2.2 Post-Cinematic Affect

BY STEVEN SHAVIRO

In [Post-Cinematic Affect], I look at four recent media productions—three films and a music
video—that reflect, in particularly radical and cogent ways, upon the world we live in today.
Olivier Assayas’s Boarding Gate (starring Asia Argento) and Richard Kelly’s Southland Tales
(with Justin Timberlake, Dwayne Johnson, Seann William Scott, and Sarah Michelle Gellar)
were both released in 2007. Nick Hooker’s music video for Grace Jones’s song “Corporate
Cannibal” was released (as was the song itself) in 2008. Mark Neveldine and Brian Taylor’s
film Gamer was released in 2009. These works are quite different from one another, in form
as well as content. “Corporate Cannibal” is a digital production that has little in common
with traditional film. Boarding Gate, on the other hand, is not a digital work; it is thoroughly
cinematic, in terms both of technology, and of narrative development and character
presentation. Southland Tales lies somewhat in between the other two. It is grounded in the
formal techniques of television, video, and digital media, rather than those of film; but its
grand ambitions are very much those of a big-screen movie. Gamer, for its part, is a digital
film made in emulation of computer games. Nonetheless, despite their evident differences,
all four of these works express, and exemplify, the “structure of feeling” that I would like to
call (for want of a better phrase) post-cinematic affect.
Why “post-cinematic”? Film gave way to television as a “cultural dominant” a long time ago,
in the mid-twentieth century; and television in turn has given way in recent years to
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computer- and network-based, and digitally generated, “new media.” Film itself has not
disappeared, of course; but filmmaking has been transformed, over the past two decades,
from an analog process to a heavily digitized one. It is not my aim here to offer any sort of
precise periodization, nor to rehash the arguments about postmodernity and new media
forms that have been going on for more than a quarter-century. Regardless of the details, I
think it’s safe to say that these changes have been massive enough, and have gone on for
long enough, that we are now witnessing the emergence of a different media regime, and
indeed of a different mode of production, than those which dominated the 20th century.
Digital technologies, together with neoliberal economic relations, have given birth to
radically new ways of manufacturing and articulating lived experience. I would like to use
the four works I have mentioned in order to get a better sense of these changes: to look at
developments that are so new and unfamiliar that we scarcely have the vocabulary to
describe them, and yet that have become so common, and so ubiquitous, that we tend not
even to notice them any longer. My larger aim is to develop an account of what it feels like
to live in the early 21st century.
I am therefore concerned, in what follows, with effects more than causes, and with
evocations rather than explanations. That is to say, I am not looking at Foucauldian
genealogies so much as at something like what Raymond Williams called “structures of
feeling” (though I am not using this term quite in the manner that Williams intended). I am
interested in the ways that recent film and video works are expressive: that is to say, in the
ways that they give voice (or better, give sounds and images) to a kind of ambient, freefloating sensibility that permeates our society today, although it cannot be attributed to any
subject in particular. By the term expressive, I mean both symptomatic and productive.
These works are symptomatic, in that they provide indices of complex social processes,
which they transduce, condense, and rearticulate in the form of what can be called, after
Deleuze and Guattari, “blocs of affect.”[1] But they are also productive, in the sense that
they do not represent social processes, so much as they participate actively in these
processes, and help to constitute them. Films and music videos, like other media works, are
machines for generating affect, and for capitalizing upon, or extracting value from, this
affect. As such, they are not ideological superstructures, as an older sort of Marxist
criticism would have it. Rather, they lie at the very heart of social production, circulation,
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and distribution. They generate subjectivity, and they play a crucial role in the valorization
of capital. Just as the old Hollywood continuity editing system was an integral part of the
Fordist mode of production, so the editing methods and formal devices of digital video and
film belong directly to the computing-and-information-technology infrastructure of
contemporary neoliberal finance. There’s a kind of fractal patterning in the way that social
technologies, or processes of production and accumulation, repeat or “iterate” themselves
on different scales, and at different levels of abstraction.[2]
What does it mean to describe such processes in terms of affect? Here I follow Brian
Massumi (23-45) in differentiating between affect and emotion. For Massumi, affect is
primary, non-conscious, asubjective or presubjective, asignifying, unqualified, and intensive;
while emotion is derivative, conscious, qualified, and meaningful, a “content” that can be
attributed to an already-constituted subject. Emotion is affect captured by a subject, or
tamed and reduced to the extent that it becomes commensurate with that subject. Subjects
are overwhelmed and traversed by affect, but they have or possess their own emotions.
Today, in the regime of neoliberal capitalism, we see ourselves as subjects precisely to the
extent that we are autonomous economic units. As Foucault puts it, neoliberalism defines a
new mutation of “Homo oeconomicus as entrepreneur of himself, being for himself his own
capital, being for himself his own producer, being for himself the source of [his] earnings”
(Biopolitics 226). For such a subject, emotions are resources to invest, in the hope of
gaining as large a return as possible. What we know today as “affective labor” is not really
affective at all, as it involves rather the sale of labor-power in the form of pre-defined and
pre-packaged emotions.[3]
However, emotion as such is never closed or complete. It also still testifies to the affect out
of which it is formed, and that it has captured, reduced, and repressed. Behind every
emotion, there is always a certain surplus of affect that “escapes confinement” and “remains
unactualized, inseparable from but unassimilable to any particular, functionally anchored
perspective” (Massumi 35). Privatized emotion can never entirely separate itself from the
affect from which it is derived. Emotion is representable and representative; but it also
points beyond itself to an affect that works transpersonally and transversally, that is at once
singular and common (Hardt and Negri 128-29), and that is irreducible to any sort of
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representation. Our existence is always bound up with affective and aesthetic flows that
elude cognitive definition or capture.[4]
On the basis of his distinction between affect and emotion, Massumi rejects Fredric
Jameson’s famous claim about the “waning of affect” in postmodern culture (Jameson
10-12). For Massumi, it is precisely subjective emotion that has waned, but not affect. “If
anything, our condition is characterized by a surfeit of [affect] . . . If some have the
impression that affect has waned, it is because it is unqualified. As such, it is not ownable or
recognizable and is thus resistant to critique” (Massumi 27-28). “The disappearance of the
individual subject” with which Jameson is concerned (16) leads precisely to a magnification
of affect, whose flows swamp us, and continually carry us away from ourselves, beyond
ourselves. For Massumi, it is precisely by means of such affective flows that the subject is
opened to, and thereby constituted through, broader social, political, and economic
processes.[5]
Indeed, and despite their explicit disagreement, there is actually a close affinity between
Massumi’s discussion of transpersonal affect which always escapes subjective
representation, and Jameson’s account of how “the world space of multinational capital” is
“unrepresentable,” or irreducible to “existential experience” (Jameson 53-54). Intensive
affective flows and intensive financial flows alike invest and constitute subjectivity, while at
the same time eluding any sort of subjective grasp. This is not a loose analogy, but rather a
case of parallelism, in Spinoza’s sense of the term. Affect and labor are two attributes of the
same Spinozian substance; they are both powers or potentials of the human body,
expressions of its “vitality,” “sense of aliveness,” and “changeability” (Massumi 36). But just
as affect is captured, reduced, and “qualified” in the form of emotion, so labor (or
unqualified human energy and creativity) is captured, reduced, commodified, and put to
work in the form of “labor power.” In both cases, something intensive and intrinsically
unmeasurable—what Deleuze calls difference in itself (Difference 28-69)—is given identity
and measure. The distinction between affect and emotion, like the distinction between labor
and labor power, is really a radical incommensurability: an excess or a surplus. Affect and
creative labor alike are rooted in what Gayatri Spivak describes as “the irreducible
possibility that the subject be more than adequate—super-adequate—to itself” (73).
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This super-adequacy is the reason why neither the metamorphoses of capital nor the
metamorphoses of affect can be grasped intuitively, or represented. But Jameson is quick to
point out that, although the “global world system” is “unrepresentable,” this does not mean
that it is “unknowable” (Jameson 53). And he calls for “an aesthetic of cognitive mapping”
(54) that would precisely seek to “know” this system in a non-representational and nonphenomenological way. This proposal, again, is closer than has generally been recognized to
the cartographic project that Massumi inherits from Deleuze and Guattari, and that I would
like to call, for my own purposes, and following Jonathan Flatley (2008), an aesthetic of
affective mapping.[6] For Jameson and Deleuze and Guattari alike, maps are not static
representations, but tools for negotiating, and intervening in, social space. A map does not
just replicate the shape of a territory; rather, it actively inflects and works over that
territory.[7] Films and music videos, like the ones I discuss here, are best regarded as
affective maps, which do not just passively trace or represent, but actively construct and
perform, the social relations, flows, and feelings that they are ostensibly “about.”
In [Post-Cinematic Affect], I map the flows of affect in four dimensions, in conjunction with
four “diagrams” of the contemporary social field.[8] All four of these diagrams are more or
less relevant to all four of the works that I am discussing; but for heuristic purposes, I will
link each work preferentially to a single diagram. The first diagram is that of Deleuze’s
“control society,” a formation that displaces Foucault’s Panoptical or disciplinary society
(Deleuze, Negotiations 177-82). The control society is characterized by perpetual
modulations, dispersed and “flexible” modes of authority, ubiquitous networks, and the
relentless branding and marketing of even the most “inner” aspects of subjective
experience. Such processes of control and modulation are especially at work in the
“Corporate Cannibal” video. The second diagram marks out the delirious financial flows,
often in the form of derivatives and other arcane instruments, that drive the globalized
economy (LiPuma and Lee). These flows are at once impalpable and immediate. They are
invisible abstractions, existing only as calculations in the worldwide digital network, and
detached from any actual productive activity. And yet they are brutally material in their
“efficacy,” or in their impact upon our lives—as the current financial crisis makes all too
evident. Financial flows are the motor of subjectivity, most crucially, in Boarding Gate. The
third diagram is that of our contemporary digital and post-cinematic “media ecology”
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(Fuller), in which all activity is under surveillance from video cameras and microphones, and
in return video screens and speakers, moving images and synthesized sounds, are dispersed
pretty much everywhere. In this environment, where all phenomena pass through a stage of
being processed in the form of digital code, we cannot meaningfully distinguish between
“reality” and its multiple simulations; they are all woven together in one and the same
fabric. Southland Tales is particularly concerned with the dislocations that result from this
new media ecology. Finally, the fourth diagram is that of what McKenzie Wark calls
“gamespace,” in which computer gaming “has colonized its rivals within the cultural realm,
from the spectacle of cinema to the simulations of television” (7). Gamer posits a social
space in which the ubiquity of gaming has become nearly absolute.
In three of the four works I am discussing, I focus upon the figure of the media star or
celebrity. Grace Jones has always been a performance artist as much as a singer. Her music
is only one facet of her self-constructed image or persona. “Corporate Cannibal” gives this
persona a new twist. Boarding Gate is a star vehicle for Asia Argento. Its concerns are close
to those of Assayas’s earlier films, and especially Demonlover (2002); but these concerns are
filtered, and rearticulated, through Argento’s visceral, self-consciously performative
onscreen presence. Southland Tales has sprawling, multiple plotlines and an ensemble cast;
but nearly all its actors, including Justin Timberlake, are pop culture figures who actively
play against their familiar personas. Kelly thereby creates a sort of affective (as well as
cognitive) dissonance, a sense of hallucinatory displacement that largely drives the film.
Jones, Argento, and Timberlake are all perturbing presences, exemplary figures of postcinematic celebrity. They circulate endlessly among multiple media platforms (film,
television talk shows and reality shows, music videos and musical recordings and
performances, charity events, advertisements and sponsorships, web- and print-based
gossip columns, etc.), so that they seem to be everywhere and nowhere at once. Their
ambivalent performances are at once affectively charged and ironically distant. They enact
complex emotional dramas, and yet display a basic indifference and impassivity. I feel
involved in every aspect of their lives, and yet I know that they are not involved in mine.
Familiar as they are, they are always too far away for me to reach. Even the Schadenfreude
I feel at the spectacle of, say, Britney’s breakdown or Madonna’s divorce backhandedly
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testifies to these stars’ inaccessibility. I am enthralled by their all-too-human failures,
miseries, and vulnerabilities, precisely because they are fundamentally inhuman and
invulnerable. They fascinate me, precisely because it is utterly impossible that they should
ever acknowledge, much less reciprocate, my fascination.
In short, post-cinematic pop stars allure me. The philosopher Graham Harman describes
allure as “a special and intermittent experience in which the intimate bond between a
thing’s unity and its plurality of notes somehow partly disintegrates” (143). For Harman, the
basic ontological condition is that objects always withdraw from us, and from one another.
We are never able to grasp them more than partially. They always hold their being in
reserve, a mystery that we cannot hope to plumb. An object is always more than the
particular qualities, or “plurality of notes,” that it displays to me. This situation is universal;
but most of the time I do not worry about it. I use a knife to cut a grapefruit, without
wondering about the inner recesses of knife-being or grapefruit-being. And usually I interact
with other people in the same superficial way. Now, in general this is a good thing. If I were
to obsess over the inner being of each person I encountered, ordinary sociability would
become impossible. It is only in rare cases—for instance when I intensely love, or intensely
hate, someone—that I make the (ever-unsuccessful) attempt to explore their mysterious
depths, to find a real being that goes beyond the particular qualities that they display to me.
Intimacy is what we call the situation in which people try to probe each other’s hidden
depths.[9]
What Harman calls allure is the way in which an object does not just display certain
particular qualities to me, but also insinuates the presence of a hidden, deeper level of
existence. The alluring object explicitly calls attention to the fact that it is something more
than, and other than, the bundle of qualities that it presents to me. I experience allure
whenever I am intimate with someone, or when I am obsessed with someone or something.
But allure is not just my own projection. For any object that I encounter really is deeper
than, and other than, what I am able to grasp of it. And the object becomes alluring,
precisely to the extent that it forces me to acknowledge this hidden depth, instead of
ignoring it. Indeed, allure may well be strongest when I experience it vicariously: in relation
to an object, person, or thing that I do not actually know, or otherwise care about. Vicarious
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allure is the ground of aesthetics: a mode of involvement that is, at the same time,
heightened and yet (as Kant puts it) “disinterested.” The inner, surplus existence of the
alluring object is something that I cannot reach—but that I also cannot forget about or
ignore, as I do in my everyday, utilitarian interactions with objects and other people. The
alluring object insistently displays the fact that it is separate from, and more than, its
qualities—which means that it exceeds everything that I feel of it, and know about it. This is
why what Kant calls a judgment of beauty is non-conceptual and non-cognitive. The alluring
object draws me beyond anything that I am actually able to experience. And yet this
“beyond” is not in any sense otherworldly or transcendent; it is situated in the here and
now, in the very flows and encounters of everyday existence.
Pop culture figures are vicariously alluring, and this is why they are so affectively charged.
They can only be grasped through a series of paradoxes. When a pop star or celebrity
allures me, this means that he or she is someone to whom I respond in the mode of intimacy,
even though I am not, and cannot ever be, actually intimate with him or her. What I become
obsessively aware of, therefore, is the figure’s distance from me, and the way that it baffles
all my efforts to enter into any sort of relation with it. Such a figure is forever unattainable.
Pop stars are slippery, exhibiting singular qualities while, at the same time, withdrawing to
a distance beyond these qualities, and thus escaping any final definition. This makes them
ideal commodities: they always offer us more than they deliver, enticing us with a “promise
of happiness” that is never fulfilled, and therefore never exhausted or disappointed. In
terms of a project of affective and cognitive mapping, pop stars work as anchoring points, as
particularly dense nodes of intensity and interaction. They are figures upon which, or within
which, many powerful feelings converge; they conduct multiplicities of affective flows. At
the same time, they are always more than the sum of all the forces that they attract and
bring into focus; their allure points us elsewhere, and makes them seem strangely absent
from themselves. Pop culture figures are icons, which means that they exhibit, or at least
aspire to, an idealized stillness, solidity, and perfection of form. Yet at the same time, they
are fluid and mobile, always displacing themselves. And this contrast between stillness and
motion is a generative principle not just for celebrities themselves, but also for the media
flows, financial flows, and modulations of control through which they are displayed, and that
permeate the entire social field.
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Notes
This chapter was previously published as the introduction to Shaviro’s book Post-Cinematic
Affect (1-10). Reprinted with kind permission from Zero Books, an imprint of John Hunt
Publishing.
[1] Strictly speaking, Deleuze and Guattari say that the work of art “is a bloc of sensations,
that is to say, a compound of percepts and affects” (What is Philosophy? 164).
[2] I am implicitly drawing upon Jonathan Beller’s account of what he calls “the cinematic
mode of production,” or the way that cinema and its successor media “are deterritorialized
factories in which spectators work, that is, in which we perform value productive labor” (1).
The cinema machine extracts surplus labor-power from us, in the form of our attention; and
the circulation and consumption of commodities is effected largely through the circulation
and consumption of moving images, provided by film and its successor media. Beller gives a
highly concrete account of how media forms and culture industries are central to the
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productive regime, or economic “base,” of globalized capitalism today. However, I think that
he underestimates the differences between cinematic and post-cinematic media: it is these
differences that drive my own discussion here.
[3] My terminology here is somewhat different from that of Michael Hardt and Antonio
Negri, who have done the most to develop the concept of affective labor. For Hardt and
Negri, “unlike emotions, which are mental phenomena, affects refer equally to body and to
mind, In fact, affects, such as joy and sadness, reveal the present state of life in the entire
organism” (108). This seems wrong to me, precisely because there is no such thing as
“mental phenomena” that do not refer equally to the body. The division between affect and
emotion must rather be sought elsewhere. This is why I prefer Massumi’s definition of
emotion as the capture, and reduction-to-commensurability, of affect. It is this reduction
that, among other things, allows for the sale and purchase of emotions as commodities. In a
certain sense, emotion is to affect as, in Marxist theory, labor-power is to labor. For labor
itself is an unqualifiable capacity, while labor-power is a quantifiable commodity that is
possessed, and that can be sold, by the worker. Hardt and Negri’s own definition of affective
labor in fact itself makes sense precisely in the register of what I am calling labor-power and
objectified emotions: “Affective labor, then, is labor that produces or manipulates affects
such as a feeling of ease, well-being, satisfaction, excitement, or passion. One can recognize
affective labor, for example, in the work of legal assistants, flight attendants, and fast food
workers (service with a smile)” (108).
[4] In the first half of the 20th century, Fascism and Nazism in particular are noteworthy for
their mobilization of cinematic affect; though arguably Soviet communism and liberal
capitalism also mobilized such affect in their own ways. Much has been written in the last
half-century about the Nazis’s use of cinema, Goebbels’s manipulation of the media, and the
affective structure of films like Leni Riefenstahl’s Triumph of the Will. But already in the
1930s, Georges Batailles pointed to the centrality of affective politics in his analysis of “The
Psychological Structure of Fascism” (137-60). And Walter Benjamin explicitly linked this
fascist mobilization of affect to its use of the cinematic apparatus in his essay on “The Work
of Art in the Age of Its Technological Reproducibility” (251-83), especially when he
diagnoses fascism’s “aestheticizing of politics” (270). Part of my aim here is to work out how
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the post-cinematic manipulation of and modulation of affect, as we are experiencing it
today, differs from the mass mobilization of cinematic affect in the early and middle 20th
century.
[5] Affect theory, or “non-representational theory” (Thrift), is usually placed in sharp
opposition to Marxist theory, by advocates of both approaches. I am arguing, instead, that
we need to draw them together. This is precisely what Deleuze and Guattari attempted to do
in Anti-Oedipus. The attempt was not entirely successful, but it seems prescient in the light
of subsequent “neoliberal” developments in both affective and political economies.
To put this in a slightly different way, I am largely sympathetic to Bruno Latour’s insistence
that networked social processes cannot be explained in terms of global categories like
“capital,” or “the social”—because these categories themselves are what most urgently need
to be explained. As Whitehead says, the business of philosophy “is to explain the emergence
of the more abstract things from the more concrete things,” rather than the reverse
(Whitehead 20). The only way to explain categories like “capital” and “the social” is
precisely by working through the network, and mapping the many ways in which these
categories function, the processes through which they get constructed, and the encounters
in the course of which they transform, and are in turn transformed by, the other forces that
they come into contact with. But explaining how categories like “capital” and “society” are
constructed (and in many cases, auto-constructed) is not the same thing as denying the very
validity of these categories—as Latour and his disciples, in their more uncautious moments,
are sometimes wont to do.
[6] Jameson explains the difference between knowledge and representation by referring to
Althusser’s notorious distinction between “science” and “ideology” (Jameson 53). But
however unfortunate his terminology, Althusser is really just restating Spinoza’s distinction
between different types of knowledge. Spinoza’s first, inadequate kind of knowledge
corresponds to Althusser’s ideology, and to the whole problematic of representation; while
his third kind of knowledge, of things according to their immanent causes, sub specie
aeternitatis, corresponds to Althusser’s science. The same Spinozian distinction is the basis
for Deleuze and Guattari’s contrast between “cartography and decalcomania,” or mapping

| 13

2.2 Post-Cinematic Affect

and tracing, where the latter remains at the level of representation, while the former is
directly “in contact with the real” (A Thousand Plateaus 12-14).
For a close look at practices of affective mapping, and their differences from Jameson’s
“cognitive mapping,” see Giuliana Bruno.
[7] As Eleanor Kaufman, commenting on Deleuze and Guattari, puts it: “The map is not a
contained model, or tracing, of something larger, but it is at all points constantly inflecting
that larger thing, so that the map is not clearly distinguishable from the thing mapped” (5).
[8] I am using “diagram” here in the sense outlined by Foucault and by Deleuze. Foucault
defines a diagram as “a generalizable model of functioning; a way of defining power
relations in terms of the everyday life of men . . . [The Panopticon] is the diagram of a
mechanism of power reduced to its ideal form; its functioning, abstracted from any obstacle,
resistance, or friction, must be represented as a pure architectural and optical system; it is
in fact a figure of political technology that may and must be detached from any specific use”
(Foucault, Discipline 205). Deleuze cites this definition, and further elaborates it, in his book
on Foucault and elsewhere (Deleuze, Foucault).
[9] Three additional things need to be noted here. In the first place, Harman’s discussion
does not privilege human subjectivity in any way. His descriptions of how objects exceed
one another’s grasp in any encounter applies as much “when a gale hammers a seaside cliff”
or “when stellar stellar rays penetrate a newspaper” as it does when human subjects
approach an object (Harman 83). When I use a knife to cut a grapefruit, the knife and the
grapefruit also encounter one another at a distance, unable to access one another’s
innermost being. In the second place, I do not have any privileged access into the depths of
my own being. My perception of, and interaction with, myself is just as partial and limited as
my perception of, and interaction with, any other entity. And finally—although in this
respect I am going against Harman, who argues for the renewal of something like a
metaphysics of occult substances—the withdrawal of objects from one another need not
imply that any of the objects thus withdrawn actually possess some deep inner essence. The
argument is that all entities have more to them than the particular qualities they show to
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other entities; it says nothing about the status or organization of this more.
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