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Abstract: Letter to Jane, Jean‑Luc Godard and Jean‑Pierre Gorin’s project of 1972, 
offers an analysis of the relation between image and politics that was to be an important 
topic for the many forms of cultural and visual studies coming afterwards. The author 
revisits it in connection with contemporary theories on image and narrative, amongst 
which the works of Jacques Rancière. The project proves to still be of interest because 
it has something to say about the way in which our regimes of truth are constituted 
through changes in the image and its perception. 
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But, since the authenticity criterion is no longer applicable 
to artistic production, the full functionality of art is 
overthrown. Rather than rely on the ritual, it is now based on 
a different practice: politics. 

Walter Benjamin, L’œuvre d’art à l’époque de sa repro‑
ducti bilité technique 

Image. Montage. Displacement

Letter to Jane1 is not only the deconstruction of a photograph accompanied by a 
political demystification conducted in a cinematic formula and with cinematographic 
means, but a demystification and deconstruction of cinema as an art object. In this sense, 
the technical means that constitute a specific feature of the cinematic environment are 
reduced to a minimalism and to a functional asceticism necessary for the articulation of 
the cinematic discourse. It consists of a montage of fixed frames of photographic stills 
whose narrative coherence is accompanied by the comments that Godard and Gorin 
superpose the film, and where musical inserts play the role of textual punctuation. 
Among other things, the purpose of this film, marked by an assumed minimalism in 
producing and reproducing sound and images, is to show how art (including 
cinematography) finds its strength and creative sources in the image, denouncing the 
pressure exerted by constant need of innovation, of reinventing techniques through 
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making them more and more intricate (which automatically implies a rise – often a 
prohibitive one outside circles already institutionalized – in production costs).2 

The focus establishes primarily on the framing eye, on the element that chooses what 
is being seen. Attention to details and nuances builds around a conception of art that 
includes an awareness of the cultural and political involved in producing images, the 
director working simultaneously with the sensitivity of a photographer, visual artist, 
writer, composer, etc. The film subjects to analysis and visual deconstruction a 
photograph of actress Jane fonda taken during a visit to north Vietnam, and later 
published in an issue of L’Express accompanying an article written around this visit of 
August 1972. Letter to Jane is entirely built as a photographic montage, intercut by the 
observations made by Godard and Gorin in the form of an open letter addressed to the 
actress. The basic techniques for filming and editing channel the viewer’s attention 
towards the content of the commentary and the pictures that are shown. The 
deconstruction of the photograph identifies and describes a crisis of representation and 
in representation that sanctions Jane fonda in her effort to simultaneously play both the 
role of an actress, as well as that of an activist, preserving and bringing together the 
advantages offered by each aspect separately. 

In Rancière’s terms, we witness a displacement of the intolerable in the image to an 
intolerable of the image (Rancière 93‑94). The author believes that this displacement 
lies at the heart of the tensions affecting political art (activist art). The intolerable of the 
war in Vietnam (an intolerable that the photo contains) is replaced by an intolerable of 
the photo which is subsequently used by various publications of different political views 
to serve their own ‘narrative’ purposes. Various publications that feature the photo use 
this conflict and its (social/ political/ economic) context in order to send other messages 
(more or less subliminal or masked). As far as this cinematic project is concerned we can 
talk both in terms of a politics of the art (rendered visible through the deconstruction of 
the photograph), and of a form of political art (which militates, conveys certain political 
ideas and messages or, better said, ideas regarding a certain politics of the visual).

The discourse follows the way in which this photo is subsequently manipulated in 
order to serve certain political interests or, on the contrary, and at the same time it insists 
on how these interests and additional meanings are activated and put into play beyond 
any possibility that the actress could be aware of or control its effects. They are present 
and possible through what we will call the political function of an image. Just as 
literature is in Rancière’s view political by its very nature, the image retains through the 
same mechanisms a similar politics. 

For a photograph can cover just as much as it reveals.
The photograph imposes silence as it speaks.

In ‘L’image Intolérable’ Jacques Rancière raises the question of the relationship 
between the image of an appearance and an image of the real, a relationship which is not 
one of simple opposition (Rancière 93‑114). A very good example in this respect is the 
photographic project Bringing the War Home by artist Martha Rosler, who creates a 
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photographic montage of images of luxury (stereotypical images of the American 
lifestyle) and atrocious scenes, where the image can no longer criticize reality because 
it signals and it reveals the same level of visibility as the very reality it denounces, which 
exhibits simultaneously the positive appearance and the reverse of the sordid truth which 
merge in one and the same image.3 The superimposed image of the dead child against 
the background of a luxury apartment is meant to expose the artificial image of the 
American welfare. Its purpose is to open the eyes of those who enjoyed the profits of 
this lifestyle to the intolerable of this reality and to make them aware of their own 
complicity in order to enable them to engage in this fight.4 This is how the inherent 
dialectics of political montage works in Rancière’s view. An image will play the role of 
the reality that denounces the mirage of the other image. But in this way it also denounces 
the mirage itself as a reality of our everyday life, an illusion in which this life is integrated 
and contained. The very fact of looking at the images that denounce the reality of a 
system appears as a complicity in this system.

Analyzing the photo of Jane fonda, the two directors break it apart technically in 
order to interpret each framing choice of the photographer. The fact that the photo was 
made from a perspective oriented upwards (a low‑angle shot)5 has a definite relevance 
and conveys a meaning one is aware of. The history of cinema has already attached 
semantics to this perspective, which can no longer be considered accidental or innocent. 
Orson Welles highlighted this as an issue both from a technical and a social point of view 
in his first films. 

The framing option is not randomly chosen either: the framing is designed so as to 
focus on the fact that the actress is looking at something rather than on what she is 
seeing. The frame is composed in relation to the actress with looking rather than in 
relation to what she is looking at. Thus, the actress is isolated and detached from the rest 
of the photo. She appears in this frame and is suggested through it as the main element, 
the star at the center of attention, which is also possible especially because the actress is 
indeed an internationally known star. Therefore, the frame indicates a special status, it 
shows a celebrity in a militant activity, while on the other hand the frame highlights and 
focuses on the fact that the activist is a celebrity. Which, in Godard and Gorin’s view, 
are two totally different aspects …which might be the same thing in Vietnam, but not in 
Europe or in the US.

The misery of war and the anonymity of the figures in the background signal the 
intolerable reality hidden or overshadowed (through placing the actress in the foreground) 
by the comfort of the American life, a reality which this framing is trying to erase, or at 
least to obliterate, but which is brought forward through this deconstruction that the film 
proposes in its dimension of political art. 

If for Vietnam the difference is not important or not functional, it is because the 
presence of the actress there retains only the first meaning, that of a star whose presence 
in Vietnam involves activism. In the Western world, the versatility of moving the center 
of gravity between the presence of a star who is presented as an activist and that of an 
activist that is presented as a star enables a wide range of meaningful narrative 
speculations. This photo, as well as the others accompanying it in the publication are 
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entirely built around the actress and her presence there. There is no single shot, Godard 
observes, that shows what the actress actually saw there. The following page shows 
photographs of what the militant saw at other moments, but not what she was looking at 
in this photograph... As far as we’re concerned they have the same type of pictures that 
now flow automatically through the channels of TV and newspaper publications in the 
free world. Pictures that we have seen hundreds of thousands of times, but that don’t 
change anything, except for those who are struggling to organize this flow in a certain 
way, their way.

In this photo, Jane fonda, semi‑profile, in the foreground on the left side of the frame 
is looking at a Vietnamese in the foreground on the right side, but whose face is not 
visible, as it is caught in the dynamics of a shot‑countershot framing, thus turning his 
back to the camera. The foreground with these two elements is intercut by other 
Vietnamese faces falling out of focus and therefore not clearly visible. Intersecting and 
(inter)cutting the vector imposed by this exchange of glances taking place in the 
foreground, in the background we discern a Vietnamese who seems to look exactly into 
the camera, establishing another shot‑countershot with the direction and position of the 
camera and therefore with the viewer.

In order to have a real possibility of discussing Tout va bien, we’re going to place 
ourselves outside of Tout va bien. To talk about the machine, we’re going outside of the 
factory that makes it. We’re going to find our basis for discussion outside of the world 
of cinema in order to have a better view of it when we return. And in order to set out in 
a better way towards the real problems of our concrete life of which the cinema will have 
been only one of the elements.
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The central issue already signaled by Tout va bien (‘What is the role that intellectuals 
should play in the revolution?’)6 lies at the heart of this cinematic essay questioning the 
photograph as a narrative montage (or a montage of narratives) which suggests or favors 
certain correlations, certain guidelines for reading, and which can even decide or at least 
prompt the viewer’s responses and reactions to an image. Thus, the interrogation focuses 
on how the viewer responds (or corresponds) by his reaction to a particular message that 
the setting and framing of the photograph establishes, controls, communicates and 
enforces. This photograph, like any photograph, is physically mute. It talks through the 
mouth of the text written beneath it.

Meanwhile, beyond what the text says on account of the photo it accompanies, it 
speaks and communicates in a way that eludes this very text, in its own way and by its 
own means. The photograph deconstructs this text through the visual details that open 
other possible narratives: the fact that the activist is in the foreground while Vietnam is 
in the background, the fact that although the text says that Jane fonda is talking with the 
Vietnamese in Hanoi, the photo shows her rather listening. This text does not emphasize, 
does not repeat because the photograph speaks and says things in its own way. The fact 
that the militant is in the foreground and Vietnam is in the background. neither the text, 
nor the article says what were the questions that Jane fonda asked the Vietnamese 
representatives or what were their answers to these questions. In fact, if the text 
accompanying the picture overlapped with what the visible semantics of the photo 
indicates, Godard thinks that it should not describe Jane fonda as questioning the people 
of Hanoi, but as listening: Being written this way, the text is trying probably to tell us 
that the photograph was taken at random during a meeting when the actress militant was 
actually questioning the people of Hanoi and therefore we shouldn’t pay any attention 
to the detail of the mouth being closed, but we look a little further we see it’s not a 
question of chance or rather, even if it is chance, the chance is then exploited according 
to the logical necessity of capitalism, the necessity for capital to disguise what is real in 
the same moment when it reveals it. In other words, the necessity of tricking the customer 
about the product.

Choosing to use a different photograph, a non‑diegetic photograph (which has no 
connection with the film, other than indirectly and retrospectively in montage) of actress 
Jane fonda in the promotional materials for Tout va bien, Godard does not target the 
actress, but aims to subject to critical analysis the entire apparatus producing commercial 
images. Such a critical analysis of the image is prone to falling into the trap of substituting 
through its own mechanism the very element it criticizes. The risk is to respond to the 
way in which the press abused this picture – through an aggressive interpretation and 
conveying a political message – with another abuse and aggressiveness while performing 
a deconstruction of these narratives of the political messages thus orchestrated. Hence 
the assumed minimalism of the movie that seeks to avoid the danger of resuming the risk 
of oversaturating the image through clustering even more images that would end up 
producing an effect similar to that which is being deconstructed. An image, Rancière 
believes, becomes a suspect in its turn when it opposes an image of the reality to an 
image of the appearance, because what it shows is too real, too intolerably real to be 
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suggested through the methods and mechanisms of an image. The image is not suited to 
criticize reality because it reveals and tells of the same regime of visibility as this reality 
which ‘exhibits in turns one side as an impressive appearance and its reverse as the 
sordid truth, which are part of one and the same visual message.’ (Rancière, 94‑95)

The critical point highlighted by this analysis observing how the photo of the actress 
orchestrates its subliminal messages and points of interest is that the expression of 
empathy we see on the face of the actress is the same expression taught by the American 
school of acting. This observation follows a montage of selected frames from other films 
starring the actress (Klute), or her father, Henry Fonda (The Grapes of Wrath and Young 
Mr. Lincoln) and John Wayne (The Green Berets) which exemplify the New Deal look 
that the two directors sanction as an expression of an expression that speaks, but only to 
tell what it knows, and nothing more than that. Godard and Gorin employ a counterpoint 
montage of frames that illustrate the materialist starting point of silent cinema in which 
this expression creates (its own) stars (Lillian Gish, Valentino, falconetti) in a context 
in which the actors focused on being filmed, and not on being actors and on acting 
according to rules that measure and plan their effects through the expressions employed 
as it later happens with the talkies: Film equals editing of I see. This is because, before 
the talkies (...) the actor said ‘I am filmed, therefore I think, at least I think of the fact 
that I am being filmed. It’s because I exist that I think’. After the talkies there was a new 
deal between the matter being filmed, the actor and thought. The actor began saying ‘I 
think that I am an actor, therefore I am filmed. It is because I think that I am. I think, 
therefore I am.7

The symptom‑photograph or the symptom of photography

Jamais, semble‑t‑il, l’image – et l’archive qu’elle forme, 
dès lors qu’elle se multiplie un tant soit peu et que l’on désire 
recueillir, comprendre cettte multiplicité –, jamais l’image ne 
s’est imposée avec tant de force dans notre univers esthétique, 
technique, quotidien, politique, historique. Jamais elle n’a 
montré autant de vérités si crues; jamais pourtant, ellle ne 
nous a autant menti en sollicitant notre crédulité; jamais elle 
n’a autant proliféré, et jamais elle n’a autant subi de censures 
et de destructions. Jamais, donc – cette impression tenant sans 
doute au caractère même de la situation actuelle, son 
caractère brûlant –, l’image n’a subi autant de déchirement, 
de revendications contradictoires et de rejets croisés, de 
manipulations immorales et d’exécrations moralisantes.

Georges Didi‑Huberman, L’image brûle

Since this photograph functions as a symptom of problems which Tout va bien 
signals, the discourse aims (and proposes itself as) a detour whose role would be to lead 
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directly into the area of the fragile dilemma which Tout va bien (filmed at the beginning 
of 1972 in Paris with actress Jane fonda) calls into question. A detour through the eye 
of the viewer, because instead of talking directly about Tout va bien, the directors choose 
to place under his eyes the photograph that the actress does the same year in Vietnam, a 
few months after finishing the film. In Godard’s view this photo along with the few lines 
accompanying it manages to better summarize Tout va bien than any presentation made 
by the filmmakers for the simple reason that this photo answers the same questions that 
the film asks. The answer that this photo gives is contained precisely in its practical 
purpose. In this photo the actress appears supporting (empathetically) the fight for the 
independence of the Vietnamese people, but the visual regimes that have produced this 
photo deny this very message. What remains, the message sent to the Western audience 
is actually a confirmation of its regimes of truth, its hierarchies which are necessary to 
turn that which is intolerable (the American luxury) into something which is absolutely 
natural. Photography tells the viewer that the essential aspect is the superior status of the 
white actress (due to the empathy she’s capable of), the way in which she listens to the 
other, an alterity that we do not hear and which is actually not visible/ present anywhere 
in the Western media, etc. Thus, the American luxury seems normal and acceptable even 
though it reduces to silence, pushing in the margins, in hors‑champ the misery and 
hunger and the difference represented by other countries, races, etc. 

The new questions and issues raised by contemporary art and the forms that it queries 
and takes no longer find the answer in the responses already established by tradition, or 
dogma and which impose a certain restraint of the freedom of movement, a certain 
amount of violence, a fascism (Walter Benjamin would say) against any intrusion of that 
which is new that comes to call into question, to overthrow an order agreed upon and 
predetermined by tradition. A revolution through art, in the space of art should – as Carl 
Einstein believes – reconfigure the real, which means it primarily involves an ability to 
call into question, to ask new questions in order to receive new answers, and not to 
attend and explore the same areas of interrogation and analysis. The necessity to learn 
to take apart and deconstruct any given perspective in order to learn to ask new questions, 
and raise new issues is imperative in art in Godard’s opinion. A revolution that overthrows 
the balanced and carefully mapped system of art and upsets all landmarks, just as at 
various points in their evolution it happens to painting, photography, cinema, literature, 
and art history as a discipline, etc.8

Resuming, the connection that Letter to Jane establishes and justifies between Tout 
va bien and the photo of the actress published in L’Express, is built around the issue of 
expression. Analyzing the montage that the photo contains in its internal cohesion, in its 
choice of framing, intersecting lines and vectors within this frame, another dimension of 
discourse gradually develops, one that contains and communicates the photo, a dimension 
that doubles the awareness and stake of the aesthetic with that of the political: To start 
from Tout va bien, to go to Vietnam, to come back to Tout va bien, in other words, to 
come back to Vietnam in the theatre where Tout va bien is being shown. And afterwards 
to go back home and tomorrow to go back to the factory. In order to discuss all that, we 
are slipping this photograph under people’s noses for a second look since the Vietnamese 
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and you have already slipped it there once. In other words, we ask and we are asking 
ourselves: Did we really look at this photograph? What did we see in it? And beneath 
these questions, we discover other questions. For example: How did we look at this 
photograph? How did our eyes function in regard to this photograph? And what makes 
them glance that way instead of another? And still another question: What makes our 
voice interpret this glance in a certain way instead of another?

At the same time, art cannot be detached or isolated from the social and political 
context in which it occurs. Rancière believes that, without necessarily being committed 
and activist, art produces and reflects changes occurring in vision and mentality, and 
therefore any image or written text is always politically charged. For Carl Einstein art is 
meant to change the world, to break the inertia and the convenient conservatism of 
tradition, of established directions and approaches allowed or even promoted. The 
minute analysis of the photo made by the two directors is an interesting case study and 
a symptomatic close reading for how our reading options deconstruct and reconstruct an 
image differently depending on the cultural view and background that condition them. 
We will try to explain the organization of these elements that make up this photograph. 
On the one end we will explain things as if we were dealing with the photograph of a 
molecular structure. And on the other end, as if we were dealing with a kind of social 
nerve cell. Then, we will try to show the connection between the scientific investigation 
and the more political one.

The expressions of the two faces, the expression of the actress in the foreground and 
of the Vietnamese in the background, detach from one another, they convey different 
meanings, different narratives, and their faces express different things. If the expression 
of the Vietnamese is accessible, easily interpretable even without a text that provides a 
key to reading the picture, the expression of the actress is semantically, symbolically, 
culturally charged because in the way it is used it contains and imposes, as Roland 
Barthes shows, codes of interpretation. Isolating the face of the actress from the rest of 
the photo, cropping it and looking at it without a frame, the two directors observe that 
this face, this expression reflects nothing or, in other words, it reflects only itself, but a 
self that is not localized anywhere, that is not localizable and therefore it is not 
individualized, personal, a ‘self’ floating in an abstracted and conventionalized space 
which we culturally assume and communicate, attaching to it a semantics that is eternally 
valid, axiomatic, reproducible: a self that is nowhere, lost in the immense infinity and 
immortal tenderness of the Pieta by Michelangelo, a woman’s face that does not reflect 
other women.

While the Vietnamese face constitutes and fulfills functionally a reflection of reality, 
the face of the actress remains only a function that reflects a function. This face, this 
expression, Godard observes, could be integrated in such a varied range of human 
expressions from a social, emotional, existential point of view, etc. An expression that 
does not create or bring its context, but is nuanced, it achieves its inflections of 
significance according to context. This expression allows itself to be cut out of the photo, 
isolated from its narrative frame and context, with the potential of being relocated in 
other contexts or paired with a text that would speak of something totally unrelated, or 
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imposing a different meaning, another interpretation. The Vietnamese face remains 
integrated and contained in its context and environment even when, looking at it, the 
viewer tries to isolate it. It cannot be detached from its background, answering back to 
the gaze that observes it, intersecting it, while in the case of the artist there is no dynamics 
of this kind. The gaze remains isolated, the expression performs a collage, a montage 
which, in a double inflection, allows it to remain detached, removable, a semantic 
montage which is made possible precisely due to this versatility of this expression of an 
expression. 9

The photograph as nervous cell of the society

[...] Images retain their active force only when they are 
viewed as fragments that dissolve upon occurring, images that 
instantly decompose as the fragile and mortal living organisms 
do. The images retain a sense only if they are considered as 
sources of energy and crossroads of decisive experiences [...]. 
Artworks find their true meaning only due to the insur‑
rectionary force they contain.

Carl Einstein, Georges Braque

In Barthes’ view, the mask is the difficult area of photography. Society, he explains, 
avoids a direct, straightforward meaning ‘it requires meaning, but at the same time it 
wants this to be surrounded by a noise that would make it less acute. This is why the 
photograph whose meaning (I’m not saying effect) is too shocking is quickly diverted; 
it is consumed aesthetically, not politically.’ (Barthes, Camera Lucida, 92)10

Because the photograph discussed in Letter to Jane can serve so many purposes, 
visions, or moral/ social/ political (etc.) narratives, it is caught in such a surrounding 
noise. Godard and Gorin try to take this noise apart or to make visible, from within this 
noise, the political nature of the image. Rancière speaks in L‘image intolérable about the 
photographic montages in which the viewer is forced to give up the aesthetic filter and 
to experience the shocking truth, which is unpolished, not dissimulated and amplified 
by joining together, without smoothing, ways of doing with a specific political effect. 
What Godard and Gorin emphasized is that American capitalism and welfare happens at 
the cost of the misery and violence in other parts of the world. Martha Rosler’s 
photographs (mentioned above): the image of the dead child superimposed through 
collage against the background of a luxury apartment refuse to allow themselves be 
consumed aesthetically. The image is intolerable. Society has learned throughout history 
different techniques and ways of taming the intolerable, resulting in reducing the visual 
to ideological narratives that legitimize a certain social division (what Ranicière calls 
partage). The purpose of thinking, theory and analysis begins with the awareness of this 
understanding of an image. As the image is a montage, its origin is always a vortex, and 
just as it can manipulate, at the same time it can also denounce this manipulation. Every 
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form of art is political art (not by a political content, not by assuming a programmatic/ 
dogmatic position) because it creates and decides the regimes of the visual, of that which 
can be said and thus it creates the regimes of truth.

‘Babeș‑Bolyai’ University, Cluj‑Napoca

Notes

1 Letter to Jane, directed by Jean‑Luc Godard and Jean‑Pierre Gorin, 1972, is filmed as a cinematic essay 
and was originally conceived to be presented in a limited context, accompanying the screening of the movie 
Tout va bien in the film festival of new York and San francisco in 1972.

2 A good example is the case of the American large production studios and what is called the Hollywood 
effect, which requires massive capital injection in film production in order to ensure a permanent 
revolutionizing of visual effects and techniques.

3 ‘This displacement of the intolerable in the image to an intolerable of the image emerged at the heart of 
tensions affecting political art.’ (Rancière 94).

4 ‘But the production of this effect remains undecidable. The image of the dead child in the beautiful 
apartment with transparent walls is certainly unbearable. But there is no particular reason why it would 
make those who see it grow aware of the reality of imperialism, prompting them to oppose it. The common 
reaction in the face of such images is to close your eyes or to look away. But also to blame the horrors of 
war and the murderous madness of people. For the image to realize its political effect, the viewer must 
already be convinced that what it shows is the American imperialism and not the madness of people in 
general. The viewer must also be convinced that he himself is guilty of indulging in a prosperity based on 
imperialist exploitation of the world and that he should also feel guilty for being there and doing nothing, 
for looking at these images of pain and death instead of fighting against the forces that are responsible for 
that. In other words he should already feel guilty for looking at this image whose purpose is to make him 
feel guilty.’ (Rancière 94‑95).

5 In cinema, a frame taken from a low‑angle perspective implies a positioning of the camera on a level that, 
on a vertical axis, is placed lower than the eyes level, and is turned upwards. A few examples of films that 
use the low‑angle shot technique: Fritz Lang, M (1931), Orson Welles, Citizen Kane (1941), The Lady from 
Shanghai (1947), Alfred Hitchcock, Psycho (1960), etc.

6 The life of a couple in Paris becomes the pretext for observing and deconstructing the structure of society, 
films, relationships and revolution. The narrator’s questions (Can love survive a relationship? Can ideology 
survive revolution?) bring together and discuss all these aspects on the same grounds. The film is a satire 
of modern society and of the contemporary view upon history and the new trends and directions in cinema.

7 All italics were taken from Jean‑Luc Godard, Jean‑Pierre Gorin, Letter to Jane.
8 for an approach and analysis of Jean‑Luc Godard’s cinema from the point of view of political activism and 

the way in which this political engagement influences and is doubled by a radical film aesthetics, as well 
as an analysis of the essay‑films that Jean‑Luc Godard makes with Jean‑Pierre Gorin during 1967‑1972, 
see Julia Lesage, ‘Godard and Gorin’s left politics, 1967‑1972’, Jump Cut. A Review of Contemporary 
Media, no. 28, April 1983, p. 51‑58; http://www.ejumpcut.org/archive/onlinessays/JC28folder/
GodardGorinPolitics.html

9 ‘A face that could lend itself to the most varied contexts and emotional states: a face that could also belong 
to a hippie, needing a fix, to a student in Eugene, Oregon, whose favorite runner has just lost the Olympics 
five thousand meters, to a young girl in love who has just been dropped by a boyfriend, and also of a militant 
in Vietnam. It’s too much. There’s too much information in too small an element of space and time. At the 
same time we are sure that the militant is thinking of Vietnam and not sure at all, because she might be 
thinking of something entirely different, as we have suggested. Therefore we must eventually utter the 
question why is this photograph of a militant actress, who is not necessarily thinking of Vietnam, being 
published precisely in place of an actress militant who is necessarily thinking of Vietnam? Perhaps people 
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will say that we should not have isolated this part of the picture from the rest, since it was published as part 
of the whole, but we think this is a very bad argument. We have isolated this part to show that it already 
stands alone in fact, and the tragedy is in this solitude. If we have been able to separate this face from the 
rest of the picture it is because the face lends itself to this separation. Whereas the Vietnamese face, on the 
contrary, remains a part of its surroundings, even if we try to look at it alone. It does a definite reverse shot. 
On the contrary, there is no reverse shot possible here.’ – Jean‑Luc Godard, Jean‑Pierre Gorin, Letter 
to Jane.
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