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inthropophagic devouring of varied cultural stimuli in all theie
ogeneity. Troplcalist filmmakers framed a resistant strate

mised on a low-cost “aesthetic of garbage.” Where Rochy s
tlier metaphor of an aesthetic of hunger had evoked famished vic.
ms redeeming themselves through violence, the garbage metaphg,

clnematicappararti “@T he encounter berween psychoa-
nalysm and the cinema was in one sense the culmination of a long
flirtation, since both were born around the same time (Freud first
ﬁveyed an aggressive sense of marginality, of surviving within scap. used the term “psychoanalysis” in 1896, just one year after the first
v, of being condemned to recycle the materials of dominant cyl. screenings of the Lumiére films in the Grand Café). There had also
A garbage style was seen as appropriate to a Third World county i _been character-oriented psychoanalytic studies of the cinema prior
icking through the leavings of an international system dominateq to the second semiology, such as Movies: A P sychological Study (1950),
by First World capitalism. ‘where Martha Wolfenstein and Nathan Leites argued that the cin-
In their attempts to forge a liberatory language, alternative film ~ema crystallized the common dreams, myths, and fears of the gen-
aditions draw on para-modern phenomena such as popular re- eral population, and Hellywood: The Dream Factory (also 1950),
ion and ritual magic. In some recent African films such as Yeeles ~ where Hortense Powdermaker described, in quasi-ethnographic
987), Jitt ( 1992), and Kasarmu Ce (This Land is Ours, 1991), - -terms, the Hollywood “tribe” that manufactured these same drearns
magical spirits become an aesthetic resource, a means for breaking - and myths.

ay, often in comical ways, from the linear, cause-and-effect con- - There was also the pioneering work of sociologist, psychologist,
ntions of Aristotelian narrative poetics, a way of defying the “gray- and filmmaker Edgar Morin. In Cinéma, on Uhomme imaginaire
ty,” in both senses of that word, of chronological time and literal { 1958) Morin revisited the venerable trope of “cinema magic,” but
estern pace. The values of African religious culture inform not only Afti- this time in order to highlight cinema’s capacity to infantilize and
rrative an cinema but also a good deal of Afro-diasporic cinema, for exam- overpower the spectator. According to Morin the spectator does
id the . ole Brazilian films like Barravento (1962) and A Forca de Xango f * not merely watch a film; he or she lives it with a neurotic intensity,
Zlearly The Force of Xango, 1977), and African American films like Julie 38 as a form of socially approved regression, a theme which would be
natize Dash’s Daughters of the Dust, all of which inscribe African (usually 8 taken up by the psycho-semioticians. The cinema, for Morin, impli-
mod- Yoruba) religious symbolism and practice. Indeed, the preference cates spectators in their very depths. Both contemporary and ar-
). or Yoruba symbolism is itself significant, since the arts — music, - chaic, the cinema as an “archive of souls” allows us to photograph
ent in danc(_ costume, poetry, narrative — are at the very kernel of the Yoruba - 3 our own movements, attitudes, and desires. Imbumg the cinema
Tasty eligions themselves, unlike other religions where the performing  }  with their own sensibility and imagination, spectators experience
of the rts are grafted onto a theological /textual core. Aesthetics and cul- powerﬁ,ll cmouons and even a cultic dcvonon

dern- ure, in this sense, are inseparable. ; 3 6
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£S:CONCEP age th mag1-
sively eharyy and_vxhc“symbdgugw wWhIIC North Ameérican “ego psychology™
= for- Wlthm F1rst World film theory, meanwhlle lmgurstrc*’aiiy“’b“fxentcdm stressed the development of the individual, conscious self, Lacanian
urses, giving.way-to-a-“second:semiology,” wherespsychos psychoana1y31s privileged the id, the Unconsc1ous and thc notion of
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, trasts between the optimistic country of pragmatic success and the
. pursuit of happiness, and the more pessimistic “old world” country
£ emerging from two world wars and a Holocaust on its own soil.
{ While ego psychology was concerned with therapy and cure, Lacanian

European psychoanalysis (the art film) over the (Hollywoodean)
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the “subject.” Synthesizing psychoanalysis with the philosophjcy
tradition éa%(..al explored the subject in its multiple senses — PSYCho- -
. logical, philosophical, grammamcal logical — COHTFESHND:
cignseifotsegupsyehologyaviththe Ssubj
Lacan was also concerned with ¢ 1dcnt1hcanon the process by Whlch
the subject constituted itself by appropriating aspects of other k.
man interlocutors such as parents. The term Qother \f()r Lacan,
designated the symbolic place where the sub;ect was consntuted ln'
rcIatlon to his or her “desire.” EICAR-CORCOIV di’:‘“i:i-sf T
: N{ASMALCHGY

g SPECtatorial desire he prac:

titioners of this approach were not interested at all in what othey -

“psychological” approaches had classically been interested in: the
psychoanalyms of authors, plots, or characters. Rather, the interest

mﬁs in this phase, fromrquestions:suchas “WHatis tha' nature Ofw‘

CIHEALC SIZH? 'd*th""c“laws ofthcar“combmatlon” Tile '

yttieilsawgdesireavas. by, defibitioRuLS: I¢
notforanachievable:object:but ratherfor. “the.desire.of the o _
a struggle for amorous recognition reminiscent of the Hegelian dia-
lectic between master and slave. As Lacan summed it up in a [4 *
Rochefoucauld-like aphorism: “Love is giving what one does not
have to someone who doesn’t want it.” (One is reminded of Denis
de Rougemont’s melancholy anatomy of passion in his Love in the
Western World, where desire is indelibly marked with pathos and
impossibility.) The differences between “French Freud” and Ameri-

can ego psychology also reflect large-scale cultural /political con-

byl'h:.thc cinema? What kmd of s»ubJCCC“~°’P¢CtatOr is fashxoncd by the.

cinematic apparatus? Why does the cinema provoke pa551onate 'r'éEE-
tions? What explains its fascination? Why does so much scem to be
atstake? How do films resemble dreams or daydreams’* '.L 14t 4]

anale es-betwee

f film> Can the cmcma i

serve as the poor man’s couch > as Fehx Guattan suggcstcd> How ¢

clo N AREALIVES TEpIE e ‘Oedipiis story, the conflict of laW*a.rrd'
desiré ] P
S /P: Loadtod, ay Ty
Although much has been made of the ‘fadd’ ish nature of the shify
- from linguistic semiotics to psychoanalysis, in fact this change forms
. part of a coherent trajectory toward thc “semio-psychoanalysis” of
the cinema. I&iﬁ”g“‘ui’"ﬁ"’ ; ysis were not chosen for arbi-

psychoanalysis was more concerned with developing a powerful in-
tellectual system which synthesized the anthropology of Lévi-Strauss,
the philosophy of Heidegger, and the linguistics of Saussure. By
cinematic analogy, Lacanianism favored the tense ambiguities of

“happy end” of ego psychology.
In film theory, at any rate, it was the thc French Freud that predomi-
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ally; Lacan’ read it hngmsticaliy /The reference to lip.
, lacan promised, “will introduce us to the method Whlch
chstm guishing synchronic and diachronic structurings in 1anguage
enable us to understand, better the different value that oy,
age assumes in the interpretation of the resistances and the
fercnce” (Lacan, 1997, p. 76). Lacan’s nostrum that the “Up,.
ious is structured like a language” provided a further bridge
een the two fields of language and the psyche. (Voloshinov and
akhtin, from a different angle, had performed a linguistic readmg
reud in their 1927 book Freudianism: A Marxist Critigue. )
sychn walytic theorists were especially interested in the psychic
ension of the film medium’s overpowering “impression ¢ of real..-
They were concerned, that is, with explaining the extraordi- "
. power of the cinema over hurnan feelings. THE ersuasiveness gf
nematic apparatus was analyzed as deriving from a. number of’
the:cinematicsituation: (immobility,: darkncss), thei
ficiatory-mechanisms of the image (camera, ‘optical pro;ccnons
nocular. perspective) - all of which induce the subject to project
r herself imgo the representation. Picking up on the cues pro-
d y.the earlier work of Edgar. Morin, 1970s theorists like Jean: ]
is «B*md’r‘@r; “Christian" etz, and Jéan-Louis-Comolli-saw thc_ ,
on of the impression of ‘reality as inseparable from the ques-:-
Tt putatonal posmonmg and 1dcnt1ﬁcauon.,;Baudrijas thc

shadowy 1mag s on_the. screen,.-the. darkness. of: thc movie. theater,J
the passive immobility of the spectato ‘the woin
ambient noises and quotidian’ pressiites; all-fost
“of: regression; ‘generating “archaijc moments of fisio _.
those engendered by dréam. Thus a kind of double whammy oper-
ates in the cinema: extremely strong.visual. and auditory:stimuli
inundate us at a moment when we are predisposed toward passive:
reception and: narcissistic self- absorption. T Im-like-a:dream:
: thls a story a_‘story renciercd in images and therefore tesonantwi
which “figures itself forth ifi: images:?
y }cmematzc techmqucs such:as supérimposition ‘and’ the?
‘Tap- 1ssolve m1me” the condensations and displacements: through-
which’ thc primary-process log;c of dreams works over its phantasized-
objects: :

The cinema; for: Baudry, constitutes. the. approximate-material:re?

alization of an unconscious, goal perhaps:inherent in-the. ‘human:
_psyche: the regressive: desire to return. to. an. earlier state of psychic
: dcvelopment a state of relatxvc narcissism: m_,whlch desire ‘could be..
_satisfied t:hrough a simulated, envelopmg reality where the:separation
i_:bemeen one’s body and the: exterior.-worlds:between ego and non- P
' €go, is not clearly defined: In apparatus: theory.the: cinema becomes a-
very. powerﬁ.ll chine: ..hlch. transforms the embodied,; socially. sity-s
ated individuial into a spectatorial subjcct In effect, Baudry put a nega-
tive spin on Bazin’s positively connoted “myth of total cinema.” The
ﬁlm as window-on-the-world became barred, like a prison.

3

! Shif\.

orms 5 For 1970s psychoanalytic theory{ ‘Lacan’s notionithat desire is not
" of | d amatter of desiring the other but of ! “desiring the desire of the otheér?:
arbi- ]

seemed o marvelously apt description.of the processes of identifica=+

:nces.., Tterzanic i orxgm of meanmg Baudry postulated an unconscious .tl(_) _in: the cinema. Ps;;c-l}“c?anglync theory largely absorbed the
| bstratum i in identification, in the sense that cinema, as a simula-  § Lacanian vision.of the, deluded u_ 6 t.of the cinema. Given an ini-

n appal.uus not onIy represents the real but also stimulates in-  { tial lack of being (manque & étre), the initial loss of an originary

¥ plenitude linked to a dual relation with the mother, human beings

Baudry explored the oft-cited simili- were seen as constitutively alienated, split from themselves, with psy-

- th'é swée.nc of Plato’s cave and the. apparatus. of cinr- chic “identity” consisting of fa ﬂ1msy bricolage of ephemeral identifi-

atic Projection;’ arguing that the ¢inema corstittited the techmcal'-i‘ cations. These ephemera cong¢alcd into a kind of identity only during

ealization ofa pcrenmal dream. of a- pcrf'ect, total simulacrum. The -} the phase Lacan called the mirror stage the stage in the child’s de-
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velopment where hyperactive perception coincides with a low Jeve)
of motor activity. Lacan describes how the infant ego is constituteq
- by the child’s identification with and misrecognition of the lyre
- of the mirror image, which offers an imaginary picture of his owp
autonomous sclf-presence. Both Metz and Baudry compared the
spectator’s:situation to the mirror stage, with Metz pointing oy
that the mirror analogy was only partially accurate; the cinema, un.
like the mirror, does not reflect back the spectator’s own image.
From-a:feminist perspective; this theory was now seen as giving
ckpressioiito a’ masculinist'denial of sexual difference. The self-de?
-luded,:ideologically coherent subject constructed by dominant cins:-
© ema, for these feminist theorists; was gender-specific#Taking a term
coined by Marcel Duchamp and elaborated by Michel Carrouges,
feminist critic Constanice Penley (1989); later-compared the. Baudry
~-model. of the a%pagalctgﬁ tQ 3 “bachelor machme L.€. as a closed,
5S¢ clf suﬁic1ent frictiofiless: machine controlled by a knowmg overs
seer subject to'a fantasy of ¢losure and mastery, ultimately-as a com-
pensdtory pleasurc and conolation for male lack and alienation: Joan -
Copjeci(1989)argued that apparatus theory constructed a paranoid
anthropomorphic: machine producing-only-male-subjects;as a»
“delusional defense against the alienation that the elaboraton of
<inema 2s a language opened in theory.”
In “The Imaginary Signifier” Metz argued that the doubjllma i
nary pature of the cinematic signifier ='imaginaiy in it
sents and imaginary by the nature-of its 31gn1ﬁer - hclghtens rather.
than diminishes the pOSSlblllthS of identification. The: signifieritself;
even before coming to form part of a fictive imagined world,; is marked:
:by:the duality-of presence/absence-typical of the Lacanian imagi-+
nary. The impression.of reality is stronger in.film than-in theater-
because th ‘weak"phantom like figures on the screen virtually invite:
0 to:invest themi with: Gur ‘phantasies and projections. The cinema
spectator identifies; first of all, with-his or her own.act of looking,..
with “himself 44 Bure act of perception (as wakefulness; alertness); -
as.condition:of 'possibility of the perceived and hence as-a kind of «
transcendental subject” {Metz, 1982, p..51). What Metz calls pr
. mary identification; then, is not with the events or characters de-

T L ITE) N

picted on the screen but rather with the act of perception that makes ,
these secondary identifications: possﬂ:lc ‘ancace of perception both
channeled and constriicted by the-anterior-look-of the.camera and | i
the projector that stands in for it, granting the spectator the 1llusory
‘ubiquity of the “all-perceiving subject.” The spectator is caught in a,
play between regression and progression. The i images received come
from without, in a progressive movement directed toward external
reality; yet due to inhibited mobility and the processes of identifica-
tion- with:camera-and- character .the psychlc energy-normally de-
voted to activity is channeled-into-other routes:of discharge: .«

Metz had especially interesting observations about the question
of pleasure and displeasure in. the cinema, Some films, for. example.
pornographic films; might-generate dlsplcasurc by-touching too
closely on the spectator’s repressed. desires, thus triggering a defen- :
+sive-reaction. Building on Melanie. Klein’s. analysis-of thé role of
- objects.in-the infant’s fantasy life — the child’s tendency to project

as the brc:ast - Metz spokc of the critical. tendcncy to confuse. the

ies, pleasure s, and fcars tnggcrcd in spec1ﬁc spectators by the film.”
Thus spectators—critics misconstrue an aesthetic question - the quality
of the film ~ with a psychoanalytic question: Why did this film please

or displease me? (A classic example of this confusion occurred with

Woody Allen’s Stardust Memaories, which critics, many of them former

admirers of Allen, took as an attack on themselves (rather than as a

witty and self-mocking exercise in intertextuality) and which they

therefore condemned in the most violent possible bad-object lan-

guage as “vicious,” “mean-spirited,” and “poisonously bad.”) Metz

also put the theorist on the couch, since film:theorists. were not

immune to such projections: Thus Metz analyzed the various forms .
of “love” for the cinema, ranging from the fetishism of the collector

to the crmc—thconst who sees most films as “bad objects” yet main- .
‘tains-a “good ob;ect relation” with'the ‘cinema as a- whole. Metz

became the psychoanalyst of the film theorists, much as Lévi-Strauss

had been the ethnologist of the anthropologists.
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¢ ‘lluswn*of*rcahty,madmamw{[lhe conventional fiction film in-

w"‘;" S

: cfaThe maternl cx1stencc of hlrmc 1magas for Metz, Creates vokes a lowering of wakefulness that triggers a state closc to that of

* a sSHAFAE O phantasiesmotimliky o sleep and dreaming. This lowenng of wakcﬁllncss implies a w1th-

Sremporaryrapture” of*sohtude zcalled.love: “This is the spe. - drawal of concern from the external world and a heightened ; recep-

¢ joy of receiving from the external world images that are usually . tivity to phantasized wish- fulfillment. In the cinema, unlike dream,
yternal . . . of secing them inscribed in a physical location (the we do not literally confuse our phantasws with pcrc;puons, since
een), of discovering in this way something almost realizable in - here we are dealing with an actnal perceptual object ~ the film itsclf.
3 - While dream is a purely internal psychic process, film involves real
‘Metz’s analysis explains what might otherwise be a conu'ﬁdﬁ}%fﬁ" . perception, potentially common to other viewers,l of actual} ime}gcs
he pleasures generated even by films which at first glance seem to - .. recorded on ﬁlmt. The dream, as Metz points out, is doubly illusion:
¢ dystopian, threatening, even repulsive. Disaster films, for exam- the drft‘amer‘ believes more t‘har{ thfa spectator, and. what he or she
1_'5, play on our most elemental insecurities about nature, yet such “perceives” is less real. Th.e continuing perceptt.lal snmuia;xon of the
lms often become monstrous hits. Such films, despite their super- cinema prevents unconscious wishes from taking a qompl_et_e[y re-
cial dlsagrceableness ultimately reassure, in a Mctzmn perspecuvc : gressive path, therefore, and what is illusion of reality in dream is

merely an impression of rf:ahty in film. Yet the parallels between the |
conditions of film viewing and those of dreams help explain the quasi-
hallucinatory degree of this impression of reality that films can achieve.
The view of Hollywood as a dream factory suggested that the

\ dominant industry promoted escapist fantasy Screen theory, simi-
’§ychoana1§'ﬁi§: criticism also prolonged earlier work on the re- i@ larly, stressed the negative, exploitative dimension of film dream.

tion between film and dream. Hugo Mauerhofer had suggestedin 3@ . But while theory was right to denounce the alienations provokcd by

The Psychology of Cinematic Experience” (1949) that what he - dominant cinema, it is also important to recognize the desire that

1 please alled the “cinema situation™ shares a good deal with the dream 8 brings spectators to the movie theater. The perennial comparison of
:d with tuation, notably passivity, comfort, and withdrawal from reality. ~ film and dream points not only to film’s potential for alienation but
former uzanne Langer (1953) argued that film exists in a “dream mode,” also to its central utopian thrust, Dreams are not merely regressive;

1anasa that it creates a “vn‘tual present conjoined w1th a fcclmg of im- ol they are vital to human well-being. They are, as the Surrealists em-
h they SSUE:r phasized, a sanctuary for desire, an intimation of the possible tran-
st lan- 2k scendence of dichotomies, the source of kinds of knowledge denied
) Metz — eFiction=+ & cerebral rationality.

sre ot SRS Speerato s Metz-offe A Psychoanalytic questions, while not on the surface political, could
s forms: anc ‘4 also be easily pushed in a political direction. What is the “libidinal
¢conomy” of the cinema? How does Hollywood, for example, ex-
ploit the spectator’s voyeuristic¢ and regrcsswe tendencncs in order to
mamtam itself as an mstltur_lon> :

Strauss:
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fg;:sb;sm ste slaveblack-and A.Mf;@;ua,l%.g_nd nascissis-(selfap=
orandising sensations.obbeing-a :”n{a&z:%magususb}ee&)aMetz this
tncd tO answer a very 1mportant question: Why do spectators go to
the cinema if they are not forced? What pleasure-are they seeking?
And how do they become part of an institutional machine that both
delights and deludes them? Answering such questions about the
imbricated functions of the real, the imaginary, and the symbolic in
film reception might even have a feedback effect, yielding a new
contribution to psychoanalysis itself.

The psychoanalytic critics also dcploycd the notion of the Oedi-
nema. Eﬂmmnmcmpm

esy=Fhe cinema was clearly founded.
concewcd since its ongms as a place

deed the tltlcs of some of thc earhest films bear witness to this fasci-
; nation: As Seen Through a Telescope (1900), Ce gue Pon voit de mon

! sixieme (What one sees from my sixth floor, 1901), Through the Key-
? bole (1900), and Peeping Tom in the Dressing Room (1905). The

s o
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‘The Feminist Intervention

etzncombings disuakhyperpercoptiortuit,
hysicalzmrebilitys it virtually demands an 1mmoblie secret
wcwcr who absorbs everythmg through the eyes. Thepre

aism. of oratiflcatlon.. Crests Ol UL knowino. that.the
=4

The voyeur’s mvmbzhty produccs the visibility of the ob;ects of h:s
of her gaze. It is the breaking down of these processes, the shatter-
ing of an illusory voyeuristic distance, that is allegorically staged in
Hitchcock’s Rear Window, where the protagonist is caught in the
act through a Series of scopic inversions which turn him into the
object of the gaze. Psychoanalysis, as we shall see later, formed part
of many subsequent movements such as film feminism and post-
colonialism, and certainly inflects the work of later figures such as
Kaja Silverman, Joan Copjec, and Slavoj Zizek.

The Feminist Intervention

" At its height, the left wing of semiotic film theory hoped for a crea-
tive amalgam of the projects of the “Holy Trinity” (or Sinister Tri-
umviraitc cicpcnding on one’s point of view) of Althusscr Saussure

the theory of socmty and 1deo[oov, semiotics Would provldc thc theory r
of 51gmﬁcat10n ‘and psychoanalys1s would prov1 -
subject. But in fact it was not an easy task to synthesize Freudian
psychoanaly51s with Marxist sociology, or historical materialism with
a largely ahistorical structuralism. Indeed, the post-1968 period
witnessed an overall decline in the prestige of Marxism and the
emergence of the new politics of social movements such as femi-
nism, gay liberation, ecology, and minority empowerment, The de-
cline of Marxism had to do not only with the transparent crisis of
socialist societies (a point sometimes exploited to obscure the fact
that global capitalism was also in crisis}, but also with increasing
skepticism about all totahzmg theories. Gradually, the focuswomfwl.'ggh-

169




