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[C]inema is a new experience of life that begins in 1895. These dates, 1877
[the invention of phonography] and 1895, constitute two immense turns in
the organological history of the power(s) to dream.1

Introduction

Bernard Stiegler’s analysis of cinema represents an important contribution to
attempts to rethink film at the current juncture of the “end of cinema” and the
emergence of the “post-cinematic” digital milieu. This is not, however, its pri-
mary purpose or disciplinary context. Within the ambit of its larger concerns,
Stiegler’s Technics and Time series develops a substantial critical renovation of phe-
nomenological approaches to experience by addressing the mediation and trans-
mission of experience through techniques and artifacts. In this regard I will ex-
amine Stiegler’s notion of the “industrial temporal object” – primarily
instantiated for him by cinema as pre-eminent media form of the last century. In
order to understand the significance of this new theorization of cinema in the
context of Stiegler’s wider project, I will first give an overview of his account of
the role played by technics in general, and mnemotechnical forms in particular,
in the dynamics of human life as a form of “technical life.”

Cinema is also a principal progenitor of the analog, analogico-digital and digi-
tal audiovisual media forms that have emerged in recent decades. This “post-
cinematic” period might best be described as lying between the epoch of analog
media (photography, phonography, radio, cinema, broadcast television) and the
epoch of the digital systems of recording, representation, communication, simu-
lation and so forth, an epoch which is only commencing to unfold.2 I term this
period the “digital transition,” a term which should be read as retaining the
question, “transition to what?,” while also citing the pervasive, default – if am-
bivalent – sense of the inexorable “progress” of the digital revolution toward a
global, “realtime,” “immaterial” technocultural future. In this period the sense of
“disorientation” arising from the mismatched speeds of technical, political-eco-
nomic and cultural change increases. For Stiegler, while “disorientation” is ori-
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ginary for the human, it is allayed by cultural political “meta-stabilizations” of
the interface between the developmental rhythms of technics and sociocultural
ways of life. Just how to achieve such a meta-stabilization, and what its character
could or should be are in question in the digital transition – for there is nothing
inevitable about the outcome of the current processes of technocultural change
in their unprecedented global reach and accelerated implementation. Stiegler’s
account of cinema is less about what is to become of cinema (or indeed of film
studies in the transformation of its object of study) and more a central part of his
philosophical project of responding to both the accentuated experience of “dis-
orientation” felt in the digital transition and to the critical and cultural potentials
it harbors.3 Its value to film theory is nonetheless twofold: it represents, as Tom
Gunning has recognized, an important reconsideration of cinema as a technocul-
tural form that has transformed human life’s potentials and possibilities on a
global scale; secondly, Stiegler’s post-phenomenological characterization of cin-
ematic experience offers crucial insights into how the post-cinematic digital me-
dia are transforming the conditions of the production of experience today.4

The Organological Perspective on the Human as “Technical Life”

Elaborated across the second and third volumes of the Technics and Time series,
Stiegler revises Husserl’s influential phenomenology of internal time conscious-
ness with a decisive post-phenomenological complication of how the “temporal
objects” of consciousness are constituted. The role of exterior forms of record-
ing, synthesizing and communicating experience – what Stiegler calls mnemo-
technics – is crucial in this revision of Husserl’s phenomenology. Mnemotech-
nics are not only memory aids or supports, they are forms of memory that are
constitutive of human experience in an intrinsic and essential way. This instanti-
ates one of the major tenets of Stiegler’s philosophy of technology – that the hu-
man cannot be properly conceived of without thinking of it as a “technical” form
of life, one whose development rests not only on genetic but cultural memory.
The human’s ethnocultural becoming rather than species becoming is consti-
tuted in and through the combination of the human biological organism with
the “organized but inorganic matter” of the tool or “organon.”5 Understood in
this way, the tool is not only an instrument in the hand of the user of tools and
invented for his/her purposes, but an organic supplement that has already played
its part in framing the user’s experience of life’s purposes and possibilities. The
“what invents the who, just as much as it is invented by it” argues Stiegler, com-
plicating Heidegger’s fundamental distinction between two kinds of being –

those of which one can ask “who?” or “what?” kind of questions.6

“Ephiphylogenesis” is the name Stiegler gives to this new kind of becoming of
the living in Technics and Time 1, describing it as an ongoing dynamic between the
“organic organized” individual and its environment, mediated by the “organon.”7
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Beyond the circumstances of its particular use or invention, the vital significance
of the non-living organon is its ability to function as exterior record of a context
and manner of usage, and of the gestures and processes involved in its produc-
tion. Techniques and artifactuality in general are the material substrate of the
transmission of ways of living, including ways of reliving, remembering, revising
reinventing and even revolting against those ways.

It is on the basis of this memorious capacity of technics in general and the role
it plays in ethnocultural individuation that dedicated “mnemotechnical” forms
developed, forms whose function was to exteriorize experience, make it commu-
nicable, collective, recoverable and transmissible. Language, a medium whose
conventionality enables the expression of interiority in a form that others can
understand, is both key instance and agent of this emergence of mnemotechnics.
The uncanny “technicity” that characterizes human life is perhaps nowhere more
keenly felt by many than in human language – both utterly internal, intimate and
“ownmost” (as Heidegger would say), the very means of crystallizing one’s sense
of self, and yet also an acquired competence, rule-bound, arbitrary, constantly
changing under the impetus of a continuous, collective evolution.

The advent of figural and symbolic graphic inscription marks another decisive
emergence in the becoming of human “technical life” by inaugurating a long
history of what Stiegler terms the “grammatization” of the mnemotechnical ar-
ticulation of experience. Initiated (so far as we know) with cave art, the oldest
known examples of which are dated around 30,000 years ago, grammatization
“refers to the process by which the mental temporal flows experienced by the
psychic individual are recorded, reproduced, discretized and spatialized.”8 In
cave art the experience of encounters with predatory environmental competitors,
of hunting and fighting, of sexual difference and the fecundity of women are
recorded and hence made available for re-living or, more precisely, for re-tem-
poralizing, in shared verbal and gestural rituals of remembrance. These record-
ings are reproducible, in successive iterations and elaborations of the cave in-
scriptions, and in their translation to other sites for the collective exteriorization
of ethnographic experience across a territory.9 As artifactual, these recordings
are concretized as material, spatial forms, like the tools and the jewelry and other
adornments (including, most likely, bodily inscriptions) that predate them, and
the fixed and mobile supporting “media” that emerge in the long history of
grammatization’s elaboration, from cave art all the way down to the book, the
gramophone record, the film, the cassette, and the disk. “Discretized”: an experi-
ential continuum is rendered through a process involving a technique of tool use,
which can itself be further exteriorized in successive developments of production
technics and technologies. This rendering of “mental temporal flows” operates
by a division of the flow into separate elements that are assembled together in
the spatialized, grammatized form. Various lines compose the image of the run-
ning horse, evoking its movement through space. Separate compositional ele-
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ments appear in several cave art sites; some are interpreted by evolutionary
anthropologists as “female symbols” (abstracted figurations of the vagina – al-
ready generalized here as “the vagina,” symbolizing “woman” in general), or
whose significance remains less certain, but are clearly a discrete and repeated
element.10

Writing, whose ideographic beginnings are composed in Leroi-Gourhan’s
view both by this abstracting, symbolic pole of the earliest cave graphics and the
more analog, representational markings, composes its recordings of interiority
out of discrete elements and develops modes of sequencing their “reading” to re-
produce an articulation of what their author(s) deemed necessary or worthy of
recording.11 Writing and imaging then, interrelated from their initial emergence
in rupestral graphics, begin their co-implicated trajectories of the differentiation
of this “new empathic possibility” of the grammatization of shared experience.12

With the development of phoneticized and linearized scripts in the Middle East –
associated by Leroi-Gourhan with the rise of agricultural society and the emer-
gence of new labor divisions, hierarchical social structures and trading econo-
mies in permanent settlements – a new phase of literate, orthographic mnemo-
technical grammatization commences.13 The “religions of the book,” but also
the cultures, economies, arts and sciences, politics and philosophies, not to
mention histories “of the book,” are possible on the basis of this phonetic,
orthographic artifactuality.14

Over the last century or so, the unprecedented power of orthographic analog

image and sound technologies – phonography, photography, radio, cinema, tele-
vision – technoscientifically and industrially produced and disseminated globally
– shifted the predominantly literary grammatizing conditions of the West’s tech-
nocultural transformation of ethnocultural becoming. Today the “digital transi-
tion” affects the conditions in which all mnemotechnical media, figural and sym-
bolic, analog and digital, make experience communicable, memorable, and
culturally valuable.15

Cave art is a matrix and point of departure for the era of grammatized “mne-
motechnicity,” by which term I mean to evoke the co-constitutive dynamic be-
tween psychic and collective, cultural becoming animating and mediated by mne-
motechnical forms. According to Stiegler’s account of the historical and
technically composed conditions of human being-as-becoming it is necessary to
distinguish the changing epochs of mnemotechnical mediation, for example
from ideographic to phonetic scripts, from hand-copied manuscripts to the
printing press, and from the graphic traditions to the industrial forms of me-
chanical reproduction of exterior phenomena. In “An Organology of Dreams,”
however, Stiegler draws inspiration from the extraordinary graphics discovered
on the walls in the Chauvet cave in 1994 when he characterizes the general con-
dition of human experience since grammatization as “archi-cinema.”16 This is in
part a citing and updating of his mentor, Jacques Derrida’s “archi-writing” (and
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“archi-trace”), terms which in Derrida’s Of Grammatology referred to the irreduc-
ible relation between “living” speech and the non-living writing artifact as extrin-
sic, codified, technical form of communication and expression (what Stiegler will
call “grammatized” communication). Stiegler acknowledges as definitive Derri-
da’s account of the intrinsic role of the technical “supplement” in our very con-
ception of what is integral, and essential to the human as conscious, living pre-
sent.

As an “updating” of this central Derridean notion of archi-writing, Stiegler
also points toward his more situated, engaged revision of Derrida’s “archi-” for-
mulation toward a more historical and strategic one. On the one hand “archi-
cinema” broadens the parameters of Derrida’s concerns with the philosophical
implications of the written technical supplement in going back to the graphic
markings of rupestral art as key moment of historical emergence of this new
“empathic possibility” of grammatization. On the other hand, it situates the the-
oretical task of coming to grips with the “technical supplement” as one that is
both more historical in character and more specifically addressed to and emerg-
ing from the contemporary conditions in which it emerges as an increasingly
urgent task.17 For Stiegler the cinema was the pre-eminent media form of the
20th century’s consolidation and intensification of industrial modernization. In
its rapidly achieved conventional stabilization by the late 1920s as commercial
sound cinema it combined the potentials of the photographic and phonographic
analog recording technologies in a mnemotechnical form of unprecedented
power and reach. I will examine Stiegler’s analysis of this power of the cinematic
“experience” below. The digital audiovisual media draw on this power in various
post-cinematic manifestations and consequently it is crucial for Stiegler’s critical
account of the nature and stakes of the digital transition to analyze the specificity
of the cinematic form.

Citing Marc Azéma’s La préhistoire du cinéma, Stiegler states that the extraordi-
nary Chauvet cave art is in a way “the origin of cinema, insofar as it brought with
it the discretization and proto-reproduction of movement, of which that cinema
that appeared in industrial form in 1895 would be the mechanical culmina-
tion.”18 On the cave’s walls were inscribed forms exteriorizing the psychic pro-
cessing of experience, images produced from the imagination’s reworking of
perceptions recalled by the “desiring and dreaming beings that we are.”19 These
images adopted and transformed the exteriorized forms that, as mnemotechnical
cultural artifacts, had already conditioned those perceptions and the psychic
mechanisms producing and integrating them. This is why Stiegler will propose
at the outset of “An Organology of Dreams” that “the dream is the primordial
form of this archi-cinema, and this is why an organization of dreams is possi-
ble.”20 As an expression of a desire (Freud), the dream is for Stiegler always also
a negotiation of the psychic process with the collective cultural conditions of its
identity and individuation, conditions experienced in and through exterior mne-
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motechnics. Dreams are “organized” in part through the agency of the culture’s
organons, through which they are concretized as “transductive” forms mediating
the reciprocal dynamics of individual and collective identity. Stiegler’s “organo-
logical analysis” of human (as) becoming insists on the essential part played by
an “organo-genesis in which consists the transformation of psychic and social
organizations that result from the transformation of technical and technological
organs.”21 Constituted in an irreducible relation of inside and outside, experience
is in the epoch of grammatization an “archi-cinematic” montage and projection
both of what individuals perceive and accumulate in living their lives and what is
shared through cultural artifacts.

Stiegler approaches cinema, then, from this perspective. Cinema was the last
century’s most significant concretization of an industrialized mnemotechnical
“organo-genesis” affecting the human capacity to dream (to desire) on an unpre-
cedented scale. In Technics and Time 3 its specific articulation of interior with ex-
terior is assessed by drawing on the resources of Husserl’s classic phenomenolo-
gical account of consciousness. Stiegler considers the implications of the
predominant industrial mobilization of film’s power to wed the flow of con-
sciousness to its unrolling in a process that concretizes in a particular way the
archi-cinematic dynamics of the “beings in time” that we are. It is to this analysis
that I now turn.

The Cinematic Industrial Temporal Object

Stiegler’s account of cinema as “industrial temporal object” draws on and revises
Edmund Husserl’s phenomenology of the temporal object of consciousness. It is
essential to understand Stiegler’s post-phenomenological supplementing of
Husserl’s analysis of experience to grasp the implications and stakes of his ana-
lysis (and indeed diagnosis) of industrial audiovisual culture. Stiegler’ cultural
politics turns on his insistence on the importance of the co-constitutive dynamic
between psyche and exteriority analyzed in the previous section. Cinema is im-
portant because of the transformative effect it had via its conjugation of the inter-
iority of mind, desire, perception, memory and anticipation (or “protention” in
Husserl’s terms) with “the movies” as industrial product, economic commodity,
cultural institution and political and promotional organon. Stiegler’s account of
cinema, then, is an account of the cinema as mnemotechnical organon connecting
and configuring interiority and exteriority. Husserl’s analysis of the phenomen-
ology of the “internal consciousness of time” is significant in Stiegler’s view for
having provided the means to discern how the flow of the present moments of
perception are combined together in such a way as to form coherent temporal
phenomena. These are available for recall and reflection in the ongoing synthe-
sizing dynamic through which consciousness develops and reformulates its cri-
teria for evaluating phenomenality. Husserl distinguishes between two kinds of
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“retention” operating in consciousness, the first enabling the second. “Primary
retention” is what strings together the separate moments of perception into an
extended present capable of constituting a coherent “temporal object” or phe-
nomenon. It retains the impressional contents of past moments in the percep-
tion of a phenomenon such as a melody (Husserl’s primary example) or a film
which has become an object of conscious attention, retaining these long enough
for the temporal object to be constituted as a single phenomenon.22 “Secondary
retention” on the other hand is the faculty of recollection as it is normally under-
stood whereby such phenomena can be remembered and re-processed, reviewed
and reflected upon by the imagination in the ongoing becoming of an individual
consciousness’s development. Stiegler supplements these with a third, exterior
form of retention that he argues conditions the operations of the first two and,
furthermore, demonstrates their composition in consciousness in contrast to
Husserl’s assertion of their opposition. “Tertiary retention,” available to con-
sciousness in the form of technical and mnemotechnical artifactuality, is the sub-
strate of the interior retentional processes of consciousness and conditions its
experience of and in time.

By adding this retentional “supplement,” Stiegler both adopts and refigures
Husserl’s analysis of the workings of primary and secondary retention. This is
why his account of cinema (and, indeed, consciousness) as developments in a
far longer history of “archi-cinematic” mnemotechnicity is decisively “post-phe-
nomenological.”23 Having posed insightfully the nature of experience as com-
prised of different retentional modes of perception and recollection, and of ex-
perience fashioned in the “living present” of consciousness and feeding the
continuous revision of its underlying synthesis, Husserl was unable in Stiegler’s
view to develop the full implications of his account.24 Limited by his efforts to
ground phenomenology in a rigorous conceptualization of the phenomenon as
separate and free from the subjective colorings of any particular perceiving con-
sciousness, Husserl maintained an absolute distinction between primary and sec-
ondary retention. Perception was not influenced by the imagination, by what
consciousness had already perceived and remembered. Primary retention formed
temporal objects that passed into consciousness’s store of experiences, but a
semi-permeable membrane prevented the revisions and remembering of past ex-
perience influencing the living present in its ongoing constitution of phenom-
ena. These were constituted on the basis of the general “eidetic” conditions of
the deep structure of the manifestation of phenomena to intentional conscious-
ness, the discovery and interpretation of which was the purview and goal of phe-
nomenological inquiry.25

For Stiegler perception and imagination and their primary and secondary re-
tentional processes are certainly different, but they cannot be opposed to each
other. This becomes evident as the relationship between retention and protention

in both kinds of retention is considered. For Husserl, the flow of time is phe-
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nomenally experienced in a Janus-faced present that retains the preceding mo-
ments and anticipates the next on the basis of the preceding. In the hearing of a
melody each new note sounds as the continuation of the sequence begun by the
first note and retained in the elaboration of the “large now” of primary retention.
As continuation of the melody, each new note is heard on the basis of its fulfill-
ment of or divergence from what was anticipated of it. This anticipation is the
protentional horizon that is the structural, eidetic complement of retention in the
internal consciousness of time.

Primary retention modifies the present now by reducing it in some way as it
passes into the “just-past,” and this modification is itself continuous. Its reduc-
tion of the presently heard note enables that sound to both make way so that the
new note can become present – a reduction that enables it to pass – and to be
retained as part of that ensuing present (reduction to the just-past). This passing
away to be retained as just-past is a dynamic process, however, and the proten-
tional horizon of primary retention is key to this dynamism.26 What is retained in
each new note of the melody, or in each new shot of a film, is the modified
previous note or shot. This just-past carries forth and undergoes a further modi-
fication of what it had retained of the note or shot before it, on the basis of the
changing protentional projections of what the ensuing note or shot would be in
response to what it turned out to be, and so on into the past of the retained just-
past moments in the continuously modifying “comet trail” of the temporal ob-
ject.27 Retention, as inherently protentional, is a dynamic in which “each later
retention is not only continual modification that has arisen from primary impres-
sion [the first moment of the temporal object], each is also continual modifica-
tion of all earlier continuous modifications of that same initial point.”28

Continual modification of continuous modifications – here, Stiegler argues,
Husserl approaches the true complexity of primary retention as a spiraling dy-
namic out of which perception forms phenomena in time. The present now
modifies what is retained of the just past “on the fly” (as one says today), but
this occurs as a function of the protentions which have anticipated it. A note
sounds that causes a refiguring of the pattern of the melody, or the sense of its
mood, as it unfolds. A shot shows us something that causes us to re-evaluate in
an instant what has been happening in the film’s narrative or sequence of images
and sounds, or how we are to understand a character or a montage of images.
Past and present are in a relationship of folded, iterative co-constitutivity,
mediated by the protentional projections of retention toward an anticipated fu-
ture that the present realizes differentially.29

How then, could the temporal object start with a pure, “primary impression”
unaffected by the protentional horizon of consciousness as ongoing, memorious
continuity? Inasmuch as retention is always protentional, the secondary retention
which enables consciousness to develop on the basis of its processing of experi-
ence cannot be definitively excluded, as Husserl would have it, from perception’s
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constitution of phenomena. This is in a nutshell Stiegler’s critique of Husserl’s
account of internal time consciousness. Secondary retention has always condi-
tioned primary retention from before it begins, and the spiraling flow of con-
sciousness of a temporal object takes its place within a larger “vortex” of memor-
ious consciousness.30 Moreover – and this explains Stiegler’s supplementing of
Husserl’s retentional modes – this is itself a spiraling within the cultural, collec-
tive vortex of tertiary retentions and protentions. The melody can only begin with
a “primary impression” if it is recognized as music, based on the protentions of a
consciousness that has heard music before and can distinguish it from other
sounds.31 What is and is not music is a question that must be posed in cultural
and historical terms.32

“The ear is originarily musical,” says Stiegler in summarizing his response to
Husserl in Technics and Time 2.33 And Technics and Time 3’s account of cinema and
“cinematic consciousness” could be similarly resumed as “the eye is originarily
cinematic” – although it would be more apt to say the eye and the ear inasmuch
as the synchronized sound film of standard commercial cinema is an audiovisual

temporal object. The “unprecedented” power of the cinematic mnemotechnics
resides, for Stiegler in its capacity to produce a compelling experience fashioned
in what he variously characterizes as a conjoining or coinciding of the temporal
flows of artifact and perceiver.34 The cinematic flux generated by the projecting
apparatus for “re-temporalizing” the industrially produced recordings captured
on film (and later on tape, floppy, optical disk and so forth) entrains the primary
retentional process of perceiving consciousness. Or, rather, entrains the flow of
many consciousnesses: cinema realized an unprecedented power to captivate
mass and globally extended audiences on an unprecedented industrial scale of
production, distribution and exhibition. Like Jonathan Beller, in the wake of the
Kulturkritik of Horkheimer and Adorno, and after the ideological apparatus theory
of Althusserian-influenced film studies – both of which his work represents a
critical response to – Stiegler emphasizes the centrality of “Hollywood” to the
spread and intensification of global industrial capitalism in the 20th century.35

The eye and the ear are “originarily cinematic,” that is, “archi-cinematic,”
which means technically, technoculturally enabled. Through his post-phenomen-
ology Stiegler is able to identify how cinema could map itself to the temporal
flow of consciousness like a musical (or theatrical) performance but also be in-
dustrially produced and reproducible. Its montage of shots fabricate the unrol-
ling of its projected flow and condition expectations of what temporal object it
will become – and all this as subject to industrial design, specification, and stan-
dardization.36 The archi-cinema of consciousness reaches a new stage of its
mnemotechnical, organological “evolution.” In the globalizing, American cen-
tury, archi-cinema becomes a cinematic montage and projection of perception
and memories that are both individual and retained from the experiences of
others that remain active thanks to the mnemotechnical organon. Hollywood be-
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comes the “capital” of 20th century consumerism through its capacity to standar-
dize and globally distribute dreams, fantasies and desires.37 Stiegler says that a
“film is a kind of dream had in common, a daytime dream, via the industrial
production of tertiary retentions which are themselves industrial.”38 It functions,
as Godard says of Hollywood (citing André Bazin in Contempt, but in error), like
the realization of a “world that conforms to our desires.”39

Cinema’s capacity to compel conviction is identified by Stiegler as the power to
fabricate a convincing mnemotechnical fictioning of reality, a reality which is
never phenomenally “pure” and which is always mediated by tertiary memory
supports. Film presented the possibility of the photographic and mechanical cap-
ture of the spatial and temporal dimensions of exterior appearance. This is un-
doubtedly central to its early success and its rapid expansion into a major indus-
trial media form in the early 20th century. Stiegler characterizes the specificity of
cinematic technics as emerging from the conjunction of their spatial and tempor-
al recording and playback systems. The cinema’s extraordinary power emerges
as the quickly understood expectation that it is able to generate two “co-inci-
dences”:

1. The photographic coincidence of past reality, of past and reality. This is the
“real effect” of the capture of a past space-time in front of the photographic
apparatus identified by Roland Barthes in Camera Lucida and André Bazin be-
fore him in “The Ontology of the Photographic Image.”40 In a similar vein,
accounts of the indexicality of the cinematographic sign have stressed this
sense of the capture by the camera of what was there before it at the moment
of exposure. This temporal dimension of photographic capture is the decisive
feature of what analog cinema “essentially” was for D.N. Rodowick; less a
representational record of an actual space than a recording of a past time,
gone forever but preserved by and in the apparatus.41

2. The coincidence of the “flux” of the film’s unrolling in time with the flux of
the spectator’s consciousness. This is the result of the mechanical production
of the illusion of movement from the capture of still images, a process of
recording duration comparable in effect, if not in procedure, to the phono-
gram’s recording of sound – itself later to be wedded to the cinematographic
through synchronized “sound-on-film” technology in the re-tooling of main-
stream cinema in the late 1920s.

The cinema produces a compelling “illusion” of reality that unfolds in the lived
time of the spectator’s conscious attention before it. The spectator lives the cin-
ema’s fictioning of experience. Lived experience is co-generated in the composed
fluxes of the film and its viewing. Stiegler’s focus on this composition of experi-
ence and fiction, of the fictioning of experience in the cinema, re-frames some
thorny issues concerning the realism of film (and indeed of the post-cinematic
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forms noted above). In the classic accounts of the ideological effect of the cin-
ematic apparatus and of its illusionistic realism, for example, the claims for the
effect of the cinema on the psyche of the spectator turned on an uneasy relation
between, on the one hand, an account of the imaginary mastery generated by the
“apparatus” of the cinema in its placing of the spectator as the invisible focal
point of an orchestrated sequence of views and, on the other hand, a convention-
ally established narrative realism of character, plots, and verisimilar representa-
tional norms.42 From this perspective, a phenomenological account of cinematic
experience was hopelessly naïve, or cynically complicit with the ideological work-
ings of the dominant social order dedicated to reproducing itself. The spectator
could only be rehabilitated by a theoretical and/or aesthetic destruction of the
double trap of apparatus and its false projections, much like the slave in Plato’s
cave who had to be freed and made to exit the cave of shadowy projections. His
or her life down there in the cinematic illusion was false, a kind of mental trap
made of artificial copies of true existence positioned cleverly vis-à-vis the
duped.43

From Stiegler’s perspective, however, access to a space of unmediated, illu-
sion-free experience is the illusion; all experience is mediated, that is, fabricated,
and passes into, through and from techniques and technics. Cinematic represen-
tation has been more or less globally adopted as a compelling experiential me-
dium. Its extraordinary global success in the last century represents a major shift
in the mode of fictioning experience from what was for two millennia a predomi-
nantly literary and graphic (as distinct from photographic) technoculture. Its
“apparatus” demands careful analysis as a powerful means of fictioning experi-
ence, but it is not a secret system for locking the human psychic apparatus into
an illusory experience of reality, just as the commercial “culture industry” more
generally does not possess – counter to what Horkheimer and Adorno proposed
– a decryption key for all the Kantian schemas operative in the syntheses of hu-
man imagination, memory and experience.44

So while it is important, indeed vital, to pay attention to what is fictioned in
mainstream cinema for its capacity to influence understandings, values, and in
general people’s orientations to living, it is also critical to keep in view the fact
that all experience is composed with and through kinds of fiction. This is why
cinema is so powerful; it animates fictioning in a new and compelling way
through its enrolling of the spectator in its unrolling. This is both its potential
and its threat, continued and in some ways multiplied in the wedding of this
capacity to other technics in the emerging digital industrial temporal objects.

Cinema edits experience and this is at the center of what Stiegler will call its
“pharmacological” character as both poison and cultural cure or therapeutics. In
the capitalist industrial era Hollywood has served the reifying purposes Horkhei-
mer and Adorno identified, “synchronizing” consciousnesses on a massive scale
in order to coordinate consumption with the needs of the industrial system in
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general by providing means to condition the experiences that become the sec-
ondary retentions – and consequently, the protentional horizons – of the
many.45 But cinema and its maturing digital mnemotechnical descendants also
hold in potential “positive pharmacological possibilities” via their amazing capa-
city to thread together consciousnesses in collective experience.46 Indeed, as is
widely recognized, the digital transition represents the potential for an equally
unprecedented, global empowerment of citizens as media producers with the
potential to completely overturn the predominant model of the concentration of
mnemotechnical production in corporate interests.

This is why Stiegler argues for the need to “make movies” and to “get behind
the camera.”47 Developing what one calls a “working knowledge” of the produc-
tion of experience is a central critical task today, inasmuch as it is a prerequisite
to realizing the potential of the digital transition’s remodeling of established
broadcast media production and reception regimes.48 It is not only that getting
“behind the camera” represents an effective way to unmask the synchronizing
techniques of mainstream cinema (and the industrial experiential media that
have succeeded it) – a rationale which best characterizes the project of the “poli-
tical modernist” experimental film maker/theorists of the 1960s and 1970s.49

Drawing inspiration from Abbas Kiarostami’s enigmatic Close Up (1990) and
its significance for the film-loving Iranian society in and for which it was made,
in “Faire du cinéma” Stiegler appeals to the critical value and necessity of work-
ing with as well as on – and not against – the technics for fabricating such com-
pelling experiences. This is the pathway to a better understanding of the nature
and necessity of “our” grammatized cinematic consciousness. It is in this way
that a better adoption of post-cinema’s systemic, industrial mediation of experi-
ence can be opened up in and as a way to dream up a credible future. If as I said
earlier grammatization marked another decisive emergence in the becoming of
human “technical life,” I would conclude by pointing out that for Stiegler there is
nothing inevitable about the course of this becoming, nothing that guarantees
that this technical life will continue to answer to the characterization of “hu-
man.” On the contrary; it is increasingly apparent today that the interminable
historical project of realizing a human being must be actively negotiated and
pursued through a critical and cultural political inflection of technoscientific de-
velopments that share no essential biological determinations or tendential vec-
tors with such a projection of the human. This makes the adoption of each shift
of mnemotechnical forms an increasingly urgent political question about the
course of the overdetermined but nonetheless open history of human becoming.
“Archi-cinema” – which today is on the threshold of an epoch that might moti-
vate a renaming of our mnemotechnicity to something like “archi-programming”
or “archi-simulation” – has to be continually remade so as to continue as a human
history.
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