tapes. That said, there are of course important differences between the two
kinds of retail. Unlike copy shops, video stores are repositories; they are
warehouses that share the logic of the database at the same time that they
have had profound effects on the weight and substance of cinema as shared

culture as well as on cinema as an industrial product.*® Simply in terms of §

urban geography, there was a period of fifteen or twenty years when every
neighborhood had a video store in the same way that every neighborhood
still has a dry cleaner, though of course the circulation of videos (owned by
the store, a repository of cinema) differs dramatically from that of clothes

(owned by customers, a scattered repository of style). The urban geography
of copy shops is different; they often cluster around college and univer-
sity campuses, forming gray zones where a combination of illegal and legal

copying helps support the intertwined aims of pedagogy and research.*

The idea of the photocopy that emerged in the 1960s and 1970s was
structured partly in relation to the question of copyright without being '
nailed fully to that cross. Concerns about intellectual property arose in
selected contexts, while photocopies helped broach questions of openness,
possession, and self-possession more broadly. At the same time that xero-
graphic reproduction helped shift the meanings of reproduction from ac-
cess to archive — toward personal files and other redundancies as bureau-
cratic norms— the examples of Ellsberg, Lions, and Dundes and Pagter
demonstrate ways in which access remained at issue. The transit and poten-
tial transit of documents, leaked in or leaked out, worked to mark the
organizational structures within which documents were created —were -
read —as such. The genre of the document grew more capacious, accord-
ing to the tolerance and agnosticism of the Xerox machine: all documents
are not photocopies, but all photocopies are documents. If the relative case

of photocopying aided in the unprecedented proliferation of documents,
that proliferation itself aided in and called attention to versioning, helping

emphasize and enable documents as potentially “living” sites for continued
and collective interpretation and revision, both fluid and fixed, on and as

paper. Though typing and typescripts remained ubiquitous, episodes from:

the early history of xerography show how entwined photocopies and digi- :

tal documents were from the very first.
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What do files mean to the future of human expression? This is a harder question to answer
than the question “How does the English language influence the thoughts of native English
speakers2” At least you can compare English speakers to Chinese speakers, but files are
universal. The idea of the file has become so big that we are unable to conceive of a frame
large enough to fit around it in order to assess it empirically.

—Jaron Lanier, You Are Not a Gadget

Today, rather than print and distribute, we distribute and then print. In other words, we
send the file electronically to the recipient, who then prints it out. This is underlined by
the fact that between 1988 and 1993, the worldwide installed base of copiers increased
by only 5 percent, whereas the worldwide installed base of printers increased by 600
percent.

— Abigail J. Sellen and Richard H. R. Harper, The Myth of the Paperless Office

Brightly colored advertising inserts spill out of Sunday newspapers these
days, touting the latest and greatest, the largest and flattest high-definition
television sets. These circulars share certain conventions. The TVs they ad-
vertise are typically pictured as if they were all tuned to the same channel.
They are arrayed side by side and vary only slightly in size, as if to represent
their respective merits through an obscure scalar logic: “Look at this big
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In one sense thisisa familiar sort of conjuring, based on the indexicality
of photographs and the iconicity of figurative images. As Roland Barthes
writes, ‘@ photograph is always invisible: it is not it that we see”® We tend
to look through an image to whatever it represents, at the same time that
an intuitive check —some sort of unconscious guardian — typically helps us
hold the line between reality and representation. Even a crude picture ofa
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pipe “isa pipe,” we say, even as we understand that it can’t be picked up and
smoked. The language of mimesis wears thin somehow, especially where
the language of the real, of what is, rubs against the pursuits of realism. In
another sense, however, the conjured televisions and daguerreotypes arise
more subtly. There are some pictures, after all, that are self-identical with
the subjects they picture: An illustration of redness is red, a picture of a
triangle is triangular, an image of the letter Q is chat letter itself, and an
ilustration of pornography is — arguably, at least— still pornographic.4 The
image and its subject are self-identical in cases like these because of the dis-
rinctive symbolic characteristics of the subjects at issue, however difficult it
may be to describe what those are or what they have in common. (What do
color, shape, decency, and indecency have in common?) Advertising circu-
Jars and histories of photography and printing seem t0 thread the needle:
We're looking at an image of a bird or a pipe, in effect, but encountering it
as (an image of) a triangle or a Q. Its not that anyone is fooled, of course;
that’s not the point. Itis just that we seem so lulled — that is, conditioned —
by norms and expectations that attend the different uses of printed illustra-
tions. This is partly about images, then, and partly about print.5

Printing, too, has enjoyed a long and complex association with what
is. Even when the printed matter in question is fiction, its bibliographical
identity is factual or fixed: we trust that any printed matter at hand was
published by the publisher indicated, authored by the author named, and
addresses a reading public in an edition of like copies. When two people
read “the same” book, they can cach read different copies and be sure—
even unthinkingly so — that they can compare nOtes. People are “on the
same page, We say, with confident approbation. Certainties like these help
make modern texts self-evident, giving them that “air of intrinsic reli-
ability” that today frames print media. It wasn't always so, as Adrian Johns
explains in The Nature of the Book® “Printed texts were not intrinsically
crustworthy,” according to Johns, who observes that “fixity exists only inas-
much as it is recognized and acted upon by people — and not otherwise.””
The defining fixity of print emerged, he argues, according in part to the
circulation of natural knowledge (what would become science) in the six-
teenth and seventeenth centuries. The self-evidence of letterpress and the
universality of science were mutual constructions, as it were, both based on
the actions and attitudes of the authors, printers, booksellers, and readers
involved. High—deﬁnition TVs may be a far cry from carly modern sci-
ence, but printed advertising circulars today partake of the self-same logic
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