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Introduction.

The chief purpose of this project is to reconsither role of the cinematic image
within the frames of the representational mode adtmodern audiovisual culture. The
development of film studies since the end of theo&d World War has been receiving
increasing interest by academic circles in cinegraohic studies; moreover, the history of
film studies has undergone several major transfooms, which actually conditioned the
emergence of the interdisciplinary and indeed rurttional theoretical and critical
approach.

Here is a brief historical overview of film studissimmed up from the sixth
edition of Film Theory and Criticism: Introductory Readingsdited by Leo Braudy and
Marshall Cohen. According to this book, the histofyfilm theory can be divided into
three phases, and | paraphrase at some length:

1. 1916 — mid 1930s: the silent period or the fdishaperiod; Hugo
Munsterberg, Rudolf Arnheim, and Sergei Eisenstaitempted to demonstrate that film
was indeed an art, not just a direct recordingatfire. Later this approach was modified
by Siegfried Kracauer and André Bazin, among oth&r® argued: film is not an art in
contrast to nature, but an aftnature.

2. 1960s and 1970s: film theory started gainingepmhdence from other
humanitistic disciplines; new writers influenced &gcial and economic developments
emerged, new interpretive approaches derived frimaradisciplines: linguistics (from
Pierce, De Saussure, Jakobson, Chomsky), whichoeplthe system of meaning

allowing communication of all styles to exist. Whaas stressed is not just a formal



meaning of individual films or special nature difias art, but its place among more
general systems of meaning and communication. €hgagic and structuralist models
deriving from Levi-Strauss; Roland Barthes; Mick@ucault; Marxist trends; Freudian
theories and later — Lacan revisionary view of Brdaminist interpretation of the power
structures of vision; deconstructive approach ite@rby Derrida (pierce the surface of
the text and discover its contradictions, Marxiatl gpsychoanalytic tools were often
employed) — all were controversial and polemicailt, &ll contributed to such classical
issues of film theory as the relation of film taethy and how film may (or may not) be
considered a language, audience desires, soc¢tatlai, ideologies and cultures.

3. from the mid 1980s to the end of the twentyt fixmntury: this period in film
theory is constructed from dispersive and contrsiaérelements such as feminism,
neoformalism, cognitive psychology, empiricism aftenomenology. All these insights
merge into larger perspectives, showing the wayatigience’s activity shape the film’s
meaning, the resistance of the performer to theningamposed by the film narrative;
the challenge of digitization and new forms of medow an independent film-maker
constructs a personal statement despite the webgolitics and finances of film
production. These multifunctional insights help galthe way that film shapes and
reflects cultural attitudes, reinforces or rejetis dominant modes of cultural thinking,
and stimulates or frustrates the needs and drivetheo psyche; also there is now a
willingness to venture beyond disciplinary barriers

It should be said that, in my opinion, one of thesinchallenging and provocative analysis
of cinema has been given by renowned French philes Gilles Deleuze, who published
two volumes entitledCinema 1: The Movement-lmag@ndCinema 2: The Time-Image
The Cinemavolumes are valuable for this project because buotl theorize cinema itself
and deliver a much more profound and abstract rgessapparently, what Deleuze

stresses in th€inemavolumes is a necessity to find a new place folosbphy and

! Leo Braudy and Marshall Cohen, eB#m Theory and Criticism: Introductory Reading®' ed. (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2004).



perception in the age of spiritual fragmentation atienation. In the introduction to the
Russian translation of théinemavolumes, Oleg Aronson analyzes Deleuzian philogoph
and compares cinematography with the Nietzschedhtonpower”:

a place where philosophy which is striving for niegs, disintegrates;
where the blurry images not yet fixed in the dggan, not yet loaded
with any values, appear on the surface.

Later on, Aronson says that according to Deleurenecatography deals with a new type
of image system, which cannot be reduced to thevertional systems of images
virtualizedby reality. It has long been the purpose of plojpdg/ — tovirtualizereality; that

is why the cinematographic experience is so unigiteis capable of reviving philosophy

in @ moment when it is constantly reliving its odeath® D.N. Rodowick says in his book

Gilles Deleuze’s Time Machine

For Deleuze’s larger objective in not to producethar theory of film,
but to understand how aesthetic, philosophical,saiehtific modes of
understanding converge in producing cultural sgiatefor imagining
and imaging the world.

Indeed, Deleuze is generally concerned with thgnessive development of contemporary
culture into a fundamentally audiovisual cultured@wick claims that Deleuze regarded
the semiotic history of film as parallel with a tety-long transformation that led us to
represent and to understand ourselves socially leansy of “spatial and temporal
articulations founded in cinema, if now realizedrenclearly in the electronic and digital
media”>

Integrating cinema studies into the larger-scalgéopbphical debate around the

understanding of experience, representation ankbcten, perception and affection,

2 Mecro, rie pactBopsiercst Grunocodusi, B3bICKYIOLIAsk CMBICIIA, TIE BBIXOIST Ha IOBEPXTHOCTh CMyTHBIC
o0pa3skl, ele He 3aKpeIICHHbIE B H300payKEHUH, He 001 IatoNie HUKaKol IeHHOCThI0. Oirer ApOHCOH.
«SI3pik Bpemenn». XKuib [lenes, Kuno. Ilepeen b. Cxypatos (Mocksa: Ad Marginem. 2004) 20. Trans. my
own.

8 Aponcon, 14.

4 D.N. Rodowick Gilles Deleuze’s Time Machir(®urham: Duke University Press, 1997) 5.

®> Rodowick, preface, xiii.



provides us with a whole new range of tools difiti¢a find in other models of film theory.
Apart from the elaborate system of signs and imdgaes Deleuze incorporates into his
analysis, the tw&inemavolumes offer much innovative and inspiring magkfor the re-
examination of the cinematic forms of expressiorjeDze discovers new strategies of
critical analysis and manages to challenge coneatimodes of thinking about cinema by
introducingthinking-cinematically.

Deleuze proposes a new approach to the theoreticelerstanding of
cinematography; he develops an elaborate systethdorlassification of cinema based on
the philosophical principles of Henri Bergson af€barles Sanders Pierce’s semiotics.

Proposing a radically new approach to film histdrg, sorts the cinematographic
image into two major types: the “movement-image™d athe “time-image”, whose
characteristics are determined by the general lsoe@mnomic, spiritual and aesthetic
conditions. His major argument is that the perittdrahe Second World War witnessed
the emergence of the new type of cinematic imdgedirect ‘time image’.

While the ‘movement-image’ was dominating the arehéhe young Hollywood
movie industry and it owes its existence to the foajor trends of the pre-war cinema: the
American organic school, Soviet dialectics, Frenaturalism and German expressionism,
the ‘time-image’ emerged from the ruins of convendél modes of representation. The
overall devastation and shock after the Second &dV@var led most of the European
countries to an inevitable re-evaluation of morad @f aesthetic values, which resulted in
the total collapse of the existing schemata, allvbich did not prove sufficient enough in
the post-death, post-tragedy, post-concentratiompoaorld of a devastated Europe.

According to Deleuze, the break between the “movermeage” and the “time-
image” happened in five major waves: with Orson M&lwith Yasujiro Ozu, with Italian

neorealism, with the French New Wave, and with N&svman Cinema. “The collapse of



the sensory-motor situations [...] allow only pureticgl and sound situationy” the
disappearance of line of action and causality jples; it questioned the habitual narrative
strategies, challenged the verbal presentation paedented a whole set of characters
whose actions were now modified into wondering) observations, and into non-acting.

Thus, this project’s ambition is to prove the appiateness of Deleuze’s concepts
in the critical discussion of postmodern cinemahBps his philosophical approach is too
sophisticated and categorized, though it is wanting to negotiate with his terminology
and classifications in order to produce a freskk laiothe works of some good filmmakers.

For the purposes of this project | have chosen ftinomakers whose bodies of
work constitute, | believe, an unprecedented sicgniice of stylistic, of semantic, of
aesthetic and of spiritual values: Alain Resnaid Andrei Tarkovsky; though they both
were working within two diverse national and aesthdomains, both aimed their creative
energies at the exploration of the temporal and gpa&tial possibilities of the cinema.
Rather than shooting a film, they created a thiglanganism where time and space alter
the visionary and mental contact of a film andaitslience.

Rodowick says that the cinema of Alain Resnaisasinsportant for Deleuze
because

Resnais evinces a constant fascination for repligaan image of
thought, but in relation to time rather than movamé&he time-image
organizes a new geometry of the interval markedhayconcept of
‘irrational’ divisions. This geometry derives froma heightened
sensitivity to the flows of time modeled no less thg calculus of
probability physics than by the time-image of medeinema’.

This ability to operate with the flow of time issal characteristic of the films of
another film-maker, Andrei Tarkovsky. Tarkovsky thvhis theory of “sculpting in time”

(Tarkovsky, Sculpting in Timegand “internal rhythm” $culpting in Time)perfectly fits a

® DeleuzeThe Time-Imagel?2.
" Rodowick, 13.



Deleuzian schema; not only do his films reveal cimematographic temporal fluidity and
spatial giantism with unprecedented aesthetic cerilyl and spirituality, but also as a
philosopher Tarkovsky masterfully articulates tloeial and psychological tensions of his
time that echo main Deleuzian philosophical corgept his books Deleuze pays little
attention to Tarkovsky's art, having mentioned lonly a few times. However, | believe
Tarkovsky's films in many respects share much witeleuzian philosophy, which |

discuss below.

In an interview from 1986, Deleuze says

The brain is a unity. The brain is the screen. h'ddbelieve that

linguistics and psychoanalysis offer a great deatihema. On the
contrary, the biology of the brain — molecular by} — does. Thought
is molecular. Molecular speeds make up the slowmdsethat we are.
[...] Cinema isn’t theatre; rather, it makes bodies of grains. The
linkages are often paradoxical and on all sidesrfoye simple

associations of images. Cinema, precisely becdupsats the image
into motion, or rather endows the image with sebkion [auto-

movement], never stops tracing the circuits of Hmain. [...] The

screen, that is to say ourselves, can be the defibrain of an idiot as
easily as a creative brain [of a thinker]

In other words, in the new world cinema starts apeg on the deepest levels of our
perception; in the new world full of disconnectedages, the characters could no longer
function within the basic sensory-motor states i, for they have turned into the
meandering figures who find themselves as Rodowiekms “in a state of strolling,
rambling or wandering aimlessly which defined popical and sound situations. The
emergence of the postmodern mentality stimulated kinth of “the faltering belief in

totality”.?

l. Gilles Deleuze and the concept of the ‘time-imag

8 Gilles Deleuze, Interview. “The Brain Is the SareeGregory Flaxman, ed:he Brain Is the Screen:
Deleuze and the Philosophy of Cinergiinneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 20283.
° Rodowick, 75.



The point of departure in this discussion can leedtatement that the twentieth
century has continuously altered modes of repratent Representation as the basic
working principle of art (which is the human’s commication and perception of reality as
we know it) — has been challenged in many waysjdhdor the sake of this project we
will concentrate on the ideas of Deleuze.

In Simon O’Sullivan’s bookArt Encounter Deleuze and Guattari: Thought
Beyond Representatidme explores this topic zone. What he is genersdlying is that
Western accounts of art stipulate representatidhinvia system of binary oppositions —
meaning vs. object, content vs. form, or in oth@rdg — the occidental representation
mode. He claims that poststructuralism tried tticizie these binary logics, but obviously
it was not enough to break through classical remagionalism. Even such kind of
critique as deconstruction is not sufficient beeaisitself takes place in the field of
metaphysical kinds of representation. What we havwenderstand is that representation is
in crisis, which means that subjectivity is in tsias well *°

O’Sullivan also says that our living strategies emastructed in a representational
model where ‘we’ is a subject and ‘world’ is an @dij of creation. This subject-object
relationship causes us to alienate ourselves filmnptecondition of self-consciousness.
Thus the possible transformation of how we thinkwhbart — transforms the topology of

how we think about ourselvés.

1% Simon O’Sullivan Art Encounter Deleuze and Guattari: Thought BeyBegresentatioiNew York:
Palgrave, 2006) 20-22.
1 orsullivan, 25.
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1.1. Reconceptualizing art

What Deleuze proposes is a rethinking of art nottrassportation but as
connectivity. As Sullivan puts it, art cannot bensidlered a mere object of our knowledge,
where knowledge stands for the information we halveut reality; art is first of all a part
of this world but it is apart from it also; art piaces “affects” flenés u I'satrapu, Ymo
makoe ¢unocogpua? 208) experienced in time, in duration; through tecess of
producing ‘affects’, art allows us to experiencereity within duratio’. Cinema as one
of the most prominent art forms in the contemporargrid offers an interesting
background for investigation in this sphere.

Furthermore, O’Sullivan comments that every artistording to Deleuze is
actually reaching degree zero: which can be unaedshere as precisely a state of what
Deleuze calls “non-organic life” (Deleuze qtd. inSOllivan, 118); here every art project
produces a different experience of the world, a meyth, and thus a different, altered
consciousness. An art object, film in particulaem@énds that we enter its mythic
temporality, its geological and inhuman durattdhus, film as a form of art, functions
on many levels of our perception of reality andapable of displaying a great variety of
experiences. By the accumulation of intensitiepastiuces an alternative gateway of the
universal knowledge. O’Sullivan claims that in tibeleuzian philosophy art is the
different viewpoint and it allows us access to otherlds; there are thus many viewpoints
— as many valid worlds as there are artists; treeree of art is its world-building
character; this essence constitutes distinct @rtstbjectivitiesand “essence is not only
individual, it individuates™* The creative force of art is even intensified beeaof its

‘world-building character’; the various realitiesoand us are not easily accessible, it is the

2 0'sullivan, 41-44.
13 0’'sullivan, 118-19.
14 O'sullivan, 121.
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creative force of art that discovers them and duo®s us to the whole galaxy of the

unknown.

1.2. Film as an event

The above notions map onto film: constructing aeothiorld within the existing
totality of being, film resurrects the initial cotegity and circularity of being, thus
multiplying the number of entrances into what | \Wbiike to call ‘the world-as-we-do-
not-know-it'. The other worlds of this world areibg revealed through the mechanical
nature of cinematography. Each work of art, inabgdiilm, is a universe in itself, and it is
anti-systematic. Deleuze says that being is Univaba One is the Many and the Many is
the One. Art, and film in particular, as the pratiture of worlds in process, the production
of different kinds of the fold is the most helptobl to rethink our relations with reality.
(Deleuze gtd. in O’Sullivan, 126-127).

Cinematography is important for Deleuze becausether art form is so capable
of rendering us such a magical concentratiormaoivement, space, time, memaoand
image.Incorporating all these features into the algorithinits essence, the cinematograph
de facto becomes a perfect treasure box of our progite passions. Deleuzian aesthetics
offers a rethinking of cinema in a new mode. Fafsall, the cinematograph deals with an
image. The image as a mere reflection of realigses to exist in the post-representational,
post-linguistic, audio-visionary world. Now it gairthe power of accumulating forces,
sensations and passions.

In the introductory chapter to the bodke Brain Is the Screen: Deleuze and the
Philosophy of CinemaGregory Flaxman analyses the philosophical work Hgnri

Bergson. He claims that iMatter and Memory Bergson proposes that the universe

12



consists of images; it is a molecular chaos oftliat does not have center, right or left,
top or bottom. What exists is only images, whereheia a“road by which we pass, in
every direction, the modifications, propagated tigttout the immensity of the universe”
(Bergson, gtd. in Flaxman 28-29). Later, Flaxmamticmes, proposing that “in this
agglomeration, images are matter and matter is memg there is no central perception
because the eye is diffused in the deliriums dftlig”*®

For Deleuze the film image is not always ‘in’ thegent, whatever we assume to

be the present. Rather, any image can be callgtbtaing of temporal relation®”

The image itself is the system of the relationdlg@pveen its elements,
that is, a set of relationship of time from whidte tvariable present
only flows...What is specific to the image...is to malexceptible, to
make visible, relationships of time which cannot &&en in the
represented object and do not allow themselveseteetuced to the

present.

The foregoing explains that the image is not a neersstitution of reality. The power of
the image consists in its ability to absorb andené the complexity of temporal relations.
That is why the image is so important for Deleutainfolds the capacity of the whole
universe within one glimpse. Flaxman gives anotimeresting view, indicating that
movement is not just a measure of space; it isreage of duration and of time, which,
according to Bergson and to Deleuze, can be redaede “the consciousness of a
qualitative change or the ‘whole relation¥”

The understanding of the whole — or more precisdlye open whole — gives us a
key to a new understanding of cinematography. Deleeplaces the idea of structures

with the idea of the open whole. This opennesslesals

!5 Gregory Flaxman, ed., “Introduction: The Brain Is the Screen: Deleuze and the PhilosaplGinema
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 200B)

'® Rodowick, 8.

7 Gilles DeleuzeCinema 2. The Time-Imageans. Hugh Tomlinson (Minneapolis: UniversityMinnesota
Press. 2001) xii.

'8 Flaxman, 18.
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to explain the cinematic as a ‘material captur@t as a text with a
meaning, but as a body which performs, as a magchase an
assemblage, as an abstract machine [...] This wdlige a neo-
aesthetics of the film experience as an ‘event’aasthetics of force
and of sensation, where ‘subjectivities’ are nagempurely contained
in the image, or in the spectatorial physic spadesg, through a
melding of matter, the material of film, force, am@nsation as
movement, the ‘in-between’ of those spac@s.

In this regard, the open whole of film allows fdretemergence of unfixed relations,
developing individuals and constantly changingricaenections.

The importance of the event-like nature of filmlm&d by Deleuze is crucial; for
emphasis on the event-ness of cinema stressesdiiéiciency of the conventional modes
of representation to deal with the contemporaryd@mns of universal disintegration. The
narrative used to represent reality now focusesa aeflective observation of how the
narration falsifies actuality itself; the action Isought to its dead point where it is
stretched to reach an absurdity in an emptinesth@mne end and is compressed to the
level of almost utter invisibility on the other si@f things; the individual is disconnected
and we may even say de-subjectified; cinema is elbalized and compressed; the
situation is disjointed; hence everything in oumtemporaneity is androgynous and
pulsating. To deal with such a world we need somgtthat is bold enough to lose its own
functional identity; something that does not pamien “the aesthetic experience involves
a whole and total engagement with molecular fomebeing in the world. A complete
depersonalization is involved, where subjectivisyrendered subjectles®.”Film as an
event, as a particular “time machine” (RodowiGilles Deleuze’s Time Machijeas “a
brain” (Deleuze, “The Brain Is the Screen”) — fuans as an affirmative

experience that is not premised on a substantiveomoof

subjectivity, inherent within language and a geedeeading space,

9 Barbara M. Kennedypeleuze and Cinem@Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2000) 5.
2 Kennedy, 31.
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but an experience that is perceived as an everd, @®cessual,
aesthetic event of sensation, articulated beyobjkstivity **

Cinema is thus an affirmative event for the Delanzinderstanding of the cultural form.
In his essay, “The Imagination of Immanence: Ani¢slof Cinema”, Peter Canning says
that the question concerning the present timegsestion of nonrelation, the belief in the
world in its “becoming” [lenés u I'satrapu, Ymo maxoe gurocogus?, ctp.28) before and
after movement:

what matters is to affirm the movement of [...] tlece of the outside
— against the sedentary-paranoid disposition o$epnsual community,
not only because the community form [...] is sick} Ibecause its
control superego tends to inhibit the possibilityttonking. The force
of thinking is to become capable of the nonrelatibat enables
(forces) thought to come back from outside likeaa maching?

This non-relation is the precise state of the aoptarary cinema (according to Deleuzian
classification: the post world war 1l film) whichrgves the most appropriate form of media
for coping with the world where for Deleuze, “timreeout of joint” (The Time-Image41)
and “when the symbolic function fails, the struetwf psychosexual temporality breaks
down — no social identity, no names, no structueslity, image without metaphor and
mental vision — becomes hallucination, reality apfles but the real appeafsAnd the
real is best embodied by cinema.

In its very impulse to articulate the real, cinéogaaphy thus becomes too an
accumulator of our sensations. Cinema’s constrectiunction gains a particular
importance in such kinds of reality, because whatneed is not observing the reality by
reflecting it, but rather suggesting an alternatineld; rearranging the whole set of virtual

(possible) variants of this world in order to asiei¢he true meaning.

2 Kennedy, 24.

22 peter Canning, “The Imagination of Immanence: Anids of Cinema”The Brain Is the Screen: Deleuze
and the Philosophy of Cinemed. Gregory Flaxman (Minneapolis: University ofiiesota Press, 2000)
352-56.

3 Canning, 356.
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Thus the cinematic experience is not limited bydRploration of subjectivity, of
desire, or of truth, but becomes the one “constrgahe bodies of spectators/observers as
a collection of disparate, complex and decenteexdgptions. An abstract machine does
not function to represent, but rather it constractseality’ of a different order. A ‘reality’
premised on the material nature of experieffié&his is why the two film-makers brought
into focus in this project fascinate me. Both mansag create a new reality in their films.
They not only cope with the actual state of existerbut offer an alternative reality full of
tensions, worlds of feeling and worlds of sensati®y operating both with memory and
with time, and with space and with time, which #ne integral constituents of all the
relations known to the human so far, Tarkovsky #&wknais transform film from a
reflection of the world or primitive language systéto a mode of being. Both Tarkovsky
and Resnais, though using different tools, consfilms that operate “in non-teleological
ways, as process, as movement, immanence, throbgtn wewly configured desires are
apparent that do not lock us into thinking of ‘itign or ‘subjectivity”™. #° In its creativity,
film becomes a whole new form of relations, a neaywf thinking this world where by
desubijectivizing and in a “deterritorializing” ([Beize and GuattarA Thousand Plateaus,
299) reality, film “allows us to go back ‘towards theemtred state of things’, toward a
state of pure molecular vibrations, which now reguransformation, and not translation”

(Deleuze qtd. in Alliezf°

4 Kennedy, 68.

% Kennedy, 69.

% Eric Alliez, “Midday, Midnight: The Emergence oir@-Thinking”, trans. Patricia Dailefhe Brain Is the
Screen: Deleuze and the Philosophy of Cinesda Gregory Flaxman (Minneapolis: University oiiiblesota
Press, 2000) 294.
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1.3 The ‘time-image’

In Cinema 2: The Time-ImageDeleuze formulates the basic principles for
identifying the major cinematic techniques of thient-image”. As mentioned above, his
classification allows another perspective on theetigpment of the cinematographic
image. While claiming the death of the “action-ilma¢Cinema 1: The Movement-Imgge
and the dissipation of the sensory-motor schentldrperiod after the Second World Warr,
Deleuze maps a dramatic twist in the aestheticéngima when he says:

The soul of the cinema demands increasing thoweytan if thought
begins by undoing the system of actions, perceptord affections on
which the cinema has fed up to that point [...] Thetfthings to be
comprised everywhere are the linkages of situagicion, action-
relation, excitation-response, in short, the sgnswtor links which
produced the action-image. Realism, despite allidkence — or rather
with all its violence which remains sensory-motas-eblivious to this
new state of things [...] A new kind of image is bdhat one can
attempt to identify in the post-war American cinemautside
Hollywood ?’
The arena that saw the major transformation ofreategraphy is the European creative

scene, the countries destroyed by war: Italy, FeanGermany — the crucial re-
transformation of the temporal and spatial shapes cinema was born. The
‘deterritorialization’ of thought, of time, of spac and of causality, brought a new
dimension in our understanding of these fundameatatepts.

In his books, Deleuze both builds on the ideas ehrHBergson and C.S. Pierce and
reveals the new dimensions in each of these twikéns. Deleuze founds his philosophy
of film on the Bergsonian concept dfirée which means that what we commonly call

space and time are merely extremes of the cordraetnd dilation of a singldurée or

" Gilles DeleuzeCinema 1. The Movement-Imagens. Hugh Tomlinson, (Minneapolis: Universify o
Minnesota Press, 2001) 207.
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duration. In his booloeleuze on CinemRonald Bogue says that the universe for Bergson
is an open ‘vibrating whole’, “a flow of matter-mewent that contracts to form the fixed
and discrete entities of the spatial world andtddao form the temporal dimension of a
universal past surging through the present andtiveduture™®

Here it should be stressed that within the limitsh® oscillating whole, such
functions as matter, time and space, and movemard iseparable from one another; and
only when they are joined together do they presemyt measure of the variety of the
universe. Furthermore, Bogue continues, saying that tendency is to distinguish
movement from its bearer; however, this is incdrrezovement instead and in truth is
inseparable from what movement moves; only an ¢olgemovement and movement itself
constitute a single moving entity — a part of thhole®® For Deleuze, there exists a
complex relationship between the open whol@wfée and the basic cinematic elements
where every cinematic image can be consideredyatate of the whole, “a slice or chunk
carved out of the matter-movement of the open wholgFrame, shot and montage, then,
are three different manifestations of time, thréeent ways in which the open whole of
duréeunfolds itself in the movement-imag&.”

Thus, Deleuze establishes a strong connection bettie cinematic form and the
complexity ofdurée The cinematographic image is capable of shagiagmatter of time
in its own singular way. All cinema “brings to lighn intelligible matter” which “consists
of movements and processes of thought (prelinguiistages) and of points of view taken
of these movements and processed (presignifyimgpig(Deleuze, gtd. in Bogue, 4) This
intelligible matter is “a plastic mass, an a-sigimf and a-syntactic matter, a non-

linguistically formed matter, though it is not ampbous and is semiotically, aesthetically

and pragmatically formed” (Deleuze, gtd. in Bogdé).

8 Ronald BogueDeleuze on Cinem@ew York: Routledge, 2003) 5.
% Bogue, 3-19.
% Bogue, 3-4.
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However, what is helpful for the purposes of thisrkvis that on the basis of
Bergon’s philosophy, Deleuze delivers three majatesnents: “1. not only are there
instantaneous, snapshot images, that is, immohile of movement; 2. there are also
movement-images, which are mobile cutsdafée 3. and finally there are time-images,
that isduréeimages, change-images, relation-images, volumeeésiageyond movement
itself” (Deleuze qtd in Bogue, 11). Thus the ‘tinmeage’ gains the power to overcome
movement; in their films, Resnais and Tarkovskyhptlse structure of movement to its
limits thereby creating a breathing whole; a setadftions capable of transforming the
mechanical energy of the camera into cross-flonatigrnative channels. The classic
sensory-motor case of the ‘movement-image’ failstonmon the chaotic energy of the
modern world as a consequence it is replaced bguae“optical and sound situation”
(Deleuze,The Time-Imaged):

In the first place, the image no longer refers tsitaation which is
globalizing or synthetic, but rather to one, whishdispersive. The
characters are multiple, with weak interferences laecome principal
or revert to being secondary. ... In the second pltee line or the
fibre of the universe which prolonged events intee canother, or
brought about the connection of portions of sp#&ees broken. [...]
Linkages, connections, or liaisons are deliberatelyak. Chance
becomes the sole guiding thread [...] Sometimes veatedelays and
is lost in idle periods, sometimes it is there ¢pickly, but it does not
belong to the one to whom it happens (even deat...).

In such a world, the narrative used in the ‘movetrn@age’ ceases to interpret any
situation; it is replaced by the ‘time-image’. Modecinema has given birth to a purely
mental image, which is another way to gain accesshé virtual world, that which
constitutes our being. By unfolding the non-ideabfe relations, by committing itself to
the multiplicity of the existing modes of beingetimental image unleashes pure duration.

The ‘pure optical and sound situations’ finally dkeéhrough the uncompromising firmness

3L Gilles DeleuzeThe Movement-lmag@07.
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of representation allowing the audience to paréitggn creation, to become a justified unit

of a resonating relational whole.

[Plure optical and sound situations do imply beyonovement, but
don’t stop it. Movement now is grasped in anotlypetof image ‘that
never stops growing in dimensions’. [...The] growpmwers: indirect
image of time (dependent of montage), the purecapt@nd sound
image, its opsigns and sonsigns, are directly octedego a time-image
which has subordinated movement. It is this reverbach means that
time is no longer the measure of movement but mewens the
perspective of time: it constitutes a whole cineshéime, with a new
conception and new forms of montage (Welles, Re$riai

This implies, that time is the ruling force of theiverse; it is through the metamorphoses
of time that we comprehend the universe, live thiwerse, and grasp our experience as a
part of this universe.

Thus, after the Second World War, cinematograpliytbaind a solution for the
world loaded with the new temporal sensibility;haligh this world is ruined and full of
doubts. In the booRhe Matrix of Visual Culture: Working with DeleuireFilm Theory
Patricia Pisters comments thatlihe Logic of Sendgeleuze defines two concepts of time:
Chronos and Aion. The ‘movement-image’ with itselm, successive present can be
identified with Chronos. However, the state of lgeivhere “time is out of joint” definitely
belongs to Aion — which is now a ‘time-image’. Dete:

Chronos is sick: the present is constantly invaatetieclipsed by other
layers of time, past or future. It is a time ofcbening’, which does not
so much follow the empirical reality as have a pufd connection
with thought: the time-image forces one to think tmthinkable, the
impossible, the illogical, and the irratiorfal.

In this way, time has lost its significance as aemehronometer of our experience, which

is the quality of Chronos. Calculating experiencavhich is always fragmented by the

% DeleuzeThe Time-lImage2-3.
% patricia PistersThe Matrix of Visual Culture: Working with DeleureFilm Theory(Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 2003) 120-21.
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arbitrary division of arbitrary units — producegast, a present and a future. In Chronos
these three categories have to exist togetherthieyt represent three different aspects of
time. With the emergence of the ‘time-image’ whappens is such a modification of time
where the unidentifiable, desubjectivized consaiess ‘deterritorializes’ our existence
and we start perceiving time as ‘becoming’, notntog time, measuring it by some
abstract, artificial formula, but living in and Wwitime.

Rodowick comments that actually there cannot eaist direct delineation of
time, because the past and the present coexightygenerging into the same process of
‘becoming’®* Any objective truth cannot be achieved by placthg events in their
chronological order, because there exists no abgsttversion of experience lived. An
absolute truth and true presentation of time arpossible; the only fact that provides
maximum satisfaction in this question is the idéa @omplete negation of any truthful
understanding of time. The works of Resnais andlaskovsky support this idea in their
own manner by creating their unique illusions anelwnperspectives of temporal
experience. What is more, Deleuze says,

Time consists of this split, and it is this, ittime that we see in the
crystal [...] We see in the crystal the perpetuahfiation of time, non-
chronological time [...] The crystal always livestiag limit, it is itself
the vanishing limit between the immediate past Whi already no
longer and the immediate future which is not yetmabile mirror
which endlessly reflects perception in recollecfihg

Such a vision of time dominates the aestheticsnanoa of Resnais and of Tarkovsky; the
action in their films is an odd amalgam of the pasd of the present, sometimes the future
is involved; in most cases, their characters fimeiriselves disconnected with the world,
which no longer accepts stability and rationalisinejr experience is exhausted by classical

notions of action and their relations are beyonel limits of any empirical totality of

% Rodowick, 82.
% DeleuzeThe Time-ImageB1.
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univocal beinghood. The exploration of temporaligads to the expanding of their
experience to the level of ‘becoming’ rather thémeing; here coming-to-be is a process
of unbridling personal identification and of selfegtioning.

Temporal sensations are based on the sensatiomembry: be they personal,
national, natural, etc.; thus, wandering in theytaiths of memory leads to the revelation
of time.

Memory is not in us; it is we who move in a Beingmory, a world-
memory. ... the present itself exists only as annitély contracted
past which is constituted at the extreme poinhefalready-theré®

Thus memory is not an issue of the individual psybht a living force that involves the
whole spectrum of ever-moving relations betweenitftividual and the universe. The
‘time-image’ as presented in Resnais and in Tatkpeaptures the work of the mind as a
passing through the splitting of subjectivity and pgrsonal memory via the chaos of
disconnections and non-relations; this whole pracedalso manifests the beauty of a
simultaneous present-past-future in a “crystal-ieiafDeleuze, The Time-Image69).
Memory functions as a pushing force towards thegyewf the virtual, the construction of
relations outside the totality of being towards éinergy of pure ‘becoming’.

[...] in ‘becoming’, the earth has lost all centeot mnly in itself, but
in that it no longer has a centre around whichuta.tBodies no longer
have centers except that of their death when theyeghausted and
return to the earth to dissolve there. Force n@dorhas a center
precisely because it is inseparable from its refeto other forces.?’

This is precisely what the films | will discuss cenn: all of life as one big ‘becoming’, an
earth without a fulcrum, bodies who articulate thelations to life as ‘becoming’ per se
and who thus do not seek for identity but for affitive sensations. The following
chapters will articulate basic Deleuzian ideas ufgfothe means of cinematic experience.

As for myself, the selection of films presentedhiis project prove that a true film can be a

% DeleuzeThe Time-Image98.
3" DeleuzeThe Time-Imagel42.

22



transporter of the molecular vibrations of the ense as Deleuze believed it possible in

film.

2. Andrei Tarkovsky

Andrei Tarkovsky is the major figure in the posalt era of Soviet film. The
films chosen for this project are as follov&talker (1979, Cmaaxep), Nostalghia (1983,
Hocmanveuss) and The Sacrifice(1986, Offret). Tarkovsky is not only an idiosyncratic
film-maker, but also an intellectual, a philosophdro was trying to convey his ideas
about the mission of art and the mission of mawough the medium of filmic work.
Working in the tradition of Soviet montage, he opgd the “montage of attractions”
developed by Sergei Eisenst&iby his own theory of “sculpting in time” (Tarkowusk
Sculpting in Time Deleuze pays considerable attention to Eisemsted his ‘montage of
attractions’ in theThe Movement-Imageliscussing the importance of the method of
dialectic opposition in the development of cinengaaphy.

Eisenstein created a system where the semanticoens$ film was achieved
technically by the opposition of two shots follogione after the other. The dialectic
tension created by such montage was to work on thetihdeological and on the aesthetic
level. Nevertheless, the ‘montage of attraction®vpd insufficient in its attempt to deal
with the post-war disordered consciousness whettedng had to be born another method
resourceful enough to summon this modified postidvemar 1l subjectivity. Consequently,
Tarkovsky found a new aesthetic solution: his nagument is that the fundamental value
of any film is the “internal rhythm of a shot” (Tkavsky, Sculpting in Timg not a

mechanical rhythm resulting in a special arrangdgnoérihe shots as Eisenstein puts. As

% Jitf Houdek,Sergej Ejzenstej(Praha : Horizont, 1988) 21.
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D.G. Menard claims, Tarkovsky’'s time-sculpting ihxas editing techniques that allow for
a spontaneous unification of the shot as a sebiriring structur€. Menard emphasizes
the movement within the frame of the shot, thuplaees time as the dominant feature in

his films:

for Tarkovsky, it is time that rules, dictating tlediting techniques.
Therefore, time within the frame expresses somgthkignificant and
truthful that goes beyond the events on the scesghthose in the
frame; and so, the direct perception of time i li& pointer to
infinity. *°

Tarkovsky's stress on internal rhythm is explicplesented ilstalker

2.1 Stalker

The transition from the ‘movement-image’ to themé-image’, according to
Deleuze, involves the transformation of the chamsctNow, “instead of performing actors,
characters become more like seers and wanderargjseal by the experience of time.”
(Deleuze qtd. in Pisters,37)his can be applied to all of Tarkovsky's and Resedilms.
The characters of Andrei Tarkovsky: Stalker, AndreNostalghia(1983) and Alexander
in The Sacrificg1986) — are desperately looking for salvationfiid an adequate answer
for their questions, they spend their lives rantpimthe universe.

As already mentioned, Tarkovsky was preoccupiedh \thie idea of the filmic
presentation of time. His style and rhythm is sresin Stalker The shots in this film are
long and meditative, allowing the viewer to entegrh and to circulate within them as if in
water. Water, the favourite object of cinematic resentation in Tarkovsky, is an

embodiment of a flow of time. It is constantly mogj without repetitions, and leaving no

%9'D.G. Menard, Deleuze Meets Tarkovsky: A Deleuzian Analysi§arkovsky’s Theory of “Time-
Pressure” 2003, sttp://www.horschamp.qc.ca/new_offscreen/deleupagssure2.htrrl.
“D.G.Menard, ,Deleuze Meets Tarkovsky: A Deleuzian AnalysiSakovsky’s Theory of “Time-
Pressure”.
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space for flashbacks. Kennedy says that, accordingdeleuze, water is the best
environment which helps to show how the movement lwa separated from the moving
thing:

[...] The liquidity of the perceived image is diffusén all directions,
into vibrations, just like the ever-increasing < on a pool into

which a pebble is thrown [...] An image on screemthan be said to
f

become ‘liquid’ through the molecularised use @& $fo
So in the Zone, water is everywhere: the charatédes a rest on the islands in the stream
of unknown origin, which keeps in its bottom obgbst from history. The symbols of
past lives, already lived through and abandonee. dieces of the historical narrative no
longer belong to the present, they are left infkn of time, which is changing and never
repeating itself. This rhythm imperceptibly opehs boundaries of the visible reality to
discover the essence of things, their inner paétyti Viadimir Suchanek claims in
Topografie transcendentnich gadnic filmového obrazu: Uvod do problematiky

uneleckého obrazu jako duchavnestetické skutaosti

In the stream of time all the days lived by a mam fargotten as if
dead, having no sense; time has rolled them awajernhas carried
them away. However, water here is not only the sigoblivion and of
the finitude of time, but also the constant remmde the circular
structure of the universe [...] Nothing of what haeb done by man
will be forgotten, not any day, not any momént.

As an endlessly moving substance, water for Talkpuvs an embodiment of the
omnipresent circulation of time and of universalnmoey. The experience of birth and of
death is enclosed in a process of everlasting itepetAny living entity possesses this

sometimes hidden or oppressed knowledge of universth, but there is a need to

“l Kennedy, 119.

2 Vladimir SuchanekTopografie transcendentnich sadnic filmového obrazu: tivod do problematiky
umeleckého obrazu jako ducha¥nestetické skut@osti (Olomouc: Univerzita Palackého, 2002) 207.
Trans. my own.
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discover the way towards this knowledge, which ®agky does by the means of
presenting water in his films. Deleuze says:

duration by changing qualitatively, is divided umpabjects, and objects
by gaining depth, by losing their contours, areethin duration. We
can therefore say that movement relates the obpé@closed system
to open duratiofy’

Thus, any object can be coalesced with the etemeigy of duration. Tarkovsky supports
this idea by placing rain inside the houses; thditaive and at the same time spontaneous
rains fill the living space of people who despdyateed to bond, and to create a sense of
meaning.

The physical rhythm created by rain blurs the iaréif boundaries and endows the
existence with the invisible sensation of recoatitin and serenity but still it is a rain of
both change and of constant repetition. Kennedgsta

Every individual moment, then is part of the moveinef the Whole,

but that Whole, Deleuze points out, is an open whol] The universe
is a vibrational whole — a virtual past, coextersnith all that has ever
happened, continually contracted into a presentaydwpushing

forward into an open and unpredictable futtire.

This means, that each moment of the film is a plat greater and bigger organism, and by
combining two effects together: the empirical mglod the rain and the technical rhythm
of every shot achieved by the elaborate camera woflarkovsky conducts the overall
presentation of time in this particular, Tarkovskianeditative mode. Arranging the
internal temporality of his films in this way, haplies the inevitable force of ‘becoming’.
Value is thus extended to the smaller units of eadlvidual existence in the Universe. In
Tarkovsky, every man is a bearer of an infinite artdgrated knowledge of the universe,
be it any variation of the objective truth, or betindividual experience; his long shot is a

tool to reveal the whole of the living being in @smplexity, duration and formation.

“3Deleuze The Movement-Imagé1.
4 Kennedy, 25.
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Tarkovsky forges a sophisticated concept of timehis symbolism, time is an
overwhelming substance, which creates existencasafadling into the real at all levels of
our imaginary. The scene in which Stalker and bimganions drive a small truck at the
beginning of their voyage takes several minutee Tamera follows the truck, and we
hear methodical knocking of the metal wheels onr#ils. The moment is a hypnotizing
one with the only action on the screen the truckimp the three worried men into the
mystery of the unknown. The close-ups suggest fachsin thought and in expectation;
fear and alienation is making them uncomfortablg, the way to the Zone gives them
enough time to stabilize their emotions. Everythivg need to know about the heroes is
now seen on their visages. The Professor is gazmgnd, as if fixing the objects of reality
by scrutinizing them in his professional scientifit@nner. The Writer is half asleep, the
melody of the metal knocking hypnotizes him, hergphis eyes several times to make
sure he is on the way, and falls back into a dreaneglitation. Suchanek says that
“Tarkovsky considers this voyage being the basiesseus symbol of the film, and
metaphorically speaking, from the moment when thekt moves on it stops at the very
heart of the Zone?®

It seems that the beginning of the voyage is thetrdangerous part of the way;
because they are full of fear: the fear of leauingir predictable, explicable world; the
three of them enter the zone of pure hope and iematity. Perhaps the final point of their
destination is the heart of their own spiritual lgoiThis could mean that they have to get
ready to meet téte-a-téte the darkest and mostmatiig parts of their own selves. The
illusion gradually disappears to be replaced bypghgsical manifestation of the illusion
and dream, which is the Zone itself. The greategnea of Tarkovsky’s art is to make the

viewer feel the ebb and flow of time in the filmhd& scene just described is highly

45 Suchanek, 198.
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persuasive — you no longer watch the picture bterats temporal and sensual density. A
viewer feels “the pressure of time in the shot’rkbasky, Sculpting in Timg the value of
each moment does not belong to the characters evers¢he screen, but is rather a new
space in which a viewer can circulate. In this I@hgt we can see three different men,
whose worlds are just now being transformed; a g&res/ encouraged to participate in their
discoveries. Supplying the scene with the entranaiifiect of the repetitious knocking of
the wheels plays a leading role in the creatioths affect. Herein lies the hidden energy
of the Tarkovskian ‘time-image’, which involves tivéewer with a great but invisible
force; this image teaches one to discover things,just merely follow the sequence of
scenes, but to look deep into them. As D.G. Mesays:

The distinctive time running through the shots nsakéhe
rhythm...rhythm is not determined by the lengthilaé edited pieces,
but by the pressure of the time that runs throbgmt'

Thus, the energy of time in Tarkovsky creates tksemece of his films. His time

materializes into some liquid, but dense substatieefourth dimension, which we cannot
touch or seen is now fully on our screens:

time materializes when there is a feeling of soinetlsignificant and
truthful that goes beyond the optical and soundasibns on the
screen. The audiovisual events depicted on theesceze merely
material indicators of something stretching outdoey the infinity of

the image — what Tarkovsky calls ‘pointers to lifEhus, a truly real
film stretches beyond the boundaries of its sounages, creating
more thoughts, ideas, than consciously put thetd@yilm-maker’’

This means that the film is not just a sequence@¥ing imagessStalkeris expanding its
temporal boundaries beyond the limits of mere mgm@tion, thus generating a

multiplicity of other realities.

4 D.G.Menard.
4"D.G.Menard.
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The dominant factor in Tarkovskian cinema, as $BeNlenard, is a dual or two-
way process in which a real film lives within tiroaly if time lives within it. A ‘real’ film
is like a living organism because it grows in foamd in meaning after leaving the editing
bench, detaching itself from authorial intent anidvaing itself to be experienced and
interpreted in individually personalized ways — oatike important moments in everyday
life*®.

Thus, Tarkovsky also liberates film from the donminpressure of the author. An
author shapes the story’s form and organizes theents by putting several shots together
in a specific order. However, the real meaning redpced and then perceived by the
viewers, in the process of moving within the bouretaof time in the film. The author
functions only as a mediator between the inneregysvf perceptions and values of the
viewers and the artistic realization of values fitra. He or she suggests a whole range of
possibilities and angles to make the viewer corafde in the space where anyone can
employ their individual imagination to superb effec

Furthermore,Stalker is not only a set of beautiful images, but alsepie
saturated by lyrics. The poems recited in the fdne written by Tarkovsky's father,
Arseny Tarkovsky, and Tjutchev — the famous Rusgaat from the Golden age of
Russian classical poetry; thus, the cultural dgrdithe film invites the viewer to feel the
rhythm and so perhaps to find an echo or resonianeach individual viewer’s interpretive
heart.

What Tarkovsky wants to show us is the extraorgingpportunities of the
spiritual world. Inner spirituality can be enrichégatough the exploration of the world. The
Writer and the Professor discover the hidden pa@ksntof the Zone in their own

consciousness. They found the wonders and hopelicch they have been searching.

“8D.G.Menard.
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However, the development of Stalker himself canrégarded as a story of spiritual
degradation for Tarkovsky himself when he says that

Stalkerin its form of expression approaches tragedss ttue that in
tragedy the hero has to die but | said ‘approacbesause this is not
a tragedy caused by death but by the complete ud¢istin of a
‘certain inner world’. This is after all a differething than tragedy.
There exists, however, the concept of catharseanding through
suffering, cleansing which is possible only in.ages, perhaps also
in life but always in the spiritual sphere. Thuswé are talking of
Stalkeras a tragedy of a certain individual, we are reigrhere to
the destruction of the inner world of the title chater. It would be
hard to say if he reaches a new spiritual levelyauld be more
appropriate to say this about Writer or Profed3or.

What Tarkovsky stresses here is Stalker's perstakire to persist in his belief; his
mission is to guide people towards the ‘becomibgt he was not potent enough to fight
human ignorance and mercantilism any longer. Stadkerendered himself to a sense of
apathy and despair too soon.

Stalker is a very complex, incredibly anti-typiaaiaracter; his name ‘stalker’
originates from the English noun, meaning ‘huntéddllower’ — and theoretically bears
certain signs of masculinity and strength. Howefaerjs the complete opposite. The initial
scenes of the film show us Stalker who is tryingegzape his half-demolished house
without being seen by his wife and daughter. Hilsl lbeead, with the signs of injuries or
iliness, provokes questions and compassion. Wrewife is awake and tries to dissuade
him from taking another trip to the Zone, he is @stnmute; long, concentrated close-ups
of Stalker throughout the whole film portray a weakd vulnerable creature, with a

suffering smile and sad wet eyes.

49 Andrey Tarkovsky, Interview “Intervista a Tarko¥ikvith Luisa Capo in_Scenarans. Marian Jurewicz.
“Achab” No. 4: 1980 (3), 119-127, 2008,
<http://www.acs.ucalgary.ca/~tstronds/nostalghia/ddmaT opics/Stalker/atscena.html
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Marc Le Fanu in the bookhe Cinema of Andrei Tarkovskjaims that in the
tradition of Western culture we tend to measure dharacters by their action; in other

words, the will to act and to fight serves as tleancriteria for the positive character.

But in late Tarkovsky we are met with somethingttban only be

described as an elevation of powerlessness, dityo&iiconventional

action, a quietism. What is weak is good: hardnesdosest to death
[...] The word ‘weak’ appears to be deployed withpeasal meaning
attached to it — the meaning, perhaps, that weifiidbstoevsky rather
than in Chekhov [...] Weakness is strength is Dostkev— a

contradiction, not after all, paradoxical to Chesas>°

Furthermore, Tarkovsky’s camera looks at Kaidang\Skalker) not as though he were an
actor declaiming portentous lines, but as thoughwkes a unique, weathered, sculpted
creature. His shaven head suggests suffering, witbomposing that suffering into a

gesture of pathos. Stalker’s vulnerability resissng pinned down. For Marc Le Fanu

[...] He is muscular, but at the same time ‘neurgtroasculine, but
with feminine characteristics. In sum, he is opaaue ungraspabfé.

Weakness for Stalker is a virtue; he is almostigiirland scared all the time; he is
disturbing our sensations, because we expect tige ga the Zone to be a brave and
experienced pathfinder, a hero. Stalker instedddisig behind the backs of his followers;
he is almost hysterical when he warns them ab@utiimgers of the Zone; it is evident that
he is the one who is the most scared, almostigadrify what he has already experienced.
Such vulnerability and girlishness is a way of ‘t@ing’. What is interesting
aboutStalkeris that in this film Tarkovsky is exploring the @gtion of de-subjectification.
Subjectivity as a dominant concept of Western ization was challenged by Deleuze,
who suggested different alternative concepts. Barlbd Kennedy concludes that fixed
identity and teleological order are replaced bjua 6f multiple ‘becomings’. To Deleuze,

‘becomings’ are the process of desire, and the tbemoming’ cannot be explained as a

¥ Mark Le FanuThe Cinema of Andrei Tarkovsiyondon: BFI, 1987) 85.
*l Le FanuThe Cinema of Andrei Tarkovsig7-98.
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purely natural or biological thing. Deleuze suggesther that ‘becomings’ are molecular.
‘becomings’ are seen as ‘affects’ and it is thessuhing of subjectivity through the notion
of a material ‘affect’ that is central to a neothetics of the cinemati¢? Later, Kennedy
quotes Deleuze and Guattari:

All ‘becomings’ are molecular. That is because temg’ is not to

imitate or identify with something or someone. [‘bgcoming’ is to

extract particles between which one establishes rdlations of

movement and rest, speed and slowness that amstkoswhat one is
‘becoming’, and through which one becomes. Thighis sense in
which ‘becoming’ is the process of desire. (Deleard Guattari, gtd.
in Kennedy, 88)

Likewise, Stalker should not be regarded as a pergth certain goals and wishes; he is

instead a ‘becoming’. Through the powers of Stadkdrody, other people establish
relations with the powers of the Zone; he is a cotal of others’ desire to explore the
unknown, to explore the Other, where certainly, @teer — or the Zone, is the zone of
proximity. It is the closeness of one’s wishes dedires; by establishing the link between
the two, Stalker is the ‘becoming’. He is not aefixsubjectivity, because as Kennedy
states ‘becoming’ is a flow of intensity that opfesoutside subjectivity? She argues that

‘becoming’ “is a process of immanence, a descniptid a processual experience of the
‘affect’, as opposed to the subje¥t”thus Stalker as a ‘becoming’, produces a key for
other possible ‘becomings’. Through the process ‘Ecoming’ he is capable of
transforming his individual pursuit into the trapsi@ation of energies to other people.
Stalker’s vulnerability is a manifestation of higsseptibility to the powers of the Other,

which is the Zone and life itself, and he is thee da transfer the joys of life to other

people. That is why a ‘becoming’ that “serves tdirde life’'s ephemerality, life’s

2 Kennedy, 87-89.
3 Kennedy, 99.
>4 Kennedy, 99.
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ineluctability and sheer vibrancy or rhythmic mowe force and dynamisi¥is the
right word to describe Stalker.

In Stalker the Writer in his monologue says there is no &ranything particular
in which to believe in this world; everything has proper rational explanation and can be
mathematically calculated; there are no goblinsl e Bermuda triangle does not exist.
He goes to the Zone to get some proof that ther@tkists and he can touch it physically.
Stalker survives by the process of ‘becoming’, wHiis perceived as a molecular process
[...] which break[s] down the binary aggregation&The affirmation of life itself through
the experience of intensities and ‘affects’ is &gk form of gift; the shockwaves of the
universe pass through his bodye super-rational capitalistic world in which tiAériter
lives is a world of very fixed identities; the Zorier him is an embodiment of the
alternative world, and Stalker by ‘becoming’ ledts Writer to a certain destabilization
and reformulation of his existence.

For Stalker, the ‘becoming’ is then the realm of paly ‘the pre-personal’ but
also the affective, the transitivist and the fusiorPeople no longer believe in miracles.
Writers and Professors live in the universe ofdixialectical identities where everything
is marked and classified. But Stalker is the one il keeps the knowledge of the Other;
he still resists standardization and ultra-ratiamaj this makes his body full of life; the
‘affects’ and intensities which are capable of digring the wonders of life. His mission
Is to oppose the limits of the surrounding worldreyealing the Zone to other people. The
mystery of the Room overcomes the boundaries dafitipaal kinds of rationality; by
pointing it out Stalker goes beyond habitual orgation and opens up multiple new

connections.

% Kennedy, 105.
* Kennedy, 92.
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Moreover, the mysterious Room in the Zone also sesmume explanation. It
actually functions as the Deleuzian “body withouggans” (Deleuze and Guattar\
Thousand Plateai4.50), which is explained by Pisters, as the foiiy:

BwO is a body that challenges or resists single fatetl identities.
Deleuze and Guattari define the full BwO as a bpdpulated with
intensities (life) and multiplicities. The BwO doe®t oppose the
organs: it opposes the limits of the organism arakem multiple
connections that go beyond the organism’s orgapizaas it is
traditionally defined’

In other words, the Room is a nerve centre of litemiraculous ability to grant wishes is

nothing more than a capacity to achieve somethaygpiid the limits of organic structures

and the social establishment. By uncovering sedsingossible forces to its visitors, the

Room fuses their minds, stretches their indivigqa@kers beyond known boundaries.
Kennedy comments on Deleuze:

The concept of the ‘body without organs’ is anragieto denaturalise
the body. Rather than see the body as a corpdesaéat, Deleuze and
Guattari describe the body as a set of varioudtyrined ‘speeds’ and
‘intensities’. It is conceived in relation to othbodies, particles of
other bodies and entities. [...] This body withougams is not a place
or a scene or an actual ‘body’. The body withogamis is a field for
the production of the process of desire. It is whateuze calls the
‘plane of consistency’ or ‘plane of immanence’ aposed to the plane
of organisation®

The mysterious Room grants people who can reattreit innermost wishes. Is it not a
‘field for the production of the process of destr@he story of Porcupine told in the film
talks about one of the first stalkers to the Zdrercupine; in one of the voyages to the
Zone, he lost his brother. Therefore, he went & Room to make a wish to revive his
brother; it did not as the Zone grants only thestwishes. Whatever you ask — is of less

importance; only your real dreams and passionscoare true. So, when Porcupine came

" Kennedy, 110.
8 Kennedy, 97-99.
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back, he found himself phenomenally rich. He caudd bear this burden of not-knowing
himself well enough; the realization of his deeprah@lienation from real human values
and general spiritual corruption lead him to swacid

The intensities and ‘actual bodies’ cannot be fdoby the banalities of the
surrounding world. This is the tale Tarkovsky wahte tell. The Room is “a field for the
production of the process of desire”, which mednsan never be fooled by the ‘molar’
pseudo- and so only half-intensities. And “it isailgh the ‘body without organs’ that
sensation is assessable, through the pre-subjestate of materiality. The essence of
sensation is rhythm, and the three compounds ofasem are imbricated through
rhythm.”® So, the Zone, the Room and Stalker himself radatd consist of the
sensations of rhythm, which they try to delivethose fixed subjectivities who endure an
inability to feel the waves of the universe.

What is more important is that Tarkovsky createss¢hnew sensations with the
cinematic body of his film itself. His unprecedehtieel for rhythm and ‘of the internal
rhythm of the shot’ serves the same function. Thyhmical assemblage of his shots and
the technical harmony of his editing techniquesat@ea new type of cinematic truth
divorced from traditional modes of cinematic repreation.

Stalkerseems created beyond any customary system; thefibids most typical
representational rules, thus creating a set of @magt rooted in one single representation,
but available for transformations of every indivadluwviewer participant of the film.
Tarkovsky suggests a new concept where there itharea god, nor is there any
recognizable system of dominating values. All tladues are just found in the film and
constructed in the consciousness of the viewerke&tis promoting his belief in the

magic of the Room; Writer and Professor are atsg,land no present God is guiding any

%9 Kennedy, 113.
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of the three character’s actions, and the viewexrgust perfectly situated to give their own
meanings to what they perceive on the screen. ohhething that pervades the film is the
vulnerability and uniqueness of the inner worldaofy human being. The belief in your
own sources, in the strength of individual effartidope is the main idea of the film.

Thus, ‘sculpting in time’ can also be called anependent montage technique.
Andrei Tarkovsky believed that each director has dni her own aesthetic and personal
sense of time, which creates new sensations ofige&he very happening of the ‘time-
image’ on the screen is not restricted to the dderm shots. Hence the ‘time-image’ is
not necessarily a cinema governed by long takelough it can be — but a broader,

philosophical separation from the ‘movement-imade’.

2.2Nostalghia

In many respect$\ostalghia(1983,Hocmanveus), is a very autobiographical film
where Tarkovsky starts discussing the themes toatied him when he found himself in
exile, away from RussidNostalghiadeals with the questions that are also explicihis
last film, The Sacrific1986), which | shall discuss later.

Nostalghiaconcerns a Soviet musicologist and poet AndrecGakov (played by
Oleg Yankovky) who is researching the life of thghteenth-century Russian composer
Pavel Sosnovsky. According to James Macgillivréng story of Pavel Sosnovsky in the
film serves as an example of a narrative devicesknasmise en abyme condition in a
work of art where a fragment of the work replicaiasminiature, the entire composition of

the work; but what is unique about this film, Mdbgiay reports, is that Sosnovsky’s

®D.G. Menard.
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story mirrors Gorchakov’'s story and finally leads back to the personal story of
Tarkovsky himself®

Pavel Sosnovsky was a distinguished composer wie avaerf in eighteenth-
century Tsarist Russia; he left Russia and gaintginational success as a musician away
from his homeland. However, he could not overcongeféeling of nostalgia and despair,
so he came back to his feudal master where hisedgipn was reinforced by alcohol
addiction. Finally, he committed suicide.

During his stay in ltaly, Andrei is sick of the big of the omnipresent,
universally acknowledged beauty of the Renaissameas no longer gathering facts about
Sosnovky’s life; what is bothering him most of &l the growing alienation from the
present reality where he is divorced from his horhis, wife, his black-and-white
experiences of beauty. The scene in the churchremedrei refuses to go, on the hills of
Tuscany, Eugenia goes to the church alone in otdesee Pierra della Francesca’'s
Madonna of Childbirth the fresco is believed to grant miracles for thego ask. This
scene in the church is shot with an extreme exp@Essss of colours. The light from the
candles lights the whole space as if from insites $oft but saturated light fills the frame.
Everything in the church is made of light; the sfnbeauty of the interiors, the bright
light of the candles fills in the screen with iedsictive attraction.

Eugenia is there, tall and almost vulgarly beautivith her wonderful naughty
red hair, standing motionlessly and gazing insiie.Macgillivray suggests, Tarkovsky
imagines the scene of the pilgrims, women, who ctomask theMadonna of Childbirtito
give them a chil? Eugenia remains indifferent to the procedure, isheot moved, and
does not share their belief. The priest asks hé&arte herself, so she makes an attempt to

kneel down. But she fails; she just leaves the a@huEugenia’s persistence in her dis-

®1 James MacgillivrayAndrei Tarkovsky's Madonna del Par008,
http://www.acs.ucalgary.ca/~tstronds/nostalghia/ddmaT opics/Piero.html
%2 Macgillivray.
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belief and her spiritual ignorance is later juxtsga to the searches of Domenico and
Andrei, and Alexander iThe Sacrifice In Eugenia, Tarkovsky, creates a rather shallow
character; she is deprived of intellectual depthl dner existence seems absolutely
meaningless. Even her womanhood is questioned Isuperficial emphasis on her
sensuality and seducing eroticism: in the Tarkauskiniverse a true woman is closely
connected with the family. True womanhood is aokievoy a woman’s capability to
maintain family ties. So, Eugenia lacks the powewomanhood and, even more, in her
life without belief she does not strive for thetogation of belief, which is the only way to
accomplish salvation for many a Tarkovsky character

It must also be said that Andrei himself is contubg Eugenia’s passionate but
uninteresting character. His mind is tired of hetifiaial shine; Eugenia is sexually
attractive, she is seducing him, but her womanheddr Andrei false and unconvincing.
On the one hand, he is tortured by her physicalne@égm, he is obviously attracted by her
impressive surface look; but on the other handniisd belongs somewhere else, to his
black-and-white home and to his wife with the amsiobig eyes. He longs for the
reconciliation of the two women; in his imaginatibe unites them together. There is a
vision where his wife and Eugenia are embracindy edleer; so he does not have to choose
anymore. However, this can never happen, so hes logerest in the wonderful Italian
interpreter, and more and more often has the \8sobrthis wife.

Tarkovsky stresses the contrast between the vagengitessive beauty of Italian
architecture, women, nature and the melancholicowert, mute beauty of Russian life.
For example, the scene in the churched, describdukifollowing passage is followed by
the view of the Russian landscape. The preoccupatitth light is lost in Russian
melancholy. Andrei’s visions, in which he seesépesodes from his childhood intervened

with the memories from his later life, are shoblack-and-white. Tarkovsky is obviously
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contrasting these two sets of images to point lo@tstraightforwardness and plainness of
the Italian bright beauty, Eugenia, who is no langeeresting for Andrei.

What is impressive in the Tarkovskian creative wad his ability to break the
narrative line by melding the reality and vision@geudo-reality together. As Pisters says
in her book

when the virtuality and possibility of time becorpart of the actual
image, when the presented becomes at the sameashand future, it is
more difficult to say what distinguishes the reahf the imaginary or to
tell the difference between true or false. Whetbasclassic movement-
image does everything possible to avoid foolinggpectator, this is not
the case with the time-image: false cuts, aberraowements, never-
explained gaps in the narration, they all make @nah open up to the
virtual (and the possible) and at the same timeentekh impossible to
grasp: we can only guess what happens betweenghmfafter®®

The above applies tblostalghia where as in all Tarkovsky-films, a break with wia
happening on the screen never occurs; what wesgbe continuing, highly plastic flow of
time (time as a manifestation of subjective/objextieality/presence) uninterrupted by the
narrative limits.

There are more episodes in the film that illustiBaekovsky's idea of ‘sculpting
in time’. He believed that ‘the internal rhythm tfe shot’ constructs the aesthetic and
semantic tension of a film. His theory of montagenieant to give film what he believed is
the most prominent feature of film as an art formone of his interviews, Tarkovsky said:

None of the art forms can be compared with theefodirectness ...
with which cinematography delivers the sensatiofacf and .... living

and changing in tim&

& pisters, 84.

% Hu oxro HCKYCCTBO HE MOYET CPAaBHUTHCS ¢ KHHEMAaTOrpagoM B TOH CHJIe, TOYHOCTH U JKECTKOCTH, C
KaKMMH OH TepeaaeT omymeHne Gaxra u (akTyphl, )KUBYITUX U MEHSIOIIUXCS BO BpEMEHH. Trans. my own.
Amnppeii. TapkoBckwuii, 3aneuamaennoe spems. 2008,
<http://www.tarkovsky.net.ru/stalker/word/tarkovskyne.php>.
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For Tarkovsky, cinema is the first and the mosed@ffe tool one can use in his constant
attempt to understand what time is, to get closéiné solution: how time can be measured.
This is what he says about film:

A new aesthetic principle was born. This princigehe fact that for
the first time in the history of art, for the firstne in the history of the
humankind a man has found a way to ... capture tidwed
simultaneously — a possibility to reproduce thevflaf this time on the
screen an unlimited number of times; repeat iyrreto it. A man got
into his hands a matrix of real time. Time, seed fixed, can now be
saved in the metal boxe for a long time (theoréticaforever)®

This has much in common with Deleuzian ideas of‘tinee-image’ as a signifier of the
arrival of a true cinematic image after the Sec@vidrld War, or even more precisely,
following Orson Welles’s 1941-filmCitizen Kane

Tarkovsky believed that the power of the cinematpfrconsists in that film time
is taken in real and in indivisible connection witfile matter of reality itself, which
surrounds us every hour of our individual life:

Finally, the cinematic image is a manifestationhaf life facts in time,
which is organized according to the forms of lifgelf and its laws of
temporality. The observations are subject to sielectbecause we
leave on the celluloid only the information whighan eligible part of
the image. Furthermore, the cinematic image cabeotivided and
divide into parts contrary to its temporal natwe, cannot exclude the
flowing time out of it. The image can become a puptnematic one
(out of all the others) only under the strict cdiugti that it lives in time

and that time lives in it, starting with every dimghot®

85 Poicst HOBBIIA dcTeTHYECKHUIT AL, [IPUHIKAI 9TOT 3aK/IF0YAETCS B TOM, YTO BIICPBBIC B HCTOPUH
UCKYCCTBA, BIIEPBBIE B HCTOPHUH KYJILTYPHI YEJIOBEK HAILE CIOCO0 HEMOCPEACTBEHHO 3areyanieTs Bpems. 1
OJJHOBPEMEHHO — BO3MOYKHOCTh CKOJIBKO YTOJHO Pa3 BOCIIPOM3BECTH MPOTEKAHUE 3TOIO BPEMEHH Ha SKpaHe,
HOBTOPUTH €T0, BEPHYTHCS K HEMYIO UEIOBEK MOTYyYHI B CBOM PYKH MaTPHILY PEATLHOTO BPEMEHH.
VBueHHOE U 3aQUKCUPOBAHHOE, BPEM CMOTJIO TEMEPh OBITH COXPAHEHHBIM B METAIIMYECKUX KOPOOKaxX
HaoJro (Teoperryecku —GeckonedHo). Transl. my ownTapkoBcKuii.

® Mrak, kuHOOOpA3 B OCHOBE CBOCH €CTh HAGIIONCHIE KU3HEHHBIX (DAKTOB BO BPEMEHH, OPraHH30BAHHOE B
COOTBETCTBHH ¢ (POPMaMK CaMOM YKU3HH M C €€ BPEMEHHBIMU 3aKOHAaMH. HabJiroeHus o uiexar otoopy;
BElb Mbl OCTABJIIEM Ha IUIEHKE TOJIBKO TO, YTO UMEET IPABO ObITh CliaraeMbiMu 00pasa. Ipu aTom
KuHeMarorpadguueckuil 00pa3 Helb3sl IEIUTh U YWIEHUTh BPa3pes € €ro BPEMEHHON NPHUPOIOH, HENb3s
U3TOHATH U3 HErO TeKyIlee BpeMs. O0pa3 CTaHOBUTCSA MOIMHHO KMHEMATOrpahuyecKuM Ipu ToM (cpeau
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The impossibility to separate the image from thewflof time characterizes the
Tarkovskian cinematic method. For those who shéee gpiritual autonomy of the
Tarkovskian cinematic imag@lostalghiapresents an indivisible whole. Its density is not
interrupted even by editing from one scene to arothhe internal energy and fluidity of
each shot and each frame fall into the stream dfitat@n and identification with the main
character. This effect is achieved mostly by thehméque of gradual, non-narrative
transformations of reality into the dreams and uingatates of Andrei’s mind.

In the time-image, the duration of time, which impl change and
‘becoming’, provokes undecidable alternatives amexkplicable differences
between true and false. Real and imaginary becomedeaidable
alternatives, and difference between true and fatssome unexplicable.
Falsifying the narration frees itself from the gyatof judgmen’

The Tarkovskian cinematic method provides a pertaoe-image’ where it is no longer
possible to define the true and the false, to sépaeality from imagination, to say what is
right and what is wrong. For in his films theren place for any comprehensive system of
values, everything is subjected to constant reuetan and re-interpretation.

After Andrei and Eugenia visit the church with thhesco of Madonna, both of
them arrive at the hotel. Andrei goes to his rowamich reminds one of Stalker’'s house: a
bed in the center of the frame, a window on thedetl a door to the bathroom to the right;
there is a gloomy atmosphere, almost darkness,bsifsaturated colours; there are two
distinct paths of light coming from the bathroondahe window. The camera is still and
perfectly silent, showing the room and Andrei’sufig on the bed; he is sitting motionless,
almost paralyzed with an unspeakable inner drareaisHaying down on the bed. The
sound of the dropping water is filling the room hwvits repetitive softness; a dog from

Andrei’'s memories comes out of the bathroom arsdretar Andrei’s legs. There is nothing

BCEX TPOYNX) 00S3aTELHOM YCIOBHH, UTO HE TOJBKO OH JKMBET BO BPEMCHH, HO U ITO BPEMs KMBET B HEM,
HAaYMHAs C OTAENIBHO B3ATOrO Kajapa. Transl. my ownTapkoBCKuii.
®' pisters, 84.
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in the work of the camera or of the soundtrack thatild imply the absolute impossibility
of the dog’s presence in the room whose appearanec®t regulated by logic or by
common sense; it is dictated by Andrei’'s deep nadlaly; Andrei’'s dog does not exist
here in this world, but we see it on the screeif iadelongs to the captured filmic reality.
Because reality for Tarkovsky is never an exactldvaf words and mathematics, its
complex originality is made of man’s ability to ate and to believe in its own time.

The ‘time-image’, to paraphrase Deleuze, alwaysthaspoles: the virtual and
the actudf. However, it is rather difficult to define the lierline between the two; so, as
Rodowick says in his book, “The image-crystal igastized by relations of indiscernibility
— between the actual and virtual, physical and alent real and imaginary® Rodowick
also insists that this point of unreadability is faocess that both deepens our
understanding of objects and events and widensaooess to circuits of remembered
experience in a mutual interpenetration of memoxy matter”’

Back to Nostalghia the dog is now on the floor, motionless, sharihg
melancholy of its master; Andrei’'s head is in thenfe, and we see a woman, a dark-haired
woman; she is his wife and within the next few n@sushe is embracing another woman
who appeared just a few days ago in his life, EiagdBoth of them are smiling, reconciled
both with each other and with Andrei’s conscieridee Tarkovskian method is technically
perfect in this sequence; he erases the factudedore between the two different states of
mind, two different realities represented on theean. His object and his subject merge
into the single flow of time. The vision of Andreivife is never interrupted by the formal
or technical cut, it is instead edited in a dekcagy to create a feeling of an uninterrupted
spiritual state of mind. It is important that Andies never stopped thinking about his

family; his life in Italy was not divided into th&tage of forgetfulness of what is left and

% DeleuzeThe Time-Images8.
%9 Rodowick, 94.
O Rodowick, 92.
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also reminiscing about the past life. Andrei isaiconstant disharmony with himself and
with the surrounding world. The thoughts aboutwif® do not occur to him, neither does
time in the shot, because they are living withimhihey inhabit his soul. That is why the
transition between reality and a visionary worlds invisible in Tarkovsky; he has to
stress the absolute absorption of Andrei's mindhbby his past life and present
unsatisfaction and sadness.

The image of his wife is alive for Andrei, whichwhy film as a medium must
communicate this sensation to the audience. Takiyoashieves his goal. Later in the film,
we see Andrei’s wife laying in his bed, she is piaag, obviously as she was a few years
ago; but now on the screen, which is in Andrei'sl @m our minds, she is in his bed. In
another scene, he is hallucinating about her hgdmis voice, and then a moment later he
hears her calling his name in his hotel room. The ‘crystal-image’ par excellence, for as

Deleuze puts it,

In fact the crystal constantly exchanges the tvabirdit images which

constitute it, the actual image of the present whasses and the
virtual image of the past which is preserved: ddtiand yet

indiscernible, and all the more indiscernible beeadistinct, because
we do not know which is one and which is the ofher.

What could seem to an unexperienced viewer a totaflusion of thoughts and memory is
in fact a good example of the unity of our sensetim a living and ever-changing whole.
Cinematic temporality becomes a means of expresggssential omnipresence and
liquidity.

Additional important themes raised in this film luge the concepts of sacrifice
and madness, which also constitute the dominamhdtie features of Tarkovsky’'s next

film, The Sacrific§1986).

" DeleuzeThe Time-Image81.
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In Nostalghia Andrei and Eugenia visit the hot springs poolSof Catherine in
Bagno Vignoni, where Andrei meets an eccentric mith named Domenico (played by
Erland Josephon, who also plays AlexandeFhe Sacrificg Andrei learns that Domenico
is considered a madman who imprisoned his own fafail seven years in an apocalyptic
delusion. Strangely, Domenico has the same dognakef has, and they have a similar
almost a-social outlook and behavior. First, whard®i wants to arrange a meeting he
asks Eugenia to talk to the old man, but Domengfases to talk to him. However, later
when Andrei is alone, Domenico invites him to hisise. The scene in this half abandoned
house, which now reminds one of a shelter for tlwstndesperate, is one of the most
profound in the film; it gives the key to the unstanding of the mutual resistance and
affection between Andrei and Domenico.

Suchanek speaks about the importance of the deepous and spiritual
involvement in Nostalghia. Andrei meets Domenico and is finally illuminateg the
spiritual truth about his own life and by the coeyty of art; the house itself is full of
Tarkovskian symbolism, which we have already ent&nea in other Tarkovsky’s films.
As in Stalkerand inSolaris the rain is falling inside the house, throughribef. The place
itself is abandoned and mysterious; just as allather Tarkovskian interiors, this one is
highly stylized. The ruined walls keep no signdifaf except of the pair of lonely pictures
on the walls, and a big mirror in the corner of them. The scene is accompanied by
classic music, the choir. Here, Domenico confes$éss attempt to spare his family from
the dying world, and shares bread and wine withr@ndt this moment, according to
Suchanek, Domenico says one of the fundamentdistift the film: one drop and another
drop do not make two drops, but one — a bigger ©here is also an inscription written on

the wall: 1+1=12

2 Suchanek, 227.
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Andrey entered the temporal space, which is higigyitual. He is

here present with himself, and with everything whimakes him an
authentic reality of existence. The Eternity. Yawdane, bread and
wine, sin and conciliation, body and spirit, deatfd life, everything is
one, indivisible. Everything relates to everythibgcause everything
originates from the single point of eternfty.

It seems a crucial moment in Andrei’'s understandihgimself and of his own individual
spiritual devastation. However, he will need somegetto achieve a realization of these
discoveries. Domenico asks him to perform a bizaask: to cross the pool of St.
Catherine with a lighted candle, which should bpaa of a greater redemptive design.
Other people living there consider him insane andld not allow him to do this. Andrei
is skeptical about this idea, but takes the camdllle him, and is obviously intrigued by
such an odd task. The idea of crossing the podh witlit candle seems absurd and
meaningless; however, it possesses a special valderstood in Deleuzian terms again as
“a pure optical and sound situation”:

Suppose a character finds himself in a situati@uydver ordinary or
extraordinary, that's beyond any possible actiontoowhich he can't
react. It's too powerful, or too painful, or tooaagiful. The sensory-
motor link’s broken. He’s no longer in a sensorytonaituation but in
a purely optical and aural situatiéh.

The absence of a usual cause-effect link and ofratignal explanation in the idea of
candle-carrying makes it a Deleuzian ‘pure optasad sound situation’.

When Domenico is talking to Andrei, Andrei is impsed: he is speechless and
almost paralyzed with confusion and with enlighteninat the same time. To convey the
depth of this emotional daze, Tarkovsky has to atgeon another technical and semantic
level of film-making. InNostalghia,the characters follow an at times inexplicable but

essential exploration of the self; in so doing, éx@eriment to discover true meaning is

3 Suchanek, 240.
" DeleuzeThe Time-Image51.
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conducted in an atmosphere of paralyzing inactiwh @ extreme forms of self-doubt. In
this respecNostalghiais a purely ‘time-image’ film, Flaxman says:

Situations lose their objective assurance, heneethergence of pure
optical and sonic images that have been delinkenmn frthe
chronological series of the present, cut off frowion extension, from
action. Indeed, the characters of modern cinemanarlnger those
who act, but rather those who see. Modern cinenpopailated by a
‘new race of characters’ who are compelled to vagnthe world, yet
who are entirely unsure of what they witness, losthe thrall of an
‘uncertainty principle’ [...] These characters arestgnaries’ [...] a
film is wedded to a wandering movement in whichthimg or nothing
can happe”®

Domenico’s action when he imprisoned his familyes fyears ago, left him even more
disillusioned and despairing; Andrei’s action to tgoltaly led to his total nervous break
down. Now, the abovementioned ‘crystalline naredtiof their post-action lives places
them outside of the subjective reality in the warfchon-action.

Andrei leaves the village and is planning to ledaty. However, just before
entering the taxi cab he realizes that he haslfdl fus individual goal; he realizes the
meaning of Domenico’s message. So he returns tpdbk lights up the candle, and tries
to cross the pool with the lighted candle. The #ais1 every time blown by the wind, but
he persists in this meaningless almost absurdratitiat the end of the eighth minute of
the scene he collapses on the stairs of the pool.

This candle-carrying is not an action; it is a nussof a Deleuzian ‘time-image’
character as a “wanderer” to find the resolutionvitnich he has so long been searching.
There is ‘anything and nothing’ happening on theaa at the same time; by carrying the
candle, he commits the final act of redemption Hothhimself and for everyone else. It is
an aesthetic and spiritual culmination of his pead@nd artistic life, which could never be

fulfilled without this last redemptive act. Deleuzays:

S Flaxman, 31.
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The modern fact is that we no longer believe is thorld. We do not
believe in the events which happen to us, lovethdga.] The link
between the man and the world is broken. Henceftinth link must
become an object of belief: it is impossible whazm only be restored
within a faith [...] The cinema must film, not the day but belief in
this world, our only link. [...] Restoring our beligf the world — is the
power of modern cinema (when it stops being bad)ethver we are
Christians or atheists, in our universal schizopi@ewe need reasons
to believe in this world’®

Certainly this is true about Andrei; in his destie nihilism he was looking for belief,
and Domenico was the one who experienced the skofmess from life and finally was
able to restore his belief. Moreover, he did ndtieee this enlightenment by means of
empirical knowledge, but by committing an act ofreme internal and immanent power.
Andrei finally gains reconciliation with his innperson.

At the same time, Domenico goes to Rome where belel@ to burn himself on
the monument of Marcus Aurelius on the horse. Resfart gathering on the square just to
observe indifferently a man burning himself to thedthe way this crowd is placed on the
steps of the monument, in the street, has mucbnmmuon construction-wise with the way
Alain Resnais places his peopleliast Year at MarienbadTheir complete impersonal,
abstract outlook reminds us of their total indiéiece and, to neologize a little bit, their
observational-ism. Domenico commits an act uttextpmprehensible for others, but filled
with deep inner energy. It has much in common itbther character — AlexanderTihe
Sacrifice which I will examine below.

Marc Le Fanu asks whether this strange act ofmeliing by Domenico that
unites with a serious and delightful hope for huityais in any sense good:Nostalghig
has its fair share of silence and contemplationreH€arkovsky's camera, restlessly

moving over nature and stone and human physiogn@rgyes an inexpressible discourse

® DeleuzeThe Time-Imagel71-72.
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beyond ethics™ Tarkovsky manages to infuse objects, “[A]s theyeage on the screen,
nature and landscape seem to take on a historyeaming, a vibration [...] It is too

mastered to be wholly unhappt?.

2.3The Sacrifice

Another important leitmotif in Tarkovskian aestlestis the idea of a borderless
existence in the state of spiritual unity. His flrare labyrinths of dreams where there are
no entryways to any particular reality. Each rgabktjust a construction of multiple layers
of dreams, of nightmares, of wishes and of padlahpses of a real world. But, as a
director, Tarkovsky tries to establish this vulidealine of connection (or, even more
precisely, disconnection) and to erase boundamiesyorld is an amalgam of fantasies and
reality.

In his last film,The Sacrifice (Offret)produced in Sweden, in 1986, the stylistic
method of a dreamy reality certainly plays the magbe in understanding the meaning of
the film as a whole.

The Sacrificeis about an aging actor, Alexander, brillianthay#d by Erland
Josephson, who is in a personal crisis; he islussined and pessimistic. Alexander is
shown in the surroundings of his house; the hotssdf is given a special significance in
the film. A highly stylized interior of the two-sted building, full of doorways, odd
corners and open windows; wooden furniture and s;adee celluloid itself exhales the
smell of his house. The rooms are spacious aneehgtty; the curtains of the windows are
flying in the wind — and the dresses worn by Aleders wife and his teenage daughter

seem made of the same cloth. The camera gracemales around in the space of these

"Le Fanu, 122.
8 Le Fanu, 122.
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rooms, echoing the sound of the heels on the wopdeguet, capturing the baroque poses
of the human shapes. Alexander’s wife and daugiredressed in sophisticated, baroque-
like garments; their postures seem copied fromduagaintings: full of the antagonism of
sudden tension and constant conciliation. Theiedaare shot in a bizarre repulsive angle —
in contrast with other of Tarkovsky’s female chaeas, these two do not bear the habitual
signs of Tarkovskian women. They share the shak®srof Eugenia. In his universe a
woman is often a sacred creature; she is a motliech means she is the one who holds
the family together. Infhe Sacrifice Tarkovsky is losing this faith in salvation thghu
family ties; Alexander’s wife and his daughter € #ight-minded and aloof; Alexander is
obviously left téte-a-téte with his problems. Hesigfering the break with his wife who is
flirting with their family friend; perhap3he Sacrificeis a story of Alexander’'s personal
crisis as a husband and as a father.

The Sacrificeexamines too many contemporary philosophical gmisl Deleuze
challenges existing concepts of representation“@mehanence”; he presents a critique of
Freud’'s and of Jacques Lacan’s notion of desiréciwis of course based on the idea of an
absence; as Pisters claims, desire in the Fredudieanian interpretation is a lack, an
absence of the original wholeness, which is losinediately when the subject enters
society. However, she claims that the Deleuzian @uodttarian philosophy creates a new
conceptual understanding of desire:

desire is not based on lack and the absence aiginal perfect but on
an impossible whole or dangerous void-like neggtivMoreover,
desire is never related to an object. Rather, éasira fundamental
wish to live and to preserve life by connectinghagind relating those
things and persona that give us joy, that is, if@tease our power to
act [...] desire is not based on negativity and ldmk, it is positive

desire to make connectiofis.

9 pisters, 20-21.
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Consider for instance how ifhe SacrificeAlexander’s bargain with God is his desperate
desire to “live and to preserve life” (Pisters, .2@jter the announcement of a nuclear war,
when suddenly it became clear that there could deescue of the planet covered by
nuclear dust, Alexander addressed a supreme beingrayer — a wish to preserve life for
those who are near and dear to him — is the rdbnge of the film; in order to save their
lives he makes the sacrifice. Alexander offers @ixdlife, his belongings, his reputation
and his social life, to wake up in the world withdle threat of nuclear war.

The ambiguity of his decision is that his sacrifisenot a personal deal; in his
bargain, he is actually manipulating the lives thfes people. By renouncing everything he
has renounced, he involves other people without thi#l; this is the main question in
which Tarkovsky is interested. God keeps his wam] when Alexander wakes up he
finds himself in a normal world, where there aresigns of the previous terrifying night.
Alexander has to keep his word as well — so he 9ohia house and as a consequence
allows himself to be taken to the asylum.

His sanity and his social and personal life arephee of his sacrifice, but if we
look at Deleuze and in so many ways also his keguysor, Benedictus de Spinoza:

to be joyful is to desire connections that areteslato affirmative
powers, not to the negative ones. (Spinoza qtRigters, 20)

| think the foregoing is crucial for the understangdof Alexander’s decision: for him a

return to normal life means to be back to the farthiat is breaking apart, to the life he
belongs to no more. In his broken family, he wadamger able to accumulate affirmative
powers; obviously, his professional life did novegihim any satisfaction. To stop this
suicidal machine, to break the lines of escape walitthese negative powers in his life, he
chooses life without himself, which is for me prblyathe greatest manifestation of ‘pure

desire’.
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Alexander’s sacrifice is made possible through ale/hset of physical, body
connections. After his prayer-vow, Otto, the postienters the room and tells Alexander
that he can make his sacrifice by sleeping with ystetious foreigner, an Icelandic
woman, Maria. According to Kennedy, in his philosgeleuze suggests a creative and
innovative perception of the body

the relational quality of the bodies, the linkagéshe human body to
other bodies, human and inhuman, animate and irsde@jnmachinic
and non-machinic in a post-human trajectSry.

This leads us to the idea that the sexual comaglied in the film is also important on the
universal level. Maria’s body leads Alexander te tiody of Christianity and to the body

of the whole planet:

[the concept] Body [...] has a new and fluid dimensiwhich
encompasses all individuated, social, cultural afféctive spaces.
This is a reformulation of life as ‘body’ — body . It is ‘intensity’
and ‘affect’ which molecularly constitute this Bodflife.®*

Alexander is gaining life in his body experimertigtintensities of his flesh and blood
promise him a new life on Earth. Kennedy says thadies can also be defined as
“complex forces and intensities that coagulate,illate and imbricate, as machinic
assemblages of the molecuf&r= which is why this physical contact serves agualrof
enlightenment for Alexander in his striving to fisdme superior energy, such as that
which a God represents. Relatedly, Pisters says:

A body for Spinoza, consists of powers and affects of movements
and rest [...] the affect of love in terms of joy:tribe union with the
loved object, but joy, accompanied by the idea rofeaternal cause
[...] The virtual life does not demand isolation; lvat, it involves

engagement with the rest of the world, especiaitit wther minds that

are also intent on virtuous striving to peré&ist.

8 Kennedy, 26.
81 Kennedy, 100.
82 Kennedy, 49.
% pisters, 57.
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The crisis in Alexander’s family is the gradualealation of all the members of the family
from each other. They need something to get inwbiméo the universal ‘becoming’ and
thus to regain life in its natural fluidity.

Otto does not suggest bloodshed or murder; histwalye realization of the vow
is sexual desire, in other words, as Pisters watepinoza above, — “joy, accompanied by
the idea of an external cause”; where the exteramase is the idea of redemption for loved
ones. It is the joy of a physical contact with ggpanate, mysterious stranger, which gives
Alexander the right words to speak to God; to barthddy God. There is no isolation here
for Alexander: he is surrounded by people who Es$lee same knowledge of the world
as he does. And what is even more important, tlandic woman is a witch; she is a
pagan magician; so, she has this transportable hatlis “also intent on a virtuous
striving to persist” (Pisters, 57). Maria possedbesknowledge about the ways to escape
total spiritual freezing, and these ways would leaéctly to the reconciliation with the
life and with the true self. She is the guide te thscovery of this alternative way. Maria
works as a crystal, which is reflecting, accordioghe Deleuzian model, the potency of
the virtual. By the means of her supernatural fraed by connecting himself to Maria’s
flesh, Alexander reveals the powers of his weakifgss can be the same weakness that
characterizes Stalker). He breaks the habitual wategschema to achieve the state of the
virtual where he loses his subjectivity for theesak his weakness.

Peter Canning notes:
an escape — a Spinozist voyage sur place, menyageothrough the
destruction of the signifier, into memory, time dbdcoming’. This is
not a conscious choice; it is an effect of a prianscendental-libidinal
decision, made in eternity, for experience, expenimn affect and

percept. It is easy to identify with masters (ielswe do, whether to
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love or hate), but to become an exile initiates tlagio order of
experience®

Is this not Alexander’s schema par excellence?edt®pe to Maria, his escape from reality
into insanity — is all a mental voyage into thelmeaf the unknown where he — as a
signifier — no longer exists. By choosing this aitgive way, he is turning into memory,
into the substance of time and ‘becoming’. And ttencept of experiment is very
important for him as well. Indeed, he is experintentand improvising all the time. There
are no rules in this game, and no marked exitstpobut he is brave enough to try; he is
experimenting with the God he has never been ceorsyenough to accept before. To
become an exile the experience itself is importang stakes everything he has in this
huge experiment to enter “another order of expedér{Canning, 360). Maria and her
flesh help him to dis-identify himself; her bodydaher outsider language open a new
domain of non-subjective reality for him. Pisteaysthat for Spinoza, body and mind are
fundamentally connected; they are extensions d@tedrin a certain way, so that there are
no limits, and “the unconsciousness of the mindtigtly related to the unknown of the
body. There is no transcendental preestablishedefrork of the human subject: it will
change according to its relations with its enviremtrand other being§>

At the end of the film, whether we accept the idethe sacrifice and redemption,
or we tend to think that this was just Alexandensane imagination, we see Alexander
who has overcome his subjectivity and reachedta sta‘pre-personal” in the Deleuzian
sense of the term such as when Kennedy writeghbapre-personal’ state of being exists

before the social and cultural world of languageditres, and before
the emergent sense of physic self [...] This prequeakexists as a
kind of field of different forces and intensitiels..] But there pre-

personals are not experiences or had by a Selfbjac or a person,

8 Canning, 360.
% pisters, 56.
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but are instead constitutive of the self. The peespnal remains an
impersonal stat&.

This break with the dominance of subjectivity altfowAlexander to reevaluate his
existence; what Tarkovsky is trying to say is ttlabugh self-oblivion, we can reach a
spiritually higher, de-subjectified state of beir@nce, in relation toThe Sacrificehe
mentioned that a man cannot love anyone else itk if he does not know why he is
here, on Earth. In order to answer this questidax@&nder had to overcome the layers of
logical thought and discursive schemata, to readsd feelings and things, “which can
only be felt at a deeper level of the proto-suliyect®” Alexander’s only way to achieve
the de-subjectified state of being is insanity. Tilen ends with a scene in which

Alexander is taken to the asylum.

3. Alain Resnais

Another film director who takes an interest in tilmeéAlain Resnais. All Resnais-
films are sophisticated meditations on the problemtime and memory; and three
acclaimed ones in this regard includigght and Fog(1955),Hiroshima mon amouf1960)
andLast Year at Marienbadl@61).

According to James Monaco, Resnais was iconized dsghly intellectual
director because of his elaborate cinematic teckmiglis films were criticized for being
too sophisticated technically thus lacking emoticarad psychological drama. The release
of Truffaut's The 400 Blowq1959), Godard’sA bout de souffl§1960) and Resnais’s
Hiroshima mon amou1960) mark the emergence of a cinema movemeablesied in
France as a certain counterpoint to the domineddallywood narrative and technical

style. Most of the directors who are now associatétli the New Wave spent much of

8 Kennedy, 89.
87 Kennedy, 89-90.
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their time in the 1950s developing the criticisnd arew ideology of film in the French
magazine “Cahiers du Cinema”, under the tutelagénofré Bazifi®. However, as Monaco
states in his book, Resnais, being almost ten yeltsr than Godard, Truffaut and
Chabrol, took a somewhat different albeit relatathpn cinematographic work. Resnais’s
approach was more practical than theoretical, amdalso stressed the importance of
collaborative work in flmmaking, which in some wapposed the notion of ‘auteurism’
developed by other New Wave film-makers. Monaco alsesses how the complexity in
Resnais’s films is due to his elaborate editingesty

As Monaco reports, as a child, Resnais’s passios ewmnic books. He was a
devoted collector and reader, and studied in detaihge by image, the actions from
comic-book storie&? What Resnais says about his affinity for the jurnp the flashback,
and ‘flashforward’ is cited in Monaco:

Maybe you will think this is a joke, but | don’t &w if it is. It could
come from the fact that when | was a kid | was ifeeged by Milton
Caniff's cartoon ‘Terry and the Pirates’, but itavan impossible task
to find that story in France because it would bélighed for two
weeks and then disappear. Then | would find itatidn, and then that
would disappear too. And after that there was a avat so | had to
read ‘Terry and the Pirates’ in complete discontinuWell, 1
discovered that it gave a story a lot of emotioRkriow Terry when he
was fourteen, and then when he was, say, 24 \aftieh | would make
up myself what had happened to him when he wasrR227. (Resnais
gtd. in Monaco, 10-11)

Resnais’ discontinuous editing, as Monaco arguesare about imagination than about

memory, as Resnais himself declared, and it is @@mat to reveal the way we

comprehend the world?

8 James MonacAlain Resnais(New York: Oxford University Press, 1979) 7-8.
8 Monaco, 8-10.

% Monaco, 10.

> Monaco, 11.
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Deleuze says that the classical Hollywood editechhique used the cut to unite
two images together, and thus bring them into threventional narrative line; while in the
editing of the ‘time-image’, “the cut begins to lea&n importance in itself. [...] it is the
equivalent of an irrational cut, which determinies hon-commensurable relations between
images”(Deleuze qtd. in Flaxman, 44). Maybe this is thasom a film-maker such as
Resnais always claimed that editing was of a mugbeb interest for him than directing
itself. Editing involves a certain drama of juxtafmn, and by breaking the linear
narrative into the non-equal sequences of jump-&esnais actually tells the non-verbal,
but genuinely cinematic, story of the time-imagée tpost-modern sensuality of
contradiction and of disjunction. Explaining DeleyElaxman writes:

In modern cinema, in other words, images are detinkom any
determining schematism, and so what was an enclkeainaf images
becomes a series in which each image is de-framedlation to the
image that follows it, producing a kind of spacewsen images
wherein thought lingers, oscillates, hallucinatés...

This is precisely what happens in Resnais-films bharacters are stunned by the
irrationality of the non-linear situations in whithey find themselves; they circulate in a
certain hallucinogenic state of half-dreams andhalf-lies. This space where thought is

given freedom to emerge is all important for Resnisionaco says that Resnais-films, “far
from being the complicated and torturous intellatfouzzles they are reputed to be, are
rather simple, elegant, easily understood — antl feinvestigations of the pervasive

process of imagination.” And then he cites Resrsgisaking about the imagination:

It is imagination that has taught man the moralialof color, shape,
sound and perfumes. At the beginning of the woitdagination
created analogy and metaphor. Imagination dissoblescreation.
Remassing and reordering her materials by pringipleich come out
of the depths of the human soul, imagination makeew world, even

a new realm of sensory experience. And as imagindias created this

9 Flaxman, 39.
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world (one may say this, | think, even in a religgosense), it is
appropriate that the same faculty should goverrfResnais qtd. in
Monaco, 14)

Working with the potential of the human imaginatidrelped Resnais to

investigate the questions of memory and past ifiiline discussed in this project.

3.1Night and Fog

Night and Fog(1955, Nuit et Brouillard is a thirty-minute documentary film
about the Holocaust. It is an early-style documsmntavhich made Resnais famous and
established him in the cinematographic world. Tereenplay for this film was written by
Jean Cayrol (he is also the narrator in the filw)p himself experienced the horrors of the
Holocaust, and is emotionally and artistically elttad to the idea of the film. Monaco
goes:

Night and Fogdeals more with our memory of the camps, our ntenta
images of them, than with the camps as they agtexikted, for the
memories are real and present, as are the physnains through
which his restless camera ceaselessly tré¥cks.

Further, both the director and the screenplay wiried to convey an idea that it is not
enough to remember, because memory as such fusatidyg in the present. Memory is

helpless when it is necessary to expose such & ééyeain as was caused by the Nazi
power. In addition, it is not the camps that cobut rather it is our ability to build them

which, unfortunately, has not disappeared butiisminfully present. Cayrol concludes

his narrative with this warning:

And there are those of us who look concernedesé ruins as if the
old Concentration monster were dead in the ruldblese of us who
pretend to hope before this distant picture, #safplague of the camps

had been wiped out, those of us who pretend tevwelthat all this

% Monaco, 21.
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happened long ago, and in another country, whornimwek to look
around us, who never hear the cry that never ef@msyrol qtd. in
Monaco, 21-22)
It seems to be the fundamental message of the tlilenatrocities of the past can never be

turned into a mere postcard image; the past caaerrey saved as a separate folder which
can be easily deleted; those who prefer to pretéatl the past has gone forever are
mistaken.

The past belongs to the present because of thesiitde power of time. INight
and Fog Resnais made the images of Nazism an active patio€tontemporaneity. By
combining the documentary footage with the fictismarration both iNight and Fogand
in Hiroshima mon amourResnais calls into question the reliability ot osemories and
our methods of preserving these memories. Flaxragst s

[Deleuze] regards the very categories of representaas the
primary target of the cinematic war machine. Theenia realizes
its potential when it begins to falsify, to engagéh powers of the
false and simulacra in order to reveal those caiegoas the
purveyors of ideological beliefs’

It is Resnais’dNight and Fogand his first major successHiroshima mon amouyrwhich
falsify fake ideological beliefs by juxtaposing thetual shots of real pain, the falsified
shots of pain, and finally the fictional story.

Another important aspect is the problematizingta@ specific memories and of
our ability to revive such memories. What is beasked? It is, namely: is it really the
Holocaust horrors that matter? More questions: dbegally challenge the viewers’
expectations? Or is what happens on the screemllycjust a projection of film on the
screen? Is the event presented to the vieweryabBorbed by the time of the film? And
where is the border of the specific time streamvben the time of the celluloid strip being

screened and the time flow of the images beingesed? All these points come into view

% Flaxman, 36.
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while thinking about and witiNight and Fog Are we still open to the realization of the
image of the Holocaust terror we see on the scré@nare we no longer sensitive to the
particular time of the image, as we are being diebby the time of the celluloid itself?
This is precisely what makes us feel that Nazismoisa concluded episode in our history,
that it is not past and gone, and that there iguarantee that the atrocities of Nazism will
not be repeated in the future. Such involvemenbhé&ambiguity and in the possibilities of
reality makes us, the viewers, panic, for it unositrely suggests that there are probably
neo-Nazis among us. We are probably in contact aviplotential Nazi every minute of our
life. The constant circulation of the human expsre can lead us again to the same
horrors, which we now passionately neglect as oatynants from the past. Merging the
shadows of the past with the daylight of the presBesnais suggests the circulation of
memory. At this point, it finds a certain concepteeho with the Tarkovskian philosophy.
Both of them attract the viewers’' attention to thmeiversality of experience; to the
circulation of knowledge, which constitutes our tpaiesent-future association. Involving
the viewer into the visual circle of memory, Resnaind Tarkovsky make the viewer feel
and react to the new sensation of the unity of time

Monaco argues that in Resnais’s aesthetics the ttvemes of time and memory
are always treated dialectically:

it is not the poetry of memory no it is a charaister dream quality
that attracts Resnais (although those are two eimmthat have
considerable cinematic value), but rather the asihomg contrast
between our experience of the past and our menfatyo

And then later Monaco argues that this dialectatash between memory and experience
itself is overwhelmed by a third concept, which ¢enmuch closer to the organic reality
than either of them individually. That third contep imagination. Resnais himself

complained that the idea of making a time-authetiltic is impossible. As the shooting,

% Monaco, 30.
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editing and the release takes so much time to catmpby the time the film is ready to be
seen it is “hopelessly out of date: a relic of anmeat past that attempts to capture a
pluperfect moment which is always receding bey@atn®®

Night and Fog’sopening shot is an actual present image of Augehwith the

voice narrating:

Even a tranquil landscape, even a field with crogwadarvest and
grass fires, even a road with passing cars, peasemiples, even a
holiday village, with a fair and a belltower, canitg simply lead to a
concentration camp. (Cayrol gtd. in Wilson, 28)

Resnais starts by proposing immediately the impdggiof the geographical and special
closeness of the concentration camp with ordinaes! The vivid colours of the landscape
describe with cruel attention the simplicity anchality of the space that is seen in the
following black-and-white sequence as an embodira&hbrror and death.

As Emma Wilson suggests, it seems that the oppasif color over black-and-
white photography creates a narrative tension batwiee present and the past, but it is not
in the end that obvious at all. Because, as shewslin citing Vincent Pinel, Resnais for
Pinel mixes the actual documentary shots with thelkand-white footage Resnais filmed
himself, which basically transforms the dichotomgst-present’ into an opposition of the
two modes of narration-representation, two differgpproaches of the experience of the
camps’’ By blurring the borderline between the documerasfthe archives and the ones
created for the film, Resnais questions the adggobour means of saving the memories
and of presenting them. The semantic tension ofwtleemodes of representation ight
and Fog explores the metamorphosis and changeability omonmg itself and of our
inability of preserving collective experience byethmeans of subjective perception.

Individual experience fails when it meets the sadléduschwitz. Thus, we can no longer

% Monaco, 30.
°” Emma WilsonAlain Resnai§Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2006) 28
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identify ourselves as the distinct viewers of tlastpevents or as the participants of those
events. Memory is not dead, but its presence istopreed. The observations of memory

and of the documents presented in the film arequative because in some way for Leo
Bersani and Ulysse Dutoit, it makes us circulat#hiwithe actuality of the Nazi past; they

suggest that “wanting any documentary knowledgsaxfism may be a way of refusing to

confront our implication in it a view | endorse.

What is moreNight and Fogis constantly disturbing our modes of perception;
when the camera in the film is smoothly moving fard; as if inviting us to follow, it
reveals to us the unprecedented power of time, lwincthe present makes us suffer,
terrifies us and calms us down when we are onlynded of the past that perhaps repeats

itself.

3.2Last Year at Marienbad

Last Year at Marienba@1961,L'année derniere a Marienbads a film of great
spatial and temporal density. It is said that thia film of pure style. Wilson in her book
says that “the film dissolves a sense of spacdt dissolves other certainties of time,
memory and identity®®> What the film is trying to express is the ambiguénd the
uncertainty of memory. Along with the intricate sne, this film suggests a strong
implication of the viewer into the solution to thein mystery of the film.

Last Year at Marienbadells the story of two people, nameless characten®
meet at the Marienbad hotel. One of the charactérgGiorgio Albertazzi), tries to
persuade A (Delphine Seyrig) that a year ago tlaelydn affair, and she promised that they

would meet in a year and she would go with him. @#swand still is with M (Sacha Pitoeff)

% Wilson, 75.
% Wilson, 69.
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who may be her husband. X follows A, offering heerenew evidence and souvenirs from
the time they last spent together. She seems te Wangotten everything that had
happened, but from one shot to another the reahigre the characters exist in the present
begins to change. As Resnais explains himself:

In an international place, a stranger meets a ysuorgan and tells her
the love story they lived the previous year. Thenaao denies this; the
man confirms it and persists. Who is right? (Resmgd. in Wilson,
68)
A’s impressions from the past and from the presgatts yielding under the pressure of

X’s gifted and persistent conviction. Or possibljye memory suppressed by the
compunctions from the adultery starts reviving itite present.

It is evident that what happens on the screen isesoe’s subjective
interpretation of the events. However, it is adiuakver clear whose imaginative mind is
being projected on the screen. X is telling A sdrimgf, and we suddenly see her in a black
dress, but there is no evidence proving which efrthhas this vision of her in this dress.
As Resnais says:

can one ever know, in fact, whether one projecessoown fantasies
onto the other or whether one ‘receives’ one’s nmit property?
(Resnais qtd. in Wilson, 69)
What the characters are basically doing is that &ne constructing this fantasy for the two

of them. Everything is juxtaposed and reunited.

Alain Robbe-Grillet, who wrote the screenplay faist film, himself directed
several films, which never gained as much popylaag Resnais’s films; but he was
concerned to show all the same that cinema doedana a past and does not have a
future. Everything that happens on the screen lslamly to the present. That is why
cinema is fascinating for Robbe-Grillet. As a writé ciné-roman, theoman noveauhe,

according to Monaco, shared the idea that our nsrmbnstructed in a way similar to how
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temporal relations are constitut?®d We never feel the past, nor can we feel the futuee
live only in the present, where all the temporahss¢ions melt into a single unique
realization of the present presence. This has nmucbhmmon with Deleuze’s philosophy,
as | have already discussed. Deleuze says:

The second type of time-image in Robbe-Grilletirauttaneity of a
present of past, a present of present and a presduature, which
make time frightening and inexplicable. The enceum Last Year at
Marienbad..: this implicated present is constantly revived,
contradicted, obliterated, substituted, re-creafedk and return. ...
Thus narration will consist of the distribution different presents to
different characters, so that each forms a comioimdbat is plausible
and possible in itself, but where all of them tbget are
‘incompossible’, and where the inexplicable is #i®r maintained and
created”*

Last Year at Marienbads in truth considered a film about memory and plast. But |
think that what Robbe-Grillet wanted to show is tlemsity of the present moment, which
is not, however, less important for the presen¢assh. The characters of the films live
through an intricate labyrinth of thoughts and argmnal feelings about someone’s
experience. As we cannot say for sure, whether wghlatppening on the screen has ever
taken place, or in whose mind all these metamoghdmppen, the very fact of what
actually happened ceases to be important. Whaeshae meaning of the film is how the
characters are now in contact, whether imaginangaty the strong emotional attachment
they show, the different way they react to the éveihe truth of the past is almost
invisible now, because apparently there exists ast for them and more importantly —

there exists no past that can be the truthful one.

1% Monaco, 78.
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Placing the characters into the circulation of tihee where the temporal borders
are no longer useful, Resnais and Robbe-Grilledtera world of pure mental sensitivity.
Deleuze writes that

the image ‘tips over into a past and future of whice present is now
only an extreme limit, which is never given’. ... Resnais too it is
time that we plunge into, not at the mercy of psjyabical memory
that would give us only an indirect representatiat,at the mercy of a
recollection-image that would refer us back to emfer present, but
following a deeper memory, a memory of the worleedily exploring
time, reaching in the past which conceals itselfrfmemory-%2

The delicacy of this approach allows for the caanf a dreamy world where everything
is in some kind of relation to everything else, btuthe same time these relations are so
loose that the viewer loses solid ground for paoditton.

The Hollywood formula of the ‘movement-image’, @écoupage classiquavas
put into crisis by the time-image of Resnais, anpdtlie generation of the sixties. As
Monaco argues, they were breaking the dependendénofon dialogue and on story
telling. This is precisely the non-representatiogahlity of Deleuzian and Bergsonian
durée The film is no longer a mere narration of the résefiltered through an idea of
objective representation, but a whole that consiftisnages where the brain itself is the
image and the screebast Year at Marienba@ duration, as Cliff Stagoll defines it, in a
sense that it does not transcend experience, ambthe divided into elements and into
individual shots. It is a lived experience; it lgintogether both unity and difference in a
flow of inter-connections. The mental life of theacacter(s) shown in the film is a flowing

experience, and duration/ the final body of themf# is the immediate awareness of this

192 peleuze, 39.
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flow. Duration in this film is, according to Stag¢isldefinition, flowing: overtaking the ‘not
yet’ and passing away into the ‘already? Robbe-Grillet calls it “mental realism**

As Flaxman reports, the failure of the Deleuziattin-image’, the ‘movement-
image’ that is to say “marks a point at which, aswill see, brains and bodies begin to be
deterritorialized from rigid identities”, he calilis a “birth of a new European form or a
formless form™° | think this corresponds thast Year at MarienbadThe brains and
bodies in this film do not act as active forceaimactive reality. The notion of reality is
obscured because it is impossible to specify whbeaghts we are actually witnessing.
First of all, it seems obvious that we are beingtéd into the consciousness of X, but later
in the film it becomes impossible to specify whegaon is now on the screen, and whose
thoughts are being projected on the screen. Fanpbea in the scene with the imaginary or
actual rape, the scene when she seems to rememivathsng from the past, as in
Wilson’s comments on these phenomena, we becomreasiagly uncertain about the
limits of subjectivity, and the desire of these do for each othéf® This effect is
supported mainly by the distortion of the image ahthe soundtrack. For example, when
X starts recalling the memories of last year in iglalbad, the images that appear on the
screen do not correspond exactly to the verballletmn and thus do not offer any
temporal continuity of memory:

we become aware that there is no layering of padtpaesent, that the
‘memory’ images are perhaps conjured in the predResnais’s past
and present images very soon merge so that theewiean hardly
categorize the temporal value of the images anyemfhis is how the

memory images in Resnais yield to the ‘mental’ igs —

103 CJiff Stagoll, “Duration”. The Deleuze Dictionaned. Adrian Parr (New York: Columbia University
Press, 2005) 215.
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Deleuzian mental images par excellence: not reptasen of memory or past experience,
but mental evaluation.

The brains of the characters become entangled asfilin proceeds thus
‘deterritorializing’ the identities of the charartein the imaginary-actual realm of the
unfolding events. The collapse of the mental oaBah of the film results in the
emergence of the bodies’ interconnection. The [oighis film matter a lot. The viewers
see the statuesque shapes of the bodies positgewedetrically in a Deleuze-like “any-
space-whatever” (Deleuz&€he Movement-Imagé&03) of the hotel and of the gardens. The
dehumanized geometricality of these human bodyeshageterritorializes’ conventional
personal identity. It is the formless form in a messential form; what is especially
effective here is the frames of the bodies in thedgn, surrounded by Greek classical
statues, which are praised for the beauty of tid@al over-temporal form. Nothing
happens in the scene except the estranged disgataemnthe bodies within the space of
the frame. Reducing the meaning of the scene tortkiee physicality of the bodies, the
positionality of the bodies, Resnais discoverstttal collapse of the ‘movement-image’.
Our characters find themselves captured in thetypwi Deleuzian optical and sonic
images “that have been delinked from the chroncligeries of the present, cut off from
motor extension, from action. Indeed, the charaaémodern cinema are no longer those
who act, but rather those who see. Modern cinemaojulated by a new race of
unspeakable trauma (Marienbad}®"

Perhaps we should ask: what is more exactly thrsspaakable trauma’ in
Marienbad? It is something that haunts the min¥,cdind violently intrudes on the life of
A; however, has it ever been explicitly mentionedhe film that it is the mind of X with

which we are dealing? Can the trauma be the imipidigsiof situating the logical

108 Flaxman, 42.
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coherence of the events between the two human budis, or even worse within a
single consciousness? Or: perhaps the traumaaliberrin the impossibility of connecting
the present to the past, the past experienced théhimage of this past, and thus a
complete distortion of subjectivity. These imagee the aftermath of the trauma. As
Flaxman notes:

In Last Year at Marienbaddifferent characters assume different
presents, ‘so that each forms a combination whéciplausible and
possible in itself, but where all of them togethee ‘incompossible’,
and where the inexplicable is thereby maintainetlarated. (Deleuze
gtd. in Flaxman, 42)
So, it seems the story is about the ‘inexplicabletween them rather than with each of

them as individual human units; it is about thationality of their numbness in the world
of broken sensory-motor configurations of relatlips They bodies no longer relate to
one another; the only thing that exists betweemtitethe illusion of relation realized on
the level of pure physicality.

Monaco claims thatast Year at Marienbadgnd Hiroshima mon amouare
respectively a “true fiction” [and a] “false documary”*°® As Robbe-Grillet himself says
about the film:

The whole film, as a matter of fact, is the stoha@ersuasion: it deals
with a reality which the hero creates out of hisnovision, out of his
own words. And if his persistence, his secret oo, finally
prevail, they do so among a perfect labyrinth déddrails, variants,
failures, and repetitions!Robbe-Grillet gtd. in Monaco, 69)

As a narrative device — the story is false, theraa any reference point left in the film.
Space and time cease to shape the idea and tba,agélding to the impotence of fiction
and of imagination. Robbe-Girillet:

There is no last year, and Marienbad is no longesirty map. (Robbe-
Grillet gtd. in Wilson, 98)

199 Monaco, 59.
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The absence of the facts, of the objects, of tlesvcommunicates the impossible force
of the fragmented imagination at work. To build this area further, as Emma Wilson
suggests, Resnais composed the baroque, ornateitooh Marienbad out of a series of
locations; Marienbad is a pure fantasy, an encla@setl luxuriant world that is only one
place among the other hotels and gardens wherehdmacters might have stayed before.
As a place, Marienbad is rather an “obsessiondrsgiectator’s imaginatiort°

Everything is fictional inLast Year at Marienbgdthe way Resnais frames his
shots — producing picturesque avant-garde landsddfesl with geometrical patterns and
almost statuesque people; shadows of the peoplgakeethe foreground of the frame
transforming the natural objects of the frame @raed statues) into nameless geometrical
patterns. The architectural value of his framingsterarily engaging the architectural
designs of the baroque hotel, the Victorian gardee, highly stylized paintings on the
walls of the hotel — disrupt the direct understagdof his representation, and thus breaks
the representational quality as it is. As X’s vootescribes, in one of the long tracking
shots at the beginning of the film, he once mortked

down these corridors, through these halls, theflergs [...], silent,
deserted corridors overloaded with a dim, cold owatation of
woodwork, stucco, mouldings, marble, black mirratark paintings,
columns, heavy hangings — sculptured door framesjes of
doorways..*"*

This monologue provides the description of a plétat is overloaded with elaborate
detail; however, it gives no satisfaction to the amag-seeking viewer. The basic
principles of representation are ruined under tiees heaviness of the architecture and of
the landscape of the place.

This is a story of ‘becoming’ and in this case eater A is ‘becoming’ a statue, a

construction. Being resurrected by someone’s ingsutsf power; A is being filled in by

10wilson, 68-69.
11| ast Year at Marienbadited in Armes, 95.
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X’s ‘affects’, she is being constructed throughtind film into a ‘becoming’ statue. Here is
Robbe-Grillet,

We can imagine Marienbad is a documentary on auestatvith
interpretative views of the gestures, with a retach time to gestures
themselves, such as they remain, frozen in theptaaal. Imagine a
documentary that succeeded, with the statue op®aeple, in uniting a

series of shots taken from different angles anch wite help of

different camera angles and with the help of d#fgér camera
movements, and in telling the whole story in thesywAnd at the end

you notice that you have come back to where yottestarom, the

statue itself. (Robbe-Grillet gtd. in Armes, 113)

As a theatrical actress, Delphine Seyrig suppdiis idea; she is, as David Thomson

argues, “able to invest small gestures with anmpos imaginary train” (Thomson qtd. in
Monaco, 66). Consider for example the way she iagoéramed by the doorways, the
paintings, the receding space of the corridorsatigle of her head and so vision as full of
both aloofness and perceptibility express her wikighness in space as a subject and her
progressive merger with the de-subjectified sp&tar. poses sitting on the bench in the
garden in the shots with a highly stylized depthfiefd speak of her pre-constructed,
however already shaped, geometrical self. Her badguage transports the heaviness of
the surrounding game of imagination into the tihidstails of her physical body, thus
transforming her into a living “sphinx-liké" statue of enormous aesthetical density: “A
might well stand for anima, since the actress (Diep Seyrig) projects so well the
statuesque softness, mysterious and somehow tisnetbat anima characteristically
evokes” (Parkes, gtd. in Wilson, 74). In this retp®&lonaco says about the film: “it is an
‘opera of statues’, where the people ‘are sculptusdumes, masses, to be manipulated

like the statues which populate the endless gatdéhs

12 \wilson, 73.
13 Monaco, 64.
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The question of memory is of vital importance foer; it is her ability to
comprehend the linkages between the past and ¢semirthat dictate the rules of the game
played at the Marienbad hotel. The numerous alhssitm the past could be conveyed
differently. Resnais uses a certain type of rafgrio the past, which differs from the
conventional understanding of flashback. Deleuzarnents that for Resnais all the forms
of the imaginary gain much more importance than ld/can ordinary flashback. A
flashback is just a conditional character, so iteplaced by the method of joining the
layers of the past* This “layering” does not distinguish the past frtme present, rather it
blurs the boundaries between the two. As for tigeclof the ‘time-image’, Deleuze writes
that the

[clamera subordinates description of a space to ftmetions of
thought. This is not the simple distinction betwélea subjective and
the objective, the real and the imaginary, it istba contrary their
indiscernibility which will endow the camera with rich array of
functions, and entail a new conception of the frame reframing$®®

In Last Year at Marienbacdkverything that happens on the screen is regulayethe
density of the thought, the only problem is thaisiperhaps impossible to define whose
thought it is. As a consequence, this film produmesther example of the ‘time-image’ by
blurring the boundaries between reminiscences anhdility, and in so doing deforms the
very notion of a fixed subjectivity.

Resnais furthermore chooses a foreign actor spgdkiench (Giorgio Albertazzi)
with a slight accent to make the spectator redlim the thoughts do not happen in
words™® The stream of consciousness here is in the infeaecbrresponds to what is in
the character's mind. It produces a setting whesthing is stable or certain. All the

settings, the past and the present, the real andrthginary, resemble each other. On the

114I[ene3, Kuno, 431.
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other hand, everything is each time different; theroine’s bedroom is constantly
changing. Armes claims that Resnais employs a numibkgically impossible tracking
movements in which each character finds him- ormsdiérin sometimes two opposite
positions; thus Resnais breaks one spirit of spahd temporal logic. In his method of
using the imaginary geography, which happens aften in Resnais’s films, he employs
the same cinematic technique with the three barocgattes (Nymphenburg, Schleissheim
and Amalienburg) that served as locations for Mdrasl, but his final editing is done in
such a peculiar way that it provides a feeling thhe same doorway constantly gives
access to a new room and the garden is constamilyging, sometimes with paths and
hedges.*’ In this act of constructing, he creates a lablrantd even a whole spatial sub-
reality, which however bears no signs of connectiith the world as we know it. Armes
claims:

At the end of the film the two characters cannat/éthe suffocating
atmosphere of the hotel for the real world, sifegythave no existence
outside it. So the film ends with a new labyrintmda the
‘disappearance’ of the character$.

The intricate maze of the narrative line destrdys ¢thronology, which provokes many
questions; Armes suggests that it is no longeriplesto distinguish the actual location of
the action; we are not able to specify where th®madakes place. Is it possible to identify
what we see on the screen in its real duratiom@sinety minutes that actually need to be
shown? Perhaps the film as a whole is timeless,aanfirmes argues this can throw into
relief the one timeless element on which the stocyses, viz., the statdé

Deleuze says that through the direct ‘time-image’ a@n access the “dimension

where people and things occupy a place in time kvigcincommensurable with the one

17 Armes, 103.
118 Armes, 108-11.
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they have in spacé? What happens to the characterd ast Year at Marienbageems
irrelevant for the scale of their inner disorieittatand inability to act. Their physical
activity in space is pressed by the intensitiestludir consciousness, and Resnhais

masterfully conveyed this idea through the cinecaiedium.

3.3 Hiroshima mon amour

Hiroshima mon amouf1960) a film, which brought fame and success tenaes,
is an exclusive visionary experience. From theiahiscenes the world, created on the
screen, is presented to us in a completely innewatvay. Being asked to shoot a
documentary film about the atomic bomb by his pomits, Resnais was struck how this
documentary would no longer be anything more thaght and Fog In the end, he
proposed that he would be able to shoot somethitgresting only if someone like
Margarethe Duras would work with him; he told hdnawthe film might be about, and
gave her several ideas, which later on, developdone of the best films in film culture.

To shoot a film about the atomic bomb is impossikkpecially afteNight and
Fog. Something else needs to be told to create the oflehe bomb. They chose a love-
story. And it is still disputed whethéfiroshima mon amouis not just a love story. But in
this viewer’s opinion, it is not.

Hiroshima mon amours a story about the past, which is ever-haunéing yet
never reaching its goal. The story of the charactera French actress and a Japanese
architect, who became, each in their own way, tleims of the war, is no longer
important. What is probably more important, is tbeation of their story — which is

Hiroshima. They met in Hiroshima: she is hired asaatress in a film about the peace

120 peleuzeThe Time-Image39.
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movement in Hiroshima; he reminds her of her lowdrp was lost in the war ten years ago
— a war that is the mediator between the two afnthihe war and the bomb is a constant
background in the film. ‘You know nothing of Hirdgha*** — but she knew a lot about
her German lover and her madness — so she discoiM@m@shima through the loss in her
past.

One of the important moments of revelation in tB6A Resnais-film occurs when
she says to her German lover: “I have told ourystonave revealed our secrét®ls it not
because of Hiroshima? About being equally wrontheohuman being? She happened to
meet someone who brings back her still painful nigmand she realizes that she had
started to forget his face. But here in Hiroshimargthing changes, because in Hiroshima
people suffered as much as she did. However, thatigative measurement is not kept
save here — showing the documents of Hiroshima dfie bombing and the fictional
actress and her love-story — Resnais stressesréimga equilibrium between the grandiose
and the intimate. Depicting Hiroshima through thend love-story of a great albeit
intimate personal tragedy — is not only the waghow the disability of measurement but
also a tool to make people understand Hiroshimdicaghe heroine; at the end of the film,
she says:

‘I know your name, your name Hiroshima. “Hi-ro-gha. Hi-ro-shi-ma.
That's your name'?®

Her love for a German soldier then is no longeeespnal grief — but an extended overall
experience of the past, which is surrounding heHimshima. The German soldier and
Hiroshima as place is a “body without organs” (el and GuattariA Thousand

Plateaus,150) for her. She is no longer capable of expengnkim as a man, but rather as

a vessel that can be filled in with her memoriedsl anth her immediate sensations.

121 Hiroshima mon amourprod. Argos Films, dir. Alain Resnais 1959, 9Gmi
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Depriving him of a personal name, she crosses dhadaries of Freudian subjectivity: he
is no longer a subject with an ego but rather aylibdt accepts the metamorphosis of her

sensuality. Deleuze claims:

As for the distinction between subjective and ofijeg it also tends to
lose its importance, to the extent that the optsilation or visual
description replace the motor action. We run irt fato a principle of
indeterminability, or indiscernibility.***

The destruction of subjectivity together with theezgence of Deleuzian “pure optical and
sound situations” irHiroshima mon amouconditions the appearance of new types of
connections to be established between the chasaaterHiroshima.

Monaco claims thaHiroshima mon amours about the impossibility of making
the film. He cites Duras, who describes the sigaiice of the opening scenes when we see

the characters:

‘[It] is allegorical. In short, an operatic exch@admpossible to talk
about Hiroshima. All one can do is talk about thgassibility of

talking about Hiroshima. The knowledge of Hiroshibeing stated a
priori by an exemplary delusion of the mind.” Anetlaffect they want
to see is ‘that the extraordinary contrast betwd#enbanality of the
fiction and the outrage of the fact of Hiroshimadlwirovide leverage
to talk about talking about the subject’. They wHrg banality of the
love story to dominate the enormity of Hiroshimasymbolic

history!®

The paradoxical thing abotitiroshima mon amouis its reflective quality; from what is

quoted above it is clear that the major difficutiythe interpretation of the film is its self-
guestioning, its ambiguous way of showing Hiroshiamal at the same time hiding the
inner core of the actual place. ‘To talk about itadkabout the subject’ — inevitably
presupposes the elusive nature of the subject @bshima and, perhaps, of the

impossibility of any finality or conceptualizatiard the place or of the whole phenomenon.

124 DeleuzeThe Time-Imager.
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In addition, to complicate things even more, Resnges the same technique he
uses inNight and Fog when he combines the real archive material, spitteires taken
from news footage, some taken from other films abloe tragedy, some from films taken
in the museum in Hiroshima, with the fake documenshots of Hiroshima. Wilson puts
forward the following thesis:

Through the Japanese man’s words, through thecseHeiously
composite, ‘false’ documentary images, Resnais adsgnthe
inadequacy of images of this event, this city daguffering. He opens
out our perception of voyeurism, and the failuréjck inhere in his

enterprise?®

This has much in common witdight and Fog where the intentional combination of true
and fake documentary shots disturb the viewer'seetgtions. In order to provoke the
audience to re-think our attitudes to the mosti¢ragents in human history, Resnais has to
break through intellectual and aesthetic philistimiand expectations. There could be no
image which is able to present the scale of euised by the atomic bomb, because no
means can be appropriate enough to show the léhelnoan pain:

To film Hiroshima ... means to show in what way them® exceeds the

possibility of fixing it within filmic representatins. (Ropars-Wuilleumier

gtd. in Wilson, 64)
Furthermore, Monaco argues that the documentaryg stiddiroshima

are clearly heightened and protected against asiigéal by the mundane
background of the love story. The level of our mese is conditioned by the
banal saga of He and She, which leaves us naked@emto the historical
drama of the city, which is greater by so many nitades that it is

immeasurablé?’

But conversely, the viewer still tends to see theslstory as the domineering theme of the

film, which was actually Duras’s experimental irtien. However, as Wilson argues in her

126 \vilson, 50.
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book, this love narrative is an inadequate meansmesenting Hiroshima and its horrors,
but it seems that there no longer exists any adequaans to represent “an event which
annihilates its own witnes$®®

| want now to argue that the place Hiroshima itéetfctions as a ‘body without
organs’ in the film. Hiroshima as a city is depdvef its historical and geographical
identity. The allusions made in the film to connt city to the experience of the Second
World War are extremely unstable; from the begigroh the film, Hiroshima is presented
as a discrepancy between the fictional subjectivesentation, and the documentary
footage. Resnais suggests the impossibility of $finma as a historical event saved in the
memory of the characters; as it is being disputedhb mixture of documentary footage
and fiction; the foregoing resonates nicely witle tiotion of Hiroshima as a Deleuzian-
Guattarian ‘body without organs’. Being graduallyased from personal memory,
Hiroshima is rather an abstract notion, which latties stability of any objective identity
and thus intensifies the potential of multiple mptetations and ‘affects’. By placing the
documentaries at the beginning of the film in clpsdaposition with the images of the
intimate and shapeless merger of the two bodiesh&e misrepresents the historical fact
itself, and creates a new kind of meaning.

The opening scenes of the film give the viewer badies, intervened, in extreme
close-up; the bodies are so to say, ‘deterritaai in that they have already lost their
physical contours in this embrace, delivering fleshness and the dissolve of shape into
the materiality of what Deleuze calls an “any-spat@atever”. Because it is not the body
that is shown, but the shoulder or any other omjanonnected from the body itself; the
disconnected parts of the body in tender embrate Bodies in this scene are de-

subjectified and deprived of individual identity.héh these shots were followed by the

128\\jilson, 46-47.
76



documentary shots of Hiroshima ruined by the atobumb — the narrative reaches its
outer limit. It is this climax that the authors dee achieve in the film. As Deleuze says:

it is necessary to move towards a limit, to maleeliimit of before the
film and after it pass into the film and to grasghe character the limit
that he himself steps over in order to enter thm &nd leave it, to
enter the fiction as into a present which is insaple from its before

and aftert?®

So then, Hiroshima no longer belongs to historgiasory itself and it no longer belongs to
human memory; the subjective and objective qualité history disappear. The city of
Hiroshima is being transformed into a Deleuziary-apace-whatever’, which accumulates
the intensities of personal sensations and projgws on the characters themselves.
Hiroshima inHiroshima mon amouis outside of time; it ceases to belong to anyader
historical fragment, but develops into a seriegmpty spaces to be filled in. In the film,
the French actress is engaging this ‘body withagiawns’ that is Hiroshima to create a
sense of the affiliation of her personal memonhwitorld memory. She needs to fill in the
gap of her Nevers and post-Nevers experience, wsieh has hitherto forced into the
strange oblivion and never-never-land of her feais desires. The fear of the pain she had
(presumably) in Nevers and the desire to love msarmountable. All her life after Nevers
is but a ceaseless wondering of memory in seargnadéction and explanation. However,
presumably because as Wilson suggests Neversigsetfoubtful event:

Nevers is a memory (or nightmare) by which the wonsapossessed,
but one which she does not consciously recall,cowe are led to
believe, until this encounter in Hiroshima. Nevéssshown as an
intrusive, unlocatable memory, at first for botke tvoman and the
spectator®

And the French woman’s attraction to the Japaneskitact is a masochistic

attempt to revive the passion of her memory, ofotalize the source of her pain and
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discover the greater pain in Hiroshima itself. Tty of Hiroshima is precisely this ‘any-
space-whatever’ where she finds herself secureusecdy filling it with her small
personal pain she is still not able to overcomesttae of pain of Hiroshima. Placing her
intimate story on the scale of the atomic explosiahe connects herself to the wholeness
of massive pain.

Arguably, the woman finds her own history in Hiroeh; in an attempt to
reinvent her love she wants to grasp Hiroshima eisyaand so she collects the sights of
the city; as Wilson says “she wants to hold itsxetoand its shadows in her memory, but
she remains a tourist. She is a museum visitorissae actress in a film in Hiroshima, she
is a quest at the Hotel New Hiroshima, she passesigh the city*! The French woman
is walking through the streets of Hiroshima, bu shill ‘saw nothing of Hiroshima’ as the
Japanese architect insists. Wilson argues thanigét wanderings through the city are
erotic encounters; they are “bodily, sensory, bjirmbrporeal.**? Again she is confronting
her flesh with the flesh body of the traumatic c#tlge is not capable of grasping Hiroshima
mentally, but she still can display her body andkend touch the signs of history. By
absorbing the space of the city, she integrates iist energies and thus creates a new
channel of connection between her own body and dh&tiroshima. Wilson goes on to
guote Marie-Claire Ropars-Wuilleumier,

a deformed hand, a destroyed eye, hair torn oditsteaught woman
breaking out of a cavernous dwelling, a twistedytle, legs of
passers-by, river, anger, stone — long is theofishaterials which the
narrative of Nevers drags out of Hiroshima’s museuna reconstructs
into appeased, if not acceptable forms. What hapjsetihe merging of
the two loose narrative lines — Nevers and Hiroshimhere both of
them are mutually being shaped and de-shaped byaffleets of
forgetting and remembering, hallucination and pdiarie-Claire

Ropars-Wuilleumier gtd. in Wilson, 54)
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Pain is key here. Through the pain of its humanidsgdHiroshima and its ‘becoming’ is
revealed. In Nevers, the French actress witnesseddath of her lover; after he was shot
she said she spent the whole day with his dead,bbdygh she says: “I missed the
moment of his death because...because even at thmemioand even afterwards, | can
say that | could not find the least difference hestw this dead body and my owri™
Merging with her dead lover, with his motionlessliposhe moves towards the unknown.
Face to face with death, she breaks the boundafreesy stable reality.

Every ‘becoming’ is a process and an attempt tokthiifferently, to
see or feel something new in experience by entantg a zone of
proximity and indiscernibility, a no-man’s land, r@onlocalizable
relation sweeping up the two distant or contigupeisits, carrying one
into the proximity of the other. (Deleuze and GaatfThousand
Plateausqtd. in Pisters, 106)
While embracing her dead lover’'s body — ‘becomimgywhat happens to the French

actress: overwhelming ‘becoming’ with stepping ofitthe certainty of the subjectivity

into the ‘no-man’s land’ and ‘the proximity of tleeher’ — which is her lover’s death and

her pain. And what is more unreasonable — liferdfies death and pain in the realm of

false subjectivities which have never been ableldétorm themselves to the state of a

“nonlocalizable relation” (Deleuze and GuatfBinousand Plateaugtd. in Pisters, 106).
Resnais once said:

For Hiroshima too there was no question of raishegymonument for
the dead. There more than elsewhere living is wimtters.
Everywhere you feel the presence of death. As etirayou feel a
violent appetite for life, a desire for immediaensations. That is a
banal psychological reality, and may perhaps ermaiertain need for
sexual freedom. (Resnais gtd. in Armes, 85)

The French actress was denied this right to lieetardesire for after the death of her lover

she is put into a cellar by her parents as a puarasi for having a love-affair with a mortal

133\wilson, 55-56.
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enemy. Perhaps here her “becoming-animal’ (Deleamd Guattari notion fromA
Thousand Platea)shas started. Her hair was cut and her bald hga memento of a
sinful past. Dressed and treated as a mad perbenissexcluded from the surrounding
world and what is left within her reach — is thauae of the city. Every day and every
minute the square is filled with the sounds of harsteps, of continuous life, of the sound
of the church clock measuring the banality of tiffilee cut off marching legs of the people
of the city, who actually executed her lover, withtural persistence, enters within the
preview of her tiny window. The church clock sighaln interrupted continuity of life
outside the cellar; every hour reminds her abogtcttntinuousness of the outside life with
its causes and relations. Imprisoned and tortusbd, succeeds in breaking through the
objectives of the subjectivity and the actual pnésBeleuze says:

The paradox of this pure ‘becoming’, with its capado elude the

present, is the paradox of infinite identity (tinénite identity of both

directions or senses at the same time — of futncepast, of the day
before and the day after, of more or less...). (Dmddiwngic of Sense
gtd. in Pisters, 109)

The pure ‘becoming’ of the heroine is thus the ébiiginess of her bald-headed identity.
To remind herself of her existing body, she scre¢dimne walls of her prison and leaves her
nails in the stone. Now flesh is important to hecduse she no longer identifies herself
with reality. Pisters says that “a subject in thagoloxical situation of ‘becoming’ is a
subject that questions its identit}** Since the moment of her lover’s death, the French
actress is in search of herself.

Through the marking of her own flesh on the wallse tries to keep alive the idea
of her own subjectivity. What is left for her nosvanly flesh. Perhaps that is why her only

actual companion is a black cat. Capable of unotstt movement and non-domineering

134 pisters, 109.
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self-awareness the cat experiences space in ahaayist still inaccessible to the bald-
headed woman. Through her flesh on the wall —sHgecoming’.

Wilson says:

In Hiroshima mon amouforgetting is visceral. The French woman,
registering forgetting in her body, sayd: tremble from having
forgotten so much lovgDuras). She seeks memory through bodily
feeling and reaction, seeking to graze and marlbbdy, to deform it,

to imprint it with love. Yet in the ecstasy and iaimcence she seems
to find with her Japanese lover — his very bodallewy that of the
German soldier — she finds herself encounteringnatya forgetting of
love, the inexorability of time and movement inte future'*®

This is the ‘becoming’ through the flesh of thddes of ‘becoming’, though the difference
itself does not now seem to carry any semanticevakor both of the characters, the
French and Japanese pairing, transform subjectivitythe domain of the unattainable and
the unfixed vacuum of unknown.

| think this is what Resnais actually does by displg his characters into the
aimless wanderings around the city. As Monaco peppthe love relationship between
the two characters of the film is extremely massiti Perhaps so too is our own interest
in Hiroshima. This is a love story and the memoihorror impossibly tied together to
show how the personal story serves as an indexisbbriz: “We are prohibited from
observing the thing itself, but the reduction giussthe scale of it"*® The relationship is
indeed masochistic, involving desire and pain, esuify and pleasure. As one of the
opening speeches goes:

| remember you.

Who are you?

You destroy me.

You're so good for me.

How could | have known that this city was madeht® size of love?

135 \wilson, 64.
138 Monaco, 45-47.
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How could | have known that you were made for tlae sf my body?

You're great. How wonderful. You're great.
[...]-
You destroy me.
You’re so good for me.
You destroy me.
You’re so good for me.
Plenty of time.
Please.
Take me.
Deform me, make me uglyH{roshima mon amougtd. in Monaco,
47-50)
‘Deform me, make me ugly’ — is she not saying ineotwords: make me feel my

pain again, | cannot feel it any more. | do not eember how to feel that pain any more?
The memory of the pain is dying out, but we nedd keep the memory of the event itself,
otherwise neither Hiroshima nor Auschwitz will e\eer able to preserve the authenticity of
their horror within world history.

Hiroshima mon amouseduces and invites the viewer to identify the mregaof
the film with the love-story; Resnais places theollhima story as a background for an
ordinary love-story. Monaco says that the viewemHafbshima mon amours forced to
comprehend the horror of the atomic explosionhadontext of the love scene, so et
horror of Hiroshima would be associated with theelmaking.’*” Nevertheless, Resnais
chooses several devices to break this illusionempldication, to make the viewer doubt
the first perception of the film. Monaco notes,ttbperating with intense, quick tracking
shots, which unfold into the atmosphere of acclyatemposed portraits and medium

shots, which seem to distance the viewer from tl¢, fResnais provided us with a

137 Monaco, 48-49.
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subtextual commentary: Hiroshima is what we sh@dtinto, the love story is that from
which we should remove ourselv&s

What is crucial in the understanding of the filnthat despite the extreme scale of
the events, both the love-story and the story efrihclear explosion, by virtue of their
very juxtaposition, communicate the accumulatiorewfotional and physical pain, which
resist any possible representation. Composing & $tee in terms of such seemingly
unjustifiable dialectics results in the emergenta 6im that develops its idea by denying
its own cinematographic methods.

In addition, memory as a constructing force of self-identification plays a
crucial role inHiroshima mon amourMemory is a dramatic force, which moves the
characters both to each other and away from edoar byy manipulating their emotions and
their sensations. Monaco claims that the enerdid®il characters “are directed towards
forgetting. Her aim at the end of the film is tode him into oblivion: “I'll forget you!”
she screams at the end. “I'm forgetting you alréadpk how I'm forgetting you! Look at
me!” Parting is such sweet sorrow’”

The war plays a crucial role in this film, and tvay the movie deals with this
political issue is highly experimental. The chaeastdo not speak politically in the film.
This sudden inability to verbalize the political phtations of the narrative is also
disturbing. Nonetheless, the film in this respecesl not become a-political; rather, by
ceasing to speak of politics, the characters craad¢her alternative solution for their post-
war subjectivities. Their individualities are shdpey their relationship with the war and
with the post-war experience and their memoriethee experiences. Turning it into a
silent body language, Resnais breaks through esftabl ideas of thought and expression;

his characters now enter the post-modern Deleuwziamd of non-representation where

138 Monaco, 49.
139 Hiroshima mon amouyiin Monaco, 45.
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nothing can be articulated by the vocal power ofdsolt is instead the body language of
the characters and the editing techniques thathattee political meaning to the film.

Cinematic tools of temporality are indeed varionsl aometimes unpredictable.
Today, one of the basic elements of film — the sobhas become a sophisticated and
powerful tool in the cinematic universe. In hisifd, Resnais explores the semantic tension
of the sound accompaniment of film. His experimamtgeal the polysemantic nature of
sound and its capacity to modify the overall megrand emotional contents of the film.
Furthermore, deeply influencing the formalisticttgas of film, sound can construct new
structural ties in film. In the booklindscreen: Bergman, Godard and First-Person Film
Bruce F. Kawin claims that:

Sound it not, as was first feared, a ‘third legif b highly expressive
aspect of the filmed world.” [...] “The narrator doest have to “tell”

sounds orally, but can allow the audience to sh&@ears, just as he

does not have to construct the landscape in frohino.*°

This produces an impression of disorientation griarration; where the semantic stress is
not just displaced from visual to sound effect mewersa but is confused — the film thus
tends to lose its authoritative position.

The sequence frorkliroshima mon amoumhen the actress is observing her
Japanese lover laying on the bed provides a stfarglard example of the uses of
subjective sound. The sequence runs less than tnates and includes thirteen shots, ten
of which average four seconds in length; indeedctitéing is so dynamic and revelatory
that one can hardly has time to pay attention ® gbund, but the sound here is the
principle narrator of the reality. While the Frerattress is reacting to the objects from her
immediate present she sees specific images frorpdstr So the sound is changing in its

density and loudness according to the intensitiiesfreminiscence. And furthermore the

140 Bruce F. KawinMindscreen: Bergman, Godard, and First-Person FifPninceton: Princeton University
Press, 1978) 19.
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sound accompaniment changes from the natural spgndh as street sounds, when she
perceives reality, back to music again when sherbes embroiled in her past.

Kawin describes this scene, in which the naturahdoand music are used one
after another to fit the actress’s mood. When thend of the street suddenly disappears it
is a signal that she has returned to her remincs;drecame disorientated, so she does not
hear the noise of the street. Thus music becomessarument indicating her state of
mind, the direction of her thought, the object @i lattention; and it also controls the
audience’s expectations. The return of the naswahd always indicates that she is back
to normal life and the audience back to the preddatsays that “music functions both
impersonally and in the service of point of viewegistering the levels of tension in the
story (and controlling those of the audience) oe time hand, and indicating how the
woman feels on the othef*’

As was already mentioned above, Resnais decorstituetconcept of flashback
in his films. Deleuze claims that for each layertioé past, Resnais involves all mental
functions at once: memory and oblivion, pseudo-nmgmamagination, intentions, etc.
However, he continues, all this is fraught withféats’. Resnais’s characters belong to the
present, but their ‘affects’ are sunk into the pasid these ‘affects’ become the central
characters of his film&' Thus, it is increasingly difficult for Resnais ¢dfer the viewer
memories as explanation of past events, rather fierso ‘affects’ as traumatic
hallucination. This method of working with the pasiases to explain the narrative, but
instead disturbs the viewer. Hiroshima mon amouit is impossible to tell whether
Nevers has ever taken place, or is just a gammadination; there is a possibility that all
the images of the girl in Nevers are merely imagibg the Japanese man. As Deleuze

puts it:

141 Kawin, 19-22.
142 Henes, Kuno, 430.
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Is it not for each of them a way of forgetting thewn memory, of
making a memory for two, as if memory were now tramg’ world
and detaching itself from the individuals. (Deleggé. in Wilson, 53)
Besides, the memory of two is also constructechbyetvents themselves. It is worth noting

that the preceding clearly indicates Resnais’s aambio draw the viewers’ attention to the
subjective time-flow. The audience is not only dnawto the personal reminiscence of the
French actress, but is also confronted with thgestilve interplay of her time layers. The
music and the natural sound sequence construelra wehere the borders between the past
and the present are not only regulated by her coumsess, but also regulate the specific
film temporality. Allowing the heroine to delivereh unique sense of time (which is a
complex multisemantic combination of allusions, ddkams, of reminiscences and of
perceptions), Resnais introduces the subjectivitiinoe to the audience. Temporality is
affected by the numerous mental strings and thireaes a state which critic Kawin
claims is not neutral:

The question of voice becomes, finally, the questibmind, and both

are inseparable from the question of meanify.

Conclusion

During the twentieth century, cinematography maturégo an independent and
potent form of art. Film as a sequence of imagegltiain continuity presents a unique tool
of capturing time; it allows the viewer to obsemte manipulation of temporal and of
spatial values, which before was not possible & drts. Furthermore, the technical and
aesthetic conceptualization of cinematography wasduéonarily developing during its

short history and, according to Deleuze, saw a majeak afterCitizen Kane(1941)}**

143 Kawin, 22.
144 DeleuzeThe Time-Imagel05.
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and most forcefully following the Second World Warhis break resulted in the
emergence of the so-called ‘time-image’, whichtghassence reveals a radical alienation
of the individual in contemporary society, but seék establish a new philosophy of space
and time in a disorientated post-war world.

The present analyses of the films chosen in tlogept aimed at revealing the new
realities created by our two chosen film-makersesghrealities echo the complexity and
ambiguity of the contemporary individuality; thesee the realities of a post-war
subjectivity, one that is at one stroke both questd and fragmented. Both Alain Resnais
and Andrei Tarkovsky, whose bodies of work weredittmned by the emergence of a new
post-modern consciousness, created a new cinermsigtee and also contributed to the
rethinking of established cinematic techniques.tif@rmore, both managed to challenge
the conventional modes of cinematic (and imagejessmtation, thus, creating a new type
of visual reality, which Deleuze coined as the &image’.

Deleuze’s philosophy proved helpful for this reskabecause it provides a new
range of concepts and ideas that help us to negatiee complexity of post-modern
consciousness. His philosophical approach to citegnaphy, though having a highly
systematic and abstract character, allowed theeptesudy to find new, inspiring readings
of selected films. Additionally, an attempt to itw@® Deleuze’s philosophical concepts,
such as ‘becoming’, ‘any-space-whatever and othensbled the project to see beyond
the conventional categories of cinematographyrpnéting films on the basis of Deleuze’s
philosophy means the integration of the most unetgaebut highly inspiring concepts into
the process of understanding film culture.

Experimenting with technical and with symbolic ammatic features, Resnais and
Tarkovsky create new dimensions in the world ofepmatography; these distinguished

film-makers create new images of the past and efpitesent, and engender ways these
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abstract notions can correlate with each other iwitthe frame of postmodern
consciousness. Decomposing memory and time, Reandi3 arkovsky find new ways for
expressing temporality and subjectivity. Their Slproduce different manifestations of the
‘time-image’ and reflect the complexity and ambtgwof the times when these films were
created. Moreover, by modifying the reality intonaltifaceted and open oscillating whole,
Resnais and Tarkovsky reflected the “relativityttué spatio-temporal relationships and the
vicissitudes of mental processes” (Turim, 3).

To conclude, it should be stressed that the fillh&®kesnais and of Tarkovsky
assessed in this project explore the philosoplgjgastions that are of crucial import for the
late Gilles Deleuze (1925-95). These are as folldiws concept of postwar subjectivity,
the disappearance of the centralized ego, and thergence of fragmentary, often
marginalized characters; the ideas of sanity ansetfsacrifice, of potential energies and
of the development of energy in the process ofdb@ng’; the vanishing of the sensory-
motor states, which is a conventional narrative ep@ehd its replacement by what we have
already adduced from Deleuze as “pure optical amthd situations”, which is often
reflected in the broken linearity of the narratiagd last not least, the metamorphoses of
time and of memory in the world of “universal saphrenia” (DeleuzeTime-Image
172). Thus, the creative integration of Deleuzidmigsophical concepts broadened the
classic interpretation of our selected films anetsged the importance of cinema as a

powerful and provocative form of art, fully capabliedelineating the “time-imagée*?

4% 1n addition, | would like to suggest that suchamademic department as English and American stadlies
Charles University should develop an Interdiscitinstudy program within its academic body andsetto
include the diversity of cultural and critical ma# into its study guide. As soon as we integthte
discussion of cinema, philosophy, art criticism #mebry into the current study material, we wiltaib a far
more exhaustive survey of modern thoughts and sodéhat cinematography is able to give is a fully
established tradition of the theoretical and aitibhought together with an absolutely new perspecin the
problems of narration, of modes of representatibithe history of art, of the goals of art, andted meaning
of art. Today, film studies constitute an integratt of the cultural, literary, and linguistic aeacic tradition
and, without any doubt, the integration of cinematialysis will profit the professional growth afegyone

at the Department.

88



Bibliography

Sources in Czech and in English:

Alliez, Eric. “Midday, Midnight: The Emergence ofr@-Thinking”. trans. Patricia Dailey,
The Brain Is the Screen: Deleuze and the Philos@piGinemaed. Gregory
Flaxman. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota PreX300.

Armes, Roy.The Cinema of Alain Resnalsondon: Zwemmer, 1968.

Bersani, Leo and Ulysse Dutoftrts of Impoverishment: Beckett, Rothko, Resnais.
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1993.

Bogue, RonaldDeleuze on Cinem#&lew York: Routledge, 2003.

Braudy, Leo a Marshall Cohen, e@&m Theory and Criticism6" edition. Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2004.

Canning, Peter. “The Imagination of Immanence: Almds of Cinema”. in Gregory
Flaxman, edThe Brain Is the Screen: Deleuze and the Philosapl@inema.
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2000.

Deleuze, GillesCinema 1. The Movement-Imadeans. Hugh Tomlinson. Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press. 2001.

- - -.Cinema 2. The Time-Imaggrans. Hugh Tomlinson. Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press. 2001.

- - -. Interview. “The Brain Is the Screen”. Gregéilaxman, edThe Brain Is
the Screen: Deleuze and the Philosophy of Cindviraneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 2000.

Fanu, Mark LeThe Cinema of Andrei Tarkovsikyndon: BFI, 1987.

Flaxman, Gregory, ed’he Brain Is the Screen: Deleuze and the Philosapl@inema.

Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2000.

Houdek, Jii, Sergej EjzenstejnPraha : Horizont, 1988.

89



Kawin, Bruce FMindscreen: Bergman, Godard, and First-Person Firinceton:
Princeton University Press, 1978.

Kennedy, Barbara MDeleuze and Cinem&dinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2000.
Macgillivray, JamesAndrei Tarkovsky's Madonna del Parfovailable online:

http://www.acs.ucalgary.ca/~tstronds/nostalghia/ddraTopics/Piero.html
February 2008.

Menard, David Georgd®eleuze Meets Tarkovsky: A Deleuzian Analysisarkovsky’s
Theory of “Time-Pressure”Available online:
http://www.horschamp.gc.ca/new_offscreen/deleuziaessure2.htmil®™
March 2003.

Monaco, Jameglain ResnaisNew York: Oxford University Press, 1979.

O’Sullivan, SimonArt Encounter Deleuze and Guattari: Thought BeyRegresentation
New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006.

Pisters, Patricial he Matrix of Visual Culture: Working with DeleuneFilm Theory
Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2003.

Resnais, AlainHiroshima mon amougHiroshima My Lovg Dir. Alain Resnais. With
Emmanuelle Riva, Eiji Okada. Production: Argosits| 1959.DVD.

- - -.Année derniere a Marienbgtast Year at MarienbgddDir. Alain Resnais.
With Delphine Seyrig, Giorgio Albertazzi, Sachadeif. Production: Argos
Films, 1962. DVD.

- - -.Nuit et brouillard(Night and Fog. Dir. Alain Resnais. Narrated by Michel
Bouquet. Screenplay Jean Cayrol. Co-production: &6itms, S. Halfon,
Argos Films, 1960. DVD.

Rodowick, D.N.Gilles Deleuze’s Time MachinBurham: Duke University Press, 1997.

Stagoll, Cliff. “Duration”. The Deleuze DictionanAdrian Parr, ed. New York: Columbia
University Press, 2005.

Suchéanek, VladimirTopografie transcendentnich gadnic filmového obrazu: tvod do

problematiky urieckého obrazu jako ducha¥nestetické skut@osti.
Olomouc: Univerzita Palackého, 2002.

90



Tarkovsky, AndreyNostalghiaDir. Andrei Tarkovsky. With Oleg Yankovsky, Erland
Josephson, Domiziana Giordano. Production: Radwibne Italiana, 1983.
VHS.

- - -. Offret (The Sacrifice Dir. Andrei Tarkovsky. With Erland Josephson,
Susan Fleetwood, Tommy Kjellgvist, Allan Edwall, @an Gisladéttir.
Production: Svenska Filminstitutet (SFI), 1986. VHS

- - -. Sculpting in Time: Reflections on the Cinemeans. Kitty Hunter-Blair.
Austin: University of Texas Press, 1986.

- - -. Stalker Dir. Andrei Tarkovsky. With Aleksandr Kajdanovslkidisa
Frejndlikh, Anatoli Solonitsyn, Nikolai Grinko. Pdaction: Gambaroff-
Chemier Interallianz, Mosfilm, 1979. VHS.

Tarkovsky, Andrey. Interview. “Intervista a Tark&ys. With Luisa Capo inScenaTrans.
Marian Jurewicz. “Achab” No. 4: 1980 (3), 119—-12¥ailable online:
http://www.acs.ucalgary.ca/~tstronds/nostalghia/ddmaTopics/Stalker/atscen
a.htm| February 2008.

Turim, Maureen Cheryrklashbacks in Film: Memory and Historidew York: Routlege,
1989.

Wilson, EmmaAlain ResnaisManchester: Manchester University Press, 2006.

Sources in Russian:

ApoHcoH, Oer. «3bik BpeMenn». XKuib Jlenes. Kuro. Ilepesen b. CkypatoB. Mockaa:
Ad Marginem. 2004.

Henés, XKunp u @enuxc ['Barrapu. Ymo maxoe gunocoghus? llepeen C.H. 3enkun,
Canxkr-IlerepOypr: Anereiiss, 1998.
- - -. Kuno. Ilepeen b. CkypatoB. Mocksa: Ad Marginem. 2004

TapkoBckuii, Aunpeit. 3aneuamaennoe spems. Available online:
http://www.tarkovsky.net.ru/stalker/word/tarkovskyne.php, 2008.

91



Secondary sources:

Andrew, J. DudleyThe Major Film Theories: an Introductio@xford: Oxford University
Press, 1976.

Arnheim, RudolfArt and Visual Perception: a Psychology of the GreaEye Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1984.

Aumont, JacquelNova filmova historie: antologie saasného mysleni aginach
kinematografie a audiovizualni kulturgpac. Petr Szczepanik. Praha: Herrmann a
synové, 2004.

Aumont, Jacque®braz Preklad: L. Sery. Praha: Nakladatelstvi AMU, 2005.

Bird, Robert.Gazing into Time: Tarkovsky and Post-Modern CinérastheticsAvailable
online:
http://www.acs.ucalgary.ca/~tstronds/nostalghia/ddraTopics/Gazing.html
February 2008.

Boundas, Constantin V., etlhe Deleuze ReadeaXew York: Columbia University Press,
1993.

Chiaramonte, Giovanni and Andrei A. Tarkovsky, ddstant Light: Tarkovsky Polaroids.
London: Thames & Hudson, 2006.

Duras, Margueritediroshima mon amourTrans. Richard Seaver. New York: Grove
Weidenfeld, 1961.

Frampton, DanielFilmosophy London: Wallflower, 2006.

Gianvito, John edAndrei Tarkovsky: Interviewgackson: University Press of Mississippi,
2006.

Goudet, Stéphane, efllain ResnaisParis: Gallimard, 2002.

Kracauer, Siegfried=ilm theory and criticismGerald Mast and Cohen Marshall, eds.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1975.

Martin-Jones. DavidDeleuze, Cinema and National Identity: Narrativen€iin National
ContextsEdinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2006.

92



Mast, Gerald and Cohen Marshall, eféiém Theory and CriticismOxford: Oxford
University Press, 1975.

Metz, ChristianFilm Language: a Semiotics of the Ciner@xford: Oxford University
Press, 1974.

Parr, Adrian, edThe Deleuze DictionaryNew York: Columbia University Press, 2005.

Polin, GregStalker's Meaning in Terms of Temporality and $pd&elations Available
online:
http://www.acs.ucalgary.ca/~tstronds/nostalghia/ddraTopics/Stalker _GP.ht
ml, February 2008.

Rajchman, JohiThe Deleuze ConnectiartS8ambridge, Mass: MIT Press, 2000.

Sobchack, VivianThe Address of the Eye: a Phenomenology of Filneiiemce
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1992.

Tarkovskaya, Marina, edbout Andrei Tarkovskylrans. Marina Tarkovskaya. Moscow:
Progress Publishers, 1990.

93



Shrnuti.

Cilem této prace bylo rozebrat filmy vybranych sefi (Andrej Tarkovsky, Alain
Resnais) na zaklédilozofickych avah francouzskeho filozofa — Gille®eleuze. Ve své
knize ,Film: Obraz-pohylka Obraz<as' zminény filozof vypracoval komplikovany systém
klasifikace kinematografickych dila obraa. Deleuze udava, Ze vyvoj kinematografie
proSel dramatickou zénou v povaléné dok, kdy dosSlo ke zhrouceni klasického
schématu obrazu-pohybu. Mgedku totalniho kolapsu konuarich narativnich metod a
kolapsu pedvalé€né individuality, povaléna kinematograficka scéna, zejména v E¥rop
zaznamenala vznik ,obraziasu“. Tato prace se z&rmje na analyzu usheckych diti
v ramci ,obrazuéasu” a zkouma Zjsoby, které umoznily vybranym reZzigér realizovat
netradéni acasto kontroverzni pochopeniésa.

V ¢asti Introduction” je uvedeno kratké shrnutjid filmové teorie a také stimy
piehled knihy ,Film:Obraz-pohyba Obraz<as'. Vysvétluji, pro¢ tato kniha nabizi SirSi a
zajimawjSi pristup ke zkoumani filmového dila.

V prvni kapitole rozebiram postaveni filmu ve fitdiz G. Deleuza, zapojeni filmu
do filozofického a estetického systému, ve kterylm fe zbaven representativni funkce a
vystupuje jako udalost — ,,event“. Nabizifepled zakladnich vlastnosti ,obrazasu".

Druh& kapitola je &novana ruskému rezisérovi Andreji Tarkovskému aupkd®
jeho filmy: ,Stalker”, ,Nostalgie* a ,,Obt™. Aplikuji rizné koncepty filozofie G. Deleuza
abych doké&zala, jaké moZznosti nabizi ,ob¥ag* pro alternativni pochopeni&a a jakym
zpisobem, technicky a esteticky, Tarkovsky ve svyttheich vytvdil ,obraz-¢as"”.

Treti kapitola rozebira dila francouzského reziséfdaina Resnaise, jehoZ tvorba

je sowasti francouzské ,Nové Viny“. iT filmy Resnaise ,Noc a mlha“, ,Loni
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v Marienbadu“ a ,HiroSima, ma laska” nabizi nestddi Uvahy o roli pati, minulosti
a imaginace v povateé spolénosti, coz jsou zakladni vyznamoveé funkce ,obraasud”.
V zawru uvadim, Ze filozofické koncepty G. Deleuze pomobzSitit pochopeni

vybranych filmi a predvést odlisSny fistup k otazce interpretace kinematografickéha dila
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