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ABSTRACT 

The thesis attempts a re-evaiuation of some of Jean-Luc Godard's lesser-known work, 

Erom Ici et ailleurs to his latest For Ever Mozart. The thesis avoids interpretation and 

instead aligns Godard with the major practitioner of what has corne to be known as 

'Fiction-Theory", namely Jean Baudrillard. Using Baudrillard's notion of seduction as a 

theoreticai template, the thesis asserts that Godard's films eschew any notion of what 

Baudrillard calls "productiveness", and as such they aiways remain outside any shared 

notion of "meaning" or "vaIue7'. Thus the films becorne their own theoretical basis for 

existence, provoking contemporary film theory with their seductive indifference. 
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Introduction 

There is a space between criticd subjectivity and its object of inquiry, reserved not 

only for critics but for filmmakers as well. It is the space where words and images meet, 

where subjective speculation wrestles with objective fact. What follows will concern 

itself not only with the space between the films of Jean-Luc Godard and critical attempts 

at navigating them, but the holiowing out of this very same space, due in no small part to 

the rigorous work of the films themselves. Once, when we thought we understood them, 

this space was Wed to capacity with books, essays, critiques, seminars, reviews. Now, 

as Godard's work slips m e r  and M e r  fiom a cohesiveness it barely had to begin 

with, this space is emptying out. This thesis means to fill it up again, joining in the game 

of criticism not to end it but to challenge it to continue, not by expounding upon facts but 

by provoking what xnay hopefully becorne a cyclical and continuous challenge. 

1 w a  be the first to admit that Godard's films of late have been hard to comprehend 

even at the best of times. Their lack of narrative structure and outright contempt of 

rational meaning could be relegated to nothing more than a defiant and indifferent mess. 

At least the old Godard, even when his films seemed hard to understand, had something 

to drive them: the films of the sixties overturned conventions; the Dziga Vertov period 

had Manrist dogma to fall back upon. The films after this period seem only to work 

against themselves, driving, if anywhere, to ward the nothingness of their own 

indifference. The task of this thesis, then, is to see if there is something to these films 

beyond indifference -- not necessariiy to understand what this something is, only to mark 

that this something is there. Rather than interpret' these films, then, it seems more 



important to work them through what remains a steadfast base of critical enquiry. 

Perhaps it is this establishment which remains indifferent, for, to accept these f i h  for 

what they are, critical theory must stretch to meet them at their own level, These films 

challenge us to interpret them, but perhaps, in the end, there really is nothing there, Save a 

stnictured and profound inmerence -- and besides, if found, this indifference would be 

too fiagile to withstand interpretive strength. Of course, indifference may be but one 

element in Godard's overd strategy of image creation. 

1 contain my examination, then, to films made subsequent to 1972, after Tout va bien, 

Letter to Jane and the dissolution of the Dziga Vertov Group. 1 do not, however, work 

through these films in chronologicd fashion because, for the rnost part, one does not see 

them like this today -- perhaps, in his head, Godard did not even make them this way. 

There is no Linear progression to Godard's film.c; one must treat them the way one would 

treat the works of a philosopher (and why not? Like a philosopher's, Godard's work is a 

process of thought and enquiry leading to self-awareness), as works asking essentialIy the 

same question over and over again, never satisfied with their own answers, never having 

answers but only more questions. As such, his work cm be understood both as a whole 

(a body) and as individual films, scenes, shots, sounds, sentiments. My methodology, 

therefore, incorporates both. The films will not be analysed one at a tirne, nor in their 

entirety, but only where and in amounts deemed appropriate; images or ideas from one 

film or Nms may flow into another or into many. 1 do not try to force every film to 

"mean" something, nor should each £ïlm fall into some logical auteurist paradigm of 

symbolic or formulait device. And because 1 wodd spare Godard the aggravation of 



having to live up to his own reputation with each and cvery nIm, 1 also do not touch upon 

everything he has done in this period. 

What this thesis does not purport to do is persuade its reader by any formal, logical 

argument. This may seem unusual and even unsuit able for an academic thesis, and 1 have 

no doubt some will condemn the finished product on the bais  of some assumed lack of 

schokly responsibility. While untraditional, 1 hold steadfast to the belief that the best 

response to the enigmatic nature of Godard's nIms is not interpretive proof, but one that 

d o w s  for an engaging yet still illusive understanding of cinema. This thesis, then, 

attempts to understand images in the same manner as  the l 7 . h ~  themselves do, utilising a 

highly speculative, metaphoric discourse. While this may nin the risk of having its 

playful assertions dismissed as unfounded, 1 find myself unable to write about Godard's 

cinema in any other way. 

What is most important to note about Godard's work (and hopefûlly about the present 

thesis as well) is its sense of play, its invocation of what Jean-François Lyotard would 

c d  a unique and "paganTT discourse? At his best, Godard bestows upon us the ironic 

validity of his own work; yet, as each fiIm falls back on the ideas of the last, working 

them over and over again, we see that, wbile they may speak to each other, they have as 

of yet little to show to us about the rational world. Of course, the artist can afford the 

luxury of not having to produce rational truth-effects, but can the same be said about 

critical theory? This is the crucial question to be worked through this thesis, and it c m  

only be answered at its end. The playful and dialogical nature of what is to follow, then, 

tells more about the nature of critical and theoreticai writing than it does about Godard's 



films. In a way, the films cease to become objects of enquiry per se and instead become 

catalysts for discussion on the nature of this enquiry. 

However, what c m  be said about critical theory at the outset is that it, of course, 

comprises its own language game. It must not, however, take control of the object, 

imposing a top-dom discourse and thus disrnantling any charm the object might hold; 

instead, the value of theory lies in its attempt to enter into a relationship with the 

language of the object, to honour it by playing by its rules, as one would with a beloved 

game. The attraction of ali games is not in their end, but in the playing itself; not in the 

winning, but in the charm of what is wagered; not in some fina1 mastery of the game's 

patterns and rules, but in the attempt to comprehend their infinite depth. The best games 

never reach their end, they are only put aside until necessity dictates their return. It is in 

this manner that critical theory must enter Godard's game. His films follow their own 

logic; there is really nothing to explain within these films, only things to highlight and 

engage in theoretical play. The challenge, then, is for the present text to engage them at 

their level, to repay them in kind, to push them to the Iimit of nothingness in an attempt to 

equate theory with the seductive Ievel of its object. The tactical and seductive reading 

afforded these £îlms here is an attempt to destroy the traditional subjecthbject, critidtext 

dicho tomy- 

Godard has said that in the past his nIms were of and about himself, and only now is 

he "starting to be able to move toward ~thers".~ one must travel a long road to reach this 

point; thus the present text can only begin to reveal the different textual strategies, or 

rules, employed by Godard. This commences with Ici et ailleurs, for in this f2m a new 



system makes its appearance -- rather than cMenging conventions, it begias explicit 

self-criticism of past work, especialiy the assumptions of dialectical Marxism. In an 

admission of the afflnity between the output of the DWga Vertov period and propaganda, 

Ici et ailleurs illustrates the dogrnatic use of language willing the image to specific 

denotation. Propaganda utilises words and ideas; images are chosen to coincide after the 

fact. To counter this aggression, Godard develops the concept of the connotative image- 

ch&, pleading with viewers to actuaUy see this image-chah for themselves and not just 

read the caption under it or the narrative behind it. 

Godard's concept of the image-chah pushes toward a world engulfed by images, not 

just a subjectivity immersed in narrative. The individual c a ~ o t  iive separately fiom 

others, not anymore -- now dhe exists within mediated memory. Today subjectivity is 

inundated with television, video, internet . . . in short, aU fonns of what we 

conveotionaliy call images are now up for grabs in a world of pure mediation. It is 

against this mediation and commodifkation that Godard fights, not to destroy the image, 

but instead to Save it fiom its promeration in sarneness, one that can only end, through 

the homogenising effect of the commodity, in deat l~ .~  He does this by constantly pushing 

toward nothing; the nothing of the white screen is where 'lyou find yourself within the 

depths of your memory"~ where the boundary between writing and image is dissolved, 

removing that which would seek to overrun the image. 

Godard's strategy against image reification involves the gradual separation of 

narrative f?om the image. The image must avoid, if only for a moment, enslavement by 

narrative if it is to be recognised and enjoyed as image. This momentary existence is one 



prior to the rationai ordering of a narrative logic based upon language. This pre-linguistic 

image is, perhaps, what Godard has been searching for since the beginning: pure 

mediation, pure sensory perception beyond cornmodification and reification. 

The pure image implies a transcendence of sorts, not just a transcendence of narrative, 

but one based on a religious context as weil - hence Godard's preoccupation with 

religious themes, most noticeably in Je vous salue, Marie and Hélas pour moi. Though 

Limited to the aura1 and visual, Godard's cinema is one that attempts to impart something 

to us beyond sensory perception. It is tbis other element, the one that meets the viewer 

halfway, in the space between the binary opposition textiviewer, that threatens to collapse 

binary opposition altogether. This space is Godard's gift to us, and to accept it means to 

enter hto an exchange unencumbered not oniy by the weight of interpretive discourse, 

but dso by the prejudice of critical tenets. Godard's more recent films impede the force 

of theoretical canons striving to drive meaning out of them. I concern myself with three 

of these: Marxism, Feminism and Psychoanaiysis. These grand narratives cannot exit 

fkom this space whoIly intact - they rush to their task only to be refiacted through the 

vast prism of critical inciifference opened by Godard's work. By seeking to define their 

object, it is in fact this object's disobedience which redefines them. 

Before going any further, it is imperative to defîne my use of the term "image". 

Images are not sirnply objects or chahs of objects relating to one another on a screen, 

separate fiom subjectivity. W g e s  CO-exist in the space of exchange between the image- 

chah and the subjective imagination and intellect of the viewer. Godard himself 



articulates this in King b a r ,  a passage repeated, with some changes, in JLG/JLG -- 

autoportrait de décembre: 

The image is a pure creation of the souL It cannot be boni of a comparison, but of 
a reconciliation of two realities tbat are more or less far apart. The more the 
connections between these two realities are distant and m e ,  the stronger the 
image will be, the more it will have emotive power. Two realities that have no 
comection cannot be drawn together usefuliy. There is no creation of an image. 
Two contrary realities will not corne together; they oppose each other. One rarely 
obtains forces and power fkom this opposition. An image is not strong because it 
is brutal or fantastic, but because the association of ideas is distant and truc The 
result that is obtained immediately can teil the tmth of the association. 

In this space of reconciliation, the ontological system of Godard's cinema takes shape. 

Without this relationship, we are left with pure functionality, a re-production of meaning 

in its most brutally clear and singular fona The pureiy functional, denotative image no 

longer evokes imagination -- instead, it offers overbearing clarity without the sacrifice of 

exchange, leavhg no room for a reciprocating subjectivity. This nostalgia for a lost 

imaginary, one haunting him fiom his youth, is at the heart of Godard's cinematic image. 

This sentiment is echoed by the theorist of present-day, dispassionate, hypen-ealist 

cinema, Jean Baudrillatd; 'T have a feeling that the old cinema has completely 

disappeared . . . This loss of the chema of my youth is somethiog of a cruel loss to me'? 

Surely the notion of a bst imaginary has much to do with the cinematic memory of 

childhood. In twenty years time the children of today wili be grieving the loss of an 

imaginary that once reigned their childhood, the world of Jurassic Park and Titanic, even 

though this is a state of cinema Bauddiard calis one of "marvellous artefacts, without 

weakness, pleasing simulacra that lack only the imaginary, and the hallucination inherent 

to cinema".' Perhaps in the asymptotic advance toward a hyperreal Yotai cinema",* 



everything becoming "more real than reai", what is lost is not so much the ïmaginary 

status of the cinematic object, but a gradual loss of innocence on the part of the cinernatic 

viewer, The imaginary Baudriliard remembers so well iives neither within the image nor 

within subjectivity, but within the space of exchange. This space defines our symbiotic, 

CO-dependent relationship with the image, one that must exist if there is to be an image at 

all. Film gives to us its imprint, and we give it a He within ourselves in return. What 

better state than an innocent one to reciprocate the seductive advances of the cinernatic 

image? When Baudrïiiard claims that cinema "gives you so much -- colour, lustre, sex, 

ail in high fidelïty, and with aU the accents (that's life!) -- that you have nothing to add, 

that is to Say, nothing to give in exchange": he is talking about that certain range of film 

that in effect th& for the viewer, one that does the work of presenting an image yet 

denies its status as such at the same t h e .  In other words, the type of cinematic 

hyperreaiism Baudrillard exposes and attacks is one which believes in its own status as 

pure denoted signified, so much so that the viewer has no choice but to foUow its lead. 

There is no paganism here, aud no exchange either, only two parties immersed in a 

separate and circular fascination. 

Godard's cinema seeks not so much to oppose this separation of viewer and text but to 

collapse these extrema altogether through seductive challenge. Godard's cinema 

vacillates; just as the notion of pure objectivity is tied to a subjectivity which must grasp 

this concept, so too Godard's cinema eludes objective categorisation. Perhaps what we 

understand as  the object of cinema is nothing more than our game of perceiving light and 

shadow. 
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As a final note, 1 wish to address the history of criticai and theoretical thought on 

which this thesis is based, especiaily its deferral to the work of Jean BaudriLlard. Tt is not 

my intention here to criticdy contextualize Baudrillard within the history of French 

thought -- others have done this for me, and have done a much better job than 1 could 

ever do." 1 have brought Baucirillard to bear upon the nIms of Godard because both 

view reason and logic with suspicion. Both view artistic and theoretical output as 

converging within the same discursive practice: Godard with his meditations on the 

nature of the image within his highly artistic practice, Baudrillard with his poetic musings 

scattered arnongst his more traditional criticai output. 

The invocation of Baudrillard's name and his methodology carries with it a great deal 

of baggage. He is accused by some of not living up to academic standards precisely 

because of, as Christopher Noms puts it, "his tendency to extrapolate far-reachhg 

conclusions from limited evidence". I L  Richard Vine asserts that it is "anti-positivism" 

which "accounts for the proliferation of fiat-footed errors throughout Baudrillard's 

oeuvre".12 What these writers fail to grasp, however, is the sense of play (one might go 

as far so Say the "poetry") within Baudriilard's writing. What Vine sees as "errors of 

fact", of which he gives a few un-cited e ~ a m ~ l e s ' ~  (something he, just a few sentences 

later, adamantly berates Baudrillard for), are nothing more than suggestive suppositions. 

Baudriilard does not strive to sway his readers by proving anyîhing; his main t h s t  is one 

of provocation. The "non-paganism" of these writers, then, stems from their belief in the 

reality of discourse based upon a universal, denotative, and perpetual constant of 

Ianguage. Vine bernoans that Baudrillard's method of discourse holds what he calls 



"normalcy" in contempt: 6'Normalcy, expressed in the consensual meaning of words and 

in the practice of Ianguage as a communicative (and hence communal) act, is derogated 

as naïve".'4 1 c m  only agree with Vine's findings, and praise Bauddard's project for its 

derogation of a mundane and commonplace nordcy .  It is in this spirit that 1 continue 

my own- 



Chapter One: From Dialectics, Toward Memory 

After the tumuItuous events of May '68, in which he actively participated, Jean-Luc 

Godard joined with JeamPierre Gorin and others to create the film collective known as 

the DWga Vertov &oup.' Highly informed by Aithusserian Marxism and dedicated to 

the collective process, the Group envisioned dialectical materialisrn as a means to Save 

cinema fkom an assumed and unquestioned dominant ideology of narrative. The process 

of didecticd enquiry was designed to lay bare what was (somewhat naïvely) understood 

as "the irnaginary relationship of individuals to their real conditions of e~istence"~; 

unfortunately, this notion of interrogation usually came with its own pre-supposed 

synthesis. 

In the stmgg1e to make political films politicaiiy (under the raiiying cry 'No more 

narrative! Materialist dialectical fi~tion!"~), any notion of what Godard (at his most 

polemic) termed "feeling" (what one might aow, looking at Godard's work today, call 

transcendence, or possibly even jouissance -- see chapters two and three) was dismissed 

by the Group as mere '%ourgeois" aesthetics. Take for example what Godard says in 

2970 about One Plus One, a film he made in 1968, just previous to formation of the 

Group: "It's a wrong picture. If you like the Rolling Stones, you can see them work, 

that's all . . . There is nothing but feelings, an opposition of feelings, but no opposition of 

-- it's not dialectic. It's metaphysical, not diale~tic".~ Between episodes of revolutionary 

diatribe and the Stones rehearsal lies associative uncertainty, a notion not easily 

integrated into the linearity of dialectics. For the Dziga Vertov Group, then, dialectics 

was about certainty, about showing a reality aiready assumed to exist; it was on the level 
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of production: not speculation, substantiating itself by re-producing a synthesis coming 

well before any discursive dialectic of the films themselves. In retrospect, the period 

seems one of little inquiry into actual cause/effect relations - the priority was to show 

things as they are and to attack the mot cause, not to question what that cause might be. 

This is not to say the films of this period are not interesthg or Fuitfiil in creating debate, 

just that the policy behind hem was rigidly dogmatic. Perhaps these films let slip too 

much of an irreverent attitude toward their own tenets to be taken seriously; perhaps in 

some way this lead Godard to ultimately question the assurnptions behind the practice of 

materialist dialectical fiction. The self-cnticism that ensues begins a struggle to see 

beyond the barrier of dialectics, the ciilmination of which supplants argumentative proof 

with the suggestion of a collective rnemory. 

Ici et aiZZeurs: Seeing En-Between 

This new struggle announces itself in force with Ici et ailleurs. The fllm is, 

ostensibly, about the unfinis hed Dziga Vertov Group film Jusqu'à la victoire. In the 

spring of 1970, Godard and GOM (now Godard's only collaborator within the Group) 

shot footage in Jordan of Al Fatah, a militant, revolutionary faction of the PLO. Before 

they could finish the film, however, most or a i l  of the participants were kilIed by troops 

loyal to King  uss se id The footage was not assembled by Godard until four years later, 

now with a new collaborator, Anne-Marie Miéville. 

The first section of Ici et ailleurs reveals how Godard had planned Jusqu'à la victoire 

back in 1970. He wanted the film to be divided into five sections, each incorporating a 



set of images (pre)supposed to convey a singular ideological message. Running these 

images one after the other wouid (theoretically) produce the "right" dialectical synthesis- 

Thus the progression of Jusqu'à la victoire would have been: 

1. WU of the People -- typified by an image of an AL Fatah member's speech to his 
cornrades about taking back their land through armed struggle. 

2. Armed Struggle - typified by an image of an AL Fatah member firing a large machine 
gun- 

3. Political Work - typified by an image of a woman's speech about the need for direct 
involvement in the revolution by Palestinian women. 

4. Prolonged War -- typified by an image of girls training for future battle, what Godard 
calls the "Long Mach". 

5. Until Victory - typified by an image of a drawing of an Al Fatah man wielding a gun. 
Superimposed over this is an image of Golda Meir (Tsrael's prime minister during this 
period), which then, in an interesting use of early video technology, dissolves. The 
technique vividly depicts this category as Godard's ''fiinal synthesis". 

After presenting the five categories in this order (the order he had, in 1970, concluded 

would produce the "right" effect) Godard then goes on to explain what conclusions 

would arise through a "correct" diaiectical combination: 

The WU of the People + The Armed Struggle = The People's War 
The People's War + The PoLitical Work - - The People's Education 
The People's Education + The People's Logic = The Popular War Extended: 

ma VICTORY 

It is true that reducing a film down to a few equations seems rather simplistic. 

However, when one starts to analyse not the just the thesis, antithesis and synthesis of 

these equations but also the relationships between these parts, one begins to understand a 

little of what Godard must have felt watching and editing the footage of these long-dead 

Palestinians four years after the fact. Here the critique of the past begins. 



As Jacques Aumont points out, "the striking thing is that for Godard, seeing is less an 

analytical activity than an immediate, synthetic relation (and relation also means 

'bet~een')".~ To begin to ask what constitutes this "between" means to go beyond the 

dialectical conclusions of Jusqu'à la victoire, for as Godard says in Ici et ailleurs: 'Tt is 

too simple and too easy to divide the world into two". To understand what went wrong in 

the process of making Jusqu'à la victoire, Godard focuses upon what lies between the 

images of his equations, in the "+", thus revealing what had been effaced by dialectics: 

the movement fiom image to image. Godard, in voice over, tells us that when it comes to 

film, each image does not quite replace the next: "A new image keeps more or less the 

memory of the image before. This is because the film is moving. And on the whole, 

tirne has replaced space, speaks for it, or rather space has inscribed itself on film in 

another form". This other form is memory, or as Godard puts it, a totality of "translations 

and feelings". For Godard, then, film no longer consists of the sum of images but a chain 

of images - an image-chah can speak (in the plural) whereas dialectics can oniy produce 

(in the singular). Extrapolate upon this chain of images and one discovers a plurality of 

images, a disorder of images (rather than the neat, fixed order of dialectics), images that 

cannot remain self-contained within any single nIm, images that combine in a chah of 

global images that refer us to ourselves and to others: "mon ton son image7? 

So in Ici et ailleurs, Godard (with direct support from Miéville) returns to his five 

images, not to "read" them but in effect to re-read -- to see them. By refusing to give 

images a singular meaning ("read" them) Godard comes to understand the problem of 

using different images to represent the same category. These five images, then, had not 



been used as images at dl, but as factors in an equation: any one image in a given 

category was inherently presumed to have the capacity to represent the category as a 

whole. Something had been lost between the gathering of images (ailleurs) and the re- 

see-ving of images (ici), between the space of the image (the pro-filmic event) and the 

time of the image (the memory of the event, the event as history). In 1970, Godard had 

not seen these images - he had a pre-conceived notion of what they should be saying and 

then read what he wanted into them and out of them. 

It would be wrong to exclude the effect of Miéville on this film (and on Godard's 

artistic output as a whole); one might Say she, and not Godard, initiates and enunciates 

the criticisrn in Ici et ailleurs. It is her voice near the end of the nIm asking questions of 

the images, interrogating the image and the image-maker, laying bare the ideology that 

had usurped these images before they had any chance to sig* as images. This criticai 

act continues into Godard's later work, in films such as Soft and Hard (A Sufi 

Conversation on a Hard Subject Between Twu Friends). Here Godard represents iinear, 

self-assured meaning and MiévilIe the doubting, hesitating force of critique (especiaiiy in 

an analysis of Détective, telling Godard he is "too tirnid" when it cornes to the love 

scenes). Much could be said here (and has k e n  said already) about dîviding cchard" 

production and "soft" seduction dong gender Lines, something Godard bas been severely 

chastised for, but 1 will leave this for now, to bring it up again in chapter four. 



Comment Ga va?: Un-writing the Image 

Comment ça va?, another film CO-directed with and starring Miéville, is also about 

learning to s e ,  drawing upon Iessons learned in Ici et ailleurs. It is about finding our 

place within the global chah of images, and about how text and image can work together 

to either help or hinder this. The film takes as its focal point the still photo of a man 

(who may or may not be) shouting at a barricade of solders- The nim deals with the 

necessity of writing about tbis image - not only in a critical manner but also in an 

expository one, as a joumalist, a producer within the global chah of images. The 

joumalist in this film has the same problem Godard had in 1970: he has a pre-conceived 

notion of what the image in question is saying. He knows beforehand the image is about 

the Portuguese revolution, therefore he "reads" the image accordingly, and writes: 

The image of these solders in uniform, already an army for the people, whistling 
the international, surrounded by 20,000 people, is going to weigh heavily on the 
process- 

But if, as the film suggests, "writing is blind work, han& cadt see", one must look first, 

not let others control our Iook before one actudy sees. From this one image, the 

journalist's associate, Odette (Anne-Marie M i é d e )  begins to iook in order to Iearn to 

see: 

If 1 look at this picture, I see a civilian with a rather violent expression, which 
causes the other to raise his Eist. Then there seerns to be a row of solders -- some 
fists raised but it doesn't seem very collective. One doesn't know what the 
relationship established is. 

To see, then, involves much more ambiguity than one might think. To see, the 

receiver must do hisher own analysis filst (with all the available weapons of memory and 



history) rather than be directed by someone else's 'look", which in this example takes the 

form of written text. The position of this "someone else" (narnely the position of the 

journalist) must necessarily divide the effect of seeing the image fiom an interpretive 

discourse; as Baudrillard puts it, this is like having "'your eyes glued to the images, and 

your pen sornewhere elseYg 

This separation of words and images is something Godard takes great interest in. For 

instance, Yosefa Loshitzky claims that "the principal opposition of the film is . . . 

between the hmds (writing) and the gaze (reading)".lo A clearer way to understand this 

opposition would be to Say that the f"ilm operates within t h  "between", between the 

hands (writing) and the gaze (seeing). Seeing, as has already been shown, involves much 

more than reading; seeing works "in betweenT' time (memory) and space (the pro-fllmic), 

using one's own look rather than reading the look of someone else. 

As Odette and the journalist listen to other people's recorded thoughts about the 

photo, another similar image slowly fades in to replace it. "Why the fuck is that 

photograph here?" shouts the journalist. 'Try to remember," replies Odette. And indeed 

he does remember - the new photo is one taken at a striking factory in France four years 

previous. The new photo is a memory, then, of the Portuguese image, a memory 

triggered by the Portuguese image. To begin to see the link (of the chah) between them, 

Odette superimposes one on top of the other in order to show not only their sirnilar 

composition, but their suni la r  ideological content. "Why don't you write what the image 

reminds you of so the reader can know where he is?" she asks the jounialist. To write 

about an image, then, more than revealing its "inherent" meaning, should reveai 



something about the relationship of that image to others in terms of memory, history, and 

the global c hain of images. 

The Sound of ideology 

Sound, too, like text (or even sound as text) can prevent the immediacy of seeing an 

image. In ici et ailleurs, Godard uses the notion of sound as a metaphor symbolising an a 

priori interpretation of images by outside forces, usually a politicdy motivated third 

party beyond the notion of an image/receiver comection, Godard admits that this is what 

happened with the images fkom Jusqu 'à la victoire. Godard and Gorin were controlling 

the gaze for their own political gain, "shouting" so loudly over the images that even they 

themselves codd not r e d y  see what they had filmed. They had decided, weii before any 

image was shot, just what their images wou1d signify, a signification designed, and 

therefore assumed, to be absolute, direct, and iinmistakable. 

An exploration into the disruption of a pure imageheceiver connection must use a 

method mirroring one's immediate and primary viewing (without, of course, ever k ing  

able to return to its innocence), and take Uito account the context (i.e. image chain) in 

which it is seen. A chah of three images fiom Ici et ailleurs reveals how different 

aspects of social and political elements (ail rnasquerading as sound) can suppress or 

overthrow the immediacy of the image: 

1. Image of a man playing pinball: 

The sound of the pinbali machine is quite loud compared to the sound of the people in 

the background. Drawing some conclusions upon our first look at this image, we might 



Say that this could represent leisure t h e ,  or possibly the sound o f  memory/history, 

namely Godard's own film history l1 

2. Image of woman scrubbing the fioor: 

The woman tums up the radio to drown out machines in background. One might 

conclude that this represents work, as opposed to the previous shmt of leisure. This, then, 

couid be the opposite image of memory: an image of forgetting, Eorgetting work by 

tu-g up the volume of something else. 

3. Imageofmanintaxi- 

This man also turns up the radio to drown out the (other) men at work around hirn 

This too is work, but now in the public sphere. One sees here the fact that men working 

use sound to distance themselves fiom each other. 

In these exarnples, to tuni up the sound really involves two movements, or as Godard 

puts it, 'two noises that move in relation to one another". One norise is used to drown out 

another noise, and this happens both publicly and privately, at wmrk and at home (as 

when the daughter tums up the sound of the TV, drowning out the "noises of the school 

and the famiIy9'). We are no w beyond simple image-makuig and 3nto the realm of socio- 

poiiticd interaction, a notion Godard seems reluctant to separate Erorn the images 

themselves. Indeed, the intertextuality of these images questions whether or not there can 

be a notion of "pure" viewing at all, untainted by any third party beyond image and 

receiver. Much work has been done revealing just how deeply ingrained ideology is in 

image constmction, and even though Godard attempts to circumvent this, Ici et ailleurs is 

in no way immune to an ideological reading. Any image is a pre-coded image; simply 



fiaming an image in a certain way embodies a certain ideology Of course, the film asks 

us to see for ourselves rather than assume an already-chosen position (physical, 

ideological, political, spiritual) mirrored, through ideological interpellation, as our own. 

AIthough notions of images "speaking for themselves" may stiU be somewhat naive, 

Godard nonetheless makes a great stride with this £ ï h  toward understanding not only 

how images can be defiled, but how he had contributed to a major part of the problem. 

The solution Godard eventually comes up with, beginning most forcefdly with Numéro 

Deux, attempts to circumvent the problem by decomposing the image altogether, 

destroying the notion of its hherent, denotative meaning. 

Numéro Deux: Beginning to Remember 

The dornain of Numéro Deux is family Me; an extended family (grandparents, parents, 

children) is analysed fkom the perspective of their relationships toward each other and 

society as a whole. With the aid of (what were then) new video techniques, Godard helps 

us to see the movement in between these relationships. The beginning of the film places 

Godard in fiont of the canera, talkhg about, amongst other things, what he believes the 

role of language to be in his work. In language, he says, there is movement, and in his 

work he highlights this movement through the use of puns which "slide", which cause 

"short-circuits" and "interference" in language. This is the "in between", where language 

"slides" between one word and another, one image and another. And this is where 

Numéro Deux exists: in the "+", in the "and" between ail the binary relationships in the 

fw image and sound, image and text, male and female, husband and wife, parents and 



chüdren, personal and political, sex and politics. And thk is where Godard's cinema 

exists as well, amongst a chah of signifiers continually sliding behind one another in a 

game of hide and seek with the object of cinema. It is the unfuring of the image which is 

at stake here, not of the image itself but of its signified, which is now relegated to a chah 

of signifieds al1 ut once, a concept even more extreme than proposed in Ici et ailleurs. If 

Ici et ailleurs is a blueprint for the representation of social interaction without repressive 

image construction, Numéro Deux is its fniition, a film which extends itself to the factory 

and to the landscape, the basic dichotomy of the nIm. A little girl wonders if her father is 

a factory or a landscape -- two diverse images, which, by incorporating video techniques 

into the film, can be compressed into one. 

Video allows for more than one image to be on the screen at the same time; Godard 

achieves this by ninning images on two or more video screens at once and then shooting 

these screens together on film. But again, two images are not meant to produce 

diaiectical synthesis - they are simply spatial and tempord links in the chah of images. 

This two-image technique is used powerfully during a sequence involving the 

grandmother. Here the event of household chores is rendered in time as weil as in space, 

starting with a single image of the grandmother pealing potatoes. There is a cut, and this 

irnage is replaced by one of her making the bed. Added to this in the top right-band 

corner is a repeat of the previous image. There is a cut to her scrubbing the floor, and 

again the previous image of bed-making is repeated in the top right-hand corner. The 

images are repeated, doubled like mernories of things that wilI surely happen again and 

again, things such as cooking and cleaning. Past and present become one and the same. 



A more complicated image c h a h  begins with the single image of a wornan sitting at 

her kitchen table, smoking and drinking- She fights with her husband, who leaves for 

work, then tells her son she "hasn't shit for two weeks". There is a cut to a double image: 

in the top right-hand comer of the fiame, the woman is sitting at her table, looking 

depressed, smoking and drinking as in the previous image; on the left, the image of her 

bedroom - she enters, throws herself on the bed, and begins to masturbate. Her husband 

cornes in and asks her if she needs help; she tells him to get out. The sound durhg this 

double image cornes fkom two sources: synchronous sound fkom the image of the 

bedroom, and the woman's voice-over describing how, upon arriving home, she is 

aggravated and needs to "relieve herself". 

Here it is the image of the wornan in the top right-hand comer that provides the most 

important link in the chah. It evokes the memory of the previous image (and thus helps 

us "see" that the woman on the left does not want to be touched because she is 

constipated and/or because she had a fight with her husband) yet it is also the same image 

as the previous one. Thus it slides back and forth, between its space (the pro-filmic 

event, which is complicated fürther by the presence of the image on the left) and its t h e  

(the memory of the previous image). It ceases to be a singular image; it is doubled, 

existing not once but twice upon a time, both as an event and its own memory.12 hoking 

upon this image is to see vacillation itself. 

Numéro Deux, then, permits a greater fkeedom to explore various formations of 

image-chahs. A chah becomes infinitely more flexible by embracing two or more 

images on the screeo at once, working its doubling effect, dividing and enhancing itself 
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through space and rnemory. This is an exploration of memory through the infant 

technology of video; not surprisingly, then, the next step in Godard's exploration of 

fjimic memory would concentrate on children. 

Cinematic Memory/Cinematic History 

It is the innocence of children that France/TourDétour/2)ednfants utilises in order 

to approximate the origination of the child-like image. Under the guise of scientific 

examinationl3 (the programs are formed around issues such as chemistry, physics, 

geometry, etc.), Godard asks children a series of philosophical questions (i.e. Does your 

image exist as your double? Do objects still exist when you are not around them?) 

revealing the ideological construction of everyday Me. Godard's barrage of television 

reporter questions are designed to lead the children, and the viewer, to think about images 

differently than they usually would. Daily life, like everything else, is a construction, an 

ideology of images (think of the repetitive drone of television commercials), so here 

televised images are put to scrutiny. l4 The ideology analysed is not one of the cinematic 

image, but of television, where (since there is no reciprocation) there is no image per se, 

only a Stream of data." Television is an ever-present presence, without need for the 

fuhess of the imaginary, because it does not refer to anything other than itself. This is 

something Godard mens, in Sc&nario dufilm Passion, to bluidness -- the image of the 

story is never seen by the newscaster since it is always behind (in an over-the-shoulder 

representation). These news broadcasts, inferred to speak on or about an external reality, 

are in fact stnictured to comment oniy upon themselves. Television constantly reminds 



us what is on later, what îs comuig up next, what to watch for in its next segment, or even 

what is on another channel. The place of the imaginary in cinema, that which is absent 

kom our immediate gaze, is relegated by television to the infinite play of channels, 

substituting the continual plenitude of choice for the reciprocity of a subjective Magery. 

Hand is substituted for brain; an active thumb replaces an active imaginary. 

The ever-presence of television has taken the place of memory - not just the W i n g  

properties of collective "Live" events, but the familiar repetitiveness of everyday events as 

well: soap operas, sitcoms, re-mm, commercids, infomercials, and news broadcasts, a l l  

based upon the continuity of form and format. History has k e n  formatted for TV. Yet 

memory may still be found in its imaginary state, something television has little 

possibility of r e a ~ h i n ~ . ' ~  The act of memory, of memory exchznge or offering, is never 

exclusively between a single text and its subject (the televised Stream and its receiver), 

but between everything and everyone. It is not a theory, it is a continuai event. 

Memory has been a prime subject of investigation in cinema perhaps as far back as its 

frrst use of the flashback. Furthermore, personal or autobiographicd fiLms (labeled, for 

the most part, and not to mention somewhat derisively, as "experimental" films), often 

deal with the question of memory and identity. Godard's interest in the cinematic forms 

of memory, however, has taken the personai film into what seems an altogether new 

territory 

Memory and personal identity are only the tangential focus of JLG/JLG -- 

auroportrQit de décembre, for they are lïltered though layers of the exception (art) as 

opposed to the mie (culture). 1t is, as Godard teils us, the nature of rules to desire the 



death of the exception, and so he takes it upon himself to bear this weight, s d c i n g  

b e l f  so that he may gain in r e m ,  or at least (as he tells us at the end of the film) so 

that he may merit the name he gives himself: love. For one must remember that this is 

self-portrait and not autobiography; even in self-portrait, there is the one who creates and 

the one created, and thus Godard must play the part of one to arrive at the other. The 

film begins with Godard invoking the process of theatrical production: "Distribute the 

roles, begin the rehearsals, perfect the direction, perfect entrances and exits, leam your 

h e s  by heart, work to improve your acting, get under the skin of your character, take on 

the role of .  . ." Here his speech breaks off; words give way to the image of himself as a 

boy. He must take on the role of iiis own self, as himself, somewhere between fact and 

fiction (yet who can Say that any of us are redy only one or the other?), no longer a 

singular point but a function between two points (this metaphor is used to great effect in 

Nouvelle Vague - see chapter four). As in A bout de s o w e ,  where ParvuIesco (Jean- 

Pierre Melville) decrees: "I wodd like to becorne immoad, then die," it is now Godard 

who must assume this (linear) function, through the lineage of his images. The past is 

never dead, merely calIed upon in its links to culture, art and (of course) politics. 

Politics, though not abandoned, is certainly questioned in this film, especialy 

Godard's politics in and around the Dziga Vertov years. At one point, '%inema Centre 

Inspectors" arrive to search Godard's house, presumably to find evidence of the crimes of 

bis more political days (but crimes against what, against culture?). As Lz Chinoise plays 

on a television set in the background, they bring down their accusation (which is also, 

therefore, an authorial self-accusation): "This idiot JLG should have known that by 



creating two or three Vietnams, ipso facto, he would create two or three Americas". 

Does radical politics simply, in the end, breed banal culture? Was Godard simply using 

the politics of his enemies for aesthetic gain? The Situationists, denying Godard's work 

equivalence to their own, rally round this point, claiming his pseudorevolutionary 

posturing of the late 60's and early 70's was actually legitirnised under the sign of 

culture." Commenthg upon his own history, Godard defends himself: "Europe has 

memories, America has T-shirts". Dominant culture, here equated with American 

culture, is the mortal enemy, and not simply the broad heading of "culture" removed fkom 

its ideologicd structures. We are still deaIing with art and its exception -- whereas the 

Situafonists see both imbued with the culture of the spectacle,18 Godard removes himself 

from the opposition aitogether. His work is the exception to this binary code of 

spectacle/detoumement. l9 

For one to speak about oneself as the exception, as the past, one must don a 

metaphorical shroud of death. The rush of death must approach Godard's work since its 

beginnings, with the key being, of course, that it never will arrive: 'Death never came, 

neither on Paris' streets, nor on Lake Geneva's shores". He puts on mouming before 

death, bends the d e s  at some imagined Last Judgement and cheats death. "I didn't have 

to go to any far off Samarkand", he in~ists.~' "On the contrary, the obstacles came 

themselves: that is, Me". But what life is this? The memory of life in images, the 

fictional life of the creator? Where behind his flickering mask is the real Jean-Luc 

Godard? There isn't one. Or maybe there are many, as many as there are î ï h s .  Perhaps 

this is why we must catalogue his periods, must create a Godardian periodic table where 



al l  his elements are laid bare for us to weigh against our own discourse. But to hold on to 

some previously worked-through auteurist notion of Godard, a plurality of signs and 

figures (Godard as £ïhmaker, character, skeptic, critic . . .) must now weigh heavily 

upon any conclusion. And this weight, like the weight of the exception, is greatest when 

one takes upon oneself the totality of the real figure raîher than its diffusion. 

But there is another figure to be dealt with, that of memory itself. Perhaps it is not a 

figure; perhaps it is only landscape. There was a landscape and we built a factory around 

it -- can this rough and diffuse sentiment not apply to Godard (diffuse) him';eW, as the 

totality of memory? Godard's fihm place themselves within the totality of the landscape 

of memory, some producing, not unlike the mas-production of a factory, discernible 

images, concepts - these are figures apart îÏom (on top of) ground. But elsewhere, in 

(during? abiding by?) another Godard, there is nothing but ground (or, conversely, 

nothing but figure -- polarity is collapsed), nothing Save a lost-horizon of memory. 

Perhaps there is nothing left to do but attempt to go over this ever-retreating horizon, to 

foIlow that which seems not to be there?' Being a continuous process (that of memory 

itself), it is not surprishg that Godard's over-reaching project of memory, Histoire(s) du 

ciném, is itseif never quite finished, thus never quite all-together there." For it falls 

with the realm of intertext: "Not what 1 summon up; not an 'authority,' simply a circular 

rnern~ry" .~~ Hismire(s) winds itself around memory in this fashion, speaking not about it, 

only within it - and never detaching itself, ultimately, f?om the personal rigour of the 

exception. 
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Episode LA, Toutes les histoires, has Godard picking books off his shelf, quoting their 

esoteric chunks of laiowledge, or else taping words into his electric typewriter which 

prints them out in a staccato machine gun burst (evoking the rnernory of a café scene 

fiom Vivre sa vie). Thus the film situates itself at the junction of matter and memory, 

between the word, the image, and the connotative history Godard implies in the chain. 

The images of history are malleable - they can be sped up, slowed down, stopped, faded 

in or out, dissolved into one another, or even printed over -- and thus they can be Iinked 

together in various ways. But unlike Numéro Deux or Comment ça va?, the images 

utilized here are already history - as such, even one in its singularity is already 

embroiled within its own collective image-chain. Thus Godard can link whole 

sentiments together using only one or two images, c a h g  upon all the films that have 

been, or even that might have been. By invoking some of cinema's masters -- Welles, 

Eisenstein, Renoir -- Histoire(s) reveals that our memories of their films, and of the 

cinema in general, are r e d y  memory, in the singular - just one blurred rush of time and 

space and vision within the unique chain of memory created only though the cinema. 

Godard himself is not immune f?om this history, nor is he fkom his own Histoire(s): 

his films too rest at the juncture of collective and personal memory. Through Hisîuire(s), 

the love he feels for them is shared by us. In the most poignant moment of this fkst 

episode, Anna Karina cornes to us (and to Godard) singing her petit chanson fkom Bande 

à part ('Xe malheur, maheur ressemble; il est profond, profond, profond"). S he turns 

away, and for an instant the screen is a deep and profound black. What reappears is 

Godard himself, absently thumbing his books, mumbling the lines "fareweli, my lovely". 



In this singular moment, memory and history fold in on themselves: as the space 

separating Godard, Karina, and cinema melts together in a flash of meIancholy, one 

redises this is a mernory that can ody  be bom of the image. 

In this cinematic loss of determined relations, the indeterminacy of history is regained. 

For, by the same turn, the whole of the history of cinema c m  be construed as that of 

continuous l0ss.2~ Here, though, it is a loss in reverse, nom indeterminacy to 

detenminacy. The slave reel of the Steenbeck loses, yet it gives to the other reel -- and we 

give to the film, hopefully, to get back in r e m ,  on the other side of the film: that is, 

memory. These two spools (one that fills up, one that unloads) are Godard's metaphor 

for the continual loss of nÈemory cinema lives in. For cinema is the dream factory -- none 

of the stories of distraction, told by critics and theorists to other critics and theorists for 

years, are new, but backing them al1 is the idea of forgetting: forgetting one's troubles in 

the cinema, forgetting one's "real" Life in the fantasy of the cinematic drearn But a l l  this 

forgetting eventuaiiy comes back to haunt us in the form of an image-less cinema. 

Images that accumulate eventually reach supersaturation -- this is be yo nd the postmodem 

notion of nostalgia, where signs refer to a past and there stop dead, unable to penetrate 

their own content? A mass accumulation of images is a mass grave; they refer to 

nothing Save their O wn repetition, and approach self-contempt. They are reprised, over 

and over, and thus the parlance of cinema shrinks. Now we speak of cinema in terms of 

singularities (a 'Lhis", a 'that") until we can only compare this to that, unable to speak of 

anything wholly apart fkom either this or that. One thinks of cinema as ever-expanding, 

but this is a gluttonous expansion that seeks ody  itself, and thus, death. 



It is the uncommoniy weak and w a v e ~ g  image that, perhaps, WU retum to Save the 

cinema firom its own accumulation. WMe accumulation implies strength (in the 

economic reaim), the weak image cornes to us as saving grace, not necessarily because it 

is unique, but because speaks beyond a denotative "this or that" -- it speaks of this and 

that on its own, connotatively, or else implodes in meaning and speaks, somehow (for we 

are not talking interpretive or malyticd science here, but of poetry), transcending 

cornparison. For accumulation is not just a numerical value; it too deals in c h a h  and 

connotation, but the accumulative image connotes itself- and this is key. The strong 

sign signifies in its totality what has already k e n  seen, thousands of times, ten-thousands 

of times -- one reason why television has ceased to remain an image (once, possibly, it 

was, during the days of iive and spontaneous broadcasts, the days of Ernie Kovacs or The 

Honeyrnooners) and is now a pre-arranged Stream -- today's live events corne pre- 

memorised, delivered with a build-up and fan-fare that hides the emptiness of AI 

Capone's vault or Maury Povitch' s Lost Tombs of Egypt. "Portions of this telecast were 

pre-taped" -- this alone reveals the de-valuation of memory in the 'live" televised 

broadcast, the collapse of difference into continuous flow. 

Even in a purely economic sense, Godard images are weak. His more recent fare has 

already become a rarity -- one cannot simply venture into the cinematic marketplace to 

screen these illusive wares because, ironically, no one is buying them. We are told that 

no one wants what Hollywood doesn't either.26 Sometimes one must sustain one's self 

on second or third generation vide0 copies (and still these play on small screens, more as 

television than film), or wait patiently for prints to be paraded around the art-cinema 



circuit, hoarded and guarded like museum treasure. These are not images that saturate 

the marketplace; these are images one must fight for and protect, precisely because of 

their scarcity and weakness. 

There is, of course, another side to the economy of Godard's images, that of the 

productive and strong ones. 1 will try to stay away Çom this side as much as possible 

during the course of this thesis, because in their essence nothing more can be discussed - 

they have aiready spoken and k e n  spoken for, a thousand times over, appearing again 

and again as prime examples of cinematic synecdoche. Along with the discourse that 

surrounds hem, these images are repeated ad infinitum - on book-covers, on the internet, 

on festival program guides -- until one k a l l y  understands that ody  these images will be 

allowed to speak for Godard when bis discourse ends, and speech is required. For it is 

easy to speak about strong images - they are "out there", laden with exchange value 

(examples of la Nouvelle Vague are 'Ihis kind of film" represented by "this certain 

image"), their use value guaranteed by surrounding discourse. This is the practice of 

coilective history: one must make proper use of it, shoot it through and through with 

discourse until it fits neatly into the narrative of this or that, or worse, creates a narrative 

out of itself. It is this constant process of narration which separates memory fiom that 

which would nullifjr its productive strength though suggestion of dissent: namely, its 

other as image. 



Chapter Two : Decomposing Narrative 

It may seem that Godard's films hold great disdain for the narrative form, To be sure, 

the narrative structure he utilizes in his films can only be decoded through the ngour of 

repeated viewings. The films 1 have examined so far certainly attest to this; they act 

more as theoretical groundwork for what narrative should be, or blueprints for how to go 

about this task. Godard's concept of the systematic deconstruction of narrative is unique 

and, perhaps, necessarily inde~i~herab1e.l There is a duel going on here, between 

narrative and image, between word and image. This is the next extension of the 

destruction of rational image signification: the separation and gradua1 effacement of the 

word, first as linguistic sign, then as narrative, fkom the image. Godard's image drives 

language out of its realm and destroys it in ritualistic and poetic sacrifice. 

Decomposition of the Sign 

Because of their concem with the primacy of the image over the rule of the word, it 

may seem that Godard's films attempt to oveahrow diegetic narration with what is 

primarily mimetic narration2 -- thus Prof. Pluggy's assertion in King Lear that the cinema 

must "show, not tell". However, these two traditions work within the same mode of 

storytelling -- that is, one within the bounds of a denotative and comprehensible narrative 

system based upon the rationality of linguistic norms. Narratives may be hard to follow, 

may twist and t u ,  may move forward or backward in tirne, but the rationality of the 

language upon which they are based (be it the language of words or images) is rarely 

questioned.3 Godard's cinema, however, challenges the unspoken assumption that 



language has the inherent tendency to move toward a rationaîly comprehensible and 

shared meaning between a producer and a receiver. In this respect, it is not necessarily 

narrative itself but the solidity of its linguistic base that Godard seeks to deno~nce.~  

Rather than working within the parameters of raîionality, Godard's narratives work 

themselves toward the poetic. As it is applied here, the poetic defines the process 

whereby the signifier is worked through negativity which effectively reduces meaning to 

a zero-sum event. For the most part, the study of poetic negativity has oniy k e n  appLied 

to Merature, work sternming from Ferdinand de Saussure's search for the anagrammatical 

diffraction of theme-words throughout ancient texts? In Saussaure's work, language 

becomes materiai substance, working itself through the text, canceling out what came 

before, reducing meaning to the play of the signifier. The theme-word, working through 

the text as signifier rather than extending toward any hardened conceptuai sign=ed, 

begets the concept of the double, or what Julia Knsteva c d s  the "ambivalence", of the 

text: the theme and its diffiacted repetition througout. Poetic ambivalence necessarily 

involves "negation as affirmation" in which the poetic theme signifies both the 

afnrmation of itseif rebom and therefore a reciprocal negation of the past at once! Thus 

the signifier circumvents bivalence (signifier/signified) and concerns itself instead here 

with the negativity of Hegelian dialectics, a negativity which circles in on itself and 

adopts a constant "out with the old, in with the new" pattern of semiotic signifkation. 

The work of Jean BaudriUard, however, takes the signifier a step beyond the post- 

stnict~~alist concept of ambivalence toward its own non-valence. Baudrillard posits that 

negativity does not cause the signifier to assume an ambivalent signified, it cancels out 



notions of signification altogether? Whereas Ktisteva's notion of ambivalence has the 

doubled simer taking on a plurality of substitution within intertextuality, Baudrillard' s 

reversibility relies on a theme's return to oneness through its own cancellation, resulting 

in a decent toward nothingness. An inherent movement toward irrationality, toward that 

which can not be denoted or, for that matter, como ted within the decomposition of the 

hguistic sign -- its arbitrary Link with what it intends to signm - is the catalyst for a 

methodical, semïotic cancellation of language in Godard's cinema. 

For the word to move beyond speaking for the image, it must first be separated fiom it 

and decomposed as linguistic sign. Numéro Deux is certainly not the first Godard nIm to 

use inter-titles to comment upon its own content, but their typical use in this film is to 

comment on each other, canceling each other out. Beyond montage, bricolage, 

decoupage or even detournement -- this is not an inversion of the signified, but its gradua1 

extermination through the poetic. Godard flashes a word or sentence fiagrnent on the 

screen, and then replaces it with another word or sentence fragment by digitally changing 

the letters one by one. This is a type of exchange that bypasses negative dialectics; here 

it is not ambivalent ends but the transition between the titles that counts. This puts the 

focus not upon what is si-ied, but upon the play between signifier and simed, and, if 

oniy for a moment, on the emptiness of the signifier alone. Take, for exarnple, how 

Godard handles the progression IÏom MONTAGE to USINE (factor9 : 

MONTAGE 
UONTAGE 
USNTAGE 
USITAGE 
USINAGE 
USINEGE 



USINE E 
USINE 

One may struggle to find rneaning in this exchange; logic dictates there rnust be some 

signified, some dialectical third term given birth through the interchange of two terms. 

As signs, as words, they exchange symbolic meaning in the context of their respective 

image chah (coming as they do in-between the film's well-known "primai" scene and 

one discussing fernale genitaiia as "the hole where memory comes out and vanishes into 

the landscape, which has now become a factory") and through the baggage they drag with 

them (both as signs and as over-determined political weapons). Yet this is an over- 

reading, an abundance of information debriefed only well after the initial encounter, in 

theses such as this. S peculat ive interpretation deals in s ymbolic (signified) exchange, but 

perhaps an initial viewing (not innocent, not absorption by tabula rasa, but an immediate 

and therefore unfïxed one) rnust, if only for a moment, deny any signified at all, or at 

least g m p  a signifed approaching a zero term An exchange such as this one does not 

exponentially multiply terms in post-structuralist fashion - it strives to cancel them out 

and approach meaninglessness. What is in transition here, beyond the simple concepts of 

"montage" and "factory", is the signifier itself, language become transitory Each string 

of letters, coming one after the other, forms a chah, and for one small moment, as 

"montage" becornes a memory and before "usine" has revealed itself as a word, 

signification is left dangling in between, forced to detain language in an irrational string 

of letters. We are seeing the birth of Ianguage, language that is always there yet is rarely 



seen (just like the instantaneous and pre-linguistic space of an image) because what is 

covering it, its "sound", is its use-value as a word 

Of course, the example here does not resign itself to pure meaaiaglessness; one could 

argue that, between the terms, we fill the signXed with our own anticipation, and not a 

simple cancellation of terms. But 1 think the point is well taken that here, rather than 

using words to comment upon or deflect meaning within the image for political or artistic 

reasons, words are used beyond symbolic meaning and exchange, tom from the image in 

their role as signpost and guide and srnashed against each other in an attempt to 

deregulate comprehension. What we are dealing with here is a loss of the dialectical 

nature of the sign as a productive, hermeneutical system, producing synthesis as historical 

and conceptual change and knowledge. 

The above is an example of the compression and dematerialization of meaning 

between linguistic signs; on the way toward its deconstruction of narrative, the word must 

shatter itself against the image as well. An interesting instance cornes in the short film 

Lettre à Freddy Bunche, commissioned to celebrate the five-hundredth anoiversary of the 

founding of Lausanne. Godard's "letter" (which he reads over-top the length of the film) 

tells of his attempt to find three shots signifving the historical unity of Lausanne, shots 

moving from the green of the Swiss Alps to the blue of Lake Geneva, by way of the gray 

city "solid as rock, as if it would replace eternity". These three shots, coming in the 

middle of the film, are meant to typifjr (just like in Jusqu'à la victoire) the whole of the 

work, but they have a double effect - Godard's words speak of colour, form, and the 

memory of a city, while the images long to speak for the presence of the signified objects 



themseves: a tree, a parking-Iot, a lake. This mates a duel between a signified that 

seerns at once absent and present. The words and the images collide; rather than 

producing a crisp meaning, they neutralise one another in their attempt to signif-y. And 

unlike Comment ça va?, where captions of words under (or on top of) images signZy in 

their singular, uncompromising prognosis, here the words detract kom any outward 

signification and implode in form and colour, over a triptych that removes the shots 

themselves from their signifjrhg space (Godard's words relieve them of this task through 

the metaphor of the memory of the creation of Lausanne) yet whittles down the space 

itself, into light and dark, into a square of gray, into fioating form and colour. It is a 

metaphorical stance sacrificing metaphor to form, and a pictorial stance denying the 

spatial signified of the image-object. T o u  Iose your life crossing if', says Godard, "but 

Iosing can be a pleasure7' - and here there is no thing left; decompositional delight is 

complete. The film remains, as Godard speculates, an uncompromising fdure. 

The Word as Narrative Law 

So far we have seen Godard's ability to separate the linguistic sign f?om the 

(signified) image it is meant to represent. Effacement of the word fÎom and in the image 

is what leads Godard's cinema toward the deconstruction of narrative, a narrative as 

written word and d e n  Law. It is negation through the poetic form of the linguistic 

double which begets the instantaneous image before the narrative, for, after all, what is 

narrative if not the inscription of the word, usually in the form of the script itself? In 

Scénado du film Passion, Godard tells the rather humourous anecdote of Mack Sennett's 



bookkeeper, who, in tallying up the cost of all the elements within the films (a girl costs 

this, a cop this, a boyfriend that), fathered the first written film script. His point is that 

Sennett's films were made before the written word; only after the fact was a written script 

given any thought. Was the Law fkst seen or written? Or, to put it another way, does 

one see before one wrïtes? These questions expand the horizons of filmmaking to a 

distant vanishing point; they are the questions Godard asks of hîmself, questions he 

attempts to answer by granting the image the autonomous status it deserves as image 

before it is enslaved by the narrative of the f i h  Stand weil back fÏom a fllm such as 

Passion, and seemingly unrelated pro-fihic areas are juxtaposed: a factory, a hotel a 

film set. How to absorb into this, the bare minimum for narrative development, the jet 

Stream of an iiirplane against a textured background of blue and white, or a ship sailing 

on a field of green grass? These images are not effective at producing narrative meaning; 

that is to Say, their meaning becomes the aiter-effect of a decomposed sign-pattern - 

each image, each shot, must have a life of its own before it can be assimilated by the 

viewer into the narrative. When assimilation does come (usuaüy after multiple viewings, 

or, worse, though the violence of extra-textual interpretation) it is profane -- the image 

raped by words produces a bastard narrative, unable to sustain itself without its parent's 

constant presence. Still, without some form of narrative there wouid be nothing - and 

this, far fkom giving narrative cornfort, is the point of its denial. For birth and death are 

linked, as in King Lear, like mouth and breath. As in the primordial fire which the image 

is both boni (as light) and burnt (as substance), things begin fiom what they end; this is 

not a still-born narrative, but one that is never hlIy weaned. 



Perhaps the objective is, like Kristeva's ambivalence, to end and to begin again 

sirnultaneously, now by transcending language through the immediacy of the image. 

Godard's is a cinema of the bom-again image; he rips the word fiom the image in an 

attempt to gant it life anew, if o d y  for a moment, beyond words. It is a project wrapped 

up in its own fallure, for, as  I will show, the question as  to whether any image can be 

comprehended before (and therefore, in a sense, without) Ianguage remains complex and 

defhitively unanswerable. There are subtle consequences for the viewer in this attempt, 

but I Ieave this for the next chapter; suffice it for now to Say that, in Godard's cinema, the 

attempt is everything. It is the attempt to divorce the image fkom its word/narrative 

infant, to return to a t h e  before signification in an attempt to sustain the image's power 

over and before words which drives Godard's rninimaliy-narrative cinema. 

Transcendence In or Transcendence of Narrative? 

All of Godard's most recent work has at its core a movement toward transcendence. 

The act of transcendence, as 1 use it here in the context of the image, is dehed  as the 

movement toward the Other, the "passing-beyond" with regard to what is 'Yixed, 

determinate, delimiteci" of the image, namely the pro-nlmic.8 This reach toward a 

beyond of Being inevitably invokes the spiritual, and so it is with two of Godard's films, 

Hélas pour moi and Je vous salue, Marie. 

In order to discuss transcendence one must hrst define just how the transcendent 

attempts to manifest itself within the ontdogy of image. For the purposes of this thesis, 1 

shaii situate my argument between two schools of thought. The fïrst, placïng language as 



essence, grounds itself in Wittgenstein's notion of meaning as useg through to 

Heidigger's notion of Being as Dasein (what Robert Orr calls "the primordiaI 

disclosedness of possibiIity"'o) - language, being the house one lives in, must necessarily 

mediate the transcendent withîn the language system or game it occurs in." The second 

view is that Ianguage rernains iaadequate to descni,  define or even constitute (at its 

most) the immanent Otherness or (a. its least) the immediate pluality of the Image; 

therefore the transcendent becomes that which surpasses the language system seeking to 

constitute it.12 Wh.üe the first view holds that the transcendent constitutes more than the 

dimensions of experience and existence, this second view hoIds that they are entirely 

other than them, what I shall c d  here the Other of the image. 

There is no doubt cinema is a mediated event, and the notion of a mediated 

transcendence seems appropriate to a cinema based upon narrative. Paul Schrader's 

Transcendental S tyb  in Film points out, however, that cannot express the 

transcendent, only a way of approaching the transcendent, and paints a beautifuliy 

stmctural portrait of this: the everyday moving through disparity toward a stasis which 

does not resolve but tran~cends.'~ If pressed, one could use this template to either ver@ 

or deny the transcendental nature of Godard's work. Here lies the danger of tuming the 

transcendent into an element of the narrative rather than colIapsing it as the Other of the 

image. Narrative transcendence works an ambiguous Other through the film as a 

concrete and mediated signified. Thus the transcendent needs a narrative device to be 

overcome, sorne disparity, some "disunity between man and his environment which 

culminates in a decisive action" within narrative f o n d 4  In this respect, Schrader works 



transcendence through a dialectical pattern of "overcoming", one which needs narrative 

tension to materialise. 

Still the question remains as to just how a movement toward the non-linguistic can be 

constituted into the fiarnework of a transcendental cinematic. As 1 have already argued, 

Godard fights against the narrative rule of language within the frlmic; this fight goes hand 

in hand with the recovery of the transcendent within the modern-day mediated form of 

the image. Here lies the importance of moving toward transcending a linguistic barrier - 

it constitutes the attempt to move beyond any temporal. and spatial denotation of 

cognitive meaning within the image toward that which evokes the possibility of meaning. 

Jacques Demda describes this imminence of possibility, this birth of meaning, within 

what he calls the transcendental trace, the Other of the visible: 

Absolute invisibility must neither take place elsewhere nor constitute another 
visible, that is, something that does not yet appear or has already disappeared - 
something whose spectacle of monumental ruins would call for reconstitution, 
regathering kom memory, rememberment. This nonvisible does not describe a 
phenomenon that is present elsewhere, that is latent, imaginary, unconscious, 
hidden, or past; it is a 'phenomenon" whose inappearance is of another kind." 

It is this transcendental trace that one f i d s  within Godard's cinema, one which follows 

no formula Save the regressive movement toward the possibility of meaning. It is a 

movement connected to narrative, but indicates (traces) itself before it denotes itself as 

narrative -- once language becomes a given element denoting the image, narrative cannot 

be far behind. The trace is the irrational Other of the image, that which makes fiIming 

possible before filming has taken place. It is the impulse, the imperative nonvisual 

movement toward the cinematic linked somewhere between the imaginary and that which 



has yet to exist - in this respect, the transcendental trace is that which allows an image to 

be boni anew, before the repetitiveness of postmodern nostalgia, the banality of cliché, 

and a textual graphology organized around the Iogic of cognitive meaning, The 

transcendental has to do with the birth of image in-and-of itself, a (necessariiy 

as ymptotic) movement to w ard the notion of a pure, non-mediated image. Transcendent 

images are those which capture the trace of that which fornied them, that indefinable 

instant which makes cinema possible. 

This search for the transcendent, for the immortal image within the mortal fiame, is 

perhaps in vain. The stmggle between mediated and non-mediated transcendence 

becornes moot when one concedes the fact that mediation is indeed the substance of the 

cinematic image. The notion of the trmcendental trace seems oniy to be played out in 

this game of theory, ironicaLly enough, because one needs words to speak of the 

unspeakable. The speaker is mortal; perhaps the image is too. This is not to Say the path 

toward the transcendent is without hop, nor is it to Say that the mortality of the image is 

in any way detrimental to its impact. There is a way to cheat mortaiity, to deal with it on 

one's own terms as Godard does, and that is to view it as a revolving game. 1 don? think 

anyone of us thinks Godard can actualiy believe in the death of cinema, a notion so often 

attributed to him ever since the end-title of Weekend pronounced the fact. This death he 

sees everywhere is symptomatic of the failing mythic status of the image; perhaps the 

best way to counter this is to provide symptoms for a birth of cinema. The birth and 

death of images provide useful and metaphorically poetic fodder for tlïeses such as this 



one, but Godard takes this game much more seriously that mere metaphor. He raises the 

stakes, drawing the garne into the realm ofpretence, 

Though the impulse toward the transcendentd trace is a factor in ail of Godard's iater 

work, two Gilms in particular, Hélas pour moi and Je vous salue, Marie, stmggle with the 

problems of dealing with the divine nature of such a tendency. The pull toward a 

mediated, narrational transcendence and away fiom a non-visible transcendental trace is 

strong within these films; in striving to capture the transcendent Other in spite of the 

proximity of a narrative, linguistic norm, Godard hnds the numinous, but it is only a 

phantom, inevitably relegated to the spatial and temporal (and thus terrestrial and mortal) 

image. 

In Hélas pour moi, for example, it is God Himself, manifest in human for- who both 

tunis toward and away fiom terrestrial signification. The film revolves around the notion 

of existence: to exîst, does one need a body? To exist, does a film need an image? Or, 

like the hidden mass of the universe (which, reaily, is not so hidden if we know it is 

there) c m  there be existence in its opposite, in the notion of an image, in the invisible 

which traces the existent? 

There are simple devices in this film used to convey the manifestation of the 

transcendent - one actor, representing God, transfers his bat, raincoat and newspaper to 

Simon, one half of the terrestrial couple examineci in the film. What this wants to signify 

is the revelation of the unknown (the transcendent) within the known (the pro-filmic), yet 

it is simply a transfer fkom one pro-filmic body to another. Thus, in this nLm, the 

numinous both cornes fkom and goes toward the image itself, not firom someplacehrace 



before or beyond the image. Godard's task is to try and produce the transcendent within 

the image itself, an impossibility of course, but a pretentious venture not without value, 

for the miracle of transcendent form is what drives the meager narrative. 

The narrative involves the break-up of Simon and his wife Rachel, and God's 

manifestation within Simon in order to understand terrestrial love. It is, as most 

narratives are in Godard's later films, diluted to the point of non-existence. As one 

character says near the end of the film, there seems nothing more to Say of the couple -- 

the rest occurs beyond the image and the story. He is then corrected by a passer-by: not 

beyond, but this si& of narrative and image. To actually approach the transcendent is to 

approach the invisible image, the Other of the image, but this story (and all others) c m  

only exist and dweii upon this side of the image, that which is rendered visible and 

knowable. The space of the pre-linguistic image may come close to approaching the non- 

visible transcendent world, but narrative must always draw the image back toward 

signification, toward that which can be understood by rationaiity. 

This pretence of reaching a denoted tracendence continues in Je vous salue, Marie. 

In its attempt to invent a birth of images themselves, the film presents this as a natural 

process -- the histoncal and intertextuai chah of images, always already h m ,  must be 

suppressed. Here is the simulation of a Law, and the simulation of its transgression -- or, 

in other words, a simple d e  of the game: "Because the Law establishes a line, it can and 

must be transgressed. By contrast, it makes no sense to 'transgress' a game's d e s ;  

w i t b  a cycle's recurrence, there is no line one can jump (instead, one simply leaves the 

game)m. l6 
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Ostensibly the film is about the re-creation of the Virgin birth in modern times, but it 

is also an attempt to retum to zero, to the beginning, to that "natural" moment between 

the birth of the image and its representatioa Marie is the metaphor for this beginning - 

nature shall represent her. But what shall represent nature? This asymptote of image 

regression, this attempt to return to a zero, to the trace which does not exist, is the Law of 

Virgin birth. Godard invokes this Law here, linking Marie with the signs of nature, signs 

which mimic the beginning of signification, simulating creation fiom nothing. Shots of 

Marie are juxtaposed with reverential shots of the won ,  the sun and the ocean, and 

beautiful, "pure" images of nature are inserted into the narrative: rain, fiowers, grass 

blowing in the wind. The iushness of these images and the beauty of their subjects create 

in the viewer a reverence. It is a reverence not for narrative, camerawork, editing, or any 

such cinematic formalism assigned to Godard's past; it is the reverence of image itself, 

image which seems to be apart fkom reaIity while still k ing  a part of it at the same time. 

These images a h d e  to a pre-signihcation, to some notion of their own inherent meaning 

beyond the s igming chah, beyond the word These natural, virginal images are holy. 

Of course, the suppression of mediation is the only way Godard can invoke the notion 

of pure image. Marie is the representation of this purity, and as such she acts as a 

metaphor for the pure, unrnediated image, untainted by Man. Unobtainable, untouchable, 

true to some romantic notion of nature, she touches no one, caresses no one, sleeps with 

no one. Her body is naturd, and as she herself States, "nature prevails". Marie also says 

that she is "pure joy", a joy that is not qualifîed or mediated in any way -- it just is. 

Joseph asks if he can see her naked -- he will just look, not touch; he must not denle the 



image in any way, for it is without blemish, a circle without a hole. At one point, Marie 

holds a basketball to her stomach, an allusion to both her imminent pregnancy and her 

virginity -- her body is perfection, a round ball with no penetration point, just like the 

natural signs of the sun and the full moon. Gabriel, the ange1 who protects Marie, asks 

Joseph what the cornmon denominator between zero and Marie is. The answer he 

himself supplies is, of course, Marie's body, %e zero, the magical point of return for a 

new departure, the perfect circle, the space of the womb, that inside of the woman's body 

that is not the hole/vu1va~wound". " 

Learning to respect the purity of the image is not done through purity itself, however 

- it is done through the force of Law. Gabriel is the one who physically stops Joseph 

fiom touching Marie, and when Joseph asks why, all he gets as an answer is: "Because 

it's Law". Here again are d e s  of innocence Godard invents for the moment: purity, a 

retum to the first image, to ground-zero. Once this rule is in place, one must strive to 

transgress it. 

The emphasis of the fïim is on Marie and how the Virgin pregnancy affects her, not 

the birth itself. The birth of Jesus (Junior) comes near the very end of the film_ a h o s t  as 

an afterthought. It is here where the Law of purity is broken. Through the very act of 

giving birth, Marie is no longer chaste, no longer pure -- she has passed this on to her 

son. Junior States: '7 amHe who is" -- he is now the pure image, the one who just is. 

Not needing the purity of his mother any longer, he leaves to choose his disciples, while 

Marie is forced back to signification. The last sequence shows her walking through the 

concrete city, getting into her car (an unnaturd object she would not enter in the 
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beginning of the film), lighting up a cigarette and putting on iipstick. The last shot is a 

close-up of her mouth: a gaping. red-rimmed hole. Her image has retumed to 

signification, laden with unnaturd signifiers of iipstick and car, penetrated by the 

imperfection of the hole. 

Return to the Beginning 

m e  not wholly striving for the spiritualiy transcendent as such, other nIms in 

Godard's later oeuvre nonetheless channel some desire for a new beginning within the 

cinematic. Passian, for instance, proclaims its prociivity toward a birth of the cinematic 

through a new (cinematic) life for painting. The recreated paintings in the film do 

provide a starting point (and perhaps an end-point as weil) for the social, narrative 

aspects of the film. On one hand there is Jerzy, the director-withia-the-fh who is 

trying to re-create some nineteenth-century paintings into their cinematic equivalent for 

his film-within-the-nlm (also calied Passion). On the other, there is Isabelle, an on-set 

extra who, upon king £îred korn her factory job, gives the Marxist statement that 

working is a right and not a prïvilege. These may seem to be two unrelated narratives -- 

one concemed with the artistic need for creation, the other with the political need for 

survival - yet they combine through the metaphor of cinema: arîistic endeavor equated 

with the need to live. Art is Me, and life is art, or, to be more precise, in this fiLm life is 

image. 

Rather than k ing  recreated on sorne former narrative or formal level, the paintings are 

taken out of their individual contexts and thrown into a film where they must signify, not 



just the narrative of the film, but its image as weU. So, rather than just presenting or re- 

interpreting old works of art, the film must speak thruugh these paintings, using their pre- 

estabkhed degorical contexts to drive the narrative of the film yet at all times adding 

that which is specifically fïlmic: movement and time. The prirnary difference, it would 

seem, between a painting and a film is that in a film there is a narrative in tirne, while in 

painting the narrative must be pried fiom the static image. Thus painting would seem to 

give primacy to the image as narrative, while film gives p r i ~ ~ c y  to the narrative as 

image. By returning to the old masters, Godard is trying to have the best of both worlds: 

retaining the primacy of the image-as-narrative, yet, inescapably, having to update it 

through the imperatives of movement and tirne. Yet the return to the past in order to fhd 

new stories does not destroy that past, only borrows fiom it in order to renew the present. 

B y blurring the lines between painting and fdm, Godard retums film to its roots, to its 

first attempt not merely to tell stories, but to see the world for itself, as itself. 

Through the intermixing of painting and film, Godard attempts to tum paintings into 

film and film into paintings. The attempt is one of becoming, one of constant intertextual 

amalgamation. Thus the originality and individuality of each painted image is gone, 

replaced by the overreaching design of the narrative. But what we mourn is a loss of 

originality aiready beyond the bouncis of the film_ not one brought abut  by it. These 

paintings do not come (in)to the film untainted, they come with their own pre-established 

meanings, histories, and critical hterpretations. Tt is therefore not necessary to have ever 

seen any of the original works to derive certain meanings fiom the film, it is only 

necessary to have seen copies of the originals. In this respect, the originai works cease to 



be the subject of the film altogether; what Godard returns to is not some mythic, primary, 

meaning-hl past, but an altogether already present notion of history as becoming, one 

which Passion does not simply utilise, but aiready embodies: that of an historicised 

image-chah 

On the other hand, For Ever Mozart attempts its r e t m  to a beginning by announcing 

an end - an end of the sign, an end of signification within the cinema It is the Tomb of 

Cinema (which is what Godard originaily wanted to cail the film1*). In the beginning is 

history and the birth of a new cinematic narrative: la Nouvelle Vague and authored 

cinema; the end is the struggle to continue. The end of Far Ever Mozart shows pages 

endessly turning, notes on paper the director-within-the-tYm conducts with a wave of his 

hand. Surly he conducts his film, The Fatal Boleru, with the sarne rnastery and idyllic 

ease, for to direct, he States, one must let the "reality" of the situation corne through. 'To 

turn a page is a duty -- in life, in cinema, in e~erythin~". '~ There is a duty within cinema, 

surely, and within For Ever Mozart as welk duty to turn a page, to conduct a symphony, 

to direct a film But whose duty is it? 'The author fathers the character; the actor 

mothers it." Who is sayîng these lines within the film? The character? The actor? 

Godard? The screening of The Fatal Bolero ends in disaster; the producer says he wiU 

change the ending to suit the audience. Yet we already know the ending, the end product: 

Tenninator IV (as one character (author? actor?) mentions). Here signification is in the 

text, prepared for mass consumption, already rmpped out, positioned, and pre-approved. 

1s there enough room in this equation then to tum to a new page, to turn over a new 



histoire du cinéma? To begin at the end and return to the beginning is the goal - a return 

to nothingness, to zero, to a time without d e ,  without paradigm. 

Much the same thing can be said about King Lear, in which Shakespeare Jr. the Fifth 

attempts the recreation of his famous ancestor's texts, lost in the afiermath of nuclear 

catastrophe. The latter is mereiy a point of narrative reference for the film, since what is 

at stake is not so much a narrative about the rebirth of a post-nuclear society, but an 

analysis of the impetus for making images altogether. Godard uses this return to a 

mythical beginning as a narrative excuse for his analysis -- he hints at this when his 

character, Prof. Pluggy, tells his protégé to not to invent lire by rubbing sticks together, 

but to use a lighter and then re-invent it. It is not so much re-invention, then, but its use 

as a device which, in fact, creates and drives the narrative. 

Shakespeare Jr.'s attempt at re-creation of the word goes hand-in-hand with Prof. 

Pluggy's re-invention of the image, but Pluggy's job seems more diff'icult, for as he says, 

'Then writing stops, the writing still exîsts. What I'm looking for doesn't exist". 

Writing can be recreated, images cannot. They are temporal; once lost, they are lost 

forever. Yet no one knows what to do with this stuff, all this ceiiuloid lying about 

haphazardly- Characters find film stock in the woods, or piled up lüce leaves to be played 

in, and at one point fiim must be sewn together by needle and thread. The same cannot 

be said of Shakespeare's texts; Jr.. hearing snippets of them everywhere, tries desperately 

to remember ("As you wish? As you watch, as you witch . . . As you iike it!") so as to 

piece together the full works. Godard is emphasising the image's fragility against the 

word's durability, for, as Jr. asks, "How cm 1 possibly reach words with no words?" 



Seeing aione cannot lead to words - no, he needs some verbal memory of the past to 

trigger his predecessor's words. Yet with no memory equal to the task of recreating 

images other than images themselves, Pluggy cannot do the same. What he is looking 

for, the non-linguistic image, cannot exist in the presence of the overbearing word. 

Godard highlights this ciifference between word and image by placing a copy of Virginia 

Woof s The Waves alongside the shore. As the waves lap up against The Waves, we see 

the split: one comes as pre-figured text, the other as movement, colour, light, and space 

before we relegate it to "wave". 

What is written is, therefore, not nothhg -- it is precisely that, writhg. In a key 

passage in the Wn, Jr. points out that the essential thing Lear desires fkom his daughter 

(how is he loved? kom where is he loved?) carmot be obtained, because for Lear, to hear 

is to see. He 'Tïstens as if watching television"; he believes that what is heard speaks for 

what c m  be seen. In reply to his questions, however, Cordelia gives him not nothing, but 

No Thing; no words, only "a body, a little bit of fïesh", or, more precisely, her image. 

Lear needs her words to see her love; he cannot see the love that comes fkom this 

pronouncement of No Thing, for that which is No Thing is the precisely the 

transcendental trace. What is revealed by the pronouncement of No Thing is presence, 

presence of a body or, in the case of the film, an image. For there realIy is No Thing in 

this nIm -- it is not only emptied of narrative, but explicitly States the fact, and almost 

relishes it. What c m  one expect fiom "A Fiim Shot in the Back"? 

The nIm starts with a phone caU fkom an angry producer demanding Godard finish the 

picture. Then, after only five takes, the "Great Writer", Norman Mailer, quits the project, 
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taking his daughter (who was initiaily to piay Cordelia) with him. In voice-over, Godard 

describes their doomed wrïtten contract, but, as he laments, 'bvords are one h g ,  reality, 

gentle reality is another, and between them is No Thing." The film is precisely this No 

Thing, between the words of the narrative, the contracts, the producers, and the actual 

reaIity of its making. No Thing mediates between the word and the reality; it is the image 

that comes before and d e r  both which separates the two. King Leur was destined to be a 

film of No Thing fkom the start: robbed of a script, rushed to completion, it has becorne a 

testament to No Thing, the image to which it holds true. 

Narrative Economy 

This constant movement toward a primal image has great consequences for a theory of 

the use-value of narrative. In the space of a productive narrative economy, everything 

that is shown, mentioned, or aliuded to must eventuaily be employed: a character has a 

certain skill, and it must be utilised; an object has a certain finction and it must perform, 

as if on cue, aimed straight and tnie to its pre-destined fortune. Everything produced is 

consumed under the sign of its own use-value (a use-vaiue, of course, created just for 

such ends, so that use-value comes both before and after its fuIfillrnent -- a self-propelled 

and self-contained destiny). It is a perfect balance of narrative structure, without waste, 

without excess -- a perfection of the object7s self-control. It is also a dead-end, a Me-Iess 

structure, forever circhg in on itself, consuming oniy what it produces, producing only 

what it consumes. There is nothing left over for the viewer Save an empty fascination. 

There is certainly some sort of pleasure in witnessing this perpetual motion machine, but 



no wonderment; excitement but no astonishment. This is because narrative economy is 

on a parallel course with the economy of filmmaking itseif. Godard's tale of the 

primordial evolution fiom budget to script is not merely allegorical, it is the prediction of 

what has eventually becorne a truly symbiotic relationship: one must put every dollar, 

every word, and f indly every image to its fullest and best use in the making of the fihn 

Everything must s i w ,  not just its own banal usage, but a direct and linear value -- this 

is the resolve of the device, which works toward its own predestination and under the sign 

of its own logic. The device, whether it be motif, clue, red herring, accoutrement, 

mannerism or gesture ha ,  through the lineage of plant and pay-off, one reason for 

existence. No matter the means, it has one end and one end only: to be used. 

This is not some exploitative mesure, nor is it a denaturalisation or perversion of 

signs. This is semiology as destiny, one cycled through the span of a film's narrative 

without the possibility of a rnythic or imaginary excess. Whereas a seductive and 

reciprocal sign seeks its fortune in mythic obliteration, the device seeks only the selfîsh 

gratification of its natural application. The former seeks poetic resolution, the later only 

narrative resolution, one in which signs piIe up on each other, never allowed the chance 

of escape. The text chokes on the overdetennination of its own conclusion. 

But can there be a sign without use-value? Doesn't everything have a place within the 

pro-tilmic? Even such devices as the "throw-away" line are used to bolster opposing, 

meaning-hl dialogue. But of course! It is precisely the device which has no chance for 

any excess of meaning, only an exacting and equal exchange with its viewer which 

remains constant and self-contained. The device enters and leaves us just as fast, or 



worse, does not enter but circles us, tethered to a former owner who will pull back the 

leash at the £ïrst opportune instant. As Marcel Mauss notes," the commodined object, as 

it is sold here to its viewer under the pretext of a singular use-value, in fact belongs to its 

former owner, whereas the gift is instead released fiom its fonner owner, entering the 

arena of mutual and reciprocal exchange. In this arena, the gift object creates its own 

destiny, living a iife beyond the one dictated by an equivalency of economic exchange, 

The device is wholly within this realm of economic exchange; as such it dies with the 

viewer who already understands the exchange, allowing the device to run its proper 

course without any excess of meaning. The use value of the device is exactly in its 

exchange value, which the viewer weighs against ai l  others to corne to an understanding 

of its meaning (or, more precisely, its appointed duty) before the frIm has even ended. 

Thus the parallel semiotic structure of the device holds tme: use value/exchange value 

balance in equai ratio, each relyïng on the other to propel the device toward a fïnality of 

meaning. 

Apart fkom use value and exchange value altogether, the gift text, one that must be 

reciprocated in kind and greater, nuIlXes use value a l t ~ ~ e t h e r . ~ ~  Intrinsic to the nature 

of the gift is its obligation to be returned; only in this re-gifiing does it grow stronger, and 

thus more illusive. This is the game of potlatch: one challenges not by productive force, 

but through entropic weakness -- the strategy of the object -- in a cycle of symbolic 

exchange ending only in death. The strategy of the seductive film object is never one of 

econornic necessity, for if one cannot weigh a text against others (and this is not to speak 

of any onginalityper se, only the vacuum created by a gesture, motion, word, or action 



that specifically denies access to its own meaning), then any specific value evaporates. 

The seductive text does not need to sel1 itself. It is beyond ownership, going one step 

further than Barthes' Death of the  uth hop: it seeks its own death in symbolic exchange 

with its subject. Only this c m  explain the tremendous amount of work done on and 

around Godard's f?lms. They have given to us what is now imprinted into us and brought 

back fkom time to time as a rnernory - by an event, a vision, a sound, an emotion -- so 

much su that the separation between subject and its object, savoured both during and after 

the fact, becomes a point of metaphorical non-existence. Projected onto the screen and 

into o u .  remembrance, the y are replayed over and over -- continuatly re-discovered 

artifacts which are constantly changing us. These filml; challenge us, not to conclude 

with interpretation (here it is only we who lose), but to reciprocate and add to their game. 

Thus the only recourse is to double the ante by refbsing to dlow them access to any 

tenability whatsoever. This is where the famous quote 'Film is M e  at 24 fiames per 

second", fkom Le Petit Soldat, really takes hold -- by disaIlowing Godard's texts to take 

any resolute and steadfast hold in us, they must return. More strictly than we could hope 

to enforce within ourselves, their objectivity will follow the rules of the gift until death - 

they WU return to us and live in us through the endless cycle of play and challenge. We 

are obliged to return to these fiims by the very fact of their lack of any use-value 

whatsoever. 

There is a ski11 required to develop a sign which canno t be used, indeed, which has no 

use-value per se, and therefore no exchange value either (perhaps there is even no labour 

value in its ongins -- could this be the rejection of auteurism?). This is not a practised 



skiIl, but an aieatory one, one found through deceptive and insubstantial intent, skirting 

the onset of rational, narrative meaning. It is, perhaps, an unattainable notion. To direct 

an actress, for instance -- to make her Say just one use-less word, one "Oui" beyond 

narrative intent. In For Ever Mozart, this is beyond the skiils of the director within the 

film, beyond the grasp of Godard, and beyond the scope of cinema itself. The actress 

cries "Oui" for four, five, six takes . . . stiU it is not right. There is no satisfaction for the 

director until she cries "Oui" away fiom direction, an act-less cry pried fkom the director 

and his art. Yet we are still dealing with narrative form here, a film within a film. It is 

easy, in the fictive sense, to deny signs have use-value, easy to pry them fiom 

signification of fiction. They return, however, to the film and to Godard, caught in the 

fatal trap of cinematic signification, the black hoIe fkom which there is no escape. 

This said, there are times in Godard's films where the device slips fiom its contrived 

form into a feigned existence, through a disappearing act of narrative meaning. Even for 

Godard, the device must play its part within narrative, but, like the race of the tortoise 

and the hare, Godard the tortoise is there at the end of the film. outwitting the predestined 

resolution of the device, 

This is surely the case in Détective, for, as Peter Harcourt points out, Ariel and Isidore 

are not only characters in the film, but creators of the narrative as welLZ3 As such, they 

anticipate the narrative needs of the characters before the narrative does (so to speak): 

Mr. Jim needs money to pay off a debt, so M e 1  nonchalantly passes by, throwing money 

in the air, telling him the rest wili corne later that night; Isidore calls for police and 

ambulance back-up, for in his opinion there wiU "surely be a corpse or two" at the end of 



the film, Isidore, unwilling to ''faisify problems" any M e r ,  lets Ariel pass a gun to the 

Mafia Prince, allowing for an expedient resolution to the narrative. Thus the devices of 

the policier (money, killings, guns) are anticipated and headed off at the pass, fhished off 

by the characters themselves before the narrative bas a chance to Iead them to their 

rightfbl place as the conclusion and explmation of the story. As such, they are really not 

needed at aU -- they exist only as a pretence for narrative closure, to be summoned at 

wu, with no respect for the laws of cause-and-effect narrative would have them obey. It 

seems that, for Godard, when narrative is required (as in this Rlrn)," at least he &tains 

the pretence of having some control over it. 



Chapter Three: Seducing the Viewer 

So far 1 have focused mainly on Godard's texts as objects, discussing how they 

operate beyond dialectical interpretation, ho w they dissolve narrative structure b y 

invoking pretentious Law, and how transcendence is inherent to their structure. In this 

chapter 1 want to speculate on the various ways the W-object enacts its revenge by 

interpolating the viewer into the mix. This is not a spectator-positioning endeavor (1 

must assume here at least minimum effort on the part of the individual viewer), it is a 

seductive one, and by no means an end in itself. The danger is that what follows might 

be applied in toto; not every moment of a Godard Eilm engenders a seductive reading, not 

every viewer is seduced by a particular £üm. The vdue seduction has to play in a re- 

examination of Godard's work is not specific or even, for that matter, tenable; seduction 

is here to make readings less tenable, ifthat is at all possible. 

Up until now, there bas been at least a modicum of rationality in m y  discourse, one 

that assumes rationality as its reply. It is the task of rational, critical discourse to discem 

what its object has to Say about itself and its surroundings, but what does that object have 

to Say in reply to this discourse? Perhaps my mode of discourse incites a rationality no t 

ïnherent in Godard's work itself. Fearful of what that work is saying about my discourse, 

1 long to disengage fiom it; regretfiilly, full disengagement means nothing short of ending 

this thesis mid-stream. There must be some happy compromise. What 1 will try to do, 

then, is abandon any rational, critical stance. 1 abandon the desire to comprehend what 

Godard has to Say; 1 abandon the appetite demanding he must have something to say. 



It is tempting to suppose the topic headings that follow are elements of a seductive 

dialogue, and, in a way, they are. But how eIemental is that which involves both subject 

and object at once? There is no periodic table we c m  reference here, no equation to tell 

us where, how, and why we are moved to react the way we do toward a Godard fï.lm 

The best one can do is attempt to holbw out the converging space between subject and 

object, utilizing the maximum of theoretical negation to create continuous variability. 

This process involves both a movement toward this space and a necessary reciprocal 

movement away, not unlike the movement by which Joseph Iearns to love and revere 

Marie. One must begin the movement tentatively and with restraint; Like learnhg to 

calculate physics problems using fiction-less surfaces or mas-less weights and pulleys, 

one must start with what one must eventually deny: the use-value of our own desire. 

Boredom and PIeasure 

In a purely cognitive sense, there are two forces at odds when viewing Godard's work, 

precipitated through subjective desire: pleasure and boredom. These two aspects are 

crucial in placing and keeping the viewer within the space of the film. They are no t 

forces within the work itself, but are guided by subjective desire and released though the 

movement of the text. Yet this is a desire dependent upon the text itsex, for only through 

constant reinvestment by subjectivity wilI desire be sustained; therefore it is not an 

arbitrary placement on the part of the subject, but one determhed by textual discourse. 

Here, then, is the paradox of the subjedobject dichotomy: which acts first, the self- 

informed text upon the viewer, or the predisposed desire of the viewer upon the text? 
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Interpretation would seem to aileviate the problem by positing access to a more profound 

meaning, fending off a shallow boredom, accentuating desire. But of course, one might 

find boredom in depth itself, in the post-stnictualist constmct of a variable, constantly 

delayed, and thus unknowable signified, reducing desire to apathy. Within this dual and 

antagonistic structure, the text seems to deny access to one aspect through the 

introduction of a degree or degrees of the other. However, is must be noted that this 

infusion does not encompass one or the other in sorne abstract, complete wholeness, but 

through a ratio of the two (both stiii, of course, occupying separate spaces on either side 

of the ":"). An investigation into these dual streams of boredom and pleasure in Godard's 

work might prove effective in understanding how the viewer is situated between them. 

Cognitive Boredom 

Godard's work can induce boredom - there should be no doubting this fact. The 

cognitive form of boredom (a boredom one is acutely aware of and tries desperately to 

fight off) stems lkom unfuEIled expectation, usuaily caused, in Godard's case, by an 

over-abundance of meaning: the overloaded signifier, rather than producing profound 

meaning, leads to the degradation of information. l This overloading takes place within 

specific sites of articulation: self-reflexivity (image), cacophony (sound), and quo tation 

(word). 

Boredom stemmhg fkom the image cm issue fkom the banality of self-reflexivity. 

Godard has always k e n  interested in Brechtian forms of alienation (Ve@erndungsefSekt), 

but, unlike alienation, which is hi~toricaiiy~ culturaily and textually arbitrary by necessity, 



self-refiexive fonn denies the desire for contextuality by turning the image away fiom 

itself. This is static form run up against a dead-end, forever circling in on itseLf, a self- 

contained loop impervious to representation. 

There are examples of a static, de-contextualized self-reflexivity in Godard's work 

The doubling of the image becornes an dl-too-recognised fact, for example, in Prhom: 

Carmen. The last half of one continuous shot of Joseph running down a haliway 

precedes the whole of the shot in its entirety. This is a pre-view of the shot, for no 

apparent logical or narrative reason. This is not Brechtian dienation, which is designed 

to historicise the present and display the role of social process in daiiy life rather than 

portray a %meless" and "natural" human c~ndition.~ This seems the foregrounding of 

the device o d y  (not a narrative but a symbolic device), for, apmt h m  any narrative 

contextualisation, the repeated shot signifies only itself. Boredom cornes not from the 

device itself (any form of self-reflexivity can hold a moment of interest) but fkom its lack 

of contextualisation: there is nothing more to be said of it, thought of it, mentioned of it. 

It simply is; anything apart from that can only corne after the fact, in the banality of 

interpretation. There are other examples of unsupported reflexive form in Godard's 

work: the experiments with focus and rapidly changing f-stops in Hélas pour moi, the 

slow and stopmotion of Sauve qui peut (la vie), the backward-ninning shot of pet ais re- 

attaching themselves to a tree in King k a r .  All have interpretive meaning, yet deny 

immediate contextualization. 

Overloading the sigmer with cacophonous sound can also lead to an unfuriiled 

desire for rationaïty and, thus, boredom. Often Godard wiil intensw the problem of 



quotation by overlapping the dialogue in a film -- the result is an overloaded signifier 

denied a chance to exchange anything but itself as noise. This is not unlike the metaphor 

of sound denoting a pre-determined meaning for the image in Ici et ailleurs. Yet even 

when sound is used in its singular for- it c m  still remain de-contextualised. For 

example, Godard ofken repeats the same sound of a seagull's cry ftom film to film, the 

cry is thus not part of the film itself but of the whole oeuvre. As such it is hard to spec* 

exactiy what the meaning could be. One ends up sighing to one's self, "Oh, there's 

Godard's seaguil again". 

It is Godard's use of language, however, that can infiict the greatest boredom. With 

Godard's muli-layered use of linguistic quotation, meaning is de-valued in the speed of 

exchange - not to the point of extinction (for if in fact the medium is the message, then 

the exchange itself creates meaning even if the terms reduce to none), but simply and 

always a cancellation of equi- and ambi-valent terms. Quotation doubles the signifier, 

breaks it down into either a recognisable or unrecognisable other. 

The recognisable other of the quotation calls forth an anterior meaning -- plus al l  the 

reductive value that comes dong with this -- which breaks it momentarily fiom its 

present context. There is a brief but empty moment of pleasure in the recognition, but 

eventually desire turns toward the quotation's prior context, which the viewer strives to 

equate with and place within the present context. If it cannot be used, prior meaning is 

either reduced to immediate clich6 or taken as some m y s t w g  example of nostalgia. 

This effectively stops meaning in its tracks: the quotation hails and interpellates the 

subject not necessarily with the anterior meaning itself but with signifier's own value as 



commodity. This ever-increasing debt-load of meaning c m  never be paid off; the viewer 

is left with a sense of nostalgia, but without the interiority of meaning that goes ahng 

with it. 

However, the unrecognised other of quotation is forever delayed of any meaning; like 

the recognisable form, this too can be bracketed off as mere cliché (here boredom moves 

toward annoyance) but more than iikeiy the subject wili constantly fail to posit any 

signified due to the overwhelming speed and overlap of the discursive form. The 

extreme comotative property of Godard's use of quotation keeps the viewer always at 

least one step behind any sigd5ed it could posit other than itself as signifier. 

The most extreme examples of unrecognised quotation exist in Nouvelle Vague. In 

fact, Godard uses a playfil version of sampling for most of the film, enlisting various 

sources, literary and otherwise, to make up the dialogue. Merely as example and not as a 

superlative case, 1 have chosen the gardener's first on-screen lines, spoken as he steps 

down from his John Deere and begins to sweep the dnveway of the chateau: 

We've had no time to discover, like a lamp just lighted, ,e chestnut tree in 
blossom, or a few splashes of bright-ochre strewn among the jade-green shoots of 
wheat. 

1 must admit 1 have no idea of the source concerning this quotation. It would be possible, 

of course, through much diligent effort, to find out fiom where this and most other 

quotations in the film are taken. But this is far fiom the point, and nevertheles it seems 

quite impossible during an immediate and continuous screening. If the viewer does 

happen to recognise the quotation, the scene will be transformed lnto one of reflection, 

not upon the specific ramifications of chestnut trees and shoots of wheat, but upon the 



narrative and artistic reasons for borrowing this quotaîïon in the first place. This above 

al l  else is the primary reaction to the recognised quotaîïon; it is a process of nostalgia. 

But, more than likely, the viewer will not recognise the source of this quotation - he 

or she may not even realise it had a former life to begin with, although its even-paced, 

highly formal and articulate verbalisation should eventudy lead one to such a 

conclusion. Of course, it is precisely this highiy-determined formality whic h threatens to 

take over the meaning of the quotation itself. Since the relation between the quote and 

the scene is tenuous at best (there are comotative links, yes, but a decisive lack of 

narrative denotation), it is the mannet (i-e. the medium) in which the quote is delivered 

which takes over meaning. Said with such force and assurance, it m u t  mean sornething. 

Surely Godard doesn't place quotations randomly within the text; if so, maning would 

simply be the residue of fortunate links between aleatory sentiments. 

Yet whde the viewer is left p o n d e ~ g  these questions, a new set of quotalions arise: 

-1t hasn't rained in ages. Maybe famine is rïpening in this summer heat. 
-Madam's leaving , stupid ! 
-Even yesterday's clear blue sky made us feel our fiagility. 

The lack of denotative dialogue creates a temporal lag within the viewer, who may glean 

a sense of meaning fiom this piling-on of language, but certainly nothing more concrete 

than that. It is this lack of immediate context, more than anything else, which drives the 

viewer into boredom. 



Cognitive Pleasure in Identification 

Of course, al1 this comotative overload can quite easily lead to pleasure instead. 

Godard's fïl.ms carry that specifically Brechtian pleasure of reflexivity, but this is a 

notion, like use-value and narrative, that has been di-but used up by the time we get 

around to the films concentrated on in this thesis. So what other notions figure into 

Godard's unique delivery of pleasure? 

A certain cognitive notion of pleasure is one in which subjectivity fhds its 

assumptions to be correct - i.e. there is a pleasure in seeing oneself, one's ideology, 

mirrored back fiom the screen. This stands opposed to a Brechtian, gestic presentation, 

which shows not the universal man, but one historicised, one that reveals ideological 

assumptions behind actions. But the pleasure of a Godard film stems not fiom 

identification with characters, but fiom an identification with the man hirnself, or at least 

that diffuse and wholly Other author we name Godard. Godard's films give off the aura 

of an authentic authorial status - every word, every movement, every trace, can and must 

move backwards fiom the Mage to the subjectivity of Godard the author. It is this 

subjectivity which we idente  with; it is the character of the £ilmmaker (the filmmaker 

we long to be, the oge we match wits with) and not the bodies on the screen whom he 

speaks through, that drive our pleasure. Far fiom king flagrant auteurism, this is a 

reading of the spectator, and not a reduction of the film to the personality of its director. 

This spectator seeking pleasure t hrough identification is a particular and specialised 

breed, since what is identifïed with is itself already an over-determined network of 

intertext . The incessant interpretation, categorisat ion, classification, and periodisation of 
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Godard's films have shattered the myth of a d x e d  and determined subjectivity behind 

the work of art. This, coupled with constant collaboration (with both, but not necessarily 

limited to, Jean-Pierre GOM and Anne-Marie Miéville), fragments the notion of the 

omnipresent essence of authorial subjectivity. But it is still this illusive Other that 

Godard's spectator of pleasure identifies with. This is a spectator who desires to know 

the Other, to read into and out of these hlms an overreaching tnith, one which asserts its 

opposition to "pleasurabls" identification (scopophilia, rnasochism, fetishism . . . in short, 

all the tniths of psychoanalytical discourse) through the narrative of "dominant" f?lm. and 

one which wiU surely mirror M e r  own world-view. 

This identification, this positionhg of oneself within the text-as-discourse in an 

attempt to control it raîher than absorbing the discourse-as-narrative within the text, 

becomes problematic once the author himself (or some character as stand-in) enters this 

narrative. This is especially tme in Godard's case, for he enters the text not as its author, 

but as the denial of such an identifiable system. By invoking taboo, the spectator is 

denied access to a binary equivalency of authorkharacter. 

Starting with Sawe qui peut (la vie), in which Godard's stand-in, Pau1 Godard, reveals 

a desire for incestuous relations with his daughter, this c haractedauthor dyad is collapsed: 

Godard as author must either be fûsed with Godard the characteq3 or else the dominant 

notion of authorship must repudiate the other according to spectator subjectivity, again 

destroying notions of an authonal binary existence. The former may give pleasure 

through a feeling of moral superiority and social outrage, but surely this will become an 

ail-consuming point beyond the text itself, concluding in an outright repudiation of the 



fw or in extreme cases the whole of the body of work! The later, however, is much 

more problematic, for it must involve either justification or outright denial of taboo by 

the spectator. 

By equating h e l f  with notions of taboo, the spectator is denied any pleasurable 

identincation with Godard as character, leaving only mystification as to the authorial 

reasons behind such actions. The best example of this cornes in Prénom: Carmen, in 

which Godard plays a washed-up filmmaker who once had, and seems still to revel in, an 

incestuous affair with his young niece. Here pleasure is highly problematic when 

authorial force embodies a character (a film-maker with the same name) who in turn 

embodies, without critique, that which is taboo. One must remember that 1 am not 

speaking here of intellectuai exegesis (Le. socid ramifications or metaphoricd 

interpretations of and through incest). These come, through the after-effects of theory 

and/or cnticism, with their own pleasures. Here 1 speak of an immediate pleasure 

through the desire for identification. Godard as character is surely being driven by 

Godard as author, but where cm one separate the two, draw the line between that which 

is fictive and that which is longed to be understood as a source of knowledge and 

creativity? One must efface what is taboo in order to pleasurably mirror oneself as the 

source of creativity represented by the character of Godard, Of course, the briiliance of 

Godard's strategy is that, in order to acknowledge any creative authonal force, viewers 

must own up to their own taboo thoughts, thereby forcing an un-pleasurable admission in 

order to iden te  pleasurably with creative genius. 



Xnfusing Bodom with Pleasure 

If we posit cognitive pleasure as the fùlfillment of desire through identification, it 

s tancis directly opposed to cognitive boredom. But, since Godard denies identification at 

every turn, it seems one must desire differently if one is to receive pleasure fkom a 

Godard nIm. Stili, in this we have said nothing, for this statement is based on a highly 

individualistic notion of subjectivity. The viewer must know how to desire differently (if 

desiring differently is required) before seeing the film, which 13 tantamount to saying the 

viewer must be deprogrammed of desire only to re-lem it again in a new form. But how 

to do this before one sees the films in the first place? We are back to where we started, 

contemplating the primordial turn in the subject/object wheel. 

Instead, borrowing fiom Jacques Lacan, one can separate desire h m  its object (object 

(a), in brackets), positing that there is no desire for the object (this would assume the 

termination of desire within that object), only its proliferation mediated by the object as  

cause.' Desire is somethuig that cannot be fuIfied, only sustained, and as such one 

cannot desire diflerently, only desire different objectsS6 But in Godard's cinema desire 

finds no purchase, for it is precisely this object of cinema which cannot be found. For the 

most part, there is no object to speak of in Godard's films Save that which shifts ikom 

signifier to signifier. It is hard to Say one desires a Godard hlm; there is nothing, no 

stability of wholeness to be (mis)recognised, to fiil our lack. Godard's hlms constantly 

run away fiom us; we might nui after them, but not through desire. This said, desire 

becomes an indifferent point of order which can now be bracketed off when 

contemplating the role of the viewer in Godard's nIms. If not sustained by Godard's 



fiIms, then desire will move on to something else, for fuIfiIlment belongs to the r e h  of 

the economic, not the artistic? Without the necessity of theorising desire, the dichotomy 

of boredom and pleasure is moot; without desire, what interests is not the separation of 

boredom and pleasure, but their convergence in the void. 

Without desire, viewer identification converges in instability. Near the end of Numéro 

Deux, Godard lays his head on his workbench as video images continue to play on 

background monitors. It has k e n  suggested that this image marks the space of both 

economic and textual ' k ~ r k ' ' ~ :  Godard, in his factory of images, weary after the work of 

crafting the film (both as worker and boss), lays his head down to rest. This 

interpretation, the sublimation of a Protestant work ethic, introduced and rnaintained bo th 

by the viewer (who, like Godard, works at producing the f i lm)  and the author, is nothing 

more than hermeneutical self-recognition effaced by the "natwal" pleasure of production. 

It is an assumed desire for pleasure (not necessarily the viewer's pleasure aione, but one 

self-recognised through Godard, signifving as "a job weli done") which retroactively 

legitimises the work of the film. This pleasure, (niis)recognised in the "weariness" of 

Godard, is now doubled within the pleasure of self-recognition of viewer as author. This 

is the insidious and unquestioned hermeneutics of the rnirror-stage, one in which both 

sides reflect an already-assumed and self-sustaining bias toward the pleasure of 

production. It is not the message that remains unquestioned here (the viewer will 

question, reinvest, consume and produce his or her own meanings throughout the whole 

of the filrii) but the viewer's fidelity to the notion of value, h m  under the sign of the 



romantic notion of the author, which is retained without question throughout the whole of 

the film 

Could Godard's head on his desk not be an indication of his boredom as weIl 

("Godard is as bored with his images as 1 am'")? There is pleasure, love even, derived in 

and through work, but there also is the boredom of the act itself, t a h g  the form here of 

repetitive b e  work, both factory assembly-iine and video on-line. And since this 

boredom cornes fkom the act itself, Godard too is surely acting - what is more, he is 

direct ing himself acting, an act directed both inwardly and outwardly, into Godard the 

character yet out to Godard the author. By placing himself under an ambiguous 

emotional sign (pleasure and/or boredom? fatigue and/or sense of accomplishment?), 

Godard plays with this dud sense of charactedauthor, but what is not ambiguous is the 

sign of the "act" itself. Here we are on the cusp of a psychological realism; in a .  attempt, 

through ambiguity, to empty itself of specific signifving force, Godard's head on his desk 

delivers the appropriate Kuleshov effect according to the viewer's response.10 Under the 

sign of emotion the act becomes obvious, too literal and too forced, caught in the loop of 

directing/acting: bored of acting, acting bored; pleased with acting, acting pleased; tired 

of acting, acting tired. 

But where does this idea of boredom come fiom? Apart fiom it k ing  indicative of 

narrative ambiguity (boredom "as weIl" and not "instead of '), this image becomes the 

sign of an extra-narrative space of boredom, for it too reveals itself in the hermeneutics of 

self-recognition. However, in this scenario, the viewer de-invests fkom any reciprocity 

with the film and its message, and instead identifies with its now-paradoxical author, 



repudiating the film through his boredom- IronicaUy, it is in this act of self-recognition 

that the viewer, h a l l y  having something to mirror, is turned away fiom recognition at 

the same tirne: the recognition of a bored self is cancelled out precisely by the logic of the 

pleasure in recognition. Another irony: the viewer is bored with "bis" images, not just 

"the" images; thus the viewer acknowledges film as discours, as constmct, set in its 

socio-histoncal context, apart fiom the unified, seamless and over-reaching whole of 

psychobgicai realism. The process of a self-recognised boredom illustrates the film's 

use of Vefiemdmgseffekt (the film is just "images") through the very act of 

psychological identification Godard renounces. 

Self-recognition is a deconstructive enterprise, opening an unrecoverable breach in the 

text: the convergence in subjectivity of pleasure and boredom, acted out (however 

ambiguous it may seem) as an element of narrative. But this construct still revoives 

around the old chestnut of a desire for pleasure, here the pleasure within identification. 

In the above example, boredom is too close to pleasure - perhaps this is the risk that 

must be nui, for one does not exist without the other. They are not opposites, they twist 

into one another. 

Vacuity and Jouissance 

Let's pull back, then, kom any cognitive understanding of boredom or pleasure and 

concentrate on what is common to both: vacuity. This is not an exact tenn -- perhaps 

ennui comes closer, yet ennui still connotes a desire for something Iacking. Vacuity, on 

the other hand, shares with boredom a lost specificity of meaning, but removes the desire 



for its reunion (îts "return to wholeness") wîthin subjectivity -- indeed, vacuity is not 

something that needs to be "reunited" at aü, for it is already one with its object. Unlike 

the vacuity of the televîsed Stream, in which the polarity between subject and object 

reaches the pinnacle of separation in the act of channel surfing, cinematic vacuity 

enhances the hllness of the imaginary exactly because this separation no longer em'sts. 

Jean-Pierre Oudart claims this fullness to be the instantaneous and uniimited 

imaginary presence of the image prior to its articulation through mediated absence. What 

bounds these two extremes are the limits of fiaming: "Perception of the fiaming always 

eclipses vision of the object at the same tirne as it puts an end to the spectator's 

jouissance". l1 What sutures this absent Other of the text, then, is exactly its effect as 

discourse, captured by the imaginary but limited by the discursive boundaries of the 

image. In this paradigm, what is Other is an absent presence continudy haunting yet 

sutured into the image as irnagined presence through the work of symbolic discourse. 

This movement fiom jouissance to sutured representation describes in effect the 

process of narration, and as such is inappropriate to the vacuity of Godard's images.12 AS 

in Oüdart's paradigm, vacuîty can be said to momentarily eclipse the discursive elements 

of the image; the difference is that in Godard there is no absent narrative space corne to 

take away this jouissance, no delineated structure (as there is in classical cinema) to 

suture absence and presence together. Godard effectively collapses what Oudart calls 

this "antinomy of reading and jouissance" by attempting to eliminate, through persistent 

dissolution of narration, the discursive articulation of the i~na~e-chain.'~ 



It may be better to describe vacuity by way of analogy. In the vacuity of the written 

word, for example, one reads the same sentence or paragraph over and over again -- a 

reptition moving toward the Zen-Like loss of self -- without retaining any of the content, 

or for that matter even realising the fact of repetition. It is the non-cognitive 

acknowledgement of the signifier with little regard for meaning; it is what captures one in 

idle boredom, through contemplation of the void. As such it is a very specific and rare 

moment, one which is not a thought process specifically but only a designated loss, 

beyond concentraîed thought, beyond linear tirne, in a flash emptied of desire. Everyday 

linear boredom waits for a remedy, but vacuity, like silence, doesn't wait, only reverses 

itself instantaneously. In this reversal, subjectivity is separated fkom its object (not an 

object of desire, but an object of pure signifier), with nothing remembered Save itself as a 

train of thought mirroring this signifier. Even the memory itself disappears, like a dream 

forgotten as the day wears on. This is because in the absence of desire there can be no 

Other as text, only the collapse of polarity. There is no subjectivity reunited with its 

Other, oniy a doubling of this disappearing game. This collapse is the decrescendo of 

vacuity culminating in the pleasurable instant of reversal: jouissance. 

The linearity, continuity and temporality of narrative cinema would seem to exclude 

the vacuity of repetition, but Godard's cinema doesn't. If the above exampIe of the 

doubled image fkom Prénom: Cannen doesn't t e s m  to this, there are others: repeated 

intertitles, repeated dialogue fkom one s hot to the next, even the twice s ho wn opening 

scene fkom King Lear. These examples and more t y p e  Godard's w illingness to take 

signification to the extreme ends of vacuity where, one hopes, things combine hitfuiiy 



in the irnmediacy of the void that wodd fail to provide substance under rational scrutiny. 

Rather than positing a loss of understanding, one must take this as a gain of sense; 

Godard translates loss of cognitive linearity into an immediate gain of jouissance. 

This Ioss of meaning, then, brought about by the elements of repetition, connotation, 

reflexivity, cacophony, irrationality, deco mpositional narrative and the like, is simply a 

redistri'bution of  value fkom that of productive linearïty to one of seductive vacuity. Only 

through the carefûl balance of an imminently overbearing vacuity do Godard's films 

connect with their viewer the way they do. This is something linear narrative is incapable 

of; Linearity slowly reveals its path to the viewer, safe in the knowledge s/he is headed 

somewhere. Godard's fllms are headed nowhere - yet who can resist opening the door 

into the void beyond?14 The fidl toward nothiogness is what we r e d y  want, not the tried 

and true path. We watch Godard's iïlms not because we c m  escape into another world, 

one of fantasy, mystery or excitement, but because they are the extreme extension of our 

own world, one of doubt, irrationality and the unknown. At their best, Godard films wrap 

their discourse around a single concept, usuaUy one of pretension or outright 

impossibility, daring the viewer to see, in the most literd sense of the word, exactly what 

he is aIIuding to. The fa11 into vacuity, then, is the u1timate culmination of Godard's 

artform. It is where the viewer approaches an understanding without ever reaching it (of 

course, because it is not really there). This flash of equilibrium between cognitive 

understanding and vacuous contemplation is the moment ofjouissance. 

Taken this way, the release of jouissance is an ending -- indeed, the tail-end of 

vacuity. It implies, in its sexual as weIl as its textual form, the fïnality of an 



objective/subjective conjugation and subjectivity's gradua1 reinvestment of terms. It is a 

point, not a space. And, since it amives at the culmination of vacuity, it is loss which 

begets jouissance, not a drive, desire, or stance. Indeed, jouissance does not "stand" for 

anything, not even itself; seek it and it is gone. One may find it in death (metaphorical 

&or literal), but one does not seek death, death is fated to seek us, as it does in the tale 

of Samatkand. We posit that the indeterminacy of death cannot be reached, but play the 

game of seeking it anyway, during the aitermath of theoretical introspection. For 

Barthes, jouissance is "the place where the death of language is glimpsed"," the "instant 

so rekhed by Sade's libertine when he manages to be hanged and then to cut the rope at 

the very moment of his orgasm, his bliss ~ouissance]". l6 Remember, however, that 

pleasure resides in the glimpse, not the event itself, for the event of literal and 

metaphorical death is one of no retum. The pretence of death is a i i  we have, a movement 

approaching, teetering on the edge of the void, only to be pulled back by the faintest 

pulse of jouissance before the slip into nothingness. 

Within the space of literature, it is questionable whether jouissance is a pre or non- 

linguistic impulse because it stems directly fkom, and thus is, language. But what of the 

image? A fabled pre-linguistic, immaculate image is the pinnacle of Godard's search, 

thus spectatorial jouissance would be its full-on perception during the momentary loss of 

a language to comprehend it. If, as in Lacan, language represents the absent,17 this is then 

an instant of absolute presence, of unity between subject and object, denied immediate 

linguistic denotation. We may look at inserted images of nature in Passion, Je vous 

salue, Marie, JU;/JLG or, indeed, any of Godard's more recent films, and Say to 
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ourselves: "Tree" ; ' Waves" ; "Grass"; "Fiowers". This, ho wever, is an indexical response 

quite apart fiom the chah flowing through the f'iim as a whole. Once worked through ail 

the rigours of decompostional demand, these images manage to break Ioose of their 

indexical nature altogether, infecting the viewer with an unobtainable need for inclusion. 

In Prénom: Cannen, for example, the fiequently repeated images of waves Iose their 

indexical nature through repetition. The continual pounding of the waves on the shore 

tums index into overdetenziined importance, hollowing the space of the image while 

doubling and dividing its temporality between a thin thread of narrative. Now 

repetitiveness itself becomes the message, the meaning of which we strive to insert within 

the space of narrative. As such, any immediate meaning is unavailable at best. Once 

Godard breaks loose an image fiom its indexed signified in this mariner, one is fiee to 

contemplate the vast comotative nothingness within the image and its chain. 

So it is the promise of jouissance that keeps Godard's viewer loyal to the cause, not 

the focus of desire. Identification, like any other narrative construct, plays a part in this, 

but now the viewer falls for the tenuous association between the image and its linguistic 

counterpart rather than the object behind it all. To be sure, that object is still there (for, as 

Levin points out, all objects, at bottom, sirnply represent a comection with another 

subject),ls but uader the sign of pretence it becomes the illusive Other situated between 

boredorn and pleasure, acceptance and denial, interpretaîion and jouissance. Perhaps the 

vacuity of jouissance approaches a Zen one-ness with this Other -- this is not a return to 

some romantic notion of authorial subjectivity, but maybe still there is a key, some 

hidden code leading toward an understanding within the irrationality of it all. Yet even if 



this wild postulation were somehow true, 1 would not concern myself too much about it. 

To maintain this sort of egoristical understanding one would have to discard the object 

altogether, or at least put oneself in its phce. This is something beyond the vacuity 1 

have described above; this is critical theory gone awry, for only within theoretical space 

can one occupy the place of this object, in essence become the object. To this end, one 

must theorise the (non)vdue boredom and pleasure play in Godard's filmn, pressing past 

their banal existence witbin the w& of the W s  narrative, out toward the theoretical 

space between text and viewer. OnIy here can one fhd a way to push these categories to 

th& extremes, where they might collapse into nothingness. Boredom is a banal event 

which unfolds during the fact ("This film is boring"); perhaps a seductive, pleasurable 

boredom (or even a boring pleasure) ambushes in the recollective space of theory, since 

one cannot speak of the time of viewing dunirg the tirne of viewing. In the imrnediacy of 

viewing, there exists only an equivalent reciprocal relation to the image, without the 

surplus that cornes after the fact. One needs contemplative time to give back to the film 

in excess of what was taken, and to make room for critical and theoretical space between 

the f ï h  and its spectator. Either one understands this and plays or tries to hold on to 

some Godardian essence, a project doomed to failure. 



Chapter Four: The Gift Reciprocated 

It is the concept of the gift's retaiiatory obligation, that, 1 believe, serves best in 

understanding how the role of the spectator/cntic can add to the intertextuality of a f ï h  

1 Say '%an", because there are an almost unlimited number of ways one c m  accept a 

Godard film - one being, of course, not at aU, If one considers his work a static and 

impenetrable fortress then it will remain so, and nothing 1 Say here wiU change that. But 

if one cares at al1 about his work then one must accept it gratefully by o f f e ~ g  something 

back - the least, a banality of interpretation, the most, a sacrifice verging on self- 

obliteration. For these films, too, give back what the world offers them (its image, its 

dimension, its language), give back in kind and greater. 

Any response afforded these films should not simply mirroi the residue of their end 

product. A seductive response must invoke the structural ambiguity of play in an attempt 

to break down the subject/object dialectic of critical response. M a t  one gives back must 

be an extrapolation of immediacy worked though the rigours of theory (and thus the 

paradox that keeps film criticism apart from its object: one must use language to 

represent the immediate and non-verbal image) and not bom of a foundational theory 

itself - such a perfunctory, interpretive gift is impoverished through its own methodical 

and conspicuous revelation, flaunting itself as a perfection of fact and figure. Surely no 

one wishes such a fate for these films. The enigrna of the Godard film must not be 

solved; who can Say, at bottom, there is anything tangible there anyway? 

We have aiready seen how Godard's work has evolved beyond the bonds of a 

formative Marxism; what is needed now is to take this challenge further, working it 



through the canonical discourses of feminism and psychoanalysis. Only after this attempt 

can we contemplate reception and its consequences: loss of productive value in exchange 

for symbolic weakness. 

Chaiienging Essentialism 

Godard's fXms seem enigmatic at best, yet he posits his own version of the enigrnatic 

w i t h  the feminine. The challenge ferninint discourse offers to Godard has been mostly 

punitive, charging that his gender construction, though highly articulate and complex, 

still falls back on a romantic, essentialist division in which the masculine is placed on the 

side of productive power while the feminine relies on seductive appearance.' Sauve qui 

peut (la vie) seems to embody this division: on the one side there is Paul who lives and 

works within the domnin of power, questioning sexual taboos between father and 

daughter, not understanding why his girlfîtend would leave him to move to the country, 

ruling his already divided family unit through the power of violence and humiliation. 

Opposed to this environment of power is the idyllic world of Denise, who leaves Paul and 

quits her television job to Live a romanticised life in the country, riding around on her 

bicycle and writing in her journal. 

The dissolution of this essentialist division is not one of reversal, as Erb s ~ ~ ~ e s t s , ~  but 

one that begins to substitute play rather than the d e  of biological Law. Godard may 

initially set up biology along the lines of power vs. romanticism, but along the f i g e s  of 

the narrative he plays with the signs of gender as well. Paul is sexually propositioned by 

a male bell-hop; during an assembly-iine game of prostitution, a man demands to be 



adorned with lipstick; Isabelle becomes her own sister's pimp. Rather than reducing this 

and other signs to hornosexuality or even some perversion of gender-roles, one senses 

that it is nst these biological differences that matter, but those aligned dong the axis of 

power vs. play. The effect of this division is to dissuade any operation within the 

debilitating domain of power and production, while at the same t h e  denying any 

romantic solution. Compromise within the power structure itseif, it seems, is the only 

way out, for placed within the middle of the extremes of power and romanticism is a 

seductive play which usurps power precisely by facing it on equal terrns. The character 

of Isabelle takes on this role. 

Isabelle is a prostitute who plays the over-the-top parts delegated to her by her various 

clients, including a daughter just come home for the holidays and 'tvorker" on a sexual 

assembly b e .  She knows the d e s  and plays by them ("What they want is to humiliate 

you") yet she also relies on them, reversing the game of power and humiliation by 

enroiihg her own sister into it and taking a fïfty percent cut. She also says she should 

Ieave to go to the country, but this never seems to be resolved- Thus we have two 

extremes (Paul, ruling by power and control, and Denise, rejecting ai i  such notions) 

divided in the centre by Isabelle, who buys into this game of power just enough to use it 

for her own ends, following the d e s  yet remahhg relatively autonomous. 

Sauve qui peut (la vie) is a fîlm without answers; perhaps in the £inal analysis it fails 

to join together any essential gendered split. The problem with the film, if one can cali it 

that, is that there is no place for one or the other side of gender to retreat; in fact, the only 

solution seems to come with the total abolishment of d e  power and production: the 



death of Paul. This is not a perféct solution, yet, without apologising for this 

compromise, might we not Say that certain concepts within feminist discourse have relied 

upon the same gendered binary construct? -- a radical supposition, to be sure, but o n e  not 

without evidence. What feminism clairns as its own, a parole de femme based upon 

displaced and non-phallic jouissance, is still bound by dialectical anatomy, opposed to 

the male, phallic, purely physical sense of the tenn (jouir = to corne): '1Even though 

jouissance is specified as feminine, the tendency to s m e n  into a strong, muscular image 

remains"? Kelly Ives explains that "to use jouissance, to wield its power, some crities 

claim, one has to incorporate it somehow into language and e ~ ~ r e s s i o n " . ~  This is t h e  

productive, gendered side of jouissance (yet it seems highly problematic to speak of 

jouissance in a productive sense); this is jouissance as a "thing", as a p ~ c i p l e  of 

ownership and of power rather than as pure no-thing. As 1 have worked it through tbis 

thesis, jouissance is a pre- and even non-gendered notion, having to do with the loss sf 

meaning rather than some dichotomy of power. Ifit is this loss which begets jouissa~tce, 

a loss derived h m  an instantly reversible and aleatory vacuum, why theorise kom a 

stable, pre-gendered state? One does not need to hold on to some essential notion of 

gender in the vacuity of jouissance. 

The short film Amide serves as a case study on the reversibility and indeterminat5on 

that can interpose the binary construct of gender. There are, like there is in Sauve qui  

peut (la vie), two gendered sides to Amide, and upon e s t  glance this short seems a mep - 

backwards in the cause of removing essentialism kom gender construction: the film's 

fernales are relegated to appearance, wMe the male bodybuilders serve only productive 



power. The feminine defmes an oscillating, vacillating state between oui and non, hidden 

body and reveded body, desire for and repukion of the male, both prostrate (scrubbing 

the floor) and powefii (wielding the M e ) .  The feminine is instability defined around 

an essence of body that grounds and defines her, yet, paradoxically, this is precisely what 

she struggles to be recognised for. The women, however, receive no response to ail their 

charms of appearance, for the masculine def!hes the space of a full-scale, non-stop 

production of the body as power. No seductive female form c m  side-track the path to 

production of the tme d e  body; no female can prevent the work of perfection. There is 

no play here, o d y  the hear and continuous production of power. There is nothing 

hidden, no secret behind these male eyes, no jouissance, only the emptiness of a 

masculine power taken to the far edge of stoicism. 

Yet there is another turn to Amide, another seductive, reversible side, one which rips 

essentialism out of its b i n q  sockets. While the ferninine strives to prove (through 

acknowledgement by the other) what seems to be its essence, it is actually the masculine 

which is reduced to essence: the constant pumping up for an ideal body which cannot 

exist. This desire for (and thus hatred of as well) the male body is what body-building is 

alI about, a desire which is narcissistic by definition, always seeking to fill a f ack. The 

masculine seduces the feminine through this search for perfection; it is the embodiment 

of a seduction that need not try, need not work through the force of power, persuasion or 

humiliation, but only through the exquisite reversibiiity of seductiveness. The masculine 

challenges the feminine to seduce it, a challenge doomed by its own impassive 

masculinity. Thus masculine appearance outwits the ferninine truth of its own seductive 
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power. The duel continues not because of a sepmation of binary te=, but precisely 

because these poles are reversible at every turn, so much so that the separation becornes a 

moot point of contention. Power is diffuse and, in the final andysis, non-existent in any 

recognisably outward form, for power defines a hegemonic relationship between binary 

terrns- Here power is replaced by the circularity of the challenge. It is the challenge to 

the other, to seduce and be seduced at the same tirne, which drives this There is no 

fïnality to this, o d y  terms continually reversed and reduced in the give-and-take of a 

playfirl meaning. 

Surrealist Play 

Godard's films play with us; they wager all in hope of seeing something in return. In 

seems only fair, then, that we rnight play with them; rather then seek to reduce al l  tenns 

to clarity, we might, as in the case of Amide, wind them around themselves indefinitely. 

What's more, if pIay is the goal, why rule out gaines as one means to this end? There are 

surrealist games iike "irrational eniargement of a film scene" or the "exquisite corpse" 

which seem to fit this bill nicely. In the former, questions are asked which have no 

answer within the text itself; answers are e e d  at through an extrapolation of 

possibilities, however wild or impossible they may be. The latter involves separate 

individuals offerhg one word each (two nouns and two adjectives altogether) which are 

then read in the f o m  ' m a t  is a noun? A n o m ,  adjective and odje~tive'~? The results 

can be surprisingly intricate, but 1 believe that, at bottom, games such as these, wMe 

producing an originality well within the playful c d  of this thesis, are still ill-equipped to 



deal with the intricacies of Godard's films. This is not to say that one should rule out 

play as a compendium in u d e r  standing Godard's films; far fkom it , 1 would posit that 

play is the unly way to deal with Godard's nIms on an equivalent level, for the space of 

play moves unencumbered by a subject/object dialectic. Rather than a perpetual 

movement toward the unity of subject/object, play posits no difference to begin with, as 

in the pre-mirror stage of the child. Levin rnakes a strong case for the validity of this 

notion, invoking "potential space" as a prime example, a psychoanalytical notion where 

the child' s paradox of melnot me is ieft ~nresolved.~ This is where the child plays, where 

subject and object "overfïow into the ambiguous space that exists in between thern"? 

BaudriUard points to much the same thing: 

To the demand of being an object, [the child] opposes aU the practices of 
disobedience, of revolt , of emancipation; in short, a total claim to subjecthood. 
To the demand of being a subject he opposes, just as obstinately, and 
efficaciously, an object's resistance, that is to Say, exactly the opposite: 
childishness, hyperconformism, total dependence, passivity, idiocy. 

It is within this space we should move in an attempt to break through the bounds of 

object-oriented criticism- What better objects to start with than Godard's films? They 

are like children, refusing subjugation into the order of well-behaved, meaningfd objects, 

refusing iikewise the rule of the subjective ar tfom to plant the seed of hidden meaning. 

Perhaps this is something Godard has understood about nIm fiom the very start -- take 

his own illusive, metaphoncal criticism for e x a ~ n ~ l e . ~  This playful criticism is something 

his own films should not be immune to. Through all their posturing (not "in spite of' -- 

hopefdly this thesis has shown something of the importance of pretentious posturing), 

his films retain the circularity of play missing fiom so much of contemporary cinema. I 



85 

mention swrealist games, then, not to equate the movement as a whole with some 

Godardian mentality, nor to hoId games up as a tap that, once driven into the appropriate 

space of a film_ will spew forth knowledge - 1 mention surreaiîst games oniy because 

their irreverence in deaihg with traditional pillars of artistic endeavor is something one 

might wish to combine with Godard's work. The previously mentioned games, however, 

work on a principle of metaphoric addition, creating comotative allusion where 

previously there seemed to be only denotation. Godard's films already embody 

connotation, allusion, and metaphor -- they require implosion, no t extrapolation. 

Surrealism, then, provides clues to an approach, but fails to deal with these films on the 

level of articulation they are themselves confkonted with. 

Psychoanalytical Misreadings of Play 

Surrealist games bring to the fore creative thought through playful strategies, and are 

meant to guide an aleatory analysis of the comection between the object and the 

subjective unconscious. As such, they are not so far removed fkom, and thus have an 

strong affiinity with, psychoanalyticd testing - word association, ink-blot association, 

and so on - which, ultimately, is designed to produce (ie. make manifest) what has long 

been repressed. These games (games which would seem to have serious consequences) 

seek symptomatic motives in their results. Within this realrn there is no randomness in 

play, only utilitarianism; no accidental slips, only Freudian ones; no fortuitous 

associations, but only, again and again, the return of some repressed other. 

Psychoanalysis, utilising this depth model of meaning, subordinates every act of play to 



some deeper cause, and fkom this causality interpretation ensues. What follows are SOIE 

of the internai, structural contradictions revealed when psychoanalysis attempts to 

explai. the aleatory nature of play and playful theory/criticisrn. 

Psychoanalysis has k e n  used to explain away the mystery of games, transmuting 

rules into Laws. One of the most cited examples is Freud's fort-da, a simple child's 

game of throwing away a spool of thread (fort) and drawing it back (&), interpreted by 

Freud as a way of dealing with and symbolically controlling the departure and return of 

the chüd's mother. l0 The accent Freud gives here is not on the play per se, but on 

interpretive notions of latent meaning. The game is problematic kom the outset, and as 

such it warrants attention: 

1 eventually realised that it was a game and that the only use he made of any of his 
toys was to play 'gone' with them. . . . It never occurred to him to pull it dong the 
floor behind him, for instance, and play at its being a carnage.' l 

As Demda points out,12 Freud assumes the boy sirnply wasn't playing with his toys 

correctly. The normalcy of pulling the spool and thread behind h h  would land well 

inside pre-established boundaries of play - indeed it would seem to be Freud's preferable 

choice of play. Of course, these boundaries, understood by Freud as d e W g  normalcy, 

are in fact an ideology of play. Anythg beyond this must be effecr; thus the game shifts 

fkom the aleatory realm of play to the sober territory of symptom. Freud makes it his task 

to search for a cause. 

Lacan takes up this challenge, eqhasising the game's necessity for the chiid's 

ingression into language; indeed, for Lacan, the unconscious is structured and coded as 

language, reducible to binary terms (i.e. fort;/&). And it is language that becomes Other 



in us, alienating us fiom ourselves. In this paradigm, language appears after the fact: for 

the child, fort becomes a signifier for absence precisely because of the symbolic need of 

language to represent what is absent. 1t therefore exists only in relation to its da, its 

return.13 Here the interpretive element is reversed: signifiers becorne the linguistic Other 

to which the subject is subordinated, the signifier which defines our own intrinsic Iack- 

Here, then, are multiple interpretive discourses revolving around one degorical game. 

They focus upon the (un)affected play of a child, but what of the not-so innocent play of 

these speculators themelves, the play of theory, and the play of their discourse? AU 

interpretation is wrapped in the play of discourse; this is a game of mastery on its own 

accord, each weaving through the appearance and disappearance of the others. Freud, 

Like the game itself, goes toward and pulis back ftom any decisiveness about the 

importance of his analysis.14 1s this not an attempt at mastery of the play of discourse, 

riding the fence that runs tlxough causality, perfomiing the balancing act between saying 

something and saying nothing? Where, then, is the symbolic within the text itself! In 

other words, is the form of Freud's discourse not susceptible to its content? What 

repressed drives c m  hold Freud to his own hdings? 

What makes the game of fort;/& so interesting k precisely this ambiguity, so why not 

look at it fiom a point within this ambiguity? Surely it is a game with rules - any 

variants of the game must involve an "away" and a "return", the niles to which the garne 

is reduced. But where is the play in the above discourse, the play within vacillation 

itself? The tenants of psychoanalysis and stnicturalism seem to flow from this simple 

game, but the actual play (enamoured play, released fiom any productive measure of 



value or repression) is forgotten. These meta-narratives wish, through some provocative 

interpretation, to charm the story of the little boy and his spool of thread, challenging it to 

meaning and sense. Yet if one says to them 'This boy is at play, he means to play, and 

the meaning of his play is precisely in the playing", what will they reply? Back again to 

the modes of interpretive discourse: 'Children h o w  not what they do, we are alienated 

from knowledge of ourselves, there is no random element of play". Hegemonic meta- 

discourse must find a use-value for this story. What goes and retunis, however, is not 

necessarily the valuation of a repressed other, or a manipulative drive, or even some 

revenge on one's mother. Vacillation has to do with play itself. One needs to master the 

rules of play before it cm act out its own revenge in the depths of work This is the case 

not just for the "sore loser"; it is a fundamental aspect of play that one leam its d e s ,  or 

else not play at ail - thus Baudriilard's c l a h  that the game of fodda involves, above all 

else, not a symptomatic but a ceremnious appearance and disappearance. " Perhaps 

what Freud witnessed was the child's progression, through trial and error (for Freud 

never reveals the errors that must be inherent within the game: a missed tbrow, a tangled 

string), toward mastery of mles, and not the re-enactment of them already-obtained. 

With Freud, mastery is of the symbolic. With Baudrillard, it is of the aleatory. 

The rigour of aleatory discourse is part of the level playing field one works through, 

exchanging this rule for that, without much worry of repercussion, and as such it remains 

part of Godard's playfùl approach to the appearance of cinema. Play is, however, not 

without its consequences -- mles are there to be followed (or else why play at all?). But 

unlike the Laws of psychoanalysis, d e s  rely on an arbitrary relationship with their 



object; it is the which "drives" the not repressive 

and repressed Law. Rules must convey an innocence in their application -- here the unity 

between Hm object and theoretical object may fin* come to its long-awaited fruition. 

In the search for a reciprocation between Godard's work and its critical rejoinder, then, 

the consequences of gamesmanship are clear: no more interpretive meaning, no more 

deep character ps ychology. 

As a point of contention, however, take Silvennan and Farocki's reading of Nowelle 

Vague, where everything is boiled do wn to master/slave dialectics, libidinal economics, 

and metaphorical dialogue. The duo pick away at the film as if it might mirror back to us 

somethhg tme and real about our own psyche, sometbing beyond the fuhess of its own 

pleasue. And of course, this mirror of ourselves must materialize through a template of 

psychoanalysis : 

Elena seats herself in fiont of Lennox, in a position of gratitude, and kisses his 
hand. She says, in voice-over: 'Tt matters not that 1 am bom. You become visible 
in the place where 1 am no more." She thereby articulates - and in very 
psychoanalytical language -- the masterfslave logic which for the most part 
triumphs in her relationship with L ~ M O X .  l6 

This is dead proof, an all-encompassing truth lying in the burial-ground of meaning. 

How can one argue against this evidence, wrapped in reason, couched in interpretive 

depth? I cannot; 1 do, however, protest its form. The constmcts of psychoanalysis are 

meaning-full, productive, reasonable maps of psychological movement, and 1 have 

neither the impetus nor the authority to disrnantle their perfect construction. Through 

interpretive psychoanalytical discourse, however, everything that is interesthg about the 

film, its beauty, its sway, its seductive power over the viewer, is reduced to a linearity of 



1 0 ~ 0 s ' ~  - work, debt, love - all of which pre-supposes the afnrmative value of economic 

exchange. This language is not subtle - it has a value and we are meant to use it, as 

Silverman and Farocki do, putting it to "good use" in our own texts as example and 

proof. This is a teleological process of narrative interpretation: words drawn to a 

rneaning already there, words as the proof of our latent selves. But latency is 

meaningless in this film, for everything is manifest, not by singular intent, but through 

poetic oscillation. There is no psychoanalysis whatsoever here, nothing of the repressed 

unconscious that drives these characters, for they are no more than conduits in the game 

of quotation. To try and force sense out of every line they speak, to try and link them all 

together in a subtextual pattern of rneaning, denies every comotative word a poetic slip 

toward an unpurposed design: 

'There's no judge anywhere. What's not resolved by love r e k s  forever in 
suspense." This means: 'We inhabit a post-rnetaphysical world. Their is no 
higher arbiter to detennine what is wrong or right, who must pay and who can 
profit. Love is the only court of appeal, and in this court competing claims are not 
weighed against each other, but rather 'resolved. "'l 

Are the words spoken in the f i h  not suggestive enough? Why rip them fiom the 

soundtrack only to depreciate them, metaphorically explaining away every morse1 of their 

comotative strength? The lines, in their poetic strength, bear the character's weight ail at 

once -- there is no displaced other, no alienated tmth recognised through repressed 

language, only instantaneous completeness. The expulsion of character psychology in 

the poetics of the spoken word cornes all at once; drives corne afier the fact, in 

speculative interpretation. 



If there is any rigour at all in the film, any rule to be carried out, it is in the nullifying 

exactness of the double. Roger L e ~ o x ,  marked by the sign Je est un autre,lg returns 

fkom the dead as the latent self. Born of a narrative unconscious, the timid Roger has 

collapsed with his other into the shrewd businessman Richard, the (br)other corne to 

claim head of the business. An assumed lack has tritll~lated the character, through the 

retum of his other, into a unified whole. But where is this Ionging for a unified order, or 

the completeness of its retum? It is the language of psychoanalysis that tells this tale, not 

the seductiveness of the film itself, seen for itself, speaking for itself. What are 

characters ifnot the 1anguage of the text, spoken in ail visuai and aura1 terms ailowed? 

What speaks for, of and with the characters is the text itself, not psychology. It is a text 

all  there at once, one that claims no essence beyond its own jouissance. Thus there is no 

alienated text beyond any provisional sense of viewing, only a latency worked through 

after the fact, as if to repair what was cormpted by the immediacy of viewing. How far 

can psychoanalysis take us if, in blind haste to know our latent selves, we mu t  

extrapolate it onto the image? The image is not us, only our mirrored double. If so, why 

does this object need to lie on the couch of psychoanalysis? How many layers, mirror 

image of mirror image of mirror image, must we conjure up with this invention of the 

object's unconscious? 

In the immediacy of the image, the other cornes not to complete his double in a unity 

of the Iost utopian order, but to cancel out any notion of that repressed other. His arriva1 

is, as the nIm indicates, the connection of two random points, x and y, that correspond to 

the fûnction (x,y). The points are simply that, points, but the fûnction is the line which 



connects them, a unitary whole between the two, one which, while s t a  acting as a 

function (or mirror) of two, subsumes them into a singular whole. It is this whoIeness 

that announces the retum of the other: Godard cuts everything but Richard's legs out of 

the top of the fkame, but shows the whole of his reflected image in a pool of water, seen 

through the falling snow. And so the patterns of the lïim double in on thernselves under 

the sign of the etemal r e m ;  but here one does not expound on the other in edifkation of 

our own intemal dialectic - no, they decompose one another, they flow and ebb in 

cyclical motion. 

CEO: We Say someone leads a double life. Doesn't he often lead one life, full 
and complete, his own Ne, by seeming to lead two? 

Richard: True. But how many lead only half a life, lacking courage for a whole 
one, which seems double to others? 

Cinema is a whole, already there at aU times. What at times seems double, namely the 

repressed other, is an illusion, a trick of the light, a play of appearances. In a moment 

someone will Say to Richard: "I'll say somethllig and you create an image. Snow . . . on 

water". His response: "Silence on silence". The sign of the return of the other, his image 

through snow on water, is nothing more than absence piled up on absence, nothing 

coming of nothing. This is not dialectical, it is poetic; not a productive but a de- 

constructive metaphor. Silence is not additive, nor is it dialectical -- it is either there or 

not there, all at once, in its own total and utter uniformity. What splits the silence is not 

its double, nor its opposite (one cannot speak of a gradation of silence like one can of 

noise), for it is an absolute. There is no Other in silence. 



So the return of the other is a return of the same, not through unity of poles but 

through a cancellation of them There is tidal movement in the film; between this 

pretence of binary motion lies poetic backwash. The camera tracks dong the many 

rooms of the chateau, then retunis as it came, the lights turned off one by one. 'We are 

given the positive," says Lemox. "It remains for us to make the negative." This should 

not be taken, as Silverman does:' as a statement of dialectical tension, but as a poetic 

negation of terrns. The negative is the dissolution of the positive, returning as a reversed 

enigma rather than a marked term of opposition. The film is suggestive; we must be 

doubly so. The film is comotative; we must go further toward an absence of sense. The 

film is beautiful; we must charm it with our own, or eLse pay the price of losing that 

beauty through our own rigorous intent. It is this reciprocal o f f e ~ g  which shuts out 

every light. 

The Poetic 

So far I have revealed through Godard's i5i.m~ a certain form of cine-poetic negation, 

but what of the negation 1 have cried out for within critical response? If the canons of 

Marxïsm, Psychoanalysis and Feminism have mculty with the nothingness of Godard's 

current output, some strategy other than simply forging ahead with aU these maps and 

templates is required. Thus we corne to what 1 beiieve is the most honest and equivalent 

response to the enigma of Godard's films: the poetic itself. 

Clark Coolidge's poem/essay Wary or Marie: Some Versions of His  ersi ion",^^ 

rather than extracthg a knowledge effect fiom the film, weaves itself through it, leveling 



film and text into a plane of intertextu*, rnemory and connotation. The object (Je 

vous salue, Marie) is not utilised as a primary text (perhaps, if there is a primary text, it is 

the subjectivity of the writer - here, then, is a response to labour-value's previous 

rejection of auteurism), yet is hard to consider this a poem of signifier only, dying on the 

page - after ail, it is a writing through of another text, and as such it is bound to make 

allusions to this text. It is at times merely descriptive, still others metaphoric, 

questioning, alluding, intertextual -- words diffracted through a memory of images. Not 

innocent ideas, but maybe innocent words, the ody  words to spring fiom these images. 

Or maybe a catalyst, mUred up in everything and touching nothing: 

In which no one knows how to Say any thing, it is so huge in which it is 
consumed. One merely touched the lips. The car that will tell you anything 
arrives between huge lips. Her strength was in her silence in groundless 
activitY? 

The more concrete nouns such as 'kar" will lead to an image, possibly a chah of images 

one associates with Godard's affinity for cars in his iïims. And Marie's "huge lips" in 

the car conclude the film, but this passage cornes near the poem's beginning. And the 

rest? 1 could attempt interpretation, if you desire, but why spoil the game by breaking the 

d e s ?  That, of course, is thefirst d e  of any good game. But here, simply as a point of 

conparison, is a passage fkom another Coolidge poem, entitled "Godard and the 

Rhapsody of Mention": 

Does he Say her name to make it stop? 
1 think of something ceasing and he changes it 
whose name is fïrst, whose e s t  name? 
Cars seem to be let totaUy loose, completely useless 
at certain points, then the sea overall remainsz3 



Even without looking at the back cover of the book (Coolidge posing beside an Italian 

poster of Prénom: Carmen) we can guess the film-object of this poem, and we can 

reference it back not just to this film but to Coolidge's other work as weU. In this round- 

about way, we can only pretend to discover the devouring circularity of intertexîuality, 

the "impossibility of living outside the infinite t e ~ t , " ~ ~  for there is no place to stand 

outside it and see it for what it really is. In saying this, of course, 1 reveal nothing, since, 

hindered by words, 1 have to pretead to start fkom nothing. Rest assureci, however, in 

relishing this circularity there is no elemental innocence, nor the pretence of a 

hermeneuticd end. There is, however, a game not unlike that of the lost texts in King 

Lear, where Shakespeare Jr. the Fifth, his memory jogged hearing pieces of them 

everywhere, plays at their recreation. 1s this, then, the reintroduction of the text into the 

world, or simply its proliferation? Do we invent texts or constantly reinvent them? Or, 

like matter, rather than king created or destroyed, are they not merely exchanged, one 

word for another, refiacted through the prism of theory? It is poetic reverberation that 

allows us to ask these questions without robbing them of their rhetorical nature. 



Conclusion 

Godard has travelied down a long path in an attempt to understand images. In our 

own attempt to understand Godard we rnust travel the same path, invoking, as Godard 

does, the concept of nothingness, for his is a cinema that seeks its own death. Relying on 

a reduction of terms, and especially the dissolution of narrative, it is a holiow cinema 

weU suited to the extremes of vacuity andjouissance. Of course, notions of nothingness 

have been present fiom the start: in A bout de so@e, Michel Poiccard (Jean-Paul 

Belmondo) claims that between grief and nothing he would chose nothing - grief is 

merely a compromise. This narrative use of nothingness is also of prime importance in 

King Lear. the 'No Thing" that CordeLia speaks in fact holds the place for a love which 

cannot be said. As such, nothingness c m  be construed metaphorically, in terms of the 

sign (the sign of null value: "'zero") and the meta-sign ( s i g e i n g  the absence of all other 

signs).' This doubled zero haunts aLl other terms, giving them existence -- thus we rnight 

Say that the zero hovers between the sign. The productive strategy of the null term is to 

prove its own existence and destroy any chance for reciprocal play, but the seductive zero 

remains an apparition, only the appearance of solidity. In productive systems, the zero is 

to be feared, for it is here where rneaninglessness assumes its fiil and most te-ing 

f o m  Conversely, in a seductive gift system, the zero does not exist, yet it is that which 

we regress toward, that which breathes life into an otherwise dead existence. It is a black 

hole, a spiral that strives to suck productive twth into its nothingness; fighting this pull, 

production clenches the buoys of interpretation and meiining. Seductive force (not so 

much a force as an appearance) Ieaps headong into the void, knowing it will never reach 



it - it is the attempt, the challenge, the duel which attracts, not meaninglessness itself. 

To reach the mythical beginning of truth - is this not the endeavour of all existence? 

Production eschews the void and instead offers us reality; seduction attempts to efface the 

difference -- to regress to the real is to commit the sin of value judgement and 

interpretation. What is needed is a nostalgia for the real, a pretentious venture to be sure 

(and importantly so), for it is precisely the real which does not exist. Here is Baudrillard: 

1 don? want to regress to a real object . . . 1 know that object does not exist, no 
more than truth does, but 1 maintain the desire for it through a way of Iooking 
which is a kind of absolute, a divine judgement, and which reveals the 
i n s i ~ i c a n c e  of ail other objects. This nostaigia is fundamental. It is lacking in 
ail kinds of contemporary art, It is a kind of mental strategy which ensures that 
one makes proper use of nothingness. of the ~ o i d . ~  

The proper use of nothing is preciseïy this pretence of moving toward it, toward 

something which does not exist. This essay has worked nothingness through the films of 

Jean-Luc Godard precisely by pretending that it actually exists as a marked term of value. 

Positing, as 1 have throughout this thesis, that a certain rule in Godard's cinema is its 

constant atternpt to return to innocence (before the proliferation of images tamished every 

figure with the memory of a predecessor, and thus the narcissistic memory of itselfi, one 

might play a gambit and attempt such a return not in images but in words (as attempted in 

King Lear: 'Zet's use gentle words for once, to accompany the dawn of our first image"). 

Avoiding the impulse toward narrative is the only game worthy of Godard's images, but 

if my words here slip back toward narrative, 1 have not lost, nor have 1 ignored the rules. 

"Show, not tell" says Professor Pluggy, but 1 can o d y  tell. 1 can only write words about 

words; images are the transcendent Other that haunt this text. Yet if one cannot speak of 



images with words then the bar is set too high, and we have slipped back into Law. What 

is there to do but either keep playing or leave the game altogether? 

Perhaps it is us who stU deny these images their rightfûl status as images first, before 

relegating them to the narrative of a socio-political sphere. Surely Godard wants to 

equate the tyramy of the word and of narrative with the tyranny of those who wodd turn 

the sound up too Ioud over our own lives; perhaps in this respect he is still not too far 

removed from the days where "correct" images were assumed to have inherent impact 

upon political thought and action. Yet what if the reverse were tme, that political action 

in fact imposes itself upon images which seek only to work inwardly upon themselves? 

Many have commented on Godard's naiveté regarding the political aims of his films,3 but 

what if these aims were just an alibi for self-examination? Seen f?om this angle, the 

pronouncement in Weekend that cinema has finaUy come to an end is, conversely, a 

rallying cry challenging cinema to escape its own cornmodification and retum, in no 

s d  measure through Godard's own work, to that which tnily belongs to the realm of 

cinema: the myth, the dream, the image -- a pleasure that belongs to the cinematic 

artform and no other. 

Godard's rejoinder to his own challenge takes cinema farther than cinema itself, 

collapsing art and philosophy into one and the same practise. Godard is the first tnily and 

wholly cinematic philosopher. There have been predecessors -- Eisenstein, Bresson, 

Antonioni, to name but a few -- but Godard is the fist filmmaker to allow every image to 

account for itself and to speak as its own ontological system, one which does not revolve 



around its own centre but plays off al l  that is bom within and without it -- past, present 

and fbture, 

Collapsing the artist and the philosopher into one discursive form has a devastating 

effect on the binary system of theory and practice, for now to remove one is to remove 

both -- this is true not ody in Godard's case but in the critical theorist's as weU. It is 

obvious, then, that the separation is unwarranted and, in fact, untenable -- not only does 

each movement in Godard's oeuvre function in tandem with each other, they now enter 

the discursive field of an equivalent theoreticd exchange4 No longer is one obliged to 

interpret his works any more than one is obliged to interpret the philosophical works of 

Nietzsche, Derrida, Baudrillard, or any other player within the realm of theoretical 

construction; fiom here on in, Godard's work is relieved fiom its status as burdened 

artistic object and instead granted the privilege of theoretical constmct, able to be 

utilised, with an equivalence of theoreticd sign vaiue, toward defrning its object or the 

object of others. 

It is thus that Godard's films, arnied with their own proper theoretical exchange value, 

speak volumes about the critical theory asuming to examine them. Their role as iiiusive 

objects mock a linear, narrative approach to discourse. It is not ttieir job to be "right" -- 

Godard the author has forsaken that task and taken instead (and he is not unlike 

Baudrillard in this respect) the role of provocateur. Thus provoked, theory's job is to 

reciprocate in kind, hurling itself to ward the nothingness of absolute thought . And like 

Godard's images, theory provokes not because is tme or correct, or in some way 

corresponds to a reality beyond its own borders, but because it works itself into a fienzied 



mass of nothingness. What makes SOIE so indignant lies precisely in seeing theory 

dance dong this path of nothingness, when what they really want is for it to interpret the 

signs of reality circling around them But theory deciines, choosing instead to speak 

about itselfas its own object; in fact, the best critical theory turns seif-enquiry into an 

artform of the highest order. It is no coincidence, then, that Godard's tuni toward self- 

criticism in Ici et ailleurs begins an ontological system raised to the level playing-field of 

theoretical exchange value. 

Theory aims toward its own culmination within the object, and in doing so playfully 

mocks other constnicts (and, therefore, itseif). It weaves a tale so strange we can hardly 

do more than taunt its fancifûl wager. Theory is not here to help us, to describe and 

change reality, it is here to scare the hell out of us -- for, in the end, theory proclaims the 

end of the real as an object of enqujl. The object of the present text no more affects 

reality than the text itself, for where c m  we step outside this game to delineate the 

difference? To be sure, we all at one time or another retreat back to the safety of 

Enlightenment, Tnith, Knowledge, yet the game still runs round and round, feeding off 

itself, working its way deeper and deeper toward self-effacement. Theory does not 

propose to change or reveal anything, only to expound upon the game; it says nothing in 

and of itseif, only plays off other terms, suppositions and rules, speaking only "in" the 

game, not "on" it.' 

The challenge of theory is symbolic, not real. Theory does not connect us to reality, 

theory is what invents reality -- not the reality of Truth or the Real but a lived reality, an 

deatory reaiity of play and challenge, an instantaneous reality of vacuity and jouissance. 



If m y  writing here is seductive, others wX be drawn in, not because they think my 

arguments are somehow true and powerfùl, but because they might see cracks, holes -- 

reversibility and challenge - in what 1 Say. They take up the challenge, add their voice to 

the gaxne, and on it goes - is this not what we c d  critical theory? 1s this not how we 

constmct our reaiity, day after day? To believe in a pre-established and pre-deterrnined 

reaiity is to admit the unremitting linearity of its own destiny. 

The absolute rule of thought is to give back the world as it was given to us -- 
unintelligible. And, if possible, to render it a little more ~nintelli~ible.~ 



Notes 

Introduction: 

The eschewd of what 1 c d  "interpretaîion" throughout this thesis may generate 
contention. The term is intended to denote the detection of a systernatic, 
structured and profound meaning (or meanings) within a text (or group of texts), 
and the logical explication of said meaning(s) through critical response. While 
David Bordwell contrasts interpretation with comprehension, contendhg that 'the 
activity of comprehension constructs referential and explicit meanings, while the 
process of interpretation constructs implicit and symptomatic meanings", the 
method of this thesis attempts to circumvent these cognitive templates, replacing 
(or perhaps combining) them iastead with a method concemed with playhl 
dialogue. See Making Meaning: Inference and Rhetoric in the Iizterpretation of 
Cinema, Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 1989, p. 9. 

Jean-François Lyotard and Jean-Louis The'baud, h t  Gaming, trans. WIad 
Godzich, Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1985, p. 62: ' We are 
getting back to proper names; each one of them is a name borne by a game, and it 
is the artîsts that aiways establish the rules of a language game that did not exist 
before. That is how there is paganism . . . A sign that people are not pagan as 
they should be is that they believe in the signified of what they are saying, that 
they stick to this signified, and that they think that they are in the tme." 

See the documentary Point de Renconîre. 

Death "as a fonn in which the determinacy of the subject and of value is lost." 
Jean Baudrillard, Symbolic Exchange and Deaîh, trans. Iain Hamilton Grant, 
London: Sage Publications, 1993, p. 5 n2. 

As Godard explains in Scénario ducfrlrn Passion. 

Mike Gane, Badrillard Live: Selected Interviews, London and New York: 
Routledge, 1993, p. 23. 

Jean Baudrillard, Simulacra and Simulation, trans. Shelia Faria Glaser, Ann 
Arbor: University of Mïchigan Press, 1994, p. 45. 

1s not the hyperreal what André Bazin ("The Myth of Total Cinema" in Filnz 
Theory and Criticism, ed. Gerald Mast and Marshaii Cohen, 3rd ed., New York: 
Oxford University Press, 1985, p. 23) had in mind when he wrote: 'Tn their 
imaginations [its inventors] saw the cinema as a total and cornplete representation 
of reality; they saw in a tnce the reconstruction of a perfect illusion of the outside 
world in sound, color, and relief '? 



Jean Baudriliard, Seduction, trans. Brian Singer, New York: St. Martin's Press, 
1990, p. 30. 

For a critical discussion of Baudrillard's thought, see Douglas Keher, Jean 
Baudnllard.-fiom MamTXZsm to Postmodernism and Beyond, Stanford: Stanford 
University Press, 1989. Contexualization of the lïneage of Baudrillard' s project 
can be found in Mike Gane, Baudrillard: Cntical and Fatal Theory, London and 
New York: Routledge, 199 1. Also, for enlightenment on the more semiotic side 
of Baudrillard's work, see Gary Genosko, Baudrilard a d  Signs: SignjCFcation 
Ablaze, London and New York: Routledge, 1994. 

Christopher Nomis, 'Lost in the Funhouse: Bauddard and the Politics of 
Postrnodemism' Textual Practice vol. 3, no. 3, Winter, 1989, p. 360. 

Richard Vine, 'The Ecstasy of Jean Baudrillard' The New Cder ion  vol. 7 ,  no. 9, 
May 1989, p- 44. 

Ibid., p. 45. 

Ibid., p. 46. 

Chapter One: 

1 For more information on the impact of May '68 on cinematic culture, see Sylvia 
Harvey, May '68 and Film Culture, London: BR, 1978. 

2 See Louis Althusser, 'Ideology and Ideological S tate Apparatuses' in Lenin and 
Philosophy and Other Essays, tram. Ben Brewster, London: Western Printing 
Services Ltd., 197 1, p. 153. 

3 Michael Goodwin and Greil Marcus, Double Feature: Movies and Politics, New 
York: Outerbridge and Lazard Inc., 1972, p. 47. 

4 Ibid., p. 28. 

5 Production, according to Baudriliard (Forget Foucault, New York: Semiotext(e), 
1987, p. 21), in its ''onginal" sense: 'Tot in fact that of material manufacture; 
rather, it means to render visible, to cause to appear and be made to appear: pro- 
ducere" . 

6 For more info on Al Fatah, see James Roy MacBean, Film a d  Revolution, 
Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1975, p. 140. 



Jacques Aumont, 'The Medium' in Jean-Luc Godard: Son + Image 19744991, 
ed. Raymond Bellow and Mary Lea Bandy, New York: The Museum of Modem 
Art, 1992, p. 208. 

Title fkom both the beginning of Ici et ailleurs and Numéro deux. 

Gane, BaudnnlZurd Live: Selected interviews, p. 70. 

Yosefa Loshitzky, The Radical Faces of Godard and Bertolucci, Detroit: Wayne 
State University Press, 1995, p. 50. 

One recalls similar images of pinball games in Vivre sa vie, Deux ou trois choses 
que je sais d'elle and Passion. This image couid even call up others incited by 
Godard's work - the pinball scene in Before Sunrise is the e s t  that cornes to 
mind. Godard's work, simrneing as it has for so long, cannot exist beyond a 
global chah of images. 

The opening section of Numéro Deux asks the questions: "Why do stories begin 
with the words 'Once upon a time'? Why not Say 'Twice upon a thne"'? 

In his chapter "Godard and Narration" (see Narration in the Fiction Film, 
Madison, Wh.: University of Wisconsin Press, 1985, pp. 3 1 1-336), David 
Bordwell explains that Godard's penchant for (pseudo)scientifïc inquiry is far 
fkom methodical, existing as nothing more than the mobilization of a 'trariety of 
perspectives", and putting concepts iike 'analysis' and 'science' to use 
"poeticdy, [as] counters in a f o d  game." (p. 3 13). 

Thus the series is one of self-examination, as it was initially made for television. 

For more on the television spectator as a terminus of data, see Jean Baudrillard, 
The Ecstasy of Communication, New York: Semiotext(e), 1987. 

In his book Simulacra and Simulation (Am Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 
1994, pp. 49-51), Baudrillard argues that the TV movie Holocaust tries to revive a 
memory inaccessible to begin with, a rnemory re-staged in the cold play of signs 
that, instead of helping us to remember, make us at best indifferent and at worst 
fascinated by the whole process, as one might be fascinated by a car crash. This 
fascination is aiways fkom a distance; the medium of television, its constant flow, 
has no irnaginary whatsoever and is simply a screen without an image, a 
mesmerising terminal "immediately located in your head -- you are the screen, 
and the TV watches you" (p. 51). The reverse of cinema, television cornes to us, 
in fact it is always with us - the trade-off for this arnenity is our nonplussed 
reaction to the pluralized event of televised history, brought about by the rapid 
blurring of one station into the next. 



See Brian Price, 'Plagiarizhg the Plagiarist: Godard meets the Situationists' Film 
Comment vol. 33, no. 6, November-Decernber, 1997, pp- 66-69. 

See Guy Debord, The Society of the Spectacle, Detroit: Black and Red, 1983. 

Detournement is a term adopted by the situationists connoting, in its various 
modes of practice, "the transgression of taboo" (Price, p. 67). 

Bauddlard invokes the well-known story of the solder, who, upon seeing Death 
gesture toward him, hides in far-off Samarkand. When the King reproaches 
Death for fkightening his solder, Death replies: 'T didn't mean to fiighten him. It 
was just that 1 was surprised to see this solder here, when we had a rendezvous 
tomorrow in Samarkand." See Seduetion, pp. 72-74. 

Along the same line of thought, Aiah Bergala cls.ims that "rediscoveriag the 
desire to make cinema, in a time when . . . the Law in cinema had become weak 
and obscure at best" is the one element driving Godard to still make films. See 
'The Other Side of the Bouquet' in Jean-Luc Godard: Son + Image I974-199I, p. 
57. 

He has been working on the various episodes, off and on, since at least 1989, and 
has probably been thinking about it since the Iate 70's, when lectures he gave at 
Concordia University resulted in the pubLication of Introduction à une véritable 
histoire du cinéma (Paris: Albatros, L 980). 

Roland Barthes, The Pleasure of the Tai, tram. Richard Miller, New York: Hill 
and Wang, 1975, p. 36. 

As Jean-Louis Leutrat notes in 'Traces that Resemble Us: Godard's Passion' 
Substance vol. 5, no. 3, 1986, p. 49. 

This explication of nostalgia is put forth by Fredric Jameson in Postmodernism, 
or, The Culîural Logic of Late Capitulism (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 
1991). 

In this manner, Godard's plight mirrors Brecht's, as the third of his "Five 
Hollywood Elegies" (quoted by Fritz Lang in Le mépris) maintains (Bertolt 
Brecht: Bad Time for Poetry, ed, John WiUett, London: Methuen, 1995, p. 102): 

Every morning, to start earning my bread 
1 visit the market where lies are bought and sold. 
Full of hope, 1 take my place there 
With other seilers. 
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Some, of course, have tried, the consummate example k ing David Bordwell's 
chapter "Godard and Narration" in Narration in the Fiction Film (Madison, Wis.: 
University of Wisconsin Press, 1985, pp. 3 1 1-336). 

See Part One of Bordwell's Narration in the Fiction Film, pp. 1-26, for 
clanfication of the clifferences between mirnetic and diegetic narration. 

For emphasis, let me once more hold up to the iight to Richard Vine's virulent 
article defending the notion of a mutualIy shared and expressive meaning of 
language, 'The Ecstasy of Jean Baudrillard' in The New Criterion, VOL 7, no. 9, 
May 1989. 

Although not specifîc to my argument here, there is a bais  upon which narrative 
could be said to constitute non-meaning as well. As Martin Holmberg points out, 
"if narrative is a necessary condition for meaning, it is in a certain sense also a 
necessary condition of meaninglessness." This is because "narrative puts life in 
the category of things to which meaning or  meaningiessness can be ascribed." 
See Narrative, Transcendence and Meaning, Uppsala, Sweden: SPR, 1994, p. 39. 

See Jean Starobinski, Words Upon Words, New Haven: Yale University Press, 
1979. 

See Julia Kristeva, Desire in Language: A Semiotic Approach to Literature and 
Art, New York: Columbia University Press, 1980, pp. 68-72. 

See esp. chapter 6, 'The Extermination in the Name of God" in Baudrillard, 
Symbolic Exchunge and Death, pp. 195-242. 

Robert P. Orr, me Meaning of Transcendence: A Heideggerian Refection, Ann 
Arbor, MI: American Acadamy of Religion, 1981, p. 6. 

See Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 
1972. 

Orr, The Meaning of Transcendence: A Heideggenan Reflection, p. 7 1. Of 
course, for fbrther enquiry into the nature of llasein, see Martin Heidegger, Being 
and Time, Albany, NY: State University of New York Ptess, 1996. 

See Thomas A. F. Kelly, Language and Transcendence: A Shrdy in the 
Philosophy of Martin Heidegger and KQrl-Otto Apel, Berlin: Peter h g ,  1994, 
pp. 164-6; also see Jerry H. GiU, Mediated Transcendence: A Postmodern 
Reflection, Mercer University Press: Macon, Georgia, 1989, pp. 1 1 1- 143. 



For a lively account of how words fail images, see (obviously) James Elkins, On 
Picizîres and the Words That Fail m m ,  Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1998. 

See Paul Schrader, Transcendental Style in Film: Ozu, Bresson, Dreyer, Los 
Angeles: University of California Press, 1972- 

Ibid., p. 42. 

Jacques Demda, Memoirs of the Blind= 27te Self-Portrait and Other Ruins, Trans. 
Pascale-Anne Bradt and Michael Naas, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
1993, p. 52. 

Baudrillard, Seduciion, pp. 13 1-2. 

Laura Mulvey, 'The Hole and the Zero' in Jean-Luc Godard: Son + Image 1974- 
1991, p. 86. 

Revealed by Godard in his introductory remarks to For Ever Mumrt at the 
Toronto International Film Festival, 1996. 

Ibid. 

Marcel ~Mauss, The Gfl: The Fom und Reason for Exchange in Archaic 
Societies, London: Routledge, 1970, p. 64. 

Jean Bauddard, For a Cntique of the Political Economy of the Sign, tram. 
Charles TRvin, St. Louis: Telos Press, 1981, p. 205: 'There is no use value 
without exchange value. Once the latter is neutralized in the gift process, or 
gratuity, prodigality, expenditure, then use value itself beco mes unintelligible." 

See Roland Barthes, 'The Death of the Author' in Twentieth- Centuzy Literary 
Theory: A Reader, New York, NY: St. Martin's, 1997, pp. 120-123. 

See Peter Harcourt, 'Metap hysical Cinema: Two Recent Films b y Jean-Luc 
Godard' CineAction no. 1 1, Winter, 1987-88, p. 9. 

To eam the rnoney needed to finish Je vous salue, Marie, Godard made Détective 
with bankable stars (since narrative economy parallels the economy of 
fiImmaking). He even plays with this fact in the credits, delineating the stars -- 
Nathalie Baye, Claude Brasseur and Johnny Hallyday -- fkom mere actors such as 
JeamPierre Léaud and Julie Delpy. 
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This is the notion is put forth by Orrin Klapp in Overload and Boredom: Essays 
on the Quality of Ljle in the Information Society, New York: Greenwood Press, 
1986. 

See Bertolt Brecht, Brecht on Theatre, Ed. and Tram. by John Willett, London: 
Methuen, 1964, p. 140: 'Tt is up to the actor to treat present-day events and modes 
of behaviour with the same detachment as the historian adopts with regard to 
those of the past." 

T h  notion of equating character and author seems especidy relevant to directors 
like Woody M e n  - Allen the man is equated with his characters on a one-to-one 
basis, since both seem to mirror each other's transgression of social noms. 

This may be tme for in the case of Woody Allen, Roman Polanski, or any other 
author assumed to transgress social noms, but we have no access to some 
"reality" to repudiate Godard with. 

See Bruce Fink, The Lacanian Subject: Beîween Language and Jouissance, 
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1995, p. 59. 

Ibid., pp. 90-9 1. 

Bauddard, Symbolic Exchange and Death, p. 24 1 n 16: 'Tleasure, satisfaction 
and the fulfillment of desire belong to the economic order; enjoyment belongs to 
the symbolic order. We must make a radical distinction between the two". 
See Stan Schwartz, 'Numéro Deux' Film Quarterly vol. 30, no. 2, Winter, 1976- 
77, p. 63: "At the film's end, we again see Godard, now lying exhausted over the 
control panel". 

Many thanks to Lelia Watamaniuk who, in conversation after viewing the nIm, 
vocalised not only her boredom but also her identification with this image of 
Godard 

Although I argue that this sign is arbitrary, there is nevertheless a good case to be 
made criticizing Godard for exploiting gender signs. Patrice Petro points out the 
tradition of considering male boredom as symptomatic of a productive, tortured 
genius, in contrast to a more material, everyday boredom deemed specifically 
female. This split is definitely over-ernphasized by Godard, who here has his lead 
actress voice-over a compla.int about his directorial controL See 'Wistoistoncal 
Ennui, Feminist Boredom" in The Persistence of Iiistov: Cinema, Television and 
the Modem Event, Ed. Vivian Sobchack, New York: Routledge, 1996. 



Jean-Pierre Oudart, 'Cinema and Suture' Screen VOL 18, no. 4, Winter, 1977-78, 
p. 42. 

Jouissance acts here through the fbllness of the image violentiy ruptured by 
narrative suture, resulting in the momentary collapse of a subjedobject division. 

Oudart, p. 42. 

This is the impetus for all of BaudriUard's theory; perhaps he realiy has nothing to 
reveal but the emptiness of theory, the repercussions of which lie behind of the 
door of meaning. See Jarrod Hayes, 'The Seduction of Alexander Behind the 
Postmodem Door: Ingmar Bergman and Baudriliard's De la siduction' 
Literature-Film Quarterly VOL 25, No. 1 January, 1997, pp. 40-9. 

Barthes, The Pleasure of the Text, p. 6. 

Language embodies the always absent Other, the Something beyond what we 
think it is: in other words, language facilitates our dienation from some obscure 
notion of the "pure" self. 

Charles Levin, 'Baudrillard, Criticai Theory and Psychoanalysis' in Ideology and 
Power in the Age of Lenin in Ruins, ed. Arthur and Marilouise Kroker, Montreal: 
New World Perspectives, 199 1, p. 18 1. 

I See especially Janet Bergstrom, 'Violence and Enunciation'; Elisabeth Lyon, 'La 
Passion, c'est pas ça'; and Constance Penley, 'Pomogaphy, Eroticism' in Jean- 
Luc Godard: Son + Image 1974-199I, pp. 43-55; also see Cynthia Erb, 'The 
Madoma's Reproduction(s): MSville, Godard, and the Figure of Mary' Journal 
of Film and Video vol. 45, no. 4, Winter, 1993, pp. 40-56; and Kathleen Rowe, 
'Romanticism, Sexuality and the Canon' J o u m l  of Film and Video vol. 42, no. 
1, Spring, 1990, pp. 49-65. 

2 Erb, p. 48. 

3 Jane Gallop, 'Beyond the Jouissance Principle' Representations no. 7, Summer, 
1984, p. 1 14. 

4 Kelly Ives, CUCOUS, Irigarq,  Kristeva: The Jouissance of French Feminism, 
Kidderrninster, U.K: Crescent Moon, 1996, p. 30. 



For a superb argument for, and intriguing examples of, the practice of surrealist 
games such as these within film studies see Robert Ray, 7he Avant-Garde Fi& 
Andy Hardy, Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1995. 

Levin, 'Baudrillard, Critical Theory and Psychoanalysis' , p. 178. 

Ibid. 

Baudrillard, Simulacru and Simulation, p. 85. 

See Godard on Godard, New York, N.Y.: Da Capo Press, 1986. 

Sigmund Freud, Beyond the Pleasure Principle, tram. and ed. James Strachey, 
London: Hogarth Press, 1961, pp. 8- 1 1. 

Ibid., p. 10. 

Jacques Demda, The Post Card: From Socrates to Freud and Beyond, Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1987, pp. 3 14- 1% 

Noted by Jacques Lacan, as quoted in Fink, p. 53: 'The child uidulges in 
repeating presence-absence games : security of presence is fo und in the possibilit y 
of absence". 

Freud, p. 10: ''No certain decision can be reached fkom the analysis of a single 
case like this". 

Jean Baudrillard, Fatal Strategies, New York: Semiotext(e), 1990, p. 174. 

Kaja Silverman and Harun Farocki, Speaking About Godard, New York: New 
York University Press, 1998, p. 207. 

See Edmund Husserl, Fonnal and Transcendental Logic, The Hague: Martinus 
Nijhoff, 1969, pp. 18- 19: 'Zogos . . . signifies: sometimes reason itself, as an 
ability, and sometimes rational thinking . . . directed to a truth given in insight. . . . 
Thinking is normally done in language, and all  the activities of reason are as good 
as entirely bound up with speech". 

Silverman and Farocki, p. 22 1. 

Made famous in Rimbaud's letter to Paul Demeny, May 15th, 187 1: 'For the 'I' is 
someone else. That much is clear to me: 1 am a spectator at the blossoming of my 
own thought" (Arthur Rimbaud, Complete Works, Selected Letters, tram. Waüace 
Fowbie, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1966, p. 305), and usurped by 



Lacan to describe the subject's decentred relation to the individual self: 'Tt is 
quite weii expressed by Rimbaud's fleeting formula -- poets, as is well known, 
don't know what they're saying, yet they still manage to Say things before anyone 
else -- I is an other" (Jacques Lacan, The Seminar of Jacques Lacan: Book II, 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988, p. 7). 

20 Sifverman and Farocki, pp- 22 1-2. 

2 1 See Exact Change Yearbook no. 1, 1995, pp. 305-3 14. 

22 Ibid.,p.307. 

23 Clark Coolidge, Odes of Roba, Great Barrington, Mass.: Figures, 199 1, p. 142. 

24 Barthes, p. 36. 

Conclusion: 

Brian Rotman, SignzjS)ing Nothing: The Semiotics of Zéro, London: Macmillan, 
1987, p. 13. 

Catherine Francblin, 'Jean Baudrillard: The Comedy of Art' Art Press no. 216, 
September 1996, p. 48. 

See especially Loshitszy, pp. 49-50, and Steve Cannon, 'Godard, the Groupe 
Dziga Vertov and the Myth of "Counter Cinema'" Nottinghrun French Studies 
vol. 32, no. 1, Spruig, 1993, pp. 74-83. 

Baudrillard, Symbolic Exchange and Death, p. 44 n 3: "All contemporary theones 
are floating and have no meaning other than to serve as signs for one another . . . 
any theory can kom now on be exchanged against any other according to variable 
exchange rates, but without any longer king invested anywhere, unless it is in the 
mirror of their writing ". 

Barthes, p. 22. 

Jean Baudrillard, The Perfect Crime, London: Verso, p. 105. 
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Director: Jean-Luc Godard 
Roducers: Georges de Beauregard, Car10 Ponti, JO sep h E. Levine 
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Brigitte Bardo (Camille Javal) 
Michel Piccoli (Paul Javal) 
Jack Palance (Jeremy Prokosch) 
Fritz Lang (Himself) 
Giorgia MOU (Francesca Vanini) 
Jean-Luc Godard (Assistant Director) 

Format: Colour, 35mm 
Running Time: 103 min. 

Bande à part (Anouchka F W O r s a y  Films, Paris, 1964) 
EngIish Title: Bamd of Outsiders 
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Script: Jean-Luc Godard 
Principal Cast: 
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Claude Brasseur (Arthur) 
Sami Frey (Franz) 

Format: B/W, 35mm 
Running Time: 95 min- 

Deux ou trois choses que je sais d'elle (Anouchka Frlms/Argos-F-s Films du 
Carrosse/Parc Film, Paris, 1966) 

English Title: Two or Three Things 1 Kno w About Her 
Director: Jean-Luc Godard 
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Marina Vlady (Juliette Janson) 
Format: Colour, 35mm 
Running Time: 95 min. 

Weekend (Comacico, Les Films Copernic/LIRA Films, Paris/Rome, 1967) 
English Title: Weekend 
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Jean Yanne (Roland) 

Format: Colour, 3 5 m  
Running Time: 95 min. 

One Plus One (Cupid Productions, 1968) 
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Script: Jean-Luc Godard 
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Anne Wiazemsky (Eve Democracy) 

Format: Colour, 35mm 
Running Time: 99 min. 

Jusqu 'à la victoire (Dziga Vertov Group, 1970) 
English Title: 'Till Victory 
Directors: Jean-Luc Godard, Jean-Pierre Gorin 
Unfinished -- footage used in Ici et ailleurs ( 1  974 - see below) 

Tour va bien (Anouchka FilmdVicco Films/Eqire Film/Belstan Productions, 1972) 
English Title: Everything 's OK 
Directors: Jean-Luc Godard, Jean-Pierre Gorin 
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Script: Jean-Luc Godard, JeamPierre Gorin 
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Producer: Sonimage 
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Format: Colour, 16mm 
Running Time: 52 min. 

Ici et ailleurs (Sonimage/I.N. A,, 1974) 
English Title: Here and Elsewhere 
Directors: Jean-Luc Godard, Anne-Marie Miéville, Jean-Pierre Gorin 
Producer: Coralie International and JR Films 
Script: Jean-Luc Godard, Anne-Marie Miéville, Jean-Pierre Gorin 
Principal Cast : 

Members of the Al Fatah 
Format: Colour, 16mm 
Running T h e :  55 min. 



Numéro deux (SonimagelBela Prod.fS.N.C., 1975) 
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Director: Jean-Luc Godard 
Producers: Jean-Luc Godard, Anne-Marie Miéville 
Script: Jean-Luc Godard, Anne-Marie Mi6vilIe 
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Saudrine Battistella (Wife) 
Pierre Oudry (Husband) 
Alexandre Rignault (Grandpa) 
Rachel Stefanopoli (Grandma) 
JeanLuc Godard (Himself) 

Format: Colour, 35mm and video 
Running Time: 88 min. 

Comment va? (SonimageA-N-AIBela Prod./S N.C., 1976) 
English Title: How's it Going? 
Directors: Jean-Luc Godard, Anne-Marie Mi6ville 
Script: Jean-Luc Godard, Anne-Marie MiévilIe 
Principal Cast: 

Anne-Marie Miéville 
M. Marot 

Format: Colour, 16mm 
Running Time: 78 min. 

France/tour/dérour/dedenfants (I.N.A. for Anteme 2/S  onimage, Grenoble, 1 977-7 8) 
Direct ors: Jean-Luc Godard, Anne-Marie Miéville 
Script : Jean-Luc Godard, Anne-Marie Miéville 
Principal Cast: 

CamilIe Virolleud 
Arnaud Martin 
Betty Barr 
Albert Dray 

Format: Colour, video 
Running Time: 26 midepisode, 12 episodes 

Holucaust (NBC, 1979) 
Director: Marvin J. Chomsky 
Producer: Robert Berger 
Script: Gerald Green 
Principal Cast: 

Meryl Streep (Inga Helms Weiss) 
James Woods (Karl Weiss) 
Nigel Hawthorne (Oldendorf) 

Format: Colour, 35mm 



Running Time: 475 min. 

Sauve qui peut (la vie) (Sara FifmsMlWSaga ProductionlSonimage/C.N.C.n.D.F./ 
S.S.R/O.R.F., 1979) 

English Title: Every Man for Nimse~Slow Motion 
Director: Jean-Luc Godard 
Producer : Nain Sarde, Jean-Luc Godard 
Script: Anne-Marie Miéville, JeamClaude Carrière 
Principal Cast: 

Isabelle Huppert (Isabella Rivière) 
Jacques Dutronc (Paul Godard) 
Nathalie Baye (Denise Rimbaud) 

Format: Colour, 35mm 
Running Time: 87 min. 

Leme à Freddy Buache (Film et Vidéo Productions, 1981) 
English Title: Letter to Freddy Buache 
Director: Jean-Luc Godard 
Script: Jean-Luc Godard 
Format: Colour, vldeo transferred to 35mm 
Running Tirne: 11 min. 

Point de Rencontre (198 1 )  
Director: Manu Bonmariage 
Principal Cast: 

Jean-Luc Godard (Himself) 

Passion (Sara Fiirns/Sonimage/Films AS/ Film et Vidéo Production S A/S .S .R., 1982) 
Director: Jean-Luc Godard 
Producer: Alain Sarde 
Script: Jean-Luc Godard 
Principal Cast: 

Isabelle Huppert (Isabelle) 
Hanna Schygulla (Hanna) 
Michel Piccoli (Michel GuUa) 
Jerzy Radziwilo wicz (Jeny) 

Format: Colour, 35mm 
Running Tirne: 87 min. 

Scénario dufilm Passion (KG Films/Studio TransVidéo/Télévision Suisse Romande, 
1982) 
Director: Jean-Luc Godard 
Format: Colour, video 
Runahg Tirne: 54 min. 



Prénom: Cannen (Sara Films/Jean-Luc Godard F i ,  1983) 
English Title: First Name: C a m e n  
Director: Jean-Luc Godard 
Producer: Alain Sarde 
Script: Arme-Marie Miéville 
Principal Cast: 

Maruschka Detmers (Carman X) 
Jacques Bonaffé (Joseph Bonaffé) 
Myriem Roussel (Claire) 
Jean-Luc Godard (Uncle Jean) 

Format: Colour, 35mm 
Running Time: 85 min. 

Je vous salue, Marie (Pégase F W S  .S .R./JLG FilmdSara FilmdChannel4, 1985) 
English Title: Hail Mary 
Director Jean-Luc Godard 
Script: Jean-Luc Godard 
Principal Cas t : 

Myriem Roussel (Marie) 
Anne Gauthier (Eva) 
Johan Leysen (Prof.) 
Thierry Rode (Joseph) 

Format: Colour, 35mm 
Running Time: 72 min. 

Détective (Sara FiIms/JLG Films, 1985) 
Director: Jean-Luc Godard 
Script: Jean-Luc Godard, Alain Sarde, Philippe Setbon, Anne-Mark Miéville 
Principal Cast : 

Nathalie Baye (Française Chenal) 
Claude Brasseur (Émile Chenal) 
S téphane Ferrara (Tiger Jones) 
Johnny Hallyday ( J i m  Fox-Warner) 
Jean-Pierre Léaud (Inspecter Neveu) 
Alain Cuny (Old Mafioso) 
Laurent Terzieff (Uncle William Prospero) 

Format: Colour, 35mm 
Running Time: 95 min. 

Sofr and Hard (A SofC Conversation Beîween Two Friends on a Hard Subject) (JLG 
FilmdChannel4, 1986) 

Directors: Jean-Luc Godard, Anne-Marie Miéville 
Principal Cast: 



Jean-Luc Godard 
Anne-Marie Miéviiie 

Format: Colour, video 
Running Time: 48 min, 

King Leur (Cannon F W ,  Golan-Globus, 1987) 
Director: Jean-Luc Godard 
Producers: Menahem Golan, Yoram Globus 
Script: Jean-Luc Godard 
Principal Cast: 

Burgess Meredith (Don Learo) 
Peter Sellars (William Shakespeare Jr. V) 
Molly Ringwaid (Cordelia) 
Woody Allen (Mr. Men) 
Norman Mailer (the first Don Learo) 
Kate Mailer (the first Cordelia) 
Jean-Luc Godard (Prof. Pluggy) 

Format: Colour, 35mm 
Running Time: 90 min. 

Amide (segment in Aria) (Lightyear EntertainmenWirgin Vision, 1987) 
Director Jean-Luc Godard 
Producer: Don Boyd 
Script: Jean-Luc Godard 
Principal Cast: 

Marion Peterson 
Valérie Main 

Format: Colour, 35mm 
Running Time: 12 min. 

Hisroire(s) du ciném (Episode IA, Toutes les histoires) (Gaumont/JLG Films/La 

RomandeNéga Films, 1989) 
Direc tor: Jean-Luc Godard 
Script: Jean-Luc Godard 
Format: Colour, video 
Running Time: 50 min. 

SeptIFR 3/Centre National de la Cinématographie/Radio Tklévisio n Suisse , 

erneflélévision Si  elle Vague (Sara Fiims/'Périphéria/Canal+Néga FilmdB 
RomanddFilms AWC.N.C./SofÏa Investimage/Sofia Créations, 1990) 

English Title: New Wave 
Director: Jean-Luc Godard 
Producers: Alain Sarde, Ruth Waldburger 
Script: Jean-Luc Godard 



Principal Cast: 
Alain Delon (Richard/Roger L~MOX) 
Domiziana Giordano (Elena) 

Format: Colour, 35mm 
Running Time: 89 min. 

Hélas Pour Moi (Les Films Nain SardeNéga Films, 1993) 
English Title: Woe is Me 
Director: Jean-Luc Godard 
Producer: Ruth Waldburger 
Script: Jean-Luc Godard 
Principal Cast: 

Gérard Depardieu (Simon Donnadieu) 
Laurence Masliah (Rachel Donnadieu) 

Format: Colour, 35mm 
Running Time: 85 min. 

Jurassic Park (Universal Pictutes/Amblin Entertainment, 1993) 
Director: S teven Spielberg 
Producers: Kathleen Kennedy, Gerald R. Molen 
Script: Michael Crichton, David Koepp 
Principal Cast: 

Sam Neill (Dr. Alan Grant) 
Laura Dern (Dr. Ellie Sattler) 
Jeff Goldblum (Ian Malcolm) 
Richard Attenborough (John Hammond) 

Format: Colour, 3 5 m  
Running Time: 127 min. 

JLG/.LG -- autoportrait de décembre (GaumontA?ériphéria, 1994) 
EngLish Title: JLG/JLG - SeIf-Pomait in December 
Director: Jean-Luc Godard 
Producer: Jean-Luc Godard 
Script: Jean-Luc Godard 
Principal Cast: 

Jean-Luc Godard 
Denis Jad6t 

Format: Colour, 35mm 
Runaing Time: 63 min. 

Before Sunrise (Castle Rock EntertainmentlColumbia PicturedDetour Film 
Production/Sunrise Production, 1995) 

Director: Richard Linklater 



Producers: Gregory Jacobs, Wolfgang R a d ,  Gemot Schaffier, John Sloss, 
Anne Walker-McBay, EUen W i  Wendl 
Script: Richard Linklater, Kim Krizan 
Principal Cast: 

Julie Delpy (Celine) 
Ethan Hawke (Jesse) 

Format: 3Smm 
Running Time: 100 min. 

For Ever Mozart (Véga Films/Périphéria/Awentura Films/ECM, 1996) 
Director: Jean-Luc Godard 
Producer: Alain Sarde, Ruth Waldburger 
Script: Jean-Luc Godard 
Principal Cast: 

Madeleine Assas 
Ghalia Lacroix 
Bérangére Maux 
Vicky Messica 
Frédéric Pierrot 
Harry Cleven 

Format: Colow, 35mm 
Running Time: 85 min. 

Titanic ( 2 0 ~  Century Fofiightstorm Entertainmenearamount Pictures, 1997) 
Director: James Cameron 
Producers: James Cameron, Pamela Easley, Al Giddings, Grant HU, Sharon 
Mann 
Script: James Cameron 
Principal Cast: 

Leonardo DiCaprio (Jack Dawson) 
Kate Winslet (Rose DeWitt Bukater) 
Billy Zane (Calecion Hockley) 
Kathy Bates (The Unsinkable Molly Brown) 
Frances Fisher (Ruth DeWitt Bukater) 
Gloria Stuart (Rose Dawson Calvert) 
Bill Paxton (Brock Lovett) 
Bernard Hill (Captain Edward John Smith) 

Format: CoIour, 35mm 
Running T h e :  194 min. 




