Preface to the English edition

Over several centuries, from the Greeks to Kant, a revolution
took place in philosophy: the subordination of time to movement
was reversed, time ceases to be the measurement of normal
movement, it increasingly appears for itself and creates paradoxi-
cal movements. Time is out of joint: Hamlet’s words signify that
time 1s no longer subordinated to movement, but rather move-
ment to time. It could be said that, in its own sphere, cinema has
repeated the same experience, the same reversal, in more
fast-moving circumstances. The movement-image of the so-
called classical cinema gave way, in the post-war period, to a direct
time-image. Such a general idea must of course be qualified,
corrected, adapted to concrete examples.

Why is the Second World War taken as a break? The fact is that,
in Europe, the post-war period has greatly increased the situ-
ations which we no longer know how to react to, in spaces which
we no longer know how to describe. These were ‘any spaces
whatever’, deserted but inhabited, disused warehouses, waste
ground, cities in the course of demolition or reconstruction. And
in these any-spaces-whatever a new race of characters was
stirring, kind of mutant: they saw rather than acted, they were
seers. Hence Rossellini’s - great trilogy, Europe 51, Stromboli,
Germany Year 0: a child in the destroyed city, a foreign woman on
the island, a bourgeoise woman who starts to ‘see’ what is around
her. Situations could be extremes, or, on the contrary, those of
everyday banality, or both at once: what tends to collapse, or at
least to lose its position, is the sensory-motor schema which
constituted the action-image of the old cinema. And thanks to this
loosening of the sensory-motor linkage, it is time, ‘a little time in
the pure state’, which rises up to the surface of the screen. Time
ceases to be derived from the movement, it appears in itself and
itself gives rise to false movements. Hence the importance of false
continuity in modern cinema: the images are no longer linked by
rational cuts and continuity, but are relinked by means of false
continuity and irrational cuts. Even the body is no longer exactly
what moves; subject of movement or the instrument of action, it
becomes rather the developer [révélateur] of time, it shows time
through its tirednesses and waitings (Antonioni).

It is not quite right to say that the cinematographic image is in
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the present. What is in the present is what the image .‘represents’,
but not the image itself, which, in cinema as in painting, is never to
be confused with what it represents. The image itself is the system
of the relationships between its elements, that is, a set of
relationships of time from which the variable present only flows.
It is in this sense, I think, that Tarkovsky challenges the
distinction between montage and shot when he defines cinema by
the ‘pressure of time’ in the shot. What is specific to the image, as
soon as it is creative, is to make perceptible, to make visible,
relationships of time which cannot be seen in the represented
object and do not allow themselves to be reduced to the present.
Take, for example, a depth of field in Welles, a tracking shot n
Visconti: we are plunged into time rather than crossing space.
Sandra’s car, at the beginning of Visconti’s film, 1s already moving
in time, and Welles’s characters occupy a giant-sized place in time
rather than changing place in space.

This is to say that the time-image has nothing to do with a
flashback, or even with a recollection. Recollection is only a
former present, whilst the characters who have lost their memo-
ries in modern cinema literally sink back into the past, or emerge
from it, to make visible what is concealed even from recollection.
Flashback is only a signpost and, when it is used by great authors,
it is there only to show much more complex temporal structures
(for example, in Mankiewicz, ‘forking’ time: recapturing the
moment when time could have taken a different course . . . ) In
any case, what we call temporal structure, or direct time-image,
clearly goes beyond the purely empirical succession of time —
past-present-future. It is, for example, a coexistence of distinct
durations, or of levels of duration; a single event can belong to
several levels: the sheets of past coexist in 2 non-chronological
order. We see this in Welles with his powerful intuition of the
earth, then in Resnais with his characters who return from the
land of the dead.

There are yet more temporal structures: the whole aim of this
book is to release those that the cinematographic image has been
able to grasp and reveal, and which can echo the teachings of
science, what the other arts uncover for us, or what philosophy
makes understandable for us, each in their respective ways. It is
foolish to talk about the death of the cinema because cinema is still
at the beginning of its investigations: making visible these
relationships of time which can only appear in a creation of the
image. It is not cinema which needs television — whose image
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remains so regrettably in the present unless it is enriched by the
art of cinema. The relations and disjunctions between visual and
sound, between what is seen and what is said, revitalize the
problem and endow cinema with new powers for capturing time
in the image (in quite different ways, Pierre Perrault, Straub,
Syberberg . .. ). Yes, if cinema does not die a violent death, it
retains the power of a beginning. Conversely, we must look in
pre-war cinema, and even in silent cinema,for the workings of a
very pure time-image which has always been breaking through,
holding back or encompassing the movement-image: an Ozu still
life as unchanging form of time?
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