Notes for Gramat (2015) concerning The Journey, and the Monoform 
In 1983 the Swedish Peace and Arbitration Society (SPAS), which is the oldest peace movement in the world, based in Stockholm, agreed to raise the funds for me to travel and begin a process of research and fund-raising to make a global peace film.   The object of the film was to investigate the type and quantity of critical information that people around the planet had on the escalating world arms race and the effects of weapons, nuclear or otherwise.  Thus, the film was not only about the arms race, per se, but about communication – the role  the massmedia and educational systems play in providing (or denying) such information.   

In terms of the broader media crisis, it is interesting to note several aspects of what happened during the early days of the fund-raising for Le Voyage.   First, I approached a number of international state TV organizations to help the production (especially in those countries where we were planning to film an episode for Le Voyage). They all declined.  One organization, NRK (Norwegian Broadcasting Corporation), said that they could not determine whether Le Voyage was a ‘drama’ or a ‘documentary’, and that they would have to consider the matter.  30 years later, I am still waiting for their response.

Secondly, I contacted a number of the established peace movements in Europe and North

America. Nearly all of them said that they could not help us to raise funds -  despite the fact that many of them acknowledged that they used my earlier film, The War Game, to attract many of their peace movement participants.  

Of course this disappointing response to funding Le Voyage was not all encompassing – many individuals around the world helped us to produce this film. But as for the established peace movements, the support was largely confined to Sweden and New Zealand.

On my part, I surmise that this lack of support from the peace movement was due to the fact that my initial description of the project indicated that Le Voyage would draw critical attention to the role of the mass audiovisual media (MAVM) in contemporary society.  At that time, a number of alternative movements, including the peace movement, were – still are – reliant on the media to draw public attention to their issues.

                                                             … …. ….

We need to seriously examine the the multiple ways in which the media – especially the audiovisual media - have so effectively penetrated our thinking and perception of the world, to the point where their practices are automatically accepted, including by many people who are involved in alternative or otherwise progressive organizations. 

Over the past decades we have seen the legitimisation of ‘popular culture’ on TV and in the cinema - with zero public critical discussion regarding its negative effect on contemporary society. We can all identify, to one degree or another, the troublesome content of much of today’s cinema and TV production, in terms of its violence, sexism, and consumer oriented values; some are even prepared to acknowledge the increasing problems that this content is causing to society and our planet in general. But we contine to systematically ignore that this content enters our subconscious by means of the language form - filmic structure - in which it is encased. 

In the mid-1970s I was invited by Columbia University in New York City to teach several courses dealing with the role of the MAVM.   Through our analysis of the interior language form of TV news broadcasts and drama series, the students and I discovered the standardised use of the ‘Monoform’ (as we named it) that defines at least 90-95% of all cinema and TV production. We not only counted the number of cuts (edits) in each transmission, and the frequency with which the camera shifted perspective within a shot (zooming, panning, tilting, etc.), we also examined such factors as the time allocated to the opinions of the public as opposed to the professionals, the density of the sound-track as opposed to silence, etc. 

What emerged from our investigation was that TV mirrors the hierarchical filmic structures developed by Hollywood in the early part of the 20th century: structures designed, for commercial reasons, to entrap audiences, via a systematic language of ‘impact’, into a passive role.  At Columbia, we noted the brevity of scenes (or shots): in the 1970s, the average was  approximately 7 seconds (today it is 3 or 4 seconds, often less).  Equally disturbing was the repetitiveness and uniformity in editing, and the fact that, regardless of the mode (news broadcast, popular culture, drama or documentary), and regardless of the seriousness or levity of the subject, the use of time, space, and structure (the presentation) was identical. 

This Monoform is but one of many possible language forms within the fluid and complex potential of the audiovisual media.  Certainly, rapid editing and tightly controlled structures have their place.  But the crisis today lies in the fact that commercial cinema and TV professionals, and many media teachers, insist that the Monoform is the only viable form of communication with the public, and that they subsequently refuse to discuss its long-term impact on the public, including students and school children. They refuse to discuss the viability of more complex language forms, wherein the public have the time and the structural space for reflection and interaction.

The essential problem is that the MAVM – and in a specific sense, many media educators – are afraid of the public. They are afraid of challenging the traditional audiovisual system, which moves in a one-way, hierarchical channel, from producer to public.  They are afraid of challenging their own institutionalised language-forms and the ways in which most media education teaches the sanctity of the Monoform.  In a word, these professionals are afraid of a collective, critical voice being raised about the way in which the MAVM and its standardised messages relate to the public.  And they are deeply afraid of a public protest (which they cannot control) against the many negative effects, overt and subterreanean, that the MAVM have on the entire political and social process, and thus on the escalating problems of violence and abuse of power, political corruption, fear of the ‘other’, economic exploitation, and environmental degradation, that now threaten to overwhelm our planet.
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