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Fig 2 Fig 3 Fig 4

But with Sedgwick, Warhol’s abstraction of identity is less incriminating, and more

oblique. Identity isn’t necessarily ‘shoved’ forward in a lateral progression, but dispersed rather

by a structure akin to the rhizome proposed by Deleuze and Guattari: a horizontal network with

no point of origin.24 One didn’t stand in place of the other, they stood side-by-side– a couple.

24 Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari “A Thousand Plateaus” (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1987)
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Andy & Edie on The Merv Griffin Show (an interpretation)

On October 6th, 1965, Merv Griffin, the host of the the late-night talk show The Merv

Griffin Show, read the following introduction off a small note card:

Pop Art, Op Art, underground movies, call it what you will, these two are the leaders. No party

in New York is considered a success unless they are there. It’s hard to explain this young lady and

man. They say they don’t want to be explained. One is a beautiful actress, and she calls herself a

“superstar”, the other is a young man named Andy Warhol, the creator of Pop art. So here are

two leading exponents of the new scene: Edie Sedgwick, and Andy Warhol.

Emerging from behind a curtain, Warhol and Sedgwick walk on stage accompanied by

the applause of a live studio audience, assuming their positions in the armchairs beside Griffin’s

desk. The Merv Griffin Show, often rivaled to The Tonight Show With Johnny Carson, aired

across North America from 1962-1986, shuffling between networks like NBC and CBS. At the

time of this episode’s airing, the show’s guests ranged from actress and model Jayne Mansfield

to psychedelic advocate Timothy Leary. Topicality is possibly the only undercurrent in Griffin’s

guest list. And while Warhol and Sedgwick were certainly topical, they were not typical, and that

much is obvious from the moment they step on stage. Sedgwick, who walks out first, is dressed

in all black, donning tights-as-pants. And Warhol, who follows closely behind, is also dressed in

all black, carrying with him a large mysterious bag.

Griffin begins by commenting on Sedgwick’s outfit, which was by then her signature

look but likely an unheard of attire for talk-show television. But as he shifts to address his other

guest, Sedgwick casually breaks the news that Warhol won’t be speaking for the duration of the
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interview. If asked a question, Sedgwick explains, Warhol will whisper his answer into her ear,

which she will then relay to Griffin and the audience. At first, Griffin is surprised, and pushes

back by turning to Warhol to say, “Aren’t you going to say one word, Andy?” But when Warhol

responds by whispering to Sedgwick, who then turns to Griffin and says “no”, the conditions are

quickly accepted, and the length of the fifteen minute interview is conducted without Warhol

uttering much more than “uh, yes” and “uh, no”.

The situation is emblematic of their mutualistic relationship, where Sedgwick enjoys the

spotlight, and Warhol the silence. But seen as a whole, their performance challenges and queers

the conventions of the show. The talk-show, as outlined by media theorist David P. Marshall, is a

space whose hidden structures rely on a constructed sense of familiarity. Familiarity, Marshall

argues, is crucial to television in that it supports the format’s domestic presence within the

home—an intimate and familiar space— and offers the viewer an experience of comfort, leaving

them more susceptible to advertising, whose support funds the show. Within this system, a

triangle is formed between the host, guest, and viewer. Only the host and guest exist together in

one space, but the live studio audience, whose presence is frequently engaged with and

acknowledged by the host, represents viewers watching at home, and allows for their

identification within the triangle. But if the triangle forms its connections via familiarity and a

mutual exchange between all three points, Sedgwick and Warhol’s dynamic puts the structure at

risk.

However, the unfamiliar can be rendered familiar through interpretation. Even before

Warhol and Sedgwick have walked on stage, their presence is prefaced by Griffin, who asserts

that “they say they don’t want to be explained.” Delivered with a trace of mockery, Griffin’s

claim signals his attitude to the viewer— one that might be familiar to the parent of an rebellious
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teenager—and casts a hint of doubt as to whether his guests mean what it is that ‘they say’. The

desire that Griffin challenges, to not be explained, is after all one that goes against the ethos of

the talk-show, and even the ethos of the introduction, which is itself a means of explanation, and

a process of making familiar.

From the very beginning of the interview, there is a tension surrounding interpretation.

The struggle recalls Sontag’s “Against Interpretation”, in which she argues against the

overemphasis of explaining and interpreting artwork. According to Sontag, the interpreter is

essentially a translator working to excavate the artwork’s “latent” content in order to “set up a

shadow of “meanings”” and “turn the world into this world.”25 Griffin, whose job it is to

interpret—to sublimate what is topical in the world into a topical substance, reformulating

information to be gently massaged into the audience (whose ultimate interpretation affects the

show’s advertisers), has set the stage as one against “Against Interpretation”. And while the odd

twinned appearance of his guests, along with one’s refusal to speak, certainly plants Warhol and

Sedgwick in the space carved out for them prior to their arrival, the interview proves their roles

to be much more complex.

For one, Sedgwick too acts as interpreter, translating Warhol’s silence into speech to be

interpreted by Griffin (and by extension the audience), herself forming a link within a chain of

interpretation. And by expanding the chain, Griffin’s role is lessened, and the structure is made

more visible. There’s even a moment at the outset of Sedgwick’s explanation of Warhol’s

conditions where she whispers to Griffin, who then turns to whisper to his co-host, who then

turns to whisper to no one—essentially miming the game of ‘telephone’. Humor might lessen the

blow of the situation, but the bit is a telling visual of how the show operates. And Warhol, by

25 Susan Sontag “Against Interpretation” Against Interpretation and Other Essays (New York: Farrar Straus &
Giroux, 1966), 7.
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embodying the word passed along a chain of operators, his meaning modified with each whisper,

subjects himself to a process of interpretation without ever being reliably interpreted. In essence,

the strategy goes against interpretation without necessarily being, by Sontag’s definition,

“Against Interpretation”. Translation occurs, but it occurs so many times that something of its

authority is lost, and its meaning changed. Like Warhol’s stunt with Allen Midgette, the chain of

interpretation poses a challenge to the show, and to mass media at large, in that it doesn’t allow

for effective familiarization of Warhol’s image. As Marshall points out, the talk-show’s desired

format “decontextualizes the aura of the star and re-creates the possibility of the star’s

establishing a more personal and familial public personality.”26But Warhol isn’t willing to give

up his aura, and even in his own work, argues that it’s merely a construction.

For example, in the wake of Marilyn Monroe’s death, while media outlets were

scavenging for images of a pained and tormented Monroe to support the headline of her death,

Warhol chose to appropriate a widely circulated, bombshell image of her. By processing the

image even further, subtracting detail and leaving only her unmistakable outline, a kind of aura

took shape. But the aura doesn’t belong to Monroe, it belongs purely to her image. As art

historian Cecile Whiting points out, Warhol’s Monroe challenges mass media’s notion of “a

private life which legitimizes the reality of the public image.” 27 Just as mass media relies on

transparency, which allows for the layering of something behind, Warhol relies on opaqueness,

which reveals nothing beyond its surface. Warhol’s use of opaqueness lends itself to a different

kind of aura, one that’s less available to be manipulated.

This theory counteracts with parts of what German philosopher Walter Benjamin argues

in his essay “The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction”, which surmises that

27 Cécile Whiting, “Andy Warhol, the Public Star and the Private Self.” Oxford Art Journal 10, no. 2 (1987): 58

26 David P. Marshall, “Television’s Construction of the Celebrity.” In Celebrity and Power: Fame in Contemporary
Culture, (University of Minnesota Press, 1997). 125-126
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“that which withers in the age of mechanical reproduction is the aura of the work of art.”28 In

Benjamin’s framework, aura is equated to authenticity and authenticity is equated to a unique

and original existence. Although Benjamin accepts reproduction as a reflection of mankind’s

changing sense of perception, he argues that the process eliminates the substance of the

art-object’s individuality, thus depreciating its aura. But in contending on individuality as an

essence, as an almost spiritual matter emanating from behind the object’s surface, Benjamin’s

conception of aura, which prevailed in artistic representation up until this point, is not unlike the

transparent model used by mass media. But the aura Warhol practices, the opaque aura, relies on

surface rather than depth, its glow emanating not from the projection of something within or

behind but from the perpetuated impression of the exterior. The surrender of meaning incites its

own meaning.

In the chapter titled “Fame” of Warhol’s Philosophy, he makes his position clear with an

anecdote about a company interested in purchasing his aura. Mulling over the offer, Warhol

determines that the value of one’s aura is correlated to the strength of one’s image. Warhol

writes, “when you just see somebody on the street, they can really have an aura. But then when

they open their mouth, there goes the aura. “Aura” must be until you open your mouth”29. So

Warhol keeps his mouth closed.

But the strategy only works to Sedgwick’s credit, who is willing to speak on behalf of

their whole, and commodify her aura in exchange for the spotlight. Hardly ever even having to

bend her ear, Sedgwick knows exactly what to say without giving too much authority to the host,

and her replies are given and met as if she is the artist. Here is a fragment of the transcript:

M: But then why would you paint a Campbell soup can?

29 Andy Warhol, Philosophy, 77.
28 Walter Benjamin, “The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction” 4.
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E: Because it’s part of the culture. It is.

M: I agree. I think advertising is something that we *snap* recognize.

E: Yeah but the effect of it you might not realize. Art has something to do with the

reflection of it. If you begin seeing it on canvases you start thinking about it—What do we have

around us all the time? What do you see the most of? What do you notice?

Sedgwick delivers these last few lines with intensity, pausing between each question and

looking Griffin intently in the eye. And considering how the program has only just returned from

an ad break, it’s a suggestive comment. Griffin is only willing to admit that advertising is

recognizable—any stance beyond that is past his limits. For him to address the effects of

advertising, which has a direct impact on the very audience he claims allyship towards, could

undermine the network’s business and jeopardize his position. In this instance, Sedgwick’s

speech, in its ability to confront, is equal to Warhol’s silence.

She only fumbles once, and it’s not to the credit of Griffin, but to Renee Taylor, a

comedian and fellow guest of the show seated on the other side of Warhol. Taylor spends most of

the interview just listening, occasionally interjecting with a pun or a joke, but towards the end of

the segment, Taylor’s expression grows pensive and sincere, and she turns to ask Sedgwick, out

of what she sensitively describes as “ignorance about art”, to justify the thousands of dollars it

costs to buy a Campbell Soup Can print by Andy Warhol when one could just inexpensively

remove and frame a label from a real can. Unable to formulate a quick response, Sedgwick can

only retort that the gesture would be tacky. But when pressed further, and asked why it would be

tacky, and “what about the guy who designed the original Campbell soup can?”, Sedgwick

doesn’t know what to say, and Warhol doesn’t move to whisper. It’s evident from Sedgwick’s

previous reply to Griffin that she understands the work’s value as conceptual, but her hesitation
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in answering raises suspicion over her commitment to that belief, and suggests that Sedgwick

herself might have her doubts.

Despite appearing on the show together, and acting as one force, there are many moments

such as this, which reveal flashes of differing opinions, hint at the possibility of a power struggle,

and foreshadow the relationship’s soon-to-be split. At odds with Sedgwick’s desire to

compliment Warhol, and to confront the show, is an opposing desire to also conform to it, and to

use her partner’s silence as means of directing their mutual enterprise into a larger commercial

realm. But this interpretation is difficult to argue because Warhol of course shared this ambition

to expand, and is after all seated in Griffin’s armchair right beside her. French philosopher Jean

Baudrillard writes, “it is logical for an art which does not contradict the world of objects, but

explores its systems, to make itself part of the system. It is even the end of a hypocrisy and of a

radical illogicality.”30 So whether one is a Pop artist and the other a Superstar makes no

difference in the direction of their logical path. However, in their tradition of similar but

different, deviation occurs in the lengths at which each is willing to travel, and how each intends

to become ‘part of the system’.

For example, every time Griffin or another of his guests brings up one of Warhol’s earlier

experimental films, Sedgwick reacts with unabashed shame and disgust. At the mention of

Empire, Sedgwick fake gags, and after numerous attempts to discuss Sleep, Sedgwick shuts

down the topic completely and says impatiently, “let me just say that those [films] are of the

past”, subsequently diverting the conversation to advertise what she describes as the “real

movie” that she and Warhol are developing: a feature length narrative film based on Charlotte

Brontë’s novel Jane Eyre, with Sedgwick starring as “Jane Heir”.

30 Jean Baudrillard, The Consumer Society: Myths and Structures. (Los Angeles: SAGE, 2012)115.
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But Warhol maintains his silent act, even in response to Sedgwick’s insulting comments

about his work, making it difficult to gauge his position. While Warhol’s films did take a more

narrative and structured approach with Sedgwick’s arrival in 1965, they never lost the strange

and imperfect quality of his earlier work, or affected the form of what Sedgwick distinguishes as

“a real movie”. Ronald Tavel describes multiple instances on set of Warhol being bothered if the

film looked too professional, citing a particular moment on the set of Horse (1965), Warhol’s

homoerotic take on a Western, when the level of accuracy of the film’s painted rural background

was a source of irritation to Warhol. Tavel recounts, “That bothered Andy because he kept

saying, as he looked through the camera: “I’m telling you, it looks exactly like a Hollywood

Western.” And he didn't like that. He kept telling me to lower the mike and the boom so we’d

have that showing in the picture frame.”31Again, Warhol isn’t interested in exact reproduction,

but like reproduction, the latter of which expresses difference, and has the potential to queer the

structure it represents. This is where Sedgwick and Warhol deviate creatively. Despite their

shared interest and desired admittance into a higher commercial plane, Warhol wants to enter

while remaining outside.

Warhol’s position is made all the more clear when a cord is spotted peeping out from

inside his bag. To the surprise of Griffin, the audience, and even Sedgwick, the cord is unraveled

to reveal that Warhol has been taping the entirety of the interview. The behavior wasn’t

uncommon for Warhol, who used a tape recorder from 1965-1967 to create his book a, A

Novel–a nearly word-for-word transcription of taped conversations with Ondine–however the

action’s significance in the context of the show furthers his place as an outsider, or perhaps as a

double-agent, and even adds a new link to the chain of interpretation–locating the device as the

31 Stein, 238.
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interpreter of Warhol’s interpreter’s interpretation. And seeing that Warhol doesn’t speak during

the interview, and is mostly addressed indirectly—spoken about rather than to— his presence on

the tape may at times have sounded as if he weren’t even in the room. There’s no evidence of the

recording’s use anywhere, but even in the event that the device wasn’t on, the mere

acknowledgment of its presence is enough to create a degree of separation between Warhol and

everyone else, Sedgwick included. After the news is broken, Griffin shifts his attitude towards

Warhol from one of dismissal to one of slightly smug curiosity, as if he’s begun to understand

something essential about his silent guest, perhaps finally feeling as if he’s executed an

interpretation. Managing to get the most out of Warhol than any other moment on the show,

Griffin begins to question him

M: You’re a big television watcher aren’t you?

A: uh, yes

M: Are you fascinated by the media?

A: yes

M: Are you?

A: *nods*

M: Like to do a television show sometime?

To that, Warhol smiles and nods, looking genuinely excited by the prospect. The

fragment of conversation is just about all the viewer hears on the subject, however, in the 80s,

Warhol did go on to create and produce three network television series: Fashion (1979-80), Andy

Warhol’s T.V. (1980-83), and Andy Warhol’s Fifteen Minutes (1985-1987)—each of which

appropriate the language and aesthetics of network television to develop something entirely new

and unique. Andy Warhol’s Fifteen Minutes, MTV’s first talk-show program, is particularly novel



32

in its choice of guests and methods of interpretation. Joined by a different co-host each episode,

Warhol and his rotating partner discuss a handful of preordained topics that periodically flash

across the screen. For example, the first episode’s agenda consists of “1. Sex, 2. Vegetables, 3.

Brothers & Sisters”. What does it mean that ‘Vegetables’ is the only subject preventing the

conversation from incest? The strange, open-ended and yet fixed selection of topics parodies the

structured approach of shows like The Merv Griffin Show, where misinterpretation can’t be left

up to chance–or vegetables.
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Silver was the future, it was spacy–the astronauts wore silver suits—Shepard, Grissom,
and Glenn had already been up in them, and their equipment was silver, too. And silver
was also the past—the Silver Screen—Hollywood actresses photographed in silver sets.
And maybe more than anything, silver was narcissism—mirrors were backed with silver.

–Andy Warhol, POPism

Narcissism as Narcotic

In the beginning of 1965, the roles Sedgwick played in Warhol’s films reflected his

fascination with her lifestyle, family history, and status as his newfound Superstar. Poor Little

Rich Girl (1965), for example, is the first of many solo Sedgwick performances in Warhol’s

films, featuring sixty minutes in the life of Edie Sedgwick—documenting her as she wakes up,

gets dressed, puts on make-up, smokes weed, does calisthenics, gets dressed again, and

complains about being cut off from her family’s finances. Borrowing its title from a 1936

musical-film directed by Irving Cummings and starring Shirley Temple (Warhol’s childhood

idol), the reference draws obvious parallels between Warhol’s perspective on Sedgwick and the

plot of Cumming’s film.

In Poor Little Rich Girl (1936), Temple plays ‘Barbara Barry’, the precocious child of a

wealthy and very busy business man. With no one to play with aside from her nannies and

nurses, Barry, full of ennui at her lonely life in her father’s large estate, escapes to the big city,

where she is subsequently taken in by a crew of Italian immigrant street performers, and in a

bizarre series of events—made the star of a successful vaudeville act. Barry’s story is like a

campy version of Sedgwick’s, and although Warhol’s Poor Little Rich Girl doesn’t contain much

plot, the film delivers a moving portrait of the girl who was frequently described as a runaway
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heiress. The camera zooms in close on Sedgwick’s face, sometimes out of focus, following her

around her apartment, tracing the trivial moments of her existence. In what Jonas Mekas defines

as surpassing “everything that the ‘cinema verite’ has done until now”32, Poor Little Rich Girl is

shot from the perspective of someone very much on the outside, and yet utterly without

bitterness or judgment—only fascination, and a certain kind of love.

The film was intended to be the first in a larger body of work titled The Poor Little Rich

Girl Saga, a project set to encompass an entire 24-hour period in the life of Edie Sedgwick.

However, for reasons unbeknownst, the project was never fully realized. A similar story

surrounds Warhol’s film, Beauty #2 (1965), the second installment in what was meant to be The

Beauty Series—a line of films which would document Sedgwick flirting with potential lovers

while being interrogated off-screen by Chuck Wein. While these portraits of Sedgwick have the

markings of ‘cinema verite’, a cinema of truth, it’s possible that their intent may have been

somewhat untruthful. Perhaps these films were never meant to be completed, only to be begun

with an implication of perpetuity—the suggestion that Beauty #2 might extend to Beauty #60–

like a television series. In Roland Barthes’ characterization of Pop in terms of Warhol, he writes,

“it is important that things be “finite” (outlined: no evanescence), but it is not important that they

be finished, that work (is there a work?) be given the internal organization of a destiny (birth,

life, death).”33 Hence these films contain something that feels real, véritable, while also

suggesting an immortal-like endlessness.

But endlessness, as a theme explored in Warhol’s films, is precisely endless, extending

beyond just a promise, and manifesting also in content and composition. Lupe (1965) and Outer

and Inner Space (1965), two of Warhol’s final films starring Edie Sedgwick, achieve the feeling

33 Roland Barthes, “That Old Thing, Art…” Post-Pop Art (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1989), 23.
32 Mekas, Jonas “Movie Journal,” Village Voice, April 29, 1965, 13.
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of endlessness through an altered sense of time and the repetition of Sedgwick’s image. Though

through different means, both films place Sedgwick in conversation with herself, duplicating her

identity into two similar but different parts–like the Andy/Edie phenomenon–while also

implying, like the unrealized Sedgwick Sagas, that her replication might continue forever.

In Lupe, Sedgwick stars as the deceased Mexican actress Lupe Velez, chronicling the last

day of the actress’ life leading up to her suicide. The film, which runs for a little over an hour,

has many features that Warhol’s previous films lacked (or avoided), features that might qualify it

as what Sedgwick refers to as a “real movie” to Merv Griffin. Lupe is shot in color, the image is

in focus (for the most part), the dialogue is comprehensible (for the most part), and the film is,

after all, a kind of biopic (for the most part). Slightly deviating from Velez’ biography, the film

maintains its Warholian flair, and negates, as Barthes suggests, the ‘internal organization of

destiny’. When Lupe Velez died in 1944, her body was found lying peacefully in bed beside a

suicide note, and the coroner declared the cause of death to be seventy-five pills of Seconal and a

glass of brandy. But Warhol’s Lupe opts for a more mythical and degrading telling of the story,

drawing from fellow underground filmmaker Kenneth Anger’s book, Hollywood Babylon. In

Anger’s account of the tragedy, he describes how Velez, nauseous from the Seconal’s reaction to

the Mexican food she had just consumed, ran to the bathroom, slipped on the tile, and broke her

neck, terminating her life with her head in the toilet bowl. This is the image that concludes

Warhol’s Lupe: Sedgwick’s lifeless body draped over the john. But the scene doesn’t just play at

the end of the film, it plays at the end of each reel. Between the two scenes of Sedgwick acting

out Velez’s last night alive, the first in which she gets ready, and the second in which she picks at

her last supper, the camera abruptly cuts to the suicidal aftermath that concludes Velez’s life by

Anger’s account. Destiny, thus, is broken up–interrupted by its own ending. The choice suggests
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that Warhol’s interest lies in the afterlife and reproduction of the image, rather than in the linear

life-span or truthful account of what the image represents.

And yet, the film is not necessarily untruthful. Sedgwick stars as Velez, but hardly any

attempt is made to communicate the fact outside of the film’s title and the reference to Anger’s

narrative. Sedgwick bears no physical resemblance to the dark-haired Mexican actress, and the

“plot” consists mostly of the same banal actions Sedgwick performs in Warhol’s previous films

about hers. Thus, something of the actor’s role in acting, of concealing identity in exchange for

another, is lost in Lupe. Warhol once referred to Sedgwick as “a wonderful, wonderful blank”

who could be “anything you wanted her to be—a little girl, a woman, intelligent, dumb, rich,

poor— anything.”34 But the disturbing parallels between the lives of Sedgwick and Velez suggest

that the link wasn’t completely without reason. Both actresses struggled with substance abuse,

unwanted pregnancy, and the actual events of Velez’s death were eerily close to Edie’s own

destiny, when in 1971 she was found deceased in bed following an overdose of barbiturates. This

detail isn’t included to suggest that Warhol had psychic abilities, but according to Robert Heide,

who was originally asked to write the script, Warhol had said to him on the eve of the film’s

shoot, “When do you think Edie will commit suicide? I hope she lets me know so I can film it.”35

Whatever Warhol’s intentions may have been with that remark, it’s clear that there was some

connection made between Edie Sedgwick and the late Lupe Velez. In Lupe, Sedgwick isn’t

disguised as Velez, she’s merged with her, representing both of their identities in all their

differences and similarities. The effect is largely created through the use of physical mirrors,

which visually fragment and multiply Sedgwick’s identity. Like many of Warhol's early films,

Lupe begins with a close, prolonged shot of a sleeping figure. Sedgwick, whose head nearly

35 Robert Heide, “Village ‘65 Revisited,” Village Voice, July 27 1982, 3.
34 Andy Warhol, The Philosophy of Andy Warhol (Orlando: Harcourt), 33.
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touches what appears to be a mirror, is reflected into two sleeping figures, conjoined by the dark

roots of their blonde hair.

Figure 5

Once she wakes up, the camera zooms out, and reveals Sedgwick encased in lush pillows,

lying atop an ornate bed that sits flush against a large, mounted mirror. She stretches, makes a

brief phone call, and is subsequently joined by Billy Name, a fellow Factory frequenter, who

proceeds to give Sedgwick a haircut (this was one of his roles in the Factory as well). All of this

takes place without Sedgwick having to leave her post on the bed, and her now conscious figure

remains doubled by the mirror’s reflection. She spends most of the reel engaging with herself,

facing her reflection head-on to periodically examine Name’s work and apply make-up. At one

point, she even procures a second mirror, this one small, double-sided, and circular. Holding the

object in front of her with her back to the wall, she gazes at the reflection of her reflection,

checking out the back of her head. Seeing Sedgwick sandwiched between both mirrors situates
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her body in a kind of limbo-like space. Enclosed on either end by her own image, vanity begins

to suffocate her subjectivity.

Warhol’s camera furthers the feeling. Zooming in and out and panning up and down, the

camera constantly reminds the viewer of its presence. It watches Sedgwick watching herself,

traveling from one to the other, and then periodically pulling back to reveal both at once. The

effect is almost dizzying, confusing depth with surface. But there are also strange intervals when

Sedgwick is abandoned from view completely, and the camera tilts up past her head, zooms in,

and traces the edges of the mirror—as if reminding us that it is indeed just a mirror.

In the last few minutes of the reel, Sedgwick scooches back towards the mounted mirror,

aligning the left side of her body with its surface, and continues to touch up her appearance. But

now she’s using the smaller mirror to reflect her face, holding the object right next to its much

larger model. The camera keeps Sedgwick and her walled reflection together in view, capturing

both figures as they look fixedly at themselves in the smaller mirror, their hands mechanically

working the makeup brush up and down each cheek. Sedgwick is again encapsulated by her own

image, like she was while checking the back of her head. But this time, her disengagement with

the larger mirror diminishes something of its function. She sits next to her reflection, and yet

focuses her attention towards a different object with the same reflective capacity. As a result, the

walled mirror loses part of its surface quality, reverting back to its state at the start of the film as

a pure extension of space—and of Sedgwick.

The tensions between depth and surface, real and reflection–dichotomies which

ultimately end in Sedgwick’s destruction–recalls the Greek myth of Narcissus. Narcissus, as

described by Ovid in Metamorphosis, was a teenage boy so beautiful that men and women alike

pined for his love. But Narcissus was cursed, and upon catching his reflection in a still pool of
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water, he too became seduced by himself, falling madly in love with his reflection. So taken was

Narcissus with his own image that he died right there in front of it. The agony of unattainable

love withered his body into nothingness, leaving only a single flower to sprout in his wake, and

sending his soul to Hell, where he continued to gaze at himself in the reflection of the river Styx.

Like Narcissus, Sedgwick’s fixation with her reflection becomes a portent of death. After

staring at herself for nearly the whole of the first reel, the camera cuts to the first installment of

her tragic end, where Sedgwick’s motionless head rests against the toilet seat, inches away from

what Anger described as “her last mirror”, a different kind of pool of water. Once again, her

image is doubled, this time by the floor-length bathroom mirror. But in this shot, Sedgwick and

her reflection are more physically divorced from one another. The bathroom wall adjacent to the

mirror acts as a visual barrier, separating both toilets not necessarily in a division of real vs.

reflection, but more so in what appears like open bathroom stalls. Just as Narcissus continues to

gaze at his reflection in Hell, one could imagine a line of these toilets continuing outside of the

frame, each a repetition of Sedgwick’s suicide. A hall of mirrors opens up.

Figure 6
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Outer and Inner Space (1965) also plays with space, time, and truth through the

repetition of Sedgwick’s image, but through much more complex and technical means. The film

boasts multiple firsts: it marks Warhol's first experiment in double projection, a feature he would

revisit with Chelsea Girls (1966), and it's also the first of his films to incorporate video, which

had just begun to enter the consumer market. By 1965, only a few models of home video

cameras existed, and the medium was still largely attached to the province of television, where it

stood for something public rather than personal. Norelco Company (now known as Phillips, a

popular brand of electric razors), had recently released the EL-3401A/54–a large, boxy camera

that Warhol once referred to as a “video machine.”36 As part of a promotional gimmick, Norelco

loaned the equipment to Warhol for a few months, making him one of the first artists with access

to the medium. In POPism, Warhol writes: “The idea was for me to show it to my “rich

friends”(it sold for around five thousand dollars) and sort of get them to buy one.”37 There’s no

evidence that the sponsorship bore any sales, but Warhol did produce eleven half-hour

videotapes, two of which feature in Outer and Inner Space.

Shot on two thirty-minute reels of 16mm film produced to be projected side-by-side,

Outer and Inner Space is a film, but it is a film of and about video. In both reels, Sedgwick sits

in front of a television monitor, which plays prerecorded videotapes of herself. With Sedgwick as

the sole subject of both cameras, continuously situated beside herself, the film creates a similar

display of narcissism as Lupe, but with the added dimension of video. Outer and Inner Space

was actually shot three months before Lupe, but the novelty of its approach places it somewhere

further ahead. Nam Jun Paik, who’s often credited as the grandfather of Video Art, was still a

few months away from picking up a video camera, making Outer and Inner Space arguably the

37 Andy Warhol, Popism, 119.
36 Andy Warhol, Popism, 119.


