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Flora Lysen
Grey Matter and Colored Wax

 “A Central News telegram states that Mr. Thomas A. Edison is 
at present specially devoting himself to work with Professor 
Röntgen’s light, and will shortly attempt to photograph the 
human brain.” 1  — The British Journal of Photography

The invention of X-rays, the so-called “new photography,” in 1896, 
initiated wild talk and public excitement about the possibility of 
visually recording the inside of the skull. Reporters lamented that it 
was “difficult to get the general public to take a rational view of what 
the new process can and cannot achieve,” and that the promise  
of the photographed brain was in “great danger of an anti-climax.” 2 
Since X-rays would not be absorbed by the flabby, soft tissue of the 
brain, the resulting image would show nothing but a big black void 
inside the head. Nevertheless, Edison’s sensational prospect of 
revealing an active brain within a living human immediately prompted 
a technological race of experimenters trying to beat him to it. Just 
months after the publication of the first reports on Röntgen’s rays, 
dubious, yet allegedly successful, brain X-rays appeared in several 
technical and medical journals, their methods cloaked in secrecy 
(at least one of the attempts was exposed as a fraud, the image 
identified as a photograph of the bowels of a cat).3 The possibility of 
visually recording the brain of a living human was alluring because 
it tapped into a desire to look beyond the anatomy of the brain into 
the realm of mind reading, thought photography, and visualizing 
mental activity. The parallels between cerebral processes and mental 
processes were a topic of heated debate, and new visual technolo-
gies such as X-rays and cinematography played an important part 
in desires, myths, and fantasies of penetrating and recording 
something that was simultaneously deeply inside and beyond the 
slimy, convoluted, grey lump of matter.

Moving inside the sectioned body
Fantasies of penetrating deep into matter and desires to make 

visible the invisible are at the heart of this brief story about entering 
into the body at the turn of the twentieth century. After a failed 
attempt to X-ray the brain, another — now wholly forgotten — visual 
technology was imagined and developed by German physiologists 
in the first decade of the new century: a method that I will call  

“section cinematography,” which was an attempt to produce films  
of the inside of bodies by projecting sliced sections of brains, hearts, 

or other body parts, one slice after another. Looking at these short 
section films (a minute or so in length), one would move from the 
tip of, for example, an embryo’s head into its midriff to finally arrive 
at its feet. One could follow the contour and diameter of an artery 
moving from one end of an organ to the other, or look at branching 
nerve fibers while traversing a part of the brain. Half a century before 
a miniature Raquel Welch whizzed through a human body towards 
the brain in the Hollywood blockbuster Fantastic Voyage (1966), and 
decades before the widespread use of gastroscopy and endoscopy, 
section films could give spectators an impression of moving through 
a part of the body, as they aimed to create a “plastic reconstruction” 
of a sliced object. By combining a microtome (a device to cut a 
prep aration into sections), a microscope, a film camera, and a pro-
jector, section films recreated the sliced object as a sequence of 
images on a screen, thus reassembling the sectioned material into 
a new projected whole. Today, only a few accounts of section cine-
matography survive in technical treatises, reviews of screenings, 
and patent descriptions, none of the actual section films seem to 
have been preserved. For over three decades, from the 1880s until 
the 1920s, scientists attempted to design a cinematographic appa-
ratus that would fulfill the desire to examine and reconstruct the 
internal architecture of bodily masses, though without significant 
success. The wish to penetrate into matter ultimately surpassed, it 
is argued here, the technological feasibility and scientific objective 
of direct visibility. “Section cinematography”— both in anatomical 
and in avant-garde practices — created representations of internality 
that were, above all, mesmerizing and captivating; they moved into 
the realm of the fantastic, the dream-like.

For centuries, animated dissections of the body had been 
offered by anatomical atlases, which often presented bodies in 
which the reader could intervene, like a surgeon, by flipping open  
a paper torso to reveal its interior. A particularly “cinematographic” 
example is the Anatomy of the Heart, Cranium, and Brain by 
Alexander Ramsay, printed in 1813, in which “by lifting the plate […] 
an imitation of real dissection is attempted.” 4 Ramsay’s sequence  
of engravings of the brain starts with the surgeon’s hand placed on 
the opened skull. Following the hand’s lead, the viewer moves, with 

1 “News and Notes,” British Journal of Photography (February 14, 1896), p. 105. See also 
Lisa Cartwright, Screening The Body: Tracing Medicine’s Visual Culture, 1st edn. 
Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 1995, p. 109.

2 “[reported in the] British Medical Journal,” The British Journal of Photography (February 
14, 1896), p. 197. 

3 Victoria Sherrow, Medical Imaging. Tarrytown, NY: Marshall Cavendish, 2006, p. 27.
4 Alexander Ramsay, Anatomy of the Heart, Cranium, and Brain. Edinburgh: A. Constable, 

1813, p. 3.
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each flipping of the page, deeper and deeper into the space of the 
brain, with small cut-out holes providing fast-forward peeks to lay-
ers yet to come. A new perspective on the body developed in the 
nineteenth century through its fragmentation into ever-smaller 
parts, from limbs and organs to tissues and cells. The microtome,  
a machine that could produce extremely thin microscopic sections, 
placed new demands on making disjointed and sliced-up parts 
coherent and comprehensible. A growing library of sections 
demanded a method of “plastic reconstruction”: the creation of 
vivid, three-dimensional reconstructions of sectioned material by 
drawings or models, to gain a “sense of form” of the sectioned 
objects. In a treatise on “Methoden der Plastischen Rekonstruktion” 
of 1887, biologist Hans Strasser was the first to briefly mention a 
new and promising method of reconstruction, albeit one that was 
still in its infancy: by leafing quickly through an album with diagrams 
of the sections, one section per page, “one could imagine how the 
various images […] would assemble in one overall image (Gesamt-
bild).” 5 By proposing this little flipbook of successive slices, Strasser 
essentially added the method of animation to the repertoire of  
plastic reconstruction. Stacked together, the pages of the flipbook 
would embody the sectioned object — they would hold it together 
as whole, a unity that would become clear by cinematographic 
movement. Here, Walter Benjamin’s well-known comparison of the 
cameraman to the surgeon is instrumental to understand early cine-
matographic anatomy, not only in the sense of the analytic drive that 
is inscribed in film as a cutting practice, but even more so in the way 
that both anatomy and cinema assembled “manifold parts […] 
under a new law.” 6 After dissection, the body would be reassembled. 
Section cinematography placed the viewer in the position of the 
anatomist: single cuts constituted a sequential reconstruction of 
the cut-up body. 

Cinematography of neurology in Berlin
Analysis and synthesis, fragments and wholes, deconstruction 

and reconstruction, photographing and projecting were inextricably 
entwined in the practice of early scientific cinema. Cinematography 
became an important and omnipresent tool for experimentation, 
demonstration, and representation in the sciences at the turn of the 
nineteenth century; disciplines ranging from astronomy and 
anatomy to psychiatry and zoology were all newly studied with and 
on film. In the life sciences, the physiological lecture hall had turned 
into a “show stage for natural phenomena,” as historian Henning 
Schmidgen has noted, where students, visual aids, and demonstra-
tion rooms joined to become a scientific “spectatorium.”7 Aided by 
screens and projectors, physiologists attempted to create a new 

image of life: “a dynamic representation of the equally dynamic 
movements of the living body,” such as contracting muscles or 
beating hearts.8 Berlin had been at the center of this cinematographic 
turn in physiology, with many university lecture halls carefully 
outfitted with projection machines, mirrors, screens, magic lanterns, 
and other aids for visual instruction. It was in Berlin that doctor Karl 
Reicher had started to experiment with objects under his micro-
scopic camera, tinkering with recording and projection speeds.9 
Although stroboscopic and chronophotographic technologies 
became extensively used to study the moving body around the turn 
of the century — in analyses of athletic jumps or pathological, nervous 
gaits — the plastic reconstruction of the internal and still body had 
not yet been realized. 

Reicher, who was interested in revealing the complex anatomy 
of the human brain, envisioned a “Kinematographie der Neurologie” 
(cinematography of neurology), a method of projecting sections of 
the brain in sequence. In an article on his invention in 1907, Reicher 
reported on two section films created using 1,235 sections of a brain 
and 1,060 sections of an adult brainstem.10 

I succeeded, by cinematographic demonstration, to represent 
the natural course of the fibrous filaments and nerve bundles. 
Before our eyes, the nerve fibers cross, the cerebral nerves 
depart from their nuclei, traverse the brain and emerge again, 
in short, the hitherto considerable difficulties to imagine, 
spatially, the course of fiber systems and nerve bundles are to 
a large extent eliminated and in just a few minutes, a continu-
ous, clear (anschauliches) image of the composition of the 
fibrous filaments unfurls.11

Reicher promised that his films would show a clear image of the 
pathways in the brain: one would be able to trace these pathways 
with the eyes, and directly see elements that had previously been 
impossible to grasp. What could formerly only be imagined spatially 

5 Hans Strasser, “Ueber die Methoden der plastischen Rekonstruktion,” Zeitschrift für 
Mikroskopie, vol. IV, no. 3 (1887), p. 208.

6 Walter Benjamin, The Work of Art in the Age of its Technological Reproducibility, and 
Other Writings on Media. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2008, p. 35.

7 Henning Schmidgen, “Cinematography without Film: Architectures and Technologies 
of Visual Instruction in Biology around 1900,” in Nancy Anderson and Michael R. 
Dietrich (eds.), The Educated Eye: Visual Culture and Pedagogy in the Life Sciences. 
Lebanon, NH: University Press of New England, 2012, pp. 14–43.

8 Schmidgen, “Cinematography without Film,” p. 101.
9 Janina Wellmann, “Science and Cinema,” Science in Context, vol. 24, no. 3 (2011), p. 319.
10 Karl Reicher, “Kinematographie in der Neurologie,” Neurologisches Centralblatt, vol. 16, 

no. 10 (1907), p. 496.
11 Reicher, “Kinematographie in der Neurologie,” Neurologisches Centralblatt, p. 496.
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could now be made “clear” (anschaulich) through film: scientific 
understanding would simply unfold with the unfurling of the cinematic 
image. As Henning Schmidgen has pointed out in his historical 
studies of visual scientific instruction, the concept of clarity, 
Anschaulichkeit, had shifted throughout the nineteenth century,  
and the instruction and demonstration of physiology were increas-
ingly directed at “immediate visual perception” (unmittelbare 
Anschauung).12 Yet “immediate” Anschaulichkeit did not unfurl directly 
and all by itself. Flickering, decentering, and tonal differences 
between the frames all had to be effaced; producing about a minute 
of section cinematography was a laborious process, all geared 
towards giving the film an overall sense of continuity. “One had to 
be particularly skilled to assemble this into a unified whole,” Reicher 
noted.13 In 1908, the Viennese researcher Victor Widakowich simi-
larly attempted a “cinematographic demonstration of sections of 
embryos” and Marie Imchanitzky, a researcher at the Institut Marey 
in Paris, endeavored to produce a “reconstitution cinématographique” 
through a “répresentation plastique” of sections of the heart in 
1910.14 Both noted the extreme difficulties in creating the section 
films; the method was time-consuming and frail, and, as one 
researcher stated, “one cannot entrust to a film a valuable series [of 
sections].” Processing sectioned material for a “clear” and legible 
section film was an arduous and expensive procedure, the result of 
which was presented as an automatic, direct, and objective method 
of representation. 

A living image of the brain
How did spectators react to Reicher’s film of the brain’s 

interior? Historian Hannah Landecker has recounted the way in 
which audiences looking at giant, moving cells on screen were told 
that their bodies were made of that very same material, “so in effect 
they were watching the lives of their own bodily constituents.”15 
Analogously, one could imagine the scientists’ thrill of watching a 
journey through a brain, imagining that this might be the inside of 
their own skull. If anything, it must have looked like a misty journey, 
these few minutes of brain travel through a light-grey landscape 
intercut by disappearing and reappearing lines and flecks. In a brief 
lecture accompanying his films, Reicher emphasized the dynamic 
nature of his representation. Looking at the film, he said, “one has 
the impression of active processes (aktiver Vorgänge).”16 Reviewers 
agreed with his analysis: “indeed the spectator had the impression 
as if some of the pathways, especially at the point of crossing, were 
actually moving.”17 In 1907, when Reicher screened his work at the 
Dresden congress for German physicians and biologists, it was part 
of an elaborate film program that showcased the dynamic 

dimensions of scientific cinematographic representation. Humans, 
octopuses, and water fleas were walking, breathing, jumping, and 
jittering. Blood was visibly circulating through the tail fin of a goldfish 
and crystals were “seemingly” growing on time-lapse film.18 Yet, 
there was something fundamentally different in Reicher’s brain 
films, one reviewer noted. While the presented films on, for exam-
ple, pathological gaits, served a purpose of analysis, and “only by 
analyzing the films, by the fragmentation of the movements in 
single phases of movement, could one draw definite conclusions 
about the illness,” Reicher showed “films that, in contrast to the 
analysis of movements, represent, in a sense, a synthesis.” 19 

The researcher had the original idea, to record about a 
thousand microscopic brain sections, each one individually, 
as a dead image (totes Bild) on a Kinofilm, so that the sequen-
tial images represent the reproduction of the sequential brain 
sections. With the projection of these Kinofilms one obtains 
thereby, in a way, a living image (lebendes Bild) of the brain.20 

Turning “dead images” into “living images,” Reicher’s section 
cinematography endowed life to the lifeless brain; this was anima-
tion in its purest form. More precisely, brain section films were “in a 
sense” synthetic, and “in a way” a living image. Impression, or — one 
might say—illusion, was the magic key to giving Reicher’s brains a 
life. Why did the desire for section cinematography persist for three 
decades, even though its plastic representations were never imple-
mented in scientific research? To understand the persistence of this 
failed attempt at visualization, we must look closer at the interplay 
between biology and cinematography at the turn of the twentieth 

12 Henning Schmidgen, “Pictures, Preparations, and Living Processes: The Production of 
Immediate Visual Perception (Anschauung) in Late-19th-Century Physiology,” Journal of 
the History of Biology, vol. 37, no. 3 (2004), p. 480.

13 Karl Reicher, “Kinematographie in der Neurologie,” Deutsche Zeitschrift für Nerven heil-
kunde (1907). Leipzig: Verlag von F. C. W. Vogel, 1908, p. 35.

14 “Verhandlungen der Morphologisch-Physiologischen Gesellschaft zu Wien,” Zentralblatt 
für Physiologie, vol. 23 (February 8, 1908), pp. 784 – 85; Marie Imchanitzky, “Reconstitution 
Cinématographique des Séries de Coupe,” Travaux de l’Association de l’Institut Marey, 
vol. II (1910), pp. 219–20.

15 Hannah Landecker, “Microcinematography and the History of Science and Film,” Isis, 
vol. 97, no. 1 (2006), p. 129.

16 Reicher, “Kinematographie in der Neurologie,” Deutsche Zeitschrift für Nervenheilkunde, 
p. 35.

17 Oskar Fischer, “Kinematographie in der Neurologie” (summary), Folia Neuro-Biologica, 
vol. 1 (1908), p. 269.

18 B. M., “Die Kinematographie im Dienste der Naturwissenschaft,” Pharmaceutische 
Centralhalle für Deutschland, vol. 45 (1907), p. 947.

19 B. M., “Die Kinematographie,” p. 947.
20 B. M., “Die Kinematographie,” p. 947.
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century. Above and beyond its aim to aid anatomical understanding 
of tiny fibers, Reicher had stressed the pedagogical benefits of his 
technique, claiming that, “especially the ‘active’ component of it, 
makes more impression on the students.” 21 Film, like X-rays, was 

“impressive” as a medium in multiple ways. According to a journalist 
in 1896, “X-rays had been used to reflect anatomic diagrams directly 
into the brain of advanced medical students, making a much more 
enduring impression than ordinary teaching methods.” 22 Reicher’s 

“plastic reconstruction” through cinematography had claimed a 
similarly direct and natural dimension to representation and peda-
gogical efficacy through its dynamic qualities that could give “life” 
to the vibrant matter of the brain. Implicitly, Reicher’s section films 
had attempted not merely to improve the visualization of tiny fibrous 
structures, but to unite, “in a sense,” the dead anatomical structures 
with the brain as a living thing, an organ that was often conceived 
as a space populated with active organism-like nerve cells that 
formed the foundation for understanding the human soul.23 

In 1915, early section cinematography would reach its most 
technically perfect state with the patenting of a cinematographic 
microtome by the German technician Wilhelm Löw. He described 
his newly invented device as a “synchronized apparatus” that 
automatically coupled the slicing of a microtome with the shutter  
of the cinematograph.24 Little is known about the fate of Löw’s 
cut– shoot– cut device; there are no traces of scientists having used 
the machine. His apparatus did not find any followers, except one: 
in 1947, animation artist Douglass Crockwell listed Löw’s machine 
as a predecessor of his self-invented “method of producing ani-
mated motion pictures.” Section cinematography would reappear 
in the abstract and fantastic films of avant-garde filmmakers in the 
first half of the twentieth century. 

Avant-garde section cinematography and the 
wax slicing machine
We now leave the space of fibers and nervous pathways and 

enter a landscape of colored swirling, flowing, bubbling, and undu-
lating surfaces, freshly cut from a carefully composed block of wax 
by a slicing machine, a reincarnation of the cinematic microtome 
for the production of animation film in the period from 1921 to 1942. 
The famous German animation artist Oskar Fischinger and the 
American artist Douglass Crockwell had independently designed 
different versions of wax slicing machines in the early 1920s and 
1930s. At home in Munich, Fischinger used a bathtub to experiment 
with the cinematic effects of flowing water, ink, and melted wax. 
From his fascination with the animate qualities of fluid substances 
evolved the “Wachsmaschine,” a device that pushed a block of wax 

towards a rotating knife blade. With each consecutive slicing of the 
piece of wax, the camera photographed the remaining block. Look-
ing at these automatic stop-motion recordings of changing cross- 
sections of wax, one would see undulating and swirling shapes, dots, 
and flecks appearing and disappearing. These morphing entities on 
the screen were not objects found in the studio or figures sketched 
by an artist; instead, they possessed a strange, otherworldly quality. 
In one of the few surviving sequences of Fischinger’s wax slicing 
animation, the wax seems to ooze slowly out of the center of the 
screen in concentric circles, giving the viewer the feeling of moving 
inside the material. Other shots included waves of clay rippling 
diagonally across the screen and fountains of green and pink wax 
gushing to the sides of the frame. To create a wax film, different 
pieces of fine kaolin china clay and colored wax were joined together 
in a rectangular mold. Wax films required Fischinger to choreo-
graph his animation within the three- dimensional space of a block, 
mentally mapping the behavior of his shapes after each cut, con-
structing an imagined internal world before it would be fragmented 
again. According to Crockwell, who used a wax machine in the 1930s 
and 1940s, “a rather new and difficult type of visualizing is required 
to plan the course of a pattern through the block […]. In a way, this is 
a sculptor’s art.” 25

After Oskar had nailed an iron plaque that read “Fischinger” 
above the knife of the wax cutter, he sold a license to filmmaker 
Walter Ruttmann, who was working on special effects for the first 
full-length animation film, The Adventures of Prince Achmed 
(1923–26). In this story full of flying horses, magic islands, fantastic 
birds, sorcerers, and witches, the wax process found a perfect fit. 
According to director Lotte Reiniger, the narrative was based, “on 
the idea that the action should show events that could not be 
performed by any other means.” 26 In a scene with an evil magician, 

21 Reicher, “Kinematographie in der Neurologie,” Deutsche Zeitschrift für Nervenheilkunde, 
p. 35.

22 W. Robert Nitske, The Life of Wilhelm Conrad Röntgen, Discoverer of the X Ray. Tucson, 
AZ: University of Arizona Press, 1971, cited in Simone Natale, “A Cosmology of Invisible 
Fluids: Wireless, X-rays, and Psychical Research Around 1900,” Canadian Journal of 
Communication, vol. 36, no. 2 (2011), p. 270.

23 Cornelius Borck, “Fuhlfaden und Fangarme: Metaphern des Organischen als Dispositiv 
der Hirnforschung,” in Michael Hagner (ed.), Ecce Cortex: Beiträge zur Geschichte des 
modernen Gehirns. Göttingen: Wallstein Verlag, 1999. 

24 Wilhelm Löw, “Apparatus for Cinematographically Taking Film-Negatives of Succeeding 
Sections through an Object,” United States Patent Office: US 1169843 A, February 1, 1916.

25 From an unpublished statement to the assistant curator of the Film Department of the 
Museum of Modern Art, August 26, 1947, quoted in Robert Russett and Cecile Starr, 
 “Douglass Crockwell,” in Robert Russett and Cecile Starr (eds.), Experimental Animation: 
Origins of a New Art. New York, NY: Da Capo Press, 1988, pp. 106–08.

26 “Milestone Film and the British Film Institute present The Adventures of Prince Achmed,” 
soma.sbcc.edu/Users/DaVega/FILMST_113/Filmst113_ExFilm_Films/PrinceAchmedPK.pdf.
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a whirling shape of wax springs from the sorcerer’s wicked mind 
and starts to fill the screen. For a moment, the sorcerer seems 
overpowered by his own evocation and the wax takes over: fantasti-
cal organisms appear from the swirling soup until the sorcerer 
finally constrains the animation-within-animation with his waving 
hands, molds it into a flying horse and rides off. Similarly, Fischinger 
experimented with the magical and dream-like quality of wax in a 
short film entitled Seelische Konstruktionen (“Mental” or “Spiritual 
Constructions,” 1927–29), a film in which animated figures struggled 
to emerge from the wax background, rising from the mass and 
dissolving into it again, “as if the world were drunk,” according to 
the film’s intertitles. In one of Fischinger’s wax experiments, a 
drawing of a head is overlaid on the spinning background mass: 
wax had literally “come to mind.”

“Free animation” and resistant matter
Cinematographic sectioning had moved from brain space to 

mental space, from grey matter to colored clay. Just like sectioned 
brains, however, sliced blocks of wax were not easy to handle;  
thousands of cuts were necessary for just a few minutes of film. 
According to Douglass Crockwell, the material had a life of its own; 
it was resilient and difficult to work with. He called the wax slicing 
process “free animation,” in which forms took on agency, “expressed 
their frustration,” created a suspense that was “intolerable.” 27 “How 
will this situation develop? What course is inevitable?” 28 The wax 
block resisted easy processing: Crockwell discovered that, similar 
to anatomical preparations, the blocks needed to be frozen in order 
to be used, since the material rapidly softened under the studio 
floodlights and colors would smear. Even cold, solid blocks started 
sweating after ten or fifteen slices, and the cut face of the wax 
needed to be wiped continuously. The smooth, magical appearance 
of the wax was, in fact, the result of a tiresome procedure, just like 
Reicher’s brains had resisted easy cinematographic translation. 
Disappointed, Walter Ruttmann asked Fischinger to take the wax 
machine back.

Although the section cinematography of Karl Reicher and 
Oskar Fischinger ceased to exist, a new conception of film as a 
swirling surface of resistant mass had been inaugurated. For Élie 
Faure, one of the earliest critics writing on the aesthetics of film, 
the struggle of material to find plastic form was exactly at the heart 
of the new medium of cinema. In “The Art of Cineplastics,” published 
in 1920, he argued that “the cinema is plastic first; it represents a 
sort of moving architecture which is in constant accord — in a state 
of equilibrium dynamically pursued.” 29 In 1906, a year before 
Reicher’s section cinematography premiered on screen, Faure had 

witnessed a great eruption of the volcano Vesuvius. Looking at the 
huge spherical plume of smoke, sharply outlined against the sky, 
Faure realized he was a spectator of cinema in its essential, germinal 
form. “Inside this cloud, enormous masses of ashes assumed form 
and became formless unceasingly, all sharing in the modeling of 
the great sphere and producing an undulation on its surface, mov-
ing and varying, but sustained, as if by an attraction at the center.” 30 
Film was like an “autonomous organism” in which time was made 
an instrument, “unfurling under our eyes its successive masses.” 31 

“Thus in the cinema time clearly becomes necessary for us. 
Increasingly it forms a part of the always more dynamic idea that 
we are receiving about the object upon which we are gazing. We 
play with it at our ease. We can speed it up. We can slow it down. 
We can suppress it. Indeed I feel it as being formerly part of myself, 
as enclosed alive, with the very space which it measures and which 
measures it, within the walls of my brain.” 32  

27 Film Culture, vol. 32 (Spring 1964), pp. 30–1, cited in Robert Russett and Cecile Starr,  
 “Douglass Crockwell,” pp. 106–08.

28 Film Culture.
29 Élie Faure, “The Art of Cineplastics,” in Daniel Talbot (ed.), Film: An Anthology. Berkeley, 

CA: University of California Press, 1975, pp. 3–14. 
30 Faure, “The Art of Cineplastics,” p. 12.
31 Faure, “The Art of Cineplastics,” p. 11.
32 Faure, “The Art of Cineplastics,” p. 12.




