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conscious will, and the opposing idea that he is determined by the weight of his *
history, by his archives, by his genealogy, and ultimately by his unconscious,

Translated by Robert Hardwick Weston
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What Is the Creative Act?

GILLES DELEUZE

I'would like to ask some questions of myself. And ask some of you, as well as of
myself. This would be of the type, What do you do, what do you make, partic-
ularly those of you who make cinema? And then, what do [ do in particular, when
I do, or hope to do, when I make philosophy? Of course, this is a diffcult ques-
tlon; it’s painful for you, as well as myself. T could reformulare the question in
another way. What is it to have an idea in cinema? If one makes cinema, or if
one wants to make cinema, what is it to have an idea in this medium, specifically
at that moment when one articulates, “I have an idea”? For everyone knows that
to have an idea is a rare event, it occurs infrequently. To have an idea is a sort of
celebration; it does not happen every day. In another way to have an idea is not
a general thing. One does not have “an ‘ides in general.” An idea js always con-
secrated; all as if he who has an idea has already consecrated it in such-or-such
domain. What I would like to explain is that having an idea, such as in paint-
g, or in the novel, or in philosophy, or in science, might not be the same thing,

Ideas should be treated as types of potentials, as consecrated potentials—
potentials thar are already engaged in one or another mode of expression and
that are inseparable from that mode of expression. In conjunction with some tech-

‘ niques that I know, I can have an idea in 2 domain, an idea in cinema, or an

idea in philosophy. What is it to have an idea “in” something? So, I speak again
about the fact that T make philosophy and that you make cinema. It would then
be too simple to state, “Yes, everyone knows that philosophy is made to reflect
upon everything, So why then does it not think about cinema?” Philosophy is
not for reflecting on everything; it is made to think abour other things. In treat-
ing philosophy as a force thar “reflects upon,” we give it too much credit, and
in fact we take everything away from it. Because in fact no one has need for phi-
losophy in order to think or reflect. The only people capable of reflecting upon
the cinema are filmmakers, or film critics, or those who love the cinema. They
absolutely do not need philosophy in order to think about the cinema. The idea
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that mathematicians would need philosophy in order to think about mathematics
is quite comic. If philosophy was made to think about something, it would have
no reason to exist. If philosophy exists, it is because it has its own content. If we
ask ourselves what the content of philosophy is it is very simple. Philosophy is
a discipline equally as creative, equally as inventive as all other disciplines. Phi-
losophy is a discipline that consists of creating or inventing concepts. Concepts
do not just exist. Concepts do not just exist in the sky where they are waiting
for philosophy to come up and seize them. Concepts must be fabricated. Of
course they are not made just like that. One does not just say to oneself, “Okay,
I am going to make a concept, 1 am going to invent a concept.” Not any more
than a painter says to himself one day, “Okay, [ am going to create a painting
just like that.” There has 1o be a necessity, in philosophy as elsewhere. If there is
Lot some necessity, there is nothing at all. This necessity, if it exists at all, is that
which makes a philosopher. At least T know what the philosopher is not oecu-
pied with; he is not occupied with thinking. He proposes to invent of to create
concepts. 1 say that | make philosophy, which is to say that I try to invent con-
cepts. I do not try 10 reflect upon other things.

[£1 say to you who make cinema, What do you make? accord me this puerile
definition, even if there are better ones: if 1 were to say that you invent, it is not
concepts that you make, for that is not your task. That which you invent is some-
thing that we could call blocks of movement-1ime [mouvement—durée]. If one fab-
ricates blocks of movement—time, pethaps one is making cinema. Notice that this
is riot a question of invoking a certain story, nOI TO challenge one. Everything has
a story. Even philosophy tells stories. Philosophy tells stories and speaks of con-
cepts. Cinema tells stories with blocks of “movement-time.” I could say that paint-
ing invents another type of block, which is neither blocks of concepts, nox of
_movemenf—time, but, let us suppose, that they are blocks of lines and color. Music
invents another type of particular block, a very, very particular one. But what [
am saying in all of chis is chat science is not any less creative. I do not see so much
opposition berween the sciences, the arts, and all of that. If I ask a scholar what
he makes, whether he invents—and he doesrit invent, or discover but what
exists—it isn’t there that one defines scientific activity as such. A scholar invents
and creates as much as an artist. To keep for a moment to these summary defini-
tions as | have been doing, a scholar is someone who is not complicated, it is some-
one who invents or who creates functions. He does not create concepts. In the
end, the scholar has nothing to do with concepts; it is happily for this reason that
philosophy exists. On the other hand, there is something that only a scholar knows
how 1o do: to invent, to create functions. What is a function? One can define it
quite simply as I will try to do, as we are coming upon the most rudimentary level.
Not at all because you would not understand better, but because it would already

pass me by. Let us be as simple as possible. What is a function? As soon as there
is a putting in correspondence ruled by at least two ensembles. The basic notion
of science (and not since yesterday, but for a very long time) is that of the en-
semble. And an ensemble is completely different from a concept. [t has nothing
1o do with a concept. And as soon as you have made a correlation between two
ensembiles, you obtain a function and you can say “1 do science.” If anyone can
speak to anyone, if a filmmaker can speak to a man of science, if a man of sci-
ence has something to say to 2 philosopher, it is in the measure where, and in
function with, each of their own creative activitics.

Creation (the creative act) is something that is very solitary. [t is in the name
of “creation” that | have something to say. If I string together all these disciplines
(hat are defined by their creative activity, it is because there is a limit that 1s com-
mon to them—a common lignit in this whole series of invention, invention of
function, this sort of block of movement, invention of concepts, and so on. Com-
mon to all of these disciplines is “space-time” lespace-remps). If all these disci-
plines communicate together, it is at the level of that which never disengages for
itself, but that which is engaged in all creative disciplines, to know the consti-
rution of space-time. It is well known that there are rarely entire spaces in Bres-
som’s work, His are spaces that could be called disconnected, which is to say, for
example, there is a corner of a cell, and then one will sec another corner or an-
other place of partition. It is as if Bressonian space presented itself as a series of
Jittle bits whose connection berween them 1s not predetermined. To embed two
little bits whose connection is not predetermined———there are some great film-
makers who employ contrary strategies. | suppose that Bresson was one of the
first to make space with little disconnected bits and pieces. When I said that in
any case, in all forms of creation, there is a space-time and there is nothing but
that, it is there that Bresson’s blocks of ume-movement are going t0 tend toward
this type of space. The answer is a given: these lirtle bits.of visual space of which
the conpection is not given in advance, why do we want them to be connected?
s it but by the hand? There is no theory; it is not philosophy. It is just deduced
like that, but I am saying that Bresson's type of space is the cinematographic val-
wation of the hand in the image. It is obviously linked. The very fact that these
little bits of Bressonian space, from the very fact that there are just bits, discon-
nected bits of space, can be nothing buta manual joining, a connection, or at
least the exhaustion of the hand in Bresson’s entire cinema. We could continue
to speak about this at length, because it is here that the block of Bresson’s asea-
movement [étendue—mouvement] received, like the character of its creator, the
character of this very particular space—the hand’s role. The hand can effectively
make its connections from one part of this space to another. Bresson is without

a doubt one of the greatest filmmakers for having reintroduced tactile values into




cinema, simply because he knew how to take an image into his hands. The rea-
son for this is that he needed his hands. A creator is not a being that works for
pleasure; a creator does nothing but that which he has need to do.

Again, to have an idea in cinema is not the same as having an idea else-where.
There are ideas in cinema that could have some worth in other disciplines. There
are ideas in cinema that could be excellent ideas in the novel. But they would
not at all have the same allure. There are ideas in cinema that can only be cin-
emagraphic. There are ideas in cinema that can only be cinematographic. These
ideas are engaged in a cinemagraphic process and are consecrated to that process
in advance. Yet, saying this leads me to another question that is very interesting;
What happens when a filmmaker wants to adapt a novel? It seems evident to me
that if a filmmaker wants to adapt a novel, it is because there are ideas in cin-
ema that resound with the novel yet still present ideas particular to the novel.
This is what often makes an extremely great meeting, I am not posing the prob-
lem of the filmmaker who adapts a notoriously mediocre novel; he may have need
for the mediocre novel. He does have this need. It does not exclude the possi-
bility that the film could be great. [ am asking a slightly different question. It is
because the novel is great when it awakens this sort of activity where someone
has, in the cinema, an idea that corresponds to that idea in the novel, One of
the most beautiful examples is the case of Akira Kurosawa.

Why is it that Kurosawa, a Japanese filmmaker, finds himself in a sort of fa-
miliarity with Shakespeare and Dostoyevsky? I can give you one possible response
that is among a thousand other possibilities, and which also, I believe, touches
upon philosophy. Under Dostoyevsky’s characterizations, something very curi-
ous occurs quite often. Generally, his characters are very agitated. A character
takes off, goes out toward the street; he tells a woman he loves her. “Tania calls
me for help. I go. I am running. I run. Yes, Tania is going to die if I don’t 20,
and s0 I go down the staircase and meet a friend, or see a run-over dog on the
street.” He forgets completely. He forgets completely that Tania is waiting for
him as she is in the process of dying. He starts to talk, just like that, and he comes
across another friend, and he goes to have some tea at this friend’s house, and
then all of a sudden he says, “Tania is waiting for me, I have to go!” What does
this all mean? It is there, in Dostoyevsky, thar the characters are perpetually taken
by urgency. At the same time that they are taken by this urgency, questions of
life and death, they still know that thege is another question that is even more
urgent, even if they are not exactly sure what it is. And that is what stops them.
Everything happens as if in the worst kind of urgency—"“There’s fire, there’s
fire. . .. T've got to go/”"—1 say to myself, “No, no there is a much deeper piob-
lem, but what problem?” Something that is more urgent, and I will not move as
much as I do not know what it is. It is the idiot. That is the idiot; “Ah, but you
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know, no, no, there is a much deeper problem~—what problem? I can’t see it very
well. But leave me alone. Leave me. Everything could burn down to the ground
but nothing happens, one must find out the most urgent problem.” It is not Dos-
toyevsky that Kurosawa is learning; all of Kurosawas characters are like that. I
would say there is a meeting, a beauriful meeting. If Kurosawa can adapt Dos-
toyevsky, surely it is because he can say, “I have a common cause with him; we
have a common problem; that exact problem.” Kurosawa’s characters are exactly
in the same situation. They are taken by impossible situations. “Yes, there is a
more urgent problem, but I have to know what problem is more urgent.” Maybe
1o Live is one of Kurosawa’s films that goes the furthest in this sense, but all of
Kurosawa’s films go in this direction. 7he Seven Samurai is very powerful for me.
It is because all of Kurosawa’s space is dependent on the necessity that it be a
sort of overall space that is battered down by the rain: finally nothing would take
too much time because, there too we will cross again the limits of space-time.
The characters of The Seven Samurai are taken by urgent situations. They have
agreed to defend 2 village yet they are taken by a more profound question. This
question will be articulated by the head of the Samurai toward the end of the
film—"“What is a Samurai? What js a Samurai, not in general, but what is a Samu-
rai during this epoch?” Someone who is no longer good at anything, noblemen
that we no longer have use for, and peasants that will soon know how to defend
themselves without any assistance—and throughour the film, despite the urgency
of this question tha is deserving of the Idiot—which is in fact the Idiot’s ques-
tion: We Samurai, what are we? Here it is—I would call it an idea in cinema, it
is 2 question of this type. You would reply to me in saying, “No! Because it is in
fact an idea proper to the novel”—bur the idea in cinema becomes as such be-
cause it is simultaneously engaged in a cinematographic process.

You could say to me that you have an idea, but if you borrow from Dos-
toyevsky, an idea is not a concep, it is not philosophy, and COnCepts are some-
thing else. From that ides, one could maybe take a concept. Consider Vincente
Minnelli, who had an extraordinary idea about dreams. It is very simple: one can
engage this idea within the totality of the cinemarographic process that is at work
in Minnelli. It seems to me that Minnellis idea about the dream concerns those
who dont dream. Why? There is danger soon as there are dreams of the other.
At the moment that people’s dreams are devouring, it risks to engulf us; the other’s
dream is dangerous. Dreams have a terrible will to power and each one of us is
a victim of others dreams. Even when it is the most gracious of young girls, her
dreams are terrible devourers, not of her soul but by her dreams. Beware of the
other’s dream, because if you are caught in the other’s dream you are screwed.

I could mention another example, an idea that is rightly cinemato graphic. [ will
take the most common one, whether it can be attributed to Sylberberg, Straub, or
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Marguerite Duras. What do they have in common and what among them is rightly
cinematographic? To make a disjunction between the visual and sound is a rightly
cinematographic idea. Why can't this be done in theater? Well, it can be done. But
if it were done in theater, it would be a theater that is applying Einema to itself. To
assure the disjunction of the visual and the audible {“the spoken”) responds to the
question of having a purely cinematographic idea. Simply stated, a voice speaks of
one thing and we show something else. But in fact, there is more. That which one
is speaking about is actually underneath that which one is showing. This is a very
important point. It is in this last distinction that you can feel that this is not some-
thing one can do in the theater. To be able to speak simultaneously and to then
put it underneath that which we see is necessary, or else this disjunctive operation
bolds no sense, would have no real interest. The great filmmakers had this idea. It
is not about saying that it has to be done. Nothing /as to be done. Whatever they
may be, one must have ideas. That is a cinematographic idea.

It is a prodigious one because it assures in cinema a veritable transformation
of its elements, a cycle of large elements that makes an impact. Cinema echoes
with a sort of qualitative, physical set of elénients. It makes a sort of transfor-
mation. Earth, air, water, and fire must be added.

We do not have time here to discover what role other elements play in cin-
ema, but in saying all of this, I am not repressing the story. The story is always
there, but what interests.us is why the story is so very interesting with all of thege
things behind it or working with it. This question is what is so recognizable in
most of Straub’s films. There is a grand cycle of elements in Straub’s work. All
that we see in it is the deserted earth. But this desert is heavy with everything
that is underneath it. What is underneath? It is that which the voice is speaking
to us about. It is as if the earth was warping itself with what the voice tells us,
and is coming to take its place underneath the earth, in its hour and its time.
z.ﬁnd if the voice speaks of cadavers, it is a whole lineage of cadavers that have
just begun to take their place on the earth. Even if ar that moment the littlest
quivering of the shot of the deserted earth, of the empty space that you have be-
neath your eyes, on the deserted earth, and so on, takes on all of its meanin
The slightest hollow in this earth, et cetera. y

But I could it say again—take note: to have an idea is not on the order of
communication. Everything that we have been speaking about is irreducible to
all communication. What does that mean? It means, in one sense, one could say
Fhat communication is transmission and propagation of information. What is
fnformation? That is not a complex question. Everyone knows that information
is an ensemble of order words. When one informs you, one tells you that you are
censored for having believed them. In other words, to inform is to circulate or-

dered . ) . .
words. Police declarations are said to be “communications” [communiqués).

What Is the Creative Act? 105

One communicates information, which is to say that we are censored by being
in a state, or censored from being able to b¢lieve, or that we are held from be-
lieving or not from believing, but to make believe that we are believing. Be care-
ful: we are not being asked to believe. We are just being asked to behave as if we
believe. This is information that is communication. And at the same time in these
ordered words and their transmission there is in fact no communication. There
is no information; this is exactly the system of control. It is true that it is a plat-
itude, it is obvious. It is evident except in the fact that it is this that should con-
cern us particularly today, because we are entering into a society that we could
call a society of control.

A thinker such as Michel Foucault analyzed two types of society, which were
quite close in their relacionship to power. The first was called the sovereign soci-
ety, and the other was called the disciplinary society. Those he called disciplinary
were called as such because there are all of these transitions, such as with
Napoleon, who typified the passage from a sovereign society to a disciplinary so-
ciety. The disciplinary society defined itself by the constitution of the milieu of
enclosure: the prison, the school, the studio, and the hospital. Disciplinary so-
cieties needed all of these things. This could engender some ambiguities within
certain readings of Foucault because one could believe that this is Foucaults last
word, but this is not the case. Foucault never believed that, and even clearly stated
that these disciplinary societies were not eternal. He thought that we entered into
a new type of society. Of course, there are all sorts of remnants of the discipli-
nary society, and they will remain for years and years, but we know already that
we are in another type of society that we must call, as Burroughs did first (and
Foucault had a great admiration for Burroughs), the “society of control.”

The society of control moves in a different direction than the disciplinary so-
ciety. We no longer have need for the space of enclosure. Prisons, schools, and
hospitals are all still places for permanent discussion. What could be bertter for
us to spill into than the domicile? Yes, of course, that is the future. Studios and
factories are crackling around the edges. Is there not a better place to punish peo-
ple aside from the prison? All of these old problems are reborn. In any case, the
society of control will not come to be through spaces of enclosure. Nos through
the schools. We must now observe the new capitalists. It will take forty or fifty
years to explain this splendid phenomenon to us, and it will be at the same time

in the schools and in the professions. It will be very interesting because the iden-
tity of the school in the profession and in its permanent formation is our future.
It will inevitably imply the regrouping of schoolchildren in a space of enclosure.
Yet it could be done in another way. It could be done by Minitel.

That which controls is not discipline. I would give the example of the free-
way that encloses with the unique goal thar people can turn into infinity with-
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out ever enclosing everything yet are completely controlled. This is our furure.
Why am I telling you all of this? Information is a controlled system of order
words. Order words that are given in our society. What can art do with all of
this? What is the work of art? In the very least, there is counterinformation. For
example, there are countries where conditions are particularly cruel and harsh,
countries where there are very, very extreme dictatorships, where still also exists
counterinformation. In Hitler’s time, the Jews who escaped from Germany were
to tell us of the extermination camps—they were giving counterinformation. It
seems to me that counterinformation never accomplishes anything. No form of
counterinformation ever bothered Hitler. The only response would be when
counterinformation effectively becomes efficient, when it becomes an act of re-
sistance. And the act of resistance is not information nor counterinformation.
Counterinformation is only effective when it becomes an act of resistance.

What is the relationship between the work of art and communication? The
work of art is not communication. The work of art has nothing to do with coun-
terinformation. On the other hand, there is a fundamental affinity with the work
of art and the act of resistance. Then it is there that it has something to do with
information and communication—in the same way as the act of resistance. Whar,
then, is this mysterious relationship between the work of art and the act of re-
sistance, when in fact those who resist often do not have the time or sometimes
the necessary cultivation to have a relationship with art? I don't know. Malraux
developed a beautiful philosophical concept about art. He said, “Art is the only
thing that resists death.” I'd like to come back to what I said in the beginning
concerning, what is it that I do when I make philosophy or when I invent con-
cepts? This is the basis of a rather beautiful philosophical concept; think about it:
What s it that resists death? The statue from three thousand years ago can re-
spond to Malraux, and it is a pretty good response. But we could say, “Art is that
which resists.”

All acts of resistance are not works of art. In a certain mannet, all works of
art are not acts of resistance, but in another way they are. But in what way is art
mysterious? If you permit me to go back to the question, What is it to have an
idea in cinema? What is a cinematographic idea?” I would say let’s take the case
of Jean-Marie Straub as he operates within this disjunction of voice and sound.
In his work the voice rises up, rises up, rises up, and again that which it speaks
of passes over the naked earth. The desert is the visual image that is simultane-
ously being shown, and it has no relationship to the sound image; there is no
direct relationship with the sound image. What is the act of speech that is ris-
ing upward in the air as its object passes underneath the earth? Resistance—an
act of resistance. And in all of Straub’s work, the act of speech is an act of re-
sistance. In the last Kafka, in passing I would cite “the unrecognized name,” and
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would continue with Bach. Think about what the act of speech is in Bach. What
is it? It is his music that is an act of resistance. Resistance against what? Not an
abstract act of resistance. It is an active struggle against the profane and the sa-
cred. And this music’s act of resistance culminates in a scream, just as in the writ-
ing of Woyzeck. There is Bach’s scream, “Outside, outside, get out of here! I don
want to see you!” That is the act of resistance. Or when Straub brings out this
scream, this being Bach’s scream. Or when Straub brings forth the scream of the
old schizophrenic woman, the woman from the film Nor Reconciled. Her trace
makes me realize the two sides of the act of resistance: it is human, and it is all
an act of art. This is the only kind of resistance that resists death and order words,
control, either under the guise of the work of art, or in the form of man’s strug-
gles. What is the relationship between the struggles of man and the work of art?
For me, this is the most mysterious thing, it is exactly what Paul Klee wanted to
say when he said, “You know, people are missing. People are missing but they
aren't.” This fundamental affinity between the work of art and people who no

longer exist is never clear, and it will never be clear.

Translated by Alison M. Gingeras



