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. ."‘The dlssertatxon is an exercise in the apphcatlon of the’ phllo—

saphlcal hermeneutxcs of Paul Rlcoeur and_ the” biblical hermeneutlcs of

1

John Dorrumc Crossan to the aesthetxcs of rehgxous cinema.

The. thesis defines religious cinerna as- virtual religious experi**

3 ence therefrom a theory of relxgzous cinemna is derived. This deriva-—

S

'tlon depends on a discussion of the essentlal elements of the cinematic

4

PR

.expenence and permxts the expansion of the category of rehglous cin-

ema -beyond its traditional frontier. Throughout the dissertation, a di-

éldgue is maintajned with general cinemna theory on the orie hand and

rehglous cinemna criticism on the other The purpose of thls dxalogue 15
to increase credxblhty (in the former case) and to demonstrate origi~
nality (in the latter case). o ‘

Fmally,’ extrapolating from a specific dialogue between Crossan
and Ricoeur, a critical method is developed, then apphed to Werner
Herzog s Herz aus 'Glas; -a transcnptmn of whlch is mcluded as an ap-

pendlx. N - ‘
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La dlssertatlon est un exercxce dans lapphcanon de lhermeneu-

l’

. La these définit le cinéma rgligieux comme lexpénence ifeligieuse

thue phllosophlque de Paul Ricoeur et. 'herméneutique blbhque de

' John Dommxc Crossan. a esthétique du cinema rehgieux.

FE
&

Vu’tuelle de Ia une théorie du cinéma rehgleux est dérivée. Cette dé—
nvamon depend d’une discussion des éléments essentxels de I'expérience
cmématograpmque et permet lmxpan51on de la categorle du cméma

reltgleux au dela de sa frontlére tradxtlonnelle Dans toute la disserta—

. tion, un dxalogue est mamtenq avec la- théone cmematographxque gé—

o 4

R ‘nérale d un cote et la crmque cmematographlque reh 1euse de lautre

N
thé Le but de ce dlalogue est'd’ augmenter la credlbxhté (au premier -

cas) est de demontrer longmallte (a1 dernier cas)

‘ . ‘ ' Fmalement en extrapolant d'un dxalogue spécifique entre Cros—

o

‘“ . san e,t Ricoeur, une méthode crmque est développée, et ensuite appli-
quée & Herz aus Glas de Werner Herzog, dont une transcription est

. ¢ compris comme’ appendice.
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: The systern used to indicate sources: for material found in this
' w-ciissertation is 'similar to that used in the soéial sciences and Biblical
studies. Its purpose 1s to simplify academic papers by eliminating the
need for traditional footnotes. Since the reader may not be fam‘ilia’r*

with this systerm, its particular manifestation is explained here

. Sources are identified in the paragraph in which they occur,

,thus (author date: page) For an author listed but once in the Bxb-—

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 pubfication (older to newer).
‘of a particular passage, one need simply rnatch the author and date’

_given in the source 1dentxflcatton with the correspondmg entry in the

Bibliography . . Lo

In order to determine the origin -
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‘ | In his preface to Religion in Film, John R. May laments “the
emptiness of confused reaction and subjective appraisal that threat-
ens” film criticism (May and Bird: vii). As an example of those who

contribute to the “Babel of opinion and judgement” (vi1), May cites

those who consider film such a total zsthetic experience that it
cannot be discussed objzctively and certainly not reduced to concep-
, N tual language of any sort. The critic describes, often emotes about,
b o - his experience of the film. We can share our subjective impressions
" ) ' and we may even agree, they would claim, but there is little hope .
" that an objective basis can bz found for dialogue. The film cultist’s
approach, however limited its appeal and esoteric its language of
. total experience, nevertheless reminds us that the element of the
, ,@ subjective is hard to suppress and doubtlessly never completely
4 IR quieted Only open discussion, it would seem, can disclose its influ-
; R . - ence. Where the cultist approach is least helpful—because it is ad-
- ‘ . . ~ mittedly gnostic—its devotees try to make their subjective impres-
' oo sions the objective content of the film. (vi1)

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,

be quashed at the outset of our enterprise.

An Objective Approach . ‘

' hd - —

“The intent of this dissertation is to provide an approach to reli-

gious cinema that is derived from an examination of the nature and

o
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structure of the film medium itself. It is argued that the medium is

I - 2

" such that the term ‘film’ can only be associated with the actual

viewing, by an audienqe, of a projected film. This is not necessarily
a xsub‘jective staternent. It becomes subjective 6nly when 1t 1s further

argued that the ‘film’ is not one film, but as many films as there

are members of the audience. That 1s not our approach

Our approach is to exarmine the structure of the ‘film’ with tools

. derived from the fields of biblical studies, religious hermeneutics, and

philosofshy of religion, as well as ideas and techniques borrowed from
general cinema theory. It is argued that, rather than citing specific
films (or elements thereof) as examples of religious cinema, all films

can be seen as potential!y}eligious. The key is perspective. While in

‘practice this perspective has been largely subjective, its objective

cornponents can be isolated and identified, then re-applied to widely
di‘gergent’ 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 dialogué,\
but the structure of the experience itself, as an experience. The ex-—

perience as immediate experience is necessarily subjective, but even

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

experience can be examined objectively. It is this argument that sep- L
arates our approach frorn the subjective approaches that May criti—
cises. It also makes this dissertation a firmly academic (‘scientific’)

enterprise, since one of the central criteria of any such enterprise is

" that oriéinal results be reproducible.

L)




viii

Statement of Originality

4

o
vaen our central argument this dnssertatlon is original within

" the realm of religious cinema theory and criticism, " where simnilar

tools, 1deas or techniques have been applied, they have been apphed
to S}:)eCifIC films as religious texts (literally: ‘texts’), rather than to
the general cinematic experience. It is the application of thése tools,
ideas and techniques to the audience’s experience of any film (under
spgtable conditions) that, to the best of the author’s knowledge,
makes‘i‘this dissertation unique in its chosen field. : |

In the field of general cinema theory, some authors‘have relied

on an inadequate understanding of the visual-phenomena that under-.

lie cinema. Thus, until \_/ery‘ recently, ‘persistence of vision’ was cited

as the fundamental physiological mechanismn that gives rise to cine-

"rha Simllarly, in the field of relgious cinermna theory, most authors

remain unwilling to draw: on the developments in gene cinema

o~

theory. This ‘would be understandable if those authors weke to argue
_that, since the latt‘er is stlll in such a state of flux, it 1s premature

‘ - to rely t00 heavily on 1t. But general cinema theory will always re-

main in a state of flux. Moreover, this instability has provided—and

‘ will continue to provide—a variety of interesting approaches to the-

| phenomenon of cinema.

~ This dissertation attempts to rectxfy this sxtuatlon if only in a

provisional manner. 'I'hus, the }approach ‘taken here parallels several



T m

recent. developments in general cinema theory; these are acknowl-

édged wheri they occur (in the sécond chapter). This dissertation also

relies on the correct understanding of the physiological mechanisms

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

in which the theoretical foundation of the dissertation is laid Fortu—- . —-

.nately, here, too a precedent exxsts Bill Nxchols sets the matter

stralght in an appendlx to ldrology and the Image (1981 293-301) .

» It is, interesting to note that his action could have been taken by any

' other author before him: the requisite information has been avaxlable

: k%\texts on vxsual physmlogy and perceptual psychology smce the first

3

half of this century ‘ ‘ e

¥

¥ “‘,

, Scope and Relevance

L

Unfortunately, thls d1ssertatlon is quite limited in scope. There

" remains a’ great deal to do. There must still occur :within the field of

religious cinema theory and criticism, a fundamemal shift toward the

.work being done in general cmema theory. Untll this shift océurs

(and there are no indications that it is even being conSIdered) there
wxll remain a large credibility gap between the work bemg done in

;ehgnous cinema theory and general cinema theory. This gap is ad-

. vantageous to neither side; closing it would be advantageous to both.

The gap reflects a sxmxiar gap between general cinema theory
and mm reviews appearmg in the popular media. This gap does not

appear as wide between religious cinema theory and film reviews ap—

NEN

M
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- pearing in religious periodicals, because religious 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 provide public access to tL‘:Z’% debates (this is a supreme
challenge, since it requires a derrionstration of relevance).

The fourth and final chapter of this dissertation provides further
observations on the nature of these gaps and offers suggestions as'to
how they mught be bridged. These observations and suggestions
emerge naturally from the perspective developed in the body of this
dissertation. It might be argued that this is sufficient to justify the.
work that this dissertation represents. But the final chapter also
tackles the problem of relevance. It is only the resolution of the lat-
ter problem that can truly justify that work. If religious cinema the—
ory is to be of any value, ‘it must penetrate the phenomenon that
forms its focus to the d'egree‘” that it can offer it refreshed and re-
newed to the public at large, but in such a manner that the full
paradoxical force of the original artistic creations can be unleashed.
Then, and only then, will religious cinema theory have moved be-
yond its own limited academnic bounds into that truly unlimited

sphere that is commonly identified as the ‘real’ world.
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; Introduction: Origin and Intent

)

IReligiousl cinema exists because 1t is defined to exist. It is de—
fined to exist because certain examples of“ cinermatic art are inter— -
préted to be rehgious. This interpretation may be purely .subjective,
or it'may ‘be grounded tf}roﬁgh artistic, linguistic or philosophic argu-
ment. Whether subjective or \ob‘jectified the- inter’pretat\ion emerges
from elther of two sources: the filmmaker and the audlence B

Why is-a ngen film religious? Both sources raxse this questlon
the fxlmmaker to assist in the process of creation, the audlence to
.assist 1n the process of understanding: In both’ cases, one may as—
sume-a prior frame of reference from whose pérspec;ive the qqestion:
is raised.. Yet raising the question may_‘lead to the ei(paﬁ;ion' or de—

struction of that frame of reference.-
L Primary Questions

. K Why is a glven film religious? What does it mean to say. that

the fllm is rehgmus'7 Is the film rellglous per se, or is it merely sus-

cepuble to relxgnous 1nterpretatlon’7 These questions lead naturally to

-another in response to which this dissertat:on is written: What is ~.

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

s
~ 2




X / .
The first observation is that most audiences define religious cin-

)ema‘ very. narrowly. If asked to give?n example'of ‘a religious film,
most people will point to such established epics as Cecil B. DeMille’s
(me Ten Commandments. This should not be taken as a sign of igno-
’ rance. The aforement.ionedéfilm/ doesgeal with matteijs that are also
‘ fiealt with 1n sacred texts. Altbough‘lt may be argued that the ‘
.- treatment is more shallow in the film ‘than in the texts, the person }
who defines 7he 7en Comimandments as religious is technically cor-
rect. The problem 1s one of association. If'religiot‘ls films are to be de-
' fined as‘ such bécause of their resemblance to religious texts, then *

even crmcal audlences will be Justlfled in placing DeMxlle s epic firmly

e

in that category S

. Thevsecond observation is that most audiences enjoy a film far
r’riox\f,e‘fpr"the' éxper’l'ence it puts them through than for any meaning -
the film may Fembody‘ The audierice is not uncritical; there is time

.., for reflection after the film is over. During the film, the audience

P expeCfté to be entertained, whether throggh'comedy -or'tfagedy. What

: ”’: the -audience seeks through entertamment is participation, whether
' " this par‘tmlpatlon be synonymous w1th travel to faraway txmes and
e places or insertion into the _depth ‘of another: person’s psyche The
- ‘problem js one of perspective. It 1s impossible to understand fully the
| reaction of people to a particular film unless one plays the-réle of au—
. dience oneself. Audience participation is immeci_ipte. ‘Cfitfgal_ distance'
destroys this fundamental perspective! a
G LT dAlthough it is tempting to dismiss these obs’e‘zvqtions as too sim- R

< " 2
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plistic, we. must not lose sight of the, fact that film'exisis becausé it

has an audience. This is an. economic statement, not a philosophic

one.> The ultimate success or failure ~of every. film is determined by 1ts

audience. The medium 1s subject to evolution through this process..

‘The rellglous fllm of tomorrow is in large measure a product of . audi~

,ence reaction to the rehgious film of today and Yes’terday. In order to.

/

. (Myers and Kerr: 285)

reformulate the two observatxon;. in more academic fashion, we note
two critiques, each of which examines, the religious dimension of a .
popular film ir_x‘a different light. ‘ |
: - |

Exan;pl; Critiques . y .

The flrst critique is of One J‘Yew Over the ‘Cuckoo’s lVest (Mllos
Forman 1975 from the novel of the same name by Ken Kesey) The "
authors observe that, like “a vision, or a bad dream ‘the film “
pinges on consciousness in an adh‘esive ‘'way.” Indeed they note that
audiences “confess that it casts a continuing and provocatxve spell "
More xmportant for our dlscussxon is the authors suggestion that \

the fllrn contains obvious bxbllcal parallels Nurse Ratched is “the par-

'adlgm of the ‘law* that needs to be fulfilled through the gospel of re-

deemmg grace. The ‘law’ says that in-order to be good, accepted, and
approved, here is what is required.” McMurphy, on the other hand,
“is a literary and filmic paradigm of Jesus, [bearing] the good

news, . . that the ‘law’ is no longer needed-for love, life, acceptance,

v
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and mtegnty " (Myers and Kerr 289) -Q

The -authors cite further biblical parallels all of whxch combine
to suggest that- Cuckaos Nest 15 an allegory of the orlgmal gospel stp~
ryl - i

H

To mention only the obvious: a rough dozen disciples, a big rock of
a man, a miraculous catch of fish, an intoxicating last supper, the
dumb speak, the deaf hear, the lame and, the halt walk and dance,
the dead come to life, and the.one who brings these blessings is be-

¥ < trayed by a friend and cruelly immolated as a trouble-maker: and
disturber of.the peace. (Myers and Kerr:-290) o

Thus; Myers and Kerr extrapolate frorn the original sacred text
(which they take to be normative) to the film, Their extrapolatxon
allows them to conclude that Cuckoos Nest manifests the qualities of
a ‘religicltis film The path tcl this conclusion isvessentxally the same as
that taken by a more naive audience when citing 74e Ten Com-
mandments as an example of a religious film. ]
. The second critique 15 of 2001 A Space Oa'yssey (Stanley Kub—
.rick,/ 1968; from.the novel of the same name by Arthur C. Clarke).
The author"notes that superficially, the film bears a strong (resem- "
blance to the scxence fiction of ;l G. Wells, since it “extrapolates ’
from techmcal achievements of the present into an immediate future
" whiere the wonders of a technologlcal civilization are fully reahzed "
' Yet he finds the film surpnslng because it manifests “a qualxty that
" can be characterized as rr;ystxcal or mythic in its tonahty and im-
rt.” (Comstock: 598) .

?Drawing on the worlg of Mircea Eliade, -Richard Comstock argues =




o

~

that 2001, “so cur’imfsly in 'disharmony with the mood of technologi~ ~

" cal realism, is a clear recapitulation” of the pattern of initiatory

rites “the hero 1in the belly of the sﬁaceshxb slays a technological

. monster, after which he enters into his apotheosis.” Bowman “ages,

dies, and is reborn-as a divine child, a sacred feetus that watches the.

earth of which he, as the ‘star-child, A is now the master:" (Com-~-

[y

_stock. 599)

U —— N

The cruc1al epxsodes to which Comstock draws our attentlon oc—
cur durmg the fourth quarter of the fllm They incorporate aural and
visual effects which must be expenenced to be apprecxated lf one .

.
asks how the same expenence mlght be recreated through ana)ther

art form one misses- the point. The effects themselves are the ex-

perience; in another art form, they would be a different expenence
Thus, the original novel presents its reader with a very dtfferent ex-

planation of the final events of the story. The film replaces this

xéxplanation with an experience that serves to draw the audience di-*

.rectly into the ahemsm that confronts Bowman There" 15 no recourse

to the comfort of known phrases that populate the orlgmal text.

"The first critique demonstrates how, one may define a-film as
religious without explicitly defining the termi ‘religious’ (the definition
remains implicit) . It 15 sufficient to extract patterns reminiscent of
an established religious traditioﬁ, thereby conveniently shifting the
burden of definition elsewhere (and reducing the value of the critique
as an acaéemic enterprise). The .second critique illustrates an ap—

proach to film that emphasizes audience participation. It is the audi-'

{



ence that defines the film as reliéi'ous because of the degree of appar—
ent correlation between its experience of the film and its prejudice
concerning the structure of religious experience (although this appar-.

ent correlation must be properly grounded to be considered a ‘scien—

tific’ datum).

Thesis Statement

~ t

These two conclusions carry the seed of our thesis, albeit in a

‘naive form. The audience participates in the events portrayed in the

_ film. This participation is immediate. If 1t bears some resemblance to )

past experience, then the audience relives it as virtual experience. If
that past experience is identified by the audiencg as religious, then,
irrespective of any objective correlation, the audience relives 1t as
virtual religious experience. Hen};e, our thesis states: relgious cinema
15 virtual religious experience.

Within the context of this dissertation, this thesis statement 1s

" deerned to be the answer to the question posed above: What is reli;
-gious cinema? (It is taken for granted that the foregoing ‘naivé' path
'to ;his, thesis statement mus't be substituted by a proper academic
‘ one; the remainder of this dissertation constitutes the latter path.) ' -

The answer is not meant to be exclusive: religious cinema is neither

the only nor the foremost phenomenon that may be-equated with,
virtual religious experience; rather, 1t is the sole focus of this disser—

tation. The answer is meant to be inclusive: relgious cinema should




- be unlque/y understood as virtual reljgious expenence that is its core

‘and the foundation upon which all other approaches must build.

.- The equation of religious cinema with virtual rehglous experience
holds true only when we realise that the effects that embody cinema
are no more than physiological and technological mechanisms that -
enable and promote association between the immediate effects they

produce and the memory of a separaée form of experience, which we

define as religious. The equation of religious cinema with virtual reli-

glous experlencé denies the equation of religious cinema with rehgious
experlence per se.-Since wrtual' 15 the only term that separates -
these two equatlons ‘we address its- definition first. The incongruity- of

the two equations is discussed in the second chapter.

.. Working Definition: ‘Virtual’

l
—

Within eesthetics, the most extensive use of the term ‘virtual’
must be attributed to Susanne Langer. In Feeling and Form, she ap—

pears to derive her use of the term-from that made by. physicists in

)

optics: ‘ . ‘ :

A -

Pictorial space is not only organized by means of color (including
black and white and the gamut of grays between them), it is tre-

A ated; without the organizing shapes it is simply not there. Like the
space “behind” the surface of a mirror, it is what the physicists .
call “virtual space”—an intangible image. (Langer 12). .

A
(In fact, the correct term is “virtual image” and exists in opposition

' ' .



to its counterpart, “real image” (Baez: 253-254).)
' . " The virtual image is a construct, defined entirely by the man-

‘ner of its 'constructlon, in the murror, it is a physical consfruct; in
the painting, 1t is an aestheticJ construct. The virtual image exists as
a~ virtual image only in relation to its counterpart, in the mirror,

the image requires the presence of the object whose reflection it 1s; in .
the painting, the image requires the recognition of the “organizing

shapes” that it comprises. One may imagine the image in the absence

,of its referent; however, it ceases to be virtual, for 1t has acquired
ldentlty through smgular existence.
The ‘virtual’ is both similar and dissimilar to its counterpart.
The correlation of similarity and dlSSlmllarxty provides the character—
C% istic tensxon that mamntains the status of the ‘virtual’ as. virtual. This
tension, however, makes impossible the delmeatxon of precise bounda-

" ries between.the ‘virtual’ and its counterpart. The ratio of similarity

‘to diséimilarity: and hence the perceived tension, varies with audi-
ence and circumstance. But the degree of Eoth similarity and dis-
similarity can also be increased simultaneously, thereby magnifying
the absc'ﬂute tension éreatly.

In this view, ‘virtual' is not quite real. The mirror image ap—
pears real, but doeé not possess all the characteristics of its counter—
part (e.g., it cannot be handled, etc.). The cinematic event appeafs
weal, but does not duplicate every characteristic of thexoriginal event
(e. g , the audience does not have freedom of movement within the

c}g o frame etc) The wrtual' is an illusion that appears ‘as if’ it .were
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real. Yet, it remains an illusion. This introduces an infinity of possi—

bilities, which allows the ‘artist unlimited scope in the creation of ‘the '\

\wo'rk of art. But it also allows the audience unhmited scope in the

interpretation of the work of art. To add another dimension to this

‘ ‘scope the same work of art may be re- mterpreted with txme But

this is the work of art itself, not, as i§the case with ordinary -
events, . the memory thereof. T

The consequences of the foregomg are, further exqmmed in the
next’ chapter The terms rehglous and experience’ remam - While -
they deserye independent definition, the ensuing dxscussxon would
cause too extreme a diversion within this dissertation. They are..
therefore treated as a single term, with ‘religious language; as its o
coi'nplefnent.’Theée.\two terms form halves of a phenomenon thqt re-
rriains forever beyond the complete jurisdiction of either Heﬁce it is
dlfflcult to plot thelr mutual boundary and confirm permanent Juris=

dlctlons Rather mere outlines are attempted These outlines provide

the workmg deflmtlons requxred for the remamder of this dxssertatlon.~

-
—

'Wotk'irl;g Definition: ‘Religious Language’ -

Y
”

, -' Religious experience is the hum.us; of religious language. Religious
language sets the context for religious experience. Much 1s excluded
from these Statements and neither defmes its subject. However that
" is one of the char;\ctenstlcs of the terms under discussion: they

themselves form a unity 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 Temove from their subject.

From the perspective of our thesis, the line separating these

terms is hidden by the virtual nature of the former within the cine-

matic context (While this statement both foreshadows and presup-

poses the arguments of the next chapter, and is therefore some¢what

prémature, 1t 15 necessary to provide an indication of the direction
we takgi) The “1mmeQiate experience gengrated by the screening of a
film is a physiclogical construct; the next level of interpretation gen-
erates an sesthetic construct; interpretatiqn of the latter, in turn,
,g‘engratés a semantic construct, whose characterisici_cs determine reli—
gious assoéiations. | _ |
This hierarchy is superficial, yet it fosters a constructive line of
‘questior}ing: At what point does the physiological construct cease to
' deterrriihe the nature of the eaesthetic construct?: At what point does

the aesthetic construct, in turn, cease to determine the nature of the

semantic construct? Unless these constructs can be differentiated from .

one another, there remains little more than the assertion that reli-

gious associations are determined by the véry physiological and tech-

' . nological mechanisms that give.rise to the phenomenon of cinema it-

self. o ’ o \
The problem arises when religious cinema is defined as a.cinema
of feiigious symbols,” whether these be.simple aural or: visual ‘objects’,

a series of actions, or -any other set of discrete cinematic elements. If

r
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* religious language is defined as referential, then symbols, ezc., are a

L4

- Vehicle for that reference and religious cinema criticism consists al—

most uniquely of locating these various symbols, efc, and mapping
them to their references.

While we do not wish to negate this definition, we wish to af-
firm another, in which religious language is defined as non-
referential In such a definition, syml/;ols are not isolated as primary
objects of study, because the very function of symbol is den,ied.r} Ap~-

plying this approach to the cinema leads naturally to a radically dif-

ferent form of religious cinema criticism.

In the non-referential definition, religious 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-
referential definitions are complementary: whereas the former pro—
motes the equation- of lsy‘mb'ol and referent, the latter negates or col-
lapses this equation. In the referential definition, the function of

symbol is to refer:

Religious symbols do exactly the same thing as all symbols
do—namely, they open up a level of reality, which otherwise is not
opened at all, which is hidden. W& can call this the depth dimen-
sion of reality itself, the dimension of reality which is the ground

of every other dimension and every other depth, and which there- .
fore,- is not one level beside the others but is the fundamental level,
the level below all other levels, the level of being itself, or the ulti-
mate power of being. (Tillich, 1959: 58~59)

I 5 religious symbol no longer fulfils this function, it dies, eventually

to be replaced by another:



The dimension of ultimate reality is the dimension of the Holy. And
' 50 we can also say, religious symbols are symbols of the Holy. As
. such they participate in.the holnéss of the Holy according to our
basic definition of a symbol. But participation ig not identity; they .
) are not themselves the Holy. The wholly transcendent transcends -
) mry symbol of the Holy. (59) :

The referential defmmon 1tself leads to the non -referential one, since

it denies ultimate reference except In a capacxty that remains both
temporary and incomplete. ' /

) f The two definitions differ in their points’of origin The referen-
tial definition begins with the -affirmation of reference, whereas the-
non-referential definition begins with the negation of reference. But
each must imv~de the territory of the other to remain viable. Hence

(‘f‘\ - the non-referential definition acknowledges the appearance of refer-

ence, but redefines it as essentially self-reference:

“

To speak of a limit-experience is to speak of our éxperience. This
expression in no way says that there 1s nothing 1n our commor -
<« human experience and in our common language which corresponds
to speech about the extreme. If this were not so, the claim of the
Scriptures that Christian self-understanding in fact is the under-.
. standing of authentic human existence would fail entirely. It is
- precisely as extreme that religious language is appropriated. And it
is this appropriateness of limit-expressions to limit-experiences
which {s signified by our affirmation that religious language, like-
. all poetic language, in the strongest sense of the word, redescribes
human experience. (Ricoeur, 1975a: 127) .

’
/\ A "
o

~ As equivalents of “limit-experience” Ricc}eur suggests Tillich's “ultimate

* concern” and Lonergan’s “formally hnconditioned" (128)". Contihuing: .

A

(g In this expression— redescribes human experience"-—m must,

"

v’ a
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emphasize both halves: what religious language does 1s fo re-
describe, what it redescribes is Auman experience. In this sense
we must say that the ultimate referent of the parables, proverbs,
¢ and eschatological sayings is not the Kingdom of God, but human
reality in its wholeness, as this is indicated by the numerous ex-
pressions 1n the works of Norman Perrin. This is where the un-
shakeable truth of the existential interpretation of the New Testa-
ment lies. Religious language discloses the religious dimension of
! common hu{na\n experience. (127-128)
- N I

-~

"Ricoeur’s conclusion appears essentially the same as Tillich’s. Yet
A\

there 1s one significant difference.
Since they have chosen different points of origin, Tilhich and Ri-
coeur provide different critical methods. Tillich’s method leads to an

examination of syrhbols to determine their viability in the light ‘of

their intended referent:

" Religious symbols point symbolically to that which transcends all of
themn. But since, as symbols, they participate in that to which they
point, they always have the tendency (in the human mind, of
course) to replace that to which they are supposed to point, and to
become ultirnate in themselves. And in the moment in which they
do this, they become idols. All idolatry is nothing else than the ab-
solutizing of symbols of the Holy, and making them identical with
the Holy itself. (Tillich, 1959: 60) o .

-

Ricoeur’s method concerns the roéle of symbol, but only after the

fact. The immediate datumn is the expressio; itself, the symbol not as
syrr;bol but as mere utterance. The utterance may function as sym-
bol, but returns always‘to its-origin as mere utterance. This move—
rﬁent 1s the focus of attention. It is the movement of paradox, which‘L',

“disorients only to reorient” (Ricoeur, 1975a: 126); in this i’nanner,

_identity is forever collapsing and permanent identity is denied:

~
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_ Paradox then does not strike praxis any less than it does fAevria,
political praxis any less than the praxis of private morality. It
Just prevents us from converting religious discourse entirely into - L
political discourse—for the same reasons that it forbids its conver-
sion into moral discourse, ewven if this morality is elevated to the
dignity of proverbial wisdom. (Ricoeur, 1975a° 127)

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

and it forms the basis for our thesis: not as a distinction, but as an

bp;ion. : ' . .
The distinction remains between the view .that religious language
is characterized by paradox, ’re"s..i'stixfx;y permanent ideﬁtiﬁcation because
it negates it (Ricoeur), and the view that the symbol itself, as a
symbol for the Holy, is collapsed by identification (TllllCh) The op—

tions available are (1) -an ,approach Wthh emphasxzes the inexpressi-

" bility of religious experience in non-paradoxxca} language (Tillich) ver-

sus (2) an approach which' emphasizes the irféducibility of religious
lJanguage- as an expression of religious expenence (Ricoeur) . The foci of

.the two options dxffer within this dissertation, the latter is chosen

7

L
3 -

Allegorical Reformulation’

* 2 .

"© The following is presented as a figurative reformulation of the

~ preceding definitions (it was originally published iri 1670):

>

L

. Un homme est jeté par la tempéte dans une ile jnconnue, dont-
- les habitants étaient en peine de trouver leur rof, qui-s'était perdu;
L0 et ayant beaucoup de ressemblance de corps et de visage avec ce,
rof, {1 est pris pour lui, et reconnu en cette qualité par tout ce | o

W
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=+ _ peuple. D'abord il ne savait quel parti prendre; mais il se résolut
_enfin de s¢ préter & sa bonne fortune. 11 regut tous les respects
gu’on lui foulut rendre, et il se laissa traiter de rof.

- Mais, comme il ne pouvait oublier sa condition naturelle, il son-
geait, en méme temps qu’il recevait ces-respects, qu’il n'était pas ce' °
roi que ce peuple cherchait, et gque ce royaume ne lui appartenait
pas. Ainsi il avait une double pensée: 'une par laquelle il agissait
. en roi, ’autre par laquelle il reconnaissait son état véritable, et
) que ce n’était que le hasard qui l’avaig_mjs en place ou {1 était. 1l

cachait cette derniére pensée, et il décduvrait I'autre.  C’était par la
premiére qu'll traitait avec le peuple, et par la dermére qu'il .
traitait avec soi-méme. (Pascal: 366) -

i 3

~ -

We :do not suggest that Pascal was anticipating cinema! .His audience
was the coritemporary aristocracy. We shall treat Pascal’'s narrative
as an allegory. In this capacity, it mirrors the perspective required -

a

to understand our thesis. .
The pseudo-king represents, the cinematic audience. The island
.and its people represent the cinernatic presentation. The pseudb-king
has the option ‘of undcerstanding himself as the real king or his look-
alike: within his own mind, the choice is entirely his own. The for—
“ mer choice result§ In the equation, I a;n the king of these people, |
which,. from the reader's perspective, is false. The latter choice re- - .
sults in the equation, | am the virtual king.of these people,- which,

ffom the reader’s perspective, is true. The virtual king functions as

-
i

If he were the real king.

Similarly,, throughout the cinematic presentation, the audience
-_has the choice of participating in its events as though they are what
they appear to be, or as though they merely appear to be what they
are. Irrespectxve of the persuasxve power of the cinematic presenta—

" tion itself , every ‘member of the audience retains at least this privi—-

4
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mams negatxve

* totally Wwithout referential -assists, it is a wholly atber yet, its

otherness is. néver more or less than virtual, since it rémains an’

F €

legz’ of decision. The former choice results in the equation, relgious
cinema Is reljgious experience, which we-challenge (the challenge is
taken up in the second chapter). The latter choice results in the

equation, religious cinerna Is virtual religious experience, which we

1

affirm.

1

Moreover, although the events of the cinematic presentation
may be accépted as representatxons of another set of events external
to the presentation, they do not refer outsxde the sphere of the

e«veryday woﬂd of the audlence Just as the pseudo-king appears un-

‘aware of his own orxgm but denves his self-image from the knowledge

that he is not what he appears to be. We do not know that the
pseudo- kmg is such He believes himself to be other than what he is,
but he is unable to descrlbe that other, except in-the negatlve it is

not what he 15 taken as of ‘that he is certam But his certamty re-—

1

Thxs last poxnt 1s. both the most difficult and the most impor—- *

tant _From the vantage point of our thesis, the gvents of the cine-

matic presentatlon cannat refer outside the sphexe of ‘the everyday

) "world of the. audience. Rather those events which appear to. refer

erence; but per se. They form an other within the context of-——arrd

throughout—the entire cinemnatic presentatxon where thls other 1s

asthetic construct, rather than an experience of other, or Who‘lly,'

o ot x

“

’ ,opts;de that sphere, sxmply are outsidg that sphere, not through ref- v
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other,. per se. ‘ !

The pseudo-king retains the power of choice over his own na-

ture. But the negative choice; whereby he is not the real king, re-

.~ mains utterly non-referential- there is no other to which it can re-

fer Thus the negative choice is an other per se Making the choice,
the pseudo king experiences essentially nothing, except the falseness of
his role as king of the people among whom he finds himself. Thus, he
is ﬁdt‘ only virtual king, ’he~1s also virtually other, ‘since this other

has ‘no ground, .no foundation, no contour whence to.derive meaning

’ It is an -otherfwb\ich he finds himself to be, without form or sub-

st'ar@cg (egcgpt asﬁ‘himself),, devoid of the very possibility of meaniné.

,Withip(thé bounds..of Pascal’s allegory, this remains true. Wefq
thé tale to be e;nbellished such that the pseudo-king had a specific
.. past, known to him and other than his new-found rdle, the other

+

would: callapse as other becorning simply another. But the original

story-_remams unembellished. So, too, the cinematic presentation;

where the experience of other is manifest, it remains such in its

" original form. Yet embellishment may come from without. Films age;

I
4

" what appears once as other may be. subsumed into future; when the

’

future arrives, thiother becomes another, within the sphere of the

.eve,ryday world of the audxence
~ 1
O

S Working Definition: ‘Religious Experience’

* ‘\ ,\

We have ,qtiffined an approach to religious language, but have

~
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., as &ret avoided pféviding an explicit definition for that which we as-
serted as its compler;’lent\: religious experience. Given the foregoing al;-
legor}{ and the surrounding discussion, we are now in a position to
derive-this definition. Since our approach to religious language is neg—

s | ative, our approach to its complement should, for the sake of consis—
tency, be similar. If religious language is deliberately non-referential,
except n-relation to human experience, it follows that religious expe—
rience is all that which religiouslanguage deliberately does nor de-
scribe. ,

While ordinary language may attemnpt descriptions of religious
experience, religious language will inevitably negate such descriptions,
‘ in ‘order that religious experience always remains an other, except as

the experience 1tself the experignce itself is always immediate, not

as an other, but as itself; yet it rernains other than either the lan-
guage whereby it is described, or the memonie's whereby 1t 1s re—
called. Conversely, experience that can be subsumed into ordinary
experience and can be subjected to the descriptive processes of ordi-

.~ nary lapguage is, by this definition, not religious.

Religious éxperience is all that which calls ordinary experience

.. into question, all that which is so wholly other tﬁat the primacy and
veracity of ordinary experience become déubtful. Religious experience
‘inevitably breaks down the cohesiveness that the sum of all ordinary
expériences manifests‘. Thus, religious experience cannot be consumed '

kby ordinary experience, since the latter has no hold over the former,

é | except by virtue of the absence of the former. The very presence of
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religious experience ruthlessly negates the power of ordinary experi-

.ence,” unless the former is ignored; certain circumstances make this

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 doubts
remain, inevitably colouring his experience of his new-found réle.

Similarly, religious experience remains, even if as no more than a

_memory of ultimate otherness. All subsequent experience is necessari-

ly éonditxonéd by this experience -and its memory While ciefnal of the
experience or its memory may be the only résult, even the denial
alters what passes _henéeforth as ordinary experience. ~
Religidus cinerna, on thel other hand, remains an aestl’;et{c con— .
struct. Its very capacity for repetition, 1n the f'or'm of subsequent
screenings, denies 1ts authenticity as anything other than an aesthetlc ‘
construct. Thus, religious experience mamfested in rehgxous cinema s,
by definition, not religious experience, but ordinary experience. The
other of religious .cinema is a fabrication, reproducible at will. Hence,
religious cmema must be defmed as never more than Vlrtual rehglous
experience, for this preset’ves the separation between a spontaneous
experience of the wholly other and a carefully crafted representation .
However, rehgious cinema as virtual ‘réligicus experience implie§

the appeararice of permanent otherness,  the apparerzt. absence of the

very possibility of reference. Thus, the "vir'tual religious experience

- that characterizes religious cinema must itself be characterized by

. apparent irreducibility. Here the rdle of paradox becomes,;manifest,\
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The. elements tlflat constitute the virtual religious experience‘charac—
teristic of religious cinema are apparently paradoxical; that 1s, they

appear to give rise to paradox. However paradox can be eroded if its

elements are s'ubje‘ct to reduction. Thus, the virtual religious experi-

reduction. While these elements may be found throughout several
layers pf inter;ﬁretation, they must be grounded at the most ftgnd_ai-
menta_l,lleast interpretative layer of the cihematic phgnomen(on.:

If the paradoxical elements are not grounded within the most

fundamental layer, then they remain vulnerable to the possibility of

re-interpretation whenever a shift occurs within that layer, since all

" other layers are dependent on it and are themselves interpretations of

that layer or layers above it. For this reason, our thesis must rely

on a partiéulér'understanding of the very technol‘ogﬂ} and physiology

“of cinema, the set of physical processes ‘that gives rise to the essential

: ciriematic phenomenon Both this set of physical proc”esses and our.

understandmg of it arise out of specmc xntellectual frameworks (as

discussed in the next chapter) ;

/’

_ Alternate Definitions

>

.ence of religious cinema must rely ‘on elements that themselves resist

Other definitions of religious experience exist. We have chosen to

define religious experience from the sanctuary of ‘a particular defini—

7 . .
* tion of religious language: To speak of religious experience, even nega-

tively, i\eq’uires religious language. Language itself may be defined as

£ 4
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" approach to that which it is taken to describe. Our defirtion of reli~ .

- .o
) ‘* El

(at leaSt) referentlal non- referentxal or self referentxal F_ach defmv-‘
tlon resukts in'a different approach to that whlch language 1s taken 10
descrlbe. We have chosen one approach to language ‘and therefore one

gious language leaves no alternative but a negative definition of reli-

]

.gious experience.

»

.This negative defmmon colours the remamder of thxs dlssertatlon

and conditions-our anplysus of Werner ‘Herzog's Herz aus Glas It could

be argued that this weakens the case for our thesis as a global ‘defini-.

tion of rehglous cmema if.other defimtions of ’rehglious 1a'ngua‘ge
and/or rehgxous expenence are chosen,’ our ‘thesis will not” have been

tested. There can be no ultlmate defense against thxs cnthue But

. 2 -

such a critique can be leveled agamst any and every academic enter-.

‘)pnse, since all such eriterprises must begm with certain assumpnoné

s

This chapter serves to state our assumptlons* and provxde some Tas
tionale for their presence o ] |
Moreover the assumptlons that underlie our thesns ~and thxs
dissertation are suffxcxently dxfferent as a collectlon from those that
have served other forays into the fxeld of rehglous cmema theory and
criticism that, at the very least some: mterestmg results are
achieved. Fmally, the assertion that our thesxs serves as a global def-‘
mxtxon of religious cinema does not preclude the possxblhty that other
theses may serve a similar functlon Rehgxous cmema is a complex
phenomenon Our definition prowdes one- approach whxch (xt 15

clalmed) nonetheless penetrates all 1ayers of that phenomenon Other

r 2

'
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theses™ necessarily provide other approaches, but these, 'too, may )

penetrate all layers of the phenomeno?x _, L
A dialogue W1th a vanety of other approaches to religious cme—
ma is mamtamed throughout this dlssertatxon However, In the mter-—
est of proceedmg with the exposltxon of our thesis, ‘we now suspend
further dzscussxon’of other defxmtlons of ;he terms crucial ‘to its com~

prehension until the fourth ohapter in which the issue of terminology

is reopened to develop further conclusxons an the domlmon of our

4

thesis and 1ts contribution to the realm of rehglous cinema theory and
criticism. This task 'is considerably simplified in that context, smCe 1t
follows,- rather than precedes, the apphcatxon of our thesxs m the
third chapter, to a specific film. o - S
“ ‘ ' .\\ ) \— . B l - ) ' .
.Marginal Approaches’ : o : R

.

To conclude this chapter, it is instructi\’re to examine three:

‘ marglnal approaches to rehgzous cinema. The.,e approaches are labeled

S ‘marginal’ to emphasize the tentatlve nature of therr. conclusions.-

v

"~ . They are described as ‘approaches’ because they represent important

steps toward a religious cinema theory. The first of these fi'narginal'

approaches to be‘d'iscussgd is that of Susanne Langer. Although Lang—

“er does not tackle the subject or problems of relfgious cinema per se,

her reflections on cinemna in general 'desérve mention, brief though

’
’

they are..
In her appendix to Feeling and form, Langer defines film as .




“ the a’ream moede” (412). 'I'hxs is not ‘an equafxon cmema ‘i “like”

. dream but 1t neither copies dream nor- puts one mto a daydream

. (412) Rather, like dream, it puts the audxerxce,m the centre of the

events being portrayed. The camera “creates a virtual present” by .

ty ~
[

taking the place of the dreamer in the dream, -although the camera -

-x/__/\
s .

I -is not identical to the dreamer (412-413):

© We are usually agents in a'dream. The camera (and its comple-

N ment, the sound track) is not itself in the picture. It is the-mind’s
eye and nothing more. Neither is the picture (if it is art) likely to °
be dreamlike in its structure. It is.a poeiic composition, ccherent,
grganic, governed by a definitely conceived teenng, .not dlctated by
actual emotional pressures. (413)

\ N

a4 ] Id oy

b L

-

) ; The partlcxpailon remains, in one sense, passive. ’I'he audxence cannot

O | change the events portrayed they will run their course, which 1s
now. determmed solely. by the strip of Celluloid™ from which they are

s ' ) bemg reoonsjcructed.
. Langer broacﬁe's the subject of: theatre arxd its relation to cine~
ma, observmg that novels are more readily adaptable to film- than
plays. The theatre is too confmed to the fixed space of the stage. The
‘novel, on the other hand, requires less decomposition, because it
handles space more abstractly. In this, the noyel is like both dream
and film, both of which are often mtensely concerned with space”
(e.g., in dream, “endless rdads, bottomless canyons thmgs too high,
. too near, too far”) without being “oriented in any total space.”

(Langer: 415) | |

O . As an example of this use of space, one may cite Ingmar Berg-




man's Pe‘rsona (1966). The ovérall setting is: u;uallymirrelevfant’to the
emotwnal timbre of a parucular shot 'I'he shots are ‘connected, not
‘ by locale; but by our experience of them This effect is reinforced
through Bergman’s use of the close-up: the frame’is not a limiting
feature; . rather, it serves to focus our atjcerxtion on the subject, to
th‘e exclusion of the surroundir{gs. : ‘

" While Langer's approach repfesents an interesting departure
from traditional cinema theory, it has had little impact in that field
and must therefore ‘be considered’ margmal’ in a double sense More
in keepmg with our task is the approach of Rlchard Bollman Bollman ‘
\15 not . anxious to reJect the thematxc statements that theologlans em-—A
) ploy to explam a film. However, he stresses the need to view such
statements as dlstlnct from thelr subJect In their stead, he proposes~
the development of a “theologxcal aesthetic.” (Bollman 104)

Thematlc statements reduce the sxgmﬁcance of the medium with
) respect to its message. They extract from the art work a position
. which they identify as its theological contribution, but ignore the
technique the artist uses to convey it. Bollman, on the other hand,
asks the questiorf, “*What does all cinema, as a medium, have to do
with man and his understanding of God?" (éollman; 104)
Bollman outlines a contemporary Christian spirituality that al-

lows for a different view of the role of art in society: .

Christian spirituality today, especially among the young, almost ig-
nores God as a looming governing figure exerting demands on His

' subjects asking [sic] to be worshiped and consulted, and serves Him
ratheér in the neighbor, in liturgical gatherings rich with individual
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participation and adapted to the spirit and culture of the group.
Christ lives among and in the community; the gathering place of
Christians is sanctified bécause Christians are there, not because it
is a building of a certain shape, or one blessed and consecrated, or
peoyled with statues, or even housing the sacred bread. (Bollman
11) -

Gwen fuch a view of contemporary Chnsnan spmtuahty, Bollman

argues that cinerria is the medium most suited to 1ts expression.
) 7/ Cinema rejects “primitive religious experignce-” and. brings its

- audience “into contact and unforgettable involvem:ent with the con-
¢ . - crete individual in time and space, using as its ~ma\t:,erials individual
. persons, faces, and gestures, real sounds and artifacts, actual ;cime

organized as a progress of significant events.” That is, audience pat-
. ticipa’tion in cinemna is more immediate than in the traditional arts.
0 (Bollman: 112) L .=
| The key to this immediacy is time. In cinema, past’ and future
are always experienced as present, Coherence is achieved, not by
standard mechanical chronology; but. “by the order of mutual influ-
ence and consequences” of events, “em,*iching each other, working to—
gether into a meaningful history ” Thus, film time “is the antithesis
of a series of ticked instants, of all drummed rhythms andimusical
beats which for the primitive stifled the chaos of time.” (Boliman:
118) -
" Wiid Strawberries (Ingmar Bergman, 1957) may be cited £
clarify thi‘s point. Through its heavy use of flashbacks and drearmn se- -
quences, the film softens the line between past and present, dream

O and ‘reality’. Although we are able to recognize the flashbacks and




. -»
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 individual, we participate 1n that‘indi—
vidual's search for himself. |

Bollman's ultimate intent 1s to promote a deeper mvestlgatlon of
the cinema by theologians. He develops, not a fmal defmmon of reli— .
gious cinema, but an initial approach to such a deflmtlon. He dis—
courages the establishment of solid boundaries between religious film
and cinema in general, thereby leaving much room f;Jr the develop-
ment of an aesthetic of religious cinema. |

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

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

“to move away from what he terms “thematic criticism.” In its

3

stead, he poses “two questions of a more structural chara“cter. " The
two questions are: (1) “what is the responsibility of the theologian as
t/zeo/oglah in view of the sociological role played by the cinema in
shaping the modern consciousness?” and (2). why 1s film “structurally
more capablg ‘of dealing with the unique theological proi>lem of our
generation than are the other artistic media”? (Cox: 28)

Cox’s answer to his first question is illuminating, in part be-

cause it defines a very positive réle for the theologian:

The responsibility of the theologian vis-a-wvis the cinema is not to
spy out sensual footage or irreverent treatments of clergymen. His -
.responsibility is to understand the cinema as an authentic art
form, to expose the frauds for what they are, and to assist the ar-
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. tist t6 -perform his indispensable function by criticizing him appre-
' ciatively and by helping him ;xo get a hearing. (Cox: 35

Although'-the 1ssue of “sensual footage” is more complex than Cox’s
statement suggests, his perspective allows for a much broader scope '~
of investigation on the part of the critic critic and artist together
form a community whose reach extends beyond that of either.
| <

While our stance is essentially in harmony with that of Cox, we
wish to address issues that extend beyond it. Cox’s second question is
more relevant in this respect, for 1t directs our attention toward the
fundamental 1ssues that are at stake. According to Cox, the “umque.
theological problem” that faces our generation is that of coming to
grips with “the shattered pieces of our everyday world.” Cinema holds
these pieces before us “until they take a shape that allows us to see
ourselves as we are, and therefore, perhaps, to see beyond " (Cox
40) «

There is “a structural reason” for _this: the “starkly vzsua/
character of the film allows it to include much more of the superficial
.. . ” « \ .o .
trivia without dwelling on them.” The “much more” is in comparison

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

~ We have becormne so accustomed to 5.certa1n optical fullness in the
cinema that plays on the stage tend always to appear spare and ‘
abstract. A playwright cannot seem to be realistic and profound at
the same time, while a film-maker can. Perhaps that is the heart
of the matter. A film-producer can assurhe a certain g/ven ambi/-
ence, a visual reality that is simply fhere, especially in films
made on location. He can, if he knows what he is doing, simply get

- on with the job, making certain to utilize the natural:provision in
. whatever way is most helpful with the camera. (Cox: %6)

&
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It should be added that cinema can appear “spare and abstract” as

-well, while maintaining those qualities that, in Cox’s view," allow one

to distinguish it from theatre. Ingmar Bergman's trilogy, 7hrough a
Glass Darkly (1961),:2\W1mer Light (1962), and 7he Silence (196?),
serves as an example. Nevertheless, the essential ingredient of Cox's
argurnent holds truér film functions differently thé‘n the other media.
Tl'ic_a implication of this thesis' depends on the rigour with which it is
applied. . . ) '
" Our thesis mayl be seen as an extension of the above. The “vis-
ual re:ality" of which Cox speaks is fundamental to the cinematic ex—
périence. It engenders the sense of participation that the audience

feels. 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 ii'npressioné 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 1t. .

) We have examined three ‘marginal’ approaches to religious cine—
ma, each of which pI;O\}ides a aiffergnt perspective on the subject. In
each case, we were able to cite one or more films from the ceuvre of
a’single director (Ingmaf Bergman) to illustrate a point. We could '
have cited other giirectors, but it is significant that asingle director
sufficed. It appears that the art of film is sufficient unto itself, cine-

matographers frequently achieve a synthesis far beyond that of the

T
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critic. Therein lies the artist’s challenge. It is a challenge that neither
critic nor theoretician _can reject.

Whilé we cannot mantain that our thesis represents more than
a possible approach (no matter how comprehensive) to religious cine-
ma, we must say this in the hope that it is at least partially un-
true. Religlous cinema criticism must eventqéll’y develop a reputation
for synthesis of the highest order. The three ‘l:nargmal’ approaches
Just presented are no more than initial steps in this direction - In o
part, the task of this dissertation is to move sufficiently beyona these
‘initial steps that one can.recognize at least the possibility of xs'uch‘a
tl;},'nt}iesis.n \\ . ,

g

Concluding Remarks

s

-3

In gle next, or second chapter, we ground our. thesis and ex-.
plore its immediate implications, thereby providing some insight into
its potential for application within the field of religious cinema criti—"
. cism. The thesis is then expanded to provide a specific critical metk_i-;
-od. In addition, the key contemporary approaches to religious cinema n'
are discussed in some detail and related to our thesis. This discussion “
is particularly relevant to the issue 6f glébal definitions of religious ’
cinema, if our thesis is not global with respect to all possible defini‘-;
'iions, it may at least be shown that it incorporates those which haver
been presented to date. Where appropriate‘,‘a‘ dialogue with the ma-

Jor film theories is developed.



« The ’\ihirci- chapter qontéiﬁs ei detailed andl)(gis, using the specific
critical method derived from our'.theSis' in the second chapter, of
Werner Herzog's Herz aus Glas '(~1976). ﬁeaders who have not seen
this film may‘ derive some benefit from the screenplay presented at
the end of the dissertation. Howevér, readers should be cautioned
that our ihesxs denies the equation of film and screenplay. Thus, the

third chapter is based, not on the screenplay, but on multiple view-

ings 'of the origmal film. It is strongly recommended that readers

" avail themselves of any opportunity to view Herzbg's film. Failing

fhét, 1t_may be of sorne benefit to have seen at least one other of
/,m Ly ; ,

Herzog's films.
The fourth and final chapter, recapitulates our thesis and the

. results of our analysis of Herz aus Glas. The merits of the 'thesis as

both critical tool and theoretical syntpesis\are discussed.' The merits

are extrapolabé;d both into the field of religious cinema theory and

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

in general. The latter extr&polation is mtended solely as a possible

- -contnbutxon It is antlmpated that the applxcabxhty of the former ex—

P g

,trapolatlon will be used to judge the lmmedlate success -or failure of

thls dissertation’ , ] - .
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. Religious Cinema as Virtual Religious Experience

2
3

The last chapter introduced the question Why-is a given film
religious? This question is specific to a particular film. The last chap-
ter then proceeded to the question What is religious cinema? This
| question is general to all ‘religious’ films. It is possible to move either
from the general question to the specific, or ‘w'ce ver:;a. It is also
possible to ask either question in isolation,' without proceeding to its
complement. This chapter employs the first option: the general ques-
tion forms its focus, not in isolation, but as,a foundation for the spe-

cific quéstion.' What are the consequences of the other three options?
: .

Order and Context J

’ N .
s
' \

‘If -the specific_: question is asked in isolation, a discussion of the
basic elements of the film medium is discouraged. Thg question serves
as no more than an analytié device, rather tban a synthetic one.
The critic who employs this option faces no m;Jre than a simple bina-
ry decision:' if the film béing analysed has already been labeled reli~
gious, then the critic may argue for or against this label; if the film -
has yet to be labeled religious, then the critic may choose to encour—

age or discourage such a label.

~
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\ . What are the tools available to the critic in this task? There are

‘néne that is specific to the film medium until the general question

has been addressed. The critic who succumbs solely to the specific

‘ question lives at the mercy of the audiencz of both film and analysis,

and possesses no \defe}xce against the onslaught of ‘the film theoreti-
cian, whgther religious or secular. The specific question consistsl en-
tirély of a priors components: the particular film is a given; the
mode of raligi‘ous interpretation is a given (an audience smust be pre—
supposed, although it may consist solely of tfle critic) . ‘

This should not bz taken to imply that the analysis restﬁcted to
the specific question can offer no insight. It may‘containk information,

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

‘may :eveh encourage the audience to re-evaluate the film. But that is

not the issue here; rather; the issue 'is the relation of this forr;o, of
analysis to our understanding of. religious cinemé in general. Since
this form of analysis is not initiated in an atmosphere of fundamental
inquiry, it is unlikely to contribute more than a superficial apprecia—
tion for those elements unique to the film medium.

If the specific questibn px"ecedes the gehéral question, it sets the
initial direction thai an answer to the general question will take. It is
true that the general question might never have been rai\sed had not
a surfeit of answers to the specific question led to the realization that
a more general investigation was in order. The two questions also

possess a structural similarity: each proceeds from a given and merg— .

_ es it with an adjective drawn from another given. The combination
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of structural similarity and historical connection serves to en,[:ourage
the mO\}ement from the specific question io the gen‘eral.

However, the question What is religious cmema’? presupposes 1ts
components cinema must exist and the adJectxve ‘religious’ must,

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

. subject. Bringing the two components together generatés the ques—

tion’s environment and conditions its initial interpretation. The queéf
tion is asked because religious cinema is assurned to exist. But the
question is also asked because it is realised that religious cinema can _‘
only be assumed to exist in general, un’t@l the question is answered,
even tentatively, no examples of religious cinema can be brought to
the fore, unless they are treated solely as.temporary research mate-
rial. ' ' |

To begin with the specific question and move to the"general is to

. Pplace undue lmportance on the individual mm The latter is no. longer

treated as temporary research material, but becomes mstead the

very bedrock upon which the answer to the general questxon is .

grounded. This presents a twofold danger: (1) that the answer to the’

general question cannot be dissociated from the particular films that
it purports to encompass and (2) that the answer to the general
question does not incorporaté the results of a thorough investigation 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

‘s
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essentially irrelevaiht rio mbre,.tﬁan'fan intéfestiﬁg pq"ssibility.. The

test of any answer to-the general question will always be whether 1t

" can be successfully applied to one or more films. If thé answer falls

to mclude or at least substantlally initiate, such a test it remams f

incomplete and ultimately denies its own field of study. Hence al~

’ 'though the remamder of this chapter will be concerned with the de-
,velopment of an answer to the general question, this chapter’ remams
incomplete without the next, which represents the moveﬁien; fronp

the general to the specific, as the question Is z:/iz's"film religious? is

applied to Herz aus Glas.. : o

(‘ ) - , " The Elements of Cinema .. .. -
o We have placed much emphasis on the basic ‘elgménts of the
film mediurmn. What are these elernents? Are the)} uni’que to the me-
~.dium? Do they contnbute to the isolation of the medlum as a distinct
L art form? Finally, do they foster the 1dent1f1catlon of religious cinema

: . as a separate category within the medmm” Thesé- questlons must be

treated carefully. While jt- is tempting to provade complete answers, it
N must be recognized that the issues they raise extend far beyond the
o 3 bounds of our thesis and this dxssortatlon The latter cannot prowde
) more than working definitions. . ‘ ’
. The elements that constitute the film medium may be divided
into two broad categories: (1) those that precede the projection of a -

@ .. film and (2) those that are concurrent with the projection of a film.




‘The former caté’gorx will not be dis;;ussed any further, except where

" mention of its cqmp;nents proves essential to an understanding of _ -
" those of the latfer category. The latter category-is the focus of the
‘remﬁ?nder of ‘fhis dissertation. It is also recognizegi that there are ele-
meflts that maintain reosidence in both categories; these will be ex-

h amined only as elements of the latter category. | '

Are the two categories so distinct from one another that Ithey
can be examined ‘in such complete isolation? We must answer this
question in the affirmative. The audience fleed. never know the ofigin
of a film. It need never know whether the film repfesents fag:t or.
fiction. It need never know what meaning the dfréctpr infended the
film to pro\}ide It need never know the relation of the film’s story to
any other. It need never even know what the- nature of hlm 1s how
film 15 created and dlstrxbuted The only requirement the’ audlence
must fulfill is that of, any ‘audience: it must watch the film (there is
a semantic 1rony here) ‘

As stated in the fn'st chapter, film exxsts by economic necessity.
Without an audience, film literally becomes “economically inifeasible.
This constraint has played a large role in the' development of film
gesthetics and filr technology. Both are geared to audience satisfac—
ntion Thus, films are gerierailly ‘scr'eéned' in, largé dérkened rooms to
focus audience attentlon They employ the latest in audio technology
(viz. ‘Dolby® stereo) to enhance audience participation. They present
~moving images in full, rich golour to foster an aura of reality (or

- faded black and white stills to'promote identification with a particular
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'aspect or perceptlon of reahty, etc.).

These are the elements as the audxence sees and hears them.

‘But an examination of the underlying technology reveals a substan-

tially different set of elements. At the risk of patronizing the reader, ..

& brief description of these elements is now .presented. As mentioned

“earlier, this description is confined to the elements-that constitute the

¥

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

_ solid ainematic foundation for the. development of our approach to ré—"

ligious cinema. As is seen, this approach is predxcated on cértam fea—

e
N

tures endemic in the projection of a film.
’l‘he film that is prOJected cons;sts of a strip. of Celluloxd"‘ 'I'hls

istrxp.of Celluloid™ contains an aural, track , ‘,whxch serves as the base

for the creation of aural effects, and a vféual “track’, which serves as’

"the base for the prodt;ctlon of visual effects The aural track is ana-

logue, whereas the visual track is digital; therefore,” the aural effects

are-a direct result of the ‘reading’ of the aural track, whereas the

full visual effects are the result of a moré 'complex'phenomenon. (Al-

though our ‘selection of the terms ‘aural tr'aélc’“and ‘visual track’ rep-
‘resents a mmphfu:atlon it is suffxcxent for our purposes to examine

"the underlying technology at this level of ‘detail. )

The aural track is. analogue becauSe it is an analogue of the

o aura’l effects that it produces there is a one- for -one correspondence

- betWeen the pattern recorded on the. aural track and the sound vi-

bratwns prdduced by the eqmpment that reads the aural track. The

‘ ‘Yesultmg aural effects are-subject to further interpretation by the

~
4
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immediate environment and the human ear. A soundproof room
deadens the aura) effects, whereas a room with reflective walls cre- .
- ates echoes; both alter the sound heard by the human ear. Then hu-
man physiqlogy, psycholoéy, elc., intervene to determine the final
mterpretatxon that the sound undergoe& ’
The visual track is ‘dlgltal' because it is composed of discrete,
. static images (‘frames’). Th‘ese frames are usually recordings made of
a‘coherent visual event at minute intera\}als.in the life of that event.
'Thus, the visual track is identical to a_series of slides taken in rapid
succession and the projection of the \}isqal track is equivalent to the
rapid projectiorﬁ of successive slides in that series. The rate of pl;ojec—
tion of the frames on the visual track is 24 per second. Thus, an in-
dividual frame represents at most 1/24 of a second in the life of the
visual event it records. Movement is a function of the difference be-
tween successive frames.

The last statement is not exclusive: mbvement is more than
Jjust a function of the difference between succe;siyaframes. However,
.it is prudent to begin a discussion of the nature of ﬁ;ovement within
the film medium with an examination of its oriéin. The strip Cf Cel~
‘ ~luloid"‘ that moves through the projector is not a moving pict ire; it
is a series of moving pictures, each slightly different than M prede—
cessor and successor. The frames that constitute the strip of Cell -
loid™ are a static record of varymg positions of certain objects in K
space, no more. Movement as experienced by the audience reqdires

multiple levels of interpretation.
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S b The Levels of Movement

At the first level of interpretation, movement is /mplied by the

' change ‘in. position of certain objects in space. If the difference be—
‘tween two successive frames involves the shift -of an object from one

. position to another in the image, then the projection of the two

frames in succession umplies the movement of the object from the
first pos}tion to the second in space. Since the strongest statement
that can be applied to the'change in position of the object at this
level of interpretation is that ﬁfze position has changed, ‘movement’ is

merely a logical deduction (gf,, ‘Davson: 538)

At the'second level of interpretatjon, movement is an illusion
created by the rapxd progectxon of successwe frames If the position”of
an object changes through a senes of frarmies and the degree of

change hes thhm certain hmxts 'then the audience will perceive

‘ . movement: Thxs perceptum is a physxologlcal/psychologxcal response to
g .the rapnd suc:cessxon of dlfferent frames. In the past, this response
a has ‘been attnbuted to a hypothetical ocular phenomenon identified
"sxrnply as gersnstence of vision” (af., Eisenstein, 1947: 80). Contem-—
‘ po%ary research into the physiology and psychology of vision suggests

that thg response is a function of the entire visual system, not just
tﬁe eye; the entiré visual systermn participates actively in the creation
of ‘the illusion (‘e.‘g:., Brown, 1966a: 293; Caelli: 169; Ramachandran
and Anstis: 109; for a discussion of the Unfortunate absence of any
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impact of this research on contemporary film theory, see Nichols,
1981: 293-301).

At the third level 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 rec—
ognize change and \d'efine this change as movement. The nature of the
change must be recognized, such that movement becomes more than
movement per se. If an object moves, then it 3moves from one loca-
tion to another; both locations and the object must be identified for

the movement to acquire significance. If an event occurs, then a se—

~ries of actions have acquired a degree of logical correlation; these ac-

tions must be understoocd before the e;vem. can be recognized. 'I'hhs,
at the third level of interpretation, movement is synonymous with
the entire process of signification, of transforming events and objects
into semantic structures.

In the preceding exposition, it should be remembered that the
perspective taken is ,that of a member of the audience of a film, not
that of a student of physiology or psychology. The nitial locus of
study is not the retina, but rather the strip of Celluloid™ passing

" through the projector. If the former instance, the result might be:

The perception of motion has two elements in it; there is the direct
appreciation of movement in consequence of the gliding of the image
gver the retina when the eye 1s still (or as a result of the move-
ment of the eye when the image of the object fixated remains sta-
tionary on the retina), and there is the more ‘intellectual’ recogni- P
tiont of the fact of movement deduced from the observation that an

¢ object is projected to a certain point in space at one moment and at
ancther point after a certain interval of time. Thus we recognize

@




. that the large hand of a watch is in motion because at one minute
it points at ‘ten’ and at the next minute at ‘eleven’; there is, how- e
ever, no real perception of motion, the threshold rate of-movement
being too low. (Davson: 538) 'g

While this perspective—and the disciplines that underlie it—are used o
here to justify our own perspective, the order of interpretation of the

phenomena is essentially reversed.

The Essence of Cinema

It is possible to imagine a film that incorporatés no movement.
Such a film would be 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 life is a single image, a film ‘
without movement is composed of many ‘images’. The many ‘images’

become one by the same processthat determines the audience’s expe-

rience of movement. It-is therefore possible fb\sf)eak of both move—

A

ment and non-movement in cinema as products of the same phe-
nomenon. "

The structure of this phenomenon is the same as that described
above for the experience of rfxovemeﬁt. Only oné@ualiﬁcation must be
introduced to permit universal application. At the f,ix:gt’ level of inter-
lpretation, the cinematic image is a composite of two successive
frames, irrespective of the presence or absence of differenqe; this is a
logical requirement. At the second level of interpretation, this qualifi-

cation becomes more acute, since it is also a physiological require-

) )
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ment: audience 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 indecipherable . At the
third level of interpretation, the qualification is synonymous with the
entlre semantic process: if the -image incorporates no element that al-
lows the audience to 1dent1fy it and attach significance to it, then it
cannot exist as part of any meaningful structure.

It follows that the essential cinematic experience is entirely in-
dependent of movement. It is a product of human technology and
physiology. While movement is a phenomencn associated with this
expexfience, it is neither'the, only such phenomenon nor the most sig-
nificant; rather, it is simply an effect. The filmmaker may use the
techniques that give rise to this effect to create a variety of cinemat-

ic phenomena other than movement. Thus, the cinematic still life is

'structurally umque In theory, it must be treated as an event quite

“distinct from a still life in oil, for example; the latter is an object

whose existence, once painted, is set, whereas the former must be
recreated during each and every presentation. |

Let us recapitulate the essential ingredients of our argument-
thus far. The elements that constituwe the underl;ing technology of
the film medium at the moment of projection are: the film stock,
the projector, and the audience. The film stock contains both an au-
ral track and a visual track each is prOJected’ by means of a differ-
ent form of technology. The audio technology is not the exclusive

property of the film medium; the visual technology and its physiolog—-
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ical counterpart, on the other hand, provide the film medium with.
w one of its unique characteristics. Thus, it is the Visﬁal'component as
*' it gives rise to the essen}cial cinematic experience that will henceforth
form our focus. ' _ ‘
While the film stock provides the raw material e;nd the projec-
tor conditions its initial interpretation, it is the audience that gener-—
=TT ates the essential cinematic experience per se. Although this follows
from our c}iscussion of the underlying interpretative process, it pres-' ‘
ents a further hermeneutic challenge: if the film event is synony—
mous with the audience’s experience thereof, whence is film énalysis‘
“ to proceed? The only path to an objective analysis of the film is
Bthrough the subjective experience of it; yet this very subjectivity
C&‘ then calls any subsequént objectivity into question; cbn\;erseiy, the
very process of objective analysis dgstroys the fundérnental subjec—
tivity of the experience that it purports to analyse.
~ The observation that the only path to an'ob;jec:tiVe analysis of a‘
film is through the subjective exberiehce of it, in conjunction with |
the discussion that precedes this observation, provides the impetus for
our approach to religious cinema. It is important to stress that ‘sub— .
‘ jectfve experience’ is here to be equated neither with idle opinion nor
with reasoned interpretation, but solely with the immediate experi—
. ence of the film: the essential cinematic experience per se. But this. M
raises further questions; If any film truly exssts solely as immediate
experience, how then is it to be analysed? And how is this analysis to

C , be reconciled with the original experience, since the analysis must, .
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by definition, exist apart from that expefiencé?

The context for our answers to these que§tions‘ié restricted to
religious cinema. To emphasize this contextual restriction': and set its’
bounds, let us recall the last o_f our earlier questions: Does the esse;f p
tial cinematic experience foster the xdéntiﬁcation of rehgious cinéma as -’
a separate category within the medium? If the essential cinem{itié. o
experience is undifferentiated, then the question'mqst be answered in
the negative; there remain’s only the possibility that réligious 'cil‘iema
is synonymous with all cinema; while appealing, such.a con;lusion' .
must be rejected outright as inherently biased. If an affirmative an-
swer is to be defended, it must be shown that the esséntial cinematic
experience is at least sufficiently differentiated as to admit the possi-
5ility of multiple categories.

The path to an answer to the question recalled in the. previous
paragraph is a long one. But it must be traveled befd;'e 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, then proceed to discuss

the role 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—in the case of this dissertation, paradigmatic—manifestation of

" religious language and compare the understanding of pax;able described

there with our derivation of the essence of cinema. Thus, we arrive

at the essence of our theory of religious cinema, frorg~“whose perspec—
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: tive we are then able to provide precise guidelines for the analysis of

religiogs cinerna, thereby answering the two aforementioned method—

“ological questions.

-

" The Medium as }[_t,}

-

We have identified the elements that constitute the film medi—
um‘ and isolated those that are unique. We may now repeat our ear—
lier questier;: Do they contribute to the isolation of the medium as a
distinct art form? This question must now be answered. If film is not
an art form, then our approach félls into the category of philosom’gy ,
of science, since itis then an analysis of a manifestation of technolo—--
gy. If film 'is not a distinct art form, then our approach must be
shown to apply beyond the medium. \ |

Our answer must remain incomplete, since it is not the subject -
'of this dxssertatlon Moreover any answer must remain mcomplete
i to the extent that it relies on a particular definition of art. Thus, our
answer is of little ultimate consequence. Nevertheless, the exercise
serves to outline the issue. It is an older issue, of little unportance in
rmore recent cmema theory. As an issue, it bridges the period be-
tween contemporary approaches to cinema and the earliest forays in—
to the realmvof cinema theory. It also represents a period in which
the nature of the cinematic phenomenon appeared more clearly de-
fmed in some respects

The issue may be restated as follows: Is cinema simply'a tnck
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a technique for audience rrianipulatfoﬁ, or does 9inefna represent a’
mature mediu;n 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 is no more art than the comic book; depending on
one’s definition, either both or neither fit the category. A trick may
serve as entertainment; an audience may willingly choose to be ma-
nipulated. Yet, orie may imagine a level of entertainment that shat-
ters its own boundaries, such that the audience 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; it speaks most eloquently of the vast distar;ces that separate
human beings from one another, as well as the paradoxical degree of
insight into the psyche of our neighbour that we all manifest so fre-
quently. It is the latter that allows us to wound so effectively.

It is clear that the foregoing is neither a rigorous 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 any examples of the latter exist). At what lev-
el, then, is film a distinct art form? To return to 7he Silence, much
is expressed by the actresses themselves. 1t is impéssible'to extract

this contribution from the film and expect the original to remain in-
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o Eact. Thus, the actresses provide much of that which allows us to
consider‘ the film as art, but nothing that allows us to place the film
. in a distinct category of art. 3
" We must return to 6ﬁr description of the essential cinematic
experience to resolve this issue. It cannot be denied that a play with
the same theme and cast as 7Ae Silence may achieve a - similar artis—
tic effect. The difference lies in the mannér of audieqce participation.
Our argument is that the latter evidences a fundamental dissimilarity
from one medium to the other, although this difference may be of no
great consequence in the consideration of plot, therme, and meaning.
Rather, the difference affect’s the nature 'of our approach to religious
cinema.
Given our foregoing discuésiop, the essential cinematic experience

is structurally unique; thus,' a film such as 7he Sifence represents an

event distinét from any potential theatrical counterpart. (This will
appea}\ irrelevant to most ~audieixces,l but may be the arbiter of audi-
\ \ ence interest: the film medium is far. more popular than theatre.
-~ . -Perhaps this heightened pobular in,ter\est is a reflection of the rele—
vance of our structural distinction.) It is at this level that we choose
‘to assert the film medium as a 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 form is an
identifiable subject for the audience; the motions and emotions of the

human form are intelligible to the audience.

t
N

{ ‘ ' The context for the element of identity is the structure of the
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essential cinematic experience, which determines the functiop of iden—
tity: had the director chosen to use only extreme élose—ups; all iden—
tity would have been lost,\ yet the essential cinematic experiencé
would have rernained intact, if only in principle. The essential cine— '
matic experience represents the more fundamental perspective, since _
it is also_the more immmediate, although the audience may be aware
of it only hypothetically, if at all. Thus, it is at the level of the es-
sential cinematic ex;ﬁérience per se that cinema rriay bz defined as a

distinct art form, since it is only then that the elements that cinema

~shares with the other art media recede i_nto the background.

e A Question of Paradigm ' :

; The precedifxg\argument incorﬁorates a particular ideology that-
permits the derivation of the véry conclusions reached. By ‘ideology’
is meant, not so much a conscious choi,ce‘of perspective, as an un-
derlying, more unconscious. series-of assumptions about, foy example,

perception and technblogy : Indeed, one might argue further that the

‘modes of perceptlon and iorms of technolezy . that give rise to such

conclusxons are themselves ideological in origin; and this to such an

extent that they cannot truly be. divorced from those conclusions nor.

" vice versa. There exists then’ the danger that'the essence of cinema,

as derived in this dlssertatlon s mformed by an ideology that neces—

‘ sarily condltmns that denvatlon Of what value then our msxstence

on an exammatxon of tbz basic, elements of the fnlm medium?

A
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Althougﬁ the term ‘ideology’ is apprépriatex within the context of
the present discussion, its use can lead to the (false) assumption that
' it is possible to attain a perspective that is not ‘ideological’ in origin.
In other words, ‘ideology’ carries é negative connotation, since it is
natural to desire always the broader perspective in matters academic.
To prevent this negative connotation from interfering with the follow—
ing argument, we adopt the equally current ‘paradigm’ as a substi-

tute. As such, the term is borrowed:

!

1 will use the term paradigm to refer (0 & lradition transmitted
through historical exemplars [*key historical examples”}. The con-
cept of paradigm is thus defined sociologically and historically, and
its implications for epistemology (the structure and character of

. knowledge) must be explored. (Barbour: 9) :

Barbour, in turn, borrows from Thomas Kuhn:

’

Kuhn maintained that the thought and activity of a given scientific
community are dominated by its paradigms, which he described as
‘standard examples of sclentific work that embody 2 set of concep~
tual, methodological and metaphysical assumptions®. Newton's
work in mechanics, for instance, was the central paradigm of the
community of physicists for two centuries. (Barbour: 8)

~(Ong"might also apply Foucault's episteme (Foucault, 1970: xxii), but
that raises the spectre of an altogether separate thesis, well outside
the bounds of the effort repre_sentczci by this dissertation. And there

" remains the probability that Foucault’s episteme encompasses a far

' greater domain at any particular time than does Barbour’s (Kuhn's)

‘paradigm’.)
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In essence, then, the issue t6 be faced toncerns the topblogy of

the effects that give rise to the essential cinematic experience. For it

\qxust be understood that this topology_is distinct from. the effects that

underlie it. The effects are themselves and therefore ava'ilablé to all
for personal experience. The topology of tbes\e effects, \the maﬁner in
which they are seen to be constructed, the \\?z}arious components that
are held to be integral to their existence, on th other hand, can
shift. This has more far-reéching implications than is immediately
obvious for, whereas the effects themselves are a singular phenome-
non, what is seen is a .f\,lmct‘ion of their topology, rather than the ef-
fects themselves. |

As an example, we may‘fécally 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 demise of its essential cause intact, but the theories built around

_ the latter have not (Nichols, 1981: 293-294). Herein lies the danger

‘that may equally suffocate the core of our description of the essence

of cinema: the essential cinematic experience. This dissertation would
not survive such an attack. It is therefore expedient to build a proper
paradigmatic staternent with which to 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,

thén' this insistence serves two functions. First, it is a provocation: if

cw—
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‘ot"h'er thedﬁes of religious cinema ha\}e not included such an exami-
~ nation, then an explanatwn is In order for it can be shown that the
T absence of sich-an exammatxon drastxcally weakens the credibility, '
and narrows the domam of those theories. Second it is a clarifica-
tion: if our theory of rehglous cinema is to be apphed properly, then
it should only be app]igd if its assumptions-—which include the de-
scribed fopology of the film medium—still hold true. Therein lies the
~ 7 value of our insistence on an examination of the basic elements of the
film medium. ‘
It is impossible to determine the horizon of the paradigm that
,dete}'mines our understanding of the essential cinematic expérience._lt .
— is possible to compare this paradigm to the one that preceded it,
wherem persxstence of vision’ lay at the core of the essential cine-

mamc experience. But there is nothing gained by extendxng this com-‘

parison to all areas of the paradigm, since the result of ‘the ‘move-~
meﬁt from one paradigm to_the next is the death and decay of the
" older paradigm. Thus, a comparison of paradigms i$ a task for an
historian, wheréés the task of _this dissertation is théoretical and
methodological. a
Were it possible to determine the horizon -of the paradigm that
determines our unterstanding of the essential cinematic experience, it .

is likely that a transmon phase would have bzen entered, in whxch

that paradigm was 1tself being superseded-by a thxrd of as yet mde—- :
terminate nature, but sufficiently distinct as to permit delineation of '

@ : an approximate boundary between the two. It may be that this dis-

LI




sertation is possible precisely because such a transition phase is even

o

now occurring:

- The sense of a discipline with a body of knowledge, a set of diverse
e methodological principles, a tradition (albeit a short one), and an
institutional base arises precisely at the time when the phenome-
non of “the movies” is becoming anachronistic, marginal to a visual
culture increasingly centered on television, video, and new forms
of electronic communication and exchange. Some lag between cul- i
ture and its scholarly study may be inevitable. (Nichols, 1985: 2)

In other words, this dissertation as an exercise in provocation and’
clarification may be possible precisely bec:ause its object of study has
become stable. It is easy to provoke and clarxfy when circumstances
make one’s vision clearer than that of those whom one wishes to

0 ~ provoke, those who operated within a milieu as indistinct as the -
term ‘persistence of vision’ is now held to be inaccurate.

A similar argumeht may be 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 all the ingredients
required to place the contemporary unde}standing of parable among
North American New Testament scholars in perspective. As there has
been a shift 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 texts do
not reflect an origin.so much as a set of fortuitous cir'cumstances, 50
has New Testament scholarship sought to parallel this shift by defining

the parabl;:s of .Jesus, not as texts ‘centred’ on their ‘apparent’ refer—
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ences, ' bt as texts whose very structure exhibits their purpose as

_agents of ‘decentring’, that is, agents of non-reference.

- Our approach is therefore further compromised by its reliance
on this particular definition of parable. But, as with our understand-
ing of thg essence of cinema, this also carries a degree of security,
for arguing from a kniown paradigm lends weight to the more specu-
lative elements of our approach. It must be remembered that this
di;sertation is not an exercise in pure cinema theory, nor is it in—
tended to be either original or critical with respect to New’ Testament
studies. Rather, it borrows heavily from these disciplines to fnap the

considerably more restricted field of religious cinema theory and criti-

cism. .

Ay

...The Essence of Parable

The definition of parable n%w explored is espe%ia{lly con;werifent
because it represents a structural analogue .to our description of the .
essential cinematic experience. We employ this structural analogue
both to lend credence to our appr’oach to °religious cinema;‘and to de—
termine the potential for, and the degree of, differentiation within
the essential cinematic experience. The oriéins 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 paraible:
’ LY
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Poetic experience terminates only with 1ts metaphorlcal expression

so that the two are inseparably linked. So'also religious experience .
jinvolves both “the moment of disclosure or perception itself” and

“the ernbodiment of the experience in symbolic form,” to guote

from Thomas Fawcett. This means that the experience and the ex-
pression have a profound intrinsic unity in the depths of the event "
itself. The fact that Jesus’ experience is articulated in metaphorical
parables, and not in sorne other linguistic types, means that these .
expressions are part of that experience itself. (Crossan, 1973a: 22)

While this position requires further investigation, we may extract
some ‘immediate parallels. ' I
- The key is the unity of experiencé and expression. This unity is

LY

- twofold - the experience is recreated ibrouéh the expression yet the

expression has no real meaning apart from the experxence This seems

paradoxical. The paradox cannot be muted through analysis; rather,

.analysis must ;eturn to the original intent of the parable:

Jesus was not proclaiming that God was about to end fAr7s world, |
but,-seeing this as one view of world, he was announcing God as

> the One who ghatters world, this one and any other before or after
" it. If Jesus forbade calculations of the signs of the end, it was not

- ‘calculations, nor signs, but end he was at.tacking (Crosun, 1973a:

27)

At issue is not the validity of this assertion within the field of New
‘:Te‘stamenbcriticism. The assertion may stand on its own, its life de—
termined by its applicability to general analysis.

If we reduce the assertion to its most rudimentary form, we

have a linguistic phenomenon that resists reduction. The capacity to

. resist reduction lies in its paradoxical nature: dissonant e_lg}nents that

cannot be reconciled. This linguistic phenomenon may be exhibited in

Id

o
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a spectrum of examples. At one end of the spectrurn, the resistance
to reduction is minimal; it is the chance combination of temporarily
dissonant elements. At the other end of the spectrum, the life of the
paradoxical expression is unlimited, for it represents the fortuitous
conjunction of fundamentally discordant elemgputs. The parables of
Jesus manifest the latter at several levels.

The first is internal to the experier}ce: something has happened
that does niot happen; an event has occurred that is irreconcilable
with our past experieuce. The parable gives expression éo this experi-
ence in a suitable manner, 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 accepied, then the story it relates cannot
be reconciled with the listener’s world view. The function of the par-
able at this level is to shatter the accepted world view; this function
can be resisted, even indefinitely; if it is resisted, the experience that
the parable relates cannot be recreated. If the experience cannot be
recreated, then the parable loses its impact.

The second level at which the parables of 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 focus of the listener is also external. The words must _be"
heard and interpreted; their meaning must be assimilated. The less
complex the expression, the more quickly th; Iistener will succumb to
the goal 2>f the parable: the recreation of the experience. When ex-

pression and experience are one, the listener is faced with a before

-




and after; the two. are irreconcilable, the before-cannot be recovered.
The parable will henceforth serve indefinitely as a marker between‘
potentially opposing perspectives. , -
The third level at which the parables of Jésus; manifest the i:t—
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 some 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, their 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 religidus language. If the parables ’are expressions
that lie w1thm the scope of religious language, is religious 1anguage
therefore inherently parabolic? Parables may also be found outside the
bounds of traditional religious language. If they are nonetheless valid
examples of religious language in some form, then religious language
must be defined quite Bi'oadly, perhaps such that it in;:ludes all lan-
guage. The problem has now become one of reference: if religious
language pqrallels religion and religion is a metaphor and vehicle for
reﬁ&ious 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. <
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Yet such a definition does not remove the inheren} problem of
reference; it Amer:ely'xhides it. The paradox of religious language is thaf : :
it is human: it remains an expression of human experience. But this
expression is ur;ique in that it calls all experience into question. If the
worlc-i consists of the sum of all human experience, such that ‘world’
is all 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 po§sibility among many. Thus, par-—
able refers, but by this very act of reference destroys the primacy of
all 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 be refer—

enced, because it is other than all that which permits reference.

- Myth and Parabig

r‘;m"
Parable is. but one of many forms of rmarrative found in religious

texts, the Bible or any other. Yet we have chosen not only one defi-
nition of parable, but also parable itself over all 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 linﬂiting
factor in the domain of our thesis. It is nevertheless instructive at
this stage to examine the other forms of narrative and to compare,

briefly, the results that' might be achieved by their choice as norma-
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tive to our choice of parable as normativ‘e‘.“ ~
’ Crossan (borrowing) distinguishes five for;rial catégories in the
full spec\trum of narrative as ‘“story": myth, apologue, action, satire,
and parable (Crossan, 1975: 59j. As stpn‘!, each catégdry bears a
particular relation to “world."" “Myth establishes world. Apologue de-
fends world. Action mvestlgates world. Satire attacks world Parable
subverts world.” (59) In this description, there xs a clear movement
that begins at myth and reaches 1@5 end at parab]e (thence, perhaps,
to begin again at myth, aibeit‘*another). Further, in this description,
myth and parable represent extremes of story.

As one extreme, however parable cannot survive as story, un-
like'myth, which be_comes, in effect,’ the paradigm within which the

middle three categories of narrative eke out their existence: .

It is clear, 1 hope, that parable can only subvert the world created -
in and by myth. There is no other world it can touch. It is pessible
to live {in myth and without parable, But it 15 not possible to live in
parable alone. To live in parable means to dwell in the tension of
myth and parable. It {s obvious, of course, that one can change
from one myth (for example, capitalism) to another (for example,

" communism), and that every myth can have an antimyth. But a
parable is not an antimyth, and it must be carefully distinguished
from such. It is a story deliberately calculated to show the limita- .
tions of myth, to shatter world so that its relativity becomes ap- o
parent. 1t does not, as parable, replace one myth with another.
(Crossan, 1975: 59~ 60)

Since myth and parable form the most extreme opposites in the spec-
trum of story, .it is most instructive to explore the options represe;xt-
ed by myth and least distracting to cease further dxscussxon of the

other three categories of story in Crossan’s spectrum,

«
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Given our foregbing exploration of the rdle of paradigm in shap-
ing both an argument and its environment, there remains some con—

fusion between paradigm (or episterme), on the one hand, and myth

,(or woi*ld), on the other hand. This confusion is not diminished by a

return to the source of most contemporary definitions of myth: .

Prevalent attempts to explain alleged differences between the so-
called.“primitive” mind and scientific thought have resorted to
qualitative differences hetween the working processes of the mind
in both cases while assuming that the objects to which they were
applying themselves remained very much the same. If our inter-
pretation is correct, we are led toward a completely different
view, namely, that the kind of logic which is used by mythical
thought is as rigorons as that of medern sclence, and that the dif-
ference lles not in the quality of the intellectual process, but in the
nature of the things to which it is applied. This is well in agree-
ment with the situation known to prevail in the fleld of technology:
what makes a steel ax superior to a stone one is not that the first
one is better made than the second. They are equally well made,
but steel is a different thing than stone. In the same way we may
be able to show that the same logical processes are put to use in
myth as in science, and that man has always been thinking equal-
ly well; the improvement lies, not in an alleged progress of man’s
conscience, but in the discovery of new things to which it may ap-
ply its unchangeable abilities. (Lévi-Strauss, 1965: 105-106)

Iéxtrap‘ol"ating from this view, there is some justification for defining
scignce as yet another myth, a way of exploring the possibilities of,
and then ordering (‘explaining’), the elements or our environment.
The key is therefore, neither myth, nor world, nor science, but or-
der. Order. allov;s, indeed fosters, certain combinations. Order also
makes extremely unlikely, if not impossible, other comf)inationg,: they
are simply invisible.

Parable subverts world by disordering its ordered.combinations,
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by inducing conjunction of elements which cannot be conjoined if the
order of things is to be maintained. But a myth is but one order of
things; hence Foucault’s laughter upon encountering a passage in Bor-

ges:

This passage quotes a ‘certain Chinese encyclopmdia’ in which it is
written that ‘anim.als are divided into: (a) belonging to the Emper-
or, (b) embalmed, (c) tame, (d) sucking pigs, (e) sirens, (f) fabu-
lous, (g) stray dogs, (h) included in the present classification, (i)
frenzied, (J) innumerable, (k) drawn with a very fine camelhair
brush, (l) et cetera, (m) having just broken the water pitcher,

. (n) that from a long way off look like flfes’. (Foucault, 1970: xv)

The order remains in the act of categorization, even the possibility of

categoriza'qion. But the categories flow into one another and at the

same time deny each other, not because they represent impossible

categdries (we can imagine each one separately), but because the or—.

der of things that gives rise to such categories as a taxonomy is

thox"oughly alien. In this alien taxonomy, we never'theless recognize
( ) an attempt at inducing order. It is not other but an other.

+  There are, then, two conceptions of myth: one restricted, the

other more general. In the restricted conception, myth is story, but

&

encountered largely as individual stories, whose “"purpose. ..1s 'to pro— .

vide a logical model capable of overcoming a contradiction” (Lévi-

Strauss, 1965: 105). But, since many apparent contradictions are,~ in

fact, real, one story 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 stories; ‘suéh that “myth

W
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grows spiral-wise until the intellectual impulse which has originated it

is exhausted” (105).
Returning now to the first quotation from Lévi-Strauss, in

<

which mythic thought is compared to sciencé, it may be equally val-

“id to say of science ‘that it does not appzar mythic precisely because L

it is the myth in which, or whereby, we live, the series of ‘stories’
that have arisen over the last several centuries to explain all the ap-
parént contradictions we find in our environment. Yet the contradic-

tions remain, or new contradictions are continually being uncovered;

o

. hence, science continues, constituting innumerable attempts to ex—

plain these remaining contradictions. Now these explanations appear
to us as anything but ‘mythic’: they are ‘saentific’, which is to say
‘valid’, as opposed to pre-scientific thought, which hes thereby been
shown to be ‘invalid’.

It is therefore a characteristic of all myth that the term seems
least appropriate when fapplied to a way of perceiving reality that is

still in fashion. The Ptolermaic universe was neither primitive nor

'mythic, but pervaded 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 appropriate). 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

i
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story that rnamfests the (structural) charactenstlcs of myth or as

B broadly as the: collecnon of all narratives that mform support and

o contain a particular cxvxhzat;on for a ngen period. = ' < |

T -~ Myth and Cinema "

. : In the fxrst chapter we examined, bneﬂy, the consequences of

R : applymg a particular defmmon of myth to the' cr1t1c1sm of a partxcu-—

lar film deerned to present ‘mythi¢ qualities’. "That cnthw was a

A3

,gingle'éxper'imentin\:thé application of myth as defined by Mircea, Eli-
‘ ade (Comstock: 598). Given the preceding definition of myth derived
0 . from Lévi-Strauss, we may now expand thi;,gexperimeﬁt slightly to

answer a more general question: Whether “certain popular movies

2+

_have a great deal in common with. myths"” (Drummond i) Follow-
1 ‘ " ing Lévi-Strauss, Drummond defmes myths as “stories that propose .
solutions to fundamental questlons about humdn existence” (Drum- .
mond: 1): “Myth does not validate experience; it makes it possible”
(Drummond: 2). ‘ | | |

Drummond questions the traditional view of such popular mov- .

ies as Star Wars. In considering the members of their audience,

IS . - [
[ -

The question is whether they are escaping s»om something or .es-
caping fo an underlying reality—a Dreamtime—that is only intui-
, tively sensed in ordinary time. 1 think that they are doing the lat-
. ter and, moreover, that what really packs them in is a movie’s
resonance with irreducible psoblems, dilemmas, tensions in human
life. Movies as myth do not avoid contradiction: they revel in it.
(Drummond: 6) , -
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"In analysxrig the manher’in which popular movies seek to overcome

,{' the contradlctions mherent in human existence,

-
EN

H
' v Movies have to b2 examined in a direct, empirical, anthropological .
" fashion that pays close attention to their concrete detail—their com-
‘ tenr?—and identifies relationships among the movies as part of a
v cultural structure. (5)

L -
. s, “
. ) tos

" Here is an important point, which also marks an obvious point of de-
parture betweeri Drurnmond’s approach and our own.
. o Drummond iQentiﬁes his approach “simply as a piece of cultural
-analysis, or semiotics”- (Drummond: 8). We may suggest that such
an approach is no longger possible, especially if it is to proceed so na—

wely as to ignore a// of the work on fﬂm semiotics by Christian Metz

.-and those he has mfluenced Beyond thxs as an approach which
L "‘ralses .content to thevpnmary focus, Drummeond’s ignores every

, chara’cieristic of the film medium that makes it a unique form of
cultural expression. Hence to complete a comparamve analysis of the
» results of, the mterpretatxon of religious cinema as myth versus the C
results of the 1nterpreta§10n of religious cinema as parable requires a

“more-thorough examination than that of Drummond. We now proceed

through Drummond’s exposition, then move beyond it to provide fur-
_tﬁer levels of comparison.
The br‘é‘ad, all-pervasive definition derived above from Lévi-
- Strauss through Foucault finds support in Drummond’s own more en-

g : hcompassing definition of myth as a powerful cultural force:

]

- o N
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The culture-making processes of myth not only order items of ex-
perience (to produce a simple catalogue of the natural world) but
also, and more fundarnentally, struggle with and resolve the very : . oy
concept of generativity itself. Culture does not consist simply in-
creating categories of objects and bzings in the world—a static clas-
sificatory system—but also formulates for the first time the propo-
sition that things are created and destroyed, that individuals are
born and die. Creation, transformation, and destruction are names
we give to processes that have no material emnbodiment and hence
no ostensive definition—we know about them only bzcause of the
conceptual organization of culture. (Drummond: 18) '

Drummond thereupon derives “three semiotic dimensions” in an “out- -
line of a semiotic rmodel ofhjculture”: “animalswmachinés"; “We‘Hv '
Other”; and “Life Force«Death Force” (19). Each dimension defines a
tension between irreducible elements exh@biting difference; all consti—

0 tute “identifiable units that possess the characteristics of generativity” ;

!

(18). ‘ s

5 “Genex:,ativity” is understood as a “ process”™: it is the process

whereby “human identity is perpetually redefined because it is-a cre-
ative act or series of acts, a synthesis.and not an accomplished fact”

(Drummond: 16). In turn, -

In this model, Aumanity ia situated at the switchover point or cen-
ter of tension betwéen opposing ideational constructions. Human
identtty is not distinct from animal, machine, and suprahuman
forces, but is essentially composed of those interacting concepts.,
Humanity as defined by the semiotic model is an unending dialecti-
cal confrontation of polarized identities that individuals b2lieve - .
themselves and objects in their environment to possess. (24) .

It is this multi-dimensional “dialectical confrontation” that myths in ;

O . general, and certain popular movies in particular, seek to resolve: .

.- - - ~
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. of culture” (29). -

In Star Wars, for example, Obi-Wan-Kenobi and The Jedi Knights
embody, with comic book clarity, the otherwise ineffable presence
that many twentieth century Americans feel to be a part of their
lives. And the Force can be used for good or evil—for Life or

“* Death-—as Obi-Wan-Kenobf and his former pupil, Darth Vader, dem-
onstrate. The two opponents represent opposing poles of the Force.
The Life Porce and Dzath Force, Obi-Wan-Kenobi and Darth Vader,
then interact with elements of the other two semiotic dimensions to
produce full significations of characters and actions. The Dzath Star
is more than a technolegical artifact of the enemy, it is a meta-
phorical extension of Darth Vader’s own pathological hatred and
thus signiffes the Death Force. At the other extreme, R2D2 is not
just Luke Skywalker’s robot assistant; his/her/its spontanecity and
independence in the face of its droid limitations attest to a source of
generativity that is larger than life, more resilient than technology,
&nd expressive of the Life Force. (25)

A strikingly similar analysis could be conducted with respect to Stan-
ley Kubrick’s YE?OOI: A Space Odyssey (1968) by substituting HAL and
the' Disct;very 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 tne analyses lends credence to the
doubts raised about the cinematic relevance of their results. And it is
likely' 1hat Drummond would not hesitate to state that his conclusions
were never:meant to apply abématica!bc rather, his is a general
cultural analysis intended to overcome certam deflcmncxes in “symbol-
ic or semlotlc analysis” that permit the latter to treat “cultural pro—
duthons as no more than “a fixed quantity, a set of discrete ele—

ments and '"relationships"; and ihereby obscure “the generative nature

-

i

H

To proceed to the more fundamentally anematzc myth implies -

the conceptxon that the ¢ssential cinematic expenence r‘epresmts a
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tru; resolution of the contradicti;ms at all levels of interr;»retation. At
the first level, the cinematic image is riever truly acknowledged to be
a composite of two successive frames (nor is such anlacknowledge—
ment necessary for the appreciation of a film as en{:ertainment). At
the second level, trie general consensus ensures that, at 24 frames
per second, a séries 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 unfamiliar elemepts,
such that the film seen forms part of the world known.

Thus, it is possible te conceive of cinema in (at least) two
ways: the f'irst, 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 cinematic process;
the second, derived from the foregoing discussion 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 cinema as virtual reli-
gious experience, whereas the second conception leads to a theory O“f
religious cinermna as religious experience per.se: since myth as story
represents the paradigm 'within whicl"x\ it is told, it. both constitutes
the sum of all experience (and its interpretation and expr'ession) ac—
ceptable to that paradigm and ignores; the sum of all -experience (and
its interpretation and expression) unacceptable to tht par‘ad‘igm; if
the paradigm defi}xes and accepts qur‘tain dimensions of ‘experience as

religious, then those dimer;éions of experience will be §ncorp_orgted as

A
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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
above remains to resolve apparent contradictions (including secu-
lar/religious, natural/supernatural, ezc.) and reinforce the dominant
mode of interpretation. 1

The hypothesis that religious cinema is religious experience ig—
nores certain tensions and contradictions inherent in the cinematic

process. To the extent that this jgnorance is maintained in spite of

" those tensions and contradictions, the hypothesis is itself representa—

tive of a particular paradigm, in which the film medium serves as
both entertainment and propaganda. To the extent that the Aypothe—
sis is maintained, the rdle of the film medium as both entertainment
and propaganda cannot be overcome. Thus, every act of watching a
film becomes an act of submission to the paradigm that gives rise to
the hypothesis. It is for precisely this reason that fundamentalist
sects.forbid any attendance in movie theatres: permission to attend
w?uld inevitablﬁy result in submission to a forl;idden paradigm because
the possibility that the film medium might subvert that paradigm is
not recognized. In fact, there is no structural difference 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, buf that Zhat is religious ex—

perience, because that religious experience calls zAs5 religious experi—

-ence into question. Similarly, the hypothesis that religious cinema is

religious experience denies world as world and ‘asserts world as reali-

Vd
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ty.

. Whether from the fundamentalist perspective or from the per-
spective of the hypothesis that religious cinema is religious experience,
the concept of religious cinema as virtual religious experience is ‘dan-
gerous’: it introduces the possibility of illﬁsion, and therefore of rela-
tivity, at all levels of perception, for religious 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 to question the dominant paradigm is to recog-
nize it as such, thence to récognize its tensions and contradictions
and lose the comfort that their resolution within the paradigm pro-
vides. In the interpretation of 2001 A Space Odyssey as myth, there
lies the assumption that the opposing forces represent physical and
technical absolutes: space, being a vacuum, is inimical to life as we
know it. Poole  dies because his suit is depressurized; Bowman must
survive the transfer from his space péd to the Discovery without the
benefit of his helmet. To call the danger of a vacuum into question is
not to suggest that our astronauts try to survive space walks without
space suits (that would be suicidal), but to syggest that //e may be
‘ possible in space.

The ending of 2001 presents such a possibility, for we see a foe—

tus (presumably Bowman reborn) within its protective miembrane,
but we recognize no protective clothing as our conception of life would

. require it. And seeing the feetus, we are left with the question: If

o
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that is possible for a human being, what are the limits? Thus, 2007
represents myth only to the extent that its own internal contradic—
tions rem'ai;l either hidden or apparé/ﬁtly resolved. To bring these
contradictions to light and recognize their lack of resolution is to move
toward an analysis of 2001 as parable. Thus, ‘21701 I;rovides a multi—
tude of elements that allow analysis of the film as either myth or

parable. The questions that this raises are: Which is the dominant

~analysis? Does the analysis of 2007 as parable supersede, and there-

fore make obsolete, the anal;ysis of the film as myth? If 2001 embod-
ies mythic elemants, do tl}ese disappear when the analysis of the:film
as parable is initiated or completed? 'I’h;se questions are diversions.
Religious cinema as virtual religiolus experience never questions the
analysis of film as myth; in fact, there is much value in such an*
analysis. Rather, religious cinema as virtual religious experience (as
stated previously) simply denies tlf;e equation of religious cinema with
religious experience.

The analysis of film as myth allows the possibility of myth as
myth. The analysis of film as religious experjence, on the other
hand, denies this possibility, for there remaix\'\s no barrier to the full
extension of such 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 domain 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
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stead, we must emphasize myth as a desire for, conjecture about,

~and reduction of religious experience. Myth as paradigm is both inev-

itably necessary and inevitably temporary. Within the bqunds of this
cautior;ary 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
mythic elements remain both when the analysis of film as parable is
initiated and when it is completed. In fact, the mythic elements are
required for the parabolic elements to be determined and highlighted;
without 'the former, the latter would not exist, for there can be no
paradox if there is no meaning to give rise to the very conflict of
meaning (or interpretation) that gives rise to paradox.

The true distinction, then, is between (a) the analysis of film
as myth and (b) the analysis of film from the perspective of a par-
ticular myth (paradigm) that denies the existence of paradoxical ele-
ments in either the film medium generally or specific films individu-
ally. The former analysis we affirm and support, though it does not
form the maost 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 deny.
Thls categorical demal is grounded in our own preceding analysis of
the essentxal cinematic experience. Thus rehgwus cinema as virtual
religious experience’ survives application both to the analysis of film
as myth and to the conception of the film medium as mythic, pro-

vided myth is always understood as a paradigm, one possibility

f
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among 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 dissertation, since our understand-

ing of parable is derived from, and can only exist as a contrast to,

.myth.

'
L

Cinema and Parable

“

-

Given this perspective, we are now in a position to extract the
parallels between Crossan’s position v7s-3-vzs the parables of Jesus and
our position with respect to the essential cinematic experience. As
mentioned above, the key to these parallels is the unity of experience
and expression. We have defined the essential cinematic experience
such that it is not possible to conceive a film apart from the experi-
ence of it. This is not meant to imply that it is impossible to imagine
a film; that is part of the process 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 to capture on

film; these devices include everything from hand-drawn sketches to

rehearsals using video-cameras.

The focus of all filmmaking activity is the perfection of the final
audience experience. The focus of the parables of Jesus was the origi-
nal experience that underlay them, the experience that listeners were
invited to participate in. 'In both cases, the final expression cannot be

conceived apart from the experience it encompasses and encourages.
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However, the parables of Jesus are linguistic devices; therefore, what
is true of them may also be tr’ue of all religicus 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 expérience resist reduc—
tion. Let us examine the essential cinematic experiencé in the light of
the paradoxical force of the parables. At the first level, internal to
the experience, it is possible to imagine an event that is completely
outside our ordinary experience, yet so carefully crafted, that it be-
comes 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 of our lay concepts of space
travel in the foreseeable future. It also condemned to the realm of
purely fictional entertainment all previous attempts to portray similar
events.

Of course, at this level, 2007 functions not as parable, but as
myth: Why do so many return to the film so often? The film pro-—
vides an opportunity for virtual participation in an event that lies at
the core of so many of our hopes and dreams. The film does not
shatter our world view, it extends it. Few are the members of the
audience w;o wish to resist this extension; rather, to return repzat—
edly is a sign of the desire for fulfilment of this extension. But this is
not relevant to our discussion. To examine a particular film at this
stage is premature. We must continue to map the inherent structural

parallels between film and parable. Our initial goal is the determina-
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:cion of the degree of, and the potential for, differentiation within the
- essential cinematic experience.

" At the second level, which is external to the essential cinematic
experience, the audience is merely a passive participant in the events
portrayed. The noises of the accompanyingvmqembers of the audience,
the distractions of drink and popcorn, the realization that this is, af-
ter all, only a movie, all 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 lesé distracted the audience. The
movement of attention from the moment of the dimming of 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.

It is this moverment of audience attention, this willing susf)en—
sion of disbelief, that leads to the tension inherent in the second level
at which the essential cinematic experience manifests irreducible par-
adox. It is noteworthy that the 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 at 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 comes to an end, although the memory remains. This gives

rise to tension: on the one hand, there is the memory of the. past

‘image, on the other, there is the presence of the new image. The

two are in relation. This relation is founded on difference. But the
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
level 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.

At the third level, gxternal to both experience and expression,

" there is tension between the film event as a whole, irrespective of

con‘tent, and the everyday reality that exists apart from 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
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 immediate future
will unfold according to a predetermined script.

Before and after the film, the visual 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




74

very little evidence of overall coordination of effort. The greater the
temporal'distancé from the film evant, the less predictable the ac—
tions of the individual members of the audience. Thus, the film event

is a device whereby the filmmaker can exercise control over a group

of people, if only for a limited time. Although prior submission to this

control is 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 comes to an
end, the essential cinematic experience as a whole becomes a memo—
ry. Thus, the movement from anticipation through experience to
memory is, more sirhply, the movement from ‘that’ to ‘this’ to ‘that’
(a—b—a or, more accurately, a—b—a'). The movement represents a
necessary shift in perspective, irrespective of the actual content of -
the essential cinematic experience. Since this shift in perspective is,
by definition, irreducible, it results in permanent tension. the memo-

ry of the event is never identical to the ¢vent itself, nor is the con—

text of the memory ever identical to the rnemory 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 do

not immediately advance the cause of differentiation within the es—
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sential cinematic experience. At the first level, as described above,
the essential cinematic experience exhibits a degree of differentiation,
but this differentiation is a function of the corntent of the image. At
the second level, this differentiation is a function of the form of the
image. At the third level, it is a function of experience and memory,
but remains subject to the identity and specific characteristics of the
immediate experience and the particular memory.

If we were now to press the issue of differentiation, such that
the film event is manifestly religious or secular based on certain fun-
‘damental characteristics of the essential cinematic experience, our
conclusion would be 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 bz
examples of religious language 1rrespective of context and audience.
But, as'we have séen, the parébles are one with ‘the experience they
document and cannot be conceived apart from it. Thus, the context
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 participates
in the religious experience they document.

If these restrictions were removed, then the assertion that the
parables of Jesus are examples of religious language would also be
weak. Here we have yet another paradox, but it is symptomatic of
the problem ‘of language and ultimate reference. Language canndt re-

fer to God unless God is already present in the experience that the
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T language describes. And that experience is by definition participatory,

. 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 esséntial cinematic experience is experience in its own right.
However, to the extent that it reflects or represents another experi-
ence external to itself, it is a simulacrum. And as a sunulacrum, it

. 15 to some degree unreal, an abstraction, the product of the film-
maker’s imagination, since it cannot completély enicompass the origi-
nal experience. Thus, the essential cinematic experience is virtua/
experience. By virtual experience, no more than a simple ‘as if’ is
implied: we experience the film event ‘as if’ it were truly the original
experience it reflects or represents. If we define thie original experi-

¥ ence ascreligious, 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 comtent 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

minimum subsidiary characteristics of the essential cinematic experi-
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ence that allow differentia;xtion: they are subjective. The audieﬁce re-
mains the sole proprietor of the topography of differentiation. Both
the critic and the theoretician must acknowledge the pnmacy of the -
cinematic expenence per se. ‘

Nevertheless, the critic and the theoretician would be Justified
in separating the audience from the essential cinematic experience if
the audience failed to do so itself. In the case of‘ the parables of Je—
sus, if the listener remains locked within the ‘experience they encom-
pass, the ultimate intent of the parables is aborted. The experience
must not become an end in itself, for its very subjectivity mitigates
1ts status as an absolute. So, too, the essential cinematic experience:
if it becomes an end in itself, then it no longer‘ operates at the level
of virtual religious experience. Thus, our thesis actually comprisgs
two components: both the aforementioned subjective intefpretation
and an objective interpretation, which functions as its corollary.

The objective corollary demands that virtual religious experience

- 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 cannot be defined as religious experience per se. Thus, there is
a fourth level at which the paradoxical force of both the parables of
Jesus and the essential cinematic 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 Eas no objectivé existence and no ultimate referent.
The theatricél parallel to this cinematic conception exists in Ber-
tolt Brecht's “ Verfremdungseffekt (V-Effekt)”: “Eine verfremdende
Abbildung ist eine solche, die den Gegenstand zwar erkennen, ihn
aber doch zugleich fremd erscheinen 1a6t” (Brecht: 32). In other
words, the ‘familiar' is presented in such a way that it is' recognized,

but is no longer ramilar:

Die neuen Verfremdungen [as oppoced to those found in classical
, and medizeval theatre] sollten nur den gesellschaftlich beeinflus-
’  baren Vorgingen den Stempel des Vertrauten wegnehmen, der sie
heute vor dem Eingriff bewahrt. (33)

The “ V-fifekt” results “not simply [in] the breaking of illusion” (Wil-
lett: 177); nor does it imply “‘alienating’ the spectator in the sense of

making him hostile to the play” (177). Rather:

It is a matter of detachment, of reorientation: exactly what Shelley
meant when he wrote that poetry ‘makes familiar objects to be as
i1 they were not familiar’, or Schopenhauer when he claimed that
art must show ‘common objects of experience in a light that is at
once clear and unfamiliar’. (177)

Yet our points of view differ: Brecht v;rrites from the perspective of
the creator of theatrical pieces, whereas this dissertation is written
from the perspective of the aritic of anematic pieces. Thus, Brecht
elaborates techniques (and a theoretical stance) that foster the
achievement of the “ V-fffzkt,” 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. .

.Here, then are the .ob jective equlvalents to the aforementloned
subjective charactehstlcs of the essential cinematic expenence that
allow’ dlfferentxatxon It xs\ not possible’ to defme rehgxous cinema as

such unless this definition remains 1rréduc1blo re/zgzous c:mema exzsts

as t/Je tension between the film event in I1ts obJectzw ana’ subjective

’ mamfestatzons If the two manifestations are reconcxled the tension

dissipates, denylhg the p0551b111ty of rehglous cmema The audience
that 1dent1fxes a film as religious has already demed the very possibil-

1ty On the other hand “the critic who sows seeds of doubt in the

" mind of an audience opens ,the way to a full and virulent awareness

of the paradoxical force of a particular lfilm If rehgxous cinema is
virtual religious experience, then its fundamental characteristic is
that it remain permanently distinct from the orlgmal experience it
seeks to represent. |

The gap between the virtqu religious experience of religious cin-
ema and the paradigmatic religious experience that religious cinema
seeks to represent is pervaded by silence. This silence is the absence
of correlation between the experiences on either side of the gap. The
silence issues a challenge to filmmaker and audience alike. It is
tempting to both to fill the silence with a multitude of pseudonymous
signifiers. Traditional ‘religious cinema history’ abounds with exam-
ples. The filmmaker need only borrow from the. vast library of sym-
bols associated with each of the major relgicus traditions. Both audi-

ence and critic will find such symbols even where the filmmaker ne-




ver thought to plaée them. The erosion of the silence is then inevita-
ble. - _ | ‘ | S
As this erosio‘li prbce‘eds,‘ there is an appearance of meaning:

the erosion of silence pla‘ces elements on either side of the gap in for~
tuitous conjunction; thxs fortuitous conJunctlon, in turn, ’fosters the
formal conjunction that gives the appearance of mea'nng This ap-—
pearance is reinforced by the appeal of . immediate expenence that i
the hallmark of all cmema The audxénce llterally desires thxs imme-
dxate expenence Its: tempta‘tlon cannou be demed temptatlon and

" desxre are a function of distance from. 'the orlgmal Thus, films that
‘present somg portion of the life of . Jesus appeal to any audxence that
' iseeks to understand the cxrcumstances of the origin of Chrlstxamty at
the expenenw/ level.  Yet, any understandmg that can be derived
from 'sych expengr;ces is limited. If the audience beheves the immedi-
ate experience, it is but further removed from’ the original, for the
immediate is replete with hidden contemporary references.

t

\These‘ hidden conlemporary references are the cinematic humus
of the lm;mediate experience. Théy foster the appearance of meaning
‘sir;lply because they allow it. They act as anchors whereby the audi-
ence may orient itself. The more diserienting 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 less
than their own significance, which is, in turn, merely determined by
the contemporary paradigm, there is no ultzma‘te profit in proceeding

along this route. It must be resisted. Although it is indescribably
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more. difficult to orient on the silence as siléncv, this is the réute the
audience must take if the possibility of religious cinema is to exist:

We have prescr%bed a Very restrictive approach to the phenom-
enon of religious cinema, in which there appears little room for the
{ aesthetic dimension of thg religious film. That is dictated by logic of
our debate Asl we have defined it, religious cmema(doe\s not pefmit
the addition of zesthetic information unless that infc;rma‘tion is subor-—
dinated to the virtual religious exper‘i‘ence that defines its existence.
.This should not be taken to discourage the filmmaker from mncorpo—
rating an appreciation for the sgsthetic structure of the essential cine-
rmatic experience in the religious film. Rather, 1t requires that the
filmmaker be considered no more than one of many people who con-
0 tribute to the essential cinematic experience we define as virtual reli-
gious experience. Thus, the filmmaker cannot define the sesthetics of )
religious cinema because religious cinema remains the preserve of the
audience. (

By the same token, the critic 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 presenta- '
tion. If it were possible to conceive the projection of a film portra&ing’
the life of Jesus to His original disciples, it is likely that the gffect of
that film would be drastically different from its effect upon the mod—-
ern audience for which it was created. Rather, the crlitic must be~
come one with the audience, so that the resultant analysis 15 a \pajrt

0 of the experience it seeks to analyse. Although this merging of analy-

A
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sis and experience 1s more difficult to achieve than traditional cri-
tique, 1t remains the only vald option open to the critic, who must
nonetheless acknowledge the primacy of the original essential cine-

matic experience
Parable and Religious Cinema

There rernains the problem of the formal separation of cinema,
which eomprises all films, from religious cinema, which does not nec-—
essarily compfxge all films. In the case of the parables of Jesus, the
formal separation between all language and religious language 1s
maintained 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
leads to the association of the parables of Jesus with Christiamty in
its various manifestations If one divorées the parables of Jesus from
their context, their similarity to other parables in both secular and
religious, Christian and non-Christian, literature becomes manifest
(see, for example, Crossan, 1976: 99-114). Thus, the divorce of the
parables of Jesus fromn their context i1s 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 rmaintams the formal
separation between all language and religious language in the case of

the parables of Jesus. Many, though by no means all, of the parabl_e§

4
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begin with an expression that focuses their interpretation:

He said, “The kingdom of God is like this A man scatters seed
on the land, he goes to bed at night and gets up in the morning, and
- ~the seed sprouts and grows—how, he'does not know. The ground _
produces a crop by itself, first the blade, then the ear, then full- ‘
grown corn in the ear; but as soon as the crop is ripe, he plies the

sickle, because harvest-time has come ”
He said also, “How shall we picture the kingdom of God, or by

what parable shall we describe it? It is like the mustard-seed,
' which {5 smaller than any seed in the ground at its sowing. But
once sown, it springs up and grows taller than any other plant,
»« and forms branches so large that the birds can settle in its shade *

(Mark 4: 26-32 (NEB))

“The kingdorm of Heawven is like treasure lying buried in a field.
The man who found it, buried it again; and for sheer joy went and

sold everything he had, and bought that field.
“Here is another picture of the kingdom of Heaven A merchant

looking out for fine pearls found cne of very special value, so he

went and sold everything he had, and bought it.
*Again the kingdom of Heaven is like & net let down into the '
sea, where fish of every Kkind were.caught in it When it was full,
it was dragged ashore. Then the men sat down and collected the
good fish into pails and threw the worthless away.” (Marthew 1¥

44-48 (NEB))

The conjunction of story, or “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 parable in its
context is understood. Even outside this context, however, the gener-—

al purpose remains more or less intact. Following Ricoeur, we use

“qualifier” (Ricoeur, 1975a: 33) to designate the expression that helps

B -
to keep this purpose intact (in this sense, the function of the qualifier.
may have changed since the time of Jesus).
~To_summarize,- the tcombination of context and qualifier serves

tolidentify the parables of Jesus as religious texts generally and Chris—
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tian parables specifically. Using this model as a guideline, thou ot
necessarily extrapolajing from 1t, we retum/@gb_umbkl(oft:‘ |
formal separation between ciriema /a}nd/rfxgious cinema; we suggest

that the problem may be h/ar}/glled ip a similar iaébion. First, context:
Cecil B. DeMille’s 7he Ten Cﬁmmana’ments would certainly receive a

varietyv of mterpretatlons/.lf shown to different audiences. For exam-
ple, if screened within a graduate serminar in anthropology, it ml}ght
be examined as a primitive attempt to understand the (pre-)history
of part of western civilization and/or Jewxsh/Christian/Muglxm origins
Again, if screened befofe the participants in a sociological conference,
it might‘be 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, 1t might be recognized as an overly'
literal, but perhaps.morally justifiable, interpretation of the Old Tes-

tament. Finally, if screened within a fundamentalist gathering, it

* * might even be welcomed as arr accurate repredentation of actual his-

\

torical events. (Qf course, were it to be shown to an audxengé of _

‘ _students in film thebry, it would be instantly recognized as one man's

hl

-Far from being a diversion, this discussion of context is quite

. relevant to our—and any other—definition of religious cinema, al-

. "though'it is clear that the issug Is immense in scope Since our theo-

:;reti;:alhand critical perspectives focus exclusively on the audience and
"ignore the pre-screening history of the film (unléss the latter becomes .

-
-

3

b

PN



-~

I . . : | ‘ t | g . 85 -
relevant to audience prejudice, as milghi be the case with some co;u—
troversial or higi‘;ly-publ‘icized~ film), context become‘s, in faqtrone of_
the fundamental determinants. of gudience reaction and ihterpreta—' )
tion. Predxctidn of audience reaction and’interpretati'on based on con-
text, however, 1s £oolhardy at l?est and should not be considered rele—--
vant Thus, context i1s relevant to our definition of religious cinerna

only to the extent that it is recogriized as a determinant. It is not

necessary to list and describe all possible contexts; nor would this be

, possible, since the list would be endless, subject to further expansibn
* ahd redefinition with every new film and every new variation of re~

_ ligious community. Rather, context becomes reélevant to the explora- .

tion of the reaction of a particular audience to a partiéular film. This
must occur after a particular_screening or series of scre;nings. The
only filrin that fulfills this requirement in the present context is Wer-
ﬁer Herzog's Herz aus Glas (the present context being a function of
this dissertation and the perspective it advances).

Since context permits a; wide range of interpretations to be im-
posed on any film, h! i1s necessary to resort to another device to nar-
row the range of interpretations. Context is already a narrowing

agent, but the dimension of narrbwing shifts from context to context.

'Tmrrow the fange of interpretations to the specifiéélly religious di-

‘.mension requires a qualifier. While context is, by definition, an ex-

ternal to the ﬂ'lm, the qualifier is, also by definition, an internal to
the film. It is only through-the fortuitous conjunction of these in’gér-—

nal and external ‘drivers’ that religious cinema is possible; in fact, it
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"is that same fortuitous conjunction that gives rise to religious cine-

ma. Thus, while dur thesis per se describes what religious cinema 1Is,

it is our. description of context and qualifier that identifies, at least in

part, how religrous cinema arises, Further, the discussion of the

qualifier returns us to the traditional forms of religious cinema criti-
cism, albeit with a different motive, for 1t 15 here that the relevance

of traditional religious cinema criticism is revived. Since the qualifier

. is internal to the film, it is necéssarily a derivative of the content,

even if this content be understood as the structure of the (particu-
lar) film. Since traditional religious cinema criticisrm focuses almost
exclusively on content, it is well adapted to the identification and in-
terpretation of the qualifier. ' '9

To begin with an example, we may note that a film dealing

' with the life of Jesus has that as its content. If this content closely

parallels the apparent content of one of the New Testaménfgospels,
then it may also exhibit structural similarities to that gospel. Both
narrative and structural parallels serve as the qualifier that says, for
example, ‘The kingdomn of God is like...”. Here traditional religious
cinema criticism shines, for it is able then to turn to Milos Forman'’s
One Flew Over the Cuckoo’s Nest (1975) and isolate the elemnents ‘of

that film that give rise to the qualifigr ‘The life of Jesus is like a ‘mém

_ who, entered a modern [in 1965, perflays] insane asylum and. ..’

. (¢f,, Myers andKerr). Thus, whether a film exhibits overt religious

content, as in a film dealing speciically with the life of Jesus, or

possible religious content, as in a film dealing with certain aspects of
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the‘ life of Joan of Arc, '\ 6r covert r:eli?gious content, such that ana}ysis
is necessary to hzghhght that content, as in Cuckoo’s Nest, the con— |
tent can be ana/ysed to highlight the religious qualifier. Of course,
Jjust as an audjence is Justxﬁed in classifying 77e Ten Commandments
as a religious film, 50 also is an audience justified in, denymg sxich a
classification to Cuckoos Nest. Therein lies the mherem weakness of
the traditional, content-oriefited approa}ch‘to rehgmus cinema criti—
cism. - | : ‘

This weakness 1s much clearer here than where it was first
identified in the previol.is chapter .‘ -The origin of the weakness lies in a
co'nfusion of f‘eferencé This confusion of reference allows the substi-
tution of the apparent reference of the relxgxous film, which is 1den—
tmed through the film'’s content for the true reierence which can-

not be identified except through participation irt that reference: the

_essential cinernatic experience which, in the case of religious cinema,

is further encountered as virtual religious experience. The substitution

of apparent reference for true reference is found in the earliest works

‘on religious cinema; thus, -

i1 existe une corrélation extr@mement étroite entre /o gualité reli-.
gieuse obtenue, et le « milieu-moyeh » employé pour 'obtenir. Au-
trement dit (et cela n'est:paradoxal qu’'en apparence, et ici aussi
toute I'histoire de 1’art est 12 pour nous le confirmer) la qualité re-
Jigieuse d’une ;uvre dépend beaucoup moins de son contenu au sens
strict, de son fond, de sa matiére, que de sa forme, ou plutdt de ses
« formes ». (Aytre, 1953: 30) .

Tﬁis approach leads Ayfre (who must nevertheless be lauded for Sng
. Sy - A : !

-
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T ‘of the most thorough analyses of religious cinema -to- date) to.a con-

clusion that defines the ‘religious’ of religious cinema as an evocative

force; this permits much wider application than simply to the overtly
o ‘
religious film, but it does not overcome the substitution of apparent

reference for true reference, for it relies on an understanding of reli-
gious experience as a formal, exte‘mal, objectlfiable complement to

‘secular’ experience, both .of which are cultural phenorrlxena. The ref-
erent of religious cinerma is rehgion, but the latter largely as a form

© of Aultural expression. o

The substitution of apparent reference for true reference re—
, * mains in more contemporary approaches to religious cinema, for ex-

Q * - ample: o " | -
’ Notre hypothése de travail, qui ferait converger toutes les lignes de
forces ésotériques, y comprises celles qui figurent dans L'Ar! ma-
ique composé par André Breton et dont les références A Baudelaire
{la « forét de symboles ») ne sont pas ici la moindre caution, c'est -
que le cinématographe permet de laisser entrevoir—a 1'insu méme
, de I'auteur du film-~tout un réseau de significations latentes dans
\ le déroulement de I’aventure humaine en elle-méme ou en ses rela-
t ,tions avec le tissu cosmique. Ne pourrait-on appliquer au septi¢me
v art le texte de Claudel que nous lisons dans La FPerle noire et qui
‘4 contient le mot utilisé par Bazin: « Nous allons des choses visibles
aux choses invisibles, non pas toujours comme de l'effet & 1a cause,
. mais comme du signe au signifié, et non'pas tant par les chemins
L ' de la logique gque par ceux de lanalogte » (Agel 1976: 33)

’ ! s ‘ a ‘ I
While Agel’'s approach is clearly more in keeping with contemporary
hermeneutics (and therefore includes a discussion on the merits of the

" work of Christian Metz in the light of the work of Paul Ricoeur,

amor{g others), the critical method it provides is essentially no differ-

. .
. '
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ent than that of Ayfre, resulting in similar critical analyses.

If we return oncg more-to the parables of Jesis, we note that
the combination of story event and quelifier serves to refer, not to
the qualifier, but beyond it to the experience that -underlies it (e,
Ricoeur, 1975a: 32-34). Thus, the parables of Jesus refer, not to the
kingdom of God, but to Jesus’ experience thereof or, more }Srecisely, ‘
his experience of the kingsfp of God; and the latter not as some fu-

ture event or circumstance, but as an experience both current and

_ immediate (cf,, Crossan; 1973a: 23*36).__’I’hus, the reference is not

truly such, for there is no direct lirle between the qualifier ‘The king-
dom of God is like. .." and the experience of . the kingship of God; it is
an abrogated reference, an impossible reference, for how does one ..
move from hearing the parable to experiencing the kmgsblp of God’?
The path is, in fact, not such nor even a detour, but rather a
‘thst’ a sudden shift toward an unexpected dxmensxon There 15 on
the one hand the parable in 1ts ObJeCthQ rnamfestatlon as a spoken
or written text and, on the other hand the expenence that both "
underlies and supersedes it.

. The literary ;technique’ emplo;red to initiate this twist is rever-

The reversal is a function of the dxscrepancy between “the struc-

'ture of expectationn on the part of the hearer and. . .the structure of
" expression on the part of the speaker” (Crossan, 1975: 66). In the

‘case of the parable of the mustard seed quoted earlier, thxs reversal

~

may be ulustrated as in figure 1. , N
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Small Seed —~—— Small Tree

‘ ‘ / Structure Structure k
. of Speuker - of Bearer s
- Expectation N

LargeSeed-—-”—-&Mrgonﬂ -

Figure 1

" (The structure of figure 1, like similar illustrations elsewhere in this-

dissertation, 1s borrowed from Crossan, 1975 66-67.) The hearer ex—

| pects a story about small seeds growing into small trees and large

seeds growing inte large trees. This expectation: 1s reversed by the

" speaker, such that small seeds grow into large trees (and, extrapolat-

ing, large seeds grow Into small trees)
Traditional New Testament exegesis identifies the parables of Je~

sus as analogies (cf., Jillicher). Thus, the parable of the mustard

‘seed leads to the statement that the kingdom of God represents a re—

versal of existing structures, be these pattenis of growth or relations

of power. Modern New Testament exegesis denies the analogical func~ -
tion of the parables of Jesus, focusing instead on the consistency of

the reversal of ‘expectation and concluding that this consistency points

to the reversal of expectation as a permanent condition of human ex-

perlence of the Wholly Other (cf., Crossan) Thus, if the hearer’s

A

] conclusion upon hearing the parable of the mustard seed is that-small

seeds grow into large trees, the ii‘npact of the parable has been

) ( ‘
stunted. Rather, given the contemporary paradigm, the proper con-
, {



. May would argue strongly for the illusory nature of the religious film;
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clusion is the realization that we should. not pre-judge the outcome of

the growth of any seed. Sinqe this act of 'growth is aligned with the
qualifier 'kiﬁgdom of God’, the ultimate cohclusion is the realization
that we should not pre-judge the nature of that kingdom. Simply,
the parables of Jesus reverse our expectations to ‘twist’ our attention
awa)\/ from particular expectation of any kind; in this context, the
result is openhess té: the kingship of God as irﬁmediate experience.

| It is clear that this ‘twist’ is fundamental to our argument.
And it is this ‘twist’ that separates the perspective taken withih this
dissertation from what we refer to as ‘traditional’ religious cinema
criticism. It is worth exploring the latter yet a little further, for
theré are instances therein that appear remarkably sirhilar to our

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

aligns this use with an understanding of the “paradoxical nature of
reality” fo show how the re/jgious film is at one and the same time
both simply ‘a film (7.e., an example of artistic expression) and a -
“hierophanous manifestation” (pages 3~4 in May and Bird). Given
thei{r expositions, we consider it fair to state that neither Bird nor

rather, their positions affirm the authenticity of the religious dimen-

sion in the ‘religious’ film, whether this dimension is manifested 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 all religious films are illu-

sions, or that it is an illusion that religious films exist as such, rath-

er, we suggest that at the core of every religious film there lies a

twist that, if encountered, hlghllghts the illusory nature of-the expes

rience that the rehgxous 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 experi-

ence that the religious dimension gives rise to (or exists as). This

suggestion is grounded in our analysis of the essential cinerriatic expe—

riehég. It Is precisely because the latter has been Jjgnored in all reli-
gious cinema theory and criticism that our approach differs. 1t is

necessary to focus on the essential cinemnatic experience to arrive at,

.and maintain, our approach; the moment this focus is lost, our ap-

_ it both aids the movement toward a religious interpretation and deni--

+griticism.

proach collapses, its position retaken by traditional religious cinema

The function ’_Q',f: the twist that lies at the core of every religious

i

filfn, or at the core of the religious dimension of any film, is twofold:

¢s the completion of this interpretation. The parables of Jesus are not

magic incantations that, if uttered, recreate the experience of the

,‘kingship of God. The latter is arrived at through a set of circum-

‘stances impossible to define with any degree of precision. Similarly,

_the religious film is ot by its very nature religious, but only poten-

1
[
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. tially.s0; and the religiqus dimerision of a film i$ not an automatic

given, but only possibly present. The ‘religious’ of film is a variable
set of cxrcumstances that may or may not be recognized, even recog-‘
ruzed it is merely an interpretation. Thus, the consequence of our

reliance on a particular understanding of the essential cinematic ex—

_perience is that ‘we are forced to acknowledge the need for a “disci-

pline of seeing” (Dillenberger: 307) to arrive at, and thereafter main—

tain, our perspective. o ‘
~ To state that the twist 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-

mensional phenomenon; for it is encountered at several levels of in—

‘terpretation and is, in each case, itself an interpretationi of the, ten—~

sion generated within that level At the most imrediate level, it
arlses from the tension created by the reversal of expectation in the

story event (assuming that there is such a reversal, for this remains

largely a function of content). At the next level, slightly more re-

' mote, it arises from tne tension created by the dissonance of qualifier

and story event for if the story event is characterized by a reversal
of expectatxon then this reversal relies also on the assumptlon that

the qualifier is not ordinarily assocnated mth such a story event. At

. the most remote level, grounded m ‘the ‘essential cinematic expen-

. ence, 1t arises from the tension between the entire film event in its

objective and subJectlve mamfestatxons (as stated earher)' here the
prectwe mamfestatxon is synonymous with -the objectively ldentxflable

components of the film that we classify as qualifier and story event
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and the subjective manifestation is synonymous with fhe particular.
‘a.rid individual experience of qualifier ahd story event as a dissonaf®:
conjunction
Thus, to the degree that the twist depends on a particular
prejudice (different for every film and audience) to force tension, it -
i1s both an interpretative and subjective phenomenon. A particular
. perspective is reguired for the possibility of religious cinema to exist.
But this is hardly a serious limitation. Religion, and the experience
that underlies it in any of i1ts varied forms, requires a particular
perspective itself; were this not so, 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 in the
g) : ——eontemporary sense because every audience comnprises many layers of
prejudice which condition expectation; each of these layers arises
from—and 1in turn gives to—a ﬁarticular perspective
| To the degree that it is possible to ignore the existence of one’s
prejudices in the face of glaring evidence thereof, to that precise de-
gree religious cinema can cease to exist as such. Conversely, to t'he
degree that it is possible to recognize 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 event. The only
qualifi;;tion the latter statement requires is that there exist some
objective qualifier that permits the attachment of the descriptor ‘reli-
gious’ to the particulér film event. Our approach is therefore a her—

O meneutic one; that is, it requires, not a particular content, but a
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(Andrew, 1984: 184):

" 95

particular mode of interpretation, derived from a particular theory of
interpretation. Here we may pursue our ‘twist’ in the opposite direc—
tion from that which leads to traditional religious cinema criticism, to
a point of intersection with certain more recent developrzl.gr{ts in film
\{Aeory, in which cantemporary he;meneutics (in particular, the iler—
meneutics of Paul Ricoeur) play a rable.‘ P
It should be cautioned that, whereas our earher pursuit of the

‘twist’ 1n the direction of traditional religious cinema was both devoid -

of peril (because this dissertation arose out of the inadequacies there-
of) and necessary (because this dissertation serves as a critique

thereof), the pursuit in the direction of film theory is both fraught

'with peril (because from that broader perspective inadequacies of this

- dissertation will be more visible) and extravagant (because this dis-

sertation is not intended as-a critique of the entire film theory com-
plex, but of a particular subset thereof). The pursuit is nonetheless
relevant, for it lends support to certain aspects of our Ergument.
There is, moreover, some sa isfiction to be derived from the realiza-
tion that this dissertation, ar%the thesis it ciefends, neither arose out
of, nor exists in, a vacuum.' |

f Dudley Andrew identifies two different origins of the current in-
terest in hermeneutics; these origins are represented by Paul Ricoeur
and Roland Barthes. The key to Barthes’' hermeneutics is interest “in

pursuing not the text so much as that which the text insists upon”

T - -
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PFor Barthes, this referential aspect is essentially emotional. Texts
. in their most hieratic moments point to the inner states recognized
by the reader as anxiety, waiting, jealousy, and so on. The text
embodies these states carnally, and Barthes’s [sic] direct, lengthy,
unsystematie attention to them is meant to leave them open to an
¢ ongoing (re)reading. (184) .

-—

It will be recognized that this hermeneutic 1s somewhat foreign
(which is not to say invalid) to our own, though not inirical to it.

More éppropriate, especially in the light of oqu extensive reli-
ance thereon, 1s the hermeneutics of Paﬁl Ricoeur, the key to which
is “the priority of discourse over meaning, of interpretation over

structure” (Andrew, 1984: 182):

Analysis would try to fix the position of a text, whereas interpre-

., “  tation presumes that the work of meaning is ongoing As he has of-
ten pointed out, every speech involves both an event in which it
occurs and a meaning that persists beyond the event. Hermeneutics

. tries to be adequate to the whole complex of discourse by keeping
?oth) poles of speech (meaning and event) in constant interplay.
182 .

To reformulate the foregoing in the language adopted within this dis—
s’ertation, we would say that the traditional religious cinema’ criticisrn
tries to identl{y themmeanmg(s) of a film through rigorous analysis of
its signs and symbols, tracking each of these to their referénces; reli-
gious cinema is therefore a fixed subset of all cinema On the other
hand, our thesis, and the mode of interpretation we derive from it,
highlights the paradoxical elements of films in particular and cinema
in general, then tries to maintain the paradoxic;l quality of those el-

ements as a permanent condition of the essential cinematic experi-
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ence. ¢

Andrew defines Ricoeur’s as a “dialectical hermeneutics” (An-
drew, 1984. 187) that gives rise to a “ dialectical principle of inter-

pretation”. (189) As: the “most telling example of the power” of the

latter, Andrew cites

Jean-Pierre Schefer’'s L’Momme ordinalre du cinéma. Unschooled in
film history or criticism, Schefer poses anew the most purely theo-
retical questions associated with film study. What is-it like to go to
a movie? Why do we do it and what happens to us as a conse-
quence of our participation? Setting himself up in explicit opposition
to the overly systematic reflections Metz deduced in The /maginary
Signifier, Schefer lodges thé dialectic at the very heart of this pri-
mary fact of film viewing: at the cinema we are both ourselves
and the representation built for us. Our memories are fed by the
“images, yet what we see is absolutely present to us now. The very
words “we” and “us” must be qualified, not according to some
strict Lacanian model of subjectivity but according to a dialectic in
which we are alternately ruled by the representation and rule it.
To use his words, film viewing is, both a doxical and paradoxical
experience, both ruled and anarchic. (189-190) y

Here the parallel to our own approach becomes more ‘obvious. ln(}our
terminolégy, we would say that it is the ‘twist’ that may be recog-
nized at the core of the essential cinema experience that maintains
the dual quality of film viewing as “both doxical and paradoxical ex—
perience.” Our only 'qualifier 1s that in this dissertation we are'dealing
exclusively with religious cinema, which implies that the relevant
“doxical” experience exhibits objective religious characte.istics.

Bill Nichols also @ppears to rely on Ricoeur’s hermeneutics when

he employs psychoanalytic terminology to define an approach to nar-

‘rative cinema. Balancing the seen and the unseen, the experienced

¥




and the unexperienced; and recogniziné that the two form halves of a

necessary whole for such an approach to be valid, Nichols argues for.

&

e b

.a logic for duplicitous meaning that acknowledges the argument
that two different logics cannot operate on the same level without
creating an untenable position This is precisely the untenable posi- -
tion of paradox, which we have already met We part company

with the rules of formal logic that decry this untenability in order

to adopt the temporal, his tdncal!y-open rules of a dialectical logic.

We couple the present to the absent; we attend to gaps, lacunae, to
the guile of the unconscious psychism that speaks to us through
outward manifestations. We prepare ourselves to listen for revela~
tion; we steel ourselves to listen with suspicion. The ridge is nar-
row along which we walk, but there is no straighter way for us to -
go. (Nichols, 1981- 107)

\

« ’

The ridge is narrow because it divides the virtual from its counter-

part, the former is imrnediate ‘and appearé to possess all the charac—

teristics of reality, the latter is but a merriofy and possesses all the
characteristics of a phantasm But that is precisely the origin of our"
coﬁception of the virtual as a swnulacrum: in the appearance of ob=

jective similarity to what is but a memory, but is, in fact, a com-

“mon and present memory across a wide ranhge of indjviduals, nrlgx--

nating, not in an sesthetic experience, but 1n an experience whose .

'~ origin remains forever hidden. The virtual attempts to hide its own

nature; yet, its elements manifesting a paradox that will not.depart,

the virtual eventually collapses into its true nature. Thus, following
Nichols, we récognize two possibilities, opposites, derived from the

same event; though narrative “generally exhibits congruence with the

" resolution of paradox” which “heightens the sense of unity and coher™

ence,” samething “exceeds it, is left over; paradox remains, finally,
) \J N . ’ v v ’
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irresolvable” (103): ’ - .

-]

. ‘ *“And, as always, coherence ln contradiction expresses the-force of

A a desire.” [Derrida] We return once more to desire and the pleas—- _
ure of recognition-discovery. The aesthetic gratification narrative
affords helps attenuate the force of real contradictions; it also helps
identify them. The power of this invocation of desire can be readily
yoked to a reinforcement of the sfatus guo, but it can also be har-
nessed to the possibilities of change, radical change. Narrative cine-
ma may work tq reconstitute us in the position of self-as-subject,
but it may also move us., We are._not simply put in our place,
are also rmmoved; and one possible direction that movement may fol~

low is through and beyond ihe position of self-as-subject to the
realm of symbolic exchange where grace or order (in an open-
ended, non-imaginary sense) may be realized (103)

- The “possible ‘direttion” is necessarily no more than that andy from
- our pers‘pec'tibe: never‘mére thaﬁ virtual (as an objective manifes*:;a—‘
tion of :he filmaevgn]h); however, the film event is not bounded, ex-

v c\gpt;by choice: within it, just as outside .1t, but not necessaril‘y 1be—
cause of it or through 1t, there are limitless poss):ibil@_ties.

. ' , From tfxis brief »discussion it appears that sornre recent choices
in film theory are more conducxve to our thesis than the entire
amalgam of prevxous relxgxous cinema theory and criticism. This im-—

pression is mxsleadmg for, just as there.are parallels between our ap—

<

“proach and conternporary film theory, 5o previous approaches to reli-

‘ giaus' cjn'emé\ theory and criticism have drawn from contemporaneous
fi‘l,m théog'}sts (figureé s\tmh as André Bazin and Siegfried Kracauer are
encountered Mth'great regulanty and number among"”ghg favourites
from whom to ci_raw inspiration). What further separates our ap-

. proach from ;.‘ohrevious“ ap};roaches to rg!i‘ﬁfoué cinema theory and criti~

*

[
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cism, however, is our point of origin for, unlike these f)revious ap-
proaches, we do not begin with, or pass through, film theory on our
way to a theory of religious cinema. -

Our point. of origin 1s in many respects identical to that of film

- theory, past and present: the analysis of film itself, using i1deas and
.techniques borrowed from more ‘established disciplines. In this sense,

our approach is more ‘authentic’ or ‘original’ than similar approaches

of the past. ‘Authentic’ and ongmal’ are not meant peJoratwely, or
as terms of endearment but hterally, to emphasize the importance
of a thorough mvestlgatxon of the very heart of the film medium in
any theoretlcal approach, whether general or specifically religious. It

is simply not possible to ask What is religious cinema? unless one asks

.th‘is question 1n the light of its predecessor: What is cinema? With
. - [}

this final re-emphasis of the origin of our approach, we now turn

1

away from both of these qﬁestions and proceed to the practical level,

-wherein we derive a specific method in preparation forlthe next

‘chapter.

_. A Critical Method Derived -
i . ‘ N ' ) " ;
We now deal with those two earlier questions that still remain
unanswered: If any film truly exists solely as immediate experience,
how then is it to be analysed? And how is this analysis to be recon-

ciled with the original experience, since the analysis must, by defini~

. tion, exist apart from the experience? From the pgrspecti\}e developed
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in this chapter, thg answer to the second question is that the analy-

sis cannot be fully reconciled with the original experience, unless its

" intent is the same‘. That 1s why the critic must seek tolmerge analy-
sxs and experience. ‘Our answer to the first questlon must therefore
be: it must be analysed as Jmmea'late experience. Since rehgxous cin-
ema exists as a variable subset of all fllms, the moment of analysis is
crﬁcial. L '

The analysis of religious cinema must proceed from the critic’s
own experience thereof. Yet, if the critic' maintains a perspectiv;e
- that is too, personal or immed‘iate, ‘the aqalysis lma\y be incomprehen-
sible to the reédeg‘, Therefore, the analysis of religious cinema must
cbalan’é:e the audience’s experience thereof. In practical terms, this re-
quires the critic to mimic the film under analysis. The ang:lysié must
become an extensidn ‘of the film. If the intent of the text is to ana-
lyse the film as an example of rellglous cinema, then the text must
incorporate the perspectxve of the film, such that it exhlblts a similar
tension. The result is parable. Thus, the analysm\ that is true to xjeh-
" gious ci}lema becprnes a relig{ous text in its ,ownqright.

While this conclusion is inescapable, it should be cautioned that
it requires 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 defme as ‘religious’, texts'
that exhibit the characteristics qf religious language, whereas we uﬁ—
derstand sacred texts as the 'paradigm' whence religious language is

derived. Thus, the critic of religious cinema does not compete with
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the parables of Jesus. Rather, the critic adapts the characteristics. of
the parables of Jesus, thereby legitimating themn.

i The moment of analysis exists 1n the paradoxical tension that
this form of analysis creates. In effect, the v1rtual rehglous experi-
ence of the film continues within and through the analysis. The mo-
ment of analysis is extended beyond the immediate experience of the

film, although 1ts visual component is necessanly impaired. Only in

thxs manner is the analysis of religious cinema as virtual religious ex-

‘ penence ccncexvable A necessary precondltlon to the success of thls

form of analysxs is that the reader have seen the fllm n questlon

The analysis exists only by virtue of its relation to its subJect' re-

- move the latter and the paradoxical tension of the analysxs dxssmates

since it is no longer an extension of the 1mmed1ate expenepce the

‘moment of analysis has been severed from the moment of experience.

Given that we shortly embark ori a practical example of the

foregoing, it is expedient as well to de\scribe'specifiC critical tools-that

enable the critic to.adhere to the general guidelines above. It should
be cautioned, however, that these tools constitute neither .the set of
all possible tools that can be -derived from our thesié, nor the set of
all tools that are employed in the next chapter. The former set will
expand if and when the posture defended here finds a wider audi-
ence; the/latt'er are borrowed not only from this chapter but also
from the universe of our thesis and. the overall perspective it affords.

Moreover, the next chapter is more than a simple analysis; its pres—

ence within this dissertation constitutes an exercise in clarification
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" and validation; it is an experiment, but-as ;he first to test our par-
~ticular hypothesis, it carries a considerable additional burden; to ig—
nore this extra burden in the \;;resent context would be tantamount
to academic suicide. Iﬁ sj.mple language: in this chapter tﬁe marquess
»of'Queensberrx rules apply, wkl‘er:eas in the next, Aerz aus Glas as an
objectively verifiable stri;; of Cellulpid™ remains the only constant.

_ In keeping witﬁ our approach thus far, we return a last time
~to' Ricoeur and Crossan, this ti;ne in direct dialogue. The reqder is
warned that no new information is provided here; rather, there is a
'“ converg_encé of ,pei‘spective between Crossan and Ricoeur which is ex-
trapolated into the field of religious cf.inema criticism; both the con-—
vergence and the extrapolation rely on the discussion’ thus far. There_
‘can therefore be no application of .the critical tools developed here to.
any film without reference to their origin and the theoretical per— |
sbective that underlies 1t Our critical tools are designed to provide
new insight into religious cinema,; but this insight is less a function of
the actual tools than of the thesis whence they are derived. The
same is true of bpth ﬁicoeur and Crossan; thus, ané]ysis of the para-—
bles of Jesus using the method of either scholar requires—implies-jvthe
acceptance of their paradigm, their understanding of the very nature
of those parables, or any others that ‘fit’ that ‘paradiém.

The dialogue, while ‘spre’dd; ac;'oss a fairly‘ large body of .work,
will, in the present context, be restricted to two articles (see Cros—
san, 1‘579:-‘80, and Ricoeur, 1979-80). The férmer, in turn, is.a re—

action to an earlier article by Ricoeur (Ricoeur, 1975a); therein Ri-

3
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coeur summarizes “the three traits which seem. . . essential to the

definition of the ‘liferary; genre’ of the parable” (Ricoeur, 1975a: 33):

the narrative parable relies on the conjunction between a narrativs
form, a metaphorical process, and an appropriate “qualifier”®
which ensures its convergence with other forms of discourse which
all pomnt toward the meaning “Kingdom of Ged ® (33)

-

Befog'e we begin’ participation in their dialogue, we highlight two is-
sues, both terminological .- First, Ricoeur’s interest is in defining the x
"hterary genr; of the parable; second Ricoeur identifies narratlve :
~ ‘parable” as the partlcular form of parable he wishes to examine. We
may turn these terminological qualifications to our advantage.
First, “literary genre” suggests that parable 1s synonymous with

. a particular subset of all literature; in other words, though all hitera- -_
ture may. or may_not exhibit the characteristics of parable only spe-
cific examples of literature are identified as parables per se. Thls 15
reminiscent of our discussion on cinema and rehglous cinema, in
which we examined the extent of their congruence; we concluded

that certain examples of -religious cinema exhibited the charactenstlcs

of myth, other examples those of parable, yet others those of both.

There is no question that, at least on the surface certain films lend
themselves more readily to_our form of analysis than others Thus,
we may claim at one and the same time, that our method ulti-
mately apphes not only to all religious fxlms but also to the ¢inema
generally; yet since this claim cannot be proven except in practice

(as is the case with any intellectual hypothesis), we are safe until an
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application fails. We may therefore proceed (after this dissertation)
Yf”Jy identifying films that may be successfully submitted to our form
of analys;s, as this body of films grows, the ‘genre’ of ‘parabolic cine-
ma’ will take shape; if the body of films becomes very large, that
g ‘genre’ may be recogmzed not as a set of characteristics of some
" films, but as a quality of cinema per se (prowded a particular per-
spective is maintained). This process natura_lly extends far beyond.
" this dissertation; thus, we do not define a genre but establish thé in—
itial éredibility of our method. - |
Second; “narrative paralble" provides a convenient focus, since it
appears terfninologically similar to ‘narrative cinerna’; ihxis, if it is .
‘possible that there are different manifestations of cinema (and the
great majority of film theorists write as thoggh it is, choosing partic-
" ular manifestations as their foci), then we are, if not justified, at
least reassured in restricting our focus to ‘narrative cinema’. And we
may employ a simplistic understanding thereof: films that tell stories.
Documentaries therefore reside either at, or slightly beyond, the ho-
' nzon of our vision, since they are at least mtended as ‘true’ repre-
sentatxons and are usually recognized as such. Most experimental
films (which may or may not exhibit thecharacteristics of narrative)
reside well(beyond our horizon, if for no other reason than that the
a\}erage’ audience of a/ films 1s probably not yet ‘equipped’ to recog-.
hize the narrative dimension of the experimental film. (hence the
- qualifier ‘experimental’).

Wlth these further qualifications in mmd we return to the
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current dialogue. Crossan éummarxzes the three traits that Ricoeur
1dent1f1es as narratlwty, metaphoncxty, paradoxicahty [where pos—
- sible, we substitute ‘narrative’, ‘metaphor’, and ‘paradox’, respec-
tively)” (Crossz;n, 1979-80- 20). To these, he prefaces a foux:;;;:

" “brevity” (21) _ Thus: “ Parable 1's"a’ very short metaphorical narra-
tive [Crossan’s itahces]” (21). Mqtéover, though texts mayr be found
that exhibit the Sther traits but neglect brevity, these are not para-
bles that are 1'ong', but parables that ax;e too long. their‘ effect 1s re—
J duced by their length and might be restored to full strength if they
were short;zned In their length the other traits of parable become

lost; if they are shortened, the other traits of parable are found

-, again and -are, therefore, much easier to fix. Ricoeur ‘accepts the ad-

-dition of brevity, ‘a trait which he feels he overlooked (Ricoeur,
1979-80- 72). - . | '

Deviating from Ricoeur’s \ongi.n‘ai arder, Crossan next examines
, metaphor, finding much common ground in'Ricoeur’s more recent
conception of metaphor, in which ‘;éVery metaphor,. save the mo-
mentarilly Jaded or temporarily dormant, 15; but a localized indication
and instance of the ultimate ubiquity and radical'universality of
" metaphor itself” (Croésan, 1979-80: 25). Thereafter Crossan moves
toward Derrida, surmising that this is inevitably the direction Ri-
coeur’s concgpti‘on)of rﬁetaphdr moves in. However, Ricocur denies
this direction, noting that “Derrida's thesis is a thesis about dead

; metaphors and its validity fmds its limit in the analysxs of live meta-

phors (Ricoeur 1979-80 73) The difference between a live: meta-

Iy
.
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phor and a dead metaphor lies in a “stereoscopic phenomenon” (73):

-
P

In most good metaphors the conflict between the yielding literal

unse and the emerging metaphorical sense may still be perceived.

The sernantic incongruence or impertinence-of-the sentence for a

literal interpretation is preserved within the new congruence or
pertinence which emerges from the collapse of the literal interpre- \

tation. (73)

Ricoeur does not suggest that this \conception is inimical to Crossan’s
interpretation, but he cautions against an indefinite expansion of
‘metaphor, such that "metaphor disappears as a distinctive ‘turn’ of
language, every. linguistic use becoming metaphorical” (73).

Crossan now explores narrative, asking first whether “narrativi- |
ty mlght be just as humanly ubiquitous and ineluctable as metaphor-
icity itself?” (Crossan, 1979-80: 27) This question is reformulated
such that a solution_ to the problern of reference might "be suggested;
thus, 'laﬁguage refers only to linguisticality, metaphor to metaphori-
city, [and] narrative to narrativity”; this 1mphes that we must face
| the ultimate 1mphcatxons of a radically lmguxstlc ex1stence, a radi—
cally metaphorical world, and a radxcally narratlve exxstence (27).
Against this, ‘Rico'eur argues: “if ‘narrative emstence obtamns only in
language how could the parables of Jesus challenge the actual way of
life of his opponents?” (Rlcoeur 197?~80 -~ 74). Ricoeur posits the ‘

' paradox inherent in the narrative parables of Jesus at the mtersec—
tion between narrative exxstence and ordmary existence”; without
th1§ mtersectxon, “there would be no paradox, i.e., no departure

(para) from usual opinjon (doxa)” (74). Thus, “narratives, pictyres
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as well as descriptions, keep re-shaping our previous versions of the
world” (74)
I‘mally, Crossan addresses the paradox of Jesus’ parables Since
: paradoxxcahty 1s his own, rather than Ricoeur’s, term, Crossan
" provides a definition.
‘ »
\': ‘. 1 shall use the general expression “paradox” or “paradoxicality” as
' ’ My own general term to include the full spectrum of phenomena
subsumed under nouns such as hyperbole, paradox, limit-

expression, etc., and adjectives such as strange, radical, extrava-
gant, etc. (Crossan, 1979-80: Z8)

Crossan then proceeds to analyse the paradox of Jesus' parables under
three headings borrowed from American semiotic theory: pragmatics,

0 semantics, and syntactics. Under the first heading, he¢ notes that:

‘The official teachers of Jesus’ day taught: (1) within a group au-
thority; (2) within an official synagogue; (3) within a “canonical”
text. Jesus, on the other hand, taught: (1) outside this group au-=
thority; (2) outside the synagogue by the lake-side; (3) outside the
“canonical” texts. Indeed, it is almost as if his parables displaced
the soriptures as text. Authority, situation or setting, and “text”
. for teaching are all paradoxically different with Jesus (30) - :

\(lr;gier' the second heading, Crossan questions the validity of cornpari-

son of Jesus; parables to contemporaneous rabbinic ones, since it may
be questioned whether the latter were, 'In fact, contemporaneous (re-
centgsch‘olarship places them after Jesus’ time);/t-hus, Jesus’ parables
exhibit the paradox of a new semantic structure (31). Similarly, un-
der- the third heading, comparison of Jesus’ parables to rabbinical

g

' 0:» } ones is cbronologically invalid; even were it valid, the syntax of Je-
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sus' parables differs radically from those to which they are compared,

’ further heightening their paradox (31-32). .

Ricoeur sees in this anal};/sis confirmation for his “contention -
that paradoxicality requires a confrontation between deviance and es—
tablishment, not only within language, but in the ‘real’ world” (Ri—-'
cck:ur, 1979-80. 75), thereby recalling his earher disagreement witl'i

Crossan (see above) But Ricoeur welcomes the overall approach:

The confrontation between Jesus and his audience appears, accord-
ingly, as a particular case of the inclusion of the parable-storigs

with the Gospel-story. The story-teller of the parables becomes a

part of the meaning of the story-told, as seems to be the case with'

the Parable of the Wicked Husbandmen., Finally the mortal fate of

the story-teller belongs to the horizon of all the stories told. And—-

this deat/z contributes to paradoxicality of the parables by leadmg 1t

onto the threshold of “anicomicity.” (75) .

Thence, Ricoeur finds further agreement in Crogsan’s ultimate conclu-

sion “that Jesus' para@dxicality is the result of turning the aniconicity
of Israel’s God onto language itself” (Crossan, 1979-80: 32), but adds
two qualifications. “First, the function of paradox, exerted through
the enigma-expressions (Kingdom of God, etc.), is not merely to abol-
ish _bictures, but also to elicit an inexhaustible set of inadequate pic—
tures” (Ricoeur, 1979-80: 76). Second, the parables of Jesus “are
not as such negative expressions and they have not only a negative
function”; rather; they constitute “a reorientation after a 'disorienta—
tion”; the latter w1thout the former would cause the parables to “re-
main without ethical and pohtxcal implications” and “exegesis would

make theology impossible; even as negative theology” (76).

o
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The theoretical issues raised by this dialogue are immense; they |
cannot be addressed here. To the extent that they must be addressed -
to allow application of ?he dialogue to the derivation of a method of
religious cinema criticism, to that precise extent have they already
/ ". ~been addr\esgﬁd 'v;nthin previous sections of this dissertation We now K ‘
extrapolate f;om the results of the dialogue and identify a set of crit— o
ical tools. We have, to begin with, four characteristics (the last of
which comes 1n three flavours): brevity, narrative, metaphor, and ~
paradox (in terms of pragmatics, semantics, and syntactics) As gen-—
eral characteristics, they do not suggest themselves to be alien to
cinema: brewvity suggests ‘a short film’; narrative suggests ‘narrative
cinema’, metaphor suggests ‘non-literal representation’; and paradox

} suggests ‘a clash of elements or interpretations’. Thus, each of the

R

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 now examine each of the
" four characteristics in greater depth. ¢

h . First brevity There is much to be said for taking no more time
k than necessary to make a point or state.a case; but how to measure
tpis time? There is, first of all, the actual time required to literally
;ﬁﬁte the case’; logically, this will vary frorm case to case. But there
is also the effective time required to ’'state the case’; a statement re-
quires interpretation and reflection and, if it proposesp(consciously or

unconsciously) a shift in perspective, adjustment. Thus, we may ar-

. gue, on the one hand, for brevity, but on the other hand, also for

ot
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. consideration of sesthetic constraints and audience inertia. One may

expect both more (in terms of their ability to follow a narrative
" § /'

through rapid, radical changes in scene, etc.) 'and less (in te‘rms'bf-’
theirJ awareness of subfcle literary, historical, political, efc., referen—
“'ces) of conternporary audiences. Brevity, we would arg{,ze, assists the
Aanalytic process, because it allows for (though it’does not insist upon)

less complexity and sharper focus; but this may be simply due to

.7 limitations in the human attention span. Thus, brevity 1s a conven—

ient but not a necessary characteristic for religious cinema -
Second, narrative. We already accept this as a restriction of
qur focus to nax;rative cinema. But, in the context of the dialogue '

. bétween Crossan and Ricoeur, we may refine this to é requirement -
for either a partii:glar kind of narrative or a particular view of riar—

. rative. The ‘particular kind of narrative’ implies the reguifement for
a narrative that can be shown to exhibit both reflective and reflexi\;e‘
characteristics. Ref]ectlve implies a degree of distance from ‘rea}ity’; }
the narrative is not synonymous with its content, but is a reformu—
lation thereof. Reflexive implies a degree of reflection on itself‘; the
narrative raises questions about its own existence and its relaﬁon to
‘reality’. The ‘particular view of narrative' implies the requirement "
for a certain degree of audience competenice, an ability on the pa‘rt of
the audience to see beyond itself, beyond the experience of the film,
beyond the everyday world outside the film; ;:his is neither a trite

statement nor a snide remark: from our perspective, religious cinema

A

is equally a function of audience perception as cinematic performance.

"
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" - Third, metaphor. We may vacillate between Crossan’s and Ri-
"coeur's conceptions. Our thesis, in the form developed within this A
chapter, admits both posmbi]ihes. In the pfesent, practical context, it
is a function of the film at hand. Thus, with certain films, it would
take substantial intellectual effort to deduce the essential metaphor of
all cinema, whereas other films might bring this possibility to the ‘
surface with little or no apparent effort. Similarly; certain films ap-
pear, at first viewing, ;to be }m more than simple‘stones, embodying
- no dissonance or discordant elements—they are, at this stage, the
cinematic equivalents of dead metaphors. Mdi‘tlple viewings may bring
hidden dissonance or discordant elements to light, such that the films
become the cinematic equivalents of live metaphors. Other films, |
j} “ both sufficiently familiar and sufficiently new, evidence a degree of

dissonance from the outset; therein one may witness the birth of the

cinérnatic equivalents of new metaphors. -

Fourth, paradox. We must apply Crossan’s three flavours there-

“* of with circumspection, - for they raise the spectre of the efficacy of

wh

. ‘the semiotic a‘nalysis of cinema generally. Thus, xse'accept these fla-
t o “vours with th‘e proviso that they be employed in a fairly n{ai{re man-
‘ner. It is valid to focus on three different loci of paradox; but is ar-
'( ‘guable whether this validity can be easily maintained when the loci .
‘ become excessively rigid and formalized. Thus, the essential focus
must always be on pa}adox per se, rather than its locus. As to the
diyérgent horizons of paradox between Crossan and Ricoeur, we may
vacillafe to precisely the same degree and in precisely the same. man-

0 ’ '
\
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ner as with metaphor, for here, too, our thesis admits both possibili- -

. tles as well,A films may be cited to support either conception, as they

may also be analysed from either perspective. However, to dény the
presence of paradox in either cinema generally or a subset thereof is
to deny the very possibility of religious cinema; this is fundamental

to both our theoretlcal and methodologlcal perspectwes The presence

" of paradox is essential to our concept of religious cinema and forms

the core of any .analysis to demonstrate its existence.

All of the foregomg 1S deemed t0 exist in-the context of thé ex—
1stence and analysxs of the necessary qualifier that in its’turn, cor;-
textualizes the other characteristics. Of course, ‘the qﬁz;lifier also pér—

ticipates in, gives rise to, and derives its own existence from, "the

) aforemei;tioned characteristics. This invaldates any artificial approach

that seeks to isolate the various characteristics of the film that admit
the adjective ‘religious’; against any such we prescribe a more 6rgan—

ic analysis. Just 'as the original film is not only an aesthetic construct

(implying ‘the possxblhty of deconstructlon) but also an artistic- crea-

‘tion (implying the nece551ty of a more hohstlc\approach) s0-must its

analy51s not only dissect but also recompose -and revitalize its subgect

‘ ~And even the act of dlssecnon must affxrm the presence of an organic
_whole such that dlssectxon is not such, of a dead obJect but surgery

- on-a live subject. Pursuing this metaphor we must also insist on a

recognition of the subject as comprising a- number of.organic systems,

all in a state of cofistant interaction with one another, all dependent

upon one another for their continued existence and. functionality.

@ . .. . ‘
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'T'hus; if we érhploy-fools and techniques such as the isolation of
' struqtufe's of reversal to determine the precise nature of the 'twgt'
that lies “at the core of a particular level of cinematic expression or
interprétation,‘ we must employ these from a perspective that does
rlo% hide the greater sﬁbject whose elements exhibit the reversal.
" While we do not deny the power and vélidity of such toqls, we choose.
“to apply.them only after 'a préliminary inspection; the latter proceeds
from a; naive perspective, wherein as few theoretical and methodolog—
ical,gssumptions as possible are madé. We must‘ always, from the
vefy ,outéet, 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 possibility no mat-

) ~ ter how deeply, or from the perspective of what theoretical or meth-

‘odological insight, we penetrate the film with our various tools and
techniques. If we close ourselves to the possibility of surprise in order
to pursue a particular theoretical or methodélogical insight, we face

. ‘the danger of being nonetheless surprised as our insight is denied in

‘favour-of some more fundamental, disturbiﬁg insight.

S G Other Critical Methods Compared
: R ,
o To place the foregoing in perspective, it Is instructive to consider
the w\qu‘bf ‘previous investigators in this field. Our intent is not so
much to pass judgement as to highlight difference. To begin with

" parable:

Y

4
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To say that films are stories is not of course to deny. that they are .
primarily visual-aural experiences (aesthetic experiences manifest-
ing technical excellence and philosophical statement, as Ketcham.
' has explained); it Js to deny that they are to be treated as if one
minor aspect of that experience—dialogue, for example—were the
major factor to be considered in assessing their meaning. The pe-
culiar context and overall structure of the visual story must be
analyzed as a guide to the total meaning of the film. Thus in ana-
lyzing Wertmiiller’s films, it is important, we feel, to know the
specific kind of visual story she employs as well as the cultural
'~ context it is seen against. Wertmtller’s films, we feel, are visual
_parables; their context will be defined by the dominant assumptions
of the popular Italian culture they so clearly satirize. (Ferlita and
May, 1977: 3)

v

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 be examined:‘ Its intent is the understanding of the
context of the films; from thxs understanding, the reader 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 to meaning” (Ferlita and May,

1976: 4); this conditions their definition of the medium:

Cinema is one of the most potent sources of contemporary insight
into life’'s meaning (all too often a portrayal of its absence) precise-
ly because of the vastness of its audience and the controlled effect
of its images. (Ferlita and May, 1976: 4)

/

Their focus is opposéd to our own. Whereas Ferlita and May move

from the derivation -of a film'’s 'meaning toward possibility of the es— .

sential cinemnatic experience, we begin with the latter and deny the
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U " importance of the former. Whereas Ferlita anci May define context as
critical to thg derivation of meaning, we define context as secondary,
since 1t can be overcome by the force of tfxe essential cinematic e;(pe—
rience per se. ' \
' If the goal of the critic 1s the derivat-ion a;nd 1solation of context
and méaning, then the approach of Ferlita and May appears to be
" the more éppropriate. However, if the‘goal of the critic is the per-
Retuation and intensification of the paradoxical force of the immediate
N experienc‘e, as virtual refigious experience, then a diff'erent"approach\ls
required. It is in part to meet the requirements of the second oﬁtion
that our approach was developed. Beyond this in'tent,‘\there exists the
more funaamexital question of the structure of the essential cinematic
.fj:} ) experience; this question is left untouched by Ferlita and May, but is
| the point of ox;igin of this chapter. Indeed, it is our contention that
this question must form the point of origin of .anmy approach to reli- -
gioixs cinerna. : | ,
Frorn this perspective, the approach of Ronald Holloway repre-

sents a more compatible example: .

If the very nature of technology and history is movernent, cinema
of course plays a key role: the motion picture is no longer the bas-
tard of the arts, but a royal consort. Motion becomes an esthetic
principle, the handmaid to philosophy and theology. When the mov-
ing object on the screen is man, and this experience is assimilatéd

o into the conscicusness, a theology of secularity has one of its prime
targets. (Holloway, 1977: 15)

x

u 1

- Although extension of this quotation would result in greater diver—

O S
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Vo o ‘
gen;:e, the expression, of interest in the phenomenon of motion as a
principle in its own njght may be compared to our initial discussion
concerning the production of tﬁe effect of movement, in which we.

" defined the principle that underlies this effect as a primary element

- .of the film medium.
‘ Holloway’s approach does not require the separation qf the mo-
ment of analysis and the moment of experience, whereas that of
Ferli;ca aﬁd May necessitates it. lf meaning is to be isolated .from the
essential cinematic experience that generatés it, then the ”e;ssential
cinematic experience will be irrecoverable in its pristine form. :I'he

meaning that is derived by this method of analy:sis is ultimately dis—

R 3

tinct from its origin. It ceases to exist in relation to its origin. Hence,

the paradoxical force of the original relation ig desproy,ed, though not
by reduction, but by separation. If the p'rimary function ‘of' religious
¢inema is the creation of irreducible paracfox in the form virtual reli—-
gious experience, then the isolation of meaning threatens religious
cinema as a whole, for it denies the essential réle of the medium in

the maintenance of the tension that arises from that irreducible par-

1

adox. ‘
Given our concluding remarks on method above, the approach of

!

Jarnes Wall seerns quite similar to our own, at least in its insistence

en an initial nasveté.

3

: Intelligent appreciation of cinema is not something that is necessar-
ily limited to a minority who have spetial and exceptional qualifi—
cations. To be sure, some orientation is required, sorne familiarity
with the medium. But gaining and developing-that appreciation is
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part of film educationi. ‘There is no bady of information that one
needs for this ahead of time’ the only prereqmsite is an open mind,
(wall,” 1971; 27) S

Wall then proceeds to provide a methodology to aﬂow the attainment

of such an onentatxon

He distinguishes two aspects of film viewing One concerns

“what- the film is about—such things as its plot line character de-

© - velopment, message (Wall, 1971-. 33) The other concerns “what the,

film ss—what 1t pTOJeCtS 1n and of itself” (33) These aspects may be

thought of as Ob'JeCthQ and “subjective,” or mtellectual" and “

tuxtlve " Wall chooses the terms “dxscursrve and presentatxonal

respectively, to identify them ‘(33)-. Using thxs dichotorny, Wall ar-

gues that, while at one time “biblical speeté‘culars_." were box office

‘ . . ———

successes, they are so no longer because their “discursive content

holds little ihterest for a- secular public” (35). More fundamentally; if

s

a film requires perception only at the discursive end of the contin-
uum, it will quickly jade the viewer unless its discursive content
is new material, This holds true even for exphcxt sex films, a fact
confirmed by the findings of the President’s Commission on Obscen-
ity and Pornography. In its report the Commission noted that, in a
controlled test, college students scori became tired of looking at
hard-core visual pornography. (35) - .

A

Therefore Wall argues, it is more sesthetically profltable 10 concen-
trate on the tension created by the interaction of the “dlscursxve

mode of film viewing with the presentatxonal” mode ' L
. Wall's approach is both appealing and dlffxcult to typlfy By )

maintaining a highi degree of tension betweer; the two Jaspects of film "

oY A
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\fiMﬁ'g, )Wall succeeds in -allowing much more of the film to be

brough'; to light than many of his contemporaries. Ard, though he
neither uses such terms as ‘tension’ and ‘paradox’ as -prime elements

of his critical vocabulary, nor endeavours to isolate specifically reli-

"gious films or the épeciﬁcally religious in film, his approach.is by no

means xmmlcal to our own . Thus, if we are to offer criticisrn of his

~ approach from our perspective, we must do so in. terms of his meth-

odological depth. Yet, in the hght of his own qualifications, quoted

_ above, even this seems 'Linjust Wall's approa;:h sets no barriers to,

posits no horxzon of, a theory of religious cmema however gwen the

" abundance of critical and methodological hterature and the paucity of

comparable theoretical literature, it is simply _necessary to move be~

yond Wall’s approach‘to examine the medium itself in depth. So,  too,. '

this dissertation represents merely a milestone, albeit- a necessary

one.

Concluding Remarks g
- This. cbncludes our mvestxgatxon of the general questxon What is
rehglous cinema? The mvestlgatxon of this question sets the horlzon of
concern within this chapter. We have described in rudxmen‘qary form
the elements that constitute the f/ilrn mediufn concluding that they
foster the 1dent1fxcatlon of cmema as a distinct art form. By identify-
xng structural parallels between the parables of Jesus and the essen=

tlal cmematlc expenence we were able’to defme certam mstances of

3‘
i

. .
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the essential cinefnatic experience as virtual religious experience,

..tached the proviso that it rernain the result of dynamic interpretation

> -
- -t ~
. . .
—=" o 120
t ” ! v A
f R
s e 4 %
) .
~

which we equated with religious cinerna. To this equation, we at-

¥

on the part of the audience The task of the critic is therefore subor-

L\

In the next chapter, we shall move from the general question

dinate to the immediate force of religious cinema.

to the specific. Since our pronouncements on the subject ofcritical’
method are somewhat theoretical, this movement will provide a
practical example of the type of analysis described above. Neverthe-

less, the posture defended in this chapter should stand on its own.

' Our very insistence on the primacy of the general questlon forces the .

. answer to the speplfxc question to take a position of less importance in

the ‘defence‘of our thesis, Thus, while the next chapter may clarify

.our thesis,. it would weaken the thesis if it were shown to be a nec-

——

essary clarification. Rather, the next chapter provides an opportunity

to test.the viability of the position elucidated in this chapter. I

T ‘ . ’
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. CHAPTERS

Herz aus 6/as as Virtual Religious Experience

It could ‘l;>e argued that the film analysed in this chapter was ‘"
, \c;fxose‘rl deliberately for its obvious parallels to the theoretical and
methodological posit}on developed in. the previous chapter. Such ari
argument would be utterly true. But i it not reasonable to expect
" that such would be our choice? Moreover, if the anaiqysxs 1s satxsfac-—
\‘.ory (wé believe it to be so), there can be rio argument against the
 applieation of our perspectlve anly . agalnst the perspectwe in and of
1tse)f Finally, .the analysis is intended, not conly as an experiment,
but also as an example; in the latter réle, a sultaPle film provides
‘much better material than an unsuitable one and is therefore Justi-
fied for that very reason. |

' Herz aus Glas is a ‘difficult’ film (this is true of every Herzog
‘ fifm). However, this difficulty is a measure of the film’s resistance to
, irqditional analysis, rather than a function of the film's subject mat—
ter. The temptation is to extract features that provide convenient
material for traditional analysis. This appears to work at first glance,
for the film abounds with elements that traditional analysis revels in,
bui: the result remains inevitably incomplete and unsatisfactory.

There is sxmply more (or less) to the film than traditional analysis

can evén hope to encompass. It is this ‘more’ (or ‘less’) that forms
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. the core of the pracfical Jjustification for: this dissertation.

——

The Euvre of Werner Herzog

Although we have emphasized (repeatedly) the need for a naive

approach to a film, equating this naive approach at least initially

with a dogged refusal to engage in biographical and referential specu-

lation, our first step is to ignore this insistence and pursue a discus-*'
sion of Werner Herzog's cewvre. This 1s only permitted in this con— -
text; and then only because critics of Herzog’s films invariably make
continual references to interviews with Herzog and his other films.

We examine Herzog's aruvre, not from our own perspective, but

from an emerging consenéus on the director and his place within the
group identified as the architects of the ‘New German Cinerna’. (Nev-

ertheless, in keeping with the methodological stance developed in the

~ previous chapter, we provide neither a biograpﬂy nor a filmography

of Werner Herzog.) ’ -

The methodological danger. inherent in such a perspective will

_ become clear as the discussion proceeds. At its core may lie an un—

willingriess to grapple with the individual film in its own naked mani-

- festation, for all that the general perspective affords is the recognition

of. common elerigents, not only within the awvre of a single director,

hut',ahlso ameng the various 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 enforce a- particu-
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ar paradigm. From this perspective, Hérzog is unquestionably buv one

of, if not many, at least several directors exhibiting a shared crea-
tivity

As an example of the above, we may cite Vernon'Young's early.

(1977) retrospective

Y

2 I’
At this stage it is safe to venture that, as Herzog con\stxues him,
Man, led by indeterminate causes, is a maniac or the victim of
maniacs, for whom all constructed reality is less adequate than his ..
dreams. Casper Hauser (1974) and The Glass Heart [1976; cited
within this dissertation as either Heart of Glass or Herz aus Glas)
confirm such a definition with appreciably less conviction than

Aguirre. (Young: 412)

Already, the specific 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 \yhehce it
géme.

Young proceeds to find in Herzog and his contemporaries a de-

gree of parallel to the German cinema of the Weimar Republic that

reguires the reader to acknowledge that little, if any, eesthetic dis-

tance has been traveled ip fifty years. But to hold gmiéarity to the
most, intense light is to lose all possibility of recognizing difference
lurkir;g at the ed'ge of one’s vision. And difference not only historically
and artistically, one artist from another, but also within each and
every image. Thus, Young is forced to conclude that, "at the simple-

story level, the film [AHerz aus Glas] doesn’t function; it’s a looseleaf




assembly of wondrous images(!d unclear hints and highlighte’c; boors”
~(Young: 414)

John Sandfoid is more willing to recognize and acknowledge dif-

ference, noting about the directors that constitute the New German

Cinema (he counts seven: Fassbinder, Herzog, Wenders; Kluge,

SEhlb'ndorff, Syberberg, and Straub) that -

1t would be difficult to imagine a more varijed group of artists, each
producing films with most distinctive and individual flavours. One
thing is certain about the new Eslc] German Cinema: it is not a co-
hesive ‘movement’ or ‘school’. (Sandford: 210)

But Sandford, too, expands his focus far beyond the individual film,

so that his conclusions are conclusions concerning the entire cuvre of

. lz,the director.

*  This leads him to be unable to cast more than a side glance on
Herz aus Glas. This side glance is further weakened by its reference
to a well-publicized technique associated with that film: “in order to
achieve the appropriate effect of collective hysteria, Herzog hypnotized
the actors each day before the shooting 'begz;n" (Sandford: :’214).
There is no question that this is an Znteresting daturm, 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 essentlal experience of it, a barrier to the appreciation- of
the film at the most immediate level has been erected. If Herzog
hypnotized the actors, then his intent was to create a particular ef-

fect within the final presentation, rather than a fact that could be



re-imposed on the latter. )
As we argue from the outset of our own analysis of Herz aus

8 _ Glas below, that film embodies paradoxical elements that are “highly

contextual, but that context collapses if we move the moment of )

analysis beyond the essential cinemnatic experience. Yet these elements

are objective components of the film; thus, what is actually lost if

the moment‘of analysis is moved beyond the essential cinematic ex—

perience is precisely the paradoxica/ nature of the elements. Thus,

we argue here, not for the irrelevance of the more general perspec— -

tive (it sheds much light on a veritable uriverse of interesting sub-

jects), but for its inappropriateness in the analysis of the individual

film. | |

C”" It is not, in fact, an inadeguate perspective, but rather an ex-
travagant one: it fosters an ahundance that overwhelms the purpose
of the fmalysis, 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 theme: ‘

/

o There are, in fact, two generic areas in which the grot els
- crucial to the cinema’s sesthetic: the horror-fantasy film (including

science fictfon, and horror films such as Merian C. Cooper and Er-
nest Schoedsack’s 1933 Xing Xong) and the contemporary European
cinema of directors such as Luis Bufiuel, Federico Fellini, Dusan

Makaveyev, and Werner Herzog. In the films of these directors, in

o particular, a new grotesque has developed—the result of the recip-

rocal impact of the cinematic imagination and modernism. (Perl-

mutter: 168) . "

i

Perlmutter understands the grotesque as a particular flavour .of ab- <
L e o .
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. To'Perlmutter, Herzog “car:? the grotesque to its logical conclu~
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normality, achieved through “distortion and dehumanization” (168).
As such, '

)

The grotesque thrives in the context of cinema’s mechanically pres-
ent and seermningly moving images, in the phenomenologically re-
duced reality of a world divorced from human resonance and in-
tention. It is a ‘world where anything can happen, where the oth-
erness of things can reign supreme, disengaged, isolated. Into this
fissure of a framed partial view, into the cinematic play of seen
and not-seen, of absence and presence (our absence from the
screen, the screen from us), creep the psychic forces of dreams . o
and comedy, nightmares and disaster. (168-169) \

rd

sions™: neither culture nor néture offer a ‘place of refuge, for both
;"destroy hul:n\?fns"; to survive, humans must (and, in the case of - "
Herzog’s films, frequently do, though not in the manner expected) -
. “go i)eyond human hmits” (180) .
Perlmutter’s analysis 1s ‘extravagant’ with respect to Herzog's
films because it posigs a whole that is more than the sum of its

parts. Herzog's aeuvre, simplistically, is merely the collection of his

films. To this collection, Perlmutter adds a dimension not apparent in

the /ndividual films that constitute the collection; this dimension is -

‘not apparent becau;s,e it is a function of the act of collecting. Individ- k
ually, Herzog's films contain character‘s and situations which may.
certainly be labeled both abnormal and grotesque. But the individual-
film does not constitute a ‘cinema of the grotesque’; rather, 1t con—
tains grotesque elements. Moreover, ;hose grotesque elements may

only be objectively so, by comparison to the world at large, which .
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"is, by definition, ‘normal’. Subjei:ti(r‘ely, that is to sway from the per-

spective of the film'as the subject that constitutes one’s focus, one’s

complete and undivided attention, thase grotesque elements may nev-
er surface a¢ such. Within the Herzog film, it is difficult to label the

. grotesque as such because it is the norm; what appears equally gro-

tesque is the extra-filmic \vorld, mirrored within the film as charac-

“ters-and situations that wear the mantle of normalcy but are invari-
_ably twisted. Almost invariably, establishment figures introduce cor-
“ruption and disaster, in Aerz aus Glas, it is the factory owner him-.

_self who deétroys the factory, thereby depriving not only himself but

also the entire town of their primary hvehhoad ‘

I cannot be. over-stressed that the foregomg argument isnot
against Perlmutter’s conclusions, but agamst the relevance of those
conclusions in the restricted context of the mdmdual analysis, par—.
tlcularly if-the latter is conducted in the manner prescnbed in this

dlssertatlon There is no dlstmctxon between the followmg perspective

. and our own theoretxcal posture

Cinema is the most appropriate form for exposing the nakedness ot
the emperor, because it solicits the pleasure of locking (voyeurism)
and being looked at (exhibitionism) within a form that, tied to re-
semblance, copies the woﬂd and only simulates the truth. (Perl-

_mutter: 193)

t

Rather, our argument is simply that the conclusions reached through
a more ger;eral analysis (of, for example, Young, Sandford, and

Pgrlmuttér) have little relevance within the restricted perspective of




128

the specific analysis. Their very-extravagance carries a degree of im-

. precision that mitigates their usefulness; one might' equally employ a

metre-stick to measure the minute-by;min{xte 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 theoretical and methodo-
logical position concerns the nature of the individual film experienced,
not the cinema intellectually explored. Thus, genre criticism might be
labeled a macroscopic approach, whereas ours is a microscopic 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 approach takes root, then further

] anal’;yses of individual films from itslperspecti\'/e will result; as these,

too, form a collection, larger patterns and deeper similarities will

comne to light; it is upon these that we place our hope in the sugges—

tion that religious cinema is a function, not of the isolated film, but

of the cinema generally.

If this éccurs, a greater question will grise: If religious cinema
is essentially anti-paradigmatic, existing exclusively and perrnanently
at the very horizon of any and every paradigm, is tﬁis not now a
paradigmatic definition? If this question is answered in the affirma-
tive, then it muét be simultaneously acknowledged that religious cin-
ema has. been both fully identified and thorouéhly incorporated: in

the very moment of discovery, religious cinema will have vanished.
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. Here an extreme extrapolation of our thesis may serve to rescue reli-
- gious cinema from complete obscurity: it may thén be determined
that religious cinema 15 merely virtually anti-paradigmatic,lthat is to
say, religious cinema is no more anti-paradigmatic than cinema as a
whole can be conceived as paradigmatic. If the question is answered
in the negative, ‘theﬁ the defence of our thesis will require expansion,
to include a discussion of the function of non-paradigmatic ‘objgcté’ at
the edge of the paradigmatic universe: Do those ‘objects’ assig‘é in the
defihition and maintenance of a paradigm? If so, in what sense are
they ‘non-péradigmatic’? We return to this line of questioning in the
next chapter. In the interim, it is ;;oésible to proceed to the specific .

analysis of Herz au:s Glas.
Herz au's Glas: Other Approaches

Since our approach is both a departure from traditional religious
cinema criticisrn and a provacation thereof, it is ifxstructi\)é to begin
our analysis with a brief ‘examination of previous approaches to Herz
aus Glas. This examination is placed at. the beginning. of our qhalysis,
rather than at its end, both because that is chronologically more ap—
propriate and because, as a zew brovocation, our approach has yet
to find its audience. Thi)s, the ‘previous approaches’ represent our
. point of departure in a double sense, as (1) a place to begin and (2)
a perspective to leave behind. We present three critiqueé. In terms of

their proximity to our own approach, the first is farthest, the last
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nearest. Thus, this brief examination will bring us gradually toward

_-our own analysis.

We return to Vernon 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 have already encountered his

" overall conclusion -that Herz aus Glas “doe‘sn’t function; 1t’s a looseleaf
assemnbly of wondrous images, unclear hints and highlighted boors™ |

« (Young: 414). This conclusion differs from our own, if for no other
reason than that it emphasizes the negative cdmponent of disjunc-

.tion. But also more fundamentally. because it implies a negative view
of ’disorientatidn. There is no question that watcbing ({erz aus Glas is
a disorienting exper;ienée; but Young sees this as someth}ng to steel

oneself for, rather than open oneself to.- The entire film therefore

functions in a radically different manner..

:

" .Young of course treats Herz aus Glas as a completely traditional N
' narrative; since the film ‘exceeds’ this category, Young is forced to
treat it negatively. To be sure, Young recognizes the aesthetic and-

technical originality that AHerz aus Glas manifests:

Never have ] seen moss that looked mossier, or grey stone that
showed such pastel hues, or definable space of water and sky that
B appeared at once so illimitable. Forms are not simply Zatled in '
! light, they have light and air around them. His interiors are ’
-~ breath-taking, especially those imitations of Georges de La Tour in
which figures inhabit a profound darkness, their faces or hands ,
alone {lluminated, artificially, by candle flames. (Young: 413) ‘

But Young then proceeds to isolate narrative fr‘ggfnen.t,s which are in
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them&_selveé insuffiiently developed to be treated .in isolation.

' . The narrative fragments total at least three in number. First,

‘ there is the story of Hias, “a herdsman with occult powers [who)

‘moons around on mountains and in [the] tavern—a seer derided”

(Young 414). Second, there is the story of the townspeople at large
who dende Hias “and spend their free hours in dfunken sloth, mtel/
rupted by lethal brawls (414) . Third, there is the story of the fac—

" tory owner who “runs beserk, settmg fire to the ‘workshops (414).

Young chooses the third as the core narrative, whence the purpose or

intent of the film may be derived, or at least deduced. Thus, one

“probable interpretation” of Herz aus Glas is as “a fable of man’s fate

under monopoly eng;exjprisé” (414); but, as-such, the film is inevita- |

bly “tissue-thin” (414):

A demented factory-owner, absessed by finding F formula for ruby

. glass, who murders his fifteen-year-old scullery girl (she has .
ruby-red blood) and sets fire to his own fortune is a patently sily
symbol of Capitalism Today. (414)

¥

This forces Young to the conclusion cited above: the -‘prirrx’e"narrativé ‘
_is clearly inadequate to any great mterpretatmn the remaxmng’ nar-
ratives are both too diverse and too dlvergent to0 foster any coher—

\ence therefore the film sxmply does rot function. ‘The first clue to

the mevxtablhty of this conclusaon is Young s designation of the film as
an_“allegory” (413),' which implies a particular expectation; this ex-
pectation, as Young acknowledges, is not supported by the film, but

Young fails to revise his expectation and explore the film from a fresh

P
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. At first glance Jlll Forbes cntxque appears headed in a similar-
ly fruxtless direction 'in its suggestzon that the essentxal narratwe con-
cerns the “moment when the beg;nmngs of capitalism and millenarian
visions combine naturally” (Forbes: 256). But Forbes acknowledges
that “ Heart of Glass is not really a narrative film. The tale of the

factory is simply a narrative counterpoint, though it is realised in

" splendid detail” (256). Even her brief synopéis of some of the major -

' narrative elements evidences the recognition of the incongruity that

pervades the: film. Thus Forbes concludes that

Heart of Glass is a film in which point of view is systemnatically .
blurred—is it what Hias sees? is it what really happens?——but
which has the frrational logic of dreams (256)

. -1f ‘the border between what Hias sees and what I"QSHY happens is

| blurred, then this is because the film is not about visions, but is

.rather “a film of visions which are realised by Hias and artlculate all

‘the sequences” (256). Thus, Forbes concludes that “it’s the vision

. that counts in the end” (256).

She extrapolates no further, although her concluding sentence -

itself is pregnant with suggestion. Rather, any movement beyond the

immediate filmic text is in the direction of its director. Thus, some of

her subsidiary conclusions include: (1) the suggestiori‘ that “Herzog's

 private obsessions” (“grotesques-and overreachers especially”) mark

the film; (2) the suggestion that, as “"the sworn enemy of inte_llectu? '

,
!
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alism, " Herzog is more concerned with “popular entertainment ‘than

with scholarship”; and (3) the suggestion that fthe\*film is "'stunniiig”'

because it contams intervals “when Herzog stops fllmmg and starts.to

paint”. (256): T

&

Sometimes Hias is the shepherd recnmng in the corner o{ 2 Roman-
tic landscape with, behind him, torrents and ravines straight from'
John Martin; sometimes he is the hireling shepherd looking intoa
distance composed of streaks ‘of Pre-Raphaelite gaudiness; and most .
often he is St. Jerome musing on the emblerns of mortality. (256)

7
- s -
s

We are unable to fathom the “universal significance” ‘of these inter—

vals because “Herzog,i; far too much of a maverick” ‘to permit it
(256). t T
From our own perspective, then, while Forbes provides valuable

insights, she still turns those too often backward, in the direction of

- their surmised creative origin, rather than inv'.ral_'d, ‘toward the es—

sential cinernatic experience, or outward, toward its relation to the

world at large, or forward, towar_d the impact of the film on its au-

dience (which includes Forbes herself), or downward, toward the

. ‘proto-cinematic’ elements that surface throughout the film, aor up-

ward, toward the spatio-temporal imaginary constructions that the

.. film so, self-consciously exhibits. These are all c;ptions 'unexploréd, ‘yet -

thé}} provide a far more fruitful direction for analysis if the purpose

of the latter includes the desire to smove its audience. It is one thmg

to’ begm nmvely, quite another to end so. : ‘ t
Thus we arrive, lastly, at the ¢ritique of Michel Mesnil, who

~

-
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" leads us to our own be/_gi‘nn'ing. It :Vshould“ be cautioned that Mesnil,
too, interprets béckward, concluding that Herzog “a placé au coeur de
son film so'n propre éoeur de verre en abyme, comme l'indique suffis—-
amment le titre allemand: Herz (og) aus g{és” (Mesnil. 268). Yet
Mesnil‘ comes closest to our own approach, at least in appearance, for
he begins aﬁspxciously, with parable (265). Thus, Mesnil interf;rets
the opening scenes of Herz aus Glas as a series of irnages of hidden,

even contradictory significance.

Ce sont des images écrasantes, blocs d’évidence et de mystére qu’a
grande force, devant nous, 'écran extrait d’une épaisse carriére de
durée. Et simultanément, cette durée s’impose; débordant de tous
cbtés les marges du cadre qui ’occultent, elle nous pénétre par la
grice des mélodies en-allées du groupe vocal Popol Vuh, comme une
réminiscence des sublimes immensités andines d' Agusrre, ou Ja cal-
ére de Dieu. (265) '

The images are dream-like, possessing only some of the characteristics
of their ‘real’ equivalents. Yet they absorb;.thus, in the case of the
shots of the waterfall (009-012),

Le rideau de molécules pressées, d’ou s’échappe/une vapeur livide,
perd sa fluidité pour acquérir la rigide souplesse de frissonnantes
draperies. Le spectateur, déconnecté de toute pesanicur terrestre,
s"abime lul aussi dans le néant. (265) { :
).

/

In describing these and other images, Mesnil echoes Forbes' and
Young's recognition of the visual beauty and intensity of Herzog's
film. This alone is sufficient to draw the audience fully into the expe-

rience of the film, such that the story is not so much told as lived,




albeit briefly. | | -
This immediacy is the key to the interpretation of Aerz aus Glas

¥

as paradoxical experience As the audience, “nous sommes fascinés”

(Mesnil: 266). This fascination remains the primary ingrédient of our
experience of the film. If, through the “mouvement de l'intelligence, ”
we begin to ‘decipher’ the film, we find ourselves\ unable to complete
this process because the balanced “multiplicité des signes et leur poly—

valence” rob us of the opportunity to manufacture any certitudes

(2661) :

L C'est dans cette incessante dialepuque entre vérité (ou fragments de
T virité) ressentie et vérité déduite que réside la jubilation d’une lec—
ture toujours amorcée, jamais finie. (266)

—~—Herz aus G/as resists mythification. _Even the myth of the prophet S0
' carefully crafted throughout the maJonty of the presentatxon even-

.tually collapses

N

Paradoxalemnent, c’est lui l¢ seul étre lucide parmi une troupe
‘d’hommes apeurés, mais ses visions sorit & la fois vrales et fausses.
La verrerie flambe effcctivement L’ours des montagnes n’existe

pas. (267)

Herz aus Glas isi parable (265), serviné to reverse audience éxpecﬁa“
tion, ‘initially only through isolated ihcongruities, eventually thrm:éh
a range of inconsistencies, ultimately through the paradoxical force of

t b b e “ t

the film as a whole. » R

Yy
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Interlude: Herz aus Glas as Religious Cinema

Herz aus Glas, unlike the parables of Jesus, 1s neither explicitly
nor implicitly Christian. Therefore, no argument to the contrary is a
advanced in this chapter. Nor do the critiques just discussed examine
Herz aus Glas explicitly as religious cinema. Nor, again, has Herz aus
Glas found an audience arnong critics in religious periodicals (Mesnil is
a marginal exception). Therefore one might question the wisdom in
choosing a film so clearly outside the traditional focus of religious
cinema criticism. Before we proceed in' the direction implied by the
previous paragraph, it is quite appropriate to respond to this question
by displaying some of the ‘bait’ that led us to choose Herz aus Glas
over, for:example, almost any film by Ingmar Bergman, e?c.

Considering first Herzog's aeuvre as a whole (as countless others

have done with respect to Bergman's auvre), we read:

r

At the same time [1976], Herzog was becoming a cult director among
U.8. college students, who were captivated by his lugsh symbolism
and his stories of heroic, mystical quests. (Clarke: 51-52)

~

Watching a Herzog film is the nearest thing to transcendence one is
likely to encounter in a movie theatre. (Cambaccini: 22)

Like the caravan trekking over the barren sands towards an un-
seen goal, life becomes an act of faith in Herzog's films. (Horak:
232)

Herzog uses music—in particular the ethereal electronic sounds of

Popol Vuh—to add an other-worldly, mystical dimension to the ,
beauty of his imnages. (Sandford: 213)

And of Herz aus Glas in particular, we read:
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.or mysttcal ‘as in Heart of G/ass, in which a shepherd prophet
prunnounces theé end that will engulf his village . (Bachmann. 6)

" Commencé dans le panthéisme visionnaire, le film traverserait les
ombres d'un mysticisme fuligineux pour déboucher sur le refus.de
toute Gnose, la lumiére et ’espérance des mseaux. (Mesnil. 267)

..0r a visibnary intensity— the clouds pouring over the forest
in Merz aus Glas... (Sandford: 213)

...the hysterical villagers in the apocalyptic Herz aus Glas. .
(Sandford: 213) .

o

Thus, there appears to be some consensus that Herzog’s films, in this"
instance particularly XHerz aus Glas, exhibit at least some general
characteristics that encourage the inclusion within the horizon of reli-

-

gious cinema.

Our own argument, as represented by this chapter, is more ‘
vehement, since we present Herz aus Glas és virtual religious experi-
ence. For ih spite of the equation of religious cinema with virtual re—
ligious experience defended in the last chapter, there remains a subtle
distinction betw’ee'n these two terms. Although this dissertation serves |
to remove this distinction, the latter maintains a shadowy existence
until the former reaches its coriclusiori. The distinction manifests itself
within this chapter as the opposition of ge,r&ral anq specific, for we |
can demonstrate no more than that the Specfﬁc film, Herz aus Glas,
exhibits the characteristics of vxrtual rehglous experience that we as~
cribe to the general category of rehglous 'cinema.

But this distinction also allows us the freedom to choose Herz

aus G/as for its affinity to religious cinema traditionally defined;
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then, through our analysis of ' Herz aus Glas, to redefine religious cin-

ema, such that that film represents, not a peripheral coincidence,

_ but a paradigmatic example. Of course, this returns us to the ques-

tion posed earlier in this chapter, concerning paradigmatic definitions.
In this instance, the question may be reformulated as: If Herz aus
Glas 1s essentially anti-paradigmatic, existing exclusively and perma-
nently at 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 f)artner, this question ex?ends beyond the present argu-

‘ment and will be revisited in the next chapter. It is now possible to-

‘proceed to our analysis of Herz aus Glas.

The Absent Bear

In_concluding our discussion of Mesnil's critique, ‘we cited the
absence of the bear (note: 1t is not possible for the reader to proceed
further withoﬁt at least reading the interpreted text of Herz aus Glas
provided as an addendumn to this dissertation). This absence repre-
sents our point of departure. The argument is now recenstructed
from our own perspective, in order that the full force of the bear’s
absence can be applied to our own interpretation of the film. The rel-

evant shots are 227-228, they represent an anomaly in the context

" of all that precedes them.

4]

From the outset of the film, Hias warns, predicts, and explains.

In all cases, the specific warnings, predictions, .and explanations

-/
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(/. e., those that refer to some event that is to take place within the

context of the film) are invariably accurate. Thus: no giant is found

(explained in shot 024); the glass factory ‘burns down (predicted in

shot '026); two men cross the bridge (predicted in shot 027, we do

not know whether they are, in fact, a thief and a liér, respective-
ly); Ascherl is crushed by Wudy (prediction recounted in shot 030);
the townspeople drift toward parancia (explained in shot 080); the
oven builders refuse to come (explained in shot 080); more glass is
broken (predicted in shot 700); Ludmilla must leave, lest something
happen to her (warned in shot 700); Goldfinger, is chained to the
dungeon wall, such that he can no longer see the sun (predicted in
shot 105’) Miihlbeck is dead, taking his secret with him (prediction
recounted m shot 119); Hias is jailed until the next snowfall (pre-
dicted in shot 129); a hurdy-gurdy man appears (predicted in shot
157); Toni the harp-player awaits "instructié)ns in the inn (predicteci
in shot 751); the glassworkers pretend that nothing will happen to
their factory and that their livelihood will‘ not be threatened (ex-
plained in shot 756); Ludmilla lies dead in the Mansion, 'serenaded by |
Toni the harp-player (explained in shot 27/8); Hias did not cause tﬁe
glassworks fire, merely -predicted it (explained in shot 227).

;]"hg generlal wa(rnings, “predictions, and explanations are usualiy
cquched in sufficiently vague terms that there can be little doubt
that tﬁey will eventually come true, given enough time. Thus, the
specxfxc warnings, predictions, and explanations lend weight to the

general ones -and both together foster the impression of a man with a
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great deal of credibility, at the very least. Furthermore, Hias
achieves both a singleness and a simplicity of purpose throdghout the

film At the beginning, we see him with his cows in the mountains.

“Thence he descends into the village; eventually we discover the rea-

son: a bear is threatening the herd and Hias requests that a hunter
be 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 té the point where 1s seems
only natural that he should be released—a very different interpreta-
tion from that given by Vernon Young: “Faith opens locks, | deduce”
(Young: 414). ' “ |
Thus, in the last tenth of the film, after all this build-uf), after

every scene in the village and 1ts most immediate surroundings is

past, Hias appears to encounter some wild animal, appears to kill it,

‘then proclaims, “So! Und jetzt ein Barnbraten.” (shot 228), as if to

indicate that he has just killed a bear (we have.no idea whether it is
the bear), BUT THERE IS NO BFAR! And, as if to give his own proc-

lamation the lie, Hias does not eat anything, but proceeds to recount

. yet anothet vision, a long and involved one, that comprises the re—
mainder of the film. Thus, at the moment we realise that Hias is

L fighting something that is not there, an entire level of interpretation,

caréfully nurtured from the very outset of the film, collapses.

As this level of interpretation collapses, a now familiar reversal

~ of expectation occurs, as illustrated in figure 2.

N
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Figure 2

As the a{zdience, we have been conditioned to expect Hias to follow
the logic of our own;i rationality; instead, he reverses this expectation
and perform$ an act which alienates him from that rationality,
thereby alienating us from our own experience of the film.

The level of interpretation that collapses is the most naive level.

" .. Henceforth, naiveté, 1n the sense of a willingness to accept the film

as what it appears to be, is impossible. In its stead, another naiveté -
is required; here the term is understood as a desire to locate the es-
sential cinematic experience in all its mamfestatxons such that the

mm snmply functions as a scnpt that, in turn, literally inscribes an

N expenence on its audience. If we were now to imagine the incident of

the bear as.we had initially expected, we would still remain unable

to recapture our initial ‘naiveté: there would still be no bear. Now,

the bear’s very presence would unde(score its essential absence as

anything other than a phantasm, an imaginary construct, a fabnca—
tion of light and"sound; its presence would no longer be a function of

events external to.the audience, but of its imagination. Note that this

L)
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remains true even if the film is reconstfuctqd to include the bear,
our initial naiveté is permanently irrecoverable.

The purpose, then, of both the initial naiveté and its more in-
formed descendant, '1s to foster ‘an awareness of the essential cine-
matic experience in its naked emptiness; yet the latter, not as a
_negative characteristic, but rather as a pregnant potential; 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 g/t
emerge.

Traditional religious cinema criticism would be unable to let the
absent bear go, but would interpret the incident rather z\as a symbolic
event: ‘perhaps Hias is wrestling with some internal demon, repre-
sented by the bear; or perhaps he is attempting to atone for Ludmil-
la's murder by sacrificing some component of his own world, or per—
haps the ‘death’ of the bear represents the end of a more brutish
mentality pervading the village and epitornized in Goldfinger:'s actions.
In the light of all that has gone before, both in this chapter and'in
the previous one, these three interpretations appear considerably
more extravagant than in the context wherein they are postulated to
arise. This extravagance is a function of the excessive interpretation
that traditional religious cinema criticism is forced to engage in, sim-
ply because 1t 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

W
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alters our perception of the event that marks that absence. Thus,
traditional religious cinerna criticism is hot s much of the essential
cinematic experience as of a prior interpretation theréof (this prior
interpretation conditions the essential cinematic gxperience 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 against the (hermeneutic)
paradigm whence it is derived. a
| 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, might interr;ret Mark 16: 9-20 as the
narrative about the risen Christ, but ‘risen’ therefore understood ast
present, both here and now and to the original disciples, a Son who -
walks émd talks and eats and must be removed from the scene yet
again (via the Ascension) to be present with His Father.
Given this perspective, it is only natural thét, in the very ab-
sence of the &ar, a hidden presence be postulatéed; this hidden pres—
) "ence informs and conditions the apparent absgncé and prox}ides a
'fruitful source of referential speculation. Similarly, in his critique of
. 2001: A Space Ody;sey, . Cpmstock interpréts the concluding images
“positive,ly', as the presence of a being reborn into unimaginable pow-
er. But there is nothing in these images to favour this interpretatic;n. ,
Might one not equally see in'a gigantic orbiting foetus (/. e., undevel-/
oped intelligence and unsophisticated awareness), wrapped in a trans-

parent rﬁembrane, a being of extraordinary vulnerability? In fact,
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Comstock’s interpr'gtation evidences his reiiance on the novel by‘ Ar-
thur 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
gréat manipglative influence over its immediate environment are en-

countered.

Similarly again, the exegesis that focuses on Mark 16: 9-20

: . evidences an over-reliance on the text, to the exclusion of the rela-

L gk w

tion of the text to t.he' events that the 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 sirultaneously a later addition

and z2n in‘terpretation of the original conclusion to the gospel (Mark
16: 1-8). Thus, witho;lt recourise to New Tgstament scholarship, but
simply from a naive reading of‘t:he text, we may conclude that the
latter itself evidences an extravagant interpretation of the events de-
scribed in the garlier portion of the chapter: whereas Aark 16: 1-8
is a narrative about absence, Mar# 16 9-20.is a narrative about
presence. o

“If the latter portion of Mark 16 informs the former, then the
focus of interpretation necessarily remains the present Christ and the
empty tomb is merely a sign pointing to that presence: Christ is
present in human terms, in terms of flesh and blood, even if slightly
odd. If, on the other hand, the former portion of Mar4 16 informs
the latter, then the focus of interpretation turns to the absfent Christ
and the empty tomb becornes a paradox that requires a complete

shift in perspective to understand: Christ is not present in hurnan
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- terms, but in His own terms whxch are not 1mmedzately transparent .

to human mtellxgence ‘ -
The foregoing should' not be seen as an exerpise'in New Testa— 3

ment ,scholarship or even, strictly speaking, New Testament exegesis;

rather, it should be treated as a debate, within the field of herme- . -
\ \neutlcs on the effect’of paradigms on interpretation. But this debate Sy

may be taken to a -deeper level. Returning to the absent bear, we

note that we contmue to refer to the bear and descnbe it in terms of

its absence. But this descnptxon assumes a bear: it begms, essential- - 3

ly, mth the bear's presence, even if only for the sake of argument.
Therefore the discussion thus far has not taken us much beyond the

+  paradigm informed by an essential presence.

. Bracketing the incident of the bear, there are-Hias’ request for -

. a hunter and Hias' statement about roast bear; these lead us to the,

conclusion that he has fought an imaginary bear. Thus, we arrive at

_the bear’s abse“‘nce through its ‘lack’ of presence. But that absence is .

considerably mérg vir“t.nent, for it extends tq“all levels of interpreta—
tion and arises fx{om the ‘twist’ that lies at the very core of the film.
At’ the most immediate level, at which we simply watch Hias enter- -
ing and emefging from the cave and thrashing about on the ground, \

the twist arises from the tension created by the reversal of our ex—

' pectation. concerning the bear’s presence: we did not expect t}n’s)of

Hias. At the next level, slightly more remote, the twist arises from
the tension created by the dissonance of qualifier (which in this sca_se ;

might be stated as ‘A prophet is like a man who...’) and the entire
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bear event:' not only did we not ekpect this of Hias, but we also do
not anticipatg s;jmilar_ behaviour on the part of any such person
(‘prophet’). At the most remote level, grounded in the essential ‘cine\—
matic e;;periefxce', the twist arises from the tension between the en-
tire film' event in (i,ts pbjective (v_/hat we Interpret as the objective
cdn't‘ent of the film) and subjective {our interpretation of the objec-
tive content of the film) manifestations: not only did we neither ex-
pect this of Hias, nor ant}icipate similar’behaviour 01;1 the part of any
such berson, but we also ciid not anticipate any- rever;.al of expeéta— |
tion at any level, pérticularly the most fundamental. For what we,"
as the audience, are left with thereafter is the realization that /s
ﬁlrh is no't'-merely a story that entertains, but a challenge to our
very understanding of perception and our reliance 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
very act of a ‘wiiling suspension of disbelief’ is dangerous, for it may
become anathema to our concept of belief itself. '

At this point we: arrive at a position that appears closer to a '
paradigm that is informed by an essential absence, understood, not in
“terms of presence, but per se. It is such a paradigm, in turn, that
’i‘nforms both our interpretatron 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 point 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




LT - R 147

Mesnil’s critique) between earlier critiques in-formed" by a philosophy

" of presence and our analysis of Herz aus Glas. Yet it can represent

no more than a point of departure'because, left to stand on its own,
it would be n6 more- than an anomaly, an interesting but minority
opinion, a perspective as tenuous as the actual incident of the bear is

brief. We now proceéd to analyse the bulk of the film. In so doing,

' we remove ourselves ever ‘more fromn the position taken by earlier

critiques of Herz aus Glas and, indeed, the bulk of traditional religious
cinema criticism as a whole, such that our discussion is ever less an
argumént 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 Miihlbeck, the master glassworker and the

sole keeper of the formula for the manufacture of the ruby glass that

. ‘Goldfi'nger’s; féctory specializés in and is renowned for. Muhlbeck’s ab—

sence is final, but he maintains a virtual presence in terms of the

impact of his absence on events throughout the film. Ir fact, Goldfin—

ger and the glassworkers seek, if not Miihlbeck’s renewed presence,

then at least the return of the knowledge he possessed. In practical

.terms; IMijhlbeck"s is not only the death of ari individual, but also the

departure of an entire-way of life for all those who remain in the

village. The one death will result in many deaths, the singular ab-

»
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;ence is conte;gious fostei'irig a growing absence, as a black hole ab~ -
sorbs all matter and energy in’its vicinity and retums absolutely
" nothing. ' |
Miihlbeck'’s secret 1s the figurative centre of the village, for
. without it the village would not be. ‘The secret of the ruby glass. is
the focus of all creative activity within the \}illage its‘v"sole sou:rce of
income, its rasson détre. Therein lies one interpretation of the fllm s
mle for the village truly has a Herz aus Glas in the-form of -the se-
Cret of the ruby glass. Built around the secret, like the skin of an
onion, we find first Mihlbeck, who totally enveloped the seci’et, tl;zen
the remaining glassworkers, who applied the secret, then \the factory
as a whole, wherein the secret was realised on a daily basis,' theﬁ '
the remaining villagers, for they. derived their sustenance both from
the sale of the ruby glass and the purchases of éhe glassworkers’
themselves (as in the inn, for example), then the entire village and
the valley it is nestled in, -for the village as a whole was renowneq ’
for its factor:y and the ruby glass manufactured ‘therein. »
The individual with the greatest vested interest in the recovery
of Miihlbeck’s secret is Goldfinger, for he is capable of nothing. But
for the income that his factory provides, he would be starving, for
he knows no trade beyond that of ‘rleading and writing. Thus, he
fnanifests the highest level of activity related to either the attempted
recovery of Mﬁhlbeck's secret or its re-discovery. But he has no
practxcal concept of how to proceed instead, he pursues various

fruitless paths that lead ultlmately, to Ludmxllas death, the de-




struction of the factory, and his own imprisonment. It is as if his

activity acts to magnify the absence that lies at its core, thereby

greatly enhancing its destructive potential. If the secret is a ‘singu-

~ larity’ and Miihlbeck’s death the ‘black hole’ that marks its location,

perrrianerft—ly beyond any human horizon, then Goldfinger's activity is
the sum of| all the high-energy radiation that is glven off by falling

-

matter as it crosses the boundary between existence and non-

exlstence (

The 1nd1v1dual with the smallest vested mterest in the recovery

-

P

of Muhlbeck’s secret is Hias, for he is quite capable of surviving on

- his own, since that is, in fact his primary maode cf existence. Thus,
‘Muhlbeck 5 death and the loss of the secret he possessed have no ap-

~ parent impact on Hias, except when he ventures too close to Goldfin-
‘ l

ger in the latter’'s most destructive moments: [Hia_\s is in the wrong

pface when Goldfinger burns down the factory ;and finds himnself tem-

porarily incarcerated with the perpetrator as a consequence. Hias and .

Goldfinger therefore represent the greatest contrast within the body of

‘characters who inhabit the film. This contrast epitomizes not only

their opposing fo:tunes, but also the two opposing modes of interpre-

tation of the film: Goldﬁnger’s is a desperate search for presence,

which includes the necessary behef that that search can bear fruit;

Hias' is an awareness of absence and an acceptance of its 1nev1tab111ty
in the given context, for if /e cannot divine Mihlbeck’s secret and
no other knows it, then it is truly beyond recovery.

The contrast between’ Hias and Goldfinger is manifested on many
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. - time indoors and complains, “Mir tut die Sonne weh” (sﬁot 107),

occasions. Thus: Hias shows the greatest concern,for Ludmilla’s ‘well-

\ bging, whereas Goldfinger shows none and finally murders her, Hias is

rhost’ at home outside any Buildmg and feels claustrophobic indoors
(see, for example, shot 223, in which Hias insists, “Ich muf mn den

Wald.' Ich muf in den Wald. "), whereas Goldfinger spends most of his

Hias sees within, and communicates all that he sees freelyxto all

+ around, irrespective of their willingness to histen or believe what he
' says, whereas Goldfinger searéhes without and, when he appears to
.find somethmg (as in shot 747, in whxch Goldfmger seems to have

) made hlS decision to murder Ludmilla and hints of this to her), hides

what he has found' Hias appears to have no need to imagine, for he
sxmply sees many thxngs ‘both refevant and 1rrelevant to the charac—

ters who inhabit the film, whereas Goldfinger 1s effectively mwardly

~ blind, such that he requests: Agide's presence at his table to recount

his vision of “Das Land ‘des Rubins” (shots 737-740).

The contrast betwee‘n\. Hias and Goldfinger serves to heighten the

/

tension generaated(b‘y‘.th‘e absence of the secret of the ruby glass. That °

absence, like that of the 'bear, extends to all levels of .niterpretation -
and ultimately arises from the ‘twist’ that lies at the very core of
the film. At the most immediate level dt which we are simply rnade
aware of the death of Miihlbeck and the consequentfos'@ oi the for-
mula, the tV{ist érises fram the tension created by the reversal of

our expectation concerning the recovery or re-discovery of the for-

mula, for we.judge that recovery or re-discovery to be well within

k3
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Hias’ prophetic capability; yét his only response when asked to deliver
the formula is, “Ich weif sie nicht, die Beigab” (shot Z04). This re-

versal of expectation is illustrated in figure 3

B

Awrare of
Prophet ~———————} Nature of Formula
/ Struoture Struocture
of Cinematic ~ of Audience

Expectation

Non'Prvphtt ~——b Unaware of
Nature of Formula _

+ S

Figure 3

r

.Once again, Hias acts to alienate himself from our rationality, there—
by further alienating us from our own experience of the film. At the
next level, slightly more remote, the twist arises from the tension
created by the dissonance of qualifier (which in this case ‘literally’
appears as nurnerous ruby-coléured glasses, goblets, efc.) and the
entire sub-plot that revolves around the loss and attempted recovery
of the formula needed to man{;facture ruby glass. At the most re-
Thote level, grounded in the essential cinematic experience, the twist
arises from the tension between the entire 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 to the perception of its essential tenuousness as

anything other than a temporary and artificial fabrication of colour;

.
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thus, as the absence of the bear highlights the virtual nature of the
shapes that constitute the essential cinematic experience, so the ab-

sence of the formula highlights the virtual nature of the colours that

“constitute the essential cinematic experience

From one perspective, then, Herz aus Glas is composed of —or

even exists as—a series of ‘decentrings’, that 1s, it comprises various

. objects, actions, and events that exhibit the absence of any centring

function,-.-any present focus, and resist the superimposition of any

‘such Thus Mihlbeck is dead and remains so, keeping his secret in-

tact as suoh,‘ in spite of Goldfinger'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 sarne cConsis-
tency and colour of mo\lteri glass as went into the original ruby-
coloured crystal }L)roc_iuc,ed while Miihlbeck lived (shots 072-076); Hias'
predictions and advice concerning the imminent destruction of the
glass factory is universally ridiculed and ignored until it is too late
and the factory is no rnore, at which precise pt;int the villagers turn
to Hias as the instigator of the destruction (shot 227), the villagers
exhibit a form of mass (dis)illusion, wandering aimlessly and expres-
sionlessly about their village for no apparent reason (shots 077-079).
Every one of these ‘decentrings’ is ‘centred’ on the prirmnary ab-
sence: that of the formula, which acquires the dimensions of some-
thing magical, a supernatural essence that gives life to everything

that partakes of it, or is infused by it. Thus: Goldfinger equates crys-

tal manufactured from Miuhlbeck’s secret with an ideal state of exist-
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Das Glas hat eine leicht zerbrechliche Seele. Es ist rein von Flecken.
Der Sprung ist die Siinde. Nach demn Sﬁndmfall gibt es keinen Ton
mehr. (shots 055-056)

Similarly, to Ludmilla the contents of Goldfinger’s crystal cabinet em-

body an ideal, though inhuman city:

Seltsam, eine gliserne Stadt. Und hier leben Menschen darin. Wie
kbnnen Menschen in Glashiuser leben? Hier die Kirche. In der Kir-
che leben Tiere, Tiere aller Art: Hasen, Hithner, Rehe, Vigel, Kithe.
Aber kein Mensch ist in der Kirche zu sehen. Die Strafen sind
menschenleer. Alles ist bedeckt mit Schnee. (shots 297-095) .

And Agide envisions an entire continent permeated by the formulq.‘}k

Das Land des Rubins. Mein Land. Und alle Menschen. . .tanzen in

demn rotem Schein, und leben in ihm. Ihr Blut, ihr Leben, alles ist
in dem Glas, in dem Rot, in der Farbe. Dieses Land.. .ist das Ein-
zige. Alles ist in diesermn Land, und alles ist Rubin. (shots 138-140)

&

\’lndeed, Goldfinger’'s need seerhs to be the greatest, since it is for his

e

sake that Agide recounts his vision. But for Goldfinger that vision is

not enough:

lch will den Rubin wieder. Ich will das rote Glas, versteht er? Ich
=+ brauch ein Glas mein Blut zu fassen, sonst rinnt es mir davon.
(shot 207)

- Thus, Goldfinger finally discovers the secret within himself (see the

first part of shot 147). s
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-.Of cQurée, of soi'nethin‘g that is permanently absent and there—

' fore unattainable, it is easy to postulate magical, mystical, supernat-

ural powers, since it cannot deny 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 Pascal’s allegory, as cited in the

first chapter. Thus, just as in the true king's absence a look-alike can
enjoy his status, so in the loss of the formula any conceivable substi-
tute canl be endowed with all its qualities, ‘both real and imagined. -
Indeed, the formula for the ruby glass become‘és a metaphor for life
itself, just as the virtual king becomes the very centre and focus of
all power and privilege. Both Pascal’s allegory and ferz aus Glas are
‘therefore ‘decentred texts’, narratives that emerge from a brior ab—
sence and remain unwilling to restore the original presence tk;at that
absence now marks. In the case of Pascal’s 'al'legory,,we deduce much
more than the apparent original meaniﬁg, the-virtual nature of priv-
ilege through temporal status, for we extrapolate to 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 film per se, such that our perspective highlights the
virtual nature of all that the filin re-presents, both specifically, in
its actual content, and generally, as the essentigl cinematic e_:épetji-
ence. .

‘ In this “respect, Hias becomes the primary agent, not only of
.reversal, as already mentioned, but also 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, at least in part, by

“the truth of many of his predictions, and, beyond these, the images

that accompany his narration of his visions. Thus, Hias begins yhe
film 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 a 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 éssentially a sugges—
tion that their audignde rerriove i!:self frorn the centre, represented
both by the mansion (in the case <;f Ludmilla) and the glassworks (in
the case of the glassworkers) in particular and the village in general.
Beyond these warnings, Hias wishes nothing to do with the absent
centre, ii{e—_iox:mula for the ruby glass, even when 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) jailed, his sole thought is

.of departure from the village and a return to che 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 007); he 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— “

ing to Ludmilla (shots 749-152); and he wanders back through the

forest after he is set free (shots 225-232). These settings are comple-

" mented by Hias’ visions, which are populated with edges, borders,

horizons, and boundaries; for example:

Ich schaun in die Ferne, bis ans Ende der Welt. Und eh der Tag um
ist kommmt schon das Ende. Erst kommt die Zeit ins Stiirzen und
dann die Erde. (shot 087)

Da liegt eine Felseninsel weit draufien im Meer und eine kleinere

zweite. Sie liegen am letzten Rand der bewohnten Welt. (shot 233)

3

Even his sojourns within the various buildings of the village are brief

 and purposeful, as though nothing should even attempt to hold him

back; thus: he enters the mansion to warn Ludmilla (shot 700) and
request the hunter (shots 103-709), then leaves; he goes to the sup-
ply store, but once ;chere récognizes the futility of any purchase and
leaves (shots 124-131); he enters Anamirl’s house to spend some
time with her, but leaves after a short while, having said very little
(shots 152-136); he makes a brief stop within the glassworks but is
received with little respect, so leaves (shot 748); finally, he settles .
down to a tai:le at the inn, there to spend what is probably his
longest time in one place, after which he is arrested (shot 22f). The
overall impression we have of Hias, then, is of a restless individual,

not content to stay in one place for any appreciable length of time.

The contrast between Hias and Goldfinger revolves primarily -
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around the loss of the formula; yet, in drawing our focus away from
that loss 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 all its manifestations and
at all levels of interpretation, for these visions, as distinct from the
more mundane predictions interspersed among them, incorporate both
"~ an éxtravagance that lures us into participation and an emptiness
and incompleteness that prevents that participation from cbming to
fruition in the particular vision. Even the sum of all the visions reg-
isters a degree of inadequacy: they are invariably narrated, as
though they possessed insufficient life unto themselves to ermerge from
their primal silence into the universe of ordinary signification. Thus,
they ultimately fail to signify anything; they are simply recounted,
aurally and visually, such that we, as their secondary audience,
might experience them as a shadow of what Hias sees. For we do not
.see what Hias .s.ees—that i1s 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 Miihlbeck or his se- |
cret formula. In this logic lies the core of our argument for Aerz aus
Glas as virtual religious experience. However, to provide a thorough
background to this argument, we turn now to a closer analysis of the
film,' followed by an application of the tools developed in the last

P

chapter and a discussion of their relevance and efficacy. (

¥




¢ 158"

Vo C A Closer Analysis
> When we first see Hias, he is alone, in the mountains (shot
001); when we las. 't see him, he is alone again, in the forest (shot

23.?) The fxrst sciting is pastoral, the second more rugged; thus, the

second appears also to express some of the struggle that Hias has gone

.through since the first. In both cases, we are provided a closer view

of Hias’ face (shots 003 and 232, respectively); yet in the second,
that closer view reveals a more disheveled individual, his eyes both
more intepse and more remote, as though his vision now thoroughly
consume& him. And so it does in a sense, for although he remains as
the absent narrator, he is seen no more in the film; eventually,
even his narration is replaced by silence and the final, printed words
on the screen. v
Almost four minutes pass before a single word is uttered. In the
interim, we are treated to an introduction, not only to Hias' initial | «
setting, but also to his visions, thouéh ‘we are not immediately aware
that they are such; thus, alihough shots ﬂéf—ﬂﬂ& are in fast mo- ‘
tion, it is not clear until Hias begins to"speai( that they may. répre-
sent, not what Hias sees, but*"v/vhat he ° sees within (we édopt this

convention to designate the difference between Hias inner (sees) and

outer (sees) sighit), yet their effect is 1mmed1ate as the clouds flow
across the screen almost like water flowing through a set of raplds

Thus, shots 005—006 are a graphxc representatxon of the latter part
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of -Hias’ first sfatement: “Und die Wolken kommen ins Rasen” (shot
002?. In shot 007, however, all is calm; we see Hias where he ac—
tually is, presumably still among, or in the vicinity of, the herd.
Thus, we are also introduced to the indistinction between what Hias

‘sees’ and what he sees: our point of view appears to coincide with

his and it is not always clear whether we see through his inner or

outer ‘eyes’.

The next few shots co'nt(inue the inner perspectiQe, wherein we
see what Hias ‘seés'. Indeed, ‘in shot 009 the music intervenes to add
further weight ‘to' Hias' vision; thus, we, too, .are drawn downwar?/
by the ommous music (the conventions used to describe the music
throughout the Screenplay are stnctly subJectwe thus ‘ominous’ in

this context refers 1o musm "that appears to connote or conJure up

*‘negatxve 1mages Just as uphftmg in shot 012 refers to music that

appears to connote or conjure up ‘positive’ images; no apology is giv—

T gn for this subjective desxgnatxon) we, too, are unable to fmd a

pomt within the image on which to focus our attention. Then as Hi—-
as does find “éinen Punkt auf dem meine Augen ginen Halt finden"
(shot. 012),)\«?/(2, too, are lifted up by the music and find ourselves,

with Hias, in a rehewet{ setting, a younger',' more rugged landscape

-that represents at least the possibility of a rebirth (pérhaps this is a
. foretaste of what Hias is abput to undergo throug:h his descent into

‘the vxllage his subsequent return to the forest and his final vision of

the islands far out to sea.) Then all this fades into an older landscape

(shot 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

. claustrophobic, for the sound of the rushing water conveys a strong

sense of movement and vitality. ThlS underscores the tension between

Hxas sitting comfortably among the rocks near the water, and the '
?our farmers who stay far from the water, wrapping the larger,
drier. boulders of the far side of the Chasm around themselves as they

humbly seek Hias' advice on the subject of the giant. The first farm-

.er speaks slowly, his expression ‘one of abject terror. The second

farmer sounds a more controlled note. /ﬁie fourth farmer centinues -

i

the exaggerated monologue of thelfirst, postulating horfible conse-

quences if the[:giant is- not deal,'t‘ with, which the first farzaer follows

up on: “Er leckt uns das Hirn aus” (shot 023). o
" The camera focuses on Hias, who demolishes both the giant and

the farmers’ féar in threeﬂsehtences Now the least fearful”of the

farmers is able to smile.” Within seconds Hias dashes their hope by

predxctmg the end of the glass factory Then, as 1f to lend credibility

' to this prediction, he ant1c1pates the crossing of the “liar” and the
. “thief” (shot 027). This credibility is alluded to in the next scene, in
‘which Wudy says .to Ascherl: “Der Hias hats gsagt, daﬁ ich auf deiner

Leich schlaf. Der Hias schaut’die Zukunft (shot 030). Thus, Hxas
reputation is now clearly estabhshed "such that Ascherl’s detmled de-

scription of the necessary manner. of his own death seems less fanci-




'Anamirl at Miihlbeck’s grave (shot 05¢). Thus, in three shots

ful: he accepts tl';e inévitability of his death, although he reasons -

that it will only come about if both he and Wudy sleep in the hay .
and fall 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 Miihlbeck’s death and the consequent loss of .
the formula for ruby glass (shot -032) . Goldfinger’s father appears to
derive some 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, in— - -

" deed, wanders about in eager anticipation of viewing the burning of

the glassworks (shot 214).

From the mansion, ‘we move to the glassworks itself, where the .
oss of the formula is confirmed by one of the glassworkers (shot
533; we catch a glimpse of sorne of the humour. that lies underneath
the heaviness of the film, as Wenzel‘ counters Agide's suggestion that
Mihlbeck could have committed his secret formula to writing with:
“Hast du schomal ei Wort g.;;chrieben. "). Yet here 'there is no satis-
faction, fqr«the only thing -thai_; the glasswofkers have to anticipate igs~ -
the reducjcion or loss of their income. As yet, no one appears'to be -
aware of ‘Hias' prediction of the imminent des;truction of the glass— :
works. -

“And from the glassworks, we move to the graveyard, 'to find

(032-034), comprising just under ninety t¢conds, the entire scene

changes three times and we are introduced to the major camps af-
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fected by Miihlbeck"s death. We are also made aware of the impor-
tance of this death, such that‘thq events that now begin to unfold do
not appear overly exaggerated. The shot containing Anamir] at the
grave serves to identify her frorn the outset as the person most
closely ‘associated with Miihlbeck. 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 hmbo that the
glassworkers now find themselves in)

Now we return to the mansion to gaze thh Goldfmger upon one
of the first products of the glassworks and catch a ghmpse of the ori-
gins of his efforts to recover the-secret of the ruby glass. It is his
protector; in its loss, Goldﬁnger sees also the end of his special social
‘ statu*.;: “Was schiitzt mich jetzt vor den Unbilden des freien Welt—-
-alls?” (shot 037). 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
the ruby glass before him, Goldfinger slowly rubs the skiin over his
heart, as if in anticipation of his pending discovery in the glassworks
_(shot 747). And the ,juxtéposition of sh'bts' 041 and 042 may be seen
to portend his destruction of the glassworks by fire, though this jux-
taposition may also connote no more than the fever that seemns to be-
‘incubating within Goldfinger’s mind.

Meanwhile, at the inn, Wudy and Ascherl are declmmg into a
drunken stupor, so much. so that Ascherl hardly seems to take notice

of the mug Wudy smashes -on his head. Given th15‘apparent lack of

e g o
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any ill effect, this scene is actually somewhat amusing, if for no oth-
er reason than that it is also quite ridi(:ulousi We do not know
whether Wudy and Ascher] are glassworkers, or whether they are in
any way affected by Miihlbeck’s death and/or the loss 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 afflicts the majority of the \.\villagers throughout
the film. : | | .

In shots 049-052 Adalbert is introduced to

without further mocking laughter from Goldfinger's father. Then we

us, though not

encounter Paulin and the innkeeper’s wife. That Paulin is more than
simply torporific is clear; what remains unclear throughout the film
is her relation to the other characters; thus, we never 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 nuisance to the innkeeper’'s wife
and an object of ridicule and a source of merriment to the other vil-
lagers. She is also 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 055-057) provides more’
evidence of Goldfinger's apparent mental instability and budding obses—
sion, for his prayer is focused on the ruby glass, which now embodies
both The Garden of Eden and The Fall, 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 both literally and mfetaphorically, the
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latter as already described, the formgr in thév statement, “Nach d12m
Sundenfall gibt es keinen Ton . mehr” tshot 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 his suggestion that Herz aus Glas 1s, at least
in part, “ta fable of man’s fate under monopoly enterprise” (Young:
414), for both Goldfinger and Adalbert extrapolate from the particular
loss of the secret fqrmulé to the collapse of an entire socio-economic
structure (shots 058 and 060, respectively). But that is the extent
of their extrapolation and, apart from the many narrations of Hias,
the only reference to abstract structures that exceed the bounds of
the village. Thus, it is difficult to maintain Young's argument. Even
the next part of the same scene returns the focus to the particular

loss, its particular effects, ahd particular solutions:

Der Rubin muf uns retten. Lad er des Milhlbeck Haus niederreifien
und in allen Ritzen nach dem Geheimnis suchen. Das Erdreich, auf
demn sein Haus gestanden, grabe man drei Fuff tief aus. Denn der
Miihlbeck konne sein Geheimnis vergraben haben. Das griine Kana-
pee aus Paris, das er seiner Mutter Anamirl geschenkt, bringe man
mir. (shot 051)

And if this is not enough to convince us that Goldfinger's obsession for
the recovery of the formula is related to his mental instability, his
next statement must surely do so: "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 than the future state <;f the parficular glassworks
of the village. For this glassworks jpresumably maintained its competi-
tive edge through Mihlbeck’s secret formula. In the loss of that com-
petitive edge there 1s np reason to see the collapse of an entire indus-
try.

Rather, Goldfinger (with Adalbert’s willing assistance, since the
servant has as much to lose ‘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 Miihlbeck might have hidden his secret
underneath it. To Goldfingér, the ruby glass is his saviour, henée the
logic that permits him to pray, not only for its recovery, but even
as if to its very essence, hoping that this prayer will be answered by
the translation of that essence back into some 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 also logical that Goldfinger perceive a disorder in the
uﬁiverse and that this disorder affect him personally and physically:
it is not only the practical formula that is ﬁ\issing but also its es—
sence, which stili courses throuéﬁ Goldfinger's veins (see shot 147).

| What‘ Goldfinger suffers from, semantically, is a confusion of
reference, for in‘ the nohrishing red liquid £hat flows tﬁrough his body
he re-discovers the essence thra‘c goes into the manufacturé of ruby
glass. His approach is that of ‘the medieseval alchemist, who antici-
pates in the chance conjunction of elements and an appropriate met—

aphysical understanding the transmutation of one substance into an—

A
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" other. Thus, Goldfinger’s is an extravagant hermeneutic, opposed t<‘>
the practical hermeneutic of Hias; the former consistently over-reads
the immediate signs around him, whereas the latter (with noted and
notable exceptions) manifests an awareness of the precise condition of
this surroundings. |

Following a brief interlude between Adalbert, Goldfinger, 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’ abilities as a seer: the inert bodies of Wudy and
Ascherl (shots 066;070). It is a while before we discover the com-
plete truthl hoyvever; in the interim, it appears that both might
have been killed by their fall. 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 secret f;)rmula
continues. | |

Goldfinger suggests to his father that the time has comne for him
to get up (shot 077), so that he can witness the re-discovery of the
"‘ruby glass (the glassworker Gigl has laid claim to this re-discovery).
Here we ge! 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-
sumes, for the ‘necessities of nature’). Yet his rotten spine becornes
instantly whole again when the circumst?nces are such that he truly
wants to get up (shot 274). Therein we ;'ecogngze that both father
and son are obsessed: the latter with ruby glass, the former with

!
conflagrations, for it has been exactly twelve years since the last
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great fire, twelve years since };e needed shoes to walk in.

: In the glassworks' there arises a heated debate between Adal~
bert, Goldfipger, and Gigl as to whether the latter has, in fact, 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 rejects the molten glass oﬁtright (shot 076). This
causes Goldfinger’s father no end of amusement, while Gigl is at a loss
for words. Even were his glass the same colour as Miihlbeck’s, it ap—
pears unlikely that Goldfinger would accept it as such, given the ad-
ditional characteristics he now perceives that original to be irmbued
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 welk, and none is ever

/ offered, unless we consider Hias’ explanation, given from on high:

“*Drunten im Dorf geht der Wahnsinn herum” (shot 080). It is as if
the whole group is now infected by the same perceptual malady that
already afflicts Goldfinger. Thgﬂ music that accornpanies this scene
suggests that all now accept the inevitability of their fate; they are
like lost sheep, wandering about without their shepherd, represented
by Miihlbeck and his'secret formula. The movement of the camera
imposes a gradual distancing from the scene, from medium long shot
(shot 077), through long shot (shot £78), to extreme long shot (shot
079); from this last perspective, we encounter Hias, far above the

procession, whom we approach, first in a medium long shot (shot
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080), then in a medium close-up (shot, 087), then, finally, as
though right through his mind, into another of his visions (shots
083-052) . '

. This yision like the first, begins on an apocalyptic note; how-
ever, its relation to the story unfolding within the village is more

tenuous, for the details have little to .do with either what has already

transpired since the beginning of the film or what has yet to tran-

- spire before the film comes to an end. Nevertheless, the overall tenor

of the wvision 1s positive, as though, in the face of the madness that

he perceives to be running amok in the village, Hias 1s forced to re-

. treat to the saféty of his own inner life. Perhaps, too, the.contrast

between the aural and visual images contained in the vision and the
previous scene on the misty streets of the village serves to indicate
the eventual ‘future\‘that will unfold for Hias, 1n spite of anything he
may encounter in the interimi. 'f‘hus, the vision also serves as the
decision 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
way to his first appo;ﬁtmgnt, with Ludmilla (shot 100). And, in-
deed, when Hias-finally returns to the forest (shots 225-226), his
upward path appears to be almost exactly the reverse of the current
downward one; thus, shots 095—-224 are bracketed in a sense, by
shots (093-0%94 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’ unwilling involvernent 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 unfolding of
what Hias ‘saw’ 1n his first vision, And, as if to emphasize the extent
-of his apparent -dementia, Goldfinger indicates the purpose of his or—
der:

Und wenn wir den toten Mithlbeck wieder aus dem Grab 2iechen
miifien, dadp der Hias in dem Mithlbeck seinem Hirn lese. (shot £95)

Therein he persists in his confusion of reference, equating Miihlbeck’s
dead brain mass with the location of the forrmula; to read this ‘text’ -

/

" requires only the correct interpreter: Hias. But the confusion of ‘ref~’
erence is that in a double sense, for Goldfinger's request also ignores.
‘the general nature of Hias’ ‘sight’, which is such that, were Hias able
| to divine the formula, he would nevertheless not require Miihlbeck’s

brain.

The ‘ominous’ music continues for almost another minute, into
the shots of Ludmilla explori/ng the contents of Goldfi;x\ger's crystal
cabinet (shots 097-099), fading out only at th; approach of Hias, as
though he were perhaps some antidote to Ludmilla’s fate. And, in-
deed, he immediately warns Ludmilla that she must leave Goldfinger's
house, Jest some ill befall her (shot 700). This appears to cause her
some grief, for in the next shot she is crying as she prepares to an-
nounce Hias' arrival;, she prefaces this announcement with the state-

ment, “Es wird sehr viel geschehen” (shot 102), echoing Hias’ own

predictions. In responding to her prior grief, Goldfinger, speaks of “das
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Gesetz vom Rubin” (shot 707), thus further elevating the formula to
the sphere of the absolute or even the supernatural, as if it/were' not
only the primary componént of a manufacturing process but also a
fundaméntal law of nature or even a divinely ordained pattern for .
living.

Naturally, Goldfinger is somewhat surprised that Hie;s is already

there, as if the latter had knownlin advance that Goldfinger woﬁld

issue such an order and had therefore taken it upon himself to cbey

that order even before it was issued. But Hias did not know or, if he
did, he does not saﬁr 50, the purpose of his presence 1s to request a
hunter (shot 103). Here we encounter a fragment that appears to
bear no relation to the rest of the film: Sam is mentioned for the
first and last time. |

{A reading of the original screenplay (see Greenberg) reveals an

extensive treatment of Hias’ partner. Howe\}er, taken only in the

context of the film, the reference to Sam ‘seems quite irrelevant. It

occurs oply once: in this shot, and appeafs to have no effect on any
of the remainder of the film. The scenes between Hias and Sam de-
scribed in the original screenplay ngiler occur in the film. The cause
of Sam’s absence lies ultimately in ah aesthetic decision on the part of
the artist-director and theréfore remains outside the bounds of our
analysis. ) |

Thus, we arrive at the confrontation between Hias and Goldfin-
ger (shots 704-109), a confrontation expressed not least in their re-

spective appearances: Goldfinger is well-dressed, yet pale and thin,
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while Hias is dréssed Xfof cornfort in the semni-wilderness and seems fit
‘and strong. Hias’ very presence causes Goldfinger to cringe; thus,
Goldfinger unburdens himself to Hias, whereas Hias simply maintains
his tack: the request for a hunter to kill the bear. Interspersed
among his rebuttals, Hias provides small tidbits of Goldfinger’s future,
hinting at his imprisonment (shot Z08) and exposure to the rats of
the jail (shot 109). In shot 110, our own perspective, as witnesses
to this encounter, is mi'rrored in Ludmilla’s gaze and expression. It is
a hurhiliating‘ experience; Ludmilla lowers her eyes.

In the barn‘, the innkeeper and his wife are engaged in separat-
ing\ Wudy and Ascherl, in part to dej:ermine whether one or both
‘ miéht still be alive (shot 777). The innkeeper’s wife recalls Hias' pre-
_diction and correctly identifies the living and the dead.- But Wudy re-
mains as if dead (shot 712), until a dog is brought in to rouse him
(shots 713-115). And when he rises, the innkeepér's wife emphasizes \
the force of that result’ “Was der Hias sicht, des kimrat” (shot 176).

Nex:;, we are treated to Paulin’s closer inspection of Ascherl’s
corpse, lying in the church (shot 717). This might' be treated as a
form of service or rite of passage, but Paulin’s actions and facial ex—
pressions belie such an interpretation. She apbears entranced by
Ascher!’s immobility, then expresses shock at the implication. Thle
door moves mysteriously, as though behind it there is another person
in the room. And, as if this_is some signal, Paulin leaves the room.
At 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 1}8-121) to the evident delight

of the innkeeper. Now we find out how long Muhlbeck has been dead

he was buried the week before last; 1t would be qulte a task for Hias

“to read anythmg at all n his bram' And it appears from Toni's

statement that Hlas antu:lpated even Miihlbeck’s death. Toni, in
turn, recognizes the truth of the secret formula: “des is e Krankheit
vom Herrn” (shot 127), implying that, though Miihlbeck’s mixture

might have resulted in very beautiful crystal, it was not so excep-

" tional as to cause so.great a disaster by its loss The«glassworkers

. could sell their’ remaining stock for a much higher price, since 1t is

now unique, while at the same time working toward another unique

product - _ .
But Goldfinger is no longer arrlenable to sug:mple arguments,
for he 15 quite beyond any ordmary perceptlon ‘Deeply engrossed in
finding the formula in the clutter of books on and around the desk
before him (he has evidently been through rost of them), he never-~
theless expresses great joy at the arrival of Anamirl’s couch. We
catch our first glimpse ef the pLirpose of its transport: “Ich bin ent-
ziickt von diesemn Briefe” (shot 722). To underscore his conception,
Goldfinger requests his letter-opener, then proceeds to tear open the
couch. Removing some of the stuffing, he prepares to ‘read’ 1t (shot
126), as though by its very proximity to Miihlbeck while the latter
was still alive should endow it with Miuihlbeck’'s knowledge of the
formula. But this does not work, leaving Goldfinger as perplexed as

before:
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Wenn einem ‘ein Brief erreicht ohne Papier, so dap die Buchstaben
herumliegen, dann ist das eher zum nachdenken. (shot 728) .

3

It is 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 interpretation 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 an}‘; order there is also no péssibility of any interpretation,

since interpretation is essentially. of a prior interpretation, a prior or—

. dering. Thus, Goldfinger’s hermeneutic can bear no fruit, since there

s are undeflying patterns which it ignores or is unable to fathom; this

ignorgnce is perhaps what drives Goldfinger to dés‘croy the factory,
since there is then no point in trying to recover a formula which will
i;e\ritably fail to satisfy the precise intent of its recbvery.

In the inn’s supply store, the innkeeper's wife is preparing some
supplies for Hias, but as he looks out the doorway toward the forest,
he appears to realise that her act is premature (shot 129), so she
returns -the supplies (shot 137) as Hias departs for Anamirl’s house
(shot 137). There he interprets Anamirl’s signs (she is urwilling or
unable 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 ‘Agide provides his vision of “Das Land des Rubins” to
Goldfinger (shot .738): Anamirl’s house is ciark, Goldfinger’s bright;
Anarnirl provides only the most basic fare for Hias—a loaf of

bread—whereas Goldfinger’s dinner table is supplied with an abun-
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dance of food and drink. And Hias’ manners are simple and uncon-
scious (shot 136), whereas Agide is very concerned to act in precisely
the correct fashion (shot 747) {

It is at this stage that Goldfinger announces his discovery,
which he follows immediately with: “An alle Glashiitten kann ich
mein Geheimnis verkaufen” (shot .1'42)‘ This shocks Ludmilla, al-
though we remain unable to fathom the reason. Gold\finger‘ also an—
nounces his decision to dispose of a large quantity of the old stock of
ruby crystal; but his announcement further enhances his confusion of
reference, for he intends to have the crystal thrown into the water,
“daf sich der See rot farbt” (shot 743), 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 from 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 ac‘tionsllater in the glassworks,
where he identifies his own body as a repository of the formula (shot
147). In the meantime, éinée he now feels that he possesses the se—
cret, he no longer wishes Miihlbeck any ill, believing that his wishes
for Miihlbeck have some effect on the latter's state (shot 145).

In the glassworks, Agide, who is among the glassworkers
watching Goldfinger's behaviour, recogniées its strangeness: “Da wird
die Herrin schaun, wenns von der Rei‘.; zuriickkommt” (shot 146).
But Hias is alréady one step ahead of hini: “Die wird nichts mehr
stehen sehen, wenns zuriickkommt” (shot 148) . Ludmilla, too, rec—

ognizes Goldfingér's state: “Der Herr stimmt nicht mehr” (shot 749).
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But she is already ‘trappéd, e;s it were, behind the iron bars of the
~window through whi;:h she talks to Hias, who makes one last attempt
to get her to leave (shot 750). Adalbert appears and requests Lud—
milla’s presence; sfle catches a glimmer of her fate but is either un—-
willing or unable to leave (shot f57) Henceforth, events move inex-

orably towarc} her, eventpal déath and the désyruétion of tﬁe glass—

works:

3

Die Nacht last:sich Zeit. Heut kommt sie ganz langsam. Sie kriecht
1in die Winkel vom Dorf, und die Leut dringen sich leise 1m Stall mit
o den Tiern zusammen. Bel der Glashiitten, da arbeiten sie wieder
) gegen die Angst an, weil sie wissen jhre Arbeit ist umsonst Ich
habs ihnen gesagt: in der Nacht brennt die Hiitten. Aber wie im -
b Schlaf, so sicher gehn die Leut in ihr Ungliick mit offnen Augen.

(shot 158) . : ‘ ;

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 256), then to the inn to watch events unfold (shot 185).
Meanwhile, we see the glassworkers working ‘against their fear’
(shots 159-174). 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 coh"x\atose, and Toni, who simply plays his harp in the
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next room. Ludmilla actuallly tries lt:cr 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 éppear. the painting of a saint falls off the
wall, as if some transgression were about to take place (shot~ 183);: a
carved figurehead trembles, as thodgh in mock imitation of Ludmilla’s
fear (shot 185); we see a close-up laf the saint, looking up to heav-
en, his stigmata the evidence of his martyrdom, which Ludmilla 1s
about to repeat (shot 785), finally, the camera focuses on the skull
lying by the sa;int's feet, as if to confirm Ludmilla’s ultimate fate
(shot 185).

While these events transpire, many of the remaining villagers
have compressed themselves into the inn, as if to ward off any evil
by their proximity to one another and the very intensity of their
forced merriment ((shots 186-195) . In their midst sits Hias, oblivious
to all that goes on around him, his gaze ever moré intense, his vi—
sions ever more apocalyptic. He 1s ignored by everyone but the
hurdy-gurdy man; even he is quick to use the return of Wudy with
Ascherl's stiffened corpse as an excuse to participate in the general
merriment. In shots 792-193 and 195-197 we find a literal dance
with death, as Wudy holds Ascherl’s inert body while he dances to
the music of the hiurdy-gurdy and the clapping of the other patrons
in the inn. Only Gigl seems to find this dance offensive, but he is
quickly overruled (shot 795) 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.

In shot 799 we receive confirmation of Goldfinger’s conception of
the secret férm;lla. to him, Ludmilla is simply another ruby goblet,
fresh out of thé oven, cooling quickly, but without further danger of
cracking. In her blood he recognizes the essence of the formula; nat-
urally the factories are no longer of any use, for which can produce
actlflal human beings with blood coursing through their veins? Gold-
innger 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
. burning stick from the furnace (shot 201). All this while, Toni has
been pldying his harp; only when Goldfinger thrusts the burning stick
at him does he react to an external stimulus (shot 202).

.-In shots 203-208, there 1s a continuous counterpoint between
Hias and Paulin with her goose, as though they play the parts of the
fool and the idiot, respectively, in somé medizeval comedy, yet they
ignore one another. Thus, as if to underscore Hias’ “Jeder Mensch
wird 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 biicken” (shot 205). And to Hias’
“weils nicht lange dauert” (shot 206), Paulin lifts her dress up over
her head. Hias keeps “einen eisernen Kopf” as Paulin drops her dress
to the ground (shot 206). Then, as though they themselves were

“Bruder’ und ‘Schwester’” and she werve preparing for bed (shot

207), Paulin drops yet another garment to the floor. When she-is
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finally naked, we cut to Goldfinger preparing to torch the glassworks
(shot 209). It 1s as if we have 'been transported from the figurative
to the literal ‘naked’ truth of Goldfinger's madness, which is also
reflected in the passion of the villagers for a spectacle. iﬂothmg
remains hidden, those ;NhO are to die in the film are dead; that
which is to be destroyed in the film 1s even now being 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 sacrifice, but such a connection 1s ulti—
mately too tenuous to maintain), he goes in search of his shoes,
quickly, lest he miss the spectacle of the burning factory (shot 279).
Hias continues his narration (shots 275-276), but, contrary to our
) expectation, he 1s still aware of what transpires around him, both 1
——his-immnediate vicinity, as he responds to Adalbert’s search for Lud—

milla, and in the village as a whole, for he knows of Ludmilla’s fate
and her current whereabouts (shot 278). Yet the timing of his de—
parture could not be less favourable, for he runs squarely into the

mass of returning villagers, who lust for a scapegoat on whom to

place the blame for the disaster that has befallen their glass fact‘or};“
(shot 227). Suddenly their prophet, the one to whom they turned .

for advice on so many past occasions, has been transformed into one
possessed by the devil (“Der hat Teufelsaugen! Der hatn bosen Blick! "),
and appropriate punishment should be meted out imfnediately:‘

“Reifits ihm d’Augen aus!” (shot 227).

Not his physical sight, but his inner wvision is removed from
.
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him, for Hias 1s placed in the prison with Goldfinger, though, unlike
the latter, he 1s not chained to the wall, but remains free to move |
about (shots 222-224) Hias’ weakness appears to be that he requires
the solitude of the forest to maintain his inner wvision, and this inner
wvision 1s his life (shot 223) Therefore, since the solitude of the prison
15 inappropriate, he must return to the forest Goldfinger finds this
significant “Und Menschen willst du keine sehn Du gefallst mir Du
hast ein Herz aus Glas” (shot 22¢)

This 15 the only occasion (apart from the credits at the begin-
ning of the film) 1n which the term ‘ Herz aus Glas' is used Thus,
whereas the meaning of the title might traditionally be interpreted as
‘dehicate’ and ‘fragile’ (e.g, Ludmilla) and therefore sought in the
meanderings of Goldfinger and his murder (‘sacrifice’) of Ludmilla
(‘the sacrificial lamb’, ‘the innocent’, etc), Goldfinger’s statement n
shot 224 suggests another interpretation. ‘transparent’, for what
could be more transparent than Hias’ encounter with the bear? More—
over, Hias’ motives are always clear; he is direct, his intentions are
visible, his entire exterior manifestation fails to hide the narration,
even the experience (at one remove), of what he ‘sees’, within. If he
does not wish to see any people, then this, too, can be interpreted as
a transparency, for the villagers appear, at the very least, muddled,
their thoughts opaque; beyond this, they are so thoroughly absorbed
by the conventions of their existence (as servants, villagers, glass—

workers, efc.) that they are unable to prevent or even perceive o

. what to Hias has become completely obvious. Thus, if Hias does not
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wish 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 conventional—even unconventional—foundation
whence that set 15 derived

The foregoing interpretation brings to light a number of rever-

sals of expectation

Search Heart
for Formula — of Glass
/ Structure Structure
Goldfinger of; Cinematio |- of Audienoe
\ Experienoe i Expectation
No Search ——+ No Heart )
for Formula of Qloss -
Figure 4

In figure 4, we expect Goldfinger’s search eventually to bear fruit, "

even if through the services of Hias, but it does not.

No Search No Heart 7]
for Yormula —— of Glass

* / Structure Structure .
a Hias of Cinemnatic[- of Audience .
B \ Experience | Expectation - t

Search ——————» Heart
for Formula of Glass Jdo-

Figure 5

L




In figure 5," we are

not aware of any search on Hias" part,

the one to ' whom a heart of glass is attributed

. Follows 1
. Conventions —— Survives
> / Structure | Structure
> 7 Ludmilla of Cinematic |- of Audienoe
\ \, Experience Expectation
! Flouts —————— Sacrificed
. Conventions -
Figure 6
g r -
0 ' © In figure 6, we expect Ludmilla to receive a reward for obeying the

4

conventions of her. social status, yet.she is sacrificed.

"
>
,
' .
O."

' - Figure 7°

”

'ln"figure 7, we éxpect some ill to befall Hias eventixél_ly, since he.

Structure
~ of Audienoce

Y

but he is

-

continually flouts the local cofiventions,. but he is the one who sur—

|



vives, seeminglyh intact.

) interpi‘etatlon, all remains essentially as it was.

There is also a reversal of réles between Hias and Goldfmger

‘ 'Goldflnger the ‘official’ authonty figure ‘(by conventien), is impris-
_ oned, stripped of his authority,) whereas Hias, the ‘unofficial’ authori~

_ty figure (by his absence of conventiqn) is set free to pdrsue his vi- .

sions. Of course, the immediate cause of Goldfinger’s inprisonment:is
his destruction of the glassworks and—we presume that this, too, has
been discovered—his prior murder of Ludmilla: ‘no reversal of author-
ity per se has taken place at this level; r,atherJ_, Goldfinger has zrans-
gressed the authority entrusted to him, therefore, it has been taken

from him, presumably to be entrusted to another (not Hias!). Hias,

~on the other hand, has always been outside convention, his end beirig

. no more than a conthuation of his beginning. Thus, at this level of

‘Until Hias encounters the absent bear (shots 227-228)\ In this
event that level of i\nter‘pretation collapses, becomes infeasible:this
film is no longer about events in the village (which is- now forgotten)
but about Hxas visions (whereof the events in the \nllage serve as but

one expression), and the latter, not as straightforward prophecies,

-but as a way of seeing, a perspective that conditions our éxperience

of this film and, there&ftér any other. Thus, the remainder of the

~ film begms a new narrative (shots 232/233-248/249), but dxfferent-

ly, thhout all the normal attributes of a story In 1ts ‘most naive -

_form, the new narrative becomes a metaphor for search, thus_, the -

metaphor of search continues, from the search for the secret formu-

’




la, to the search for the truth of the endfedge of the world :

The tenor of these last scenes is more dlstur‘bmg than that of .

=~ the \nllage story, whereas the latter wore the cloak of normalcy, al-

beit’ shlfted slightly askew the. story that now unfolds is more -
overtly on the edge of normalcy, where ordinary living meets the -
undifferentiated pnmordnal existence whence it 15 derived. All sxgns
" now point toward that edge: the islands are far out to sea.(shot -
'233); they he at;the v')er}) edge of the inhabited world ’(shot 233),
they are inhabited by a few forgétten‘people (shot 233), most of the .
‘ inhabitants still clmg to an old model of the world (shot 239); but
some are at the threshold of another model wherem the world does : \
not end at the hor120n, ,but contmpes arourid, back upon itself - (shots /
237;-239)' to determine ‘the veracity of their model, these f&ur in~ E
habitants set out in a small boat, aiming for the seaward horizon
: (shots 240—242) but thelr boat is much toe; small for the journey -
(shot 243); slowly, pitifully, their tiny boat becomes one with the
.sea (shot 248), the sea becomes one with the sky (shot 246) the n

sky becomes one with the end of the film (shots 2{2-250). N

1%

Brevity and Narrative.
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We apply ‘brevity in conJUnctxon with narratwe because the two
\are reldted: brewty is of the narratlve dimension of a film. In the
case of Herz aus Glas, we may identify a vanety of ‘narratives’: not

~.only, those of Young (see earlier discussion), but also our own distinc-
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’,tlon between 'the twm stor;es of the wllagers and the islanders. Inas-
rhueh as these stones are only loose]y related, such that thelr story-
telling functxons more as an adjunct than as their primary charac-
teristic, we refer to them as narrative ‘fragments’. This tertn carries
. the notion of bfevity within itself and, indeet‘i, we find that the nar-
" rative fragments that comstitute Herz aus Glas possess t{xat charac-
teristic, for they are quite short. |

o From our perst)ective, their bre\}itygis a further indication’ of

’ their function within the film as a whole: the focus of the fllm ex-

" . 'tends deeper than its narratxve surface B,rev:ty increases the aware—
"ness of this depth because it mcreases the difficulty of pursuing the
narratlve dimension for its own sake; there is sxmply too little pres—
ent thhm the narrative fragments to pe:rrmt an exclusxve fgcus left
'_,tovltself', that focus wanders, not only from narrative fragment to
«rt&rrative fragment, but also betiween these fragments, in the mo-
ments when we return excluswely to Hias. 'I’hus the fragmentation
of the narrative dimension of the fllm causes a degree of slipperiness
which; in turn, forces our focus to shde between the cracks in that

' narratwe dimension. J ‘ |
But bre\nty 1s, in the case bf Herz aus Glas, also 'a measure of
. ‘the ahsence of narrative elosure: the narrative fragments are incon-
\ “".’clgsive, both literally, because ‘lopse ends’ lie about like weeds ih an
Aunten‘deq field, and intellectually, because ho formal ‘conclusion’ is .
)‘eyer 'reached:’ Given our perspective of the filrh, this is quite appro-"

#

. priate, since-the narrative fragments exhibit an extravagance t\hat‘

™
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precludes a solely. Jiteral interpret‘étion; give_n the inddmissibility of a-
literal mterpretatxon their ‘endings’ or outcome ,are lrrelevant and’
that focus, too, is inadmissible In turn,” the brevity of the narratwe '
fragments assists in the development and maintenance-of this per-
spective )

, Thaf the film comprises a multitude of narrative fragments 1s
neither a guarantee of placement within the category of narrative
. cinema nor an expression of narrative per se. In the former case,
.we may treat Herz aus Glas as narratlve cinema only on one level,
but, as we have seen, thisevel quxckly collapses arid, with it, the
con'cept of the film as an example of narrative cinema. Thus, we en-
ter into fhe film fromn the perspective of narrative cin’emg, but we
emerge shifted toward narrative incohesion, even incoherence, for the
narrative fragments sustain neither themselves nor the film as a
whole. “Howeveru, this argurment does not imply that Herz aus Glas-
cannot be zreated within the category of narrative cinema:

Herz-aus G/as employs the conventions of narratxve cinema

rather than those of more- expenmental films. And if it succeeds In
collapsxng our perceptlon of itself as an example of narratwe cinema,
then this less as ‘a specific example, than as the category of narratwe '
cinema’as a whole. For what is ultnma'telay at stake. is our ‘concept of
parrative itself. If"we enter into the film frorr;-t’h.e' perspecti‘ve‘lof
narrative cinema, then we also carry with us a desire for riarr'ative
even if thxs desire rernains hxdden The desxre for ‘narrative finds its

expressxon m our wxlhngness to partxcxpate in the story, to treat it ‘as
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Y a'\lstbry ;‘nd_, as suéh, to expect certain characterisgsics of that story.
_ But this desire emerges naturally, from our more general con—
| ;,ceptxon of nar‘ratlve——the entire social structure of cnvxhzatxon that is
‘ built on an expected progression of events within individual, corpo-
n:.\te, national, even global lives, it is found in such mundane but
pervasive phenomena as the fetish for the obituary f:olumns of news-
papers, the television soap operas, the gossip networks that exist
through all levels of any society, indeed, every interest that mani-
fests a concern for repetitions of, and deviations from, certain estab-
' . lished patterns. It exceeds the category of myth because it gives rise
to that category, as a specific example of narrative. Rather, it is in
o a category unto itself. This category is characterized by myth, but
(g o now in the sense of paradigm; yet it is a paradigm of paﬁadigms, for
| lit is the foundation ‘of‘l our pararligm and ahy other: it is, in essence,

the very cbncept of paradigm; of differentiated reality, of the neces-

sity of an underlying order. -
:ralten to-its most extreme interpretatiorr, Goldfinger's search for .

‘ thg secrenormula -i5 an expressign of the desire tha't)‘ characteri2e§
| L thi‘s category, for his search ié for the very concept of essem‘:e' as
‘ ,both order and origin. Recognizing that his search is this’ fundamental
" leads Goldfmger to pursue it with such mtensxty for, should hlS search
" . . prove fundamentally {successful, he will find himself at the origin of
all interpretations: ir)cluding the one that gives, rise to .the concept of
- his ruby glass‘as a thing of value Naturally much greater paower and

w 5 wealth accrue irom thls depth, smce one is then in a posmon to ma-

a
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‘nipulate any and every interpretation that arises from it. But Gold—

finger's search is not successful. Not because he fails to penetrate to

the core of the phenomenon of the ruby glass, but because there 1s

no such core' the ruby glass is simply glass of a certain colour; it

happens that this colour is pleasing to the eye of rnany beholders.
Value and wealth accrue through this fortuitous circumstance. a co-

incidence, no more. Hence Toni’'s remnark: “Des mit dem Rubinglas,

des is e Krankheit vom Herrn” (shot 127) The illness 1s fatal, though

not to Goldfinger, but to Ludmilla. And beyond Ludmilla, to the con-
cept that underhes it, for it, too, fails to Z_sur\n\;e Ludmilla’s death. if
the essence of, in this instence, life is only to be found i1n death,
then soonmotﬁihg will be left alive! - (
The narrative fragments thét constitute Herz aus Glas fail com-
pleteiy in maintainiﬁg the existence of ih’e concept of‘paradigm, of

differentiated reality, of the necessity of an underlying order; rather,

.they play at a pretense of its existence, In this play, we detect both
. the recogmtxon of the pervasiveness of narratwe per se and the rec-

, ogmtlon of the nature of the latter as an zmposition, contmuously

maintained, but characterxzed by its own essential absence as any-

. thing other than an artificial phenomenon. It is the universe we live
'in, but it is also our universe "a universe we ourselves have manu-
factured It is also a necessary universe, - for m-the absence of differ-

.ence, there is no possibility of creation and movement -and hence of

exlstence Thus, the fxlm does not collapse our universe, it merely

'relatmzes it, ’I'he narrattve fragments never cease to follow one an-

\
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ofh‘er, though each is' at least slightly different that -its predecessor;

_ they cannot cease, for in their absence there would be total incoher~

ence; the actual individual frames that constitute the film would, at

- least metaphorically, cease to cohere to one another and the essential

cinematic experience would itself collapse.
Thus, it is entirely unnecessary to agsociate the film's .expression

of narrative with the fact that it comprises a multitude of narrative

l 'fragrﬁents, for the two exist independently of one anpther, the latter

in themselves and' the former as the underlying desire that we bring

to the film, apply to our acceptance of each and every narrative

. ‘fragment‘ (as a ‘willing -suspension of disbelief’), and attach to our

primary experience of the film (as a ‘narrative’ experience). But this
very indeben'derlce permits the narrative fragments to maintain their
existence as such while our conéept of narrative undergoes numerous
transformations on its way ‘to its final, relative e:{istence; for,x from

the perspective of the film as a whole, the narrative fragments

~ themiselves never pretend to exist at any level beyond the most im-

- mediate, wheifeas our concept of narrative enters the film as a com-

ponent of our desire and therefore also suffers its fate.
. 'We may now discern parallels between Hias’ own expression of
concern (/. e., none) for the narrative dimension of his vision, the

\lbi'blrical concept of narrative as expressed in the parables of Jesus and

“discqssed in the previous chapter, and the understanding of narrative -

expressed through, and extrapolated from, Herz aus Glas, immediate-

ly above. In these parallels, Hias’ unwillingness to undertake any.
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personal action to prevent the fate that he has predictecf for Ludmilla
from befalling her becomes clear: no relevance would pertain to any
such action, for the latter would be an acceptance of narrative su-

premacy (we maintain this perspective solely within the context of

our analysis of Herz aus Glas, and then only from the perspective of

that film as an aesthetic construct; the perspective is postulated nei—

ther as an ethical principle nor as a moral imperative, but simply as

.a critical stance). In effect, by vocalizing his prediction to Ludmilla,

Hias has created another narrative fragment, which now has a life of

its own,; if he took it seriously, then it would also rule him.

At thermoqt immediate level of interpretation, then, Hias' pre-
diction is a warning; but the instant we move beyond thermost im-
mediate level of interpretajcion, tha>t' prediction is reduced to the sta-
tus of story. Thus, Ludmilla dies several times first in our imagina-
tion, when Hias warns her, then more certainly, when she 15 actual-
ly trapped in the room moments before her de’ath. and finally in an
absolute \sense (within the context of the essengial cinematic experi—
ence), when we see her déad body lying on the floor. That is pre-
cisely Hias’ concern throughout the film: to tell stories, to be open to
his visions. He has only one practica/ concern: to remove the threat
of the bear. Beyond this practical concern, alfis story. Hias' concern’
to tell stories, to be open to his visions, is not practical, it is essential |
to his existence. He could as easily have tolci Ludmilla the precise —
manner of faer escape from Goldfinger’s ’clutchesr, but that would have

been another story, one which he has not seen and therefore cannot ..
: ﬁ ‘
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recount . ‘ * . 4/

In ‘emitting’ so many narrative fragments, Hias’ imitates the
very multiplicity of parables found in the New Testament, the narra-
tive component of each of which is never concerned with a particular
person, one who might be an actual member of the audience; but
only potentially so, such that each and every member of the audi-
ence might feel a sense of personal address. Within the context of the
specific film, Herz aus Glas, Hias' narrative f\fag‘m‘ents relate to par-
ticular individuals, but these are themselves merely coinponent% of
those narrative fragments, outside of which they simply cease to ex-
ist. Thus, he could no more relate to them as we can claim to }én'ow,
personally, the individuals who populate Jesus' parab'les And from |
this perspectlve there is no possibility that Hias could rescue Ludmil-
la, for that would negate the very experience that the narratwe

' fragment that contains her death creates. In this negation, the rela-
tivity of that experience would "also vanish, to be réplaced by the
relevance of that- expenence and s0 of narrative in general.

" The focus on the prevention of Ludmilla’s death is derlved not

from the essential cinemnatic experience created by Herz aus Glas, but

from t?.xel desire that we bring to it. Th'us, our conceptiont of narra- -
tive informs dur initial experience of the film, bu'é ‘does not survive

that experience mtact it is kxlled with Ludmxlla when we realise the
~complete mevxtablhty of -her death, given that the events that constx-v

tute the essential cinematic expenence are bounded by the pre-

existent’ strip: of Celluloxd‘“ whereof that expenence is created. Simi~

- €
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larly, the concept of Hias' rescue of 'Ludmilla is derived, not from an
objective analysis of the film, but from our naka_mve prejudice,
whereby characters with certain 1dent1f1abl& chara;:tenstlcg engage in
a pre-defined set of actions relative to the other characters who pop-
ulate stories. We may therefore interpret th:\h}m as whole as an .
gesthetic construct that consistently counters our desire by consis—
tently reversing our expectation given that desire. In the film’s final -
shots, our desire is stripped naked, then forced to recede into the

very absence of focus created in and by the white sky.

Metaphor and Paradox (
The white sky, in turn, serves as a metaphor for the absence “
of relevance that Herz aus Glas uitiately displays This is not ‘ab-

sence of relevance in the sense of srrelevance, but of ébrogated 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 chapter). Our desire has led us to its
own absence, such that, like the pseudo-king in Pascal’s allegory, it__
remams no more than a virtual desire, a metaphor for its own exist-
ence, deriving both its now virtual exIStence and its former authori-
tative existence from the tension between these two states, such that’
the whole evidences the essential narrative tl}at,gdve rise to our de-

hY

sire in the first place. ' N




192

By living on as a metaphor, our desire turns on its own original
e;cistence, which therefore recedes into the unknown and thg undif-
ferentiated, for 1t is no longer possible to isolate its precise source In
a 'similar fashion, Goldfinger can no longer point to fhe exact location
of the secret formula, when he claims to find thg formula, 1t is dif—
fused throughout his whole body, then also throughout that of Lud-
milla, and so, by extension, throughout all that lives. The formula |
becomes a metaphor for the essence of life, itself and therefore, wrth—
in the context of the film, of the essential metaphor of the entire
experience that we identify as the essential cinematic experience, for
that 1s life as we are aware of it while we participate in that experi—
ence Goldfinger's desire then suffers the same fate as our own and
that of the formula, for he 1s unable to recover that desire in its
pristine form; namely, its origin in the presence of the formula while

Miihlbeck once lived.

In this sense, metaphor, as evidenced within and through our
experience of Her¥ aus Glas, irriplies a metaphorical perspective, *a
point of view thalt is both charécterized by metaphor and perceives
metaphor at the heart of the essential cinematic experience. Fork 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 absence, since it' merely mani—
fests itself as an objective phenomenon but is nonetheless derived
from a set of ‘subjective’ (/. e., subject-centred and subject-derived)

phenomena. Emerging frompthé heart.-of the essential cinematic expef

4
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"rience and surrounding the latter in layers, in the same manner as

the aforementioned narrative elemer\)ts are built around Muhlbeck’s
secret like the skin of an onion, we encounter the narrative frag-
ments that constitute Aerz aus G/as and now act as metaphors for
our very experience of them

Each of the narrative fragments exhibits the characteristics of
metaphor only in the light of a conjunction with the other narrative
fragments that live to either side and the cilsjunctlons that lie be-
tween Even the neighbouring narrative fragments are no more than
repetitions or re-affirmations of the narrative surface of the local
fragment for, in the disjunctions that mark its bouhdanes, the local
fragment also encounters the agent of its own demise It"is in this
demise,- which 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 1s brought to light. It acquires and maintains the status of

live metaphor through its relation to previoys narratrve fragments,

which now exist as no motre than memories, but inform our experi-

-ence Wf the current fragment nonetheless forn being such. Thus, each
successive fragment represents another layer wrapped around the es—
sgntial cinematic experience until, with the end of the last shot, that
ex,perience 15 complete. o

But metaphor may also be detected as the characteristic that
manufactures our experierice of Herz aus Glas. In this capacity,
rmetaphor pervades the essential cinemnatic experience per se, al-

though we can demonstrate no more than that this is true withine

H
}
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%he limited context of our analysis of this particular film, and th:re—

fore of the particular cinematic experience derived therefrom. In this

" limited context, Herz aus Glas arises from, 1s manufactured by, (1)

" the individual frames (which can be analysed in their own right, as

was done for the Screenplay included as an appendix to this disserta-
tion) that constitute the strip of Celluloid™, (2) the collection of those
frames into a Series of sufficient length and consistency, one frame to
the next, as to permit the superimposition of the term ‘shot’ as a re-
flection of their unity, (3) the expansion of a series of related shots N

into a ‘scene’ (a more tenuous term, since ‘scene’ is derived from-a

more distant perspective), (4) the further 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 all the narrative frag-

ments,.and-their-intervening disjunctions (which are, in Herz aus

o
Glas, no less than shots) into our experience 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 Herz aus Glas,
includes the repeated juxtaposition of the known and the unknown,
the fgmiliar and the unfamiliar, the expecteéd and the unexpected,
such that a continuous and pervasive tehsion is fostered and main— D
tained untjl the very end (and, perhaps, even beyond). Thus.,' meta—
phor refers to the entire process as one that is essentially duplicitous,
existing both as an experience in its own right and as an asthetic

construct, an artificial though voluntary interruption in the routine
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of daily existence In 1ts former mahifestation, the process remains
literally anm experience, whereas in the latter manifestation 1t is
shifted” toward a metaphor‘forvexpenence In this interpretation, we
approach Ricoeur’s conception (see earlier citation), for 1t 1s quite
possible to perceive the continued co-existence of both manifestations,
such that the former 1s 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 embodied in our experience of Herz aus Glas

converge naturally on the paradox that we also perceive to pervade

that~experience In the most imrnediate sense of the term, ~pziradox

exxsts In the tension, that metaphor creates and maintains throughout

_the film. And this we can understand in the most simple terms, as

Ricoeur has defined 1t. “departure (jpara) from usual opmmon (doxa)
(Ricoeur, 1979-80: 74). However, in this sense, the paradox of the
essential cinematic expegiénce informs and conditions its metaphor,
rather than vice versa, for paradox is evidenced the moment there
occu:;g“ a separation between the immediate experience as no more
than an experience and the conception of that experience as an zes—
thetic construct. In other words, paradox is necessarily a function of
interpretation; but it is present even in the most naive, simplistic,
and immediate interpretation. '

. For example, in the case of the absent bear, pa}ac‘lo\x is evi—
denced the mement we connect Hias' statement about “ein Barn-

braten” (shot 226) with the struggle that precedes it (shots
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227-228) and realise that that struggle pertains to a bear that we -
do r[dt "perceive (Therein lies the advantage of this scene as a point

of departure for the analysis of the film as a whole.) The scene need

be interpreted no further, indeed, elaborate interpretation would

serve only to‘diminish the force of the paradox, unless that process of
interpretation deliberately attempted to maintain the paradox in some
manifestation of 1ts initial form (as we have attempted in our own
extensive discus;si'qn on the absent bear above) )

. Goldfinger’s conception of the essence of the ruby glass serves as
a.more esoteric example. On the one hand, we are confronted,
thréughout the film, ‘with numerous ruby glagsses,1 gobleés, decanters,
and other assorted items produced with Miihlbeck’s formqi:a. These we
see first as what they appear to be; but this initiai appearance
quickly giv%\s way to a dual pérception, wherei’ri we still perceive the
ruby cr'ysfa‘l for what it is, but also invest this perception with the
emerging conception of Goldfinger, such that every item of ruby glass
becomes a metaphor for some essence that sets that glass apart
(‘ pw:a’)‘ from ordinary crystal (‘doxa’), ruch as an altar is both

— -identical to and distinct from a large slab of stone.
.From these simple examples, weﬂ move to a wider perception of
' paradox. Thus, if we focus now on the narrative fragments as ex-
’ pressions of narrative per se, “‘we discern ﬁpgradox in the simultaneous
awareness of those fragments as (a) experiénc'es’ that completely
dominate our ‘momentary focus and serve as magnets for the desire

for narrative experience thaé we bring to the film and (b) expressions

"
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. more than a phantasm, the narrétive fragmehts merely illusions of
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of the dwergent narratlves that constxtute the fxlm Herz aus, Glas
fails to satisfy our desire because lt constantly- dlverts our attentlon
away from the hiteral acceptance of thé narrative surface of the film

and shifts it toward the gaps that ‘ultimately exist, not only between

the narrative fragments, but even within ihem

The paradox exhibited by ‘the marratwe fragments leads,
turn, to a yet wider perception of the paradox that exxsts mtl‘% the
essential cinematic experience that Herz aus Glas creates. For ﬂthe .
film challenges our perception of itself and the worlds it creates at
every turn, such that the ‘ultimate challenge is placed directly before
our rmode of perceptlbq itself. Whaﬁ fs this experience that Herz aus
Glas x;epresents? Is it an experience of lffe in another ceritury"? Is it -
an experience of the puzzlemem'that an absence of knowledge gi\res
rise to? Is it an eXpenence of the inner “vision of a simple herdsman
cum prophet? Is it an expenence of a represemanon of that \nsxorﬂ .
Or is it simply experience reflected back upon itself?

. We do not attempt to answer these questions because they are |
merely members of a much Iarger set of questions that emerge from
even-a first viewing of the film. Rather ~we address their thrust the
challenge placed before our mode of m:eeptxon 1tself. From C}'ossan s

perspective, the paradox exhibited by Herz aus 6’/&.% serves to under-

~mine the possibility of any literal interpretation, and thence to un-

dermine the concept of a literal interpretation: the film is never

perception that contain the seed of their own destruction. From Ri-

<1 ' ! -
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, coeur s perspective, on the other hand, the paradox exhxbxted by fler'

aus Glas is ev1denced rather in the abundance of narrative fragments "

that. the film contains, each of whxch 15 merely madequate in 1ts
purely- literal (narratlve) mamfe§tatxon, the ending of the film serves
as an ellipsis, suggesting the indefinite continuation of the production
of narrative fragments. I ‘

But Crossan’s threefold conception of }Jarddox also serves its
purpose here, though from’ a different perspective Whereas Crossan |
posns the paradox of Jesus' parables in their departure from the
norm, whlch 1mphes a companson between Jesus parables and that
- norm,; we foCus on the paradox of Hem aus G]as with reference to

audience competence, whereby we avoid the need for a comparison

!

-between Herz aus Glas and other films, replacing that comparison3

with a consideration of the reduirements that must be imposed on
the audience if the latter 1s to perceive the paradox that we associate’ .
w1th Herz aus- 67&5 - e

" Under the heading’ of pragmatics,-. then we requlre that the

audience be wxllu\g, first of all, to conceive of the possibility that

‘certain categories of cinema might extend beyond their apparent or

established bounds and, more specifically (if we are to accept Herz -

aus G'/as as rehgxous mnema) that religious cmema might extend
beyond the traditional bounds set by such fxlms\as Cecil B. . DeMille’s.
The ]"en Commandments (this film is truly the most oft-cited in any
snmple discussion on the subject of religious cmema) This require—

ment is no more trivial than the observation with which we began

~
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- , _our f1r$t chapter, whereby we clalmed that the conceptxon of that .~
film-as an example of religious cmema must be accepted as valid. Of
course, this requirement does not‘necessarily prepare any audience
for the consequences of the eventual collapse of traditional categories
that -a film such as Aerz aus Glas me\ntably leads to.

Under the heading of semantlcs we require that the audience

be walmg to accept a film such as Herz aus Glas, thh 1ts less glam-*‘

;o orous appearance, as nonetheless partakmg of mainstream cinema.

® . The more pnmltxve ‘feel’ of KHerz aus GYas emerges, not from its age,
. | e ‘datedness, lack of artistic ment etc., but from the very expenence
| that the film'attempts to create it is all part of the product and 1s
’ } deliberately . different from the majority of comparable products on
0 : the market, certanly those produced n Hollywood by the major mo-

tion picture companies Moreover',, the more prifnlti\)e ‘feel’ of Herz.
aus‘ Glas 1s ‘folded’ back into our experience of the filrrl, such’ that a
cerl:ain simplicity and transparency acéompanies th‘e essential cine- X
matic expenence and heightens our awareness of 1ts paradoxical ria-
ture, or at least increases the likehhood that we might come to such
., ' an awareness.
-Finally, under the headmg of syntactxcs we find that the audx-—
ence must have a reasonable familiarity with contemporary cmematxc '
. techmques, for the modern film expects more of its audience (e.g.,
iin its ability to perceive continuity in widely divergent shots). But |
Herz aus Glas does not require anything out of the ordinary, rather,

0 : © our experience of it becornes necessarily ‘out of the ordinary’ through
. 1 - ’ o .

i
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the juxtaposition of shots and scenes that would not ordinqrily be so

_Jjuxtaposed. The film is quite literally different from what 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 perception on the part of the characters within a film. The
shots of distant landscapes that populate Herz aus Glas are indistin-
guishable from the shots that constitute‘the narrative fragments
;iealing directly with events in the village. It is therr context and ‘our
interpretation thereof that separates the former from the latter. |
With this three-fold conception of paradox from the perspective
of audignde competence weé reach the limits of the tools we proposed

near the end of the previous chapter. It is clear that Herz aus Glas is

. an ideal film to apply these tools to, bécause_ it manifests so many of

the characteristics for which ‘the tools are designed. But we are left
v;ith no more than a perception of the fil,m as ane that evidences a
reflexi'Ve narrative, a pervaéi\}e metaphor, and an essential paradox,
each of which informs and condmons the other. These are 51mply
building .blocks in our conception of th,gjllm as a premier 9xample of
rehgxous cinema as we have defined it. The task that remains before

us is to show exactly how this conception is manifested. . _
Herz aus Glas as Virtual Religious Experience

We may return now to the argurnent that we began’ Shortly°

before we engaged in a’ closer analysis of Herz aus Glas. This argu-

\
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ment stated that ours is but a virtual experience of what ﬁia§ sees
and that the latter remains as absent from both the film event and '
the essential cinernatic experience as either Muhlbeck or his secret
formula (from its narrative surface). The logic of this argument 1s
now quite obvious But how do we move from this conception to one
of Herz aus Glas as virtual religious experience?

:l'he rmissing component of our argument is the qualifier that
narrows the range of 1nt‘erbretatioﬁs to the specifically religious di—
mengion We have already encountered several elements that we

have identified as the qualifiers of local narrative fragments (e.g., in -

| the inicident of the absent bear, the qualifier was g)ven as ‘A prophet

" is like a man who. ..’ and, in the case of the absent formula, as the

actual ruby-coloured glassés, goblets, etc., that we perceive) In

. these we detect the origins of the qualifier that we identify as cen-

tral.

That, central qualifier typifies our very:conception of Aerz aus
Glas, for it is 1tself characterized by an absence that confirms the
status of the film as the very embodiment of a simulacrum. There {3
no gqualifier in the fzfm. Rather, the central qualifier arises from the

essential cinematic experience and disappears the moment the latter

" comes to an end. Thus, it is very much a product of interpretation,

of a particular hermeneutic, and therefore remains highly susceptible
to being ignored or, worse, declared irrelevant. ’ ‘
But it can only be declared irrelevant from the perspective of

rele\(ahce, which we ignore. And it can only be ignored by a herme-

v
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neutic of presence, which we avoid. This implies that we can only’
argue for our experience of the film as virtual religious experience

from the perspective of our gwn hermeneutic (as developed in this

- dissertation) and given our conception of the qualifier ‘religious’ (as

defined in the first chapter) . With these qualifications, we posit the
‘existence of the quallfier in the tension between the seen and the
unseen, the known and the unknéwn, the present aﬁa’ the‘ absent in
Herz aus Glas , o \ \
As our foregoing analysis has showh;  Herz aus Glas 1s replete
with signs of absence,‘ ;spch- that our very exéer\iencez of the film be-
come‘s'one of pervasivé abserice. But the abs:ence is qua'tlifiedl through- :

out, for it is variously identified as the absent bear, the absent for—.

mula, the‘absent\\MUhlbeck, etc., and beyond these particular ele-

ments, on a more interpretive plane, the absence of narrative clo-

_sure, the absence of narrative relevance, the absence of narrative

51gmflcance (as conclusive signification), etc.

Thus, - what we see is mvanably charactenzed by abseh'c:e, but

. what we do not see by a hidden presence. In the case of the absent
_ bear, interpretation (Hias. claims to have killed a bear) leads to the
_present beaf; in the ¢ase of the absent formula, common sense (in

' view of the abundance of ruby crystal) leads to the present formula;

.in the case of the absent Miihlbeck, narrative desire (We‘do see his
grave and- numerous other signs of his: potentlal exxstence 50 we as-
sume that he once lived) leads to the preserit Miihlbeck . Not that

" that ‘pres.ence needs to be seen, it remains permanently unseen.
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Similarly, the absence of narrative tlosure leads to the presence
of narrative closure, through the force of our imaginatlon, and the
absence of narrative relevance le»ads. tc; the Ipresence of narrative rel-
evance, n the form of participation m the story unfolding, and, fi-

Anal'lyA, the absence of narrative significance leads to the presence of
. narratxve‘ significance,. inasmuch as that very ‘absence becomes signif-
icant. We have shown that this presence is, m every case, inherent-
ly unstable, but here 1ts momentary stabxhty is important.’ .

. The momentary stabxhty of the mterpretation in favour'\of pres—
ence permits the juxtaposition of presence and absence at every ’
;iuncture between -narrative fragments.- For the presence survives,
briefly, as we move through that junctur‘e. ‘As it decays, it interac‘ts%
.with the absence which the juncture has brought to light, such that
the two create a momentary tension ‘which/, in turn, provides.the -
hertmeneutic energy needed td interpret thef preceding rxarrati:/e frag—

ment in terms of its essential absence

A

Thus, in the case of the absent bear, the narratwe fragments
are! (a) the apparent struggleynth the bear (to shot 22&) and ‘(b) .
the narration of the islanders’ adventure (from shot 232). The nar-
rative juncture occurs between shot 228, wherein Hias summarizes
the first narratlve fragment with “So! Und jetzt ein Barnbraten”,
".and shot 232, wherem Hias re- dlscovers the island, then is removed
: 'from our sight, though not yew} out of our hearmg. While Hias-is still
. fighting the ‘unsée'n animal, we are unaware of its nature, but we

- posi’t- something, .even imaginary. This presence carries through into
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the narr&tiire Juncture, until Hias identifies the ammal, this 1dent1f1—

cation immediately pomts to an absent bear, but as such it 1s still

momentarily present to us Thus, presence and absence co-exist,

briefly; in this brief co-existence, our interpretation of the previous
narrative fragment is twisted from presence to absence and the ener-'
gy that drives this twist is taken from the tension that the co-

existence generates. =~ ‘ )

(It is irportant to understand that the preceding description is

'informed, not by a psychological perspective, but by a hermeneutic

"Aolne. We have not described what transpires in the mind of a mernh—~

ber of the audience, for that is utterly beyond the bounds of this dis— |
sertation. Rather, we have described both a model and an exami}le

for the interpretation of the hermeneutic process that drives the es—

sential cinematic experience. In defence of this model we may cite

" our own analysis of Herz aus Glas, since thdt analysis demonstrates,

at the very least, that the film ernbodies elements wnich,‘ though
they might equally be fodder for a more traditional analysis (as in

the three exarnples provided), yet consxstently exceed the capac1ty of

that form of analysis.)
Wherein; then, is the qualifier?- In the partxcular instance just

presented 1t exists “within the Juncture Its existence is derived frorn

the twist of presence to absence. Its essence is one with the absence

that sumves but that essence can be described, for it is first and

’ foremost an experience that coincides with the movement from pres— |

ence to absence. Thus, the particular qualifier ‘is the very expenerice

E
+
3.
ey
-
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of absence that resuits If weﬁxr\nerpret this experience, we may de-
sc:nbé 1ts particular marnifestatin as ‘A prophet 1s like a man who
[the combination of the previous narrative fragment and the current
narrative juncture]’ (see previous reference). And, in the hght of our
definition of the term in the first chapter, we may further interpret
this 1nterpretation as ‘religious’, for i1t exists 1n the context of prophe-
cy generally and conceives the latter in very traditional terms, at
least until its collapse within the juncture

That juncture (and thereafter every other juncture) extends
far beyond the narrative dimension, not only because it transgresses
1it, but also because it extends owr experience beyongl that dimension,
and this not only in the literal sense, as an end to the particular
narrative fragment, but also in the metaphorical sense, as a view
through the narrative dimension to the inherent emptiness that lies
underneéth it. Thus, as an m‘evnable component-of our experience of
the film as whole, an experience characterized by fragments and
junctures, that juncture may also serve as a metaphor for the
whole. In this capacity, it permits the extension of 1ts own qualifier
io encompass our experience of the entire film. But there is ‘an at—
tenuation associated with this extension, such.that we can no longer
be as specific as ‘A prophét is like a man who ..’; instead, we move
to a more intellectual conception. . X

In this more mtellectual coniception, we begin first with the es--

sential cinematic experlence as one that is 1mmed1ate it is charac—

tgnzed by an ovgmhelmxng prejsence, since it is also the sole focus of
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_ our sensory apparatus The events and characters that constitute ;

that experience are alfnost an afterthought, we are much too close to
thern to be aware of them as anything othe;‘ than immediate. But
Herz aus Glas does not sustain this immediacy, the individual junc-
tures serving to augment 1ts decay The onigin of the process of decay
lies 1n the silence that pervades the film, not as an absence of dia-
logue or musical background, but as an absence of significat‘ion gener—
ally: nothing sustains reference, there is an inevitable collapse of any.
relation Jb’etween the film and the experience that we bring to 1t
Thus, the entire film functions as one sustained juncture between the
presence that we associate with our experience prior to the film and
the absence of any relevance to that experience 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 experience prior to
the film maintains a shadowy status as memory,; thus, 1t is carried
into the essential cinematic experience, into the juncture, there to .
encounter the absence that informs the latter Presence and absence ﬂ
enjoy a brief co-existence; then 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 Herz aus
Glas exists within the gréater junct}are that the film as a whole cre~:

ates; its existence, too, is derived from the twist of presence to ab—

sence and its essence is one with the absence that survives; therein

g
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lies the reasoﬂ both for the disappearance of the qualifier the rﬁoment
the film comes -to an end (for that end 1s also logically the end of the
particular absence that characterizes Herz aus Gl/as) and the existence
of that qualfier as no more than a virtual entity (for 1t is created\

and maintained artificially and is quite repeatable). Our experience of

this central qualifier coincides with the movement from presence to

-absence (from the very beginning of the film, but climaxing in the

incident of the absent bear).

If we now interpret r/us experience, we may only describe it
metaphorically, for ¢ remains a function of the essentral cinematic
experience and does not survive any literal re-interpretation Meta-
phorically, then, 1t 1s represented by the symbolic fenor of the film
(we did 1nsist, in the previous chapter, that the content of a film
can an‘(d” may ‘be analysed to highlight the religloué quahifier), not on-
ly do we encéunter an abundance of religious: signs and icons, both

aural and visual, but we participate’in numerous, though inconclu-

sive, (pseudo-)religious events! even the narrative surface of the film*’

as a whole parodies a religious quest, such as the quest for the Holy
Grail: “Ich brauch ein Glas mein Blut zu fassen, sonst rinnt es mir
dé\fon" (shot 707). In all of these a gra@iﬁonal religious cinema criti-
cism would find a great quantity of ma’tex;ial from which to con-
struct, carefully, refei'e;rlce by reference, a religious superstructu/re}\i_tbw
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 fails to de—

velop and maintain a separate existence; the pieces of that metaphor

~, /
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remain 1solated, . supporting no more than a tenuous interconnection) .
Their existence sustains no more than a weak association with the

surface features of one or more of the major religions. But this asso—

ciation 1s sufficient to support the qualifier whose existence we posit

within the greater juncture that the f’ilm as a whole creates

Beyond this surface derrvation of the metaphorical interpretation
of the central qualifier, we may point to the effect -of the. Juncture~~
that ‘the film as a whole creates. T;'xis effect we must also dgscribe
metaphorically it 1s the encounter of tﬁe audience with the edges
that populate Hias’ visions, thence with tl'{e edges ‘_o~f the narrative
fragments that constitute the film, thence with the edgesof the nar—,
rative dirnension of the film as a ‘whole, thence with the edges of ,
narrative per se, and thence with the edges of the ess'eniiél ciner:nat-
ic experience; and so with edge generally. The overall effeg;t is simply
one of life permanently at the edge of its own relevance, even exist-

ence; as such, this effect may also be described thus:

[original italics removed] There was once a man who owned some
property on a high cliff which overlooked the sea. He spent many
years of careful construction on a road fromn his house to the very
edge of the cliff. When the road was finished, he spent hours each
day standing on the extreme edge where he cquld feel the thrill of
"~ the sea. The people who lived round about were practical and sen—
sible folk, and they said that he was a very good road-builder and
that he certainly liked to walk a lot. (Crossan, 1975: 21) .

J

In the most simplistic terms, then, the central qualifier ‘ qua/fi

Y

our experience of Herz aus Glas as one ofrthe encounter with that

which can-on/y be encountered, never precisely described: it is tge
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other that exists always and only in opposition to the fe'amiliar"*, In the
case of Herz aus Glas it fs at least .sufficiently qualified as to feéeive
the identification ‘religioug»’, which 1s to say, Wholfy Other. But it 1s
never more than virtually so, for, as our expenence of that film, 1t
remains an entirely artificial phenomenon In this manner, we. per--

ceive ‘Herz aus Glas as virtual religious experience
Concluding Remarks

We may now summarize our argument for ferz aus Glas as
virtual religious experience as follows' 1n the encounter between Ehé
audience and the-essential cinematic experience we derive 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 }'élzgzbug expenenc:é; and in the final encounter of that experi—

ence as artificial, as an asthetic construct, as no more than an ap—’

' pearance of absence, we derive virtual religious experierice ehd so the

prermse of this chapter and an example of the application of the the—
sis of thls dtssertanon

. Thus, we have achieved the goal set at the outset of this chap—
ter, even the end of the previous chapter _This concludes our investi-
gation of the specﬁflc question: Is Herz aus Glas a religioys film? We
have now inveéngated religious cinema from beth sides, - the general
and the speciflic,‘ in sué:h a manner that the former not only took
precedence over the latter, but was also clarified by the latter ('al-'w .

B .
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though we still mamtam that this is not a necessary clanfxcatwn)
this chapter we presented past approaches to Werner Herzog's qeuwe

generally and Aerz aus Glas specifically This provided some back-

" ground to the rationale for our choice of that film. it ‘also provided a

collective opponent against whom, tp_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 possible (if not necessary) to
view the film as such. Beyond this, we have demonstrated that such
a view can be informed by an 'entxrely different hermeneutic, one\
that not only recognizes the same components of a film as its ante—
cedent hermeneutxc but also uncovers and 1dent1f1es dlmensnons per-
spectives, and interpretations that are lnxmxcarl to that antecedent
‘Yet it is also clear from this chapter that Herz aus Glas lends

-

itself superbly to the application of our thesis, whereas this is much

~ less clear of afilm ‘such. as’ Cecil B. DeMille’s 74e Ten Command-

v

longer to be mcluded in the category of rehglous cinema? Or have we

. '51mply expanded that category such \mt it may include both, re—

quiring. our analysxs to include thé former and a tradmonal analysis '
to include the latter? This line of questioning leads us to the next and
last chapter, "in which the horizon of our thesis and the method we

have derived for its apphcatlon are re- examined m the light of the

present chapter ’ L

!x)
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‘Conclusion: Sumimary and Critique

We began thh two questxpns These we presented primarily in
a naxve context. But this naive context qunckly gave way before the
ever more complex emnrpnment that the guestions, intertwined

tﬁroughout the remainder of the dissertation, were shown to gener-

" ate. Thus the question What is religious ciriegna? appears far more

extensxve than was first suggested. It probes the pl'fenomenon whence
1t arises, holding: 1t up to a new, even ahen light, such that cinema

in general emerges altered. That is precxsely the thrust of this disser-

~ tation: it is the audience that manufactures religious cmema, but in

so doing, if motivated by the perspective de\{eloped in these pages,

\

' also alters the very experierice it thought to find there. o

5

" Dissertation Summary

4 s A
.

-

g Iﬁ the first, chapter, we posed the questlon Why is'a glven film
rehgxous'? Thns led to the question What is rehgxous cmema” Religious
cinema was defined as vxrtual religious expenence, it was stated that.
this precludes the defiﬁitiex_‘} ‘of religious cinemq as ‘religious experience
per se. “Virtual’ was i{ékemto meaﬁ ‘as if': an ,experience that, in

the context of cinema; 'appears like another, but does not possess all -

v ‘. ! M i
J
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the characteristics of that other. ‘Religious experience’ was defined

from the vantage of a non-referential definition of religious language,

- such that the latter never refers directly to the former and religious

_experience is never fully encapsulated In religious language; rather,

religious experience remains precisely that, an ‘other’ that calls all
‘ordinary’ experience into question. Religious cinema is vzrtua/ reli-
gious experience because it rernains an asthetic construct, a repeat-
able phenomenon, a carefully crafted representation of another egpe—
rience, whence it derives its gualifier ‘religious’.

In the second chapter, we narrowed our cinematic focus to the
elements that are concurrent with the prgjection of a film. We then
further narrowed our fpcus to the wvzsua/ component of the projected
film, examining the origin of movement therein. The latter we
deemed to arise through diffei'ence:' (1) between successive frames,
where movement is merely Jm2plied, (2) through the coordiﬁated but
limited shift of objects” along a whole series of frames, wherein move—
ment becomes a function of the entire human visual systernji and .(3)
through the recognition and identificatign_ of both locations and ob—
Jects, such that mevement becomes synonymoué with t"he entire
process of sxgmfxcatlon We then extrapola;ed from this argument to
cinemna as a whole such that the levels of interpretation just de—
scribed apply to any fxlm, regardless of whether movement is a part ‘
thereof. This latter interpretative process we identified 'as the essential

‘ cinermnatic experience and chose as our point of departure for the ap-

plication of our thesxs proper. The cmematlc context of the analytic
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process must therefore always remain the essential cinematic ‘experi-

ence; this presents a hermeneutic difficulty, since that process is in—

evitably subjective, 1n the sense of subject-centred and subject-
derived. '

The shift toward the relgious of'feligious cinema was initiated

' by an examination of a contemporary definition of parable, as found

in ‘the New Testament hermeneutics of John Dominic Crossan and, to °

a lesser extent (at this stage), Paul Ricoeur. The advaﬁtage of this
definition over previous ones is its emphasis on the primacy of the

experience that underlies the parable. Indeed,. parable cannot be fully

- interpreted; rather, parable fosters the expe}'ience that underlies it,

such that the ‘experience itself becomes the mterpretatxon Parable
achieves this through paradox dissonant elements that cannot be
reconciled Here, too, several levels of interpretation exhibit this ‘
characteristic: (1) an unexpected event 1s related, ‘but the'degree of .
counter -expectation is absolute, such that inierpvetation fz\xils to ab~
sorb the shock, (2) the expression of that event in the form of a
parable is initially external to the hstener but, through the‘ process of
mternahzatlon creates a temporal dissonance of perspectwes where—
upon (3) that dissonance gradually ehcornpasses the very.fact of dif-
ference and the inevitable separatxon that follows, such that the par-
able expands to become a marker between all perspectlves and a re-

minder of the relatxvxty thereof . I

This defxmtmn of parable was chosen ior its converuent focus- on

. the experience, since that coincides with the cinematic focus of our

4
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thesis. But tl'\l‘ere z:e:nEned the problem of determining the ‘religious’
of religioué éin\em'a. This was overcome, first by emphasizing the |
otherness of the expgrierice that parable fosters. The non-referential
function of parable is precisely coordinated with the impossiﬁility of
reducing religious experience to language. Yet language is necessary to
provide the foundation for dissonance. Thus, parable is a linguistic
form. As such, it exists in opposition to a linguistic form that at-
tempts to reduce or eliminate (hide) dissonance: myth. Both myth
and parable employ narrative structures to create a context for their
function. These narrative structures, then, exhibit the characteristics
that enable the critic to identify them as either parable or myth;
they also provide the necessary material to permit comprehension of
their intent. The critic may choose to examine narrative structures '
to elucidate either their my'thic or their parabolic nature. To empha-
size parable is therefore not to deny myth, but to mové from myth
to parable. So, too, in the case of the cinema: a film, in the catego—

ry of narrative cinema, may be analysed from the perspective.of ei-

"ther parable or myth, but if from the perspective of parable, then

this first through its ‘mythic’ text, since it is the latter that permits

comprehension of the essential cinematic experience in the first pla{ce.

We then extracted the parallels between the essential cinematic
experience and t‘!'xe foregoing definition of parable, -The former was
now re-examined, through the mirror of the latter. ;I’he focus shifted
from the a'tomic"(the frame) to the mélecular (the shot), though

never from the essential cinematic experience per se. The parallels
[N . ' ‘ )

i ,
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| determined: were: (1) internal to the essential cinematic experierice,
whereby that experience is of an ‘event'tiaat 15 completely outside: our
ordinary expenence yet'so carefully ‘Crafted that 1t becomes part of
- . that experience, (2) external to the essential cinematic expenence
whereby images move from, immediate expen'ence to personal (and
collective) memory, leaving only' the difference between states, which
differ;zncg necessarily exists only in the disjunction between the es-
sential cinematic experience al:lci its end, and (3) whérebﬂl the essen-
tial cinematic experience per se is juxtaposed to 1t540|wn absence,
leaving again only the difference between states, but this beyond the
individual images that constituted the events of the film, such that .
) even ‘the individual film ‘bécbmes'. merel)i an example of this more
0 " general ’phenomenon ‘ ~
- \ The dlfference between parable and the essentlal cinernatic ex—'
penence was' then brought to light, for whereas the parables of Je-
sus, for example, are deemgdﬂ to be paradlgmatlc,« the essential cine-
" matic experience as a reflection or representation of another experi-
ence external to riself, is a szbvu/acrum (e, a pretense that is not
immediately apparent as such). It is for precxsely this reason that we
insisted on the defmmon of rehglous cinema as virtual rehgxou@axpe—-
" rience. Thus,: rehg}ous. _cmema was deemed to comprise two compo- \*\w
nents, orie subjective, the other objective; the subjective exists as
. the essential cinemaiiq experience, the objective as the recognition of_'v
its counterpart as a phantasm thfﬁ has no objective existence and no

s N (i S ——— . s , . )
) O , ultimate referent. Thereupon we defined the existence of religious cin-

1Y
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ema as the tension between the film event in its objective and sub-

‘jective manifestations, insisting that the very possibility of religious

cinema is denied if ‘these two manifestations are reconciled.

Next, we-turned to a discussion of the context and the qualif;er
that a;re associated with the specifically religious identification of the
parables of Jesus. Extrapolating once again to the cinerna, we associ— -
ated the specificaily religious dimension of z4at medium with the .

presence of an appropriate context (external to the individual film)

. and a corresponding qualifier {ihternal to the individual filfn). We

further typified our thesis as a description of what religious cinema Is -
and our description of context and qualifier as a (partial) ideritifica--
tion of Aow reljgious cinema arises. Beneath both.of these compo-

nents, however, in both parable and religious ¢inema, there lies a

- twist, initiated by a reversal of expectation, that shifts one's focus
~ from the literal interpretation of the expression toward a metaphori-

cal re-interpretation that brings to light the paradox at -the core of

the experience itself. This paradox, in turn, reveals the illusory na-

ture of the expérience, denying its status as an absol'm:g or even. an |,

end in itself. Y_et this pérspective is not inevitable; rather, it remains

-a function of the audience. Thus,. our dissertation is, at least in part,-

"an exercise in identifying the competence required of the audjence-if

the possibility of religious cinema is to exist. '
Finally, working from a dialogue between Crossan and Ricoeur,
we derived a specific critical method with which to perform an _amal-' '

ysis of a film, such that the results predicted by our theary coﬁld be

p—_
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S ' ‘icons‘iste‘ntly" obt;ained The critica‘l tools assoc‘iate.d with this rnethoei
e o were 1dentxf1ed as ‘brewty ‘narrative’, metaphor’ and paradox
| The method was stated to cons:st of the xdentlfxcatlon of these compo—
‘nents within the film under analy;as This would 'lead to a perspective
. that would permit the determination of the manmar in which the
_ film revealed its religious‘dxmension. Brevity wa underefood quite
literally; narrative was understood as one that exhibits both reflective
and reflexive characteristics; metaphor was uncjerstobd as the pres—
ence of dissonant or discordant elements within the film; paradox was
understood as the presence, beneath metaphor, of a fundamental in-. -
congruity, one-that canﬂot be resolved (péraddx was further postu- .
, lated to exxst in three flavours . derived from serniotics, but—or
O ’ therefore—-—apphed thh cxrcumspectlon) All four components were
.- ~'held to be subordinate to the quahfxer that, in. its turn, contextu—
L alizes them for it is ‘ultimately the qualifier alone that permits the
\T inclusion of a'fﬂm‘m the category of religious cinema.
. In the third chapter, we turned our attention to an ‘analysis of
‘Werner Herzog’'s Herz aus Glas. This analysis had two functions: (1)
-.it served as an example of the appli\catien of our thesis, theory, and
method, whereby the reader might derive a better practical under-
standing thereof, and (2) it served as a test of that apphcatxon
whereby the efficacy and relevance of our thesxs, theory, and meth~-
od were highlighted. We deliberately avoided a protracted discussion’ of
Werner Herzog's' ceuvre from our own perspective (clpoosing, as well,’

0 . not to include either a biography or-a filmography of the director),
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g ~ crifiq@ting instead se\téral éxt&nt examples of such diséussions Thence,
we moved to brief exarpinz;ti;m of past approabhes_ to Herz aus Glas,
in such a manner that our own approach would seemn, to some ex-—

. ' . tent, an extension of the path that this examination took. 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: thie ehcounter bétween Hias and the
absent bear. |

-~ In this encounter, we postulated a x:eversal of aud@erice exlpecta* r
tion and an attendant collapse of one level of interpretation of the
ﬁlrﬁ. We cited in this collapse the arrival of g&‘ perspective fhat hints

- at a paradigm informed by absence, existing in opposition to a para-—

digm infoim_ec_i By presence; the latter we.igient‘ifi,ed as the paradigm

- that un'derlies traditional religious cinemna criticism; "v;lifh its focu,s\ on

;reference, the former we identified as the paradigm that undérlies
‘ thifs‘ dissertation’ and: all that is derived therein. From the absent bear
‘we moved to the absent centre, which we identified'indistcinctly as'_ \

either Miihlbeck (who is dead from the outset of the film) or the se~

cret formula for the manufacture of ruby-coloured glass that he pos— -
sessed (and took with him to the grave). We then showed that‘,‘ on .
" ' the one hand, "much of the film is ‘centred’ on this‘ abéen,tf‘_‘centr.e' \
and that, on the other hand, the film t:'ompris{és a ser.iea{‘ of ‘decen:- ' "
trings’, fostered and represented pﬁmarily b}} Hias, yvhg' th‘erefore ex-.

-

. ists in contrast to Goldfinger, since the latter is obsessed with. t‘he‘fog',—'.' L

0 ‘ mula’s recovery. : _ L : T
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We then proceeded to analyse the film in greater depth This
closer analysis uncovered a variety of mteresting data, none of which

need’ be repeated here, for they served more as fodder for the latter

. portion of the chapter than as an end in themselves Thus, we

. turned to the application of the critica] method developed in the sec-

ond chapter Under the rubric of brevity, we de¢termined that Herz
aus Glas 1s less a monolithic narrative than a series of narrative

fragments which, in turn, exhibit an absence of narrative closure

.Moving then.to the rubric of narrative, we concluded that Aerz aus

Glas nevertheless fits the category of narrative cinema, but; in this
capacxty, narrative is a function of the desire that we as the audi- .
ence, bring o the film. This desire remains unfulfxlled indeed, it 15_

' consistently countered, first in the absence of.narrative closure,- then .

'in the encounter with the metaphorical dimension of the film,

‘1 -wherein it 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.

'Beneath this, however, metaphor may also be found in the essential

cinematic experience per se. Here, finally, we posited the paradox
that we held to pervade that experience. Indeed, this paradex pene-

trates the essential cinernatic experience to such an extent that the

film challenges not only our perception of szse/f, but our mode of

perception itself. Then, under the guise of the three flavours of par-

adox, postulated by Crossan, we ‘outlinec‘} the precise requirements that.

.the audience must fulfil to attain the perspective elucidated in our
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analysis There remained only the isolation of the qualifier that would
permit the formal inclusion of Herz aus Glas in the category of reli- °
gious’ cinema We asserted that there 1s no qualifier /7 the film;
rather, the qualifier exists in the tension between the seen and the ‘
unseen, the known and the unknown, the present and the absent in

the film Thus, the qualifier 1s a function of our experience of the

film, though this only from a very specific vantage, such that the
qualifier exists less as some identifiable z4/77g than precisely as 1ts ab-
sence Yet, the experience remains artificial, such that it 1s never,

more than virtual religious experience. -
Dissertation Critique (

We deal now with several matters idepﬁfied 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 religioﬁs cinema theory and criti-
cism, given that we have chosen partiqular 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 thesis is compro~

mised by its reliance on the aforementioned definitions; but we also

insisted that this reliance is precisely what makes this dissertation

original with respect to religious cinema theory and criticism. We
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further hinted that our perspective does not so much counter tradi-
tional religious cinerna criticism as treat the latter as a specific in-
stance of a more general approach, for traditional rehgious cinema
criticisn 1s a method that interacts with the surface of religious cine-
ma, but fals to dig beneath that surface -to reveal the cinematic
substratum whence religious cingrha is ultimately derived Thus, we
deem our thesis to represent bo(; a deeper and a more thorough
(therefore more rewardmg2 point ;f ;arigin" Traditional rehgious cine-
ma criticism maintains its relevanc:é as a method of mapping the
surface features that point to the immediate focus of our thesis: the
esseritial cinematic 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 definition, it merely relativizes it:
reference 1s no longer understood-in an ultimate sense, but simply as
connection: between events, between objects, between images, even
between levels of interpretation. Connections may be established
throughout every level of the essential cinematic experience, but
these connections fail to achieve any absolute status; they exist with—
in the essential cinematic experience, or within the \larger world of
signification that surrounds 1t, or within the universe of signification
that gives rise to all forms of human communication. But never be—
yond Thus, if our thesis is to find 1ts match, it is not in traditional
religious cinema criticism, for it has moved beyond that; rather, it

will find its match in a perspective that is yet more fundamental,

i

. -

N

o | |



closer to the origin of the essential cinematic experience, therefore

able to encompass both our thesis and traditiongl religious cinerna
criticism and demonstrate both to be but specific instances of a yet
more general approach.

To p;\ovide an example of the foregoing, we may take up the
quéstions posed at the ‘end of the last chapter: Are we in ‘danger’ of
asser:ting that Cecil B. DeMille's 7he 7en Commandments is no longer
to be included in the category of .religious cinema? Or have we simply
expanded that category suc,:h that 1t may include both that film and
Herz aus_(z'las, requiring our analysis to include the latter and a tra-
ciitional analysis to include the former? A thorough answer to these
questions requires that we attemnpt to analyse DeMille’s film in a
manner similar to our analysis of Herzog’s film. But a thorough an-
swer 1s unnécessary ‘here. A contempérary audience 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 audience’s desire for biblical spectacle will not be fu/-
filled, at least not in the same manner or éegree as might have been
the case for the original audience. Indeed, -it is likely that the specta-
cle will, to some extent, ‘self-destruct’ in the minds of all bu the
moét naive members of the audience. In this ‘self-destruction’, wé
would catch the first glimpse of the material to which to apply our
approach; furthermore, traditional religious cinema criticisrn would
also have to adrg’it the relativity of the spectacle—and therefore of

the referential di‘mension of the film as a whole.
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This relativization, however, also points to the relativization of -
6_ui_' thesis It seems-inevitable that some of the phenomena associated
with the essential cinematic experience decay with time. Ultimately,
this will lead to a need to revise our understanding of the topoiogy of
the essential cinematic experience itself. what once was thought to be
fundamental to that e:fperience is now shown to be peripheral; con-

versely, what 1s now thought to be no more than peripheral may, in

time, be shown to be fundamental Cinema, as well as our under-

standing thereof, is in a constant state of flux; our fhésxs 15 an island
in 3 sea of posstbilities; in time, this island will grow or sink; inevi-
tabl‘;j‘* other islands will appear. Thus, our thesis exists, not only in
relation to traditional religigus cinerna criticism, but also 1n relation
to all religious cinema theory and criticisrﬁ and, beyond these, to
film theory per se. At the very least, it leads to the exbansion and
further crystallization of religious cinema theory (particularly since ‘

the latter hardly exists as a discipline) and the critical methods asso-

ciated with it. But wherein lies its contribution to film theory per

se, since it Is, at least in part, a derivgtivé thereof, though perhaps
somewhat ‘inadvertently 507 '

The minimum contribution we posit in the rapprochement be-
tween film theorﬁr and religious cinema theory that this dissertation
engenders: the two are in closer proxirﬁity again, as they oﬁce were.
when, for exam‘ple, Siegfried Kracguer was more popu}ar, .thc;ugh
both have been permitted to change (thus, the original proximity, or

its grbund, is lost). Beyond this, we cite the eclectic nature of our

t~
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approach for this encourages a less’ dogmatlc more loosely controlled
understahdmg of film theory (it may seern 1romc that a re/zgmus

cinema thedry should be less dogmatlc than a secular or general one,
yet that is very much in keepmg thh our perspective). But beyond

even this, we note that, following the work t‘hat th;s dissertation

"repr'esents,,' it should no longer be possible to develop a theory of reli-
'gio'us cinenia—-or\a methlod' of religious cinema criticism—in isolation;

| fil}'ri theory has simply revealed too 'r'nuch, 'about the phenomenon

5 ‘that forrﬂs its focus to Permi't the Critli(‘: or theorist of religious, cinerna

'tq pay it no heed. Finally, ‘we deem the most fu;{damental contribu-

tion to be the simple provision of‘a‘,th'eory, and 2 method—neither. of

whi¢h is inimical to film theory generally-—with which to tackle the

phenomenon of religious cinema, in other words: film theory has ex—

&

panded its horizon to include religious* cinerna. , ;
”  This expanswn however, hnnts also. at the possxblhty of a re-
definition of film theory We would argue that many of the contemn-—
porary film theories would be madequate to the task of analygmg o
Herz aus Glas. Or,-if adequate, then certainly not to the extent that
they could account for our experiénce of that film in its entirety
(note that nowhere do we claim that our analysis exhausts the in-
terpretative potential of f/erz aus Glas). In other words: now that
fxlm theory generally has expanded its horizon to include rehglous
cmema,‘ it can no IOnggr ignore that phenomenon; we could require

of other film theories that have initiated an analytic process that

'they attempt to come to terms with our own approach before they,
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complete their conclusions. Nd,r would this be lt.‘mprofita;b]e, for in the
very attempt, a bxjidngng of the gap between film théory and film
criticism “would be initiated: every analysis mﬁst‘ credit the audience
of the film in question with sorne degree of insight into its interpre— -
tat;iv«_z potential aﬁd it is precisely as ‘members of the audience that
we Initiate our approach. Simﬂarly, the gap between religious cinermna
theory and film reviews appearing in wrezligious periodicals would be ’
considerably narrowed through the expansion of the religioué cinema |

critic’s perspective to include many of the data éutside the focus -of a

. traditional religious cinema criticism, although this may also make

"such -reviews unpalatable to their established audience.

In 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 approach to religious

cinerna that begins with an examination of the elements of the cine-

‘matic medium itself. Religious cinema theory need no longer tread as

‘cax.'efully around the issues that occupy filrn theory generally; rather,

it may tackle them with equal vigour. The advantage of this freedom -
for the wider audience is that réligious cinéma theory is better able
to-stand on its an and defend its stance against the onslaught of
other, perhaps more secular film theories (/ e., whfose focus is more
secular). It is more feasible to jﬁstify the inclusion of particular films
in'the category of religious cinerna; it is also easier to identify the
religious dimensions often intuited in film;» fay gutside the traditional

boundaries of religious cinema.

7
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To rephrase: religious cinema theory is more relevant to'the

" experience of the members of the audience, be they dilettantes, so-

phisticated viewers, or formal students of film. Nor is it any longer
necessary to posit the existence of the religious dimension only in the\
positive (cf., Weiss); the religious cinema critic is free to move be-
yond certain stylistic conventions (<., Schrader); the theorist is able
to delve into the essential cinematic experience irx all its manifesta-
tions; for in all cases the religious dimension is utterly a function of
interpretation and fully recognized as such. Here we find ourselves. '

once more on the threshold of lilm theory generally, but as an equal

. instead of ‘as a dependant, for we are now able to offer a criticism of

earlier religious cinema theory, without recourse to other film theo-

ries, but simply from the perspettive of thé greater confidence and

o prec:smn that our deeper foundation provxdes

Nevertheless the latter is sub,]ect fmally, to the very paradox
that it generates: xf we- return to the. problem of paradigm 1dent1ﬁed
early in the previous chapter, we must acknowledge that religious
cinema as we have defined it is unstable; this instability resides not
only in the interpretative capaclty of the audierlce, but also in the
theoretical circularity of our argument. We were unable to resolve
the issue of the status of religious cinema as paradigmatic or anti-
paradigmatie; in the former case, we stated that religious cinema
would disappear, in the latter case, we recognized that our thesm
would require expansion. The instability stems from the locus of par-

adigm for, as we have defined- that locus, it resides, not in the body

7
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of films that we would ideﬁtify' as religious' cinema, but m the act of
interpretation and categorization that leads to that identification. In
-~ other words the locus of stability mamtams its existence entirely
within the sphere of a non- statxonary, even undefmed obJect
, As the object moves, so does the locus of our paradigm; and as
the latter moves, our thesxs is shifted from xts own foundation. We
may state, innocently, that therem lies -its strength for it is ground—
ed in a perapectlve that avoxds even inhibits stability in'any absolute
sense. But that 51mply begs the questlon. Wherein, then, 'hes the .
value of this dissertation, if it 1s no more than a‘t.e'mpofary\ a}?plica—
;ibn of its own thesis? The two cannot so easily and innocer;tly be.
separated from one another, for the thesis is’ defended in this disser-
tation, the dissertation defends zhat thesis. Yét it is inevitable that ‘
one or tk}e other $hould decay;, we can prevent neither, for /the origin
and nature of any future critique are unknown. Thus, the value oi
this dissertation cannot extend much beyénd its effort to move reli-
gious cinema theory and criticism in a new direction; once this move
has been properly initiated and acquires some internal moménturﬁ,
our, work will pass into obscurity, but it will have achieved both 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 cinerna. We deem both options mentioned
in the previous chabter to apply, although they appear to contradict .

one another: on the one hand, if our definition of religious cinema as

essentially anti-paradigmatic forces the conclusion that we define a
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cinematic péra&igm, 'with religfous cinema as its paradigmati'c model
(and Herz aus Glas as the first (7 e, ‘paradigmatic) instance there—
of), then rehgious cingma vanishes as precisely what it was defined
‘as; on the other hand, if our defmxtlon of religious cinema as essen—

tially anti-paradigmatic 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., Herz aus
Glas) at the edge of the paradigmatic universe.

~In the former instance, the thrust of this dissertation is, in
part, toward the amalgamat{on of cinerna and religious cinema, for,
if the latter is a function of mterpretatlon then there are no neces-
sary restrictions to be imposed on xts horizon. Religious cmema is nei-
ther paradigmatic nor anti-paradigmatic with respect to cinema per
se, rather, either conceptionh“is a function of the rigidity with which

cinema as a whole is defined: a rigid definition requires that religious

cinema be understood .anti-paradigmatically, for the purpose of its ex—

istence is'then to collapse that rigidity; a loose definition requires that

religious cinerna be understood paradigmatically, but only with re-

i1

. spect to that loose definition, since the purpose of religious cinema is

then synonymous with.cinema per se and the existence of the latter

_serves always to question both its own nature and status.as well as

JI—

the nature and status of the ‘real’ world.
In the other instance above, we must also recognize that the

~t'hlrust~ of the ‘real’ world is always mythic (for so it is defined) and -

. that every religious endeavour must therefore retain a non-

-
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paradlgmatxc even anti-paradigmatic status in its encounter with
that world Here rehgrous cinema exists less in relation to cinema as
a whole than in relatiori. to religion as a whole. It is therefore a non-’
paradigmatif: object in relation, not only to cinerna, but also to’the
‘real’ world. As ,such, it can scarcely be defended m this dissertation,
for it is synonymous with religion per se. All that can be defended is
the particular definition of religion that underlies it. This, too, is im-
.:posszble as an absolute defehce ‘1t can be: defended only as a.choice

and as such 1t already has been defended, in the- form of our defml-

. " tibns of religious language (as non-referential) and rehglous experience '

(as Wholly Other) in_the first chapter | o

" ' - Cont:ludipg ‘Remarks- | .

From this perspectlve then, the two mstances appear consxder-
ably less contradxctory, mdeed they now seém complementary, ex-
isting together to inform and dxrect the expansmn of our approach in-
to film theory, on the one hand and religion and culture, on the
other hand..In the conJunctlon of this complementary pair, we dis~-
cern the fmal ‘Jocation of our- -dissertation: the latter exists in and as
their nexus. Ahd, in this discernment, we reach the end of the de-
' fence ot our thesis and _hence of the disset;tation Henceforth the lo—
cus of the.debate must reside elsewhere. lt is our hope that such a-
debate will, in fact anse "for there has been httle thereof in religious

cinema theory and‘cntlcxsm, rather, each approach has existed as

s
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though in isolation from all others. This cannot continue. It is thus .
our further hope that this dissertation may setrve at least as a prov-
) ocation to other critics, students, and scholars of religious cinema, for

this can only be of benefit to religious cinema theory and criticism.-

-, -




SCREENPLRY
Herz aus Elas

8

Herz aus Glas W‘as\nirected by Werner Herzog and released 1n
” 1976. This Scréenplay contains a shot-by-shot description of the film.
o The description is the result of a careful, frame-by-frame analysis of
oo the film over a one-week period. Access to the film was provided by
o _the Goethe Institute of Toronto. The print number was 1294/28,; the
print was 16mm with full colour and sound; the dialogue was in Ger-
- ' man, with French subtitles. The film was screened prxvately on Jan-.
s " uary 30, 1981, and March 3-4, 1984. :
" The ‘shot’ is the smallest structural unit identified in the de—
scription. There are 250 shots in the film as screened. Each shot i
A identified by number and listed in sequence Following each shot

. number a brief technical descrxptlon is enclosed in square brackets

%

N \

The elements of this brief technical description are:

\ ¢ Number of frames. . .
& . ¢ Number of seconds. A U
e Location (Exterior or Interior).

‘ * Time of day % or nght&j

A ® Type of shot CU, MCU, MS, MLS, LS, XLS).

f'or example, shot number 00! contains 2008 frames, lasts approxi-

‘mately 84 seconds (at 24 frames per second), is an exterior shot, is-

1,
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a day shoji, and is a medium shot.

Following Goldstein and Kaufman, seven .shot types are_ide;';tified

N
e

in the description:

XCU (eXtreme Close-Up): “A shot that includes just a small detail
of the subject; i.e., a shot of an eye, a finger, a shoe, etc.”
(Goldstein and Kaufman: 595)

CU (Close-Up): “A shot which includes only a small patt of the
subject; i.e., a shot qf just a person’s head or hands.” (592)

- MCU (Medium Close-Up): A shot in which a detail of the subject
doesn't quite fill the frame; i.e., a person’s head and should-
" (598-599) \

MS (Medium Shot): “A shot that includes about half the subject;
i.e,, a person from the walst up.” (599)

‘MLS (Medium Long 8hot): "A shot that iricludes the entire subject
- i.e., a shot in which a person’s figure fills the frame.” (599)

LS (Long 8hot): A shot that includes the entire subject and much
of its surroundings; {.e., a shot in which a person’s figure occu-
pies less thari half the height of the frame.” (598)

XLS (eXtreme-Long 8hot): “A shot ih which the subject is quite

. small in the frame; i.e., a shot in which 2 human figure is
dwarfed by its surroundings.” (595)

After the technical description of each shot, the action, sounds,
. and dialogue are chronicled: Action anc} sounds are given in English,
since language is irrelevant. All dialogué, on the other hand, is given
éxa_ctfy as it\vgas recc;rdéd; .thus, it is a mixture of High German and
Gérman dialect. ‘No 'atte'mpt has been made to re-introduce correct

_grammar, since this wbuld destroy the effect of t,l;xe spoken words.

The dxsadva.ntage of this techmque to.the reader with no more than .

a casual knowledge of the German language is that the 'chalogue

{ i .
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becornes occasionally unreadable.

The cha}acter Hias mixes High German and 'German dialect. In
general, his prophetic monologues are High German, and his casual
conversation follows the norm for “tljxe majority of the remaining
characters. Adalbert, Goldfiniger, and @ldfinger's father all speak ex-
clusively High German All of the remaining characters who speak,
speak to a greater or lesser exteflt in German dialect; where the dia-
logue is difficult to follow, its meaning may usually be inferred from
the context. Occasionally, a speaking .character will not be mentiohed
in the portion of the text describing the action; the character is \6ut4
side the fran:xe, either in an immediate sense, or rmore remo'tely; as

- )

narrator.
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Shot 001 [2008f1.84s.E.D.MS]

Misty field with a few trees. Foreground: Hias, back to
camera, sitting on a rock, his head resting on his right

- hand. éackground: cows fegding on the grass. Slow echo-
ing yodeling. Title and credits: -

HERZ
AUS
GLAS

Ein Film
von
Werner Herzog

Nach
einem Drehbuch
von

Herbert
Achternbusch

Mit
Josef B
’ Bierbichler . .

. Kanjxera
' . Jb . »
* Schmidt-Reitwein ‘

Musik

Popol Vuh,
Studio der Frithen Musik

* Schnitt .
Beate i s
\ Mainka-Jellinghaus
Shot 002 [538f.22s.E.D.LS] ) '
Cows feeding— on the grass. Slow echoing yodeling contin-

ues.
‘. Shot 003  [8361.38s.E.D.MS)
s Continuation of 0b1 . Hias, face to camera, as in 001. Heié
itg gazing beyond the camera. Slow echoing yodeling con-
inues,

Shot 004 {1971.8s.E.D.LS]

L




Shot 005
Shot 006

Shot 007

Hias:

" Shot 008

L 3

Hias:

Shot 009

+

Hias:

Hias:

J

Shot 010

\
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Caws‘_fe'eding\.on the graSsl,: moving slowly. ‘Slow echoing
yodeling continues. . B

[1013f.42s.E.D.XLS]

Fast motion.® Clouds washing over tree-covered hills. Slow
echoing yodeling continues.

[7311.30s.E.D.XLS]

Fast motion. Clouds flowing from left to right over a
ridge. Slow echoing yodeling continues.

[621f.26s.E.D.LS]

Hias, back to camera, lying on his back on a hill over-
looking a clouded valley, his right arm raised in the direc—
tion ol the valley. Slow echoing yodeling ends.

Ich schau in die Ferne, bis ans Ende der Welt. Und eh
der Tag um ist kornmt schon das Ende. Erst kommt die
Zeit ins Sturzen und dann die Erde. Und die Wolken kom-
men ins Rasen.

[257¢.115.E.D.MS])
A bubbling sea of heavy blue-white liquid.

Cann kocht die Erde; das ist das Zeichen. Das ist der An-
fang vom Ende.

[1008f.478.E.D.LS]

a

Waterfall, right side to camera, lower half. -

Der Rand der Welt fangt an zu sturzen. Alles fangt an’zu
sturzen.

Ominous music begins.

Sturzt nieder und fallt und stiirzt und stirzt. Und ich
schau in das Stiirzen hinein. Ich spiire einen Sog. Es zieht
mich. Es saugt mich hinunter. Ich beginne zu sturzen.
Ich stiirze. Ich stiirze und schwindel vom Sturzen.

[435¢.185.E.D.LS] g

Waterfall, right side to camera, upper half. Ominous mu-
sic continues. )
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Shot 011

Shot 012

Hii;s :

Hias:

Shot 013

Hias:

Shot 014

Shot 015

- Shot 016

. Shot 017

236
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[2201.9s.E.D.LS] .

Waterfall, left side to camera, upper half. Ominous music
continues. :

[639f.275.E.D.LS]

I

Same as 009. Ominous music continues, then fades into
the background. “

Ja und jetzt seh ich genau auf einen Punkt des stirzen-
den Wassers. Ich suche einen Punkt auf dem meine Augen

einen Halt finden. :

Ominous music ends; uplifting music begins.

Und ich werde leicht, immer leichter. Alles wird leicht;
ich fliege nach oben.

[6321.265.E.D.XLS]
Mountains wrapped in cloud. Uplifting music continues.

Dann, aus dem Stiirzen und Fliegen, hebt sich ein neues
Land. Wie das versunkene Atlantis taucht die Erde aus
dem Wasser empor. Ich seh eine neue Erde.

[509f.21s.E.D.XLS] ~
: \

Sun shining through clouds onto hills and mountains. Up-
lifting music continues. CoT .

[244f.10s.E.D.XLS) RS . -

Similar to 013. Uplifting music continues.

»

[5551.23s.E.D. XLS])

-

Foreground: river, forest. Background: hills, mountains.
Uplitting music continugs. N
[740f.31s.E.D.XLS] /

P

Arid zone with flat-topped mountains in the distance. Up-

Shot 018

lifting music continues, then fades out.

[6171.26s.E.D.MS]

Bottom of a chasm with boulders and patches of snow.

Sound of rushing water and falling rocks. Camera tilts

»
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slowly upward to reveal the sky and two bridges crossing
the chasm. ) , o

Shot 019 [606f.25s.E.D.MS]

Bottorn of the chasm, left side’ Hias, face to camelx"a, sit—

" ting on a rock, looking to his right. Background: top of
chasm with sky and two bridges. Sound of rushing water
continues. .

Hias: Gehts her, trauts euch! .,
Hias turns his head to his left.
Hias: Gehts her, hab ich gsagt!

Camera pans to the right to follow his gaze. On the right
side of the chasm, in a large crack, stand four farmers,
face to camera. ' T

¢ Rl

Shot 020 [850f.35s.E.D.MCU]

Head and shoulders of first farmer, face to camera, star-
ing beyond the camera. Sound of rushing water continues.

First Farmer: Der Riese hat.. .Auéen wie Mﬁhlenf&der, .
Finger. ..aus Asten, ...und ein Felsblock. . .als Nase.

Shot 021 [3131.13s.E.D.MCU]

Two of the other farmers, looking at each other. Sound of .
rushing water continues. One of the farmers steps for—

ward, - face to camera, looks down.

Second Farmer: Das Dorf ist in Angst. Der Rupp sagt, er habe
einen Riesen gesehen. Die Zeit der Riesen kommt wieder.

‘Sho;, 022 [208(.9s.E.D.MCU])

The fourth farmer, face to camera, gazing beyond the
camera. Sound of rushing water continues. .

Fourth Farmer: Der Riesé bricht die Bam. Er schlagt unser
4 Viech und reifit uns die Darme raus, wann er uns siegt. -

¢ Shot 023 [112f.5s.E.D.MCU)
Same as 020.

First Farmer: Er leckt uns das Hirn aua'ﬂ '
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- Shot 024

~

Hias:

~ Shot 025

-

Shot 026
Hias:
Shot 027

Hias:

ﬂias :

Shot 028

"Shot 029
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[s02f.21s.E.D.MCU]

Hias, face to camera, ‘looking to his right. Sound of rush-
ing water continues. ]

Den Riipp sagts, den Riesen gibts nicht. Er soll das nach-

ste mal mehr auf den Stand der Sonne achten. Die Sonne
war nieder und der Riese war nur der Schatten von ein—

em Zwerg. \\
[174f.7s.E.D.MS] .
The four farmers, face to camera, looking ond the

camera. Sound of rushing water continues. The second
farmer smiles.

[5341.226.E.D. MS) | L
Similar to 024. Sound of rushing water continues.

Wenn sich garnichts andert, dann glaubt ihr schon es ist
'anl'eshqi_ré tgliic . Aber ich seh ein Feuer. Und ich. seh die
ashtitte.

[853f.36s.E.D.MCU]
Same as 024. Sound of rushing water gontinues.
Und ich sag euch nochwas. ~ '

With his ri‘%ht hand, Hias points toward the-two bridges
over his left shoulder.

Schauts zu den beiden Brucken hinauf. Gleich lauft iiber
die eine ein Lugner und iiber die andere ein Dieb.

Camera’q%ns to the right, then tilts upward to the two
e

b_rid%es. “liar” crosses the first bridge from left to
rgg{; . The "thief” crosses the second bridge from ‘left to
right. ,

[3281.14s.1.D.MLS]

The Inn.” Foreground: the innkee&er clearing mugs from a
table. Background: Ascherl and Wudy sitting across from
one another, staring at each: other. Sound of mugs being
gathered together, followed by footsteps. -

[15001.63s.1.D.MCU]
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Ascher] and Wudy, as in 028. Ascherl’s mﬁg is half full of
‘beer, Wudy’s: is almost empty. ' - it

Wudy: Bistm morgen eh hin, Ascherl.

Wudy drinks the rest of his beer.
Wudy: Und ich schlaf auf deiner Leich meinen Rausch aus.
Ascherl: Wirt, bringmm Wudy no ei Bier!

The innkeeper takes away Wudy’s empty mug. Sound of
footsteps.

Wudy: Ich schlaf auf deiner Leich.
Shot 030 [3231.13s.1.D.MCU)
Wudy, face to camera, looking beyond the camera.

Wudy: Der Hias hats gsagt, daf ich auf deiner Leich schlaf. Der
Hias schaut die Zukunft.

Shot 031  [7351.31s.1.D.MCU]
Ascherl, face to camera, looking beyond the camera.

Ascherl: Vorausgsetzt, daf wir irn Heu schlafen. Und dann
miiflet i. . .als Erster auf die Ten hrunterfalln. Und dann

mufitest du.. .auf mi drauffalln. Ab wenns nicht weich
fallst, dann bist dau hi.

Shot 032  [793f.33s.1.D.MS]

The Mansion, dining room. Goldfinger's father, face to
camera, sitting, as always, in his chair in the corner by
the window. He wrings his hands repeatedly as the cam-
era moves slowly closer.” He laughs softly.

Father: Der Miihlbeck ist gestorben, urid kein Mensch weif das
Gemenge vom Rubin. .

Shot 033  [918f.385.1.D.MS]

The Glassworks. Foreground: Wenzel, right side to camera;’
and Agide, face to camera, both seated, eyes downcast. .,
Background: another seated glassworker, left side to cam- (.
era, framed against the daylight. No one is working.

Lt
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Agide: Schreiben hat er doch kénnen, Das hétt er leicht auf-

schreiben konnen, .. . wie das Rubinglas gemacht wird.

Wenzel: Hast du schomal ei Wort gschrieben?

Kgide: Aber reden hatt er doch kénnen, der Miihlbeck.

Shot 034

Shot 035

Shot 036

 Shot 037

[532f.22s.E.D.MLS]

The Graveyard. Anamirl, face to camera, all dressed in
black, kneeling before Muhlbeck’s fresh grave. She has her
hands on the earth covering the grave. Sound of church-
bells ringing and birds singing. Anamirl clasps her hands

together and raises them upward in an attitude of suppli-

cation as she raises her face up to the sky.

[11131.46s.1.D, MLS]

The Glassworks. Camera moves slowly past the glass-
workers as the?' sit, stand and move about aimlessly. -
‘Limbo’ music fades in.

[6201.26s.1.D.MLS)

The oven. Sound of the fire burning fiercely. The fire has ™ |
been stoked, but remains unused. ﬁ.imbo’ music fades

out. .
[8551.365.1.D.MS] P,

The Mansion, dining room. -Goldfinger, left side to camera, °
standing before the crystal cabinet. In his hands he is
holdlfn one of the ruby-coloured goblets. He fingers it
carefully. .

Goldfinger: Mein Gott, das war das zweite Glas| Und diese

Shot 038

Shot 039

’ Shot 040 -

Pracht wird jetzt von der Welt hinwe%tilghsWas schiitzt:
mich jetzt vor den Unbilden des freien Weltalls?

¢

[1341.6s.ED.CU)
The goblet in Goldfinger’s hands.
', t

{217£.9s.1.D.MS]

Same as 032. The camera remains stationary. Goldfinger’s
father laughs softly, stops. '

[1381.65.1.D.MS]
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Shot 041

Shot. 043
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Goldfiniger, face to camera, sitting at the table. On the

table before him stand -a ruby glass and a ruby decanter.:,
Through his open shirt, he slowly rubs the skin over his.
heart with his right hand. -

. [402f.17s.1.D. MCU]
~ Continuation of 040. Goldfinger’s head and shoulders.
Shot 042

[4441.19s.1.D.MCU]

The Glassworks. One of the ports of the oven, belching
fire. Sound of the fire burning fiercely.

[908t.38s.1.D. MCU]

The Inn. Ascher] and Wudy, as in 029. Ascherl rabs,
Wudy by the hair and shakes his head back and ortl;x‘,
then lets go. Wudy -picks up his empty mug. 7

Ascherl: Dies traust du dir nit.
Wudy: Ab’Ascher], wirkli.

; ‘Shot 044

-

*Shot 045

Shot 046

Shot 047

Shot 048

Wudy raises his mug over his head.
[2511.10s.1.D.MCU]

Ascherl, as in 037. Wudy's hand comes down, smashing
his mug on the top of Ascherl’s head. Sound of mug being

. suddenly smashed.

[851.4s.1.D.MCU] B
Wudy, as in 030.
[2391.10s.1.D. MCU} \

Continuation of 044. Ascherl shakes the broken glass out
of his hair.

[491.25.1.D.MCU]
Continuation of 045.

[599¢.25s.1.D.MS]

"Ascher] and Wudy. Ascherl picks up his mug, empties its

contents onto Wudy’s head. Sound of beer bemg poured.
Ascherl puts his mug back down. Wudy drops the handle



“_Shot 052 - [335¢.14s.1.D.MS] o

of his broken mug onto the table. E

 Shot 049  [s07¢.21s.1.D. MLS]

The Mansion, dining room. On the table starid the ruby
glass and mﬂy decanter.. The door creaks open. Goldfinger

, enters.
Goldfinger: V‘atér,' hast du Adalbert gesehen? s
Shot 050 [1691.8s.1.D. MLS] ) |
" . Similar to 039 Goldfinger’s father laughs softly.

Shot 051 (2201.9s.1.D.MS]

. Goldfinger Spens another door, leaves the room without
closing the door. Sound of footsteps.

~ Adalbert, sitting in the office, reading.
Shot '053  [1270f.53s.1.D. MLS] ‘ - ,
;' The Inn, Paulin’s bedroom: Paulin, back to camera, lying

" on her stornach ori her bed; she is covered by a large"
* comforter. Her right arm is dangling over the edge of the

bed. Sound-of footsteps approaching, followed by knocking.
. ' Wife: Paulin! S ”, ( et e
" More knocking. ‘ |
Wife: P&ulin! |
‘Sound of door being opened followed by footsteps as the
;::;Rlém;’.s wife enters the room and pulls the comfortgr -

Wife: Liegscht du wieder nackert im Bett:!

¢

The innkeeper’s wife smacks Paulin’s bottom.

Wife: Komm, zieh di au!

Sound of retreating footsteps as the innkeeper’s wife leaves |
the room. Paulin gets up slowly, sits on the edge of the
. bed, looks toward the window sill.
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. 'Shot 054 [276f.12s.1. D.cU)

The window sill. A contamer with writing xmplements
Beside it is a mass of flies, some motionless, others still
crawling around. Sound of flies buzzing.

Shot 055 | [272f.11s.1.D.LS)

The Mansion, bedroom. Goldfm er and Adalbert are kneel—
ing before a crucifix. A clock chimes twice.

Goldfinger: Das Glas hat eine leicht zerbrechliche Seele.
Shot 056  [344f.14¢1.D.MCU]

Goldfingw back to camera, praymg before a small statue
of the adonna.

‘Goldfinger:- Es ist rein von Flecken. Der Sprung ist die Siﬁmde.
He raises his hands very slowly to cover his head. ‘
Goldfinger: Nach dem Sundenfall glbt es kexnen Ton mehr
Shot 057 [158f.7s.1.D.McCU}

Adalbert, face to camera, kneelmg, hands clasped ¢yes
raised. He closes his eyes.’

Adalbcrt Amen.

. Shot 058 [849f.35s.1.D.MS]

¥

Goldfmg r, left sxde to camera, kneeling. He gets up, as
does Adalbert, who was kneehng below the frame Adal-
bert adjusts Goldfmger s clothes. ‘

Goldfinger:' Wird die Zukunft im Untergang der Fabriken ebenso
eine- Notwendigkeit' erkennen, wie uns die Burgen ein
Zenchen notwendiger Wandlung sind?

- Shot 059 [2251 9s.1.D. MLS]
" Adalbert continues to adjust Goldﬁnger s clothcs

)

Shot 060 [450f.19s.1.D. MCU]
' Adalbert, face to camera.-
Adalbert Dxé Leute sagen der Hias hatte geschaut daﬂ die

? , - \
I
]
[N



 Shot 061
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Brennesseln aus den Glasfabriken herausschauen werden.

'Die Holunderstauden werden sich nach der Gesellschaft der

- o

Menschen verzehren, heifit es.
[12091.50s.1.D.MCU]

Goldfinger, face to camera. . !

Goldfinger: Der Rubin mus uns retten. Laf er des Miihlbeck

Haus niederreifien und in allen Ritzen nach dern Geheimnis

. suchen. Das Erdreich, auf demn sein Haus gestanden, grabe

man drei Fufl tief aus. Denn der Mihlbeck konne sein
heimnis vergraben haben. Das grine Kanapee aus Paris,
das er seiner Mutter Anamirl geschenkt, bringe man mir.

Goldfinger closes his eyes, raises the back of his right hand
to his lorehead. ,

Goldfinger: Die Unordnung der Gestirne schmerzt mich im .

Kopf. -
" Shot 062 [4171.17s.1.D.M8]
. | Adalbert helps Goldfinger on with his coat.
C ‘ . Adalbert: Der Hut. -
" 1 Adalbert gives Goldfinger his hat.

" Adalbert: Der Stock:

. %" Shot 063.

Adalbert gives Goldfinger his walking stick. ,

[256£.11s.1.D.MS] -

- Ludmiilla, back to camera, standing before the door to the

dining roorn, holding a tray with food and dishes. The
door creaks as Adalgert opens it from within. Behind

" Adalbert: Goldfinger, standing, and Goldfinger’s father,

seated.

Adalbert: Der gnadige Herr winscht jetzt:nicht zu frithstiick—

Goidfingcr: Ludmilla moge heute das Haar offen tragen.
Adalbert: Ja, sie moge das Haar offen’tg'agcn.

Shot 064

o

i

[691.3s.1.D.MS]
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N Ludmilla, face ‘to camgré, seen through the doorway. -
-~ Adalbert: Eine Gunst fiir das Dienstmensch. .

Shot 065 [2511.10s.1.D.MS] -

P

Continuation of 063. Goldfinger’s father laughs. The door
creaks as Adalbert closes it from within. Ludmilla turns .
around and carries the tray away. g

’

‘Shot 066  [3421.14s.1.D.LS]

The Barn. On the ground lie Ascherl (below) and Wudy |
(above), both on their stomachs, motionless. Paulin, face
to camera, stands facing them, a cat beside her. She ’
shakes her head slowly as the cat runs toward the open
barn door in the background. "

Shot 067 [1651.7s.1.D.MCU]
. -Ascher]l and Wudy, from above.
Shot 068 [3861.16s.1.D.MCU]
Paulin, face to camera, her hands raised, palme; O];cn and
forward, her face in anguish. She is gazmgo:t the%::ound
below the carfiera. She raises her hands above her head

then brings them down beside her head. She screams. She
screams again. - ‘ ' . .

Shot 069  [3401.14s.1.D.LS]

Same as 066, without the cat. Paulin has hér hands to .
her mouth. 'f’he‘innkee,per’s wife enters.

Wifc: Was schrei;t denn so?!

Thlfe innkeeper’s wife stands before the bodies, crosses her—
seit . o . . _— o . -

Wife (softly): Mariandjosef! - -
' Shot 070  [1831.85.1.D.MCU) T |
lS.'.;me as 067. The innklzepexj'sls}zi'fe crosses frorﬂri'right( to, -
eft. ‘ . e .

i N

Shgﬁt 071 [1107(._11:.‘1.D.MS] ‘
The Mansion, dining room. Goldfinger, "back to.caméra,

O SUUEEE
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stands before his seated father, face to camera.

Goldfinger: Vater, der Glasmacher Gigl meint, er habe das Ge—
heimnis vom Rubin. Das ware der Tag zum Aufstehen.

" Father: Nein, nein. Ich bleibe in meinem Lehnstuhl. Mir ist
das, mir ist das Riickgrat als ob [eer;j runterfallen wurde,
wie e@n Haufen Steine. -

Goldfinger: Dein Riickgrat ist micht morsch. Dein Ruckgrat ist.
nicht morsch. Du wirst nicht auseinanderfallen, wie ein

Haufen Steine. Zwolf Jahre lang sitzt du schon auf diesem
Stuhl. Zwolf Jahre.- . ‘

Father (softly): Ja.

Adalbert enters carrying Goldfinger’s father’s shoes. He
- hands them to Goldfinger and leaves. G_olgﬁnger offers the
shoes to his father.

wnG'u’»ldfingcr: Zwolf Jahre lang schon zeige ich dirfLeine‘-Schuhe.
Zwolf Jahre schon. oo . ~

Father (softly): Ja, Zwdlf.
Goldfinger (softly): Zwdlf Jahre.
GoIdﬁngeri father shakes his head and laughs..
R " Goldfinger: Gut. Gut. Ich lasse dich tragen ‘wie immer.

© Shot 072 [336f.14s.1.D.MLS]

i : ’ The Glassworks. Gigl takes. a long pipe out of the oven; at
its end: a mass of molten glass, glowing orange. He turns

i -

the pipe while blowing into it as another glassworker
shapes the glass with a concave mold. o

)

Shot 073 [1491.6s.1.D.MLS]

A score of | glastorkers look on as Gigl works the glaﬁs into
shape.

_ Shot 074 (470¢.20s.1.D. MLS] -

As Goldfinger, his father, and the glassworkers look on, |
Adalbert briefly inspects the-glass.

Adalbert: Irrt er sich nicht? Hat er wirklich Rubinglas? -
* ‘ »
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T ~S»l"xqt 075

" Shot 076

....

o

Goldfinger: Und das soll Rubinglas sein?!
Gigl: Ja, no eins? -

. Goldfinger: Nein! Nein!

" Shot 077

Shot 078

* continues to laugh loudly. - A

. Goldfinger’s fa

-Gigl returns the %lass to the oven, brings-it-back; it is .
- glowing white hot. L :

Adalbert Ist das wirklich Rubinglas? -

‘Goldfinger’s father begins to- laugh loully. -

[276£:125.1.D.cU]

Goldfinger's father, fac’e to camera, sei(;bd, rloqk:i_ng,On.‘ He

[17461.73s.1.D. MLS) . .
Continuation of 074, Goldfinge}’s father continues to laugh
loudly. Goldfinger dips his sword into the glass at the, end
of the p{f)e' some of the g]ass sticks to the end of his. .
sword. He holds his swor up, letting it drip glass. .

N TN A

&
1
.

Gigl drops the pigle, goes back to the oven, withdraws ,
another pipe with molten glass on its end, brings it back.
-Again, Goldfinger dips his sword into the glass at the end -
of the pipe. Goldfinger’s father, stops laughing.. . ‘

Goldfinger’s father begins to laugh loudlx' his laughter .
echoing throughout the Glassworks. Gol (mger throws his
sword to the ground and-leaves, followed by Adalbert and .
her, the latter still seated in his chair, -
which 15 carried by three workmen, one in front, two in
back. ‘Gigl continues to turn the pipe for a little while.

[815f.34s.E.D.MLS] ¥

The Village. ‘Limbo’ music, as in 035-036. 1t i5s misty. A
number ‘of villagers, incluéing Goldfinger, his father, still
being carried in his chair, and Adalbert, are walking
across the frame, from right to left. ; ,

[1271.5s.E.D).L8]

A woman, face to camera standx':ag on.her front porch,

4
b N
1 Y =

_watching the procession. ‘Limbo’ music continues.



Shot 079

Shot 080

Hias:

Shot 081
Hias:
Hias:

Hias:

Hias:

[

“Shot 082
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[361f.16s.E.D.XLS]

Continuation of 077, but from a much greater distance.
‘Limbo’ music continues.

[524f.225.E.D.MLS]

The Forest. The camera looks up at Hias, face to camera,
seated on a rock, his elbows on his knees, his back framed
against the sky. ‘Limbo’ music continues in the back—
ground. Occasionally, mist floats across the frame.

Ich weif nicht, ob ich weg, soli von hier. Drunten im Dorf
geht der Wahnsinn herum. Der Huttenherr will einen
neuen Ofen bauen lassen, aber die Ofensetzer bleiben aus

[1865f.785.E.D.MCU]

Hias, face to camera, seated between two boulders, his
back to the valley far below. ‘Limbo’ music continues in
the background.

Ich seh wie auf einmal im Bach ein Feuer fliefit,

‘Limbo’ music fades out.

und der Wind brennts Feuer daher. Ich seh wie die Baum
brennen wie die Zundholzle. .

Music fades in in the background.

Ich seh wie viele Menschen einen Hiigel hinauf rennen.
Sie machen oben atemlos halt, 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 mehr da und kein Haus,
nurne Mauertrimmer. ‘

’ A

Music fades out.

Ja, und dann seh ich, ‘wie drunte¢n auf der Waldhaus—
strafie einer rennt, mit einern brennenden Ast in der Hand
und schreit, “Bin ich wirklich noch der Letzte? Bin ich
wirklich noch der Einzige?” S

[2951.125.E.D.XLS] o ) .

A grassy, rolling landscape covered in cloud and mist, but
quite light. Plucked instrumental music. Vocalist begins to

Ry
- <
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: sing soothingly. .
Shot 083 [459f.195.E.D.L8]

A small watering-hole amid a still-smoldering, burnt-out
forest. Vocalist and instrumental music continue.

Shot 084 [217f 95.E.D.LS]
Foreground: a rocky slope, rising away from the camera.
Background: ruin-like shadows against a white sky. Vo-
calist and instrumental music continue.

Shot 085 [509f.12s.E.D.XLS] "
Foreground: steaming white rock. Bacﬁground: hills and

mountains surrounded by cloud. Vocalist and instrumental
music continue.

Shot 086 [463£.195.E.D.LS]
Similar to 085. Vocalist and instrumental music continue.

Shot 087 [568f.24s.E.D.LS]

Ed—“::l

Similar to 085, but seen from the other side of a body of
water. Vocalist and instfumental music continue.

L]

Shot 088 [356f.15s.E.D.LS)

A lake with denuded trees. Vocalist and instrumental mu-

sic continue, then fade out. @

Shot 089 [536f.225.E.D.LS]
A sea with a fog bank in the distance. Uplifting music

(similar to 012-017) fades in. >
” Shot 090 [343f.14s.E.D.LS) *
&
A sea with sunlight glinting off the waves. Uplifting music
continues. ‘ ,
m”Shot 091 [206f.95.E.D.XLS] 3 |
e e ™ -Aerial view of a sea dotted with low, elongated islands.
’ Uplifting music continues.
* Shot 092 [361f.15s.E.D.XLS] . :

.
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Similar to 091. Uplifting music continues.

Shot 093 [405f.17s.E.D.LS]

.’l‘"he Forest. Hias, face to camera,. wallg;ng downhill, away
from the camera. Uplifting music continues. In the back-
ground: sound of footsteps.

Shot 094 [6411.27s.E.D.LS] -

The camera follows Hias from the side. Footste s continue
in the background. Uplifting music continues, then fades
out. Footsteps fade into the foreground.

Shot 095 [359f.15s.1.D.MLS]"

The Mansion, office. Goldfinger, back to carhera, standing
at the window. Adalbert, back to camera, seated at his
desk, reading.

Goldfinger: Adalbert?

Sound of footste&% as Adalbert gets up and moves to stand
to the right of Goldfinger, then bows.

Shot 096 [782f.33s.1.D.MS]

Continuation of 095. Goldfinger turns toward Adalbert.

Goldfinger: Schick er nach den;x\?Hiiter Hias, dafi er sofort er-
scheine und dieses Geheiginis des Rubins sehe.

Sound of footsteps as Adalbert nods and leaves. Ominous
music ?similar to 009-012) fades in in the background.
The footsteps cease. The sound of a door being opened.

Goldfinger: Und wenn wir den toten Miihlbeck wieder aus dem
Grab ziehen miiflen, daf der Hias in dem Mihlbeck seinem

Hirn lese.

Shot 097 [336f.14s.1.D.MCU)

Ludmilla, left side to camera, standing before the crystal
cabinet in the dining-room. She is admiring the ruby
glasses, which gow with colour. She touches them gently
with her right hand. Ominous music continues in the
background. :

» Ludmilla: Seltsam; eine glaserne Stadt.A Und: hier leben Men-

schen darin. Wie kinnen Menschen ‘i Glashauser leben?




—

Shot 098

251

[606f.25s.1.D.CU]

Ludmilla’s right hand amoréP the glasses. Ominous music
continues in the background.

Ludmilla: Hier die Kirche. In der Kirche l_gbén Tiere, Tiere aller

Shot 099

Shot 100

Hias:

Hias:

Art: Hasen, Huhner, Rehe, Vogel, Kithe. Aber kein
Mensch ist in der Kirche zu sehen. Die Strafien sind
menschenleer. Alles ist bedeckt mit Schnee.

[352f.15s.1.D.MCU]

Continuation of £#97. Ludmilla begins to dust the glasses
with a white cloth. Ominous music continues in the back-
ground, then fades out.

[6441.275.1.D.MCU]
Ludmilla, face to camera, seen through the clear glass
wall of the cabinet. She holds a ruby glass up to her face

and studies it caréfully. Suddenly Hias appears behind
Ludmilla.

Ludmilia.

Ludmilla drops the glass she is holding. Sound of g’la.';_s be-

‘ing smashed.

*

Lafl liegen, heut

Ludmilla (softly): Hiasl o, e ‘

Hias:

Hias:

. Shot 101

fice, fh
" Sound gfp

geht - noch mehr drauf. ~

Hias puts his right arm around Ludmilla’s shoulder, his
mouth close to her left ear.

Geh aus dem Herrenhaus hinaus! Es konnte der Herr aus-
rutschen und in deinem Gesicht zu sitzen kommen.

Ludmilla does not move or turn her head.
[776f.325.1.D.MS]

Goldﬁ;xger, face to camera, seated at the desk in the of-
Ing somewhat aimlessly through various books.
papers being rustled. Ludmilla sobs softly. Gold-

finger looks up.

i}
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Goldfingerf Was flennt sie?.

?oldfiﬁgef pulls his handkerchief out of his pocket and of-
ers it. ‘

Goldfinger: Es ist besser, das Dienstmensch betet, dafi wir das
Gesetz vom Rubin wieder finder, als daf es flennt.

Shot 102  [2241.9s.1.D.MS]

Ludmilla, face to camera, standing before the desk, hold-
ing her hands to the side of her face. She continues to sob

g?tly .

Ludmilla’ Es wird sehr viel geschehen. Namlich der Hias, der
ist drauflen.

) [ Shot 103  [1107f.46s.1.D.MLS]
From behind Ludmilla, the camera follows Goldfinger.

Goldfinger: Er ist schon da?

- Goldfinger gets up and walks to the staircase. He looks
cg,. " * down to see Hias standing at the bottom of the stairs,
oo looking out the window. Sound of footsteps.

Goldfinger: Er hats gewufit?! Er hat keinen Boten gebraucht?!

Hias turns around to face Goldfinger.
4
Hias: Der Herr moge gnadigst einen Jager schicken, damit er
den Barn brennt.

Sound of footsteps as Hias begins to climb the stairs.

e

'Hias: Die Stiere #@ngstigen sich,

Sound of footsteps ceases as Hias reaches thezt,gg of the ~
stairs and stands, left side to camera, facing“Goldfinger.

Hias: und Sam und ich konnen nicht garantiern; daf er. nicht
einen Stier schlagt, oder daf uns die andern durchbrenn—-
en. Am Tag des Barn lauft ein Stier bis nach Mainz.

e

vt

, Gﬁlidginger raises his right hand and drops the handker-
chief .
-Shot 104 [10291.43s.1.D.MS]

LN
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Goldfinger: Der Mihlbeck ist gestorben.

From behind Goldfinger, whose arm is still raised, the
camera follows Hias, then Goldfinger.

Goldfinger: Er hat sein Geheimnis mit sich genommen.
Both men move into the office. Goldfinger lowers his arm
to pick up a transparent glass jar containing a faded red
powder. He holds up the jar before Hias, who stares down
at it.

Goldfinger: Aber du sollst die Beigab fur den Rubin sehn. Der
uhlbeck hat uns sitzen lassen.

Hias: Ich weif sie nicht, die Beigab.

Goldfinger: Fur zehn Gulden weiffi er es.

’ Shot 105 [698f.29s.1.D.MCU]

Goldfinger, face to camera, staring at the jar.*

Goldfinger: Dann weifl er es fur tausend. Will er, da unsre
Leute wieder Haferbrot fressen, von dem sie Kopfschmerz-
en bekommen? Dann sag ers mir, das Geheimnis, dafi wir
das Rubinglas wieder machen, und er kann Huttenmeister

werden. Ich trage einen Miihlstein bis Trier.

Goldfinger raises his eyes to look beyond the camera.

Shot 106  [87f.45.1.D.MCU] L

Hias, face to camera, staring beyond the camera.

Hias: Ich bin nur wegen dem Jager da.

Shot 107  [620f.265.1.D.MCU)

Continuation of 105. o

Goldfinger: Ich will den Rubin wieder. Ich wxll das rote Glas,

versteht er?
Goldfinger moves toward Hias.

Goldfinger: Ich brauch ein Glas mein Blut zu fassen, sonst

rinnt es mir davon. '

' Goldfinger grabs Hias by the collar.
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Goldfinger: Mir tit die Sonne weh. .

Hias pulls away. Goldfinger cringes, closes his eyes. |

&
B

Shot 108 [72¢.35.1.D.MCU] " -
Continuation df 106. ‘ 'w

Hias: Er wird die Sonne nimmer sehn. . ’ . ‘5
Shot 109 - [220f.9s.1.D.MCU] | ) o L o

' Continuation of 107. . ‘ L.

b

Hias: Die Ratzen werden ihn ins Oh_rwaschelvbeiﬁen. A

, Goldfinger looks wp. =~ =~ 7, -
Shot 110  [289f.125.1.D.MCU] ——

Ludmilla, face to camera, her back to the wall, holding .-
her hands to the side of her face as she watches the two

; men. She is sobbing softly. She lowers her eyes. -

Shot 111 [981!.415.E.D.Ml\.8] " "

The Barn. The camera looks in from outside the open - ,
door. The innkeeper and his wife are inspecting the bodies.

- The innkeeper shakes Wudy, pulls his head up by the
hair, lets it drop back down.

Innkeeper: Der Wudy:ist hin. Ders der Tote.’

» . The innkeeper and his wife stand, looking down at the
es. :

Wife: Nei. Erwischt hatsn Ascherl. Der Hias hat geweifisgt, der

Erste, der Untere, der fallt zuerst.

iﬂ;x: innkeeper’s wife looks upward and points to the hay—
oft.

- wWife: Und s&ha'ut, der Andere fallt auf ihn auf, der fallf
weich, der hats iberlebt, der Wudy.

The innkeeper follows his wife's gaze. Then both look down’
at the bodies, ) i ‘ N

Y - e
7

Wife: Komm! ‘ ‘ .

sA
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O : Shot 113.* [249f.10s.1.D.MLS]

[

. Innkeeper:’ Komm! Klaffens auseinander. -

’ The innkeeper and his wife bend down and lift Wudy off of
Aschgr,l. : .

"Shot 112 ’ [678f.28s.1.D.MCU]

Wudy is being lifted off Ascherl. He is lain on his back.
Ascherl is turned over on his back to lie beside Wudy.

Innkeeper :.Von wem \jetzt’der Arm als erster runterfat, ders
der Tote.

The innkeeper moves to squat between the heads of the

two bodies, lifts Wudy’s right arm and Ascherl’s left arm,
" lets both arms drop at the same time; they reach the

ground simultaneously. .

4

Innkeeper: Ja kruzifix! |

LI
s

The™ innkeeper gets up.
Wife: Ein Toten flucht ‘man nit ins Gsicht. . .~

L
»

The innkeeper has Teft. The innkeeper’s wife, a pitchfork
a}a ‘hgr— right hand, a snarling dog on a leash in her left
nd. '

,Wife: Die dahinten, die faf! Faf anl! _Los, .ob der da hin ist. *
Da! Faf! v .,

. With the pitchfork, the innkeeper’'s wife manczuvers the
" dog toward the bedies. Sound of growling and snarling.

t

. Shot 114  [95f.4s.1.D.MCU]

The dog, right side to camera, snapping at the pitchfork.
Sound of growling and snarling continues.

-

A 3

Shot 115 ivasf.us.x.n.m.s] -7

Continuation of 113. The sound of growling and snarling |
. continues as the dog ‘jux;;x}:s around .on the bodies in his
_efforts to avoid the pitchfork. S

o L.

_ Wife: FaBl.-Fa8l * - ' . o
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Suddenly Wudy raises his hands and rises to a sitting
position_as the innkeeper’s wife releases the dog. The sound
of growling and snarling -ends. Wudz watches the dog dis-
appear through another doorway, then raises his right
hand to his head, lowers his hand, shakes his head vigor—

ously, looks at Ascherl lying dead beside him.

Ah! Jetzt" wissen wirs.

Wudy gets up, still laoliing 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, ‘brushes his pants off with his-right hand, , .

Shot 116
" Wife:

Shot 117

The Church. Through the doorway of a room, we see

looks up at the irinkeeper’s wife, who has been watching
him throughout, then moves toward the main door.

[151¢.65.1.D. MS] o ' o
Continuation of 7.5. L S
Was der Hias sicht, des -kimmt. '

The innkeeper's wife follows Wudy with her fyes and head
as he ‘moves out .the main door. , ‘ .

[1269¢.53s5.1.D. MLS)

?

Ascherl, face to camera, stretched out on a table with a

"white tablecloth. Above his head is a window. The interior
" of the room is white. Ascherl’s hands are clasped over his

stomach. At each elbow stands a lit candle. Paulin stands
at Ascherl’s right, looking at the nearer candle, which she
is :touching with her right hand.” She hums softl?l. She
moves around to stand at the top of the table, looking
down at Ascherl’s head. She raises her hands slowly and |
holds them outstretched to either side. Suddenly she jerks
her head up and pulls her hands toward her face. She

" bends down and takes a closer look at either side of
Ascherl’s head, first the right, then the left. She raises

Shot 118

herself up slightly as the door slowly moves to close. The

door stops moving; we can still see the right half of

fgcher\l'angl Paulin. Paulin lowers her hands and leaves
e -room.

[546¢.23s.1.D.MLS])

. The Inn. A variety of patrons sit in pairs, facing one

. other across-the table. The door at

another. Each patron stares yacantlzh at b;hlec fac:k:f the
e back creaks as 1t Is
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‘ ., noch aus. S , L .
. Toni: Der Hias hats vorausgsagt. " '
Shot ‘120 102 45.1.D.MS] s ]

, ‘ . Foreground: two patrdnél"sea%tedmcross a table frém one Lo
. . -another, staring.at each other. Background: the inn- / '
v . keeper’s. wife cleaning mugs. v Coae <

'_‘lhnkeéﬂber:‘ Dann weifit.du auch ‘das vom Rubin? .' ; &i
+* Shot 12_1‘ [22_5:.95'.1.13:@] . R . ".’(,x \
o Continuation of '719.°°* K :

W

. Shot 122 .[tooof.4251.D.MS] - o
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. , _opened from the oixtsi,de, admitting daylight. Toni enters,
s . carrying his harp. Sound of footsteps. :

Toni: Da bin ich. L : . ‘

Innkéepgr: JeB der Tonil |
Toni closes the door and sets his harp down as the inn- -
keeper walks toward him. )

Shot 119 [4b3t.17s.1.D.MS] ,

S Toni, fac,é’ to camera, a mug of beer in front of him, sit-
. ting across the table from the innkeeper, back to camera.

* ' Innkeéper:. Den Mj._ihlbeck“_haben sie vorletzte Woche eingegrab— .
. en, unsern Huttenmeister. Jetzt wissen sie_nicht mehr =in,

¥

Toni: Des“mi"c dem Rubinglas, des is e Krankheit vom Herg‘n. .

-

- The Mansion, office. Goldfinger, face to camera, seated at

- “y "the 'desk, which is covered with books. Many more hooks

' ) are scattered all over the floor and against the walls.

) Sound of rustling of gaie s as Goldfinger fliﬁs through one
of the books on"the desk. He ‘closes the book. o

. Goldfinger . ‘Rubinglas.
o Goldfinger writes’ somethi‘ri”g on one of the pieces ,of' paper

sticking out the top of the book. Sound of footsteps as
Adalbert enters, walks toward Goldfihger, stops in front of

. Y
v : - e
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Adalbert (softly): Das Kanapee ist da.

Goldfinger looks up at Adalbert and puts his pen down.

Goldfinger: Hereingetragen! ‘

Adalbert (softly): Hereingetragen! Hereingetragen! Herein-

getragen!

Adalbert a‘nd\ 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

. .
4

on their way up, carrying a couch.

Goldfinger : . Hereingetragen!

Sound of footsteps ceases as the couch is placed at the top
of the stairs. .

Goldfinger: Ich bin entziickt von diesem Briefe.

.

3

Shot 123

Shot 124

Goldfinger bends over to touch the couch, then turns his
head to look -at Adalbert. .

Goldﬁpger: Adalbert, reiche mir den Briefoffner!

Sound 6f footsteps as Adalbert moves off. -
[981.451.D.MCU] . 4
Sound’of footsteps as Adalbert returns and hands the

Jletter-opener to Goldfinger, who takes it in his right. hand.

. [170¢.7s.1.D.MCU]

Holding the lettenopenef first in his right hand, then with

" both hands, Goldfinger, right side to camera, siashes at

Shot 125, .

the seat of the couch. Tearing sound.

[56£.25.1.D.MCU]

. The thre¢ workmen look on. Tearing sound continues.

" Shot 126

[242f.10s.1.D.MCU]}

The tearing sound ends. Goldfinger removeés some of the
stuffing from the couch. He and Adalbert examine it with
their hands. . ' : »

- Goldfihggr: Wir werden diese Nachricht lesen .Kann er das




259

) ent}.iffern?
Shot 127 [561.25.1.D.MS]

The first workman, face to camera, looking down at the
couch.

Shot 128 [619f.26s.1.D.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 da8
gie kBuchs’caben herumliegen, dann ist das eher zum nach-
enkKken.

Shot 129 [938f.39s.1.D.MLS]

The Inn, supply store. Hias, left side to camera, stands

Just inside the open door, framed against the daylight. He

}? watching the innkeeper’s wife weigh a small sack of
our.

" Wife: Gehst wieder inn Wald auf, heh?

Hias turns his head slowly to the right to look out the
doorway. After a short interval, he turns his head back

quickly.

Hias: Wart, ich brauchs nit. Ich sig, dafl ich erst wieder weg
komm wenn der Schnee liegt.

Shot 130 [128f.5s.1.D.MCU]

. The innkeeper’s wife, face to camera, looking beyond the
camera.

Wife: Enn eech hat, schiitt ichs wieder in die Truhn. -

.Shot 131  [4371.18s.1.D.MCU]

A
Hias, as in 729. He turns, walks out the door and down a
path thfough the trees. Sound' of footsteps.

Shot 132 [sav:.zis.z.D.MLs]
Anamirl’s House. Anamirl, face to camera, sits on a_

bench outside her front door.. Sound of footsteps as Hias
approaches from behind the camera and comes to a halt
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beside her. She has been watching him approach.

Hias: Hier ist der Mann gestorben.

Shot 133

Hias:

Shot 134

Hias:

Shot 135

Hia#:

Shot 136

Anamir] gets up, moves her hands to her mouth, motions
with herghands and nods her head. Hias stands back as
she opens the door and enters the house. He follows her,
closing the door behind himself. Sound of footsteps and
door being opened and closed.

[585f.245.1.D. MS]

Sound of footsteps continues as the carnera follows Anamirl
and Hias through another doorway into the kitchen. Hias,
back to camera, watches Anamir!l as she makes further
gestures with her hands and mouth.

Si; haben dir dein Kanapee weggetragen.
Anamirl walks off to the left and the camera, follows Hias
as he sits down at the table, guttin his left elbow on the

table and resting his head on his left hand. He is looking
to his right. '

{260f.115.1.D.MS]

Anamirl, face to camera, her light-coloured face contrast-
ing sharpl?/ with her black garment and dark surround-
)4

ings, slowly finds a seat, her eyes downcast. Sound of -
ticking clock.
Ja, und da ist er immer gesessen. ’ . |

[383f.16s.1.D. MCU]

Hias, face to camera, his ’arms down on the table, his
eyes downcast. He turns his head to the right. Sound of
ticking clock continues.

Wenn die Nacht sinkt, dann sterben die Leut.

Hias turns his head back to look beyond the camera.
[9351.39s.1.D.MS])

At the right, Hias, left side to camera, looking toward
Anamirl. In the centre, Anamirl, face to camera, looking
toward Hias. Sound of ticking clock continues. Hias turns

his head to look at the bowl of bread before him on the
table. He rests his head on his left hand.

vy
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Hias: Unter Tags regnetssjetzt viel,
Hias looks up

Hias' und trotzdem vertrocknet das Land.
Hias looks down at the bread, takes a loaf in his left
hand, a knife in his right, cuts himself a slice, then, his
elbows resting on the table, breaks off a piece of the slice
and chews it, fingering the remaining piece in his right
hand.

Shot 137 {410f.17s.1.D.MCU]

The Mansion, dining room Goldfinger, face to camera,
seated at the table, a napkin raised to his lips. He wipes
his mouth and lowers the napkin.

Goldfinger: Er ist zu Tisch geladen, weil er den Rubin so schon
beschreibt. Sprich er!

. Goldfinger lets his head rest on the back of his chair.
Goldfinger: Ich kann nicht genug davon héren.
Goldfinger closes his eyes. -
Shot 138 [900f.38s.1.D.MS]

Q‘gide, face to camera, seated at the other end of the ta-
e.

Agide: Das Land des Rubins. Mein Land. Und alle Menschen. .
tanzen in dem roten Schein, und leben in ihm. lhr Blut,
gmer Leben, alles ist in dem Glas, in dem Rot, in der Far-

Shot 139 [1921.8s.1.D.MCU])
Continuation 'of 737. Goldfinger's eyes are open.

Agide: Dieses Land. . .ist das Einzige.

. Shot 140 [1871.8s.1.D.MS]

Continuation of 1J38.
Agide: Alles ist in diesern Land, und alles ist Rubin.
v
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Shot 141 [10271.43s.1.D.MLS] ¥

Agide, right side to camera, and Goldfinger, face to cam-
era, seated at the table, eating. Behind Goldfin er, by the
window, stands Adalbert, face to camera. Goldfinger raises
his glass, drinks; Agide raises his glass, drinks; both lower
their glasses. Agide wipes his mouth with the back of his
left hand. Goldfinger wipes his mouth with his napkin.

Sound of footsteps. Ludmilla enters carrying an empty
tray and begins to clear the table.

= Goldfinger: Ihr Gebet hat ein Wunder bewirkt. Ich weiff seit
einer Stunde etwas, was ich noch nie gewufit habe.

Shot 142 '[242f.10s.1.D.MS]

. Ludmilla, face to camera, from the waist up.
!
Goidfingcr: An alle Glashiitten kann ich mein Geheimnis ver-

kaufen. .

Sound of glass being suddenly smashed. Ludmilla raises her
hands to her face.

(%; 2 Goldfinger: Zerbrich so viel du kannst.
Shot 143 [3781.16s.1.D.MLS]

Goldfinger, face to camera, lounging in his chair.

Goldfinger: Ich werde zehn Kraxen mit Rubinglas auf den Ar-
ber tragéen und die Seewand herunterwerlen lassen,

T Still standing by the-window behind Goldfinger, Adalbert
- opens his book and begins to take notes.

Goldfinger: dafi sich der See rot farbt.
Goldfinger rolls hjs head to the right, in Adalbert’s direc—

tion.
Goldfinger: Adalbert! Hat er das mitbekommen?

_ Shot 144  [155¢.65.1.D.MCU)

Ludmilla, face to camera, her eyes half closed, her mouth
half open.

Adalbert; .. .der See rot farbt. Jawohl!

c :
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Ludmilla blinks several times, then opens her eyes wider.
[1203f.50s.1.D.MCU]
Goldfinger, left side to camera, his head rolled to the

right, in the direction of Adalbert, whose hands can be
seen writing.

Goldfinger: Noch heute soll das Glas fur den See weggehen.-

Man nehme von allen Glasern im Magazin.

Goldfinger rolls his head to the left as Adalbert scribbles
furiously.

Goldfinger: Und noch etwas: noch heute stopfe man das Gras

Shot 146

. Shot 147

ins Kanapee und nahe das Polster.... Und bringe der
Anamirl das Kanapee und zehn Gulden zur Entschadigung.
Und man uberbringe ihr, da ich ihren toten Muhlbeck
nicht langer zum Teufel winsche. Er moge von einem
Schwarm Engel umgeben sein.

Adalbert stops writing and closes the book.
[701£.295.1.D.1L8]

The Glassworks. The oven, from above. Ominous music
(similar to 096—-0%9 ) 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 both hands to cover his head.

[19171.80s.1.D. MLS]

Cont@nuati{m of Z46, from ground level. Ominous music
continues in the background.

Goldfinger: Ich habs. /

Still holding his head in his hands, Goldfinger bends over,
then lets go of his head. He straightens up, strokes the
sleeves of his red velvet coat.

Goldfinger: Hier ists. Und da.

Goldfinger raises his right hand to his forehead.

' Goldfinger: Und auch hier drinnen ists.

Goldfinger lowers his right hand and raises his left hand

!
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such that both mieet at the centre of his chest.
Goldfinger: Und hier!

Eoldﬁnger looks down at the floor. He gets down on one
nee.

Goldfinger: Wir alle!

Goldfinger gets down on both knees while looking around
" him. He sits down completely, still looking around.

Goldfinger: Ich habe schon nach den Ofensetzern von Plofiberg
gesandt.

Ominous music fades out. One, then a score of glass—
workers enter the frame and stand around him in a cir-

cle.

Shot 148 [632f.265.1.D.MS]

b

Gigl, face to camera, and Agide, face to camera.

Kgide}:‘ Da wird die Herrin schaun, wenns von der Reis zuriick—
ommt.

ﬁiqg enters, stands, face to camera, between Gigl and
gide.

Hias: Die wird nichts mehr stehen sehen, wenns zuriickkommt.

Gigl: Spinniter Uhul |

Hias: Wenn die Herrin aus der Kutsche steigt, dann fliegt sie
inn Dreck hinei, weils niemnand auffangt, und du bist auf
ein Schiff und speibst.

Gigl: No was? \ L

Agide: Sag lieber, obs heut ein Freibier gibt.

\Hias: Ja.

Shot 149  [652f.27s.E.D.MS]

The Mansion. One of the windows, from the outside. The

. window is at chest level and has four vertical iron bars
before the glass. The left side of the window is open. Lud-
milla, face to camera, is seated on the windowsill behind
the iron bars; she is fookmg down at a potted flower on
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the ledge outside. With her left hand Ludmilla opens the

right side of the window as Hias approaches and comes to

a halt outside the window. The sound of footsteps accom-

panies Hias’ approach. '
Ludmilla: Der Herr stimmt nicht mehr.

Ludmilla watches Hias. ) \

Hias: In der Hutten ist ein Sparifankerl gewesen.

Ludmilla crosses herself . ' -
o Hias; Zehn Manner hat er mit Glasern in den Kraxen in den
) Wald geschickt. '

Ludmilla kgeBs her eyes downcast.

Hias: Aber die sind nicht so dumm und schmeifien das wert-
volle Glas in den See; die schmuggelns tiber die Grenz und
verkaufens. : '

v Shot 150 [118f.55.1.D.MS]

ﬂ Continuation of 749, but from the inside looking out. Hias
is looking.up at Ludmilla.

Hias: Ludmilla, geh weg von hier, bevor er von dir was willl
Shot 151 [7361.31s.E.D.MS]

Continuation of 750, but from the outside looking in, as in
14%9. Ludmilla is looking at Hias.

Adalbert: Ludmilla, mach dich schon bis um funf!

Ludmilla turns her head to look inward. Hias also looks
% inward.

Adalbert: Der He;r wiinscht deine Gesellschaft.
Ludmilla looks back at Hias. Adalbert appears.

Ludmilla: Hiasl!

Adalbert: Ich muf fur Musik sorgen.

Hias looks out bexond the camera. Ludmilla looks at the
opposite side of the window. IR
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Hias: Auf der P_ferdewéider wirg gleich einer sitzen,

Ludrﬁilla looks at Hias.
Hit‘:s: der kann Drehleier spieln..

: Ludr}xilla looks down at her knees.

Adalbert: Zur Drehleier #ber mifit ich singen

Ludmilla looks back at Hias.
Hias: In der Schenke sitzt der Harfen Toni. :

Adalbert: Sag ihm, dafi er kommen soll. Es wird nicht sein
Schaden sein. )

Ludmilla looks down at the ground outside. Hias turns his
head to look at Ludmiilla. :

Shot 152 - [2921.12s.1.D.MS]
Continuati'o,n of 157, but from tﬁe inside looking out, as in

150. Sound of footsteps as Hias turns around and walks
away. Ludmilla’s gaze follows him. .

Shot 153 [5141.21s.1.D.MLS]

' Anamirl’s House, kitchen. The camera faces the closed
déor. Sound of door bein§ opened followed by footsteps as
the door is pushed open from the outside by three work~
men carrying the couch. They manceuvre the couch to its
glace by the wall as Anamirl, seated, watches. The couch

as been poorly repaired.

First Workman: So Ahamirl,
Shot 154 [342f.14s.1.D.McCU]

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
bem% glaced on table as he places ten large silver coins on
the table, one by one.

Shot 155 [3211.13s.1.D.MLS]




Shot 156

s

o

267

Continuation of Z53. Sound of footsteps as the three
workmen leave the room. Anamirl remains seated with

her hands clasped on her knees.

coins.

[496f.215.1:D.MLS]

She looks toward the

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 glasses.
Anamirl emerges from a doorway at the left and ‘moves 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 with ruby glasses on their
backs pass through the field, from left to right.

Shot 157 [500f.21s.E.D.MLS]
Closer view of the men walking through the field. Sound
of many clinking glasses continues. :
Shot 158 [10911.455. E.D.MCU]
: - Hias, right side to camera, seated on the edge of a cliff,
. looking down at the village far below. p
Hias: Die Nacht lafit sich Zeit. Heut kommt sie ganz langsam.
Sie kriecht in die Winkel vom Dorf, und die Leut dringen
sich leise im Stall mit den Tiern zusammen. Bei der Glas-
_hiitten, da arbeiten sie wieder ge%:n die Angst an, weil sie
" wissen ihre Arbeit ist umsonst. Ich habs ihnen gesagt: in
der Nacht brennt die Hiitten. Aber wie im Schlaf, so sich—
- e er gehn die Leut in ihr Ungluck mit offnen Augen.
Shot 159  [219f.9s.1.D.MLS])
The Glassworks. A score of glassworkers are busy blowing -
glass. Sound of glassworkers at work.
Shot 160 [178f.7s.1.D.MCU]
One glassworker molds the glass of another. Sound of
\ - glassworkers at work continues.
Shot 161  [1171.5s.1.D.MS]
Glassworkers at work. Sound of glassworkers at work con—
n tinues. . :
+Shot 162  [182f.8s.1.D.MCU] \



Shot 163

Shot 164

Shot 165

Shot 166

Shot 167

Shot 168

Shot 169

Shot 170

Shot 171
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Glassworker blowing glass. He holds the glass right before
the camera. Sound of glassworkers at work continues.

{1311.55.1.D.MS] L

Molten ?ass being dripped from one pipe to another.
Sound ol glassworkers at work continues.

-

[332f.14s5.1.D.MS]

Continuation of Z61. Sound of glassworkers at work con-
tinues.

[125f.5s.1.D.CU]

Completed vase being cooled over a barrel of water by a
hand sprinkling water on it. Sound of glassworkers at
work continues. :

[1B6f.8s5.1.D. MS)

Glassworker blowing glass. Sound of glassworkers at work
continues. :

[2111.95.1.D.MS]

Glassworker, face to camera, picks up a pitcher of beer
and drinks from it. Sound of glassworkers at work contin—

ues.
[3541.155.1.D.M8] .

Continuation of £66. Sound of glassworkers at work con-
tinues. T

[1451.65.1.D.MS]

Glassworkers at work. Sound of glassworkers at work con-
tinues. “

[364f.15s.1.D.MS]

Glassworker fashioning a vase out of white translucent
glass. Sound of glassworkers at work continues.

[1391.6s.1.D.CU]

Glassworker cutting excess glass off a completed decanter
made of clear glass. Sound of glassworkers at work contin—




Shot 172
A~ . Shot 173

. Shot 174

Shot 175

o

Shot 176

Shot 177
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[2391.10s.1.D.MS] L .

Two' ports of the oven. Glassworkers are putting gléss in,
taking 1t out. Sound of glassworkers at work continues.

[1263.53s.1.D.cU]

A glassworker draws a horse out of a small mass of red
hot glass. Sound of glassworkers at work continues. °

[12921.545.1.D.MLS]

The camera moves past a number of glassworkers, then
rises slightly to watch the glassworkers from above. Soun
of glassworkers at work continues. -

-

[7641.325.1.N.MS]

The Mansion, dining room. Foreground, left: Adalbert,
face to camera, standing at the doorway, holding a lit -
candle in his left hand, staring straight ahead. Back-
ground, right: Toni, in the next room, sitting, left side to
camera, by his harp. Harp music begins as Toni plucks his
harp. Adalbert’s eyes are almost shut.

[565¢f.245.1.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 down on the table, his hands clasped to-
gether ovér his head. On the table stands a single lit can-

le. In the back, at the right, sits Goldfinger's father, face
to camera, in his usual place. Seven candles stand against
the back wall. Harp music continues. Ludmilla turns her
head to the left, toward Adalbert, then turns it back.
Goldfinger unclasps his hands and starts to raise his head.
Goldfinger’s father laughs. Ludmilla screams.

[5411.23s.1.N.MCU)

Similar to 175. Harp music continues. Adalbert’s eyelids
are red, his pupils almost hidden behind his upper eyelids.
Goldfinger's father laughs. Adalbert’s eyes move very
slowly toward a closed position, but do not close complete-

ly.
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Shot 178 [3401.14s.1.N.MCU]

-~ Shot 179

. Shot 180

=

270

Ludmilla, face to camera, her mouth slightly open. She is
looking to her left. In the background, Goldfinger’s father.
Harp music continues. Ludmilla rocks back and forth
slightly. She screams, then turns her head to face

‘straight ahead.

[2901.12s.1.N.MS]

Toni, left side to camera, plucking his harp. Harp music
continues. . .

[1248.525.1.N.MS] -
Goldfin , face to camera, leaning back in his chair, the

er
back o? his right hand raised to his forehead. On the table
before him lies an open book. Harp music continues.

. Sound of footsteps as Goldfinger drops his hand, leans for—
ward, gets up, moves to a small table set against the

Shot 181

Shot 182

Shot 183

back wall. On the table: a lit candle and Goldfinger’s
sword. Goldfinger picks up the sword, walks to the back of
the chair, slowly withdraws the sword from its scabbard.

. He holds 1t up and gazes at it.

- and walks toward the open door, which Adalbert closes

[4241.185.1. N.MLS]

Similar to 175. Harp music continues. Ludmilla appears

and locks before she can escape. Sound of door being closed”
and locked. Harp music continues in the background. Lud-
milla tries the bolt in vain as Adalbert resumes his posi—
tion. Then she turns to face the camera.

[2911.125.1.N.MS]

Goldfinger’s father, face to carnera, repeatedly clenching
and unclenching his fists. Harp music continues in the
background. -

[3951.165.1. N.MS]

"Adalbert, face to camera, as in 18Z. To 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 the wall and comes to rest, upright, on
a small table beside Adalbert. Adalbert turns to acgjust the
pa}ptin% slightly, then turns back, raises his eyes to the
ceiling brietly, and resumes his pose.
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Shot 184  [2211.9s.1.N.CU] S .

g A carved and painted figurehead, attached to a pair of
. antlers, hanging from a rafter, the shadow of the figure
dark aﬁmnst the white wall beside it. The figure is trem-
bling. Harp music continues in the background.

-

Shot '185 [306f.13s.1.N.CU]

Detail of the painting: the saint is looking up to heaven,
whence he receives the stigmata. Harp music continues in
the background. The camera moves down to focus 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, talking. Sound of noisy
patrons. Hurdy—gurd& music and singing begin as the mu-
sician starts to play his instrument. He stops playing.

Shot 187 [1040f.435.1.N.MS]

The musician, right side to carnera, seated at the left,
_ looking at Hias, face to camera, tstiil staring straight
ahead. Sound of noisy patrons continues. ]

Musician: Ja und dann?

Hias: Dann fangt der Kleine einen Krieg an, und der Grofie
iberm Wasser macht ihn aus. Dann kriegst dum zwei-
hundert Gulden keinen Laib Brot mehr. Dann kommt ein

estrenger Herr, der zieht den Leuten das Hemd tibern
opf, und die Haut dazu. Nach dem Krieg meinst, es ist
eine Ruhe, es ist aber keine.

Shot 188 [572f.24s.1.N.MS])

Wudy, right side to camera, seated at the left, lookin
down. Sound of noisy patrons continues. The first work-

fﬁ man offers Wudy a mug of beer.
First Workman: Stof mit an, meoi!
Sound of laughter. Wudy pushes the jmug away. The inn-
keeper serves patrons, returns. ’ .

Wudy: Der Ascherl geht mir ab.
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Paulin enters from: the right, carrying a large white
goose.

First Workman: Ja, hast din nit erdrickt.
_ Sound of laughter. '
Shot 189  [1501.6s.1.N.MCU]
| Continuation of 788: Wudy. Sound of. noisy patrons con—

‘ tinues
Wudy: Mir geht der Ascherl ab. Der Ascher] miift heut dabei
sein.
Shot 190 [7141.30s.1.N.MS] ~

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 slowly underneath it, her
mouth half open.

First Workman: Da muft schon selber nausgehn zuhm. Rein-

C ’ 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  [12671.52s.1.N.MS) '
' Continuation of 747. Sound of noisy patrons continues.
// _ Musician: Wenn i di alles _glaub, aber das glaub i dir nit.

Hias: Glaubs oder glaubs nit, das is dei Sach. Ich sag nur, was
ich seh. Obs eintrifft, weiffi ich nit.

Musician: Ja und dann?

" Hias: 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.

0 Shot 192  [423f.18s.1.N.MS]
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-Sound of noisy patrons continues. Wud%, face to camera,
enters the Inn through a doorwax; on his shoulders he
bears the rigid body of Ascherl. As several patrons look
on, Wudy stands Ascher] on his feet, wraps his arms
around him, and begins to dance. Sound of noisy patrons
subsides into silence.
Gigl: Spinn di aus!
Shot 193 [1921.85.1.N.MLS]
Continuation of 792. Wudy and Ascherl are at the centre.
Paulin, left 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 spielt uns zum Tanz auf?
Shot 194 [318f.13s.1.N.MS]

Continuation of 797. The musician looks over his right
shoulder.

Musician: Ja dem Paarl, dem spruh i auf!

Sound of footsteps as the musician leaves the table. Hias
remains seated, still staring straight ahead.

Shot 195 [1281£.53s.1.N.MLS]

Continuation of 793. The rnusician has moved to lean,
right side to camera, against the wall on the left. Hurdy-
urdy music starts as the rnusician g;lays for Wudy. The
irst workman cackles with mirth. Sound of stamping as
Wudy turns with Ascherl and stamps his feet to'the mu-
sic.

First Workman: Fuf! Fuf! Tanz! Tanz! Dreh! Dreh!
First workman cackles with mirth.

First Workman: Tanz! Tanz! Fufi! Fufit
First workman cackles with mirth.

First Workman: Tanz!

) First workman cackles with mirth.
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First Workman: Tanz! Tanz!

First workman cackles with mirth.

First Workman: Dreh!

First workman cackles with mirth.

Gigl: Aufhorn! Aufhorn!

Gigl walks over to the musician and brings him to a halt.
Sound of laughter, stamping and hurdy-gurdy music
cease. Wudy continues to turn with Ascherl.

Gigl: Lafit doch em Toten sei Ruhe!
First Workman: Gell? Es muf§ weiter!

First workman cackles with mirth.

Patron: Ja!

Hurdy-gurdy music and stamping begin as the musician .
starts up again. i

Shot 196 [360f.15s.1.N.MCU]

The first workman, face to camerm, encouraging Wudy.
Hurdy-%urdy music and :stampirx'gl continue. The camera
moves to the right to focus on the musician, face to cam-
era, playing. The camera moves further to the right to
focus on Wudy and Ascherl. Laughter and shouts of en—
couragermmnent.

Q

Shot 197 [1831.8s.1.N.MLS]

+ Same as 195, continuation of /96. Hurdy-gurdy music,
stamping and laughter continue. Hurdy-gurdy music and
laughter cease as the musician stops playing. Stamping

PR ce;ses as Wudy stops dancing. Wudy pants heavily from
S exhaustion.

Shot 198  [12821.53s.1.N.MCU)
Continuation of 194.
Hias: Raufen tuns alle. In jedern Haus ist ein Krieg. Kein
Mensch wird mehr den andern mogen. Die reichen und die

feinen Leut werden umgebracht. Wer feine Hande hat
.wird totgeschlagen. Die Bauern werden ihre Hauser mit
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Shot 199
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einern hohen Zaun einzaunen und aus dem Fenster auf die
Stadtleut schiefien. Die Stadtleut werden betteln, “Laf .
mich ackern,” aber sie werden umgebracht. Kein Mensch

wird mehr den andern mb’gen. Wenn zwei auf einer Bank
hocken und der eine sagt, "Ruck ein wenig, " und der an-

dere tuts nicht, so ist das sein Tod. Das ist die Zeit vom
Bankeabraumen.

[15471.645.1.N.MCU]

The Mansion, dining room. On the right, on the floor, the
head and shoulders of Ludmilla, motionless, a pool 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 handkerchief. :

Goldfinger: Sie ist gleich ausgekiihlt, dann zerspringt sie nicht

mehr. o

Goldfinger dips the handkerchief in the 1 of blood, raises
it to eye-level as the camera follows. He inspects the
blood-soaked handkerchief carefully.

Goldfinger (slowly): Das ist das reine Gemenge! Wozu sind die

Shot 200

Shot 201

Shot 202

Fabriken noch gut?
[9251.39s.1.N. MS]

The dining room door, from the inside; it is tlosed. Sound
of footsteps and door being unlocked and opened 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, out toward

Goldfinger, back into the room, and resumes his former -

position, as in 183, while Goldfinger places Ludmilla’s body
on the floor beside the harp. Harp music begins as Toni
V{a}l:es up, resumes playing. Goldfinger moves off to the "
right. .

[224£.95.1.N.MS] -

Harp music continues. Sound of door being unlatched as ‘
Goldfinger stands before the furnace door, opens it, reach——
es inside to withdraw a burning stick with his left hand.

(654f.23s.1.N.MS]

v 0 |

Toni, still plucking his ha}‘p. Harp music contix';ues, then -
stops suddenly when, from below the frame, the burning |

- stick is thrust toward Toni. Sound of footsteps as Toni

¢
]
i
'
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%umps u% and runs away, followed slowly bgoGoldﬁnger

olding the burmﬁg stick at shoulder level und of a

. glass being smashe
Shot 203 [225f 95 1 N.MS]
The Inn Foreground the cardplayer, face to camera,
seated at a table, staring straight ahead vacantly, in his
left hand he holds five cards in a fan Background pa-
trons in animated discussion Sound of noisy patrons

Patron Pauln will tanzen! Paulin sie will tanzen! Paulin aufn
Tisch da!

Patron Da bei Hias hinte, da 1s e1 Platz hinten, be: Hias!
Shot 204 [278f 125 1 N MCU]

Paulin, left side to camera, still holding her goose 1n her
arms, smiling

Patron Paulin, sie soll nackert tanzen!
Patrons. Jal,

Sound of laughter
Patron Paulin, jetzt steig auf dam Tisch.
Patron: Jal

Sound of laughter Behind Paulin, two patrons raise their
mugs in a toast.

Shot 205 [1021f.43s 1.N.MS]

Continuation of Z758. The goose now occupies the musi-
cian’s place on the table. Hias, still staring straight ahead,
ignores the goose. Sound of laughter

- Has: kSomrner und Winter wirst nicht mehr auseinander—
ennen.

Hurdy-gurdg music begins From the left, Paulin climbs
onto the table, crosses to the right; she is visible from the
knees down. Hias blinks, but continues to stare straight
ahead Paulin turns slowly to the music.

Hias: Jeder Mensch wird einen andern Kopf haben Und der
O Wald wird licht wie dem Bettelmann sein Rock. Die Klein~




Hias

N

Shot 206

Hias:

Hias:

Hias:

Hias.

Shot 207

Hias:

Shot 208

.
A%
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en werden wieder grof

The goose moves 1ts head forward, gartiaﬂy__,gb;c’grin Hias’
face "Paulin drops her sweater to the floor, moves off to

the right.
Wenn die Rotjankel kommen, mit ihrn roten Jankeln,
dann mufit davonlaufen, so schnells kannst und schaun

daf deinerm Laib Brot mitnehmen kannst Wer beimm Laufen
drer Laib Brot dabeil hat und einen verlert, darf sich 'nicht

bucken.
The goose draws its head back
[512f 215 1. N MS]

Paulin, dancing slowly, the camera looks up from table-
level Hurdy-gurdy music continues

Auch wenn du den zweiten Laib verlierst, so sollst i hint—
lassen, weil es so pressiert, und du kannst auch mit ein—
em Laib Brot durchhalten,

Hurdy-gurdy music ceases R
‘'weils nicht lange dauert. _

Paulin lifts her dress up over her head

Die Wemgen, dies i_;berleben, mussen einen eisernen Kopf
haben. ’

Paulin drops her dress to the ground.
Die Leut werden krank,

[283f.125.1. N. MS]

Continuation of .205. . Paulin is back in the frame, on the
right. Hias continues to ignore her.

aber kein Mensch kann ihnen helfen. Die dies tberleben,
werden sich zusammentun und mit “Bruder”™ und
*Schwester ™ grifien.

Paulin drops another garment to the floor.
[398f.17s.1.N. MLS]
Continuation of 207, but from a greater distance. All

[y
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heads -but thalt of. Hias are turned toward Paulin, still’
turning slowly on the table. Sound of laughter.

Patron: Lafi, laf mal ‘was sehn!

Shot 209

4 Shot 210

Sound of laughter Paulin drc;ps her full slip to the table,
she is) naked from the waist up. She covers her breasts .
with her arms as she continues to turn.

-

{390f.165.E.N.MCU]

The Village First the burning stick, then Goldfinger, both
moving into the frame fromn the left. Goldfinger comes to
a halt, face to camera, moving the stick back and forth
slowly. Then he turns, back to camera, and wanders off
down the road ‘

[1205£.50s.1 N MS]

The cardplayer, left side to camera, as in 203. To his
right, the door.

Patron. Hutten brennt! Feuer!

. Shot 211

Shot 212
o

Shouting and scuffling as suddenly , —

Patron- Glashutten brennt! ) y

a mass of patrons runs toward the door and out into the
night. One patron even climbs 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 door is
visible, light from the fire plays on its surface. The musi-
cian stands, right side to camera, outside the inner door-
way, framed by the latter. H“‘Z§ -gurdy music begins as
the musician watches the fire and plays his hurdy-gurdy.

Musician (singing): Die Hutten brennt! Die Hiitten brennt! Die

Glashutten brenntl!

The cardplayer gets up and walks out through both doors,
all the while staring straight ahead and holding the five
cards in his left hand.

[101f.4s.E.N.1L8) v

The Glassworkﬁs in flames. Shouting and crackle of flames.

[121f.6s. E.N.MLS]




Shot 213

Shot 214

4

Three windows of the Glassworks, spewing flames. Shout-
ing and crackle of flames continues. ‘

[345f.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 flames ‘continues.

[10651.445.1.N.MS]

The Mansion, same as 202. There is no one in the room.
Goldfinger’s father a%pears, back to camera, and shuffles
past the abandoned harp.

Father: Wenns brennt mocht ich dabei sein. Wo sind meine

Schuhe? Wo sind meine Schuhe? Wo sind meine Schuhe?
Meine Schuhe? .

Goldfinger’s father wanders around the room.

" Father: Zwolf Jahre has es-nicht gebrannt, Zwdlf Jahre. Und

Shot 215

" Hias:

Shot 216

Hias:

meine Schuh sind fort. Meine Schuh sind weg.
Goldfinger’s father laughs.
)

[5651.245.1.N.MLS])

Same as 208'.K:6nly Hias, Paulin, and the goose remain. -
Hias and the goose remain where they were before, Hias

still staring straight ahead. Paulin is standing on the JX&

ground, putting her clothes back on.

Die Leut richten sich ein, als obs nicht mehr weg wollt
von derer Welt. Aber iber Nacht geht das grofie Weltab-

raumen los.
"\
[2008f.84s5.1.N.MCU]}
Hias, face to camera, staring straight ahead;

Da kommt vom Morgen her ein grofler Vogel und scheifit |
ins Meer. Das Meer wird haush und kocht. Die Erde
wackelt und eine grofie Insel geht halbert unter. Die 'Froﬁe
Stadt mit dem eisernen Turm steht im Feuer. Aber das
Feuer haben die eignen Leut gelegt. Und die Stadt wird

» dem Erdboden gleichgemacht. In Italien werden die geist-

lichen Herrn urngebracht und die Kirchen stiirzen ein. Der
Pabst sitzt in einer Zelle. Auf der Flucht weiht er eine

1



Shot 218 [261f.11s 1.N.MCU])

Ziege zum Bischof. Die Leute hungern. Die drei Tage |,
Finsternis kommen immer naher. Dort wo der schwarze
Kastl hinfallt, entsteht ein.gruner und ein gelber Staub.
Das Wetter wird sich andern. Wein wird bel uns angebaut
und ein Obst gibts, das ich nicht kenn.

Shot 217 [249f1.10s.1.N.MS]

Same as 270. The musician, tod, has left. Sound of foot—
steps as Adalbert enters and looks around.

Adalbert: Ludmillal

Continuation of 276.

Hias. Die Ludmilla liegt tot im Kontor des Herrn Und der Har-
fien Toni spielt ihr auf der Harfen ein Lied nach dem an-
ern vor.

Shot 219 [324f.145.1.N.MS]

o
if&?

Shot 220 [s251.225.1.N.MCU]

—

Continuation of 277. Sound of footsteps as Adalbert turns
around and leaves. .

Adalbert: Ludmilla!

—.

The goose, face to camera, standing amid scattered play—
ing cards. It waddles to the right, its movement followed

by the camera.
LS

Shot 221 [1310f.55s.1.N.MS] , , ‘

Sirnilar to 279. The cardpla¥l¢r reenters, still _starin%a
straight ahead and holding the five cards in his left hand.

As he resumes his seat, Hias moves toward the door, - Et:t:-
ting on his coat. Before he reaches the door, some of the

patrons return and block his path. Sound of voices.

Patron: Dableiben! Da ist der Hias, der uns das Unglick ;:nge—
wunschen hat!

Hias: Ja ich habs blof vorausgesehn.
The patrons grab Hias as he tries to push his way out.

First Workman: Der hat Teufelsaugen! Der hatn bosen Blick!

%
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Reifits ihm d’Augen aus! .
Shouting and gumme]ing him with their fists, the.patrons
~ drag Hias to the ground, then lift him up and carry him
' out. The cardplayer remains seated, staring straight ahead
and holding the five cards in his left hand.

Shot 222 [364f.155.1.D.MCU]

The Prison. Hias, back to camera, is looking out a srmall
-barred window. Sound of footsteps as he turns around and
walks off to the right. , - /r

) \
Shot 223 [1089f.455.1.D.L8S]

On the left: a window at eye-levél, below which sits Gold-
finger, his wrists chained to the wall. On the right: a
window at eye-level, Hias, back to camera, stands before

the window, looking out. '

Hias: Ich seh nichts mehr. \
\/

-
e
. . “

Hias turns around.
Hias: Es isso dunkel. Ich muf wieder was sehn.
Hias walks over to the window dn the left and looks out.

&»

Hias: ich mub in den Wald. Ich mub in den Wald.

A

Sound of footsteps as Hias turns to face Goldfinger, turns
back to the window briefly, then wanders over to the
"window on the right. He looks out briefly, then wanders
back over to Goldfinger. o

" Hias: Ich will den Wald wieder sehn.
Shot 224  [3541.15s.1.D.MS]

Galdgnger, face to camera, from above. He is looking up—
ward.

Goldfinger: .Und Menschen willst du keine sehn. Du geféllst
mir. ’ \ *

Goldfinger closes his eyes.
. Goldfinger: Du hast ein Herz aus Glas.
‘ Goldfinger opens his eyes '

’ .
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Shot 225 [742f.31s.E.D.LS]

The Forest. The ground is covered with a shallow layer of
snow. In the distance: Hias, walking uphill, ?proa ing
s

; the camera. Sound of approaching footsteps. Hias passes
. to the left of the carnera, the camera turns to follow’
v him. Music (similar to 087) fades in.
Shot 226 [1325¢.55s.E.D.LS) . ¢

Hias, climbing a snow-covered slope, approaching the
camera. Music continues. Sound of approaching footsteps.
As Hias passes to the right of the camera, the camera

. turns to follow him up the hill. Music fades out. :Sound of
running water. ‘

Shot 227 [750f.315.E.D.LS] o —

Sound of running water continues in the background.
Sound of footsteps as Hias, badk to camera, a;;lproaches a

- , : small cave set into the slope. He crawls into the cave on
. : his hanids and knees. Suddenly, he backs out and gets up.
L He wraps the bottom of his coat around his left arm,
0 ’ o holding the latter up as if to ward off a wild animal.
’ Sounds of a struggle as he staggers backward until he

, - bumps against a tree. With his right hand he jabs at
b something, then falls back toward the snow. .

Shot" 228 [e411.355.E.D.MLS]

- Sounds of a struggle continue as Hias, falling face down
: , . onto the snow, rolls down the slope onto his back, strug-
., gl;nﬁ with something. He rolls onto his stomach, onto his
. back;- the knife in his right hand is clearly visible. He jabs
at something with the knife, then rolls onto all fours and
jabs the ground repeatedly with the knife. Sounds of a
struggle cease as Hias finally sits back, relaxing.

Hias: Sol Und jetzt ein Barnbraten.
Hias gasps for breath. The camera has moved ever closer

) . and followed the action carefulli.u Hias wipes his brow with
his right sleeve, then puts the knife back into its pocket —

&

o on the right thigh of his leather pants.
o o Shot 229 [2771.125.E.D.cU]
o A small, crackling fire amid the snow.
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Shot 230
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Shot 231
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Shot 232
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~Shot 233

_ Hias:

Shot 234

Hias:
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[6311.268.2.D. MLS]

Hias, face to camera, sitting on’a small rock-in the snow,
staring beyond the small fire in front of him.

Auf d’Nacht schaut einer ubern 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, so wenig gibts riur noch. Im Wald
krahen die Gockel, aber die Leut sind hin.

[299¢.125.E.D.CU]
Some glowing embers.

Mir fallt wieder was ein. Ich seh es wieder.

- [799¢.335.E.D.MS]

Same as 230, but much closer, such that the fire is no
longer visible.

Ein Fuhrmann halt an und steigt von der Kutsche. Er
klopft mit dermn Peitschestiel auf den Boden und sagt, “Hier
hat einmal die Straubinger Stadt gestanden.” Und jetzt
seh ich die Felseninsel wieder. Ich. seh jetzt ganz deuthch.

[7151.305.E.D.XLS)

Aerial view of two rocky islands. The camera circles the
larger of the two islands in a wide arc. Seagull cries in
the background.

Da liegt eine Felseninsel weit draufien im Meer und eine
kleinere zweite. Sie liegen am letzten Rand der bewohnten
Welt. Auf der einen Insel leben seit Jahrhunderten schon
ein paar wenige vergessene Menschen. Und weil sie so am
letzten Rand der bewohnten Welt wohnen, ist bis zu ihnen

[344f.145.E.D.XLS]

Similar to 233, but closer. Only the larger of the two is-
lands is visible; it is green in places. Seagull cries continue
in the background. ,

noch nicht die Kunde vorgedrungen, daf di¢ Erde rund
ist. Bei ihnen hat sich noch immer der Glaube gehalten,
dafi die Erde flach ist, und da der Ozean weit draufien in
einem gahnenden Abgrund endet. B
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[139f.65.E.D.MCU] .

Foreground: the first islander, face to camera, a bearded
man, dressed in a flowing black cape, standing on some
high point on the large island; he is staring far beyond the
camera, his hair buffeted by the wind. Background: over -
the first islander’s right shoulder, the small island is visi—
ble. Seagull cries continue. .

[1271.55.E.D. MS]

The first islander, back to camera, seen from above. Far
below hirn, the sea. Seagull ¢tries continue in the back-
ground.

Ich seh einen Mann auf einer Klippe des Felsens. -
[936f.395.E.D. XLS]

Aerial view of the first islander as the camera circles the
large island. Seagull cries continue in the background.

Jahre lang steht er einsam und starrt iibers Meer, Tag
fur '{alg, immer am gleichen Platz. Er ist der erste, dgr
zweifelt.

Seagull cries fade into the foreground.

{3341.145.E.D. XLS] o
Same as 237, but slightly closer. Seagull cries continue.
[3731.165.E.D.LS]) ! ”

Same as 236. Three other islanders have joined the first.
All are starin% out to sea. Seagull cries continue, then
fade into the background.

Dann, nach Jahren, geselln sich _-drei weitere Manner
hinzu. Viele Jahre lang starren sie von der Klippe aus ge—

meinsam aufs Meer.

[2761.125.E.D. MS])

The four islanders, face to camera, staring far beyond the
camera. (The second islander can be rec d as the
cardplayer.) Seagull cries continue in the background,
then fade out. ’

Ja und dann eines Tages entschliefien sie sich, das Letzte

14
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Shot - 244

Shot 245
_ , Shot 246

Shot 247
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zu wagen. Sie wolln zur Grenze der Welt, um zu sehn, ob
da wirklich ein Abgrund ist.

[1390f.58s.E.D.LS]

—

The four islanders, face to camera, from above, as in
240. Behind them several others have gathered. In the
distance: the small island. Instrumental plucked music be-

gins.
Zu ihrm Abschied spielen Musikanten.
40

Vocalist begins to sing plaintively.
{1881.85.E.D.MS]

Two women, face to camera, all dressed in black. The one
on the left is standing on higher ground, her hands by her
side. The one on the right is standing on lower ground,
hands raised, palms inward. Both are gazing far beyond
the camera. Between them, in the distance: the small is—
land. (The woman on the right can be recognized as Ana-
mirl.) Instrumental plucked music and vocalist continue.

[6371.275.E.D.M8]

From theé stern of a medium-sized rowboat, the camera
watches the four islanders, face to camera, rowing, each
holding a single oar. Instrumental string music.

Ja und dann brechen _sie auf, pathetisch und sinnlos, in
einem viel zu kleinen Boot. o

[329f.145.E.D.XLS]

Aerial view of the large island. The camera is stationary .
Instrumental string music continues and vocalist sings
plaintively.

[353f.16s.E.D.LS]

Cliff covered with seagulls. Instrumental string music con-
tinues.

[1361.65.E.D.LS]

Similar to 245, but looking upward’ toward the peak of
the cliff. Instrumental string music continues.

[320£.135.E.D.L8S]
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Shot 249:
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The white sky from below. Sea gulls circling. Instrumental
string music continues.

[2453f.1025.E.D.XLS]

The boat with the four islanders, face to camera, from a
great distance. The boat bobs up and down with the
swells, almost disappearin% Instrumental string music
continuesy, Instrumental plucked music begins. Vocalist be-
%;ns to sing plaintively. After a while, the camera slowly
ilts upward to a shot similar to 247. The following words

appear:

Es mochte lhnen wie ein Zeichen
von Hoffnun% erscheinen, dafi lhnen
die Vogel aufs offene Meer hinaus folgten

Bl

The words disappear. The white sky fades to blue.

[

lpstrumeﬁtal plucked and string music and vocalist con~
tinue, then cease. Credits against a blue background:
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