Chapter 13

The Brain Is the Screen
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With the publication of Tl Momancet-turage and The Tine loage,
Cilles Deleure was often usked Lo explain—or expand apon—his
unigue understanding of the cinema. Omne of (e most wide-romgging,
infrrmative, and ulimately personal of (hese comversabions Lok
plawe with Ciafeiers der cinfim alter Delewiae's second cinema volome
-‘|'|'-'|'h|-":'I!I'|.J|.‘i. Pascal Bondt@er and Jean Markom had comnduicted a sailar
imlervieywe wilh Deleuze afier the pl.ll‘.-lil.'.itil,:-ll wil Thue |L"|_.IT'¢'H||:'I|'|'-||r.I|‘dx.|_'."
for this sulseguent interview they were pdned by AL Bergala, M.
v ciss, annd 350 Tosibminnsn, The susnilfing Test weas, Uiy explained, the
“the fruit ofa lomgg conversation” and was subsoquently “rearranged
by him [Dielevze] in oore of a sy nthesis and therefore rendesed nwore
i,

FRONW PEILOSOPHY TO CINEM A

o i e cdvecnint enfer i Befe, Bnatle e ar spmechimdor o, of conirse, @ 0

Jehiidoerguirer F Ve il pare Besgdne b oo v remen vl gudncn i e Begin fo

contsirder i domai sl deofesophy :
IThad a Pl’i'u'ilﬂ'ﬁélﬁ IE"!I'PEI"J.E".IIL\" Bowanisan '|"I1:|III}'\'I"¢:‘| Ly L i rale I'_!l]dH_":G
aof ﬁ]]:ﬂﬂﬂjllg. Before the wear, s ol T oweenl Tos Uhe conemis metfver
often: | think that thoere was a (amilial steucture to thae cinem oo
of subseription thueaters like (he Salle Pleyel. Yoo counld send children
them: by themselves. T didn't have the chaoive of program, somelines
it was Harold [hovd or Baster Keaton, soaetiness Las Croiv e bois
{The Waooden Crossesk—which wpaet me they even showed Danld-
mas, again, which made me very scaned? It would be intevesting to
find cut which theaters disappeared after the war in a given nergh-
barlwood, Mew Hhcaters sprang up, bat many disappeansd.

Aveld then, affer the waor, [ returmesd W D cimema, banl in amscdler



’<lhnt trace them. Cinema isn't theater;
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manier. [ was a student of philosophy, and although [ wasn't stupid

W_‘__Mu.pﬂmy—ma&n juncti
ade an impression on me. [ liked those authors who demanded
A wE infroduce movement to thought, "real™ movement '[I:l'll.:]r
denounced the Hegelian dialectic as abstract movement). How could
I not discover the cinema, which introduces “real” movement into
the image? I wasn’t trying to apply philesophy to cinema, but 1 went
straight from philosophy to cinema. The reverse was also true, one
went right from cinema to philosophy. Something bizarre about the
cinemna struck me; its unexpected ability to show not only behavior,
bt spiritual life [z vie spirituelle] as well (at the 5._al_r|E' time as aberrant
behavior). Spiritual life isn't dream or fantasy—which were always~
the cinema’s dead ends—but rather the domain of cold decision, of
absolute obstinacy, of the choice of existence. How is it that the ein-
ema is so expert at excavating this spiritual life? This can lead to the
worst, a cinematic catholicism or religious kitsch [sulpicismel® spe-
cific to the cinema, but also to the greatest: Dreyer, Sternberg, Bres-
son, Rosselini, and even Rohmer today. It's interesting how Rohmer
assigns to cinema the study of the spheres of existence: aesthetic
existence in La Collectionmense, ethical existence in Le Beaw mariage,
religious existence in M nuif chiez Mand (My Night af Maud's). One
thinks of Kierkegaard, who, well before cinema, already felt the need
o write in odd sy inema not only puls movement in the
image, it also puts movement in the mind. Spiritual life is the move-
ment of the mind \One naturally goes from philosophy to cinema,

brain is unity, The brain is the screen. | don't believe that
linguistics and psychoanalysis offer a great deal to the cinema. On
the contrary, the biology of the brain—molecular biology—does.
Thought is molecular. Molecular speeds make up the slow beings
that we are. As Michaux said, "M is @ slow being, wha is only minde
posaille thaitks to fantastic speeds.” The circuits and linkages of the

brain_don’t preexist the stimuli, 1

-t larto one confronted by the othes-Ene can imagine thafimil;
- ¢ Jems donfront the sciences, painting, music, philosophy; literature,

articles grms]——
rather, it makes bodies out of

grains. The i % are o

image in ﬁl_nfiﬁﬂ,mmlfﬁ_lﬁid_ i with self-motion |aute-
mme.mmml_'ﬁem stops tracing the circuits of the brain”This charac-

teristic can be manifested either positively or negatively. The screen,

that is to say ourselves, can be the deficient brain of an im o

as a creative brain, Look at music videos: their power was in their

radoxical and on all e.i'.::'!:e:.a;'_n:.lerﬂnw Sl
simple associations of images. Cinema, precisely because it puts the
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novel speed, their new linkages and relinkages. Even before devel-
oping their strength, however, music videos had already collapsed in
pitiful twitches and grimaces, as well as haphazard cuts. Bad cinema
always travels through circuits created by the lower brain: violence
and sexuality in what is represented—a mix of gratuitous cruelty and
organized incptitude. Real cinema achieves another violence, another
sexuality, molecular rather than localized. The characters in Losey,
for éxample, are like capsules |des comprimds| composed of static vioe
lence, all the more violent because they don't move. These stories of
the speed of thought, precipitations or petrifications, are inseparable
from the movement-image. Look at speed in Lubitsch, how he puts
actual reasoning into the image, lights—the life. 2

The encounter between two disciplines doesn't take place when
one begins to reflect on the other, but when one discipline realizes
that it has to resolve, for itself and by its own means, ap i
fiprab- 0
and cinema at different moments, on different occasions, and under
different circumstances. The same tremors occur on totally different
terrains. The only true criticism is comparative (and bad film eriti-
cism closes inon t.E cinema like its own ghetto) because any work in
a field is itself imbricated within other fields. Godard confronts
painting in Passion and music in Préwom Carmen, making a “serial
!:"er:mnil,":L but also a cinema of catastrophe, in the sense correspond-
ing to the mathematical principle of René Thom, There is no work
I:I:_a.tdu-er.__ _ jrimi Fckr rart forms. [ was able to

e about cinema, not because of some right of consideration, but

because philosophical problems compelled me to look for answers in

the cinema, even at the risk that those answers would suggest other
problems. All work is inserted in a system of reliays,

A PASSION FOR CLASSIFIC M

w: strikes us dn your oo books on cinem is gorefhing thael cure alremd iy
fineds in your offier books, bul never fo this extent, antnely, fﬂmlmr\'—r.ljlr ot
uj_f.:n'd-:m]"fmrfm- Hirve you always had this lendency, or did it -ern:].a OUEF
Hrine? Does chassification kave @ particylar comection o cinema?

'!tl"m there’s nothing more fun than classifications or tables, They're
like the outline of a beok, or its vecabulary, its glossary. s not the
essential thing, which comes next, but it's an indispensable work of
preparation. Nothing is more beautiful than the classifications of nat-

a 1

ural history. The work of Balzac is based on astonishing classifications.
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Borges suggested a Chinese classification of animals that thrilled
Foucault: belonging to the emperor, embalmed, domesticated, edible
[cochoms de lait], mermaids, and so on* All classifications belong to
this style; they are mobile, modifiable, retroactive, boundless, and
their criteria vary from instance to instance. Some instances are full,
others empty. A classification always involves bringing together
things with very different appearances and separating those that are
very similar. That is the beginning of the formation of concepls. We
sometimes say that “classic,” "romantic,” or “noudati roman® —even
"neorealism”—are insufficient abstractions. | believe that they are in
fact valid categories, provided that we trace them to singular symp-
toms or signs rather I:IE!EIMI forms. A classification iz always

a symptomology. What we classify are -signs in order to formulate a

m:m:pl that presents |t5¢l! A% an 1_'|n|_nt rat:her than an- i]bﬂr.jl.‘_l:
essence, In this respect, the different d.l.E-L‘]F]:II‘lE are really signaletic
_materials [des matiéres signalétiques], Classifications will vary in rela-
“tion to the materials considered, but they will also coincide accord-
ing to the variable affinities among materials. LCinema is at the same
time a very uncommon material, Because it moves and tem poralizes

the image, and one that possesses a great affinity with other materi-

iils: pictorial, musical, literary. ... We must understand cinema not as
language, but as signaletic material.

For example, I'm attempting a classification of light in the cinema.
There is light as an impassive physical milicu whose composition
creates white, a kind of Newtonian light that you find in American
cinema and maybe in another way in Antonioni. Then there is the
light of Goethe [la lumigre goethéenne], which acts as an indivisible
force that clashes with shadows and draws things out of it (one
thinks of expressionism, but don't Ford and Welles belong to this
tradition as well?). Yet another light stands out for its encounter with
white, rather than with shadows, this time a white of principal opac-
ity (that's another quality of Goethe that occurs in the films of von
Sternberg). There is also a light that doesn't stand out for its compo-
sition or its kind of encounter but because of its alternation, by its
production of lunar figures (this is the light of the prewar French
school, notably Epstein and Grémillon, perhaps Rivette today; it's
close to the concepts and practices of Delauney). The list shouldn’t
stop here because it's always possible to create new events of light;
we see this, for example, in Godard’s Passion. In the same way, one
can create an open classification of cinematic space. One can distin-
guish organic or encompassing spaces ({in the western, but also in
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Kurosawa, who adds immense amplitude to the encompassing
space); functional lines of the universe (the neowestern, but Mizo-
guchi above all); the flat spaces of Losey—banks, bluffs, plateaus that
allowed him to discover Japanese space in his last two films; discon-
nected spaces with undetermined junctions, in the style of Bresson;
empty spaces, as in (heu or Antonioni; stratigraphic spaces that are
defined by what they cover up, to the point that we “read” the space,
as in the Straubs’ work; the topological spaces of Resnais ... and so
omn. There are as many spaces as there are inventors. Light and spaces
combine in very different ways. In all these instances, one sees that
these classifications of light or space belong to the cinema yet
nonetheless refer to other domains, such as science or art, Mewton or
Drelauney—domains that will take them in another order, in other
conbexts and relations, and in other divisions.

THE NAME OF THE AUTHOR
There isa “crists™ regarding the comeepd of e cluennalic awteur, Currend

discosrse about the cinena might go as foltows: “There are i irore auieurs,
everyone is an auteier, and all of taes gel oit oier rereoes,”

Right now many forces are trying to deny any distinction between
the commercial and the creative. The more that we deny this distine-
tion, the more we consider curselves clever, understanding, and “in
the know."? In fact, we are only betraying one of the demands of cap-
italism: rapid twrnover. When advertisers explain that advertise-
ments are the poetry of the modern world, they shamelessly forget
that no real art tries to create or exhibit a product in order to corre-
spond to the public’s expectations. Advertising can shock or try to
shock because it responds to an alleged expectation, The opposite of
this is art produced from the unexpected, the unrecognized, the
unrecognizable. There is no commercial art: that's nonsense. The-rE
are popular arts, of course. There are also art forms lhatreqmre 5ume
amount of financial investment; there is a commerce of art, but no

Fommercial art. What complicates e'l.rer}'th:mg is that the same form

servies the creative and the commercial. We already see this in book
publishing: the same material format is used for both Harlequins
and Tolstoy. If you compare a great novel and a best-seller, the best-
seller will always win in a market of quick turnover, or worse, the
best-seller will aspire to the qualities of the great novel, holding it
hostage. This is what happens in television, where aesthetic judg-
ment becomes “that’s tasty,” like a snack, or "that’s too bad,” like a
penalty in soccer., [t's a promotion from the bottom, an alignment of
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all literature with mass consumption. “Auteur” is a function that
refers to artwork {(and under other circumstances, to crime), There
are other just as respectable names for other types of producers,
such as editor, programmer, director, producer ... Those who say
that “there amnnmnreauteurstuda}' suggest thn! they would have

still unknown. That's very armgant No art can thrive without the

a - ——

existence of a double sector, without the still relevant distincion
between commercial and creative,

Cahiers did a great deal o establish this distinction in the cinema
itself and to show what it means to be an auteur of films (even if the

field also consists of producers, editors, publicity agents, etc.). Faini
recently said some intercsting things about all this.?® Todai people ™

think they are clever by denying the distinction between the com-
mercial and the creative: that's because they have an interest in doing
s0, Every [truly creative piece of] work, even a short one, implies a
significant undertaking or a long internal duration [sine longue durde
inferne] U't‘s no great w king, for j GURL recollec-
i e otk of art always entails the creation n!
_npw spaces and times es [it's not a question of remu_t_g_'lg a q!nrj.r in a
well- deterrm:ned 5p-a::e_and time; rather, it is the rhythms, the light-
ing, and the space-times themselves that must become the true char-

acters). A work should bring fortk the problems and questions that __

CONCETT LS ralher than pn:-un:[e answers. A work of art is,;. new syn-

excavatesa foreign language in language, Synm:u in cinema amounts
to the linkages and relinkages of images, but also the relation
between sound and the visual image. If one had to defin culture,
one could say that it doesn't consist in conquering a difficult or
bstract discipling, but in perceiving that works of art are much more
nerete, moving, and funny than commercial products. In creative
rks there is a multiplication of emotion, a liberation of emotion,
and even the invention of new emotions, This distinguishes creative
works from the prefabricated emotions of commerce. You see this,
oddly, in Bresson and Dreyer, who are masters of a new kind of com-
edy. Of course, the question of auteur cinema assures the distribution
of existing films, films that can't compete with the commercial cin-
ema, because they require another kind of duration. But auteurism
also makes the creation of new films possible. In this sense, maybe
cinema isn't capitalist enough. There are financial circuits of very
m@ﬁ;}h: long term, the medium term, and the short term
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have to be distinguishable in cinematographic investment.? In sci-
ence, capitalism has been able to acknowledge the importance of
fundamental research now and then.

THIS IS NOT THE PRESENT

Yiuir Dook contains @ Hiests thal mppears “scomdmlons,” thit opposed everything
wrritten aboud ciimema and Hhat precisely concerns e lime-image. Cinemtic
rmadysis has alevays ergued that in a film, despite the preseince of fasithecks,
dreirnes, semaries, o coen anficipmiory soenes, ne matler ehal e is eooked,
mantereint is enacted befare you i M present. Bief you agsert that Hae cimematic
fiietge dan'T am B presend
That's funny, because it seems obvious to me that the image is not
in the present. What the image “represents” is in the present, but not
the image itself. The image itself is an ensemble of time relations
from the present which merely flows, either as a common multiple,
or as the smallest divisor. Relations of time are never seen in ordinary
p:rtcplmm but they are seen in EMW crearj!.re

Bne. The image renders time_relations—relations that can't be

“reduced to the present—sensible and visible, For example, an image
“shows a man walking along a riverbank in a mountain region; in this
image there are at least three coexistent “durations,” three rhythms.
The relation of time is the coexistence of durations in the image,
which has nothing to do with the present, that is, what the image
represents. In this sense, Tarkovsky challenges the distingtion
between edit and shot, because he defines cinema by the "pressure of
time™ in the shot. IW's obvious if we consider examples: a still life in _
Ozu, a traveling shot in Visconti, and depth of field in k\hl[qs O the
vel of the I'Eilrﬁentz'd,,:lt’sammmuhlle b]n::,lr:l!e 3 CAT, OF & man trav-

El11'lg in space. But from the ]:rmntuf view of the image, Ozu’ s.shlj ]|['r_
m within it (the relation of that which is in time l.-'n'll:h timed, In~
tRe same way, Sandra’s car in Visconti's film [Sandra] is embedded in
the past, and we see it at the same time as she travels through space
in the present. [t has nothing to do with a flashback or with memeory,
ba:-muse memaory is only that which was once present, whereas the '.:'
Tharacter in the | image is ]Jh':nilg.r embedded in the past, or emerges
from the past, As a general rule, gnge a space ceases to be “Euclid-
ean,” onoe space is rn:.ul:ed—ar. it Ozu, Antondond, and Brﬁmn_._u
?Fﬂ'tt_nu longer contains those characteristics associated with pre-
viously accepted relations of time, Kesnais certainly one of the
auteurs for whom the image is least in the preseént, because the image




372 CILLES DELEUZE

in Resnals's films depends entirely on the coexistence of heteroge-

* neous durations. The variation of relations of time is the very subject

of Je Yaime, je Vaime, inieEnd"en_t of any flashbacks, What is false
continuity, or the disjunction between speaking and seeing in the
films of the Straubs or Marguerite Duras, or even the feathery
Ipfumens] screen of Resnais, or the black or white cuts of Garrell?"
On each occasion, it's “a litfle time in its pure state,” and not in the
present. The cinema doesn’t reproduce bodies, it produces. than-
with grains that are the grains of Hme. When it is said that cinema is

dead, T's especially sfupid, because the cinema is at the very begin-
ning of an exploration of audiovisual relations, which are relations

of time and which completely renew its relationship with musiu.‘.'__

Television remains inferior because it clings to images in the present,
-'I_'elevLs;iqn renders everything'in the present, except when it is
directed by great cineasts. The concept of the image in the present
only applies to mediocre or commercial images. It's a completely
ready-made and false concept, a kind of fake evidefice. To my knowl-
edge, éﬁ]}f Robbe-Grillet revitalizes it. But he does so precisely with
diabelical malice. That is because he is one of the only auteurs to
effectively produce images in the present, but thanks to very com-
plex relations of time unique to him. He is the living proof that such
images are difficult to create if one isn't content with that which is

) wmnted tlfl-mp_rment is not at al_l a natural given of the image,

NOTES
This interview was originally published in Gabiens di cldwa X80 (Febraary 198465
25-3% The introduction bo the interview read 45 followd: “One often hedrs it said, here
arsd there, Hke the echo of a pessimistic leitmodid, (hat Ehare will b no mepee thepretical
advancernents in cinema. The publication of the secomnd volume by Gilles Deleue, The
Time-Tmage, is very much proof o the contrary. I the dnema, by mears of geere, by
nareative flow;, or through the writing styles of singular sisteurs, ks the manifestationof
a thaught in motion, its encounter with philosephy was thereforr ingwitable. The
!rnp-mt.:lnl: waork accomplished by Gilles Deleuze shows that the Hl-lliﬂ-hl”pbthﬂiﬁ
ikought and cinematographic an is rich in interaciive shocks, vibrations, and influs
enoes—wbhithar underground or visible—because a comenon pecessity s ot stake: the
nevessily by eecount life itself. This secomd work, like the firsl, proves mmwdimﬂty
festibe for these whio bave the clinema ard who atbemipt b reflect on amd lo poeder its
biistory, its fractures, or its autours. Besides the specifically philosophical work, which
cansisis of producing concepts that explain movemend, this book also reveals Deleaze
as a critic who delineates oach swteur’s place, his proper aesthatic configuration rela-
tive to key concopis: Hght, space, tne, and signs. This interview is the frait of o long
conversation between Cabiers du cindms and Gilles Deleuze, one that was rearranged
Ty bim in more of a synibesis ard thenefore rendered more dense”™ |
1. Sew Gilles Deleuze, “0On The Movemmend-Fmage,” in Negedfations, trans, Martin
]uughln ey York: Columbia University Pross, 1995), 46-56.—Trans.

THE BRAIN 1S THE SCREEN 373

L Anantiwar film set in the trenchies during World Wi 1, Les Crodr die bofs 01931 was
ong of i mest influential fand expensive) Feench films of the inkorwar yeurs,
Much of the film was shot on historic World War | battle sites, relying on the
Fremch army for props amd reenactment guidanie {nodabdy, all of the filna’s stars
and supporting actors, as well as its director, Raymond Bemnard, were veterans of
the war). In 1936, Howard Hawks remade the film as Paths of Glory, Along with Les
Virmpires and Juder, Famidines (191 3=14] is one of the most bmpartant of remesous
film series directed by Lowis Feuillade, These films—Fantass (1913, [ive ooutee
Farldmas (1913, Le Mord qui fwe (1913, Frnatdmas contse Fambiors (1914)—follow
the: blood y criminal antics of the menading title charmcier Miming realist Parisian
lecation footage and melodramiis plot deviees, the Fantdms films stasd ouk in
French film history for both thedr initial popular swocess and their later impact on
the surrealists, who seized upon Feuillsde's absurdism and his crifigue of the
bourgeoisse. —Trans,

3. Deleuze seems bo have oodned this term to copnate the gaudy aesibetic embodied
in the cult of Saint Sulpice that abounded in the late nincteenth cenfury. His term
raughly derives from the word sufpicien, an adjective that often refers o the reli.
i‘.-mh imagery seld in boutiques around Saint Sulpice Church sluring that Hme.—

AN,

4. Debeuze's somewhat ambiguous referenoe to Kierkegaard's "E¥ipaes” is par
tally clarified in a nobe 10 The Movement-frwige, trans Hugh Tomlinson and Bar-
bara Habberjam (Minseapalis: University of Minnesota Press, 1986), 253 In noe
17, Dbz explaing: “In the second half of the ninetoenih cenfury philosophy net
only strove ba renew its content, but 1o conguer new means atd farms of expres-
siom, i wery different thinkers, whose only commen feature b ilst thoy feel them-
selves to be the first representatives of a philosophy of fhe luture. This is clearly
true of Kierkegaand,” Specifically, Delewse dwells on cortain stories in Kierke
gaard’s The Comeepd of Dremd, Stages an Life's Way, and Feer and Trembling, for “in
each case it [the story|] i already a kind of seript, a veritabde synopsis.” —Trans,

& “oerial” here nefers to a technique of musical composition in which the com-
ponents are arranged in an arblerary ander, which then serves as a hasés for
development.—Trans

6. See, most rotably, Michel Foucault, The Orsder of Things: An Archacology of the
Hlieanan Sctences, (MNew York: Randiosm House, 1971), t'-l—hrg;-r.—Tmm. i

. Trarslator s quntatins.

ypans un endretien des Cafviers du cimdoat, no. 357 (Masch 1964).] This nobe was part
of the original Dedeuze inberviesw (hat appeared in Caliiers du cimdme.—Trans,

% Elsewhere Deleuze writes, “The only rejoinder 1o the harsh law of cisema—a
minute of image which costs a day of collective work—is Fellini®s: "Wien there is
no e money left, the ko will be finished.” Money is the obverse of all the
images that the cinema shows and sets in place, o that films about meney are
already, f implicitly, films within the film or abeut the flm." iGilles Deleuze, The
Time-Fusage, lrans. Hugh Tomlinson and Robert Galeta [Minneapolis: University

" - I'-'I_mnﬁ-m Priss, 198%], 77 L —Trans.
10 4An his book on Foucault, Deleure sddresses this issue “There is a dlisjunclson

between speaking and seeing, between the visible and the anticulable: “what we
o0 neve? lies in what we say,” and vice wersa. The archive, the andiovisual is dis-
pinctive. Sa it is not surprising that the most complete examples of the dispumnction
between seving and speaking ane to be found in the cinema. In the Straubs, in
Syberberg, in Marguerite Duras, the voices emenge, on the ane hand, like a story/
hdstory Bhistoine] without a place, while the visilde element, on the other hand, pires:
semls an emiply place without & story/history” (Gilles Deleure, Foweralt, trans.
Sedn Hand [Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1988], 64=65),—Trans.



