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The surpassing disaster does not, and perhaps cannot, remain an external circumstance: for the Shi‘ites, the slaughter of Husayn, ‘Alî’s son and the grandson of the prophet, with most of the prophet’s family and many of his companions, etc.; for the Jews, the destruction of the Temple, the galut (exile), the expulsion from Spain, etc. It sooner or later becomes internal: the surpassing disaster for the Isma‘îlîs is the delay in the answer of the Second Emanation in a Gnostic drama in Heaven, which delay produces its retardation to the 10th rank and its subsequent attempt to catch up and ascend again to the third rank;
 the surpassing disaster for the Lurianic cabalists is the breaking of the vessels that were supposed to contain the supernal light, this leading to the dispersal of sparks of that light in the qelippah, the demonic realm. 


Have the desertion of West Beirut by the Arabs and the rest of the world during the 1982 Israeli invasion of Lebanon, and the continuing sanctions against Iraq, now in their sixth year, divested these two communities from the rest of the Arab world, undoing any notion of an Arab community? If so, is it accurate on my part to have written in Over-Sensitivity that the conjunction of catastrophes affecting the Arab world in Iraq, Sudan, Lebanon, and earlier Palestine added up to a surpassing disaster? Is the tradition for such communities no longer the one that used to be theirs, but the other communities of the surpassing disaster: Gnostics, Nizârîs, Qarmatîs, Sabbatians? Unfortunately, these communities, which have tried to deal with the withdrawal consequent of a surpassing disaster, have been subjected to another kind of withdrawal, a material one enforced by their orthodox enemies: most of the works of the Nizârîs, Qarmatîs, and of the Sabbatians have been burned or destroyed (the Mongols’ destruction of the library of ‘Alamût, etc.).

……………………………………………………………………………………………………….


In collaboration with students, Jochen Gerz collected extensive data on the Jewish cemeteries that were in use up to the National Socialist dictatorship. Between April 1990 and May 1993, during the night and with no authorization, the students removed cobblestones from the pathway to the entrance of the Saarbrücken castle, temporarily replacing each with a substitute. After incising on the underside of each removed stone the name of one of the cemeteries, they secretly placed it back in the path, the name facing down. The result was 2146 stones—Monument Against Racism, Saarbrücken. One can discern in this monument and memorial both withdrawal: the most complete list of Jewish cemeteries in pre-Nazi Germany is provided in an unavailable form;
 and, through the undetected temporary substitution of the stones, the counterfeit associated with resurrection. Past a surpassing disaster, the memorial and memory have to pass through the ordeal of the impression of counterfeit since the events and knowledge they are accessing are being resurrected. Rather than taking away from this act of reminiscing, the withdrawal and the impression of counterfeit signal that it is legitimate. What would have proven that Jesus is Christ, the son of God is not simply his bringing Lazarus back from the dead, but also that following the latter’s resurrection, not once did any of those who encountered Lazarus feel, whether fleetingly or for an extended period, that he is not really Lazarus, but a double, a counterfeit. If there was a miracle, it would have resided less in bringing back Lazarus from the dead, than in the absence of the impression of dealing with a double that accompanies resurrection.
 For the early Christians, the surpassing disaster could already have started with Jesus Christ’s abandonment on the cross as well with the absence of the series of catastrophes that he had prophesied to end the world within a generation and usher the Day of Judgment. This (son of) God who in the New Testament presumably brought back from the dead a man without any impression of counterfeit, of the surreptitious replacement by the double ever haunting the latter, was in all probability himself affected with a withdrawal and a sense of counterfeit in some Christian sects, especially of the Gnostic strain. 


In countries such as Bosnia, Lebanon, or Rwanda, that have suffered a brutal “civil”-war, one encounters myriad cases of traumatized survivors. Many of these survivors seek psychiatric treatment to regain a cathexis of the world, including of tradition and culture in general. But that subjective working through cannot on its own succeed in remedying the withdrawal of tradition, for that withdrawal is not a subjective symptom, whether individual or collective, and therefore cannot be fully addressed by psychiatrists or psychoanalysts, but demands the resurrecting efforts of writers, artists, and thinkers. Without the latter’s contribution, either the psychiatric treatment fails, or else though the patient may leave ostensibly healthy, he or she soon discovers that tradition and art are still withdrawn. 


With regard to the surpassing disaster, art acts like the mirror in vampire films: it reveals the withdrawal of what we think is still there. “You have seen nothing in Hiroshima.”
 Does this entail that one should not record? No. One should record this “nothing,” which only after the resurrection can be available. We have to take photographs even though because of their referents’ withdrawal, and until their referents are resurrected, they are not going to be available as referential, documentary pieces—with the concomitant risk that facets relating to the subject matter might be mistaken for purely formal ones. A vicious circle: what has to be recorded has been withdrawn, so that, unless it is resurrected, it is going to be overlooked; but in order to accomplish that prerequisite work of resurrection to avert its overlooking, one has initially to have, however minimally, perceived it, that is countered its withdrawal, i.e. resurrected it. But how can one speak of a withdrawal of “civil”-war Beirut buildings when refugees still noticed and lived in them? Yet aren’t these refugees, who are marginalized because of their lack of political power and their economic destitution, affected with an additional overlooking through their association with these withdrawn buildings? The Lebanese’s overall obliviousness and indifference to documenting the carnage through photographs, films, and videos cannot be fully explained by the circumstance that toward the end of the “civil”-war they must have grown habituated to the destruction around them, as well as by the fact that many of these ruined areas were declared military zones, off-limits to cameras. Can photographs of these withdrawn buildings become available without resurrecting their withdrawn referents? It seems such photographs become themselves withdrawn. There is going then to be “a time of development” of the chemically developed photographs taken during the latter stages of the war. The documentation is for the future not only in the sense that it preserves the present referent for future generations; but also in that it can function as a preservation of the referent only in the future, only when the work of resurrection has countered the withdrawal. He thought that until such photographs become available, one of the appropriate sites for their exposition is the Stewart Gardner Museum, Boston, next to the spaces left blank following the 18 March 1990 theft of several famous paintings from the museum, this confronting the viewer with two different kinds of unavailability, a material and an immaterial one. While in the West there has been a proliferation of new museums (Mario Botta’s San Francisco Museum of Modern Art; Frank Gehry’s Guggenheim Museum, Bilbao, Spain; Steven Holl’s Museum of Contemporary Art, Helsinki, Finland; Steven Holl’s Knut Hamsun Museum, Prestied, Norway; Hans Hollein’s Frankfurt Museum of Modern Art; Daniel Libeskind’s Felix Nussbaum Museum, Osnabruck, Germany; Richard Meier’s Getty Center, Los Angeles…); extensions to existing museums (Daniel Libeskind’s Jewish Museum, an extension of the Berlin Museum; the Grand Louvre Project (1981-1999), which involved the doubling in size, to 60,000 m2, of the exhibition areas of the museum…); new libraries (Sandy Wilson’s British Library, St Pancras, London;
 Dominique Perrault’s Bibliothèque Nationale de France; Mete Arat, Hans-Dieter and Gisela Kaiser’s German National Library, Frankfurt am Main…); of cataloguing and inventorying, as exemplified by Macmillan’s The Dictionary of Art, 1996, with its 34 volumes, 41,000 articles, 6,802 contributing scholars, and 15,000 black and white illustrations, Afghans, Bosnians, Iraqis, etc., have been divested of much of their artistic tradition, not only through material destruction, but also through immaterial withdrawal. Even were substantial parts of the contents of both the National and University Library and the Library of the Oriental Institute in Sarajevo, and of the National Library in Mostar to be recovered, this would not be enough to make them once more fully available. Increasingly in the West, absence is affected with a modality of presence through telepresence and telesensing; increasingly in the “Developing” countries, presence is affected with an absence through the (negative) matting due to the withdrawal of tradition past surpassing disasters. 


After the surpassing disaster, while the documentation of the referent is for the future, the presentation of the withdrawal is an urgent task for the present. If he tried to document specifically the Aswâq area, it is not that it particularly was withdrawn since physically turned into ruins, but because it was in imminent danger of being erased without true deliberation, to provide space for the construction of a new city center. He had to explicitly show that these ruined areas have been withdrawn, as a preventive measure against others, although ostensibly perceiving them, unconsciously acting as if they weren’t there. To allow the discussion about the fate of these ruined areas not to be a foregone oversight, it was crucial not only to criticize the financial interests at stake, and the subjective wish to forget whatever had strong associations with so many individual and collective traumas; but also to either resurrect these buildings or make manifest their withdrawal through art and architectural works, so that they would still be available for the argument against their demolition. What contributed to the failure to save these ruined or deserted buildings in the Aswâq area was that artists and filmmakers neither managed to resurrect them nor to manifest their withdrawal, so that the withdrawal not having become explicit, hence not having become a factor that one could consciously and intentionally try to counter when thinking and planning the future of the city, these withdrawn buildings could so easily be overlooked, and thus could so readily be demolished so that an all-new commercial center could replace them. Did they erase the ruins to forget, or was it rather that they were able to erase them so easily because these ruined buildings were withdrawn by the surpassing disaster and therefore somewhat already quasi forgotten, so that the erasure largely implemented the forgetfulness embodied in these ruined buildings? Not being part of the community that suffered the surpassing disaster that ravaged Sarajevo, the American architect Lebbeus Woods can notice the ruins and recommend in a book their integration into the future reconstructed city. But, as a consequence of the withdrawal, those belonging to that community are likely to treat that book with obliviousness, overlooking it and its recommendations. After the surpassing disaster, the duty of an artist is either to resurrect what has been withdrawn (Godard’s King Lear), or to disclose the withdrawal (Duras’ Hiroshima mon Amour, 1961; Boltanski’s Monument: La Fête de Pourim, 1988).


Jocelyne Sa‘b’s Once Upon a Time: Beirut (Kân ya mâ kân Bayrût), 1994, is a film about forgetting, unfortunately mainly in the sense that it is an unmindful film: it is grotesque how quickly it forgets even the memorable Duras epigraph with which it starts. Memory is not to be limited, as in Sa‘b’s film, to human recollection and archival images. The loss of memory in Hiroshima mon amour is implied not only in the French woman’s melancholia as to the ineluctability of forgetting her German lover and the devastation of Hiroshima; but also in the Japanese man’s repeated “You have seen nothing in Hiroshima.” Forgetfulness is not always the result of subjective factors, but is sometimes an effect of an objective withdrawal of beings due to a surpassing disaster. Memory of what has thus been withdrawn is a betrayal of it, a false memory. To take the measure of Duras’ opening words regarding the desperate attempt to remember set against the ineluctability of forgetfulness would have entailed showing that the archival documentary footage Sa‘b presents, for example the images of Lebanon in the 1920s, is withdrawn. Is there a more effective way to hide that the images are inaccessible than to have the characters enter in them? But past a surpassing disaster, one’s appearance in images of an earlier era rather than implying that they are available, and that they thus provide and instance some form of memory, would in a genuine film, on the contrary, suggest that the country that underwent the ordeal of the disaster was so divested from the others that it turned into a radical closure. The characters are then inside the images because of irruption due to radical closure,
 but the images themselves in which they irrupted are withdrawn. Even the film reel that is forgotten in the taxi cab and presumably lost gets returned to the two young female protagonists and projected: a missed opportunity to subtly imply the withdrawal. Sa‘b could still have intimated the withdrawal by designing the insertion of the two present-day female actresses in the archival images in such a way as to put in doubt the authenticity of these images; or else by having the images of the two characters in the film scenes they shot of each other in contemporaneous Beirut present the same impression of artificiality and overlaying as the clearly matted shots earlier. Unfortunately this is not the case in Sa‘b’s work. It is not fortuitous that Beirut is represented mostly through bad Egyptian movies in a film directed by a journalist, i.e. by someone belonging to a profession that has not provided many examples of sensing the need for resurrection, let alone accomplishing such a task. While with rare exceptions popular culture, which to many is what is most linked to actuality, has not been withdrawn by the series of catastrophes that hit the Arab world and that added up to a surpassing disaster; much of avant-garde writing and art, as well as all genuinely classical art and writing, viewed by many as the part of culture least connected to contemporary events, has been withdrawn by the present surpassing disaster. After a public reading from his book Over-Sensitivity, he played back taqâsîm on maqâm nahawand performed by Riâd al-Sunbatî and on maqâm kurd performed by Munîr Bashîr. Soon after the music started, and except for him, the Middle Easterners present there began swaying their heads to the sounds. After the music stopped, he said: “I am trying to resurrect to be able to really hear this music again, accompanying it with the quasi-dhikr of a musical high (Allâh!… Allâh!…).” Judging from their reaction to the surpassing disaster, many presumably elitist artists and writers are much more in touch with actuality than popular culture, even before the present financial prominence of the Gulf states have reduced the latter, especially in Egypt, to utter crassness. Tradition is not merely what materially and ostensibly survived “the test” of time: in normal times a nebulous entity despite the somewhat artificial process of canon-formation, tradition becomes delineated and specified by the surpassing disaster. Tradition is what conjointly materially survived the surpassing disaster, was immaterially withdrawn by it, and had the fortune of being subsequently resurrected by artists, writers, and thinkers. Many works one had thought part of tradition are revealed by their availability past a surpassing disaster as not really part of tradition; contrariwise many modernist works of art which vehemently attacked “tradition” are, prior to any reluctant gradual canonization, revealed by their withdrawal to be part of that tradition.


There were two fundamental kinds of out-of-focus and/or of sloppy compositions in the photographs, films and videos of the period around the “civil”-war: 

— Those from the “civil” war’s period itself were due to one or several of the following factors: the threatening conditions under which the photographer was taking them; the aversion of his or her look on encountering the gutted, decomposing corpses; the proximity of the dead—come to prevent the world’s desertion of those suffering a surpassing disaster from turning into a radical closure—against whose freezing, not as corpses (rigor mortis is still a variety of motion) but as creatures of the undeath realm, all motions, including the restless immobility of the living, appear blurry; the entranced states in which the encounter with the dead often occurs.

— Those from the aftermath of the “civil” war were due mainly to the withdrawal of what was being photographed. 


Like so many others, he had become used to viewing things at the speed of war. So for a while after the “civil”-war’s end, he did not take any photographs nor shoot any videos, waiting until he learned to look again at a leisurely pace. This period of adjustment lasted a full two years. Yet even after he became used to looking at buildings and experiencing events at the rhythm of peace, the photographs of the ruins in Lebanon taken by this Lebanese photographer, who classically composed those of his photographs shot in other countries, still looked like they were taken by a photographer lacking time to aim since in imminent danger, the compositions haphazard and the focus almost always off. He was asked if he was influenced by such works as Vito Acconci’s Fall, 1969: a series of photographs Acconci produced by clicking his hand-held camera as he reached the ground while repeatedly falling forward; or Michael Snow’s Venetian Blind, 1970: twenty-four snapshots he took with his eyes closed, each showing a blurred Snow against the accidentally framed background of a section of Venice. He was aware of and attracted by the blurring in Snow’s piece and by the random compositions in Acconci’s photographs. But he could recognize no basic similarity between these works and his current photographs, since the earth and grass in the Acconci photographs, the sections of Venice in Venetian Blind, as well as the road, filmed without looking through the viewfinder, in Snow’s Seated Figures, are available to Acconci and to Snow. The question revealed a misunderstanding, since in his work the out-of-focus and/or the haphazard framings were not a formal strategy but due to the withdrawal and thus unavailability to vision of the material.


They sent him to shoot a photographic portfolio of the destruction in Bosnia. He returned with thousands of largely blurred and haphazardly framed photographs of intact buildings with no shrapnel, with not even broken glass. He insisted that these photographs should be grouped into an exhibition called The Savage War. Some felt offended at what they found to be tasteless humor; others had to admit that they were surprised that so many buildings had survived the carnage unscathed. Many thought that he was facetious or that he was apologetic for the aggressors. Someone remarked critically: “One more example of a disciple trying to outdo his master: a Baudrillardian photographer implying that not only the Gulf war but also this one did not take place.” He did not care to reply to someone who simplified both his work and that of Baudrillard. Someone unaware that due to the withdrawal something in the referent cannot be localized exactly, whether with regards to framing or focus or both, asked critically whether the blurring and hit-or-miss framings were intentionally created by him to give the sensation they were shot during the war. “No.” 


Someone had forgotten a high quality laser reproduction of Boltanski’s Altar to the Chases High School, 1988, in the copy of The Holocaust Museum in Washington (Rizzoli, 1995) that he checked out from a library. Is the blurring in Boltanski’s reproduction of a graduating class photograph he found in a school yearbook an enhancement of the expressivity of the photograph, as curator Lynn Gumpert proposes (“Boltanski transformed them into skeletal vestiges—their eyes reduced to empty black sockets, any hint of a smile metamorphosed into a grimace of death”
)? Does it render for us the loss of individuation to which those depicted would have been subjected in the camps? Is it to give the sensation that those depicted are already fading from memory? Or is it rather to render the stereotypical association of the dead with haze and furtiveness? None of the above. These blurred photographs disclose to us nothing beyond their referent’s withdrawal and possibly their own consequent withdrawal as a result of a surpassing disaster.
 After looking at that Boltanski photograph for a few minutes, he went back to looking at the illustrations and photographs in the book. He could no longer really focus on them. They had become blurred and distant. He felt that it was with eyes adjusted to the blurriness of that Boltanski photograph that he was looking at the Auschwitz prisoner identification photographs included in the book. Is it conceivable that a curator would place a Boltanski piece such as Reserves: The Purim Holiday, 1989—based on a photograph of Purim celebration at a Jewish school in France, 1939—in The United States Holocaust Memorial Museum in Washington D.C.? It is certainly conceivable, since the vast majority of curators would be oblivious of how this would affect all the items there with a blurring. In which case, I would not be surprised were some spectator at the museum’s cinema, to suddenly yell: “Focus!” Who may have such an experience on seeing Boltanski’s blurred photograph? Is it everybody? Not at all, and this despite what Boltanski himself implies in an interview in the journal Autrement, 1996. Only those who belong to the community of that surpassing disaster would have such an experience.

The “You have seen nothing in Hiroshima” said by the Japanese man to the visiting French woman could at one level mean: You, a French woman, removed from the direct experience of either the atomic explosion or its radioactive aftereffects should not have the presumption to consider that you have seen anything in Hiroshima. At yet another level, it includes her in the community, since she is experiencing the withdrawal due to the surpassing disaster. If she reacts negatively to the Japanese man’s words, insisting that she has seen certain things, it must be because being an ethical person, she is not sure she is yet of that community.
 Those Americans who managed to pressure the Smithsonian to an out-and-out scaling back of the exhibit “The Last Act: The Atomic Bomb and the End of World War II” it planned to hold in 1995 at the National Air and Space Museum are certainly not ones who “have seen nothing in Hiroshima”; they are merely ones who do not want others to see what they think is perceptible. To very few Westerners would I say: “You have seen nothing in West Beirut” or “You have seen nothing in Iraq.” How little has Herzog, the director of Lessons of Darkness, 1991, seen in Iraq and the Kuwaiti theater of operations in the aftermath of the Gulf War! With rare people would one progress from “You have seen little in Iraq”—most frequently because they have scant historical knowledge and no direct experience and depend for their political outlook on the biased mainstream media of the West; to “You have seen nothing in Iraq,” because they now belong to the community of the surpassing disaster and thus are affected with the withdrawal. The first expression is critical and exclusive; the second is inclusive when in relation to communities that underwent a surpassing disaster. I highly respect Duras for having “seen nothing in Hiroshima”; I feel contempt for her for how little she saw in Palestine and in Iraq. I certainly would not have said to the living Duras: “You have seen nothing in Palestine and Iraq. Nothing”! 


In the two film series I curated at the Center for Middle Eastern Studies at the University of California, Berkeley, I did not show any works whose main function is to provide a critique or parody of stereotypes of Middle Easterners, let alone works that do not even furnish such a critique but merely the occasion for subsequent verbose discussions full of resentment. Anyone whose “art” merely revolves around how better to express and convey such a critique reveals that he is an academician himself or herself precisely through this obliviousness even at the intuitive level to the connection of stereotypes to the unconscious. Certainly by now any aspiring academician who intends to once more catalogue the litany of stereotypes the majority of Westerners have of Arabs, Iranians, etc., as his or her contribution to one more anthology negotiating something or other around issues of multiculturalism, orientalism, etc.,* has to ask himself or herself how much these stereotypes are linked to the unconscious and its processes—no widespread stereotype is not implicated with the unconscious—and therefore, while arguably effective at the rational, conscious level if not at doing away with these stereotypes then at least at problematizing them, how little effective is the placement of a no, a negative sign, a critical attitude before these views whose addresser and addressee is mostly the unconscious, which admits of no negation; indeed how largely counterproductive they are at the level where it really matters with stereotypes, the unconscious level. These critics and academics are playing an important role in the maintenance of these stereotypes at the level of the unconscious; moreover, they are indirectly propagating such stereotypes to sectors previously immune to them, since many people from other cultures and ethnic groups relax their vigilance when dealing with these academics seemingly defending them. I find the encounter with such ostensibly critical academic catalogues of stereotypes of Arabs even more oppressive than the rude transactions with prejudiced airport security officials or embassy employees. All in all, that the representation of Arabs and Iranians in the most simplistic manner (up to denying their existence: the description of Palestine by many of the early Zionists as “a land without people”) can facilitate the Israeli destruction of villages in South Lebanon in the name of a defense against terrorism (even guerrilla operations by the Lebanese against military targets in the part of Lebanon illegally occupied by Israel are termed terrorist!) is no excuse for limiting oneself to critiquing or parodying such widespread misrepresentations. “A woman cannot do much harm to a man. He carries all his tragedy within him. She can bother him, provoke him, she can even kill him—that’s all.”
 That is, all is not all.
 To any totalizing “that is all,” we, laconic mortals, have the reaction, and not tautologically: “That’s all.” That which exceeds the all is this difference between that’s all and that’s all. The margin is the difference between c’est tout and c’est tout. Every artist, every writer, certainly Shakespeare, knows that we cannot be reduced to creatures who can bleed, laugh, and biologically die. They can make us bleed, laugh, they can treat us like potential terrorists and kill us—that’s all. But is that all they can do? Kill us—in the hundreds of thousands? Unfortunately, they can do worse: produce a surpassing disaster and thus a withdrawal of tradition. 


A Kashaya Pomo chief and scholar recently expressly discontinued the transmission of a tribal dance. Something must have indicated to her that the discontinuation of the transmission of the dance would be less detrimental and problematic than its handing it down. Were it the case that their forebears had undergone only a vast catastrophe, the issue for the contemporary Native Americans would plainly be to do everything possible to transmit the traditional songs and dances to their contemporary youths in spite of the latter’s acculturation and indifference. But in case what was suffered was a surpassing disaster, one must be sensitive to the eventuality of the withdrawal, and, in the absence or failure of the resurrection of tradition, of the obligation to suspend transmission, so as not to hand down counterfeit culture.

Jalal Toufic, Forthcoming (Berkeley, CA: Atelos, 2000), pp. 60-75

�. See “Cyclical Time in Mazdaism and Ismailism,” in Henry Corbin, Cyclical Time and Ismaili Gnosis (London: Kegan Paul International, 1983). 


�. Unless this monument acknowledging and presenting the withdrawal due to the surpassing disaster has resurrected and made available again such information, it was a mistake on the part of Gerz to have accepted the publication of a book that makes available the names chiseled on the underside of the stones: 2146 Steine Mahnmal Gegen Rassismus Saarbrücken (Verlag Gerd Hatje). 


�. In the New Testament, what indicates that the resurrection of Lazarus (John 11:1-44) was not meant as a proof of the status of Jesus of Nazareth as the Messiah, and consequently that viewing Jesus as the Messiah still required faith, is that Lazarus is mentioned subsequently only once and that in passing (John 12:1-11), so that we do not have the occasion to ascertain whether he was at any future point considered to be an impostor. If Dreyer’s Ordet is about faith, it is that it does not cover the years following the resurrection of Inger (this continuation into the old age of the protagonist across an extra-diegetic ellipsis is something Dreyer does in his next film, Gertrud) to show whether she remained basically the same, did not at any point give others the impression she is an impostor.


�. I have the feeling that although in all likelihood they despised horror films, Duras as well as the Tarkovsky of The Sacrifice would have nonetheless been impressed by the mirror device in vampire films, the undead not reflected in the mirror.


�. The library’s design dates from 1975.


�. In Over-Sensitivity, I used the term eruption to describe the sudden appearance of unworldly entities in radical closures. I now prefer and use the term irruption since eruption, if considered not in the sense I wanted, as an indicator of tonality, namely the breaking out of a rash on the world, but as a violent or sudden release of some pressure, could easily be misunderstood in terms of a return of the repressed. While in radical closure artistic and literary works from an earlier era the sudden appearance as such of entities belonging to the referential world had only a modality of irruption, in contemporary such works there is a double modality of irruption and eruption, since in this era where behind the image is not reality/the referent, but another image (Deleuze) or a code (Baudrillard); and where actors are increasingly replaced by digitally-manipulated images of them, even up to having dead actors posthumously play in new films and roles, the worldly that is being repressed, shunned by the postmodern artwork, can then still appear only as a return of the repressed eruption. 


�. Lynn Gumpert, Christian Boltanski (Paris: Flammarion, 1994), p. 103.


�. Certainly in the voluminous work of Boltanski, the out-of-focus in some other instances reproduces a stereotyped image of the dead as revenant (some of the photographs of the series Detective); in yet other instances, it is simply formal.


�. Does the “You have seen nothing in Hiroshima” automatically include the non-Japanese film spectator? No. In principle, most film spectators are not included in such a statement. 


*. The author must be referring to the deservedly forgotten plethora of 1990s books, mostly anthologies, with the title “Negotiating —” (some future editor of this book [Forthcoming]).


�. Quoted in Godard’s New Wave. Some women might feel oversensitive to and wary of such formulation. I have no patience for a reflex reversal, or any other abstract reaction; what I can appreciate is some reformulation from a concrete filmmaker, for example, Nina Menkes or (disregarding her inane A Couch in New York, 1996) Chantal Akerman. 


�. This is clear also in the case of a radical closure and the structural eventual irruption of fully-formed a-historical entities in it: the radical closure is all, but, as is made manifest by the irruption of unworldly entities, that all is not all. 


�. Past some surpassing disaster and the consequent withdrawal, it is not the ninth, the twenty-second and the thirty-eighth chapters of Part One of Don Quixote that are written by the Menard of Borges’ “Pierre Menard, Author of Don Quixote” that are counterfeit, but rather Cervantes’ Don Quixote.





