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			Who is really James Bond? Which spies inspired 007? What historical events were anticipated by the saga? Which James Bond Ladies is 007 really in love with?

			To unravel the mysteries of his majesty’s faithful secret agent, Alyosha Wald Lasowski uses the best techniques of current decoding. From gender studies to postcolonial thought, from popular culture to geopolitics, the author lays bare the mysteries encodedin the twenty-five Bond films. Lasowski even goes so far as to invent the “philoscopic approach,” which lays bare what seems invisible on the screen.
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			Dedication

			To my four lovely cats,

			Neko, Bamboo, Pitchoune and Big Boss.

			Little spies of the house,

			as gentle and cunning as Blofeld’s white Persian feline.

			 

			 

		

	
		
			Introduction. A new look at 007

			“I think you have a secret

			that you will not tell anyone.

			Because you don’t trust anyone.”

			Moneypenny to 007,

			Spectrum

			Film thinkers against James Bond

			The philosophers of cinema do not appreciate the films of 007.

			Stanley Cavell, American thinker of the dark rooms, specialist of the golden age of the Hollywood melodrama, deplores “this vulgar taste of the refined which characterizes James Bond” in The projection of the world. Gilles Deleuze for his part, who masterfully shows in L’Image-mouvement and L’Image-temps that cinema thinks in percepts and affects, or analyzes the power of color in Minnelli and the cracked crystal in Renoir, states that “the current success of James Bond seems to represent a return to a rosy conception of the secret agent” in “Philosophy of the Black Series”. Roland Barthes, the author of Mythologies, who maintains an aesthetic game between the image-fixed - the photograph or clear room - and the image-mobile diffused by the “opaque cube” or projection room, notes that “Bond never seems to think and yet he always decides [...]. He is a beautiful object that manipulates other objects” in “Answer to a question about James Bond”. As for the Slovenian neo-Marxist theorist Slavoj Žižek, a Lacanian thinker of cinema who explores the stylistic, original and traumatic leitmotif in Alfred Hitchcock’s work, he evokes “the vulgar anti-communist spy thrillers of the James Bond series” in After Emancipation. Moreover, Slavoj Žižek points out in Did You Say Totalitarianism? that “the postmodern version of a James Bond film could be a kind of boring existential drama.” 

			However, in its own way, the James Bond saga brings its touchstone to the philosophical edifice of the seventh art.

			The visual work that features the secret agent 007 is neither boring nor vulgar: it announces and anticipates with virtuosity the contemporary geopolitical spectacle, upsets the conventional distinctions of masculine and feminine, or reinvents cultural codes and re-enacts social determinations. Behind the purely spectacular entertainment of the James Bond films, behind the light, amusing and fanciful action - “pink” according to Gilles Deleuze -, the 007 saga is a popular cultural phenomenon that opens up a political space, renews an aesthetic vision and unfolds a theoretical field.

			Often presented in a smooth or univocal manner, the character created by Ian Fleming in his novels is a more complex being than he appears: embodying new forms of hybridity or undecidability, 007 disrupts stereotypes, frameworks and clichés. In his own way, he questions, for example, the established relations of individual identity in a collective whole. Is he a solitary hero or an agent at the service of a group, an ideal, a community, a socio-political milieu?

			A strongly constituted aesthetic figure from the outset, he renews both the spy film and the issues related to representations of the subject at the heart of globalization. With James Bond, the hierarchy between scholarly and sophisticated culture, high culture, and popular and standardized culture, low culture, disappears. As a generating and organizing principle of a cultural practice, the 007 saga modifies the frontier between the classic and the entertainment. In his sociological works Pierre Bourdieu explains that the values and the artistic tastes are internalized as determining norms by the individuals. And today, we observe more and more a displacement, a disruption, of cultural capital in a society defined more as a space of differentiation. Between legitimate or recognized art and unmentionable or forbidden pleasure, how to get out of hierarchies within a general theory of social judgment?

			A hero of pure spectacle and, as such, a symbol of aesthetic equality, James Bond also participates in the renewal of democratic and popular cinema, through the reinvention of the action-image in the passage from text to screen.

			Invention of the action-image

			The direction and the staging of the adventures of the British secret agent mark a decisive step in the transformation of the codification of epic adventures on the big screen. In its filmic deployment, the image-action carried by the camera on 007 engages with it a visual choreography, mobilizes a graphic nervousness, builds a more and more jerky editing. Thanks to this stroboscopic process, the 007 saga re-enchants the conventional and ordinary cinema. The virtuosity is rhythmic, as - the example is among thousands - during the episode of the Junkanoo party, the local carnival of Nassau.

			If the Bahamas archipelago is the enchanting setting for Operation Thunderbolt, James Bond finds himself surrounded in the center of the Kiss Kiss Club, the town’s nightclub. While he is being chased and doing a few mambo steps, Fred Astaire in spite of himself, to the rhythm of the congas that hasten their movement, a gun appears between the curtains of the stage. The gun pointed towards the dance floor, the shooter aims and waits for the right moment. The gun, the dancers and the musical instrument, the three of them together, are swept up in the whirlwind of the fast-paced images, the frenetic music and the frenzied dancing. Then the jerky tempo stops abruptly. Musicians, dancers and images find their calm again.

			A murder has taken place.

			What a striking contrast to this scene, in the same film, the slow, almost slowed down, spinning of the underwater choreography! In the middle of the lagoon of Fowley Point, a new dance floor, among manta rays, octopuses and sharks, the frogmen confront each other in an aquatic ballet. The crystal clear waters are the spectacle of a strange confrontation between Heaven and Hell. The swimming beings from the infernal sea, in the service of the cruel Emilio Largo, move underwater two hydrogen bombs, the object of the ransom demanded from NATO. They are assaulted by flying beings from the air, the American parachutists of Orlando Beach, jumping from helicopters to dive into the turquoise bay of Miami. This strange silent waltz of the depths and the archipelagos, with blood colors, where scuba suits and harpoons, violence and slowness, bring its madness to the screen.

			We find a stroboscopic cutting of accelerated shots during a scene from the film Moonraker. Accompanied by Manuela, a spy from the VH station in Rio de Janeiro, James Bond goes at night, in the middle of Carnival, to the Carlos and Wilmsberg warehouse, a subsidiary of Drax Corporation, which is located on Carioca Avenue. While the British agent explores the warehouse’s crates and cargo, his local contact waits for his return and keeps an eye on the alley. Gradually, the giddiness of the urban samba takes over the bodies and the passers-by form a festive and dancing circle around Manuela. However, in the middle of the group won by the musical lightness, a worrying costumed character advances towards the spy. Suddenly, through a camera movement, the alley becomes narrow and seems to have no exit. The suspense, based on the uncertainty of the resolution and the indecision of the event, is reinforced by the alternation of images in the heart of the action between the feverish frenzy of the Brazilian dancers and the calm of the giant clown, Jaws, a cold-blooded killer with a carnivorous smile. In this scene, the spectator’s feeling is divided, caught in a double atmosphere, the festive rhythm of the carnival on one side, the cold and controlled slowness of the assassin on the other. The dramatic effect is indeed a matter of editing. The suspense is born from Manuela’s troubled look and the acceleration intensifies the dramatization.

			All in effect of power and in search of excess, by their radical artifice and the controlled chaos of their staging, between narrative conformity and creative surprise, the films of the 007 saga develop an aesthetic of a new kind. Matter of presence and setting in movement, they compose a new plastic dramaturgy. We would like to propose here a deciphering of a new genre, also called philoscopy.

			But what is philoscopy?

			In medicine, radioscopy allows, among other things, the observation of the path of a substance in an organ, relying on new instrumentation (image intensifier, image formed on a fluorescent screen, X-ray detector, etc.) Even if it is not medical but filmic, philoscopy is inspired by new technical skills. Analyzing the image, in the service of a philosophy of the screen, makes it possible to visualize movements, to locate articulations, to underline nuances, often invisible to the naked eye. It is a reading device that deciphers camera effects in a different way.

			Another reference: in psychoanalysis, the scopic drive designates both the desire to observe and the desire to be seen. This drive, discovered by Freud and associated with the sexual drive, generates a dialectic between looking and being looked at. In his work on sexuality, Freud distinguishes, in fact, the pleasure of looking and the drive to see. This distinction leads him to differentiate the eye as a biological organ of vision and the eye as a symbolic object of the drive. The word “eye” (oculus in Latin, ophthalmos in Greek, eye in English) becomes the incarnation of the specular image.

			By investigating the memetic and visual traces of the self, Freud approaches what Henri Wallon will name “the stage of the mirror”, the progressive stages of representation of the self, passage from the fragmented to the identity, from the dispersion to the identification. The specular image is constituted in a game between the seeing and the being seen. According to Freud, the three times of the scopic impulse (autoeroticism, voyeurism, exhibitionism) form the moments of the emergence of a new subject, at the same time looking and looked at, agent of a new and external look to oneself resulting from the impulse activity. This new subject is designated by Freud as “recipient of the spectacle”. And the philosophical analysis of the James Bond cinema maintains the ambivalence of the scopic impulse, to make emerge a new subject, the spectator-witness. What are we looking for, by following the exploits of 007? What kind of capture is the curious and fascinated look of the spectator?

			Therefore, in the anxiety-inducing climate of generalized digital surveillance, where digital observation techniques are multiplying, are the adventures of a secret agent not, in the end, a film about the gaze through the gaze itself? In the world of observation, the James Bond series leads us to question and explore the networks of control and recording. The fictional situations of the secret agent question the lie, the deciphering, the imposture, the betrayal, the ruse, the deception, the occult, the reserve, the clandestinity, the silence, the simulacrum, the dissimulation as well as the duplicity. As part of a cinematographic investigation through the eye and the gaze, through listening or hearing - from Fenêtre sur cour in 1954 to Conversation secrète in 1974, from Blow Out in 1981 to La vie des autres in 2006 -, 007’s cinema also pierces the mystery of existence - true reality or false illusion? -through the opaque or obscure screen, as through a keyhole. 

			During his mission in Tokyo in On ne vit que deux fois, 007, undercover under the assumed name of Fisher, visits Osato in his company. He suspects that the director of this Japanese chemical industry is in fact a member of a criminal organization. As James Bond waits in the CEO’s office, an employee in the next room is working on a robotic machine. Next to it, a small screen allows us to observe the hero’s actions. Osato’s accomplice and the spectator-witness will both watch 007 on this control screen connected to a security camera. This panoptic video spies on James Bond, who himself stares at and defies the camera. Strange effect of a back and forth, or of a double simultaneous observation. The camera is not one-way. It operates in two directions at the same time. It works in both directions: you look at the screen, the screen looks at you. In this scene, 007 is filmed. But is he filmed without his knowledge ?

			Isn’t the spy camera, whose function is to observe without being seen, a sign that no hidden bug or lens, no electronic chip or camera can detect James Bond without his noticing it? When he turns to the lens that observes him, James Bond is looking at us and scrutinizing us. Who is this “us”? Who is he looking at? His eye defies the panoptic device, the enemy agent who observes, the camera that films, the cinematographic system that constructs the narrative and the spectator who, as witness as voyeur, benefits from it. In other words, by multiplying the levels of observation, we witness, via the Freudian detour, the passage from cinemascope to cinemascopic.

			By examining the action-image through the sieve of detail, the philoscopic reflection analyzes the enigma of the visual texture and offers a new dialectic of the gaze. Through a meticulous observation of the infinitesimal modulations of the narrative, the philoscope slips into the joints of the spy fiction.

			What then can a philosophical theory of the action-image do? To avoid generalization but to focus, on the contrary, on the tiny presence of an object and the intimate movement of a gesture. The elements of the body or the decor suspend the action for a moment and expose the secret flesh of the signs. Such is the philoscopic look.

			Philosophically yours 

			Beyond the global structure of the meaning constructed by the narrative mechanism of the film, philoscopy identifies the plays of light and shadow which, in their inventive nuances, propose another maieutic of the visible: it is not only the spectator-witness who looks at the film, but the film that looks at him, scrutinizes him and pins him down from the corner of his eye, like James Bond himself who, as a professional observer, knows that he is being observed and makes this known to the camera.

			We find in “Bons baisers de Russie” an unusual observation instrument that illustrates the philoscopic operation wonderfully.

			After a crossing by boat in the underground waters of Istanbul, 007 and Ali Kerim Bay, head of the Turkey office of MI6, go under the USSR consulate. Using a submarine periscope, ingeniously installed at the time of the evacuation of the Soviet diplomatic offices by the city’s Public Works Department, in the tunnel leading from the Byzantine cistern Yetebatan Saray Sarniçi, the two men observe. Without being seen, James Bond and his friend decipher the discussions between General Vassili, director of intelligence, and Koslovski, head of security.

			They cannot see the scene in its totality, but, their limited vision, scrutinize the details that the image captures. A face, a look, a gesture, the cut of a garment. They seize the unexpected of a situation, the breaks in the conversation, the brightness of an exchange. The USSR consulate becomes a movie theater, and the two heroes the film’s projectionists. They make the periscope the tool of a philosophical interrogation. The shrinking of the image becomes a magnifying glass, and the accessory becomes the indispensable. 

			Thanks to the periscope, the reflection is as much optical and visual as theoretical and intellectual. Our tool for deciphering the 007 saga scans the anodyne element in the film and implements, at the heart of the show, the viewfinder, the very one that inaugurates every opening scene and fixes James Bond in his exchange of shots with the spectator-witness. It is the famous gun barrel scene: the camera is placed in the barrel of the gun, and 007 is in the center. He walks in profile, then suddenly stops, turns towards us and, in one shot, shoots his opponent.  

			Philosophy analyzes the power relations and political struggles that structure the saga from the following postulate: each character on the screen, in front of the camera, is a professional shooter as much as a spectator-witness who identifies his target from a defined angle. Violent, chaotic, the image-action is anticipated or accompanied by a process of fixation and determination of a target.

			Every target implies a hunter and a prey. But who has this role? The fictional characters are alternately aiming and being aimed at. Several games of observation are even simultaneous, as in Rien que pour vos yeux. On the ski slope in Cortina d’Ampezzo, an Italian winter sports resort in the Dolomites, we watch a biathlon competition. When the GDR champion Erich Kriegler shoots his rifle during the competition, a killer with octagonal glasses, Emile Leopold Locque, can be seen behind him on the snow-covered peak. The latter observes the East German competitor through binoculars. Then, after zooming in on Locque, the camera moves directly to the center of the fourth target of the shooting event. The bullet from the rifle of Erich Kriegler, a sports competitor and hitman, hits and explodes the target. But who did he shoot? Once again, the spectator-witness is the target. And not James Bond, who watches the scene with Olympic skater Bibi Dahl, watches the sporting feat and then applauds the shooting as if it were a carnival game. But this game is short-lived. The hero does not stay in suspense for long: James Bond is Kriegler’s next target.

			Why are representations shaken up, in a spy film that uses the target as a frame for the action-image? The filmoscopic ethic establishes a synchronization between the angle of view of the image and the perception of reality, a correspondence between the visual frame and the physical engagement in the world. The aesthetic delimitation of the shot becomes, for the time of a film, a space of truth and the deployment of the secret. By its movement the image-action establishes the fictitious place of the real. 

			In Goldfinger, the gangster meeting at Auric Goldfinger’s Kentucky ranch takes place in front of a reconstructed model of Fort Knox. All the details of the ultra-militarized buildings of the largest gold reserve in the United States, with fifteen billion dollars in its vaults, are reproduced in miniature. During Goldfinger’s briefing, and the lecture-like exposition of his criminal project, with maps and images to support it, the viewer can make out James Bond’s eyes, which appear through the rods of the model. Under the floor, trapped between tiny bars, 007 is reduced to his eyeballs.

			Here he is, like another Gulliver, now a shrunken or diminished man. This human condition of miniaturization allows him to clandestinely observe the scene during which Goldfinger exposes the “Grand Slam” operation prepared during fifteen years of his life by the crook. 

			The panoptic power of the camera

			In the films of the 007 saga, the discovery of the world - the observation of reality - is based on a concentration of the beams of perception which conditions the unfolding of the images. In optics, this is called a “spectrum”. Beyond its scientific name, this physical term, the visual prism of a luminous radiation, refers to two other meanings. On the one hand, it evokes an ectoplasmic and ghostly floating phenomenon, a furtive ghost that haunts and a spirit without a body that returns, the object of a spectrographic analysis; on the other hand, this term designates a particularly dangerous, particularly effective criminal organization, named “Spectre”, with which James Bond is regularly confronted.

			The use of artifice is the condition of the glance. No revealing vision without artifact. Is this not the panoptic power of the camera, as Michel Foucault shows it in relation to the disciplinary society? And “this surveillance is based on a permanent recording system,” writes the philosopher in Surveiller et punir, in 1975. How many screens are thus mobilized in the 007 saga to realize this process!

			When, in On ne vit que deux fois, James Bond finds himself on the metal slide that lands him directly on the chair of Tanaka’s office, the head of the Japanese secret service is amused by such an easy capture. The two men, who immediately sympathize, watch together, in retrospect, the unfolding of the previous sequence, as far as video screens have recorded the hero’s movements in the subway corridors. How better to display, by interposed screens, this idea that the image is constantly controlled, viewed, recorded?

			But, beyond the paradigms of control and surveillance, the eye can also spot, in the concentration of a seizure, an insignificant or minor element. Every pure diamond detail then appears in this tightening: Bond’s scar on his lower back, Solitaire’s velvety shoulder, Honey Rider’s two bare feet on the sand, the ring on the finger of a player drawing a card during a game of baccarat. It is the fold of the image that makes the quality of the film, as Robert Bresson points out in his Notes on the Cinematograph: “A sigh, a silence, a word, a sentence, a commotion, a hand.” 

			The philoscopy accompanies the discretion of a minimal event, and makes manifest what is not completely hidden, but expelled by the heart of the image to the margins of the vision. By an operation of dejoining and disjunction, the reading of the film allows what constitutes “the under-seen” of the image to emerge, as we speak elsewhere of “the implied”, of what, too quickly, too often, is passed under silence.

			Isn’t this the hero’s most important quality? Being a keen observer allows James Bond to deceive appearances. Did you notice, in the opening of Operation Thunderbolt, that under the widow’s black clothes is Colonel Jacques Bouvard? Observed by Bond from the balcony during the funeral ceremony in the church, the murderer of two of his MI6 colleagues is mourning his own funeral, disguised as a darkly dressed woman. The deception does not escape the secret agent.

			No secret seems to remain hidden to this trained eye. His sense of capture allows Bond to be simultaneously actor and observer, spectator and director, watcher and watched. Nothing escapes him: James Bond is definitely the thinker of philosophy.

			Museum theft: Julius No did it

			Captured with Honey Rider on the mysterious Caribbean island of Crab Key, off the coast of Jamaica, 007 observes the ocean floor through a 25 mm convex glass magnifying glass. The thick glass of the aquarium puts the spy-agent face to face with the fish that look at him with curiosity. This mise en abyme is a mise en abysse. Just as there are clown fish, is James Bond not himself a spy fish swimming in the film’s vast aquarium?

			Architect of his own fortress, for which he designed the plans, Doctor No shows his prisoners the refinement of his living room, an underwater sanctuary. But James Bond provokes him: “Sardines disguised as whales, like you on your island.” To which No replies, “It all depends on which side of the magnifying glass you’re on.” A final, very appropriate reflection, which marks the exchanges of the observed-observer.

			A few moments later, invited to follow their jailer, 007 and Honey Rider climb the steps to go to the table of the dining room, in order to have dinner with their bloody host. Stopped in his dash, the hero stops a moment in front of the steps. He observes a painting, which, exposed on the screen, strangely stares at the spectator.

			What is this painting, which piques the curiosity of the secret agent and ours, at the crucial moment when Doctor No is going to reveal his plan to his prisoners? It is a copy of the Duke of Wellington’s portrait, a painting by Goya in 1813. Belonging to the National Gallery in London, the painting was stolen in 1961, during the shooting of the film. The theft of the portrait made the headlines in London.

			In a nod to current events, the Goya painting was finally found in 1965, in the locker room of Birmingham station, after an anonymous letter was sent to the police with a locker slip announcing the place and location of the stolen painting. As soon as they arrived on the spot according to these indications, the Scotland Yard investigators discovered the painting, wrapped in a package covered with a wrapping cloth.

			Could Dr. No have been the one who ordered the robbery, and did the 1962 film James Bond vs. Dr. No already taunt the police by giving them a precious clue on camera? In any case, this detail, specular for the philosophic eye and spectacular for the media eye, invites itself on the Jamaican island, and diverts for a moment the gaze of the hero and the spectator towards another police news.

			This is the invitation - the challenge - that we are given to pierce the mystery, so it is up to us to reveal now, through our philosophical investigation, the five secrets of James Bond. Who is really 007?

			Philoscopy of the spy agent

			Through the angle of a viewfinder, as precise and detailed as possible, the philoscopic gaze allows us to break with the obvious and to go beyond appearances, by targeting and revealing five secrets about James Bond.

			The first mystery concerns the links between the spy’s exploits and geopolitics. How does the 007 saga anticipate the contexts and situations of the Cold War and the post-Cold War era? How does the character evolve, in the face of the impending international situation, the backdrop of espionage, from the conflict between the East and West blocks, to the tension in Europe caused by Britain’s Brexit? Closely intertwined with the confrontation between the USSR and the United States, the adventures of James Bond are not a mere product of the confrontation between the great powers, but play a real role in it. In their own way, not only do the films foreshadow on-screen events that will occur in reality, but they also decentralize and depolarize geopolitical issues. How does fiction embody and displace the global political order? On the one hand, James Bond promotes rapprochement, understanding and cooperation between the forces of the Atlantic Alliance and those of the Warsaw Pact; on the other hand, very early in the saga, 007 is certain that the enemies are elsewhere. The stakes of the post-September 11 world are not far. Ahead of the upheavals taking place on the planet, the secret agent faces enemies with new faces: cyberwarfare, fake news, criminal bankers, eco-terrorists in the service of multinationals or pharmaceutical companies.

			The second secret concerns James Bond’s cosmopolitan yet British identity. If he acknowledges his faithful attachment to the British crown and his fervor in serving the Queen, isn’t the spy 007 also a citizen of the world, beyond all borders and territories? Mixing a multiple hybridity with the classical symbols of the British subject, the films of the saga question the notions of border, belonging and post-national identity in rupture with a strict territorial vision, linked to his sincere commitment to MI6. The hero’s citizen subjectivity is open to different linguistic microclimates, sensitive to multiple cultures and manifests a plasticity in the circulation of representations. Is this a form of postmodernity, embodied then by the deterritorialized individual, as opposed to a more classical vision of the subject?

			The third secret questions the film of love in the spy film, through the relations of seduction between men and women in the 007 saga. By turns hedonist, dandy, romantic or passionate, is James Bond reduced to the sole incarnation of ordinary male virility? Is he only a being of pleasure, enjoyment and easy success with women?  If we look at James Bond films differently, more through the aesthetics of romantic melodrama or Hollywood love comedy, we can observe the free play of marivaudage, libertinage, banter and gallant seduction. Despite his very assertive masculinity and misogyny, James Bond experiences love, goes through existential crises and questions his feminine ideal. In his multiple attempts at seduction, can we not read in them a permanent hope of the marriage to come? An original conception of the couple and an authentic vision of feminism emerge, in connection with the #MeToo and Time’s Up movements. Turning on himself, Agent 007 disrupts the male paradigm and even embodies a critical distance from the conventional man. How does the hero, in the service of a noble cause and the common good, manage his physical and emotional vulnerability? Moreover, clues invite us to consider his possible bisexuality. 

			The fourth enigma refers to the place of the hero’s body in the cinematographic image. What are the stages of Bond’s bodily metamorphosis, whose main function as a secret agent is physical exploit or muscular action? From real appearance to imaginary plasticity, 007 engages a presence of two orders, both concrete and immediate, but also dreamed and fantasized. Bond belongs simultaneously to two worlds, on the one hand the world of espionage, on the other hand the world of the image. This double belonging casts doubt on the unity of his physical and corporeal being. Haunted by death and resurrection, 007 is a ghostly being. He has become a surreal, spectral and ectoplasmic figure. The hero pushes the metaphysical limits of the separation between life and death. What survivor is he?

			The fifth and final secret leads to the detection of all the cultural references that form the basis of the hero’s style and determine the universe of his adventures. On the one hand, Bond’s singular tastes, through his musical, gastronomic or clothing preferences. On the other hand, the set of cultural markings that run through the films, and that associate classical culture with contemporary values, from Chopin to the Beatles or the Beach Boys. If we look closely, we can see in the films an art of quotation and collage, from François de La Rochefoucauld to Charles Spencer Chaplin, Steven Spielberg and Stanley Kubrick, or through the winks or allusions to the films Lawrence of Arabia by David Lean or Casablanca by Michael Curtiz. So, are the films of the Bond saga revealing a classic espionage universe, or do they compose more of a pop world in pulp style?

			The philoscopic reading attempts to reveal five secrets at the heart of the adventures of one of the most famous heroes of film culture. To achieve this, only the detail of a camera-target, as precise as possible, can reveal the unexpected under the predictable, the incredible under the believable, the surprising under the plausible.

			With the help of the philoscopic viewer, which allows us to look at the twenty-five films of the James Bond saga, from 1962 to 2020, with fresh eyes, it is the whole series that we must take into account. And this “series” is to be understood as the twenty-six cathedrals of the painter Monet: not only an accumulation of singular films, but effects of echoes, of cross-references, a secret logic of generation that draws under the flashy fresco an unsuspected landscape.
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