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 “There is no way he would conceive of a restoration of the instinctual power of the senses and 

their integrity that would not take into account the extent to which technology has already 

become part of the human bodily sensorium; by the same token, there is no strategy for 

preventing humanity’s self-destruction in which technology would not play an essential role.” 

-Miriam Hansen on Walter Benjamin (Hansen, 14) 

Through the eyes of Walter Benjamin, cinema (as an apparatus) is a technology striving 

to recreate the senses through a technological medium. While there is some merit to a criticism 

of large scale integration of technology into our society (in psychology, warfare, the 

environment), cinema, as a specific technological apparatus, 







stimulation and reach into empathetic response by way of ‘the shared affective neural systems 

in which common brain areas are activated during both experience and passive observation’ 



cinema can 



another: for example, plant life mediates nutrients and sunlight (through photosynthesis). 

Unlike innervation, which is a connective tissue in technological communication and the human 

world, mediation is not solely communication (although all communications are mediated). 

Communication, in Cubitt’s view, was actually an ‘original sin’ that began to alienate humans 



way about ecology, but it is itself an ecological artifact, one that links human, technological, and 

organic worlds in the context of colonialism” (Cubitt, 2). This shows how film, as a unique 

communication medium (and one of second technology) can re-establish our connection to the 

natural world (through a confrontation of decay and reclamation), and provide a brighter 

possibility for a future in a mechanized and capitalist world. Here the medium itself (film stock), 

and not just the apparatus or film language, is the second technology,  

Benjamin’s concept of innervation “as an antidote—and counterconcept—to 

technologically multiplied shock and its anaesthetizing economy” (Hansen, 5), however, has a 

significant number of sceptics. Jonathan Beller’s hypothesis of psychopathology (as dissociation 

of symbolic signifiers) in the modern culture provides a clear counterpoint to the positive 

reception of technology as seen by Benjamin: “Like the state and the banks that are themselves 

constituted in it, representation—visual and linguistic—is structured by a matrix of 

pathologistical processes and is today totally bankrupt” (Beller, 69). Beller views the industrial-



This is where I take issue with Beller’s argument, especially in contrast to the benefits of 

primordial sensation in empathy, as put forward by both Eisenstein (through synesthesia) and 

Benjamin (through innervation and mimetic identification). Additionally, it seems unfounded to 

place the blame of modern 



order to capture the complete scope of these movements) provides 



that it is far from gratuitous to think that Wells meant to bring these problems to the fore 

specifically through this use of montage, and is not instead unconsciously reinforcing a 



the film itself. Indeed, it is the film that forces Marion to stop at the Bates Motel. […] By brutally 

cutting her up as he did in the middle of the film, he thus, against the audience’s expectations, 

cut the film star out of the film halfway through the narrative. The second 



machine world, we are given cautionary tales of a world that the films are actively trying to 

resist, not an anaesthetizing reinforcement of their ideals. 

How then, in the face of an oppressive structure of industrial capitalism, are we to resist 

and revolt through cinema? Benjamin’s distinct use of the two German words for ‘body’ helps 

us explain: “Leib there refers to the body as it belongs to and augments ‘the body of 

humankind’ and as such is able, thanks to technology, to include even nature—the inanimate, 

plant, and animal—into a unity of life on earth. Körper, by contrast, refers to the individuated, 

sentient, and finite being whose ‘solitariness is nothing but the consciousness of its direct 

dependence on God’” (Hansen, 9). Innervation of the body here eclipses the interaction 

between just a single being to become a collective force of revolution: 

“Revolutions are innervations of the collective—or, more precisely, efforts at innervation on the part of the new, 

historically unique collective which has its organs in the second technology. This second technology is a system in 

which the mastery of elementary social forces is a precondition for playing [das Spiel] with natural forces. Just as a 

child learns to grasp by stretching out his hand for the moon as it would for a ball, so humanity, in its efforts at 

innervation, sets its sights as much on presently still utopian goals as on goals within reach.”  (Hansen, 10) 

Unlike psychologists such as Lacan (or Beller), Benjamin sees this miscognition as a positive 

force that provokes a sense of play with a technologically dominated world, a way to negotiate 

a utopian ideal with an imperfect modernity. The integration of technology into our modern 

world, it has to be said, is an irreversible force- our computers are going nowhere. By extension, 

Benjamin recognizes the importance using these technologies in order to provide a resistance 

to the reign of oppressive modernity and capitalism: the epitome of the value in second 

technologies. How does modern cinema, then, use these techniques of innervation to 



reimagine the world around us in collective revolution? 

Barry Jenkins’ Moonlight (2016) tells the coming of age story of a gay black man, Chiron, 

in modern Liberty City, Florida. The narrative is presented in three parts of Chiron’s life, from a 

young boy, to a teenager, and then adult, as he struggles with his sexuality, identity, and 

physical and emotional abuse. However, the film sets itself apart by using three different actors 

to play the corresponding ages of a single character, and as such, directly utilizes and embodies 

fragmentation. The intertitles preceding the film’s three parts, for example, are all of the 

different names used for Chiron (Little, Chiron, Black). Beller might see this as a complete 

shredding of the actors’ subjectivity, and view them instead as fragmented being(s), 

subservient to the gaze of the audience to reassemble, similar to “the audience playing the role 

of psychoanalyst” (Beller, 51) as they are in 
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