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.. .:;", ni~ disserl:ati~n is. an,' .exerci~e 'in the ~pp1ication of the' philo­

sophieal hermenèutlcs of Paul 'RIcoeur and theh

' biblic~l hermeneutics of 
.". .:0 ~ J \. l 1 ,. l ,,~. , ' 

JoHn Dominic Crossân to the œsthetIcs of religious CInema, 

The, thesis defin'es religious cin'ema as· virtual religibus experi ..... 

: enée, therefrom a theory of rehgious' CInema is derived, ThiS deriva-. , . 
• 1 \..~ 

. tien depends on a. dISCUSSIOn of the essentlal elements of the cmema'tlc 
_1_,< 1 ... 

,experie~ce .and perntits the expanslOn of the category of rel,iglOus cm-

ema ·beyond its traditional frontier. ThroughQut the dissertation, a d1-
, , ' 

alogue is maintajned Wlth general cinemël; theory on th~ orie hand, and 

rehgious cinema critîcism on the 'other, The purpose of this dialogue IS 
.' . 

n. 1 1 

to incre~se credibility {in the, former ~ase) and to demonsfrate ongi-, 

nality' Qn the latter case). 

Finally, extrapol~tjng from a specifie dialogue between Crossan 

al1d Ricoeur, a critical method is developed, then applied to Wern~r 
.. ., , ft • ~ 

Herzog' s lIerz /lUf' GJ.as{ 'a transcnptipn of' ~hich is inc1üded as 'an 'ap-
• \ ~ .. / l \, -.1.. JI" 
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. ' ~. >, RÉSUMÉ~ " , \ ~ J 

~I t 1 

La diSsertatfon est un exercice dans !"applicatipn de fhermén~u-' 
,~ • i 

, t\que phi1~sophique de Paul Ricoeut et. l'herm,éneutique biblique de 

," John Domî'nlc Crossan. à l'esthétiql;1e du cinéma rehgiel.\X,' \ ( 

. La thèse défInit le cinéma' rlligieux comme l' exp~r~ence religieuse 

virtuell~; de là une' théorie du CInéma religieu~ est dérIvée. Cette dé-
J .' J 

riv'ation dép~nd d'une dIscussion des ,éléments ess~n:tiel~ de l'expérience' 
~ -

, '1 1 

cinématographique et' permet l'expansion de la catégorie du cinéma 
J \ " '<.J 

r~ligieux "au delà de' sa frontière traditionnelle, Dans toute la dlsserta-
• ! .. \ ~, 

, tion, un dialogue est mainteny avec la, théorie cinématographique gé-

':, "nérale ci;un côt~ e~ la .critique' cinématogra~h~que reîi~,ieuse de l'autre 
\ , ' • j , > ) , 

, ,caté. te but de ce ~ialog~e est 'd'augmentet ,l~ crédibilité (au premier 

. ~as) est 'de démontn~r .1' o~iginalité (aù dernier' cas) .. 
~ ~ ~ ~J 1.. 1 , 

Finalement, en extra:~olant d'un dialogue spécifique 'entre ,Cros-
, J. • -

,san ~t Rîcoeu'r, une méthod~ critique est dévelop~e, et ens~ite appli-
i l 1 ~ 

qùée à Herz aus Glas d~ Werner Herzog, dont une transcriptIon est 

,. com~rïs comme' appendice. 
. .' 
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" . ," ,SOURCES 

, \ 

:, the system u~d to indicate sources: for material found in this 

, 'dissertation is :sîmilar to that used in the social ,sciences and biblical 

studies, Its purpose IS to simphfy academic papers by eliminating the 

need for traditional footnotes. Since the reader may not be familiar' 
- l " 

, ' 

with this system, its particular manifestation is explained h~re 

Sources 'are Identifled ln the paragraph m which they occur, . 
,thus: (author, date: page), For an author listed but' once in the Bib-

liography, the format is reduced to: (author: page). For a work al-;­

ready cited in a given paragraph, provided it is the. only work cited 

in that paragraph, the format is further reduced to: (page), 

Works in the Bibliography are ordered by author (A to Z) and 

date of publication (oider to 'nèwer), In order to determine the origin 

of' a particular passage, one need simply rh~tch the author aJld date' . 

. given in' the source identifIcation with the corresPQnding entry in the 

'1. 

BibliographY. 
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... PREFRCE " -

In his preface to' Religion in Film, John R. ~y_laments ·-the 

~mptiness of confused reaction and subjective appraisal that threat­

ens" film criticism (May and Bird: vii). As an example of tho5€' who 

contr::ibute to the "Babel of opinion and judgement" (vil) 1 May cites 
"" 

those who constder mm 5uch il total lll?sthettc e~perllmce tbat 1t 
cannot be diçcusslil'd obj'?CtivClly .md cllrtainly not reduclil'd to concap­
tuaI language of any sort. The crtUc descrlbes, otten emotes about, , 

, his QX~riQnca of the film. WC! can sh~re our subJlitctive imprHsions 
and we may even ag,rea, they would clalm, but there 1s UtUe hoPf . 
that an ObjClclivl1 basis ~n œ iound for dialogua, Tha film cultiat'~ 
approach, however Umtted 115 appeal and esoterlc Its' language ot 
total Rxperic2nce, nwarthelllG!:% rominds ur;. tbnt the? ,?lamant of thR ' 
subjective 15 hard ta suppre5s and doubtlessly Dever compllltely 
quiatvd Only opg-n discussion, il would S'lem, c.an diGclo5Q Us influ-

. ence. Where the cult1st appl"oach 15 lenst helpful-œcause st 15 ad-, 
mittlKily gnostic-its devotlWs try to make thllir GUbjllCtiVR imprH­
$1ons the objective content of the tn~. (vtt) 

Although May does not identify any .. film cultist" by name, a curso­

. ry glance through this dissertation may leave the impression,,'that it ~ 

~ takeS a "cultist approach" to religious cinema This impresSIon should, 

~ quashed at the outset of our enterprise. 
, . 

,J 

An Objective "Approach ",. 

'The inwnt of this 'dIssertation is to provide an approach to reli­

gio~s cinema that is derived' from an examination of the nature and 
1 l ' " 

\ 



Cl" 

.. ' 

-, 

vii 

\ , 

", • - # 

structure of the film medium itself. It Is argüed that thé medium is 

,such that the term 'film' can ohly he ass~iated with the actual 

viewing, by an aUdienc,e, of a projected film. This is not necessarily 
, . 

" a subjective statement. It becomes sUbjectIve only when 1t IS further 

~rg}led that the 'film' is not one film, but as many films as there 

are members of the audience. That IS not our approach 

Our approach is to examme the structure of the 'film' Wlth tools 

derived from the fields of biblical studies, religious herrneneutics, and 

philosophy of religion, as weB as ideas and techniques borrowed trom , , , 

general cinema theory. It is argued that, rather than citing specific 

films' (or elements thereof) as examples of religious cinema, aIl films 
-

can he seer'l as potentially religious. The key is perspective. While in 

practice this perspective has been' largely subjective, its objective 

components can be isolated and identifled, then re-applied to, widely 

diyergent films with consistently similar results. 

The structure of a film is not a contour map of its content: or 

an exposition of its, symbols, or even an interpretation of its dialoguè,' 

but the structure of the experience itself, as an experience. The ex­

perien"ce as immediate experience is necessarily subjective, but even 
, , 

in its most subjective moments, it is argued in this dissertation, the 

experlence can be examined obJecttvely. It 15 thts argument that sep- . 

arates our approach trom the subjective approaches that May criti­

cises", It aiso makes this dissertation a firmly academic ('scientific') 

enterprise, since one of the central crit,eria of any such enterprise is 

that original results be reproducible. 
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Statement of Originality 

viii 

Gîven our central argument, this dissertation is original within 
'\\ " 

, th,e realm of religlOus cinema theory and criticlsm, where similar 
, 

tools, Ideas or techniques have been applied, they have been apphed 
, 

to specifIe hlms as religious texts (hterally: 'texts'), rather than to 

" the general cinemaqc exp~rienee, It is the application of these tools, 

ideas and ,te~hnlques to the audience's experience of any film (under 

s~l,tabl~ conditions) that. to the best of the author's knowledge, 

makes', this dissertation unique in its chosen field. 

In the field of ,ge~eral cmema theory, sorne authors have relieçi 

6n ,an inadequate un~er:-standing of the visual-r>henomena that under-_ 

'lie cmema, . Thus, unÙl \(ery' ,recently, 'persistence of VlSIon' was cit~d' 

as the· fundaI1'!ental physiological mechamsm that glVes nse, to cine-
,\ ' 

"ma, Simllarly, in the field of rehgious cinema theory, most authors 

remaln unwilling to draw' ~n t~e developmenr~s in gen~~ cinema 

theory, 'ThIS 'would be understandable if those authors we~ to argue 
," ~ \ '" l ' 

that, since· the latter is still in such a state of flux, it IS prel'nature 
, 

to rely too heavily on It, But general cinema theor.y will always re-. ' " 

main in a state of flux, Moreover, this instability has pr~v.ided-and 

, will continue t~ provide-a vàriety of jnteresting approaches to the ' 

phenomenon of cinema, 

", ,'This dissertation attemPt'~ to rectlfy .this s~tuatio~, if' only in a 
, , 

provisional màn,nei, Thus, the approach 'taken here parallels several 
" , , ' 

, , 

.' 
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-

-r~cent, developments in general cinema theory; theSe are acknowl-
, ' 

èdgèd wherfthey occut (in the sécond chapter). This dissertation a:lso' 

relies on the correct understanding Qf the physiological mechanisrns 

,that give rise to cinema; these are discussed in the second chapter, 
, , 

in which the ti1eoretical foundation of the dissertation is laid Fortu- ,-­

.nately, here, too, a ,precedent ~xists; Bill NICho~s sets the matter 

straight' in an ~ppendix to 'JdP(}/o~ and the Image (19~'1: 293-301). 
. , , 

It is, interesting to note that 'his action could haye, been taken by pny , .' , , 

- o\her author before him: the requisite information has be,?rf available 

-i~exts on' visuât physiQlogy' and perceptual psychology 'since t,he fir~t 
hait of this century. . l 

~ Scope and Relevance 

Unfortunately~ this 'dissertation is quite limited in scope. There 
, ' 

, , 

rftnains a 'gre~t deal to do. There must still occur, .within the field of 

religious cinema theory and criticism, a fund~mental shift toward the 
) 

,work being done in general,cinema theory. Until this shift ocèurs 
.' 1 Il 0 

(and there are no indi~ations that' it is even' beirig considered), there 

will ~emain a large credibility gap betwëe~ the work' betng done in 

religious cinema theory and general cine~a theory. This gap is a~-

, vantageou5 to neither side; closing it would he advantageous to both. 

'The gap reflects a sil1lilar gap between general cinema theory 

and film reviews appearing in the popular media. This gap does not 
, . 

appear _as wide between reIigious cinema theory an~Lfilm reviews ap-

J 

:: 
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. pearing in religious ~riodical5, because reIigious cinema theory is,· 

unlike general cinema theory, little more than an extension of the 

techniques used by the authors of those religious film reviews. Unfor­

tunately, this gap is justified in both cases; it will not be closed until 

theorists proVlde public access ta t~W debates (this is a supreme 

challenge, sm ce it reqUlres a demonstratlOn of relevance), 

The fourth and final chapter of this dissertation provides further 

observations on the nature of these gaps and cffers suggestIOns as to 

how they mlght be bridged. These observatlOns and suggestIOns 

emerge naturally from the perspective developed in the bodj of this 

dissertation. It might he argued that this is sufficlent to justify the. 

work that this dissertation represents. But the final chapte, aiso 

tackles the problem of relevance. It is only the resolution of the lat­

ter problem that can truly justify that work, If rehgious cinema the­

ory is to b€ of any value; ·it must penetrate the phenomenon that 
, , 

forms its focus to the degree that it can offer it refreshed and re-
.... 

newed to the public at,large, but ln such a manner that the full 

paradoxical force of the, origmal artistic creatIOns can be unleashed. 

Then, and only th en , will religious cinema theory have moved he­

yond its own limited a~demic bounds into that truly unlimlted 

sphere that is commonly identified as the CreaI' world. 

, , , , 

, 
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CHRPTER~ 1 

.,. - ~. 

Int,roducti.on: Origi~ und 1 nten.t 
.~ 

. 
Religtous cinema exists hec~use It is defined to exist, It is de-

fined to iXlst because certain examples of cinemàtic art are inter- . 
, 

. preted to he rehglOus, .This iriterpretation may he purely.subjective, 

or it' may '~ grounded through artistlc, hngulstie or philosophie argu- , 

ment, Whether $Ubjectlve or objectified, the interpretation emerges 

from either of two sources: the, filmmaker and the audience 
, 

Why is °a given film religious? Both sources raise ~his question, 

the filmmaker to assist in tl'~e piocess of creation, the audience to 

,assist In the process of understanding: In both" cases, one may a.s- '" . 
sume"a prior frame of reference from who~e perspective the qu.estion 

is raised " Yet raising the question may. 'lead t~ th~ expan~ion, or de-

siruction of that frame of reference.· 

- f. 

Primary Quèstions 
, . 

" 
. ~ 

, . 

/ 
y, , 

.' Why ïs a giveri film religious? What does it mean ta say, that 

the film 1S réliglou~? 15 the film religious per se, or is it merely sus-

ceptible to religious interpretatlon? These questions leaç na't"urally to 
l ' 

" 

-an~ther, ln response to which thîs dissertation is wrrtten: What i~ --. 
- . .. .... 

, . 
religious 'cinema? To begin,' we present two simple observations, 

l'" , 

." " 

, . '" 
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1,) , 

The fir.st observation is that l1l;ost audiences defjne religious cin-
, 

ema very_ narrowly, If asked to give ~n example' of . a religious film, 
1 ~ ~\-

most people will point to su ch estabhshed epics as Cecil B, DeMille's 

me Ten Commandmen ts , This sl].ould not be taken as a sign of igno-

rance.' The aforementianed film does de al With matters that are aiso 
i ' 

. dealt with in sacred texts, Although 'lt rnay be argu~d 'that the 
" ' 

treatment is more shallow in Jhe film 'than in the texts, t~e person 
-

who defmes The Ten Commandments as religious is technically cor-

,ret=t, The' probl~m IS çne ,of association, If religioùs films are to be de-
, 

, fined ,as such bècause of their resemblance to religious texts, then . 
" , 

\ '~ , 

even" ~ritical' au~iences will he 'justifiecl in placing DeMille's epic firmly 

ir;t that categQry ,', 

The' ~econd observ:ation is that mast audiences enjoy a fIlm far 

rho~e 'f~r . the ~xpeilence it puts them through than for any meanizt1g , 
, ' • 

the film ffi,ay embady. The audience is not uncntical; there is, time 

,~ } for refl~ct'ion afie~' the 'film js over.' buring the film, ;he audience 
" 

'. 

'. 

expect~ to be entertained, whether' through' comedy -or' tragedy. What l, "" . .. 
''l' t l 

the -audience seeks through e.ntertainment is participation, whether 
Il 1- '. 

, this particIpation be synonymous with travel to raraway times, 'and 
..,-" ~ 

~ .~ places, or insertion in to the depih of another' person' 5 psyche. The 

qproblem js one of perspective. It IS impossible to understand fully the 
, ) , 

reaction of people to a particular film unless one plays the- rôle of au-
r #. t~ .. 

'. di en ce oneself. Audience participation is immediate. CCrit!cal distance' 
.f 

destroys this fundamental perspective! 
" 

r) Althougl\ it is tempting to dismi~ _t~ese obsërva.~ions as 'tOc sim":' 

" 
" '. 

'<, 

" 

, . 
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\ ' .. 

. , , . 
• p)istic, . we· n:tust not lose sight of the. fact that film· exists I;>ecause it 

has an audience', . This" is an, economic statement, not a philosophie 
, , 

one, '. The ultimate success or fa liure ,of every. ,film is" determined by ItS 

aûdience, The meçiium IS subject to evolution, through this process" 

,The religious' film of tomorrow is in large measure a product of· audi­

,e.l1ce reaction to the rel~gious film of today and yesterday, ~n order: to, 

refqrmulate the two observatlon~ in more academic fqshiQn, we' note \ 

two critiques, each of which examines. the religious ,dll:rumsiop of a , 
, 

popular film il'! a different light. 

" . Example Critiques 

}he first critiqu'e is of One Flèw Ovèr the "Cuckoo.s Nest (Milbs ," 
, '" ' . () 

Forman, 1975'i from ,t~e noyel of the same na me by Ken Kesey) Th~-

authors ,observ-e that, liKe "a V1slOn, or a bad ,dream, ". the film "im':" 
- . 

pinges on consC?iousness in an adhesive 'way, n Indeed, the).' note that 

audiences "confess that it casts a conti~uing and provocative' spell. " 

, ,(Myers and Kerr: ,285) 
, , , 

More important' for our discussion is thè authors' suggestion that 
-, , 

the film con tains ob~ous ~iblical parallels. Nurse Ràtched is "the Rar-

'adigm' ~f, the 'la~', that' n~eds t~ ~ fulfilled throu~h the gospel of re-
• '1 

deeming gra<?e. The 'law' says that in'·order to be gqod, accepted, and 

approved, here is what is required." McMurphy, on the other' hand, - . 
.. is a literary and filmic paradigm of Jesus, [be~ting] the good 
news ... that the 'law' is no longer needed·.for love, life, acc~p~nce, . , 
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, , 

and integrity,." (M~er:s and' ~err: '289) 
.. ~ ( j 1 j ) 

The 'autnors cite further biblical parallèls, aIl of which combine 
... 

to suggest that- CucJra,0's Jyest 15 an alleg<)ry of .the original gqspel stp';" 

ry: 

, 
To mention only the obvious: a rough dQZen disciples, a big rock' of 
a man, a miJZiculous catch of fish" an intoxicating 1ast supper, the 
dumb spealt, the deat hear, the lame and, the halt walk. and dance, 
the dead come ta/lite, and the.one who brings thesé bl2Ssings is ~ 
trayed Dy à' trlend. and crlXelly lmmo1ated as a trouble-malter. apd 
disturber of, the peace. (MY!i!TS and Kerr: '290)' / 

, " 

" ~ .. ' 

Thus; Myers and J(err exfrapolate from the original sacred telCt 
j " '1._ , ' 

(which they take to he normative) to the film, Their extrapolation . . 
/ , 

allows them to conclude' that Cuc.koos Nest manifests the qualitiès of 
4.. "_ \ ... 

a 'reIigious film. The p~th to this conclusion is' essentlally the same as 
, '-

that, taken by a mor~ naïve audience when' citing The Ten Com-
) , ' 

m8ndments as an example of a religiou5 film, . -

The second critIque is of 2001: A Spaœ Odyssey (Stanley Kub"':' 
... r ' , ." 

, . rick~ .1968; from ,the noyel of the ~ame name by Àrthur C. Clarke), 
1 , 

, The auth~r notes ,that, superficially, the ,film bears a strong resem-

'blance to the s~ienc~" fiction of ~, G, Wells, since it "ex~rapolates 
fJ,'"om technical achieverri'ents of the p,resent into an immediate futur~ 

wh'ere the wonders of a technological civilizéltion are fully realized, " 

1 Yet he finds the film surprising because it manifests Ua quality that 

- can he characterized as ~ysiicéll or mythic in its tonality and im­

port." (Comstock : 598) , 
) . 
Drawing on the work of Mircea Eliade," Richard Comstock ,argues 
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·that 2001, "50 curioJsly in' disharmony with the mood of technologi..:.. 

èaI reatism, is a clear recapitulation" of the pattern of initiatory 

rites' "the hero ln the belly of the spaceshlp slays a te~hnoIogicai 

.. monster, af~er WhlCh, he ~nters into hls apotheosis." Bowman ft ages, 
, . 

/ --- d~es, and is ~eborn' as a dIVlne child, a s~cred fœtus that watches the. 

- earth of WhlCh he, as the 's1{~r-child,'~ f~ now the master >, (Com- , 

. stOCK. 599) 
1 

The crucial episodes to which Comstock draws our attention oc-
QI .' , 

cur dunng the Jourth ,qùarter of the film. They incorporate duraI and 

visuaI effects ~hich must he experienced to be appreciated. II' one, 
- \' 

asks how the same experience might he recreated through anCJlther 
'1. ~ .... 1 .. 

art for fi , one misses-the point. The effects themselves are the ex-

perience; in another art form, they would be a different experience. . -, , 

Thus, the ongmal nove1 presents its reader' witn a very dtf~erent ex-
, 

planation of the final events of the story. The film r:eplaces this 

'éxplanation ~th' an experience that serves t~ draw the audjenc~ di .... 

,rec~~y into the, aliènism that confronts Bowman. ~her~ Ïs no recourse 
~; ..... . 

,. , ... "" 
to th~ cornfort of. known phrases that popuIaté the original text. 

The first critique dernonstrates how, one may define a- film as 

religious without explicitly defining the terrri 'religious' (the definltlOn 

remains implicit). It 15 sufficlent to extract patterns remlniscent of 

an estabhshed re,ligious tradition, thereby conveni~nt1y shifting the 

burden of definitlon elsewh~re (and reducing the va.lue of the critique 
-

as an academic enterprise). The ,second critique, illustrates an ap-

--,---- proach ~o film that emphasizes audience. participation. It is the audi- ~ 
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en ce that defines the film 'as religious because of ,the degree of appar­

ent correlation between its experience of the film and i~prejudice' 

coricerning the structure of religious expenence (although this appar- , 

ent correlatlOn must' be properly grounded to be 'conslderèd, a 'scien­

dfie' daturn). 

Thesis Statement 
. \ 

These two conclusions carry th~ seed of our thesis,' albeit in, a 
'naïve form. Thè audience participates in the events portrayed in the 

film. This participation is immediate. If It bears sorne resemblance' to , 

past experience, then the audience relives it as virtual experienœ. If 

that past experience is identified by the audience as religiQus, then, 

irnispective of any objective correlation, the audience rel~ves It as 

virtual religious exper-ience. Hence, our thesis states: re/iglous 'cinema 

15 virtua/ re/igiol}s experience. 

Within the éontext of this dissertation, this thesis statement IS 

deemed to be the answer to the que~tion posed above:. :What is reli-
. 

-gious cinema? (It is taken for granted that the foregoing 'naïve' path 

'to ~his, thesis statement must be substituted by a proper academic 

'f one; the remainder of ~his dissertation constitutes the latter path.) 
. ' . 

The a~swer is not rneant ,to he exclusive: religious cinema is neither 

the only nor the foremost phenornenon that may b0--€quate~ with, 

virtual religlOus experience~ rûther, lt is the sole focus or' this disser- , 

, tation. The answer is meant to he inclusive: réligious 'clnèma should 
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" he u!,iquely understood as virtulIl relig'fous experience; that is its core 
t l , -

-and the foundation upon which aIl oth~r appfoaches must build. 

, ' The equation of religlOus cinema with virtual rehgious e.xpenence 

holds true only when we realise thàt the effects that: embody cinema 

are no mon:; than physiological and technological p1echanisms that 

enable a~d promote association between Hie immedlate effects they 

produce ~nd the memory of a separa te form of experience, which we 

define as religlOus. The equation of religious cinema with Virtual reh­

glOUS expenence @nles the equatiolf of religious cinema Wlth rehgious 

experi~nce pe~ se. ,Since Cvirt~al' 15 the only ~ term that separates " __ 

these two equations, "we address its- definition !irst. The incongruity: of 

the two equations is disc';1ssed in the second c~apter. 

W orking D~finition: ·Vir~ual' 

Within œsthetics, the most extensive use of the term 'virtual' 
, . 

must he attributed to Susanne Langer. In Feeling and Form, she J ap-

pears to derive her use of the term, from that made 'by. physiêists in 
, ' 

optics: 

P1ctorlal spa ce 1s not only organlzed by means of col or (lncludlng 
black and white and the gamut of grays between thCfm), ft il cr.­
ated; wlthout the organlzlng shapes st 15 ,slmply' not there, uke the 
space "behind" the surface of a mirror, it iS,what the physicllts, ; " 
caU Nv1rtual spaçe"-an intangible image. <Langet: 72). ' , . 

. , 

. ' ~ . 
<1 .'\..r 

(In fact, the correct term' is ·virtual image" and exists in opposition 

, , 

\ 

, , 

a.j! , 
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to its counterpart, "'real image" (Baez: 253-254).) , . 

The virtual image is a construct; defined entirely by the man­

. ner of i~s constructlOn, in the mlrror, it is a physical construct; in 

the painting, It is an aesthetic construct. The virtual image €xists as 
, 

a virtual image only in relatIon to its counterpart, in the mirror, 

the image requires th'e presence of the object whose refl,ection it IS; in 

the painting, the image requires the recogniti~n of the ct organizing 

spapes" that it comprises. One may fmagine the image in the absence 

, of its referent; however, it ceases tÇ> be virtual, for It has acquired 

identity through singular existence. 

The 'virtual' is both similar and dissimilar to its counterpart. 

-~e correlation of similarity and éiissimilarity provides the character­

istic tehsion that malntains the status of the 'virtual' as- Vlrtual. This 

. tension, however, makes impossible the delineation of preçise bounda­

ries between, the 'virtual' and its counterpart. The ratio of similarity 
, , 

'to dissimilarity, and hence the perceived tension, varies with audi­

ence and circumsta!1ce. But the degree of both similarity and dis­

similarity can also be mcreased simultaneously,' thereby magnifying 
, -

the absolute tension greatly . 
. 

In this. view, 'virtual' is not quite real. The mirror image ap-

pears real, but does n!>t possess aIl the characteristics of its counter­

part (e.g., it cannot be handled, etc.). The cinema tic event appears 

~eal, but does not duplicate every characteristic of the original event 

(e. g., the audience does not have free~om of movement' within the 
" -

frame, etc.).' The ')virtual' is an illusion that appears 'as if' it -were 

" 

',' 
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,!"eal. Yet, it' remains an illusion. This introduces an in'finity of possi-
, ' 

biliti~s, wh'iCh allows the 'artist unlimit,ed sc ope in the creà~_ion of 'the 
-- ,wo'rk of art. But it also allows th,e audiè~ce unhmited scope in the 

, , . 
interpretation of the work of art. To add anothér dImensfon' to thIS 

"5cope~ the same work 'of art may be re-interpreted with bme But 
l l ' • ~ • • 1 

, ' 
" ' 

this is the work of art itself, not, as i~' the case With <?rdinary 

, events;, the, memory thereof. 

The èonsequences of the foregoing are. further eXqmined 10 the 
, 

'~ext' chapt~r. The terms 'religious' and 'experience' remam ' While -

they deserve indepencl~nt definition, the eI}suing c.iiscussion would' 

\ cause too extreme a dIversion within this dissertation. They are" 

o 
/ 

r 

" ... . .... , ~ 

o 
" 

, . 

th,erefore treated as a single term, with 'n~ligious language' as its 
• , "\, ~ < p 

complement. These two ter ms (orm ha Ives of a phenomenon that re-
l , " ~, 

mains, forever beyond the complete jurisdlctlon of elther Hence, it is 
, , 

difficult to plot their mutual bounç:iary and c0l1firm ,permanent juris",: 
" w, l, • 

dictions. Rather" mere outlines are attempted. These outlines provide 
.. ' ..... 

the working definitions required for the, rerrl'aihder ,of this dissertation.· 

Wott'ing Definition: ~Reiigiou5 Languagé~- ': 
'. 

Religious e}Çperience is, the humus of religious language. Religious 

language sets the context for religious experience. Much IS excluded 
• 

from these statements and neither defines its subject. However, that 

is one of the characterlstics of the terms under discussion: they - .. , ~ 

, , 

the!'flselves forr:n a unit y that, constitutes the core of the major reli-~ 
," 

\ 

, 
" 

... , 
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, . 
gious traditions. That core is only accessible via participation in such > 

a tradition. Hence, discussion of the terms religious experience and 

religious language is necessarily at one remove' from their subject. 

From the perspective of our thesis, the Une separating these 

terms is hidden by the virtual nature Qf the former within the cine­

matic context (While this statement bath foreshadow5 and presup­

poses the. argument~ of the next ch~pter, and is therefore som(=. W'hat 
o 

premature, It 1S necessary to pro,vide an indication of the direction 
, ' 

, - -
we take.) The. Immediate experience generated by the screening of a . . 

,film is a 'physi61ogical construct; the next level of interpretation gen-:-

erates an œsthetic construct; interpretation of the latter, m turn, 

,g'en~rates a semantic construct, whose characteristics determine reli­

'gious associations. 

This hierarchy is superficia~, yet it fosters a constru~tive line of 

, questio~ing: At what point does the physiological construct cease ta, 

, de termine the nature of the ae~thetic construct?: At what point does 

the aesthetic cotlstruct, in turn, cease to determine_ the nature, of t,he 

semantic construct? Unless these constructs can be differentiated trom , 
J • 

one another, there remains little more than the assertion .th?lt reli-

gious associations are determined by' the very physiological and tech-

, . nological mechanisms that give. rise to the p~enomenan of cInema it­

self. 

The problem arises when religious cinema" is defined as a. cinema , . 

of re~igious symbols,' ~hether these be. simple auraI OT' visual 'abjects', r 

a seri~ of ~ctions" or 'ani other set of discrete cinematic elements. If . ~' 

, . 
\ 
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religious language is defined as referential, then symbols, etc., ore a ,. 
~icle for that reference and religious cinema criticism consists al-

most uniquely of locating these vanous symbols, etc, and mapping 
. ' 

them to theIT references. 

While vie do not wish ta negate thlS definition, we wish to af­

firm another, 10 which religious language is defined as non-
/'' - -

referential ln su ch a definition, symbols are not isolated as primary 
r 

objects of study, because the very function of symbol is denJed. Ap-

plying thlS approach to the cinema leads naturally to a radlcally dif­

.ferent form of religlOus cinema criticism. 

ln the non-referential definition~ religlOus language severs the 

link between itself and religious experience, not to deny the latter, 

but to shift one's focus from the former. The referential and non­

referentlal definitions are complementary: whereas the former pro­

motes the equation- of symool an~ referent, the latter negates or col­

lapses this equation. In the referential definition, the function of 

symbol is to reter: 

Rel1g1ous syrnbols do exactly the same thlng as all symbo15 
do-namely, th2Y open up a level of reality, which othfU"W1ae, is npt 
opened at aIl, which 15 hidden. \th can caU this t~e depth dlm~n­
sion of rClalily itself, the dimension of reality which la the gTound 
of eV'ery other dimension and every other deptli, and whlch thert'"' ' . 
fore,' is not one level bes.ide the others but 16 the fundamantallevel, . 
the levêl below aIl other levels, the level Dt being ltselt, or the ulU­
mate power of being. (Tillich, 1959: 58-59) 

4 

li a religious symbol no longer fulfils this function, it dies, CNentually 

to be replaced by another: 

-~ 
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The dimension ot ult1mate reaUty is the dimension o! Jhe HolY. And 
, SQ Wfl can also say, religious symbols are symbol!> of the Holy. As 
, such they parttc1pate l'n, the hoMnèss of the Holy according to our 
basic definition ot a symhel. But participation .is· not identity; they 
are not themselves' the Holy. The wholly trapscendent transcends 
~ry symbol of the Holy. (59) '. 

12 

The referential defmltlOn Itself leads to the non-referential one, Slnœ-
.. ' 

it denies ultîmatè reference, except in a capac'ity that remains both 

temporary and incomplete. 

The two definitions differ in thelr pOlnts-'ôf ongin The referen­

tial 'defimtion begins with the eaffirmation of reference, whereas thef­

non-referential definition l?egins with the negation of reference. But 

each must im ~~de the territory of the other to r-emain viable. Hence 

- the non-,referential definition ~cknowledges the appearance of refer­

ence, but redefines it as essentially self-reference: 

To speak of a l1m1t-experl~nce i5 to speak of our experience. This 
RXFHsion in no way says that there 15 nothing ln our coml'nOll?' .' 
human experlence and in our common language whlch corresponds 
ta lpeech about the extreme. If this were not so, the c1aim of thR 
SCrtptures that Chr1stian self-understandlng ln tact 15 the under-. 
ltanding of authenlic human existence would fail entirelY. It is 
preclsely as extreme that rel1gtous language 15 approprlated. And 1t 
11 th!. appropriatenRSs of Umit-expressions te limit-RxperiencH 
whlch Is slgn1t1ed by our affirmation that rel1g10us language, lilte­
aU paRtie language, in the strongest sense of the word, redescribn 
hu~an experlence. (Rlcoeur~ 1975a: 12'1) 

As equivalents of ,Ulimit-experience" , Ric~ur suggests Tillich's "ulti~at~ 
, ,J 

~. concern" and Lonergan's uformally unconditioned" (128)'. Continuing:. 

In this fixprHSion-"rRdRSCribes human experitnce"-we must 
J_ 

" - v-' 

" " 

< 
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emphasize bath halves: what rel1gious language does is to n­
describe; what it ndescribes ia human ,xp'n'nCl. ln this aenu 
we must say that the ultimate reterent ot the parables, proverbs, 

( and escha talogical saymgs' is not the Kingdom af God, but human 
reaUty in lts wholeness~ as thls 15 indlcated by the numerous ex­
pT2ss1ons ln the \Works ot Norman Perrnn. ThIs is Wh2T2 ther un­
shakeable truth of the existential interpretation of the New Testa­
ment lies. Religious language discloses the nligiaus dimension of 

, :' common huptan experlence. (127-128) 
. . ~~, \ 

'\c: 13 

, Ricoeur's conclusion appears essentially the s~me as Tillich's. Yet 

ther,C? is one significant difference. 

Since they have chosen different pOInts of ongm 1 Tllhëh and, Rl­

coeur provide dlfferent cntlcal methods. TIllich's method leads ~to an 

examination of symbols to determine their viabihty in the light "of 
, 

their intended referent: 

, ReliBiou~, symbols point symbalically ta that vihich transcends aU of 
them. But slnce, as symbols, they parttclpate in that to w,hich the)' 
point, they always have the ten.Qency (in th~ human mind, of 
cOll;rse) to replace that to whlch they are sUpp05ed to point, and to 
become ultimate, in themselves. And in the moment in which thcry 
do this, they become idols. All ldolatry 15 nothing else than the ab­
soluUzing ot symbols of th2 Roly, and making ~2m id&mUcal V\rith 
the Holy 1tselt. (Tillich, 1959: 60) . ~~ 

Ricoeur's method concerns the rôle of symbol, but only after the 

fact. The immediate datum is thè expressio~ itself, the symbol not as 

symbol but as mere utterance, The utterance may function as 5f1Tl­

bol, but returns always to its~ origin as mere utterance. Th15 move-, 

ment îs the focus of attention. lt is the movement of paradox, which", 
" . \. . , 

«disorien~s' ...only to reorient If (Ricoeur, 1975a: 126); in th,is manner) 

identity is forever collapsing and perman'!.,nt iqentity 15 denied: . . 

,-

,. 
" . .. 

'. 

-

, 
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, Paradox then does not strlke pr .. xis any less than· ft does IhlOTi.t, 
poUtical prAxis Any 165 than th~ prAxis of priv~ morality. It 
Just pnven~s us tram converttng rel1gious dtscour~ enUrely 1nto ., 
political diacoune-for the same nasons that it forbids.its conver­
sion tnto moral dtscourse, even if thts moral1ty ts elevated. to the' 
dt~~ity of provClrbial wisdom. (Ricœur, 1975a' 127) 

The distinction between Tillich and Ricoeur is minimal, but it exists 
1 

.... .1 

and it forms the. basis for our thesis: not as a distinction, bui as at:l 

option. 

The distinction remains betweel1 the View < that religious language 

is characteriz~cl ~y paradox, resisting permanent identification because 

it negates it (Ricoeur), and the view tnat the symbol itself, as a . 
, . 

Symbol for the Roly, is collapsed ,by identification (Tillich). The op":'-

tions available are (1) ·an. approa<?h which ,emphasizes the inexpressi-

. bility of religious experience i~, rlOn~paradoxicallanguage (Tillich) ver­

sus (2) an approach which' emphasizes the ir~~ducibility of ~eligious 
\ ~ . 

Jangùage" as a~ expression of religi6us exPérience (Ricoeur). The foci of 
1 ~, '" 

Jhe two options differ; within this dissertation, the latter is chosen. 

, " 

'\ 

Allegorical Reformulation ~ 

The following is presented as a figurative reformulation of the 

. pr~eding definitions (it was originally published in 1~70): 
'> 

t, 

" Un homme est jeté par la tempfte dans une ilè tnconnue~ d~t' 
. lu habitants étaient en peine de trouver leur rot. qUj''$'était perdù; 

. ""et, ayant beaucoup, d~ ressemblance de corps et de visage avec ce~ 
roi., il esl pris poUY lui, et reconnu en cette qualité. par tou~ ~ '. 

o , 

" 
,. , 

, 'r 

,. 

, , 

, 
... , ' 
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peuple. D'abord fi ne 'savaU quel parti prendre; mats 11 se résolut 

. enfin de s~ priter à sa bonne fortune, 'Il TRÇut tous IH r25pRCts 
qu'on lui pOUlut rendre, et 11 se laissa traiter de rot. 

Mais,. comme il ne pouvait oublier sa èondition naturelle, il son­
geait, en JTl~n'1e temps qu'il recevait ces-rëspects, qu'l~ n'était pas ce' • 
roi que ce peuple cherchait, et que ce royaume ne lui apparten~it 
pas, Ainsi ,11 avait une double pen;;ée: l'une par laquelle 11 agissait 
en roi, l'autre par laquelle il reconnaissait son 6tat v6ritable, et 
que ce n'était que le hasard qui l'avait, mjs en place où 11 était. Il 
cachait Cette dernière pens6e, et il d6caUvrait l'autre.' C'6tait par la 
première qu'U traitait avec l~ peuple, et par la dernière qu'il 
traitait avec soi-même. (Pascàl: 366' ." _' 

We do not suggest that Pascal was anticipating cinem~! .His audience 

was the contemporary anstocracy. We shaH trè-at Pasçal's narrative 

as "an allegory. In this capacity, it mirrors the' perspective required . 

to understand our thesis, , '. 

The pseudo-king represents!1 the cinema tic audience, Th~ island 
, , 

_and 'its people represent the cinema tic presentation, The pseudo-king 

has the option . of understanding himself as the real king or hIS look­

alike: within his avin mind, the choice is entirely hiS own, The fÇ)r-

mer choice results in the equation, 1 am the kmg of these people, 

,whiéh, .. from the reader's perspective, 15 taIse. The l~ttêr choice re­

sults in the equation, 1 am the virtual king,of these p'eople,. which, 

from the ieader's perspective, is true, The virtual king functions 'as 

-if he were the real king. 

Si llfilarly, throughout the cinematlc presentation, the audience . . ~ 
'. has ,the cboice of particlpatil1g in its events as though they are 'what 

'-~ #' 

~hey appear -10 ~, or as though they merely appear to he what they 

ar.e" Irrespective of the persuasive power of the cinema tic presenta,.... 

tion itself, ~ery 'member of the audience retains at least this privi-

.,.' 
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" ." lege of decision. The former choice results in the equation, reb'gious , 

ci{Jema is re/igious experience, which we· challenge (the challenge is 
, . , 

taken up In the second chapter)" The latter choice résults ln the 

equation, re/igious cinema is virtual re/igious ex~enence, which we 

affirm. 

Moreover, although the events of the cinematic presentation 

may he accèpted as representatlOns of another set cif events extemal , . 
, .; 

to the presentation, they do not. refer outside the sphere of the 

eyeryday world of the audience, Just as the pseudo-king appears un-
1 c: "TI 1 

·aware of his own origin but derives his self-image fr9m the knowledge 

that he is not what he appears to "he. Vve do not know thât the 

\'-- pseudo-'king is ~u'ch: He believes himself to be other than v/hat he is, , 
. . 

b~t he 'is unable to describe that other, . except in- the negative: it is 

not what he is taken as,. of 'that he is certain. But his' 'certain,ty ~e"" 

mains negative. ' 
l 'i~ \ 

, -
This ,last point, 15, both the most d~fficult and the ~ost impor-

" , 
tant. " From the wintage pomt of our thesis, the f2vents of the cme-

, ' , 

m~tic pres~ntatl~n cannot refe~ O\it~id~ the sphe~e of -the e:verydé!Y 
'.. 1 1 P,' 

.. 

, worJd of the. audiet:lce. Rather, those events which appear to:r~,fer ' ~ 
~ ::" ' '"f ~ " 

p';ltsjdè that sp~ere,. simply are outsid~ that sphere, not through"ref- ~, 

er~~ce,; but Per,se. They form an other within the context- of-and ~, 

throughout-th~ <mtire cinem~tic presentation; where tl)is':other' is 
... rJ 'f • " of J -

, tot~l1YWithout referential -~ssîsts, it is a who/ly other.; 'yet, its " 
• _ 1 

'othèrness is, nëv€r more or less th an virtual; since it rèmain~ à~' 

&sth,:tic construct, r~ther than an experience of otl1,et:', or -W-holly, 
• l' 

. ". , 

" 

, " 
, . . . . 

, , 
: 

'" 
, . 

, . 
~" 

" 
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other t' per se. , 
The pse'ûdo-king retains the power of choiee 'over his own na-

'. tur~. Bùt t~e negative choice; whereby he is n~t the ~eai king, re-
> ' 

, mains utterly n()n-r:ef~rential' there is no -other to which it can re-

: "fer:. Thus, the negative choice is an other per se Maklng the cho}ce, 
.' 

. the pseudo-kmg experiences essentlally nothI'ng, except the falseness of 
~ . 

his rôle ~s king of the' peopl\e among whom he finds himself. Jhus, he 

is hot' only Virtual' king, he 15 aiso virtually other, 'since this other 

has 'no ground,' .no ïoundation, no contour whence to, derive meanmg 

1 t '.is an àther _ ~t1ich he finds himself to he, without f orm or sub-
, ., 

stance (except as 'himself): devoid of the very possibility of meaning. 
~ .' \ - ,-i 

, ,Within the bound~.,of Pascal's allegory, thlS remains true. Were 
-, '" ~ , 

, the tale to be embellished, such that the pseudo-king had a specifie 

" past, known ta' 'him and other than his new-found rôle, the other 
• 1 

woulq.' collapse as other, becoming sim ply another. But the original. 
-

stor)" _ remains unembellished. So, too, the cinematic presentation; 

,wliere the experience of other is manifest, it remains such in iis 

.: original 'form. Yet embellish,ment may come from without, Films age; 
, ,. 

"', what appears once as other may he, subsumed into future; when the 

" ' 

. , .. 

. 
\ 

" o 

,'future arrives, th~ other becomes another J Wlthin the sphere of the 

gve,rYday world of the audience. 
l,' • .... 1 

~ 

-" ..... 

. ' <, Working Definition: ·Religious Experience· 
" " " .. , 1,:. 

. lt ' 
We have .~utÙned an ,~ppioach to religious language, but have. 

' .. 
, , '.'. t, 

, J 
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as yet avoided providing an explicit definition for that which we as-

sez;-ted as its complement: religious experience. Given the foregoing al­

legory anq the surroundmg discussion. we are now in a position to 

derive' this definition. SInce our approach to religious language is neg­

ative, our approach to its complement should, for the sake of consis­

tency, be similar. If religious language is deliberately non-referentlal, 

except m- relation to human experience, it follows that religious expe­

rience is aIl that which religioas-language deliberately does not de­

scribe. 

While ordinary language may attempt descnptions of religious . . 
experience '. religious language will inevitably negate such descriptions, 

in 'order that religious experience always remains an other, except as 

the experience itself' the experie~ce itself is always immediate, not 

as an other, but as itself; yet it reffiams other than either the lan­

guage whereby it is described, or the mel1?ories whereby ft f5 re-
, 

CBlled. Conversely, experience that can he subsumed into ordinary 

experience and can he subjected to the descriptive processes of ordi-
, ' ' .. 

nary la~guage is; by this definition, not religious. 

Religious experience is all that which caUs ordinary experience' 
1 ~ '. 

' .. into question~ ail that which is 50 ~holly other t~at the primacy and 

vera city of ordinary experience become doubtful. Religious experience 

. inevitably breaks down the cohesiveness that the sum 'of aIl ordinary 
. . 

experiences manifests. Thusl' religious experience cannot he consumed 

~Y ordinax: experien~e, s~nce the latter has no hold over the· former, 

except by virtue of the absence of the former. The very presence of 
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n;ligious experience ruthlessly negates the power of ordinary ~xperi-

,ence,' unless the former is ignored; certain Clrcumstances make ~his . , ' 

impossible. 

The pseudo-king can pretend to be the real king, but he cannot, 

within the context of the story, 'deny. his own doubts These doubt.s 

remain, inevltably colounng hlS experience of his new-found .rôle.' 

Similarly, relîgious expenence remains, ey-en îf as no more th an a 

, . memory of ultimate otherness. AIl subsequent experience is necessan-; 

ly conditlOned by thlS experience ·and Its memory While demal of the 

experience or its memory may be the only result, even the deniai 

alters what passes henèeforth as ordinary expenence, 
, . 

Religious cinema, on the other hand, remains an œsthetic con-
1 

:;truct. Its very capaclty for repetitlOn, ln the forin of subsequent 

scr€enings~ denies Its authenticity as anythmg other than an ~sthetlc 

construct .. Thy.s, religlOus experience manifested in religious clI~ema is, 

by definitlOn, nof religious experience, but ordinary exp,enence. The. 

- other of religlOus .cinema is a fabrication, reprod.ucible at -will. Hence, 

~eligious cinema mus~ be defmed as never more than virtual religious 
,1 

experience, for this preserves the s'eparation between a spontaneous 

experience of the wholly other and a careful~y crafted representatlon. 

However, rehglOus cinema as virtual n~ligious expenence implies 

the' appeâI:'ance of permanent otherness,· the a~pllrent. absence of the 

very possibility of referencè. Thus, the vir~ual r~ligious experi~nce 

. that characterizes religious cinema mus·t itself pe characterized by 

. apparent irreducibility: Here the rôle of paradox becomes'"manifest., 
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. \ -. 
The, elem~nts t~at ëonstitute the virtual religious experience cl')arac-

teri~tic of ~,eligio~s cineml are apparently paradoxical; th~t IS, they 

appear to give rise to paradox, )iowever paradox can be eroded if its 
, , 

elements are subject to reduction. -Thus, the virtual religious experi-:-

.,enee 9f religious cinema must rely,' on elements tl1at themselves resist 
, , 

reductlon. While these elements may be found througho\tt several 

layers of interpretation, they must be grounded at the most funda-
\ 1 J 0( l , -

ment~l, least interpretative layer of the cinematie phenomenon., 

If the paradoxical elements are not grounded wrthin th,? most 

fundamental layer, then they remain vulnerable to the possibility' of 
,re-interpretation whenever a 'shift oe~urs within that l~yer, singe aIl 

other laye~s are dependent on it and are themselves interpretations. of 

that layer or IÇ'lyers above it. For this reason, our thesis must rely' 

on a' particul~r' understanding of the very technol,ogy and physiology 

, of· çlnema, the set' of physieal processes that gives rise ~o the ~ssential 

cinematic phenomenon, Both this set of physicaI proëesses' and our, . . , 

unqerstariding of it arise out of specifie" intellectual !rameviorks (a~ 
-, ' 

discussed in the next chapter}. 
• 1 

Alternate Definitions 
" , 

., . ~ ~, 

1 • '~r 

Other definitions of religious experience exist, We have chosen to 

define' religious eXpr2rience from the sanctuary of 'a particular defini-
J ~ .. .. , , . 

"\ tion of reli,gious language,' To speak of religious experienee, even nega-

tively l r,equires religious language. Language itself may he defined as 
" ' \ ~ 

, " 
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.' . . 
1 _ 1 \.. ." _.J .. ' 4 ' 

(at ,lea~t) referentfal," non-referential. or sC?lf-referential.. bc.h defirü,:,,' 
1 _ '. rh, ~ ,-, 1 1 , 

t.ion resu!ts in' a different. appr,oach ~o that whièh )an~uage., is ,take~, -to 
"""- .. '. .., 

describe. We have chosen one approach te>' language 'and therefore one 
1 ~ 1 • 

',~pproach to that whù:h it is taken to des~rlbe. Our deflnltiori o( reli- , 

gious langu~ge leaves 'nô alternative but a' ,negative dèfinition of reli-a. ' , 

. gious experien,ce. . -:. .. 
, ,~' 1 r 

,This negative 'definition colours the remainder 'of ~hi5 dissertat'lon 
...' - ,. ""J ..... .. .. ~ . 

and conditions, our arialysis~ ot' We~ner' Herzog's Rerz élUS Glos It coula 
, • ( _ • l '.. -

De argued that thiS weake,ns the ~ase {or 0Mr thesls as a global 'defini~. 

tion of religious cinema: if:, oth~r definltlOn~ < of 'rehgiou~, la~gu~'ge 
find/or religiou~' exp~rie,rice 'are chosen,' our 'thesis will 'not 'hàve \}~en " 

1 _ \.. 'j • '. t ~ 

tested. There can be no ult'imate defense' agairist thÜi critIque. But . 
~ "'t • \ 

• • ! .... , 

such a cntique can be leveled agàinst any and every aCademlC enter"': , 
. '-

prise, Since aH such enterprises must b'égin with cer:tain âssump.tLOns: 
, , 't 

This chapter serves ta state our assumptions' ,and provide som~' r~-: 

tionale for their Rrf.!sence. . ." , ' 

, , ~ 
Moreover, the assumptions that under1ie our thesis and th,IS 

dissertat}on are"'sufficiently different, as h coll~ction, from thos~ t;hat 
\ " 

have 5erv~d other forays in'to the field of religious, cinema theory and. 
<0 \ ~ \.... ~ ~ • 

cr~ticism that, ,at the very léast, sorne· int~resting' results ~~~. " .' 

a~hieved. Finally J the assertion tha tour thesis serves ':ls 'a' g~a~. d,ef-' 

inition of religious' cinema âoes not preclud~ the possibiÙty th~~ 6ther 
~ ... . 

dleses ,mày serve a· similar function.' Religious, ~iner:na' !S, 'a "çompl~x " 

phe~omenon. Our definition' providés one.'apptoa~h, ';hich: (ii,i~ '"' 
, ' . .-. ," , 

c1aimed) nonetheless penetrates ali. layers 'of that p,henomenon. Other 
... 1 " \ r ~ t ) " .. •• J ~ ~ ~ 

, J j.. .... f", \ ~ • \ ,. l r 

, " 

, , \-
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, , 

th'eses- necessarily proVide other approaches, but these,' : too, may 
• '1 '" ~' 

~netrate aIl layers of the phenomenon. 

A dialogue with a variety of other approaches to religious cine- -
, ' 

ma is maintained throughout thi,s dis~ertation. However, ln the inter-:-
! , . 

est of pr~ceeding wt1:h the expo$itiol) of our thesis, 'we now suspend 

further discussion of other defi'nitions of the terms crucial 'to its c'om-
, , 

prehension until the rourth chapter, in which the issue of terminology 
, l ' " 

~ .J ..' 

is reopened to develop further conclusions on the dominion of our 
-

the sis and Its c(;mtribution to t~e ,realm of religious cinema the()ry and 

criticism. This task 'is considerably simplified in that context, since it 
. " . . 

follows,. rather than precedes r the application of our thesis, in tl1e " 

third cha,pter, to a specif~c film. 

,Marginal Approaches' , 

r. 
l ' , 

Tf? conclude this cl1apter 1 it is instructive to examine three" 
. ' 

. marginal ,àpproaches to religious cinema. These approaches are labeled . ' 

" .. ",. 'marginal' to emphasize the tentative nature of thelr, conclusions'" 

They are described as 'approaches' because they represent important 

steps toward a religious cinema theory. The first of these ~marginal' 

~pproaches to he _ d'iscussed is that of Sus'anne'r Langer, Although Lang-
, .. >. 

, , 

1 • er does not tackle the subject or problerris of religious cinema per se, 
.' , \ . 

'her reflections on cinema in general 'd~Jrve ~ention, brief though 
\ ... ( \ . \ 

.. 
\ 

, ~, 

, they,Me'" 

. ln ,her appendix to Feeling and Form, Langer define'S ·film as. 
" ' 

, , , 

, . 

7 

" 

') 
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, ' ' 

'~ 

.... , 

" 

," , l~ ' .. 

. 'l, 

, U the drèam modll"' (412)': This' is not ·an equ~tion: cinema 'i~ -like" 
, .. 

,'" • < .... 

drearn, but ,It neither copi,es dréam nor', "puts one 'into a 'daydream" 
. . , 

(412), Ràther, like dream, it\' puts the audience in the centre ,of the 
". • t' ... 

events being port~ayed, The' camera, "creates a virtual present" by 1 

.taking the ,place ?f the dreamer in the dream, 'although th';./~era .. 

',is not identical to the .,dreamer (412-413): ," é~ 
'1 ' 

, ~e are usually agents in al dream. The camera (and lts comple- _ 
ment, the sound track) 15 not itself in the plcture. Jt Is the',mind'I 
eye ~nd nothlng more. Neither 1s the p~oture (if 1t 1s art) l1ltely to 
bc2 dr~amlike in its structure, It is,a poetic composition, coherent, 
Qrganlc, governed by a detlnltely conceived feeling, .not dlctated by 
~ctual emotional pressures. (413) "" .', ' 

Th'"e participatIOn remains, in' one sense, ,passive. The a~dience cannot 
(II ..... ~ , • 

, ,~... 1 

'Change the events portrayed, they will run their course, which IS 
l\ ... -

" ' 

now, determined solely. by. t~e strip of _ Cel1uloid™ trom which they are 
. 

being recons:tructed. . . 
Langer broaches the subject of:. theatre and its relation to cine-

. \ 

ma, observing"that novels are more readily adaptable to film 'than 
, . 

. plays. 'The theatre is too' è0l!fine~ to the' iix~d space of the stage. :rh~ 
'riovel, on the ,other' hand, requires less decomposition, because ~t 

handles space more abstractly. 'In this, the nove 1 is like both dream 

anq film, both of which are "often intensely c~ncerned with space" . . 
(e.g.: in dream, "endless r6ads, bottomless ~nyons, things too high, . , . 
too near, too far") without being "orient~d in any total space." 

(Langer: 415) 

As an example Qf this ùse of spate, one may Cite lngmar ,Berg-

'. 

.' 

',' 



. . 

1 • 

, , 

, \ 

o 

24 .' 

.' 
/ 

f \! ,., .. 

man's fersonll (1966). The ov~rall se.tting is'. usually irrelevant to the 

emoti().n~l timbre of .a P?rtlcular shot. 'The 'shots are' connected, not . .' 

. py locale; but by our experience of them. ThiS' effeèt is reinforced 

through Bergman's use of the close-up: the framels not a limiting 

feature~. rather, it serves to focus our attention on the subject, to 

the exclusion of the surroundings. . 
, . 

While Langer's approach represents an interesting departure 

trom traditlOnal cinema theory,' it has had little impact in that field . . , 
, . 

and must therefore -be c0I.1sidered ·'margin'al'. in a: double sens.e. More 

in keeping \Vith ~ur task 15 the app~oach' of Richarc;l BoUrnan. BoUrnan 
. ..'. :' 

is not,anxious to reject the thematic ~tatemerl'ts that the~loiians em-. 

ploy to e~plain a film. HoweVer, he stresses the need to view such 
: . 

stateÎnents as distinct trom their subject.' In their stead, he proposes· 
. , .'~ ,",,~. ( 

the developmen~. of a ÙtheoIogicai œsthetic~" (BoUrnan; 104) 

. ThematiC .statèment~ reduce the sig~ificànce of the medium with 

respect to its message. They extract from the art work a position 

which they iqentity as its theological contribution, but ignore the 

technique the artist uses to convey it. BoUrnan, on the other hand, 
, 

asks the question, "What does aIl cinema, as a medium, have to do . 
With man and h~s .understanding of God?" (BoUrnan: 104) 

BoUrnan outlines a contemporary Christian spirituality that al­

lows for a different view of the rôle of art in society: " 

Christian spiritual1ty today, espec1ally among the young, almost tg­
nor" C9d as a looming governing figure exerting demands on His 

. ' SÙbJrcts asklng [sic] to be worshlped and consulted, and serves Hlm 
rathtr in the neighbor, in liturgical gatherings rich with individual 
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~ . 
participation and adapted tQ the spirit and culture of the group. 
Christ lives. among and in the communitYj thR gathering place' of 
Chrtst1ans Is sancUtied bëtause Chrfsthms aTe there, not because il 
is a building of a certain shape, or one blessed and consilcrabld, or 
~opled With statues, or even housing the sacred bt'ead. (BoUrnan: 
111) . . . ' 

'" 

Given ~uch a view of contemporary Christian spirituality, BoUrnan 

argues that cinema is the medium most suited to Its ·~xpressioh. 

/ Cinema rejects "primitive religious experi~nce" and. brings its 

. audience U into contact and unforgettable involvernent with the con­

crete indlvidual in time and space, using as its mat~rials indiVldual 

,pers?ns, faces, and gestures, real sounds and artifacts, act~al time 

organized as a progr:ess of significant events." Th~t is, audience pat-
, 

ticipation in cinema is more immediate th an in' the traditional arts. 

(Bollrnan: 112) 

The key to this immediaèy i5' tirne. In cinema, past' and future 

are always éxperienced as. present. Coherence is achieved, not by 

standard mechanical éhronology; but, "by the order of mu tuai influ­

ence and consequences" of events, "enriching each othèr, working to- .... 

gether into a meaningful history " Thus,' film time U is the antithesis 

of a series of ticked instants, of ail drummed rhythms and" musical . 
beats which for th~ primitive stifled the chaos of time." (BoUman: 

1~8) 
'--... 

WJi'ci Strawherries (Ingmar Bergman, i 957) may be cited fo 
clarify this point. Through its heavy use of flashbacks and dream se­

quences, the film softens the line between Past and present, dream 

and 'reality'. Although we are able to recognize the fla~hbacks and 

\. 
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.. 
dream sequences as such, we experience them as immediate events, 

intimately connected with the. present of the prIncipal character 

whose memories and dreams they represent. We are on a voyage 

through the psyche of another indivldual, we participa te m that indi­

vidual"s search for himself. 

Bollman's ultlmate intent IS to promote a deeper invest1gatIOn of 

the cinema by theologians. He develops, not a final definition of reli­

gious CInema, but an initial approach to such a definition. He dis- . 

courages the establishment of sohd boundanes between religious film 

and cinema in general, thereby leaVlng much room for the develop-
! 

ment of an œsthetic of religlOus cinema. 

The last, and most thorough, of the 'marginal' approaches to be 

discussed is that of Harvey Cox. Like BoUrnan, Cox's chief concern is 

to move away from what he terms "thematic criticism." ln its 
, 

stead, he poses "two questions of a more structural cha~acter." The 

two questions are: (1) "what is the responsibility of the theologian as 
, 

the%g/an in view of the sociological role cplayed by the cinema in 

shaping the modern consciousness?" and (2) why lS film "structurally -

more capable 'of dealing with the unique theological problem of our 

generation than are the other artistic media "? (Cox: 28) 

Cox's answer to his first question is illuminating, in part he­

cause it defines a very positive rôle for the theologian: 

The responslb1Uty of the theologlan vis-à-vis the cinema 15 not to 
spy out un suaI footage or irreverent treatments of clergymlln. His . 

. responslbllity Is to unc1erstanc1 the cinema as an authenUc art 
form, ta expose the frauds for what they are, and to as si st the ar-

, 
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tlst to.-pertorm his Indlspensable·tuncUon by critfclz1n, him appre­
ciatively and by helping him ~ get a h~aring. (Cox: 35) 

27-

Although·~the Issue of "~ensual footage" 15 more complex t~an Cox's 

statement suggests, his perspectIve allows for a much broader scope , -
!... _...... 

of inv:-estigation on the part of the critic Gritic and artlst together 

form ? cam munit y whose reach ex tends beyond that of elther. 

While our .stance is essentlally ln harmony with that of Cox, we 

wish to .address issues that extend beyond it, Cox's second questIon is 

mère relevant in thls respect, for It dIrects our attention toward the 

fundamental Issues 'that are at stake. According to Cox, the 1/ unlque, 
" 

theological pro.blem pp that faces our generation is that of coming to 

grips with Cl the shattered pie ces of our everyday world. 11 CInema ho Ids 
-
these pleces before us Uuntil they take a shape that allows us ta see 

ourselves as we are, and therefore, perhaps, to see beyond " (Cox 

40) 

There is Ua structura! reason" for othis': the "starkly ViSUll/ 

character of the film allows it to include muc~ more of the superficiaJ 

trivia without dwelhng on them," The Cl much \ morer' is in comparison 
\ 

to contemporary theatre (pre-cinematic playwrights are exempt): 

We have become 50 accustomed to a certain optical tullness ln the 
cinema that plays on the stage tend alv.rays to appear lipara and 
abstracto A playwrlght cannot seem ta be real1stic and protound at 
the same tim~, W'hile a film-maker cano Perhaps that iil the heart 
of the matter. A film-producer can assume Il certain Slven ilmbl­
,nœ, a visual reality that is simply tb,n>, especially in films 
made on location. He can, It he knows W'hat he Is doln,~,. slmply gRt 
on with the job, making certain to utUia thll natural ~provilion in 
whatever way 15 most helptul wlth the camera. (Cox: 36) 

j , 
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It should he added that çinema çan appear "spare and abstract" as 

~'well, while maintairiing those qualities that, in Cox's view," allow one 

to distinguish it f.r:om theatre. Ingmar Bergman's trilogy, Through il 

6/8SS Darkly (1961» Winter, Light (1962), and The S'llence (1963), 
'.~ " 

serves às an e~ample. ~ev~~theless, the essentlal lngredlent of Cox's 

argumel)t holds tru~;' film functions differently thàn the other media . 
- . 

Th~ implicatlOn of this thesis' depends on the rigour with which it is 

appliefi ' 

Our thesis may he s-een as an extension of the above. The CI vis­

ual reality" ,of ,which' Cox speaks is fundamental to the cinematic ex- _ 
, ' 

perience. 'H engenders the sense of participation that the audience . . 
feeIS. But it can be blocked. A director may choose to deny his or 

. , 

... her audience any familiar landscapes, any secure position from. which 

" 

", 

,-, 

to relate to the impressions created, although this technique may in-...... 

volve interference with the technology as it stands. Historically, film 

was developed to facilitate, indeed foster audience participation, rath­

er than inhibit It. 

We have examined three 'marginal' approaches to r:eligious cine-
• 

ma, each of which proVides a different perspective on the subject. ln .. ~ . ~ 

each case, we were able to cite one or more films from the œuvre, of 

a' single director (Ingmar Bergman) to illustra te a point. We could 

have cited other ~irectors, but it is significant that a~ngle directôr 

sufficed. It appears that the art of film is ~ufficient unto itself; cine-
t • . 

matographers frequently acQieve a synthesis far beyond ~hat of the 

" 
'- --- -~---
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critic_. Therein lies the artist's challenge. It is a challenge that neither 

critic nor theoreticlan can reject. 
, ' 

While we cannot mamtain that our thesis represents l'!l0r~ than 

a possible approach (no matter how comprehensive) to religious cine­

ma, we must say this in the hope that it is at least partlally un­

true. Reli~pous cmema cnticistn must event~ally develop a reputation 

for synthesis of the highest order.' The three 'margmal' approaches 

just presented are no more than initIal steps in this dIrection ' In 
\ 

part,. the task of thls dIssertatIon is to move sufhclently beyond these . 
initial steps that one can· recogni~~ at least the possibility of .such -a 
, . 
synthesis.~ 

.. .. -
Conc1uding Remarks 

-\ . 
In tje ne~t, or second chapter, we ground our~ thesis and' ex-, 

plare its immediate implications, thereby prbviding sorne insight into 

its potential for applicatiqn Within the field of rehgious cinema criti- ' 

: cism. The thesis is then expanded ta provlde a specihc crîtlcal metti":' 

-o,d: In addition, the ~ey contemporary approaches to religious cinem~ . 

are discussed in sorne detail and related to our thesis. This discussion 

is pa~ticularly relevant to t~e issue of global definitions of religious 

<;=inema. if our thesls is not global with respect to aU possible defini'-: 

. tions, it may at least he shown that if' incorporates those which have 

been presented ta date. Where appropriate" a' dialogue with the ma­

jor film theories. is developed. 

'/ 
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... ,The \third' chapter contains a detai~ed ana]ysis, using the' specifie 
, , • \ > ." 

critiçal method derived tram our', thesis' in thé s~~ond chapter, of 
- , 

Werner Herzog's flerz àus GIr!1s (1976). Readers who have not seen 

this' film may d~rive sorne ,benefit trom the screenplay presented at 

the" end of the dissertation. Ho:wever, readers should be cautioned ' 

that our thesls demes the equation of film and screenplay. Thus, the 
, . 

third chapter is based, not on the screenplay, but on multiple view-,. ' . . 
it:lgs 'Df the origmal· film. It is strongly recommended that readers 

. avail them~elve5 of any opportumty to view Herzog's film. Failing 

that, ;t-rnay he or' sorne ~nefit ta have seen at lea~ o~e othér of 

Herzog's filr:ns. . 

The fourth and final chapter, recapitulates our' thesis and the 
t, .. , 

r~sults of our analysis of Rerz aus Glas. The merits of the thesis as . ' 

bath critical tool and theoretical synthesis, are discussed. \ The merits 
1 • 

are extrapolated both into the field of religious cinemà theory and 
" 

. criticism in particular and into the field of film theory and criticism 

in general. The latter -extrapolation is mtended solely as a possible 

.' ,eontrib~tion. It is anticipated that the,' .applicability of the former ex-

-- . trapolation will he used to judge the immediate success ,or tailure of 

r:' '-.,iI-' 
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tHOPTER 2., 
\', 

c 

" R~ligiou~ [i.~em8,~s lJirtu~l, Religi(lus ~~perienl:e 

The last chapter introduced the question Why' is a givert film 

religious? This question is specifie to a particular film. The last chap­

ter then proceeded to the question ,What is religious cinema'?' This 

question is genera} to aH 'religious' films. It is possible to move either . , 

trom the senerai question to the specifie, or vice versa. It is also 

possible to ask either ~uestion in isolation j W,ithout pr<><:eeding to its 

complement. This chapter employs the tirs~ option:' the general ques­

tion forms its focus, not in isolation, but as. a foundation for the spe-:-
, , ' 

cific q~èstjon, What are the consequences of the other three options'? 
g 

'. Order and Contezt 

'If, the specifie question is asked in isolation, a discussion of the 

basic: elements of the film msrdium is discouraged. Th~ question serves 
, " 

as no m'ore than an analytic device; rather than a synthetic one. 

The critic who employs this option ,faces no more than a simple bina-
, " 

ry' decision: if the film bein~ a~alysed has already been labeled reli--

gious, the~ the' cri~ic may argue for or against this label; if the film' . 

has yet· t.Q he laheled religious, then thé critic
U 

may choose to encour­

age or 9iscourage such. a label. 
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" What 'are th~ tools avaÎlable to the cri tic in this task? Ther~ are 
, , 

none that Îs specifie to the film medium until the general q~estion 

has, been addressed. The critic who succumbs solely to the specifie 

- question lives at the mercy of the audience of both fIlm and analysis,' 

~nd p05sesses no ,defe~ce against the onslaught of t the film tbeoreti­

cian,' whether religious or secular. The specifie question consists en-
( 

tire)y of t!:J priori components: the partieulûr film is a given; the 

mode of religi'ous interpretation is a given (an audience must be pre­

supposed, although it may consist solely of the critic). 

This should not be taken to Împly that the analysis restricted to 

the speci.fic question can offer ~o insight. It may' contain, information, 

or promote a perspective, that is entirely new ,to its audience. It 

'may ~even eneourag~ the audi(:!nee to re~eValuate the film. But ,that is 

not the issue here~ rather,' the issue' is the relatiofl ortbis, forrp of 

analysis to our understanding of, religious cinema in general. Since 

this form of analysis is not initiated in an atmosphere of funqamental 
, , ' 

inquiry, it is unlikely to cO!'!tribute moni than Cl superficial apprecia-

tion fdr those èlements unique to the film medium. 

If the specifie question precedes the general question, it sets the 

initial qirection ~hat an answer to the ger-era1 question vnll take.· It is 
, 

true that the general question might never have been raised had not ' 

a surfeit of answers ~o the speCifie question led ~o the realization that 

a more general investigation was in arder. The two questions also 

possess a structural similarity: eaeh proeeeds trom a given and merg- , 

es it with an adjective drawn trom another given. The combination 

= 
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of structural sirrtilarity and historical connection serves to en~ourage 

the movement trom the specifie question to the general. 

However, the question What is religiQus cinema? presupposes ~t~ 

~omponents: cinema must exist and the adjective 'religious' must. 
, 

have been successfully applied elsewhere, even if only to its original 

- subject. Bringing the two components together generatès the ques­

tion's environment and conditions its initial )nterpretation. The ques~ 

tion is asked because religious, cinernq is assumed to exist. But the 

question is also asked becaus€ it is realised that rehgious cinemà can 
. 

only he assumed to exist in generaI; until the question is answered, 
, 1 1 _ ," 

~en tentatively, no examples <?f religious cinema can be'brought to, .. , , ," . 
the fore, unless they are tr~ated ,solely' as .temporaTy.-_re~arch mate­

rial. 
, . 

T 0 begin with thè specifie question and move. to t~e 'gel;1erai is to 

J~lace undue impc;rtance on the individual .film .. The latter is ,noJ longér 
, ' : ... 

treated as temporary research material, but ,~comes instead the 

very bedrock upon which the ar:lsw~r to fhe generai question is " . 
. ' 

grpunded. This presents a twofold danger:' (1) that th'e answer to the 

generai question cannot be dissociated from the particular films that 
, 

it purports to ~ncompass and (2) that the answer to the general 

question does not incorporate the results of a thorough in.vestigation of . 
the fundamental elements of the film medium (in the absence of such 

. 
. an investigation, the answer to the general question will always:.be 

subject to intense criticism from those syntheses that included it). 

Finally, if the general question is asked in isolation, it remains . . 

" 
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essentially -irrelevant, rio more,. th an 'an interest~~g pQssibility. The 

test of any answer to·. the geheral question will always be whether if 
1 ." ~ 

. ,,: . can he ~u~cessfully applied to one or more films, If thè a~swer f~ils . '. " _ 

, ' ~ .. 

, , 

" ,~P inc~ude, or at least substàntially initiate, such a test, ~t remqins -' 

incomplete àrid ul.timately denies its own field of study, H~nce', 'al-' , . , 

,though the rem'ainder of this chapter vliU be concerne~ with the de-

velopment of" an answer to the generul question, thi~ chapter' ~~mains' 

incomplète without the next, which represents the moverrien~ from 

Hie general to the' specifie, as the question Js this ;~i1m religious? is 

applied to Herz {lUS Glas. ' 

" 
" 

" 

\ . 
, ' 

The Elements 'of Cinema. .. 
, " 

r ' 

W'e haye placed much emp~asis 9n the basic elements of, the 
. , 

film medium, What are these clements? Are they unique ,to the me-
~ 1 \ • 

. dium? Do they contribute to' the' isolation of the medium"as 'a distinct 
• '" 1 • \ f 

art form? Finally, do they foster thé idl?ntificaÙon 9f religious cinema 

as a separate category within the medi~m?' Thes~'q~estioris must be , , 

treate~ carefully. While lt· j~ tempting to .p~oVide c~ple~e~ aI1swers, it 

must be recognized that the issùe~ ihey raise extend far beyond the 
, , 

r :bounds of o~r thesis and this dissertation, The .latter can,not provide 
, " 

more than working definitions. 

, The elements that constitute ~he filql medium inay he divided 

, into t~o broad categories: (1) those that preceç1~ the projection of a 

film and (2) those that are concurrent with the projeçtion of Cl film. 

\ ' , 
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The former catégolY,. will not he discussed 'any further. except where . . 
, mention of its c~mponents proves essential" to an understanding of >', 

, those of the latter' category. The latter category' is the '~focus of the 
,. . 
remainder of this dissertation. lt la aiso recognized that there are ele-

, • ~ r 

me~ts th~,t ~aintain residence in both categories~ these will he ex­

, àinined only as elements of the latter category. 

Aré the tW9 categories so distinct from one another that they 

can be examined in such complete isolation? We must answer this 

Q,uesti,on in the afÙrmative. The audience ~eed, never know the o~igin 

ot' a filrn:. It need never know whether the film represents tact or. 
o , 

fiotion 0 It 'need never 'know what meaning the director intended the . " . ' 
film to proVide. It. need never know the relation of the film's story to t. " • . ., 

any other,. lt, need never €Ven 'knovl 'wha~ the·.nature of "film i~J how 
• ~.. • \ •• ".~ j: 

film 1S created and distributed. The 6rlly requirement the" audience 
, . 

must fulfill is that of, any audience: it must watch the film (~here is 

a semantic irony he.re). 
, 

As stated in the first chapter, film exists by economic necessi~y. 

Without an audience, film literally ~com~s 'economically irifeàsible. .' 

This constraint has played a large rôle in the' development of film . 

aesthetics and film technology. Both are .geared to audience satisfac-' 

tion. Thus, films are ge~erally 'scre~ned' ·in, la,rgè, ~~rkenèd,:rQOms to 
- ' , 

focus audience attention. They employ the latest in audio technology' 
\ ,,_ 1 

(ViZ. 'Dolby® stereo') to enhance audience par:ticipation. They present 

moving images in full, rich colour ,to foster an aura of reality (or 
< 

- faded black and white stills to promote identification With a particular 

, , 
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These are the' elements' as the audience sees and hears them. 

'But an examination of the unqerlying technology r~eals ~ substan-

tially different set of elements. At the risk of patronizing ,the r,eaaer: -".' . 

â .brief descripti0!1 of these elements ~s now -presented, As mention~d 

. earli~r) this description is confined to the elernents, tha't ,constitute the 

projection of Cl film. ,The purpose of this description is to provide, a ~ 

soJid cinematlc foundation for the, develoJ?meht of ou~ app~oach to r~:"'- ' 
, . , 

ligious cinema, As is seen, this approach is predicated o~ çértain fea- ' 
" " 

tures endemic in the "ptojection qf a fil~. . ' 

, ' , 

. ' ,The film that is projected consi~ts of a strip. ~f .Celluloid~. This" 

,strip, of Celluloïd:" contains an aural;'track', _.which sérves as the base 

for the creation' of auraI effects" anQ a- visual 'tràck', which serv~s ~s 
, ,. • .. 10 

t 1; \ • 

. 'th~ base for the prod~ction' of ,visual ~ffects. The' aurai, tràck is ana-
, . - - ~ -

, , 

.logue, whereas the visual track is digital; ther~fore,' the auraI effects 
, ~ - \ . 

arè 'a direct result of the 'reading' of ',the' auraI' ttai:k, whereas the 

full visitai effects are the r.esult of a' moré 'co~pIe~' phenomenon. (AI­

-though oqr 1 selection of the terms 'auraI tr~ckr' and 'visual track' rep-
.. . ~ . , , 

'resentS a simplification, it is sufficient f.or oùr purposes to examine 

. .' 

~ / :th~ underÎying ~ecllnQlO~ at this level of "detail. ) 

The a,ural track is ,"analogue' '~c~uSe it is an analogue of the 
" 

a~ral effects that it prQ,dl:1ées: there is a C?ne-for-one correspond en ce 
, \ 

". LI, • \ • 

. , betWe~n the pattern recorded <m the, auraI track and the sound vi-

brations: pr~uced by the èq-~ipm~nt that reads the auraI track. The 
1'" ~ • '. 

'tesulting auraI eff~cts ar~' ~ubj~ët tc?, furth~r interptetation by the 
I~ , .. 

, , 

1 ' 
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immed1ate environ ment and the human ear. A soundproof room 

deadens the aura}" effects, whereas a room with reflective walls cre- ' 

. " âtes echoes; both alter the' sound heard by the hum an ear, Then hu,... 

man physiQlogy, psychology, etc., intervene to determine the final 

" interpretation that the sound undergoes" 

The visual track 15 'digital' because it is composed of discrete, . , 

'static images ('trames'). These 'frames are usually' recordings made of 

a :cohèrent visùal event at' minute interVals in the m~ of that event. 
~ , 

Thus, the ,vlsual track is identical to a. series of slides taken in nipid 

succession and the projection ôf the visual tratk is equivalent to the . , 

rapid projection of successive, slides in, that series. The rate of projec­

tion of the frames on the visùal track is 24 per "second. Thus, an in­

dividual frame represents at most 1/24 of a second in the lite of the 

visual event it records. Movement is a function of the difference he-. ' 

tween successive frames. 

The last statement is not exclusive: movement is more than 

just a function of the difference between successi'.'e' frames. However, 

. it is prudent to begin a discussion of the nature of 1110vement ~thin 
, , 

the film medium with an examination of its origin. The strip pf Cel::-, 

'luloid'fM, that moves through the projector is not a moving pict~re; it 

is a series of moving pictureS, ~ach slightly different than it~. prede-
l, ) 

cessor and successor. The frames that constitute the strip of ~Uû-
loid1H are a static record of varying positions of certain objects in 

, 

space, no more. Movement as experienced by the audience requires 

multiple levels of interpretation. 
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" The Levels of Movement 

At the tirst level of interpretation, movement Is impJied by the 

change 'in. position of certain objects in spaèe. If the difference he­

'tween two successive frames involves the shift ;of an object from one 

" position to another in th~ image, the~ the projection of the two 
, "Q 

frames in succession lmplies the movement of the object from the 
\ 

first position to the secondin spa ce . Since the strongest statement 

that can he applied ta the' change in position of the object at this 

level of interpretation is that ,tiJe position' hlls cht!lr18ed, 'movement' is 

merely"a logical" dedûction (çf)', Davson: 538). 
, 

-'. . A t the' second level of interpretatjon.; movement is an illusion 
f " '. t' 

cre~ted ,by the rapid projection of sucéessive f.rames. If the position l'of 
tl. ." 'Il 

an object changes' thro\l1gh, cl 'Se~i~s ,of fr~mes and the degree of 

ch.ang~ lles· ~th~n certain llJ!lits, t~~n tne audience will perceive 
• '. .. 101 

movement; This per<:eption is à ph~iological/psychological response to 
,. r 

, ':. t~e rapid SUCGesSiol;l of differeht fritlnes. In the past, this response 
, . 

has, been attributed to a hypothetical ocular phenomenon identified 
1 \ • • .. .. ., ~ ~ 

. sim ply as '. persistence 'of vision" (cf., Eisenstein, 1947: 80). Contem-. , . , 

po~ary resear:ch into thè physiology and psychology of \Qsion suggests 

tbat th~ response is a function of the en tire visual system, not just 
- ~ \ .;, 

the eye; the en tire visual system participates actively in the creation 

ot'the illusion (e.g., Brown, 1965a: 293; Caelli: 169; Ramachandran 
~ _ 'i • 

and Aostis: 10ci; for a discu_ssion of the Unfortunate absence of any 
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impact C?f this reseatch on contemporary film theory, see Nichols, 

1981: 293-301). 

At the third leyel of interpretation, movement is simply a term 

'. used to identify a process. To identify the process, however, the au­

dience must interpret the images presented. It is not enough to ree­

ognize change and define this change as movement. The nature of the 

change must be recognized, such that movement becomes more than 
f~. J 

moyement per se. If an object moyes, then it moyes from one loca-

tion to another; both' locations and the object must he Identihed f9r 

the movement to acquire significance. If an event occurs, then a se;­

ries of actions haye acquired a degree of 10gical correlation; these a~ 

tions must be understood before the event can he recognized. Thus, 
/ 

at the third level of interpretation, movement is synonymous with 

the entire pr.ocess of signification, of transforming events and objects 
) -

into semantic structures. 

ln the preceding exposition, it should he remembered that the 

perspective taken iS,that of a member of the au4ience of a film, not 

that of a student of physiology or psychology. The Initial locus of 

study is not the retina, but rather the strip of Celluloid"" passing 

through the projector. 1f the former instance, the n~!1ult might he: ., 

The perception ot mot1on has two elements in 1t~ there 15 the d1rect 
Appreciation of movement in consequence of the gUding of the imase 
over the retlna when the eye 15 sUll (or a5 a result of the move­
ment of the eye when the image of the abject fixated remains ata­
t10nary on the ret1na), and there 15 the more '1ntellectual' recogn1- f 
tian of the tact of movement deduœ~ trom the observl\tion that an 
obJect 15 proJected to a cer,tain po1nt ln 5pace at one moment and at 
another point after a ~rta.in inlerval of Umfl. Thus we recognlze 

0, 
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. that th~ larse hand of a watch Is ln motion because a~ne mmute 
lt points at 'ten' and at the next minute at 'eleven'; th Te 1s, how­
e\1er, no nal perception of motion, the threshold rate 0 ~tovement 
helns too low. (Davson: 538) ) 
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While this perspective-and the disciplines that underlie it-are used 

here to justify our own perspective, the order of interpretation of the 

phenomena is essentially reversed. 

The Essence of Cinema 

1t is possible to imagine a film that incorporates no movement. 

Such a film would ~ the cinematic equivalent of a still life; yet it 

would remain a film, since it would consist of a series of frames 

projected in succession. Whereas a still lite is a single image, a film 

without movement is composed of many 'images'" The many 'images' 

become one by the same process-that determine~ the audience's expe­

rience of movement. It',is therefore possible ~s~ak of both move-

ment and non-movement in cinema as products of the same phe- " 

nomenon. 

The structure of this phenomenon is the same as that described 

Aboye for the experience of movement. Only on~ualification must he 
--.... 

introduced to permit universal application. At the f~rsf ,level of inte~ 

pretation, the cinematic image is a composite of two successive 

frames, irrespective of the presence or absence of differen,e; this is a 

logical requfrement. At the second level of interpretation, this qualifi­

cation becomes more acute, since it is also a physiological require-
'-.. 

\ 
\ f' 

1 
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ment: audienoe perception of a coherent, identifiable image presup­

poses a perceptible period of similarity between images; at 24 frames 

per second, a series of unrelated images is indecipherabl~.' At the 

third level of interpretation, the qualification is synonymous with the 

entire semantic process: if the ,image incorporates no element that al-. . - , 

lows the audience ta identify it and attach significance to it, then it 

cannot exist as part of any meaningful structure. 

'1t follows that the essential cinema tic experiehce is entirely in­

dependent of moverpent. lt is a product of human technology and 

physiology. While movement is a phenomenon associated with this 

experience, it is neither the only su ch phenomenon nor the most sig­

nificant; rather, it is .simply an effect. The filmmaker may use the 

techniques that give rise to this effect ta create a variety of cinemat­

ic p~enomena other than movement. Thus, the cinema tic still lite is 

~. . structurally unique. In theory, it must be trea,ted as an event quite 

distinct from à still life in ail, for example; the latter is an object 

whose existence, once pqinted, is set, whereas the former must he 

recreated during each and every presentation. 

. Let us recapitulate ,the essential ingredients of our argument· 

thus far. The elements that constituu~ the underlying technology of 

the film medium at the moment of projection are: the film stock 1 

the projector, and the audience. The film stock contains both an au­

raI track and a visual track; each is 'projected' by means of a differ-
. ' {~ 

ent form of technology. The audio technolOgy is not the exclusive 

pro pert y of the film medium;, the visual technology and its physiolog-. 
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ical-counterpart, on the other hand, proVide tl)e film medium with. 

one of its unique characteristics. 'T~us, it is the visual' component as 

it gives riS€ to the esse~tial cinematic experience that will henceforth 

form our focus. " 

While the film stoc'k provides 'the raw material and the projec­

tor conditions its initial interpretation, it is the audien~e that gener­

ates the essential cinematic experience per se. Although this follows 
, , 

trom our discussion of the underlying interpretative process, it pres-
" , 

ents a further herm~neutic challenge: if the film event is synony-

mous with the audience's experience thereof, whence is film analysis 
, , 

'f' to proceed? The only path to an objective analysis of the film is 
D ~ 

through the subjective experience of it; yet ~his very subjectivity' 
, 1 ., , 

then caUs any subsequent objectivity into question; conversely, the .' . 

\ very prQcess of objective analysis d~stroys _the fundamental subjec-

tivity of the experience that it purports to an~lyse. , 

The observation that the only path to an objective ana]ysis of a 

film is through the subjective experie~ce of it, in conjun~tion with 

the disçussion that precedes this observation, provides the impetus for' 

our approach to religious cinema. It is important to stress that 'sub- . 

. jective experience' is here to he equated neither with idle opinion nor 
, 

with reasoned interpretation, but solely with the immediate experi­

ence of the film: the essential cinema tic experience per se. But this 

raises further questions. If any film truly exists solely,as immediate , 

experience, how then is it to be analysed? And how is this analySis to , -

he reconciled with the original experience, since the analysis must, ~ 

1 ... ~. 
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by definition, exist apart 'trom that experience? 

The context for our answers to these que~tlons' is restric~ed to 
, ' , 

religious cinema. To emphasizethis contextual' restriction, and set its' ' 
, " 

~~nds, let us recall the last of out earli~r questions: Does ttle essen- , . ' 

tial cinematic experience foster the Id~ntifi,C<1tion of rehgious cinema as . '. -
1 v _ .. 

a separate category within the medium? If the essential cinef!1~tic- . 

experience is undifferentiated, then the question' must he ans~ered in 

the negative; there remain's onl~ the, possibility thilt rëligious cinema 

is synonymous with aH cinema; while appealing, such.a conclusion" ~ 
, , 

must he rejected outright as inherently biased. If an ~ffirmative an-

swer is to he defended, it must he shown that the essential cinetnatic 

experience is at least sufficiently differentiated as to admit the possi­

bility of multiple categories. 

The pa th to an answer to the question recalled in the/previous 

paragrapo is a long one. But it must he traveled before we can pro­

ceed to answer the two questions first posed at the end of the second 

, to last paragraph above. To travel this path from its origin, we begin 

_, by examining the problem of cinema as art J then proceed to discuss 

thè rôle of ideology in our understanding of this problem, and all 
. - '. 
,problems associated with the study of film. With these qualifications 

to serve as a background, we enter the realm of parable as a partic-

ular-i~ the case of this dissertation, paradigmatic-manifes~tion of 

. religious language and compare the understanding of parable described . 
there with our derivation of the essence of cinema. Thus, we arrive 

at the essen~e of ou~ th~ory of religious cinema, fr0rv'lI'whose perspec-
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: tive we are then able to provide precise guidelines for the analysis of 
, . 

. religiolJs cinema, thereby answering the two aforementioned method-

olOgical questions. .' . 

. ' 
'- . . The Medium as)l:1,. 

We have iqentüied the elements that constitute the film medi­

um and isolated those that are unique. We may now repeat our ear-
" .... 

lier question: Do they con~ribute to the isolation of the medium as a . , 

distinct art form? This question must now he answered. If film is no~t . . 

an art forro, then our :approach faIls into the category of philos()p~y . 

of science, since it ~i5 tl)en an analysis of a manifestation of technolo-·· 

.,.', gy. If fifm ois not Il distinct art form, then our approach must he .. 
snown to apply beyond the medium. 

Our ariswer must remain incomplete 1 since it is not the subject 

of thi~' disse~tion. 'Moreover, any answer must remain inc~mPlete 
\ . , 

to the extent that it relies on a particular definition of art. Tpus, our 

answer is of little ultimate consequence. Nevertheless, the exercise 

serves to outline the issue. 1 t is an older issue 1 of little importance in 
" 

more recent ~inema, theory. As an issue, it bridges the period he-

tween cQntempor-ary approaches to cinema and the earliest forays in­

to the realm of ci!lema theory. It also represents a period in which 

the nature of the cinematic phenomenon t!lppeared more clearly de­

fined, in sorne r.espeets._ 

Thé issue may he restated as follows: Is cinema simplt a trick, 
, , 
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a technique for audience manipulation, or does cinema represent a" 
~ Q, • ( ~ 

mature' medium of artistic expression, equivalent to the established 

art media? With the possible exception of television, film is the most 

pervasive form of public entertainment yet developed. At this level, 

however) film i~ no more art th an the comic book; depending ori 

one's definition, either both or neither fit the category. A trick may 

serve as entertainment; an audience may 'willingly choose to he ma­

nipulated. Yet, ot'le may imagine a level of entertainment that shat­

ters its own boundaries, ~uch that the audienc~ emerges with a fresh 

perspective. At this level, the original 'trick' is both irrecoverable in 

its initial expression and irreconcilable with its ultimate impact. In 

transforming its audience, it transforms itself. Thus, the silence that 

permeates Ingmar Bergman's film of the same -name (1963) is deaf-
- ,- " 

ening; 4t speaks most eloquently of the vast distances that separa te 

human beings from one another, as weIl as the paradoxical degree of 

insight into the psyche of our neighbour that we aU manifest 50 fre­

quently. It is the latter that allow& us to wound so effectively. 

It is clèar that ,the foregoing is neither a ri~orous definition of 
, . 

art nor an exhaustive examination of the question at hand. Yet it is 

sufficient for the purposes of this dissertation, for it is also clear that 

. film is more than a simple manifestation of technology (which is not 
, . 

meant to imply that t!lny examples of the latter exist). At what lev-

el, then,- is film a distinct art form? . To return to The Sllence, mu~h 

is expressed by the actresses themselves. lt is impossible -to extract 
• 

this. contribution from the film and expect the original to remain in-
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tact. Thus, the actresses provide much of that which allows' us té> 

consider the film as art, but nothing that allows us to place the film 

in a distinct category of art, 
, 

We must return to our description of the essential cinematic, 

experience to resolve this issue, It cannot be denied that a play with 

the same theme and cast as The Silence may achieve a 'similar artis­

tic effect. The difference lies in the manner of audience participation. 

Our argument is that the latter evidences' a fundamental dissimilarity 

1 from one medium to the other, although this ditference may be of no 

great consequence in the consideration of plot, ther,ne, and meaning. 

Rather, the difference affects the nature 'of our approach to religious 

cinema', 

, Given 9ur foregoing discussi0!l, the essential cinematic experience 

is structurally unique; thus, a film. such as The Silence represents an 

event distintt trom any potentiaI theatrical counterpart, (This will 
. ' 

appear irrelevant to most 'audiences" but may he the arbiter of audi-

~ '- ence interest: the film medium 'is' far. more popular than theatre, 

. " " . -Perhaps this heightened popular inter~st is' a reflection of the rele-
" ' 

vance of our struct~ral distinction.) Ii. is at this level that we choose 
" . 

- to assert the film medium as il distinct art form, The actresses in 

. ' 

The Silence .provide one element of the essential cinematic experience;, 

we may designate this element as identity: the human torro is an 

identifiable subject for the' audience; the motions and emotions of the 

human form are intelligible to the tludience . 

The context for the element of identity is the structure of the 

1 
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essential ciner:nàtic experience, which determines the function of iden­

tity: had the director chosen to use only extreme tlose-ups, aIl iden-
, , 

tity would have been 10st, yet the essential cinematic experienee 

would have rem'ained Intact, if only in principle. The essential cine­

matie experience represents the more fundamentû.l perspective, since 

it is al$o. the more immediate, although the audience m~y be aware 

of it only hypothetically, if at aU. Thus, it is at the level of the es-
, , 

... l ' ~ 

sential cinematic experience per se that cinema may bz defined as a 

dJ~tinct art form, Slnce it i? on~y then that the elements that cinema 

~,shares with the other art medi~ recede into the background. 
, 

, " A Question of P~radigm 

c' 

The preceding· argument incorporates a particular ideology that, 

permits the derivation of the very conclusion's reached. By 'ideology' 

is meant, not 50 much a consciou5 èhoice' of perspective, as an un-'. . 
derlying, more unconscious, series ,of assumptions about, for example, 

perception and technology.; Indeed, one m~ght arg,ue further that the 

. 'modes of 'percéption and form,s ~f, techn~lo6Y' that give rise to such 
, , 

. conclusions are themselves ideol~gical in origin; and this ,to such an . '.. . 
, extent that they cannot 'tr1:l1y be.'divorped from 'tho~ concl~sions nor-

VICe vers!). 'There èxists ~heJ)' the' danger tha f the essence of cinema, . 
1 .. -' ~ . , 

as derived in this dissertation J .is informed by an ideology th fit neces-
1 • • • 

sarily conditi'ons that' derivatlon. Of what v.a1ue, then our insistence 
, ',...' L 

on an examina'tion' of tp~ basic: elements 'of ,the film mediu~? 
.. , 1 • 

, , 
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Although the term 'ideology' is appropriate Within the context of 

the present discussion, its use can lead te> the (taIse) assumption that 

it is possible to ùttain Cl perspective that is not '~deological' in origin. 

ln other words, cideology' carries a negative connotation; since' it is 

. natural to desire always the broade~ perspective in matters academic. 

To prevent this negative. connotation from interferipg with the' follow­

ing argument, we adopt the equally current' 'paradigm' as a substi­

tute. As such, the term ï's borrowed: 

1 w1ll use the term parlldlgm to reter to 8 tnuJjtlon transmiUId" 
tbroUSh historien) exemplars ["ltcy historienl examples"]. The con­
cept of parlldlgm Is thU5 detinect soclo1og.1cally and hlstor1éally, and 
its impl1cntiona for cplalemology (the structure and charneler of 
knowledge) must ~ explorcd. (Barbour: 9) , 

Bar~ur, in turn, borrows from Thomas .Kuhn: 

1 
1 

Kuhn maintnined that the thought and nctivity of a g*v~n scientific 
communtty nre dominated by 115 ]Xlradtgms; whlch h~ descr1bed as 
'standard cX<lmplG'S of 6clcnUfic work that embody a oot of concep­
tual, methodologtcnl and metaphyslclll assumpUons·. Newton's 
work in mcchaniœ, for instance, wn5 the eentrZll pZlrndigm of the 
communlty of physlcists for two centuries. (Barbour: 8) 

. (One,"might also apply Foucault's episteme (Foucault, 1970: xxii), but 
l " 

that. raises the spectre of an altogether separate thesis, weIl outside 

the' bounds of the effort represented by this dissertation. And there 

.. remains the prooobility that FoucauÜ's episteme encompasses a far 
, 

, greater domain at a~y part~cular time than does Barbour's (Kuhn's) 

'paradigm' . ) 
, ' 

. , ' , 
l , " 

.-
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In essence, then, the issue to he faced concerns the .topt,logy of 

the effects that give rise to the, ess~ntial cinematic experience. Fo~ it 

~ust be unders\ood that this to~~Jogy_ is distinct from· the effects t~at 

underlie it. The effects are themselves and therefore avuilllbie to aIl 
-

for personal experience, The topology of the~e effects, th~ manner in 

which they are seen to be construcJed, the ~rious components that 

are held to be integral to their eXistence, on t~other' hnnd, can 

shift. This has more far-reaching implications than is immediately 

obvious for, whereas thé effects themselves are a singular phenome-
, , 

non, what is seen is a .function of their topology, rather than the ef-

fects themselves. 

As an example, w'e may _ récall that 'persistence of vision' was 

long held to be the fundamental"component of the cinematic phenom­

enon. Now 'persistence 'of .vision' no longer exists in any form other 

than that of a footnote in texts on film theory. Cinema has survived 

the demis~ of its essential cause intact, but the theories built around 
, 

the latter have not (NichaIs, 1981: 293-294). Herein lies the danger 
, 

. that may equally suffocate the core of our description of the essence 
t 

of cinema: the essential cinematic experience. This dissertation would 

not survive such an attack. It is therefore expedient to build a proper 

paradigmatic statement with which ta escape the attack before it can 

take place. 

If we insist on an examination of the basic elements of the film 

medium to inform this, and every other, theory of religious cinema, 

then' this insistence serves two functions. First, it is a provocation: if 
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ot})er ,t~eQries o~, r:-eligiou5 cinema ~ave no~ included such an exami-

nation, then an explanatiôn is ,in' order" for it can be shown :that the 

, ' absenge of s\:tch ~an examination drasticully weakens the credibility, 
, ' 

ana narrows the domain, 'of tho,se theories. S~cond, it is a clarifica-
'. 

tion: if our theory of religiotis cinema is to be applied properly, then 

it should only he applied if its assumptions ........ '''Ihic!l includ,e ,the de-
l ' 

scribed topology of the film medium-still hold true. Therein lies the . . 
value of oùr insistence on an examination of the basic elements' of the 

film medium. 

It is impossible to determine the horizon of the paradigm that 

_determin~s our understanding of the ~ntial cinemàtic expèrience. It 

is possible to compare this paradigm to the one that. ~receded it, _ 

wherein 'persistence of vision' lay at the core of the essentiar cine-
, - , 

matie exp~rience. But there is nothing gained b~ extending this com':'" 
, ' 

parison ~,o aU areas of the paradigm, since the. result of 'the -move-" 
, , 

ment fr:om one paradigm to_ the next is the death and decay of t1}e 

, older para~igm. Thus, a comparison of paradigms i,s a task for an " 
<. 

historian, whereas the task of, this dissertation is theoretical and 

methodological. 

Were it possible to determine the horizon -of the paradigm that 

det~rrnines our un lerstanding of the essential cinematic expeiience, it, . 

is likely that a trûnsition phase would have been entered, in which ' 

:that Paradigm was itself being superseded- by a t~ird, of as yet inde­

terminate nature, but sufficiently distinct as to permit delineation of 

an approximate boundary between the two. It inay he that this dis- . 

. , 

" 



o 

-

·0 
'. 

o 

S1 

sertation is possible precisely because such a transition, phase- is even 
" ... ~ 

nov.-- occurring: 

The senSe of a discipline With a body of knowledge, a set of diverse 
methodological principles, a tradition (albeit a short on~), and an 
insUtutlonal base arisès preclsely at the Ume when the phenome­
non of .. the movies" 15 becoming anachronlsUc, marginal to a vi.ual 
culture lncreaslngly centered on telev1s1on, video, and new torms 
of el~tronic communication and exchange. Soma lag bQtwllen cul­
ture and Us scholarly study may lx? Inevitable. (Nlchols, 19a~: 2) 

In other words, this dissertation as an exercise in -provocation and 

clarification may he possible precisely because its object of study has 

become stable. It is easy to provoke and clar if y wh en circumstances 

make one's vision c1earer than that of those wnom one wishes to 

provoke, those who operated within a mJ1ieu as i~distinct as the 

term 'persistence of vision' is now held to be inaccurate. 

A similar argument may he used to highlight the assumptions 

that permeate the definition of parable that follows. A survey of lit­

erary criticism during the last fifty years provides aU the ingredients 
~ 

required to place the contemporary understanding of parable among 

North American New 'Testament scholars in perspective. As there has 

been a. shi ft from traditional definitions of originality in secular liter-
, 

ary criticism toward a definition of creativity that does not acknowl-

edge originality except as accident and difference, such that tens do 

not reflect an origin 50 much as a set of fortuitous circumstances, 50 

has New Testanlent scholarship sought to parallel this shi ft by defining 
, 

the parables ~f . Jesus, not as texts 'centred' on their 'apparent' refer-



52 

1 

eîiêes, . bùt as texts whose very structure exhibits their purpose as 

agents of 'decentring', that is, agents of non-reference. 
" ...... • .... , ~ ç , 1,. _ 

, ' 

, ' 

- '-;1" 

, Our approach is therefore further compromised by its reliance 

on this particular definition of parable. But, as with our understand­

ing of the essence of cinema 1 this also carries a degree of security) 

for' arguing ,fr.:om a known paradigm lends weight to the more specu­

lative ele~ents of our approach. lt must he remembered that this 

dissertation is not ,art exercise in pure cinema theory, nor is it in­

tended to he' either original or critical with respect to New:' Testament 

studies. Rather, 'fi borrows heavily from 'these disciplines to ~ap the 
, - " 

considerably more restriétéd field of religiÔus cinern theory and criti-

cism. l, 

, '- -The Essence of Parable 

The definition of parable J~w ~xplored ,is espeJiany con~eriient 
1. 

because it represents a structural analogue .to our description of the' 

essential cinematic experience. We employ.this structural analogue 
, ,-

o 
bath to 1end credence to our approach to religious cinema and to de-

termine the potential for, and the degree of, differentiation within 

the essential cinematic experience. The origins of this structural ana­

logue lie in the definition of religious language and religious experience 

provided in the previous chapter. The following summarizes the es­

sence of the dominant contemporary definition of parable: 

• 

j 

1· -
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Poéttc experlence terminates only w1th 1t~' metaphorlcal exprns10n 
so that the two are inseparably ltnked. SC'alao ra!iglous exptrience 
~nvolves bath .. the moment ot cij~losure or perceptton ttselt- and 
.. the embodiment of the experience in symbolic form," to 'quota 
trom Thomas Pawcett. This means that the experlence and the ex­
pression have a profound intrinstc unit y ln the depths of the event 
ftselt. The fact that Jesus' expertence 15 artlculated ln metaphorlcal 
parables, and not in sorne other l1nguistic tYJ)(lS, mlans that th", 
expressions are part of that experlence ttselt. (Crœsan, 1973a: 22) 

While. this position requîres further invèstig~tion, we may extract 

sorne' immediate parallels. , . . 

53 

,. The key is the unit y of experiencé and expression. This unit y is 
~ . 

, twofold:' .the experience' is rècreate~ tprough the expression, yet the 
, -

expression has no real meanitig apart from the' èltperience. This seems . . . . - . 
~ 

paradoxical. The paradox cannot he muted through analysis; rather, 

_anal.ysis must return to the original intent of the parable: 

'. 
Jesus 'Was not proclalming that Gad WAS about to end ihis world, , 
but,· seelng thls as one v1ew ot world., he was announclng God as 

. ~ U1e Or.le who {lhatters 'World, this one and any othtlr before or after 
, it. If Jesus torbade calculat10ns of the slgns ot the end, 1t was not 

.. :~lations, nor signs, but end he was attack1ng. (Crossa n, 1973&: 
21) , 

At issue is not the validity of this assertion within the field of New 

t~stament 'criticism. The assertion may stand on its own, its lite de­

termi'!led by its applicability to general analysis. 

" If we reduce the assertion to its most rudimentary form, 'Ile 

have a linguistic phenomenon that resists reduction. The capacity to 

resist ,reduction lies in its paradoxical nature: dissonant ~ents that 
-

cannot he reconciled. This linguistic phenomenon rvay be exhibited in 

.. . 

" 

/ 
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a spectrum of exanlp]es. At one end of the spectrum, the resistance 

to reduction is minimal; it is the chance combination of temporarily 

dissonant elements. At the other end of the spectrum, the lite of the 

paradoxical expr~.>Sion is unlimited, for it represents the tortuitous 

conjunction of fundamentally discordant elements. The parables of 
-- (J' 

Jesus manifest the latter at severa} levels. 

The first is internaI to the experience: something has happened 
7 

that does Dot happen; an ev~nt has occurred that is irreconcilable 
1 

1 

with our past experience, The parable gives expression to this experi-

ence in a suitable manne,r 1 for it does not reduce the paradoxical 

force of the experience. If the context of the parable of The Good Sa­

maritan is understood and accepted, then the story it relates cannot 

he reconciled ~th the listener's worl<l view, The function of the par­

able at this Ievel is to shatter the accepted world view; this function 

can he resisted, even indefinitely; if it is resisted, the experience that 

the parable relates cannot he recreated. If the exper-ience cannot be 

recreated, then the parable loses its impact. 

The second level at which the parables ot Jesus manifest the 

latter end of the spectrum is external to the experience. The expres­

sion comes from without: the listener listens to the parable. Hence; 

the initial foeus of the listener is aiso external. The words must he 

heard and interpreted; their meaning must he assimilated. The Jess 

complex the expression, the more quiekly the listener will succumb to 

the goal of the parable: the recreation of the experience. Wh en ex­

pre,ssion and experience are one, the listener is -faced with a before 

" 
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and after; the two. are irreconcilable, th't before -cannot be recovered. 
, 

The parable will henceforth serve indefinitely as ~ marker between 

potentially opposing perspeetives. 
, ., 

The third level at which the parables of Jësus inanifest the lat-

ter end of the spectrum is external to both experience and expression. 

It is the very incongruity of difference. This, too, is paradoxical. 

There is a 'this' and a 'that'. At sorne time, the two may be re­

versed, the 'this' becoming 'that' and the 'that' becoming 'this': a 

shift in perspective has occurred. When this difference is reconciled 

through deeper insight, th~ir remains the incongruity of difference in 

levels of insight. Thus, the parables remain as permanent reminders 

of difference and separation, while serving always to collapse that 

very difference and separation. 

How are the parables religious? This question uncovers the root 

of the problem of religious language. If the parables are expressions 

that lie within the scope of religious language, is religious h:mguage 
~ -therefore inherently parabolic? Parables may also he found outside the 

bounds of traditional religious langua:ge. If they are nonetheless valid 

examples of religious language in sorne form, then religious language 

must he defined quite broadly) perhaps such that it includes aH lan­

guage. The prohlem has now become one of reference: if religious 

language parallels religion and religion is a metaphor and vehicle for 

reflgious experience, then only language that refers to religious expe­

rience is' religious :and only parables that manifest such a reference 

are examples of religious language. <') 
, ' 

.. ' 



1 C~ 

56 

" 

't Yet ,such a" definitio!1 do:es not rem ove the inherent prohlem of 
, .. 

reference; it "merelY.hides it. The paradox of religious language is that 
.. " "~ 

.. it' is human: it remains an expression of human experience. But this 

expr~ssion is unique in that it caUs aU experience into question. If the 
. 

world consists of the sum of aIl human experience, such that 'world' 

is ail that we remain as unaware of as the air we breathe, then 

parable raises that world to our consciousness and forces the realiza­

tion that it is no more than one possibility among many. Thus, par-. 
able refers, but by this very act of reference destroys the primacy of 

an that which is referred to: it is a destructive reference, though 

without any negative intent. Thus, parable gives rise to another ex:;­

perience that remains essentially unreferenced; it cannot he refer­

enced, because it is other than ail that which permits reterence. 

Myth and Parabl, 

Parable' is. but one of many forms of r.car;r~tive found in religious 

texts, the Bible or any other. Yet we have chosen not only one defi-
-nition of parable, but aiso parable itself over aU other forms of nar-

rative, to serve as the prime example of our understanding of reli­

gious experience and religious expression. That this choice is deliberate 
\ 

, . 
has already been stated, as has the recognition that it is a limiting 

l 

factor in the domain of our thesis. It is nevertheless instructive at 

this stage to examine the other forms of narrative and tri compare, 
• 
brlefly, the resu:1ts that might he achieved by their choice as norrna-
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tive to our choice of parable as normative'. 

Crossan (borrowing) distinguis.hes five fomal cat~gories in the 

full spectrum of narrative as '«story": myth J ,apolôgue, action, satire, 
, . , 

and parable (Crossan, 1?75: 59). As st9ry, each category bears a 

particular relation to "world":' tlMyth establishes world, Apologue de-. , 

fends world. Action investiga tes ~orld. Satire attacks .'world. Parable 

subverts world." (59) ln this description, there' is a clear movement 
, j ' w 

that begins at myth and reaches its enq at parabie (thence, perhaps, 

to begin again at myth, aibeit 'another). Further, in this description, 

myt~ and parable repres~'nt extremes of ~tory. 
, 

As one extreme) however, parable ,cannot survive as story, un-

like' myth, which b,?comes, in effect,,. the" paradigm within which the 

middle three categories of narrative eke out 'their existence: 

lt Is clear, 1 hope, that parable ean only subvert the world crellted 
in Zlnd by myth. There 15 no other world it enn toueh. lt 16 possible 

, to live ln myth and without parable. But 1t 1s not poss1ble to live in 
parable alone. Ta live in parable meann to dwell in the ttmsion of 
myth t!md parable. lt 1s obvlous, ot course, that one enn change 
trom one myth (for example, capital1sm) ta another (for example, 
communlsm), and that every myth can have an antimyth. But il 
parable 1s not an anUmyth, and 1t munt be carefully di!lUnguish~d 
trom such. It 1s a story del1berately calculated to show the limita­
tions ot myth, to shatter world 60 that Us relaUvity b2cornes ap­
parent. It does not, L'lS port!1ble, replace one myth w1th another. 
{Crossari, 197fl: S9-60) 

Since myth' and parable form the most extreme opposites in the spec-
~ 

trum of story,. it is mos'! instructive to explore the options represent-

ed by myth, and least distracting to 'cease further discussion of the 
, , 

other three categories of stQry in Crossan's spectrum. 

J-
o 
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. , 
Given our foregoing exploration of the rôl~ of paradigm, in Shap-

ing both an argument and its environrnent, there remains sorne 'con­

fusion between paradigm (or episteme) , on the one hand, and myth 
, 

(or. world), on the other hand. This confusion is not diminished by a 

return to the source' of most contemporê.lry definitions of rnyth: 

Prevalent nttempts to expln11J, nlleged ditterences ):)2tween the 50-
~lled. "primitive" mind nnd !3cientific thought have rl?norted to 
qualitative dtfterences )ntween the worltlng processes of the mlnd 
in bath case!> whUe él!l5Umlng thnt the abjects ta which they were 
applying themselves remalned very much the same. If our 1nter­
pretation la correct, wc nre led toward n completely difterent 
View, namely, thnt the klnd of logic whlch ls used by mythlcal 
thought i5 as rigorous ns thnt of modern science, nnd that the dif­
terence lies not in the qual1ty of the lntellectunl process, but in the 
nature of the thtngG 10 which it ts npplled. Thia in well in ngren­
ment wJth the situation Itnown to prevnl1 in the fjeld ot technology: 
wQot mllkC!) n steel ax GU~Tior to il Gtone one 1a not thnt the tint 
one is b2tter made than the srzcond. They nre equlllly well mnde, 
but steel 15 il d1tferent thing thEm stone. In the sàme way 'We may 
be able to show that the same logical processes are put to use in 
myth na Jn ocience, and that man hUG alwaYG b2en thinlting equal­
Iy well; the lmprovement lies, not ln an alleged progress of man's 
conscience, but in the di~ry of new things to wh1ch il may ap­
ply Jts unchangeabJe ab1l1t1es. (Lév1-Strauss, 1965: 105-106) 

Extrapolating from this view, there is sorne justification for defining 

science as yet another myth, a way of exploring the possibilities of, 

and t~en or~ering ('explaining'), the elements or our environment. 

The ke)i is therefore, neither myth, nor world, nor science, iJut or-
. 0 

der. Order, allows, indeed fosters, certain combinations. Order aiso ' 

makes extremely unlikely, if not impossible J other combina tians: they 

are sim ply invisible. 

Parable subverts world by disordering its ordereù,. combinations, 
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by inducing conjunc~ion of elements which cannot he conjoined if the 
" 

order o( things is to he maintained .. But li myth is but one or der of 

things; hence Foucault's laughter upon encountering a passage in Bor­

ges: 

This passage quotes a 'certain Chlnese encyclopzedia' ln whlch 1t 15 
written ua.t 'anin"als are divided into: (a) œlon~ing to the Emper­
or, (b) embalmed, (c) tame, (d) sucklng ptgs, (e) sirens, (t) tabu­
lous, (g) str'ay dogs, (h) included in the present classification, (1) 
frenzied] (j) Innumerable, (k.) drawn with a very fine cllmelhalr 
brush, ~l) ,1 Ci?1Ii"TA, (m) having just brok~n th~ water pUcher, 
(n) that trom a long way ott look llk.e tUes', (Poucault, 1970: xv) 

The, arder remains in the act of categorization, even the possibility of 

categoriza~ion, But the categories flow into one another and at the 

same time deny each other, not because they represent impossible 

categories (we can imagine each one separately), but because the or- ; 

der of things that givèS ri5e to su ch categories as a Ulxonomy is 

thoroughly alien. In this alien taxonomy, we nevertheless recognize 

, an attempt at inducing order, lt is not other but an' other, 

" There <ire, then, two conceptions of myth: one restricted, the 

other more general, In the restricted conception, myth is story, but 
> 

encountered largely as individual stories, who se tlpurpo5e ... is 'to pro-

vide a logicaJ mode} càpable pf overcoming a contradiction" (Lévi-
, 

Strauss, 1965: 105), But, since mariy apparent contràdictions are, ln 

fact, real, one st9ry follows another as each attempts to overcome 

the contradictions left by its predecessor. Thus, in the more general 

conception, myth is the sum of all these storiès; such that • myth 
" -

.: 
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., grows spiral-wise .until the inteIJectu~1 impulse which has originated it 

is exhausted" (105). 

Returning now to the first quotation trom Lévi-Strauss, in 

whic~ mythic t~oug~t is compared to science, it may be equally val-

.. id to say of science "that it does not appzar mythiC prectsely because 

it is the myth in which, or whereby, we live, the series of 'stories' 

that ~ave arisen over the lust several centuries to explain aIl the ap­

parent contradictions we find in our environment. Yet the contradic­

tions remain, or new contradictions are continually being uncovered; 

. hence, science continues, constituting innumerable attempts to ex­

plain these remaining. contradictions. Now these explanations appear 

to us 'as anything but 'mythic': they. are 'scientific', which is to say 

'valid', as opposed to pre-scientific thought, which hZ's tbereby been 

shown to be 'invalid'. 

\, 

l~ is therefore il characteristic of aIl myth that the term seems 

least appropria te when applied to a way of perceiving reality that is 

still in fashion. The Ptolemaic universe was neither primitive nor , , 

mythic, but pelvaded its era; similarly the Newtonian universe. It is 

only from our 'scientific' perspective that those universes are no long­

er deemed valid (though they may still be deemed appropria te) . Yet 

contradictions remain in the environment that cannot be resolved by 

our science; when these contradictions are shown to be fundamental, 

our science may collapse as readily as its forebears. To borrow from 

the discussion, there is therefore no real 'contradiction' between 'par­

adigm and myth. The latter may be seen as narrowly as a particular 

, , ( 
j 
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story that manifests th~ (Structural) character~stics of myth, 'or as 
.. . , '-' , -' 

.. - " broadly as ~he' colléttion of aH narratives' ti1at i~fon:n, support,' a~d 

,~ 

• 1 

" 

.. 1 ~, f 

contain ~ particular' civilizatjçm for, a given period. ' 
! ": 

.... ". 
, 

Myth and -Cinema ,', 

-
, " . . , . 

In the first chapter w~. examÎned, hrieflY,· thè conse9uen~~ of .' 
l , , 

" < applying a particul~r definition of mYth to the !criticism of a particu.-
Il l.. 1 ~, , ~ 

lar film deemed to, p~~sent 'mythiè' qualities·.· l'hat critique was a 
• / ' .. ~ , • 1 -, ~ 

single' éxperiment· in, the application of Înyth as defil)ed by Mircea. Eli-
, ,\ .. l ' : 

ade (é~mstock: 598). Given the preceding definition of myth derived 

'frpm L~ -Strauss·, we. may now e>Çp~nd t~i~~ exp~r~me~t sli~htly ~o '. 
answer a more general question: Whether a certain popular movies . . 

, have a great deal in common ~th, myths"? (Drummond: 1). Foll.ow:-
A , 

ing Lévi1-Strauss, Drummond defines' myths as U stories th<'.\t propose, ' 

solutions to fundamental ques~ions 'about hu~ân existence" (Dru~- . - ~ . - .. 

mond: 1): uMyth qqes not validatè experienc~; it I!lakes it P?ssi1;>lë" 

(Drummond: 2). 

Drummond questions the' traditional vieW oï 'such popular mov- . 

ies as Star WaTS. In considering' the members of their' audience, 

The question 15 whether they are escaplng trom 50methlng or ,es­
caping to an underlying reauty-a DrenmUme-that tg only intul­
Uvely sensed in ord1nary Ume. 1 thlnk thM they are dolng the lat-
,te~ and, moreover, that what really pncks them in in Il mO'Vie's 
resonance with irreduclble r ,(oblems, dllemmas, tensions in human 
lite. Movles as myth do not avoid contradiction: they revel ln it. 
(Drummond: 6) 
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, , 

, " ' . In analysirig the manher' 'in which popular movies seek to overcome 

,.l, the contradictions inherent in human existence, 

, . 

MoVtes have to b~ examlned in II direct, emplrlcal, anthropologlcal 0 

fashion thûl pàY5 clone nttention ta their concret.e det.nil-t.helr con­
tent-and lQcnUfies relaUonsh1ps ûmong the movies as part of a 
cultural Gtructurc, (5) G 

l , 

. Her:e is an imp<?rtant point, which also marks an obvious point of de­

~rtur:e between Drummond's approach and our O\"ln, 

Drummond identifies his approach .. simply as a piece of cultural , -. . 
" . iUlaiysis; Qr semJ~tiC$'" (Drummond: 8), We may suggest that such 

l' 

an ~pproùch is 'no longer possible, especially if it is to proceed 50 na­

ively as to ignore 11/1 of the work on film semiotics by Christian Metz 
• 

, ,and those he has influenced, Beyond this, as an approach which 

!.raises ,content to the·primary focus, Drummond's ignores every 

characteristic of the film medium that_ rnakes it' a unique form of 
, t 

cultural expression. Hence, te) complete a comparative analysis of .the 

, ' . .results 'c;.>f. .t~e interpretation of religious cinema as myth versus the 

results of the iriterpret~tion of religious cinema as parable requîres a 

. mQre·thorough examination than that of Drummond. We now pr~(.ed 

throu~h Drummond'5 exposition, then move beyond it to provide fur­

.ther- leve~s( of comparison. 

The br:(:iad, all-pervasive definition derived above trom Lévi-

'. Strauss through Foucault finds support in Drum!rl0nd's own more en­

compassing definition of myth as a powerful cultural force: 

" 

" 

-------~ 
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The cUltun-maldng processes of myth not only' order items of ex­
peri en ce (to produce a simple catalogue ot the natural world) but 
also, and more tundamentally, struggle with and resolve the very , 
concept of generativity itselt. Culture does not constst simply in . 
creaUng categories ot objects nnd b<?lngs ln the world-n ntntlc clas­
sificatory system-but alno formulntcs for the fir!~t Ume the propo­
slUon thnt thlngs ure crcZltcd und destroyed, thnt lncl1v1duals are 
born und die. Creation, tnmsformation, ond dentrucUon ore names 
we glve to processes thnt have no materlul embodlment und hence 
no ostensive definition-'We ItnO'W about thllm only b::lcaune of the 
conceptual organlzutlon ot culture. (Drummond: 10) , 
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Drummond thereupon derives "three semiotic dimensions" in an "out- . 

line of a semiotic model of culture": uanimals~machines"; "We't-t 

Other"; and "Lite Force~ Death Force" (19). Each dimension defines a 

tension between irreducible elements exhibiting difference; an con~ti­
tu te .. id~ntifiable units that possess the characteristics of generatiVity" . ' 

(18) . 

'J "Gene~~tivity" is understood as a al process": it is the process 
- . 

whereby uhuman identity is perpetually redefine~ because it is-a çre-

ative act or series of acts, a synthesis. and not an accomplished !act" 

(Drummond: 16) .. In turn, 

ln this model, l1uml1nity 15 aituated at the sw1tchover point or cen­
ter of tension œtw&en opposlng 1deaUonnl constructions. Human 
ldenUty 15 not distinct trom a.nlmtù, machine, and Guprahuman 
torces, but 15 essenUally composcd of those Interacttng concepts .. 
Humanity os dcfincd by the GCmiotic model ia nn u~ndins dial&cti­
cal confrontrition ot polarlzed IdenUt1es tbat.lndlvlduals bzl1eve 
themselves and obj~ts in their environment 10 poJSP-ÛG. (24) 

, , 

, . 
lt is this multi-dimensional udialectical confrontation" that myths in 

general, and certain popular m'Ovies in particular, seek to resolv~: ' 

/ 



( 

c 

ln Sùr W4r.s, for example, Obi-Wan-Kenobi and The Jedi Knlghts 
embody, with comie book clarity, the otherwise ineffable presence 
that many twenUeth eentury Amerlcans teel to he a part of their 
lives. And the Force cnn be ufled for good or ev11-for Ufe or 
Death-ûs Obi-Wan-Renobi .lnd his tormer pupll, Darth Vader, dem­
on strate. The two opponents represent oppo~ing pnles of the Parce. 
The Ute Porce and D~ath Force, Obi-Wan-Renob! and Darth Vader, 
then internet with clements of the other two !lemiotic dimensions to 
produce full significations of eharûcters and actions. The Dzath Star 
1. more thnn n tachnologicnl nrtitnct of the cnemy; 1t i5 n meta­
phorical extension of Dartb Vnder·s own pntholozjcal hatrM and 
thus si6nifj~ the Danth Force. At the other e:dreme, R2D2 iG not 
Just Lukc Skywnlltcr's robot aS!Jlstnnt; hls/bcr/lts !Jpontnnclty and 
independence in the Ince of ft!; droid limitations ntt~t to n source of 
generattv1ty that 15 larger t'han lite, more restUent than technology, 
~nd expressive of the Lite Force. (25) 
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A strikingly similar analysis could be conducted with respect to Stan-
. r 

ley Kubrick's '21001: A $pace Odyssey (1968) by substituting HAL and 

the- Discovery for Darth Vader and the Death Star, respectively, and 

Bowman and. -his space pod for Obi-Wan-Kenobi and R2D2, respective­

ly. But the very similarity of tbe analyses lends credence to the 

doubts raised about the cinemlltic relevance of their results. And it is . . 
, i 

likely that Drummond would not hesitate to state that his conclusions 
-

were neyer' meant to apply cinemtJtically; rather, bis is a general 

,cultural analysis intended to ~vercome certain deficiencies in "'symbol-
-

ic or Semiotic analy~is" that permit the latter to treat tJcultural pro-
, 
duc,tions" us n0 mor<? than "a fixed quantity, a' set of discrete ele-

; \ . 
.,. ments and relationships",' and thereby obscure "the ,generative nature 

of culturel'>' (29). '-

, To proc~ed to the more fundamentally cinema tic: myth implies ( 
-' . 

the cortception that the ~ssenti~l cinema tic expeI-ience repre5(j(jts a 
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true resc)}ution of· the contradictions at aIl l,evels of interpretation. At 
/ 

the first level, the cinematic imag~ is riever truly acknowledged to he 

a composite of two successive frames (nor is such an 1 acknowledge­

ment nec~ssary for the appreciation of a film as entertainment). At 

the second level, tHe general consensus ensures that, at 24 frames 

per second, a series of unrelated images rarely, if ever) occurs, ex­

cept as a special effect. At the third level, both consensus and tradi­

tion ensure that few, if any, images incorporate unfamili~r eleme,nts, 

such that the film seen forms part of the world known, 

Thus, it is possible t0 t:;on~eive of cinema in (at least) two 

ways: the f1rst, depicted in the earlier portion of this chapter, in­

volves recognition-but no necessary reduction-of the contradictions 

inherent in the technology and physiology of the cinetnatic process; 

the second, derived from the foregoing discu5sion of myth, involves 

reduction-but no necessary recognition-of the contradictions inher­

ent in the technology and physiology of, the cinematic process. The 

. first conception leads to a theory of religious, cinem,a as virtual reli­

gious experience, whereas the second conception leads to a theory o.f 

religious cinema as religious experience pero se: since myth as story 

represents the paradigm 'within which, it is told, it l both constitutes 

the sum of aH experience (and its interpretation and expression) ac:'" 
, 1 1 1 

ceptable to that paradigm and ignores the su~ of all'experience (and. 

its interpretation and ,expression) ,unacceptaple to that paradigm; if . . , , 
the paradigm defines and accept~ c~rtain dimensiçns of' experiençe as 

, ~, ' , 

religious, then those dimensions of ex~rJençe' will he incorporated as 
, ,IIi " 

./. 
... " 
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an integral part of that paradigm; thus, myth as story represents 

those dimensions of experience, since the function of myth as defined 

Aboye remains to resolve apparent contradictions (including secu­

lar/religious, natural/supernatural, etc.) and reinforce the dominant 

mode of interpretation. 
" 

. The hypothesis that religious cinema is religious experience ig-

nores certain tensions and contradictions inherent in the cinema tic 

process. To the extent that ... this ignorance is maintained in spite of 

those tensions and contradictions, the hypothesis is itself re~resenta­

tive .of a p~rticular paradigm, in which the film medium sen{es as 

bath entertainment and propaganda. To the extent that the hypothe­

sis is maintained, the rôle of the film medium as both entertainment 

and propaganda cannot be overcome. Thus, every act of watching a 

film becorries an act of submission to the paradigm that gives rise to 

the hypothesis. It is for precisely this reason that fundamentalist 

seets ,for~id any attendance in movie theatres: permission to attend 

would inevitably result in submission to a forbidden paradigm because 
,. 1 

the possibility that the film medium might subvert that paradig~ is 

not recognized. In tact, there is no structural difterence between the 

fundamentalist 'paradigm and the paradigm that gives rise to the . " 

equation of religious cinema with religious experience. What the fun­

damentalist denies is not the equation, but thÇ1t that is religious ex­

perience, because thot religious experience caUs this religious experi-

,ence, in,~o question. Similarly, the hypothes)s that religious cinema is 

religious experience denies world as world and 'asserts world as' reali-
/ 

o 

, 1 
, , 



o 

o 

o 

'" 
.. 67 

ty. 

Whether from the fundamentalist perspective or from the per­

spective of the hypothesis that r<!ligious cinema is religious experience, 

the concept of religious cinema as virtual religious experience is 'dan~ 

gerous': it introduces the possibility of illusion, and therefore of rela­

tivity, at aIl levels of perception, for religiou~ cinema as virtual reli-
> 

gious experience in turn introduces the possibility of religious experie-

nce as virtual religious experience; in other words, experience defined 

as paradigmatic is inevitably questioned precisely because it is defined 

as paradigmatic. But ta question the dominant paradigm is to recog-
, 

nize it as such, thence to recognize its tensions and contradictions 

and lose the comfort that their resolution within the paradigm pro­

vides. In the interpretation of 2001: A $pace Odysseyas myth, there 

lies the assumption that the opposing forces represent physical and 

technical absolutes: space, being, a vacuum, is inimical to lite as we 

know it. Poole' dies because his suit is depressurized; Bowman must 

survive the trans'fer from his space pod ta the Discovery without the 

beneftt of his helmet. Ta caU the danger of a vacuum into question is 

not to suggest that our lJstronauts try to survive space walks without 

space suits (that would he sUicidaI), but to syggest that Ille may he 

possible in space. 

The ending of 2001 presents such a possibility, for we see a fœ­

tus (presumably Bowman reborn) 'Within its protective membrane, 

but we recognize no protective clothing as our conception of life would 

require it. And seeing the fœtus, we are left with the question: If 
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that is possible for a human being, what are the limits? Thus, 2001 

represents myth only to the extent that its own internaI contradic-
~ ~-

tions remain either hidden or apparently resolved. To bring these 

contratlictions to light and recognize their lack of resolution is to move 
, 

toward an analysis of 2001 as parable. Thus, 2001 provides a multi-
\ 

tu de of elements that allow analysis of the film as either myth or 

parable. Jhe questions that this raises are: Which is the dominant 

-analysis? Does the analysis of 2001 as parable supersede, and there-
, , 

fore make obsolete, the analysis of the film' as myth? If 2001 embod-

ies mythic elements, do these disappear when the analysis of the' film 
, ~ 

as parable is initiated or completed? These questions are diversions. 

Religious cinema as virtual religious experience never questions the 

analysis of film ~ myth,; in fact, there is ,much value in su ch an . 

analysis. Rather, religious cinema as virtual religious experience (as 

stated previously) simply denies the equa.tion of religious cinema with 

religious experience. 

The analysis of film as myth (lllows the possibility of myth as 

myth. The analysis of film as religious exper:ience, on the other 

hand, denies this possibility, for there remaiAs no barrier to the full 

extension of ~uch an analysis to religious cinema as religious experi­

ence. Such an extension inevitably leads to a reduction of religious 

experience as experience of the Wholly Other. Nevertheless,' within 

the pomain and context of our thesis there remains a strong state­

ment on the analysis of film as myth, namely: myth as an expres­

sion and representation of religious experience must be denied; in its 



,[) 

." :' .... 
69 ~ ) 

" " J 

., 1 1) ..... 

stead, we must emphasize myth as a desire for, conjecture about, 

, and reduction of rellgious experience. Myth as paradigm is both inev­

itably necessary and inevitably temporary. Within the bounds of this 

eautionary statement, whose verity we do not deny, the analysis of 

film as myth is not subordinate to the analysis of film as parable, 

nor does the latter supersede, or make obsolete, the former; the 

mythie elements remain both when the analysis of film as parable is 

initia tep and when it is completed. In fact, the mythic elements are 

required for the par abolie elements to be determined and highlighted; 

without ,the former, the latter would not exist, for there can he no 

paradox if thére is no meaning to give rise to the very confliet of 

meaning (or interpretf.ttion) that gives rise ta paradox. 

The true distinr.:tion, then, is between Ca) the analysis of film 

as myth and Ch) the analysis of film from the perspective of a par­

tieular myth (paradigm) that denies the existence of paradoxical ele­

ments in either the film medium generally or specifie films individu­

ally. The former analysis we affirm and support, though it does not 

form the most important component of this dissertation, since it has 

been the dominant form of analysis of films as examples of religious 

cinema; the latter analysis we question, indeed categorically den y . 

This categorical demal is grounded in our own preceding analysis of 
'~ . 

the essential cinematie experience. Thus, 'religious cinema as virtual 

relJgious experience' survives application both ta the analysis of film 

as myth and to the conception of the film medium as mythic, pro­

vided myth is always ,understood as li paradjigm., one possibility 
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~ong many. Far from being a diversion, then, the foregoing discus­

sion of myth and cinema, and the conception of myth that underlies 

it, is integral to the thesis of this disser~tion, sin ce our understand­

ing of parable is derived from, and' can only exist as a contrast to, 

:myth. 

Cinema And Parab~e 

G,iven this perspective, we are now in a position to extract the 

parallels between Cr()ssan's position vis-lÎ-vis the parables of Jesus and 

our position with respect to the essential cinema tic experience. As 

mentioned above, the key to these parallels is the unit y of experience 

and expression. We have defined the essential cinema tic experience 

such tha t it is n(Jt possible to conceive a film apart tram the experi­

ence of it. This is not meant to imply that it is impossible to imagine 

a film; that if., part of the pro cess of creation. However, it is enlight­

ening to discover that most filmmakers rely on a set of devices that 

enhance their ability to imagine the scenes they wish ta capture on 

film; these devices include everything from hand-drawn sketches to 

rehearsnls using video-cameras. 

The focus of aIl filmmaking activity is the perfection of the final 

audience experience. The focus of the parables of Jesus \",as the origi­

nal experience that underlay them, the experience that listeners were 

invited to purticipate in. In bath cases, the final expression cannot he 

. d f h\ .. d concelve apt'trt rom t e expenence It encompasses an encourages. 
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l!owever, the parables of Jesus are linguistic devices; therefore, what 

is true of them may also be tr-ue of aIl religious language. We have 

defined the essential cinematic experience as a necessary participa­

tion, structurally unique. Is there still room for a structural parallel? 

Both parables and essential cinematic expërience reslst reduc­

tion. Let us examine the essential cinematic e2~perience in the light of 

the paradoxical force of the parables. At the first leveI, internaI to 

the experience, it is possible to imagine an event that is completely 

outside our ordinary experience, yet so carefully crafted, that it be­

cornes part of our experience, though the reality would be impossible 

to achieve. This is surely part of the success of 2001: A Space Odys­

sey. It did much to define, the standards cif our lay concepts of space 

travel in the foreseeable future. It also condemned to the realm of 

purely fictional entertainment aIl previous attempts to portray similar 

events. 

Of course, at this level, 2001 functions not as parable, but as 

myth: Why do 50 many return to the film 50 J)ften? The film pro­

vides an opportunity for virtual participation in an event that lies at 

the core of 50 many of our hopes and dreams. The film does not 

shatter our world view, it ex tends it. Few are the members of the 
t> 

audience who wish to resist this extension; rather, to return repeat-

edly is a sign of the desire for fulfillment of this extension. But this is 

not rele"Jûnt to our discussion. To examine a particular film at this 

stage is premature. We must continue to map the inherent structurûl 

parûllels between film and pûrûble. Our initial goal is the determin~-' 

"\' / 



(~ 

72 

tion of the degree of, and the potential for, diff~rentiation within the 

. essential cinematic experience. 

At the second level, which is external to the essential ci~ematic 

experience, the audience is merely El passive participant in the events 
t.y 

portrayed. The noises of the accompanying members of the audience, 
!' 

the distractions 'of drink and popcorn, the realization that this is, af­

ter ail, only a 'movie, aIl combine to reduce the full impact of the 

essential cinematic experience. The skill of the craftsman is at stake: 

the more skillful the filmmaker, the less distracted the audience. The 

movement of attention from the moment of the dimming o'f the lights 

to the very depths of the story can be followed, if only subjectively. 

It is primarily the suspension of disbelief; but this suspension is al­

most mechanical. 

lt is this movement of audience. attention, this willing suspen­

sion of disbelief, that leads to the tension inherent in the second level 

at which the essential cinema tic experience manifests irreducible par­

adox. It is noteworthy that tbe most simple forms of visual imagery 

can be the most effective in capturing the full attention of the audi­

ence: a face, immobile; a field of wheat, waving gently in the wind; 

a single individual, moving slowly from one side of the image to the 

other nt great distance from the camera. The effect of such tech­

niques is to force attention: nothing else is happening. The skill lies in 

the absence of boredom. The soundtrack is often used to assist this 

technique. 

The images do not last forever; when the scene changes, the 
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image cornes to an' end, although the merriory remajl)~~his gives 

rise to tension: on the one hand, there is the memory of the, ,past 

, image, on the other, there ~s the presence of the new image, The 
, 

two are in relation, This relation is founded on difference, But th~ 

difference can only exist as a result of the experience, it, cannot . exist 
;" 

within it. The immediate experience remains undifferentiated; the' 

image of the moment is a structural 'unity precisely because it is an 

" immediate experience, although it may contain a multitude of sepa­

rate signs, symbols and signifiers. However, this is true only at the 

lettel of least significance: the ,more diverse and meaningful the indi­

vidual elements of the composite, the less monolithic the appearance 

of the whole under • objective' (read: post -mortem) analysis. 

A t the third level, ~xternal to both experience and expression, 

, there is tension between the film event as a whole, irrespective of 

content, and the everyday reality that exists apart trom it. Thus, 

whereas the second level requires a limited degree of interpretation of 

the discrete images that constitute the film event, the third level 

does not; the pure experience suffices to distinguish the event from 
1 

its absence. The audience has little control over its visual field, nor 

does the possibility of movement outside the bounds of that visual 

field exist, except as a random distractions. The im'mediate future 

will unfold according to a predetermined script. 

Before and after the film, the visuaI field of the audience is 

much less precisely determined. Immediately before and after the 

film, the members of the audience take and leave their seats, with 
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very little evidence of overall coordination of effort. The greater the 

temporal'distanc~ from the film e"znt, the less predictable the ac­

tions of the individual members of the audience. Thus, the film event 

is a device whereby the filmmaker ~an exercise control over a group 

,of people, if only for a limited time. Although prior submission ta this 

control ~s voluntary, the degree of submission can be manipulated 

once the film begins. 

Before the film begins, the essential cinematic experience does 

not exist, although it may be anticipated. During the film event, the 

immediate experience is that of the film. When the film cornes ta an 

end, the essential cinematic experience as a whole be'comes a memo­

ry. Thus,' the movement from anticipation through experience ta 

memory ,is, more simply, the movement from 'that' to 'this' to 'that' 

(a~b~a or, more accurately, a"-7b4 a '). The movement repr~sents a 

necessary shift in perspective, irrespective of thé actual content of 

the essential cinematic experience. Since this shift in perspective is, 

by definition, irreducible, it results irl permanent tension. the memo­

ry of the event is never identical to the {:vent itself" nor is the con­

text of the memory €Ver identical to the rtlemory itself. 

The Essential Religious Cinema 

These, then, are the rough structural parallels to the parables 

of Jesus that the essential cinematic experience exhibits. Yet, they qo 

not immediately advance the cause of differentiation within the es-

-- ----



75 

sential cinematic eJCperience. At the first level, as descr~bed above, 

t~e essential cinema tic experience exhibits ~. degree of differentiation, 

but this dlfferentiation is a function of the content of the image. At 

the second level, this differentiation is a function of the j'orm of the 

image. At the third level, it is a function of experience and memory, 

but remains subject to the identity and specifie characteristics of the 

immediate experience and the particular memory. 

If we were now to press the issue of differentiation, such that 

~he film event is manifestly religious or secular based on certain fun­

damental characteristics of the essential cinematic experience, our 

conclusion would he weak, for it would be indistinguishable from the 

assertion that language manifests a similar degree of differentiation. 

In fact, if the latter were true, then the parables of Jesus would be 

examples of religious language lrrespective of context and audience. 

But, as' we have seen, the parables are one vlith the experience they 

document and cannot be conceived -apart from it. Thus, the contelct 

within which the parables are examples of religious language is that 

of the religious experience they document. And the audience that is 

required to bring this context to life is an audience that participntes 

in the religious experience they docun1ent. 

If thes€ restrictions were removed 7 then the assertion that the 

parables of Jesus are examples of religious language would aiso be 

weak. Here we have yet another paradox, but it is symptomatic of 

the problem 'of language and ultimate reference. Language cannot re­

fer to God unless God is already present in the experience that the 
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" language describes. And that experience is by definition p rticipatory, 

~: by which we may conclude that language is merely the first vehicle; 

thereafter. the experience is its own vehicle. If we now return to the 

essential cinematic experience, we are in a position to identify the 

minimum subsidiary characteristics to allow differentiation. 

The essential cinematic experience is experience in its own right. 

However, to the extent that it reflects or represents another experi­

ence external to itself J it is a simulacrum. And as a simulacrum, it 

, is to sorne degree unreal, an abstraction, the product of the film­

maker's imagination, since it cannot completëly encompass the origi­

nal experience. Thus, the essential cinematic eJeperience is virtu111 

experience. By virtual experience, no more than a simple 'as if' is 

im'plied: we experience the film event 'as if' it wer'e truly the original 

experience it reflects or represents. If we define tlte original experi­

ence a~felîgious, then we may experience its cinematic reproduction 

as virtual religious experience precisely to the extent that it appears 

to recreate the original. 

It is crucial to understand that we have established no restric­

tions as to the content of the essential cinematic experience. Our on­

ly requirement is that the latter ·manifest itself in such a way that it 

appear 'as if' it were religious experience. Thus, our thesis is a simple 

equation whose validity is purely a function of interpretation. It fol­

lows that what will be interpreted as religious cinema by one audi­

ence may be interpreted quite differently by another. Herein lie the 

minimunl subsidiary characteristics of the essential cinematic experi-
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ence that allow different~ation: theyare ?ubjective. The audience re­

mains the sole proprietor of the topography of differentiation. Both 

the cri tic and the theoretician must acknowledge the primacy of the' 

cinematic experience per se ... 

Nevertheless, the critic and the theoretician would be justified 

in separating the audience from th~ essential cinematic experience if 

the audience failèd to do so itself. ln the case of the parables of Je­

sus, if the listener remains locked within ~he 'experience they encom­

pass, the ultlmate intent of the parables is aborted. The experience 

must not become an end in itself, for its very subjectivity mitigates 

Its status as an absolute. 50, tao, the essential cinematic experience: 

if it becomes an end in itself, then it no longer opera tes at the level 

of virtual religious experience. Thus, our thesis actu~,lly compris:s 

two components: both the aforementioned subjective interpreta~ion 

and an objective interpretation, which functions as its corollary. 

The objective corollary demands that virtual religious elt:perience 

. never be confused with the original experience it represents. Religious 

cinema: is an artifice, albeit a subjective one. While religious cinema 

can be defined as virtual religious experience, virtual religious experi­

ence cannat be defined as religious experience per se. Thus, there i5 

a fourth level at which the paradoxical force of both the parableq of 

Jesus and the essential cinema tic experience as virtual religious expe­

rience are manifested: here, the tension lies between participation in 

the reality of the experience that underlies the expression and the re­

alization that the very reality of that experience is a construct, a 
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phantasm that has no objectiv~ existence a~d no ultimate referent. 

The theatrical parallel to this cinematic conception exists in Ber­

toIt 8recht's II V,!,r/remdungseffekt (V-Ef/ekt}": "Eine verfremdende 

Abbildung ist eine soIche, die den Gegenstand zwar erkennenJ ihn 

aber doch zugleich ~remd erscheinen la6t" (Brecht: 32). In other 

words, the 'familiar' is presented in such a way that' it is' recognized~ 

but is no longer tamllior: 
\ ' 

Die neuen Vertremdungen '{as opp(l~ed ta those tound in classlcal 
and mediœval theatre] sollten nur ~en gesellschaftlich beelntlu~ 

, bl1ren Vorgtingen den Stempel des Vertrauten wegnehmen, der ste 
heute v!lr dem Eingrlff bewahrt. (33) 

The U V-Elfest" results U not simply [in] the breaking of illusion" (Wil­

- lett: 177); nor does it imply '''alienating' the spectator in the sense of 

ma king him hostile ta the play" (177). Rather: 

It 1s il matter ot detnchment, ot reorlentaUon: exactly what Shelley 
mennt whl?n he WTote that po~try 'mnltea familinr objl:?Cts ta œ a!l 
11 theY were not tnmtUar", or Schopenhauer when he clalmed that 
ûrt must tlhow 'common objects ot eXp2rience in n Ught that 15 at 
once clear and untam1l1a:r'. (177) 

Yet our points of view differ: Brecht writes from the perspective of 

the creator of theatriœ/ pieces, whereas this dissertation is written 

from the perspective of the critie of cinema tic pieces. Thus, Brecht 

elaborates techniques (and Cl theoretical stance) that foster the 

achievement of the if V-El'ekt," whereas we describe approaches (and 

a theoretical stance) that highlight the phantasmal nature of the es-

\ 
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, sential cinematic experience 'per se. " " " , ' 

, 1 

, ,Here, then, are the .objectiv~ equi~al~~ts to ~he' af~~e~~tioned 
, 1 1 ) 

subjective characteristics of the ess,entiai cinematic experience that 
" , 

allow' diff~rentiation. It i~ not possible"t9 ,de,~i,ne',religio,u'~' ciriema as 
l' , l ,', t \ \ \ 

such unless this definition remains irreducible' religio.us CJf?ema exists , 
, . ' 

as the tension hetween the film {?Vent in its objec'tiVi? 'and suhjective 
,\ 1 \ \ 1 

, 'manIfestations. If the two manifestations ë;lr€ 'reconcil~d, the tension 
, ' 1 \ 

dissipates, denyihg 1 the possibility of religious cinema. The audience 
, l ' l ,\ , \ 

that identifies a film as religious has ,alr~ady denied the' very possibil-
~ , ., j \ 

ity. ,On t,hz ~ther hand, the critic who sows ~eeds of ,doub~ in the 
" , . 

mind of an audience opens .the way to a. full q.nd virulent awareness 

of the paradoxical force of ~ particular film.. If r-eligiolls cinema is 
, 

virtual religiol:ls exp~rience, then its' fl:lnd.arp~ntal c,haracteristic is 
, 

that it remain permanently distinct fro~ the originàl' experience it 

seeks to represent. 

The gap between the virtual religious experience of religious cin-
1 

ema and the paradigmatic religious experience that religious cinema 

seeks to represent is -pervaded by silence. This silence is the absence 

of correlation betwe~n the experiences on either side of the gap. The 

silence issues a challenge tp filmmaker and audience alike. lt is 

tempting to both to fill the silence with a multitude of pseudonymous 

signifiers. Traditional 'religious cinema history' abounds with exum­

pl es . The filmmaker need only borrow from the. vast library of sym­

bols associated with each of the major rehgicus traditions. Both audi­

ence élnd critic will find such symbols even where the filmmaker ne-
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ver thought to plàce them. 'The erosion of the silence is then inevita-
1 l ' '" 

ble. 

As this erosioh procèeds, there is' an appel!lTl!lnCe of meaning: . ' 
the erosion of silence places elements oT,l either si de of the gap in for"': 

, 
tuitous conjuncîion; this fortuitous conjunction, in turn, fasters t~e 

~ " . 
formai conjunction that gives the appear;ance of meâ:ning., Thi~ ap- J . \ . 
pearance is reinforced by the, appe~l of \ inimediat~ èxperience that is 

\ , 

the hallrilark of aIl cinema. ,The ~udienc~ litèrally 'des!'res this imm~-
...' l ',\ l " \ 

diate\ experienc~. ,Its ·temptation cann01: be del)ied; temptation and , \ 

1 1 \ l " \. • " 1 \ \ " ~ ': 

de~ire (1re a function of dIstance trom, the original. ThtJ,s, films that 
~ • • " 1 \ \ • \ 'l 1 l ''' l 

. ,preSent SOl11~ portion of the life of, J'i!SU~ appeal to al!Y audience that 
, \ \ 1 

, \ ' 

.,seeks to understand the circumstances of the origin of Christianity. at 
• 1. \ ~ 

tpe elfperientip/level.' Yet, any understanding that can be derived 
, ' ,\ 

, c 

trom :s4ch experi~I?-ces is limited. If the audience believes the immedi-

'aie experi,ence~ ~t is bu't rurther removed trom; the original, for the 

immediate ~s replete with hiddeh contemporary references. 
, , , 

These hidden contemporary references are the cinem,üic humus 
1 • 

of the immediate experience. They foster the appearance of meaning 
, '" ' 

, simply because they allow it. 'They act as anchors whereby the audi-

ence may orient itself. The more disorienting the immediate experi­

ence, the greater the desire on the part of the audience to follow the 

anchor lines to their source. Since their source is no more or Jess 

than their own significance, which is, in turn, merely determined by , 

the contemporary paradigm, there is no ultimate profit in proceeding 
;) 

along this route. It must he resisted. Although it is indescribabJy 
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more -difficult ta orient on the silence '!s SIlence. this is the route the 

audience must take if the possibility of religious cinema is ta exist. 

We have prescr~bed a very r--estrictive approach to the phenom­

en on of religious cinema, in which there appears little room for the 

aesthetic dimension of the religious film. Tha~ is dictated by logic of , 

our debate As we have defined it, rehgious cmema do~s not permit 
~ ~ . .... 

the addition of ë2sthetic informatIon unless that information is subor-
-.. ,;\ 

dinated to the virtual religious experience that defines its existence. 

_ This should 'not be taken to discourage the filmmaker from mcorpo­

rating an appreciation for the aesthetic structure of the essentlal cine­

matic experience in the religious 'film. Rather, lt requires that the 

filmmaker ,be considered no more than one of many people who con­

tribute to the essentlal cinema tic experience we define as virtual reli­

gious experience. Thus, the filmmaker cannat define the Gesthetics of J 

religious cmema because religious cinema remains the pr~5erve J the 

audience. ~ 
By the same token, the cnt~c cannot define the horizon of reli­

gious cinema, because this horizon has no fixed location, but depends 

rather on the vagaries of the audience and the context of present~­

tion. If it were possible to conceive the projection of il tHm portraying' 

the life of Jesus to His original discipl?s, it is likely that the effect of 

that film would be drastically different from its effect upon the mod-, 

ern audience for whir:h it wùs created. Rather, the cri tic must be­

come one with th~ audlence, 50 that the resultant analysis 15 a 'part 

of the experience it seeks to analyse. Although this merging of analy-
1 

'f' 

, , 
• • 'JÎl " , ' ,,' 

" 

,1 
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SIS and experience IS more difficult to achieve than tradItional cri­

tique, It remams the only vahd optlOn open to the critic, who must 

non~theless acknowledge the pnmacy of the onginal essential cine­

matie experience 

Parable and Religious Cinema 

There remains the problem of the formaI separatIon of cinema, 

which €ompnses aU films, trom rehglOus cmema, WhlCh does not nec­

es~rily compnse aIl films, In the' case of the parables of Jesus, . the 

formaI separation between aIl langu~ge and r~liglOus language IS 

mamtained by two devices. The first device is context The original 

parables are attributed by the New Testament' authors to Jesus. The 
\. 

parables themselves appear within the New Testament Thus, context 

Ieads to the association of the parables of Jesus wlth Christianlty in 

its various manifestations If one divorces the parables of Jesus trom 

their· context, their similarity to other parables ln bath secular and 

religious, Ch;;-istian and non-Christian, literature becomes manifest 

(see, for example, Crossan, 1976: 99-114). Thus, the divorce of the 

parables of Jesus from their context IS a 'dangerous' act· it may lead ' 

to a less vehement distinction between Christianity and the other re­

ligions. 

There is (therefore) a second device that maintalns the formaI 

separation between ail language and religious language in the case of 

the parables of Jesus. Many, though by no means aIl, of the parables 

-fi 
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begin with an expression that focuses their ,interpretatiop: 

He sald, "The kingdom of God 1s like thls A man scatters seecl 
on th~ land, he g~ to bed at night and gets up in the morning, and 

-the seed sprouts and grows-how, he'dœs not know. The ground 
produœs a crop by itself, first the blade, the,m lbe ear, lben full­
grown corn in the ear; but as soon as the crop 15 ripe, he pUes the 
sickle, be-cause harvest-time has come ,. 

He sald also, .. How shaH we picture the klngdom ot God, or by 
what parable shaH we describe it? lt 1s tike the mustard-seed, 
whtch 15 smaller than any seed in the ground at 115 sow1ng. But 
once aown, it springs up and grows taller than any other plant, 
and forms branches 50 large that the blrds can settle in Us shade .. 
(M.rk 4: 26-32 (NEE)) 

"The kmgdom of Heaven 1s like treasure lying buned ln a field. 
The man who tound U, buried it again; and for sheer joy went and 
sold l'V2rything hR had, and bought that n,dd. 

-Here 15 another picture ot the klngdom ot Heaven A merchant 
looktng out for fine pearls found one of very special value, 50 he 
went and sold everyth1ng he had, and bought it. 

• Again the kingdom of HUV2n is HM a net let down into the 
sea, where fish of every k,ind ""ere -caught ln 1t When 1t was tull~ 
il Will dragg~ ashon. Then the mèn sat down and collected the 
good tish lnto pails and threw the worthless away." ,(MdtthtW 13' 
44-48 (NEB» 
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' .. 

The conjunction of story, or a story event" (Crossan, 1975: 87), and 

expressions such as .. The kingdom of God is like. . . " or .. The- kingdom 

of Heaven is like ... '~ ensure that the purpose of the par able in its 

context is understood. Even outside this context, 'however, the gener­

al purpose remains more or less intact. Following tRicoeur, we use 

-qualifier" (Ricoeur, 1975a: 33) to designate the expression that helps 

to keep this purpose intact' (in this sense, the function of the quâÜfier, 

may have changed since the time of Jesus). 

_ _ _ro~mmarize,- the' tombination of c(:>nteX'f and qualifier serves 
~ , 

to identify the parables of Jesus as religious texts generally and Chris-
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tian parables specifi~llY. "Using this model as a guideline, th~ot 

~ecessarily extrapola Jing from ;t, we return __ ~o thU(O~of the 

formaI separation between ciriema an~ious cinema; we suggest 

that the problem may be tandled ~ a similar -Ia5hion. First, context: 
.,./ \ , 

Cecil B. DeMilhi's The 'Teh Cdmmpndrnents would certamly receive a 
, / 

variety of interpretatIons ,If shoWn to different audiences. For exarn-
, 

pIe, if sCTeened within a graduate seI1Jinar in anthropology, it mlght 
l'> 

be examined as a primitive attempt to, understand the (pre- )history 

, ' 'lof. part of western civIlization and/or Jewlsh/Christian/Mushm ongins 

Again) if screened before the participants in a sociological confere\lce, 

it might he understood aS a (fairly successful) attempt to impose a . . 
, particular cultural and religious perspective on a widely divergent 

North American audIence. Or; if screened to the members of a 'main­

stream protestant congregation, It might be recognized as an overly 
l " ... 

literaI, but perhaps ,morally justlf~able, interpretatlOn ôf the Old Tes-

tall?-ent. Finally, if scre~ned'within a fundamentalist gathering, it 

. ~ might even 'be w~lcomed ;s arr accurate repre~~ntatiàn of actual his-
, , , 

torical ev~nts. Cqt course, wer:e it to be shown to an audlençè oi _ .- \. 
, , , 

students in film theory t it would he instantly recognized as one· man'~ . ' , 
, ' 

" way ~o 'rhâke money!) 

" Far' trom 'being a diversion, thlS discussion of cOI1text Îs qUlte 
, - 1 

~ " \: rel~~nt. to 'ouT'-and ~ny other-definltlon 'of r.eligious cinema, al-
~ ,.. ~ , , 

. 'though ',it is cleat that the issu~ ù; immense in scope ,Since our theo-
, 1 • 

- . 
';reti~l and critical pers~ctives {ocus exclusively on the audience and 

: ignor~ th,e pr~~screenjng' hist?ry of ~he film, (unléss the lat\~r bectOlnH., 

, . 
, ' 

'. , , ' 

,., 

" 

1 

, 1 
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relevant to audience prejudiée, as might he, the case with sorne con-
- . 

troversial or highly-publicized ~il~), cont~xt becomes, in fa~t;-one of ~ 

the fundamental determil)ants. of J3,udîence raaction and interpreta-' . 
. , 

tIon, PredIction of audience reaction and interpretation based on con-

text, however, 15 foolhardy 'at best and should not be considered rele-· , . 
vant Thus, context IS !"elevant to our definition of rebgious cinema 

, 
only to the extent that it is recogrüzed as a determinant, It is not 

necessary to list and .describe aIl possihle co:otexts; nor would this he 

,possible, slnce the list would be endless, subJect to further expansion 
, , l , ~ 

J ahd redefiniti~n Wlth every new film and every new variation of re-

ligious commumty. Rather, context, becames r~levant to the explora- , 
. 

tion of the reaction of a particular audience to a particular film, This 
, ~ 

must occur Illter a particular:.::.~}:reening or series of screenings. The 
, . 

~nly film that fulfills thlS requirement in the present context is Wer-

~er Her~og's Rerz aus Glas (the present context being a function of ( . 

this dissertation and the perspective it advànces). ~ 
Since context permits a wide range of Interpretations to ~ im- . 

~ , 

posed on any film, 1\ is necessary to resort to another device to nar-

row the range of interpretations, Context is already a narrowîng 

agent, but the dimension of narrowing shifts from conte,Ù to context. 

J 'T~rrow the r~nge of interp~etatians to the specifi~ally religious di .. 

" . mension requires a qualifier. While context is, by definition, an ex:" 

temal ta the Illm, the qualifier is, also by definition, an internaI to 

tJ1e film. It is only through ,the fortuitous conjunc~ion ,of these in~er­

na] and external 'drivers' that r:eligiou~ cinema is possible; in fact, it 

________ .b ____ ~ __________ ~ 



, 

o 
" , 

r .' 

- " 

{' 

o 

, ' 

86 

, q 
, '. 

, is that same fortuitous éonjuncti'on !hat girnrise to religious cinè-
" , , 

ma. Tnus, while ôur thesis per se describes 'wha t religious cinemll is, 
-

it is our. description of context and qualifier that identifies, at least in 
, . 
part, how religious cinema l1rises. Further, the discussion of the 

qualifier returns us to the tradltional forms of religious cinema criti­

cism, albeit with a dlfferent ~otive; Jor lt IG here that the ni!levance r. 

of ttaditional religious cinema criticism is revived. Since the qualifier 

is, internaI to the film, it i5 nec~ssariÏy a derivativé of the content, 

evén if thls contenf be understood as the struc~ure of the (partlcu­

lar) film. SIrice traditional religlOus cinèma criticism focuses almost 
1 

exclusively on content, it is weIl adapted to the identificatlOn and in-

" terpretation of the qualifier. 

Tp begin with an example, we may note t'bat a film dealing 

, With the lite of Jesus l)ë1s that as its content. If ~his content closely 

paralleis the apparent content of one of the New Testament', gospels~ 

thm it may aIso exhibit structural similarities ta that gospel. Bath 

narrative and structural parallels serve as the qualifier that says, for 

- example, 'Tobe kingdom of God is lIke .. ,", Here traditional 'religious 
, . 

cinema crîticism shines, for it is able then to turn to Milos Forman's 

One 'Flew Over the Cuckoo s Nest (1975) and lsolate the elemeiits 'oL -­
that film that give rise to the qualifier 'The life of Jesus is like a man 

'- 1 ~i ' 

who, erltered a modern [in 1965, perh~s] insane asylum and ... ' 

, (çf, Myers and Î Kerr). l'hus, whether a film exhibits overt religious 

,content, as in a film dealing spedfically with t~e life of- Jesus, or 

,possible religious content, as in a film dealing with certain aspects of , 

-' 

,/ 

\ 

.' 
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the lite ~ of 'Joan of An;;," ~r cove'rt ;eligious content, s~ch that analysis 
C) , • 

is necessary t.o hlghlight that content,- as in Cuckoo's Nest, the con-
, , 

tent can bè analysed ·to highlight the religious qualifier. Of course, 

just as an a ud~enée is justifie<! in classifying Th~ Ten Commandl11en ts 
as a religious film, 50 âlso is an audience justified in, denying 5ïth à-

, \ 
, 

classification to C?Ickoo S IVest, Ther~in lies the mherent weakness of 
) 

the traditional. 'content~oriefhed appro~ch, to religious cinema criti-

cism. 

This weakness 15 mueh clearer here than where it was first 
• • t 

identified in the previous chapter. .The origin of the weakness lies in a ' 
, ' 

confusion of reference. This confusion ,of reference' allows the substi-
, , 

.tution of the àpp~rent 'reference of the 'religiou~' film, which is iden-
\, 

tified through the film's content, for the true reference, which can-
, , 

not .he iden~ïfied except through participation in that refetence: the 

.. essential cinema tic expenençe WhlCh, in' the case of religious cinema', 
, ' ,. 

,i~ further encountered as virtual religious experienc,e. The substitution 

of apparent reference for true reference is f~und in, t.he earliest works 

'on religiou5, cinema; thus,-

11 existe une corrélation extr~mement étroite entre JIl qUtlJlté rel1- , 
gieult obtenue, 'et le « milieu-moyen ») employé pour l'obtenir. Au­
!rement dit (et cela n'est'paradoxal qu'en apparence, et ici aussi 
toute l'histoin da l'art est là pour nous le confirmRr) la qualité re­
ligieuse d'une œuvre déJXmd beaucoup moins de son contenu au sens 
strict, de son fond, de sa matière, que de ~ forme, ou plutôt de su 
« formes ». (Aytre, 1'5~: :50) 

T~is apPf;O&ch leads Aytre (\lfho must nevertheless he lauded for one, 
~ 

,n 
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1 
~of the most thorough analyses of religious cinem~ ·to· date) to J~ con­

clusion that defines the 'religious' of religious cinema as an evocative 
l' ' 

force; this permits mu ch wider apphcatlOn than slmply to the overtly 
( 1 

religious film, but it does not overcome the substitution of appàrent 
, , . 

reference for true reference, for it relies on an understanding of reli­

giou~. experience as a formaI, external, objectlfiable complement to 
l 

'secular' experience, both ,of which are cultural phenomena. The ref-
" . 

erent of religious. cinema is religIOn, but the latter largely as a form 

of dUltural expression. 
~ 

The substitution of apparent reference for true reference re-

mains in more contemponlry ~pproaches to religious cinema; for ex-

ample: 

, r 

, 1 

Notre hypothèse de travail, qui 'terait converger 'toutes les lignes de 
forces ésotériques, y compriSH celles qui figurent dans L '.Art mM­
fi'lue composé par Andr~ Breton et dont les rétérences à Baudelaire 
(hi (J. for&l de symboles ») ne sonl pas fc~ III moindre caution, r:;'Ht . 
què le einématographe permet de laisser entrevotl"-à l'insu mfm2 
dQ l'auU2ur du film-tout un réseau dœ significations latent" dans 
le dérOUlement dé l'aventlire hUmaine en elle-mime ou en ses rela­
tions avec III tissu cosmique. Ne pourrait-on appliquer au septiRm.r 

, art le texte, de Claudel que nous lisons dans i...l!J hrle noire et qui 
contient le mot utilisé par Ba2in: « Nous allons du chas" villbl" 
aux choses inVisibles, non pas towours comme de }'eitet Il la cause, 
mais comme du signe au signifié, et non' ,pas t~nt par 128 chemins 
de la logique que par ceux de l'21~alog1e. )~ (Agel, 1976: 3.3) , 

! ' 

. rl " ,1 

Whil~ Agel's approach is clearly mote ln keepins, with contemporary 

hermeneutics (and therefore include~ a discussion on the ~erit6 of thQ! 
.J 

work of Christian Metz in the light of the work of Pa~l Ricoeur, 
, " r , 

among others) J the critical method it provideS is e6Sflntially 'no differ-

;... . 
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ent than that of Ayfre, resulting .in simi~ar cr,itical analyses.' 

If we return oncA~ more -to the parables of Jesus, we rwte that 

the combination of story event and qualifier serv~s to reter, not, to 

the qualifier, but beyond it to the experience that underlies it (cf., 

Ricoeur, 1975a: 32-34). Thus, the parables of Jesus rfffer, not ,to the 

kingdom of God, but to Jesus' experience thereof or, > more precisely, 

his experience of the kingsh~ of God; and the latter not as sorne fu­

ture eV'ent or circumsta~ce, but as an experience both current and 
, , ' 

immediate (cf, Cro55an~ 1973a: 23-36) .,Thus, the reference is not 
-

trufy such, for there is no direct lin,? between the qualifier 'The king-. , 

dom of Gad is like. . .' and the experience of. the kingship 9f Gad; it is 

an abrogated reference, an impossible reference, for how does one-" ' 

move from heari.ng the parable ~o experiencing t~ "kingsl1ip Qf ~od? 
. ., 

The path is, in fact, not such, not;' even a detour, but rather ci . , ' 

Ctwist', a sud den shift toward an unexpected 'dimension. There is, on 

the one hand, the par~ble in its objective m~nifestation as a spoken 
.; . ~\'" ,~ 

or written text and, on the other hand, ,the ~xperience that both 

underlies and supersedes it. 
;. t , 

. The literary technique employed ta initiate this twist is rever-

saI. Th~ reversaI' is a function of the discrepailcy between "the struc-
\~ 1 • \ ' 

" ' 

ture of expectation on the part of the h.earer a~d ... the structure of 

. l'xpression on the part of the speaker'" (Crossan, 1975: 66). In tpe 
. . 
'case ~f the parable of the mustard seed quoted earlier, this reversaI 

may he illustrated as ,in figure 1. 
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Figure 1 

, (Tl:te structure of figure 1, like slmilar illustrations elsewhere in this, 

dissertation, 15 borrowed from Crossan, 1975: 66-67.) The hearer ex­

pects a story about small seeds growing into small trees and large 

seeds growing lOto large tree5. This expectatlOI. IS reversed by the 

speaker, such that small seeds grow into large trees (and, extrapolat­

ing, large seeds grovl lOto small trees) . 

Traditional New Testament exegesi5 identtfies the parables 'of Je­

sus as analogies (cf. JÜlicher). Thus, the parable of the mustard 

, 'seed leads to the statement that the kingdom of God represents a re­

versaI of existing structures, he these patterns of growth or relations 

of power. Modern New Testament exeg~sls demes the anaJogical func-
, ' 

tion of the parables of Jesus, focusing instead on the consistency of 

the reversaJ of 'expectation ,and conc1uding that this consi6tency points 

to the reversaI of expeçtatïon, as a perma~ent conèhijon of human ex-
, ' 

perience of the Wholly Other (cf., Cros~n). Thus, if the hearer's 

cori~Jusion upon hearing the parable of th(? mustard seed is that '5m~Ù 
seeds grow into large- trees, , the impact of the parable has been 

( , 
stunted. Rather, given 'the contemporary paradigrn, the proper con-

1 
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clusion is the realization that we should. not pre-judge the outcome o( 

the growth of any seed. Since this act of growth is aligned with the 
, . , 

qualifier 'kingdom of God', the ultimate conclusion is the realization 

thàt we should not pre-judge the nature of that kingdom. Simply, 

the parabres of Jesus rev~rse our expectations to 'twist' our attention 

away from partlcular expectation of any kind; in thlS context, the 

result is-, openness to the kingship of God as immediate experience. 

It is cle~r that this ~twist' is fundamental to our argument. 

And' it is this 'twist' that separates the perspective ta ken withih this 

dissertation from what we refer ta as 'traditional' religious cinema 

criticism. It is worth exploring the latter yet a Iittle further, for 

there are instances therein that appear remarkably ~imilar ta our 
t:J 

approach. Thus, John' R. May adopts Crossan's five-fold spectrum of 

story,' comments extensively on Crossan's definition of parable, but 

focuses largely on hIS definition of myth as the prime mode of the 

religious story in film (pages 32-43 in May and Bird). Similarly, 

Michael Bird. follows Mircea Eliade's use of the term "hierophany" and 

~ligns this use with an understanding of the U paradoxical nature of 

reality" to show how the re/igious film is at one and the same time 
. ' 

, bath simply' a film (i. e., -an ~xamp~e of artistic expression) and a 

-hierophanou5 manifestation" (pages 3-4 in May and Bird). Given 

their expositions, we consider it fair to state thG\t neither Bird nor 
" 

. May would argue strongly for the illusory nature of the religious film; 

rather, their positions affirm the authenticity of the 'religious dimen­

sion in the 'religious' film, whether this dimension is manifestéd as 
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\ hierophany or myth. 

If we argue for the illusory nature of the religious film, then 

. ~ we do' not understand this to mean that aIl religious films are illu­

sions, or that it is an il~-\}sion that religlOus films exist as such, rath­

er, we suggest that at the core of every religious film there lies a 

.' twist that, if encountered, hlghhghts the illusory nature of-the eXp0T 

rien ce that the religious film creates; similarly, we suggest that at 
, 

the origin of the religious dimension of any film there lies a twist 

that, if encountered, brings to light the illusory nature of the ex'peri­

ence ~hat the religious dimension gives rise. to (or exists as). This 

suggestion is grounded in our analysis of the essentlal cinematic expe­

rien ce .. It is precisely because the latter has heen ignored ln '1111 reli­

gJ~US cinemâ' theory and criti;;'sm that our approach dl/fers. It is 

nec~ssary to focus on the essential cinematic expenence ta arnve at, 

and maintain, our approach; the moment this focus is 10st, our ap-. . -
proach collapses, its position retaken by traditional religious cinema 

criticism. 

The Iunction ~ the twist that lies at the core of every religious 

fl1~, ,or at the core of the religi~us dimension of any fil~, is twofold: 

it both aids the movement toward a religious interpretation and Oéni-' 

es the completion 'of thfs interpretation. The parables of Jesus are not 

magic incantations that, if uttered, recreate the experience 'of the 

" kingship of Gad. The latter is arrived at through a set of circum­

'stances impossib~e ta define with any degree of precision. ,Similarly, 
" , 

, tpe rel~giouS film is 'not ~y its very natl1~e reli~ous, but only potm-
\ 

1 
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, tially. "50; and the reliSiqp~ dimension of, a film is not an aut~rnatic . ' 

given t but only possibly present, The 'religious' of film is a variable 
, 

set of circumstances that n:Iay or may not be recognized. even rec.og-< 

nized, it is merely an interpretation. Thus, the conseq':lence of ou~ 

reliance on ~ particular understanding of the essential cinematic ,ex-
, , 

perience is that 'we are forced to acknowledge the need for a t:t disci-. , 

pline of seeing" (Dillenbèrger: 307) to arrive at, and thereafter main-

tain, Our perspective. 
\ 

To state that the tVfist lies at the core of the religious film-or 

the religious dimension of a film-is not to say that it is a one di-
. , 

mension~ phenomenon; for it is encountered at several levels bf in-

'terpretation al,ld is, .in each case, itself an interpretation of the, ten~ 

sion' generateq within that Ievel-. 'At the ~ost immediate level, it 
, -

arises from the tension created by the reversaI of expectatiOn in the 
. 

.-- story event (assuming tha~ there is suçh a reversal, for this remains 

largely a' function of content). At the next leveI, slightly more re-
- '. 

, mote, jt arises ttom the tension created by the dissonance of qualifier 

and story ev~nt; for if the story evoent is chara,cterized by a reversaI . , , 
" , 

of expectation, t)'len this reversaI relies aiso on the assumption that 
. " 

the" q~~lifier is not ordinarily associated with such a' story event.' At 

the most remote level, grounded in the 'essential cinematic experi-

"ence, it ,arises from the tension between the entire film event in its 

obj~ctive and subjective manif~stations (as stated earlier); here the 

9bjective manifestation i~ synon~ous with -the objectively identifiable 
l , 

components of the film, that we classifyas qualifier and story event 

J 
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and the subjective manifestation is synonY:m0us with the particular, 

and individual experience of qualifier and story event as a dlssona~ 

conjunctian 

Thus, to the degree that the twist depends on a particular 

prejudice (different for every filme and audience) to force tension, it' 

is bath an interpretative and subjectIve phenomenon. A particular 

perspective is required for the possibility of religious cinema to exist. 
n 

But ihis is hardly a serious limitatlOn. Religion, and the experience 

that underhes it in any of Its varied forms, requires a partlcu)ar 

perspective itself; were this not 50, religion would be either univer­

sally absent or universally present and. In the latter case, Identical 

in every instance. The parables of Jesus function as parables m the 

.....-.--€ontemporary sense because every audience comprises many layers of 

prejudice WhlCh condition expectation; each of these layers anses 

from-and ln turn gives ta-a particular perspectIve 

To the degree thât it is possible ta ignore the existence of ane's 

prejudices in the face of glaring evidence thereof, to that precise de­

gree religious cinema can cease to exist as su ch . Conversely, to the 
, 

degree that it is possible to recbgnize and overcome one's prejudices 

when they are brought to light, to that precise degree religious-cine­

ma can become synonymous with almost any film p.vent. The only 

qualification the latter statem2nt requin~s is that there exi~t sorne 

objective qualifier that permits the attachment of the descriptor 'reli-
. ----

gious' ta the particular film event. Our' approach is therefore a her-
, 

meneutic one; that is', it requires, not a particular content, but a 

-
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particular mode of interpretatlon, derived from a particular theory of 

interpretation. Here we may pursue our 'tWIst' ln the opposite direc­

tion from that which leads to traditional religious CInema criticism, to 

\ a point of mtersectIOn Wlth certain/. more recent develop~~ts in .. ~~lm 

~eory, in which contemporary hermeneutics (in partlcular, th~ her-
C> 

meneutlcs of Paul RIcoeur) play a, rôle. , 
/' 

It should be cautlOned that, whereas our earher pursuit of the 

'twist' m the dIrection of traditIOnal religious cmema was bath devoid 

of peril (because thlS dIssertatIOn arase out of the inadequacles there­

of) and necessary (because this diss.ertation serves as a cntique 

thereof), the pursuit in the directIOn of film theory is both fraught 

. with peril (hecause from that broader perspective inadequacies of this 

• dissertation will be more visible) and extravagant (because thlS dis­

sertation is not intended as- a critique of the entir~ film theory com­

plex, but of a particular subset thereof). The pur SUit is nonetheless 
, 

relevant, for it l<,nds support to certain aspects of our argument. 

There is, moreover, sorne sa~faction to he derived from the realiza­

tion that this' dissertation, and}~e thesis it defends, neither ârose out 

of, nor exists in, a vacuum. \ ( . 

Dudley Andrew identifies two different origins of the current ih-
< 

terest in hermeneutics; these origins are represented by Paul Ricoeur -', 

and Roland Barthes. The key to Barthes' hermeneutics is int~rest crin 

pursuing not the text 50 much as that which the text insists upon" 

(Andre\tf, 1984: 184): 
.f ,.....- w~~~ 

.' . , , 

::' '. ,.,-'-

, . 
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Por Barthe, this refenntial aspect t$ esenUally emoUonal. Tnts 
in thvir mast hivratic morrtilnb point to th,~ innvr statH r..cosnized 
by the reader as anxtely. wait'ing., JfAlou'sy, and 50 on. The tnt 
vmbodi~ thvse stat~ carnally, and Barthvs's [sic] dinct, l~n,thyy 
unststematiG' attention to them 15 meAnt to leave them open to an 

~ ongènng (re)nading. (184) 
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It will he recognized that this hermeneutlc IS somewhat foreign 

(which is not to say invalid) to our own, though not Inimical to it, 

More appropria te, especially in the light of our extensive reli­

ance thereon, IS the hermeneutlCs of Paul RIcoeur J the key to which 

is -the priority of dlscourse over meaning, of interpr~tatlOn over 

structure'" (Andrew, 1984: 182): 

Analysls would try to tlx Uw- position of a text, whenAS Interpn­
tation pn5Ume$ that the work. ot mvaning i5 ongoing As hA" has of­
ten polnted out, every spHeh lnvolves both an l'Vent ln whlch 1t 
occurs and a mvaning that persists bryond the event. Hermentutics 
tries to he adequl1~e to the whole complex of dlscourse by k"plng 
bath pol~ oi sJX>lH:h (mllaning and ~Ilnt) in constant intllrplay. 
(182) 

To reformulate the foregoing ln ,the language adopted withm this dis­

sertation, we would say that the traditiqnal religious cmema' criticism 

tnes to identlfy the meanmg(s) of a film through rigorous analysis of 
, ... "" ' 

Its signs and sym bol s , tracking each of these to their r,eferênces; reli-
-

gious cinema is therefore a fixed subset of aU cinema On the other 

hand, Ç>ur thesis. and the mode of interpretatlon we derive trom it, 

highlights the paradoxical elements of films in particular and cinema 
Q 

in general, then tries 'te maintain the pa,radoxical quality of those eJ­

ements as a permanent condition of the essential cinema tic experj-
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ence. 

Andrew defines Ricoeur's as a "dialectical hermeneutics" (An-
, 

drew, 1984. 187) that gi~e5 riS€ to a fi dialectical phnciple of inter-
\ 

pretation" , (189) As the "most teIling example .of the pow~r" of the 

latter, Andrew cites 
\ 

Jean-Pierre Scheter's L 'lIomme ordiJU1re du cinémA. Uruschooled ln 
film history or criticism, Schefer posas anew the most purely theo­
reUcal questions aS50clated with mm study. wliat 15,it l1ke ta go ta 
Il movie? Why do W2 do it and what hap~ns to us as a conse­
quence ot our participation? SetUng himselt up ln expliclt opposition 
ta thR overly systemaUc reflections Meu deduced in Thil' Jrnll8JJury 
Sitnifi,r, Scheler lodges thé dialec11c at the very heart ot this prl­
mary fact of film viewing: at the cinema we are bath ourselves 
and the représentation bullt for us. Our memories are fed by the 

îmagn, yet what we see i5 absolutely present ta us now. The very 
words -we" and "us" must be qualitied, not accordlng ta sorne 
strict Lacanian model of subjectivity but according ta a dialectic in 
whlch we are alternately ruled by the representaUon, and rule It. 
Tc \lU his words, film viewing is, bath a doxic!ll and paradoxical 
experlence, bath ruled and anarchie. (169-190) , 

Here the parallel to our own approach becomes more ·obvious. ln our 
, _ fl 

terminology, we would say that it is the ~twist' that may he recog-

nized" at the core of the éSsential cinema experience that maintains 

the dual quality of film viewing as "both doxical and paradoxical ex­

periençe." Our only qualifier is that in this dissertation Vve are' dealing 

exclusively with religious cinema, which implies tbat the relevant 

-doxical" experience exhibits objective 'religioù6 charactlt:. .. istics. 

Bill Nichols aise f\lppears to rely on Ricoeur's herrqeneutics when 

he employs psychoanalytic t~rminology to define an approach to nar­

rative cinemà.-. Ba1ancing the seen and the un~en, the experienced 

• 
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and, the unexperienced, and recognizing that the two torrn h~lves of a 

necessary whole for sueh an approach to be valid, ,NichoIs' argues 'for, . 

- . 
.. a logte for dupl1citaus me~n1ng that acknowledges the argument 
'Ulat two different logics cannot opera te on t~e sa me lwel 'Without 
creating an untenable position This is precisely the untenabl'e POSl- : 

tian of paradox, w-hich Wfl have alrendy met We part company 
with the rules of formaI logte that decry this untenab1l1ty in arder 
ta adopt the temporal, histdrically-open rules of a dialectical logle. 
We couple the present to t,he absent; We attend to gaps, laeunae, ta 
The guile of the unconscious psychism that speaks to us through 
outward manifestations. We prepare ourselws ta Usten for revela­
tian; we steel ourselves ta listen 'With suspicion. The ridge 15 nar-" 
row- along which w-e walk, but there 15 no stralghter way tor us to 
go. (NIChaIs, 1981' 107) - ' , -

The ridge is narrow because it divides the virtual from its. counter-, , 
, . 

part; the'former is itnrfledi~te and appears to posses5 aU the charac-' . \ . , . . . 
teristics of reality, the latter is but a memory and possesses aIl the 

characteristiés of a phantasm 'But' that is preclsely the origin o~ o,:,r­

conception of thè virtual as a simuJacrum: in the appearance oI ob":', 

jective similarity to what is but ~ memory, but is, in fact, a co~- ~ . ' , 

,. . mon and present- memory acrOS5 â wide range of mdividuals, .origi- - , 
o 

nating, not in ~n ëesthetic experience, but ln an experience whose _ 

o~igin remains 'forever hidden. The virtual attemp~s to hide its 'OWri , 

'natute; ye~, its elements manifesting a paradox that will not. depart, 

thJe ,virtual eventually collapses into its true nature. Thus, 'followmg 

NichoIs, we recognize two possibilities, opposites, derlved from the 

same event; tl'!ough narr~tive "generally exhibits congruence with the 

-, resolution of paradox"' whièh "heightens ~he ~nse of unit y and Pcoh~ 
ence," something "exceeds it, is left over; paradox remains, fiJ:lally, 

,) 

~l 
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irresolvable" (103): 
" 

.. And, as always, coherehce in contradiction expresSes tbe"lorce of 
a desire." [D2rrida] We return once more ta desire and the plus­
ure of recognltion-discovery. The ê2sthetic graWication narrative 
affords helps att.enuate the force of real contradictions; it 111&.0 h21ps 
ldentity them. The power Dt this invocaUon ot des ire can œ readlly 
yoked to Il reinforcerrî,mt of the slatus quo, but il C2ln alse he har­
nHsl!d to the posslb1l1ties of change, radical change. Narrative cine­
ma may work tQ reconstitute un in the positio~ of se!f-as-subjRpt, 
but ft may also move us .. We are-not slmply put in our place, We 
are allo moved; and one possible direction tbnt movement may fol"'" 
low 1s through and beyond th.e position of selt-as-subject to the 
realm of symbolic exchange where srace or order (in an optln­
e~dedt non-lmaglnary sense) may be reaUzed (103) 
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- '. 
Thé ·possible 'direction" is necessarily no m,ore than that andt,. from 

, . 
: our perspective:' nfNer more tha~ virtua'l (as an objective manifes~-' 

, "'" 
tion of the film event); however. the film event is not bounded, ex-

"1 ... -. 

, 
cept,by choice: within, it, Just as outslde ,It, but not necessarily,be-
~,. 1 ~ 

ca~se ~ of it or through It, ,ther~ "are limîtless possibilities, 
\ 1 .-, 

From' tnis brièf .~iscussion, it appears that sorne recent choices 

. in film theory are ~ore conducive to our thesis than the enti~e 

a~~lgam of pr~ous r~ligious cinem~ theory and criticism. This i~-
.. .- ~ <. " • 

pression is ,misleading for, just 'as there ·are parallels between our ap-

: ~ proac~_ and conte'mporary filrn theory, sb' pr~ot1s àppr~aches to' reli­

q gious c~nema theory and critici~m have drawn from' contemporaneous 
. '. \ 

film theorists (figures sUch as André Bazin and Siegfried Kracauer are 
" - 1 1 

encountered yvi~h great regulanty and number among /th~ favouri~ 

frôrjl whbm to d.raw inspiration). Whât further separa tes our ap-

. ' ,proach ,fr0l1'\ previou~, approaches t~ r~~~ious cinema the<?ry and ctiti~ ') 

, .. 
. , 

, , 
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. , 

cism" ho:wever, is Our point' ot origin ,for J unlike these previous ap-

proaches" we do not begin with, or' pass through, film theory on our 

way to a theory of religlOu5 cinema. J' 

- Our point. of origin IS in many respects Identical te that of 'film 

- theory, past and present: the analysis of film Itself, usmg Ideas and 

o techniques borrowed from more 'established d~?ciplines. In t~ls sense, 

.our approach is more 'authentic' or 'original' than similar approaches ~. 
, . 

~f the pasto 'Authentic' and 'original' are not meant pejoratively. or 

as terms of. endearment, but literally, to emphasize the, Importance 

of il thorough investigation of the very heart of the film medium in 
\1 

any theoretical approach, whether general or specifically religious. lt 

is simply not possible to ask What is religious cinema? \'ml,ess one asks 
, 

. this question In the light of its predecessor~ What is cmema? With . ~ 

this final re-emphasis of the origln of our approach, we now turn 

away ir-om both of these q~estions and proceed to' the practical level, 
. ' 

,wherein we derive a ~pecific method in preparation for ,the next 

'chapter. . ' 

, ' 

"A ,Critical Method Derived l ' 

. . '\ 

We now deal With those two earlier questions ,that still ~emain 

unanswer~d: If any film truly exists solely as immedlate experience, 

how thèn is it to he ana~ysed? And how is this analysis to he recon­

ciled with the original experience, since the analysis must, by defini-

. tion, exist apart from the' experience? From the ~rspective developed 
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-in' this chap~er, th~ answer ta the second question is that the analy-
< , 

s~s d~nnot be (ully r~concIled Wlth the original expêr:iepce, unless its 

" intent is the same'. That IS why the critic m";lst seek to merge ânaly­

sis and experience-, -Our ~nswer to the hrst 'questIon must therefore 
'. ,... .. t ~ 

he: it must he a:nalysed as imD?edia te exper~'ence. Since religious cin-

ema exists as a variable subset of aIl films, the moment of analys~s is 

crucial. 

The analysis of religious Cinema must proceed from the critic's 
• ,l '" 

oWn experierice ther-eof. Yet, if the èritic " maintains a perspective 
, 

that is tbç, pe~sonal or immediate, 'the analysis may he incomprehen-
, , 

sible to the reade~, Therefore, the analysis of religiaus cinema must 

balance the audience's experience ,thereof. In 'J)ractical terms, this re­

quires the critic to mimic the film under analysis, The analysis must 

become an extensioll 'of the film, If the intent of the text is to ana­

lyse the film as an exa,mple of religious cinema, thel1 the text must 
~ , 

incorporate the perspective of the film, such that it exhibi~s a similar _ 
~ t - -

t~nsion. The result, is parable. Thus, the analysis, that is true to reli­

, gious cinema be~omes a relis{ous text in its .own, right, 

While this conclusion is inescapable, it should he cautioned that 

it requîres qualification. The conclusion does not imply equality with 

sacred texts. The latter, are by convention or tradition isolated from 
\ , 

the broader 'category of religious texts. We define as 'religious', texts' 

that exhibit the characteristics of religious language, whereas we un-.' , 

d{i!rstand sacred texts as the 'paradigm whence' religious language is 

derived. Thus, the cri tic of religio~5 cinema does not c~m~te with, 

l 
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the' parables of Jêsus. Rather, thé critic adapts the charaeteristics. of 

the parables of Jesus~ thereby legitimating them. 
-, -

The moment of analysls exists m the paradoxical tension that 

this form of analysls creates. ln effect, the virtual religious ex peri-

~ en ce of the film continùes Wlthin. and thr~ugh the an~lysis. The ~o­

ment of analysis is extended beyond the imm~dia~e experience of the 

film, although lts visual component is necessarily impaired. Only in . , ' 

this manner is the anaJysis of religious 'CÎnem,a as virtual re1igio~s ex­

, perience conceivable. A necessary pr~céndition to the success of this 
~ .. \"-

form of analysis is that tl1e n~ader 'have' seen the film ln question. . . 
• ,11 

The analysis exists only by virtu~ of its relation' to its subject; re-

move the latter and the paradoxical tension of the analysis dissipates, 

since it is no longer' an extension of thé immediate experie~ce: thé 
. 

'momen~ of analysls has been severed fro~ the moment of expe~ience. 

G~ven tl;tat we shortly embark o~ a pr~ctièal example qt the 

'foregoing, it is expedient as weIl to de~cribe' specifie c~itical tools· that 

enable the ,critic to ,adhere ta the generai guidell'nes above, lt ,should . ' 

he caution.ed, however, that these tools constitute neither ,the set of ' 

all possible tools that can he derived !rom our' thesis, nor the set of 

aIl tools that are employed in the next ch~pter. The tonner set will 
. , 

expand if and when the postur~ defended here finds a wider audi-

ence; the latter are borrowed not only trom this chapter but' aiso , 
" 

fro~ t~e universe of our thesis and, the overall perspective it affords. 

Moreover, th~ next chapter is more than a simple analysis; its pres­

ence within this dissertation constitut~s an exercise in clarification 
• l ' 
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and validation; it is an experiment, but- as the first to test our par­

ticular hypothesis, it 'car ries a considerable additional burden; to ig­

nore this extra burde~ in the present c<?ntext would be tantamount 
, 

to academi'c suicide. In sjmple language: in this chapter the marquess 
, ' , . 

of'Queensberry rules apply, whereas in the next, Rerz aus Glas as an 
:; -. 

objectively verifiable strip of CellûloidTH remains the only constant. 

In keeping with our approach thus far, we return a l<lst time 

. to Ricoeur and Crossan, this time in direct dialog1:le. ,The reader is 

watned that. no new informatlOn is provided here; rather, there. is a 
. . ' 

converg~nce of .perspective between Crossan and Ricoeur which is ex-
,. 

trapolated into the field of religious qinema criticism; both the con":' 
) 

vergence and the extrapolation rely on the discussion' thus far. The~_ 

'can therefore he no application of. the critical tools developed here to. 

any film without reference to their origin and the- thebrétical per-
o ' 

, , 

spective that underlies it. Our critical tools are designed to provi~e 

new insight into religious. cinema; but this insight is less a ftinction of 
'. . 

the actual tQols than of the thesis whence they are derived. The 

same is true of both Ricoeur and Crossan; thus, an~lysis of the' para­

bles of Jesus using the method of either scholar requires-implies-:-",the 

acceptance of their paradigm, their understanding of the very natur~ 

of those parables, or any others that 'fit' that paradigm. 
'. 

• .t 1 ~ 

The dialogue, while .spread' across a fairly large body of work, 

~ll, in the present context, he restricted to two articles (see Cros­

san, 1979::''80, and Ricoeur, 1979-80). The former, in turn, iS.a re­

acti~n to an earlier article by Ricoeur' (Ricoeur, 1975a); therein Ri-

'. 

, , 
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. , " 

coeur summarizes • the three traits whic::h seem ... essential to the 
• • 1 

.4efinition of the '1.iterary genre' of the parable" (Ricoeur, 1975a: 33): 

, . 
the narrative parable relies on the conjuncUon betWeen a nllrrlJUv. 
form, a metllphariCJJl prOCfl"SS, and an appropriatll "qualifiaY" 
whlch en'sures its convergence with other forrns of dlscourse whlch 
aU pomt toward the meaning tlKingdom of God .. (33) 

Before we begin' participation ,in their dialogue, we hig~light two is­

, sues, both terminologlcal.· First, Rlcoeur's interest is in defining the 
• "<; - '. " " 

Itliterary genre" of the parable; second, RIcoeur identifies "narrative' , 

'para-bien as the particular form of parable he wishes to examine. We 
• • 1 J 

may turn these ,terminological qualifications to our advantage. 

First, "literary genre" suggests that parable IS sy!lonymous with 

, a particular subset of aIl literature; in other words, though ail htera-: 

tl;lre may_ or may.,not 'exhibit the charactenstics of parable, only spe-
l " ' 

Cif~c €xamples of literature are identified as parables per $e. , This!s .' 

reminiscent of our dIscussion on cinema and rellgious cip.ema, in 

which we examined the extent of their c~ngru(;?nce; we concltlded . 
. ' . , 

that ceftain examples of -religious cinema exhibited the characteristics 
, .' 

of m)rth, oth~r ex amples th.ose of pa~able, yet others ,those of b0th .. 

There is no, question that, at least on the surface, tert?1in films lend 
" , 

themselves more readily to_our form of analysis than others. Thus! 

we may claim" at one and the same time, that, our n:t~thod ulti-," 
. , 

mately applies, not only to ail religious films, bu~ als~ to the cinema 
, , 

generally; yet, since this daim cannot be proven except in practice 

(as is the case with any intellectual hypothesis), we are safe until an 

.', 

, ' 

, ' 
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4Pp~ication fails. We" m,ay thérefore proceed (after this dissertation) 

'by identifying films that, may be successfully submitted to our form 

'of analysls, as this bo~y of films gro~s, the 'genr~r of 'parabolic cinfr 

ma' will take 5hape~ if the body of films becomes very large, that 

,'genre' may be, recognized, not as a. set of, characteristics of som~ 
, , . 

. films, but as a quality of cinema per sr/ (provided a particular per­
I 
\ 

spective is maintained). This proce~ natur.~"lly extends far beyond,' 

," this dissertation; ,thus, we do not define a genre but establish the in­

itial credibility of :our method. ' 

, ' '" Second; cr narrative parable" provides a convenient focus, since it 

ap~ars ter~inologically simila~ to 'narrative cinema'; thùs, if it is ' 

'Possible that there are different manifestations of cinema (and the 

great :najority of film theorists write as tho~gh it is, choosirig parti~ 

, " ular manifestations as their foci) J then we' are, if not justified, at 

l~ast reassured in restricting our focus to 'narrative cinema'. And we 

may employ 'a 'simp1i~tic understanding th~reof: films that tell stories. 

Documentaries therefore reside either at, or slightly beyond, the ho­

rizon. of 'our vision, since they are at least 'intended' as 'true' repre-

~ 

l ' , ' 

sentatlons and are usually recognized as such. Most ex~rimental '. 

films (whieh may or may not exhibit the--charaeteristics of narrative) 

reside weil beyond our ~izon, if for no pther reason than that the 

average audience of ail films 1S probably not yet 'equipped~ to recog-:--, 

hi~e the narrative dimension of the experimental film, (henee the 

, ' qu~lifier 'experimenta!'). 

, ' With these' further qualifications in mind, we return to the 
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current dialogue.' Crossan sUl11marizes the three traits that Ricoeur 

identifies as "narrati:"ity, tnetaphorici'ty, paradoxicahty [whe~~ pos­

'sîble, we substitute 'narrative') 'IT!.etaphor') and 'paradmc', respec---
tively)'~ (Crossan, 1979-80' 20). To these, he prefaces a fourth: 

. . 
- "brevity" (21). Thus: U Parable is a very short metaphoricaJ narra-

tive [Crossan's itahcs]" (21). M/:>l=eover, though texts may be found 

that exhibit the other traits but neglect brevity, these are not para-
, , 

,',,' bles that are l'ong, but parables that are too long. their effect is re-

duced by their length and mlght be restored to full strength if they . ' 

were shortened. In their length, the othet traits of parable become . . 
l' 1 1 • 

lost; if they are shortened, the other traits of parabl~ are found 

- \. again and ·are,' therefore, much easier t~ fix. Ricoeur 'accepts the ad- .. 

-.dition of b~evity; -a trait which he feels he overlooked (Ricoeur, 

1979-80' 72). 

,Deviating from Ricoeur's ongi?al Q~der, Crossa~ next examines 

metaphor, finding much common 'ground in Ricoeur's more recent 

conception of metaphor, in which "'every metaphor J~ save the mo-
,', 

mentarily jaded or temporarily dormant, IS but a locali~ed Indication 

and instance of the ultimate tibiquity and radical' universality of 

'.metaphor itself" (Crossan, 1979-80: 25). Thereaf~er Crossan moves 

toward Derrida, surm~sing that this is ilJevitably the direction Ri- . 
> , 

coeur's conc,eptipn of metaphor moves in. However, Ricofur den~es 

,this directio~, noting that "Derrida's thesis is a thesis about dead 

mètaphors al1d its validity finds its limit in the analysis o( live me ta...;. 
. ", 

phors" '-'Ricoeur" . 1979-80: 73). The difference between a live' meta-

.. . , 
< 
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phor and a dead metaphor lies in a ~ stereoscopic phenomenon" (73): 

ln most good metaphors the confl1cl belween the yleldlng lUeral 
MnH and the emeJ:"Bing melaphorical sense may still be -perclZivad.. 
The 5emantic incongruence- or 1mperUnence-ot-the sentence for a 
literai Interpretation 15 prHlZrved within thlZ new congruence or 
pertinence whlch emerges trom the collapse ot the Uteral interpre­
tation. (73) 

Ricoeur -does not suggest that this conception is inirnical to Crossan's 

interpretation, but he céhitions agatnst an indefinite expansion of 

·meiaphor, &uch that "metaphor disappears as a distinctive 'turn l of 
-- -
language, 'Nery linguistic use hecoming metaphorical" (73). 

\ 

, Crossan now explores narrative, asking first whether "narrativi­

ty might he just as humanly ubiquitous and ineluctable as metaphor­

icity itself?" (Crossan, 1979-80: 27) Thi_~ qu~stion is reformulated 
, ____ R 

such that a solution~ to the problem of reference might he suggested; 

thus,' C""language refers only to linguisticality, metaphor to metaphori':" 

city, [and] narrative to. narrativity"; this implies that we must face 

·th~ ultimate implications -of a r.adically linguistic existence, a radi-
- 1 

œlly metaphorical world, and a radi~l1y narrative existen~e" (27). 
1 • 

1 

Against this, Ricoeur argues: "'if 'narrative existence' obtams onl}' in 
. . " .. \ ~ -

langu~ge, how could the parables of Jesus chaUenge the. actual way of 

lite of his opponents?" (Ricoeu~, i97~-80:-74). Ricoeur posÎts the' 
""') - # 

• J"" .. 

, paradox Inherent in, the 'narrative parables of Jesus at the _"intersec:-
, 

tion between narrative existence and ordinary existence"; w.ithout 
~ ~. . .. 

tttis interséction, CCthere would ~ no paradox, i. e., no departure 

(prJra) from usual Opil1ion·. ('-(oxa)" (74). Thus, "narratives, .~ictijres 

\ 
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" as weil as descriptions,.. keep re-shaping our previous versions 01 the 

world" (74) 

, Finally, Crossan addresses the paradox of Jesus' parables Since 

,uparadoxicality" IS his own, rather than Ricoeur's, term, Crossan 

provides a definition. " ,. 
1 shall use the general expression Mparadox· or "paradoxical1t~ as 

--my awn gen~ral teTm te include the full spectrum of phRnQmtn& 
subsumed under nouns such as hyperbole, paradox, limU­
expression, etc., and adjectives such as sb"ange, radical, ~xtrava­
gant, etc. (Crossa n, 1979-80: 26) 

Crossan then proceeds to analyse the paradox of Jesus' parables under 

three headings horrowed from American semiotic th~ory: pragmatics, 

.semantics, and syntactics. Under the first heading., he notes that: 

'~he official teachers of Jesus' day taught: (1) within Il group au­
thor-1ty; (2) With1n an official synagoguej (3) wlthhl a "canonlcal" 
text. Jesus, on the oth~r hand, taught: \1) outside thil!. group au'": 
thôrlty; (2) outside the synagogue by the lake-sidej (3) out si de th~ 
·canonica}" lexts. Indm, il 15 almost as if his parablCHI èUsplaëed 
the soriptures 'as text. Autbority, situation or setting, and .. text-

, . for teachi~g arR aU parlldoxiclll1y different wUh Jesus (30) 

Under' the second heading, Cros san questions ~he validity of compari-
, ., 

Son of Jesus' parables to contemporaneOU5 rabbinic ones, since it may 

,he questioned wh ether the latter were,"Ïn fact, contemporaneous (re-
o _' 

cent scholarship places them alter Jesus' time) ~ thu5, Jesus' parables 

exhibit the paradox of a new semantic structure (31). Similarly, un­

~er the' third heading, comparison of Jesus' parables to rabbinical 

ones is c~ronological1y invalid; even were it valid, the, syntax of Je-
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sus' parables differs radically trom those to which they are compared, 

furth~!: heightening their paradox (31-32), 
'r 

Ricoeur sees zn thlS analysis confIrmation for his "contention' 

that paradoxicality requires a confrontation between deviance and es­

tablishment, not only withzn language, but in the 'real' world" (Ri-
, , 

coeur, 1979-80, 75), thereby recalling hls earher dlsagreement with , 

Crossan (see ~bove) But Ricoeur welcomes the overall approach: 

The confrontation between Jesus and h1s audience appears, accord­
ingly, as a particular case of the inclusion of the parable-storJ8 
with the Gospel-story, The story-te1l2t:" of the parables becomes a 
part of the meaning of the story-told, as seems to be the case with' 
the Parable ot the W1cked Husbandmen,. F1naJly the mortal tate of 
the story-teller belongs to the horizon ot aU the staries told. And-' \, 
th~5 de.!Jth contr1butes to paradoxlcal1ty ot the parables Dy leadln~ 1t 
cnto the threshold of "anicomcity." '(75) " 

Thence, Ricoeur flOds further agreement ln Cro~an's ultimate conclu­

sion '"that Jesus' paradoxicality is thé ,result ot turning the aniconicity 
4 _" , 

of Israel's God onto language itself" (Crossan, 1979-80: 32), but adds 

t~o qualifications. #Flrst, the funetion of paradox, exerted through 

the enigma:-expressiohs (Kingdom of God, etc,), is not merely to abol-. , 
, , 

ish picture'S, but aiso to elicit an inexhaustible set of inadequate pic-. . 

tures" (Ricoeur, 1979-80: 76), Second, the parables of Jesus "are 
. , 

not as su ch negative expressions and' they have not only a negative 

function"; rather, they constitute Ua reorientation after a 'disorienta­

tion"; the latter without the former would cause the parables ta "re-
/. '. 

main without ethlcal and politicai implications" and "exegesis woul,d 

malte theology izjtpOssible; even as negative theology" (76). 

" 

, " 
" 
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The theoretical issues raised by this dialogue are immense; t~ey . 

cannot he addressed here. To the extent that they must be addressed ~ 

to allow applicatJon of the dialogue -to the derivation of a rnethod of 
) -

religious ClneITla cnticism, to that precise extent have they already 

:- 'been addr:es~~d ~thin previous sections of thls dissertation We now 

\ , 
1 

.. 
'" 

.. ' 

'-.. 

extrapola te from the results of the dialogue and identlfy a set of crit-

ical tools. We have, to begin with, four characteristics (the last of 

which cornes ln three flavours): brevity, narratlve, metaphor, and· 

paradox (in terms of pragmatlcs, semantlcs, and syntactlcs) As gen­

~ral characteristlcs, they do not suggest themselves to be alüm to 

cmema: breVlty suggests Ca short film'; narrative suggests 'narrative 

cinema', metaphor suggests 'non-literai representation'; and paradox 

suggests Ca clash of elements or inter-pretations'. Thus, each of the 

four characteristics may be applied in at least a vague sense without 

extensive redefinition or reformulation. But, in the interest of provid­

ing instruments of greater precision, we n0Y' examine each of the 

four characteristics in greater depth. 

First brevity There is much to be sa id for takmg no more time 

than necessary to make a point or state-.ft case; but how to measure 

this time? There is, first of ail, the actual time required to literally 

'state the case' ~ logically, this will vary trom case to case. But there 

is aiso the effective time required to 'state the case'; a statement re­

quires int~rpretation and reflection and, if it proposes, (consciously or 

unconsciously) a shift in perspective, adjustment. Thus, we may ar­

gue, cri' the one hand, for brevity, but on"' the other hand, aiso for 

.' 
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: consideration Qf aesthetic constraints and audience inertia. One -may 

expect both more (in terms of their ability ta. ·follow a nar:rative 

~ through rapid, 'radical changes in scene. etc.) land less (in te~ms' of / 
their awareness of subtle literary, historical, pobtical, Rte., referen-

. 'ces) of co~temporary audiences. Brevity. we would argt,le, assists the . , 

analytic process, because it alloW's for (though it does not insist upon) ... .. ~ 

less complexity and sharper foeus; but this may be simply due ~o 

" limitations in the hurnan attention span. Thus, -breY1ty IS a eonven.:­

ient but not a. necessary eharaeteristic for religlOus Cinema' 

Second, narrative. We already accept this as ci restriction of 

Qur focus to narrative cinema. But, in the cont~xt of the dialogue 

'. bétwéen Crossan and Ricoeur, we IDqy refine this to a requirement 

_(~I. for either a partièular kind, of narrative or a particular view of ,nar­

rative. The 'particular kind of narrative' implies the requi(ement for 
" 

a narrative that can be shown to exhibit both reflective and reflex ive ' 

characteristics. Reflectlve implies a degree of distance from 'reaHty'; " 
, ' 

the narrative is not synonymous with its content, but is a reformu-
-

lation tl;1ereof. Reflexive implies a degree of reflection on its~lf; the 

narrative raises questions about its own existence and its relation to 

·reality'. The 'particular view of narrative' implies the requirement -

for a certain degree of audience competence, an ability on the part of 

the audience to see beyond itself, "beyond the experience of the film, 
1 

b~ond the everyday world outside the film; thîs is neither a trite ) 

statement nor a snide remark: trom our perspéctive, religious cinema 

is equally a function of audience perceptior:l as cinema tic performance. 
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. , 
Third, metaphor. We may vacillate between Crossan's and Rj­

coeur's conceptlOns. Our thesis, in the form developed within this 

- chapter, admits both posslbllitles. In the present, practical context, it 
, 

is a function of the film at hand. Thus, wlth c.ertaln films, it would 
-

take substantial Intellectual effort to de duce the essential metaphor of 

aIl cinema, whereas other filin~ mlght bring thls possibilrt;y to the 

surface with httle or no apparent effort. Similarly, certain films ap­

pear, at first viewing, to be no more th~n simple stones, embodytng 

no dIssonance or discordant elements-they are, at this stage, th~ 

cinema tic equivalents of dead metaphors. Mui.tlple viewmgs may brmg 

hidden dissonance or dis~ordant elements' to light, su ch that the 'films 

become the cinematlc equivalents of live metaphors. Other: films, 

bO,th sufficiently familiar and sufficiently new, evidence a dégree of 

,dissonance from the outs~t; therein one may witness the blrth of the 

c~nèmatlc eqUlvalents of neVI metaphors. 

Fourth, paradox. '!le must apply Crossan's three flavoùrs there-
- . 
... of with circumspectlOn, . for they raIse the spectre of the efflcacy of ~ 

, • J 

, ~ ~ 

~ <the semiotlc analysis of cinema generally. Tlfus, we 1 accept these fla-

~vours with the proViso that they he employed in a fairly naive man­

ner. It is vàlid to iccus on three different loci of paradox~ but is ar­

'guable whether this vahdity can be easily maintained whel1 the loci 

become excessively rigid and formalized. Thus, the essential focus 
, • r 

must always be on paradox per se, rather than its .locus. As to the 

diyêrgent horizons of paradox between Crossan and Ricoeur, we may 

vacillate to precisely t~e same qegree and in precisely the same. man-
> • 

,\ - -
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ner as with metaphor, for here, too, our thesis admits bOth possibili- " 
" ' .. ties; as weIl" films may be cited to support either conception, '!kS they _ " 

( , 
may also be analysed from either perspective. However, to d~ny the 

presence of paradox in either cinema generally or a subset 'thereof is 

to cieny the very poss~bility of religious cinema; this is fundamental 
, 

to both: our theorétlcal and methodological perspectives The presence 

, of paradox is essential to our concept of religiaus cinema and fOrIns 

the core- of any .à,nalysis to demonstrate Its existence. 
- , 

AU of the foregoing 15 d,eemed to exist ln 'the context of thé ex-
fI ~ ,i • 

istence and analysis of the necessary qualifier that, in its 'turn, con-

!lZxtuaHzes th,e other characteristics. Of course,' the qûa:Üfier aiso p~r­
ticipates in, gives rise to, and derives its own existence frqm, . thé, 

. aforeme~tioned characteristics. This invahdates any artificial appr'oacl;l 

that seeks ta isolate the various characteristics of th~ film that admit 

t,he adjective 'reÜgious'; against any such we prescribe a more organ­

ie analysis. Ju~t 'as the original "film is not only an œsthetic cpnstruct 
~.. " 

'(implying "the possibility of deconstruction) but also an artistic- crea-. , 

"tion (implying the ne'cess~ty of ~ more hOlistic\apprpaC;h)-, 50 -must its 
. ' -

analysis not only dissect but aiso recompose -and revitalize its subject. 

- A.nd, even the act of dissection must affirm' the presence of an or~anic 
. , 

.whdle, such that di~section is not such, of a de~d object, but surgery 

, on- a live subject. Pursuing this metaphor, we must also insist on a 
... rI. 1 

recognition of the subject as comprising a· number of, organic systems, . - -

ail in a state of cortstant interaction with on~ another, aIl dependent 
,\ , 

upon one another for their continued existence and. func~ionality. 

'" , 

.' 
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" 

'Thus~ if we, employ ,tools and techniqu~s such as the isolation of 
, ' ""-

struC?~Ure'5 o.f reversaI te determine th~ precise nature of the 'twist' 

~hat lies ~t the core of a particul~r level of cinematlc expression or 

interpreta,tion,' we must employ these' from a perspective that does 
, " 

not hide the- greater subject whose elements exl)ibit the reversai, 

" While we do n.ot deny the power and validity of such to~15, we choose. 
, ' 

, to apply, them only after' a preliminary inspection; the latter proceeds 

,from a l1aïve p'erspective, wherein as few theoretlcal and methodolog-
, .. 

icaL assumptions as possible are made. We must always, from the 
, , 

very ,outset, remain open to the attitude of surprise that any film 

might generate, And this openness must extend far beyond the first 

viewing' of that film, such that surprise remains a poss~bihty no mat­

ter J:ow deeply, or from the perspective of what theoretical or meth­

'Odological insight, we penetrate the film with our vanous tools and 

techniques, If we close ourselves to the possibility af surprise in or4~r 

to pursue a particular theoretical or methodological insight:, we face 

'" "the danger of being nOI'\e~heless s~rprised as our insight is denied in 

'favour-of sorne more fundamental, disturbing insight . 

.., " ~ , 
<;.. Other Critical ~ethod5 Comparèd 

.' . 
, ' l 

'To place the foregaing in perspéctive, it Is instructive to consider , 

the wprk' ~r previous invèstigators in this field, Our intent is not, 50 

much ta pass judgement as to highlight difference. Ta begin with 

parable: 
1 c , , 
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To say that tilms are stories 15 not ot cOUrse to deny, that they are 
primarily Visua)-aura) experiences (œsthetic experiences m~nif~t­
lng technlcal excellence and philosoph1cal statement, as Ketcham, 

• has Cfxplainlld); it is to d,my that thgy an te bQ tnah'rd as if one 
mlnor aspect ot that experience-dlalogue, for example-were the 
major factor to m considered in assessing their meaning. The pe­
cul1ar context and oVerall structure of the visual story must be 
analyzRd. as a guide to the total meaning of the film. ThUG in ana­
lyztng WertmUller's films, ft 1s important, we teel, ta know the 
5pClCific kind of visual story she employs as w-ell as the cultural 
context 1t 15 seen agalnst. WertmUller's t11ms, we teel, are visua) 
parable-s; thllir context will he drlfinRd by the dominant assumptions 

- of the popular Itallan culture they so clearly saUrize. (Perltta and 
May, 1977: 3) 
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While it cannot be denied that this approach will provide insight into 

its- chosen subject, it is clear that it does not require the prior view­

ing of the films to he examined.' Its intent ,is the understanding of the 

contex:t of the films;' trom this understanding, the reaçier may devel­

op a new appreciation for the meaning of the films . . 
, Ferlita and May choose the idiom of man's search for meaning 

as the ,basis of their analysis of the film medium. Thus, their prim~-
,~ 

. ry concern is "analysis that leads te meaning" (Ferlita and May, 

1'1. 1976: 4); this conditions their definition of the medium: 

, 

l... 

Clneml! 15 one ot the most potent sources ot ccm.temporary Inslght 
illto llfe's mClaning (all toc olten a. portrayal of Us absen~) preciu­
ly because of the vastness ot 1ts audience and the controlled etfect 
of ils' images. (pèrlita and May, 1976: 4) 

1 

Their focus -is opposed to our own. Whereas Ferlita and May move 
, 

from the derivation -of a film's meaning toward possibility of the es- , 

se~tial cinema tic experience, we begin with the latter and deny. the 

, 
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importance of the, former. Whereas Ferlita and May define context as 

critical to th~ derivation of meanins, we define çontext as secondary, 
, ' , 

,sinc~ It can be overcome py the force of t,he essentlal cinematic expe-

rien ce per se, 

If the goal of the critic IS the derivation and lsolatlon of context 
, 

and meaning, then the approach of F~rhta and May appears ta he 
" . 

the more appropria te. Howèyer, if the goal of the cri tIC is the per-

petuation and intensification of the paradoxical force of the immediate 

experi'ence, as VJrtual religious experience, then a different· approach 15 

requlred. It is in part to meet the requirements of the second option 

that O\lr approaçh w:as developed. Beyond this intent,,' there ~xists the 
, . 

more fundamental question of the struct'.lre of the essential cinematic 

experience; this question is left untouched by Ferlita and May, b~t is 

the point of origin of this chapter, Indeed, it is our_ contention that 

this question must form the point of origin of . any approach ta reli­

gious cinema. 

From this perspective, the approach of Ronald Holloway repre­

sents a more compatible examplè: , 

If the very nature of technology and hlstory 15 movement, cinema 
of course plays a key raIe: the motion picture 15 no longer the ~.­
tard of the ~rts, but a royal consort. 'MoUon becomes an esthettc 
principle, the handmaid ta philosophy llnd theology. Whtn the mov-
1ng object on ,the screen 1s man, and this experlence 1s asslmllatèd 
into the consciousness, a theology of ~ularity has one of its prima 
targets. (Holloway, 1977: 15) 

. Although extension ôf this quota tian would result in greater diver-. , 

" 
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\ 
gence, the expre5~ion \ of interest in the phenomenon of mot,ion as a 

principle in its own rtght may be compared to our initial discussion 

concerning the production of the effect of movement, in WhlCh we . 

defined the princlple that underlies this effect as a primary element 

, 'of the film medium, 

Holloway's approach does not require the separatIOn ~f th~ mo­

m~nt of analysis and the mornént of experience, 'W'hereas that of 

Ferlita and May necessitates it. If meaning is to b? isolated from ~he 

essential cinematlc experience that generates ii, then the "essential 

cinema tic experience will be irrecoverable ,in its ~ristine for~. The 

meaning t,hat is derived by this method of analysis- is ultimately dis-
, , 

, ' 

tinct from its origin. It ceases to exist in relat~on to ,its origin. Hence, 

the paradoxical force of the original relation is destroy;ed, though n9t 
, ~.. 1 

by reduction, but by separation. If the primary function of religious 

Cinema is the creation of irreducible paradox in the form virtual reli­

gious experience, then th,e isolation of meaning threatens re,ligious 
. ' 

cinema as a whole, for it denies the ~ssen~ial rôl~ of the medi4m in 

the maintenance of the tension that arises from ,that irreducible par­

adox. 

Œven our conc1uding remarks on method above, t};le approach of 

James Wall seems quite similar to our own, at least in its iosistence 

on an initial na[veté. 

'. 
Inte1l1gent appreclation of cinema 1s not somethlng that 15 necessar­
ily limitad to a minority who have special and exceptional qualifi­
caUons. To be sure, sorne orientation 1s requ1red, sorne tamiliarity 
with the medium. But gaining and deyeloping- that appreciation is " -

'-
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part of film educ~t1on. 'rhere 1s na bOdy of information tbat.one 
neeçls for this/ ahead. of ~ime" the ~nly prerequisite is an open mind, 
(Wall,' 1971: 27) , ",',' . ". ..' 
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Wall then proceeds' t~ proYlde a me.thodology to "aliow the attqmment 

of such ~n orientation 

He dlstingulshes 'two aspects, of hlm vlewlng One eoncerns 

"what- the fl,h~ is a~out-such thmgs as Its plot lil!-e, charact~r 'd~:" 

vèlopment, .mes?ag~" (Wall, 1971', 33) T~e other conçern!'} "what the. . , 

film Js::-what ft proJects "'ln and of ~tselfrl (33Y- ,The~e ,~spects may be 

thought of as «otrJectlve"', ~nd usubJective~ n or "m~eÙectual" ànd "in- ' . '''' ~ 

tuitive";' Wall chooses' the terlTls "discursive" and "presentational, .. 

respectively, to identlfy them (33)-. Usmg this dichotomy, Wall aT-:­

gues that, ~hile. at one' tlmf! "bibhcal spe~t~,cularsn were box offjGe 
( , 

sucees ses , they are 50.no longer: be~a~se th,eir ."d~seursive co~tent 
, , 

holds ,httle 11'1terest for q' secular publ~c" (35). Mor(i! funçiam.entally, # 

CI. fi~n: requires perception only at the discur--SlVs? flnd of tl?fl contin­
uum, it will quickly jade the viewer unless Us discursive content 
is n~w mat~nal, This holds true ~en far èxplicit !ORX films, a fact 
cont1rmed hy tlle tindings of the President's Commission on 'Obscen­
ity and P~rnography, In ils report the, Commission noted thllt, ~n Il 

controlled test, college students soorf becf!me Ured of looking at 
hard-core visual pornogr.aphy. (35) , 

Therefore, ~all argu~s, it is more ë2sth~tically profitable to concen­

trate on the tension created by the interaction of the ~discursive" , 

mode of film viewing with the "pres~ntational" mode.-
'" 

,WaWs approach is l:??~n. appealing and difficult to typity. By 

" 

_, maintaining' a higH degree of tensio~ betw~e~ the t}"o,aspects of fil~ ':', 

" 
" ' 
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viewing, Wall succeeds in 'allowing much ~ore of the film ~o he 
, , 

brough~ to light than many,of his contémporaries. And, though he 

neither uses such terms as 'tension', and 'panidox' as ·prime elements 
, 

of his crit;ical vocabulary, nor endeavours to isolate specifically reli-

gious films or the specifically religlOus in film, his apprôach -is by no ' 

meanS inimlcal to our own', Thus', if we are to offer criticlsm of ms­
approach from our perspective, we must do 50 in. ,terms 'of his meth~ 

odological depth. Yet, in the light 9f hïs own qualifications, quoted 

~~ove, even thIS seems 'ùnjU5t. Wall's approa~h sets no b~rriers ~o, 

posits no h.orizon of, 'a theory of religious cinema; how.ever, given ··the . 
1 1. 1 _ , • 1 

abundance of critical and methodological literatur~ and the pauèity 'àf -
, . 

comparable theoretical literature, it is sirnply ,necessary ~o move he .... 

yond' Wall's approach to examine the medium itself in depth. 50,. too" 

this "Ciissertation reptesents merely a milestone, a,lbeit· ~ necessary 

one. 

Concluding Renulrks " , 

, , This,'c(>ncludes our' investigation of the' general question:, What is 

i~iigiou~ cinema? The' inv~s.tigation of thi~ 'question se~ the h~rizon ~f 
co~cern within this cha~ter. We have described in Tudimentàry forro 

'" , ,/,' 

the elements that constitute th~ filrI:1. medium, concluding t~a.t they 
, , 

1 fos\er 'the identification of cinema âs a distinct art form. By identi{y-, , - ", 

ing ~tr\lctural paralI~Is between the parables of Jesus and the e5sen­

tial cinematic expedence, we wer,e able' to define certain instances of 
" • r,." ,::'" '.' 

.' 

. ' 
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.. ' the èssential cinetnatic experience as ~~~~al religi~~s eXpeliience', , 

which wè equated with rehgious CInema. To this equation, we at-

, . tached the proviso that it remain the' result of dynamlc Interpretation 

9n the part of the audience The' tas~ of the cri tic is the-r,re subor-

dinate ta t~(l lmmediate force of religious cinema. . ~ 

, In the next chapter, we shaH move from,' the genera) question 

to the specifi~. Since our' pronouncements on the subject of, critical ' 

method 'aré somewI!at theoretical; this movement will provide a 
, , 

practical _ example of the type of' analysis described above. Neverthe-
, . 

l~ss, the posture defended in thlS chapter should ,stand on its own. 

Our, verY- insistence on the primacy of the generaI question forces the 

, answer to the spe,cific qu~stion to ~ake a position of less importance in 

the 'd~fence' of our thesis, Thus, while t}:le next chapter may clarify 

-our thesis" it would weaken the thesis if it were shown to be a nec--- ' 

essary clarification, Rather, the nexf chapter provides an opportunity 

,to t~st, the viability of -the position elu~idated in this' chaptér. ' 
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CHRPTER 3 ,,' 

_ ...... " 

Her2:~dS 11111~ 8S Uirtu.al Religi!us· EHperience 

. It could ,he argued that the film a~alysed in this chapter was '. 

,chosen deliberately for its obvious parallels to the theoretical and 

methodolagical position developed in the previous chapter. Such an 

argument would be utterly true. But is it not reasonable to expect 
â 

that such would he out:" choice? Morebver, if the analysis is satisfac-, 

to~ ,(we believe it ,ta he 50): therè can he ~o argument against the 

IIppli(:dtion of our persPective, qnly. against the perspective in and of 
" 

itself. FinaUy,. the analysi5 is intended, no~ only' as an experiment, 
.. .' ~ 

but aIse> as an example; in the latter rôle, a suitable film provides 

-much better material than an unsuitable one and is therefore justi­

,fie<;l for that very reason. 

, Herz BUS Glas is a 'difficult' film (this is true of every Herzog 

, film). However, this difficulty is a measure of the film's resistance to 

traditional analysis, rather than a function of the film's subject mat­

ter. 111e temptation is ta extract features that provide convenient 

material for traditional analysis. This appears to work at first glance, 

for the film abounds with elements that traditiona~ analysis revels in, 

but the result remains inevitably incomplete and unsatisfactory. 
, , 

There is simply more (or less) to the film than traditional analysis 

can €Ven hope to e~compass. lt is this 'more' (or 'less') that torms 
( 
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- , 

th~ coré of the practical justification for: this' dissertati6n. 

The Œuvre of Wer~èr Herzog 

Alth~ugh we have emphasized (repeatedly) the need for a naïve 

approach to a film, equating this nalye approach at least Initially 

With a dogged refusaI to engage in biographical and referential specu­

lation, our tirst st~p is to ignore this inslstence and pursue a discus- \' 

sion of Werner Herzog's œuvre. This IS only permltted In this con- . 
. 

text; and then only because cri tics of Herzog's films invanably make 
, , 

continual references to inte~.r:views with Herzog and his other films. 

We examine Herzog's œuvre, not from our own perspective. but 

trom an emerging consenS\lS on the director and his place within the 

group id~_ntified as the architects of the 'New German Cinema'. (Nev­

ertheless, in keeping with the ,methodological stance developed in the 

previous chapter, we provide neither a biography por a filmography 

of Werner. Herzog,) 

The methodological danger, Inherent in such a perspective will 

become clear as the discussion, proceeds. At its ~ore may lie an un­

willingriess to grapple with the individual film ,n its own naked mani-

" festation, for al~ that the generai perspective affords is the"-recognition 

o~, comma)") ele~ents~ not only within the œuvr~ of a single director, 

but, a~so among the vario~ films of a group of directors, such that 

certain large structures become visible. Yet, these large structures 
, 

·are no more than "the elements that constitute and' enfQrce A- particu-
. , . 

, . 
" 

'\ 

'. , 
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lar paradigm. From this perspective, Hérzog is unquestionably bu\. one 

of, if not many, at: least sever al directors exhibiting a shared crea­

tivity 

As an example of the above, we may cite Vernon Young's early 
...,.. 
(1977) retrospective 

" 
At thls stag~ It 15 sate ta venture that, as Herzog co·~es h1m, 
Man, 12d by indet2rminat2 causes, is a maniac or the victim of 
man1acs, for whom ail constructed reaUty 15 less adequate than his :.' ... 
dreams. Cttsper HJ'Juser (1974) and The (;Jass HeJ'Jrt [1976; cited 
w,tthln this dissertation as either HelJrt of Gldss or Rerz bUS G'J4S] 
confirm suèh a definition with appreciably less conviction than 
ÂGuirrl? (young: 412) 

Already, the specifie melts into the general and elements that resist 

this process are cast aside. If one film serves as the norm that two 

other films fail to adhere to, then one may conclude that much of 

the original creation has been returned to the shadows 'fhence it 

came. 

Young proceeds to find in Herzog and his contemporaries a de­

gree of parallel té the German cinema of the Weimar Republic that 

r~uir~ the reader to acknowl~dge that little, if any. aesthetic dis­

tanc~)~as ~en traveled i~ fifty years. But to hold ~~arity to the . 
most inten~ light is to 105<2' aIl possibility of recognizing difference 

lurking at the edge of ohe's vision. And difference not only historically 

and artistically, one artist irom another, but also within each ànd , , 

~ery image. Thus, Young is forced to conclude that, "at the simpJe­

story level, the film [Rerz &lUS Glas) d~sn't functionj it's a looseleaf 

v' , 
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.. . , 

assembly of wondrous images~ unclear hints and highlighted boors" 

. (Young: 414) 

'. 

John SandfOl d is more willing to recognlze and ac~nowledge dif­

ference, noting about the directors that constlt~lte the New German 

Cinema (he counts seven: Fassbinder, Herzog, Wenders; Kluge, 

Schlondorff, Syberberg, and Straub) that 

Il wou Id he di!f1cult 10 imagine il more varled group of arUsts, each 
produclng films wilh most distinctive and individual flavours. OnR 
th1ng ~s certain about the new [S1c] German Cinema: il 15 not a co­
hesive 'rnovem,mt' or 'school', (Sa'hdford: 210) 

But Sandford, too, expands his ,locus far beyond the individual film, 

50 that his conclusions are conclusions concerning the entire œuvre of 

,.the director, 
", 

,. This leads him to be unable to cast more than a side glance on 

Rerz aus Glas. ThIS side glance is further weakened by its reference 

ta a well-publicized technique associated With that film: "in ~rder to 

achieve the appropriate effect of collective hysteria, Herzog hypnotized 

./ the actors each day before the -shooting :beg~'n" (Sandford: 2~4), 

There is no question that this is an interesting dlltum, but what is 

its impact on the actual audience experience of the film? If one begins 

with a reverse focus, wherein the manner of construction of the film 

informs the essential experience of it, a barrier to the appreciation' of 

the film at the most immediate level has been erected. If Herzog 

hypnotized the actors, th'W his intent was to create a p~rticular ef­

tect within the final presentation, rather than a tact that could he 

... 
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re-imposed on the latter. 

As we argue trom the outset of our own analysis of Rerz llUS 

" 6Jas below, that film embodies paradoxical elements that are highly 

contextual; but that context collapses if we move the moment of 

analysls beyond th~ essential cinematic experience. Yet these elements .. '\ 
are objective components of the film; thus, what is actually lost if 

the moment of anaJysis is moved beyond the esS?ntial cinematic ex­

perience is precisely the paradoxical nature of the elem,ents. Thus; 

, we argu-e here, not for the irrelevance of the more general per~pec-- ' 

tive (it sheds much light on a veritable ur:iverse of interesting, sub-

, jects) , but for its inappropriatene5S in the anafysis of the individual 
" 

film. 

It is not, in faët, an Inadequate perspectIve, but rather an ex-

traVll8llnt one: it fosters an abundance that overwhelms the purpose 

of the analysis, drowning it, in a sea of reference and relevance. As 

an example, we may cite Ruth Perlmutter's brief analysis, of the cin­

ema using the grotesque as her the me : 

" 

'\ 

There are, in faet, two gener1e areas ln whlch the gro~e5Cf.Ue 15 
cruelal to the cinerpa's œsth42tic: the horror-fantasy film, (1nc1uding 
science fiction, and horror tllms such AS Merlan C. Cooper and !r­
nut Soh04K1sack.'s 1933 KiElf! Kong) and the contamporary European 
cinema of dlrectors such as Luis Bufiuel, Federico Pell1ni, Dusan 
Makav2yev, 'and Wflrner Herzog. 'In the films of these diràctor5, in 
particular, a new grotesque has developed-the result of Uie reclp­
rocal impact of the cin~matic imagination and mod42rnism. (Pcrrl­
mutter: 168) 

, , 
Perlmutter understands the grotesque as a ·particular n~vour .of ab- . 

~. . 

(' 
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normàlity, achieved. through -distortion and dehumanizatio~· (168). 

As such" 

The grotesque thrives ln the context of cinema"! mechanlcally prn­
ent and seemingly moving images, in the phenomenologieaUy re­
duced reality of a world divorced trom human resonance and in­
tention. lt is a world ""hein anything can happm, whan thR oth­
erness ot thlngs can relgn supreme, dlsengaged, isolated, Into th1s 
fissure of a framed partial view, inlo the cineml1tic play of Han 
and not-seen, of absence and presence (our absence trom thé 
.scrHn, the screen from us), crelip the psychic for~s of dnams" 
and comedy, nightmares and t\lsaster, (168-169) 

To' Perlmutter, Herzog. u carrie~ the grot~sque to its 10g1cal conclu- JO 

sions": neith~r culture nor rniture offer a 'place of refuge, for both 
, . \.. 
.. -destroy humans"; to survive, hum ans must (and, in the case of 

Herzog's films, frequently do, though not in the manner expected) 

. -go beyond human hmits" (180)'-

Perlmutter's analysis IS 'extravagant' with respect to Herzog's 

films because it posits a whole that is more than the sum of its 
" 

parts. Herzog's œuvre, ,simplistlcally, is merely the collection of his 

films. To this colle.ction. Perlmutter adds a dimension not apparent it:l 

thë individual films that constitute the collection; this dime'nsl0n is " 

'not apparent because it is a function 01 the act of collectin,S, Individ'" 

ually, Herzog's films contain characters and situations which may. 

certainly be labeled Poth abnormal and grotesque. But the individual' 

film does not constitute a 'cinema of the grotesque'; rather, It con-, 

tains grotesque elements, Moreover J those gro~esque elements play 

only he objectively 50, by comparison to the world at large·. whiC?h 

. ' 

: 

, t 

,'( 
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. . 
,. - is, by definition. 'norm~l'. SubjeCtively, that is to say from the per­

spective of the film' as the subject that constitutes one's focus, one's 
, . 

, -
." .complete and undivided attention, those grotesque elements may nev-

, .' 

er' surface aS such. Within the Herzog film, it '~s dùàcult to label the 
J 

- , gi-o~esque as suçh because it is the norm; what appears equally gro-

" ~e~qu~ is the e}(t~'ë;l-filmic world, mirrored within the film as charac­

, ters ,~nd situations that wear the mantfe of r;lormalcy but are invari­

, àbly twisted. Aimost invariably, establishment figures introduce cor-

, 1 • _ • 'fuption and dis~ster," in Berz aus Glas, it 1S the factory 'owner him-, 
-

.' sélf who destroys the fact6ry, thereby depriving not only himself but 

also th~ en tire towri of their primary livelihood. 

It cannat he. over-stressed that the foregoing argument is not 
4 " t' ~ 

against Perlmutter~s conclusions, but against the relevance of those 
, " 

, ~ , 

conclusions ln the restricted context of the individual analysis, par-, ' 
~ , " , 

J',' _" • 

ticularly 'if". the latt~r is' conducted, in the manner prescribed in this 
, " 

, . 
dissertation. There is no distinction betwe~n, the, follpwing perspective 

:- . and our own theoretical posture:- , 

Cinema 1s the most appropria te torm for exposlng the nakedness of 
the Rmperor, because it 'solicits ~e plRasun of looking (voyRurism) 
and belng loolted. at (exhlbitlon1sm) Witb1n a form tbat, Ue4 to re­
umblancct, copiQS the w-orld and only simulates tbR trutl:1. (PRrl-
,mutter: 19l) , 

. 
Rather, our argument is simply that the conclusions reached through 

,1 • .. 

a more general ànalysis (of, for example, 1 Young, Sandford, and 

Pe,rlmutter) have little relevance within the restricted perspectivé of 
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the' specifie analysÎs. 'Their' very -extr~vagance carries a degr~e of im­

. precision that mitigates their usefulness; one might equally employa 

metre-stick to measure the minute-by,-minute progress of a snail. 

The counter-argument would be that the restricted perspective 

of the specific analysis fails to recognize 'the larger patterns visible . 

only through comparison of films to one another .. But we do not deny 

the validity of this counter-argument. Our theoretjcal and methodo­

logical position concerns the nature of the individual film experienced, 

not the cmema intellectually explored. Thus, genr~ cnticism might be 

labeled a macroscopie approach, whereas ours is a microscopie 'one~ 

each provides material to inform and enrich the other; ,ultimately, -

neither can exist in isolation, for each requires information generated 

only within its counterpart. If our approâch takes root, then further' 

anavses of individual films from its, perspective will result; as these, 

too. form a collection, larger patterns and deeper similarities will 

come to light; it is upon' these that we place our hope in the s':!Sges­

tion that religlous cinema is a function, not of the isolated film, but 

<;>f the cinema generally . . 
If this occurs, a greater question will arise: If religious cinema 

is essentially' anti:paradigmatic, existing exclusively and permanently 
, . 

at the very horizon of any and every paradigm, is this not now a 

paradigmatic de finition ? If this question is answered in the affirma­

tive, then it must he simultaneously acknowledged that religious cin­

ema has. been both fully identified' and thorou~hly incorporated: in 

the. very moment of discovery, religious cinema will have vanished. 



c 
129 

J Hetè an extreme extrapolation of our thesis may serve ,to rescue reli-

, gious cinema from complete obscurity: it may then he determinéd 

that religlOu5 cinema 1S merely virtually anti-paradigmatic, that is to 

say, religious cinema is no more anti:.paradigmatic than cmema as ,a 

whole can he conceived as paradigmatic. If the question is answered 

in the negatlve, 'then the defence of our the~is will require expans~on. 

to include a discussion of the function of non-paradigmatic 'objects' at 
- . . 

the edge of th~ paradigm~tic universe: Do those 'objects,' assist in the 

definition and maintenance of a paradigm? If 50, in what sense are -

they 'non-paradigmatic'? We r~turn ~o this line of questioning .in the ~, 
1 

next chapter. In the interim, it is poSsible to proceed' t~ the specifie. 

analysls of Herz dUS Glas. 

H~rz llU$ 61115: Othe'r Approaches 

, , 

Since our approach is both a departure from traditional' religious 

,cinema criticism and il provocation thereof,' it is instructive to begin 

our an~lysis with a brief' examination of previous approaches to Hen 

/lUS 6/1l5 .. This examination is placed at, the beginning, of our analysis, 
, , . 

rather than at its end, both because that is chronologically more 'ap-

propriate and because., as a ,new provocation, our approach has yet 

, to. find its audience. Thus, the 'previous approaches' represent our 

,point of' departure in a double sense7 as (1) a place to pegin and (2) 
, , 

a perspective to leave behind. We present three, critiques. In terms of 

their proximity to our own approach, the' first is farthest, the last 

, .. 

.' 
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nearest. Thus, this brief e'xamination Will bring us gradually toward 

'our own analysis. 

We return ta yernon Young for the first critique. As mentioned 

above, his is merely a few paragraphs' in a larger retrospective on 

the New German Cinema. Thus, we, hqve already encountered his 

overall conclusion ·that Hf7TZ /Jus Glas "doesn't function; Ifs a looseleaf 

assembly of wondr.ous images, unclear hints and higl)1ighted boors''', 

(Young:' 414)., This conclusion differs from our own~ if for no other 

reason than that it emphaslzes the negativè- component of disjunc,-

, 'tion. But also more fundamentally, because it' implies a negative vjew 

of 'disorientatian. There is no question, that, watc~ing I!erz /Jus Glas is 

a disorienting experienée; but y.oung sees this as som~thing ta steel 
, ' . 

oneself for, rather than open onese-lf to. ·.The entire film therefor,e 

functions in a radically different manner." 

.. Young of course treats Rerz I1US Glas as a complet el y traditionaI": ' 
, -. . , 

narrative; since the film 'exceeds' this 'category, Young is forced to 

treat, it negatively. To be sure, Young 'recognlzes the aesthetlc and~ 

technical originahty that Rerz dUS Glas manifests: " 

Hever have 1 seen moss that looked mossier, or .grey stone thltt 
fihowed 'such pastel hues, or definable "pace of water and sky that 
appeared at once 50 1ll1mltable. Porms are not slmply blJlhlfd 111 
light., they have light and air ~round thRm .. His intarion nrR ' 
breath-tak,lng, especially those imitaUons ot Georges de La Tour in 
which figures inhabit a profound darknClss, t.hClir fa~s or hands 
~lo~e 1llumlnated, arUticlally, by candIe tlames. (Young: 413) 

.' 
" \ , r 

'But Young then proceeds to isolate nar~ativ~ f(agment,s Ylhich are in 
"' . 

, 
" , . ' 

, , 
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, , _ The narrative fragments total at least three in number. First,. 
, .. 

there is the- story of Hias, Ua herdsman with occult powers [who] 
, ' 

,moons' around on mountain~ and in [the] taver,n-a seer derided" 

(Young: 414). Second, there is the story of thè townspeople at large,:. 

who der ide Hias U and spend their' free h0':lrs in dtunken sloth, 'int~C 
, ' , 

rupted by lethal brawls" (414). Thir~, there, is the 'story of the fac-

tory o~er: who "runs beserk, ~etting fire 'to the work~hops" (414) . 
, ' 

Young chooses t'he third'.as the core narrative, whence the' purpose or 
, ' 

intent of th~ film' may he derived, or at lea~t deduced: Thus, one 
• •• • - 1 ~ • ... 

,"probable interpretation", ~f; Herz aus Glas is ~s "ê;\ fable of man's fa~e 

under monopoly enterprise" (414); but, as' such; thè film is inevita-
... ), ' 

bly -t1ssue-thin." (~1~): 

A demented t~tory-owner, o~sed ~ ttilding -a formula tor ruby ': 
'" glass, who mu'rders his fifteen-year-old scullery girl (she has 

rUby-red blood) and sets tire to his' own' .fortune ts li patenUy s1lly 
symbol of Capitalism Today. (414). . . .' , . , 

This for.ç~ Young ta the concl~sion cited 'above: the .'prime" narrative 
.. j.,." " 

",-, is ,clearly inadequate to any great interpretati.,on, the remaining- nar~ 

. " 

- . . 
, .. • t 

ratives are both too divers~ and ~oo divergent ta foster: any coher-
, l ," ,. 

ence, 'therefore the film simply does'''not functiôn., ·The first clue ~to 
, , 

~he, i~evitability of this conclusion is 'Young's design ai ion of the film as 

an." allegory" (413),' wh~ch implies a particular expectation; this ex­

pectation, as Young acknowledge~;. is n~t supported by the film. but 
.. ~ 1 ... JI 

, . 

'Young fails to revise his expectation and explore the film from a fresh 
, '. 

, ' , , 
" 

" 
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"per~pective : ~ '.. ..' ~ , , 

• ' 1 ~ 1 

_ At first glance, JiI,l Fbrbes' critiqu~, appears héaded ,i~ à -similar-
, , 

ly'fruitles5 direction 'in its suggestion that the essential narràtjve con-
f • ,,' 1 \ 

cerns the «moment when the beg~nnings of ,capitalism and millenarian 

visions combine naturally~ (Forbes: 256). But Forbes acknowledges 

that Il Beart 'of Glass is not reàUy a narratIve film. The tale of the 
" 

" factory is simply a narrative counterp?int, though it is realised in 

" .,' ",', ' . splendid det~il" (256): Even her ,brief sYnopsis .of sorne of the major' 

, " ' narrative elements evidences the recognitIon ?f the incongruity that 

pervades the' film. Thus, Forbes concludes that 

Hellrt af t;jllSS 15 a film in whlch ~lnt of vlew 'ls systemattcally 
blurred-is ft what Hifts sees? 16 ft whnl reaÙY happen&?-but 
wh1ch has the irra~1onal log1c ot dreams. (256) ., 

," if 'the border ~tween what Hias sees and what ~eally happens is 
. ' 

blurred, then this is because the film is not about Vlsions, but is 

'. -

, 

. rather' "a film of visions which are realised' by Htas and artlculate ail 

. the sequences" (256). Thus, Forbes condudes that "ifs the vision 

'"that counts in the end" (256). 

She extrapola tes no further, although her concluding sentence . 
1 0 ~ 

·itself is pregnant with suggestion" Rather', any movement beyond th~ 
" 

imrnediate filmic text, is in the direction of its director. Thus, sorne of 

her subsidiary conclusions include: (1) the suggestio~' that "Herzog's 

, . priva te !,bsessions" (-grotesques -and ove~reachers especially") mark 

the film; (2) the suggestion that, as -the sworn memy of inte~lectu-

" 
" 

t' 

'f 
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alism," Herzog is more. conc~rned with .. popular entert~inmen.t' :than - , . 
with schol~r5hip"; and (3) the suggestion that -the-'f~lm fs "stull:mng"-

because it contain~ intervals "when Herzog stops rf~lm~ng and, starts, to 

paint", (256): 

SomeUmes Hlas 15 the shepherd recHn1ng in the corner ot a R01'1")J1n­
tic landscapR with, behind him, torrents and ravines' straight tt'om' 
,John Martin; someUmes he ~ the hlrel1n,g shepherd' l~ing into a &! 

distance composed of atraaka of Pr~Rapha~litliLga.udinHs; and mO$t 
olten he 15 St, Jerome muslng'on the emblemp' of mortal1ty, (256) 

. -i ,. 
'/ 

We are unable to fathom th~ ·u.niversal significance" 'of these in~r":'" " .. , .. . 
v~ls because -Herzog)s far toO much of 'a maverick", 'te permit it 

(256) . 

Fro.m our ,o~ perspective, then, while Forbes provides vaJuable 

insights, she still turns thoSe too often backward, in the -direction of. 

- their sùrmised creative origin, rather than inwa~d, "toward the es­

sential cinematic experience, or outward, toward its relation te the_ 

world at large, or forward, to~ar~ the impact of the film on its au­

d~ence (which in~ludes Forbes herself), or downward, toward the 

, fproto-cinematic' elements that surface thfoughout th~ film, Qr up­

ward, toward the spatio-temporal imaginary constructions that the , , 

film so, >s~JI-co,nsci()usly exhibits. These are aIl options 'unexplored, 'yet . 

thèy provide a far more fruitful direction for analysis if the purpose , , . 
'of the Ja~ter irrclud~ the desire to move its audjence. It is one thing 

~ 

to" begin na..ïvely, quite anoth~ to end 50. 

Thus we arrive, lastly, at the 'èritique of Michel MeSnil,. who 

.' 

1 
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Jeads us t~ our own ~inning. It .'sho:uld: he cautioned that Mesnil, 

tao, interprets backward, conc1uding that Herzog • a placé au cœur de 

son film son propre cœur de verre en abyme, comme l'indique suffis­

amment le tItre allemand: Herz (og) aus s:las" (MesniL 268}. Yet 

Mesnil cornes closest to our own approach, at leélst in appearance, for 
, 

he ~gins ausplciously, with par able (265). Thus, Mesnil interprets 

the opening scenes of Herz BUS 6/as as a series of imageS of hidden, 

even contradictory significance. 

Ce' sont des images écrasantes, ~~ocs d'évidence et de mystère qu'à 
grande force" devant nous, l'écran extrait d'une 'palsu carrièn de 
durée. Et simultanément, cette durée s'impose, débordant de tous 
côtés las marg" du cadrer qui l'occultent, aUe nous pénètre par la 
grAce des mélodies en-allées du groupe vocal Popol Vuh, comme une 
réminiscence des sublimH immensitis andin2S d'Âguirr.,s O,U J~ ca/­
ère de Dieu.' (265) . 

The images are dream-like, posse&smg only sorne of ,the charact~ri5ti~ 

of their 'real' equivalents. Yet they absorb;· thus, in the case of the 

shots of th,: waterfall (009-012), 

le rideau de mol~ules pnssHs, d'où S'éehapépeune vapeur livide? 
perd SA f1uldlt~ pour l1cqu~rlr la rigide souples , "~1rissonnantts 
draprri~s. le spectateur, dkonnacté d~ toute nûtur" tcrrntre, 
s"abtme lui aussi dans l~ néant. (~65) , ~, ' 

.\ )-

ln describing these and oth~r Images, Mesnil echoes Forbes' and 

Young's recognition of the visual beauty and intensity of Herzog'5 

film. This alone is suffident to draw the audience fully into the expe­

rience of the film, 5uch that the story is not 50 much told as live.d, 
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albeit briefly. 

. This immediacy' is the key to the il'l:terpr'etation of Herz /lUS 6J/lS 
f ' 

~5 paradoxical experi'ence As the audience, M nous soml1?es fascinés" 

(Mesnil: 266), This fascination remains the primary ingredient of our 

experience of the film, If, through the "mouvement de l'intelligence, If 

we begin te 'decipher' the film, we find ourselves unable to complete 

this process beê:ause the balanced "m~ltiplicité des signes et leur poly­

valence" rob us of the opportùnity te manufacture any certitudes 

(266) : 

C;lSt· clans cette incessante d1al~uque entre vértté (ou fragments cSè -
v6rlt.f) reuantit et varité dadmta qu. raslde la jubllatUm ·cl'uné lac­
tur~ toUjours amorcée, Jamais' Unie. (266) 

.--Hrrz /lUS' Gl/lS resÎsts' mythification. Everi the myth of the prophet, ~ 

carefully crafted throughout the majority of the preseptation, eve~-' 
. . 

,tually collapses: 

PÀ1.'adoxalemenl, 'C'at lui IR seul être lucide parmi une troupe 
'd'hommes apeurts, mais ses visions sorit à la tois vraies' et faus52S. 
La verrerie flambe eff~tivement. L'ours d~ montagnes n'existe 
pu. (267) - . ..' 

. . , 

Hl!rz 6US .Glas is pat:able (265), serving to reverse audience ~~pec.tal.:; 
-:..':"'",0--

tion, 'initially only. through i501àted i~congruities, eVentu~Uy through 

a range ~i inconsistencies, ultimately' 'through the patadoxical force of 

the film as a whole. 

1 
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Interlude: Rerz aus Glas as ReliBious, ,Cinema 
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Iferz aus 6105, unlike the parables of Jesus, 1$ neither expliçitly 

nor implicitly Christian. Therefore, no argument to the contrary is 
~ 

advanced in this chapter. Nor do the critiques Just discussed examine 

Rerz aus Glas explicitly as religious cinema. ~Nor) again, has Rerz tJus 

Glas found an audience among cri tics in religlOus periodica1s (Mesnil is 

a marginal exception). Therefore one might question the wisdom in 

choosmg a film 50 clearly outside the traditional foeus of rehgious 

cinema criticism. Before we proceed in\ the direction imp)ied by the 

previous paragraph, it is quite apprapriate ta respond to this question 

by displaying some of the 'bait' that led us to choose Herz aus GlIlS 

over, for,~xampIe, aimost any film by Ingmar Bergman, ~tc. 

Considering first Herzog's œuvre as a whole (as countless others 

have done with respect to Bergman's œuvre), we read: 

r 

At thé same Ume [1976]7 Herzog was becomlng Il cult dlrector among 
U.S. ~llege student., who Wflrl'l captivatl'ld by his lu~h symboUam 
and his stories ot heroic, mystical quests. (Clarke: 51-:-52) 

Watchlng Il Herzog mm 1s the nc~arest thlng to transcendence one la 
Ukely to l'lncountl'lr in Il movie theatre. (C,ambaccini: 22) 

Uke the Cliravan trekking OV2r the barren sands !owards an un­
seen goal, Ute becomes an act ot faith ln Herzog's tnms. (Horak-: 
232) 

Herzog us;es music-in parUcullir Uw ethereAI êlectron'jc sound. of 
Popel Vuh-to l1dd an other-worldlY, mysUcal dimension to ~ 1 
beauty of his imagH. (Sandford: 213) '. 

" .' 
:, 

And of Herz aus Glas in particular, we read: 

". 
,.) 

, 

" , " 

"" 
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· .. or mysUcal -as in Hedrt of (;1455, in which a shepherd prophet 
preannounces thè end that W\ll engulf his village. (Bachmann. 6) 

- Commenœ dans l,e panthéisme visionnaire, le film traverserait l~s 
ombres d·un mysticisme fuligineux pour déboucher sur le refus.d" 
toute Gnose, la lumière et l'espéranœ des OlSIZ2lUX. (Mesnil. 267) 

· .. or a visibnary intensity- thll clouds pourmg over the forest 
in Herz dUS Glas. " (Sandtord: 213) 

· .. the hyster1cal vmagers in the apocalypUc Herz dUS G/d5 _ , . 

(Sandtord: 213) 

" 
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Thus, there appears to be sorne consensus that Herzog's films, in this" 

instance particularly Rerz /Jus Glas, exhibit at lea~t sorne general 

characteristics that encourage the inclusion within the horizon of reli­

gious cinema. 

Our own argument, as represented by this chapter, is more 

vehement y since we present Rerz /Jus Glas as virtual religious experi-
" 

en ce . For in spite of the equation of religious cinema with virtual re-
~ -

ligious experience defended in the last chapter, th~re remains a subtle 

distinction between these two term~. ""Although this dissertation serves' 

to rem ove this distinction, the latt~r' maintains a shadowy exbtence 

until the former, reaches its conclusion. The distinction manifests itself 

within this chapter as the opposition of gep'kal and specific, for we , 
, , 

can demonstrate no more than that the specffic film, Herz aus 6las, 

exhibits the characteristic;s of virtual religious experience that we as';" 

cribe to the general category of religi,ous 'cinema. 

But this distinction also allows us the freedom to choase Rerz 
" aus Glas for its aff~~ity to religious cinema traditionally defined; 

, ' 
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the~, through our analysis of' Rerz l1US Gll1S, to redefine religious cin­

ema, such that that film represents, not a peripheral coincidence, 

but a paradigmatic example. Of course, thlS returns us to the ques­

tion posed earlier in this chapter, concerning paradlgmatic definitions. 

In this Instance, the questIon may be reformulated as~ If ,Uerz l1US 

Glas IS essentially anti-paradigmatic, existing exc1usively and perma­

nently af the very horizon of any and every, paradigm, can it simul­

taneously serve as a paradigmatic example? As is the case with its 
, 

more general partner 1 this question ex tends beyond the present argu-

fIlent and will bè revisited in the next chapter. It is now possible to' 

. proceed to our ~nalysis of Rerz aus Glas. 

The Absent Bear 

.In ,conc1ùding our discussion of Mesnil's critique, 'we cited th~ 

absence of' the bear (note: ~t is not p<>ssible for the reader to proceed 
<. 

further' without at least reading the interpreted text of Rerz dUS G/lIS 

provided as an addendum to this dissertation). ThIS ,absence repre­

sents our point of departure. The argument is now reconstructed 

from our own perspective, in order that. the full force of the bear' 5 . 

absence can he applied to our own interpretation of the film. The rel­

evant shots are 227-22g; they represent an anomaly in the context 

of ail that precedes them. 
o 

From the outset of the film, Hias warns, predicts, and explains. 

In all ~s, the speCifie warnings, predictions" anq explanations 

... 

/ 
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(i. e., those that reter to sorne event that is to take place within the 

contex,t of the film) are invariably accurate. Thus: no giant is found 

(explained In shot 024); the glass fa ct ory 'bùrns down (predicted in 

'shot '026); two men cross the bridge (predicted in shot 027; we do 

_ not know whether they are, in faèt, a thief and a Har, respective­

ly);, Ascherl is crushed by Wudy (prediction recounted in shot 030); 
, , 

the townspeople drift toward 'paranoia (explained in sho! 080); the 

oven builders refuse ta com'e (explained in shot 080); mor(!! glass is . , 

broken (predicted In shot 100); LudmIlla must leave, lest something 

happen to her (warned in shot 100); Goldfinger, is chained to the 

c dungeon wall, such that he can no longer see the sun (predicted in 

shot 108); Mühlbeck ,is dead, taking his secret y.rith him (prediction 
.I.. . .' . ,. 

recounted in shot 119);- Rras is jailed until the next snowfall (pre-
, , 

dicted in' shot 129); a hurdy-gurdy man appears (predicted in shot 

151); Toni the harp-player 'awàits "instructi6ns in the inn (predicted 

in shot 151); the glassworkers pretend that nothing will happen to 
. ' 

their factory and th~t their livelihood will not be thn?atened (ex-

plained in shot 158); Ludmilla lies de ad in toe Mansion, 'serenaded by \ 
\ , ,', . 

Toni the harp-player. (explained in shot 210); Hias did not cause the 

glassworks fire, m'erely ·predicted it, (expiained hl shot 221). 
, . 

The general wa'rnings, -predictions, and explanations are usually 
" . 

couched in sufficiently vague terms that there can ,he little doubt 
, 

that they will eventually come true, given enough time. Thus, the 

Ispecific warnings, predictions, and explanatîons lend weight to the 
, " 

g~ner~l ones '~nd both together foster the impression of a man with a 

, .. 
;, 
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gr~at 'deal of credibility, at ,t}:le'very'least. Furth~rtnore, Hias . .-
achieves both a singleness and a simplicity of purpose throughout the 

film A t the beginning, ":le see h,irn' with his cows in the mountains. 

"Thence he descends into the village~ eventually we discover the rea­

son: a bear is threatening the he rd and' Hias requests that a hunter 

he dispatched to kill the bear. We never know whether his request is 

honoured. In any case, events overtake the request and the latter is 

forgotten until Hias returns to the forest. Until that moment, Hias' 

credibility is constantly being enhanced to the point where IS seems 

only natural that he should be released-a very different interpreta­

tian from that given by Vernon Young: <rFaith opens locks, 1 deduce" 

(Young: 414). 

Thus, in the last tenth of the film, after aIl this build-up, after 

every scene in the village and lts most immediate surroundings is 

past, J:üas appears to encounter sorne wild animal, Ilppears to kill it, 

: th en proclaims, "So! Und jetzt ein Barnbraten." (shot 228). às if to 

indicate that he has just kiUed a bear (we have, no idea whether it is 
. . 

the bear), BUT TUERE IS NO BEAR! And, as if to give his own proc-

, lam~Ùon the lie, Hias does hot eat anythins, but prôceeds to recount 

yet anothe~ vision, a long and involved one, that comprises the re-­

·mainder of the film. Thus, at thé moment 'We rèalise thàt Hias is 
"' 

fighting' something that is not there, an entir~ level of ïnterpretation, 

car~fuU~ nurtured from the very,outset of th~ film, collapses, 

As this lev~1 of in~erpretation collapses, ë) now familiar reversaI 

of expec~Ùon occurs, as illustrated ii(figure 2. 

c • 
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.- As the audience, we ha,ve been conditlOned to expect Hias to follow 

the logie of our ow:rl~ rationality; instead. he reverses this expectation 

and perform~ an act which alienates him from that rationality, 

thereby alienating us trom our own experience of the film. 

" The level of interpretation that collapses is the most naïve level. 
~ 

" Henceforth. naïveté. In the sense of a willingness to accept the film 

as what it appears to he, is impossible. In its stead. anothèr naïveté­

~s required; here the term is understood as a desire to Iocate the es­

~ntial cinema tic experience in ail its manifestations, such thàt the 

film simply functions as a script that, in turn. literally inscribes an 

experience on its audi~nce. If we were now to imagine the incident of 

the bear as. we had inltially expected, we would still remain unable 

to r~capiure D.ur initial':naiveté: there would still ~ .no bear. Now. 

the bear's very presence would undersc~re its essential absenc~ as 

anything other t,han a phantasm, an imaginary .construct, a fabrica-
. ' 

tion of light and 'sound; its presence would no longer he a function of 

events external to ,the audience, but of its imagination. Note that this 

! 
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remains true even if the film is reconstructed to include the bear; . . , 

our initial naïveté is permanently irrecoverable. 

The pur pose , then, of both the initial naïveté and its more in­

formed descendant, 'IS to foster 'an awareness of the essential cine­

matie experience in its naked emptiness; yet the latter, not as a 

negative characteristic, but rather as a pregnant potentlal; and this 

potential, in turn, not as a foundation upon which to build, through 

interpretation, but rather as a creative force in its own right, 

whence a- multItude of new and unexpected possibilities might 

emerge. 

Traditional religious cinema criticism would he unable to let the 

absent bear go, but would interpret the incident rather as a syrnbolic 

event: "perhaps Hia's is wrestling with sorne internaI dernon, repre­

sented by the bear; or perhaps he is attempting to atone for Ludmil­

la's murder by sacrificing sorne çomponent of his own world; or per­

haps the 'death' of the bear represents the end of a more brutish 

mentality pervading the village and epitomized in Goldfinger's actions . . 
In the light of aU that has gone before, both in this chapter and' in 

the previous one, these three interpretations appear considerably 

more extravagant th an in the c?ntext wherein they are pos~ulated to 

arise. This extravagance is a function of the excessive interpretation 

that traditional religious cinema criticism is forced to engage in, sim­

ply because It is oriented wholly toward reference, rather than its 
, 

absence. Yet no amount of interpretation can change the essential : 

absence of the bear into a presence, unless that interpretation also 
1 -- ~ - - - • . 
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alters our perception of t)'le event that marks that absence. Thus, 

traditional religious cinem~riticism is not s.a much of the essential 

cinematic experience as of a prior interpretation thereof (this prior 

interpretation conditions the essential cinematic ~xperience and super­

imposes a 'foundation' that traditional religious cinema criticism is 

then free to explore) and our approach is less an argument against 

traditional religious cinema criticism as agamst the (hermeneutic) 

paradigm whence it is derived. 

The thrust of that paradigm is a search for presence and an 

aversion to absence and silence. Thus, a New Testament exegesis, if 

spawned by that paradigm, rtlight interpret Mark 16: 9-20 as the 

narrative about the risen Christ, but 'risen' therefore understood as' 

present, bath here and now and to the original discipJes, a 'Son who' -

w~lks and talks a~d eats and must-he removed from the scene yet 

agaîn (via the Ascension) to he present with His Father. 

Given this perspective, it is ,?nly natural that, in the very ab­

sence of the bear, a .hidden presence be postulatèd; this hidden pres--
, -

ence informs and 'conditions the apparent absencè and provides a 

fnùtful sourée of referential spec;ulation.. -SimHarly, in his critique of 
, --

2001: A $pace OdY5!ey", ~mstock interprets thè concluding images 
l ' 

'positiveJy', as the presence of a being r~born into unimaginable pow-

er. 'But there is' nothing in these images to favour this interpretation. 

Might one not equally see in' a gigantfc orbiting fœtus (i. e., undevel-, 

oped int~lligenc~ and unsophisticated awareness), wrapped in' a trans-
\ 

parent membrane, a being of extraotdinary vulnerability? In fact, 
, . 
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Comstock~s interpr~tation evidences his reliance on the nbvel by Ar­

th'ur C. Clarke, for.it is only in the latter that the term "star-child", 

(Comstock: 599) and',the concept of that being as one possessed of 

great manipulative influence over its immediate environment are en­

co~ntered. 

Similarly again, the exegesis th~t focuses on Mark 16: 9-20 

1<,1' " ,J, evidences ~n over-reliance on the text, to the exclusion of the rela­

tion of the text to ~he events that th,e text describes, for it is widely 

acknowledged that the last twelve verses of Mark's gospel are not 

part of the original; rather) they are simultaneously a later addition 
. 

and ~n interPr'etation of the original \ conclusion to the gospel (Mark 
< ' , 

16,: 1-8). Thus, without recourse to New Testament scholarship, but 

simply from a naïve reading of' ~he text" we may conclude that t,he 

latter itself evidences an extravagant ~nterpretation of the events de~ 

scribed in the earlier portion' of the chapter': whereas Mark 16: 1-8 
. 

, is a narrative abOut absence, Mark 16 9-20.is a narrative about 

, \ 

presenCe. 
< , ' 

'If the latter portion of Mark 16 informs the former, then the 

focus of interpretation nec~rily remains the present Christ and the 

empty tomb is merely a sign pointing to that presence: Christ is 

present in hurnan terms, in terms of flesh and blood, even il slightly 

odd. If, on the other hand, the former portion of Mark 16 informs 
n 

the latter, then the focus of interpretation turns to the absent Christ 

and the empty tomb becomes a paradox that requires a complete 

shift in perspective to understand: Christ is not present in human 
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. terms, but in His own te~ms, which are ~ot 'immediately ~r~n'spa~~nt .? 

to hurrian intelligence, 
, , 

The foregoing should, not he seen as an exer.cise, in New Testa-

ment ,scholarship or eVén, strictly speaking, New Testament exeges~; 
'. . 

'rath,er, it ,sho~ld he treated a~ a d~bate, within: the field' of herme-
, ' 

,neutics, on the effect" of paradigms on interpretation. But this debate, 
, .' • j 

may he takeri ta' a 'çieeper l~el. Returning to the abs~nt bear,' we , , 

note that we cont~nue, to refer to the bear and describe it in terms of 

its absence. But this de$cription assumes a bear: it begins, essential- ' 
1, •• " \ 

,ly, with the bear's presence, even if fon1y lor the sake of argument . 

. Therefore thè discussion thus far has not taken us r:nuch beyond the 

par~digm informed by an essential presence. ' 

, Bracketing the incident of the bear, there are ,Bias' request for, ' 
, - , 

a hunter ~nd Hias' statement ab?ut roast bear; these Iead us' to the, 

conclusion that' he has fought an imaginary bear. Th~s, 'Ife arrive at 

_ the bear:'s abse'nc~ through its 'lack' of presence. Bu,t that absence is ' 

consider?lbly mére virulent, for it extends t~ ,'aIl levels of interpreta­

tion and arises f~om ~he ,'t~st' that lies at the 'very core of the ~i1m. . 

At the rnost immetliate level, at which we simply watch Hias enter- . 
- , 

ing and emerging from the cave and thrashing about on the ground, , 

the twist arises from the tension created by the reversaI of our ex-. . 
, , pectatiori. concerning the bear's presence: we did not expect this of , 

flias. At the next Ievel, slightly more remote, the twist arises trom 

the tension created 'by the dissonance of qualifier (which in this, 'case 1 
l / ~ 

might he stated as 'A prophet is like a man who ... ,) and the entire " 

" 
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hear event:' not 'only' did we not expect this of Hias, but we also do 

not anticipate sjmilar_ behaviour on the part of any such person , 
- \ 

('prophet'), At ,the most remote level, grounded in the essential -cine-

matie e~perience', the twist ari~~s from the tension between the en­

tire Hlm' event in its objective (what we interpret ilS the objective 
,~ , M , 

côntent of the film) and subjective (our. interpretation of the objec-
~ , ~ ~ 

~ive content of the film) manifestations: not only did we nelther ex-
. } 

pect thi5 of Hias., nor anticipate similar behaviour on the part of any 

su ch person, but we also did not ariticipate any reversaI of expe~ta­

tion at any level, particularly the most fundamental.' For what we,' 

a~ the audience, are left with thereafter is the realization that this 

"fpm is ~oi- merely a st ory that entertains, but a' challenge to, our 

very un'derstanding of perception and, our reÜance on a particular 

mode thereof, And, though this is not a necessary extrapolation, we 

"are led to. the awareness that this is possible With any film, that the 

yery act of a' 'wÙling suspension of disbelief' is dangerous, for it may 

become anathema to oq.r 'concept of belief itselL 

At this point we arrive at a position that appears .doser ta a 

paradigm that is informed by an essential abSence, undel:.stood, not in 

~erms of presence, but per se. lt is such a paradigm, ,in turn, that 

~nforms both our interpretation of Herz aus Glas and,we argue, that 

film per se. Thus, our discussion of the absent bear truly represents, 

no more than our point of departure. It is a convenient ppint of de-
, 

parture, both because it manifests a .simplicity that highlights its 

paradoxical nature and because, it acts as a nexus (in the form of 

'1 
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Mesnil's critique) between earlier critiques informecl' 'by a philosophy 

of presel)ce and our analysis of Rerz' aus Glas. Yet it can represent 

1 no more th'an a point -of departure' because, left to stand on its own, 

it would he no more· than an anomaly, an interesting but minority 
• 1 

opihiôn, a perspective as tenuous as the actual incident of the bear is 

brie!. We now proceed to analyse the bulk of the film. ln 50 doing, 

we rel110ve ourselves ever' more fr0J'!l the posi~ion taken by earlier 

critiques ·of Rerz /Jus Glas and, indeed, the bulk of traditional r~lig~ous 

cinema criticism as a whole, such that our discussion is ever less an 

argument against another perspective as an exploration of the full 

impact of our ·own. 

. 
The Absent Centre 

, ' 

Beyond that of the bear" there is another absence that drives 

much of (the plot: that of Mühlbeck, the master glassworker and the 

sole keeper of the formula for the manufacture.. of the Tuby glass that 
, ' 

, . Goldfinger's factory specializes in and, is renowned for. M~hlbeck's ab-

seJ:lce is final, but he maintains a virtual presence in terms of the 

_i~ct of his aps~nce on events throughout the film. In fact, Goldfin­

ger and tJ;le glassworkers' seek, if not Mühlbeck's renewed presence, 

then at l~ast the return of the knowledge he possessed'. In practical , 
, , 

terms; 'Mühlbeck's is not only the death of an individual, but also the 
, " 

departure of' an entire -way of life for ail those who remain 'in the 

village. The 'one death will result in many deaths, the singular ab-

., 

~ " \ 
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.ance is con~gious, foste~~g a growing absence, {2S a black hol.'! ab- . 
r· ~_ 

-sorbs al! mattér and energy in' its vicinity and returns absolutely 
. . 

" nothing. 

Mühlbeck's secret 15 the figurative 'centre- of the village, for 
> • 

, ' without it the vill~ge would not bè. ,The secret' of the ruby gla&s. is 

the foc us of aH creatIve actiVlty within the village, its' sole source of 

income, its Taison d'être. Therein lies one interpretation-of thé film's 

title, for the village truly has a Ren élUS Glas in the' fprm of -the se­

cret of the ruby gla?s. Built around the secret, like the skin of -an . 

onion, we find first Mühlbeck, who totally enveloped the secret, then 

the remaining glassworkers, who applied the secr'?t, th en the 'factory , 

as a whole, wherein the secret was realised on a daily basiS, then 

the remaining villagers, for they. derived their sustenance both trom 

the sale of the ruby glass and the purchases of the glassworkers 

them~lves (as in the· innt for e~ample), then the entire vjllag~ and 

the valley it is nestled in, -for the village ?1S a whole was renowned . 

for its factory and the ruby gla?s manufactured therein. 

The individual with the greatest vested inter est in the rec;overy 

of Mühlbeck's secret' is Goldfinger, for he is capable of not~ing. But 

for the incarne that his factory prè>vides, he would he starving, for 
< • 

he knows no trade beyond that of reading and writing. Thus, he 

~anifests the highest level oi acti:v1ty related to either the attempted 

recovery of Mühlbec~'~ secret or i~5 re-diScovery. But he has no 

practical concept of how to pr~eed; instead, he pursues various 
" _' l - J 

fruit~ess pat}:ls that lead, ultimately, to Ludmilla's death, the de-
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struction of the factory, and his own impr1sonment. It is as if his 

activity acts to magnify the absence that lies at its core, thereby , 

greatly enhancins. its destructive potential. If the secret is a 'sing,u­

larity' an<;i Mühlbeck's death the 'black hole' that marks its location, 

permanently beyond any hutnan horizon, then toldfinger's activity)s 

the sum ot\ aIl the high-ene~gy radiation that is given off by falling 

matter as it crosses the boundafy between existence and non-
(" .. 

existence. 
, - • • 1 , ' le;:) 

The individual wi~h .the srpallest vested', irlterest in the recovery 
-..-- ; 

of Mühlbeck's secret -is Hias, for he is quite capable of surviving on _ -

his ovin, since that is, in fact, his pr-imary ,mode of existence. Thus,' 
'. 

Mühlbeck's death and the 10ss of the secret he possessed have no ap-

- parent impact on Rias, éxcept when he ventufes toc close to Goldfin-
1 

ger in the latter's most destructive moments: IHias is in the wtong 
- ~ l , 

place when Goldfinger 'burns down the factory land finds himself t~m-

por~ri1y incarcerated ,with the perpetrator as a consequence_ Hias and 

Goldfinger therefore represent the greatest contrast 'Within the body of 
, 1 

o , 

'characters wh~ inhabit the fi~m. This c~ntrastt' epitomizes not only 

their opposing fo~tunes, but aIso the two oPPO ing modes of interpre-
. -

tation of the film: Goldfinger'~ is· a desperate s~arch for presence, 

which includes the necessary: .J:elief that that search can bear fruit; 

Hias' is an awareness of absence and an acceptance of its inevitability 

in the given context, for if he cannot diyine Mühlbeck's secrèt and 

no other knows it, then it is truly beyond recovery: 

The contrast between' Hias and Goldfinger ~s manifested on mapy 
, . 
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, Occasions:' Thus: Hias shows the greatest concern",for Ludmillâ's 'well-

being~ whereas Goldfinger shows none and finally murders het. Hias is 

most, at home outside any buildmg and feels claustrophobie mdoors 

(see, for example, shot 223, in which lÙas insists, u!ch mua ln den 

Wald.,' lch muB in den Wald. "), whereas Goldfinger spends most of hiS 

time indoors and complams, "Mir tut die Sonne weh n (5hot 107), 
, 1 

'. Hias se.es witllin, and communicates aIl that he sees freely to aH 

J 

.... ~ .. " 

-. ., a.round, irrespective of their willingness .to bsten or believe what he 

'Says, whereas Goldfinger search,?s without and} when he appears to 
. , 

- . fi~d something (a!,; in shot 141, in whiGh Goldfinger seems to have 

:, 'ri:tade .~is decision to mur der ' Ludmilla and hints of this to hèr) , hides 

what he has found; Rias appe~r:-s to have no n~ed to imagine, for he 
t - , 

simply sees many things, 'b~th relevant and irrelevant to the charac-

ters who inh~bit the film" whereas' G.oldfinger IS effectively uiwardly 

'. blind, such that he requests' Agide's pr~sence at his table to recount 
\- <'" 

his vision of upas Land, 'de~ R ubins" (shots 137-140). 

The contras~ between, Hias and Goldfinger serves ta heighten the " , , 

tension g~ner,ated, bY. the absence tif the secret of the ruby glass. T~at " 

absence, like that of the bear, extends to ail levels of':71terpretation 

and ultimately arises from the 'tWist' "hat lies at the very core of 

the film. At the most' immediate lev~l,' at which we are sim ply made 
" 

aware of the death of Mühlbeck 'and the consequent 10SS oi the for­

mula; 'the twist ~rises from the tension created by trd reversai of 
"J 

our expectation conc'erning the recovery or re-discovery of the for-

,mula, for we, judge that recovery or re-discovery to he weil within 
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, ( 

Hias' prophetie êapability; yet his only response when asked to deliver 

th~ formula is, "leh wei6 sie nieht, die Beigab" (shot 104). This re-

fi. 
versai of expeetation is illustrated m figure 3 

N~\.un of FormulQ 

Figure 3 
;' 

,Onee again, Hia~ aets to ~lienate him5l?lf from our rationality. there­

by further alienating us trom our Owr1' experience of the film. At the 

next level, slightly more remote,'- the twist arises from the tension 

ereated by the dissonance of qualifier (which in this case 'literally' 

appears as numerous ruby-coloured glasses, goblets, etc.) and the 

entire sub-plot that revolves around the 105s and attempted reeovery 

of the formula needed to man\lfacture ruby glass. At the most re­

mote level, grounded in the essential cinematic experience, the twist 

arises trom the tension between ,the en tire film event in its objective 

and subjective manifestations: whereas we perceive the ruby colour 

of the crystal produced by the glassworkers, we are simultaneously 

and continuously led t? the perception of its essential tenuousness as 

anything other than a temporary and artificial fabrication of colour; 

), ' 

',! 
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~hus: as the absence of the bear highlights the virtual nature of the 

shapes that constitute the essential cinematic experience, 50 the ab­

sence of the formula hlghlights the Vlrtual nature of the c%urs that 

/ constitute the essentlal cinema tic experience 

From one perspective, then, Herz aus Glas is composed of-or 

even exists as-a senes of 'decentrings', that is, it comprises various 

ol?j~cts, actions, and events that exhihit the absence of any centring 

function,'··any present focus, and resist the superimposition of any 

'such Thus Mühlbeck is dead and remains 50, keeplng hlS secret in­

tact as such, in spite of Goldflnger's threat to disinter him and have 

Hias read his decomposing brain for signs therein of his formula (shot 

096); the glassworkers labour in vain to reproduce the same con sis­

tency and colour of molte~ glass as went into the original ruby­

coloured crystal produc~d while Mühlbeck lived (shots 072-076); Hias' 

predictions and advice concerning the imminent destruction of the 

glass factory is universal1y ridiculed ~nd ignored );lntil it is toc late 
/ 

and the factory is no thore, at which precise point the villagers turn 

to Hias as the instigator of the destruction (shot 221), the villagers 

exhibit a form of mass (dis) illusion, wandering aimlessly and expres­

sionlessly about thelr village for no apparent reason (shots 077-079). 

Every one of these 'decentrings' is 'centred' on the primary ab­

semee: that of the formula, which acquires the dimensions of sorne­

thing magical, a supernatural essence that gives life to everything 

.that partakès of it, or is infused by it. Thus: Goldfinger equates crys­

tal manufactured from 'Mühlbeck's secret with an ideal state of exist-
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"ence: 

... 
Das Glas hat eine leicht zerbrecb11che Seele. Es ist rein von Plecken. 
Der Sprung 15t die SündR. Nach d~ stlndmfall gibt es keinRll Ton 
mehr. (shots /M$-/M6) , .' 

Similarly, to Ludmilla the contents of Goldfinger's crystal cabi~et ern-=­

body an ideal, though inhuman city: 

Seltsam, eine gUiserne Stadt. Und hier leben Menschen darin. Wle 
kHnnen Menschen in Glashiiuser leben? Hier die Kirche. ln der Klr­
che leben Tiere, Tiere aller Art: Hasen, HUhner, Rehe, Vêigel, K,Uhe. 
Aber kein Mensch 1st in der Kirche zu sehen. Die Stra~n sind 
menschenleer. Alles 1st bedeckt mit Schnee. (shots 097-098) .• 

And Agide envisions an entire continent permeated by the formu~~ 

Das Land des Rublns. Mein Land. Und aile Menschen ... tanzen in 
dem Totem ,Schein, und lRben in ihm. Ihr Blut, ihr Leben, allas iat 
ln dem Glas, in dem Rot, in der Parbe. D1eses Land ... lst das Ein­
zige. All~ lat in diesem Land, und alles ist Rubin. (shots 1.58-140) 

~ . 
Indeed, Goldfinger's need seems tù he the greatest, since it is for his 

.J" 

sake that Agide recounts his vision. But for Goldfinger that vision is 
,. 

not enough: 

lch wUl den Rubin Wieder. lcb will das rote Glas, versteht er? lch 
.. :... brauch ein Glas mein Blut zu fasseR, senat rlnnt es mir claYOn. 

(shot JO,) 

.. , 

" Thus, Goldfinger fjnally discovers the secret within himself (6ft the 

r first part of shot 141). 

-' 
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. ,Of cQurse, 6t something \that is' permanently absent and there-

, fore l\lnatta~nable, it is easy to post.ulate magical, mystical, supernat­

. ~ral powers, 5in~e it cannot den y any such expectation (nor can its 
, , 

, absence fulfill it). We can discern in the absence of the formula a 

, similarity to the pattern found in p,ascal's allegory, as cited in the 

first chapter. Thus, just as in the true ~ing's absence a look-alike can 

eiljoy his status, 50 in the 1055 of the formula any conceivable substi­

tute can be endowed with aU its qualitles, bath real' and imagined. 

Indeed, the formula for the ruby glass becomes a metaphor for life 

itself, Just as the virtual king becomes the very centre and foeus of 

aU power and privilege. Both Pascal's allegpry and ,Rerz /Jus Glas are 

therefore 'decentred texts', narratives that emerge from a prior ab-
, 

senee ând remain unwilling to restore the original presence that that 

absence now marks. In the case of Pascal's al,legory" we deduce much 

more than the apparent original meaning, the' virtual nature of priv-

ilege through temporal status, for we extrapolate tq the virtual na-

ture of the absent king whence his substitute derives his. status. Sim­

ilarly, in the case of Herz aus Glas, we extend the decentring to the 

experience, of the fil~ per se, such that our perspective highlights the 

virtual nature of aU that the film re-presents, both specifically, in 

its actuaI content, and generally, as the essential cinematic ~x~~i­

ence. 

In this respect, Hias becomes the primary agent, not only of 

,reversaI, as aIready mentioned, but aIse of decentring. Every action 

he performs appears as a deliberate decentring, a complete shift in 
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perspective" away from the absent centre that pervades the village, 

, toward an unseen presence that is represented, àt least in part, by 

'. the truth of many of his predictions, and, beyond theS'e, the images 
, , 

that accompany his narration of rus visions . .Thus, Hias begins the 

Hlm in the mountains, far from a centre of any sort. Thence, he 

descends into the village, an apparent act of centring; yet his purpose 

has naught to do with any of the activity of the villagers, for he 

simply requests ~ hunter, after which his mission is essentially com­

plete. Nevertheless, while still in the village, he uses his time to 

warn certain people about coming events; these warnings are yet an­

other form of decentring, since their content is essentially a sugges­

tion that their audience remove itself from the centre, r'epresen~ed . \ , 

bath by the mansion (in the case of Ludmilla) and the glassworks (in 

the case of the glassworkers) in particular and the village in general. 
...J 

Beyond these warnings, Hias wishes nothing ta do with the absent 
,-

centre, the for~ula for the ruby glass; even wh en offered a very 

substantial bribe and despite a final humanitarian appeal (shots 

104-105), he ignores that centre completely, refusing to focus on it 

for even a second. And when he is (briefly) ja~ed, his sole thought is 

. of departure from the village and a return to the forest, a thought 

soon realised. 

A number of settings highlight Hias' deliberate decentring, add­

ing to the contrast between himself and Goldfinger and raising the 

tension engendered by their periodic encounters; for example: Hias lies 

on a hill overlooking a clouded valley (shot 001); h~ sits on a rock 
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within a cliff far above the 'village, his back turned to the latter' 

. (shot 081); he stands outside the window of the mansion while talk- '4 

ing to Ludmilla (shots 149-152); and he wanders back through the 
, 

forest after he is set free (shots 225-232), Th~se settings are comple­

. " mented by Hias' visions, which are populated with edges, borders, 

horizons, and boundaries; for example: 

lch schau in die Ferne, bis ans Ende der Welt. Und eh der Tag um 
ist kommt schon das Ende. Erst kommt die Zeit ins Stürzen und 
dalln die Erde. (shot 007) 

Da liegt eine Pelseninsel weit drauf)en lm Meer und eine kleinere 
zweile. Sie liegen am let2ten Rand der bewohnten Weit. (shot 2SS) 

Even his sojourns within the various buildings of the village are brie! 

and purposeful, as though nothing should even attempt to hold him 

back; thus: he enters the mansion to warn Ludmilla (shot 100) and 

request the hunter (shots 103-109), th en leaves; he goes to the sup- ,­

ply store, but once there recognizes the futility of any purchase and 

}{~aves (shots 124-131); he' enters Anamirl's house to spend sorne 

\ time with her, but leaves after a short while, having said very little 

~,\ (shots 132-136); he makes a brief stop within the glassworks but is 

received with little respect', 50 leaves (shot 148); finally, he settles. 

down to a table at the inn, there to spend what is probably his 

longest time in, one pla,ce, after which he is arrested (shot 221). The 
,> overall impression we h~ve of Hias, then, is of a restless individual, 

not content to stay in one place for any appreciable length of time. . ' 
The contrast bètween Hias and Goldfinger revolves primarily 
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around the 1055 of the formula; yet, in drawing our focus away from 

that 10ss and enticing it toward the abundant visions that his mind 

fosters, Hias embodies the force that permits a 'positive' interpretation 

of the film's central absence. And in the action of this force, in turn, 

we discern the virtual nature of the film in ail its manifestations and 

at all levels of interpretation, for these visions, as distinct from the 

more mundane predictions interspersed among them, incorpora te bath 
1 

, an extravagance that lures us into participation and an emptiness 

and incompleteness that prevents that participation from coming to 

fruition in the partlcular vision. Even the sum of aIl the visions reg­

isters 'a degree of inadequacy: they are invariably narrated, as 

though they possessed insufficient lite unto themselves to energe from 

their primaI silence into the universe of ordinary signification. Thus, 

tho/ ultimately tail ta signify anything; they are simply recounted, 

aurally a~d visually, such that we, as their s~condary audience, 

might experience them as a shadow of what Hias sees. For we do not 

. see what Hias sees-that is clear the moment we 'encounter' the ab­

sent bear. Rather, ours is a virtual experience of what Hias sees; the 

latter vision, in turn, remains as absent from both the film event 

and the essential cinematic experience as either Mühlbeck or his se­

cret formula. In this logic lies the core of our argument for Herz dUS 

6/as as virtual religious experience. However, to provide a thorough 

background to this argument, we turn now to a doser analysis of the 
, 

film, followed by an application of the tools developed in the last 

chapter and a discuSsion of their relevance and efficacy. (" 

1 

1 
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" A Closer Analysis 

When w~ first see Hias, he is alone, in the mountains (shot 

001); when we laf~t see him, he is alone again, in the forest (shot 
. , 

232). The first SCtting is pastoral, the second more rugged~ thus, the 

second appear!;i a~so .to express sorne of the struggle that Hias has gone 

: through since the' first. ln both cases, we are provided a doser view 

of HJas' face (shots 003 and 232, respectively); yet in the S€cond, 

that closer view reveals a more disheveled individual, his eyes both 
, 

more intense and more remote, as though bis vision now thoroughly , , , 

consumed him. And so it does in a s~se, for although he remains as 

the absent narrator 7 he is ~n no more in the film; eventually, 

even his narration is replaced by silence and' the final, pnnted words 

on the screen. 

Almost four minutes pass before a single word is uttered. ln the . , 

interim, we are îreated to an introduction, not only to Hias' initial . 

setting, but also to his vision~, thou~h ,we are not immediately aware . . . . 
that they are such; thus, although shots (J05-006 are in "fast mo-:--

tion, it is not clear until Hias begins to' 'speak that they may. repre-
\ /.' . 

sent, not what Hias sees, but--~at_ he 'sees', 'Witrun (we adopt this 
, , -

,convention to designate the difference ,hetweeri Hias inner ('_~es') and 
f 

ou~er (sees) sj~l-:;.~), yet their effect is' immediate~ as the clo.uds flow 
, , 

across the &creen almost like water flowin~_ thrÇ>~gh a set of rapids. 

Thus, shots 005-006 àre a graphie r~presentation of, the latter part 
-, , " 

\, 

, , 
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of . Hias' first statement: <"Und die Wolken kommen ins Rasen" (shot 

OO!J. In shot 007, hôwever, aIl is calm; we see Hias where he ac­

tually is, presumably still among, or in the vicinity of, the herd. 

Thus, we are aiso introduced to the indistinction between what Hias 

• sees' and what he sees: our point of view appears to coincid'e with 

his and it is not always clear whether we see through his inner or 

outer 1 €)Tes' . . . ( 

The next few shots continue the inner perspective, wherein we 
r 

see what Hias ·s~es'. Indeed, in shot 009 the music intervenes to add 

further weight to Hias'. vision; thus, we;' too, ,are drawn downwarf 

by the 'ominous' music (thé conventions use~ to describe the music 
\' • 'C 

throughout the Screenplày are strictly subjective; thus, ·ominous' in 
\ ~. . ' 

, . 
this context refers t9 music that appears t~ connote or conjure up 

. '. 

l'negative' images, just as ;upliftin~r· in shot 012 refers to music that . ' . , 

appèars to connote or conjure up 'positive' images; no apology is giv-
, ' 

.' ~n foi" 'this "subjective d~signa~ion) '. we, too, are unable Jo find a 

~int' Withih the image. on which ~o focus ou~ attenti~n. Then, as Hi-:.­

aS,d~s find Iteinen Punkt auf dem meine Augen ~inen Halt tinden" 
l , 

(shot .. 012), we, too, are lifted up' by the music and find ourselves, 
j • • 

with· Rias, in a re'newed setting, a younger',' more rugged landscape 
.',. , 

, . that r~present;s at l~ast the ,possibility of a rebirth (pèrhaps this is a 
, 

" foreta~te of wbat H,ias is about to undergo through his descent into 
. . 

the vinage, his subsequent return to the forest, and ms final vision of 
i 1 t", ) 

the islands far out to ,sea.) Then all this fiildes into an older Iandscape 

.(sho,t 017), at which point the music fades- out, signaling an end to 
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\ 
\ 

the vision. '. 

We find ourselves in the bottom of a chasm (shot 018), a 

sharp ,contrast to even the preceding shot, The sounds are now asso­

ciated with. the actual setting, giving an enclosed sensation, yet not 

claustrophobie, for the sound of the rushing water conveys a strong 

} ,sense of movement and Vltality. This underscores the tension between 
; 

Hias, sitting eomfortably 'among the rocks near the water, and the 

kour farmers, who stay far from the water, wrapping the larger, 
u 1 • 1 _ 

drier. houlders of the far side of the èh~sm around themselves as they 

humbly ~~~k Hias' advice 'on, the subject of the giarit. The tirst farm­

,er speaks s~owly, his expr~sion 'one of abject terror. The second , 

, f~r,mer' sounds a more ~ont~olled note. ~ fourth farmer continues' 
• ~ , j ' 1 

the exaggerated monologue of the: first, postulating hortible conse-. ' , 

quences if ther giant iSr not dea~t with, which the first 'far:-.. 'ler follows 
, ' .. ~ . 

up on: crEr leckt uns das Hirn aus" (shot 023). 
\ 1 l ... , , . 

The camer~ focuses on Hias, who demolishes both the gtan~ and 
- " , , 

the farmers' fear in three sentences. Now the least fearful" of the . 
farmers is able to smile, , Within seconds, Hias dashes their hope by , , , 

, • 1 u 

predicting the end of the gla~s factory. Then, as if to lend credibility 
l , 

, to this predictiof,l, . he anticipates the crossing of the "liar" and the 

"thief" (shot' 021). This ,credibility is alluded to in the next ~cene, in . , 

,which Wudy ~ys .to Ascherl: aDer Hias hats gsagt, dafi ich auf deiner 
\ ,. '\ 

Leich schlaf. Der !'lias !?chaut' die Zukunft". (shot 030). Thus, Hias' .' 

reputation is n~~ clearly established,' su ch th,at Ascherl~s detailep de­

scription of the neces~iy manner:, of his own death seems less fanci-

,. 
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fui: he accepts the inevitability of his death, althoQgh he reasons 
, 

that it will only come about If both he and Wqdy sleep in the hay , 

and faB in a certain order-that is,. Wudy last,. 

From the inn, we move to the mansion, where we are apprised 

by Goldfinger's father of Mühlbeck's death and the consequent 1055' of 

the formula for ruby glass (shot .. 032), Goldfinger's father appears to 

derive sorne satisfaction from this knowledge, as though he anticipates 

further consequences, This apparent satisfaction is brought to light 

, near· the end of the film, when he is suddenly able -to walk and, ,ilt:.-. 

"deed, wanders about in eager anticipation of viewing the burning of 
, 

the gIassworks (shot 214), 

From the mansion, -we move to the glassworks Itself, where the 

i~ss 'of the formula is confirmed by one of the glassworkers (shot 

~33; we catch a glimpse of sorne of the humour, that lies underneath 

the heaviness of. the film, as Wehzel counters Agide's suggestion that 

Mühlbeck could have committed"his secret formula to writing with: 

MHast du schoma} ei Wort gschrieben, "), Yet here 'there is no satis­

faction, forJthe only thing tha~ the glassworkers have to anticipate is' 
, . 

the reduction or 10ss of their income. As yet, no one appears to he ' 

aware 9f ~Hias' prediction of the i~minent destruction of the glass­

works, 

"And from the glas5wÇ>rks, we m9ve to the graveyard, to find 
~ , 

. !\namirI at Mühlbeck's grave (shot 034). Thus, in three shots 
, 

, ( 032-034), comprising just under ninety tièconds, the entire scene 

changes three times, and we are introduced to t~e major camps af-

" 

,1 . \ 

" 
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Jected by Mühlbeck's death. We are also made aware of the impor­

tance of this death, such that th~ events that now begin to unfold do 

not appear overly -exaggerated. The shot containing Anamirl at the 

grave sezyes to id~ntify ner from the o~tset as the pers<?n most 

c10sely associated wlth Mühlbeck. Thence we return to the glassworks 

to further underscore the mood that is' the result of his death (shots 

035-036; the 'limbo' music connotes the state of limbo, that th~ 

glassworkers now find themselves in) 

Now 'Ale retvrn to the mansion to gaze ,with Goldfinger upon one 
• 

of the first products of the glassworks and catch a glimpse of the ori-

gins of his efforts to recov~r the' secret of the ruby glass. It is his 

protector; in its loss, Goldfinger sees also the end of his. specIal social 
, 

, status: "Was schützt mich jetzt vor den Unbilden des freien Welt-

, aIls?" (shot 031). This, too, Goldfinger's father finds amusing (shot 

039). The next three shots are difficult to interpret, but appear at 

- one level to presage Goldfinger's future actions. Thus, while staring at 

_th~ ruby glass before, him, GoIdfing~r sIowly rubs the skin over hIS 

heart, as if in anticipation of his pendihg discovery in the glas-sworks 

. (shot 141). And the juxtaposition of sh'6ts 041 and 012 may ~ seen 

to portend his destruction of the glassworks by fire, though this jux­

taposition may also connote ~o mote th~n the fever that seems to he' 

incubating ~thin Goldfinger's mind. 

Meanwhile, at the inn, Wudy and Ascherl" are declin~ng inta a 
- . , 

drunken' stupor 1 50 much, 50 that Ascherl hardly seems to take notice 

of the mug Wudy, smashes ·on his head. Given this- apparent lack of 

~---.--~'--
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Any ill effect, th~s scene ls- àctually somewhat amusing, if for no oth­

er reason than that it is aiso quite ridiéulous. We do not know 

whether Wudy and Ascherl are glassworkers, or whether they are in 

Any way affected by Mühlbeck's death and/or the 10ss of his secret 

formula. Nor do we know why they are in the \ inn getting drunk . ..,. 

This scene and its precursor, (shots 028-031) serve perhaps to high­

light the torpor that affijcts the majority of the \ villagers tl,lroughout 
. \ . 

the film. \ .~ 

ln ,shots 049-052 Adalbert is introduced to lus. tho~h not 

without further mocking laugnter from Goldfinge 's father. Then we 

encounter Paulin and the innkeeper's wife. That aulin is more th~ 

simply torporific is clear; what remains unclear ,hroughout the film 
: 

is her relation to the other characters; thus, we Inever know whether 

she is the daughter of the innkeeper and his wife, or is simply the 

. village idiot who has a room at the inn. Certainly no one shows her 

Any love or respect; rather, she is a nuisa!lce to the innkeeper's wife 

and an object of ridicule and a source of merriment to the other vil­

lagers. She is aiso the only non-adult to appear in the entire film. 

Shots 053-054 contrast with the next scene in their untidiness. 

The scene before the crucifix (shots 055-051) provides more­

evidence of Goldfinger's apparent mental instabiIity and budding obses­

sion, for his prayer is focused on the ruby glass, which now embodies 

both The Garden of Eden and The FaU, the former while the glass is 

in its pristine state, the latter at the appearance of the first crack or 

blemish. His words ring true
j 

both literally and rrietaphorically, thé 
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latter as already described, the former in the statement, -Nach dem 
'. 

Sündenfall gibt es keinen Ton -mehr" (shot 056), for a cracked glass 

does not have the same clear tone as a whole glass when tapped. 

The next scene is perhaps the one chosen by Vernon Young to 

serve as the ground of hlS suggestion that Berz aus Glas 15, at least 

r. in part, <{a fable of man's fate under monopoly enterprise" (Young: 

414), for bath Goldfinger and Adalbert extrapolate from the particular 

10ss of the secret f<?rmula to the collapse of an en tire socio-economic 

structure (shots 058 and 060, respectively). But that is the extent 

of their e~trapolation and, apart from the many narrations of Hias, 

the only reference to abstract structures that exceed the bounds of 

the village. Thus, it is difflcult, to maintain Young's argument. Even 

the next part of the same seene returns the foeus to the particular 

10ss, its particular effects, ah,d particular solutions: 

'J. 

<. 

'f!. 

Der Rubin muf, uns 1'etten. Lat! el' des MUhlbeck Haus nieder1'eij)en 
und in Allen Ritzen nach dem Geheimnis suchen. Das Erdnich, auf 
dem sein Haus gestanden, grabe man drei Putl Ue! au!. Denn der 
MUhlbeck Kanne sein Geheimnis vergraben haben. DaI' rsrUne Kana­
pee au! Paris, das er seiner MuUer Anamirl geschenkt, bringe man 
mir. (ahot 061) 

And if this is not enough to convince us that Goldfinger's obsession for 

the recovery of the formula is related to his mental instal:?,ility, his 

qext statement must surely do 50: "Die Unordnung der Gestirne 

schmerzt mich im Kopf" (shot 061). Thus, there is reason to believe 

that Goldfinger and Adalbert, in their statements in shots 058 and 

060, respectively, generalized from Hias' actual predictions, that Hias 
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• described no more th an the future state of the particular glassworks 

of the village. For this glassworks L.Presurnably maintamed its competi­

tive ed~e through Mühlbeck's secret formula. ln the 1055 of that com­

petitive edge there IS np reason to see the collapse of an en tire indus-

try. 

Rather) Goldfinger (with Adalbert's willing assi5tance, since the 

servant has as much to Jose 'as his master in this instance) is en­

gaged in a fight for survival. For this reason, he will leave no stone 

unturned if he suspects that Mühlbeck might have hidden his secret 

underneath it':' To Goldfing~r, the ruby glass is his saviour; hence th~ 

logic that permits him to pray, not only for its recovery, but even 

as if to its very essence, hoping that this prayer will he answer~d by 

the translation of that essence back into sorne usable form(ula). 

From this perspective (which is, at least, different from that of 

anyone else in the village and, beyond that, somewhat self-evidently 

'mad'), it is aise logical that Goldfinger perceivë' a disorder in the 

universe and that this disorder affect hirn personally and physically: 

it is not only the practical formula that is ~ssing but also its es­

sence, which still courses througn Goldfinger's veins (see shot 147) . . 
What Goldfinger suffers from, semantically, is a confusion of 

... r{ 1 

reference, for in the nourishing red liquid that nows through his body 

he re-discovers the essence that gees into the manufacture of ruby 
" 

glass. His approach is that of the media?val alchemist, who a.ntici­

pâtes in the chance conjunction of elements and an appropriate met­

aphysical understanding the transmutation of one substance into an- 1 
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other. Thus, Goldfinger's is an extravagant hermeneutic, opposed to 

the practical hermeneutlc of Hias; the former consistently over-reads 

the irnmediate signs around him, whereas the latter (with notéd and 

notable exceptions) manifests an awareness of the precise condition of 
, 

this surroundmgs. 

Following a brief interlude between Adalbert, .Goldfinger J and 

Ludmilla (Goldfinger's father laughs at the 'favour' being done her, as 
, 

if in 'anticipation of her fate) , we are confronted with the first hard 

evidence of Hias' abihties as a seer: the inert bodles of Wuày and 

Ascherl (shots 066-{)70). It is a while before we discover the com­

plete truth, however; in the interim, it appears that bath mlght 
" , 

have been killed by their faU. Certainly the order is correct: Ascherl 

is below, Wudy on top, as Ascherl suggested in the inn. Before we 

discover the complete truth, Goldfinger's search for the s~cret formula 

continues. 
, 

Galdfinger suggests to his father that the time has come for him 

to get up (shot 071), 50 that he can witness the re-di,scovery of the 

. "ruby glass (the glassworker GigI has laid daim ta this re-discovery). 

Here we get an inkling of the extent of Goldfinger's father's deteriora­

tion, for he has not left his chair for ~twelve years (except, one pre­

Sl:1mes, for the 'necessities of nature'), Yet his rotten spine becomes 

instantly whole again whèm the circumstances are such that he truly 
q, 

wants to get up (shot 214). Therein we recognize that bath father , 

and son are obsessed: the latter with ruby glass, the former with 
1 

conflagrations, for it has been exactly twelve years since the last 
1 

( 
1 
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gr.eat fire, twelve years' sin ce he needed shoes to w~lk in. 

In the glassworks' there arises a heated debate between Adal­

bert, Goldfinger, and GigI as to whether the latter has, in tact, re- " , , 

discovered the formula for ruby glass. But, whereas Adalbert, ,given 

his social standing, is permitted no more than a sharp question (shots 

074), Goldfinger r~ject~1 the molt~n glass outright (shot 076). This ,. 
causes GoIdfinger's fath,~r no end of amusement, while GigI is at a 1055 

for words. Even were his glass the sa me colour as Mühlbeck's, it ap­

pears unlikely that Goldfinger would accept it as such, given the ad­

ditional characteristics he now perceives that original to be imbued 

with. 

There follows one of the strangest scenes in the whole film, as a 

large group of villagers walks through the misty streets (shots 

077-079). There appears no purpose to this WB lk, and none is ever 

.,offered, unless we consider Hias' explanation, -given from on high: 
f 
- ·Dr~nten im Dorf geht der Wahnsinn herum" (shot 080). lt is as if 

the whole group is now infected by the same perceptual malady that 

" already afflicts Goldfinger. Th~ music that accompanies this scene 

~ suggests that aIl now accept the inevitability of their fate; they are 

like lost sheep, wandering about without their shepherd, represented 

by Mühlbeck and his secret formula. The movement of the camera 

imposes a graduaI distancing from the scene, from medium long shot 

(shot. 077), through long shot (shot 078), to extreme long shot (shot 

079); from this last P?rspective, we encounter Hias, far above the 

procession, whom we approach, first in a medium long shot (shot 



.. 000), then in a medium close-up (shot, OOt), then, finally, as 

though right through his mind, into another of his visions (shots , ,. 

003-092) . 
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, This vision like the first, begins on an apocalyptic note; how­

evet, its relation to the story unfolding within the village is more 

tenuous, for the details have litt le to ,do with elther what has already 

,transpired since the beginning of the film or what has yet to tran-

..... ~ , sJ;1ire before the film cornes to an end" Nevertheless,. the overall tenor . -
of the vision IS positive, as though, in the face of the madness that 

he perceives to he running amok in the village, Hias IS forced to re­

'treat to. the s~fety of his own inner lite. Perhaps, too, the ·contrast 

between the a~r:-al and vi sUil 1 images contained in the vision and the 

previous scene on the misty streets 9f the village serves to indicate 

the eventual future that will unfold for Hias, m spite of anything he 
\ " 

) \ 

may encounter in the interim. Thus, the vision also serves as the 

deci,sion point; whereas it began with Hias' uncertainty about whether 

to proceed into the village or depart altogether (shot 080), it ends 

with Hias walking down through -the forest (shots 093-094) on his 
• J 

way to his first appointm,:nt, ~th LudmHla (shot 100). And, in-

deed, when Hias ·finally returns to the forest (shots 225-226), his 

upward pa th appears to he almost exactly the reverse of the current 

downward one; thus, shots 095-224 are bracketed in a sense, by 

shots 093-091 on one side' and shots 225-226 on the other. 

In Goldfinger's order to have Hias sent for, we detect the first 

stage of Hias' unwilllng involvement with the madness that pervades 
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"the village. As if to emphasize this initiation,' the ominous music of 

shots 009-012 is repeated: here is the beginning of the un!olding of 

what Hlas 'saw' In his first vision. And, as if to emphasize the extent 
, , ii' 

-of hls apparent 'dementia, Goldfinger indicates the purpose of his or-

der: 

Und wenn w1r den toten MUhlbecK wteder l1US dem Grab ziehen 
mU6en, datJ der Hias in dem MUhlœck. seinem Hirn lese. (shot 096) 

Therein he persists in his confusion of reference, equating Mühlbeck's 

de ad brain mass with the location of the formula; to read this 'text' 

-, requires only the correct interpreter: Hias. But the confusion of --r-ef-:" 
• 

erence is that in a' double sense, for Goldfinger's réquest aiso ignores 

the generai nature of Hias' 'sight', which is suéh that, were Hias able 

to divine the formula, he would nevertheless not require Mühlbeck's 

brain. 

The 'ominous' music continues for almost another minute, into 
, 

the shots of Ludmilla exploring the contents of Goldfinger's crystal 
, - -

~' 

cabinet (shots 097-099), fading out only at the approach of Hias, as 

though he, were perhaps sorne antidote to LudmiIla's fate. And, in­

deed, he immediately warns Ludmilla thatr she must leave Goldfinger's 

house, lest sorne ill befall her (shot 100). This appears to cause her 

sorne grief, for in the next shot she is crying as .she prepares to an­

nounce Hias' arrivaI; she prefaces this announcement with the state­

ment, «Es wird sehr viel geschehen" (shot 102), echoing Hias' own 

predictions. In respo~ding to her prior grief, Goldfinger, speaks of "das 

---------- ----

'. , 
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Gesetz vom Rubin" (shot 101), tbus further elevating the formula ta 

the sphere of the absolute or even the supernatural, as if it were' not 
-

only the primary component of a manufactunng process but also a 

fun~amental law of nature or even a divinely ordained pattern for 

living, 

Naturally, Goldfinger is somewhat surpnsed that Hias is alreàdy 

there, as if the latter had known in advance that Goldfinger would 

issue such an arder and had therefore taken it upon ~imself to obey 

that arder even before it wa? issued, But Hias did not know or, if he 

1 did, he does not say 50; the purpose of his presence' 15' to request a 

hunter (shot 105). Here we encounter a fragment that appears to 

bear ,no relation te> the rest of the film: Sam,' is mentioned for the 

first 'and last time. 

TA reading of the original screenplay (see Greenberg) ,reveals an 
, , 

extensive treatment of Hias' partner, However, taken only in the 

context of the film, the reference to Sam 'seems quite irrelevant. lt 

occurs only once, in 'this shot, and appears to have no effect on any 

of the remainder of the film. The scenes between Hias and Sam de­

scribed in the original screenplay never occur in the film. The cause 

of Sam's absence lies ultimately in an œsthetic decision on the part of 

the artist-director and therefore remains outslde the bounds of our 

analysis.) 

Thus, we arr,ive at the confrontation between Hias and Goldfin­

ger (shots 104-109), a confrontation expressed not least in their re­

spective appearances: Goldfinger is well-dressed, yet pale and thin, \ 
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'. whilé Hias is dressed for comfort in the semi .. wilderness and seems fit 
, 

and strong, Hias' very ,presence causes Goldfinger to cringe; thus, 

G?ldfinger unburdens himself ta Hias, whereas Hias simply maintains 

his tack: the request for a hunter to kill the bear. Interspersed 

among his reb~ttals, Hias provides small tidbits of Goldfinger's future, 

hinting at his irilprisonment (shot 108) and exposure to the rats of 

the jail (shot 109). ln shot 110, our own perspective, as witnesses 

to this encounter, is mirrored in Ludmi}la's gaze and expression. It is 

a humiliating, experience; Ludmilla lowers her eyes. 

ln the barn, the innk~eper and his wife are engaged in separat­

ing Wudy and AscherI, in part to determine whether one or both 
, ' 

might still be· alive (shot 111). The innkeeper's wife recalls Hias' pre-

. diction and correctly identifies the living and the dea~.· But Wudy re­

mains aS'if de ad (shot 112), 'until a dog is brought in to rouse him 

(shots 113-115). And when he rises, the innkeeper's wife emphasizes 

t~e force of that result: tlWas der 'Hias sicht, des kimn'lt" (shot 116). 
<} 

Next, we are treated to PauIln's doser inspection of Ascherl's 

corpse, lying in the church (shot 111). This might be treated as a 

form of service or rite of passage, but Paulin's a,ctions and facial ex­

pressions belie such an interpretation. She apPears entranced by 
, 

Ascherl's 'immobility, then expresses shock at' the implication. The 

door moves -mysteriously, as though behind it there is another person 

in the room. And, as if this. is sorne signal, Paulin leaves the room. 

A t the very least, this shot serves as a background to the later scene 

in the inn, when Wudy enters bearing Ascherl's corpse. 
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Toni arrives, at the inn (shots .118-121), to the evident delight 

. of the innkeeper. Now we find out how long Mùhlbeck h~5 been de{l~. . - \.\ 

he was buned the week before' last; It wou Id be qUlte a task for- Hias 
1".. ' 

1 • 

to read anything at an In his b~ai~1 And it app~ars trom Toni's 

statement that Hias anticipated even Mühlbeck's death. Toni, in , , 
" . 

turn, recognizes the truth of the secret form~la: C~des is e Krankhelt 

vorn Herrn" (shot 121), imply~ng that, thôugh Mühlbeck's mixture 

might have resulted in very beautiful crystal, it was not 50 excep-
. ' 

tional as to cause 50; great a disaster by its 1055 The glassworkers 

, could sell their' remaining stock' for a much higher priee, since It is 

now umque, while at the sa me time working .towa~d another unique 

product. . , ~ 

But Goldfinger is no longer a'men~ble 'to S~\h simple arguments, 

for he 15 quite beyond any ordlnary perception Deeply engrossed in . ' 

finding the formula in the clutter of books on and around the desk 

before him (he has evidently been through most of them) , he _never­

theless expresses great joy at the..,arrival of Anamirl's couch. We 

catch our tirst glimpse of the purpose of its transport: "Ich bm ent­

zückt von diesem Briefe" (shot 122). To under:sèore his conception, 

Goldfinger requests his letter-opener, then proceeds to tear open the 

couch. Removing sorne of the stuffing, he prepares to Cread' It (shot 

126) 7 as though by its very proximity to MUhlbeck while the latter 

was still alive should endow it with Mühlbeck's knowledge of the 

formula. But this does not work, leaving Goldfinger as perplexed as 

before: 
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Wenn etnem 'ein Briet errelcht ohne Papier, sa da~ die Buchstaben 
h~rum1iegen, dann ist das eher zum nachdenken. (shot 128) , 

173 

It lS indeed! Here we catch a glimpse of an alien hermeneutic; and in 

. this glimpse we become aware of another interpretation. of interpreta­

tion: the act of mterpretation as an act of ordering, as of the letters . 
that are placed on a piece of paper to .compose a letter. In the ab-

. , 

sence of any order there is aIso no possibility of any interpretatlon, 

since i~terpretation is essentlal~y. of a prior interpretation, a prior or­

dering. Thus, Goldfinger's hermeneutic can bear no fruit, since there 

. are und.erlying patterns which it ignores or is unable to fathom; this 

ignorance is perhaps what drives Goldfinger to destroy the factory, 

since there is then no point in trying to recover a formula which will 
.J • 

inevitably fail ta satisfy t,he precise intent of its recovery. 
, 

,ln the inn's supply stor~, the innkeeper's wife is preparing sorne 

supplies for Hias, ,but as he looks out the doorway taward the forest, 

he appears to realise that her act is premature (shot 129), 50 she 

returns ,the supplies (shot 130) as Hias departs for Anamirl's house ' 

(shot 131). There he interprets Anamirl's signs (she is unwilling or 

un able to speak), then proceeds into another of his visions, albeit a 

short one (shots 135-136). This scene exists in stark contrast to the 

'next, in which )igide prqvides his vision of "Das Land des Rubins" to 

Goldfinger (shot 138): Anamirl's house is dark, Goldfinger's bright; 

Anamirl provides only the most basic fare for Hias-a Ioaf of 

bread-whereas Goldfinger's dinner table is supplied with an abun-
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dance of food and drink. And Hiàs' manners are simple and uncon-
, • 1 

scious (shot 136), whereas Àgide 1S very concerned to act in precisely 

the correct fashlOn (shot 141) 

It is at this stage that .Goldfinger announces his discovery, 

which he follows immediately with: U An aIle Glashütten kann ich 

mein Gehelmnis verkaufen" (shot lf2). This shocks Ludmilla, al-
~ , 

though we remain unable to fathom thè reason. Goldfinger aiso an-

nounces his decision to dispose of a large quantity of the aid stock of 

ruby crystal; but hiS announcement further enhances his confusion of 

reference, for he intends to have the crystal thrown into the water, 

"da6 si ch der See rot farbt" (shot 115), as if either the crystal itself 

or its colour were soluble in water. His conception of the essence of 

the ruby crystal is clearly different trom what we can imagine; in­

deed, it is almost as if he expected the crystal' to bleed 'as it fell into 

the water. This coincides with his actions, later in the glassworks, 

where he identifIes his own body as a repository of the formula (shot 

141). ln the meantime, since he now feels that he possesses the se­

cret, he no longer wishes Mühlbeck any ill, believing that his Wlshes 

for Mühlbeck have sorne effect on the' latter's, stat'e (shot 145). 

In the glassworks, Àgide, who is among the glassworkers 

watching Goldfmger"s behaviour, recognizes its strangeness: «Da wird 

die Herrin schaun, wenns von der Reis z'urückkommt" (shot 118). 

But Hias is aln?adY one step ahead of hin-~: "Die wird nichts mehr 

stehen sehen, wenns zurückkommt" (shot 148). Ludmilla, too, ree­

ognizes Goldfingèr's stat~: "Der Herr stimmt nicht mehr" (shot 149). 

, . 
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But she is already.trapped, as it were, behind the iron bars of the 

window through which she talks to Hlas, who makes one la st attempt 
1 1 ,J" 

ta get her to leave (shot 150). Adalbert appears and requ~sts Lud-

. ~i1la's presence; she catches a glimmer of her fate but is elther un- ./ 

willing or un able to leave (shot 151) Henceforth, events move inex­

or,ab!y toward her eventual death and the destruction of the glass-. 
works: 

Die Nacht laflt'sich Zeit. Heut kommt sié ganz langsam. Sie kr1echt 
ln die Winkel vom Dor!, und die Leut dringen sich leise lm StaIl mit 
den Tiern zusammen. Bei der GlashUtten, da arbeiten sie wieder 
g~8en die Angst an, weil sie wissen ihre Arbeit Ist umsonst Ich 
habs ihnen gesagt: hl der Nacht brennt die HUtten. Aber wie lm . 
Schbif, sa si cher gehn die Leut in ihr .Unglück mit offnen Augen. 
(shot .15/1) 

Hias either cannot, or does not wish to, play the part of the hero: 

rescuing Ludmilla from her fate and saving the factory from destruc­

tion. Rather, he sees the inevitability of these events, given both his 

own status within the local social structure and the inertia driving 

the villagers. Thus, he retreats, first to the cliff far above the village 

(shot 158), then to the inn to watch events unfold (shot 186). 

Meanwhil~, we see the glassworkers working 'against their fear' 

(shots 159-171). Then we turn to the mansion to witness Ludmilla's 

last moments. Apart from Goldfinger,. who, we presume, actually 

commits the murder, there are three witnesses: Goldfinger's father, 

who appears to take great pleasure in the proceedings, Adalbert, who 

appears almost comatose, and Toni, who simply plays his harp in the 

'. 
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next room. Ludinillâ actually tries ~o- escape at this point (sh~t 181), 

but Adalbert is not as comatose. as he appears, < for he snaps the door 

shut and pockets the key before Ludmilla can stop him Now she is 

trapped. Various signs appear. the 'painting of a samt faIls off the 

wall, as if som~ transgression were :about to take place (shot 183); a 
l 

carved flgurehead trembles, as though in mock imItation of Ludmilla's 
1 

fear (shot 185); we see a close-up of the saint, looking up to heav-

en, his stigmata the evidenc~ of his martyrdom, which Ludmilla 1S 

about to repeat (shot 185), hnally, the camera focuses on the skull 

lying by the saint's feet, as If to confirm Ludmilla's ultimate fate 

(shot 185). 

While these events transpire, many of the remaining villagers 

have compr-essëd ~hemselve5 mto the inn, as If to ward off any evil, 

by their proximity to ème anot~er and the very intensity of their 

forced merriment (shots 186-198). In their midst sits Hias, oblivious 

to aIl that go es on around him, his gaze ever mor~ intense, his vi­

sions ever more apo_calyptic. He 15 ignored by everyone but the 

hurdy-gurdy man; even he is quick to use the return of Wudy with 

Ascherl's stlffened corpse as an excuse to participate in the general 

merriment. In shots 192-193 and 195-197 we find a literaI dance 

with death, as Wudy holds Ascherl's inert body while he dances to 

the mUSIC of the hurdy-gurdy and the clapping of the other patrons 

in the inn. Only GigI seems to find this dance offensive, but he is 

quickly overruled (shot 195) When Wudy finally becomes too tired 

to continue. the patrons turn to Paulin for further entertainment 
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(shots 203-208), before events finally overwhelm them. 

rh shot, 199 we receive confirmation of Goldfinger's conception of 

the secret formula, to him, Ludmilla is simply another ruby goblet, 

fresh out of the oyen, cooling quickly, but without further danger of 

cracking. ln her blood he recognizes the essence of the formula; na,t­

urally the factories are no longer of any use, for WhlCh can produce 
! 

actual human beings Wlth blood 70ursing through their veins? Gold-

linger takes Ludmilla's body out of the room and places it beside To­

ni's harp ~shot 200), as though she were a saCrIfice being deposited 

at the altar, then prepares himself for his last task by getting a 

b~rning stick from the furnace (shot 201). AIl, this while, Toni has 

been playing his harp; only when Goldfinger thrusts the burning stick 

at him does he react to an external stimulus (shot 202). 

, "ln 5hots 205-208, there 15 a continuous counterpoint between 

Hia5 and Paulin with her goose, as though they play the parts of the 

fool and the idIot, respectively, in sorne mediœval comedy, yet they 

ignore one another. Thus, as if to underscore Hias' "Jeder Mensch 

~ird einen andern Kopf haben" (shot 205), the goose moves its head 

farther into the frame, partially obscuring Hias' face, then draws it 

back again to Hias' "darf sich nicht bücken'" (shot 205), And to Hias' 

"weils nicht lange dauert" (shot 206), Paulin lifts her dress up over 

her head. Hias keeps ct einen eisernen Kopf" as Paulin drops her dress 

to the ground (shot 206), Then, as though they themselves were 
o 

"'8ruder' und 'Schwester'" and she were preparing for bed (shot 

20/), Paulin drops yet another garment to Jhe floor. When she~------
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finally naked, we eut to Goldfinger preparing to torch the glassworks 

(sho~ 209). It 15 as if we have 'been transported from the figurative 

to the literaI 'naked' truth of Goldfmger's madness, WhICh is aiso . 
reflected in the passion of the villagers for a spectacle. Nothlng 

remains hidqen, those who are to dIe In the film are dead; that 

which is to be de5troyed in the film IS even no", belng destroyed. 

In the mansion, Goldfinger's father is suddenly able to overcome 

his alleged ailment (one may speculate as to the connection between 

thIS recovery and Ludmilla's sacnfice, but such a conne(:tion 15 ulti­

mately too tenuous to malntain), he goes in search of his shoes, 

quickly, lest he mISS the spectacle of the burning factory (shot 214). 

Hias continues hls narration (shots 215-216), but, contrary to our 

expectation, he 15 still aware of what transpires around him, both ln 

----lhlliis--immediate vicinlty, as he responds to Adalbert's search for Lud-
" 

mil1a, and in the village as a whole, for he knows of Ludmilla's fa te 

and her current whereabouts (shot 218). Yet the timing of his de­

parture could not he le5s favoura.ble, for he runs squarely into the 

mass of returnmg villagers, who lust for a scapego~t on whom tp 

place the blame for the disaster that has befallen their glass factory' 
" 

(shot 221). Suddenly their prophet, the one to whom they turned " 

for advice on 50 many past occasions, has been transformed into onq 

possessed by the devil ("Der hat Teufelsaugen!. D,?r hatn bosen BUck!"), ' 1 

an~ appropria te punishment should be meted out immediately:' \ 

-Rei6ts ihm d'Augen aus!" (shot 221). 

Not his physical slght, but his inner VIsion .is removed trom 
.1 

" , 1 

u 
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him, for Hlas IS placed in the pnson with Goldfinger, though, unlike 

the latter, he IS not chamed to the wall, but remains free to move 

about (shots 222-224) Hlas' weakness appears to be that he requln~s 

the solitude of the forest to mamtaln hls Inner -VlSlon, and thls mner 

VlSl0n 15 hlS hte (shot 223) Therefore, Slnce the solItude of the prison 

15 inappropnate, he must return to the forest Goldhnger finds thls 

slgnihcant "Und Menschen willst du keme sehn Du gefallst mIr Du 

hast em Herz aus Glas" (shot 224) 

ThIS IS the only oc~aSlOn (apart trom the credits at the begm­

ning of the film) ln WhlCh the term · Berz aus Glas' is used Thus, 

whereas the meaning of the titie might traditionally he interpreted as 

'dehcate' and 'fragile' (e.g, LudmIlla) and therefore sought ln the 

meandenngs of Goldhnger and his murder ('sacrifice') of LudmIlla 

('the sacnflclal lamb', 'the Innocent', etc), Galdfinger's statement m 

shot 224 suggests another interpretatlon. 'transparent', for what 

could be more transparent than Hias' encounter with the bear? More­

over, Hias' motIves are always clear; he is direct, his IntentlOns are 

visible, his entlre exterior manifestatIon fails ta hl de the narratIon, 

even the experience (at one remove), of what he • sees' , within. If he 

does not Wlsh to see any people, then thlS, too, can he lnterpreted aS 

a transparency, for the villagers appear, at the véry least, muddled, 

their thoughts' opaque; beyond this, they are 50 thoroughly absorbed 

by the conventions of their existence (as servants, villagers, glass--
, -

workers, etc.) that they are unable to prevent or even perceIve~ 

what to Hias hi!ls become completely obvious. Thus, if Hlas d~ _not 
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Wlsh to see any people, then the latter more as the set of conven­

tions that he does not fit, because he sees through them, beyond 

them, to the less conventlOnal-even unconventional-foundatlon 

whence that set IS derived 

The foregoing interpretation brings to hght a number of rever­

saIs of expectatlon 

for Formula. --+ al QlQSS 

/ 
Gold.fiDpr 

'\ ' .. 
for Formula 

Figure ,4 

In figure 4, we expect Goldfin~er's search eventuaUy to bear fruit." 

even if througH the services of Hias. but it does not. 

No SeGroh 110 a.an 
for rormula ---+ of Glus 

/ 
B1u 

~ 
Starob. ----t 

for rormula 

Figure 5 
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In fIgure 5 .. )we are not aware of any search on Hias' part, but he is . . .. 
the one to whom a heart of glass is attributed 

. , 

P'oUows 

. Connntions ~ SUJ'"TiTeS 

/ 
Ludmi11Q 

,~ 
nouts -----.. 
ConnnUons 

Strucrtun S\ruo\un 

o! Ci.umC1Uo 01 Â~ 

Exp.rimo. Exp.ctaUcm 

Figure 6 ( 

1 

ln ~lgure 6, we expect Ludmilla to receive a reward for obeying the 

conv.entlons of her, SOCIal status, yet "~he is sacrifièed. 

1 .s 

" . 

" . FoJJows ---... " . 
6 • ëcmnnuons 

Figure 7' 
\ " 

,. 
, l' 

In figure-' 7, we expect sorne i1l t.o befall Hias eventua~ly, si.nce he, 

cQntin':1ally flouts the local coilventions,- but he is the one who 5ur-~ 

.. , . 
" ~ s- . 

l' 

i " 
" , . 

.' 

. , 

". 
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., 

There is aiso a reversaI of rôles :between Hias and Goldfinger, 
1 

. 'Goldfinger, the 'offIcia)' authariiy fig~re -(by convention), is imprls- , " ,. 

l , 

, oned, stripped of his authority, . whereas Hias, the lun6fficla}' authoti-' 

ty figure '(by his absence of convention) is set free to pursue 'hls vi- . 
" ~ , 

sions, Of course, the, Immediate cause of ,Goldfinger's Imprisonment' is 

his destruction of the glassworks and-we pr~ume that this, too, has 

been discovered-his prior murder of l:udmiJla: no reversaI of author­

ity per se has taken pl~ce at this lev~l; r:ather., Goldfinger has trans-
. ' 

gressed the authority entrusted to him, therefore, it has· been taken 

from him, presumably·te he entrusted' to another (not Hias!), Hias~ 

on the other hand, has always heen outside convention, his end heing 
r 

no more ,than a con~uation of his beginning, Thus, at this 'level of 
#(. .., 

_ interpretatlon, an remains essentially as it was. 

'Until Hias enc~unter~ the absent bear (shots.,,227-228)( ln this 

~ent that level of ~nterpretation èOllapses, becomes infeasiblNs 

film is no longer ~about events in the village (which is, now f~rgotten): 
",' , 

but about Hias' visions (whereof the events in the Village serve as but 
l ,_ ~ _ 

one expression), and the latter J not as straightforward prophecies, 

,but as a way of seeing, a perspective that conditions our .experience - - .. ~ ~ 

of this film and, thereaftèr J any other. Thus, the remain~~r of the 

film begins a new narrative (shots 232/233-248/249), but different-
, , (1 

lYf witpout aU the normal attributes of a story. In its"l11ost naive . 
, , ' 

,form, the n~ narràtive beçomes a metaphor l'or search; thu~, the' 

!f1e~phor. 01' search continues, 'from the search. ,for the secret formu-
l ' 

) 
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la" ·~o the search .for the truth of the end/edge of the .world . 
.# \ , ., 

') " The' ,tenor:- of th'ese last sc~nes is .lTlore disturbi~g ,than thât of 

the )fillage story, whereas the'latter wore the c10ak of normalcy, aJ- ' . , 

beit' shlfted slightly ask~w, the, tstory' that noW unfolds is more· 
, " , 

avertIr on the edge of normaî9' t where ordinàry li,ving meets the 
, -

unditferentlated pnmordial eXlstence whente it 1$ denved, AIl 'Signs 

now point' toward that edge,: th~ islands are far out to sea . (shot ' 
, , 

'233); they he at 'the very edge of the inhahited world (shot 235):, 
., ,1 ~~. 

the}- ~t:"e inhaoÎted ~y a iew forgott~n '~ople (snot 231), m'ost of the '" 

inhabitants still cling to an old "model of the 'wbrld (shot 234); but 
, 

~me are at tl?e threshàld ,of an9ther model, ~~erei!l the world ~oes' "\ 

not end at the horiz~n; ',but continues around, back upon itself' (shots 
c. ... 1", 

.. 237-239); .to det~rmine ~the Veraclty of their model, ,these ~our in- : . ~ 
. , 

habitants set oût in a small poat, aiming for the ~a~ard horizon 
- l' \ _ • 

, (shots 240-242), but their boat is much too small for the journey , 

(shot '245); slowly, pitifully: their: tiny bo~t bec;me~ orle witl:l the 
, . '~ . '. 

",sea (shot 248), the 'Sea becomes one wit~ the 'sky (sho~ 248), the . 
" .' "::. . .. 

~ky becomes one with the end of the film (shot~ 2f9..-250).' " . . .. ~ 
, , 

Brevity and Narrative, 
" , 

" ' 
, , , 

" We apply \brevity in conjunction ~th narr:ative becaUH the tw:o 
'ar~ relcited: 'b;~ty is 'of the narrative Ciimen'sion of ~- film.' 1~ the 

case of Rerz aus Glas, we may identify a va~iety ~f C'orirratives': not 
, , ' 

,ohly, those of Young (see earlier discussion), but also our own distin~-

, . 

~, . 
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telling functions more as an adj1Jnct than as th~ir primary chatac- . 
~ ,~ , 

, teristic, we refer:; to them as narrative' 'fragments'. This term carries 
, j" 

thè notion of bt-evity within itself and, indeed, we find that the nar-

rative fragments that constittfte Rerz aus G/~s l'''ssess that chara'; 

,térjstic, for th~ are quite short. 

, From our perspective, their br:e'1ty, is a, further ~n~ication' of 
, ' ' 

their function WIthin th~ Jilm as a whole ~ the focus of the film ex-
'~ ,~ \ ~ 

- - tends deeper than its narrative surface. B.reVity increases the awàre-
, "-

ness of this depth ~cause' it increases the difficulty of pursuing the 
., ~ 1" 

riArrative dimension 'fOr its own sake; ~here is sim ply too Iittie pres-
, " '\,' 

~ni. within, the narra.tiye fragments to pbmit an exéIusive ~us: left 
, , ' 

.~o itself', . that focus wanders, not only trom narrative fragment to . , . " 

. ,~arr~tive fragm~nt, lmt aiso between these fragments, in the mo-

me~ts' ~he'n we r~turn e~clusively to Hia~. Th~s, th~ fragmentation 

< of th~ narrative dimension of the film causes 'a deg~ee of sIipperiness . \ ,,~ 

which; in turn, forces our focus to slide between the cracks' in that 
~ " 

\, naf'ràtiv~ dimension. 

" But brevity is, in the case of Ben aùs Glas J aIse 'a measure of 

, . ': "- "' the absence of narrative closure: the narrative fragments àre incon-
~, f" .. ( ] 

. "'cl~sive, both iiterally, becaU5e 'IOÇ>5e ends' lie about like weeds in an 

,untendeq Jield, and intellectually, because no formai 'conclusion' is , 

ever' reachèd.' Given our perspective of the film, this is quite appro- ~ " 
, ' . 

Î ' 

, priate, since·the nartative fragments exhibit an extravagance that .-
\ . 

, ' 
, . 
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1 , r 

prec1udes a solely literaI interpretation ~ given -the inàdrnissibility of a, 

literaI interpretation, their 'endings' or 'outcome'.are lrrelevant and' 
, , 

that focus, tao, is inadmissible In turn," the brevity of the narrative 

fr~gments asslsts in the development and malntenance<hf this per­

spective 

That the film comprises a multitude of narrative fragments 1S 

neither a guarant,ee of placement withln the category of narrative 

- '. cinema nor an expression of narrative per se, In the former case, 
, 

,we may treat Rerz aus Glas as narrative cmema only on one level; , , 

but, as' we have seen, this "lever quickly· collapses arld, with it, the 
, 

coricept of the film as an example of .narrative cinema. Thus, ."pl en~ 
ter into the film from the perspective of narrative cinema, but We 

Il , 

emerge shifted toward narrative incohesion, even incoherence, for the 

narrative fragments sustain neither themselves nor the film ,as a , , 
" 

who le . However! this arguf!len~ does not imply that Rerz /Jus Glas' 

cannat he' treated within the category of narrative cinema~ 
• ' l-

, . 
Herz'-ms Glas employs the conventiops of narrative cinema 

r~ther thàn th~se 'of more' expe~imental films: And' if it succeeds in ' .' 

col1apsi~g our perception of itself, as an e,xample of narrative cinema, , 
, , 

_' "then this less' as 'a specifie example j than as the category of' narrative ' 

cinema 'ps a whole. For wha~ is uitimately at stake. ~s our 'concept of 
• ~ (1 • '" 

- narrative itself. If, we enter into the film from th.é perspective, of 

naz:rative cinema, then we aiso carry with us' a desire. for rtarrative, 
" ) i l', 

even if this d~sire remains hidden. The desire for 'narrative finds its 
, - ,_ ' _ J f '. 

'\ ' 

expression in ou'r willjngness to parti~ipate'in' the s~ory, to ,treat i~'<a& 
,1;. " 

. ' 
" 

" -- .1 
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" a, story a'nd" as suÇh, to èxpect certain' characteri~ics of that st~ry. , 
. But this desire emerges 'naturally, from our more general con-
,. 4 ~ 

, . ceptlon of narrative-':"'the en tire social structure of civilizatlOn that is 
j .' 

,built on an eKpected progression of events within individual, corpo-
, 

rate, national, even global lives, it is found in such mundane but . 

pervasive phenomena as the fetish for the obituary columns of news­

papers, the television soap operas, the gossip networks that exi5t 

through aIl levels of any society, indeed, every interest that mani-­

tests a concern tor repetitions of, and deviations from, certail] _estab-:­

lished patterns, It exceeds the category of myth because it gives Tise 

to that category, as a specifie exan1ple of narrative. Rather, it 'is in 
, , 

a category unto itself. This category is characterized by, myth, but 

now in the sense"of paradigm; yet it is a paradigm of paradigms, for 
. ~ , , \ \ " 

it is thê foundation . of our paradigm and any other: it i5, in essence, 
.. . , 

the very concept 'of paradigm, of dllférentiated reality, 'of :the neçes-----
sity of an underl)'ÏI?g order. ' 

;. " Taken to· its ,most extretne interpretation, Golçlfinger'~' search for, t 

\ ~ ~'\ ' ' ~ 

the $ecret- formula· is an expression of the desire that' characteri~es : 
r) ~ r, \ l, i 

this ~tegory, for his search is Jor tne very concept of ,essen-ee, ,as ' 
,', - l ' 1 

1 

,bath order and origin. ,Recognizing tnat ~is search is this' f~t:ldamental 
, " 

" leads Goldfing~r to pur sue it with such intensity for, should his search . , 

. prove lunr!t!1m~nta//y ,successful, he' ~Il fi!ld ,himself at tne origin of 
, ~ . , 

" aIl interpretatîons, including the one that giv~, ris~ to ,the concept of 

, his r~bY glas~ ~ as a thing of value: Na~urally much greater pow~r and 
, " 

'. w~alth accrue f~om -this depth, since one is ,then in a positiop to rha-

9 
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nipulate any and ({Very interpretation that ari~ from it. But Gold-' 

finger's search IS not successful. Not because he- fails te penetrate to 
1 

the core of the phenomenon of the ruby glass, but becau~e there 15 

, -ho such core' the ruby glass is sim ply glass of a certain colour; it 

happens that this col our is pleasing to the eye of many beholders. 

Value and Ylealth accrue through thlS fortuitou5 Clrcumstance. a co­

incidence, n6 more. Hence Toni'5 remark: "Des mit dem Rubinglas, 

des is e Krankheit vom Herrn" (shot 121) The illne.5s 15 fatal, though 

not to Goldfinger, but to Ludmilla. And beyond Ludmilla, to the con­

cept that underhes it, for it, too, fails to :~urvtve Ludmilla's death. if 

the essence of, in this instance, life is only to he found ln death, 
, ' 

, " 

then soonllothing will he ·lett alive' 

The narrative fragments that constitute' Rerz /Jus G/lfS fail com-
( 

pletely in maintaining the exi~tence of tl1e concept of paradigm, 9f 

differentJated reality, of the neces5ity 'ot an underlying order; rather, 

\ they play at ~ pretense of "its existence 1 In this play, we detect both 

, the recognltlOn of the pervaslveness of narrative per se and the rec-
, 

, ognition of the nature of the latt-er as an impo,sition, contlnuously 

maintained, but characterized by its oWn essential absence as any-

. thing other than an artificial phenomenon. 1 t is the universe we live 
, , ~ . 

. ' "in, but it is al,so 'our 'universe, . a universe we our~lves' have manu-

',' factured. It is aiso a nec~ry universe,' for 'În-the absence of differ-, ~ , 

,. . enc~, ,there is no possibility, of creation and movement,. and hence of 

e~istence. Thus, the film does not collap5~ our universe, it merely 
• 1 \; , 

'relativiz3. it, The. narrative fragments nevèr cease to follow one an-
• l ' • 

" r "\. ' ! ~ ,t... ~ \ ' 

\ . ' '\, .. 



, " 

-,' 

, . 

l, , • 

188 

other. though e!lch is at least slight~ diff.erent that, its predecessor; 

they cannot cease, for in their absence there wou~d De total incoher­

ence; the actual indiyidual frames that constitute the film would, at 

least metaphorically, cease to cohere to one another and' t~e essential 

cinematic experience would itself collapse, 

Thus, it is entirely unnecessary to a9'Soci~~e., the film's .expression 

of narrl:l~jve Wlth the tact that it comprises a multitude of narrative 
, ' 

-ftagments, for the two exist ind~pendently of one anpther, the latter 

in tnemselves and' the former as the underlying desire that we bring , , 

tO the film, ~pply to our accep~nee of eacQ and every nar-rative 

, , ,fra~~~t' (as a' 'Willing· suspension of clisbelief'), and attach to our 
l , \ r ~ 

primary experience of th'e film (as a 'narrativ~' experience). But this 

very independel1ce perrriit~ the narrati~e fragm~nts to maintain their 

eXIstence as such whilé our con~ept ot narrative undergoes numerous 
" , 

transformations on its way to its final; relative existence; for, from 

the perspective of the film as a whole, the narrative fragments 

themselves never pretend to exist at any level ~ond 'the most im­

mediate, whereas our concept of narrative ent~rs the film as a com-.. ", ' 

,~nent of our desire and therefore also suffers its fa~e. 

" ' .. 'We may now discern Parallels between Hias' own expression of 

concerri (i e.~ none) for the narrative dimension of his vision, the . 

biblical concept of narrative as expressed in the riarables of Jesus 'and . , , ' 

'discu,ssed in the previ9us chapter1 and the understanding of narrative' 
, . ... 
expr,ssed throl,lgh, "and extrapolated from, Rerz dUS filas, immedia~e-, 

, Iy aoove.', ln these\ parallels, Hias' unwillingness to undertake any. 
, 1 

-- ' 

',' 
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~ 

personal 4ction to prevent the fate that he has predicted for Ludmilla 

from befalling her becomes clear: no relevance would pertaIn to any 

such actIon, for the latter would he an acceptance of narrative su­

premacy (we maintain this perspective solely within the context of 

,our analysis of ~erz aus Glas, and then only from the perspectIve of 

that film as an œsthetic construct; the perspective is postulated nel­

ther as an ethical principle nor as a moral imperative, but ,simply as 

. a critical stance). In effect, by vocalizing his prediction to LudmÜla, 

Hia's has created another narratIve fragment, which now has a lite of 

.its own; if he took it seriously. then it would a150 rule him. 
r _ 

At the mo~t immediate level of interpretation, then, Hias' pre-

diction is a warning; but the instant we move beyond the most im-
- , 

med~ate level of interpreta~ion, that prediction is reduced to the sta ... 

tus of story. Thus, ~udmilla di,:s several times tirst in our imagina­

tion, when Hias warns her, th en more certainly, when she 15 actual­

ly trapped in the room moments before her deatb, and finally in an ,. 

absolute sense (within the context of the essen\Ïal cinerriatic experi­

ence), when we see her déad body lying on the floor. That is pre­

cisely Hias' con cern throughout the film: to tell 5tor:i~s, to be open to 

his visions. He has only one practical concern: to remove the, threat 

of the bear. Beyond this practical concern, aIt- is story. Hias' concern' \ 

to tell stories, to he open to his visions, is 'not practical, it is essential 

to his existence. He could as easily have told Ludmilla the precise 
, -

manner of her ~scape trom Goldfinger's clutches,p but that would have 

been an?thèr _story, one which he has not seen ~nd tnerefort ~nnot , 

p' 
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recount. 1 , 

ln 'emitting' 50, mal!Y narrative' fragments, Hias' imiiates the 
- , 

very multiplicity of parables found in the New Testament, the narra-

tive component. of each of which is never concerned with a partlclliar 
- . 

person, one who might he an actual member of the audience, but 

only potentially' 50, sùch that each and every member of the audi­

ence might feel'a sense of personal address. Within the context of the' 

specific film, Rerz dUS Glas, Hias' narrative fragments relat~ to par-
- ' 

ticular indiVlduals, but these ar~ themselves merely components. of 

those narrative fragments, outsidè of which they sim ply cease t,o ex­

i$,t. Thus, he could no mqre relate to them as we can claim to kn,o'l{, 
'. 

Î>E!rsonally, the individuals who PQpulate Jesus', parabi~. And fror:n 
, . 

, . , 
this perspective, there is no possibility that Hias could rescue Ludmil:-' 

la, for that would negate the very experience. that the narratIve 

i fragment ~hat contains her death cre~tes. In tqis negation, the rela­

tiVity of tha~ ex~rience wou Id 'aiso vanish, to he replaced by the­

re/evanœ of that' experience, and sa of narrative in general. 

The focUs on the' pieventi,on of Ludmilla's death is derived, not 
, -

trom the esse~tial ciriematic experience created by Rerz dUS 6185, but 
-

trom the desire that we bring to it. Thus, our conception of n~rra- , 

tive informs our initial experience of the film, but does not survive " 
" " . ~-~ 

, , 

tpat experience intact; it is ,killed with Ludmilla,' when we !"ealise the 
~ '.. ~ t 

, complete inevitability of -hèr death, given that the- évents that consti ... 
, ... 4 , .. ~ " . - ~ , 

tute the esse~tial .cinemat~c experience are bounded' by the pre~ 
'" ' . . 

exis~ent'- strip' of Celluloiâ~ wher~of that experience, -is creat~d. Simi-
'. 

.( 

• -.. ',. 
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larly, the concept of Hi~s' rescue of' Ludmilla is derived, not tram an 

objective analysis of the film, but from our ,..~tive prej":ldice, 
l '-

whereby characters Wlth certaIn identifiabl~ characteristiQ8 engage in 
\ 

a pre-defined set of actions relative ta the ot~r characters who pop-

ulate stories, We may therefore interpret the f~m as whole as an , 

aesthetic construct that consistently counters of desire by conSlS­

tently reversing our expectation given that des)re. In the film~s .final 

shots, our deslre is stripped naked, then forced te> recede into ,the, " 
,1 

very absence of focus created In and by the white sky. 

Metaphor and Paradox ( 
~ 

The -white sky, in turn, serves as a metaphaT for the absence 
9 -

• of relevance that Rerz àUS G/as ultimately displays This is not ab-

sence of relevance in the sense of Jrrelevance,' but of abrogated ref­

erence, such that, in the collapse of the narrative dimension of the , . 
- , 

film and the attendant relativization of narrative per se, we discern 

an emerging metaphor of the form that Crossan postulates (see rele­

vant discussion in the second ch,apter). Our desire has led us to. its 

own absence, such that, like the pseudo~king in Pascal~s' allegory., it 

remains no more than a virtual desire, a metaphor for its own exist-- , ' 

ence, deriving bath its now virtual existence 4nd its formèr lJuthon'­

tative existence from ,the tension bet~een these tW() states, such that' 

the whole evidences the essential narrative t~at. gave ri5e to our ,de-

sire in the first place. 

.. 
" . 
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By livmg on as a metaphor, our desire turns on its own original 

existence, which therefore recedes mto the unknown and the undif­

ferentlated, for It is no longer possible ta isolate its precise source ln 

a 'Slmilar fashlon, Goldfinger can no longer point to the exact locatIOn 

of the secret formula, when he daims to fmd th~ formula, lt js dlf-, 
/' 

fused throughout his whole body, then also throughout that of Lud­

milla, and so, by extension, throughout aIl that lives. The formula 

becomes a metaphor for the essence of life~ itself and therefore, Wltfi­

ln the context of the film, of the essential metaphor of the en tire 

expenence that we identify as the e5sentlal cinematlc experience, for 

th.! t is Ille as we lire a ware oÎ it while we p8rtiClpa te in tha t expen-

enœ Goldfinger's desire then suffers the same fate as our own and 

that of the formula, for he IS unable ta recover that desire in its 

pristine form; namely, its origin in the presence of the formula while , 

Mühlbeck once hved. 

In this S~J metaphor, as evidenced within and through Qur 

experience of H~ iJUS Glas, implies a metaphoncal perspective, • a 

point of view th is bot~ characterized by metaphor and perceives 

metaphor at the heart of the essentia,l chlematic experience. For the 

heart of the essential cinematic experience is no\.more than a virtual 
\ 

centre, marked therefore, not by its essential ,presence as an objec­

tive phenomenon, but by its, , essential abse~ce, since it merely mani­

Îests itself as an objective phenomenon bùt is nonetheless derived 

from a set of 'subjective' (i. e., subject-centred and subject-derived) 

phenomena. Emerging from thë heart,'of the ess~ntial cinematic ex~~ 
" ~ -
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rience and surrounding the latter ln layers, ln the same manner as 

the aforementlOned narratIve elements are bUllt around Mtihlbeck's 
\ 

secret like the skm of an onlOn, we encounter the narratIve frag­

ments that constltute Herz aus Glas and now act as metaphors for 

our very experience of thern 

Each of the narratIve fragments exhlblts the charactenstlcs of 
, 

metaphor only In the light of a cOI1junction with the other narrative 

fragments that live to elther side and the dlsjunctlOns that lie be­

tween Even the nelghbounng narratIve fragments are no more than 

repetltlOns or re-affIrmations of the narrative surface of the local 

fragment for, m the disjunctions that mark Its boundanes, the local 

fr~gment also encounters the agent of its own demise IMs ln this 
, 

demise,' WhlCh is the end of no more than the status of, the narrative 
-

surface as an absolute, that the nature of the local fragment as a 

metaphor IS brought ta light'- It acquires and maintalns the stat:us of 
, . 

live metaphor through its relation to previo\l's narratIve fragments, 

which now eXIst as no mote than memones, but inform our experi-

-..ence m the current fragment nonetheless for belng su ch . Thus, each 

successive fragment represents another layer wrapped around the es­

sential cinema tic experience until, with the end of the last shot, that 

experience IS complete. 

, " But metaphor may also he detected as the characteristic that 

manufactures our ex~rierice of Herz (Jus 6lt2s. In _ this capacity, 

metaphor pervades ~he essential cinematic experience per se, al­

though we can demonstrate no more than thal. this is true within 
, ( 

'. 
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• 
~he limited èontext of our analysis of this particular film, and there­.... 
fore of the particular cinematic expenence derived therefrom. ln this 

limited context: Rerz aus Glas arises from, 15 manufactured by, (1) 

the indlV1dual trames (which can be analysed in their own right, as 

was done for the Screenplay included ~~l'! appendix to thls d\sserta­

tion) that constltute the strip of CelluIOld"'" (2) -the collection of those 

frames into a series of suffici~nLlength and consistency, one frame to 

the next, as to permit the supenmposition of the term 'shot' as a re­

flection of thelr U~lty, (3) the expansIOn of a senes of related shots 

into a 'scene' (a more tenuous term, since 'scene' is derived from· a 

more distant perspective), (4) t,he furt~er expansion of a group of 

scenes (possibly, but not necessarily, since narrative fragments need 

not coincide with scenes' into what we have termed a 'narrative 

fragment', and finally (5) the collection of ail the narrative frag­

ments.4nd tb~ir intervemng disjunctions (which are, in Rerz aus 
, (J 

6/IJS, no Jess than shots) into our expenence of the film as- a whole. 

We detect metaphor throughout this process because each stage 

requires the presence of difference and, in the case of Rerz aus Glas, 

includes the repeated juxtaposition of the known and the unknown, 

the f~miliar and the unfamiliar, the expectèd .,and the unexpected, , 
- ~. 

such that a continuous and pervasive tension i.s fostered and main-

tained uniifl the very end (and, perhaps, even beyond). Thus, me~a-, 
phor refers ta th~ entire process as one that is essentially duplicitous, 

existing both as an experience in its own right and as an Gesthetié 

construct, an artificial though voluntary interruption in the routine 

.. 1 ~ • . . 



o 

IJ 

o 

'. 

\ . . -
, , 

195 

of daily existence In Its forrper manifestation, the p!'ocess remains 

literally an experience, -whereas in the latter manifestatIon It is , ~ 

shîfted- toward a metaphor for-expenence In thls mterpretatlon, we 

approach Ricoeur's conceptIon (see earlier cItatIOn), for It IS qui'te 

possible to percelve the qontlnued co-eXIstence of both manifestations, ' 

such that the f0rmer IS always present In the latter, at least inas-: 

much as the latter was originally derived from the former 
. ,-

These dual conceptions (Crossan and' Ricoeur.) of ,the metaphor 

-that we perceive' to be embod}ed in our expenence of Rerz âllS G/as 

converge naturally on the. paradox that we also perce;ve to pervade 

~hat-experience In the most immedlat~ .sense of the term 1 paradox 

exists 'in the tension, that metaphor, creates and maintains throughout 

. th~ film. And this we cë3:n understand in the most simple terms, as 

Ricoeur has defined ît: "departure (Para) trom usual opinIOn (doxa) " 

(Ricoeur, 1979-80: 74),. However, in this sense, the paradox of the 
- , 

essential cinema tic ex~rience inf6rms and conditions its metaphor. 
" 

rather than vice versa, for paradox is evIdenced the mom,ent there 

occuz:-~: a separation between the ir:nmediate experience as no more 

than 'an experience .and the conception of that experience as an œs­

thetic construct. In other words, paradox is necessàrily a function of , 

interpretatlon; but it is present even in the most naïve, slmplistic, 

and Immediate interpretation. 

... For examp~e, in the case of the absent bear, p~radox is evi­

---denced the m0ment we connect Hias' statement about Il ein Barn-

braten" (shot 228) with the'lstruggle that precedes it (shots 
\ . . 

,. , 
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227-228) and realise t~t that struggle pertains to a bear that we 

do no~t ~perceive (Thereirt lies the advantage of this scene a~ a point 

of departure for the analysis of the, (Hm as a whole.) The scene need 

he interpreted no further, indeed, elaborate interpretation would 

serve only toi dimmish the force of the par~dox, unless that process of 

interpretation deliberately attempted to maintain the paradox in sorne 

manifestation of 'lts initial form (as we have attempted in our own 
, ' 

extensive discussi,çn on the absent bear above) 

" 
Goldfmger's conception of the essence of the ruby glass serves as 

a, mo~e esoteric example,o On the one hand, we are confronted, 

throughout the film, 'with ntimerous ruby glasses, goblets, decanters, 
. " a 

and o~her assorted items produced with Mühlbeck's form~î:a. These we 
" 

see first as what they appear to be; but tl}is initial appearance 
J 

quickly gives way to a dual perception, wherein we still perceive the 
, .\ 

ruby crystal for what it is, but also invest this perception with the 
... ' 

emerging concéption qf Goldfinger, such that every item of ruby glass 

becomes a metaphor for sorne essence that sets that glass apart 

(, JMrd') from ordinary crystal (, doxa'), much as an altar is both 

q iden~ical to and distinct from a iàrge slab of stone. 
, 1 

_ From these simple examples, we move to a wider perception of 

paradox. T~usJ if we focus now on the narrative fragments as ex­

pressions of narrative per se J "vie discem Wadox in the simultaneous 
/' 

awareness of those fragments a$ (a) experiences that completely 

dominate our 'momentary focus and serve as magnets for the desire 

ror narrative experience thai we bring ~~ the film and (b) expressions 
,,. 

< • 
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, .' 
of the 'diver~ent narratives that constitute, the, film, H~rz''''us, 6J~s '-. 

fa ils .to satisfy our des!re because it, c,onstantly' diverts ç>ur attention 

away from the lIteraI acceptimce of th(? narrative surface of the film 

and shifts it toward the gaps that ultimately eXlst, not' only between , 
" 

the narrative fragments, but even within them. ; 
. . 

The pan:idox exhîblted by the anarrative fragments leads. in 

turn, to a yet, wider perception of the parado~ that exists 'witHin the . . . 
essential cinema tic experience that Rerz aus Glas creates, For the 

-.,c 1 , ~ 

film c~!lle~~s our perception ~f itself and the worlds it creates, at 

~ ,every turh, such "that ,the 'ultimate challenge is plac~d dir~ctly befôre 

our mode of perception itself: W{iat is this experience that Rerz aus 
r' J < 

'.. ~ 1 

Glas represents? Is it an experience of life in ,another century? 15 it ' 
, ~ , , 'y 

, , . 
an experience of the puzzlement' that an absence of knowledge gives 

• , '. , (Jo ,.-

rise to? Is it an experience of tpe in~er 'visîon of a simple herdsman 
r' • 

cum prophet? Is it an 'e?Cperienc~ of a' representation of that vision? 

Or is it, sim ply experienc~ reflected back ':lpon itself? 

. We do not attempt to' answer these questions because they are 
, 

merely members of. a much· larger. set of questions that ~merge frorri 
, ~ - (--- & ' • 

even~a Jirst viewin,g of the filiI). RatrlC:;~r, "we address their thrust, the 
, ' 

,) 

" 

challeng~ ~la~ed before o~r mod~ of pex:-~eption itsel~. From C~ossan's , ~( 

perspective, the paradox exhibited by Rerz lJU~ 611J~ serves to under- ) . " " ' 

'- minè' the possibility oi any literaI interpretation~ and thence to' un-
I 

derminê th~ cÇ>ncept of a literaI interPretation: the film is never 

. mo're than a phantasm, 'the narrative fragmehts merely illusions of '. 
, , ~ ~ 

perception that contain the seed of- '.their: ,owri destruction. From> Ri-
. , 
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, ,coeur's Perspective, ôn the other hand, the paradox exhibited 'by Ben 
, . 

"~us G/as is eVidenced rather in the abundance of narrative fragments" ' 
, ..., .... . 

, , " 

that. the film' con~ams, ·each of which is merely Inadequate in 'lts 
1'" , .. ~ 

pure]y' literaI- (narnltive) 'manifestation; the ending of the film serves 
i '. l, "\.. 

" . - \ 

as an ellipSlS, suggesting 'the indef~,nite continuation of the production 

-
of narratlv~ fragments, 

,But Crossan's threefoW conçeptlOn of par~dox aiso serves its 

purpose here, tho\1gh frorrf a different perspective. ,Whereas Crossan 

. Posits' the paradox of Jesus' parables i~' thelr departure from the , . 
norm', WhlCh .imphes 'a comparison between Jesus' parablc~!S and that 

" 

. norm; we foc us .on the paradox of Rerz aus 6/as .with reference"to . 

audience competence, whe'reby we avoid the need for a comparisbn 

_ between Rerz dUS G/as and other films, replacing that comparison . '-. . l 
With a é~nsiderati0l1 of the requirements that must he imposed on 

the audience if the latter is to perceive the .paradox that we associate 1 _ 

with Rerz aU$·6/lIs. 
,'" -
Under the hea~ing' of pragmatics, 0, t~en, we requ~re that the 

au4ience œ willi1'\g, first of aIl, :0 c~nceive of the JXJSS.ihility that 

.; 'certain categories of, cinema might ex tend beyond their apparent. or 

~tablished bounds and, more specifically (if we are to, accept Rerz 
, ' 

" tJus 6/tJs as religious cinema), that religious cinema might ex tend 
) 1 \ ,,1 

~ond ,the traditional bounds set by s':lch filz:n,s\ as Cecil B .. OeMille's, 
, ' 1 

The Ten CommtJndments (this filin is truly the most oft-cited in any' 
, 

simple discussion on the subject of religious cinema), This require-

ment is no more trivial than the observation with which we .beg~n 
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our firS't chapter, whereby we claimed that the conceptiqn of that 

,film -as an example of religious cmema must be accepted as valid, Of 

course, th15 reqU1rement does not 'necessarily prepare anyaudience 

for the consequences of the eventual collapse of traditional categories .' . 
that·a film such as Rerz' a'us Glas inevttably leads to. 

, . 
~nder the headlrig of semantlcs, we require tryat the aùdience 

he wiIlihg to acçept a film ~uch as Rea- /lUS 6/iJs, ~ith 'lts les~ gl~m~ . 
, 

orous appearance, as nonetheless partaking of main stream cinema. ' 
, , 1 

The more primitive 'feel' of Berz au..s a,las eme~ges, not trom its age, 
. , 

'datedness, lack of artistlc ment, etc., but Jrom the' very experience 
, . 

that the film' attempts to creat~: it is a11 part of the product and IS 
. , 

deliberately. different trom the majority of cÇ>mparable products on , , 

th~ market, certamly those produced 111 Hollywood by the major mo­

tion picture companïes Moreover" the morè primitive 'feel' of Rerz· 

/lUS' Glas 15 'folded' back into our experience Qf the film, such that a ',' 

certain simpIicity and transparency acèompanies the essential cine-
" \. 

matie eXp'erience and heightens our awareness of lis paradoxical na- ' 

ture, or at least Increases the likehhood thàt we might com~ to such 

'an awareness, 

. Finally, under the heading of syntactics, we find that the audi-, . 
. . 

ence must have a reasonable tamiliarity with contemporary cin,ematic . 
, 

. techniques, for the modem film expects more of its audience (e. 8" 
1 

. in its ability ~o perceive continui~y in widely divergent shots), But 

Rerz aus Glas does not require anything out of the otdinary; rather, 

our experience of it becorrtes necessarily 'out of the orqinary' through 
~ \ ".... r • 

f'. l 

p' 

" 
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the juxtaposition of shots, and scenes that wotild ~ot ordir:tarily he 50 
j 1 1 .' -

juxtaposed. Th~ film is quite )iteraIly. differen't from wh.at we expect, 
, , 

even at the most immediate level, for it employs none of the estab-. . 
lished conventions that we have come to associate with different. 

modes. of pèrception on the part of the charac~ers withln a film. The 
, , 

shots of distant landscapes that populate Rerz aus Glas arC? indlstin-

guishable trom the shots that constitute the narrative fragments 

dealing directly with events ïn the village. It is th'elr cohtext' and' our 

interpretation thereof that separates the former from the latter. ., , 

With this three-told c:onceptio~ of paradox trom the perspective 

of audi~nce competence vie reach the limits of the tapIs "fe proposed 

near the end of the previol:ls chapter. It is clear that Rerz aus Glas is 
, , 

an ideal film to apply these tools to, hecause. it manifests 50 many of 

--

the characteristics for which the tools are d~signed. But we are left J 

with no more than a perception of the fi~m as one that evidences a 

reflex ive nàrràtive, a pervasive metaphor, and an essential paradox, 
. .' 

, each of which informs ~nd conditions the' oth~r. These are sim ply ", 
, . , 

building .blocks in our conception of ttl.Lfilm as a premier example of 
1 • 

religfou~ cinema as we have detined it, The task that remains befon? 

us is to show exactly how this conception is manifested,' , 

H,I'8 /lUS mas as Virtue.l Religious ElEperience 

We may return now to the argutnent that we began" shortly· 
1 ' , ' • 

betore we engaged in a' closer analysis of Rerz /Jus 6ldS. This argu-. , 

\ 

, . 
.. ' 
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ment stated that o~rs is but a virtual experience of what Hias ~es 

an'd that the Içltter remains as absent from both the film event_.and 

the ~ssentlal cmem~tlc experience as elther Muhlbeck or his se~ret 

formula (from its narrative surface). The logic of this argument IS 

now qUlte obvious But how do we move from this conceptIOn, to one 

of Rerz iJUS Glas as virtual rehglO!-ls ~xperience? 

The mlssing component of our arg~ment is the quahfier that 
1 

narrows the range of Interpretations to the speclfically religious dl­

men~ion Vve have already encountered several elemen,ts th~t we 

have ide~tifîed as the qualifiers of local' narrative fragments (~. g.. in 
. . 

the' incident of the absent bear, the qualifier was glven as • A prophet 

:: is Îike a man who ... " and, 'i~ the case of the absent formula, as the 

~ctuai rubY-CQloured glasses, goblets, etc., that we perceive) ln 
. 

these we detect the origins of the qualifier that we id~ntify as cen-

tral. 
.. . , 

That. central qualifier typifies our very- cQnception of Rerz dUS 

ôlas, for it is Itself characterized by an absenée that confirms the 

~tatus of the film as the very embodiment of ~ simuldcrum. There i5 

no qualifier in the film. Rather, the central qualifier drise$ from the 

oessential cinematic experience and disappears the moment the latter 

cornes to an end. Thus, it is very much a prodltct of Interpretation, 

of a partlcular herrneneutic, and therefore remains highly susceptible 

to. being ignored, or, worse, declared irrelevant. 

:But it can .only he declared irreleVant ·from the perspective of. 

relevance, which Wé' ignore., And it can only he ignored by' a herme-
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, " 

neutic of presence, which' we avoid, This implies that we can' only' 
, " 

argue for our experien~e of the film as virtual religlOus experience ' 
, l , 

from the perspectivè' of our Qwn ,hermeneutic (as developed in this 

dissertation) and given our. conception of the qualifier 'rehgious' (as 

defined in the flrSt chapter),' With these qualifications, we posit the 

'existence of the qualifier in the tension .between the seen and the 

unseen, the kn0wn. and the unknown, the present and the ahsen t in 

Rerz lIUS 6111s 

As' our foregoing analysis has shown; , Rerz au$' Glas IS repletè 
. , 

with signs of absence, such, that our very experience" .of the film be-. , ' 
, , ' 

cornes one of pervasive abserice, But the absence iS
r 

qualified through-

out, for it is variously identified as the absent bear, the absent for-, ' 
, , , 

mula, the absent":·Mühlbeck, etc" and beyond these particular ele-

ments, on a mON? interpretive plane, the absence of narrative clo­

. sure, the absence of narrative relevance, the absence of narrative 
, , 

" 'si~nificance (as conclusive signification), etc. 

, Thus,' what we see ,is, Îl1vari~bly characterized by ab~flèé, - :qut 

, ' wh" t we do not Sel?' hy Il hldden presence, In the case of the absent 
, , 

_ bear, interpretation (Hi as. daims ta have killed a' bear~ leads to the 
, . 

,present beàr; in the case of the absent formula, common sense (in 

, Vi~ of the abundance of nÎby crystal) leads to the present formula; 

, in t}i~ case of the absent Mühlbeck, narrative desire (we'do see his 
,. . . ' ~ ), 

1 

.'gr,live a~d'numerous other signs of his'potential existence, so we as-
} 1 1 .. ' , ' ; "4. , 

,s~e that he 'once lived) leads to the present Mühlbeck.. Npt that 

that .pr~s.enCé ~eeds to. he' ~~; it 'rernains, perman~ntly unseen. 

, ' 
.' 

" 

. --
" 

! , 

" 

, 
1 
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SiJ:nilarly, the absence of .,narrative èlosur~ leads to the presence 
, . , 

of ~arratlve ,closure, through the force of ~lir i~aginatloo, a~d thè 
. . 

absence of narrative relevance leads, to the presence of narrative rel-

eVancè, ln the form of partiëIpatlon In the story unfolding, and, fi­

. nally, the absence of narrative 5'lgmhcance leads- to the pr~sence of 
~ , 1 

naz::ratlvé SlgmfIcance,. inasmuch as that very absence bec0rr:tes signif-
\ ' ~ J' 

ican't. We haye shown that ~his prese,nce is,' 'in every case, Inherent-

ly, unstable, but here Its m~ment'ary stabil(ty lS Important, ' 

" Thè Ïnomentary stablhty of the Interpretation in favo'ur, 'of pres­

ence permits the juxtaposition of presence and absence at every 

juncture between -narrative fragments.' For the presence survives, 

briefly, as Wf! move thro\1gh that juncture. "As it decays" it' interacis 

.. with the absencè whith the juncture has brought- to light,' stlch that 

~he two creèlte a 'momentary tension 'which, 'in tur'n, provides the 

hertnene,utic: energy m;ede;d t? i;nterp'ret the, pre,7eding ~arrati~e frag-

ment in terms of its essential ab~nce. r • 

- . " 

Thils" in the case of the abs,?nt, ~ar, the narratIve fragments -

~re:: Ca) the apparent ~truggl,e Wlth the bear (to shot 228) and '(b) _ 
• fI'l ~., ~ ." ~ 

the narration of the islanders; 'adven'tur,e (from shot 232~. The nar-
rative juncture occ~rs between shot 228; wherein Hias summarizes 

the first narrative fragment with "'So! Und jetzt em Barnbtaten", . 
", ' t 

, ,and shot 232, wher~in Hi~s re-discovers the island, then is removed 

fJ:"om our' sight, though not yet out of <>l,lr hearing. While Hias·i~ stili 
. . 

fighting ,the unsëen animal, .we are unaware of its nature, but we 

posft· s,omething, .even im~ginarY. ,This presençe car ries through into 
~ ... " . . t 

., 
" . - " :':' . 

~ 

" .. 
," "n 
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tQe nar:rative Juncture, until Hias identifieS the annnal, this identifi-

cation immediately pomts to an absent bear 1 but as such it 15 still 

momentarily present to us Thus, presence and absence CO-~~lst, 

briefly; in this brier co-existence Jour interpretatl0n of the prev10us 

narrative fragment is twisted from presence to absence and the ener­

gy that dr'lves this twist is taken from the tensïon that the co-
.t. eX1stence genera tes, 

(It is important '10 underst~nd that the preceding description is 

informed, not by' a psycholc>gical perspective, but by a hermeneutic 

'Ône. We have not described what transpires in the mind of a mern-
, . ' 

ber of the audience, for ;hat is utterly beyond the bounds of this dis- _ 

settation. Ra~hel", we have described both a model and an example 

for the interpretation of the hermeneutic prOcéss lnat -drives the es-. . , 
.sential cinematic experience. In defence of this model we may cite 

; 

. our own analysis of Rerz aus G/as, since thëit analysis demonstrates, 

at the very least" th>at the film emh?dies elements which: though 

the}' might equally he fodder for a more traditional analysis (as in 
. 

. the three exatrlples provided), yet consistently exce~d the capacity of 

t'hat form of analysis.) 
. ' 

Wherein; - then, is the- qualifier?, II'?- the particular instance just 

'prèsènted, it exists -within .the juncture _. Its existence is derived from 
, ,'" ,- , 

" . .. . 
the twist of presence to absence. Its essence is one V(ith tpe ~bs~nce 

"- ~ 1'" \ 

that survives, but that _essence can bè descriped, for .it is tirst and 

fore~ost an experience ttlé~t coincides with ~h(l. move.:nent trom pres":: 
• 1 • ~ 

~nce to absence. Thus, the particul~ qualifier "is the very experierîèe 
\ 

. -. 
\ 

{ 

.' 
" ... '. 

< 
" : '1 , 
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of absence that resuits If we .... lnterpret this experience, we may de-
l 

~cnbe Its partlcular mamfestat16n as 'A prophet 15 like a man who 

[the combmatlOn of the previous narratIve fragment and the current 

narrative Juncture]' (see previous reference). And, m the llght of our 

dehnltion of the term m the first chapter, we may further mterpret 

this InterpretatlOn as 'religious', for It exists ln the context of prot>ha­

cy generally and concelv~ the latter ln very traditlonal terms, at 

least untll its collapse withm the Juncture 

That Juncture (and thereafter every other Juncture) extends 

far beyond the narrative d1mensiOn, not only.because it transgresses 

1;t, but also because it extends our experience beyon~ that dimension; 

and thls not only in the literaI sense, as an end to the partlcular' 

narrative fragment, t;>ùt aiso in the metaphoncal sense, as a vîew 
, , 

through the narrative dimension to the inherent emptiness that lies 

underneàth it. Thus, as an In~vltable component,of our experience of 

the film as whole, an expenence characterized by fragments and 

junctur~5, that juncture may aiso serve as a metaphor for the 

whole. In this capacity, it permlts the exte~sion of ItS own qualifier 

to encompass our experience of the entire film. But there is an at- . 

tenuation 'a::;s~ciated with this exter:tsion, such. that we can no longer 

be as specifie as 'A prophet is like a' man who .. '; instead, We move 

to a more intellectual conception, 

In this more intellectual conception, we begin tirst with th~ ~~ 
, , 

sential cinematic 'experie.nce ,as one that is immediate: ,it is charac-
, ' 

t~rized _ by ~n overwhelming pr~ence-J since it is àlsà the sole focus of 
... l '" • ,~ ~." 

~.. • ~I ... 

, .. 
'. . ' ... 

, , 
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our sensory apparatus The events al1.d characters that constltute 

that expenence are almost an afterthought, we are much too close to 

them to bB aware of them as anythmg otne!" than ImmedIate. But 

Rerz aus Glas does not sustam thiS immediacy 1 the indlvldual Jun~ 

tures serving to augment ItS decay The ongm of the pro cess of decay 
. *' 

lies ln the sIlence tha t pervades the film, not as an absence of dIa-

10gue or musIcal background, but as an absence of sigmfication gener­

ally' nothmg sustams reference, there 15 an mevitable collapse of any" 

relatIon between the fIlm and the expenence that we bnng to It 

Thus, the entlre film functlOns as one sustalned Junc~ure between the 

presence that we assoclate Wlth our experience prior to the film and 

the absence of any relevance to that expenence that we face by the 

tIme we encounter the absent bear (if not soon after the film be­

gins) 

Yet the presence that we associate With our experlen~e pnor to 

the film mamtalns a shadowy status as memory; thus, ,lt is carried 

into the essential cinema tic experience, into the juncture, the te to " 

encounter the absence that inform~ the latter Presence and absence 

enjoy a brief co-existence.; th en the memory that we maintain of our 

experience prior to the film 'is twisted from presence to absence; 

here, again, the energy that drives this twist is taken from the ten­

sion that the co-existence generates. The qualifier central to Rerz aus 
, 

6/115 exists within the greater junct}1re that the film as a whole cre-

ates; it~i existence, too, is derived from the twist of presence to ab­

sence and its essence is one with the absence that survives; therein 

\ 
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lIes the reason both for the dlsappearance of the qualifier the moment 

f the film cornes, to an end Ct or tha tend IS also logically the end of the 
l \ ' 

partlcular absence that charactenzes Rerz aus ô/as) and the existence 

of, that qualIfier as no more than a virtual entity (for It is create~ 

and, malntained artlfIcmlly and is qUlte rep€atable), Oùr experience of 

this central qualIfier coincIdes wlth the movement from presence to 

'absence (from the very begInning of the film, but climaxmg in the 

inciden t of the absen t bear) , 

If we now mterpret this expenence, we may o~ly descnbe It 

metaphoncally, for it remains a funet/on of the essentiaJ cinematic 

expenenée and does not SUrvIve any literaI r~-lnterpretatlon Meta­

phoncally, then, lt IS represented by the 'symbohc tenor of the filin 
(we did mSlst, 10 the previous chapter, that the content of a film 

" 

--", can an'd may ,be analysed ta highlight- the religwus qualIfier), not on-
1 .. ~~ 

- ly do we encôunter an abundance of religious signs and icons, both 

~ural and vis4a1, but we participat~in numerous, though inconclü­

sivl2, (pseudo-)religlOus events; even the narnitiYè' surface of the film" 
" . .... ' 

as a whole p~rodies, a rehgi<;>us q~est, such as the quest for th~ "Holy 

Grail: ~ !ch brauch ein Glas mein Blut zu fassen, sonst rinnt es mir 

dâvon" (shot 107). In all of thes,e',a ~raditional r-eligious cinema criti-
, - .. ~ ~ , 

cism would find a great quantity of material from which to con-
1 l 

&truct, carefully, reference by referflnce, a religious superstructurelt'o-

impose on our experience of the film, But. it is precisely this that . 

they do not sustain (e. g., the metaphor of the Holy Grail' ~ails to de-, 
, c 

velop and main tain a separa te existence; the pieces of 'that metaphor 
1 

-" 
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remain lsolated, .. suPP?rting, no more than a tenuous interconnection). 

Their existence ?ustains no more than a weak associ&tiol1 Wlth the 

surface features ~f one or' mor:e of the major religions. But this asso­

ciatIon IS sufJiplent to support ~he qualifier whose existence we posit 
, .' 

within the greater juncture that the film as a whole create~ 

~eyond this' surfa'ce denvation of the metaphoncal Interpretatlon 

of the central qualifier, we may point to the effect 'of the Juncture 
<l 

that the film as a whole crea tes. This effect we m'Ust also describe 

metaphorically it IS the eneounter of the audience with the edges 

that populate Hias' Vlsions, thenee Wlth the edges .of the narrative 

fragments that constitute the film, thence with the 'edges"of the n,ar-" 

rative dimension ot the film as a whOle, thence with the edges of 

narrative' per se, and thenee with the edges of the essential cinemat­

ie experience; and 50 v.rith edge generally. The~ overall effe,~t is sUnply , " 
- ~ 

one of lite permanently at the edge ,ot its own relevanee, even exist-

ence; as such, this effect may a'lso he d~sçrihed thus: 

[original itallcs removed) There was once a man who owned sorne 
property on a high cliff which overlooked the su. He spent many 
years ot caretul construction on a road trom his house to the' very 
edge of thR cliff. When thR road was finished, hR spent hours each 
day standing on the extrerne edge where he ~uld tee! the thrUl ot 
the sea. The peoplR who Uvee! round about werR pracücal'and sen­
sible tOlk,-and they sa1d that he was a ~ry good road-bullder and 
that hR certainly liked ta walk a lot. (Crossan, 1975: 21) 

ln the most simplistic terms, then, tge central qualifier' QU81ifjêJ. 

our experience of Rerz /lUS Glas as one of--the encounter with that 

which can -only he enco_untered, never precisely described: it is tge 

.. 
\ 1." j 
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.. ~ , 1 

other that eXlsts always and onJy. in oppositIon to the familiar, ln the 
. ~ ... 

case of Herz aus Glas it rs at least ,sufflclently. qualifled as to receive 
. 

the identificatIOn 'religiou~', :which lS to say, Wholly Other'. But it lS 

never mor~ than virtually sb, for, as our experience 0/ that lilm, It 

remains an entlrely artificial phenomenon. In this manner, we. per- . 

ce ive 'Rerz aus Glas as virtual religlOus expenenœ 
'. . " 

Concluding Remarks 

, We may now summanze our argument for Berz dUS GldS as 
~~ '1 

virtual religlOus - experience as follows' ln the encounter ,between the 

audience and the'essential' cinematic experience we der ive experience-, 
- ' . -

in the further encounter of that experience as one that is character-

ized by absence and qualified by the rehgious tenor of the film. we ' 
", 

derive religious experJence; and in the final encoun~er of that experi-

ence as artificial, as arl aesthe~ic construct, as no more than an ap-# . . 
. pearance of absence, we derive vir{ual r~llÇious expenence efld 50 the 

pren1lse of thlS chapter and an example of the application of the the­

sis of this dissertation . 

-

, Thus, we have achieved the goal set at the outset of this chap­

ter, even th~ ~nd of the prevtous chapter . This eoncludes our investi-
,-

gation of the spedfic question: 15 Rerz aus Glas a religious film? We 

have now i~vestlgated religious cinema from both sides,. the genèral 

and the specifie" in su~h a manner Ù1at the former not only took 

precedence over the latter, but was also çlarified by the latter (al- -

, 
',. 

\ 
,-
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though we still maintain that this is not a necess4ry clarification). In 

this <:hapter, we presented pa st approaches to Werner Herzog's cituvr..e 
generally and Herz aus 61as specifically This provided sorne back-

. ground to the rationale for our chOlce of thàt film. lt ~also provided a 

collective opponent against whom. t?, initiate and refine our argument 

for the film as an example of religious CInema; for we have demon-

'. strated', at the very least,. that it 'is possihle (if not necessary) to 

v:iew thé film as such. Beyond this, we have demonstrated that such 

a view can be mformed by an "entirely different hermen'eutic, one 
, " 

that not only recognizes the same components of a film as its ante-
.... .;> ,~ If' 

o 

cedent hermeneutic, but also uncovers and identifies dimensions, per-
, , , 

spect.ives, and. interpretations that are inimical to that antecedent. 

'. 'Yet it is also clear from this chapter that Rerz aus 61as le,nds 
. , ... 

itself superbly tO"the applicatîon of our ih~sis, whereas :this is much 
" 

Jess clear"of à, film:such, as' Cecil B, DeMille's The Ten, Command:­

, ments. Are ",:",e th~n i~ 'danger', of asserting that, the latter is "no 
, , , 

longer to he include~ in the category of re~igious cinema? Or hav~ we 

" 'simply expanded that category such 'Îhat it may incluae both, r;; 
- . 

quiring"ol!r analysis to include thé former and a traditional-analysis 
, . , 

to include the latter? This Une of questioning leads ,us to the next and 

last chapter, "-in which the horizon of our thesi~ and the method Wf. 
., - ,-

. ha~~ derived for its app~.ication are ~e-~amined in the l,ight 01 the 
" ' 

present' chapter. 

" . 
'. 

- ' 
, \ 

'. 

, " . 

-
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, CHRPTER 4 -1 

, .. 
: Conclus,ion: Summary and Critique 

.. 

We began ~th two questipns. These we presented primarily in 

a naïve context. But· this naive cbntext quickly gave way ,before the 
, -
ever more complex envir~nment that the questions, intertWined 

, ' 

througl:tout thè remàinder of the dissertatIon, were shown to gener-

ate. T~usJ the question What is religious cine~a? appears far more 

exte~sive t~an was first suggested. lt probes the phenomen~n whence 

it arises, holding· it up to a riew, even alien ligh.t, su ch that cinema 
. ' 

in gene!'al emerges altered. That is precisely the thrust of this disser-

tation~ it is the audience ,that manufactures religious cinema, but In 

so doing, if motivatecf by the perspective developed Jn the se page5, 
~ l,,,'" 'J, 

.also alters the very: experi,ence it thought to f.ind there.' . t 

'. 
" . ,Dissert~tion SummarY 

- 1 

". 

\ " , 

'. . 
<1' ,,~. 1 a Q 

Ii.·:the first., chapter, 'we~ :posed t~e' qu~tion Why is'a given film 
, '1 1 

re~ious? ·This led ~o the qùe~tion What is rel,igioUs, cinema? Rèligious 

cinema was d~fined as Virtual religiou$ experie~ce; it was stated that 

this precludes th~ defii1iti~~' of r~ligious ci~em~ as' religious experience' 
. - , ( 

per se. njïrtual' ~as' Ulken 1 ~a mean Cas if': an ,experience that~ in , . - . 
the çontext of cinema; 'appellTs like another, but does I?-0t possess aIl 

.... 1. loI 1 

'. 

-, 

" 
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the characteristlcs of that other. 'Religious experimce' was defined 

trom the vantage of a non-referential definition of religious language; 

. ' such that the latter never rèfers directly to the formet and religious 

_ experience is never fully encapsulated In religious language; rather, 

religious experience remains precisely that, an 'other' that caUs aIl 

'ordinary' experience into question, Religious ci~ema is virtual reli":' 

gious experience because it remains an œsthetic construct, a repeat­

able phenomenon, a carefully crafted representation of another expe­

rience, whence it derives its qualifier 'religious'. 

ln the second chapter, we narrowëd our cinematic focus to the 
f 

elements that are concurrent with the projection of a film. We then 

further narrowed our focus to the visual component of the projected 

film, examining the origin of movement therein. The latter we 

deemed io arise through difference: (1) between successive' frames, . , 

where movement is mer;ely implied, (2) through 1 the coordinated but 

limited shift of abjects' along a whole series of frames, wherein mov~ 
il-

ment becomes a lunction of the' entire human visual system, and ,(3) 
;' 

through the recognition and identificatio~ of both locations and 0))-
. 

jects; such that rncv~mmt becomes synonyrnous with the entire 

process of signifi~tion.' We then extrapola~ed from this argument to 

cinema as a whole, such that the levels of interpretation just de-
, , 

scribed apply to any' film, regardless of wnether movèment is a part 

thereof. This latter interpretative proeess we identified' as the essential 
" ' 

cinematic experience and chose as Qur point of departure for the ap:'" 
, " 

pücation of -our thesis proper. The, cmematic context of the analytic . . 
,', 

\ 
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process must therefore always rernain the essential cinem~tic . experi­

'ence; this presen~s a heqneneutic difficulty, ,since that process is in­

evitably subjectIve, In the sense, of subJect-centred and s1:1bject­

derived. 

The shift toward the re/igious or' religious cinema was 'initiated 

, by an examination of a contemporary definition of parable, as found 
~-

in ~the New Testame:r:t hermeneu~ics of John Dominic Crossan and, to 

a lesser exte~t (at this stage), Paul Ricoe~r. The aèiva~tage of thls 
. , 

definitlon ôver prevlOus ones is its emphasis on the pnrT;lacy of the 

experience that underlies th'l ~rable, Indeed,. parable Cannot he Jully 

interpre~ed; rathe'r, parable fosters the experience that und~rlies it, 

s~ch tnat the 'experience itse/f hecornes the' interpretation, Parable 

achieves this through paradox:' dissonant elements that cannot he 
, 

reconciled Here, too, several levels of interpx:etatlOn exhibit this . .' 

characteristic: (1) an unexpectecl event IS related, but the degTe(l.~f, 
, ' 

counter-e~pectation is absolute, such that interpr.etation fails to ab,... 

sorb the shock, (2) the expression of that event in thé form of a 

parable is initially exte'rnal to thè hstener but, through the process of 

internalization, creates a temporal dissonance of perspectives, where-
\ ' . 

upon (3) that dissonance gradually ehcompas5eS, the very. faet of dif-

ferenee and the inevitable separation that follows, such that the . par­

able e~pands to ~eoine a marker between all pers~etiv~' and a re-

minder of the relativity thereof. , , 

" . . , . 
This d~finition of ~rable was chosen -for its conveni~nt focus -on 

: the experience, since that coincides with thë dnematic focus ~f o~r 

.. , 

.. 
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thais. But there r~mained the problem of determining the 'rèligio~s' 

of religiou$ cinlema. This was overcome, first by empha~izing the 
. -

o'therhess of the experience that parable fosters. The non-referential 
, -

function of parable is precisely coordinated with the impossibility of 

reducing religious experience to language. Yet language is necessary to 

provide the foundation for dissonance. Thus, parable is a linguistic 

ferm. As such, it exists in opposition to a linguistic forro that at­

tempts to reduce or ~liminate (hide) dissonance: myth. 50th myth 

and parable employ nàrrative structures to crea te a context for their 

funetion. These narrative structures, then, exhibit the characteristics 

that enable the critic to identify them as èither parable or myth; 

they also provide the necessary material to permit comprehe.nsion of 

théir intent. The critic may choose _ to examine narrative structures 

to elucidate either their mythic or their par'abolic nature. To empha­

size parable is therefore not to deny myth, but to move from myth 

to parable. So, too, in the caSe of the cinema: a film, .in the eatego­

ry of narrative cinema, may he analysed trom the perspectiv.e- of ei-:­

ther parable o~ myth, but if from the perspective of parable, th~_ 

this first through its 'mythic' text, since it is the latter that permits 
, 

comprehension of the essential cinema tic experience in the first place. 

We then extracted., the parallels between the essentia1 cinema tic 

experience and t~e foregoing definition of parable, -The former was . 

\ now re-examined. through the mirror of the latter. The focus shifted 

from the ~tomic'(the fram~) to th~ m~lecular (the shot), though 

newr from the essential cinematic experience per se. The parallels 
',- \ 

1 , 

. 
- 1 

'. . 

. '. 
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d~tennined' were: (1) internaI to tHe essential cinel1latic eXperièrice,' . . , 

wherepy tha~ experience i~ of, an event 'that Is completely outside· our 

ordinary experience, yet' 50 carefully' trafteël, 'that it becomes part' of 
-

that experience, (2) external to the essential cinematic experience, 

whereby images move from: i~mediate eXPerience to personal (and 

collective) memory, leaving only the difference between states, which 
. . 

difference necessarily exists only in the disjunction between the es-
# ' , 

-sential cinematic ex~rience and its end, and (3) whéreby t,he essen-
, 

tial cinematic experience per se is juxtaposed to Its,own absence, 

,leaving again o~ly the difference between states t bui this beyond the 

individual images :that constituted the events of the filrri, such that \ 
• 1 • .... \ 

ev~n the individu~l film ,becomeS merely an examr:>le of this more 

gene-rai phenomenon. 

The difference bet'Ween parab!e and the e~sentiai cinema tic ex- . 
.. • , \ , f 

perience was' then bro\.ight tq light, for whereas the parables of Je-
'. 

sus, for example, are deem~.~, to he paradigrnatic,: the essential. cine-

. matic experience as li reflection or representation of another experi-
, ",' t 

ent;e externa/ to itse/f, is a simulacrum (1: e., a pretense that is n~t 
" 

immediately apparent as such). It is for precisely this reason that. we 
, 1 ... ", ' .J...... ~ 

insisted on the definition of religious cinema as virtulJ/ religiou§~-
, . ..'~ 

'. rience. Thus,' reÜgious . cinema was d~e~ed to comprise two compo-' "'-, ---nents, orie subjéctive, the other objective; the subjective exists as 
... . ,,' , 

the essential cinema tic eXPerience, the objective' as the recognition of.' 

its count~rpart as a phantasm that )las no objective existence and no 
.- ~~ 

ultimate referent. Tb,ereupon' ~e defined the existence of religious cin-
" 

,. , 

'- ' 
, ---'-- , ' AI 
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el1)a as' thè tension between tne film event in its ~bjective and' sub­

'j~ctjve manifestations, insisting, tnat the very possibility of religious 

cinema is denied if ·thes~ two manifestations are reconciled. 
f 

Next, .we-turned to a' discussion of the context, and the qualifier 

that are associated with the sPecifically religious identification of the 

parables of Jesus. Extrapolating once again to the, cinema, we associ­

ated thè specificalIy religious dimension of that medium with the, 

presence of an appropria te conte~t (external to the individual film) 
1 

, and a correspondmg qualifier _,(ihternal 'to the individual film). Wf(! 

further typified our thesis as a d~ription of what religious cinema fs· 
, ' , 

and our description of context and .qualifier as a (partial) ideritifica-' 

tion of how religious cinema arises. Beneath bQ~h.,of tpese' compo­

nents, however, in both parable and religious éinema, there lies a 

,twist, initiated by a reversaI qf expectation, that shifts one's focus 

trom the literaI interpretation of the expression. t~ward a metaphori­

,cal re-interpretation that bril)gs to :light 'the paradox at -the core of 

, the experi~nce itself. This paradox, in turh, reveals the illusory r;~­

ture of the exPerience. denying its status as an absolu te or even. an . 
... - , . 

end in itself. Yet this perspective is not inevitable; rather, it remains 
, ' 

. a function of the audience. Thus" our dissertation is, at lellSt i~ part,-

an exerciSe in identifying the com~tence required of the audience'if 

the possibility of religious 'cinf(!ma is to exist. 

Finally, working trom a dialogue between Cr6ssan and Ricoeur, 
, 

we derived a specifie critical method with Which to perform an .anal-

ysis 'of a film. such that the results ptedicted by our theQry could hé 

" 

" 
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" ,~onsistently obtaine9. The critical tools associat~~ with' this me.thod 

weie id~ri~ified as 'brevity', ,'narrative', "'metaphor', and "paradoxt 

, 

The method ~as stated, to consist of -the identification of these compo-

,nents within the film u:nder analysis This wou Id , lèad to a perspective 

, th~t would perl11:it the determination of the m)' ln which the 

film revealed its ~eligious dImension. Brevity w~nder~tood qUlte 

literally; ~arratiye was ~nderstood a,s one that e~h refle~tive 
and reflex ive charactenstics; metaphor was understood as the pres­

ence of dissonant or discordant elements withm the film'; paradox was 
" ' 

understood as the presence~ beneath metaphor, of a fundamental in- '.~, 

congruity, one',-that can~ot ~ reso1ved ~radox was furthet postu .... 

lated to exist in, three flavours), de,rivèd' from semiotics,' but-or . 

therefor~-appli~d with .circ~msp~ction), Ali four components were 
• p • 1 

'hel~' t,o he ,suboTdinat~ té the qualifier, that, in. its turn, contextu­

alizes t'hem, 'fol'" 'it is 'ultimatély th~' qualifier alone that permits the 
.... . ; .. ,. 

inclusion of a, film, in the category o~ religious cin.ema. 

, ln the third chapter, we tllrned our attention te> an, analys~ of 

·Werner Herzog's Herz dUS Glas."This analysis had two functlon,s: (1) 

, ,it served as an example of' the application of OUT thesis, theory, and 

m~thod, whereby the ~eader inight derive a better practical under­

standing thereof, ànd (2) it seryed as ,a. test· of ,t~at app~i~tion, 

whereby the efficacy a~d relevance of our the~is, theory, and meth­

ad were hîghlighted. We ,deliberately ,avoided a protracted discu5si~n' of 

Werner Herzog's' œuvre trom our own perspective (ct;loosing, as weil,' 
'" J ' l' '~, 1 

npt to include eit~er a biography or· a fil":1Ograppy of 'the director) , 

'. 
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criti~~Zing instead 5e'V:iral ~xtant exarnples of such discussions Thence, 

we moved to brlef examination of past approa'ches to Her.z dUS Glas. 

in su ch a rnanner that our oWn approach would seem~ to sorne ex­

tent. an extension of the path -that this exâmination t~k, Before 

proceeding with our analysis, however: we provided a glimpse of, the 

origin of our choice of this film, whereupon we turned our focus to 

the core of our own approach: the" ehcounter between Hias and. the 

absent bear, 

.. In this encounter, we postulated a r~ersal of audience expecta .... 

tion and an atten~ant coUapse ofl one level of interpretation of the 

fil~. We cited in this 'collapse the arrivaI ofa~, ~rspective ~hat hints 

at a par.adigm informed by absenc,e, existing in opposition to a para­

digm info~m.eg by presence; the latter we.i~entifi.ed as the paradigm 

._ that underlies traditional reIigious cine!Tla criticism~' with its focu~ on 

~eference, the former we identifi~d as the paradigm that undèr,ies 

. th{s dissertation' and' alI that is deriv~d therein. From the absent 'bear 

we moved to the absent centre, which we identified' indistinct1y as' " 
• r ' ' 

either Mühlbeck (who is dead from the outset of the film) or ~he ~ 

cret formula for the manufacture, of ruby-coloured glass that he' pas-: .. 
. . 

sessed (and took with him to th~ grave). We ,then showed th.at, on " , 

'. 

r 

. ' 

. ' 

. . ' 

j ..... ~ 

the one hand, -much of the film is 'centred' on this absent, 'centr,e' 

and that, on the other hand, the' film comprises ~ serie~{ of 'decen-
~. , '. 

trings'.. fostered and represented prlmarilY by Hias: who' therefore ëX':" .. . . . 
since the latier 1S obsessed witn. the ~for-':' . i5ts in contrast to Goldfinger, 

mula's recovery. 
• , # ..... 1 
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We then proceeded to analyse the film in gr~~ter depth. This 
. { ~ , 

closer analysis uncovered a vatlety of intere~tirig data,' none of which 

nèed' he repeated here, for they served more as fodder for the latter 

portion of the chapter than as an end in themselyes Thus, we 

·t,utned to the application of the critical method developed in the sec­

ond chapter Under the rubnc of brevity, we d~ermined that Ren 

àus Glas lS less a monohthic narrative than a series of narrative 

fragments which, in turn, exhiblt an absence .of narratIve, closure 

,Moving then. to the rubric of narrative, we concluded that Rerz lI.us, 

t1las nevertheleSs flts the category of narrative cinema~ but; in this 

capacity, narrative is a function of the desire that we, as th~ audi- . , , 

ence, bring to 'the film. This desire remains unfulfilled; indeed, it i~ 
, . -

~ , consistently countered, first ir the absence of ~ narrative closure,' then . 

~hl the encounter with the metaphorical dimension of the film, 

: 'wherein tt is unmasked and turned back on itself. 

The metaphorical dimension arises from the conjunction of dis-
, . " . " 'sonant narrative fragments and the disjunctions that lie between. 

: 

• -0. , 

.. 
" 

" 

. 

Beneath this, however, rnetaphor may also be found in the essential 

, '. 

cinematic experience per se. Here; finally, we posited the paradox 

that we held ta pe-rvade 'that experienc~. Indeed, this paradox penè­

trates th,? essential cinematlc experience to such an extent that the 

,film challenges not only our perception of itself, ~t our mode of 

,. '\, perception it~lf. Then, under the guise of th.e three flavours of par-

'.~ adox, post'ulated by Crossan, we 'outlined the precisè reguirements that, . 

. the' audience must fulfil to attain the perspective elucidated in our 

" . 
'\ ..... 

\ , ~ 
" 
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.anaJysis There remained onJy the isolation of the qualifier that would 

permit the formaI inclusIon of Rerz dUS Glas in the category of reli­

gious' cinema We asserted that there IS no qualifier ln the film; 

rather, the qualifier exists in the tension between the seen and the 

unseeh., the known and the unknown, the present and the absent in 

the film Thus, the quahfier 15 a funetlOn of our experience of the 

" film, though thlS only from a very specifie vantage, sueh that ~he 

qualifier exists Jess as sorne identihable thing than precisely as Its ab­

sence Yet, the expenence remams artificial, such that It 1:; never. 

more than V1rtual rehgious experience. 

Dissertation Critique ( 

We deal now wlth several matters identÎfied within, earlier por­

tions of the dissertation but postponed for consideration until its final 

chapter. The first of these is the matter of terminology, broached in 

the opening chapter, The issue concerns the dominion of our thesis 
. 

and .its contribution to the realm of religious cinema theory and criti-

ci sm , given that we have chosen particular definitions of religious . 
language and religious experience. 

This matter has largely been dealt with in the second and third 

chapters. We admitted that the dominion of our tnesis is compro+ 

rnised by its reliance on the aforementioned definitions; but we aiso 

insisted that this reliance is precisely what makes this dissertation 

original with respect to religious cinema theory and cri~icism. We 

o 

• 
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f h h ' d h t 'd h d' urt er In te t at our perspective oes not 50 muc counter tra 1-

tional religious CInema criticlsm as treat the latter as a specifie in-
, . 

stance of a more general approach, for tradItion al rehgious CInema 

cntlclsm 15 a method that interacts with the surface of religious cine­

ma, but falls to dig beneath that surface ·~o reveal the cmematIc 

substratum whence religlOus cinfma is ultimately derived Th~s, we 

deem our thesis to represent bo~ a deeper and a more thorough 

(therefore more rewardmsJ point of :origin ~radltlOnal rehglous cme­

ma critlclsm mamtalns Its relevance as a method of mapplng the 

surface features that pomt to the Immediate foc us of our theSlS: the 

essentlal cinema tIC experience, 

It is necessary to choose a referential definItion of religious lan­

guage if one wishes to map those surface features, Nor does our thesis 

deny the validity of the referential defimtion, it merely relativizes it: 

reference 15 no longer understood' in an ultJmate sense, but sim ply as 

connection: between events, between objects, between images, €Ven 

between levels of mterpretation, Connections may he established , 

throughout every level of the essential cinema tic experience, but 

thesë connections fail to achieve any absolute status; they exist with-, , 
\ 

in the essential cinematic experience, or within the larger world of 

signification that surrounds It, or within t~e unlverse of signification 

that gives ri se to ail forms of human communicatIon. But never be­

yond Thus, if our thesis is to find Its match, it is not in traditional 

religious cinema criticism, for it has moved beyond that; rather t it 

will find its match in a perspective that is yet more fundamental, 
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cJoser to the origln of the essential cinematic experience, therefore 

able to encompass both our thesis and traditional religious CInema 

criticism and demonstrate both to be but specifie instances of a yet 

more general approach. 
~ t ') To provide an example of the foregoing, we may take up the 'l, 

quèstlons posed at the end of the last chapter: Are we in 'danger' of 

asser-ting that Cecil B. DeMille's The Ten Commandments is no longer 

to bè incJuded in the caiegory of .religi~~s _cinema? Or have we sim ply 
< 

éxpanded that category such that It may include both that film and 

ReTz /Jus 6las, requiring qur analysis to include th~ latter and a tra­

ditional analysis to include the former? A thorough answer to these 

questions requires that w~ atfempt to analyse DeMille's film in a 

ma!lner similar to o,ur an~lysis of Herzog's film. But a thorough an­

swer is unn~cessary ·here. A contempÔrary audi~nce of DeMille's film, 

familiar with the superb special effects available to the modern film­

maker,' is unlikely to derive satisfaction from that film's more primi-

"' tive effects: the audiences desire lor bi.bliCélI spectacle 'WIll not /Je ful-
, 

olled, at least not ln the same manner or degree as might have been 

the case for the original audience. Indeed, -it is likely that the specta­

cl~ will, to sorne extent, 'self-destruct' in the minds of aIl bu' .. the 

most naïve members of the audience. In this 'self-destruction', we 

would catch the first glimpse of the material to which to apply our 

approach; furthermore, tradition al religious cinema criticism would 

also have to admit the relativity of the spectacle-and therefore of 
é 

the referential dimension of the film as a whole. , 

;' 
l' 
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This relativization, hQwever, also points to the relativization of -

0.ll1'." thesis It seems- IneVl~able that sorne of the phenomena associatèd 

with the essentlal cinem~tlc expenence decay with tlme _ Ultimately, 
, 

this will lead to a need to revise our understandlng of the topology of 

the essentlal clnematic experience itself: what on'ce was thought to he 

fundamental to that experience is now shown to he perlpheral; con-
, 

versely, what IS now thought to he n'o more than peripheral may, in 
, , , 

time, he showp to be fundamental _ Cinema, as weIl as dur under-

standing thereof, is in a constant state of flux; our theslS is an island 

in ~ sea of possibilities; in time, this island will grow or sink; inevl­

tably~'" other islands will appear. Thus, our thesis exists, not only in 

relation to traditioÎ'lal religious cinema critlcism, but also In relation . ~ 

to an religious cinema theory and criticism and, beyond these, to 

film theory' per se. At the very least, it leads to the expansion and 

further crystallization of religlOus cinema theory (particularly since . , 

the latter hardly exists as a disc~pline) and the cntical methods asso-

ciated with it. But wherein lies its contribution to film theory per 

se, ,since it is, at lellst in part, a deriv~tive thereof, though perhaps 
. . 

somewhat inadvertently 50? 

The minimum contribution we posit in the rdpprochement' he­

tween film theory and religious cinema theory that this dissertation 

engenders: the two are in closer proximity again, as they once were, 

when, for example, Siegfried Kracatier was more popular, though 
\ . ~ ~ , 

both have been permitted to change (thus, the original Pl"oximity, or 

its ground, is lost). Beyond this, we cite the eclèctic natut:'e.;of our 

, , ,. 
,. 

.' 
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approa~~, for this encourages a iess' dogmatic, more loosely controlled 
; .. ~ tI 

understanding of film theory' (it may seem ironie that a . fe/igious 

cinema thedry should he I~SS 'dogmatic than a sècu)ar or genera) on~, 
. \ \ ~ ~ 

yet that is' very mucn in keeping with, our perspective). But beyond 
, 1 

even this, we note that, following the work that this dissertation 
, . ' 

, represent~,' it should nt> longer ,he possible ,to deve)op a theory of reli-
, , 

gious cinema-or a method. of reJigioqs cinema criticism-in isolation; 
, ' 

film th~oTY, has simply reveal.ed tao ,rl:luch about the phenomenon 
, , . 

,r" that for-ms its locus to permit the Critic ,or theorist of religlOus. cinema 
'# , 

'r- , ., 

to pay jt no heed: Finally, "we ~eem the most fundamental contribu-
... ' .. • ~ ,j. 

tian to œ' the simple provision al' a"th~ory, ,and a metnC?d-neither, of 
, , 

whièh is inimical to film theoty generally-o-w1th which to tackle the 
. " 

pheno~enon of religious .cinema; in other words: film theory has e~-

panded its horizon ta in~lude religiou~r cinema. . 1 

, , 

... This 'expansion: however, hints also~ at the possibility of a re-
.' 1 

definition, of filin theory, We would argue that many of the contem-

porary film theories wQuld he inadequate to the ,task of analy~ing 

Herz /lUS filas. Or, ,if adequate, then certainly not ta the ~xtent that 

they could account for our experience of that film in its entirety 

(note that nowhere do we c1aim that our analysis exhausts the in-
- r 

terpretative potential of Rerz /Jus 6llJ$). In other words: now th,at , - , 

film theory geri~rally has expanded its horizon to include religious 

cinema, it can' no 16ng~r 'ignore that' phenomenon; we cou Id require , -, 

·of other film theories 'that have initiated an analytic pr~ess that 

'they attempt to come to terms with our own approàch ~fore they, 

.1 
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complete their conclusions. Nqr would this he '~npro~itabJe, for in the 

very attèmpt, a bridg~ng of the gap between fil":l theory and ,film 

çriticism "would be initiated:'. every' analysis must' credit the audience 
, " 

of the film in question with 'some degrèe of insight into its int~rpre-

tative potentlal and it is precisely ~s ·members of the audience that 
- , 

we Inltiate our approach. Similarly, the gap between religious cinema . 
theory a~d film reviews appearing in' relisious periodicals would he 

considerably narrowed through the expansion of the religious cinema : 

.--, critic's per'spective to ,include many of the data outslde the focus 'ot' a 

o 
, , 

o 

, traditional ·religious cinèma criticism, although thlS may also make 
• l , 

5uch ' review5 unpalatable to their e5tablished audience, 

ln this last point we detect the core of the relevance of this 

dissertation (thence the justification for the work that it 'represents) 

For we have. established the credibility of an app~oach to religious 
, . 

cinema that- begins with an examination of. the ele~ents of the cine-

,matie m~dium itself. Religious cinema theory need no longer tread as 

carefully ar-ound the issues that .occupy film theory generally; rather, 

it may tackle them ~th equal VIgour. The advant~ge of this freedom . ' 

for the wider audience is tl:lat religious cinema theory is bettet able 

tO'stand on its own and defend its stance against the onslaught of 

other, perhaps mdre secular film theories (1. e., whose focus is more 
, 1 '. \ 

secular): It is more feasible to justify the mcfusion of partîèular. films 

in the category of religious cinema; it is also easier to identify the 

religious dimensions o~ten intuited in films far outside the traditional 
.. , , ~ J 

boundaries of religious cinema. 
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To rephrase: religious cinèma theorY is more relevant to' the 

. , , 

, experiençe of the members of the audience, be they dilettantes, 50-

phisticated viewers,. or formaI students ,of film. Nor is it any longer 

necessa~_ ta posit the existence of, t~e religious dimension only in th~ 

positive (cf, Weiss); the religious cinema cri tic is free to move he­

yond certain stylistic conventions (cf., SChrader); ~he theorist is able 

to defve into the essential cinematic experience in aIl its man~festa-
. '\ 

tions; for, in ail cases the religious dimension is utterJy a function of 
1 

interpretation and fully recognized as such. Here we find ourselves· 
1 

once more on the threshold of film theory generally, but as an equal 

. instea~ of· as a dependant, for we are now able to offer a criticism of '-

earlier religious cinema theory, withQut recourse to other film theo-

. ries, bU,t, simply from the perspective of the greater conlidence and 

; preci~i~n that our deeper foundation pro~des. 
, , 

Nevertheless, ,the latter is subject, finaUy, to the very paradox . . 
that it generates: ,if we· return to the, pr?blem of par~digm ïdentified, 

early in the preVious chapter, we must a~knowledge that religious 

cjnema as we have defined it Is unstable; this instability resides not 
i - . 

only in the interpretative capactty- of the audience, but al50 in the 
- ' 

theoretical cirfularity of our argument. We were unable to resolve 

th, issue of the status of religious cinema as paradigmatic or, anti-
. , 

paradigmatic; .in the. former case, we stated that religious cinema 

, would disappear, in the _lattér case, we recognized that our thesis 

wou Id require expansion. The instability stems from the locus of par­

adigm for, as we' have defined- that locus, it resides; not in the h9dY 

. -. 

, , 
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of films that we would identify' as religious' cinema, but in the act of 

interpretation and categorization ~hat le.ads to 'that identification. ln 

-other words, the locus of stability main tains its existence entirely 
. ~ - , 

within the sphere of a non-stationary, eVen undeOneçl object: 

As the object moves, so does the.1ocus of our paradigm; and as 
.. 1 _ ,-

the latter moves, our thesis is shlfted trom its own tounda~ion, We 
, v 

may state, innocently,"that therein lies its strength, for it 'i's ground-
/ ~ 1 ~ 

ed in a perspective that avoids', eve~ il1hiQits stability in' any .ab~~l~te 
l 1..' ' ,. 
... l' 

sense, But that simply begs the question: Wlierein, then, 'lies the' 

value of this dlss~rtation, if it is no morf? -than a -~e~porary, applica-, 
.. 

tion 'of its own thesis? The two ~nnot 50 easily and innocently bè. 
, ' 

separated from one ~nother, f?r .the thesis is', dèlended in ,this d"ïssér-
.' 

tation, the dissertation 'defends that th,e5J5. Yet it is inevitable that 
, , 

one or the other should decay; we can prevent neither, for the origin , ~, -

and nature of any future critique are unknown. Thus, the value of 
• > 

this dissertation cannot ex tend much beyond its effort to move reli-

gious cinema theory and criticism in a new direction; once this move 

has been properly initiated and acquires sorne internai momentum, 

our. work will pass into obscurity J but it will have achieved bath its 

most immediate and its secondary academic 'purpose. 

We are left, then, to resolve the issue of paradigm with respect 

to our definition of religious cinema. We deem both ,options' mentioned 

in t,he previous chapter to apply, although they appea! to contra~ict , . 

one another: on the· qne hand, if our definition of religious cinema as 
essentially anti-paradigmatic forces thé conclusion' that we define a 

o • 

' .. 

" . 
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cinematic pàradigm, with religious cinema as its paradigmatic mode} 

(and Rerz ~us G/as as t,he first Ci e., paradigmatic) instance there­

of), then rehgious cin~ma vanishes as· precisely what it was defined , , 

'às; on the other hand, if our definition of reIigious cinema as essen­

tially anti~paradlgmatic does not force the aforementioned conclusion, 

'. " then the defence of our thesis requires expansion to Include a discus­

sion of the function of non-paradigmatic 'objects' (e.g" Rerz BUS 

Glas) at the edge of the pàr-adigmatic universe.' . 
ln the form!?r instance, the thrust of th~ dissertation is, In . 

part, toward t~e amalgamation of cinema an~ religious cinema,; for, 

if the latter is a function qf interpretation, then there are no neces-
, . 

sary restrictions to he i~posed on its horizon. Religious cinema is nei-. , 

ther paradigmatic nor anti-paradigmatic with respect to cinema per 

se; rather, either conception" is a f\Ulction of the rigidity with which . \,-

cinema as a whole is defined: a rigid definition requîres that religious 

cinema he understood ,anti-paradigmatically, for the purpose of its ex­

istence is' then to èollapse that rigidîty; a loose d~finition requires that 

, , religious cinema he understood paradigmaticaIly, but only with re-

, spect to that loose definition, since ~he purpose of religious cinema is 
1 ~ l, "1 . , 

then synonYmous with, 'Cinema per 'Se and the existence of the latter 
, . 

. ~rves always to question both its own nature and status. as' weil as 

the nature and status of the 'real' world. 
, , 

ln the other instance above, we must a150 recognizè that the 

• "r, 'thrust· of the 'real' world is always mythic (for 50 it is defined) and " 

l '" • ,th~t t'Wry religious endeavour must therefore retain a non-

'" , . 
, . 

, 1 

, . 
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" 

... " 

., paradigmatic, even anti-paradigmatic statu's in 'its encourlter with 
~~ i 

that ~orld ~ Here religIo~s cinema eXIsts less in relation to cinema as 
a ,_, 

a whole than in relatiorl.,to religIon as a whole, It is' therefore a non-' 
) . 

paradigmatic object in relation. npt only to ciper:na, but also to th~ 
~ .. l ' , 

• ' • r • 

creai' world, As ,such, ,it can scilrcely,be defended in this dissertation, 
t. • f J ~ 

for it is sYnonymq'u,s with religion per se, AH that can he defended is 
the particular definitlon of religion that underlies it, This, too, is im-

, 
"Possible-as an absoluté Clèfence;' lt can he ~defended only as ~.choice 

,t J' '4; 

and as such lt already has bèen defended, in th~·Jorm of our dehm-
, 1 
, . 

. tibns of religious language (a~ tnon-referentlal) and religlous ,experience 

(as Wholly Other) in the first chapter, ' . , 
t J ' ( 

" . , . 
" 

1. ' \ , " . ' 
ConcludiJlB 'Remarks', , 

• • ", 1 

1 '.. ' 

\ 

\ . , 

, "~ Fl"om this pers~etive, then; the tw"o ins~n~es ap~ar consider-
,. 1 - " '1 \ \ '. 

ably less contradictory; 'indeed" they now seém côrnplem~ntary, ex':... 

~ 

, '.' isting together to infor;m a1'?d' direct the' expans~on of our approach in-, 
" 

,+ -

.', 

. , , 
to fi~m theory, on ~h~ onè' hand, and religion a~d culiure, on the 

'.' 

other hand", In th~ conjunction of this compl'ementary pair, we dis-
, , 

cern the final It>cation of our' disserta,tlon: the latter e~ists in and as 
. , . 

th~ir neXU5, And, in thlS dîsc~rnment, 'fe reach the end of. ~he de-. 

fence of our thesis and ,hence of th~ dissertation, Hencèforth, the 10-
, " 

, . 

eus ,of the- debate must reside elsewhere, It is our hope that 5uch a' 

debate will, in' tact, arise,' for' there has heen little thereof in religiou5 

cinema theory and. critictsm; rather 1 each appr:oach has existed as 
, ' , 

,', 
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though in isolation from' aU others. This cannot continue. ft is thus _ 

our further hope that. this disse"rtàtion may serve a~ Ieast as a prov-:" 

\ ocation to other critics, stude"nts, a:tl.~ scholars "cjf religious cinema, for 

this ca~ oni;, he' of benefit to religiou~ cinema theory and criticism. ~ 
, -

" , . 
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Rerz nus Gins 

H~~ Il US 'Glas \..ras' directed by Wer~.er He~og and released In 

19r6~. This Sctêenplay con tains a shot-by-shot description of the film .. 

The description is the re5~1t of· a careful, frar:ne-by-frame analysis of 

,the film over 'a, one-week per~od,. Access to the film was provided by . 
, 

. the Goethe Instltute of Toront~. The print num~,r W8S ~.294/28~ the 

'Print was'16mm'with full col our and sound; the dialogue was in (ier-
. .' 

, .. man, with French subtitles. The film was screened privately on Jan-, 
". . 

uary 30, 1981, and Mar:-ch 3-4, 1~84: J , 

. ' 

The 'shot' is the smallest structural unit identified in the de-
, 

script ion . There arè 250 shots in . the film às screened. Each shot is 

identified by nUIl'l~r and listed in sequence. Followmg each shot 
, , 

number, a brief technical deséription is enclosed in square brackets. 

The elements of this brief technical description are: 

• . Number of fraron. \ 
• Number of seconds. 
• Location (Ext~ior or Interior). \ 
• Time of day ~J or Night). 
• Type of shot XCV, CU,. MCU, MS, MLS, LS, XLS). 

For example, shot number-' 001 contains 2008 frames, 1a6t6 approxi­

'mately 84 secOnds (at 24 ·frames pa- ~nd), is an exWrior ahot, il' '. 

:, . 
l, 

" .. ""~ ... \ 

'" .. , .; 
. "~ . " .. ,' 

~ .. -. , 
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~ day sh~t, and is a medium shot. \ 

232 " 

, , 
. '-

Following Goldstein and Kaufman, seven .shot types are)dentified~. 'c 

in the description: 

XCV (e%treme C1ose-Up): "A shot that Incluc1es just a small deta1l 
of the subjact; i.a., a abot of an eyR, a fingRT, a ahoe, etc." 
(Golc1steln and laulman: 595) 

CU (Close-Up): -A shot wh1ch incluc1es OOly a smalt part of the 
lubJecl; i.e., a ahol Q/ just a person's bR,ad or hands." (592) 

. 
. MeQ (lIRd.ium ClOM-Up): "A ahot in which a detail of the subject 

c1oesn·t qulte 1111 the frame; Le., a persan's head and should-
ers." (698~599) , 

MS (Medium ahot): .. A ahot that 1ncludn ~bout balf the subject; 
!.e., a person trom the wa1st up.· (599) 

'MLS (ll.cUuin Long Bhot): fiA shol that iricludes the entire sub~t; 
. i.e., a abot in whlch a persan'. ftaure fUb the frame." (5'99) 

LS (Long Bhot): "A shot thal includn the enUre subjecl and much 
01115 surroundlngs; l.e., a shot ln wh.1cb a person's figure occu­
pin 1nl thari half the height of the frame." (698) 

X.LS (e%treme·LonI8hot): ·A,mol in whlch thR subJact i5 quit. 
small 10 the fràme; I.e., a, shot ln whlch a humao figure 15 
dwarf~ tiy lb .urr~d1ng •. !" (595) 

Alter' the techni~l description of each shot, the action, sounds, 

, and dialogue are chronicled. Actio~ and sounds are given in English, 
"' ... '" 1 

since language is irrelevan~. Ali dialogué, on the other hand, ïs given 
, 

exa.ctly as it~ was recorde(i; ,thus, it is a mixture of High German and 
. . 

Génnari dialect. 'No atteinpt has been made to re-introduce correct 

_ gr~ar, since ,this would des~roy the effect of t.he_spo~en words. 

, The disadvantage of this. t~hnique, to . the reader: with no more than ' 

a casual kn~lêdge of the Ger~an 'lanSuage, is that ,the.' Oialogue' 
. - -

" J , -

l " • 

'. , . 
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becomes occasiJmally unreadable, 
Î 

The character Mias mixes High German and German dialecl. l~ 

general, his prophetie monologues arë High German, and rua casuel 

conversation follows the norm for t~e majority of the remaining 
, - . 

characters. Adalbert, Goldfinger J and Goldfinger's father aU speak ex-

clusively High German Ail of the remaining characters who&ipeak, 

speak to a greater or lesser extent in German dialect; where the dia­

logue is difficult to follow J its meanÏiI1g may usually he inferr~d from 

the eontext. Oecasionally, a speaking character wiU ~ot he mèntiohed 

in the portion of the text describing the action; the character Is ,out":' 

side the frame, either in an immediate sense) or more remotely, as 

~~ narrator. o .. 
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Shot 001 [2008t.84s.l.D.MB) 

r .-

Misty field with a few trees. For~ound: Hias, back to 
camera.J. sitting on a rock, his head resting on his right 
hand. oackground: cows eeding on the grass. Slow echo­
ing yodeling. Title and credits: 

HERZ 
AUS 
GLAS 

Ein Film 
von 

Werner Her"Zog 

Nach 
einem Drehbuch 

von 
Herbert 

Achternbusch 

Mit 
Josef 

Bierbichler 

,Kamera 
Jo 

Schmidt-Weitwein 

Musik 
Popol Vuh, 

Studio der Frühen Musik 

q' Schnitt 
Beate 

Mainka -Jellinghaus 

. , 

", 
l' .J't 

Shot 002 [538f.22 •. I.D.LS] 
,/ 

Cows feeding on the grass. ~ow echoing yodeling contin­
U~. 

Shot 003 [836t.3!i~.E.D.MS] 

, 

o l': 

• Continuation of 001. Hias, face to camera, as in 001. He 
is gazing beyond the camera. Slow echoing yocleling ct)1"l­
tinu~. 

Shot 004 [197f.8s.E.D.LS] 

\ ... \ 
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Shot 005 

" -, -
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, ' 

;. ... ,. .. 
Co.ws ,fe.eding .on the grass,' moving slowly. :Slow echoing 
yodehng c.ontmues. . _ ' 

[tont ,425. E. D. XLS] . 

Fast motion.' Clouds washing ove:" tree-covered hills. Slow 
echo!ng yodeling continu~. 

Shot 006 [731f.30s.E.D.XLS] 

Fast motion. Clouds floWlng from left to right over a 
ridge, Slow (?choing yodeling continues. 

Shot 007 [621f.26s.E.D.LS] 

Hlas, back to camera, lying on his back on a hill over­
looking a clouded valley, hls right arm raised in the direc­
tion of the valley. Slow echoing yodeling ends. 

Rias: lch schau in die Ferne, bis ans Ende der Weit. Und eh 
der Tag um ist kommt schon das Ende. Erst kommt . die 
Zeit ins Stürzen und dann die Erde. Und die Wolken kom­
men ins Rasen. 

Shot 008 (257f.l1s.E.D.MS] 

- A bubbling sea of heavy blue-white liquid. 

Rias: Dann kocht die Erde;· das ist das Zeichen. Das ist der An­
fang vom Ende. 

Shot 009 -. [10(}8f.4~.s,E.D.LS] 

WaterfaU, right side to camera, Iowet hall. 
• • (1' 

Rias: Der Rand der Welt fangt an zu stürzen. Alles fangt an'zu 
stürzen. 

Ominou5 music begins. 

Rias: Stürzt nieder und faUt und stürzt und stürzt. Und ich 
schau in das Stürzen hinein. Ich spüre einen ~. Es zieht 
mich. Es saugt mich hinunter. len ~nne zu ·15türun. 
Ich stürze. ICh stürze und schwindel vom Stürzen. 

Shot 010 

\ 

[435f.18s.E.D.LS] \ 

Waterfall, right sicle to camera, upper half. Ominous mu:"'? 
sic continues. 



Ct 
'( 

~ 
~ , " 

() 

" 

~ 

~ot 011 

Shot 012 

. - , 

, ~ 

(- .. 
236 

~ 
[220f.9$.J.D.LS] 

, ' 

Waterfall, left side to camera, upper half. Ominous music 
continues. 

[6391 .2i •. E.D.LS]-

Same as 009. Ominous music continues, then fades into 
the background. 

HiÏls: Ja und jetzt seh ich gen~u auf einen Punkt des .stürzen-
. den Wassers. lch suche emen Punkt auf dem meme Augen 

einm HaIt finden.. 
--

'Ominous music ends; uplifting music begins. 

Hias: Und ich werde leicht, immer leichter. Alles wird leicht; 
ich fliege nach ohen. 

Shot 013 [632f.26s.E.D.XLS] 

Mountai~s wrapped in cloud. Uplüting music continues. 

Bias: Dann, aus dem Stürzen und Fliégen', hebt sich ein neues 
Landl' , Wie das ver~unkene Atlantls Ulucht die Erde aus 
dem' Wasser empor. lch seh eine neue Erde. 

Shot 014 [S09f.21s.E.D.XLS]-
\ . 

Sun shining through douds onto hills and mountains. UP:'" 
lifting mU51C continues. 

Shot 015 [244f.10s.l.D.XLS] ... 
'1 Similar to 013. Uplifting music; continues. . . ,'''' " 

1"- ~" .. , 

., 

.. . , 
" 

Shot 016 [~~5f.235.E.D.XLSJ 
~. 

For~ound: river, for~t. Background: ;rulls, mountains. 
Uplifting music continuès. r 

Shot 017 [7401.31s.E.D.XLS] 
1 

,/ 

Shot 018 

Arid zone with flat-topped mountains in the distance. Up­
lifting music continues. thm fades out. 

[61710265. E. D. MS] 

Bottom of a chasm with boulders and patches of snàw. 
Sound of rushing water and falling rocks. Camera tüts 
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slowly upward to reveal the 5.ky and two bridgn cro~g 
the chasm. _ .' 

Shot 019 [606f.2Ss.E.D.MS] " 

Bottom of the chasm, 112ft side: Hias, fa~e to cam~ra, sit­
ting on a rcx;;k, looking to his right. Backsround: top of , 
chasm with sky and two bridges. Sound of rushing water 
continue5. , -

Bias: Gehts her, traut:s euch! '. 

Hias turns his head to His left. 

Bias: Gehts her, hab ich gMgt! 

Camera pans to the right ta follow his gaze. On the right 
side of the chasm, ~n a large crack, stand four farmers, 
face to camera. - . " 

Shot 020 [850t.35s.l,D.MCU] , " 

Head and shoulders of first farf1ler, face tG camera, star­
ing beyond the camera. So!J.nd of rushing water continues. 

First Farmer: Der .. Riese hat ... Augen wie Mühl~nrader, ... 
Finger ... aus Asten, ... und ein Felsblock ... aIs Na~. 

Shot 021 [31~t.13s.l.D.MCUJ 

Two of the other far mers, looking at each other. Sound of 
rushing water continues. One of the farmen steps for- . 
Wbrd, -lace to camera, looks down. . 

Second Farmer: Das Dorf ist in Angst. Der Rüpp sagt, er habe 
einen Riesen gesehen. Die Zeit der Riesen Kommt wieder. 

Shot 022 (208f. 9s:':.D.MCU] 

The fourth farmer, face ta camera, gazing beyond the 
cornera. Sound of rushing watet cont1l)u~. . 

Fourth Farmer: Der Ri~ bricht die .Barrl. Er ~hlagt 'un:ser 
/' ,,"" Viech und rei6t uns die Carme raus, .. wann.,er uns siegt .. 

( Shot 023 (112f.5s.E.D.MCU] 

SaIne as 020. 

First Farmer: Er leckt uns das Hirn a.u~~-

.,: 



. ' 

. c\ 
." 

" 

-~.t f 

o 

-, ' . . 
• 

, , 

- il. 
" , 

f 238 

, Shot 024 [~02t.21s.E.D.MCU] 
~ . 

\ 

Hias, face to camera,' looking to his right. 'Sound of rush-
~ ing water continues. . 

, 

Hias: Den Rüpp Sagts, den' Riesen IPbts nicht. Er soIl das nach­
ste mal mehr: auf den Stand Cler Sonne achten. Die Sonne 
war nieder und der Rie:se war nt,lr der Schatten von ein-
em Zwerg. \ . 

Shot 025 [174f. 7s. E. D. MS] 

The four farmers, face to camera, looking bevond the 
camera. Sound of rushing water continues. The second 
farmer smiles. . 

1 

Shot 026 [S34f.221.E.D.MS] , , 
Similar to 024. Sound of rushing water continues. 

Bias: Wenn sich garnichts iindert, dann glaubt ihr schon es ist 
wie ein Glück. Aber ich seh ein Feuer. Und ich, seh die . 
Glashütte . 

Shot 027 [853f.361.E.D.MCU] 

Same as 024. Sound of rushing water. 96iitinues. 

Bias: Und ich sag euch nochwas. 

With his ristht hand, Hias points toward the--two bridges 
over his lefÏ shoulder. 

Hias: Schauts zu den beiden Brücken hinauf. Gleich lauft über 
die eine ein Lügner und über die andere ein Dieb. 

Camera'pIlns to the right, then tilts upward to the two 
bridges. The -liar" crosses the first .bridge porn left to 
ri~t. The - thief" crosses the second bnàgi from 'left to 
right. " 

Shot 028 [328f.14s.l.D.·MLS] 

," 

$hot 029 

The I~:' Foreground: the innkee~r clearing rnugs from a 
table. Background: Ascherl and Wudy sitting across' from 
one another, staring at each· other. 'Sound of mùgs being 
gathered together, followed by footsteps. . 

[1500f. 635.1. D. MCU] 
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Ascherl and W:udy, 'as in 028. A~erl's mug is half f~l of 
'beer, Wudy's. IS almost empty. ", ,',1 :::' 

Wudy: Bistm morgen eh -hin, A,scherl. 

Wudy drinks the rest of his beer. 

Wudy: Und ich Schlaf auf deiner Leich meinm Rausch aus. 

Ascherl: Wirt, bringm Wudy no ei Bier! 

The innkeeper takes away Wudy's empty mug. Sound of 
footsteps. 

Wudy: Ich schlaf auf deiner Leich. 

Shot 030 [323f.13s.l.D.MCU] 

Wudy, face to camera, looking beyond the camera. 

Wudy:: Der Hias hats gsagt, daB ich auf deiner Leich schlaf. Der 
Hias schaut die Zukunft . 

Shot 031 [735f.31s. LD.MCU] 

AscherI, face to camera, Iooking beyond the camera. 

Ascherl: Vorausgsetzt, daB wir im Heu schlafen. Und dann 
müBet i ... ais Erster auf die Ten hrunterfalln. Und dann 
müBtest du.' .. auf mi drauffalln. Ab wmns nicht weich 

t flillst, dann bist dau hi. 

Shot 032 [793f.33s.l.D.MS] 

The Mansion, dining room. Goldfinger's father, faca to 
camera, sitt~g, as always, in his chair in the corner by 
the window. He WTings }lis bands re~atedly as the cam­
era moves slowly c1oser. - He laughs softIy. 

Father: Der Mühlbeck ist g:storben, und kein Mensch weiB das 
Gemenge vorn Rubin. ,', 

Shot 033 [918f.38s.1.D.MS] 

The ~works. Foreground: Wenzel, right side to camer'i~--, 
and Agide, face to camera, bath seated, ~n downcaat. .' 
Background: another seated lÙassworker, left side to cam-" \:, 
era, framed against the dayfight. No c;me is working. 

-, .r-:, '_ 
, - , 



o 

Apde: Schr~bm hat er dOch konnm. Das hiitt er leicht auf;.,. 
schreiben konnen, ... wie das Rubinglas gemacht wird. 

Wenzel: . Hast du ~homaJ ei Wort gschrieben? 
, , -

ASide: Aber reden hatt er doch konnen, der Mühlbeclt. 

Shot 034 [532f.22s.E.D.MLS] 

The Graveyard. Anamirl1 face to camera, ali dressed in 
black, kheeling before Mlihlbeck's fresh grave. Shé has her 
bands on the earth covering the grave. Sound of church­
bells ringing and birds singing. Ariamirl clasps her bands 
together and raises them upward in an attitude of suppli­
cation as she raises her face up to the sky. 

,,' Shot 035 [lU3f.465.I.D,MLS] 

j> 

The Glassworks. ~mera moves slqwly past th.e Jdass;­
workers as they S1t, stand and move about almlessly .. 
'Limbo' music fades in. 

Shot 036 [620f.26s.l.D.MLS] 

The oven. Sound of the lire bùrning Jiercely. The fire has,' 
heen stoked, but remains unused. 'Limbo' music fades 
out. . - .. 

Shot 037 [8551.365.1.D.MB] 

The Mansion, dining room./Goldfinger, ldt side to camera, , 
standing before the crystal cabinet. In his hands He is 
holding one of the ruby-coloured goblets. He fingers it ' 
carefully. ' -

~ , 

~ldfinBer: Mein' Gott, das war das zweit~ Glas 1 Und diese . 
Pracht wird jetzt von der Welt hinwegge#!gt. Was schützt ~ 
mich jetzt vor âen Unbilden des freien-Wel~? 

Shot 038 [l34f.6s.I-.D.cul 

The goblet in Goldfinger's hands. 

Shot 039 [~17f.9a.I.D.MS] 

Same as 0.12. The camera remains stationary. 
father laughs softly, stops. -

Shot 040 . [138f.6s.1.D,M3] 

, . 

, , 
'. 
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." Goldfmger's 
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Shot 041 

241 

.. 
Goldfinger, face to camera, sitting at the table. On the -
table ~fore him stand 'a ruby glass and a ruby decanter. "" 
ThrDugh his o~ shirt, he slowly rubs the skin over his' 
neart with his right hand. ' 

[4~2f.17s.I.D.Mcul 

" Continuation of 040. Goldfinser's head and shoulders. 
'. 

Shot 042 [444f'.19s.l.D.MCU] 

The Glassworks. One of the ports of the oven, belching 
fire. Sound of the fire burnlng fiercely. 

Shot, 043 [908f.38s. t'.D. MCU] 

The 'Inn. Ascherl and Wudy, as in 029" Ascherl grabs, 
Wudy hy the hair and shakes his head back and lorth', 
then lets go. Wudy--picks up his empty mus. ,'") 

Ascherl: Dies traust du dir nit. 

Wudy: Ab'Ascherl, wirkli. 

Wudy raises his mug over his head. 

Shot 044 [251t.l0s.J.D.MCU] 

. Shot 045 
" 

Sh9t 046 
" 

Shot 047 

Shot 048 

~ 

Ascherl, as in 031. Wudy's hand cornes down, smashins 
his mug on the top of Asèherl's head. Sound of mus beins 
suddenly smashed. 

[85f.4s.l.D.MCU] 
; ~ \ 

Wudy, as in 030 . 

[2391 .10s. LD. MCU) \ 

Continuation of 0-14. Ascherl shakes the brokm glass out 
of his haïr. 

[49f.25. J.D.MCU] 

Continuation of 045. 

[599f.25s.I.D.MS] 

Ascherl and Wudy. Ascherl Eicks up bis mus, empties its 
contents onto Wudy's head. Sound of beer bëinf poured . 
Ascherl puts his mug back down. Wudy drops he handle 

, ) 

. ~ ....... 
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\ ' of his broken mug onto the tabJe. 

[507t .,2is. J. D. MLB] ',Shot 049 
. . 

The Mllnsion . dining room. On the table stand the' r~by' 
glass and ruby decanter .. The door creaks o~n. 0 Golclfmger 
enters.· ' 

Goldfinger:' Vatèr J hast du Adalbert geSeheh? 
- " 

8hot 050 [1891. 8s.1. D. MLS] 
0' 

Similar to 039. Goldfinger·s' father Jaughs ~ftly. 

Sh~i 051 {220,.9s.~.D.MS] 
, .' ,-' 

, Goldfînger opens another door, le~ves the room withoùf 
closing the aoor. Sound of footsteps. 

'''., Shot' 052 "' (335f. 14s. 1.0. MS] 
.... ,f 

, , 
Adalbert, sitting in th~ office, rel:ldlng. 

. . , 
. .. 

" < ~ 

-, 
" 

Shot '053 [1270f.53a.I.D.M1S] 

The Inn,' Paulin's bedroom',- Pauli~: back to camer~,' 'lying 
on her stomach ori her bed; she IS covered by a large' 
comforter. Her rirûlt arm is dangling over the edge of the 
bed. 'Sound, of foot~teps approachlng, followed by knockjng. 

, Wif~: Paulin' 
'. 

_. More knocking. . 
, . 

Wif~: Pa\llinl 

-Sound of door heing Q~ed followed ~ footsteps as the 
innk~r's wife en"ters the room.~d pulls the comfort~ 
off ,Paulin.' , . .. 

Wif~: Liegscht du wieder nllckert im Bet~1 

The innkeeper's wife smacks Paulin's bottom. 

Wif~: Komm, zieh di au!" 

Sound of retreating footste}?S as the innkeeper's wife leaves 
the room. Paulin gets up ilowly'~. sits on the edge of the 
bed, looks towM,'d the wmdow siu. 

, ' 

. , 

, ' .. 
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Shot 0,54 [276f. 125. I.D.oo] 

Shdt 055 

The window sil1. A container with writing implements. 
&side it, is a rnass of flies{ sorne motionless, othC!rs still 
crawling around. Sound 0 flies buzzing. 

. [272! . l1Srl.'D.LS] 

The Mansion, bedroom. Goldfinger and Adalbert are kne~l­
ing before a crucifix. A clock chimes twice. 

Goldfioger: Das Glas hat eine leicht zerbrechliche Seele. 
- . 

Shot 056 [344f.14s.I.D.MCU] 

Goldfinger, back to camera, praying before' a smaU statue 
ct the Madonna. -- . 

Goldfinger:' Es ist r~in vC?n Flecken. Der SpruriS. ist die Sünde . 

He raises his hands very slowly to cover his head. 

Goldfil1grr: Nach dem' Sündmfall gib!" es keinen T~n mehr. 

Shot 057 [158f.7s.l.D.MCU] . ' 

Adalberh face to camer~, kneeling,' hands clasped, ~es., 
raised. 'lie closes, his éyes.' . - . , 

Adalbert: Amen. 

Shot 058 [849f.355.1.D.MS] 

Goldfinger, le ft side to camera, kneeling. He gets up, as 
does Adalbert). who 'Was kneeling below the frame. Adal­
bert adjusts uo!dfinger's clothes. 

Goldfinger: . Wird die Zukunft im Untergang del'1 Fabriken ebmso 
eine- Notwendigkeit' crrkennen, ,wie uns die Burgm ein , 
Zeichen notwendiger Wandlung sind? 

", Shot 059 [225f.9s.I.D.MLS] 

Adalbert continues, ta ac;ljust Goldfinger's clDthes. 

Shot 060 [450f .19&.1. D. MOU] 
L ~ 'i 

Adalber't, ~aœ to camera.' 

Adalbert: DièJ~ute sagen, 4er~Hias patte gesch6üt,.:da6 ë1iè 
, '1, , • 

\ ' 

. ' 
" 
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Bralnnseln . aus dm Glasfabrilèen herauSSchaum 'werdm. 
Die Holunderstauden werdm sjch nach der GeseJlschaft der 

-MmSchm wrzehrm, hei8t 25. -

Shot 061 [1209t.505. CD.MCU] 

• J 

Goldfinger t f~ce to camera. 
, 

Gqldfingn-: Der Rubin mua uns retten. Laa eT des Mühlbeck 
Haus niederreifien und in allen Ritzen nach dem Geh'eimnis' 
-'suchen. Das Erdreich, auf dem -sein Haus gestanden, gr:abe 
man drei FuB tief aus. Denh der Mühlbeclè konne sein Ge­
heimnis yergraben haben. Das ~e Kàna~ auS Paris" 
das er seiner Mutter Arlamirl geschénkt, bringe man mir . . 
Goldfinger çloses his eyes, raises the back of his right hand 
to his forehead. ; 

Goldfin8~r: Die Unordnung der Gestirne schmerzt mich im 
Kopf. _ ; 

\ . 

-, Shot 062 [417f.17s.I.D.MB] . 
Adalber.t helps Goldfinger on with his c:oat. 

Adalbert: Der Hut. 

1 Adalbert giyes ~ldfinger his hat. 

Adalbert: Der Stoclc; 

Ad~lbert gives Goldfinger his walking stick. 

, ,ShQt 063· [256f.l1s.I.D.,MS]-

'Ludmilla, back to' camera, standing before the door to the 
dining 'room, hol:a~~~t tray with fOod and dishes. The . 
door creaks as A . o~ns it from within. Behind 

" Adalbèrt: Goldfinger, standing, and Goldfinger's father, 
seated.' -

Adal"-t: Dèr grUidige ~err, wünscht je~ç nicht zu fr~stück"': 

. 
Goldfins~r: Ludmilla mage heute das Haar' offm tragm. 

Adalbert: Ja, ~e mage das Haar offen' t~agen. 

Shot 064 [69t.3s.f.D.MS] , 
\ , 

-\ 
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( 

Ludmilla,. face :to cam~n!~, sem throug~ the 'doorway. _ 

_ . Adalb~rt: Eine Gunst für' das ,Dienstme~sch. 

Shot 065 [251f.10s.I.D.MS] 

Continuation of 063. Goldfinger's fathet laughs. Th~ door 
creaks as Adalbert closes it, from within. Ludmilla turns . 
around- and carries the tray away.. J C 

'Shot 066 [342t. 14s. I.D.LS] 

The ~rn. On the ground lie Ascherl (below) l'and Wudy . 
(above), both on their stomachs, motionl~. Paulin" f~ce.· 
to camera, stands facing them, a cat btside her.. ,She 
"shakes her head slowly as the ca t runs toward the open 
barn door in the background. -

Shot 067 [165t.7s.1.0.MCU] 

Shot 068 

Shot 069 

,Ascherl and Wudy, from above. 

[3861.165.1. D. MCU] 

Paulin, face to camera, her h~nds raiRd, palms oPen and 
forward~ her face in angu~h. She is gazing at the gl"ound 
below the carflera. She raises hu hands aDove her' h~ad 
then brings. them down beside her head. She screams. Sne 
screams again. ' 

[~Ot.145.1.D.LS] 

Same as 066.).. without the cat. Paulin bas hér hands ta' 
her mouth. lne innke~per's wife enters. 

. . 
Witl!: Was schreist denn 5O?f 

The innkeeper's wife stands before the bodies, crosses her-, 
self. . " , ' 

W~fe (softly): Mariandjo~l' " 
-: .. } , 

Shot 070 [183f.8s.l.D.MCU] ',' . ' ~" \'" . 

Same as 067. -The i~eper's:·wife crosses fro~' right' to, '. 
left. ' '.. .'.' '- . 

't ... ~ ... __ '" 

. -
Shpt 071 [1707f~11 •. l.D.M.Sl 

'l" ~ ~ , . 

The Mansion, dinÏJ1,g room. Goldfinger, ~back to. camera, 

" 

'. ' 



o . " 

. , 
.-

". h 

, ... 

0 " . . , , 

/, 

'. 246 

' .. Stand5 bdore his seated f~ther, face to camera': 
Goldfinser: Vater~' der GhÎsmacher GigI meint, er halle das Ge-

helmnis vom Rubin. Das ware der Tag zum Aufste~en. ' 

Father: Nein, nein. Ich, bleibe in mein,1T.\ Lehnstuhl. Mir ist 
das, mir is~ das Rückgrat aIs ob LesJ runterfallen würde, 
wie, ein Haufen St'eine. '. 

GoldfinBer: Dein Rückgrat ist nicht morsch. Dein Rückgrat ist. 
nicht, morsch. DU wirst nicht auseinanderlallen, wie-ein 

'. Haufen Steine. Zwolf Jahre lang sit%t du schon auf diesem 
Stuhl. Zwolf Jahre.' 

Father (~ftly): Jll. 

Adalbert enters Cllrrying Goldfinger's father's shoes. He 
hands the!? to Goldflnger and leaves. ~ldtîmger off ers the 
'shœs to hls father. c:.~~ 

~ Goldfingttr: Zwolf Jahr" lang schan zeis" ich dir,1ein".Schuhe. 
Zwolf Jahre schon. 

Father (~ftly): Ja, Zwolf. 

GoldfinBer (softly): Zwolf Jahre. 
/ 

Goldfinger's father shakes his head and laughs., 
, 

.. , ~ GoldfinBer:" Gut. Gut. Ich lasse dich tragen 'wie unmer. ' 

: . 

\"" 

" 

, --

'.8 · 

Shot 072 [336f.141.I.D.MLS] 

Sbot 073 

The Glassworks. Gigi takes, a long pipe out of the oven; llt 
its end: a mass of molten glaS$, glowing w.ange. He turns 
the pipe while blowing into it as another "glassworker 
shapes the gla~ with a concave mold. ' 

o 

[149t. 65. 1. D. MLS] 

A score of' gla~workers look on as GigI worlts the gla~ into 
sh&.pe. 

Shot 074- [470f.20I.l.D.MLS] 

. ")' 

As Goldfinger, bis father, . and the g1assworkers look on, 
Adalbu-t liriefly insprcts the -glass. 

Aclalbu't: lm eT sicl1 mCht? Hat er wirklich Rubinglas? ' 
- " , 

'. 

" , 
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GigI: _ Ja, 
" , , ' ' .. 

'GigI returJ1s the glass to the aven, brinls ,,it, back; it is . 
'glowing white hot, 

Adalbert· Ist das wir~Jich ~ubinglas? - ' . 

. Goldfinger's father begins ta· laugh lou"Wy .... 

ShQt 075 [276f:12s.1. D.CV] . , 

ûoldfinger's father, face to camera, seated. 'looking.,on.' He 
continues to laugh loudly, . \, '\ . 

. 
_Shot 076 [1746f.7.~5.l.D,MLS] . , 

\ 

, ' 

Continuation of' 074. Goldfingè~'s fathet 'èontmueS to "i~ugh 
loudly. Goldfingei dips his sword into the glass at the. enCl 
of the pipe, sorne of the dass sticks to the end of his, . 
sword. He nolds his'sworcI up, letting it dr:ip glass. ~. " . ..., . , 

Goldfinger: Und das soll'Rubinglas sein?! 

Gigi: Ja, no ~ins? .. .. , 
GigI" drops the pipe, gees back to' the oven, w,ithdra~ . 
another pipe with mOlten glasS on its tmd, brings it back:. 
·Again, GOlafinger dips his sword into the glass al. the" end· 
of the pipe. GOldfinger's (ath~r. stops lallgning., " , 

'\'f 
Golclfingu: Nein! Nein! " ' . . . , . 

Goldfinger's father begi~s to lau~ loùdJy his laugHter" " 
echoing throughout die Glassworks. Gold(inger thTows bis 
sword \0 the ground and,leaves, followed Dy Adalbert and 
Goldfinser's father, the latter still seated in h~ chair, . ' 
which l~ carrie~ by three workm~l' one in ,front, 't:wo in 
.back. 'GigI cpnt1nu~ to turn th,e PIpe for a httle ~hile. 

Shot 077 [815f,34s..E.D.MLS] 

Sl]ot 078 
... 

, . 
The Village. 'Limba' music as in 035-036. It aS misty. A 
numbet 'of villagers, inc1uding Goldfinger, his father, still 
being èarried ih his chair, and Adalbert, are w'alking 
across the f~ame, from nght ta Idt. 

[127f.5s.l.0.L8] , , ' • 

A wom~, face ta camera ... stantJtng on .. her front Parch, 
watching the procession. 'Limbo· music continua. 0 

~ t.. 1 ~ l1J ,,, 

\ 
\ 

.... 
" 

. . ' 
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. 
Shot 079 [3b1f.16s.E.D.XLS] 

Continuation of 077, but from a much grellter distance. 
'Limbo' music continues. 

Shot 080 [~2.t.22s.E.D.MLS] 

The Forest. The camera looks up aï Hia5, face to camera, 
seated on a rock, his elbows on his knees, his back framed 
against the sky. 'Limbo' mu~;ic continues in the back­
ground. Occaslonally, mist floats acrOSS the frame. 

Rias: ;Ich wei6 nicht, ob ich weg, soli von hier. Drunten im Dort 
geht der Wahnsinn herum. Der Hüttenherr will einen 
neuen Olen bauen lassen, aber die Olensetzer bleiben aus 

Shot 081 [1865f.78s.E.D.MCU] 

Hias, face to can1.era, seated between two boulders, his 
back to the valley far below. 'Limbe' musIc continues in 
the background. 

Rias: Ich seh wie auf einmal im Bach ein Feuer flieBt, 

'Limbo' music fades out. 

Bias: und der Wind brennts Feuer daher. Ich seh wie die Baum 
brennen wie die Zündholzle. 

Music fades in in the background. 

Bias: Ich seh wie viele Menschen einen Hügel hinauf rennen. 
Sie machen ohen atemlos haIt, und erstarren zu Stein. 
einer neben dem andern. Ein ganzer versteinerter, Wald. 
Dann wird es finster und still, und ich seh wie unten alles 
verkommen ist. Kein Mensch ist melli' da und kein Haus, 
nurne Mauertrümmer. -' 

, 

Music fades out. 
i -

Rias: Ja, und dann seh ich, 'wie drunté'n au! d~r Waldhaus­
stra6e einer rennt, mit einem brennmden Ast in der Hand 
und schreit, -Bin ich wirklich noch der Letzte? Bin ich 

~ wirklich noch der Einzig~?" : ' 

"'"'Shot 082 [29~t.125.E.D.XLS] 

A gra~, rQlling landSclipe 'covered in cloud and mist J but 
qUlte light. 'Plucked instruqlental music. Vocalist begins to 

, . 
. , 
1 . " 



o 

o 

Shot 083 

, Jt4' 

sing soothingly. 

[459f.195. E.D.LS] 

) 
1 

( 

249 

A small watering-hole am id a still-smoldering, burnt-out 
forest. Vocalist and instrumental music contmue. 

Shot 084 [217f 9s.E.D.LS] 

Foreground: a rocky slope, rising away from the camera. 
Background: ruin-like snadows against a white sky. Vo­
calist and instrumental music continue. 

Shot 085 [S09f.12s.E.D.XLS] . 
Foreground: steaming white rock. Background: hills and 
mountains surrounded by cloud. Vocalist and instrumental 
music continue. 

Shot 086 [463f.19s.E.D.LS] 

Shot 087 

Similar to 085. Vocalist and instrumental music continue. 

[56Bf.24 •. E.D.LS] 

Similar to 085, but seen from the other slde of a body of 
water. Vocalist and instrumental music continue. 

Shot 088 [~56f.15s.E.D.LS] 

A lake with denuded trees. Vocalist and instrumental mu­
sic continue, then fade out. 

Shot 089 [536f.22s.E.D.LS] 

A 'Sea with a fQg bank in the distance. Uplifting music _ 
(similar to 012-017) fades in. . ) 1 

po Shot 090 [343t.14s.E.D.L8] 

Shot 091 .., 

A se~ with sunlight glinting off the waves. Uplifting music 
contmues. ' JI 

[206f. 95. E. n. XLS] \ 

-Aerial view of a sea dotted with low, elongated islands. 
Uplifting music continues . 

.. Shot '092 [361f.l~s.t.D.XLS] 



Shot 093 

" 

Similar to 091. Uplifting music continues. 

[405t.175.E. D.LS] 
~ 
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The Forest. Hias, face to cameraI. walking downhill, away 
from the camera. Uplifting musié continues. In the back­
ground: sound of footsteps. 

" Shot 094 [641!.27s.E.D.LS]· 
• 

The camera follows Hias from the side. Footsteps continue 
in the background. Uplifting music continues., then fades 
out. Footsteps fade into the foreground. 

Shot 095 [359f. 155. l.D.MLS] • 

The Mansion, office. Goldfinger, back to camera, standing 
at the window. Adalbert, back to camera, seated at his 
desk, reading. 

Goldfinger: Adalbert? 

Sound of footsteps as Adalbert gets up and moves to stand 
to the right of Goldfinger, then bows. 

Shot 096 [782f.33s.I.D.MS] 

Continuation of 095. Goldfi~ger turns toward Adalbert. 

Goldfinger: Schick er nach de~''''Hüter Hias, -dait er sofort er­
scheine und dieses Gehei(Pmis des Rubins sehe . . _.. . 
Sound 9f footsteps as Adal~\ nods and leaves. Ominous 
music tsimilar to 009-012) fades in in the background. 
The footsteps cease. The sound of a door being opened. 

Goldfinger:" Und wenn wir den toten Mühlbeck wieder aus dem 
Grab ziehen mü6en, da6 der Hias in dem Mühlbeck seinem 
Hirn lese. 

Shot 097 [3361 .lb. 1. D. MCU] 

Ludnillla, left side to camer~ standing before the ~tal 
cabinet in the dining- room. ~ne is admiring the ruby 
glasses, which glow with colour. She touches them gently 
with her right hand. Ominous music continues in tne 
backgrour:td . 

J 

, Ludmilla: ~ltsamè:.eine glliserne Stadt. Und· hier leben Men-
, schen darin. yy ie ko~el?: Menschen 'in' Glashauser leben'? 



~. 
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( 

Shot 098 [606f.2&s. I.D.eu] 

Ludmilla's right hand among the glasses. Ominous music 
continues iri the background. 

LudmillA: Hier die Kirche. In der Kirche le~n Tiere, Tien: aller 
Art: Hasen, Hühner, Rehe, Vê)gel, Kühe. Aber kein 
Mensch ist in der Kirche zu senen. Die Stra6en sind 
menschenleer. Alles ist bedeckt mit Schnee. 

Shot 099 [352f.15s.I.D.MCU] 

Continuation of 097. Ludmilla begins to dust the glasses 
with a white cloth. Ominous music çontinueS in the back­
ground, then fades out. 

Shot 100 [644f.27s.l.D.MCU] 

Ludmilla, face to camera, seen through the clear glass 
wall of the cabinet. She holds a ruby glass up to ner face 
and studies it car~fully. Suddenly Hias appears behind 
Ludmilla. 

RiAs: Ludmilla. 

~udmilla drops the glass she is holdi~g. Sound of gla~ be-:' 
'lng smashed. 

Rias: l..a6 liegen, heut 

Ludmilla (sofUy): Hiasl 

Bias: geht· noch mehr drauf. <--

Hia~ puts his right arm around LudmilIa's shoulder" his 
rnJuth close to her lett ear. 

Hias: Geh aus dem Herrenhaus hinaus! Es konnte du Herr AUS­
rutschen und in deinem Gesicht zu sitzen kommen. . 

Ludmilla does not move or turh her head. 

Shot 101 [776f.32s.I.D.MS] 

Goldfinser, face to camera, seated at the desk in the of­
. fice, fhpplng somewhat aimlessly througb various books. 

. Sound of papers being rustled. Ludmilla sobs 5Oftly. Gold-
linger looKs up. . . '. ~ ./ 

" .. 

J 
, 
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, . 
GoldfioleT: Was f1mnt sie?, 

, 

Goldfinger pulls his handkerchief out of his pocket and of-
f(Zrs it. ' 

Goldfinger: Es ist besser, das Dienstmensch betet, daB wir das 
GeSetz vom Rubin wieder finder, aIs daB es flennt. 

Shot 102 [224f.95.I.D.MS] .' 

Ludmilla, face ta camera, standing before the desk., hold­
ing her hands to the side of her face. She continues to sob 
softly. 

Ludmilla ~ Es wird sehr viel gescbehen. Namlich der Hias, der 
ist draufien. 

Shot 103 [U07f.46s. I.D.MLS] 

From behind Ludrrulla, the camera follows Goldfinger. 

Goldfinger: Er ist schon da? 

Goldfinger gets up and walks to the stair~se. He looks 
down ta see Hias standins.. at the bottom of the stairs, 
looking out the window. Sound of footsteps. 

Goldfinger: Er hats gewtiBt?1 Er hat keinen Bot~n gebraucht?1 
, 

Hias turns around to face Goldfinger. 
) 

Rias: Der Herr mé)ge gnadigst einen Jager schicken, damit er 
den Barn brennt. 

Sound of footsteps as Hias begins to climb the stairs. -'Bias: Die Stiere angstigen sich, 
\ 

Sound of footsteps ceases as Hias reaches the t y,p. of the -­
stairs and stands, left side to camera, faci~)GOldfinger. 

, 

Bias: und Sam und ich konnell nicht garantiern, daB er. nicht 
einen Stier schlagt, oder daa uns die andern durchbrenn­
en. Am Tas des Barn lauft ein Stier Qis nach Mà'inz. 

Goldfinger raises his ·right hand and drops the Qandker­
chief. 

'Shot 104 [1029t.43~.I.D.M3] 
1 ... 

" 
Î 
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GoldfinleT: Der Mühlbeck iat gntorbm. 

From behind Goldfinger, whose arm is still raised, the 
camera follows Hias, th en Goldfinger. 

Goldfinger: Er hat sein Geheimnis mit slch genommen. 

Both men move mto the office. Goldfinger lowers his arm 
to . pick UJl a transparent glàsa jar containing a faded red 
powder. He holds up the Jar before Hias, who stares down 
at it. 

Goldfi_n-.K~r: Aber du sollst die Beigab für den Rubin sehn. Der 
Mühlbeck hat uns sitzen lassen. 

Hias: !ch weifi sie nicht, die Beigab. 

Goldfinger: Für zehn Gulden weifi er es. 

Shot 105 [698f.29s.l.D.MCU] 

Goldfinger, face to camera, staring at the jar. ' 

Goldfinger: Dann wei13 er es für tausend. Will er, dd unsre 
Leutft~wieder Haferbrot fre5Sen, yon dem si~ Kopfschmer;­
en' bekommen? Dann sag ers mIr, das Gehelmrus, da6 Wlr 
daa Rubinglas wieder machen

l 
und er kann Hüttenmeister' 

werden. Ich ~rage einen Müh stein bis Trier. 

Goldfinger raises his eyes to look beyond the camera. 

Shot 106 [87f.4s.I.D.MCU] 

Hias, face to camera, staring beyond the camera. 

Hias: Ich bin nur wegen dem Jager da. 

~t 107 [620t.26s.I.D.MCU) 

Continuation of 105. 
1 

, \ 

-

Goldfinger: Ich will den Rubin wieder. Ich ~l du rote Glas, 
versteht er? 

Goldfinger moves toward Hias. 0" 

Goldfinger: Ich brauch ein. Glas mein Blilt zU' fassen, ,!onst 
rinnt es mir clavon." " 

. Goldfinger grabs Hias by the collar. 

" 
" 
'r 1 

" 

/ 

, 
; . 
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Goldfinser: Mir tut die Sonne weh. .' 
, 

Hias pulls away .. Gold!inger cringes, closes bis eyes. 
, . 

Shot 108 (72.f.35. I.D.MCU] 
• 1 

Continuation qf 106: 

Hias: Er wird die Sonne nimmer: sehn. ~ 

Shot 109. : [220t.95. LD.MCU] 

Continuation of 107. 

.< 

. 
Hias: Die Ratzen werden ih~, ins Ohrwaschel beiBen. 

Shot 110 
< 

Goldfinger looks up. 

[289,f:12s.1.D.MCU] -------

.' 
\ 

,C 
\ 

_ J 
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Ludmilla facé to camera, her back to the wall, holding ::­
her hands to the side of her face as she watches the two" 
men. She is sobbin~ softly. She' lowers h,:r eyes. " .; 

Shot 111 
\ J' , • 

[981f.41s.E.D.~LS] 

The Barn. The camera looks in from outside the open' 
door. The innke~r and his wife are ins~cting the- bodies.' 
The innkeeper shakes Wudy, pulls his head up by the 
hair, lets it drop back dqwn. 

lnnkee~~: Der Wudydst hifl. Ders der Tote.' ' 

~ . . The innkeeper and his wife stand, lboking down at the' " 
bodies. " 

Wife! Nei. Erwischt hatsn Ascherl. Der Hias hat ,gewei6sgt, der 
Erste, der Untere, der fallt zuerst. . , , 

The innkeeper's wife looks upward and points to the hay­
loft . 

,Wife: Und schaut, der Andere faUt auf ibn auf, der fallt 
, weich, der hats überlebt, der Wudy' .. 

, 

The innkeeper follows his wife's' gaze. Then both look d~ , 
at the boches, -'. \ 

-,.. 
Wife: Komm! 

h 
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, .. 

l .,. 

.. Innteeper:' Komm ~ Klaffens auseinander'- . , , , 

The innke~per' and his Wife bend down and lift Wudy off of 
Ascherl. '., 

, ' 
A 

. Shot 112 [678t.28s.I.D.MCU] 

, . 

Wudy is .being lifted off Ascherl. He is Iain on his back. 
Ascherl is turn~d over, on his back ta lie ~de Wudy. 

-
1 

lrinkeeper ~. Von wem jetzt' der Arm aIs erster runterfat, ders 
" der Tote. , . 

l ' " 
The 'innkee~r moves ta squat between the heads of the 
two bodies, lifts Wudy's nght arm and Ascherl's left arm, 

Y' lets both arms drop at the same time; they reach the 
ground ,,~imultaneously. '/ 

, ::. Innlt~eper : Ja kruzifix! , . 
, : 

",,, .. \ 

\ 1 The- i~nkeeper gets up. 

Wife~- ',Ejp' Toten flucht 'man nit i~, Gsicht. _ 
" 

Shot 113·- [249f.10s.J.D.MLS] 
J, 

J • , ' 

" 

The innkeeper has'1ett. The innkeeper's wife, a pitchfork 
in ,her right hand, a snarling dog on -a Ieash in ber leit 
banc!.. . . 

,Wife: Die dahinien, die taiH Fafi anl los, 'ob der' da hin ist. 
Da! FaB! \, 

. " 

- - With the pitchfork, the innkee~r's 'Wife man~uvers the 
~ > ,dog towara the bodies. Soynd of. growling and snarling. 

" 

Shot 114 [95f.4s.I.D.Mcul 

J .... 

Shot 115 

The dog. right side to camera, snapping at the pitchf'ork . 
Sound -of. growling and ~narlin~ continues: "" . 
, 

[7~3t. 315. 1. D. MLS] 
,'\ 

Continuation .of 113. The soünd of growling and snarling 
" continues as the dog jumPs around .on the bodies in his 
, effort5 to avoicl the pltchfbrk. -' .-

,f' 
Wife: FaB!·· FaBI .-

, , 

- 'r 

~- '} .... 
" .. , 

' .. , ' , 
(' 

.. 
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, ' . 
Suddmly Wudy raises his h~nds and rises to a sitting 
~ition as the innke~'s wife releases the dog, The sound 
of growli.ng and snarling -mds. Wudy watches the dog dis­
appear through another doorway, then rajses his rignt 
hand to ,his head, lowers his. hand

t 
shakes his head vigor­

.~us)y, loqks at A.scherl lying' dead oeside him. 
" 

Wifl!: Ah! Jetzt' wissen wirs. 

Wudy gets up, still l~king down at Ascherl,_then looks 
toward the doorway through 'which the dog fled. He looks 
back down at Ascherl, scratches his head, looks up toward 
the hayloft, . pT\lshes his ~ants off with his' right hand!, 1 

looks up at the' irinkêeper s wife, who has hem watchmg 
hitn tnroughout, then moves toward the main door. 

" 
Shot 116 [151t.6s.I.D.MSJ 

Continuation of 115. . . , 

'Wifl!: Was der Hias sicht, -des ·kimmt. - - / ' 

Th~ innkeeper's wif~' foll~ ~udy with her kyes and head 
as he 'moves out .the main door. 

Shot 117 

,-

. , ~ 

Shot 118 

, , " , " 
[1269f.53s.I.D.MLS] , , 

, " 

The Church. Through the doorway of à room, . we ~e 
,'Ascherl, late to camera', stretched out on a table with a 
white tablecloth. Above rus head is a window. The interior 
of the room is white. Ascherl's hands are c1a~ped over hi~ 
stomach. At each elbow stands a lit candle. Paulin stands 
at Ascherl's right, lex>king at the nearer candIe, which she 
is ,-touching with her right hand.- She hums softly. She 
moves around to stand a t the top of the table, looking , 
down at Asdierl's head. She 'raises her hands slowly and 
holds them -outstretched to either -side. Suddenly she jerks 
her head up a.nd pulls ~er hands towar4 her f~ce. ,Slle 
btmds down and tak~ a doser look at eJ.th~ SI de of ' 
Ascherl's head, first the right, then the left. She raises 
herself up slightly as the door slowly mov~ to close. The 
door stops moving; we can still see the right half of 
Ascherl 'and Pauhn. Paulin lowers her hands and leaves 
the-roOm .. -

[546f. 23 •. 1. D. MLS] 

Th" 1 tA' f ... f' , e nn., varlet y 0 patrons Slt ln paIrs, aClng one 
another. Each patron sUires yacantly at the face of the 
other across ~ the table. The door at the back creaks as it is 

" 
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~opened from the outside, acbnitting daylight. Toni mt~n, 
. carryir'lg his' harp. Solfnd of, footsteps. 

TODI: Da bin ich. 
, " 
InD'k~ep,r: 'Je6 d~r fonil, ' 

Toni cloSeS the door and' sets his harp down as the inn-
keeper walks toward him. ' . , 

Shot 119 [4~3t.17s. 1. D. MB] 
- .' 

Toni,. face to camera, a mug of beer in front of him, sit-
ting acr6ss the, ,tàble irom tlie innkeeper, back ~o camera. 

l~nkeeper'~, Den Mü~lbeck\ haben sie vorletzte Woche eingqrab- ~ 
en, unsern Hüttenmèister. Je\zt wissen sie .. nicht menr -ein.Y 

'. noch aus .'. ,. . . , 
t,: To~: Der Hias' hats vorausgsag~. • 

1" f .,._ 

Shot '120 [102f.4s.I.D.MS] , - , . 
),.. ~ \ \ 1 ,'" 

, l '.L ," r .. 
. ~oreground: two patrons; ~ated\across a ~)~ frdm one.- ' 
~ . another, ~~aring, a~ each other. 'Background: ~he inn- ':-: '/ '\ 

keeper's, WIfe cl~amng mugs. ," , . /, , 
~ '\ ... ~... 

• ... ;1 .. ,~ 

. " 
e' t" 

,;' Jnnkeeper:, Dann wei6t.du Auch -das vom ~ubin? 
\ 

Î 

'!' .;.' Shot 121 [226f.9s.l.D:MS] .' (~ 
. , . \, 

\ 
, \-. . 

, , 

o 

, , . , ,COptinuation of '119. :. ' 
. , 

, . 
l , • ~ "' • 

Toni: Des 'mit dem Rubinglas, d~ is e Jeranltheit vom Herrn .. 
, , ' 

, . . 
Shot 1:22 ,[1000f.42s:'I.b.MB] 

" ~ \... f 
... r \ ,\ -.~ 

The Mansion, office. Goldfinger. face to camera, seated at­
" 1 "the 'desk, which is covered with books. M~y more books· 
__ ) __ ar~ _~~tereq -~ij over the floor and. asains~ the walls. 
" SOund of rustbng of papers as Goldflnger flips through one 

of the 1)ooks on" the ,des'k. He 'closes tne book. . 
•• : , : , ' ' • ..... ~ • ~ ~ 4 ," 

. " Goldfinger: 'Rubinglas. " 

" Goldfinger writes' somtthi~ï~ o~ one of the p'i~ces oi paper 
sticking oùt the top ,of the book. Sound of footstèps as 
Adalbert enters, walks toward Golâfmger, stop' in front of 
him ) " .,- ....-

~ . ," 

.', .. • . ' ,. 

" 
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Adalbert (softly):' Das Kanapee ist d~. 

. Goldfinger looks up at Adalbert and puts his pm down. 

Goldfingër: Herei1')getragen! 

Adalbert (softly:): Hereingetragen! Hereingetragm! Herein-
. ge~ragen' , 

Adalbert and Goldfinger leave the table, Adalbert in the 
lead. Sound of footsteps. The camera follows them as ,they 
walk to the stairway and look down: three workmen are 
on their 'way u'p, carrying a couch. 

Goldfing~r:. Hereingetragen! 

Sound of footsteps ceases as the couch is placed at the top 
of the stairs. 

Goldfing~r : Ich bin entzückt von diesem Briefe. 

Goldfinger bends over to touch the couch, then tums bis 
. head to look 'at Adalbert. ~ 
.' 

Goldfi,.g~r~ AdàlPex"t, n~iche mir den Briefêiffnerl 

Sound of footsteps as Adalbert moves off. -

Shot 123 [98t.4s:I.D.MCU] . 
, ~"'" 

Sound' of footste~ as Aq~t returns and hands the 
,letter-opener to Goldffiiger, who takes it in his right. band. 

" 

Shot 124 . [170f.7s.I.D.MCU] 

Holding -the letter .. opener first in his right hand
j 

,then with 
, bath nands, Goldfinger, ri~t side. to camera, s ashes at 

the ~at of the couCh. Tearing sound. 
( -

Shot 125 [56f.2s.J.D.MCU] 

The threé' workmen look on. Tearing sound continues. 
-

~ JI( Shot 12~, [242f'.10a.l.D.MCU}' 

The t~ing sound ends. Goldfinger removès sorne of the 
stuffing from the couch. He and Adalbert examine it witb 
their nands. - . " "'. 

'- GoldfÜlger: Wir werden diese Nachricht l~n,.-,.)"".Kann er <las 
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entziffern? , " 

Shot 127 [56f.2s.I.D.MS] 

The first workman, face to camC!ra, looking down at the 
couch. 

Shot 128 [619f.26s.1.0.MCU] 

'COntinuation of 126, from above. Goldfinger, face to cam­
era, straightens up until his head is at camera level, his 
eyes downcast. 

Goldfinger: Wenn einem ein Brief erreicht ohne Papier, so da6 
die Buchstaben herurnliegen, dann ist das eher zum nach­
denken. 

Shot 129 [938f.39s.I.O.MLS] 

The Inn, supply store. Rias, left side to camera, stands 
just inside the open doOr, framed against the daylight. He 
IS watching the Innkeeper's wife welgh a small saclè of 
flour. 

Wife: Gehst wieder inn Wald auf, heh? 

Hias turns his head slowly to the right to look out the 
doorway. AIter a short interval, he turns his head back 
quickly. 

Bias: Wart, ich brauchs nit. Ich sig, da6 ich erst wieder weg 
komm wenn der Schnee, liegt. , 

Shot 130 [128f.5s.I.D.MCU] 

, The innkeeper's wife, face to' camera, looking beyond the 
" camera. 

o 

Wife~' Enn eech hat, schütt ichs wieder in die Truhn. 

. Shot 131 

Shot 132 

[4371.185.1. D. MCU] .. 
Hias, as in 129. He turns, walks out the door and down a 
path t~ough the trees. Sound' of footsteps. 

[567f. 24&. E. O. MLS] 

Anamirl's House. Anamirl, face ta camera, sits on a 
bench outside her front door.· Sound of footstep5 as HW 
approaches from ~hind the camera and comes to Il hait 

,1 
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beside her. She has been watching him approach. 

Hias: Hier ist der Mann ge:storbm. 

Anamirl gets up, moves her hands to her mouth, motions 
with her -hands and nods her head. Hias stands back as 
she o~s the door and enter:s the hou:se. He follows her, 
cIosing the door behind himself. Sound of footsteps and 
door being opened and closed. 

Shot 133 [585t.24s.I.D.MS] 

Sound of footsteps continues as the camera follows Anamirl 
and Hias through another doorwar into the kitchen. Hias, 
back to camera, watches Anamir as she makes further 
gestures with her hands and mouth. 

Bias: Sie haben dir dein Kanapee weggetragen. 
~ 

Anamirl walks off to the left and the camera.. follows Hias 
as he sits down at the table, putting rus lelt elbow on the 
table and resting his head on his left hand. He is looking 
to his right. ' 

Shot 134 [260f.11s.1.D.MS] 

Anamirl, face to camera, her light-coloured face contrast­
ing sharply with her black garment and dark surround­
it:tg5} slowly finds a seat, her eye:s downcast. Sound of· 
tlclting clock. 

Bias: Ja, und da ist er immer gesessen. 

Shot 135 [383f.16s.J.D.MCU] 
1 

Hias, face ta camera, rus arms down on the table, his 
eye:s downcast. He turns his head to the right. Sound of 
ticking cIock continues. 

Bias: Wenn die Nacht sinkt, dann sterben die Leut. 

Hias turns rus head back to look beyond the camera. 

Shot 136 [935f. 39s.1. D. MS] 

At the right, Hias, left side to camera, looking toward 
Anamirl. In the centre, Anamirl, face to camera, l~king 
toward Hias. Sound of ticking c10ck continues. Hias turns 
bis head to look at the bowl of bread before him on the o table. He rests bis head on his left h~d. 
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Bias: Unter Tags regnetsftietzt viel, 
"'. 

(f ' Hias looks up 
\ " \ Bias' und trotzdem vertrocknet das Land. 
, -

Shot 137 

Hias looks down at the bread, takes a loaf in his left 
hand, a knife in his right, cuts hlmself a slice, then, his 
elbows resting on the table, breaks off a piece of the slice 
and chews it, fingenng the remaining piece in his right 
hand. 

(4l0f.17s. I. D.Meu] 

The Mansion, dinlng room Goldfinger, face to camera, 
s~ated at the table, a napkin r~ised to his lips. ~t, wipes 
hls mouth and lowers' the napkm. 

Goldfinger: Er ist zu Tisch geladen. weil er den Rubin so schan 
beSchreibt. Sprich er 1 

. Goldfinger lets rus head rest on the back of rus chair. 

Goldfinger:' lc~ kann nicht genug davon horen. 

Goldfinger closes his eyes. 

Shot 138 [900f.38s.l.D.MS] 

A.Kide, face to camera, seated at the other end of the ta-
ble. ' 

.lgide: Das Land des Rubins. Mein Land. Und aIle Menschen .. 
tanzen in dem roten Schein).. und leben in ihm. Ihr Blut, 
ihr Leben, alles ist in dem l:11AS, in dem Rot, in der Far­
he. 

Shot 139 [192t.8s.I.D.MCU] 

Continuation 'of 137. Goldfinger's eyes are open. 

Agide: Dieses Land ... ist das Einzige. 

Shot 140 [187f.8s.l.D.MS] 

Continuation of 138. 

ASidc: Alles ist in diesem Land, und alles ist Rubin. 
y 
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Shot 141 [1027t.43S.I.D.MLS] \, 
\ 

Agide, right side to camera, and Goldfinger face to cam­
era, seated at the table, eating. Behind Goidfinger, by the 
window, stands Ac;l.albert, face to camera. Goldfinger raises 
his glass, drinJçs; Agide x:-aises his glass, drinks; bèith lower 
their glasses. A..side wipes bis lnouth with the back of bis 
left hand. Goldfinger wi~ rus mouth with his napkin. 
Sound of foots teps . Ludmilla enters carrying an errtpty 
tray and begins to clear the table. 

Goldfinger: Ihr Gebet hat ein Wunder bewÏrkt. Ich "\'\TeiB seit 
einer Stunde etwas, was ich noch nie gewuBt habe. 

Shot 142 '[242f.l0s.l.D.MS} 

,Ludmilla, fa_ce ta camera, from the :waist up. 

Goldfingr:r: An àlle Glashütten kann ich mein Geheimnis ver-
kàufen. ' 

Sound of glass being suddenly smashed. Ludmilla raises her 
hands ta her face. 

Goldfin!~r: Zerbrich so viel du kannst. 

Shot 143 [378t. f6s. I.D.MLS] 

Goldfinger, face to camera, lounging in his chair. 

Goldfinger: Ich werde zehn Kraxen mit Rubinglas auf den Ar­
, ber tragen und die Seewand herunterwerfen lassen, 

Still standing by the-window behind Goldfinger, Adalbert 
, opens his boOk and begins to take notes. 

Goldfinger: daB sich der See rot. farbt. 

Goldfinger rolls his head t() the right, in Adalbert's direc-
tion. ~ ! 

GoldfinBer: Adalbert 1 Hat er das mitbekommen? 
, 

Shot 144 [155f.6s. LD.Meu] 

Ludmilla, face to camera, her eyes half closed, her mouth 
haU open . 

• r 

Adalbert: ... der See rot farbt. Jawohl! 
~ 

, . 
- -

- ! 
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Ludmilla blinks several times, then opens her eyes wider. 

Shot 145 [1203f.50s.J.D.MCl1] 

Goldfinger, left side to camera, his he~d rolled to the 
right, ln the direction of Adalbert, whose hands can he 
sem writing. 

Goldfinger: Noch heute soll das Glas für den See weggehen. o 

Man nehme von allen Glasern im Magazin. 

Goldfinger rails his head to the left as Adalbert scribbles 
furiously. 

Goldfinger: Und noch etwas: noch heute st<?pfe man das Gras 
ins Kanapee und nZihe das Pois ter . . .. Und bringe der 
Anamirl das Kanapee und zehn Gulden zur Entschadigung. 
Und man überbrin~e ihr, daB ich ihren toten Mühlbeck 
nicht langer zum Teufe} wünsche. Er mage von E:inem 
Schwarm Engel umgeben sein. 

Adalbert stops wri ting and closes the book. 

Shot 146 [701f.29~.I.D.LS] 

The Glassworks. The oven, from above. Ominous music 
(similar to 096-099) in the background. Goldfinger 
wanders slowly around the oven. In his left hand he still 
clutches his napkin. He raises his right hand to the back 
of his head and turns half around, as if searching for 
something. Then he raises bath hands to cover hlS head. 

: ' Shot 147 [1917f.80s.I.D.MLS] 

< 

Continuation of 146, (,rom round level. Ominous music 
continues in the backgroun . 

Goldfinger: Ich habs. (, 

StiU holding rus head in his hands, Goidfi~er bends over, 
then lets go of his head. He straightens up, strokes the 
sleeves of bis red velvet coat. 

Goldfinger: Hier ists. Und da. 

Goldfinger raises his right hand to 'his forehead. 

1 Goldfinser: Und auch hier drinnen ists. 

Goldfinger lowerls his right band and raises his left band 

1 _ L - , . -Jo 4CSSW • 
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such that both merl at the. centre of his chest. 

'" Goldfingcr: Und hier! 

Goldfinger looks down a t the Boor. He gets down oh one 
knee. 

Goldfinger: Wir aIle! 

Goldfi1'!ser gets down on both knees while looking around 
.- him. He sit!s down completely, still looking around. 

Goldfingcr: lch habe schon nach den Ofensetzern von PloBberg 
gesandt. 

Ominous music fades out. One, then a score of glass­
workers enter the frame and stand around him in a cir­
cIe. 

Shot 148 [632f.26s.l.D.MS] 

GigI, face t.o camera, ,and Agide, face to camera. 

19ide: Da wird die Herrin sch~un, wenns von der Reis zurück­
kommt. 

nias enters, stands, face' to camera, between GigI and 
Agide. 

Bias: Di~ wird nichts rnehr stehen sehen, wenns zurückkommt. 

GigI: Spinniter Uhul 

Rias: Wenn die Herrin aus der Kutsche steigt, dann fli~t sie 
inn Dreck hinei, weils niemand auffangt, und du oist auf 
ein Schiff und speibst. ( 

Gill: No was? 
\ 

Iside: Sag lieber, obs heut ein Freibier gibt. 

Rias: Ja. 

Shot 149 [652f. 271.E. D. MS] 

The Mansion. One of the windows from the outside. The 
\ window is at chest level and has lour vertical iron bars 

before the glass. The left side of the window is open. Lud­
milla, face ta camerai is seated on the windowsill l>ehind 
the iron 'bars; she is looking down at a potted flower on 

.... l "0......-,' .... """""'-........ _ ...... .......:.... __ --'_-_" \. " 
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. . 
the ledge outside. With her left hand Ludmilla opens the 
right siCle of the window as Hias, approacheS and cornes to 
a balt outside the 'window. The sound of footsteps accom-
panies Hias' approach. . 

Ludmilla: Der Herr stimmt nicht mehr. 

Ludmilla watches Hias'_ 

Bias: In ~der Hütten ist ein Sparifahkerl gewesen. 

Ludmilla crosses' herself . 

Bias: Zehn Manner hat er mit Glasern in den Kraxen in dtn 
, Wald geschickt . 

. \ 
Ludmilla k~eps her eyes downcast. 

Hias: Aber die sind nicht 50 dumm und schmei6en das wert-
. voIle Glas in den Se~; die schmuggelns über die Grenz und 
verkaufens. . ' 

Shot 150 [USt.55.1.0.MB] 
.. 

Continuation of 149, but from the inside looking out. Hias 
is looking. up at Ludmilla. 

Hias: Ludmilla J geh weg von hier J bevor er von dir was will! 
Q 

Shot 151 [736f.316.E.O.MS] , 

Continuation of 150, but trom the outside looking in, as in 
/ 149. Ludmilla is looking at Hias. 

Adalbert: Ludmilla, mach dich schon bis um fünfl 

Ludmilla turns her head to look inward. Hias aIse looks 
inward. 

., 
Adalbert: Der Herr wünscbt deine Gesellschaft. 

Ludmilla looks back at Hias. Adalbert appears. 

Ludmilla: Hias! 

Adalbert: Ich mu6 für Musik sorgen. 

Hias looks out beyond the camera. Ludmilla looks at the 
opposite side of the window. '. '. 1 
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Bias: Auf der Pierdeweide wirjJ gleich einer sitzm, 

"' [ Lud~iJIa looks at Hias. 

Bias: der kann Drehleiu spieln., 

, Ludmilla looks down at her knees. 

Adalbert: Zur Drehleier ~ ber mül3t ich singm. 
, , 

Ludmilla looks back at Hias. 

Hias: In der Schenke sitzt der Harfen Toni. ,. 
, 

Adalbert: Sag ihm, dat} er kommen 5011. Es wird nicht sein 
Schaden sein. " 

Ludmilla looks down at the ground outside. Hias turns his 
head ta look a t Ludnillla. 

Shot .'~52 ' [2921.125. L'D. MS] 

Shot 153 

, ~, . 
Continuatiqn of, 151, but from the inside looking out, as' in 
150. Sound of footsteps as Hias turns around and walks 
Dway. Ludmilla'$' gaze follo~ him. \. 

[5141.215. I.D.MLS] 

. Anamirl's House, 'kttchen. The camera faces' the closed 
d60r. Sound of door being opened followed by footsteps as 
the door is pushed open trom the outside bY three work­
mm carrying the couch. Th~ manœuvre the couch to its 
place by the wllll as Anamirl, seated, watches. The couch 
has been poorly repaired. 

, 

First Workman: Sa Anamirl, 

Shot 154 [342f.14s.I.D.MCU] 

The first workman, face to camera, looking down. 

First\ Workman: jetzt kannst dwieder weich sitzen. 

The first workman moves' toward the table as the camera 
moves down to focus on his right hand. Sound of coins 
being placed on table as he places ten large silver coins on 
the table, one by one. 

Shot 155 [321t.13s.I.D.MLS] 
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Continuation of 153. Sound of footsteps as the three 
,workmen leave the room. Anamirl remains seated with, 
her hands clasped on her knees. She looks toward th~ 
COIJ)S. 

Shot 156 [-496f.21s.I:D.MLS] 

Daylight streams into the hall through the open front 
door.' Outside a forest is visible behind the closely-cropped 
field in the foreground. Sound of many clinking glaS5eSt. 
Anarnirl emerges from a doorway at the left and 'mov~ to 
the front door. She remains standing, back to camera, in 
the doorway, leaning against the right side. She watches 
as men carrying raCKS covered witti ruby slasses on their 
backs pass through the field, from left to nght. 

Shot 157 [500t.21s.E.D.MLS] 

Cl oser view of the men walking through the field. Sound 
of many clinking glasses continues. . 

Shot 158 [10911 .45&. E. D. Meu] 

Hias, right side to camera, seated on the edge of a cliff, 
looking aown at the village far below. '; 

Hias: Pie Nacht laBt sich Zeit. Heut kommt sie ,ganz langsam. 
Sie kriecht, in die Winkel vom Dorf, und dle Leut dril!8en 
sich leise irn StaIl mit den Tiern zusammen. Bei der Glas­
hütten, da arbeiten sie wieder gegen die Angst an, weil sie 

" wissen ihre Arbeit ist umsonst. Ich habs ihnen gesagt: in 
der Nacht brennt die Hütten. Aber wie im Schlaf, 50 sich­
er gehll die Leut in ihr Unglück mit offnen Augen. 

Shot 159 [219f.9s.I.D.MLS] 

Shot 160 

The Glassworks. A score of glassworkers are busy' 'blowing 7 

glass. Sound of glassworker.s at work. 

[U8t. 7s.l.D.MCU] 

One glassworker molds the glass of another. Sound of 
, glassworkers at work continues. 

Shof 161 [U7f.5s.1.D.MS] 

Glassworkers at work. Sound of glassworkers at work con­
tinues . 

. spot 162 [182f.8s.l.D.MCU] 





o 

" ..1 

,0 

o 

Shot 172 

" 

[239f .105.1. D. MS] 
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Two' ports of the 'oven. Glasswork~s are putting glass in, 
taking it out. Sound of glassworkers at work continues. 

Shot 173 [1263f. 535.1. D. eut 

A glassworker draws a horse out of a small mass of red 
hot glass. Sound of glassworkers at work continues. ,. 

, Shot 174 [1292t.Ms.1.D.MLS) 

The camera moves ~st a number of glassworkers; then 
rises slightly to watch the glassworkers from above. Sound 
of glassworkers at work continues. .'" 

Shot 175 [7fAt.32s.I.N.MS] 

Shot 176 

1 
Shot 177 

The Mansion, dining room. Foreground, left:, Adalbert, 
,face to camera, standing at the doorway, holdin~ a lit . 
candIe in his 1eft hand, staring straight ahead. Back­
ground, right: Toni, in the next room, sittin..s, 1eft side to 
camera, by his harp. Harp mU5ic begin5 a5 Toni pluck5 hi5 
harp. AdaIbert's eyes are almost shut. . 

[565f.24s. I.N.MLS] 

From behind Adalbert's left shoulder the camera looks in­
to the dining room. In front of Adalbert sits Ludmilla, left 
side to camera, looking down. Goldfinger, who is sitting, 
face to camera, at the table in the centre of the room, 
has his head clown on the table, his hands clas~d to­
gether ov~r his head. On the table stands a sinSùe lit can­
ale. In the back, at the right, sits Goldfinger's father, face 
to camera, in hus usuai place. Seven candIes stand against 
the back wall. Harp music continues. Ludmilla turns her 
head to the left, toward Adalbert, then turns it llack. 
GoIdfinger unclasps his hands and starts to raise his head. 
Goldfinger's father laughs. Ludmilla screams. 

[M1t.23s.1.N.MCU) 

Similar to 175. HarI? music continues. Adalbert's eyelids 
are red, his pupils almost hidden behind his upper eyelids. 
Goldfinger's father lausdts. Adalbert's ~es move very 
slowly toward a closea position, but do not close complli!te­
ly. 



, . 

," 

(l: 

270 

.shot 178 [340f.14s.I.'l!.MCU] 

" Ludmilla, face to camera, her mou th slightly open. She is 
Jooking to her l~ft. In the background, Goldfmger's father. 
Harp music continues. Ludmilla rocks back ana forth -' 
sligntly. She screams, then turns her head to face 
straight ah~ad. " 

9hot 179 [290t.125. I.N.MS] 
.' 

Toni! 10ft side tO, camera, plucking his harp. Harp music 
contlPues. " 

Shot 180 [12-48f,.52s.1.N.MS] 

" '1 Goldfinger 1 face' to camera,. leaning back in his chair, the 
back of hIS right hand rllÎsed to hIS forehead. On the table 
before him lies an open book. Harp music continues. 

\t Sound of footsteps as Goldfinger drops his hand! leans for­
ward, gets up, moves to a small table set agatnst the 
back wall. on the table: a lit candIe and Gofdfinger's 
sword. Goldfinger picks up the sword, walks to the back of 
the chair 1 slowly withdraws the 5word from its scabbard. 
He holds It up and gazes at it. 

Shot 181 [42-4t18s. I.N.MLS] 

Similar to 175. Harp music continues. Ludmilla appears 
and walks toward tne open door, which Adalbert closes 
and locks befon~ she can escape. Sound of door being~JSG!~---j 
and locked. Harp music continues in the background. Lud-
milla tries the oolt in vain as Adalbert reSumes his posi-
tion. Then she turns to face the camera. 

Shot 182 [291t.12s.I.N.MS] 

Goldfinger's father, face to camera, repeatedly clenching 
and unclenching his fists. Harp music continues in the 
background. 

Shot 183 [395i.16s.l.N.MS] 

< Adalbert, face to camera, as in 181. Ta his right hangs a 
" painting of a saint. Harp music continues in the back­

ground. Sound of painting hitting the table as the painting 
suddenly falls off tbe wall and cornes to rest, uprig~t, on 
li srnall table be5ide Adalbert. Adalbert turns to adju:st the 
pa~t:lting ~ghtly, then turns l?ack, raises his eyes ta the 
caling bnefly, and resumes hIS po5e. 
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Shot 1841 

211 

[221f. 95. I.N.CU] 
, , 

A carved and pafnted figurehead, attached to Il pair of 
antlers, hanging from a rafter, the shadow of tlle figure 
dark aKainst the white wall beside it. The figure is trem­
bling. Barp music continues in the background. 

Shot 185 [306f.13s.I.N.CU] 

Detail of the painting: the saint is looking up to heaven, 
whence he receives the stigmata. Harp mUSlC continues in 
the background. The camera moves down to fdeUs on a 
skull lying by the saint's feet. 

Shot 186 [1445f. 60s. 1. N. MLS] 

The Inn. Foreground: Hias, seated at a table. staring 
straight ahead; to his right, seated at the next side of the 
table, a musician with a hurdy-gurdy: The Inn is full of 
patrons, sitting at many tables, talklng. Sound of noisy 
patrons. Hurdy-gurdy music and sin~ng begin as the mu­
sicia.n starts ta play his instrument. He stops playing. . 1 

Shot 187 [1040f.43s.l.N.MS] 

The musician, right side to 'camera seated at the left, 
looking at Hias, face to camera, ~ stih staring straight 
ahead. Sound of noisy ~atrons continues. -

Musician: Ja und dann? 

Hias: Dann fangt der Kleine einen Krieg an, und der GroiSe 
überm Wasser macht ihn aus. Dann kri~st dum zwei­
hundert Gulden keinen Laib Brot mehr. Dann kommt ein 
gestrenger Herr der zieht den Leuten das Hernd übern 
Kopf, und die Haut dazu. Nach dem Krieg meinst, es ist 
eine Ruhe, es ist aber keine. 

Shot 188 [572f.24s.I.N.MS] 

Wudy, right side ta camera, seated at the left, looking 
down. Sound of noisy patrons continues. The fJrst work­
man offers Wudy a mug of beer. 

First Workmlln: Sto6 mit an, moi! 

Sound of laughter. Wudy pushes the ,~ug away. The inn-
keeper serves patrons, returns. ' 

Wudy: Der Ascherl geht mir ab. 
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Paulin enter~ from' the right, carrying a large white 
goose. 

First Workman: Ja, hast din nit erdrückt. 

Sound of laughter. 

272 

,- Shot 189 [150t.6s.1.N.MCU] 

" 

" 

Continuation of 188: Wudy. Sound of. noisy patrons con-_ 
tinues 

Wudy: . Mir geht der Ascherl ab. Der Ascherl mü6t heut dabei 
seIn. 

Shot 190 [714t.30s,I.N.MS] .. f 

Same as 188, continuation of 189. Sound of noisy patrons 
continues. Someone is holding a finger to the top of 
Paulin's head, who rotates sfowly underneath it, her 
mouth balf open. 

First Work'man: Da mu6t schon selber nausgehn zuhm. Rein­
gehn kann er selber nimmer. 

Sound of laughter. Paulin leaves the frame. 

Wudy: Bringst mir an Ascherl! Bringst mir an Ascherl! 

:. Wudy gets up, walks off to the right. 

Shot 191 [12571.525.1. N. MS) 

Continuation of 187. Sound of noisy patrons continues. 

Musician: Wenn i di alles glaub, aber das glaub i dir nit. 

Bias: Glaubs oder glaubs nit, das is dei Sach. Ich sag nur, was 
ich seh. Obs eintrifft, wei6 ich nit. 

Musician: Ja und ciann? 

, Rias: Die Bauern werden sich gewanden wie die Stadtleut. Und 
die Stadtleut werden wie die Affen. Die Weiber ziehen sich 
Hosen und Stiefel an. Die Bauern werden mit gewichsten 
Stiefeln in der Miststadt stehn. Die Bauern werden Kuchen 
essen und politisiern. 

Shot 192 [U5f.18s.J.N.MS] 
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"Sound of noisy ~trons continues. Wudy, face to camera, 
enters the Inn through a doorway; on bis shoulders he ' 
bèars the rigid body of AscherJ. As s~eral ~trons look 
on, Wudy stands Ascherl on his feet, wraps his arms 
around him, and begins to dance. Sound of noisy patrons 
subsides in to silence. 

GigI: Spinn di aus! 

Shot 193 [192t.8s.I.N.MLS] 

Continuation of 192. Wudy and Ascheri are at the centre. 
Paulin, Ieft side to camera, standing on the right with her 
goose in her arms, is one of several patrons who are look­
Ing on. 

Wudy: Wer splelt uns zum Tanz auf? 

Shot 194 [318f.13s.l.N.MS] 

Continuation of 191. The musician looks over his right 
shoulder. 

Musicilln: Ja dem Paarl, dem sprüh i aufl 

Sound of footsteps as the musician leaves the table. Hias 
remains seated, still staring straight ahead. 

Shot 195 [1281f.53s.l.N.MLS] 

Continuation of 193. The musician has moved ta Iean, 
right side ta camera, against the wall on the left. Hurdy­
gurdy music starts as the musician -'pla~ for Wudy. The 
tirst workman cackles with mirth. Sound of stamping as 
V'!udy turns with Ascherl and stamps his feet ta l the mu­
SIC. 

First Workman: Fuel Fue! Tanz! Tanz' Dreh! Drehl 

First workman cackles with mirth. 

First Workman: Tanz! Tanzl Fue! Fu1H 

First workman cackle$ with mirth. 

First Workmlln: Tanz! 

\ First workman cackles with mirth. 

., ' 
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Fint Workman: Tanz! Tanz! 

First workman cackles with ~rth. 

First Workman: Dreh! 

First workman cackles witb mirth. 

Gigi: Aufhorn! Aufhornl 

GigI walks over to the musician and brings him to Il haIt. 
SOund of laughter, stamping and hurdy-gurdy music 
cease. Wudy continues to turn with Ascherl. 

GigI: La6t doch em Toten sei Ruhe! 

First Workmao: GeU? Es muf3 weited 

First workman cackles with mir th . 

Patron: Ja! 

Shot 196 

Shot 197 

Hurdy-gurdy .music and stamping begin as the musician 
starts up agam. _ 

[360f.15s.I.N.MCU] :/ 

The first worklTl..an, face to camel"tl, encour~ng Wudy. C 

Hurdy-gurdy music and stamping continue. The camera 
moves to die right ta focus on the musician, face to cam­
era, playjng. Tne camera moves further to the right to 
focus on Wudy and Ascherl. Laughter and $houts of en­
couragement. 

[183f.8s.l.N.t/~] 
-=--

Same as 195, continuation of 196. HurdY-Kurdy music, 
stamping and laughter continue. Hurdy-~ây music and 
laugnter cease as the musician stops playing. Stamping 
ceases as Wudy stops dancing. Wudy pants heavily from 
exhaustion. 

Shot 198 [1282t.5~s.J.N.MCU] 

Continuation of 194. 

Hias: Raufen tuns aIle. In jedem ~Haus ist ein Krieg. Kein 
Mensch wird mehr den andern mJigen. Die reichczn und dicz 
feinm Leut wer&len um~bracht. Wer feine Hlinde hat 

-wird totgeschlagen. Die Bauern werden ihre Hauser mit 
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einem hohen Zaun einzaunm und aus dem Fmstu auf die 
Stadtleut schie6en. Die Stadtleut werden betteln, -La8 
mich aclçern, .. aber sie werden umgebracht. Kein Mmsch 
wird mehr den andern mo~en. Wenn zw,ei auf einer Bank 
hocken und der eine sagt, Rück ein wenig," und der an­
dere tuts nicht, 50 ist das sein Toci. Das ist die Zeit vom 
Blinkeabraumm. 

Shot 199 [154 7f. 64s. 1. N . Meu] 

The Mansion, dining room. On the right, on the Hoor, the 
head and shoulders of Ludmilla, motionless, a ppol of blood 
beside her mouth. On the left~ near the floor, Goldfinger's 
hands; he is kneeling beside Ludmilla; in his right hand he 
is holding his hàndkerchief. 

Goldfinger: Sie ist gleich ausgekühlt, dann zerspringt sie nicht 
mehr. 

~ldfinger dips the handkerchief in the~ ~l of blood, raises 
lt to eye-level as the camera follows. He inspects the 
blood-soaked handkerchief carefully. 

Goldfinger (slowly): Das ist das reine Gemengel Wozu sind die 
Fabriken noch g\.\t? 

Shot 200 [925t. 395.1. N. MS) 

, 

The dining room door ~ from the inside; it is tlosed. Sound 
of footsteps and door Deing unlocked and o~ned as Adal­
bert, followed by Goldfinger carrying Ludmilla's body, 
moves toward the door, unlocks- it, opens it, lets GOld­
finger pass through, looks back into the room

h 
out towl1rd 

.Golëlfinger, back lnto the room, and resumes is former 
position, as in :183, while Goldfinger places Ludmilla's body 
on the floor beside the harp. Harp music begins as Toni 
wake5 up,. resumes playing. Goldfinger moves off tp the! ' 
right. ' 

, , 

Shot 201 [224f.9s.I.N.MS] 

Harp music continues. Sound of door being unlatched as . 
Goldfinger stands before the furnace door, opens it, re!ach--' 
es inside to withdraw a burning stick with his left band. . 

Shot 202 [5S4f. 235. I. N.~] . (' 
Toni, still plucking his' ha~p. 'Harp music conti~un, then . 
stops suddenly wnen, from below the fram~, the Iburning 

, stiCk is thrust toward Toni'. Sound of footsteps as Toni 

\ ./ 
: 
L . , 

, .1 
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Jumps up and runs 5'way 1 followed slowly by Goldfinger 
holdIng the burnIng stick at shoulder level Sound of a 
glass DeIng smashed, 

[225f 95 1 N. MS) 

The Inn Foreground the cardplayer. face to camera, 
seated at a table, stanng stralght ahead vacantly \ in his 
lef t hand he holds five cards in a fan Backgrouna pa­
trons ln animated discussion Sound of nOlsy patrons 

Patron PaulIn Wlll tanzen! Pauhn SH2 WIll tanzenl Paulin autn 
Tlsch da! 

Patron Da bei Hias hmte, da lS el Plah hmten, bel Hlas' 

Shot 204 [2781 125 1 N Meu] 

Paulm, left side ta camera, still holdIng her goose ln her 
arms, smihng 

Patron Pauhn, SH? 5011 nackert tanzen! 

Patrons. Ja!. 

Sound of laughter 

Patron PaulIn, Jetzt stelg auf dam Tisch. 

Patron: Jal 

Shot 205 

Sound of laughter Behind PauJin, two patrons raise their 
mugs in a toast. 

[1021t .435 1. N. MS] 

Continuation of 198. The g,oose now occupi~ the musi­
cian's place on the table. Hias, still staring straight ahead. 
ignor~ the goose. Sound of laughter 

\.. Bias: Sommer und Winter Wlrst nicht mehr auseinander-­
kennen. 

Hurdy-gurdy music begins From the left, Pauhn climbs 
onto the tabl~l crosses to the right; she is visible from the 
knees down. nias blinks, but continues to stare straight 
ahead Paulin turns slowly to the music. 

Rias: Jeder Mensch wird einen andern Kopf haben Und der 
Wald wird licht wie dem Bettelmann sein Rock. Die Klein-
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~ werden wieder groB 

The goose mo~ Its head forward, partiaJ}y~'-yring Hias' 
face 'Pauhn drops her sweater to tne floor, moves off to 
the nght. 

Hias Wenn die RotJankel kornmen, mit ihrn" roten Jankeln, 
dann mu.6t davonlaufen, 50 schnells kannst und schaun 
da.6 deinerl Laib Brot mitnehrnen kannst Wer belm Laufen 
drel ullb Brot dabei hat und einen verhert, darf sich 'nicht 
bucken. 

The goose draws its head back 

shot 206 [512f 215 1. N MS] 

Paulin, dancing slowly, the camera looks up trom table­
level Hurdy-gurdy music continues 

Hias: Auch wenn du den zwelten Laib verlierst, 50 sollst i hint­
lassen, weil es 50 pressiert, und du kannst jluch mit ein- -
em Laib Brot durchhalten, 

Hurdy-gurdy music ceases 

Rias' 'weils mch t lange dauert. 
' .. 

Paulin lifts her dress up over her head 
, 

Rias: Die Wemgen, dies uberleben, mussen emen eisernen Kopf 
haben. ' 

-
Paulin drops her dress to the ground. 

Rias. Die Leut werden krank, 

Shot 207 [2e;,t. 125.1. N. MS] 

Continuation of 205. Paulin is back in the frame, on the 
right. Hias continues to ignore her. 

Rias: aber kein Mensch kann ihnen helfen. Die dies überleben, 
werden,sich zusammentun und mit -Bruder" und 
• Schwester" grüBen. 

Paulin drops another garment to the floor. 

Shot 208 [398! .17&.1. N. MLS] 

Continuation of 207, but from a greater d~tance. Ali 

-' - --
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htads . but thJt of. Hias are turn~ toward Paulin, still­
turning slowly on the table. Sound of laughter. . 

Patron: LaB, la6 mal was sehn! 
" 

Sound of laughter Paulin drops her full slip to the table, 
she i~ naked from the waist up. She covers her breasts 
wit,h her arms as she continues to turn. 

Shot 209 [390f.16s.E.N.MCU] 

.The Village First th~ burnlng stIck, then Goldflnger, bath 
moving into the frame from the left. Goldfinger cornes to 
a haIt, face to camera, moving the stick back and forth 
slowIy. Then he turns, back to camera, and wanders off 
down the road 

\ 
\ 

" 

.' r Shot 210 [12051. 50s. 1 N MS] 

\ The cardplayer, left side to camera, as ln 203. To his 
right, the door. 

Patron. Hütten brennt! Feuer! 

ShQuting and scuffling as suddenly 

Patron' Glashutten brennt! 

a mass of patrons runs toward the door and out into the 
night. One patron even c1imbs right over the cardplayer's 
table, but the cardplayer continues to stare straight 
ahead. The patrons are followed by the -innkeeper and 
musician. Through the open doorway the outer ~oor is 
visible; light from the fire plays on its surface. The mtisi­
cian stands, right side ta camera, outside the inner door­
way, framed Dy the latter. HUl(~y-gurdy music begins as 
the musician watches the fire al'id plays his hurdy-gurdy. 

Musicien (5inging): Die Hütten brennt! Die Hütten brennt! Die 
Glashutten orenntl 

\. The cardplayer gets up and walks out through both doon, 
aIl the while staring 3traight ahead and holding the five 
cards in his left hand. 

Shot 211 [10lf.46.E.N.LS] 

The Glassworks in Hames. Shouting and crackle of flames. 
~ 

Shot 212 [121f.51.E.N.MUI) 
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Shot 214 
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" \ 

Three windows of the GlasSworks, spewing flames. Shou~-
ing and crackle of flames continues. : 

[34"5,f.145.E.N.LS] 

Another view of the fire. The roof of the Glassworks has 
collapsed; the flames shoot out where the roof once was. 
Shouting and crackle of Hames 'continues. 

[1065t. 445.1. N. MS] 

The Mansion, same as 202. There is no one in the room. 
Goldfinger's father appears, back to camera, and shuffles 
past the abandoned barp. -

Father: Wenns brennt macht lch dabei sein. Wo sind meine 
Schûhe? Wo sind meine Schuhe? Wo sind meine Schuhe? 
Meine Schuhe? 

Goldfinger's Iather wanders around the r06m. 

Fath~r: Zwalf Jahre has es-nicht gebrannt. Zwolf Jahre. Upd 
. meine ,Schuh sind fort. Meine Schuh sind weg. 

Goldfinger's father laughs. 
~ 

Shot 215 [S6Sf.24s.l.N.MLS] 
" ;c:;-? 

Same as 208. Only Hias, Paulin, and the goose remain. " 
Hias and the goose remain where they were beforel Hias 
still staring straight ahead. Paulin is standing on tne~ 
ground, putting her c10thes back on. 

-Bias: Die Leut richten sich ein) àls obs nicht mehr weg.wollt ., 
- von derer Weit. Aber über Nacht geht das gro6e Weltab-

raumen los. : 

"" Shot 216 [2008f.84S.l.N.MCU] 

Hias, face to camera, staring straight ahea~ 

Biaa: Da kommt vom Morgen her ein gro8er Vagel und schei6t ,\ 
ins Meer. Das Meer wird haushoch und koèht. Die Erde 
wackeit und eine groSe Insel geht halbtrt unter. Die gro& 
Stadt mit dem eisernen Turm steht im Feu~r. Aber das 
Feuer haben die eignen Leut gel~. Und die Stadt wird 

• dem Erdboden gleicbgemacht. In Italien werden die geist­
lichen Herrn umgebracht und die Kirchen stürzen ein. Der 
Pabst sitzt in einer Zelle. Auf der Flucht weiht er eine 

u 
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Ziege zum Bi5Chof. Die Leute hungern. Die drei Tage ( 
Finsternis kommen immer nliher. Dort wo der schwar%é 
Kastl hinflillt,' entsteht ein ,grüner und ein gel ber Staub. 
Das Wetter wird sich andern. Wein -wird bei uns angebaut 
und ein Obst gibts, das ich nicht kenn. 

Shot 217 [2"9f.l0s.I.N.MS] 

Same às 210. The musici~n, tao, has left. Sound of foot­
steps a,s Adalbert enters and looks around. 

Adalbert: Ludmilla!' 

Shot 218 [2611.115 l.N.Meu] 

Continuation of 216. 

Hias. Die Ludmilla liegt tot im Kontor des Herrn Und der Har'" 
_ fen Toni spielt Ihr auf der Harfen ein Lied nach dem an­

dern var. 

Shot 219- [324f.14s.l.N.MS] 

Continuation of 217. Sound of footsteps as Adalbert turns 
around and leaves. 

Adalbert: Ludmilla! 

Shet 220 [52~f.22s.1.N.MCU] 

The goose, face to camerà, standing amid scattered play- -
ing cards. It waddles to the right, It5 movement folfowed 
bY the camera. ' -

Shot 221 [13101. 55s. I.N.MS] 

Similar to 219. The éardplaYér remters, still staring 
straight ahead and holdirig the five cards in his 1eft band. 
As he resumes his seat, Hias moves toward the door, 'put,:­
ting on his coat. &fore he reaches the door, sorne of the 
patrons return and block his path. Sound of voices. 

Patron~ Dableiben! Da i~t der Hia~, der uns das Unglück ange­
wunschen hatl 

Rias: Ja ich habs bloB vorausgesehn. 
.-

!;he patrons ~r_ab Hias as he tries to p~h his way out. 

First Workman: Der hat Teufelsaugen! Der hatn bOsen Blickl 
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Rei6ts ihm d'Augen ausl 

Shouting and pummeling him with their fists, the. patrons 
drag Hias ta the ground, th en ]~ft him up and carry him 
out. The cardplayer remains seated~ staring straight ahead 
and holding die five cards in his lert hand. 

Shot '222 [3Mf.15ç. I. D. Meu] 

The Prison. Hias, back to éameta, is looking out a stnall 
o barred window. Sound of footsteps as he turns 'around and 

Shot 223 

walks off ta the right. "f' 
[1089f .456.1. D. LS] 

) 

On the left: a window at eye-level, below which sits Gold­
finger 1 his wrists chained fo the wall. On the right: a 
window at eye-Ievel; Hias, back to camera, stands before 
the window, looking out. ,-

Bias: lch 5eh nicht.s mehr. 

Hias turns around. 

Bias: Es isso dunkel. Ich muS' wieder was sehn. 

Hias walks over to the window (m the lift and looks out. , \ 

Hias: lch mu6 in den Wald. lch mu6k den Wald. ' 

Sound of footst~s as Hias turns to face Goldfinger, turns 
back to the winaow brieffy, then wanders over ta the 

. window on the right. He looks out briefly, th en wandus 
back over to Goldfinger. " , 

Bias: Ich will den Wald wieder sehn. 

Shot 224 (3Mf. 15s. I.D.MS] 

Goldfinger, face to camera, from above. He is looking up-
ward. ' 

Goldfingrr; 0 Und Menschen wilist du keine sehn. Du gdiillst 
mrr. ' \ 

Goldfinger closes his eyes. 

,Goldfi~6er: Du hast ein Herz aus Glas. 

Goldfinger opens his ,eyes. 

)' .. 
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Shot 225 
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• 
[742f. 315. E. D. LB] 

The Forest. The ground is covered wïth a shallow layer 'of 
snow. In the distance: Hias, walking uphill, approaching , 
the camera. Sound of approaching footstep5. As Hias passes 
to the left of the carner~ the camera turns to follow' 
him. Music (similar to tJ81) fades in. 

Shot 226 _f.132Sf.55s.E.D.LS] 
() .. 

--, 
Sh6t 227 

Shot' 228 

Hias, climbing a sno'W-covered slo~t approaching the 
camera. MusIc continues. Sound of àpproaching footsteps. 
As Hias passes to the right of the camera, the camera 
turns to follow him up the hill. Mu~ic f~des out. ~Sound of 
running w~ter. 

[7~Of.31s. E.D.LS) 

Sound of running water continues in the backgrouJ)d. 
Sound of footsteps as Hias, bacic ta camera, approaches a 
small cave set into the slope. He crawls into tbe cave on 
his hands and knees. Suddenly, he backs out and gets up . 
He wra~ the bottom of his coat around his left arm, 
holding the latter up as if to ward off a wild animal. 
Sounds of a sftuggle as he staggers backward until he 
bumps against a tree. With hlS right hand he jabs at 
something, then falls back toward the snow. . 

[sut. 35&. E, D. ~LS] 
, 

Sounds o( a struggle s:;ontinue as Hias, falli~g face _down 
onto the snow, rolls down the slope onto hls back, 'atrug­
gling with something. He rails onto Ihis stomach, anto hls 
back;- ,the knife in }lis right hand is cleQ.rly visible. He jaœ 
at something with the knife, then rolls onto all fours and 
jl1bs the ground r~atedly with the knife. Sounds of a 
struggle cease as Hlas finally sits back, rl21axing. 

__ 1 Bias: Sol Und jetzt ein Barnbraten. 

, 1 

Shot 229 

Hias gasps for breath. The camera has' moved evrzr closer 
and followed the action carefully. Hias wi~ his brow with 
his right sleeve, then puts the kriife back into its pocket -
on the right' thigh of nis leather pants. 

[2771.125. iD. CU] 

A 5mall, crackling fire amid the snow. 

" 
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\\ 
" Shot 230 [631t.26s.E:,.D.MLS] 

Hias, face ta camera, sitting on' a small rock,_-in the snow, 
staTlng beyorid the small fire in front of him. . 

Hias: Auf 11"Wacht schaut einer übern Wald und sieht kein ein­
ziges Licht. Wenn er im Zwielicht eine Wacholderstauden 
stehn sieht, dann rennt er drauf zu, um zu sehn, obs 
nicht ein Mensch ist t sa wenig gibts riur noch. lm Wald 
kdihen die Gockel, aoer die Leut sind hin. 

Shot 231 [299f.12s.E.D.CU] 

Sorne glowing embers. 

Hias: Mir fallt wieder was ein. Ich seh es wieder. 

Shot 232 - [799f.33s.E.D.MS] 

Same as 230, but mu ch closer, such that the fire is no 
longer visible. 

Bias: Ein Fuhrmann hait an und steigt von der Kutsche. Er 
klopft ,mit dem Peitschestiel auf ëien Boden und sagt, -Hier 
hat einmal die Straubinser Stadt gestanden." Und jetzt 
seh ich die Felseninsel Wleder. Ich. seh jetzt ganz deutlich. 

Shot 233 [715f.30~. E.D.XI..S] 

/ 

f 

Aerial view of two rocky islands. The camera circles the 
larger of the two islands in li wide arc. Seagull cries in 
the background. 

Hias: Da liegt eine Feiseninsei weit drauBen im Meer und eine 
kleinere zweite. Sie lieg'ln am letzten Rand der bewohnten 
Weit. Auf der einen lnsei leben seit Jahrhunderten schon 
ein paar wenige vergessene Menschen. Und weil -sie 50 am 
letzten Rand der beWohnten Weit wohnen, ist bis zu ihnen 

'. 

Shot 234 [344f.14~.E.D.XLS] 

Similar to 253, but doser. Only the larger of the two is­
lands is visible; it is green in places. Seagull cries continue 
in the background. / 

, Hias: noch nicht die Ku~de vorgedrung~n~ daB die Erde. rund 
ist. Bei ihnen hat sich noch immer der Glaube gehalten, 
daB die Erde fla ch ist, und da6 der Ozean weit arau6en in 
cinem- gahnenden Abgrund endet. 

-,-
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Shot 235 [139f.6s.E.D.MCU]-

Foreground: the first islander, face to camera, a bearded 
man, dressed in a flowing black cape, standing on sorne 
high point on the large island; he is staring far beyond the 
camera, his hair buffeted by the wil1d. BaCkground: over 
the first islander's right shoulder, the small island is visi­
ble. Seagull cries continue. 

Shot 236 [127f.5s.E.D.MS] 

The first islander, back to camera, seen from above. Far 
bel'ow him, the sea. Seagull cries continue in the back­
grounq. 

Bias: Ich seh einen Mann auf einer Klippe des Felsens. . 

SlÎot 237 [936f.39s.E.D.XLS] 

Aerial view of the 'first islander as the camera circles the 
large island. Seagull cries continue in the background . 

• 
Bias: Jahre la'ng steht er einsam und ~tarrt üœrs Meer. ·Tag 

für Tag, immer am gleichen Platz. Er ist der erste, dV 
zweifelt. 

Seagull cries fade into the foreground. 

Shot 238 [~34f.14s.E.D.XLS] 
~ 

Same as 237, but slightly doser.- Seagull cries continue. 

Shot 239 [373f.16s.E.D.LS] 

Same as 236. Three other islanders have joined the first. 
AIl are staring out to sea. Seagull cries continue, then 
fade into the background. 

Bias: ~ann, n~ch Jahren, geselln sich .drei weitere .Mannu 
hinzu. Vlele Jahre lang starren sIe von der Khppe aus ge-

. ·meinsam auEs Meer. . 

. Shot' 240 [216f .125. t. D. MS] 
A 

/ 

The four islanders, face to camèra~ staring f~r beyond th~ 
camera. (The second island,r can .De rec~d as the 

~ cardplayer.) Seagull cries continue in the -background, 
then fade o~t. r .., 

. Bias: ya und -dann eines Tages entschlie6en sie sich, das Letzte 
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zu wagm. Sie wolin zur: Grenu der -\veIt, um zu sehn, ob 
da wirlcltch ein Abgrund ist. 0 

Shot 241 [1390f.58s.E.D.LS] 

The four islanders, face to camera, from above, as in 
240. Behind them several others have gathered. ln the 
d~stanc:e: the small island. Instrumentar plucked music he­
glns. 

-Hias: Zu ihrm Abschied spielen Musikanten . 
. '"' , 

~ Vocalist begins to sing plaintively. 

. ;-
j 

o 

/ 

Shot 242 [188f.8s.E.D.MS] 

• 
,- ~.fi '! 

Two women, face to camera, aIl dressed in black. The one 
on the left, is standing on higher ground, her hands by her 
si de . The one '00. the right is standing on lower ground, 
hands raised, palms inward. Both are gazing far beyond 
the camera. Between them, in the distance: the srnall is-
land. (The worrum on the right can he recognized as Ana­
mir!.) Instrumental plucked music and vocalist continue. 

Shot 243 [637t.27s.E.D.MS] 

From tht stern of a medium-sized rowboat, the camera 
watches the four islanders, lace to camera, rowing, each 
holding a single oar. Instrumental string music. 

Hias: Ja und dann brechen sie auf, pathetisch und sinnlos, ln 
einem viel zu kleinen Boot. 

Shot ·244 [329f.14s.E.D.XLS] 
. 

Aerial view of the large island. The camera is stationary. 
Instrumental string music continues and vocalist sings 
plaintively. ' 

Shot 245 [353f.1Sr..E.D.LS] 

~liff covered with seagulls. Instrumental string music con­
tInues. 

" Shot 246 [136t.6s.E.I;p.s] 

Similar to 2-15, but 100kinS upward' toward the peak of 
the cliff. Instrumental strmg music continues. 

Shot 247 [320f.Ua.E.D.LS] 

'. 

y , 
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The white sky from below. Sea gulls circling. ~nstrumental 
string music continues. 

[2453f .102s.!. D.ILS] 

The boat with the four islanaers, face to camera, from a 
great distance. The boat bobs up and down with the 
swells, almost disappearing. Instrumental string_music 
continues'\) Instrumental plucked music ~ins. Vocalist he­
gins to sing plaintively. After a while, the camera 51owly.­
tilts upward to a shot similar to 247. The following woréis 
appear: 

Es mochte Ihnen wie ein Zeichen 
von Hoffnung erscheinen, dafi Ihnen 
die Vogel aufs oHene Meer hinaus folgten 

The words disappear. The white sky fades to blue. 

, 

Instrumental plucked and string music and vocali5t con­
tinue, th en cease. Credits against a blue baèkgrou~q: 

Darsteller 
Stefan Güttler 
Clemens Schei.tz 
Volker Prechtel 
Sonja Skiba 
Brunhilde Klé>ckner 

Wolf Albrecht 
Thomas Binkley 
Jano5 Fischer 
Wilhelm Friedrich 
Edith Gratz 
Alois Hruschka 
Egmont Hugel 
Sterling Jones 
Karl Kaufman 
Helmut Kossick 
H~lmut Krüg~r 
Wolfram Kui1kel 
W ~rner Lerderle 
Richard Levitt 
~p Müller . 
Arilad Ibn Ghassem Nadij 
A~~ Nuissl 
Andrea von Ramm 
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Gltlshütte Eisch, Fraumau 

Werntzr Herzog 
Film produktion 

Cr~d\ts against a blue background: 
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