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Speaker 1: Oh, it's just record. Okay, it's recording now. I'm recording now. 

Stephen Beck: There's two aspects to my being here or really just one, that I'm working as an 
artist primarily up to this point with video, but for the past two years, since I've 
known Jordan Bellson, we've become good friends, and this past year we've 
begun working in collaboration on a new work called Cycles, partially from 
working in collaboration with Jordan and partially-[pause in speech 00:00:48] 

Speaker 1: Okay, we'll try that once again. Get movement on that needle. It seemed to me 
that the damn mic plugged in on the side of that thing, not on the top. Is that 
right? 

 We've had trouble figuring out this machine before. Why is that not making 
sound. It's reading right straight through the speakers at this point. 

Stephen Beck: Okay, well it's recording. 

Speaker 1: Yeah, but why do we hear it on the speakers? 

Stephen Beck: Because you have the speaker on.  

Speaker 3: Speaker on, right here. 

Speaker 1: Okay. That would be a good idea, right. Okay. Let's see what we've got. 

Stephen Beck: -with it as he's had with me. 

Speaker 4: Does Bellson draw much distinction between video as a source for images in 
films? 

Stephen Beck: Good question. 

Speaker 4: As opposed to, well his unusual methods. He uses an optical printer. 

Stephen Beck: He uses a lot of techniques, and one of the things that you see we both share 
is the lack of any dogmatic insistence on using either film, entirely film-based 
or film-derived imagery or entirely video-based or video-derived imagery.  

 In other words, whatever source we see an image in that suggests we could 
use it for a certain expressive idea, then we'll take it. 

 Before I was working with video, I never worked with film directly myself, but I 
had worked with filmmakers. To me and to the artists, I think we see it more in 
terms of color. Now, admittedly, there's big differences between video color 
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and film color, but as we've been working with video, it's been more in terms 
of complementing film and video.  

 In other words, what can be done with film, what can be done most easily with 
film, what can be done most easily with video. Or what can be by combining 
the two in new, imaginative ways. In the work Cycles we can’t even recognize 
now which image came from video and which image came from film, they 
become so well-mixed. 

 There's certain technical differences, but from the image-fabricating point of 
view that we work from, there's not that great practical difference. We don't try 
and fabricate one. A lot of other people feel that there is. That's just a 
different approach. 

Speaker 4: Would you rather show a Shiva on a videotape player as opposed to in 
cassette [inaudible 03:21] form? 

Stephen Beck: No. Actually, I have for that work, it's equally unique in both video and film. 
One of the interesting things is is that to show it in video and show it in film is 
to see that different qualities of it.  

 Actually, for that work, it was originally composed for what is called a “video 
projector”, that has the capacity to make a video image as large as the film 
image on screen, and so I composed it for a large surface, not a tiny TV 
screen. Particularly with Shiva I'm pleased to see it at a larger scale that can 
be afforded by film, but at the same time, on video, when you see the work, 
maybe you'll appreciate that it's more a work -  

 Someone commented on it, they called it a film “that was a dance” as 
opposed to a “film of a dancer or about a dancer”. In that sense, I think as 
either a film or a videotape, it's quality of being a dancing flow of images still 
comes through. 

 In that case, I don't have any preference. With Cycles I haven't yet seen it on 
video. We have the work in progress printed here, which is to say, the work, 
it's not finished. There will be changes. I don't know yet what that will look like 
when we transfer it onto video. 

 With Shiva I like seeing it both ways, because it gives more people-Some 
people can see video and they can't have access to film, and a lot more 
people even have access to film who don't yet have access to video playback, 
so it's a means of having more people see the images than if they were to be 
restricted. It kind of has a social consequence as well. [00:05:15] 

Speaker 4: You said, I think in Shiva, that there is dance imagery. 
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Stephen Beck: Yeah, in Shiva. 

Speaker 4: Are you particularly attracted to dancing for a special reason related to the 
medium? 

Stephen Beck: Well, I was attracted to utilizing and incorporating human form into my work, 
which at first consisted pretty much of non-objective, so-called “abstract 
elements” but which flowed and moved in what could be described as dance-
like fashion. I appreciate the dancer's sense of choreography, which is to say 
how they move themself through time, how their conscious flow as opposed to 
starting at Position A and then moving to Position B. I think there's strong 
connections. 

 In Shiva I took an opportunity to work entirely with the human form in my 
synthesizer and to give a literal presence by this body to the flow of the 
images.  

 Another interesting point, a lot of criticism that I get and that Jordan gets a lot 
of times from people is that our work is highly symmetrical or that it's too 
balanced, that it's mirror-imaged, which implies that it's therefore weaker than 
something that is less or supposedly asymmetric. Which, incidentally, is a 
concept that is always referred to symmetricity anyway.  

 But I don't feel that way. I think with the dancer, whose body is symmetrical-I 
mean, our bodies are mirror images; they start out with something 
symmetrical, and then part of the challenge of the dancer is to transcend or 
go beyond that symmetricity of the body, and so when they move in dance, 
they're working with a symmetrical body, but they're trying to use it in ways 
that don't make it limited by symmetricality and yet still ways that are based 
on the body being symmetrical, so I think there's a lot of connections. 

 I did light dance company before I got into the video, the video graphics. I 
worked on stage lighting, and so I was working with dance companies there. I 
guess there is a thread. My girlfriend's a dancer, so, yes, I am interested in 
dance. 

Speaker 4: The thing is, the dance comes up in so many different films. I am sure this 
[inaudible 07:43] is returned to repeatedly. [inaudible 07:45] Harris did some 
variations. When he was here, he said that the girl who was in the film, liked 
the film very much but didn't feel it was an accurate representation of what 
she was doing. 

 In other words, a dancer's world is not the world that the film camera has ever 
really captured or is ever likely to. 

Stephen Beck: Perhaps with my daring it came, I feel the closest, most beautiful fusion 
between a dancer consciousness applied to a film consciousness but don't- 
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 Go ahead. 

Speaker 4: That was my other question. Have you been watching very carefully, or are you 
very aware of what other work has been done about dance in film? 

Stephen Beck: In fact, at home, with my video, I have a video cassette player, frequently I 
scout out programs that will be on television, for example, about dance, and I 
like to record excerpts, kind of notebooks on dance.  

 I was very impressed with the McClaren film, Pas de Deux, where he used the 
simple idea, a simple technical idea, to achieve a very beautiful affect where 
[inaudible 09:01] Amshure’s  approach to dance. I would say that when I work 
with dancer, I make it clear that I'm using them or to say, "I'm using the image 
of your dancing. I'm not maybe even going to ask you or be interested in what 
you're interested as a dancer, because I'm looking from the point of view of 
what will be seen on screen."  

 In that sense, I'm not even trying to reproduce or convey the dancer's 
experience as much as to use an ability for controlled and precise movement 
that a dancer possesses. 

 In the case of Shiva, which is not, I don't even know if you would really want to 
call it a dance film, but it is about-See, the idea of Shiva is part of a trilogy that 
stems from Hindu or East Indian vision or view of the world, Brahma, Vishnu 
and Shiva. Brahma is the creator. Vishnu is the sustainer, and Shiva is the 
destroyer. [00:10:05] 

 This is a cycle that continues going on and on so that in the work Shiva I use 
this presence of the human form and I combined it with synthesized elements 
to suggest or convey this idea of Shiva, the destroyer. Not destroying in the 
negative sense, destroying absolutely, but rather like when you burn 
something in fire, you're destroying it but you're just really reducing it back to 
the principle or the basic atoms so it can start again and form something else. 

 I was using the human form here more to express that particular idea. In 
Cycles we're using the human form and I think there's a clarification between 
a dance film and the human form or the human element present in a film or a 
graphic work. Probably what I'm doing is more into that second genre than in 
the first. Although I could see approaching the other. I could see it be hard 
because the dancers' experience happens in three dimensions, it happens to 
her or him and the film experience happens to an audience. The imagery of 
that film is what drives me in deciding what to use. 

 I had a very talented dancer that agreed to work with me once. I directed her 
very carefully, almost meticulously for one sequence that probably as dance 
goes, was just essentially elementary, uninteresting dance move.  
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 When I combined it, and this was with the video in the process of her moving 
and I synthesized another element onto that, it became a very magical image. 
In talking to a sequence from conception, which I guess I have to wait until 
tomorrow night to see. 

 In that case, the dancer herself had agreed to become what I was asking her 
to become. I was really using her ability to control her body rather than her 
ability to dance in an expressive way to make this magical illusionistic image. 

 Maybe that helps clarify, there's kind of a human element and the dance 
element. Where possible I've been using this human element. In Cycles we 
utilize the human element in a few places. I don't really know why there seems 
to be this time to use these elements and a lot of other artists are 
incorporating the element of the human form. I think in a way it's an 
affirmation of us or our presence in the context of these other images, which 
maybe to some people might be very bewildering or they might not have a 
basis or frame of reference. 

 The idea of combining the human form with nonobjective elements has very 
exciting possibilities. We're trying those equations. 

Speaker 4: Okay, I'm inclined to agree with you. Combine the human form with 
nonobjective elements is full of potential. In seeing Bellson's films in the past, 
I can't remember precisely, but the one film I can think of is Re-entry. 

Stephen Beck: Mm-hmm (affirmative). 

Speaker 4: The weaknesses of Bellson's films that I tend to de-sense has been precisely 
when he has gone from the purely abstract images, purely nonobjective 
images into things in Re-Entry say, when say, oh, that's where the capsule hits 
the atmosphere. 

Stephen Beck: Uh huh. (affirmative). 

Speaker 4: To me that's been the weakness. The principle weakness of Bellson's films are 
when you say, "Oh, there's a face." or that's supposed to be a human being. 
While I can see going to abstracting the dancer, I wonder if it's wise to go the 
other way, that is to objectify the abstract. 

Stephen Beck: Mm-hmm (affirmative). No, that's a good point that you raise. At best we're 
hypothesizing, we're experimenting with these common issues of images. I 
know that from one work to another, one work to the next, the artist is 
constantly re-evaluating and reconsidering the work he's done in the work 
before. Perhaps thinking and hypothesizing of new image combinations. 
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 I'll be interested to see what your reaction is to Shiva after you see it because 
I think after we run Light, Jordan's film, we're running that, that second film I 
gave you. That Shiva film. 

Speaker 1: You want to see the second one too? 

Stephen Beck: Yeah.  

Speaker 1: It's ready to go. [00:15:01] 

Speaker 4: What does Bellson feel about this, though?  

Stephen Beck: The human form? Well, his feeling - 

Speaker 4: Not human, but necessarily, objective elements. 

Stephen Beck: The deviation from the non-Well, that's a good question. He's, himself, is very 
open to the possibilities for meaning contained within combinations of certain 
imagery. In other words, there's a fundamental connection between the 
nonobjective and the objective, if you want to speak in those terms. 

 That they both in a sense meet in us and that like for years and years art was 
dominated by the objective and then through years and years it was 
dominated by the nonobjective. Now perhaps if we can combine the two 
elements in some convincing way, in some meaningful way and some magical 
way, we'll be achieving a unification of the inner and the outer. The objective 
and the nonobjective which is to ultimately say all of these things we've been 
showing you for years are really still going on within us and that there's an 
excitement in seeing the combination of the two that I think- 

 I think what you were hitting on is that if a work is decidedly moving in one 
direction or carrying you in a certain direction, via nonobjective-type of 
imagery, and suddenly the thrust of that carrying is lost or dropped or 
momentarily weakened by an element brought in from a new category, then 
that's a great move. That's a serious move. An artist has to be prepared to 
follow that up in some way to void letting you fall down and lose the thrust. 

 Myself, well just in the case of Shiva, it took nine or ten takes onward to get it 
convincingly so. All I can say is we keep trying. We're very excited by this 
possibility of combining and therefore expressing new meanings by putting 
nonobjective and objective elements together. 

 For example in Cycles, there's a human element which appears symbolizing 
the Brahma or the feminine creative principle. There's the human element in 
the form of Shiva again, symbolizing the masculine or the destructive 
principle. 
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 Then there's a kind of constant human element that occurs at certain points 
in the cycle representing all of humanity or the sustaining of the human 
process. So we felt quite justified and we thought that the beauty of the 
imagery itself when we saw it was validified our moves of putting the elements 
in tandem, nonobjective and objective. 

 I do know that there's a delicate balance there, like what you flashed on. 
Before you identify and recognize specifically that's a face, that's an arm, 
that's a body, such and such to perhaps already have ephemeralized that 
image into something else. 

 Maybe we can run the films now because I think that would be a good time to 
do that.  [end of interview 00:18:32] 

Sally Dixon: About between six and seven years ago I saw Jordan Bellson's films for the 
first time and decided then I would have to see a great deal more of them and 
many more of them. I didn't know how many he'd made or even if there were 
any more.  

 I knew that I loved that what my eyes were on and I did want to have that 
experience again, the flow of color, et cetera. You've got program notes that 
are giving you pretty much the facts and what they don't tell you, Stephen 
Beck will.  

 He's been collaborating with Jordan Bellson for the last two years and when I 
started at this job with the museum four years ago, one of the first people I 
called was Jordan Bellson simply because of that previous experience and I 
was delighted to learn that he was one of these film artists and that it was 
going to be possible for me simply by inviting him or pushing the button, as it 
were, to see those films again.  

 I started calling him and he said no, that he never did this kind of thing. He 
didn't go out and speak and that to do so in fact would cause him to wet his 
pants right in our auditorium. I told him we'd forgive him. If he would come, he 
could do anything he wanted almost. He said that no, it was just more than he 
could do and not in his nature. 

 He's refused, but in spite of it, each year I call him again and ask him. It also 
gives me a chance to talk with him. He's fascinating to talk with also. This year 
for the first time when I made my annual call, he said that as usual he couldn't 
come, or wouldn't come, but that he had a friend, a young man with whom he 
had been collaborating for two years who really in fact even enjoyed this kind 
of thing, so Jordan tells me. [00:20:29] 

 I've learned somewhat differently, but who enjoyed this kind of thing, who was 
articulate and what's more, was the only other human that Jordan would 
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entrust his thoughts, his concepts, his imaginings to and who was able then to 
share them on an equal level. 

 And who's own work corresponded so well with his that he felt very much in 
tune and absolutely happy to recommend this young man. It was Stephen 
Beck. Here again you can read the facts of Stephen Beck in your program 
notes and feel free later to ask him any further questions that they might 
prompt. 

 It's a double delight. Since then I've learned more about Stephen Beck and 
seen a piece of his work this afternoon. It is a double delight to welcome him 
to Pittsburgh, to have him here to introduce his films and the films of Jordan 
Bellson. Stephen. [applause 00:21:31] 

Stephen Beck: Tough act to follow, Sally Dixon. Glad to be here with you tonight and I know 
you're all here to see films, but I'm here not only to show the films, but to 
whatever extent I can give you all insight and maybe some additional 
inspiration into what goes into the making of these films. 

 I've known Jordan, so I said, for about two years. Earlier this past year we were 
given a grant to produce a work. It has enabled us to enter into collaboration 
on the project, Cycles.  

 On the program notes that you all have are some of the films that I'll be 
showing tonight. There's a few surprises for you. We won't be quite going in 
the order as they're listed, but just as an overall view, I'd like to start out in the 
present with Jordan's latest completed work and then dwell at some length on 
the collaboration between us, Cycles. 

 Then we'll go back in time and work our way forward through Jordan's films 
Allures, Phenomena, Samadhi and Chakra. 

 To begin with Jordan's latest work, Light in which he focuses his creative 
attention on the substance that he's been working with all these years. The 
film Light is a film about light as told with light. If you could run that film 
please and we're going to try to allow a few moments of peacefulness after 
each film so that it can sink in, so don't get uncomfortable or anything. [end of 
introduction 00:23:50] 

 [beginning of discussion 00:24:14]That was Light. The film is just recently 
gone into distribution and it should be obtainable, so if you want to see it 
again sometime, ask Sally and she could rent it up for the museum here. 
Hmm? 

Sally Dixon: We just bought it  
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Stephen Beck: Oh yeah. You just bought Light, that's right. So it will be here permanently, I 
guess. Sally's buying a print of the film.  

 The roots that Jordan -Too much. I don't know. If you all can hear me without 
this -Can you hear me in the back all right? Yeah? Okay, good. It's heavy. 
[00:25:03] 

 Jordan and I have been friends for about two years. Since that time he's told 
me quite a bit about himself. I found out just what kind of influences are 
coming to bear on him as an artist and it might be of interest to you to know 
some of the things which he considers to be important. He was born in 1926, 
just to put him into this century in a time slot, during the rise of nonobjective 
art form. 

 He thinks of himself or describes himself as being influenced a great deal by 
the painter, Kandinsky, who you may be familiar with. Kandinsky was a master 
of the nonobjective school of painting and Jordan himself actually began as a 
painter, so strongly influenced by the approach of Kandinsky. 

 Also by the work of Oscar Fischinger, a German filmmaker who lived around 
the 1920's. I guess he was producing films right up until the '50's, the early 
'50's. Jordan had a number of personal encounters with Oscar Fischinger after 
Oscar moved to Los Angeles. 

 In a way there's a direct linkage or carry over from some of these earlier 
realities in the world of art early in this century and what's happening now in a 
film as recent as Light. 

 As I said, Jordan was a painter. He was fairly well-known during the late 
1940's and the early 1950's. He had several paintings exhibited at the 
Somme in Guggenheim Museum in New York which had recently opened and 
was specializing in the art that none of the other museums would touch with a 
ten foot brush: the objective approach. 

 He also began getting interested in dimensions beyond the painting. He talks 
about the Kandinsky paintings and we're looking at them a lot now, trying to 
translate them, but one of the qualities of them is kind of a movement, 
implicit or inherent movement. Jordan started making these scroll paintings 
which were kind of halfway between strips of cinematic film and paintings on 
canvases. 

 From that scroll painting, it was a short step for him to move into the 
techniques of frame by frame animation. These were characterized, the 
techniques he used for a long time in his early works. None of which he shows 
and many of which he claims he's destroyed, but that isn't true. 
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 Until he arrived at the Vortex Light Concerts which he was performing in 
planetariums during the 1957 to 1960, 1959, he feels that the Vortex 
Concerts mark a definite changing point in how he was approaching the visual 
media. 

 If the gods make it happen, there's some interest floating around these days 
in some cities to have the Vortex Concerts revived and one of the places 
where they would be revived would be Pittsburgh, so there may be the 
opportunity in the near future to experience some of these events which 
prefigured all of the Lightshow art that thrived in San Francisco during the 
early 1960's, throughout the '60's. 

 The impact that Jordan feels Vortex had on him as a filmmaker was that it 
marked a changing point for him in how he was approaching time in the sense 
that animating frame by frame, still, still, still was one approach to time that 
could be employed in creating a film. 

 Through the live performance aspect that was activated in the Vortex 
Concerts, in 1959 he started to make another film. This time he was 
approaching time in a new way as he speaks of it. He was learning now how to 
compose in time. [00:30:02] 

 Most of the work since 1960, which includes all of the works you'll be seeing 
later tonight, reflect this approach to composing with time. In a sense he's not 
working in hardly any of these films with animation techniques that you might 
be familiar with. There's no image made in a frame by frame basis. 

 This approach to composing with time, I think gives the works a flowing quality 
which is part of the joy of experiencing them. Well, without going too much 
further into the bio details of Jordan Bellson, I'd like to bring myself back into 
the picture here and talk a bit about our collaborative work, Cycles.  

 As you can read from the program notes, which are pretty good notes by the 
way, the main emphasis of my own graphic work has been with video and 
specifically with a electronic instrument that I invented and built called a 
“direct video synthesizer”. 

 Now, when Jordan and I met we didn't set off to work together right away. We 
pretty much became just good friends. It was simply a joy enough to have 
somebody I could talk to who had some sense of the complexity of image 
fabrication. You can't talk to everybody on the street about how some of the 
things we talk about in terms of image meaning and significance and 
technique. 

 Some of it gets pretty far out. In the course of making Cycles, we tried as hard 
as we could to explain it to people, but they sure couldn't make any sense out 
of what we were talking about. 
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 I happened to have brought some slides along which were taken during the 
making, the production work on Cycles which took place in August of this last 
year. Before I show the work in progress print, which I also brought along, I'd 
like to show these slides which will give you some idea of how our 
collaboration on Cycles has been going and will also give you some views of 
this video synthesizer that I built. Which introduces an electronic element into 
film that at least in Jordan's work he hadn't been able to get too much access 
to.  

 If you could run those slides, Joe. These slides were taken at Palmer's Film 
Studios in San Francisco in August. The studio had, we moved the video 
synthesizer in there and it had a kinescope and camera which is the camera 
you see there. A special camera designed for filming from a television screen 
which is further back there. 

 This screen was hooked up to the video synthesizer where I was able to 
generate the imagery by manipulating the controls. Then we could film it. 
From my point of view, having the imagery on film meant that we could 
manipulate, we could edit and arrange it in ways that I really couldn't do very 
easily or practically with videotape. 

 On the other side of the room we had a film set up that would let film imagery 
that Jordan came up with be introduced to the synthesizer and modified and 
altered. We had a real dialogue going in a way. He sort of presented me with 
film, filmmaking material and I responded to it through the synthesizer. Then 
we regenerated new material. 

 There were other possibilities. Frequently we would have to go looking for him 
inside the projectors. He spends a lot of time there. This set of stills is actually 
taken from that television picture tube from the perspective that the camera 
had. Just to give you some idea of some of the content we were working with 
in Cycles. [pause 00:34:50] 

 See, an image like this contains both elements. It contains a filmic base or a 
filmic element, one that was being supplied by a film projector and one that 
was being supplied by the synthesizer. Whereas this image is completely a 
synthesized image. [00:35:25] 

 For the most part in the work print we've arrived at so far, it's pretty hard to 
tell the two apart anymore. This is the synthesizing instrument that I built. 
Without going into too much detail on it I'll just say that it basically works with 
ingredients of the image, color, shape, texture and movement. 

 The method that it operates is very much akin to a loom and weaving. If you've 
ever looked closely at a television picture screen, you'll see that it consists of 
all these lines called scan lines. These lines are very much like the [inaudible 
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36:16]in a loom. With this synthesizer I pretty much have the means of 
weaving in light a picture or an image on the television screen. 

 All these controls are designed to allow me to sculpt or shape the electronic 
pulsations that are fed to the television screen. Further down inside the 
synthesizer are the actual guts or the workings which are housed on these 
circuit cards that I built.  

 Still further in yet you'll see that it's operation is pretty much invisible. These 
little rectangles are microcircuits and you'll see wires and resistors which are 
formed together and soldered here on the other side of the board to make a 
particular circuit configuration that will allow me to control the pulsations that 
say relate to color or allow me to form other complex pulsations which will 
produce certain shapes and movements. 

 They're very reminiscent of nervous patterns or cities. Building these circuits is 
very much an architectural type of job, but it's given me a great deal of control 
and very rapid control of the image so that working together with the film, this 
electronic technique is resulting in some very worthwhile results.[pause 
00:38:08] 

 These little transistors, these little opal looking gems in the center there, a lot 
of this stuff looks like jewelry or jewels. I've seen people make jewelry out of it. 
There's some 30 to 40,000 hand-soldered connections in the synthesizer, just 
to give you an idea of what kind of task it was to build the thing. 

 I think this is the last slide. Yeah. Well to continue this visual thought along, 
let's move along into the work print of Cycles. I'll say a little bit about the idea 
and bear in mind of course that this is like a work that's not finished.  

 You're getting a chance to see something along the way to being finished. So 
that sometime later this year when we do have the work finished and it has a 
soundtrack composed with it and a lot of things you'll be seeing here will be 
gone, maybe you'll be able to look back and get some meaning or 
understanding out of having seen it now and then seeing it in a completed 
form. 

 There's two main ideas that are embodied in the work, Cycles. One is a 
structural or compositional aspect. Cyclic repetition. The other is kind of a 
metaphysical or conceptual idea of relating the whole work, which is about 10 
minutes in length, to the astronomical procession of the earth's axis, which 
takes place over a period of time of roughly 24- 26,000 years. 

 This grand cycle is described by certain sciences of astronomy as a solar uga 
and so the total work itself is also representative of this one big cycle. Joe, if 
you could run the work print of Cycles, which has no soundtrack and I won't 
say anything while it's running. [pause 00:40:31] 
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 Well, Sally may buy that one too so when that's finished it will be here. If you 
don't mind I'd like to hold off with the questions until the end and then I'll be 
more than happy to take as many questions as I can possibly answer. 

 One of the most frequently asked questions both of myself and of Jordan in 
our work is how is it done? Or how do you do it? Which is an understandable 
question to get asked and yet, which is very difficult question to answer, 
because there is no one way that is employed in making these images or in 
understanding and feeling how they should go together. 

 In fact, it's really as if, if you were to be told or if you were to insist you 
absolutely had to know just what the thing was that we were photographing or 
using as a base for these images in these films, it would really not be a 
service to us because it would have the effect of diminishing or reducing your 
willingness or your openness to interpreting the imagery just for what it is. 

 There's some very uninteresting things that these images come from and if 
what we believe to be doing is illusion-ism than it's certainly not going to help 
us any to reveal and uncover just what our illusions are. 

 At the same time, it's not like we want to skirt the issue and deny that a lot of 
things that we do are just straight forward stock effects that can be done by 
anybody who goes to a film lab. Some of the normal procedures that are done 
in the film labs, we do ourselves which gives us a bit more creative freedom 
over the final result. 

 At the same time we used edits, bypacks, the usual types of things, but we're 
always keeping an eye open for just what to do with them. Particularly when I 
first met Jordan and I'd seen some of his films earlier before I met him, a few 
years before and I was very inspired and moved by them. 

 One of the things that helped me keep together enough to get the synthesizer 
built, but when I met him, I told him how I thought some of his images were 
done and I was right bout some of them, yet others, it was completely 
impossible to figure out. 

 Yet, as we've worked together I've come to see how certain things are done. 
Quite simply, he's an awfully clever man. He's very clever when it comes to 
taking the obvious and seeing the non-obvious in it.  

 I've seen him rig up little things that are just really gems of inventiveness to 
get a certain effect. I've seen other artist filmmakers walk right by certain 
objects or scenes that Jordan would see and latch onto a certain aspect of 
them and milk it for an image. 

 Simply because it was too subtle or lost to the larger view, most other people 
would kind of pass it by. One of the things we talk about is if we ever had a 
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film class, what we would want the students to do. One of the topics would be 
to make a film entirely in their pad, in their house, in their apartment. 
Whatever. 

 Leave it at that. Because if you were to go around your house with a certain 
vision or a certain idea in mind and look at the ordinary things you do every 
day, you'd be quite amazed at what's in there. 

 To this extent Jordan has latched onto the obvious. He's certainly gone to the 
microscopic and macroscopic in terms of scale and how he treats certain 
things, objects he uses to get his imagery, but at the same time it's largely a 
result of his vision or what he's seeing being guided by a certain idea or a 
concept. 

 Like in the program notes there. What he says, "I have to see it before I can 
make it." This is very true. Both of us practice certain exercises that help the 
mind's eye to be developed or cultivated because to a large extent when we're 
able to visualize the image like within our head, that helps us to get a hold of 
it and suggest certain things that we could use to get the image. [00:45:30] 

 At the same time even while we're making it work, we're always aware and 
open for what the imagery itself may be suggesting. Like we may think put this 
here and that there and then when you do it and you see no, this should have 
gone over there and that should have gone over there. We don't hesitate to do 
it.  

 Again, this is one of the approaches that enables us to come up with the 
[inaudible 45:58] and quality of imagery that we do. Also, from work to work 
and in surveying a wide range of time here, roughly about 14 or 15 years of 
filmmaking, you'll see there's a lot of different techniques that are applied. 
They represent different times of being interested in this and then being 
interested in that. 

 How it's done is always changing. It's really a hard question to answer. There's 
no one simple, straight forward answer to it, but we're always keeping our 
eyes open. 

 With the synthesizer now there's an added possibility for modifying and 
changing imagery. Being on the lookout of imagery that naturally fits together 
helps a great deal. We hardly use things like cuts and takes, the kinds of 
things that you'll find 90% of films being made with. 

 How it's made has a lot to do with how it's approached as well as what we're 
actually photographing or colorizing. One of the things that we're into is 
combining imagery and taking imagery from source A and combining it with 
imagery from source B and getting a result.  
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 The next film that I'd like to show you is a short film. It's one of my works 
entitled Shiva and it's actually a kinescope film from a videotape. Meaning 
that it wasn't done with optical film techniques. It was done using my video 
synthesizer and then converted into a 16mm film. 

 I'd like to run this little film which concerns itself with one figurehead in a 
trinity or trilogy of Hindu mythological figureheads, Brahma, Vishnu and Shiva. 
Brahma representing the creative, Vishnu representing the sustaining and 
Shiva representing the destroying or the disillusioned. If you could run Shiva, 
please Joe.  

 The work is a kinescope right from the tape. it has no titles and it also has a 
bad soundtrack. there was a problem in applicating it at the laboratory, but it's 
the only copy of the work that I have on film, so I'm going to run it anyway. 
Please bear with the soundtrack which is kind of rumbly. Tomorrow night at 
the video showing I'll be showing the videotape of this and you'll get a chance 
to compare. Okay. [end of discussion 00:48:45] 

 [beginning of  discussion 00:48:57] Thanks a lot. Well, you may have 
recognized certain sequences from this work that were included in our work, 
Cycles. This was again, to illustrate this idea of combing the imagery or getting 
a lot of use out of one image, to put it another way. 

 For example, we shot about 4,000 feet of color stock for Cycles. What we 
hope to do with material that isn't used directly in the making of Cycles is to 
incorporate it into further works. One titled Recycles for example. This brings 
on a whole new genre of ecological filmmaking. 

 There's probably a lot of films to be made. Films that already exist or Standish 
Lauter showed me a film. He showed me a film in which he had taken an 
ancient classic work and printed something like every 40th frame or 
something, so that the two hour film was compressed down to about 5 
minutes.  

 Amazingly enough you got the whole gist of the film. You certainly didn't get to 
savor it's moments and many of the moments were long and drawn out, but 
this idea that films can be made from other films is really an activation on this 
principle of different meaning an significance that arrives from combining 
images in different ways. [00:50:20] 

 The use of the human form also has been something that I've become more 
and more interested in. As I was talking earlier with Bob here, the tendency 
that we seem to be yielding to right now is to combine both the objective and 
the nonobjective types of imagery into a work. 

 For some, this might ruin the whole thing, but in our point of view there's some 
exciting possibilities in combining the imagery. If nothing else, or ultimately it's 
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affirming perhaps that they're both originating in us, that there's no real 
difference essentially between the objective and the nonobjective. That it's all 
contained within our perception or how we're seeing it.  

 Furthermore, this is to say that we're not really saying this is how it is. Our 
works more than anything are hypothesis or statements about a particular 
place where we've been, a particular vision. It's like we've taken these 
journeys into these strange places or sometimes we think of ourselves as 
being guinea pigs for some advanced science mind from some other 
dimension who's just playing with us to see how far our consciousness can 
bend and stretch. 

 Our films in some way are some report or word back, report back from the 
frontiers onto what's happening in our heads. One of the questions you know 
that comes up and one of the reasons Jordan doesn't come out on things like 
this is that very often the artist himself can only harm the work by saying what 
he thinks about it or sharing what his ideas on the subject are. 

 Since we don't consider, at least I don't consider these works to be the 
ultimate, the penultimate statement on things, I hope to be able to come out 
and as I said earlier, show the works and share some ideas that went into 
them. Maybe you won't share those same ideas or same impressions as we 
do, but just study us or look at us the phenomenon total and look at our ideas 
as part of the phenomena and make of it what you will. 

 At this point we'll be through with the stuff that I've been doing and now we're 
going to move back into this swoop through history of Jordan's four films. Each 
of the films represents a very different part of Jordan's life and they are very 
different films because of that. 

 To whatever extent he's experienced in life certain ideas or put into practice 
certain ideas, these have almost always been the object for one of his films. 

 As his tension and consideration of ideas and worldviews changes, the quality 
and nature of his film changes. For several years he was very deep into the 
study of yoga and meditation and out of this period of study came certain 
films, Meditation, Samadhi, Re-entry. 

 Going way back though to 1959 and coming right out of the Vortex Concerts 
was the first work of the most recent period called Allures. It still is one of the 
most popular works in terms of being requested for rental. Without saying 
anything more about it, why don't you run Allures. [end of discussion 
00:54:02] [pause 00:54:25]  

 That's one of my most favorite works of Jordan's. To me it's got a clarity ... 

Audience: -use any video on that at all - 
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Stephen Beck: No, it's an interesting point. There was no video in this. This was done in 
1959. Hardly anyone had heard of video. It was still TV then, but in many ways 
it prefigures a lot of what's been done in video. It prefigures a lot of what's 
been done in computer animation. It probably was influenced to some extent 
by the Whitney brother's experiments, but it was [inaudible 54:57] nor was it 
animated on a frame by frame basis.  

 There's one basic technique applied in the whole film. It's really very good. He 
just took it as far as he could. [00:55:10] 

 There's a couple of points about the film. There's a bell sound in the film 
which is kind of important. I don't really know why, but it keeps showing up in 
a lot of his other films. The purity and the clarity of the idea of centrality or 
centripitality which has the effect you see of centering your own attention on 
the screen and draws you into the experience much more deeply than if it was 
pretty scattered and didn't provide you with this focus. 

 I was very excited when I saw the work. It was a very accurate reproduction of 
a whole category of imagery that I've always seen with my eyes closed, which 
ranges anywhere from fields of blue and red specks floating aimlessly to very 
structured, drifting patterns 

 I was very excited to see that someone had also experienced, clearly 
experienced this phenomena, had gone so far as to objectify it and put it onto 
a screen. Which raises another interesting point about a lot of Jordan's work.  

 So many people, when they see it, including myself, feel like they've see these 
images before or that they see these images and they identify them or 
recognize them. To a large extent in his work Jordan has studied these so 
called “internal types of imagery” which are common to us all, whether we pay 
attention to them or not in our consciousness and then put them on the 
screen quite accurately and representatively. 

 As I said earlier in the evening here, the Allures film represented the first work 
following the Vortex Concerts and in a way as Jordan puts it, prefigures and 
set the whole stage of his works for the years to follow.  

 He became aware of this idea of composing in time and of leading you, almost 
seducing you into the film. Find my list here. The next film which followed 
Allures was Phenomena, which is the next film we'll be showing. It was done 
after 1964. Among other things it's the first film in which he used the human 
element, at lest he claims that. 

 In many ways it was autobiographical of his own psychological traumas and 
anxieties at the time. For example, in Allures you'll find something that Bellson 
rarely does anymore which is the flicker, the flashing which he does well, I 
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think. He doesn't let it get out of hand, particularly in the sequence where it 
just cuts off where you least expect it. 

 I'm always sitting there going, "My God, how long can you do this to me?" Then 
it stops almost short of the point of getting flipped out by it. 

 In Phenomena he really puts himself through the pace. In a sense he's 
projecting onto the screen a whole journey through the bardo plains of 
demons and as he puts it, complete with crown of thorns and a flame, which 
represents his own, the disillusion of his own personality. 

 It has an autobiographical aspect to it. Let's run Phenomena, which I think 
runs about six minutes. [end of discussion 00:58:50]  

 [beginning of discussion 00:59:16] The next film, which is Samadhi, Jordan 
thinks of as existing in a trinity relationship with this film Phenomena and 
another work which he has done entitled Momentum, which won't be shown 
tonight however. The total experience of the three as he puts it represents 
what was a down and then inward turning of his own consciousness from the 
Phenomena of the externals which brought him to the state of Samadhi. Also 
known as Satori, Nirvana, other names which describe this ecstatic state of 
unity where there's really no-Difference ceases to exist.  

 Then with Momentum back out up and out from the Samadhi land into the 
world cosmos and Momentum series. The work Samadhi, as Jordan puts it, 
was his first good glimpse of the soul. His first conscious portrayal of the inner 
realm as contrasted with simply symbolizing it. From this point he was as 
honestly as possible speaking and presenting the imagery from his own 
experiences in journeying into Samadhi land. [01:00:49] 

 The rotundity and [inaudible 01:00:53] punctive  elements, as he calls them, 
really blossomed in the film Samadhi. [inaudible 01:00:58] punctum is simply 
a large disk with a smaller disk centered within it, and last time I was in San 
Francisco talking with Jordan, we were realizing the quality of the punctum  
[inaudible 01:01:12] as representing a visualization of the soul.   

 In Samadhi, Jordan is focusing his vision on his soul and holding on to a 
lingering image accompanied with a soundtrack which in places is a mixture 
of his own breathing sounds. The work also prefigures the final work that will 
be on the program, Chakra, in terms of being arrived at through the study of 
the inner sciences.  

 Joe, if you could run Samadhi, please, which is also about six minutes in 
length. 

Audience: Turn the sound down some. [inaudible 01:01:53]. 
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Stephen: Sound too loud? Oh.  

 -in structure and design to this work, Samadhi, but which was made about 
four or five years later reflects an even better handle that Jordan had on the 
film medium than he did at the time, which he made Samadhi. 

 Also, about the time that I met Jordan, he was beginning to work on Chakra, 
and one of the-In fact, the first time I was at his place, he was turning me on 
to this book, which is entitled The Foundations of Tibetan Mysticism, which 
contains a lot of information on the chakras. The chakras are representative 
of a very fine nervous system.  

 Just like the body has reproductive system, circulatory system, lubrication 
system, all these different systems, it also has a fine and subtle nervous 
energy system. In the East the study that was made of this system thousands 
of years ago is summarized in these ideas of the chakras, which you probably 
can't see this, but the chakras are actually represented as psychic centers or 
spots up the spinal column.  

 The lowest is located at the rectum and then at the genitals, then at the 
stomach, and at the heart, and at the throat, above the eyes and at the top of 
the head. It is said of these chakras that when you get the energy which runs 
through this nervous system going, that it rushes upward from the root chakra 
at the bottom to the thousand-petaled lotus chakra at the top of the head and 
a tremendous rush of energy called [inaudible 01:03:59]. 

 Jordan was studying this phenomena when I met him. It's interesting to bear 
in mind that a lot of the inspiration and ideas for these films are arrived at 
from books like this one or from other topics and there's a lot of ways that one 
can approach the making of a film based on a book. Chakra represents such 
a work. It represents a work that I was very much in on its making, and it will 
be the final work in the program this evening. If you could run Chakra, please. 

 -importantly for having the wisdom to put together this program about Jordan 
Bellson and my own work. I'd like to thank her assistant, Jean, for helping out, 
and I guess her ex-assistant who's not here anymore and the projectionist, 
Joe, and I'd like to thank you all for coming. 

 At this time, if you all have any questions that you'd like to ask, why don't you 
all come down and gather in the front rows here and we can spend a little 
time. I'll try and answer them. 

 Not this program. Shiva will be the only thing on the program tomorrow. 

Audience: This schematic for your synthesizer [crosstalk 01:05:46]- 
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Audience: Stephen, maybe I can answer a question of yours to them. I think. A 
mannerism or a way of life [crosstalk 01:05:58]- 

Stephen: Yeah, they have the prayer bells. We're great for sound. We've got to turn this 
off. 

 Yeah. No. I kind of said I don't know what that means. There's great meaning 
to it. I don't think it does. The bell sound is very reminiscent of Nada. That's 
one of the sounds of the plane that you hear, Nada, in this state of inner 
sound, which is called Nada. The Tibetans, in their prayers, always using that 
bell and they're using those little prayer wheels. 

Audience: They use the bell. 

Stephen Beck: Yeah. In that respect it's understood, it's become a consistent element in all 
these soundtracks. It's a beautiful sound to go with some of the imagery that 
is the kind of thing you see in prayer. 

Audience: The reason it seems so real is become naturally the films are a product of 
your and his research is not, let's say, but the two to meet and the bell  is that 
meaning [crosstalk 01:06:59]. 

Stephen Beck: Very good. That's very good, yeah. 

Audience: It's a marvelous sound. 

Audience: I just want to tell you, this is one of the most exciting evenings of my life. 

Stephen Beck: Wonderful. Thank you very much. 

Audience: -These emotions. 

Stephen Beck: That's it. That's what happened, and they were striving for this, and now with 
this medium we're able to achieve it. 

Audience: How do you get around to explain this to others? 

Stephen Beck: It's just starting. This museum is one way. Uh huh (affirmative). 

Audience: I am just wondering why people do not appreciate more of these?  

Stephen Beck: I understand. We're wondering why in the past -I think we'd all get a lot more 
out of it if you all wouldn't mind sitting. Then you could all share the questions 
and the answers. She's the lady to help make that happen. 
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 How's the synthesizer different from the special effects? Well, primarily, the 
special effects generators that are used in TV are all designed to be used with 
cameras as sources of imaging. The synthesizer has capacity to generate a 
image of its own. Yeah, it's its own source. 

 It can have cameras connected into it. 

Audience: You used it like special effects camera. 

Stephen Beck: Well, yeah, but you'd probably be able to find an effects generator would do 
exactly those things. To that extent it was similar to- 

Audience: -all together this was-  

Stephen Beck:--synthesized. Yeah, the color was synthesized. Right, right. We worked 
primarily with black and white. Someone's asking about the synthesizer. Yeah, 
if we can share the questions, it will help.  

 In Cycles where we applied the synthesizer to coloring black and white film, 
the color was added on and I find the guys at the film lab we're really 
surprised that color could be obtained so rapidly and with such freedom of 
choice, because all you have to do is turn some dials and I can get all the 
colors I can use. The color's added on separately with the synthesizer. Yeah. 

Audience: Does Jordan have any interest in quantum mechanics? Because to me there 
is some interest in his images of- 

Stephen Beck: As a matter of fact, if we haven't already, I expect when I get back, I had a guy 
come up to me with a script about a film that is titled Anti-Matter, The Search 
For Anti-Matter. He was showing me the script and I was telling him that we 
had all the imagery to depict the phenomena of atomic levels of interaction. 

 We're right in that topic right now. Another, I think Encyclopedia Britannica a 
few years ago bought some of Jordan's footage to include in a film about the 
atom. They recognized that he was depicting the contemporary ideas of what 
the atom looked like. Yeah, he has gotten into quantum mechanics. He's 
gotten into astro-physics and quantum mechanics. The spread of scale is 
quite broad. Yes. 

Audience: Yes, you mentioned earlier how he had done  exercises to help conceptualize 
the vision to see- [01:10:23] 

Stephen Beck: Yeah. Good question. The question was asked, I mentioned about doing 
these visual exercises for developing the third eye or the ability to visualize 
these phenomena. This is one of them. A large set of these exercises consist 
of taking certain Tibetan or Mandalic forms. They're designed with high 
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contrasting colors. One of the exercises I do is to-You take these different 
diagrams and you follow their edges with your eye. You concentrate on that 
one spot on the edge with sounds simple but there's tendency to wander 
around. If you do this a lot a develop this technique. This is one exercise.  

 Another exercise that I've been doing is something called “The Sun”, what I 
call my sun exercise where I go out on a sunny day and look at the sun with 
my eyes closed. This has been a source of a lot of imagery for me. 

 A period of getting maybe an hour to study these images and really know them 
and hold onto them. They're the kinds of things that if you try and make them 
stay, they go away, so you have to take a lot of time to get balanced without 
trying to make them happen, then sustain them long enough to note down in 
your memory what color they are, what their movement is, what the quality of 
the edge is. 

 Those are some of the exercises I was referring to. There are some Kirrah 
yoga techniques for inducing phosphenes or photisms which is another 
exercise. I've discovered in talking to a lot of people that I for one have been 
blessed with a capacity to visualize something and hold it, turn it around in my 
mind's eye, which I think is something we can all do, but if we don't have need 
to do it, it doesn't get developed. Yes. 

Audience: [inaudible 01:12:40]. I know one form  

Stephen Beck: I hear you, yeah. 

Audience: I know one thing to induce an image which is a great secret  

Stephen Beck: I'm hip.  

Audience: You will have to seek it out- 

Stephen Beck: Yeah. 

Audience: How interested are you? 

Stephen Beck: I won't pressure you for your secrets if you won't press me for mine. No.  

Audience: No, I am serious. It is a secret- 

Stephen Beck: Uh huh. (affirmative). The point is there's phenomena and there's ability. If 
you set yourself to it to develop the capacity for detecting and becoming more 
sensitized and in our work with this type of imagery, this has been very useful. 
Yes. 
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Audience: Can I just ask you a couple of technical questions?  

Stephen Beck: I'm sorry. Ask a few technical questions? You may. I won't guarantee you'll get 
an answer. No, go ahead. 

Audience: What is the ration count on the synthesizer?  

Stephen Beck: I'm sorry. How many lines in a synthesizer? Well, it interfaces with regular TV 
which in America is 525 lines. Yeah. It feeds NTSC standard video so that it's 
compatible. In fact in itself it's capable of broadcast standard video signal. 

Audience: Do you have an illuminator on that? [inaudible 1:14:09] 

Stephen Beck: Yeah. well, we worked on that. Yeah, we did. It's not because we had more 
lines. I wish we did. It's because of the great care we took in realizing certain 
material would lend itself to this process. Certain material wouldn't. Some 
experimentation we did with emulsion type, with filter-type, with vocal plain, 
with lens speed or multiple lenses. A number of people have commented. 
They thought the kinescope work hasn't had that kinescope quality. 

 I'm pleased to hear that because one of the fears was that it would not-
Filming the video the resolution would not be great enough and it would 
weaken the strength of the image. 

 I'll tell you, one day we were walking to the studio down Montgomery Street 
and we got in this conversation about the edge because I was saying the 
whole problem with giving away the video scan is with how rough the edges 
remain, because the sharper the edge, the more hard and the more tattered 
it's going to appear. Then I was ready to give up all edges, saying there is no 
such thing as a edge. The edge is only an illusion, but I came back from that 
extremity and said well, okay if there were edges they would look like this. 
[01:15:34] 

 Then I said well, I realize if we use certain kinds of edge and I was able to 
enhance or more correctly de-enhance some of the edging in the circuitry so 
that we weren't hindered by that kinescope quality, but we spent a whole day 
doing some experiments just so that we would not be disappointed when we 
finished. 

 Since it's really hard to tell in there which material is originated with video and 
which is originated with film, since several people have commented on that, 
I'm glad to hear that and I feel like we've succeeded to some extent. 

 we did have a heck of a time with centering though. Yeah. 
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Audience: You synthesized forms based on their bases, is that by measuring of the 
frequency pattern?  

Stephen Beck: Well, with video yeah, there's always a scanning. There are several 
approaches to this electronic image fabricating. My approach has been to not 
alter the scan. In other words, with an oscilloscope you have this little dot of 
light that you can move around. In a sense you can point it anywhere you want 
and you can hold it there. 

 With the video there's this scanning which makes these lines and there's no 
possibility for stopping that scan. This is why I brought the analog of weaving 
because in weaving, if you're going to have any substance in your final blanket 
or tapestry, it all has to be there in a sense. 

 But you have to create the pattern out of color by bringing that color in, in a 
sense modulating it at a certain time and then not modulating it so that the 
synthesizer operates and it functions by controlling this modulation pattern of 
the beam. To what extent with all those dials you see how I can develop some 
very complex modulation patterns. I'm able to create these certain forms and 
manipulate them accordingly. 

Audience: Is that all you need to- 

Stephen Beck: Intensity, yeah. Intensity is the only parameter. Which translates into 
saturation of color. 

Audience: [inaudible 01:17:48]. Now, is that modulation pattern manual or can you 
trace- 

Stephen Beck: No, it's control voltage-based which means that it can be operated with 
anything that can derive the appropriate range of DC voltage, from zero to five 
volts. There are joysticks that I use and then I have programmed generators. 

 As I was telling one of these guys earlier, a friend of mine said he could get me 
a good price on a PDP11. The plan is to implement the computer. I'll tell you 
why I built the synthesizer. I was at the University of Illinois, as it lists there in 
the program notes. There was great computer graphic facilities there, but 
there was no way for a lowly undergraduate to get at them. 

 I wouldn't be, not to be put out, I just said I'm just going to invent my own way. 
I said I'm going to use a color TV set because they're using all these expensive, 
fancy screens. To see it you have to buy a $20,000 screen. I'm going to use a 
screen that exists everywhere so that what I do can be transmitted and 
relayed everywhere where there's a screen. 
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 That meant accepting scanning and accepting the limitations and the value 
that it had. In all the work Jordan has done, in all the work I've done, there's 
been no use per se of computers or computer-type graphics. Although, if 
things work out, hopefully we'll be able to use the power of the computer 
within the coming year. 

 I've been invited to University of California at La Jolla where a friend of mine 
has a PDP11 set up for controlling electronic music synthesizers. Hopefully if 
we can work out the interfacing, I'm going to try and operate the synthesizer 
with that. It will in a sense be as if I had 20 hands. You can relate to just this 
computer existing as if you had 20 or 40 hands. 

 It represents improvement. Yeah, you had a question. 

Audience: [inaudible 01:19:52]. Yeah, I wasn’t quite sure, when using the synthesizer, 
you use a bunch of techniques. The synthesizer can draw on a line or cam do 
[talking at the same time 01:20:00]- 

Stephen Beck: Yeah. Well, it's awfully hard to say what it can do because I don't know what it 
can't do. It will do the things that I'm wanting it to do. It's not designed as an 
all-purpose, infinite image making machine. There's a lot of things it won't do.  

 It would be easier for me to respond to the first part of the question which is in 
a way I'm glad you can't tell the separation because we can't tell sometimes. 
I'll tell you, there's pretty much not one frame that goes by that isn't in some 
way or another a combination of both video and film input. 

 Either at the original stage of feeding the film into the synthesizer and doing 
nothing more than colorizing it or doing something as elaborate as combining 
it with a synthesized form like the fourth sequence. There's a rotating 
revolving particle, sphere of particles. That is a synthesized element, but it's 
nested into a filmic base and it's also revealed and hidden by a filmic 
movement so that there's a very complex relationship between the two. 

 In the print you're seeing, in the print you saw of Cycles, there's pretty much 
not a sequence that goes by that isn't a full mixture of them both. For example 
the first cycle, you know the first cycle in the work, that represents the basic 
filmics cycle-base. That's all film-based material. 

 It's laid in with some video color. The result was very pleasing to us. In the 
later cycles, you'll see some of the same movements and patterns on the film-
base, but then they're colored different or maybe they're not even present, or 
they're being revealed in only a [inaudible 01:22:07] relief or an outlying 
fashion. Or they're colorized differently.  

 These were all modifications and additions that were done using the 
synthesizer on that basic film. It was as if we sat around and we talked about 
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the work. Then decided the best way to handle it would be to in a sense make 
it a dialogue, so we went through his footage and I surveyed it and really it 
was the first time I had a deep look at what he's got. 

 Then on the basis of that first encounter, Jordan assembled this first 
statement back to me or this first statement to me of this filmic Cycle and 
then I proceeded to colorize it, modify it and add synthesized elements to it in 
response. Now we're editing it together and shaping it. So it's like this 
dialogue going on between us. It's been very good. It's resulted in a lot of really 
beautiful images. 

 It's also developed for us a very specific way of talking about these images. 
Like if you ever heard us talking one afternoon at work, you would hear the 
craziest phrases coming out, like blue punctum sun or particles weaving or 
electric sequence or ying yang. We invent these little names and labels for the 
imagery and what it enables us to do is while we're not working on it, to talk 
and communicate about it. 

 To us those words have significance. In fact, if you go to almost any trade or 
craft and listen in on what the people who are working are saying, you'll 
discover they've got a really unique vocabulary to what they're doing. The 
weavers have all these terms and the machine shop men have all these terms 
and mechanics have all these terms and the electricians have all these terms. 

 We've kind of invented this own terminology so that he'll come over for dinner 
some night and we'll say, "Remember that blue punctum sun? Let's move that 
over here to the yellow yin yang zoom out," or something. In our mind we can 
visualize quite clearly what we're saying. It's like having a communication 
channel that's probably unintelligible to anyone else but us. But to us, it 
serves a very precise tool. Yeah. 

Audience: Is it possible for you to draw directly, if so, what kind of stylus do you use?  

Stephen Beck: I don't have a stylus. I had a stylus and on Demo One and I hooked it up to 
the synthesizer and I could draw all the line drawings I wanted, but without 
that stylus there's no capacity to do that. 

Audience: [inaudible 01:24:48]. 

Stephen Beck: Well, with the stylus and the memory, yeah. It doesn't have those built in. Oh, 
go ahead. Sure. 

Audience: In looking for a proper use of vocabulary, who has the lead in the situation? Is 
he your master?  

Stephen Beck: No, he's not. Huh? 
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Audience: You are working in his medium, he is the master- 

Stephen Beck: Well, I've learned editing – [01:25:23] 

Audience: Well, what I am asking is- 

Stephen Beck: No, you've asked a good question because the point is he's had for years, 
young filmmakers come and say, "Teach me film. Teach me film." When I met 
him, that was the farthest thing from my mind. What I was grooving on was 
here was a cat who we were both working with complex imagery of this genre 
and there's no one you can talk to about this. Nobody can even appreciate the 
patience and difficulty required in extracting some of these images. 

 Right from the start there was a tremendous equivalency in our relationship, 
precisely because I didn't approach him as an underlying, someone who's 
trying to be a filmmaker. He had eyes on my synthesizer to be that outright 
about it. What he has on me in film, I have on him in electronics. 

 Some of the problems we had to solve at Palmer's were purely electronic in 
nature. I've been learning the editing and I've been I learning the technique 
and the idea of montage and composition is something that's been with me 
since the days when I was doing electronic music tapes at the University of 
Illinois. 

 A lot of people are trying to figure out what the relationship is between us and 
I frankly don't really care how they want to see it. I could tell you we couldn't 
possibly be working on something together where we weren't equally 
contributing and innovating. 

Audience: That was not my question. 

Stephen Beck: No, I'm responding to that question. 

Audience: [inaudible 01:27:04]. I appreciate you responding to my question, that is, I am 
sure, what I am getting at-  

Stephen Beck  I'm sorry. Well, I've finished answering that one.  

Audience: I what am interested is, we have seen a lot of his work , and I felt in looking at 
his work, there is an overarching theme, which he never comes out and 
states. I know I may sound naïve saying this but-in the juxtaposition between 
motif and leaping of theme- in the last one, I feeling that he arrives at a 
certain feeling-[inaudible 1:28:00]  

Stephen Beck: Yeah, a lot of people respond to Chakra that way in the ending.  
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Audience: So how dies in that sense, maybe you could answer this [inaudible 01:28:25]- 

Stephen Beck: I'm afraid I've lost the gist of what you were asking. I mean- 

Audience: Well-  

Stephen Beck: Shiva. Yeah, oh yeah. Well, this Shiva film, it's original application was in a 
video concert where it existed as a theater piece. I've retained its life as a film 
and as a tape solely because what it represents in terms of working with the 
human form. 

 In terms of total composition, there's no denying that Jordan has arrived at a 
mastery of total composition and I appreciated that in his work right form the 
start. I've also approached composition in a very similar fashion. This is what's 
enabled us to work together. 

 You see, I mean I've worked with other people and I can't tell you the 
arguments you get into over compositional nuances. The only way you can 
resolve it is when you somehow both share the same approach and same 
sensitivity to the work. 

 Which boils down to more than anything else, letting the work make itself. In 
other words, getting yourself out of the way. It's pretty obvious when 
something's going to work and when something's not.  

 To that extent, it's a process of discovery and application of past mastered 
knowledge. 

Audience: In the film that you're working on, what's the name of it? 

Stephen Beck: Cycles. [01:30:03] 

Audience: Is that a working title or- 

Stephen Beck: No, that's the title, Cycles. 

Audience: You also express it in the title? 

Stephen Beck: The title expressing all the qualities of the idea. It's a film about the cyclic 
nature of reality as we see it. 

Audience: Then it is actually  a film about human work? 

Stephen Beck: No, I'd say it's a work in which we approach the idea of cycles which takes the 
form within the film as this theme in variations on the one hand is a 
compositional idea and then on the other hand in the total idea of this solar 
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uga where the film begins light and then progresses to the Dark Ages and 
then it comes back out in the Light Ages. 

 There's a total overall cycle being played out through the film. Yeah. 

Audience: It's pretty impressive mastery of use of light a color in these films and I was 
wondering how much work is done in the lab and how much trial and error 
goes into perfecting the colors? 

Stephen Beck: Lots. Well, there's not too much work done in the lab in terms of asking for 
special chemical treatments or asking them to do anything more than say 
print through a color filter. All of the other coloring is done just arrived at by a 
sensitivity for what's happening when you combine these certain colors, how 
to maintain these variations in transparency, degree of transparency. 

Audience: Do you have good lab in which you have a good working relationship? 

Stephen Beck: Yeah. Yeah, in fact when we're at Palmer's, the lab we work with, we try to 
involve them and invite them all into the studio while we're working and show 
them the synthesizer, so they would get some feel of it, because if they feel 
something about it, they'll be sure to at least do a good job if not a better. 

 They can tell us sometimes gee, why don't you try this emulsion? What don't 
you try that emulsion? Where they're very bad is setting exposures and putting 
things on center and framing things. Those are things that are impossible. 
Bye, thank you. Thank you very much. Okay, great. Bye. Good man.  

 The relationship with the lab is good and they get excited about what we're 
doing. This lab invented, Palmer, Bill Palmer, invented the kinescope camera 
that is most widely used, so I understand. He was very excited about us 
coming in and working with video and film. 

 You know, we don't try and hole up in our rooms and do the works alone. We 
try to get wherever possible other talents involved and be open to what other 
insights and inspirations and talents other individuals have because there's 
so much technology involved in making these that you'd be a fool to claim 
you're doing it yourselves. We get a lot of help from our friends. Yes. 

Audience: [inaudible 01:33:30]. Well, that’s the same question, I want to ask- 

Stephen Beck: No, it's a different question. 

Audience: Can you give me some idea of what the cost for production?  

Stephen Beck: Well, to make Cycles, I was awarded a $10,000 grant from the American Film 
Institute. Now you chop off about $2,000 of that for tax and you're left with 
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about $8,000. Now, so far, including some video equipment that we bought, 
we spent about $2,000 on a week in the studio. 

 We spent about another thousand dollars on print costs so far and we spent 
probably another thousand dollars on processing and developing and 
duplication. Each print of Cycles is costing me about $180 to make and then 
it will probably cost us about $500 to put the soundtrack together and get it 
printed on the film and then a few hundred dollars.  

 So each film represents maybe an outright cost of several thousand dollars, a 
few thousand dollars. Maybe $1,000 a minute or less in terms of cost. It's so 
hard to judge because you wind up drawing material that was developed say, 
five years ago into a work now, so that's why this idea of being ecological is 
important to us. Yeah. 

Audience: It seems like you're used to transitions ...[01:35:00] 
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