JEAN-LOUIS BAUDRY
THE APPARATUS:
METAPSYCHOLOGICAL
APPROACHES TO THE
IMPRESSION OF REALITY IN
CINEMA

One constantly returns to the scene of the cave: real effect or |;1:I:):r:§;<i):no£ ;e::lle
ity. C simulacrum, and even simulacrum of snmulacrf.lm: ion of the
o, mon han-the-real? From Plato to Freud, the perspective 1s reverse .,t e p
rea m(‘m?-t aIE:e.d——so it. seems. The former comes out of the cave, examines what
?Cfiurel}S 'lbnl‘;econtemplates its source, and, when he goes back, itisto denounce to
" lnte! 'g:xers, the apparatus which oppresses them, and to persane }hem to Iea\tre,
i:e z:‘ :zt of that dim space. The latter (on the contra-ry—no,'for it 1: r(;c:tn a "t::la(tl :;
of iimple opposition, or of a simplifying symmetry) is mm:; “’?fcr:; : Lin maldng
them go back there precisely where tlhey alr::; i::e; (tlhlt:)lfs dtlmté e oo con-
themselyes,til? i t::l t?l?: fhrl:ettrr::sfh;c;ezutiful ’for a long time. But at what plzice
templalmi:su‘;tgof v;hat ignorance; failure to mcognizg Or repress, COmMpromise,
szqe:?:easublimation? Like Plato, he urges thlem :o c?nsti:fz'st:: :3::?1:‘:)8[::; l(::zrl;
reir resi i ore closely at w
e oon, trl‘:s':)ttit;ﬁ::;.o 'gII:eaolglt: sr2ene? Whai’ brings thfa two together :‘md sep-
rton ther "; both, as in the theater, a left side, a right side, the master’s lodge,
theve th?m. hOI' tra B:ut the first scene would seem to be the second’s other. scene.
tht? s ss(:gne:f tx:uth in the final analysis, or else: “the failure to recognize has
:;:v:dqrg the other side.” Both distinguish bc}wes:n two scenes:rlc:r m;ore ;:ll’ztuic;:
i r confronting one another, one dominating th_e other. These  the
ODDOSlrllg . : they don’t respond point by point, although, in many respects, we |
:i:::?:?t?i:reud would not be unjustified in superimpo_smg morchor le(.:;sd g;::s:h Z
the solar scene where the philosopher is at.ﬁrst dazz!ed, bhnde}c‘i b);; : i(; un, on the
scene of the conscious and its well-meantng exploits—we w (l)),e s resull o e
i of the unconscious, or of the other scene, could' induce et
:)T'ent, tdl::c ;v;irg the exit, ascension, an initial blinding of the philosopher in a totally
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different manner. “Suppose one of them were set free and forced suddenly to stand
up, turn his head, and walk with eyes lifted to the light; all these movements would
be painful, and he would be too dazzled to make out the objects. . . . And if he were
forced to look at the firelight itself, would not his eyes ache, so that he would try to
escape and turn back to the things which he could see distinctly?” But the philo-
sopher’s cave could certainly not be superimposed onto that other scene, the scene
of the unconscious! That remains to be seen. For we are dealing here with an appa-
ratus, with a metaphorical relationship between places or a relationship between
metaphorical places, with a topography, the knowledge of which defines for both
philosopher and analyst the degree of relationship to truth or to description, or to
illusion, and the need for an ethical point of view.

So you see, we return to the real or, for the experiencing subject (I could say, for
the subject who is felt or who is acted), the impression of reality. And one could
naively wonder why, some two and half thousand years later, it is by means of an
optical metaphor—of an optical construct which signals term for term the cine-
matographic apparatus—that the philosopher exposes man’s condition and the dis-
tance that separates him from “true reality”; and why it is again precisely by means
of an optical metaphor that Freud, at the beginning and at the end of his writings,
tries to account for the arrangement of the physical apparatus, for the functioning

of the Unconscious and for the rapport/rupture Conscious-Unconscious. Chapter
7 of the Traumdeutung:

What is presented 10 us in these words is the idea of a psychical locality. 1 shall entirely
disrcgard the fact that the mental apparatus with which we are concerned is also known
to us in the form of an anatomical preparation, and I shall carefully avoid the tempta-
tion to determine psychical locality in an anatomical fashion. I shall remain upon psy-
chological ground, and I propose simply to follow the suggestion that we shouid picture
the instrument which carries out our mental functions as resembling a compound
microscope or a photographic apparatus, or something of the kind. On that basis, psy-
chical locality will correspond to a point inside the apparatus at which one of the pre-
liminary stages of an image comes into being. In the microscope and telescope, as we
know, these occur in part at ideal points, regions in which no tangible component to

the apparatus is situated. I see no necessity to apologize for the imperfections of this or
of any similar imagery.*

However imperfect this comparison may be, Freud takes it up again forty years
later at the very beginning of the Abriss: “We admit that psychical life is the func-
tion of an apparatus to which we attribute a spatial extension which is made up of
several parts. We imagine it like a kind of telescope, or microscope or some similar
device.” Freud doesn’t mention cinema. But this is because cinema is already too
technologically determined an apparatus for describing the psychical apparatus as
awhole. In 1913, however, Lou Andréas Salomé remarked: “Why is it that cinema
has been of no use to us [analysts)? To the numerous arguments that could be
advanced to save face for this Cinderella of the artistic conception of art, several
psychological considerations should be added. First, that the cinematographic tech-
nique is the only one that makes possible a succession of images rapid enough to

*Sigmund Freud, The Interpretation of Dreams (New York: Avon, 1965), pp. 574-75.
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illusion of reality, that is, o
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images of natural/real objects, of living people, etc. onto the wall/screen of the cave
as it would seem only natural to do for simple shadow plays, Plato feels the need,
by creating a kind of conversion in the reference to reality, to show the prisoners
not direct images and shadows of reality but, even at this point, a simulacrum of it.
One might easily recognize the idealist’s prudence, the calculated progress of the
philosopher who prefers pushing the real back another notch and multiplying the
steps leading to it, lest excessive haste lead his listener again to trust his senses too
much. In any case, for this reason (or for another), he is led to place and to suppose
between the projector, the fire, and the screen something which is itself a mere prop
of reality, which is merely its image, its copy, its simulacrum: *“figures of men and
animals in wood or stone or other materials” suggestive of studio objects of papier
méché decor, were it not for the more striking impression created by their passing
in front of the fire like a film.

All that is missing is the sound, in effect much more difficult to reproduce, Not

only this: more difficult to copy, to employ like an image in the visible world; as if
hearing, as opposed to sight, resisted being caught up in simulacra. Real voices,
then, they would emanate from the bearers, the machinists, and the marionette
players (a step is skipped in the reference to reality) but nevertheless, given over to
the apparatus, integrated with it since it requires a total effect for fear of exposing
the illusion. But voice that does not allow representation as do artificial objects—
stone and wooden animals, and statues—will still give itself over to the apparatus
thanks to its reverberation. “And suppose their prison had an echo from the wall
facing them?” “When one of the people crossing behind them spoke, they could
only suppose that the sound came from the shadow passing before their eyes.” If a
link is missing in the chain that connects us back to reality, the apparatus corrects
this, by taking over the voice’s echo, by integrating into itself these excessively real
voices. And it is true that in cinema—as in the case of all talking machines—one
does not hear an image of the sounds but the sounds themselves. Even if the pro-
cedures for recording the sounds and playing them back deforms them, they are
reproduced and not copied. Only their source of emission may partake of illusion;
their reality cannot. Hence, no doubt one of the basic reasons for the privileged
status of voice in idealist philosophy and in religion: voice does not lend itself to
games of illusion, or confusion, between the real and its figurativity (because voice
cannot be represented figuratively) to which sight seems particularly liable. Music
and singing differ qualitatively from painting in their relation to reality.

As we have seen, Plato constructs an apparatus very much like sound cinema,
But, precisely because he has to resort to sound, he anticipates an ambiguity which
was to be characteristic of cinema. This ambiguity has to do with the impression of
reality: with the means used to create it, and with the confusion and lack of aware-
ness surrounding its origin, from which result the inventions which mark the his-
tory of cinema. Plato effectively helps us to recognize this ambiguity. For, on the
one hand, he is careful to emphasize the artificial aspect of reproduced reality. It is
the apparatus that creates the illusion, and not the degree of fidelity with the Real:
here the prisoners have been chained since childhood, and it will therefore not be
the reproduction of this or that specific aspect of that reality, which they do not
know, which will lead them to attribute a greater degree of reality to the illusion to
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which they are subject (and we have seen that Plato was already careful to insert
artifice, and that already what was projected was deception). On the other hand, by
introducing voice, by reconstructing a talking machine, by complementing the pro-
jection with sound, by illustrating, as it were, the need to affect as many sense fac-
ulties as possible, at any rate the two most important, he certainly seems to comply
with a necessity to duplicate reality in the most exact manner and to make his arti-
fice as good a likeness as can be made. Plato’s myth evidently functions as a meta-
phor for an analogy on which he himself insists before dealing with the myth:
namely, that what can be known through the senses is in the same relationship to
that which can be known through the intellect as projection in the cave is to expe-
rience (that is, to ordinary reality). Besides that, isn’t it remarkable that Plato should
have been forced to resort to such a procedure and that, in his attempt to explain
the position, the locus of that which can be known through the intellect, he was led
to take off, so to speak, toward “illusion”; he was led to construct an apparatus
which will make it possible, that it is capable of producing a special effect through
the impression of reality it communicates to the spectator.

Here I must add something which may be of importance: in the scene taking
place inside the cave, voices, words, “[these echoes which] they could only suppose
that the sound came from the shadow passing before their eyes,” do not have a dis-
cursive or conceptual role; they do not communicate a message; they belong to
ordinary reality which is as immediate to the prisoners as are images; they cannot
be separated from the latter; they are characterized according to the same mode of
existence and in effect treated in the same way as words in a dream “fragments of
discourse really spoken or heard, detached from their context” (my emphasis), and
functioning like other kinds of dream representation.

But there is another way to state the problem. What desire was aroused, more
than two thousand years before the actual invention of cinema, what urge in need
of fulfillment would be satisifed by a montage, rationalized into an idealist per-
spective precisely in order to show that it rests primarily on an impression of reality?
The impression of reality is central to Plato’s demonstration. That his entire argu-

ment is developed in order to prove that this impression is deceptive abundantly
demonstrates its existence. As we have already noted, something haunts Plato’s
text: the prisoners’ fascination (how better to convey the condition that keeps them
chained up, those fetters that prevent them from moving their heads and necks),
their reluctance to leave, and even their willingness to resort to violence. But isn’t
it principally the need to construct another scene apart from the world, under-
ground, in short to construct it as if it existed, or as if this construction also satisfied
a desire to objectify a similar scene—an apparatus capable precisely of fabricating
an impression of reality. This would appear to satisfy and replace the nostalgia for
a lost impression which can be seen as running through the idealist movement and
eating away at it from inside, and setting it in motion. That the real in Plato’s text
is at an equal distance from or in a homologous relationship to the “intelligibly
real”—the world of Ideas—and “reality-subject”—*the impression of reality” pro-
duced by the apparatus in the cave should moreover be sufficient to make us aware
of the real meaning of the world of Ideas and of the field of desire on which it has

THE APPARATUS . 697

been built (a world which, as we know, “exists outside of time,” and which, aft
numerous encounters, the conscious subject can rediscover in l;imselt) e
Cav.e, grotto, “sort of cavernous chamber underground,” people hav.e not failed
toseeinita representation of the maternal womb, of the matrix into which wal
supp_osed to w1§h to return. Granted, but only the place is taken into accou etal;.e
this mter[_)retatlon and not the apparatus as a whole; and if this apparatus nally
produces images, it first of all produces an effect of specific subjects—to the v
tl}at a subject is intrinsically part of the apparatus; once the cinema has bee; CXtelI:t
mca.lly, ’perfected, it produces this same effect defined by the words “im res:' o ;'
rea}nty (worfls that may be confusing but which nevertheless need to b: cl:au-li(f)ilc:do
This impression of reality appears as if—just as if—it were known to Plato. At th).
very l_east, 1t seems that Plato ingeniously attempts and succeeds in ﬁxir; :
machine capablf: of reproducing “something” that he must have known angdliﬁ »
!1as less to do with its capacity for repeating the real (and this is where tl;e Idt:al'at
isof g.reat help to us by sufficiently emphasizing the artifice he employs to make liSt
machine work)_than with reproduction and repetition of a particular condition lj
the representation of a particular place on which this condition depends 0
Of course, from the analytic perspective we have chosen, by asking cine:ma about
the v_vnsh. 1t expresses, we are aware of having distorted the allegory of the cav I;l
maklng 1t reveal, from a considerable historic distance, the approximate con te f
of the cxnefnatog{'aphic apparatus. In other words, a same apparatus was res Sor;lt.:t
ble for the invention of the cinema and was already present in Plato. The text;:)f t;l-
cave may well express a desire inherent to a participatory effect d;aliberatel :
duced, sought for, and expressed by cinema (and the philosopher is first o% :l;o-
spokesman of desire before becoming its great “channeler,” which shows why it s
far.f'rom_ us?less to bring an analytic ear to bear on him despite or because c))lf h{s
rauor?allzanons, even though he would deny it as tolerable suspicion, even anl;
especxall.y though he complains, rightly from his point of view, of our l,1avin dis-
:?r::g his ;;xt?. We can thus propose that the allegory of the c;ave is the texf ofa
o gn. er of desire which haunts the invention of cinema and the history of its inven-
You see why historians of cinema, in order to unearth its first ancestor, nev
leav§ off dredging a prehistory which is becoming increasingly cluttered Frc’)m tlf :
magic lantern t_o the praxinoscope and the optical theater upto the camer:a obsc ;
as the booty piles up, the excavations grow: new objects and all kinds of in\:::r .
tlons'—o.ne can Fefal the disarray increasing. But if cinema was really the answ o
a desnrq mherent.m our psychical structure, how can we date its first be 'nniflr u':
Woulfi it be too risky to propose that painting, like theater, for lack of suiti)le t 8;
nological and economic conditions, were dry runs in the approximation ecl !
of the: wc?rld of representation but of what might result from a certain as nott ofn' .
functioning and which only the cinema is in a position to implemerxl):?c "131 ”
fﬁzﬂm-s thave (l)]bviously produced their own specificity and their own histc')ry I:r:
xistence has at its origin i i ich sti
e ence has at s or glmaz.l psychical source equivalent to the one which stim-
Itis very possible that there was never any first invention of cinema. Before being
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the outcome of technical considerations and of a 7er}ai1)1 §:ate o:)' ::;:::l); st ::::::
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ire objectified in its entails by surveying ce lin ai
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i “If the unconscious, in
ented, Freud comes to the unconscious, ' io .
;ce‘ljc?:lsgs to waking thought, needs to be represented in Qreams,. itis represcn(t)?d 11112
them in underground places.” Freud adds the following which, because o the
above, is very interesting: “Outside of analytic treatmelnft,hthcse l:pg;eel;s ions
’ i *s body or the womb.” If the world o .
would have symbolized the woman’s _ crid ofldeasoflers
i d to those which Freud discov _
numerous concepts which correspon : _ e e
i f traces, the ignorance of time), that is,
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of its suspected but rejected exis 3 s not the Uncorn-
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tive nature in the whole of the psychical life, the specific “dream effect” that it deter-
mines. This is the subject of chapter 7 of The Interpretations of Dreams and the
Supplement t0 the Theory of Dreams fifteen years later. In the latter text, Freud at
first seems concerned with understanding why dream manifests itself to the
dreamer’s consciousness in the form of what might be called the “specific mode of
dream,” a feature of reality which should more properly belong to the perception
of the external world. What are the determining factors of a necessarily metapsy-
chological order, that is, involving the construction and operation of the psychical
apparatus, which makes it possible for dream to pass itself off for reality to the
dreamer. Freud begins with sleep: dream is the psychical activity of the dreamer.
Sleep, he tells us, “from a somatic viewpoint is a revivescence of one’s stay in the
body of the mother, certain conditions of which it recreates: the rest position,
warmth, and isolation which protects him from excitement” [emphasis added]. This
makes possible a first form of regression: temporal regression, which follows two
paths—regression of the libido back to a previous period of hallucinatory satisfac-
tion of desire; and regression in the development of the self back to a primitive nar-
cissism which results in what has been defined as the totally egotistical nature of
dream: “the person who plays the main part in dream scenes is always the dreamer
himself.” Sleep favors the appearance of another form of regression which is
extremely important for the manifestation of the dream effect: by deactivating
cqually the Cs, Pcs, and Ucs systems, that is, by allowing an easier communication
between them, sleep leaves open the regressive path which the cathetic representa-
tions will follow as far as perception. Topical regression and temporal regression
combine to reach the edge of dream.

I do not want to insist excessively on Freud’s analysis. We need only note that
the dream wish is formed from daytime residues in the Proconscious system which
are reinforced by drives emanating from the Unconscious. Topical regression first
allows the transformation of the dream thoughts into images. It is through the inter-
mediary of regression that word representations belonging to the Preconscious sys-
tem are translated into thing representations which dominate the Unconscious Sys-
tem.* “Thoughts are transposed into images—mostly visual ones—thus the
representations of words are reduced to representations of objects corresponding to
them as if, throughout the whole system, considerations of representability over-
whelmed the whole process.” So much so that a dream wish can be turned into a
dream fantasy. Once again, it is regression which gives dream its definitive shape.
“The completion of the dream process is also marked by the fact that the content
of thought, transformed by regression and reshaped into a fantasy of desire, comes
into consciousness as a sensory perception and then undergoes the sccondary elab-
oration which affects any perceptual content. We are saying that the dream wish is
hallucinated and finds, in the guise of hallucination a belief in the reality of its ful-
fillment.” Dream is “an hallucinatory psychosis of desire” —that is, a state in which

*In The Ego and the Id, Freud adds comments which allow him to assert that *visual thought
is closer to the unconscious processes than verbal thought, and older than the latter, from the phy-

logenetic as well as from the ontogenetic standpoints, Verbal represcntations all belong to the Pcs,
while the unconscious only relies on visual ones,”
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mental perceptions are taken for perceptions of rx=_:ality. Morem{cr, Freud'hypo_th-
esized that the satisfaction resulting from hallucnr}atlon is a kind pf satisfaction
which we knew at the beginning of our psychical !lfe when perception and repre-
sentation could not be differentiated, when the d{ﬂ"erent systerps were cont:used,
that is, when the system of Consciousness-Perception had not.dnﬂ'crcnuatefi 1ts<;lf.
The object of desire (the object of need), if it hgppens tobe Iack:qg, can at this ?c;_mt
be hallucinated. It is precisely the repeated failure offered l?y this form of satis fac-
tion which results in the differentiation betwec?n perc:epuon and .re;')resentauon
through the creation of the reality test. A perception which can Ee ehml.ngtec’l, by an
action is recognized as exterior. The reality test is dependent on motoricity.” Once
“motoricity” has been interrupted, as duripg sle'ep, the reality test can no longer
function. The suspension of “motoricity,” its _bcmg se} apart, would mde;d.favor
regression. But it is also because sleep determines a wnthdrszal of cathexis 1'n'the
Cs, Ucs, and Pcs systems that the fantasies of the dream W{Sh follow ttfe ongma.l
path which differentiate them from fantasies produced -dunng' the waking sta:e.
Like daytime fantasies, they could have pecome conscious without .neverthe &lss
being taken for real or completed; but, having taken the path of regres_snor’l, pot oln y
are they capable of taking over consciousness but, because of the subject’s mabl.lty
to rely upon the reality test, they are marked by the_ very character qf percept{on
and appear as reality. The processes of dream formation succeed well in presenting
real. .
dre'l?l:l; z:sransformations accomplished by sleep in the psychical ap;?ar:atus: with-
drawal of cathexis, instability of the different syst'ems, returq to narcissism, loss of
motoricity (because of the impossibility of anlylng tl-xe reality test?, contrxbutcf to
produce features which are specific to dream: its capacxt)_' for ﬁguratnqn, translation
of thought into images, reality extended to 1:epresentat10n's. One _m:gl?t even add
that we are dealing with a more-than-real in order to dlﬂ'cren.uate'u fr'om. the
impression of the real which reality produces in tl-le noqnal .wakmg.sxtuauon. the
more-than-real translating the cohesion of the subject vx_nth his percen_/ed represen-
tations, the submersion of the subject in his mpmgntz}uor}s, lhc.near lmp(.)SSlbll.lty
for him to escape their influence and which i§ disamlla.r if not incompatible with
the impression resulting from any direct relau?n to reality. There appears to be anf
ambiguity in the words poorly expressing the dlﬂ'erenc? between t'he rela'uonshlp o
the subject to his representations experienced as perceived and his relation to real-
ltyi)ream, Freud also tells us, is a projection, and, in the context in which he uses
the word, projection evokes at once the analytic use of the defen.se mechanism
which consists in referring and attributing to the exterior representations and affects

*This i it is not by paying attention to the content of images that onc is able to account for
the Itl:;;z::: tl)tf reality )t’n‘:t )l’)y %uestioning the apparatus. The dlﬂ'crqntmuon between ;‘antas&cs
and dream is due to the transformation of the psychical apparatus during thq transition from o?'
state of being awake 1o sleep. Sleep will mgke necessary thq work of fgguralnon the economyme
which can be created by daytime fantasies; in adc}mon, daytime fa:ntasus_ do not ao.comtpanzdcr-
belief in reality of the fulfillment which characterizes dream. This is why in attempting to u i’
stand the cinema effect—the impression of reality—we have to go through the intermediary
drcam and not daytime fantasics.
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which the subject refuses to acknowledge as his own, and it also evokes a distinctly
cinematographic use since it involves images which, once projected, come back to
the subject as a reality perceived from the outside.

That dream is a projection reminiscent of the cimematographic apparatus is
indeed what seems to come out of Lewin’s discovery of the dream screen, the
hypothesis for which was suggested to him by his patients’ enigmatic dreams. One
young woman'’s dream, for example: “'I had my dream all ready for you, but while
I'was lying here looking at it, it began to move in circles far from me, wrapped up
on itself, again and again, like two acrobats.” This dream shows that the screen,
which can appear by itself, like a white surface, is not exclusively a representation,
a content—in which case it would not be necessary to privilege it among other ele-
ments of the dream content; but, rather, it would present itself in all dreams as the
indispensable support for the projection of images. It would seem to pertain to the
dream apparatus. “The dream screen is a surface on which a dream seems to be
projected. It is the ‘blank background’ (empty basic surface) which is present in
dream although it is not necessarily seen; the manifest content of dream ordinarily
perceived takes place over it, or in front of it.” “Theoretically it can be part of the
latent content or of the manifest content, but the distinction is academic, The
dream screen is not often noticed by analysts, and, in the practice of dream inter-
pretation, the analyst does not need to deal with it.” It is cinema which suggested
the term to Lewin because, in the same way as its analog in the cinematographic
apparatus, the dream screen is either ignored by the dreamer (the dreaming spec-
tator) or unrelated to the interest resulting from the images and the action.* Lewin

adds nevertheless (and this remark reminds us of a modern use of the screen in cin-
ema) that in some circumstances, the screen does play a part of its own and becomes
discernible. According to Lewin's hypothesis, the dream screen is the dream’s hal-
lucinatory representation of the mother’s breast on which the child used to fall
asleep after nursing. In this way, it expresses a state of complete satisfaction while
repeating the original condition of the oral phase in which the body did not have
limits of its own, but was extended undifferentiated from the breast. Thus, the
dream screen would correspond to the desire to sleep: archetype and prototype of
any dream. Lewin adds another hypothesis: the dream itself, the visual represen-
tations which are projected upon it, would correspond to the desire to be awake. “A
visual dream repeats the child’s early impression of being awake. His eyes are open
and he sees. For him, to see is to be awake.” Actually, Lewin insists on Freud’s
explanation of the predominance of visual elements in dream: that latent thoughts
in a dream are to a large extent shaped by unconscious mnemic traces which can
only exist as a visual representation—the repetition of a formal element from the
child’s earliest experience. It is evident that the dream screen is a residue from the
most archaic mnemic traces. But, additionally, and this is at least as important, one
might assume that it provides an opening for understanding the dreamer’s “primal
scene” which establishes itself during the oral phase. The hallucinatory factor, the

*Bertram Lewin, “Sleep, the Mouth and the Dream Screen,” Psychoanalytic Quarterly (1946),

15:419-43, “Inferences from the Dream Screen,” International Journal of . Psychoanalysis (1948).
29:224-431.
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lack of distinction between representation and pt?rception—reprcsentatmn taken
as perception which makes for our beliefin the rea!ny of dream—v{ould correqund
to the lack of distinction between active and passive, between acting and suffering
experience, undifferentiation between the limits of the body (body/breast), between
eating and being eaten, etc., characteristics of the oral phase and borne out by the
envelopment of the subject by the screen. For the same reasons, we would'ﬁnd our-
selves in a position to understand the specific mode in which the dreamer ldepuﬁes
with his dream, a mode which is anterior to the mirror stage, to t-he fc?rmatilon of
the self, and therefore founded on a permeability, a fusion of the interior with the
exgzc:;e other hand, if the dream itself, in its visual contcm,'is likel.y to represent
the desire to stay awake, the combination dream screen/PrOJected images woyld
manifest a conflict between contradictory motions, a state: in effect of un_dlstmcuon
between a hallucinatory wish, sign of satisfaction, and desu_'e for perception, of con-
tact with the real. It is therefore conceivable that something o.f a desire in dream
unifying perception and representation—whether representation passes itself for
perception, in which case we would be clo§cr to hallycmano.n, or whether percep-
tion passes itself for perceived representation, that is, acquires as perception the
mode of existence which is proper to hallucination—takes on .the c_:haracter of spe-
cific reality which reality does not impart, but which hallucination provokfas_: a
more-than-real that dream precisely, considered as apparatps and as the repetnt{on
of a particular state which defines the oral phase, would, on its own, be able to bring

i m alone?

10 Ee\?ll:z hypothesis, which complements and extend's Fl_'eu.d’s ideas.on the for-
mation of dream in relation to the feeling of reality whlch. is linked to it, presents,
in my opinion, the advantage of offering a kind of format.lon stage, of dream con-
stitution, which might be construed as operative in.the cinema eﬂ'ect..lmpre§su.m
of reality and that which we have defined as the desire of cinema, as cinema in its
general apparatus would recall, would mime a form of archaic satisfaction experi-
enced by the subject by reproducing the scene of it. . N

Of course, there is no question of identifying m'ental image, filmic image, mental
representation, and cinematographic representation. T_he !‘act.that the same terms
are used, however, does reveal the very workings of desire in cinema, that is, at the
same time the desire to rediscover archaic forms of fi&sire whnqh in fact structure
any form of desire, and the desire to stage for.the subject, to put in the form of rep-
resentation, what might recall its own operation. . .

In any case, this deviation through the “metapsycholog_xcal ﬁctfon of drf:arg
could enlighten us about the effect specific to cinema., “the impression of reallty,
which, as is well known, is different from the usual impression which we receive
from reality, but which has precisely this characteristic of being more than real
which we have detected in dream. ' ' .

Actually, cinema is a simulation apparatus. 'I‘!us mt}ch was 1mr.ned1ately recog-
nized, but, from the positivist viewpoint of scientific rationality which was pre_dom-
inant at the time of its invention, the interest was directed toward the s_nnulahon of
reality inherent to the moving image with the unex;?ected effects which Cf)uld be
derived from it, without finding it necessary to examine the fact that the cinemat-
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ographic apparatus was initially directed toward the subject and that simulation
could be applied to states or subject effects before being directed toward the repro-
duction of the real. It is nevertheless curious that in spite of the development of ana-
lytic theory, the problem should have remained unsolved or barely considered since
that period. Almost exclusively, it is the technique and content of film which have
retained attention: characteristics of the image, depth of field, offscreen space, shot,
single-shot sequence, montage, etc.; the key to the impression of reality has been
sought in the structuring of image and movement, in complete ignorance of the fact
that the impression of reality is dependent first of all on a subject effect and that it
might be necessary to examine the position of the subject facing the image in order
to determine the raison d’tre for the cinema effect. Instead of considering cinema
as an ideologically neutral apparatus, as it has been rather stupidly called, the
impact of which would be entirely determined by the content of the film (a consid-
eration which leaves unsolved the whole question of its persuasive power and of the
reason for which it revealed itself to be an instrument particularly well suited to
exert ideological influence), in order to explain the cinema effect, it is necessary to
consider it from the viewpoint of the apparatus that it constitutes, apparatus which
in its totality includes the subject. And first of all, the subject of the unconscious,
The difficulties met by the theoreticians of cinema in their attempt to account for
the impression of reality are proportionate to the persisting resistance to really rec-
ognizing the unconscious. Although nominally accepted, its existence has never-
theless been left out of the theoretical research. If psychoanalysis has finally per-
meated the content of certain films, as a complement to the classic psychology of
character’s action and as a new type of narrative spring, it has remained practicaily
absent from the problematics raised by the relation of the projection to the subject.
The problem is nevertheless to determine the extent to which the cinematographic
apparatus plays an important part in this subject which Lacan after Freud defines
as an apparatus,* and the way in which the structuring of the unconscious, the
modalities of the subject’s development throughout the different strata deposited
by the various phases of drives, the differentiation between the Cs, Pcs, and Ucs
systems and their relations, the distinction between primary and secondary pro-
cesses, make it possible to isolate the effect which is specific to cinema.

Consequently, I will only propose several hypotheses.

First of all, that taking into account the darkness of the movie theater, the relative
passivity of the situation, the forced immobility of the cine-subject, and the effects
which result from the projection of images, moving images, the cinematographic
apparatus brings about a state of artificial regression. It artificially leads back to an
anterior phase of his development—a phase which is barely hidden, as dream and
certain pathological forms of our mental life have shown. It is the desire, unrecog-
nized as such by the subject, to return to this phase, an early state of development
with its own forms of satisfaction which may play a determining role in his desire
for cinema and the pleasure he finds in it. Return toward a relative narcissism, and

*“The subject is an apparatus. This apparatus is lacunary, and it is within this lacuna that the

subject sets up the function of an object as last object.” Jacques Lacan, Les Quatres Concepts fon-
damenteux de la psychanalyse (Paris: Le Seuil, 1973).
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pletely. This would then lead us to propose the following paradoxical formula; the
more-than-real, that is, the specific characteristic (whatever is specific) of what is
meant by the expression “impression of reality,” consists in keeping apart (toning
down, so that they remain present but as background) the secondary process and
the reality principle. Perception of the image passing for perception: one might
assume that it is precisely here that one might find the key to the impression of
reality, that which would at once approximate and differentiate the cinemato-
graphic effect and the dream. Return effect, repetition of a phase of the subject’s
development during which representation and perception were not yet differenti-
ated, and the desire to return to that state along with the kind of satisfaction asso-
ciated to it, undoubtedly an archetype for all that which seeks to connect with the
multiple paths of the subject’s desire. It is indeed desire as such, that is, desire of
desire, the nostalgia for a state in which desire has been satisfied through the transfer
of a perception to a formation resembling hallucination, which seems to be acti-
vated by the cinematographic apparatus. According to Freud: ““To desire initially
must have been a hallucinatory cathexis of the memory of satisfaction.”* Survival
and insistence of bygone periods, an irrepressible backward movement. Freud
never ceased to remind us that in its formal constitution, dream was a vestige of the
subject’s phylogenetic past, and the expression of a wish to have again the very form
of existence associated with this experience. “Dream which fulfills its wish by the
short-cut of regression does nothing but conserve a type of primary operation of the
psychical apparatus which had been eliminated because of its inefficiency.” Itis also
the same survival and the same wish which are at work in some hallucinatory psy-
choses. Cinema, like dream, would seem to correspond to a temporary form of
regression, but whereas dream, according to Freud, is merely a “normal halluci-
natory psychosis,” cinema offers an artificial psychosis without offering the
dreamer the possibility of exercising any kind of immediate control. What I am
really saying is that for such a regression 10 be possible, it is necessary for anterior
phases to survive, but that it be cathected by a wish, as is proven by the existence of
dream. This wish is remarkably precise, and consists in obtaining, from reality a
position, a condition in which what is perceived would no longer be distinguished
from representations. It can be assumed that it is this wish which prepares the long
history of cinema: the wish to construct a simulation machine capable of offering
the subject perceptions which are really representations mistaken for perceptions.
Cinema offers a simulation of regressive movement which is characteristic of

*1t may seem peculiar that desire which constituted the cine-¢fiect is rooted in the oral structure
of the subject. The conditions of projection do evoke the dialectics internal/external, swallowing/
swallowed, eating/being caten, which is characteristic of what is being structured during the oral
phasc. But, in the case of the cinematographic situation, the visual orifice has replaced the buccal
orifice: the absorption of images is at the same time the absorption of the subject in the image,
prepared, predigested by his very entering the dark theater. The relationship visual orifice/buccal
orifice acts at the same time as analogy and differentiation, but also points to the relation of con-
secution between oral satisfaction, sleep, white screen of the dream on which dream images will be
projected, beginning of the dream. On the importance of sight during the oral phase, see Spitz's
remarksin The Yes and the No. In the same order of ideas, it may be useful to reintroduce Melanie

Klein's hypothesis on the oral phase, her extremely complex dialectics between the inside and the
outside which refer to reciprocal forms of development.
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structure which makes it so difficult to deal with the subject effect. While, in dreams
and hallucinations, representations appear in the guise of perceived reality, a real
perception takes place in cinema, if not an ordinary perception of reality, It would
appear that it is this slight displacement which has misled the theoreticians of cin-
ema, when analyzing the impression of reality. In dream and hallucination, repre-
sentations are taken as reality in the absence of perception; in cinema, images are
taken for reality but require the mediation of perception. This is why, on the one
hand, for the realists, cinema is thought of as a duplicate of reality—and on the
other cinema is taken as an equivalent of dream—but the comparison stops there,
leaving unresolved the problem raised by the impression of reality. It is evident that
cinema is not dream: but it reproduces an impression of reality, it unlocks, releases
a cinema effect which is comparable to the impression of reality caused by dream.
The entire cinematographic apparatus is activated in order to provoke this simu-
lation: it is indeed a simulation of a condition of the subject, a position of the sub-
Ject, a subject and not reality.

Desire for a real that would have the status of hallucination or of a representation
taken for a perception—one might wonder whether cinema is not doubled by
another wish, complementary to the one that is at work in the subject and which
we have presumed to be at work in Plato’s cave apparatus.

For, if dream really opens onto another scene by way of a regressive track, one
might suppose that the existence of an unconscious where the subject’s early mode
of functioning, defined by the primary process, persists, the unconscious, con-
stantly denied, rejected, excluded, never ceases requiring of the subject and pro-
posing to him, by multiple detours (even if only through artistic practice), repre-
sentations of his own scene. In other words, without his always suspecting it, the
subject is induced to produce machines which would not only complement or sup-
plement the workings of the secondary process but which could represent his own
overall functioning to him: he is led to produce mechanisms mimicking, simulating
the apparatus which is no other than himself. The presence of the unconscious also
makes itself felt through the pressure it exerts in seeking to get itself represented by
a subject who is still unaware of the fact that he is representing to himself the very
scene of the unconscious where he s,
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