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Parisian Cinephiles and the Mac-Mahon

Leila Wimmer

Paris stands at the centre of the phenomenal passion for film that France has maintained
since the first screening of the Cinématographe at the Salon Indien of the Grand Café
on the boulevard des Capucines on 28 December 1895. From the silent era to the
coming of sound, Paris, the capital of modern art, witnessed an explosion of interest in
film typified by the specifically French intellectual fascination for the 'low art’ of cinema,
especially Hollywood and the work of D. W. Griffith, Thomas H. Ince, Cecil B. DeMille,
Charlie Chaplin, Mack Sennett and others. A by-product of modernism, this fascination
was from the outset the creation of a cultural elite,” a masculine culture of distinction®
firmly embedded in the urban fabric of the city with the unprecedented rise of a cine-
philic sociability through a network of critics, film journals, ciné-clubs, specialised thea-
tres and film societies, special film lectures and exhibitions, not to mention the binding
role of the Ginémathéque Frangaise created in 1936 by Henri Langlois and Georges
Franju. Reignited in the post-war period by New Wave critics and directors, this par-
ticular strand of cinephilia has acquired the status of a myth, evoking a specific 'site of
memory'd — Paris in the 1950s. In his authoritative history of cinephilia, Antoine de Bae-
cque defines this type of cinephilia as essentially Parisian. The invention of a gaze and a
culture, ‘a way of watching films, speaking about them and then diffusing the discourse’,
Parisian cinephilia ‘has the particularity of being located in the original birthplace, the
world centre of the cultural legitimation of cinema as an art'.?

The story of the Cinémathéque is already well rehearsed® and here | want to focus
on another iconic site of Parisian cinephilia, the Mac-Mahon, a still functioning cinema
that bears the name of the avenue it is situated on in Paris, as well as those who fre-
quented it, the ‘Mac-Mahoniens’, a particularly extreme and controversial version of the
cinephile. Although the Mac-Mahon is rather smalll, its standing as a cinéma d'art et
essai is legendary. It represents a high point in the history of 1950s and 1960s cine-
philia conceived as a modernist and formalist masculine devotion to Hollywood. The
epicentre and last surviving site of an intense cinematic culture, the Mac-Mahon has
had a tremendous subterranean influence, even if it is often overlooked, or brushed
aside, in histories of the period. The Mac-Mahon offers some suggestive insights into
two sets of issues. Firstly, the primordial relationship between cinephile culture and the
particular context of Paris, and, secondly, the means by which the high modermist cult of
the autonomous artwork that dominated this strand of cinephilia, and which continues to
play an important role to this day, took the politics of style to its logical extreme.

Cinepbhilia first emerged in Paris during the post-World War One silent era when
Hollywood asserted its hegemony over French screens and for a whole generation of
intellectuals, the cult of cinema, especially American cinema, offered an alternative to
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mainstream ‘official’ culture. For Louis Delluc, Ricciotto Canudo, Léon Moussinac et al.,
this almost religious devotion to film was structured around the provocative elevation of
the disreputable medium of film into a good object of legitimate culture, the ‘Seventh
Art', and they set themselves against those cinéphobes who denounced film as a vulgar
fairground attraction, in order to promote a radically modern French cinema.” To elevate
the cultural status of cinema, this devotion produced a discourse revolving around the
theorisation of cinema's specificity, and its aesthetic essence that was crystallised in the
abstract and elusive term, photogénie.® This went hand in hand with the first concep-
tion of the politique des auteurs.? It should be mentioned at this stage that despite the
involvement of women in early French film criticism, this strand of cinephilia remained
exclusively related to the masculine domain of elite culture.™
This specific mode of reception and the cult of American cinema continued in Paris
after World War Two when the influx of Hollywood films banned during the German
Occupation ignited a new wave of discourse on film aesthetics. In an echo of the
debates of the silent era about medium specificity, the politique des auteurs, and the
issue of what exactly constituted mise-en-scéne, once again dominated discussion.
Cahiers du cinéma became the leading journal of this cinephilic tendency, polemically
championing Hollywood directors such as Alfred Hitchcock and Howard Hawks and
arguing that cinematic specificity resided in mise-en-scéne alone. Providing the basis
for a purely aesthetic approach to film, mise-en-scéne criticism reached its apogee
when the critics Michel Mourlet, Michel Fabre, lacques Serguine, Jacques Lourcelles
and Pierre Rissient gathered around the Mac-Mahon cinema and the now mythical film
journal, Présence du cinéma (1959-67).11
In post-war Paris, cinemas that were central to cinephilia entered their golden age
and cinema attendance remained at its peak until the late 1950s when the arrival of
television in French households signalled the beginning of a decline in audiences.
Cinephile culture was tied to the social ritual of filmgoing and the space of the cin-
ema auditorium, a communal social experience bound to the projection of celluloid in
the dark on the big screen. Therein ‘lies the very fascination of the film', noted Roland
Barthes, who described leaving the cinema as ‘coming out of hypnosis’.'? Hence also,
perhaps, the idea of cinema as a medium of revelation.’® Moussinac had argued in the
silent period that one could only become a true cinephile by the assiduous frequenta-
tion of cinemas: ‘One must frequent cinemas patiently and often. Faith doesn't come
all of a sudden.”™* The sociability of filmgoing was at the core of cinephile culture, since
films often became the sites of symbolic battles between different cinephile groups
revolving around a specific cinema and a film journal. Cinephilia was thus often defined
as a highly localised activity closely connected to particular spaces of consumption.
Cinephilic activities generally took place in the centre of the Parisian capital, with geo-
graphic clusters developing over the years.'s Christophe Gauthier has observed that in
the post-war period cinephiles gradually annexed Parisian locations, such as the 5th
and 6th arrondissements on the Left Bank, already a hot spot of cinephile activity in the
1920s with the opening of the Vieux-Colombier (1924), Studio des Ursulines (1928),
the Ciné-Latin (1927) and the Cluny-Cinéma (1929), among many others, After the
Liberation, the number of cinemas exploded in the capital and Paris had around 350
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first-run, second-run, art and experimental cinemas spread throughout the city. While
the movie palaces were situated on the Champs-Elysé¢es and along the Grancfs Boule-
vards (boulevard des Capucines and boulevard des Italiens in particular), working-class
areas from the place de Clichy to the Barbés-Rochechouart Métro station (near Mont-
martre) were also packed with cinemas; there were 31 in the 18th arrondfssement,l 1.8
in the 19th and 26 in the 20th.'® The Cinémathéque Frangaise returned to full activity
and the thriving ciné-club movement contributed to the strengthening of the place of
cinema in the French intellectual and cultural sphere, especially in the capital. In Novem-
ber 1944 just one ciné-club was known to have existed, by June 1948 there were some
185, with a membership of over 100,000 by June 1947.'7 As Christian-Marc Bosséno
has observed, film theatres once more became the temples of a new religion and the life
of the cinephile a frantic race across Paris from cinema to cinema.'®

The core audience was now made up of young, urban filmgoers; in a study of French
audiences between the years 1957 and 1964, it was argued that ‘The young, well-
educated, “enlightened fanatic” is replacing the average spectator.””® The Mac-Mahon,
the Studio Parnasse on the Left Bank and the Midi-Minuit on the Grands Boulevards,
each hosted its own clan, cinephile tribe or ‘chapel’ with its own specific denomination:
the 'Hitchcocko-Hawksians' and the politique des auteurs, the ‘Midi-Minuistes’ (from
the journal Midi-Minuit fantastique) championing horror and the fantastic, especially the
British horror films of Terence Fisher, the ‘Mac-Mahoniens’ promoting an ultra-formalist
agenda through the absolute primacy of mise-en-scéne.

The Mac-Mahon

The fabled Mac-Mahon cinema became the headquarters in the early 1950s of one
of the most formalist strands of post-war Parisian cinephilia which, in pushing the defi-
nition of cinema in terms of its formal qualities to its extreme, gave rise to the critically
controversial term 'Mac-Mahonisme'. Situated on 5 avenue Mac-Mahon near the Arc
de Triomphe and the place de L’Etoile on the Right Bank in the 17th arrondissement,
and close to the offices of Cahiers du cinéma at 146 avenue des Champs-Elysées,
the Mac-Mahon was a small one-screen cinema that had originally been built in 1938.
Requisitioned by German soldiers during the Occupation, it was reguiarlylatt‘elnded
by US troops after the war. The programming of the cinema was highly 5|gn|f|’c:l=1nt.
lts owner, Emile Villion, had decided to show American wartime films in their original
English-language version. In the context of intense excitement about Hollywood cin-
ema, the Mac-Mahon thus started to attract Parisian cinephiles shuttling between the
Cinématheque situated on avenue de Messine in the 8th arrondissement,” the Studio
Parnasse on the Left Bank and the first-run film theatres of the Champs-Elysées. In the
mid-1950s, a small group of cinephiles from the nearby Lycée Carnot, Pierre Rissient,
Michel Fabre and Michel Mourlet, eventually convinced Villion that they be put in charge
of programming. Initially concentrating on a handful of Hollywood directors su'ch és
Fritz Lang and Joseph Losey, this group of critics began to spread its influence wider in
1960 when the Mac-Mahon was turned into a first-run theatre. At the end of same year,
the Cercle du Mac-Mahon ciné-club was founded under the chairmanship of direc-
tor Joseph Losey. Four large black-and-white photographic portraits of Joseph Losey,
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Fritz Lang, Otto Preminger and Raoul Walsh featured in the lobby of the basement
projection hall: ‘Losey, Lang, Preminger, Walsh, the four aces of the Mac Mahon'.2" In
the meantime, the ‘Mac-Mahon school' was allowed 2 platform in Cahiers du cinéma.
They set themselves apart from other Cahiers critics through their preference for Walsh
and Preminger rather than Hitchcock and Hawks and by their ultra-formalist attachment
to mise-en-scéne. The absolute primacy of form was theorised with a manifesto pub-
lished in 1959 in the journal. Signed by Michel Mourlet, it was framed by a statement
in italics by the editor, Eric Rohmer, making it clear that although the views expressed
were not entirely shared by the journal, he wished to offer it to readers ‘without fur-
ther comment'. This manifesto can now be regarded as the precise moment at which
the formalist, modernist and masculine strands of cinephilia reached their peak:

The curtain opens. The house goes dark. A rectangle of light presently vibrates before
our eyes. Soon it is invaded by gestures and sound. Here we are absorbed by that unreal
space and time. More or less absorbed. The mysterious energy that sustains with varying
felicities the swirl of shadow and light and its foam of sound is called mise-en-scéne. It
is through mise-en-scéne that our attention is set, organising a universe, covering the
screen — mise-en-scéne and nothing else [..] The arrangement of actors and objects,
their placement within the frame, this must express everything, as we can see in the

supreme perfection of Fritz Lang's two latest films, The Bengal Tiger and The Indian
Tomb.??

The Mac-Mahoniens' theory of cinema that exalted mise-en-scéne was founded on the
valorisation of a taste for film as the art of fascination, an aesthetic posture through which
this elite group of cinephiles affirmed its distinction and its difference. This radical for-
malism was linked to Catholicism through the figure of André Bazin and to the counter-
culture of the literary Right made up of the group of writers dubbed the ‘Hussards’.2%
This group that included Roger Nimier, Jacques Laurent, Antoine Blondin and Michel
Deéon differentiated themselves from the dominant Left by rejecting the idea of social
and political commitment and by professing a sense of disengagement and art for art's
sake. In the post-war intellectual context, this was tantamount ‘to a declaration of right-
wing affiliation'.24

This retreat into the confining realm of the aesthetic must also be understood in the
context of the cultural changes brought about by rapid technocratic modernisation, the
gender politics inaugurated by Simone de Beauvoir with the publication of The Second
Sex in 1949 and the Right-Left split with the onset of the Cold War and decolonisation.
In cinephile culture, these splits were played out on the terrain of form versus content,
the aesthetic versus the political. The ideological debate over Hollywood was particu-
larly intense. Beyond this radical posturing, the fetishisation of mise-en-scéne can also
be regarded as a defensive reaction against the hegemony of committed approaches to
film, particularly those of Marxist film critics such as Georges Sadoul in the prestigious
weekly Les Lettres francaises, the neo-surrealists at Positif, and the film journals La

Méthode, Miroir du cinéma, Cinéma and Image et son united by their anti-colonialist
articles on the worsening situation in Algeria.?®
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The critical strategy adopted by the proponents of mise-en-scene introduced a rad-
ical formalism built upon a highly exclusive counter-canon that exalted the genius O.f a
select group of directors. It conceptualised cinema in terms of its interest in beautiful
and violent bodies and dismissed as irrelevant films that didn't ‘aim for this sublime' and
which were ‘content with posing sordid problems’.?® In the name of these principles,
Michel Mourlet's manifesto paved the way to a reversal of accepted hierarchies of taéte
as well as a radical overthrow of the Cahiers du cinéma pantheon. Cecil B. DeMlllle
was superior to Alfred Hitchcock, while Orson Welles, one of André Bazin's favo.urste
directors, was deemed another béte noire whose 'aggressive modernism and gratuitous
originality conceals an expressionism that is a quarter of a century old".*” ‘

At the heart of Mourlet's theory of film was the notion of the spectator being linked
to the world of the film in a form of exalted fascination elicited by a classical continuity
editing style unhindered by unusual or showy camera angles, framing or montage. Since
cinema was the art of physical relationships between actors and setting, it was

a gaze which is substituted for our own in order to give us a world that corresponds to
our desires, it settles on faces, on radiant or bruised but always beautiful bodies, on this
glory or this devastation which testifies to the same primordial nobility, on this chosen
race that we recognise as our own, the ultimate projection of life towards God.®

While the politique des auteurs for Cahiers was tied to a certain moral vision (for
instance, the idea of the transference of guilt in Alfred Hitchcock) and a conception
of cinema as a religious narrative of the real,® it was linked for the Mac-Mahon school
to a cinematic aesthetic consisting of the director 'stripping the spectator of any con-
scious distance to precipitate him in a state of hypnosis sustained by an incantation of
gestures, looks, tihy movements of the face and the body and vocal inflexions'.*® Hence
the idea that mise-en-scéne should be invisible. While this followed Bazin's analysis
of cinema as the art of recording reality to the letter, Mourlet's axiomatic argument that
mise-en-scéne is the very building block of film was also predicated on a extreme expe-
rience of the cinema where 'the absorption of consciousness within the spectacle is
called fascination: the impossibility to detach oneself from images’.”!

In September 1960, the entire issue of Cahiers du cinéma was devoted to Mac-Mahon
fetish auteur Joseph Losey, a moment which marked the peak and the end point of the
controversial influence of the Mac-Mahon school. According to Antoine de Baecque
and Noé&l Herpe, this episode led to a crisis at Cahiers du cinéma and the replacement
of Eric Rohmer, who was blamed for the ideological slip-up of having sympathy for the
reactionary dogmatic tenets of the Mac-Mahoniens.®> The writers of the Mac-Mahon
group thus moved elsewhere. In 1961, Michel Mourlet became editor with Jacques
Lourcelles of Présence du cinéma. The Mac-Mahon pantheon was furthered enshrined
with special issues dedicated to the ‘Four Aces’ noted above and a select — albeit
eclectic — group of directors representing the ‘purity of mise-en-scéne’: Vittorio Cotta-
favi, Don Weiss, Blake Edwards, Riccardo Freda, Raoul Walsh, Joseph L. Mankiewicz,
Samuel Fuller, John Ford, Allan Dwan, Jacques Tourneur and Cecil B. DeMille. The

journal folded in 1967.
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Behind this disparate list of directors was an oppositional programme: Présence du
cinéma stood against both Italian neo-realism, which had been lionised by left-wing crit-
ics and André Bazin, and modern European art cinema. It denigrated ‘those intellectuals
without taste, without judgement and genius that populate coffee shops, film journals
and certain ciné-clubs, drunk on culture and politics’ and complained that ‘after Fellini,
after Bergman, now it is Antonioni and Resnais that we have to suffer'.® Présence du
cinéma championed the spectacular neo-mythological B-movies® of Ricardo Freda and
Vittorio Cottafavi that had been discovered in local fleapits between ‘Belleville and |a
Porte Saint-Martin'.%> Cottafavi offered a radical aesthetic of libidinal fascination where
the spectator's attention was fixed ‘on the passage between the calm and the storm’.
Comparing the mise-en-scéne of these films to the mise-en-scéne of the 1 7th-century
French dramatist Racine, Mourlet argued that classical tragedy informed the way they
were organised ‘around love, secret passion-ripping, [and] certain female faces in a
world of princes'.®® Riccardo Freda, on the other hand, was ‘a man alone' amid ltalian
cinema’s neo-realist moment, a director lauded for a mise-en-scéne where ‘once decor
is seen to logically include the actions that take place within it, everything will be said
and known and the rest, themes, psychology, moral judgement, become pointless’.?”
French cinema and especially the New Wave were violently rejected, offering a cat-
alyst for more politically motivated formalist arguments.®® Despite such extreme views
that went against the critical consensus of the time, the Mac-Mahoniens exerted an
enormous influence beyond film fanatics. Joseph Losey, for instance, has frequently
acknowledged how the Parisian release of Time without Pity in June 1960 by the
group affiliated with the Mac-Mahon ‘was a turning point' in a career he owed ‘to the
Mac-Mahon' .2

Jean-Luc Godard’s A bout de souffle/ Breathless (1960) remains a homage to the
aesthetics of the Mac-Mahon. There is the physical presence of the Mac-Mahon itself
when Patricia (Jean Seberg) ducks into the cinema to escape the police and we then
hear dialogue from Otto Preminger's Whirpoo/ (1949). There is, too, the participation
of Pierre Rissient as co-director (he was also assistant director to Claude Chabrol on
Les Cousins [1959]) and there are numerous uncredited appearances by famed Mac-
Mahoniens: Michel Mourlet as the studio photographer, Michel Fabre, who plays one of
the two detectives pursuing Michel Poiccard (Jean-Paul Belmondo): Jacques Serguine,
who is one of the spectators at the Mac-Mahon; and the owner of the Mac-Mahon him-
self, Emile Villion, who appears outside the cinema with the cashier. Godard's closeness
to Mourlet and the Mac-Mahoniens is illustrated further by Le Mépris/ Contempt (1963).
In a piece written in 2011, ‘L'Affaire Godard-Bazin', Mourlet specifically points out that
Godard's famous spoken epigraph which begins the film —"“cinema”, said André Bazin,
“substitutes for our gaze a world more in harmony with our desires" — was, as already
seen, actually taken from his 1959 article ‘Sur un art ignoré' published in Cahiers du
cinéma.* The looming presence of Fritz Lang in this film also points to the Mac-Mahon
cult of Lang against Hitchcock and specifically to Moonfleet (1955), released exclu-
sively at the Mac-Mahon in March 1960, when MGM refused to distribute it in Paris, '
Moonfleet was a core film of this strand of cinephilia, most crucially for Serge Daney,
who joined Cahiers du cinéma in the mid-1960s. Finally, the continuing influence of

"0

E i
The cover of Michel Mourlet's 2008 Ramsay edition of Sur un art ignoré, fecturing the ‘four aces'’

of the MacMahon: [clockwise from top lefi) Fritz Lang, Otto Preminger, Joseph losey, Raoul Walsh.
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this key moment in the history of cinephilia figures in the revisionist portrayal of its politi-
cal background in Liberty Belle, directed in 1983 by the former Cahiers du cinéma critic
Pascal Kané. Set in early 1960s Paris during the intensification of the Franco-Algerian
war, the conflict between proponents of Algerian independence and those against
is played out on the terrain of cinephilia and the symbolic critical split between the
‘Hitchcocko-Hawskiens' and the ‘Mac-Mahoniens’, Julien (Jeréme Zucca) and Gilles
(Philippe Caroit) are two young students from the Lycée Chaptal, on the boulevard
des Batignolles, whose friendship is challenged by their divergent cinematic tastes and
political inclinations. Julien is a Cahiers du cinéma reader who admires Fellini, Bergman
and Antonioni; Gilles reads Présence du cinéma and ‘would give up all of Antonioni
for a single shot in Walsh’. While Gilles is actively involved with the right-wing OAS
(Organisation Armée Secréte, the paramilitary organisation against Algerian independ-
ence), Julien will end Up as a courier for the FLN (Algerian Liberation Front).

Today, cinephilia has shifted with the normalisation of the internet and now the pas-
sionate love of film takes many different forms, tastes and practices.®® Yet, Paris is still
famous as the capital city offering the widest range of different films to watch in the
world. When Emile Villion died in 1968, the Mac-Mahon was eventually taken over by
Alex Brucker, who, ‘content to “lose money with Lubitsch” initially followed a program-
ming philosophy that would be “/e pur et dur, almost flagellatory™, though he would 'grad-
ually shift his principles by linking treasures from the classical era with more recent farg' 4
Since ownership transferred to Vincent Bolloré's holding group in 2000, this eclectic
range of programming has increased, combining retrospectives of Hollywood classics
with contemporary releases and special previews, film festivals and renting the venue for
private screenings, debates and receptions.” In 2000, the Mac-Mahon was entirely reno-
vated, thus preserving its ‘Broadway style’ art deco fagade, as well as its small lobby and
original 1940s ticket booth, As Danny Fairfaix points out, ‘the aura of a bygone epoch
continues when the spectator enters the cinema’s single salle, with its 150 red velvet
seats, gilded fittings and starry blue cupola overhead'.*® |n a time of multiplex cinemas,
this antiquated interior design framed by two Roman statues helps to foster a close prox-
imity between both Spectators and the screen, and projects one back to a cinephile
past. As | recently took my seat for the screening of a 36 mm print of Notorious (Alfred
Hitchcock, 1946) in the intimate surroundings of the Mac-Mahon's darkened auditorium
and the credits started to roll, | was immediately immersed in the images projected before
me; no advertising, no fancy trailer; ‘cinema, alone'*’ as the film unfolded. In this sense,
the Mac-Mahon still stands as a space of cultural remembrance, a site charged with a
past. It will be forever linked to the ritual of filmgoing and the experience of a certain kind
of filmmaking as well as the home of the cinephile spectator, if no longer that of a cote-
rie of film critics. In other words, the Mac-Mahon remains both a symbolic and physical
embodiment of the enduring presence of cinema in the historical memory of the city and
a monument to the unique and enduring relationship between Parig and cinephilia.

I'would like to thank the head of programming, Bruno Vincent, for both his warm welcome during my
visit and for kindly providing the photograph of the cinema that illustrates this chapter.

FRITZ LANG

A 2015 screening of Moonfleet (Fritz Lang, 1955) at the MacMahen.
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Beyond the Fldneuse: The Uniqueness of
Cléode 5a7

Jennifer Wallace

Agnés Varda's New Wave film Cléo de 5 & 7/Cleo from 5 to 7 (1962) tells the story
of 90 minutes in the life of a Parisian pop singer, Cléo (Corinne Marchand), who is
anxiously awaiting the results of a medical test on the longest day of the year. In the pro-
cess, she moves through various parts of the city, using different forms of transportation.
Contemporary critics praised Varda for deftly intertwining a fictional narrative within a
documentary-style depiction of a recognisable Paris,” but it is only more recently that
the film's status has risen, with two English-language monographs on the subject, and it
has become a popular choice for analysis in areas such as feminist film studies, auteur
cinema and cinema and the city. One of the most prevalent references in writings on the
film is the figure of the flineuse. Sandy Flitterman-Lewis, Janice Mouton, Valerie Orpen,
Steven Ungar and Mark Betz have all discussed Cléo as the embodiment of a New
Wave flaneuse, with each writer attributing various components of fldnerie to her char-
acter according to their own interpretations. My aim in this chapter is to challenge the
default labelling of Cléo as fldneuse. | believe that the film demonstrates such a rich and
varied range of travelling around the city that to continuously refer to the term flanerie is
to misrepresent the complexity of Cléo's journey and her transformation as a character.
| also wish to establish the uniqueness of Cléo de 5 a 7 in its treatment of the central
female character in comparison to other contemporary examples. As | will illustrate, the
film highlights a positive transformation for a woman in the city — something that is rarely
seen in both New Wave and popular cinema of the early 1960s.

In her seminal work on Varda, Flitterman-Lewis compares Cléo to a ‘Baudelairean
flaneur as she 'glides’ through the Déme café, overhearing snatches of conversation
related to art and politics from other patrons around her.? Mouton argues that Cléo
manages to break the cycle of objectification in becoming a fldneuse who does not fall
into the same trap of objectification as a fldneur. She is not trying to possess the city or
its people, she is responding to it as an observer for the first time.® Orpen is the author
who most successfully problematises Cléo as a fldneuse in her monograph on the film;
however, she remains persuaded that Cléo moves towards fldnerie in the latter half of
the film because she believes that Varda is consistently aware of ‘Paris as the locus of
modemity'* and because Cléo's outfit change into a black dress and sunglasses is remi-
niscent of the fldneur blending in.5 Ungar sees Cléo de 5 a 7 as the first treatment of the
urban female walker,® and finally Betz applies a racial reading to the film in arguing that
the image of the fldneuse in New Wave cinema is linked to 1980s colonial discourse.”




