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Jean-Louis Baudry
Ideological Effects of the Basic
Cinematographic Apparatus

At the end of The Interpretation of Dreams, when he secks to integrate dream
elaboration and its particilar “economy” with the psyche as a whole, Freud
assigns to the latter an optical model: “Let us simply imagine the instrument
which serves in psychic productions as a sort of complicated microscope or
camera.” But Freud does not seem to hold strongly to this optical model, which,
as Derrida has pointed out,! brings out the shortcomisigs of graphic represen-
tation in the area earlier covered by his work on dreams. Moreover, he will later
abandon the optical model in favor of 2 writing instrument, the “mystic writing
pad.” Nonetheless, this optical choice seems to prolong the tradition of Western
science, whose birth coincides exactly with the development of the optical
apparatus which will have as a consequence the decentermg of the human
universe, the end of geocentrism (Galileo).

But also, and paradoxically, the optical apparatus camera obscura will serve
in the same period to elaborate in pictorial work a new mode of representation,
perspectiva antificalis. This system, recentering or at least displacing the center
{which settles itself in the eye), will ensure the setting up of the “subject™ as the
active center and origin of meaning. One could doubtless question the privileged
position which optical instruments seem to occupy on the line of intersection
of science and ideological productions. Does the technical nature of optcal
instruments, directly attached to scientific’ practice, serve to conceal not only
their use in ideological products but also the ideological effects which they may
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themselves provoke? Their scentific base would ensure them a sort of neutrality
and help to avoid their being questioned.

But already a question: if we are to take account of the imperfections of these
instruments, their limitations, by what criteria may these be defined? If, for
example, one can speak of a restricted depth of field as a limitation, doesn't this
term itself depend on a particular conception of reality for which such a limi:
tation would not exist? Contemporary media are particularly in question here,
to the extent that instrumentation plays a more and more important role in them
and that their distribution is more and more extensive. It is strange (but is it sc
strange?) that emphasis has been placed almost exclusively on their influence, on
the effects that they have as finished products, their content, the field of the
signified if you like; the technical bases on which these effects depend and the
specific characteristics of these bases have, however, been ignored. They have
been protected by the inviolability that science is supposed to provide. We would
like to establish for the cinema a few guidelines which will need to be completed,
verified, improved.

We must first establish the place of the instrumental base in the set of oper-
ations which combine in the production of a film (we omit consideration of
economic implications). Between “objective reality” and the camera, site of
inscription, and between the inscription and the projection are situated certain
operations, a work which has as its result a finished product. ‘Io the extent that
it is cut off from the raw material {“objective reality”) this product does not
allow us to see the transformation which has taken place.

Equally distant from “objective reality” and the finished product, the camera
oceupies an intermediate position in the work process which leads from raw
material to finished product. Though mutually dependent from other points of
view, découpage [shot breakdown before shooting] and montage [editing, done
afterward] must be distinguished because of the essential difference in the
signifying raw material on which each operates: language (scenario) or image.
Between the two complementary stages of production a mutation of signifying
material takes place (neither translation nor transcription, obviously, for the
image is not reducible to language) precisely in the place occupied by the camera.
Finally, between the finished product {possessing exchange value, a commodity)
and its consumption (use value) is introduced another operation effected by a
set of instruments. Projector and screen restore the light lost in the shooting
process, and transform a succession of separate images into an unrolling which
also restores, but according to another scansion, the movement seized from
“objective reality” (see the diagram).

Cinematographic specificity thus refers to a work, that is, to a process of
transformation. The question becomes: is the work made evident, does con-
sumiption of the product bring about a “knowledge effect” [Althusser], or is the
work concealed? If the latter, consumption of the product will obviously be
accompanied by ideological surplus value. On the practical level, this poses the
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question of by what procedures the work can in fact be made “readable” in its
scription. These procedures must of necessity call cinematographic technique
into play. But, on the other hand, going back to the first question, one may
ask, do the instruments (the technical base) produce specific ideological effects,
and are these effécts themselves determined by the dominant ideology? In which
case, concealment of the technical base will aiso bring about an inevitable
"jdeological effect. Its inscription, its manifestation as such, on the other hand,
would produce a knowledge effect, as actualization of the work process, a5

denundiation of ideology, and as critique of idealism.

The Eye of the Subject

Central in the process of production’ of the film, the camera—an assembly of
optical and mechanical instrumentation—carries out a certain mode of inscrip-
tion characterized by marking, by the recording of differences of light intensity
(and wavelength for color) and of differences between the frames. Fabricated on
the model of the camera obscura, it permits the construction of an image
analogous to the' perspective projections developed during the Italian Renais-
e OF course, the use o different focal lengths can alter the
perspective of an image. But this ruch, at least, is clear in the history of cinema:

D
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it is the perspective construction of the Renaissance which originally served as
model. The use of different lenses, when not dictated by technical considerations
aimed at restoring habitual perspective (such as shooting in limited or extended
spaces which one wishes to expand or contract) does not destroy jtraditional]
perspective but rather makes it play the role of norm. Departure from the norm,
by means of a wide-angle or telephoto lens, is clearly marked in comparison
with so—called “normal” perspective. We will sce in any case that the resulting
ideological effect is still defined in relation to the ideclogy inherent in perspective.
The dimensions of the image itself, the ratio between height and width, seem
clearly taken from an average drawn from Western easel painting,

The conception of space which conditions the construction of perspective in
the Renaissance differs from that of the Greeks. For the latter, space is discon-

_ tinuous and heterogeneous (for Aristotle, but also for Democritus, for whom

space is the location of an infinity of indivisible atoms), whereas with Nicholas
of Cusa will be born a conception of space formed by the telation between
elements which are equally near and distant from the “source of all life” In
addition, the pictorial construction of the Greeks corresponded to the organi-
zation of their stage, based on a multiplicity of points of view, whereas the
painting of the Renaissance will claborate a centered space. (“Painting is nothing
but the intersection of the visual pyramid following a given distance, a fixed
center, and a certain lighting”— Alberti.) The center of this space coincides with
the eye which Jean Pellerin Viator will so appropriately call the “subject.” (“The
principal point in perspective should be placed at eye level: this point is called
fixed or subject.”)* Monocular vision, which as Pleynet points out is what the
camera has, calls forth a sort of play of “reflection.” Based on the prindple of
fixed point by reference to which the visualized objects are organized, it specifies
in return the position of the “subject,”™ the very spot it must necessarily occupy.

In focusing it, the optical construct appears to be truly the projection-reflection
of a “virtual image” whose hallucinatory reality it creates. It lays out the space
of an ideal vision and in this way assures the necessity of a transcendence—
metaphorically (by the unknown to which it appeals—here we must recall the
strictural place occupied by the vanishing point) and metonymically (by the
displacement that it seems to carry out: a subject is both “in place of” and "
part for the whole”). Contrary to Chinese and Japanese painting, Western easel
painting, presenting as it does a motionless and continuous whole, elaborates a
total vision which corresponds to the idealist conception of the fullness and
homogenity of “being, and is, so to speak, representative of this conception.
fn this sense it contributes in a singularly emphatic way to the ideological function

‘of art, which is to provide the tangible representation of metaphysics. The

principle of transcendence which conditions and is conditioned by the perspective
construction represented in painting and in the photographic image which copies
from it seems to inspire all the idealist pacans to which the anema has given
rise:
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This strange mechanism, parodying man’s spirit, seems better to accomplish the latter’s
own tasks. This mimetic play, brother and rival of the intelligence, is, finally, a means of
the discovery of truth. (Cohen-Séat) :

if we look directly at a strip of processed film: adjacent images are almost exactly
. repeated, their divergence being verifiable only by comparison of images at a
sufficient distance from each other. We should remember, moreover, the dis- ?
" turbing effects which result during a projection from breakdowns in the recrea-
tion of movement, when the spectator is brought abruptly back to
discontinuity—that is, to the body, to the technical apparatus which he had *
Jorgotten.

We might not be far from seeing what is in play on this material basis if we
recall that the “language” of the unconscious, as it is found in dreams, stips of
the tongue, or hysterical symptoms, manifests itself as continuity destroyed,
broken, and as the unexpected surging forth of a marked difference. Couldn't
we thus say that cinema reconstructs and forms the mechanical model (with the
simplifications that this can entail} of a system of writing [écriture] consttuted
by a material base and a countersystem (ideology, idealism) which uses this
system while also concealing it? On the one hand, the optical apparatus and the
film permit the marking of difference {(but the marking is already negated, we
have seen, in the constitution of the perspective image with its mirror effect).
On the other hand, the mechanical apparatus both selects the minimat difference-
and represses it in projection, so that meaning can be constituted; it is at once
direction, continuity, movement. The projection mechanism allows the differ-
ential elements (the discontinuity inscribed by the camera) to be suppressed,
bringing only the relation into play. The individual images as such disappear so
that movement and continuity can appear. But movement and continuity are
the visible expression {one might even say, the projection) of their relations,
derived from the tiny discontinuities between the images. Thus one may presume
‘that what was already at work as the originating basis of the perspective image,
namely the eye, the “subject,” is put forth, liberated (in the sense that a chemical
b reaction liberates a substance) by the operation which transforms successive,

" discrete images (as isolated images they have, strictly speaking, no meaning, or
at least no unity of meaning) into continuity, movement, meaning. With con-
tinuity restored, both meaning and consciousness are restored.® -

Far from leading us down the path of determim'sm: as one could legitimately believe,
this art—the most positive of all, insensible to all that is not brute fact, pure appearance—
presents us on the contrary the idea of 2 hierarchical universe, ordered in terms of an
ultimate end. Behind what film gives us to see, it is not the existence of atoms that we
are led to seek, but rather the existence of an “other world™ of phe'n-o‘mena, of a soul or
of other spiritual principles. it is in this rchlation, above all, of a spiritual presence, that
[ propose that we seck Poetry. (André Bazin)’

Projéction: Difference Denied

Nevertheless, whatever the effects proper to optics generally, thc_ mqvic camera
differs from still photography by registering through its mechanical instrumen-
tation a series of images. It might thus seem to counter th.e unifying and
“substantializing” character of the single-perspective 1mage, taking w_hat would
seem to be instants of time or slices from “reality” (but. always a rcap‘ry already
worked upon, élaborated, selected). Th.i‘s r‘tlight permit the supposition, espe-
cially since the camera moves, of a mulnpl.l.cny of points of view which would
neutralize the fixed position of the eye-subject and even I_lllllllf}f it. ];iut here we
must turn to the relation between the succession of images inscribed F)y the
camera and their projection, bypassing momentarily - t.he place occupied by
edidng, which plays a decisive role in the strategy of the 1dco_logy Bmduccd.

The projection operation (projector and screen) restores continuity of move-
ment and the temporal dimension to the sequence of static images. The relat}on
between the individual frames and the projection would resc.mblc t.hc .relation
between points and a curve in geometry. But it is pr;c%sely this relation and the
restoration of continuity to discontinuous elements which poses a problcr‘n. The
meaning effect produced does not depend only on the content (_)f th: images
but also on the material procedures by which anillusion of continuity, dependent
on persistence of vision, is restored from discomlnu‘ous elt_zmcnts. These separatp
frames have between them differences that are indispensible for .thc creation of
an illusion of continuity, of a continucus passage (movement, time). But only
on one condition can these differences create this illusion: they must be effaced
as differences.” : _

Thus on the technical level the questioni becomes one of the adoption of a _
very small difference between images, such that gach image, in consequence of
an organic factor [presumably persistence of vision], is rendered incapable c?f
being seen as such. In this sense we could say that ﬂhr-l—and Rcrhaps this
instance is exemplary—lives on the denial of difference: dlfﬁ:rcgcc is necessary
for it to live, but it lives on its negation. This is indeed the paradox that emerges

The Transcendental Subject

Meaning and consciousness, to be sure: at this point we must retumn to the
camera. Its mechanical nature not only permits the shooting of differential
& images as rapidly as desired but also destines it to change position, to move.
. Film history shows that as a result of the combined inertia of painting, theater,
b and photography, it took a certain time to notice the inherent mobility of the
cnematic mechanism. The ability to reconstitute movement is after all only a
partial, elementary aspect of a2 more general capability. To scize movement is to
become movement, to follow a trajectory is to become trajectory, to choose a
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direction is to have the possibility of choosing one, to.determine a meaning is
to give oneself 2 meaning. In this way the eye—subject, the invisible base pf
artificial perspective (which in fact only represents a ]arger cifort to produce an
ordering, a regulated transcendence) becomes absorbed in, “elevated” to a vaster
function, proportional to the movement which it can perform.

And if the eye which moves is no longer fettered by a body, by the laws of
matter and time, if there are no mote assignable limits to its displacement—
conditions fulfilled by the possibilities of shooting and of film—the world will

- be constituted not only by this eye but for it.? The mobility of the camera seems

to fulfill the most favorable conditions for the manifestation of the “transcen-
dental subject.” There is a phantasmatization of objectiv‘c_reali.ty (images, sougds,
colors)—but of an objective reality which, limiting its powers c-)f constraint,
seems equally to augment the possibilities or the power-of the. s_ubject._ 0 Asitis
said of consciousness—and in point of fact we are concerned with nothing less—
the image of something; it must result from dclibcrgte act of consciousnes:s
{visée intentionelle]. “The word intentionality signifies nothing othcr than this
peculiarity that consciousness Has of being consciousness of somethm-g,- of carry-
ing in its quality of ego its cogitatum within itself"! _[n.‘such a definition "cou.lcl
perhaps be found the status of the cinematographic image, or rath'er of its
operation, the mode of working which it carries out. For it to .be an image of
something, it has to constitute this something as meaning, The image seems to
reflect the world but solely in the naive inversion of a founding hierarchy: “The
domain of natural existence thus has only an authority of the second order, and
always presupposes the domain of the transcendental™? ‘ o
The world-is no longer only an “open and indeterminate horizon.” Limited
by the framing, lined up, put-at the proper distance, the world offers up an

object endowed with meaning, an intentional object, implied by and implying
the action of the “subject” which sights it. At the same time that the world’s

transfer as image seems to accomplish this phenomenclogical reduction, this
putting into parentheses of its real existence (a susperision necessary, we will

see, to the formation of the tmpression of reality) provides a basis for the 1

apodicity*? of the ego. The multiplicity of aspects of the abject in view refers to

a synthesizing operation, to the unity of this constituting subject: Husser] speaks . |

of 7 . '

) - . - - . . . “
“aspects,” sometimes of “proximity,” sometimes of “distance,” in variable modes of “here”

and “there;” as opposed to an absolute here (which is located—for me—in “my ow‘n
body™ which appears to me at the same time), the consciousness of which, though it 3
remains unperceived, always accompanies them. [We will see moreover what hapm |
‘with the body in the mise-en-scéne of projection.—J. L. B.] Each “aspect” whiFh the mind §
grasps, for example, this cube here in the sphere of proximity, is revealed in tumn as a -§

unity synthesized from a multiplicity of corresponding modes of presentation. The nearby 1

object may present itself as the same, but under one or another "aspect.” There may be 4

" o«

variation of visual perspective, but also of “tactile,” “acoustic” phenomena, or of other 5
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“modes of presentation™ as we can observe in directing our attention in the proper
direction, s

For Husser, “the original operation [of intentional analysis] is to unmask the
potentialities implied in the present states of consciousness. And it is by this that
will be carried out, from the noematic point of view, the eventual explication,

~ definition, and elucidation of what is meant by consciousness, that is, its objective

meaning” And again in the Cartesian Meditations: “A second type of polarization
now presents itself to us, another type of synthesis which embraces the particular
muldiplicities of cogitationes, which embraces them all and in a special manner,
namely as cogitationes of an identical self which, adtive or passive, lives in all the
lived states of consciousness and which, through them, relates to all objects”"”
Thus is articulated the relation between the continuity necessary to the con-
stitution of meaning and the “subject™ which constitutes this meaning: conti-
nuity is an attribute of the subject. It supposes the subject and it circurnscribes
its place. It appears in the cinema in the two complementary aspects of a “formal”
continuity established through a system of negated differences and narrative
continuity in the filmic space. The latter, in any case, could not have been
conquered without exercising violence to the instrumental base, as can be
discovered from most of the texts by filmmakers and critics: the discontinuity
that had been effaced at the level of the image could have reappeared on the
narrative level, giving rise to effects of rupture disturbing to the spectator (to 2

place which ideology must both conquer and, in the degree that it already

dominates it, must also satisfy: fill). “What is important in a film is the feeling
of continuity which joins shots and sequences while maintaining unity and
cohesion of movements. This continuity was one of the most difficult things to
obtain."** Pudovkin defined montage as “the art of assembling pieces of film, ¥

shot separately, in such a way as to give the spectator the impression of contin- [

pot!

uous movement.” The search for such narrative continuity, so difficult to obtain
from the material base, can only be exphined by an essential deological stake
projected in this point: it is 2 question of preserving at any cost the synthetic

. unity of the locus where meaning originates [the subject]—the constituting

transcendental function to which narrative continuity points back as its natural

secretion.'? 4 M
U“"‘\ LS TYd '

?. The Screen-Mirror: Specularization and Double Identification

E But another supplementary operation (made possible by a special technical
t amangement) must be added in order that the mechanism thus described can
E play its role effectively as an ideological machine, so that not only the reworked

- “objective reality” but also the specific type of identification we have described
P can be represented.

relebe.

i

No doubt the darkened room and the screen bordered with black like a letter ) /
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of condolence already present privileged conditions. of effectiveness—no ex-

change, no_circulation, no communication with any outside. Projection and

i i ' ho remain there, whether they
'+ reflection take place in a closed space, and those wi : y
f;::v iotnor nof (but they do not), find themselves chained, captured, or capt

vated. (What might one say of the ﬁm;.:t_ion of thf-: head in this celli[;(t;vauon: nl;
suffices to recall that for Bataille matcriahsr:n makes itself ht_z;dless—— : afwou p
that bleeds and thus transfuses.} And the mirror, asa reflecting surfacc, Fllsthame a:
limited, circumscribed. An infinite mirror wauld' no I.onger be a mirror. The %arts
doxical nature of the cinermnatic Mirror-screen 15 w1t.h_out doubt t}_lat it lr)c: cc;t
images but not “reality”; the word reflect, being transitive, leaves this aml llglmdy
anresolved. In any case this “reality” comes fron_l‘bchmd the spcctaForsb ead,
and-if he looked at it directly he would see nothing except the moving beams

7 veiled light source. : . ‘

fm’ﬁlzna:ll'r::gzme‘nt ofgthc different elements—projector, darkened 'hall,

screen—in addition from reproducing in 2 striking way the rllusc?—e;l—scc;l; sz'
Plato’s cave (prototypical set tor all‘ transcendence and the tlopo oggc;;] n}::m Lof
idealism,)® reconstructs the sitq_anon necessary to the rel ;aic of t ebetwecn
stage’ discovered by Lacan. This psychologlv{:al phascz whic occur; e
| six and eighteen months of age, gencrates via the mirror image of aa b
body the constitution or at least the first sk.etches. of the “I” as an uln gmar);
function. “It is to this unreachable image m the mirror that the specular 1 'blg
ives its garments.™ But for this imaginary constoltuno‘n‘of the self to be possibie,
%here must be—Lacan strongly cmphasizcs,thls point—two cor:_]ple[r;cn_tar:;
conditions: immature powers of mobility and a precocious maturation 1? v:liu !
organization (apparent in the first few days of hfe)‘. If one §on51ders that &; :
two conditions are repeated during c‘inematogtjaphlc gropctmn«——susr;nsmnosc
mobility and predominance of the visual funcnon—-_—-pcrha_ps one cou sup{tains
that this is more than a simple analogy. And possibly this very point exp:
“i ion of reality” sa o _ \
ilfﬁc;?ltifsj:r)ious explasr;atiqns proposed seem only to skirt the real problem.

In order for. this. impression to be preduced, it w_ould be necessary that g
conditions of a formative scene be reproduccc?. This scene w9uld b;:) repeated 2
and rcenacfcd in such a manner that the imaginary order {activated by a spec- §

ularization which takes place, everything considered, in reality) fulfills its par-

deular function of occultation or of filling the gap, the split, of the subject on

the. order of the signifier.”

On the other hand, it is to the extent that the child can sustain the look of 1

another in the presence of a third party that he can find the assurance of an

identification with the image of his own quy. From the very fa_ct that durfng
the mirror stage a dual relationship is éstab_hshed, it constitutes, in conjuncaon
with the formation of the self in the imaginary order, the nexus of scgopdary
identification.” The origin of the self, as -discovcrcfl by Lacan, n ‘?crta}:luzlg‘ tnv;E
the imaginary order effectively subverts the “optical machinery of idealism

fren invoked in connection with the cinema, for
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which the projection roomn scrupulously reproduces. But it is not as specifically

“imaginary,” nor as a reproduction of its first configuration, that the self finds a

“place” in the cinema. This occurs, rather, as a sort of proof or verification of
that function, a solidification through repetition. ‘

The “reality” mimed by the cinema is thus first of all that of a “self” But

~ because the reflected image is not that of the body itself but that of a world

already given as meaning, one can distinguish two levels of identification. The

first, attached to the image itself, derives from the character portrayed as a center

of secondary identifications, carrying an identity which constantly must be seized

. and reestablished. The second level permits the appearance of the first and places

identifies less with what is represented, the spectacle itself, than with what stages
the spectacle, makes it seen, obliging him to see what it sees; this is exactly the
function taken over by the camera as a sort of relay.® Just as the mirror assembles
the fragmented body in a sort of imaginary integration of the self, the transcen~
dental self unites the discontinuous fragments of phenomena, of lived experience,
into unifying meaning. Through it each fragment assumes meaning by being
integrated into an “organic” unity Between the imaginary gathering of the

- fragmented body into a unity and the transcendentality of the self, giver of
unifying meaning, the current is indefinitely reversible.

The ideological mechanism at work in the cinema seems thus to be concen-
trated in the relationship between the camera and the subject. The guestion is
whether the former will permit the latter to constitute and seize itself in a
particular mode of specular reflection. Ultimately, the forms of narrative adopted,
the “contents” of the itnage, are of little importance so long as an identification
remains possible.® What emerges here (in outline) is the specific function fulfilled
by the cinema as support and instrument of ideology. It constitutes the “subject”™
by the illusory delimitation of a central location—whether this be that of a god
or of any other substitute. It is an apparatus destined to obtain a precise ideo-
logical effect, necessary to the dominant ideology: creating a phantasmatization
of the subject, it collaborates with a marked efficacy in the maintenance of
idealism. .

Thus the cinema assumes the role played throughout Western history by
various artistic formations. The ideology of representation (as a principal axis
orienting the notion of aesthetic “creation”) and specularization (which organizes
the mise-en-scéne required to constitute the transcendental function) form a
singularly coherent system in the cinema. Everything happens as if, the subject
himself being unable—and for a reason—to account for his own situation, it
was necessary to substitute secondary organs, grafted on to replace his own

[ defective ones, instruments or ideological formations capable of filling his func-
| ton as subject. In fact, this substitution is only possible on the condition that

camnera which constitutes and rules the objects in this “world.” Thus the spectator -

 the instrumentation itself be hidden or repressed. Thus disturbing cinematic

it “in action”—this is the transcendental subject whose place is taken by the

]
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elements—similar, precisely, -to those elements indicating the return of the
repressed—signify without fail the arrival of the instrument “in flesh and blood,”
a5 in Vertov’s Man With a Movie Camerd. Both specular tranquility and the
assurance of ones own identity collapse simultaneously with the revealing of
the mechanism, that, is of the inscription of the film work.

‘The cinema can thus appear as 2 sort of psychic apparatus of substitution,
corresponding to the model defined by the dominant ideology. The system of
repression {primarily economic) has as its goal the preverition of deviations and
of the active exposure of this “model 7 Analogously one could say that its
“unconscious” is not recognized (we speak of the apparatus and not of the
content of films, which have used the unconscious in ways we know all wo
well). To this unconscious would be attached the mode of production of film,
the process of “work” in its multiple determinations, among which must be
numbered those depending on instcumentation. This is why reflections on the
basic apparatus. ought to be possible to integrate into a general theory of the
ideology of cnema. :

Notes

1. See on this subject Derrida’s work “La Scine de I'écriture” in L'Ecriture et la différence (Paris:
Seuil, 1967). .

2. [The term “subject” is used by Baudry and others to mean not the topic of discourse—
though this i3 clearly involved—but rather the perceiving and ordecing self, as in our term
“subjective” —TRANS.] - : - )

4. Obvidusly we are not speaking here of investment of tapital in the process.

4. See L. Brion Guerry, Jean Pellerin Viator (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1962.)

5. We understand the term “subject” here as vehicle and as place of intersection of the
ideological implications which we are attempting progressively to make clear, and not as the
structural function which analytic discourse attempts to locate. 1t would rather partially take the
place of the ego, of which we know the deviations seeh in the analytic field.

6. The perspective “frame” which will have such an influence on cinematographic shooting has
a5 its role to intensify, to increase the effect of the spectacle, which no divergence may be allowed
1o split. ' ‘

7. “We know that the spectator finds it impossible to notice that the images which succeed
one another before his eyes were assembled end to end, because the projection of film on the
screen offets an impression of continuity although the images which compose it are, in reality,
distinct, and are differentiated, moreover, by variations in.space and time.

- “In a film, there can be hundreds, even thousands of cuts and intervals. But if in the hands of
specialists. who know the art, the spectacle will not be divulged as such. Only an error ot lack

of competence will permit them to seize, and this is a disagreeable sensation, the changes of '

time and place of action.” (V.1 Pudovkin, “Le Montage,” in Cinéma d’aujourd'hui et de demain
[Moscow, 1956).) '

8. It is thus first at the Jlevel of the apparatus that the cinerna functions as a language: inscription
of discontinuous elements whose effacement in the relationship instituted among them produces
meaning, «
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9. “In the cinema | am simultancously in this action and owtside it, in this space and out of this
space. Having the power of ubiquity, 1am everywhere and nowhere” Jean Mitry, Esthétique et
psychologie du cinéma {({Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1965), p. 179).

0. The cinema manifests in 2 hallucinatory manner the belief in the mnipotence of thought,
described by Freud, which plays so important a role in neurotic defense mechanisms.

11. Husserl, Les Méditations Cartesiennes (Paris: Vrin, 195 3}, p- 28. [Edmund Husserl, Cartesian
Med'!mtiom, trans. Dorion Caims (The Hague: Nijhoff, 1973}, p. 33. There are occasional
differences berween the French and English versions of Husserl. Where he is quoted, a translation

. F the French version is used. In subsequent notes, the French citation is followed by the parallel
English page number in brackets. —ED.]

12. Ibid, p. 18 [p. 21].

13. [*Apodicity" in phenomenological terminology, indicates something of an irrefutable
aature. See Husserl, Les Méditations Cartesiennes. Here, Baudry is using the term critically—in
a sense ironically. —TRANS ]

14 On this point it is true that the camera is revealed as incomplete. But this is only a technical
imperfection which, since the birth of cinema, has already in large measure been remedied.

15. Ibid, p. 34, cmphasis added [pp. 39—40l-

16. Ibid,, p. 40 [p. 46).

17. Ibid, p. 56 [p. 66].
18. Mitry, Esthétique et psychologie, p. 157.
19. The lens, the “objective,” is of course only 2 particular location of the “subjective” Marked

_by the idealist opposition interiot/exterior, topologically situated at the meeting point of the

twa, it corresponds, one could say, to the empirical organ of the subjective, to the opening, the
fault in the organs of meaning, by which the exterior world may penetrate the interior and
assume meaning. “It is the interior which commands,” says Bresson. “I know this may seem
paradoxical in an art which is all exterior” Also the use of different lenses is already conditioned
by camera movement as implication and trajectory of meaning, by this transcendental function
which we are attempting to define: it is the possibility of choosing s field as accentuation or
modification of the visée intentionelle.

leo doubt this transcendental function fits without difficulty into the ficld of psychology.
':l'hns. moreover, is insisted upon by Husserl himself, who indicates that Brentanos discovery,
intentionality, “permits one truly to distinguish the method of a descriptive science of conscious-
ness, as much philesophical and transcendental as psychological”

20. The arrangement of the cave, except that in the cinema it is already doubled in a sort of
enclosure in which the camera, the darkened chamber, is enclosed in another darkened chamber,

* the projection hall.

21. Jacques Lacan, Ecrits (Paris: Seuil, 1966). See in particular “Le Stade du miroir comme
formateur de la fonction du je”

22. We see that what has been defined as impression of reatity refers less to the “reality” than
to the apparatus which, although of 2 hallucinatory order, nonetheless founds this possibility.

£ Reality will never appear except as refative to theimages which reflect it, in some way inaugurated

by a reflection anterior to itself.
23. \_FJc refer here to what Lacan says of identifications in connection with the structure
determined by an optical instrument (the mirror), as they are constituted, in the prevailing

figuration of the ego, as lines of resistance to the advance of the analytic werk.

" - . . L]
24. “That the ego be ‘in the right” must be avowed, from experience, to be a funcrion of

' misunderstanding” (Lacan, Ecrits p. 637).

a . N .
25. “That it sustains itself as ‘subject’ means that language permits it to consider itself as the

] stagchafu:! or even the director of all the imaginary capturings of which it would otherwise only
 be the living marionette” (Ibid., p. 637)-

26, It is on this pqint and in terms of the elements which we are trying to put in place that 2
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discuss-ion of cditiné could be opened. We will ata later date attempt to make some remarks on
this subject. ] : : IR

27. J.-D. Poliet and Phillipe Sollers Mediterranée (1963), which dismantles w_1th cxemlplzry
efficiency the “sranscendental. specularization” which we have attempted to d‘clmcat:. gives a
manifest proof of this point. The film was never able to overcome the ecanomic blockade.

] /73 5

—translated by Alan Williams
{translation revised, 1983)

Jean-Louis Baudry
. The Apparatus: Metapsychological
Approaches to the Impression

of Reality in the Cinema

? / m ',

One constantly returns to the scene of the cave: real effect or impression of
reality. Copy, simulacrum, and even simulacrum of simulacrum. Impression of
the real, more-than-the-real? From Plato to Freud, the perspective is reversed;

gy the procedure is inverted—so it seems. The for comes out of the cave,
P
W " exarnines what is intelligible, contemplates its source, d, when he goes back,

it is to denounce to the prisoners the apparatus which dppresses them, and to
persuade them to leave, to get out of that dim space. The latter (on the contrary—
no, for it is not a matter of simple opposition, or of a simplifying symmetry)
is more interested in making them go back there precisely where they are; where
they didr't know how to find themselves, for they thought themselves outside,
and it is true they had been contemplating the good, the true, and the beautiful
for a long time. But at what price and as a result of what ignorance; failure to
recognize or repress, compromise, defense, sublimation? Like Plato, he urges
them to consider the apparatus to overcome their resistances, to look a little
more closely at what is coming into focus on the screen, the other scene. The
other scene? What brings the two together-and sepazates-them? For both, as in
the theater, a left side, a right side, the master’s lodge, the valet’s orchestra. But ]
the first scene would seem to be the second’s other scene. It is a question of
truth in the final analysis, or else: “the failure to recognize has moved to the

Published in Communications {1975), nc. 23 and transtated in Camera Obscura (Fall 1976}, no. 1,
pp 104-28. Reprinted by permission of the author, and translation used by permission of Camera
E Obscura.



