The director – protagonist – film relationship:
An exploration through the lens of the psychoanalytical notion of the Third

The focal point of the conference is the examination of reality and the real, as they emerge via the unique genre of documentary films. My research, based on personal knowledge of both fields, psychoanalysis as well as documentary films, deals with the relationships between the director and the protagonist in the documentary, and the presence of the film itself within these relations. I propose viewing that presence through the psychoanalytical term, the Third.  It is an elusive entity of the one who is absent from the relations of the two participants (in a treatment situation,) yet its presence is, nevertheless, always fused with these relations. This presence describes quite well the ontological state of the film, as it is still non-existent, but rather in the process of being produced. 
In the next few minutes I will present, in a general layout, the documentary film, and in particular, the relations between the director and the protagonist, through the lens of the notion of the Third, which is borrowed from psychoanalysis. I will propose a model for a triad perspective of the documentary alignment, which consists of three agencies: protagonist – director – film, and their interpersonal relations, which are viewed as transference relations. In order to present the model in its typical formation, I will focus only on such documentaries where the protagonist, using his voice as well as his body language, tells his own story to the director, who records him. These two are real, living people, and well delineated as unique individual entities. I hope that this discussion will contribute to the more general exploration of the reality of the documentary film, and the understanding of how the director – protagonist relations impact our aesthetic judgment of the film.
One of the major features of the documentary movie, which distinguishes it from other forms of art, and in particular from non-documentary movies, is seeing the protagonist as a real, non-fictional person. Although this is one of the most significant characteristics of this art form, there is only very limited research about the emotional dynamics between the director and the documentary protagonist as two real participants. The psychoanalytical term for this emotional dynamic is "transference" (an overly-used term about which there is abundant professional literature). For my purpose today, I will define transference as the summation of all the subconscious emotions and relations which fashion this encounter in the present. So far, only two scholars have suggested applying this term to the director – protagonist in a documentary. One was Berman, who proposed the usage of this term, and the second was Piotrowskai, who expanded its meaning and focused on transference of love.
The concept of the Third is indispensable in order to dispel the illusion of the isolated dyad, whether in the relations of director – protagonist, therapist – patient or witness – listener, since it represents that which is beyond the you and me. Therefore I would like to extend the concept of transference from a dyadic model to a triadic one. The final goal of establishing a triadic outlook in a documentary is to propose a terminology for the myriad phenomena which take place in the practice of documentation and which impact both the participants and the art product. Currently, unfortunately, all of this is missing and undefined as yet.    
 The triad is inherent in the documentary by the very existence of the film as a third entity, which is neither the protagonist nor the director. I do not claim that it is as significant as the director-protagonist relationship. Obviously, it is the director who shapes the film as a poetic narration. Although the protagonist infuses the film with his own life, the past is recreated through the encounter between the director and the protagonist. The relationships in a triad are by far more complicated than in a dyad, since in any given moment one of the entities may regard itself as excluded from the relations between the other two (as happens in a triad of lovers).
So what is the essence of the Third in a documentary?
[bookmark: _GoBack]In an interview with Kieslowski (quoted by Preminger), he said: "You cannot push a documentary camera between two people in love…Love, after all, means just two people together. The camera makes the Third. This contradicts Love…[…] I realized that the documentary camera is a dangerous tool. It can change the nature and essence of love."
Kieslowski's words actually point to the presence of the Third in the documentary. The Third (the camera) which thrusts itself onto the dyad (in this case, two lovers) and changes it.
Psychoanalysis offers various interpretations for the notion of the Third, yet they all define the Third as an added participant in the dyadic relationships, who expands these relations and is indispensable for the development of the other two. The Third also enables us to observe the state of affairs from an outsider's impartial point of view.
The psychoanalytical notion of the Third is rooted in the Freudian father-figure complex. The father, representing law and order, enters the mother-baby dyad and creates detachment. This perspective greatly impacted both psychoanalysis and philosophy, which continued viewing the Third as the father figure and its internalized representation. Nowadays, however, the Third is interpreted quite differently. In relational psychoanalysis, which is currently the main branch of psychoanalysis, the Third is considered a product of the dyad, a result of the harmonious encounter of the two participants. While in the past psychoanalysts (Freud, Lacan) viewed the Third as representing the father, current psychoanalysts (Jessica Benjamin, Ogden), view him as representing the mother. According to the former view, the Third is (Oedipus –like) detached and external ('the law'), while the latter views him as para-Oedipus, depending on the dyad and created through convergence, as in the "potential space" of Winnicott.
Similar to Lacan's theories, viewing the Third through the various conceptualizations in psychoanalysis, we may maintain that the documentary is a legitimate entity within the movie genre, constructing the dyad while still outside it, on a different wrung of the symbolic order. Simultaneously, following the relational theories, we may view the film as a distinguished entity, being created in the present through the other two participants, resembling them yet differing from each of them.  Following the theories of Jessica Benjamin, the film is the outcome of the mutual recognition of the two participants, expressing their intimacy yet upholding the differences between them. As in Ogden's "The Analytical Third," the protagonist and the director dialectically create the film and simultaneously are created by it, in an infinite reflection cycle. The film is an asymmetrical, mutual production, experienced differently by each of its producers, who interact with it independently of each other.
Throughout the various stages of production, the film, namely, the Third, changes its form. It commences as an amorphous idea leading to the meeting of the director and the protagonist. From the moment they agreed to cooperate, it is represented by the photographic setting (the filming equipment, the staff), becoming an "object of fantasy", (the director and protagonist have different fantasies).  During the shooting of the film the director and the protagonist, mutually yet not equally, co-produce the substance of the film within their surroundings. During the post-production stage the director alone, without the protagonist, edits the film to its final cultural form (unlike the intangible Third in psychoanalysis). Even when anchored in reality, the approach to the movie remains personal, open to myriad interpretations and interlaced with fantasy. In that sense, the movie contains both a tangible, impartial element, as well as a personal, non-tangible one.
The complex relations which the setting elicits are not limited to viewing the film as the Third, rather it embraces the entire collateral relationships. I will give an example which will clarify the notion of the Third as relevant to the actual relations of protagonist – director – film. This clip is taken from Documentarian (Latvia, 2012), which depicts the relationships between the director and an eccentric lady).
The relations between the protagonist and director is unquestionably defined by the film. When the movie ends, so do these relations. We could equate these (photographing) relations to a triangle, where each vertex represents: the protagonist, the director and the film. These vertices may correspond to the psychoanalytical "triangle": analyst – patient – the Third, or child – mother – father. Avoiding these restrictions, I prefer considering all the possible relations inherent in this triangle, where at any given moment another "vertex" is excluded from the relations between the other two. In our example, the protagonist felt the director was unfaithful to her when the movie ended, as she was excluded from his on-going  relations with the film.
One could ask – why a triangle and not a square, as the audience is conspicuously absent from this presentation. The answer: The audience is not an additional vertex to the triangle, but rather it is contained within it. The audience is present within the model of the film. During the first stages of production, it is an imagined audience. At the post-production stage it is an actual one. Indeed, the triangle that I propose is a different carving of the documentary's alignment. Until recently, the carving was widthwise (film – audience). I propose a lengthwise carving towards the base – the film producers. Borrowing Freud's metaphor, the finished film is the 'tip of the iceberg', and the goal of this exploration is to dive to the bottom, to the concrete director and protagonist who produced the film. This has not yet been researched, compared to the abundant research of movie – audience relationships.
Let's get back to the triangle. During the process of production (before the parting), the director and protagonist clearly negotiate with each other, whether consciously or subconsciously. They try to persuade, impose or meet each other. The movie reflects them – what kind of a director am I? What kind of a protagonist?
I would like to present a few possibilities of psychoanalytical interpretations of these threesome relations:
The movie, as a 'fantasy object,' elicits tremendous desires, as well as anxieties. Both the director and the protagonist hope that the film will actualize their fantasies, and through it "everyone" will love them and they will attain ''redeeming" recognition. This clarifies the inherent clash in the director – protagonist relations. Even at the post-production stage, when the movie is already concrete and real, it is still their 'fantasy object.' Thus the movie creates the fantasy and simultaneously is created by it. 
Beyond the model of the director – protagonist falling in love, which is one type of transference, there is also a transference of basic needs, resulting from the overwhelming – almost total – dependence of the protagonist on the director. Here we may also observe countertransference of the subconscious rescue fantasy which motivates many a director. This fantasy prompts "a mix-up," which is indispensible for an intimate and honest dialogue, yet also triggers unrealistic expectations which may result in regressive demands. Added to this is the "experience of visibility" which this encounter prompts, and which reaches its climax when the protagonist watches the finished film. That is, when he meets his own representation. This is "the look from the outside" which forces the protagonist to acknowledge the twosome relations between the director and the film, and from which he was excluded. (I'm referring mainly to the final stages of editing the "rushes"). As a consequence, the protagonist may experience what is termed in psychoanalysis "binary" emotions of shame, which could evolve into feeling humiliated, betrayed and abused. As a consequence of the turmoil of emotions and fantasies, two polar kinds of relations may ensue, and they are also reflected in the aesthetic judgment of the film.  The relations of symbiosis/connection on the one hand, and detachment on the other, both of which invalidate the Third.
Symbiosis is governed by the illusion of omnipotence – a total control of the other to the point of blending him within and nullifying his own self. Such a scenario may take place when the movie is locked: the director swallowed the protagonist, or vice versa. (That is, one participant cheated, i.e. broke the rules of the game.) Or it may be a situation of dealing with the trauma, which, by its own definition, is non-presentable. The symbiosis disintegrates the triangle space and renders the representation superfluous, since it prohibits a differing perspective and acknowledgment of the other.
While symbiosis allows no distance between the twosome, detachment calls for too great a distance. It is a state of total disconnectedness – a catastrophic experience of estrangement. Although there is a sort of representation abiding by syntactic filming rules, it is so far detached from the represented, to the point of losing any connection with it. It is experienced as "not me" and it weakens the experience of being the participant. The film is there, creating "a sharp angle" in the triangle and rendering the other participant redundant. The result is a fake representation, pretending to be impartial, yet truly detached and antagonistic – a different planet. There are three distinguished entities, but nothing upholds the tension among them, as nothing bonds them. 
Every creative endeavor involves a process of both convergence and divergence at one and the same time. It is the result of the ability to yield, to tolerate being only a part (and not everything) and to be in touch with that which is absent. That is to say, a creative endeavor is related to a mourner's undertaking. As it evolves into being, it fluctuates between opposing extremes of symbiosis and detachment, because in order to establish The Third, each one of the entities must sometimes blend into the other and at other times to attack the connection and the other – but only in order to uncover them. Thus, the personal/social history is not exposed during the film production, but rather it is created within the dynamics of the relationships. This encounter creates something new – a third entity - and, therefore, the search for truth as a goal is exchanged for the search for meaning. The cultural space is what redeems us. It offers us an opening where we can take a deep breath and be aware of our own existence. In its absence, the film still exists, yet it misses the (triangular) space which acknowledges that the human complexity is forever ephemeral, fragile, and ultimately threatens to vanish and morph into non-existence.
The movie is "born" outside the space between the director and protagonist. This is incomprehensible. They are indispensible for their meeting, yet the documentary genre lies outside of the communication between these two, always incorporating an encounter with reality. It has its own rationale without a subject or an object. These two are created within it only later, as they fashion it by their meeting. The Third is a new creation, evolving from the existing structures. Thus he conforms to its inner laws and simultaneously undermines them and makes them more flexible. Outstretching them will result in idiosyncrasy, while over-abiding will result in a meaningless communication. 
Defining symbiosis and detachment as nullifying the Third calls for analysis of psychoanalytical theories regarding this notion. I cannot delve into it now. Suffice it to say that these polar extremes echo viewing the Third as the father-figure, separated from the other two to the point of detachment, yet also viewing him as the mother-figure, so close to a point of deteriorating into a symbiosis. In order to understand how the Third functions within the documentary we have to incorporate theories which might seem contradicting. The dominance of the Third in psychoanalysis is beyond family relations, but rather in its contradictory dynamics upholding the tension between connection and detachment, external and internal, belonging and opposing. His make-up is based on the relations between the ego and the other, and what is beyond us. Such relations require recognizing the other, although it is unrecognizable, and yearning to communicate with it. 
We could state that within the space of artistic endeavor, the genre of the movies holds the painful experiences in the myriad of images which define it as a movie, distinguished from its creators, yet also attached to them. The aesthetic distance enables an on-going process of interpretation and modification, which occurs even later when the audience is urged to touch upon those painful areas and re-define them. We could assert that, just as the director – protagonist relations prompted "dreaming" the movie and themselves, so does the movie encourage "dreaming" the social/mental reality, not in the usual manner, based on denials and split personalities, but rather through profound and brave exploration. Perhaps then "awakening" from the movie to the reality will alter the participant's relations to himself and to the world. 
More than anything else, the movie is a testimony to the crossroad between the personal experience of the concrete, real protagonist and the collective one. Conceptualizing the movie as the Third highlights the confluence between the personal and the social, by underpinning the subconscious cultural awareness and the emergence of the dialogue. Since the Third is attained only via representing the other, it requires a contemplative ability to supersede self gratification. It encourages establishing the subject not only internally, but also as a social entity with feelings of belonging, awareness and responsibility. This is also a fundamental moral approach which is required of anyone having contact with the movie.
We all experience unthought knowledge which we cannot articulate. Both the documentary and psychoanalysis are trying to bring us closer to that unthought knowledge, enabling us to be in touch with those darkened realms. The triadic approach to the documentary proves that what we need is not inward introspection in search of "the" truth or "the" subconscious, but rather exploring the external. Coming face to face with the other and the need to represent it is what constitutes the subject and provides us with deeper insight, or, perhaps, with just some consolation.             
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