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fore easily overthrown. Jean-Luc Nancy speaks in terms of a new type of cosmology which
is a-cosmic, no longer confined to man’s (point of) view, to his grasp. Such a cosmolo-
gy, as both movies reveal, is dystopian because it cannot be regulated, ordered or tamed
(when compared to the utopian illusion of knowledge and control of the human being
over the space it inhabits, such an acosmos comes across as disrupting): . . . we don’t
have yet a cosmology to answer the non-cosmos we are contained in; a non-cosmos which
is no longer chaos, as a chaos follows a cosmos, or precedes it, while our acosmos is
not preceded or followed by anything. It traces itself . . . the contour of the unlimited,
of the absolute limit which nothing else delimits” (Nancy 1993, 62).

The human being lives in a philosophy of the limits (philosophie des confins), explains
Jean-Luc Nancy. This aspect best defines our condition as “we confine ourselves to the
multidirectional, pluri-local, reticulated, comprehensive space where we take place. We
do not occupy the point of origin of a perspective, or the overhanging point of an axonom-
etry, but we touch from all sides, our sight touches from all sides its limits, in other words,
at the same time indistinctly and undecidedly the’finiteness thus exposed of the uni-
verse, and the infinite intangibility of the external rim of the View limit . . .” (Nancy, 1993,
64). Therefore, limit is the limit of the vision. In this light, the author concludes, the
meaning of the world, and of human existence is neither outside it, nor within. Its mean-
ing is there where its limit is, but, “in the logic of limit in general, touching means
surpassing it, surpassing it never means touching the other side. The limit unlimits the
passage to limit.” In this context, the “question of technique” is nothing else but the ques-
tion of meaning atfagainst its limits, or, rather, “meaning at the edge™ (Nancy 1993, 65).

Cinema as technique, on the other hand, uses images not as a relation between that
which took place somewhere else and that which unfolds, and takes place under our
very eyes, but as “operations which make the artistic nature of what we see” (Ranciére
2003, 14).

In his book on photography, André Rouillé uses the generic term of visibilities (pisi-
bilités) in an understanding of the visible close to Ranciére: “visibilities name things in
an obvious manner and embody forms, but they are not confused in them. Independent
of things and forms, visibilities are manners of seeing and of making visible, lights and
manners of distributing light-—singular repartition of the clear and the obscure, of what
is seen and what is not seen” (Rouillé 2005, 353). As Ranciére puts it, an image is not
an exclusivity of the visible. An image is first of all a relation, that which makes the
montage possible, despite the fragmentation of the frames. And through that, it is a
relation with that which is not visible, past, future or present (like the disaster in Melancholia).

The images of cinema and (according to Ranci¢re) of art in general are operations
which produce a divergence, a difference within the visible and the real itself—they are
distancing operations. They constantly shift between resemblance and dissimilarity, as
they do not function as a mere copy of the real, but they create the real themselves.
The cinema does not imitate, but creates the real. It is not a technique of mere repro-
duction, but rather a montage of operations and relations between images, which can
sometimes be words (best seen in Godard’s cinema), or sounds (as the Prelude to
Tiistan und Isolde or the Blue Danube Walrz in the two movie discussed), or they are in
a visible which does not produce its image (as it is the disaster relating all the disparate












