently constructs images of objects and of self.’
Obviously, when Damasio speaks of a movie-in-the-brain, he uses the term
metaphorically: as if the brain were both a camera, a movie screen, a filmed
production, and a moviegoer. Without a proper analogy, it seems impossi-
ble to explain the complexity of the brain’s involvement in configuring a
sense of self over a period of time. However, the use of this metaphor pres-
ents a peculiar paradox: apparently, we need a cultural metaphor (movie) to
imagine a physical process (memory, consciousness), whereas actual movies
are ultimately the result of a complex brain-machine network involved in
film production (scripting, directing, camera work, editing, watching, and
so forth)—a subject addressed in the next paragraph. Damasio’s theory is
understandably oblivious of actual movies as input for actual brains; nei-
ther does he account for the role of the camera or other media technologies
in equipping the mind’s construction of images. The pair brain/mind is
hierarchically off set from the pairs technology/materiality and cultural
practices/forms; the latter two are mere conceptual aids in the neurobiolog-
ical theory of movies-in-the-brain.

It is rather interesting to compare Damasio’s inquiry into memory as
a form of consciousness with Deleuze’s philosophical reflections on cin-
ema, memory, and time.? Building on Henri Bergson’s conjectures in Mat-
ter and Memory, Deleuze has theorized the internalization of the film
camera in the human mind to explain memories as filmic projections of
the present. The “matter” of memory, according to the French philoso-
pher, emerges at the intersection of brain/mind and technology/materiality.
In his book 7he Time-Image, Deleuze highlights the intimate relation be-
tween memory and cinema—between moving images in the mind and mov-
ing images on the screen. When Deleuze suggests that “the brain 7s the
screen,” he does not mean this metaphorically but literally: recollection is
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inherently defined by the input of actual moving images, which are always
par'tl)f constructions of the brain.* Whereas Damasio’s term “movie-ini’;?-‘ ;
brain™ implies a figural equation (to understand the brain’s mechanism in-
serms of film productions), Deleuze explicitly connects cognitive mecha-
nisms to the movement-image of cinema. Cinema is as much a production

of th-e individual mind as it is a production of a mechanical apparatus
Echoing Bergson, Deleuze distinguishes between different categories of im:

ages in motion: the perception-image, the affection-image, and the action-

image.S “External images” act upon the mind and become “internal images,”
moving images that stir action or affection, converging into experience;.lg :
Memory, in Deleuze’s concept, is never a retrieval of past images but
alwa?rs a function of the present, a function that embodies the essential
cont.muation of time. Body and cinema are part of the same organic, con-
nective system: just as the body constantly renews itself molecularl)’r im-
ages never remain the same when processed in an individual’s min;i In
other words, moving images produced by film are input for the brajn‘ al-
ways resulting in updated output. Such a dynamic concept of movem;nt-
image sharply contrasts semiotic theories that consider film footage as
representati.ons or signs. “Perception-images” of the present determine
'ho'w actual images of the past are interpreted, and yet, both are inevitabl
|n|e.cted with projections of the future: idealized images, virtual im esy
desire. It is instructive to quote Deleuze’s words in full here: “But in:tgead,
of. a constituted memory, as function of the past which reports a story, we
witness the birth of memory, as function of the future which retains v:'hat
happens in order to make it the object to come of the other memory.
[MJemory could never evoke and report the past if it had not already been
constituted at the moment when past was still present, hence in an aim to
come. It is in fact for this reason that it is behavior: it is in the present that
we make a memory, in order to make use of it in the future when the pres-
ent will be past.” Films are imagined in the brain—a process involvin
Fhe convergence of mental projections and technological scripts. If the pas%
is a filmic product of the present, so is the future; according to Deleuze
memory is always in a “state of becoming.” ,
It takes little effort to translate this part of Deleuze’s theory into the
mediated memories model outlined in figure 2 (see Chapter 2). Applied to
Fhe specificity of home movies, one could argue that the film apparatus is
inseparable from the individual who deploys the camera to articulate a
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sense of connection between self and family. As a memory object, a home
movie changes meaning each time it is seen. The act of memory also in-
cludes the actual shooting of the movie; the later use of home movies and

~ video footage—even if unspecified—is already anticipated at the moment

of shooting. In addition, home movies are never simply found footage of

. the past: each time they are reviewed or recycled, they are edited by the

brain. Moving images, first shot and later edited, project the intricate time-

" movement of mental recollection so characteristic of the human mind; the
~ mind’s tendency to impact future remembrance is implicated in technolo-

gies of memory, particularly the movie camera. Deleuze’s philosophical re-
flections on memory and cinema stress the interdependent connections
between the functions of the brain/mind in the act of memory and the
technology/materiality of the memory object. Applying his theory to spe-
cific (fction) films, Deleuze minutely analyzes how the brain is always in-
volved in articulating moving images produced by the cinema apparatus,
an apparatus that only works because the anticipation of mental images is
part of its technological script.

However, as we move into an age when the cinematic apparatus and
the video image are gradually replaced by the multimedia apparatus and
the virtual image, Deleuzian philosophy needs updating in several respects.
As Mark Hansen contends, processes of digitization and virtualization call
for a new concept of embodiment—the body’s relation to image and its
affects. Whereas Deleuze still accepts a distinction between perception and
simulation—between external and internal images that stir action or affec-
tion, converging into experience—Hansen argues that our bodies, brought
into contact with the digital image, experience the virtual through affect
and sensation rather than through techniques, forms, or aesthetics.” Draw-
ing examples from digital art works and virtual reality environments,
Hansen counters Deleuze’s neuroaesthetics and “cinema of the brain”
with a concept in which “the brain is no longer external to the image and
is indeed no longer differentiated from an image at all.”® Rather than talk-
ing about an affect caused by a technological (cinematic) apparatus, Hansen
considers the digital apparatus to be an integral part of a new embodied
experience. Digital technologies call for an approach to cinematic hind-
sight that privileges the bodily basis of vision; the mind, according to
Hansen, filters the information we receive to create images of the past, in-

stead of simply receiving images as preexisting technical forms.



128 Projecting the Familys Future Past

Both Deleuze and Hansen agree that family portraits captured in
moving images are never simply retrospectives—found footage as relics of
the past—but they are complex constructions of mental projections and
technological substrates. Deleuze in particular pays little attention to the
sociocultural forces involved in filmic productions.” And yet, it is pre-
cisely this triangle of forces that seems to account for the richness of
family movies as objects of cultural analysis. The social practice of (home)
moviemaking and the impact of conventional cultural forms on our un-
derstanding of moving images appear to play an equally constitutive role
in the construction of cinematic hindsight. A concrete example may help
illustrate both the relevance and shortcomings of this techno-embodied
perspective, instead arguing for the comprehension of movies as collabo-
rations of mind, machine, and culture.

It should come as no surprise to find that fiction films, in recent
years, have echoed a Deleuzian connection between brain and screen in
the configuration of human memory. Whereas movies such as Eternal Sun-
shine of the Spotless Mind and Memento, described in Chapter 2, capitalize
on confounding past and present in an individual’s mind, science-fiction
films such as The Matrix and Strange Days typically envision the potential
of media technologies to mix past and future memories.'” The advent of
digital technologies, and particularly virtual reality environments, inspires
the creation of virtual consciousness, allowing either a glimpse of the past
through the eyes of a former self (Strange Days) or offering an embodied
perspective on future events (7he Matrix). In these movies, media tech-
nologies enable individuals to escape the constraints of the present, al-
lowing them to move effortlessly between past, present, and future.
Philosophical concepts articulated in science fiction films, in turn, help
shape our mental and technological constructs of memory. The function
of these movies is to “imagineer” what memory may look like in the
future. A projected collapse of the brain with technology, far from an inci-
dental concept, is a recurring trope in science fiction films.

One film that mingles a projection of memory’s future with an imag-
inative design of the home movie as a conflation of brain and screen is
Omar Naim’s 7he Final Cut (2004). The movie is staged in the unspecified
future, where the latest hit in home movie technology is the so-called Zoe
Eye Tech Implant: an invisible organic device implanted in the brain of a
fetus, equipping that recipient to shoot a lifetime of experiences through

W
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the eyes—an audiovisual recording straight from the brain. The implanted
camera starts rolling the moment the fetus passes its mother’s birth canal,
and it is not removed until that person’s death. In Naim’s imagined soci-
ety, one out of five people carry an implant, often unwittingly, as parents
are not supposed to inform their children of this surprise until the chil-
dren turn twenty-one. The Zoe implant is one of the most precious gifts
a parent can donate to a child; it replaces the need for personal photo-
graphs or home movies because the eye camera offers a full and impecca-
ble registration of someone’s life. After the person’s death, the chip is
removed to be edited into a so-called rememorial, a ninety-minute film
reminiscent of a made-in-Hollywood biopic. The implant comes with a
new ritual: the “Re-Memory” is a commemorative gathering taking place
forty days after a person’s death at a cinema-alias-funeral parlor where the
feature-length retrospective of the deceased is premiered to an invited
audience.

The main character of 7he Final Cut is Alan Hakman (Robin
Williams), one of the best professional cutter’s of Re-Memory movies; his
job is to turn the lifetime reels, removed from the deceased’s brain, into con-
ventional audio-visual productions, a sort of edited and anthologized digest
presented as the ultimate obituary. In the main plot line, Hakman is asked
to perform the “final cut” on the life movie of Charles Bannister, one of Eye
Tech’s attorneys who recently died. His widow Jennifer instructs Hakman
to edit her husband’s implant footage into a glossy retrospective, honoring
the principles “family, community, career” and thus carefully omitting any
scenes that would compromise his public image. As all cutters do, Hakman
betrays the cutter’s code proscribing to refrain from manipulation, instead
accommodating the wishes of surviving relatives. While sorting through
Bannister’s life files, the editor is not only confronted with dubious money
laundering schemes and fraud, but he also witnesses scenes in which the
attorney commits adultery and incest with his daughter Tsabel. Hakman
discretely erases all compromising evidence from the deceased’s ultimate
portrait: the delete function turns out to be the cutter’s most important Re-
Memory tool. The result is a sanitized life in review, a public version of a
family man with a brilliant career. Although every Re-Memory visitor un-
derstands the subtext of this genre, the dark side of Bannister’s life remains
invisible to the public eye. The ultimate home movie is everything but a
true memory of the deceased’s life. Like any film, this one is a mediated
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construction rather than a concatenation of pure registrations of authentic
past events; after all, the editor defines both the choice and order of scenes.
By definition, the retrospective captures the idealized family, and by remov-
ing painful episodes of adultery and incest, the family’s memory is literally
cleansed of its troubled past.

Director Naim takes Deleuze’s idea of the brain as screen very liter-
ally: the eye is the camera, and the home movie is allegedly shot straight
from the visual cortex. The theory of the movie camera coinciding with
the mind’s eye and the screen with the brain suggests the inseparability
of thought processes from the technological substrates enabling their
manifestation—what Deleuze touts as cinema’s “psychomechanics.”! The
vector of time is an arrow bent into a circle: projections of the past become
memories of the future, and vice versa. Naim’s movie conveys a philo-
sophical reflexivity based on Deleuze’s contention that cinema is not about
concepts but is itself a conceptual tool, raising questions such as: What
are the new forces unleashed by memory once it becomes an organic
biological-mechanical construct? What are the ethical and social conse-
quences of eye implants?'? Updated to Hansen’s conjecture of digital tech-
nologies, Naim underscores the bodily basis of vision by making external
and internal views indistinguishable. We constantly switch from the
mind of Hakman, whose filtering of information is clearly tainted by his
own memory, to images “shot” by Bannister’s chip implant—the very
images Hakman is supposed to filter. Instead of simply receiving images
as pre-existing technical forms, mind-images and movie-images are mutu-
ally constitutive, consequently questioning the ultimate reliability of bio-
engineered vision.

However, the convergence of brain and technology is not enough to
account for this intricate construction of hindsight. 7he Final Cut attests to
the idea that, despite the merger of eye and camera, the ultimate manipu-
lating power of memory lies neither in the brain nor in the technology nor
in a combination of both but in the interaction between brain, technology,
and culture. With the help of advanced media technologies, every Re-
Memory made up of mind-footage is modeled after the accepted cultural
form of an audiovisual obituary, a life-in-review movie that is inevitably
modeled after the conventional Hollywood format. In fact, the brain is the
camera shooting the movie, but that movie is ultimately a product of cul-
ture. Capturing and projecting the family, even in the futuristic high-tech
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bio-digital society of science fiction, remains the work of an editor whose
final cut is subject to the norms and social codes of the present. As becomes
eminently clear from Naim’s movie, mind and brain may fuse with tech-
nologies of memory, but all mental and technological constructs of past
family life are always also social and cultural constructs.

What we learn from this film is that the construction of hindsight is
arduously interwoven with dominant social and moral codes, anchoring
futuristic extrapolations of techno-engineered memory in hegemonic cul-
tural forms. The malleability of memories over time is not in the least fa-
cilitated by the technologies enabling their conception and later revision.
In a way, technologies of memory facilitate the flexible interweaving of
past, present, and future that our minds proffer. We wield camcorders and
home videos to construct a pleasing future memory of our family’s past
life, thus anticipating the editing function as a feature of the mind as
much as a feature of technology. And we wield film cameras to construct a
version of memory that accounts for the conventional use of home record-
ing technologies, while concurrently reflecting on the potential formative
power of future technologies. At first sight, Naim’s science fiction movie
offers a straightforward illustration of Deleuze’s theory of embodied mem-
ory as an amalgamation of mind and technology. Closer analysis yields the
inescapable significance of cultural forms as constitutive elements in the
construction of cinematic hindsight.

The “Home Mode” as a Techno-social Construct

Whereas Deleuze and Hansen focus on the merger of brain/mind
with technology as the preeminent junction to study the meaning of mov-
ing images, cultural theorists find themselves more comfortable at the in-
tersection of technology with sociocultural forces. In his excellent study of
the home video, James Moran theorizes the historical and technological
specificity of what he calls the “home mode”™—the place of home movies
or home videos in a gradually changing media landscape.!? Rather than
identifying the home movie or home video according to its ontological purity
or as a technical apparatus, Moran rethinks the home mode as a historically
changing effect of technological, social, and cultural determinations—a set
of discursive codes that helps us negotiate the meaning of individuals in re-
sponse to their shared social environment.
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The home mode is not simply a technological device deployed in a
private setting (the family), but it is defined by Moran as an active mode
of media production representing everyday life: “a liminal space in which
practitioners may explore and negotiate the competing demands of their
public, communal, and private personal identities.”'* The home mode
articulates a generational continuity over time, providing a format for
communicating family legends and stories, yet it concurrently adapts to
technological transformations, such as the introduction of new types of
equipment: first the movie camera, later the video, and more recently the
digital camcorder. Moreover, the home mode is affected by social trans-
formations such as the position of family in Western society. Moran
poignantly sums up: “While we use these media audiovisually to represent
family relations to ourselves, we also use family relations discursively to
represent these media to each other.”'> The changing depictions of fami-
lies on public screens, most notably television, are part and parcel of the
sociocultural transformation he is trying to sketch.

It is imperative to understand the evolution of the home mode and its
technological and sociocultural constituents, because without recognizing
these historical roots it will be difficult to account for its specificity as we en-
ter the digital age. From the early beginnings of film, consumer technolo-
gies such as movie cameras have been drafted into the depiction of family
life, whether as tools for idealization or as tools for inquiry and criticism.
Although quite a few studies have been written on home movies in relation
to the history of film or photography, few scholars have paid attention to
the transformation of technologies in conjunction with changing social and
cultural patterns of family life. Patricia Zimmerman explains, in her classic
study of amateur film in the twentieth century, how the invention of in-
creasingly lighter cameras seduced ever more parents into chronicling their
children, thus providing a visual homage to the familialism of postwar
America.'® Zimmerman and other film historians tend to uncritically trans-
pose the technological and ideological effects of the home movie as an in-
strument for promoting the ideal nuclear family in the 1950s onto home
modes prevalent in later decades.!” Moran, by contrast, convincingly ar-
gues that in subsequent decades the conventions of family representation
changed in conjunction with home movie technologies.

The growth of the suburban family in the 1950s is inextricably in-
tertwined with the emergence of television and of home movie cameras as
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domestic symbols of individual wealth and social cocooning. As television
entered the private homes of the 1950s, images of screen families started
to fill living rooms across America and shaped the concept of the nuclear
family unit. Not coincidentally, many televised families, such as those
portrayed in Leave It to Beaver or The Adventures of Ozzie and Harriet,
conflated real life and screen reality.'® Capturing one’s own family in the
1950s and 1960s often meant to imitate the idealized family as shown on
TV. The possession of an 8 mm camera in itself signaled the newly ac-
quired material wealth that was prominently showed off both in televi-
sion series and home movies of these decades. A parent’s home movie
camera functioned as a confirmation of intimate family life, an amateur
production that defined itself against the increasingly popular public im-
ages of families on television; home recordings also served to entertain the
family in their present. As objects of memory, home movies feature a
family’s life as a concatenation of ritual highlights, from birthday parties
to first steps and from weddings to graduation ceremonies. The ability to
record everyday events, to construct family life as it was, signified the in-
dividual consumer’s power to model bliss and happiness after the ideal
shown on television.

As the 8 mm movie cameras of the 1950s and 1960s gave way to the
video cameras of the 1970s and 1980s, the style and content of the home
mode changed accordingly, eclipsing the hegemonic portrayal of idealized
families even if never replacing it.'” In terms of its material apparatus, the
light-weight video camera equipped the amateur user with an unobtrusive
instrument to record everyday life. Video’s ontology, unlike film, was based
not in chemical but rather in electronic image processes, allowing for an
unmediated display of moving images on the television screen. Video cul-
ture, as British media theorist Sean Cubitt contends, promoted the “meta-
physics of presence”: a documentary style that favored the inconspicuous
presence of a camera as a fly on the wall, as if the filmmaker were part of
the furniture.? It would be far too simple to reduce the vérité style of an
era to the effect of a newly introduced media technology, but it is certainly
no coincidence that video provided a way for capturing ordinary people’s
lives as they were in addition to the prevailing idealized way of recording
them in the earlier home movies.

The home video became a favored instrument for recording quotid-
ian reality, even if this reality did not live up to the traditions of family
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portraiture. A light-weight video camera lends itself much more easily
than the 8 mm camera to unexpected and unobtrusive shootings; a family
row or a sibling secretly stealing a cookie no longer evaded the discrete eye
of the camera. And that new apparatus seemed particularly suitable to
record everyday family life that was quickly changing in the wake of larger
social and cultural transformations. A political climate with waxing protests
against established norms of patriotism and paternalism defined this new
generation of young adults; large numbers vocally opposed their parent’s
values about class, race, gender roles, sex, and ethnic identity. The nuclear
family became a contested concept, as a new generation paved the way for
sexual liberation, emancipation, and social diversity.”! Home video de-
fined itself in opposition to home movies as a mode subversive to the nu-
clear family ideal epitomized by 19505 home movies. In addition, video
also came to define itself in opposition to television as a tool for re-
belling against mainstream, collective values: community activists and gay
and women’s liberation movements used this medium to spread alterna-
tive concepts of identity and lifestyle to counter homogeneous mass media
images.

The shift from idealized families and home movies to real families and
home video also prominently figures in the production of domestic televi-
sion series in the 1970s and 1980s. Images of family conveyed by typical
postwar television series, and prolonged by series such as 7he Brady Bunch
and 7he Partridge Family, were gradually supplemented by portrayals of less
ideal and more realistic families, such as the Bunkers in Norman Lear’s pop-
ular Al in the Family, which first aired in 1971. Frequent confrontations
between Archie Bunker and his son-in-law Michael (“Meathead”) played
out contemporary generational conflicts over political convictions, gender
politics, and race relations in a society characterized by upheaval and rap-
idly changing norms. And yet, television never single-authored the hege-
monic identity of the American family, just as the home video never
uniquely covered the private lives of relatives. Television and home video
mutually shaped the home mode in this historical time frame.?>

There is no better example to illustrate the entanglement of television
and home video in this era than the PBS series An American Family. A new
genre, namely, family portrait documentary, was coming of age in the early
1970s when young filmmakers started to experiment with the new tech-
niques of cinema vérité.*> An American Family, a twelve-part documentary
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series that premiered on January 11, 1973, captured seven months in the life
of a real California family—Pat and Bill Loud and their five teenaged chil-
dren, Lance, Kevin, Grant, Delilah, and Michele. Producer Craig Gilbert
and filmmakers Alan and Susan Raymond followed each member of the
household at a turbulent time of their lives: the Louds’ marriage ended in a
divorce; the oldest son, Lance, announced he was gay; and the family unit
was literally splitting up. A PBS announcement described this new televi-
sion format as it invited viewers to “meet TV’s first real family tonight and
share their lives in the 11 weeks to follow.”?* The immensely popular series
struck a chord with the American audience, as the Louds” turmoil mirrored
quite a few experiences that real families encountered in this decade of
change. The center was not holding—to echo Yeats’s famous dictum-—and
television was recording its falling apart.

Because the series itself, as a unique and revolutionary media phe-
nomenon, has received due scholarly attention, here I concentrate on the
construction of the home mode in An American Family, because it exem-
plifies the struggle with codes inscribed in the home movies of the 1950s
in favor of the newer, more immediate style of home video and cinema
vérité.? An American Family subscribed to this new style as it suited the
function of capturing family life as it is. In the words of the PBS announce-
ment: “The Louds are not actors. They had no scripts. They simply lived.
And were filmed.”2¢ Film crews that followed the Louds made themselves
unobtrusive and their presence went almost unnoticed by the Loud family
members, even while recording the couple’s rows over Bill’s extramarital
affairs and their decision to file for divorce. Lance, the oldest son living in
New York, received a light-weight Portapak recorder to document his own
observations in addition to being filmed. This direct cinema style sharply
contrasted the nostalgic photographs and home movie reels edited into the
series as a way to visualize the Louds’ past family life. As Ruoff explains in
his reconstruction of the series: “The home movies and family photo-
graphs themselves represent an important detour from the observational
focus on images and sounds recorded in the present. The Louds’ home
movies chronicle festive occasions such as Thanksgiving dinners and baby
Lance taking his first steps. These nostalgic recollections suggest happier
times, offering a powerful contrast to the Louds’ contemporary lives.”?’
Those incremental snippets of home movies and photographs not only sig-
nify life as it was for the Louds, but they also serve as a confirmation of
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collective memory of the 1950s as an era of happiness and peaceful family
lives supported by ceremonial, ritual signposts and cemented in a transpar-
ent social structure with distinct roles for each family member. The camera
registering life as it is stands in opposition to the previous home mode in
both style and content, as it articulates the era’s crumbling normative
ideals by fixating the camera on the other side of family life: an emanci-
pating housewife, a homosexual son, an unfaithful husband. The Louds’
new mediated memories are recorded in a different fashion—using video
and light-weight cameras—because the family can no longer live up to the
ideal that was previously constructed through the lens of the home
movies.

The oppositional home modes featured in An American Family are
clearly in dialogue with its fictional counterparts on television, both conven-
tional and more subversive sitcoms such as A/ in the Family. But whereas the
fictional generational conflicts played out by the Bunkers are filled with ex-
plicit conflicts concerning sexuality, politics (Vietnam), identity, and race,
the confrontations in America’s “first real family on television” are much less
ideological, only casually alluding to pressing political events or social de-
bates raging at that time. Nevertheless, the realist record of a family falling
apart, even if this reality was presented in the condensed and edited format
of an eleven-part series, became a milestone in the history of American tele-
vision. What attracted the audience at the time was most likely the way in
which the Louds explored and negotiated the competing demands of their
personal identities and prevailing family values in front of the public eye.
The documentary camera, long before the introduction of so-called reality
TV in the 1990s, became a constitutive element in the shaping of family life
and personal identity.”® Capturing the family, as a scheme for understanding
and remembering, became integral to family life as a means to negotiate no-
tions of individuality and togetherness, of deviation and belonging.

As poignantly put forward by Moran, every new media apparatus
affects practices of production in conjunction to ideologies of home that
reconstitute the family as a discursive domestic space. Now, if we extend
this thesis to the last two decades—an era in which camcorders and digi-
tal equipment came into vogue—how does the home mode change along
with notions of screened families? In the digital era, screened family life is
paradigmatically defined by the ubiquitous presence of surveillance cam-
eras and privately operated webcams. Whereas fly-on-the-wall cinema
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techniques set the standards for arresting reality in the era of analog
video, the webcam may currently count as the symbolic catching hook for
life as it is. A naturalistic mode of filming gives way to a surveillance
mode of recording: fixed webcams cover an unwitting subject’s move-
ments. Even when the subjects are aware of the cameras’ presence, there is
no actual intervention from a camera crew. This mode of surveillance is
not only frequently employed in public areas, where cameras control the
movements of passengers, but with the webcam installed in a home, it is
also rapidly becoming a common means of self-exposure on the World
Wide Web.?

The digital mode seems to better suit contemporary fractured no-
tions of family and more prominent individualism. Extending the home
video logic of the 1980s—the real family captured in their rebellion against
normative domestic values—the camcorder of the 1990s allots even more
power to individual users to construct their idiosyncratic views of family.?
As Moran observes, families in the 1990s and the twentieth-first century
are no longer “natural” units: they are “families we choose”™—domestic
relationships between individuals construed as family ties.*’ The family
we choose is the family that chooses to film itself as a unit, using an in-
sider’s perspective and camera, giving each member a direct voice in his
or her representation. New conventions of television programming also
define what constitutes a real family: a number of individuals who volun-
tarily move into a house, succumb to a regime of created conditions, and
are continuously monitored by numerous surveillance cameras. The Big
Brother effect, in a way, is the televised, formatted counterpart of circuited
webcams installed in a family’s home, continuously beaming pictures of
real family life on the Internet.

Let us look at one example of a turn-of -the-millennium webcast fea-
turing a regular family and compare it with a typical television series inte-
grating the surveillance home mode into its program format. The webcam
site of the Jacobs family from Alta Loma, a Los Angeles suburb, is one of
thousands of sites featuring regular family life on the Internet these days.”
Consisting of two parents and seven children, the Jacobs keep up an ex-
tensive home page where each member presents him- or herself in pictures
and texts. The site presents an interesting mixture of the 1950s idealized
family—style pictures and the digital surveillance home mode. When turned
on, the webcam beams live footage from the living room: the children



138 Projecting the Familys Future Past

joking, the mother showing things to the webcam, the father leaning
backward in his office chair.?? The webcam footage seems to verify the real
happiness professed in the website’s texts and still pictures, as if saying,
“Look, this happiness is authentic; you can watch us live from our home,
every day.”

Interestingly, the Jacobs family is literally made possible through the
Internet. On their home page, they introduce themselves as follows: “We
are the Jacobs Family. Clarence and DeShawn were married on November
27, 1999. We met on the internet [sic] in August of 1999, fell in love, and
were married in Las Vegas. When me met, DeShawn had her son Dustin,
and Clarence had Jennifer, CJ, Kyle, and Davey. Since then, we have
‘added’ Jarrett and Julia. A true ‘Brady Bunch’ as we are sometimes called.”
The Jacobs, as we can see and read, are a typical postmodern fractured
family: DeShawn writes about her birth mother and the search for her bi-
ological father, daughter Jennifer lives with her mother and stepfather in
Arizona, and Clarence’s sons are getting used to their new half brother and
half sister. We can safely assume digital technology not only facilitates but
actually enables family life for the Jacobs: without the webcam, their
daughter Jenny in Arizona could not participate in everyday life, and with-
out the Internet, DeShawn would not have been able to contact her bio-
logical father. In short, the Jacobs construct their “bunch” through digital
media, while at the same time (and by the same means) they also beam this
family’s domestic bliss to a potentially worldwide audience.

Perhaps not coincidentally, the Jacobses’ favorite pastime, as we can
read on their site, is watching reality series on television. One of the more
popular domestic reality series featuring in the early twenty-first century
is The Osbournes. Ozzie Osbourne, once the notorious band leader of the
heavy metal group Black Sabbath; his wife and manager Sharon; and their
teenage children Kelly and Jack, according to MTVs announcement, al-
low surveillance cameras to continuously peek into their private lives,
and that footage is turned into “an addictive new docu-series.” Even if
the announcement promises the series to be a continuous window onto the
lives of a famed rock star and his family, the net result is a traditional tele-
vision format. On the one hand, The Oshournes deploys technological de-
vices to create a sense of reality: furtive handicam footage is alternated by
fixed steadicam shots, which are occasionally used by a family member to

stage an intimate téte-a-téte with the television audience. On the other
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hand, the MTV docu-series is edited into an episodic format that undeni-
ably reminds us of conventional genres—in this case a hybrid of a dom.es—
tic sitcom and a video clip.*® The docu-reels in the television series bring
the traditional format of the domestic sitcom (and traditional family

; . o
values) up to the current technical standards of reality capturing.”” Natu-

rally, the home mode and family concept featured in reality series like 7he
Osbournes inspire many family webcam sites.

Following the social constructivist logic of James Moran, audiovisual
representations of the Bunkers, the Louds, the Osbournes, and the Jacobs,
reveal the interlocking of home movie technologies and cultural forms
such as (reality) television series. In contrast to Deleuze and Hansen, Moran
considers filmed family portraits to be technical substrates interwoven with
sociocultural norms and conventions. While (cognitive) philosophers show
little interest in the sociocultural component of converging brains-cum-
apparatuses, cultural theorists such as Moran tend to disregard n?emal—
cognitive functions when describing the home mode. And yet, | thln.k w.e
need a merger of both approaches in order to fully comprehend the intri-
cateness of current filmic constructions of hindsight, especially now that
digital technologies prompt us to develop a renewed awareness of medi-
ated memory as a fabric woven of cognitive, technological, and cultural

threads.

Capturing a Family’s Past in the Digital Age

As stated earlier, our remembrance of family is prone to constant re-
vision; home movies or videos shape and feed our memories, as filmic re-
constructions insipidly coil with mental projections of family. In the digital
age, it becomes increasingly easy to refurbish old footage into rec.hmcally
smooth productions and revivify former memories while retroact_wely_ ad-
justing them to fit our present knowledge and norms. Indeed, digital video
in many ways destabilizes the supposed naturalness of analog vid?o, as
an emerging digital infrastructure shifts the center of gravity from simply
shooting to complete processing and from image-sound recordings to mul-
timedia productions. Today’s computer hardware and software allows for
affordable near-professional standards of editing and full-fledged produc-
tions, complete with subtitles, sound, and sophisticated montage, all in our
private homes. Burned onto a DVD, the family’s summer vacation in Cuba
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is now an audio-visual product that may compete technically and styli
tfcally with travel programs featured on television. In addition, tradi
tional image-sound recordings of home movies and videos increasingly

yield to multimedia productions integrating documents, pictures, texts,
(moving) images, and links to webpages. Multimedia productions on DVD

no -longer privilege the chronologically ordered visual narrative prescribing
a viewer’s reading but promote browsing through a library of connected

files and (sub)texts. The digital cultural form breaks with inscribed codes :

of sequential episodes, allowing past and present images—even if shot in
different technical modes—to merge in a smooth media product.
New technological devices, such as the digital camcorder, the World

Wlde Web, the webcam, the DVD, and the compact disc are of course not
in and of themselves triggers for new mental concepts. A medium is both :

a material and a social construct, whose metaphors and models provide a
horizon for decoding present knowledge.*® Digital tools appear to give in-
divifiuals more autonomy over their (multi)mediated portrayals of a
family’s past: mentally, by projecting remembered family history onto a
new media product; technically, by editing old footage into recon-
structed versions of family life; and culturally, by weaving in fragments of
public footage (such as newsreels) with private portrayals. The emergence
of a digital type of home mode does not make the filmic discourse of re-
membered family life more self-evident. Contrarily, because of their versa-
ti.le and manipulative nature, moving images may easily become part of a
dispute over disparaging versions of what family life was like. In watching
contemporary (digital) reconstructions of family life, we need to account
for at least three different levels of analytical awareness: First, we need to
acknowledge how camera perspective and editing always imply an “I”—an
individual imposing a particular view on a family’s past. Second, we need
to distinguish between various time levels implied in historical home modes;
movie or video reels shot in previous eras beget a new illocutionary force,
when integrated in digital productions. And third, we need to remember
the social codes and cultural contexts of historical and contemporary home
?nodes while watching a production of screened family life. In the follow-
ing analysis of a contemporary documentary, I demonstrate the signifi-
cance of each level.

. The documentary Capturing the Friedmans (2003) confronts viewers
with the powerful role of various home mode technologies in authenticating

‘more comprehensive view of the harrowing family saga he is trying to tel
The Friedmans are a typical middle-class Jewish American family living in
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and reshaping family life; director Andrew Jarecki’s production is not just a

documentary; the DVD-version, which 1 focus on here, renders a much

1 39

Great Neck, Long Island, where Arnold and Elaine, both into their fifties,

' have raised three sons: David, Seth, and Jesse. A retired schoolteacher,
Arnold teaches computer classes for kids in his home basement and is helped
by his youngest son Jesse, then eighteen. In November 1987 they are both ar-

rested on charges of repeated sexual abuse of boys who attended their
dlasses. The police raid heralds months of denigrating incarceration, release
on bail, 2 media frenzy, a neighborhood witch-hunt, and—within the Fried-
mans’ home—family rows over the best strategy to keep Arnold and Jesse
out of jail. The family is torn apart by conflicting emotions of guilt, doubt,
suspicion, and loyalty; David chooses the side of his father and brother and
resents his mother Elaine, who is in more than one way the family’s outsider.
She is never convinced of Arnold’s innocence, as he has lied to her in the
past about his pedophilic inclinations and molestations. When her endearing
attempts to save Jesse, by urging both father and son to plead guilty, inad-
vertently backfire, her oldest son David bitterly turns against her. In separate
hearings, Arnold and later his youngest son enter their guilty pleas and are
sentenced to substantial jail time; Arnold commits suicide in 1995 while im-
prisoned, and Jesse is released in 200t after having served thirteen years of
his sentence.

Although the events unfolding in retrospect before the viewers eyes
are dramatic by themselves, it is the hypertextual nature of this documen-
tary and particularly the DVD that prevents the story from turning either
sensationalist or partisan. Rather than following a chronological narrative
logic, the documentary relies on the viewer’s ability to identify three dif-
ferent technical types of film and to intertwine the distinct historical and
contemporary home modes to which they refer: the home movies shot by
Arnold in the 1950s through 1970s; David’s home video footage recorded
after the arrest in 1987; and interviews taped in the present by Jarecki.

For starters, the documentary features home movies and family
pictures shot by Arnold Friedman primarily in the 1950s through the 1970s.
These images are in perfect accordance with the conventions of home
movies at the time: happy scenes of birthday parties, beach fun, and fam-
ily vacations. Filming appears to be a family tradition—a narcissistic way

b}
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of preserving the Friedmans’ heritage on tape—as exemplified by an early
1940s recording that Grandfather Friedman made of his six-year-old
daughter, performing as a ballerina in front of the camera. We learn from
Elaine’s voice-over that, several months after shooting this film, Arnold’s
sister died of lead poisoning. The joyful pictures of Arnold’s childhood
sharply contrast Elaine’s commentary that her husband admitted to having
repeatedly raped his younger brother Howard while sleeping in the same
bed with him. Howard, interviewed in the present by Jarecki, desperately
denies any recollection of his brother’s self-confessed acts (“There is noth-
ing there”). This incongruity between the ideal family life featured in the
home movies and remembered reality cues the viewer to be suspicious when
David Friedman, in turn, also claims to have nothing but rosy memories
of his youth. His memory is corroborated by Arnold’s home movies of his
three sons playing in harmony with their father, having fun, and joking
among themselves. Clearly, the home movies authenticate idyllic family life,
but due to the comments by various family members, the viewer can only
doubt their status as verification documents.

The second type of authentic footage stems from David’s deploy-
ment of the video camera. Honoring the family’s tradition, David had just
bought a video camera in 1987, when the family started to fall apart fol-
lowing the arrest and the subsequent trial. In line with the conventions of
cinema vérité and home video of the 1970s and 1980s, the camera keeps
rolling as siblings engage in heated disputes at the dining table.®* Mother
Elaine often begs to turn off the camera, but the men clearly hold sway
over the camera and ignore her requests. David and Jesse take turns in film-
ing family rows but also record remarkable moments of frivolous acting—a
sense of humor that obviously binds father and sons. The video camera,
evidently deployed to capture life as it is, turns out to be just as unreliable
as the old home movie camera capturing life as it was. Both home modes
record a version of reality that later paradoxically serves as a desired bench-
mark for truth—whether this truth is 2 memory of ideal family life or a
memory of a family at the verge of total disintegration because of false
allegations.

The third type of footage, on-camera interviews conducted by Jarecki,
reframes and unsettles the documentary evidence offered by pieces from the
Friedmans® family archive.*’ Interviews with family members (Arnold’s
brother Howard; Arnold’s wife Elaine and their sons David and Jesse, but
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not their son Seth, who declined to be interviewed) are supplemented by a
number of interviews with people who were at that time involved in the
Friedmans’ indictment: their former lawyers, police investigators, alleged
victims (then children, now adults, who both confirm and deny former
allegations), parents of alleged victims, and an investigative reporter who
wrote on the case. Mixing contemporary interviews with old news footage
and trial tapes, the filmmakers manage to demonstrate the many angles on
this case without ever privileging a single truth.
A condition for understanding the compilation of private reels is that
viewers recognize the various perspectives at work in this production, laid
in there by various family members who each try to steer and influence the
outcome of this memory product and thus define the meaning of what
happened to their family. The conundrum of slippery and quivering truth,
which is clearly present in the screen version of Capturing the Friedmans, is
even more palpable in the DVD version of the documentary. Needless to
say, digital equipment was instrumental in the seamless cross-editing of the
three (historical) types of recordings and in braiding together the various in-
dividual perspectives of the family members. Turning the movie into the
cultural format of a DVD—often including footage of the making of
scenes and evidentiary material—viewers assume the position of active co-
constructors of the story. The DVD includes many extras: full interviews
with witnesses for the prosecution, a family scrapbook with photos, more
home video footage, and news reels on the case. In addition, a second DVD
disc features coverage of the discussion after the New York premiere, where
many people involved in the case dispute each other’s versions of what hap-
pened to members of the Friedman family. And most significantly, the disc
contains a section where the viewer can read key documents, such as letters
from Arnold and a police inventory from a search of the Friedmans” house.
As the extra documents become an integrated part of the puzzle, the viewer
is encouraged to sharpen his or her judgment by reading more evidence,
both to buttress the judge’s decision and to back up the family’s defense. In
fact, as director Jarecki suggests in an interview, the documentary serves as
“the trial that never was” (there were only hearings in front of a judge), and
the audience serves as a jury. From the puzzle of recordings, viewers ulti-
mately decide for themselves what happened to this family. The seamless
web of digitized documents weaves the family’s narrative into an open-
ended hypertext of possibilities: facts, testimonies, truths, and illusions.
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And the documentary is extended on the Internet via a website that updates
its viewers on the continuous saga of the Friedman family. David and his
brother Jesse—now released from prison—try to get a retrial, on the basis
of Jarecki’s film (especially his interviews with witnesses), to prove their
father’s and Jesse’s innocence.

In line with Moran’s constructivist theory, technical and socio-
cultural codes codetermine the construction of family and our personal
and collective memory of it. Yet beyond this constructivist analysis, we
need to acknowledge that Capruring the Friedmans is also a coproduction
of mind and technology, involving both the reconstruction of past images
and the projection of future memories. Future construction of cinematic
hindsight is already inscribed at the moment of each home movie shoot-
ing, most notably when David Friedman, in the middle of the turmoil in
1988, takes up the video camera and turns it onto himself. Sitting on his
bed, and starts a monologue: “This is a private thing, you know . . . if you’re
not me, you’re not supposed to be watching this. This is between me and
me, between me now and me in the future.” In this scene, David is ad-
dressing himself in the future. Indeed, why make a video if there was no
intention of telling the family story someday, in some form? Another in-
stance illuminating the intentional inflection of future memories of the
family’s past comes in David’s response when director Jarecki asked him
why he started to film his family’s ordeal: “Maybe I shot the video tape so
I wouldn’t have to remember it myself. It’s a possibility. Because I don’t
really remember it outside the tape. Like your parents take pictures of you
but you don’t remember being there but just the photographs hanging on
the wall.” David cogently identifies the power of home video and home
movies as dual instruments for constructing and remembering family life.
On the one hand, he needs to record his own version of reality because his
father is going to jail and he does not want his own future children to re-
member their grandfather from newspaper pictures. On the other hand, he
wants to document his father’s and brother’s innocence. For instance,
David films Jesse while driving the car on his way to the courthouse where
Jesse intends to enter his guilty plea and hopes to obtain a reduced prison
sentence; David forces his brother to state his innocence when he asks,
“Did you do it, Jess?” to which Jesse solemnly responds, “I never touched a
kid.” This home video footage painfully contrasts the official court video
later in the documentary, showing a crying, remorseful Jesse admitting his
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guilt to the judge—an act so convincing you no longer knovs{ .which docu-
mentary evidence to believe. David and Jesse undoubtedly utilize the home
video to assert some measure of control over the events as they are unfold-
ing, perhaps in an attempt to avoid the family brea.king up. But in doing
50, they consciously build their future defense—their personal memory of
a torment that was, in‘their version, uncalled for and unjust.

As we learn from Capturing the Friedmans, family is a production
of media as well as a product of memory, involving projection an.d re-
construction.*? Through our home modes, we construct the memories of
tomorrow, and via our technologies, we create projections of the past.
Family is remembered through mental, technological, and cultural means
of mediation, and every generation chooses its own tools to understand
and reframe that concept. If we want to understand how bth media ax{d
memory change along with notions of family, we may depart f.rom Jarecki’s
improvised definition of memory in an interview included in the DVD:
“We think we can put our memories away in a box and we can go check on
them later and they will be the same, but they are never the same; they are
these electro-chemical bubbles that continue to bubble over time.” Mem-
ories never just are; they are always in the process of becoming. O.ur
memories of family evolve in conjunction with home movie technologlés
and social codes and conventions; the real challenge of cultural analysis is
to recognize mediated memories’ historical complexity in order to explain

their contemporary relevance.

The Future of Home Movies

The home mode, besides referring to a screen registration and a social
construct, also involves a mental projection of family life. Remembered fam-
ilies are hence projected families—the simultaneous products of mind. and
matter, of home and Hollywood. Therefore, the future of memory will be
determined as much by our tools for remembering as by our imagination.
Cultural forms—such as television series, documentaries, family websites,
science fiction movies—and the technical tools by which they are produced,
intimate from the minds that peruse and deploy them. Deleuze states that
cinema makes the invisible perceivable: in movies, past reconstructions
and future projections materialize into image sequences, which.in u.1rn
feed the viewer’s imagination. Cinema is a matter of “neurophysiological
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vibrations” where the image “must produce a shock, a nerve wave which
gives rise to thought.”* Memory moves along the axis of time: we are always
in a state of becoming. The cultural forms we produce, whether home
movies or science fiction films, are at once the result of, and input for, our
brain waves. The future of home movies is contingent on the shaping power
of past and present (filmic) productions—a shaping power that leads Hansen
to shift his focus to the “post-cinematic problem of framing information in
order to create (embodied) digital images.”‘M

That same circularity applies to the model’s horizontal axis relating
self to others. Individual family members produce and project home modes
while the home mode defines the concept of family as a social unit of be-
longing. What we call a home movie is in fact a coproduction in which
mental and cultural concepts of family and home constantly evolve, at
once revising old notions and anticipating new ones. Changing technolo-
gies (8 mm film, video, camcorders) are instrumental in the construction
of familial memories—images of how a family was, how it presents itself,
and how it wants to remember in the future. But the filmic perspective on
family is always embodied in individual minds: individual members whose
subjective pairs of eyes provide points of view that may at any time di-
verge or converge from siblings or other relatives. A home movie, like
memory itself, is not a self-evident filmic document that chronicles a fam-
ily’s past. Instead, by analyzing the discrepancies and tensions between its
various makers and producers, we acknowledge moving images stored in
our family archives to be input for—rather than output of —memory acts.
The meaning and impact of these documents may always be subject to fu-
ture reuse and reinterpretation, and hence our notion of family is never es-
tablished for once and for all.

With the advent of camcorders and advanced editing facilities on
personal computers, the awareness of moving images serving as input for
future memories is likely to become more prevalent. The rapidly growing
cultural practice to record one’s life audiovisually by means of ever more
digital instruments, combined with the innate inclination of human mem-
ory to select and reinterpret the past, presages the immanent expansion of
cinematic retrospection. Bolstering this trend is the growing interest of
people in multimedia productions that galvanize their remembrance after
death: like artists or actors, we want to secure an eternal place in the vir-
tual universe.4S Personal recordings of someone’s life increasingly resemble
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fashionable television formats or conventional film genres. A perfect exam-
ple is the popularity of memorial videos as part of a funeral experience.
Businesses such as Life on Tape and Precious Memories offer the possibil-
ity to turn pictures and home video footage into a smooth five-minute eu-
logy to be screened during the memorial service or to be burned on a
DVD as a gift to family and friends after the funeral.“® Reminiscent of the
fictive re-memorial in The Final Cut, the five-minute eulogy proffers a
seamless blend of personal (moving) images into a standard format of pre-
selected soft-focused imagery, complemented by the deceased’s music of
choice. A recent trend to shoot and edit your own memorial movie while
still alive and edit the footage into a memorial video—which not coinci-
dentally resembles the biopics of public figures broadcast on television
upon their death—seems the next stage in the construction of cinematic
hindsight.

Mental projections, technical imagineering, and cultural imagina-
tions can hardly be analyzed as separate manifestations of audiovisual re-
membrance. Therefore, we need both Deleuze’s and Hansen's concepts
exploring the construction of memory at the junction of mind and tech-
nology, as well as Moran’s constructivist theories analyzing the home
mode at the intersection of technology and culture. Cinematic construc-
tions of family-life-in-review are the result of concerted efforts to save and
shape our private pasts in a way that befits our publicly formatted present
and that steers our projected futures. Combining (cognitive) philosophical
with social constructivist perspectives and cultural theory, we will be bet-
ter equipped to understand future constellations of home modes as the
multifarious products of mind, technology, and culture.
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