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ABSTRACT
This paper argues that cinematographic

factory workers) becomingthe interpretative key of the

language manole sequence [3].

provide insights into the construction of narrative coherence
in hypertext. Brief examples of cinematic representatiofOHERENCE IN CINEMA AND IN HYPERTEXT

models are mapped onto the hypertext domain.
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INTRODUCTION

In the history of communication systemsparadigms
borrowedfrom old media havealways mediatethe passage
to new ones, regardless tifeir technicaldifferences. From
paint to photographyfrom theatre tocinema, aperiod of
adapting old forms helped emergingedia tofind their own
aesthetics according toown distinctive technical
characteristics.Currently, we see literary theory being
applied to hypertexf7] and hypertext being used in video
[12]. Here, we look at whatinematic languagenay suggest
about hypertext discourse models [9].

HOW CINEMA BUILDS MEANING

The cinematic minimal linguistic unit is thehot (the frame
being theminimal technicalunit), which, in semioticterms,
is the equivalent of a linguistic enunciation (i.e. the simple
shot is already a rickemanticunit). By juxtaposition such
"self standingfragments" generatine film discoursebefore
the viewer's eye§ll]. Because ofits iconic nature, the

cinematographic language expresses concepts by represen

events, through thesequence ofshots. However, the
cognitive connection of shots requires a spedimpetence
on the part of theiser, therdbeing nogrammatical devices
linking them in a cohesive discourse. Coherence al
meaningarenot dictated to the user: she hasitéer them
by linking shots on the basis of their semantic content [3].

With the discovery of montage the presentation of
fragments ofreality became aepresentation of something
else andcinema as danguage was born. During half a
century of evolution, theinematic mediumdeveloped its
own discourse apparatus, in tftem of representational and
narrative models to construltigical cause-effecsequences
of actions intime-space coheremtorlds. However, because
the medium isbased on thédisplaying act” and on the
juxtaposition of visual units, these representative models ¢
easily integrate the analogical to the logipatadigm.Both
logical and analogicajuxtapositions have a "signifying
potentiality"; but especially the analogical onegenerate
meaning inthe sameway two chemicalagentsgenerate a
reaction.Eisenstein used to cathem intellectual montage
(as distinguishedrom the harmonic one). In his movie
Strike he juxtaposes a shot showing the strikers dedy
by theregimepolice with a shot showing herd of cattle

%%vealed on searching, ahe exploresthis space and

Cinema and hypertext have several featuresoimmon.Like
cinema, hypertext is a visuamedium,the computerscreen
being a visual field where narrative space and time &ose
a temporalarticulation of spatial component8]. Like
cinema's shots, hypertextcomponents constitute "self
standingcores" of contentwhose connectioreffects and
expresses astrong semantic relationship. As hypertext
fragments araot physically contiguouslementsut rather
untied units, theitemporal orspatial contiguity, due to the
activation of a link, actually constitutes a juxtaposition, a
generative combination, a connection creatimeaning -this
may be the a key parallebtweenthe twomedia's narrative
models.

In cinematographic discourse the chainfrafjments ismade
by the author, while in hypertext discourse this chain is co-
produced bythe author and thaser. Neverthelesghe user
is similarly committed in hypertext and filengagement, as
in both casesshe has tare-construct a coherergemantic
orld, starting from fragments. In literary discourse,
oherenceand organization (whicldependon text spans'
semanticcontent) are supported by linguistidevices and
continuity [5, 4]. However, in cinema theage nolinguistic
ﬂﬁgices,while in hypertexthere isnot continuity: in both
esdiscoursecoherenceand organizatiortanrely on the

particular effect of semantic units' juxtaposition.

s the cinematographic messagechnically is a fixed

mporal sequence of shots, the narrative structures cannot be
disintegrated withoutonsequences. Bylisintegrating the
usualnarrative models, tanakethe user cognitivelymore
interactive, mosttontemporarydirectors finally eroded the
film discourse itself:becausehe cinematographicmedium
isn't technically interactivejts discourse needs therder
supplied by conventional narrative structurdewever,with
the electronic medium it's different. The hypertext user is not
abandoned in front of acreenemitting "dream" light and
filling her visual field in a fixedsequenceTaking hertime,
she is individually committed to spacewhoseelements are

ncretely constructs her discourse. In hypertext, the
loosening ofpredefined structures ipossible as theuser
becomesherselfthe character of aliscovery journey. The
price ofthis gain in interactivity is the loss of continuity
guaranteed by traditional media and the risk that laothor
and user "miss each othe€inematic languagenay provide
clues for resolving this tradeoff.

driven to the slaughterhouse: the connection has a strong
predicative power, the latter shot (inserted into the world of
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units arecreatedand connected to construspaceandtime.

Let us map just a couple of these figures onto the domain RErerENCES

hypertext argumentatiorthis beingparticularly vulnerable
to non-linearity, and the focus of growing interest inl.
hypertext theory [6, 2]. Consider the salled alternate
syntagmwhere two series of shots show tevelopment of
two simultaneous actions converging towards a unique fingr
shot. In hypertextthis couldtranslateinto the display on
screen of two corresponding converging seriesfrahments
containing theelements of apparently different theses, ta.
show that they indeedonverge, agoncluded in a&ommon
fragment for both the series. A secondexample is the
dialectic shot/counter-shot by which cinematographic
languagebuilds the relationbetween acharacterand its
spatial context. If ashot shows aharacter's eyeand the
following shot shows agreen landscapethen the user

interprets the second shot as the character's view; but if in a

third shot, acamerazoom out from the eyes shows the
character to be in anowy landscapethen the userealizes
that there is a conflidbetweenthe two views and looks for 6.
another interpretation. In hypertext argumentatidghjs
modelcould be used to display the incompatibility of an
argument with a concept: feagmentcontaining theconcept
could be juxtaposed on thecreen with a fragment
containing theelements of argumentationyhilst a third
fragment (connected to thdirst) could give information 8,
about the concept's context iorder to emphasize the
incompatibility of that context with thavailableargument.

As a thirdexamplebuilding on spatial hypertextl0], an
imagecould be juxtaposewith anargumentative hypertext
structure just like thautonomous shah Strike

In his classification of hypertextrhetorical
Bernstein [1] identifies a pattern called montage
(significantly the only one he does m&present as path):
"distinct writing spaces appear[ing] simultaneously,
reinforcing each other while retaining

identities”. From acinematographic perspective, having

synchronic and diachronic dimensionsjontage is the 12

essence of avisual medium language.The technical
characteristics of hypertext make possible ewene flexible

uses of it to present any kind gfattern. If fragments
appearing on the screen, in logical or analogical
juxtapositions, are complementary tthe composition of a
"discourse shape'then the usermmay want to complete
herself the "picture", looking for missing fragments.

CONCLUSIONS

We areworking on the hypothesis thatnaapping between
cinematographic rhetoric modeded the hypertexmedium
can help the development of hypertext narrative modelst
as the syntagmatic ainemawas developed to shape story
and time space, a"syntagmatic of hypertext" could be
developed.Can we build on thewidespread literacy that
cinema has already established?

patterns, 1.

their separate  11.

Bernstein, M. Patterns of Hypertext. Proceedings of
Hypertext '98, pp. 21-29

Carter, L.M. Arguments in Hypertext: Order and
Structure in Non-Sequential Essays. PhD Thesis,
University of Texas at Austin, December 1997

Cuccu, L., Sainati, A. (edited by) Il discorso del film.
Visione, narrazione, enunciazione. Napoli, Edizioni
Scientifiche Italiane, 1988

Genette, G. Figure Ill. Paris, Editions du Seuil, 1972

Knott, A., Sanders, T. The Classification of Coherence
Relations and their Linguistic Markers: An Exploration
of Two Languages. Journal of Pragmatics, vol. 30, 1998,
pp. 135--175

Kolb, D. Scholarly Hypertext: Self-Represented
Complexity. in Proceedings of Hypertext 97, pp 29-37

Landow, G. Hypertext: The Convergence of
Contemporary Critical Theory and Technology.
Baltimore, Johnsons Hopkins University Press, 1992

Luesebrink, M.C. The Moment in Hypertext: A brief
Lexicon of Time. Proceedings of Hypertext '98, pp. 106-
112

Miles, A. Cinematic Paradigms for Hypertext.
Continuum: Journal of Media & Cultural Studies, vol.
13, 1999, pp. 217-225.

Marshall, C.C. Shipman, F.M. Spatial Hypertext:
Designing for Change. Communications of the ACM,
vol. 38, 1995, pp. 88-97

Metz, Ch. Essais sur la signification au cinéma:|.
Editions Klincksieck, 1968

. Sawhney, N., Balcom, D., Smith, |. HyperCafe: Narrative

and Aesthetic Properties of Hypervideo. Proceedings of
Hypertext '96, pp. 1-10



