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THE LANGUAGE OF FILM: SIGNS AND SYNTAX

James MonNaco

SIGNS

Film is not a language in the sense that English, French, or mathematics
is. First of all, it’s impossible to be ungrammatical in film. And it is not
necessary to learn a vocabulary. Infants appear to understand television
images, for example, months before they begin to develop any facility
with spoken language. Even cats watch television. Clearly, it is not
R necessary to acquire an intellectual understanding of film in order to
": appreciate it—at least on the most basic level.
But film is very much like language. People who are highly experienced
in film—highly literate visually (or should we say “cinemate”?)—see
more and hear more than people who seldom go to the movies. An
education in the quasi-language of film opens up greater potential
meaning for the observer, so it is useful to use the metaphor of language
to describe the phenomenon of film.
In fact, no extensive scientific investigation of our ability to
comprehend artificial sounds and images has yet been performed, but
" nevertheless we do know through research that while children are able
; to recognize objects in pictures long before they are able to read, they
| are eight or ten years of age before they can comprehend a film image
‘ the way most adults do. Moreover, there are cultural differences in the

perception of images. In one famous 1920s test, anthropologist William
| Hudson set out to examine whether rural Africans who had had little
} contact with Western culture perceived depth in two-dimensional images
‘ the same way that Europeans do. He found, unequivocally, that they do
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respectively. (From “pictorial Perception and Culture,” Jan

American, Inc. All rights reserved.)

The conclusions that can be drawn from this seminal experiment
and others that have followed are two: first, that every normal human
being can perceive and identify a visual image; second, that even the
simplest visual images are interpreted differently in different cultures. So
we know that people must be “reading” these images. There is a process
of intellection occurring—not necessarily consciously—when we observe
an image, and it follows that we must, at some point, have learned how

to do this.

A

THE LANGUAGE OF FILM: SIGNS AND SYNTAX | 5

Figure 3-2.

THE AMBIGUOUS
TRIDENT. The illusion is
intriguing only because we
are trained in Western codes
of perspective. The psycho-
logical effect is powerful:
our minds insist that we see
the object in space rather
than the drawing on a
plane.

Figure 3-3.

THE NECKER CUBE.
Devised in 1832 by L. A.
Necker, a Swiss naturalist.
The illusion depends, once
again, on cultural training.

Figure 3-4.“My Wife and My
Mother-in-law;” by cartoon-
ist W. E. Hill, was published
in Puck in 1915. It has since
become a famous example of
the phenomenon known as
the multistable figure. The
young woman's chin is the
old woman’s nose. The old
woman’s chin is the young
woman’s chest (New York
Public Library.)
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|0LOGY OF PERCEPTION

Another way to describe this difference between the two senses is i

of the function of the sensory organs: ears hear whatever is ls-m TS

them.to hear; eyes choose what to see. This is true not ﬂVallal_)le for
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unconscious as well, Since th
are concentrate FECCEROr drga aRlint it vi
%t’s Kehed fofi Elz;n:j properly arranged) only in the fgxlr:—:l;i szs;:g zztt.litY
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t.)nstrate thie' 1t image of it.
flot in the certer of yourself by Star?:g“atct;n
immediately this page. Only the .
clear. The result of this surfounding it wou}zr;a
eyes must move costantly in ord foveated vision is that the
semiconsious movements rder to pereive an object of any size. Th e
1/20 second each, just ab are called “saccades” and take a y e.' ese
phenomenon that makes ;‘;I;t;‘zsir}];‘larvd of persistence :}p\rfﬁ?tﬂz
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Figure 3-5. SACCADE PA’
- B e 8 movgi}:.tNS. At left, a drawing of a bust of
regular patterns rather than r s of a subject viewing the bust NQ]:leen R
on the face and shows little i andon.ﬂy surveying the image The gtice ol e L
\oie e ey ‘u‘{tcrest in the neck. The ear aIS(; see O o cafisifitt
prominent place in this l:o]f?lherently interesting, but ratheT‘lSJm e aff)a'ls St g
c']earlyshuws ey e[.J kse. The saccadic patterns are not eca'use S s
line), fixing on speciﬁz njzfi quickly from point to point (the"lclz?tll'lnu’?'us; e
wvas made by Alfod L Yarb;s rzfxther than absorbing general info : cs' oy
Moscow. (From “Eye Movemet :O the Iflstitute for Problems of Infgmam-m‘ Trammision
June 1971. Copyright © 1971 lbs au(-; Visual Perception,” by David Ny Sy s
Siermidiii) y Scientific American, Inc. All r:'ghtsoiz” “”‘;meﬂ"f‘? o
: served. Reproduced by
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unication

/
I of meanings they pe
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]
Cinema, therefore ri: ];FrenCh, ot Chivese & 5 “Tanguase ;
R i system.
language system. As Christi anguage of a sort, but it is not cly ;
pointed out: we unde istian Metz, the well-known film semi N
its system; rather, we ;s[tla'nd g Bir BoF becanse we have:a k;emllouaan’
understand the film PC ieve an understanding of its system I?W g of
. Put another way, SN : ecause we
use the cinema is

——
language that i
at 1t can
Janguage because it b tell such fine stories, but rather it has b
Figure 3-6. THE PONZO ILLUSION. 47 as told such fine stories” [M e SRS
The horizontal lines ar¢ of equal length, yet the line at the top appears to be longer than the ’ ) etz, Film Language, p.
line at the bottom. The diagonals suggest perspective, SO that we interpret the picture in For semioticians, a sign must
depthand conclude, therefore, that since the “top” line must be “behind” the “bottom” Ij the signi st consist of
m gnlﬁed. T 153 o “VO arts: 2 .
it must thus be longer. line, sounds—i ‘he word “word,” for example—th - tl'.le SRR
U ;—15 a signifier; what it represe tP -_t e collection of letters or
signified.” In lit 0t A% Peniat i
. e ; ing els —
rature, the relationship between sign'gf : aj Al e
ifier and signified

furtherat\a}-
iSamain lOCUS Ofa lle oetis b ](E]“ constructions la' on the €
It. i
g
3 on

hand, are com

5 posed of sounds (signi

(signifieds), a unds (signifiers) and, on the othe i

o Ofl'tlg tht; relationship between the two can be ;.Of' Reihg
’ C— reer scinating. In

sound and meaning, of poetry lies just here: in the dance between

very well that we must learn to read
before we can attempt t0 enjoy or understand literature, but we tend t
that anyone can read a film. Anyone can see a fil &
it’s true. But some people have learned to comprehend visual imagesm’

physi_ologically, ethnographically, and psychologically—with far m
sophistication than have others. This evidence confirms the vali dityorj:
0

The irony here is that we know

believe, mistakenly;

But in film -
, the signifier
: . and the signi
sign of cinema i signified are almost i i
is o o ost ide .
a short-circuit sign. A picture of a book i mntll-(;al. the
s much closer
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ord “hook” 18 It’s true that we -
hildhood t© interpret the picture a
reat deal easier than learp; I?f
d “book” as what it signjg
h what it signifies, a WOrZ

to a book, conceptuallys than th
have to learn in infancy i e
a book as meaning ‘:15 i

i Jette ey
to interpret the i “r

A picture bears some

seldom does.”
It is the fact

so difficult to discuss.

is difficult to explain becat
“doing” film quite different from

speaking)- We can't modify the signs O o !
i ros :
the words of language systems. In cinema, an im g e is an imag,

of a rose is an image ofa rose—nothing more n().thing less. In Engligy
se, simply but it can also be modified or confused With,

rosier, rosiest, rise, risen, TOws (ruse), arose
3

rcuit sign that makes the language of )
in a memorable phrase: “A ﬁlm
se it is easy O understand.” It also mak:l

“doing” English (either writing Os
£ cinema the way we can modj fyl'

of this short-ci :
As Metz put 1t,

a rose can be a 10
similar words: r0se, r0s)

roselike, and 80 forth. : )
at thete 1 a very great differen,

tems 18 tha

The power of [anguage s¥*
between the signifier and the signified; the power of film is that ther,
is not.

then, does it do what jg

Nevertheless, film is like a language: How,

does? Clearly, one person’s image of a certain object is not another’s, 1¢

we both read the word “rose” you may perhaps think of a Heritage roge
you picked last summer, while I am thinking of the one Laura Westphg]
gave to me in December 1968, or the prop for “The Interface,” the short
flm we shot in 1995. In cinema, however, we both see the same roge
while the filmmaker can choose from an infinite variety of roses and th en’
photograph the one chosen in another infinite variety of ways. The artist’s
choice in cinema is without limit; the artist’s choice in literature j

while the reverse is true for the observer: the great thin;

circumscribed,
is that you can imagine; the great thing about film is that

about literature
you can’t.

LR L e
*  Pictographic languages like Chinese a
between film and Western languages as sign systems, but only when they are writt

itten
d cases. On the other hand, there 'n-)
) are

nd Japanese might be said to fall somewhere j
in

not when they are spoken, and only in limite
some words—-gulp,” for example—that are onomatopoeic and therefore bear a di
ar a direct

relationship to what they signify, but only when they are spoken.
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Figure 3-7. LOGOS. The conce
hen: gulldsmen stamped their Elosé thle logotype has been with us since medieval times
loggy became a crucial mark of corpo‘:::tl; ?di;iirie;rﬁ'y mark. In the twentieth century, thc:
Jucky. Founded by Alex: Ay LAl pionle cetipieiiy e :
cabeied frsost i}(’ientif;i::erfeGa:aham Bell, the “Bell System” was borir)l w}i;tl\; :Sr:{::;;s“t‘;]uy
corporals GSEiGTEEs O&gen [ l:jre and was also easily pictured. The earl : ef .
script, Coca-Cola. (Even the rraibzd L 50T seEmligy filz::rse? thi
r‘/;"‘SC}“O" gt s o 9 knoxvn(it:;;::r}:n: is CIllrotf:t:ted.) International ]gussizzgs
of S. O.—Standard Oi ided i A i ivati
they were reborn as ]ci)xl)lc}o:e:r(ll:}? mﬁ,the 1960s that that nonce-wzrdSwi:‘)t(;!;g:rit: ‘“10}:
they remained Esso in Eur,ope) Seco eory Ihat.ll.’s are somehow more contemporary (alt}?c?f l;
b 4 B i na.m res of major corporations followed their lead, attem tiﬁ
owner of one of the most mem e only. Th(.f trend peaked in the mid-seventies ,when l‘lfIBCg
blue “N” only to discover that aOJSE:?cTeT:::i:} il M a,nice . andl
Lo {foe hich e : ion station in Nebraska al
studios developed a’:ﬁi‘:‘;gg‘;‘ next to nothing). Interestingly, only tw:g?i’;”fﬂ‘:}g:?_‘}’"“
P by — ogos, MGM and Fox. Although numerous produce i flt:n
e ir signatures on their films, only Alfred Hi el
ecsnal T, y Alfred Hitchcock developed a

Film doe . ;
power and th.: ;;ntg:gifesn in this context: it states. And therein lies its
even vital,tolearntor g(?ses to the observer: the reason why it is useful,
of the power of the ead-lmages well so that the observer can seize some
& ot I tquine ium. The better one reads an image, the more
invents the image ,th ¢ m(;re power one has over it. The reader of a page
work to interpret t)he s- reader of a ﬁl.m does not, yet both readers must
Bl T igns they perceive in order to complete the process

. The more work they do, the better the balance between
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. the better the balance, the more Vit
a

nd creator in
rk of art.

texts—even many PubliShEd recently—pursue With
m . i
_sighte e shot was t
SR The standard theor hat. h € word
Langiagy - sentence al e its paragraph. In the Seng
ts s€ . ascending order of compley; 3

film, the scené !
. put it breaks down under analysjs,

ment that a word is the smallest convenient i
does the shot compare equivalently? .Not at z.i]l, In the firg

ime span there is a continually Varioys
the frame, then constitute ¢,
since each frarne

observer @
and resonant the wo

The earliest fil

i single image,
number of IMages: . ‘
pasic unit of meaning in flm? Still the answer.ls no, sil
includes a potentially infinite amount of visual information, as does the

While we could say that a film shot jg

soundtrack that accompanies 1t- "
i ince i 1t an 0
something like a sentence, since 1t makes a statement and 1s sufficient i,

tself, the point is that the film does not divide it_self into such easily
manageable units. While we can define «shot” technically well enough 4
a single piece of film, what happens if the particular shot is punctuateg
internally? The camera can move; the scene can change completely in 4
pan or track. Should we then be talking of one shot or two?

Likewise, scenes, which were defined strictly in French classica]
theater as beginning and ending whenever 2 character entered or left the

are more amorphous in film (as they are in theater today). The
but not precise. Sequences are certainly

» r .
ence-shot,” in which a single shot js

stage,
m “scene” is useful, no doubt,

but the “sequ
is an important concept and no smaller

ter
longer than scenes,
coterminous with a sequence,
units within it are discrete.

[t would seem that a real science of film,
on our being able to define the smallest unit of construction. We cap
do that technically, at least for the image: it is the single frame. But this

is certainly not the smallest unit of meaning. The fact is that film, unlik
: ’ &
is not composed of units as such, but js

as in physics, would depend

written or spoken language,
rather a continuum of meaning. A shot contains as much informatio
ation

25 we want to read in it, and whatever units we define within the sh
ot

are arbitrary.
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Theref .
refore, film presents us with a language (of sorts) that:

O consists of short-ci s in which th
short-circuit signs i i igni y
' 1 icht
e o g e signifier nearly equals
0 depends on a conti V
n i
, P ’ : ntinuous, nondiscrete system in which we can’t
dentify a basic unit and which therefore we can’t describe

quantitatively.

The result i i
e ; that, as Christian Metz says: “An easy art, the cinema
ntelligible Whic}?rilsgerh{)f falling victim to this easiness.” Film is too

’ what makes it diffi
5 cu <« . .
to explain because it is easy to understa:c;f: analyze. “A film is difficult

Al 31?%
k) prTiaks

L

bda
R et i

Figure 3-8. A rose is not necessari

; sarily a rose. (A) J :
1965. (Litho QL . ames Rosenquist’s roses: i
Moder(n A”g":‘}i]“’ !;’:Ttg;g c(}lor, composition: 25 “5/16 by ZCII 11/16. ”2215;;;;:1g1\/?ﬁR0565}

) v York, Gift of the Celeste and : SepN i
1995 The M nd Armand Bartos Fo i
white r(;c ”zic“m of Modern Art, New York.) (B) The rose from ‘f"lr“fmm”' Phoiogmph 4
se and the red, from the credits to Olivier’s Richard III. PUEIRERINS

DENOTATIVE AND CONNOTATIVE MEANING

Films do, h
cssentially ir?‘;;‘(;ezi frfl::magf: to communicate meaning. They do this
Like written lan N R R s 1
has a denotative meiu{'ﬂlge? I_)“.t toa grc-eat.er degree, a film image or sound
s roptize. it Thi manmg- it is ‘:‘Vhat.lt.ls and we don’t have to strive to
never be underestim';); 5;‘3 IT =l listic statement, but the fact should
substantial differenc‘ E R 3 reat strength of film. There is a
photographs) of a e between a description in words (or even in still
person or event, and a cinematic record of the same.
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imation of itv. :
a close approxnrnatlon reality, it can

give usksxllocwledge hat written of spoken languag
C1S€ . o » Language systems may },

» jmagine.
e i ou can t imag )
seldom can. «Film is what YOU *° ", . honconcrete world of ideag ang

much better equipped to de on film: withouta comp,
abstractions (imagine this bo O put they are ot lpete
arration it would be incom €)> : nearly g,
n ¢ conveyin P on about physical realities.
e of ¢ .
CapaBy its very naturé written/sPOk‘?n languefge analyzes. To write ¢,
4 “rose” is 10 generalize and abstract the idea of the rose. The rey
- ' their denotative ability by,

. istic languages Jies not in
power of the linguistic ' '+ of meani
in this connotative aspect of language: the weal ing we cap,

attach to a word that surpasses its denotation. If denotation were the only
are of the power of 2 language, for cxam[?le, then English—whicp,
million or $O words and 1s the largest language in
than three times more powerful than French,

words. But French makes up for its “limite &
greater use of connotation. Film hyq

Because film can
communicate 2 pre

meas
has a vocabulary ofa
history—would be more
which has only 300,000 or sO
vocabulary with a noticeably

connotative abilities as well.
Considering the strongly denotative quality of film sounds anq

it is surprising to discover that these connotative abilities are very
anguage. In fact, many of them stem from films
have noted in Chapter
ly because it can record them. Thuys,
language can be accommodated o

tations of written language can be

included in titles (to say nothing of the connotative factors of dance
music, painting, and 0 forth). Because film is a product of culture, i;
has resonances that go beyond what the semiotician calls its “diegesis”
(the sum of its denotations). An image of a rose is not simply that whep
it appears in a film of Richard I1I, for example, because we are aware of

the connotations of the white rose and the red as symbols of the house
of York and Lancaster. These are culturally determined connotations s

In addition to these influences from the general culture, film has t
own unique connotative ability. We know (even if we don’t often remi y
ourselves of it consciously) that a filmmaker has made specific cho'md
the rose is filmed from a certain angle, the camera moves or doeslze:t:

images,
muchapartoftheﬁlml
denotative ability. As we
the other arts for various effects simp.
all the connotative factors of spoken
a film soundtrack while the conno

1, film can draw on 3]
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move, the color is bri
aPPar’ent or hidclls bright or dull, the rose is fresh or fading, the thorns
ontext) of va u:ﬂ, the background clear (so that the rose is seen in
o bricfly andgso (fso ,;hat it is isolated), the shot held for a long time
b . .
and although we c:[; hese are specific aids to cinematic connotation
. . 2]
accomplish it there Wi;fproxxma.te their effect in literature, we cannot
is. on occasion the precision or efficiency of cinema. A picture
Whon Our,s\:orth a thousand words, as the adage has it
nse . .
i having been chose nog-:)he connotation of a specific shot depends on
cay that thisis, using the m a range of other possible shots, then we can
That is, the connotative ::fuage of semiotics, a paradigmatic connotation
se we comprehend )
compared, not n ; . end stems from the shot bei
in the par; digm Z‘;essafﬂy consciously, with its unrealized compaziecl;f
oF 2 vote, for exa:mplgeneral model, of this type of shot. A low-angle shot
’ e, conveys a sense th .
dominant, ove . e that the flower is for some re
compare i)t withrpowenng, because we consciously or unconsci aso1n
o » Say, an overhead shot of a rose, whi CI0uSy
its importance. » which would diminish
Conversely, w N
<hot comparez, ‘::t:'l tht:l significance of the rose depends not on the
other potential sh
compared with a ots, but rather on the
Fits syntagmaticcmal shot:s that precede or follow it, then we can s Sh:l:
. .connotatlon; that is, the meaning adh . Pe
it is ;zmpared with other shots that we do see Badheres to t becase
ese two differ i ’
bterature. A word al ent kinds of connotation have their equivalents in
o e ok one :n the page has no particular connotation, only
. ow what it means, we al :
connotes, but we can’ J so know potentially what it
the word, has in nC:lI‘:; iuﬁgly the particular connotation the zuthcr of
. ntil we see it in
articular co i . context. Then we know w.
Sonsci()us : nnotative value it has because we judge its meanin hljt
r i .
et might Eil?onscflous comparison of it with (1) all the wOrdsg}ikZ
th in this context but were not chosen, and (2) th
at precede or follow it. ’ ) the words
These two axe :
bave real valie s of meaning—the paradigmatic and the syntagmatic—
o il d s tools for understanding what film means. In fact
e . . as
a ﬁlm:'naker hI;: r;lds ‘ilijSt entirely upon these two sets of choices A;ter
o to hoot i ecided what to shoot, the two obsessive questions are
it (what choices to make: the paradigmatic) and how to
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it: the syntagmatic). In literature ;
> In

to edit st
aramount, w ile the
SeCOnd

the shot (hot?f e e

estion wh

El(:g::ati:,;}rl:s{::fi‘;at is said) .iS quite SECOTda?’- Se‘lj:otlﬁ':S, s;) far, hq

centrated 071 he syntagmatic asp.ect of film, for ah 'ry simple reasop,

. is here that film is most clearly different from other arts, Sf) that g,

it is here " 4 ategorY(Ediﬁ“g’ montage) {sin asense the most “Cmematic :

Film draws of the other arts for much o.f its connotative power a's
. its own, both paradigmatlcally and syntagmatica]]

tive sense. Cinema ig n(z’;

another source of connotd
ication. One seldom holds dialo
Bueg

intercommunic
and written langua
e
g S are

. Wherea$ spoken
film, like the nonrepresentational arts
- g n
en it 1S used for artistic purposes), is
a

present

con

i ommunication,
| as language wh

general (as wel -
one-way comm\mication. As a result, even the most utilitarian of filmg
ks in neologisms. “When a ‘langy age

respect. Film sped

does not already exist,” Metz Wroté
t, however poorly. For to speak it 15 par

Nl of everyday is simply to us
N attach to even the simplest statements i film.
There is an old joke that illustrates the point: Two philosophers megy.
d morning!” The other smiles in recognition, then Walk’
nking to himself: “I wonder what he meant by that?i
hen spoken Janguage is the subject; it is hOWeve‘
n to ask of any statement in film. .
Is there any way we can further differentiate the various modes
ation in film? Borrowing “trichotomy” from t ;:f
Peter Wollen, in his highly influential book S; e
suggested that cinematic signs i:;

«,ne mist be something of an artjg f _
tly to invent it, whereg Figure 3-9. ICON. Liv Ullmann i p—

) what it is. in Ingmar Bergman’s Face to Face‘(‘17975) Thi Sy

. This image is

e it.” So connotatj
otationg

is artistic in some

to speak i
to speak the language

one says “Goo
on frowning and thi
The question is @ joke w
a perfectly Jegitimate questio

denotation and connot
philosopher C.S. Peirce,
and Meaning in the Cinema ( 1969),

of three orders:
J The Icon: a sign in which the signifier represents the signifi
. . - . . . . - l
mainly by its similarity to it, its likeness; o
a The_z Index: which measures a quality not because it is identi
to it but because it has an inherent relationship to it; e

a : i s s :
Tl(l;ia Symbol: an arbitrary sign in which the signifier has neith
a direct nor an indexical relationshi ioni - '
p to the signified, b =

4 ) , but ra .

represents it through convention. s Figure 3-10. INDEX. Liv UlL i
ol of cash ot the il]l mann in Bergman’s Shame (19
oo 68).
pillow—is an index of prostitution and herzceT 2; gf&’:r (;-,f monR—ILe
g N va’s shame.
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into the denotative/c
1 Onn0tat‘

i g, them

Although Wollen didn tsﬁt bol can be seen 35 mainly dengg,,. ¢

: n ’ ; atj
ories, 1cons IndeX, rams in the Pei lve,

categ < are icons, of course put 50 arc(ejl d;ag ot B ‘.ﬂrce/WOHe

Portrai Jexes a1 re difficult to elme. . g Peirce, wq, n
system. I e s of indexes: one techmcal——'me‘hcal Symptomg D
i 4 sundials ¢ indexes of time—anq Are

0

suggests WO 50 =y

indexes of health, dO°° *° . ' 14 indicate that 2 man is a sailor, .
e Peirce/Wollen categories verge c;nThiS

are more easily defineq ;

a rather broad definjy; he

ts the signified throl?gr;;

not mutually exclusive. ESPeCiauy _
In

photographic images, the iconic facto.r is.; a.] & alwziys 4 StIong one; Ag
we have noted, a thing is itself evert 1f IF is also an %ndex Or @ symbg,
General semiotic theor? especially 25 1 put f"orth in Christian Meg,,

d last categories—icon and Symbol"‘“fair}s

writings, covers the first an it :
well already. The icon s the short-circult sign that is so characteristjc
. op conventional sign that is the by, of

Sis

cinema; the symbol is th
oe. It is the second category—the index

of spoken and written languass : ;
d Wollen’s system: it seems to be
d

that is most intriguing in Peirce an
between the cinematic icon and the literary s
y Ymbol)

third means, halfway

by which cinema can convey meaning. It is not an arbitrary sign, |,
neither is it identical. It suggests @ third type of denotation that Pﬂinm
directly toward connotation, and may in fact not be understan dab;:

without the dimension of connotation.
The index seems to be on¢ very useful way in which cinema can ¢
3 eal

since it gives Us concrete representationg
nts of them. How can we convey the idea of hOtn:r
cinematically, for instance? In written language it’s very easy, but on fj] S:
The image of a thermometer quickly comes (0 mind. Clearly that Py
index of temperature. But there are more subtle indexes as well: S‘i:alz

are shimmering atmospheric w
at metaphors are difficult in cin
ema. Comparj
Paring

These three categories ar€

directly with ideas,
measureme

is an index, as aves a
nd hot color
colors. It’s 4

truism of film esthetics th
love with roses works well enough in literature, but its cin
ematic

equivalent poses problems: the rose, the secondary element of th
the
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Figure 3-11. SYMBO
g L. Bergman oft
Here, Ullmann again in Face fo Fafe en uses coffins and corpses as symbols in his fil
ms.

Figure 3-12..
.. and Max von Sydow in Hour of the Wolf (1966)
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o much present. As a re
sult

: inema, to
s 'valeﬂt in ciné
is toohequlbase ihe literar model tend to be crude ,
ors t of this di
y : : a offera way ou is dile
Cal S.lgn m Y 1nn-1a.

ndex1 . .
1o own, unidue metaphorical POWED which it oy
iscovers 1 LI o any thin
+ ity of the frAME its ability © say many things at once,
to the flexibility © index also Jeads us t© some interesting jq o
he above discussion that ths
e

f the
The concept © ust be clear from t
¢ clearly defined: they :
re i

about connotation. nnotatiOIl i

i denotation an

line between written and spoken language, connotatie,
5

i film, as in
a continuuml. In ) e eventuall)/ accepted as de ota
§

n enoug 7
5 of the connotative power of film depep ds

3

metaphor,

Here film d

if they become stro :
1 i much
meanings. AS it happen$ : . ;
on devices that ar¢ indexical that is, they ar€ not arbitrary signs, by,
evices W
neither are they identical. ] .
iterary studies closely assoc1d vith each Other)

ARl o whieh ﬁlnl] COMVEYS CoNnotatiye
e of. .s‘pf’ec‘h in whlch a4 4ss0cla ted detaﬂ
represent an object. Etymol ogicall
Greek meta, invol\ring’

» (from the
Jiterature we can speak of the King

s uthe Crown'” A “sy’neCdOChe” iS a ﬁgure Of
ds for the whole or the whole for the part
d to as a “mOtOI'” ora “set of wheelsu_ )

s d

Tiyo term ffom e
be the matn 0

g. A «metonymy” 15 @ 847
invoke an idea of

ubstitute naming
pame). Thus in

serve to descrl
meanin
or notion is used to
the word means “s
transfer, and onoria,
(and the idea of kingship) 2

h in which the part stan

speec
be referre

An automobile can
policeman is “the law.”

Both of these forms recur constantly in cinema: The indexes of hea

are clearly metonymical: associated details invoke ap
1d clichés of Hollywood are synecdochic
(close shots of marching feet to represent an army ) and metonymic (the
falling calendar pages, the driving wheels of the railroad engine). Indeeq
because metonymical devices yield themselves so well to Cinemati;

fficient in this regard than literature

exploitation, cinema can be more €

can. Associated details can be compressed within the limits of the fram

to present a statement of extraordinary richness. Metonymy is a kind ;
0

mentioned above
abstract idea. Many of the o

cinematic shorthand.
Just as, in general, our sense of ci ; i
i inema’s connotations
depends on

understood comparisons of the image with images that were not ch
osen

(paradigmatic) and images that came before and after (syntagmatic)
» S0
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£ Sl
oo i

Figure 3-13. METONYM '
Y. In Red De:
shetsnymiic/af colof, Th sert (1964), Michelangelo Antonioni
revchologisali asd poli:iouﬁhom most of the film, Giu%iana (N?;l?md?"ffbpedaprccise
she manages to break a‘;szbe a gray and deathly urban mdustrlila:;::; Vl.t ). |5 oppréssed
) rom its gri nvironment. Wh
temporary independence ( grip on several occasi . . When
. and possibl casions, Antonioni signals h
with health and happi P ereturn to health) with brigh o
e t ; :
Giuliana attempts Ffonl:(: I;iot only in this film but in general z:ilt::;?::;: (:Iemll aS'SOClEtEd
brilliant color (the attempt ate;r:':;n Sh)og. s Punctua;ed \zit‘hl: tlhlts ;cene;’
frighteni : om), but the sha : splotehiesio
ghtening (the relapse into neurosis). In all, a conL:;Titc:f:c]iS:l‘t(esfare i s
i et of metonymies.

our sense of th
comparisons of tilecg:c;ml' ;°"ﬂ0tati0n5 depends upon understood
details with ideas (metor‘l"”lt the .whole (synecdoche) and associated
extensions and indexes MYmY)‘ _Cmerna is an art and a medium of
see (or hear) but from‘thCh of ke ,meaning comes not from what we
ongoing process of com REPQETAON L SEEratitrone accurately, from an
This is ironic, consideri o (_)f what we see with what we don't see.
that is all fon evident 1:;,'.;. th:lt c1‘nema at first glance seems to be an art
e , one that is often criticized for “leaving nothing
Quite the ¢ i
sonnills age quitznet::iiy l:‘ ntguj: In a film of strict denotation, images and
skt gt i y : irectly understood. But very few films are
ve; they can’t help but be connotative, “for to speak [film]
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59), André Jocelyn portrays a

g Chabrol's Leda (19
Figure 3-14. METONYMY. In Claude Chabrol’s Le - simple, logical metonymy,

schizophrenic character. The image in the cracked mirror is
is partly to invent it.” The observer who adamantly resis}:s, oli;course, can
choose to ignore the connotative power of film, but the observer who
ned to read film has available a mul
Alfred Hitchcock, for example, made a number of very popula.r films
in a career that spanned more than half a century. We could asc.nbe his
critical and popular success to the subjects of his films—certainly the
thriller strikes a deep responsive chord in audiences—but then how do
we account for the failed thrillers of his imitators? In truth, the drama
of film, its attraction, lies not so much in what is shot (that’s the drama
of the subject), but in how it is shot and how it is presented. And as
thousands of commentators have attested, Hitchcock was the master par
excellence of these two critical tasks. The drama of filmmaking in large
part lies in the brainwork of these closely associated sets of decisions,
Highly “literate” filmgoers appreciate Hitchcock’s superb cinematic
intelligence on a conscious level, less literate filmgoers on an unconscious
level, but the intelligence has its effect, nevertheless.
One more element remains to be added to the lexicon of film

Keilens titude of connotations.
as

Y AP RO 1 L RO A 11
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3

o
Figure 3-15. SYNECDOCHE. Giuliana in Red Desert, again, this time surrounded and nearly
overwhelmed by industrial machinery, a “part” that stands for the “whole” of her urban
society. It isn’t this ship or the dockside ganglion of pipes that oppress her, but the larger
reality they represent.

semiotics: the trope. In literary theory, a trope is a “turn of phrase” or
a “change of sense”; in other words, a logical twist that gives the elements
of a sign—the signifier and the signified—a new relationship to each
other. The trope is therefore the connecting element between denotation
and connotation. When a rose is a rose is a rose it isn’t anything else,
and its meaning as a sign is strictly denotative. But when a rose is
something else, a “turning” has been made and the sign is opened up
to new meanings. The map of film semiotics we have described so far
has been static. The concept of the trope allows us to view it dynamically,
as actions rather than facts.

As we have noted in earlier chapters, one of the great sources of
power in film is that it can reproduce the tropes of most of the other
arts. There is also a set of tropes that it has made its own. We have
described the way they operate in general in the first part of this chapter.
Given an image of a rose, we at first have only its iconic or symbolic
denotative meaning, which is static. But when we begin to expand the
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.16, SYNECDOCHE JEhe perta in Godurd™ Chinoise (1967) has construcy
tical barricade of Chairman M2 s “Little Red Books, parts 'that"stand for the wh fd a
:th which the group of “gauchistes” to which she ? i
hey inten attack on bourgeois Soc'c ongg
»__like «jcon,” “Index,” and "SYmbol.],etY-
o

st/Maoist ideology W
d from which t d to launch an
¢” and “metony™
\cts that may be useful as aids to :
particular synecdoche, for example, might bi!en{l)lms;
Clter

classified as a metony™Y in little red books are associated details rather thap
standing for the whole. (The decision jtself has ideological overtones!) Likewise, alth Parts
this image seems easie assify as [ndexical, there ar¢ certainly elements of the ]OUgh

Conic

and Symbolic init.

possibilities throu
connotative index,
syntagmatic context of

metaphorically as metony
There are undoubtedly other categories of film semiotics yet
to be

discovered, analyzed, propagated. In no sense is the system shown i
. . 1
chart below meant to be either exhaustive oOr immutable. Semi t-n the
. . . ' 0 I i
most definitely not a science I the sense that physics or biolo o
ls;cxence. But it is a logical, often illuminating system that helps to dgy oy
O . - . . e i
: w ?m does what it does. Film is difficult to explain because it ‘SCnbe
0 ot auset
' understand. The semiotics of film is easy to explain b ey
difficult to understand. Somewhere between li e it is
; ies the genius of film

Figur
theore!

Marxist/ Lenini
selves, an

of course, imp
they are not strict defin
in which the

st to cl

parison, the image comes alive:
. . - ds
paradigm of possible shots, in tha
bl
1 the film, as it is Uscel
e

gh tropes of com
in terms of the
its associations i1
my or a synecdoche.

THE LANGUAG ¢
E OF FILM: SIGN )
: S AND SY{¥

SYNTAX

Film has no gram
S Cinem:tliacr.]::ere are, however, some vaguely defined
AT ortlEi guage, and the syntax of film—its syste rules
o btk andese rules and indicates relationships amatlc
that the syntax of film i SpoienlafnagesyibisimpatfinF T gl
There is nothing PIEOI-Z 3. result of its usage, not a determinantemt})?r
na;urallyfru as certain de"ic;l::j,:;mmd film syntax. Rather, it ev:))lv;g
and useful. Like the syntax OUR in practice to be both
i ——— of written and spok workable
il changfzfz:)cng;\;elopment, descriptise rzltlhlzrnﬁiaf " he S)mtax
e ThEd 51 Sc)rably over the years. The“HOﬂYWOOglgscrlthe)
forticaasid ey Bfbes itund laughable now, but during th ram_m.ar”
Al Eraed was an accurate model of the wgaY I:oli];::f:esci
In written/spoken ian :
ighit call the Jinee guage systems, syntax deal i
i % o togetfl:rsli)zc; :}fl ;OnStr:Ction: that is,S glzly;v:;ihi: ]\lj}tl.wl:
in film we call t i to form phr, =
include spatial lzz;}r;zi{:jﬂtlcf category. In ﬁlim’a}s:)iv a;r:jrs:nt«:nces, what
systems like English and Fn’ Ry i fuere 1t g Para’llyln' e
Hies it rench—we can’t say or write séf'e:;l lt?guage
TR | mngs at
development iﬁpaceﬁzstfﬂmdu_d? 'both development in ti
space is referred to as “mise- T CECngeneT yy the modiﬁcr;? %
“putting in the scene” Th en_sce.ne-’The French phrase literall o
(from the French for & utt? modification of time is called “ ymeani
the tension between thgse tlj:g together”). As we shall see in égontage
has been the engine of fil g Co.ncepts of mise-en-scéne and e
Frahatlas e practicalln estl.ie.tl_cs? ever since the Lumiéres anr(;lij[lfa‘g\e
Over the years, theorifl:) OSSIbll.ltles of each at the turn of the Cente oy
sxcndtueatiniel Kl caalis r: ofhr.nlse—en—scéne have tended to be clol:rly :
expressionistic, yet these : w ile montage has been seen as essenti e11y
ek St ;):.:urlggs are deceptive. Certainly it would .
P monindlcate a high regard for the subject in ;:em
over the manipulation ofthage V_Vould give the filmmaker more confml
there are many occasion ehsubeIta but despite these natural tend e
s when montage can be the more rc:alistice::fC ;:1:
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spe the more expressionistic,
m of choosing between a pan frq
M op
€

Take, for examplz, t cople would say that the cut j
subject t0 another and 2 cut. . is
: that it interrupts an remodels feahtY_’ 311d. that therefore
re realistic 0 0 alternatives, since 1t Preseryeg R
: e is true if we j th
integrity of the space- Yeb in ey he ffe_"‘lirs aries W Judge pallnine
and cutting from the point of view © tt; id TER Weredipy
our attention fro bject t© ano e-r Wff seldom actually .
Psycho!ogically, th .« the truer approxlmation of our naturg) a
OPE. An an

two alternatives, and mise'e“'sce
roble

manipulative,

the pan is the mo
Ct

4 from Dali and Bufiuel’s surrealist o]
ex image, not easily analyzed. Iconic Ia:ISic Un
» Indey:
Xl

t-covcred han
is striking for its own sake; it is a
eas »

Ure of

1928). Another very compl
Jues are all present: the image
£ the soul of the owner ©
y symbolic of a more
ell. It is metonymic
1 «yssociated detail”;
ause the hand is
hole. Finallys the
to be a trope: 2

rench idiom, “avoir des
»<to have ants in the

Figure 3-17. TR
Chien Andalott (
and Symbolic va
the infestation O
the hand it is certainl
general malaise, as W
because the ants are f
it is also synecdochic, bec
part that stands for the W
source of the image seems
verbal pun on the F
fourmis dans les mains,’
hand,” an expression equivalent t0 the
English “my hand is asleep” BY illustrating
the turn of phrase literally. Dali and Buiiuel
hat a common

extended the trope 50 t
experience is turned into a striking sign of

decay. (Iam indebted to David Bombyk for
this analysis.) (MOMA/FSA.)

e subject has
e other; we areé seldom interested i
) mn the inte
rven;j
nlng

draws our attention to just that.’

perception. First on
our attention, then th
space, yet the cinematic pan

it n g e
* Itha i i i
: s I?een suggested that the zip pan, in which the camera moves s ;
image in between the original s 0 quickly that the

verisimilitudinous handling of t
to its ich i i
elf, which is precisely what does not happen in normal percepti
b eption. Perh
aps the

perfect a al i :
separagednb Oi'ut’: wlith reality would be the direct cut in which the
s thy t.smg e b]ack.fmme (or better yet, a neutral gray fr. two shots were
e time (approximately 1/20 of a second) each saccadizlhe). which would
movement of
the

le)ect and its successor is blurred, would be the m

; ) s et

problem. But even this alternative draws ’xttE -
attention

eye takes!
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It was André Bazi :

g e I8 dZ;:e,ht)hZ Lilnfluential French critic of the 1950s, wh
and realism on the one hfnd the connections between misﬁ—enjS o o
e b e i . and m?ntage and expressionism on iﬁe
s Cing ok 7 ayntess ;,m the 1:mdd1e fifties, Jean-Luc Godard S
et ige et s ConSideroblthe twin notions of mise-en-scéne ::c?

opposition. For Godard n—ﬁ y more sophisticated than Bazin's bina
cilicedl ardlesthntic c()nn)ot ise—en-scéne and montage were divested ry
MRS el o BOthanons: i11c.).ntage simply did in time what mi o
P I moarreﬁprm.a;.)les of organization, and to sa tllsle,
according to Godard. In hi € reahitlc” than montage (time) is ill Y_ at
Coflind oAtk s essaY‘ Montage, mon beau souci” e
e ag: I;S an integral part of miSe-en-Scéln 6(1956)
e e f‘chh an organizing of time as of 5pacle Th
S Sfaatl veality e m a psychological reality that tran . The
first, mise-en-scéne c;m thr e are two corollaries to Godard’s s S;enfls
montage when a filmmaker ereff)re be every bit as expressiozr-ltt_eslsi
B Crohed V‘eris‘iuse.:s. it to distort reality; second, psych 18 1c‘ as
militude) may be better serve(’ipb)}:c Otloglcal
a strategy

Figure 3-18. MET
: ONYMIC GEST
of the Wolf (1967)... URE Max von Sydow suffers in Ingmar B
ergman’s Hour



(See Chapter 5))

role.
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entr
Jay @ e lexities t
that allows montage ' ;i sychﬂlo el fomizhere is a hat enter
iti : p.en-SCENE perc to
T ddICEE e an L dy noted that eptualf 1
on O Oﬂtag have all‘ea Y monta acto
comparis Wwe st mlmits ) ge o, 0
lica owises montas ic mise.
th t comp shot: 1 i Pevhio en g AR
ithin 1 yder sequence 11 FHIOIS AN oty g
ang:

o x in
rmmncked wi hower
) jouss geparate shots i
otor on SeventY p n ]eSSt |ng

HitChCO men . ] )
eno

example © o he are fused togethe’ pS.YChOIOgllcca']li‘ly intoa contina‘l q

minuteof phic gnife attack. The whole ;¢ U

experierlce see Figure 3-21). greater

o director’s Shame (1968). Gesture is one of
© of th

Land i :
fication. “Kinesics, or “body language.” i € mog
8¢, is basicy

Figure 3-19. . n the sam

communicative facets of film sIgN!

of meaning. Here, von Sydow’s pose conveys th
d covers the face, shields it from the outside wor‘;dsnme basi;
fetal position, to protect the body; the ego ha }a]lhe knegs |
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CODES

The structure of cinema i
oiles Tt ot “T;;S_l ieﬁged by the codes in which it operates and the
o e :1 . Codes are critical constructions—systems of
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Image
Opti'cal pattern
\ _ Mental experience
. The sign / \
Saccadic ; Signifi \1
) gnifier U ignifi
ptrir Signified
I(SJ/ (s") effiﬁ;iuef:ée
Denotation \
Connotation
Diegesis
Expression

Diagram H. READING
THE IMAGE: The image i
phenomenon. The opti L E e 18 experienced .
W n}:] i::n]i;nem' is read saccadically; the rner"lt:iS bUT-h.an Opnml and a mental
the concept of the sign ‘Vhere,z;d-g fﬂzrmed by it. Both optical and ;’Zlfﬁaﬂleixeenls ﬂ}e result of the

- ) ) : o tion combine i
NP ooy g ignifier(s) is related to signified(s). The signifier i ¥ A
, more mental then opti . The signifier is more optical th
e e otflical Alllireelovelntentls A
. e with each other i : els of reading—saccadi ioti

denotative or essentially connotative er in various ways to produce meaning eictii;::m;;:;ia;ﬁd
; ’ y

of theater as well
as film
ik ). And there are those codes th i
N S at are unique to cinema.
The culturally deri -
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specific syntax of ﬁf ¢ but It i the unique sades, thoss that fx l:
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not a complet . .
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Figure 3-20.
shot from a
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Hitchcock manipulates all these codes to achieve a desired effect. It
is because they are codes—because they have meaning for us outside the
narrow limits of that particular scene: in film, in the other arts, in the
general culture—that they affect us. The codes are the medium through
which the “message” of the scene is transmitted. The specifically cinematic
codes together with a number of shared codes make up the syntax of
film.

MISE-EN-SCENE

Three questions confront the filmmaker: What to shoot? How to shoot
it? How to present the shot? The domain of the first two questions is
mise-en-scéne, that of the last, montage. Mise-en-scéne is often regarded
as static, montage as dynamic. This is not the case. Because we read the
shot, we are actively involved with it. The codes of mise-en-scéne are the
tools with which the filmmaker alters and modifies our reading of the
shot. Since the shot is such a large unit of meaning, it may be useful to
separate a discussion of its components into two parts.

THE FRAMED IMAGE

All the codes that operate within the frame, without regard to the
chronological axis of film, are shared with the other pictorial arts. The
number and range of these codes is great, and they have been developed
and refined in painting, sculpture, and photography over the course of
thousands of years. Basic texts in the visual arts examine the three
determinants of color, line, and form, and certainly each of the visual
codes of film fits within one of these rubrics. Rudolf Arnheim, in his
highly influential study Art and Visual Perception, suggested ten areas of
concern: Balance, Shape, Form, Growth, Space, Light, Color, Movement,
Tension, and Expression. Clearly, a full exposition of the codes operating
in the film frame would be a lengthy undertaking. We can, however,
describe briefly the basic aspects of the syntax of the frame. Two aspects
of the framed image are most important: the limitations that the frame
imposes, and the composition of the image within the frame (and
without necessary regard to it).

Since the frame determines the limit of the image, the choice of an
aspect ratio suggests the possibilities of composition. With the self-
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Figure 3-21. HitCthck;s
spellbinding shower murde,
in Psycho (1959) has become
notorious over the years fo,
its vertiginous editing, yet the
bathroom murder was not 5
new idea. (From Psycho,
1974, Ed. by Richard J. Amble,
Frame enlargement.)

Figure 3-22. Several years
earlier Henri-Georges
Clouzot’s Diabolique had
shocked audiences with an
altogether quieter but no less
eerie murder scene. (Paul

. Meurisse is the victim.)

(Walter Daran. Time/Life
Picture Agency. © Time Inc.
Frame enlargement.)

Figure 3-23. Psycho’s star,

¢ Anthony Perkins, cowrote the

script for Herbert Ross’s The

i Last of Sheila (1973). Joan

Hackett attempted suicide in
an elegant shipboard bath.

THE BATH TUB/ SHOWER CODE

Figure 3-24. Murder isn’t
the only activity that takes

place in tubs. In Godard’s ;

poetic essay Pierrot le fou
(1965), Jean-Paul
Belmondo relaxed in a tub
as he shared some
thoughts on the painter

Veldzquez with his |

daughter. (PAvant-Scéne.
Frame enlargement.)

Figure 3-25. In Jean-
Charles Tacchella’s
Cousin, cousine (1975),

Marie-France Pisier

settled into an empty tub in
contemplation

Figure 3-26. Gian Maria
Volenté found some
surcease from exile in a
remote Italian village in an
old-fashioned tub. Irene
Papas assisted in
Francesco Rosi’s Christ
Stopped at Eboli (1979).
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THE BATH TUB/ SHOWER CODE
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Figure 3-27. In the late
seventies, the bath becamg .
focus of contempory,
California life with the rise i
popularity of the hot typ,
stacey Nolkin took a cal] j,
Serial (1980).

Figure 3-28. Ghostbusters
11(1989). The bath fights back;
Sigourney Weaver wins. (Frarie
enlargement.)

Figure 3-29. In a variant, Kevin
Kline as President showers in
Ivan Reitman’s Dave (1993),
Weaver is surprised.

(Frame enlargement.)
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Figure 3-30. The bathtub
code extends as far back as
Jacques-Louis David’s The

Death of Marat (1793),
shocking because of its
intimate realism. (Oil on
canvas. 65” by 50 1/2”.
Royal Museum of Fine Arts,
Brussels.)

justification that has been endemic to the elusive subject of film esthetics,
early theoreticians waxed eloquent over the value of the Academy
aperture, the 1.33 ratio. When widescreen ratios became popular in the
1950s, the classical estheticians bemoaned the destruction of the symmetry
they perceived in the Academy aperture, but, as we demonstrated in
Chapter 2, there was nothing sacred about the ratio of 4:3.

The question is not which ratio is “proper” but rather which codes
yield themselves to exploitation in which ratios? Before the mid-fifties,
it seems, interiors and dialogue dominated American and foreign screens.
After the introduction of the widescreen formats in the 1950s, exteriors,
location shooting, and action sequences grew in importance. This is a
crude generalization, but there is some useful truth to it. It's not
important whether there was a cause-and-effect relationship between the
two historical developments, only that wide screens permitted more
efficient exploitation of action and landscape codes.

CinemaScope and Panavision width ratios (2.33 and above) do make
it more difficult, as the old Hollywood estheticians had suggested, to
photograph intimate conversations. Whereas the classic two-shot of the
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spawned a number of homages,
Here, George Segal (just out of
the bath) in Mike Hodges’s
Terminal Man (1974)....

Figure 3-32. ... and Angie Dickinson in Brian De Palma’s Dressed to Kill (1980). (Compare
the hands here and in Figure 3-33.)

Figure 3-31. Psycho itself
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Figure 3-33. The Academy aperture two-shot. Spencer Tracy and Katharine Hepburn in
George Cukor’s Pat and Mike (1952). More intimate and involving than...

1.33 screen size tended to focus attention on speaker and listener, the
very wide anamorphic ratios cannot avoid also photographing the space
either between them or beside them and therefore calling attention to
their relationship to the space surrounding them. This is neither “better”
nor “worse”; it simply changes the code of the two-shot.

The filmmaker can also change the dimensions of the frame during
the course of the film by masking the image, either artificially or
naturally through composition. This has been an important aspect of the
syntax of frame shape ever since D. W. Griffith first explored its
possibilities.

Just as important as the actual frame size, although less easily
perceived, is the filmmaker’s attitude toward the limit of the frame. If
the image of the frame is self-sufficient, then we can speak of it as a
“closed form.” Conversely, if the filmmaker has composed the shot in
such a way that we are always subliminally aware of the area outside the
frame, then the form is considered to be “open.”

Open and closed forms are closely associated with the elements of
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Figure 3-34. ... the widescreen two-shot. Jean-Claude Brialy and Anna Karina in Jean-Luyc
Godard’s A Woman is a Weman (1961). The still life on the table is carefully composed, both
to fill the middle space of the frame and to connect the characters,
movement in the frame. If the camera tends to follow the subject
faithfully, the form tends to be closed; if, on the other hand, the
filmmaker allows—even encourages—the subject to leave the frame and
reenter, the form is obviously open. The relationship between the
movement within the frame and the movement of the camera is one of
the more sophisticated codes, and specifically cinematic.

Hollywood’s classic syntax was identified in part by a relatively
tightly closed form. The masters of the Hollywood style of the thirties
and forties tried never to allow the subject to leave the frame (it was
considered daring even if the subject did not occupy the center of the
1.33 frame). In the sixties and seventies, filmmakers like Michelangelo
Antonioni were equally faithful to the open widescreen form because it
emphasizes the spaces between people.

Most elements of compositional syntax do not depend strictly on
the frame for their definition. If the image faded at the edges like a
vignette (which itself is one of the minor devices of the framing code),
such codes as intrinsic interest, proximity, depth perception, angle of
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Figure 3-35. Michelangelo
Antonioni was well known for
his sensitivity to architectural
metaphor. This naturally masked
shot from Eclipse (1962) both
isolates Alain Delon and Monica
Vitti and calls attention to the
comparison to be made between
Vitti and the portrait on the wall
behind her.

approach, and lighting would work just as well as they do in frames with
sharply defined limits.

The filmmaker, like most pictorial artists, composes in three
dimensions. This doesn’t mean necessarily that he is trying to convey
three-dimensional (or stereoscopic) information. It means that there are
three sets of compositional codes: One concerns the plane of the image
(most important, naturally, since the image is, after all, two-dimensional).
One deals with the geography of the space photographed (its plane is
parallel with the ground and the horizon). The third involves the plane
of depth perception, perpendicular to both the frame plane and the
geographical plane. Figure 3-40 visualizes these three planes of
composition.

Naturally, these planes interlock. No filmmaker analyzes precisely
how each single plane influences the composition, but decisions are made
that focus attention on pairs of planes. Clearly, the plane of the frame
must be dominant, since that is the only plane that actually exists on the
screen. Composition for this plane, however, is often influenced by factors
in the geographical plane since, unless we are dealing with animation,
a photographer or cinematographer must compose for the frame plane
in the geographical plane. Likewise, the geographical plane and the plane
of depth perception are coordinated, since much of our ability to perceive
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with widescreen composition. This shot from Red Desery

6. Antonioni was obsessed
formalism. (Frame enlargement. )

Figure 3-3
demonstrates his architectural

esentations as well as three-dimensional

the geographical plane. In fact,
ant factors other than

depth in two-dimensional repr
reality depends on phenomena in
perception of depth depends on many import
binocular stereoscopic vision, which is why film presents such a strong
illusion of three-dimensional space and why stereoscopic film techniques
are relatively useless.”

Figure 3-41 illustrates some of the most important psych
factors strongly influencing depth perception. Overlapping takes place in
the frame plane, but the three others—convergence, relative size, and
density gradient—depend on the geographical plane. We've already
discussed in Chapter 2 how various lens types affect depth perception
(and linear distortion as well). A photographer modifies, suppresses, or
reinforces the effects of lens types through composition of the image

within the frame.
Here are some other examples of how the codes of the compositional

ological

planes interact:
Proximity and proportion are important subcodes. Stage actors are

* If so-called 3-D film techniques simply added the one remaining factor to depth
perception, there would be no problem with them. The difficulty is that they actually
distort our perception of depth, since they don’t allow us to focus on a single plane,
as we do naturally, and since they tend to produce disturbing pseudostereoscopic and

pseudoscopic stereoscopic images.
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forever mindful of them. Obviously, the closer the subject, the more
important it seems. As a result, an actor in the theater is always in danger
of being “‘upstaged” by other members of the company. In film, of course,
the director has complete control over position, and reverse angles help
to redress the balance.

Figure 3-42, a classic shot from Citizen Kane (1941), gives us a more
sophisticated example of the significance of proximity and proportion.
Kane enters the room at the rear; his wife is in bed in the midground;
a bottle of sleeping medicine looms large in the foreground. The three
are connected by their placement in the frame. Reverse the order and
the medicine bottle would disappear into the background of the shot.

One of the aspects of composition that differentiates Baroque from
late Renaissance painting is the shift from the “square” orientation of
the geographic plane to the oblique. There were several reasons for this—
one was the quest for greater verisimilitude: the oblique composition
emphasized the space of the painting, whereas the symmetrical Renaissance
compositional standard emphasized its design. The net effect, however,
was to increase the psychological drama of the design: geographical
obliques translate into the plane of the frame as diagonals, which are read
as inherently more active than horizontals and verticals. Here, as in the
earlier examples, there is a relationship between compositional factors
in separate planes.

Eventually the geographic and depth planes “feed” information to
the plane of the frame. This is truer in painting and photography, which
don’t have the ability film does to move physically into the pictorial space,
but it is still generally true in cinema as well. The frame plane is the only
“real” plane. Most elements of composition, therefore, realize themselves
in this plane.

The empty frame, contrary to expectations, is not a tabula rasa. Even
before the image appears, we invest the potential space of the frame with
certain qualities, ones which have been measured scientifically: our
natural tendency to read depth into the two-dimensional design, for
instance. Latent expectations determine intrinsic interest. Figures 3-43
and 3-44 demonstrate this. In 3-43, both verticals are precisely the same
length, yet the left-hand line looks much longer. This is because we read
the angles at top and bottom as representative of corners, the left
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th lines seem to be equal, we they
be longer, since it is “farther away»
d which descends? The “corre, t.”

receding, the right intruding. If bo

calculate that the line on the Jeft must
san

In Figure 3-44, which stairway ascend

wdu Saved from Drowning (1932) isolates the
by vignetting the image. The masking
hrough a telescope in this shot,

Figure 3-37. This shot from Jean Renoir’s Bot :
forlorn figure of Boudu,about to jump into the Semel,
has a literal function as well: Boudu (Michel Simon) is seen t

(PAvant-Scéne. Framie enlargement.)

answers are that A ascends and B descends. The trick is in the verbs, of
course, since stairs always go both up and down. But since Westerners
tend to read from left to right, we see stair A ascending and stair B
descending.

So, even before the image appears, the frame is invested with
meaning. The bottom is more “important” than the top, left comes before
right, the bottom is stable, the top unstable: diagonals from bottom left
to top right go “up” from stability to instability. Horizontals will also be
given more weight than verticals: confronted with horizontal and vertical
lines of equal length, we tend to read the horizontal as longer, a
phenomenon emphasized by the dimensions of the frame.

When the image does appear, form, line, and color are impressed
with these latent values in the frame. Form, line, and color also have their
own inherent values of weight and direction. If sharp Lines exist in the
design of the image, we tend to read along them from left to right. An
object with a “light” inherent significance (Mrs. Kane’s medicine bottle)
can be given “heavy” significance through shape.
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Fsigure ‘3-33. (;;?SSED FORM. The I_wtorious stateroom scene from A Night at the Opera
(Sam Wood, ) must be the zenith of Hollywood-style closed form! The brothers are
cramped in the frame, as well as in the stateroom.

Figure 3-39. OPEN FORM. Macha Meril in Godard’s A Married Worman (1964). The taxi is
moving to the left out of the frame. Meril is walking to the right out of the frame and
looking back toward the left; the car in the background is moving diagonally up out of the
frame. The design elements of the shot conspire to make us aware of the continuous space
beyond the limits of the frame. (French Film Office.)
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OF COMPOSITION: The plane of the image; the

i -40. THE THREE PLANES .
Figure 3-40 the axis of depth perception.

geography of the photographic space;

Figure 3-41. CONVENTIONS OF DEPTH PERCEPTION. Four major conventions of depth
perception are illustrated here: convergence (the boundaries of the road), relative size (the
near and far balls), density gradient (of shade on the left, of lines on the right), and
overlapping (the balls on the right).
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Figure 3-42. Dorothy Comingore (in shadow), Orson Welles, and Joseph Cotten in Welles’s

Citizen Kane (1941). It is not the material of the shot but its design that tells the story. (Sight
and Sound.)

And color, of course, adds an entirely new dimension. Hitchcock
begins Marnie (1964) with a close shot of his heroine’s bright yellow
pocketbook. The other color values of the scene are neutral. The sense
is of the pocketbook carrying the woman rather than vice versa, just the
effect Hitchcock wants, considering that the yellow bulge contains the
money Marnie had just stolen and that her life, as we later see, is
dominated by her kleptomania. Before we learn any of this narratively,
we “know” it. (Marnie is also an excellent example of other types of color
dominance, since the subject of the film is color symbolism: Marnie
suffers from rosophabia.)

Elements of form, line, and color all carry their own intrinsic
interests, significant weights that counteract, reinforce, counterpoint, or
balance each other in complex systems, each read against our latent
expectations of the frame and with the senses of composition in depth
and planar design combined.

Multiple images (split screen) and superimpositions (double
exposures, et cetera), although they are seldom used, can multiply the
intrinsic weights by factors of two, three, four, or more. Texture, although
it is not often mentioned when speaking of film esthetics, is also
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im ; :
pPortant, not only in terms of the inherent texture of the sy

ilises : bj
50 in terms of the texture—or grain—of the image. Ope illu:Ct by
I‘atio
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wi : . '
Ul suffice: we have learned to associate graininess with enlar
g

emen

/\ Figure 3-43,
THE MULLER-LYER ILLUSION, Both )
are the same length, yet the left-hapg livertlca]s
much longer. We read the angles at top anc?]j loo,
as corners, the left receding, the right iner Otto
\l// If both lines seem to be equal, we think t;:le]g.
. on the left must be longer, since it is “furthe, a‘;':mﬁ
# ay,
Figure 3-44.
UPSTAIRS/DOWNSTAIRS ILLUSION.
Which stairway ascends and which
descends? Since Westerners tend to read :
from left to right, we see stair A ascending /

and stair B descending.

and with documentary. The filmmaker therefore has this code at his
command. A grainy image signifies a “truthful” one. The grain of
enlargement and its significance as a barrier to comprehension provided
the basic metaphor of Antonioni’s 1966 film Blow-up.
Perhaps the most important tool the filmmaker can use to modify

the meanings of form, line, and color, and their intrinsic interests, is
lighting. In the days when filmstock was relatively insensitive (before the
1960s), artificial lighting was a requisite, and filmmakers made a virtue
of necessity, as always. The German Expressionists of the twenties
borrowed the code of chiaroscuro from painting to dramatic effect—it
allowed them to emphasize design over verisimilitude. The classical
Hollywood cinematographic style wanted a more natural effect and so
developed a system of balanced “key” lights and “fill” lights (see Figure

3-50) that provided thorough but not overt illumination and therefore

presented a minimal barrier between observer and subject. At its best,

this sophisticated system was capable of some extraordinary, subtle

effects, yet it was inherently unrealistic; we seldom observe natural scenes

that have both the very high light level and the carefully balanced fill that

mark the Hollywood style (and that is perpetuated today in both
theatrical and television productions).

The development of fast filmstocks permitted a new latitude in the
code of lighting, and today most cinematographers work for verisimilitude
rather than classic Hollywood balance.

Needless to say, all the lighting codes that operate in photography
operate in film as well. Full front lighting washes out a subject; overhead
lighting dominates it; lighting from below makes it lugubrious; highlighting
can call attention to details (hair and eyes most often); backlighting can
either dominate a subject or highlight it; sidelighting is capable of
dramatic chiaroscuro effect,

Aspect ratio; open and closed form; frame, geographic, and depth
planes; depth perception; proximity and proportion: intrinsic interest of
color, form, and line; weight and direction; latent expectation; oblique
versus symmetric composition; texture; and lighting. These are the major
codes operating within the static film frame. In terms of the diachronic
shot, however, we have just begun.

TuE DIACHRONIC SHOT

Filmmakers use a wealth of terminology in regard to the shot. The factors
that now come into play include distance, focus, angle, movement, and
point of view. Some of these elements also operate within the static
frame, but all are more appropriately discussed as dynamic qualities. Shot
distance is the simplest variable. So-called “normal” shots include the full
shot, three-quarter shot, medium shot (or mid-shot), and head-and-
shoulders shot—all defined in terms of the amount of subject viewed.
Closeups, long shots, and extreme long shots complete the range of
distances.
~ Note that none of these terms has anything to do with the focal
length of the lens used. As we saw in Chapter 2, in addition to being
defined in terms of the distance of the camera from the subject, shots
are also named for their lenses. Note, too, that in practice these terms
are loosely used. One person’s closeup is another’s “detail shot,” and no
Academy of film has (so far) sat in deep deliberation deciding the precise
point at which a medium shot becomes a long shot, or a long shot
metamorphoses into an extreme long shot. Nevertheless, within limits,
the concepts are valid.
A film shot mainly in closeups—Carl Dreyer’s The Passion of Joan
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Figure 3-45. Mischa Auer in Orson Welles's Mr. Arkadin(1955): a t;/lpldCflltl));i:ittzdu:\felles
composition. That the line of the table moves down from left to right 1ls : Fven
further. The observer in the frame strains, stretches his neck to see. The low angle o th‘e
shot increases our sense of foreboding. Most important, the trope of L‘he magnified eye is
doubled and redoubled with typically Wellesian irony by the echqmg C{IFIES of the top hat
and the light above, The “cheat” here is that the magnifying glass is positioned for our use,
not Auer’s. (I"Avant-Scéne. Frame enlargement.)

of Arc (1928), for example—deprives us of setting and is therefore
disorienting, claustrophobic. The effect can be striking. On the other
hand, a film shot mainly in long shot—many of Roberto Rossellini’s later
historical essays, for instance—emphasizes context over drama and
dialectic over personality. The code of shot distance is simple, but to a
large extent it controls which of the many other codes of film we may
use.

Focus is the next most important variable in the syntax of the shot.
There are two axes in the determination of focus: the first choice is
between deep focus, in which foreground, middle ground, and background
are all relatively sharp focus, and shallow focus, in which the focus
emphasizes one ground over the others. Shallow focus obviously allows
the filmmaker greater control over the image. Deep focus, on the other
hand, is one of the prime esthetic hallmarks of mise-en-scéne. (It is much
easier to “put things in the scene” when all three grounds are in focus,
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Figure 3-46. Multiple
exposure is one of the
most unnatural codes of
cinema (we seldom see
two images at the same
time in real life) but it can
also be one of the most
meaningful. Here, three
multiple exposures from
various films by Orson
Welles, in increasing order
of complexity. The first,
from Citizen Kane, simply
connects Susan Alexander
(Dorothy Corningore)
with her image in the
press, a common use of
the double exposure
code.... (I’ Avant-Scéne.
Frame enlargement.)

Figure 3-47. ... The second,
from The Magnificent
Ambersons (1942), suggests
two levels of reality....

(P Avant-Scéne. Frame
enlargement.)

Figure 3-48. ... The third,
from The Lady from
Shanghai(1947), is from
the famous mirror
sequence in that film: will
we survive the nightmare?
(I’ Avant-Scéne. Frame
enlargement.)



52 | JAMES MONACO

Fil tight

4

Camera

ght, usually at a 45° angle to the

" - T ILL LIGHTS. The key Li
Figure 3-49. KEY LIGHTS AND F L Sretie ke

camera-subject axis, provides the main source of illumination.
the shadows in this classic Hollywood lighting technique

since the scene is then much larger, more accommodating.) (See Figures

2-18 and 2-19.)

The second axis of focus is the continuum between sharp and soft
focus. This aspect of the shot is related to texture. Soft focus is generally
associated with so-called romantic moods. Sharp focus is more closely
associated with verisimilitude. These are generalizations that specific
instances often contradict. (As always, the rules are made to be broken.)
Soft focus is not so much romantic as it is mollifying. It smoothes out
the identifying details of an image and distances it.

Surely focus is a function of the still frame as well as of the diachronic
shot. It is intimately associated with the compositional planes, since it
permits concentration on a single ground. But it also tends toward

movement. By maintaining relatively shallow focus and changing focus
during the shot, the filmmaker can shift the intrinsic interest of the frame
from one ground to another, which in a way parallels the effect of the
pan, zoom, or tracking shot but does so within the frame and without
moving the camera.
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Focus changes within the shot are of two basic sorts: follow focus,
in which the focus is changed to permit the camera to keep a moving
subject in focus; and rack focus, in which the focus is changed to direct
attention away from one subject and toward another in a different
ground. Follow focus was one of the basics of the Hollywood style,
admired for its ability to maintain attention on the subject. Rack focus
is one of the hallmarks of the modern, intrusive style. Focus, then, is one
of the codes that connect the codes of composition with those of
movement.

The third aspect of the diachronic shot—angle—also reaches back
toward static composition and forward toward the movement of the shot.
Because the relationship between camera and subject exists in three-
dimensional space, there are three sets of separate angles that determine
the shot.

We have already discussed one of these, the angle of approach
(squarely symmetrical or oblique), in the previous section. To understand
the relationships among the three types of angle, it may be useful to
visualize the three imaginary axes that run through the camera (Figure
2-25). The pan axis (vertical) is also the axis of the angle of approach;
it is either square or oblique. The tilt axis (horizontal from left to right)
determines the elevation of the shot: overhead, high-angle, eye-level,
andlow-angle are the basic terms used here. It goes without saying that
high-angle shots diminish the importance of the subject while low-angle
shots emphasize its power. Interestingly, the eye-level shot, the least
obtrusive, is not always so easily defined. The Japanese filmmaker Yasujiro
Ozu is well known for the constant low-angle of his style, yet Ozu wasn’t
really trying to distort the basic design of his image: he was merely
shooting from the eye level of a Japanese observer seated on a tatami mat.
“Eye level,” of course, depends on the eye of the beholder. Even in
European and American cinema, the subtle differences among eye levels,
although not immediately remarkable, can have significant effects over
the course of a film.

The third angle variable, roll, is determined by the movement of the
camera around the last remaining axis, the horizontal that parallels the
axis of the lens. Possibly because this axis represents the metaphysical
bond between the observer (or camera) and the subject, possibly because
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Figure 3-50. LIGHTING COMBINATIONS FROM “THE INTERFACE™ (A) Key light,
Two key lights were used here. (B) Back light. (C) Fill light. (D) Key light and fill light. ()
Back light and fill light. (F) Key light and fill light. (G) The final composition: key, fill, and
back lights.
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Figure 3-51. HOLLYWOOD LIGHTING. Margaret O'Brien and Judy Garland in Vincent
Minnelli’s Meet Me in St. Louis (1944). The set is vibrantly, thoroughly lit. There are only the
faintest hints of shadows, even in the back room, which is out of focus. Since this was a
Technicolor film, the lighting is even stronger than it might have been for black-and-white.

roll destroys the stability of the horizon, the camera is very seldom
revolved around this axis. The only common roll movement that comes
to mind is that sometimes used to mimic the movements of the horizon
as seen from the boat in heavy seas. Roll movement (or the oblique
horizon of a static shot) is the only change of camera angle that does
not significantly alter our focus of attention. To pan or to tilt is to change
images; to roll is simply to alter the original image. -

The camera not only revolves around these three axes, it is also moved
from one point to another: hence “tracking” shots (also called trucking
or dolly shots) and “crane” shots. The zoom shot, as discussed in Chapter
2, mimics the effect of a track in or track back, but not precisely. In the
zoom, since the camera does not move, the relationships among objects
in different planes remain the same; there is no sense of entering into
the scene; our perspective remains constant, even if the image is enlarged.
In the track, however, we do move physically into the scene; the spatial
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3.52, HIGHLIGHTING Jean-Pierre Melville's and Jean Cocteau’s Les Enfants terripjog
Figure 3-52. :

(1950). The eyes are specially lit.

bjects shift, as does our perspective. Although the

0 L E :
relationships among ing shot, it effec

zoom is often an inexpensive alternative to the tra . .
g: we seem to move closer without getting any

is strangely distancin ; .
since we have no such experience 1n real

nearer, and that is disorienting,

life for comparison.
Just as debates have evolved between proponents of deep focus and

shallow focus, and between champions of mise-en-scéne and montage,
50, t00, the moving camera has its adherents and detractors. Because it
continually changes our perspective, the tracking shot significantly
increases our perception of depth. More important, the moving camera
has an inherent ethical dimension. It can be used in two essentially
different ways (like focus shifts, pans, and tilts): either to follow the
subject or to change it. The first alternative strongly emphasizes the
centrality of the subject of the film; the second shifts interest from subject
to camera, from object to filmmaker. As André Bazin has pointed out,

these are ethical questions, since they determine the human relationships
among artist, subject, and observer.
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Figure 3-53. Backlighting is one of
the more interesting lighting codes
taken from painting. Here, a relatively
early example from painting,
Constance Marie Charpentier’s Mlle
Charlotte du val d’Ogries (c. 1801).
The light source highlights the
subject’s hair and the folds of her
dress. Although there is no
perceivable light source from the
front, details are nevertheless evident
and the shadows are soft and elegant.

(Oil on canvas, 60 1/2” by 50 5/8", The
Metro-politan Museum of Art, The Mr
and Mrs. Isaac D, Fletcher Collection.

Bequest of Isaac D. Fletcher, 1917.)

Figure 3-54. Jean-Luc Godard is one
filmmaker who has been intrigued by
this code. By the time of Weekend
(1968), from which this shot comes,
he had abstracted the backlit shot to
the extreme of silhouette. The
lighting is harsh, bold, and
overwhelms the subject. In order to
search out detail in the shot we have
to work, which makes us feel, faced
with the bright window, not unlike
voyeurs—exactly the effect Godard
wants. Jean Yanne and Mireille Dare
in Weekend (1968). (Frame enlarge-
ment.)

Figure 3-55. Woody Allen achieved an
entirely different feel in this equally
harshly backlit shot from Manhattan
(1979). The silhouettes of Diane
Keaton and Allen are instantly
recognizable at a cocktail party in the
garden of the Museum of Modern
Art.
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.t . “
ectural composition, Antonioni was fascinateq
ca Vitti enters the frame out of focus (just like

3-56. In addition to widescreen archit

Figure -
Desert, Moni

by the focus code. Here, in Red
her character). (Frame enlargement.)

that the moving camera, because

it calls attention to the filmmaker, is somehow less ethical than the
this is as specious a differentiation as the earlier
montage and between deep and
ily shift interest

Although some estheticians insist

stationary camera,
dichotomies between mise-en-scene and

shallow focus. A tracking or crane shot need not necessar
it can, rather, call attention to the relationship

from subject to camera;
oth more realistic and more ethical,

between the two, which is arguably b

since there is in fact a relationship.
Indeed, many of the best and most lyrical tracking shots are the

cinematic equivalents of making love, as the filmmaker courts, then
unites with his subject; the track becomes the relationship, and the shot
a synthesis of filmmaker and subject, greater than the sum of its parts,

F. W. Murnau and Max Ophiils loom large in the history of the
moving camera. Their use of it was, essentially, humanistic—to create
alyrical celebration of their subjects and to involve their audiences more
deeply. Stanley Kubrick, a contemporary filmmaker closely identified
with tracking shots, also uses camera movement to involve his audience,
but in a colder, more intellectual way. Michael Snow, an important
abstract filmmaker and artist, explored in great depth—in a series of
three seminal films—the significatory potential of the moving camera,
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?éfig;ng?iggz;n lean Renoir’'s Partie de B. Bibi Andersson, Gunanar Bjomstrand, Liv
d Ullreann in Bergman's Personia {1966).

C. Renée Longanni, Marcello Mastroiann i o >

< N | ghet T ST i f

Fellini's La Dolce Vita {1959), anri in (D}.gé‘;i:nn.dd Masina in Fellini's La Shada
).

E. Masina in Fellini’ ; . ; i
“.9_7:‘:\ elini's Nights of Cabiria F, Masinz in Fellini's Juliot of the Spirts
- (1965).

Figure 3-57. SI.iOT COMPOSITION. In practice, shot distance is much more idiosyncratic
than the termmo}ogy suggests. Both A and B, for example, are somewhere in l}),etween
closeups and detail shots. Both give us half a woman’s face, yet in A the face takes up nearl
Fhe whole framg while in B it is part of a three-shot. The aspect ratio of the franr',ne is ar’i
1mportar}t consideration, too. Both C and D are, more or less, mid-shots, yet C, in the
scope ratio, hzfs an entirely different effect from D, in the standard Academy m)tio. C i;uckudes
alot more action than D; D is more like a closeup in effect. Composition is a major element
as well. _Shf)ts E and F both must be classified as long shots—same actress, same director. Ir;
Fach, Giulietta Masina takes up three-quarters of the height of the frame, more or less .Yet
inE Fe]}ini has composed a shot in which the other design elements—t_he’road, the stat-ues
Ehe horllzon—work to focus attention on Masina. Psychologically, the image of her is mor;
impressive here. In F, composition (and her posture) works to de-emphasize her presence.
(All shots, 'Avant-Scéne. Frame enlargements.)
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Ouzw's The End of Summer (1961). The
n the floor. (New Yorg,,

ujiro
bjects are seated 0

ow-angle shot from Yas

Figure 3-58. A typical 1
triking because the su

angle doesn’t seem sO $
Films.)

Wavelength (1967) is an obsessive zoom, lasting forty-five minutes,
which takes us from an image of a rather large New York loft in its entirety

to, in the end, a detail shot of a photograph hanging on the wall at the
arge room. The potential of the simplest pan from

lored in 4 <> (1968-69; also called Back
mpty classroom, then panned
f about 75° and in periods
ty cycles per minute. Lg
asting more than three

opposite end of the 1
left to right and back again is exp
and Forth). Snow set up his camera inane
continuously and quickly over a sector 0
ranging from fifteen cycles per minute to $ix

Région Centrale (1970-71), Snow’s masterwork |
hours, gives us an obsessive “map” of the complete sphere of space that

surrounds the camera on all sides. Snow constructed a servomechanism
control head for his camera, set it up in a remote and rocky region of
northern Quebec, and controlled its patterns of movement from behind
a hill. The camera swoops, swirls, gyrates, twirls, tilts, zigzags, sweeps,
arcs, and performs figure eights in a multitude of patterns while nothing
is visible except the barren landscape, the horizon, and the sun. The effect
is the thorough liberation of the camera from both subject and
photographer. The global space that surrounds it becomes raw materia]
for Snow’s complex patterns of movements. Movement is all.

T
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Figure 3-59. TRACKING VERSUS
ZOOMING. T
and zoom shots i L - These ten fram ;
i ;O?n Z riizgstr?]ts the significant differences between meeiwf.:’otl:dl:afﬂﬂe] i
yards ’betwcen ﬁ‘am:'i]l anndg ;rO wards the camera, covering a distance of aPp]::)?:ilre:;tIel; t;;’ftth
frames T4 and Z4 are identic;l”;‘; hs The track was shot first, with a 55 mm lens (}’Thuz
; . . e zoom was then sh .
relationship betv : n shot to correspond
. change[: f:) r;’i:;: Sﬁbjtca and background is dramaticall}’ differel:lt in :f\et :;;;:ciﬁge
s R siefj’ [0 (205 mm) to wide-angle (28 mm) focal lengths, depth Per;:e tioz
<iell. el e it (: hexi‘ljgfgerated.and perspective undergoes a slight moderatil;n as
P th;: i Eﬂ dl.stancefbetwcen subject and camera is constant from one
‘ ’ uilding is far enough in th
tly bet gh in the background so
E;:Ig’;n; :’sznﬂfl?m‘;s“l“ th.e zoom, the distance between sub}ict and can?:rla].?: ctsncslz:r?ﬁe
o an({ dismnceée;:l;fi;l;si:fdﬁ'lc b}:lckground building is magnified in the telephotz
d ed In t ide- 5
the shadow changes in the zoom. See Figz::lf_el ;ngle frame. Notice, too, that the angle of
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odard’s One Plus One (1968),

-LucG
O(f'-I]'li;cl:r;‘ed and black flags are not standarg

weights out of the frame. in the
barely visible at the extreme left,

t
Figure 3-60. THE MOVING CAMERA. On the se

ieht is a “prop” in the film.
ical camera at right is a“prop 1 b
eTc};Lfi;YnF:;nt.) The camera platform is counterbalanced by

i atis
middle ground can be seen tracks laid for a camera th‘l;al ey
In the foreground, a third camera is mounted on a spe

of Snow’s images leads us directly to

; ali . :
The liberated, abstract quality shot variables: point of view. Unlike

a consideration of the last of the five D ot eeomrtry Tha
the first four, this is more a matter of metaphysxcsla thanof g e
i seion Centrale, for example, is that is has no pomt' 0 ;
i LI: R‘fg“’” int of view is abstract and global. Most narrative films,
that its poi : Ay

E{r)::c:\}::rr, do shovg some sort of subjective point of view. ’Ic;hlts :i:rfasnir:rr:
the objective point of view of long shots, deep focus, and sta Ay :
to the more subjective approach of closeups, shallow focus, an. ; g
camera. We've already noted that the moving camera has an etl;;ca laspzct
to it. The question of point of view is at the h'earF of thl:s et 1‘.:a code,
and critics and semioticians are only now beginning to mvestlgate. t}.le
phenomenon specifically. Considering the structure of the .artlstlc
experience we set up in Chapter 1, the ethics of ﬁln:x——the quality and
shape of the relationships among filmmaker, subject, artwork', and
audience—is elemental: all other ideas about film must stem from it and
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Figure 3-61. ROLL. Pans, tilts, and tracks are
common enough cinematic codes, but roils
are relatively rare. The reason is obvious: pans,
tilts, and tracking shots mimic common,
everyday movements, but we seldom “roll”
our heads (tilt them sideways), so this is often
a striking perspective. While shots are often
made at a rolled angle (see the illustrations
from Orson Welles films in Figures 3-42 and
3-45) the movement of rolling is unusual.
Here, Fred Astaire performs an entire dance
routine in one unedited shot, gradually
mov-ing up the wall, across the ceiling, and
down the opposite wall, in Stanley Donen’s
Royal Wedding (1951). The precisely
choreographed routine was accomplished on
a set mounted within a drum. The furniture
__ and the camera were secured. As Astaire

| moved from floor to wall, from wall to ceiling,
2 thesetturned and the camera turned with it.

Figure 3-62. Stanley Kubrick used a similar a

Space Odyssey. This particular shot was a setpiece to show off the device, The flight attendant
walked full circle, supposedly using Velcro slippers on the special path. (Frame enlargement.)

Pparatus for many unusual shots in 2001: A

relate back to it.

Point of view is easier to describe in prose narrative: novels are either
narrated by someone in the story—the first-person narrator—or by
someone outside it—the omniscient narrator. The first-person narrator
may be either a major or a minor figure in the events; the omniscient
narrator is sometimes developed as a separate character, sometimes
characterless, except insofar as he represents the character of the author.
In its totality, film can fairly well duplicate these fictional models.
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Figure 3-63. Murnau's
set for Sunrise (1927).
The long tram ride has
earned a place in film
history. In this casé: the
tracking shot is purely
yerisimilitudinous: there
is no other way t0 ridea

tram than on tracks!
(MOMA/FSA.)

Figure 3-64. Max
Opbhiils was unusually
fond of the moving
camera. This isa still
from a long lyrical, and
very complex
craneshot in La Ronde
(1950). Anton
Walbrook at left,
Simone Signoret on
the carousel. (MOMA/
FSA.)

Figure 3-65. If the tracking
shot was logical and realistic
for Murnau, lyrical and
romantic for Ophiils, it
became, by 1968, a tool of |
intellectual analysis (as wellas | %- .
a grand joke) for Jean-Luc h
Godard. This frame comes |
from the middle of the seven- 1% B
minute-long tracking shot of ™
the traffic jam in Weekend. :
Godard’s camera moves slowly
and inexorably past a
seemingly endless line of stopped autos. Drivers and passengers honk incessantly, argue with
eac!'] other, fight, stop for an impromptu picnic, play ball from car to car (as here), or test
tl'.lefr gear on trailer-mounted sailboats. The poplar trees that line the road at regular interva
divide this magnificent continuous shot into segments that function as separate framin;

devices. (Frame enlargement.)

TRACKING
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Figure 3-66. Michael Snow’ .
w's Wavelength (1967) treated the tracking shot
ot as a structural law,

the subject of the film. This i
- s a frame fro
By the end of the fil ; m about the middl :
¥ m, Snow’s camera has moved into a closeu;(?fft;lheexi(i)é:l};;i‘;et;ln!nl}:te g
e photograph

tacked to the wall above th i
e ch :
enlargement.) chair. The image? Waves, of course! (MOMA/FSA. F
: . Frame

MOSt ﬁl[IlS llke most nove P
lS, are told fl‘OI'n dan OmﬂISCiellt 011. 1t Of

view. We see and
when we come toht;a;zrf‘i:h: tever the author wants us to see and hear, But
prose fiction because Ofstl‘lperson mode—which has proved so usef'u] in
" bsandherbarte € resonances that can be developed between
problems arisein il I‘;"s’f persona of the narrator who perceives them—
the story. The difficult‘y i e;‘SY enough to allow a film character to narrate
In the novel, in effect  that we see what is happening as well as hear it
st L in, :;;e only hear it. As we've noted earlier, Rober';
fiuid ailberericetp it e Lake (1945) is the most famous example of
) ) st-person rule applied to cinema—
obvious demonstration of its failure. e
In Stage Fri :

s 20, it e e s
niti ) m 1s fraught with problems
::"I;I:liacltte:: Illas: dtperf'-mqonly‘ In that film, Hitchcock hF;d one o; ‘:::
and when the r?a:ea ifl ashback—and lie. Audiences saw the lie on screen,
el tz acc:_ ?ltlll]ld out that it was false they reacted angrily. They
thev would have b P f.’ POS:c)ll?ﬂlty that the image would lie, although

y ave been quite willing to believe that the character had lied.
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7, Michael Snow’s
ultimate pan/ tilt/roll machine &
with camera, set up 0 shoot
La Région Centrale. SNOW

the camera from
0 as

Figure 3-6

operated
behind the rock at right s

not to appear in the picture.
(MOMA/FSA)-

The screen image is vested with an immuta
By the early 1940s, Hollywood had evo
and dlearly understood idiom of point of v

long shot—established place, often time,

information. Hitchcock was a master of th
), for example,

pan and track of Rear Window (1954
h, what is going on NOW, what hag

why we are there, whom we are wit
happened to get us there, who the other characters of the story are, and

even suggests possible ways the story might develop—all effortlessly and
quickly and without a spoken word! Paragraphs of prose are condensed

into seconds of film time.
The Hollywood dialogue style is equally efficient:

with a shot of both speakers (an establishing two-shot)
montage of one-shots as each of the participants variously speaks and
the-shoulder” shots, an interesting use of

listens. Often these are “over-
the code, since it suggests the speaker’s point of view but is also physically
(approximately) the

separate from it. The shot of the first character from
;ehcond character’s point of view is usually termed a reverse-angle shot
e rhythms of this insistent and intimate shot-countershot technique.

ble aura of validity.

lved a very smooth, Efﬁciem)
jew. The establishing shot—,
and sometimes other necessary,
¢ establishing shot. The opening
tells us where we are,

we normally begin
, then move to a

are oftefl intoxicating: we surround the conversation.

Tilz}s is the ultir.nate omniscient style, since it allows us to see
:v\:irc};ltt;g tfrcvm ti}:e 1.deal perspective. More.contemporary techniques,
R o el‘f‘lp asize the: separateness and individuality of the camera
i 3,: ewf);jl:ts tol sei everything, bl:lt always from a separate, distinct point)

onioni’s camera, for instance, often holds on a scene that a
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Figure 3-68. Grace Kelly and James St :
ewart i

photographer, is i e n Hi > 3
s immobilized in hig apartin itchcock’s Rear Window (1954). Stewart, a

“CinemaScope” pi i >

po s nt on Tenth S i i

R s Kl s th;z::;:; G‘;elenwxch Village. The
ard intrigue him. (Look

close[?'!) He becomes deeply invo .
C;rtumly a study in “point (})’f viev:;e(j]\;no;\’l;/s;gje)s they tell. A metaphor for filmmaking?
character has either : |
emphasize envirOnmelr-ll:(t)v};et Entered or already left. The effect i
We might call this the “thirrdc ARSI Andiaction, contextiove Conii i
seems to take on a perso I._Perso‘n’ point of view: the camer &ﬂt_
Jr— nality of its own, separate from thoseao(; t::;
In either omnisci
soint-of-view shot zz;el:t sFYle—-—:he Hollywood or the modem—th
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Figure 3-70. The ti
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(Frame enlargement.) (1958)
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music track. Erich Woﬁn:d by the cOmPOSei“;re thoroughly pervaded
known composers of ﬂf ng Komgold and Max § t-he nearly continuous
. In the EXPerimentalese emotionally domin it_?mer were the two best-
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Figure 3-72. Robert Altman’s magnificent satire of th,

witha reel-long tracking shot which isthe :
the location, setting up the action,
dramas, tossing off inside jokes,
antecedents at the same time th
surpasses those of his predecesso
shots, like long sentences, separa

film industry, The Plq i
a yer (1992), begins
equal of Murnau’s, Welle ¥

s's, or Godard’s: establishing

Introducing the characters, passing by small incidental

Peering in windows, and, postmodernly talking about its
at it lpays homage to them, even while Altman’s own shot
rs, distanced with insouciant wit, as if to say, “long tracking
te the players from the rest” (Frame enlargement.)

logic, maintaining the shot long after the climax :
, through
of aftermath. The last shot of The pysse et thepad

nger (1975) is a 1l
The rhythmic value of editip ) is an excellent example.

g is Probably best seen in the code of
“accelerated mu.:)ntage,” in which interest in a scene is heightened and
brought to a climax through progressively shorter alternations of shots
between two subjects (often in chase scenes). Christian Metz pointed to
accelerated montage asa uniquely cinematic code (although Charles Ives’s
antagonistic brass bands provided an illustration of this kind of cross-
cutting in music). Accelerated montage points in the direction of a second
type of editing.

Montage is used not only to create a continuity between shots in a
scene but also to bend the time line of a film “Parallel”

o g i montage allows
the filmmaker

to alternate between two stories that may or may not be
interrelated, cross-cutting between them. (Accelerated montage is a special
type of parallel montage.) The flashback and the flash-forward permit
digressions and forecasts. “Involuted” montage allows a sequence to be
narrated without particular regard for chronology: an action can be
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. (Frame enlargements.)
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do e, and this brings us to Metz’s remaining thre
: th; scene (6) and two types of sequenceﬂpisodiz
There has always been a great deal of confusiop i

o Jbulary of film criticism betWeen' the concepts of scepe and
e VoD E etz elaborate system is valuable for the pregie
sequfl}ce: an ffers. Metz takes his definition of scene from theatricy)
definitions he offers. ‘he succession of events—the linear narrative—j

Jance. In the scené, - T .
Parﬁnuous In the sequence; it s broken up. It is still linear, it s still
con .

it is still chronological, it is still related to other elements, byt

o
hip

nparrative,

I
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. Autonomous I

. Ordinary
sequence

T,

A

Diagram J. METZ'S SYNTAGMATIC CATEGORIES

is not continuous,

d.Metz s last dlfferfentiation, between the episodic sequence and the
o.r mal:y s.eqt?ence, Is a bit arbitrary. In the episodic sequence the
discontinuity is organized; in the ordinary sequence it is not. A good

example, then, of the episodic sequence is the one in Citizen Kane in

which Orson Welles portrays the progressive deterioration of Kane’s

marriage by a set of successive episodes at the breakfast table. Infact, we

ight call thisa “ ‘o .
mig $ a “sequence of scenes,” and this is a major characteristic of

the episodic sequence—that its elements are organized so that each of
them seems to have an identity of its own.

. Some of these differentiations might still not be clear. For most film
viewers, the concepts of the bracket syntagma and the descriptive
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issolves
<hot, He then diss® nidentified,and
telligence agency-

CWSpapey
Paper ang

¢ ;
shots is double dissolve from Alfred Hit| ,
Figure 3.74. This seq;i‘;ic:;h seems no more thana high!y economical ‘Tansi}:ic;:]; s ND!T}I
b Northwest ( 959)- building in which RogeT Th(})l’ﬂhlll(Cﬂr}’-Grant) has been Tom th,
revious scer onference at the CIA in Wwashington, at which this turn Qfmlstaken
fora murdefe SR his striking overhead s‘hot of the antlike Thofﬂhi]]cveh“ i
discussed: Hitchco UNSe cretariat (barely visiblein A) to the building name Tup ing
away from the slab 0% e foresight 10 used mil‘rorid surface for the sign, it can E’late ing,
Since Hitehc® denifying the city as well as company” and neatly saviy, eflect
Capitol building o0 the newspaper headline in D which tells us that () ;_‘“ Xtry
b (3) he hasso far eluded capture, The [)I time hag

Hitchcock pulls back from the

i d by the head of the in
conference scene.

 there is some rich metaphorical information in this ¢le
gant ]ml
¢

we can see that the CIA impases itself
£ the CIA (or that the intelligence agency has su 0 the Uy,
4 finally, that the CIA gives birth to thepenmpogd
e conveying the necessary i|1f0r|nat10n'_]fl‘\}’5p.aper
ill Remain in Berlin.” (Frame c;,lqrgcm-em:;lon

reflection ©
f governmem}' an
ddition totheon
mises West W

itself over the seat 0
headlines that include, in
Fears Tieup and “Nixon Pro
syntagma are S0 close that differ
syntagma and alternate syntagma pre
episodic and ordinary sequences. Yet, despite its problems, Metz’s 5
i : s
e to what is, as yet, relatively uncharted terr)fttem

remains a helpful guid
the ever-shifting, complex, and intricate syntax of film narrative. Whety,
. et er

entiation may seem specious. Parg|
- Par

sent the same difficulty, 5 c[EI

» @ dg
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or not his eight
CategOri
€S seem v,

def : ¥
he defines are highly significant 4 alid, the factors of differentiation th
at

| nd bear repeati
ating:
O Either a film segment p :
isa

Either it utonomous or it is not

is ch i
g o ror%olf)glcal or it is not
il escriptive or it is n i
i her 1tis linear or jt is -

el : not.
< [ 1t 1s continuous o it j

: i _ isn

€r 1t 1s organized or it is to k
ot.

0O00O0D

We have onl

y to describ

. I e

this quick survey of the = th: punctuation of cinema t

ax of mi a to complete

5 ;
are simply defined, they often take

doubt, as are, well inematic la
n
) » Commas, for example, in ‘ftfage. They are useful, no
3 ritten langua
ge.

The simplest type
ends, another beBi)lr]i. ;ES I‘I‘Ifmtuftion is the unmarked cut i
beginning, as does the “iris”(ade c.fllls attention to the en‘dc‘)ne image
fallen into disuse). The “wi L _faVOnf;e SFearly Slimater thmg or the
dizzying variety of ways (fl;;) - “.rhICh one image removes aat s I‘fow
was a favorite in the thirties alr)li_l’ frw II'IS, pushovers, spirals dotiti:r 'y
of scores of patterns for wi orties. Optical houses Off;red alands),
effect, although it has foundpes- I\.Iow it is used in film only £ cat ogu:?s
effects generators permi new life in television, whe y Or.nOStalglc
1t new variations on the t}’Iemer e electronic special-

the preceding ima i
ge so it -
three dimensions. ooks like a page of a book

sometimes shifting
is being turned, in

“IntertitIES” were an ilTl t 14r! e |Ie[ t
or uncitu n

cinema and are still ono
used i
Ccasion today. The “freeze frame” h
me” has becom
e

popular since it was used to such
Blows (1959). effect by Francois .

punctuation.)) Fi(lzsgim’.by the way, was the CF.FrSlE1 ffz::vl-n - :400
s i g, Bufiy t;rs in the‘ 1960s and 1970s mocl.erniz;; of film
cutting to blank, coloid fcc)lors instead of black (Ingmar Ber ;C;me of
of going slowly in focus rtames (Gc')dard). Focusing in and out fthe nf)f or
the end) parallcled fadi at the beginning of the shot, or out of fo ettect
onion.ouli-BERgs b Egs and Antonioni was fond of beginnin c“; at
N ckground before an in-focus subject movge::il inz
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(MOAWFSA.)
All these yarious marks are periods. End points. A fad
. hip butitisnotd direct link. The diSSoeI out/f,
d fade in, does connect. If ther ve, h
€1Sa
Com

. ds, it is the dissolve. Int ;
a multitude of purposes: it is commonly Cresting)
lashback; it is also used in continuity €mployeq t)
‘s B m
at the same Ime it can represent the p Ontage with
e . assa
t is sequential. It is the onge of lop,
at the s : ¢ m
1e same time that it coark of
njoin
s

(0}
Wever
3

the dissolve Serves
e or lead into a

while
especially when 1

nema that mixes images

segul
the jump cub
periods of time,
punctuation inci

them.
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ON THE ARt OF ApAPTATION

Linpae Hurcueon

Despite the argument implicit in Spike Jonze’s Jatest
age can justly claim to be ap age of adaptation. T
story from one medium or ope genre to another i

film, Adaptation, every
he desire to transfer a
s neither new nor rare

an imagination—and, despite the

not necessarily a secondary or derivative
act. After all, most of Shakes

o m peare’s plays were adapted from other
literary or historical works, and that does not seem to have damaged the

Bard’s reputation as an inventor, But in recent years, it is true, we have

Jane Austen—to make us wonder if Hollywood
stories.

Although our age might well claim to be the age of adaptation, in
part because of the surfeit of new media now available, the act of
transposition and what we could call ‘re-ﬁ.mctioning’ is as old as art itself,

It may have taken T. S. Eliot and Northrop Frye to convince me that all
art is derived from other art, but it didn’t

has finally run out of new

take those theorists to convince
avid adapters across the centuries of what for them—on the dramatic,

dance, and operatic stage, and in literature in general—had always been
a truism. In this sense, adaptation joins imitation, allusion, parody,
travesty, pastiche, and quotation as popular creative ways of deriving art
from art.

If this is so, why, then, have so many people lamented the results of
the process of moving from the page to the stage or the screen? So.often
film’s relation to literature has been characterized as a tampering, a
deformation, a desecration, an infidelity, a betrayal, a perversion. The
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aracterizations belies the P

. . q

on of cultural capita], Fo: thy
$

i uc
jstic rhetorlc of sa <
e 15 e 0
her ist Robel't Stam has argued, teratune I .

i ica i .
people; as cultur Fori » over cmematl;l d?lftatIOn of jt becwaYs
have “axiomatic supe fo _This hlerard?)’_ S0 fa; Somethjp :use
: sority a5 @ . » (the suspicion of t e vis d
of its seniori® & " opho (the sUsP a5 ual) gpq
jove of the word as sacred). Fr, the
™ gy

with what he cals " 2 (the
. “logoP b deﬁnition, “belated, midd] ¢b

concormtant .. are
. ons &7 .
tatl ntin in 1926 on the ﬂedghng art of G > op
culturally inferior: el the s lification that inevitably o ccurs I.Ie;na,
If dep o the visual medium, calling I the

deeply moral
what is at stake

traﬂSPOSiuon 5 wre its “pre » and “ViCtim.” Sti.“, She Conceded .
. d pi umerable Symbols for emotiong thy thyy
ion.” And SO it did. thay,
so far failed 0 g::li . :an Metz has said about cinema thag j; .
1 0 . 3
Film sem! ories » things that could be conveyed als, ; te
us . em differently. There is a reasop fln e
.+ of adaptations.” The same co::ll' t
s, ballets, SONE® and other narrative formg d be
.. inherently good at doing one thing and ot anothey . ¢
different means of expression and s, each
. better than others. Art theorist E. H. Gom;; n
he suggests that if an artist standg be;(l)c
Te

e with @ pencil in hand, he or she will “look for those
n, if the artist has a paintbrush, his ¢ ';1
el r er

ered in lines’s

vision of the sameé Jandscape will emerge as masses instead. A poet
the same analog}s will be attracted to representing different aspects » b
story than the creator of 2 musical spectacular; and the linear ang Sinof a
track medium of language will produce a different version tha gle.
multitrack film, with its amalgam of music, sound, and moving cls:lz

images.

Perhaps it is the very possibility of telling the same story in
different ways that provokes us t0 make the attempt. When we ada ":an)'
create using all the tools that creators have always used: we a Ctuall‘) ) We

lify but we also amplify and ex"apolatlez.e v(;r
3 we

concretize ideas; we simp
make analogies; we critique or show our respect. When we do all ¢
15,
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does it matter wh,
ether th
? € nar i o
adapted? Our postromantic va] rative we are working with is ‘new’
ew’ or

addition toa long his ulng of the origi .

. to A ngmary 18, aft

of sharing—stcries, Iy of borrowing and stealing—or, molrzr all, a late
’ accurately,

forms intended for performance. 1
sound, music, and visual ima .
narrative in a new way ges

and musi i
icals must necessarily distj essread) aline of text, o

still, often radically, the » Operas

, the narrative of a

novel or play. Thi
Y. $ necessary compression means th
s the trimmin,
g of

expansive plot lines, the re
e > moval of
loss of stylisti much ps i i
tylistic texture. Characters and evel:lt);cz-oelogu.:al e:inalysls, and the
omitted; colorful slan:
g

and expletives
imaginx:tion—w:;ihi:]seit;tl With literature, we start in the realm
words of the text and un tanef)usl)r controlled by the selected l:ir i -
We can stop reading at COnstr:cuned by the limits of the viszai —
hold the book in our h :nzi, Point; we can reread or skip ahe d(,)r aural.
story remains to be readnBs and_ feel (as well as see) how m?;c’hwef ct;n
caught in an unrelentin. ut with film and stage adaptation e are
o ved from the imogi 8 forward-driving story. And the S, We are
o Enite detail and br(g)lr:;tlon to the realm of direct perce tii)en We’tl;la?,e
The move from sjagi:):us. e
Opera may have been Ri 0 screen entails yet another medi i
Gesam tkur):s twerk) te}:ai?ard Wagner’s idea of the total worl:l::;::rts ?tllite
el but today it i mfs all the arts of music, literature, dance, and
language by virtueyc:f is cinema that fulfills this claim. “1; com ,oasr’lt
ohotography, music, ph its filverse matters of expression—se: y laei
» MusIc, phonetic sound, and noise—the cinema,” a:tl:zizzlg

«er

to Stam, “‘inherits’
, ts’ all the art forms associated with these matters of
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and painting the m
. upheyisudls of photo" epby fgrmanc; of ho"etne t
expression”—“the ?ar ctectures and the pel: . theater> p. of
o r have: ower
dance, the decor O % " ¢ stage can neve p Of: the clog
clearly has resoufc‘ifnﬁc rodrama of the }.mma.n countenance” 5., d e
up that gives thed(s of film that permit VOICEOVELS: MUSIC, ang thQ
separate soundt:™ ¢

nonvocal to int€ sues around medium, .

e .
an different is o
production, and =" Lysical one- The private an individual eXper; h,
ry basic g e visual and domestic spaces °ftelev1:-
computer than it is t0 the public and comm lllon,
. _ointhedark of the theater: And, when we sit, quie, n
erienc® ing real livé bodies on the stage, our ki, ang
en we sit in front of a screen apg ;l 0
ave

chnologies have made what we m;
inly, 1 o ght
‘G del(i:teyrttimtl]ze imagin tiOIl’ pOSslble in new ways, well b eyond earlie
animation techniques and special effects. The many n'ew a daptations
fiction are, arguably; the result of these technological breakthro, of
fantasy g adaptation theory is that audienceg , -
are

clichés of film
One of the central dealing with the classics—with th

g

might call cult popular classics—the 'classics of fantasy—are now by
made visible and audible in the movi€ theater. And the readers of a
classics are likely to be just as demanding of film adaptations as are tht
fans of the more traditional classics. ¢

hen these readers see their favorite books depicteg

What happens W
e e
on-screen according to somebody else’s imagination? The answer cap },
found somewhere in the audience reactions to the recent adaptatiopg ‘;
0

The Lord of the Rings and the Harry Potter novels. Now, for instance, t},
[ know from the movie version of The Lord of the Rings what an orc 100;:
like, I'll never be able to recapture my first imagined version of it, [g this

good or bad?
Is there a limit finally to what we'll call an ‘adaptation’? In his fily,
Moulin Rouge, Baz Luhrmann borrowed Puccini’s operatic story of th
e

consumptive heroine and the bohemian artist from La Bohéme, just
» Just as

0
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of film musical
s and MTV music vi
extension or another aSpec:( Afnd what about spin-offs? Are 1;ldeos. Is
of adaptation? What about the t VDs an
0ys, t-shirts,

board and video gam
es, )
to call ‘adaptation’ stop:l nd the websites? Where does what we
: are Willing
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TH

acade
ck in the baCsz::l:fO;i:)l:eering X’rids tioy
sofbe.ing stllA ecade’s WOT lehan, James N Tiay
Aﬁerye.ar the move. i Imelda Whee an, ) aremo eand
studies is 0% cborah Cartme n between film adaptations 5, o
McFarlan® ell 0 "y the publication of Robert Stanyg g,
ah Cardw culminated 1P -edited with Alessandy, Ra i

Jiterary 20t tion, tW0 0 th ject of Stam and Raeng,, . 8%
P onumental proje
Them

the fidelity g;. St
. udies deCiSiVe]Y from the fide ity dlscOHI'Se
e tation :ltl ists as far back as George Blueston,e ¢
to reor! d by theo

. ; h text, avowed aq .
. atta _with eac a ti
universally inian intertextuality r texts from which, o n

’ lie
B countless ear
foc::: :ﬂoat upon 2 seadoihis attempt was largely successfy], If 5¢,
ol‘t he’lP bon’owillg—-an o of settling the fundamental q“estions of
no

otio i
he aI;L:ever, they must have been surprised to fing that

.-oly the opposite. Instead of redrawing the fie] q,
aste Y;ovokin g a welcome outburst of diverge Work
iht?se el::a;pseeks to map this latest round of work jp g

on adaP tatiOlL

. ns of new essays, textbooks, monographs focusing o,
Categories: collection adaptation and appropriation and more 8enery)

they have stirre

n adaptation. . .
Chhsfothis latest work, as might be expected of writer on
Much o

.+ oot wholly new. Ever since its inception half a cef'tur?’ %80,
adaptation, 15 10 has been haunted by concepts and premises jt py
adaptation 'studl.es "’l ¢ but continued to rely on in practice. The most
repudiated in princip minently on display in the title of anthology by
obvious of these 1s Plrlo The Cambridge Companion to Literature o,
Cartmell and Whel;hatn;sk’ is literature on screen? If it is on screen, js
:St";;” iiteWhra:tl’r::eIfr?t is literature, how can it be cinema as well? And why
its :

monograp!

ADAPTATION STUDIES AT A CROSSROADS | 91

would anyone want to claim that jt i both?

Contem.porar}.' Critics of adaptation who enshrine literatyre at the
heart of their subject incre

asingly find th | i i
consequences of that q.: gly emselves grappling with the

‘desire to free our notion of -
literature so that adaptationg are
and therefore inferior to their lite

ge issued 5 compa
literature, readers would Probably €xXpect a collectj

: ’ ) On or an analysis of
stories that c1t.ed mowes, and not 3 collection of prose fiction that was
at the same time cinema in apoq,

' : er form, Byt ‘literature on screen’
suggests something more Capacious ang defining thap citation: the

nion to cinema in

is an even more pervasive legacy
assumption that the Primary context wi
studied is literature. Even though a
Academy Awards for Best Screenp]

Medium borrow that materia] from print journalism, franchise characters,
television series, comic books, videg games and toys, academic studies of
adaptation remain stubbornly attached ¢, literature as cinema’s natural
progenitor. It is as if adaptation studies, by borrowing the cultural cachet
of literature, sought to claim its institutional respectability and gravitas

even while insuring adaptation’s enduring aesthetic and methodological
subordination to literature proper.

The most notable contributions to the 1999 anthology of Cartmell
and Whelehan Adaptation: From Texs to Screen, Screen to Text included
Will Brooker’s essay on Batman films and Ke

n Gelder’s on The Piano,
which ‘attracted the kind of sustained analytical criticism which worked

to designate it as “literary,” even though it was not actually an adaptation’
(157). But their new collection, which concludes with a section titled

8rowing number of films eligible for
ay Based on Material from Another
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92 | THOMAS LEITCH alances cinema against lite, .

jstent] ‘literature’, unljje< . &

«Ljteratts wns;lswei ht. Because . Zf literat ke cme’h:?
‘Beyond the L1 carti deg ver, discusSl?g ame o on Scree,;
o ey o jousis™ ' avous of iteret ) and an s Leteg
as oppofed to.Jy with @ blismovies normallY adap roved En afsthetiquy
begin Wiy " re wha pave already been 2PP ¥)ury Whoy,
field (htef;ry tesa! textt;tions s still 0ut)- Il and Wh
ite the b.es ¢ adaptation past and presex}t, the g
eorist O ations ought to be faithfy

d
dapt .
a .
- ¢ notion th::i:g 5 few of the many tax°"°mies e';

. o
still ha.;;ltesourcetexts. Re‘::ure how closely the film follows ¢ b°°k.
ostensible to me

. onomies are value juq
tation B2 cpridden in these ¥ rtl o
adsp observe: ** of types: normally covertly governeq by ,
p erspective. What fascinates yg here jg 2

. atic s .
an Cl{‘e’r:h emselves . .. but this will to taxonomiz, whigg
es i :
o muchthe ‘axo?;mvlv the field has sought t0 Map OUL LS own terry,
p of ho

. al reason why 2 division of adaptatiop, intg
lo. al'ld tranSfOl'ming’ to ta!<e D udley Aﬂdrewls
borrowing intersecting typical, must involve relative value Judgements
. s » . .
. : (952113io s six approaches t.o adaptatlonxps),chic’
Certainly 1118' de(re)composing, incarnational and trumping (133 "
. tion that any of them are better than the Other
P11°:‘)le in the will to taxonomize is two other tendencjeg
arkawith which it gets entangled with gratuitoys valye
First is the fr;‘l‘:i‘;ceynot required by the taxonomy but sneak in under
judgements 'fihe will to taxonomize were or?ly a mask for .the will
its cover, 2 | inued determination of adaptation studj
1 d is the continue s ; es
evaluste. S¢1 before it to define its field with primary reference to
vith the wold & >+ e. Of all the ways to classify adaptations, surely

. iteratur . . .
its closeness tto l:;l assify them as more or less faithful to their putaty,
the decision to

cially by critics who insist that Julia Krisfeva, Mikhail Fakhﬁn
sources, espe have persuaded them that there is no such thing a5,
and Robert St?m adaptation, is one of the most fruitless.
singl';ljoll;‘;‘;le‘:g:?:r recent work in adaptation studies, then, has beep
ec

What is most rem

ADAPTATION STUDIES AT A CROSSROADS | g3

to wrestle V’ill:at:'l‘; }ltl}ll-dead s'pirits that continue to haunt it however often
t_h;)’ :hf: r:sest foi (') . ¢ de.illmng context of literature, the will to taxonomyize
an stensibly analyticy] i i

justify individual evaluatiy, Ytical methods and Categories that wi]|

S- Adaptation theg i i

Ty cannot simply jonore
these figures because they are ¢ 4 Breat extent the material of thegili1 1d.
and new entrants cannot locate S

themselves i
; without reference to them, So
other stratt;gles are Decessary. Some Tecent theorists, seeking to turn thejr
backs on these sPlf 1ts by changing the subject, remain haunted by th

Others accept their presepce y em.

iy more or Jegs willingly and find their work

TS attempt to map, e the co icti

( tr.

raise, as .Cartmell and Whelehan do with farying :u;(ei:tl;nst;h e.Y
Introduction and the Organization of thejy collecti o
petween the desire to b

however, the Very same contradictions have generateq Productive debate
Absent the silver bullet that wif free adaptation studies from the d d
hand of literature, taxonomjes and evaluatj -

strongly imply a disciplinary
- Both the organization of each
ronologically in order of the
not the dates of the filmg’ release—

collect that establishes a fundamentally conservative, based-on-the-literary-

text model for adaptation studies, The mode] goes far toward dictating
the argument of each individua] contribution,

At the same time, a growing number of theorists represented in each
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tion o
of five recent C‘fuec dational acti on Of the contributions to theg 8ty
enge 1t -ve selé . ey raise, from
that chall 4 ntauv ing q uesnons th Y the leQSt

the most interestiné . iion betray its

leto work within this mode
shave peen _mptions: It is especially Tevealy, ayg
S|

¢ ﬁ\le
to

literary source? Thig i

ovie 1 U 1 out adaptations of Moby-Dig, e

Does the vid Lavel')’ 3 ing three PrerequiSites he laYS dOWn.l ?h
: make Ishmael a prominent cp,
ust . it Must be fajg Tt
oint of view - - - e faith

S .o
m his P ¢ (Palmer, Nineteenth 101 N

0
11 the stO . uctur |
and te horic St s about modern-dress Shakespe%

-Dick as
Moby es M. .Welsh - Bar ds poetrY on the groundg tha: :e
etison 7 etic drama should at the very | 3
to adap ¢ (Welsh and Lev 112),

esumes
film that Pr 4 substance’ (WEPT .
lish itself as a transcriptjg,, .

IR
be “poetic” 1 :on seek t0 estab ntributions t
co 0
ts source? TWO Palmep,

an interpret? American Fiction on Sc:‘ee" typify this.appmachf:
Nineteeﬂth-Ce'f 4 on of adaptations of The .Murders in the Rue
discussio debates over the issues raised j,

» which ‘enter into an McFarlane’s defence of Merchan:

Mor, gue, 3 an d Bl'i : :
original ¢ (57—::5) ’(1979) as ‘not so much tlflkfrlng with Jap,
fvory’s The Europe her way of reading him’ (185),

o ano
but rather sugge5$8&om its literary source because of new cultury
Does the'ﬁlm eptexts it addresses? This very common approqy,
or historical con fdelity as expressions of changing culty, d

. Japses in i ium.;
which excuses 1ap to a crass commercial medium, i best

ons

r than concessio ;
o ra:h c: by three essays in Palmer’s Nineteenth-Century Americ,,
represen €

Fiction on Screen: the reconsideration of Martin Barker and Roger
iction *

Sabin of the studio pressures that shaped the 1936 Last of g,
a

s overview of film adaptations of Ty,

. 3 hael Dunne .
gbflf:z:’ttgfl aixd Tony Williams’s account of adaptations of The Se,.
ca

Wolf. ranscends its original literary source, does that source,

vie :
:foi::ro fairly eclipsed by the movie, deserve closer consideration a
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interesting in its .

Diemtre les morts?lvgnsl:)ghtt; P;ter Lev’s reading of Boileau-Narcejac:
» the little-reaq source of Alfr o

ed Hitchcock’s

Vertigo (1958), yses ;
t ¢ S s COmparative readj
most common paraq Ing to conclude that ‘the

) igm for )j
[that is, adaptationg ,, o .llteratur ¢ and film adaptation sydjes

ta.tions of Graham Greene’s The
tdlstlmztion between this approach
extual forces, from biographical

Umptions, are assumed to play a
urcetext as wel]

cases’ (Welsh ang Ley 184) €0 cover or explain many interesting
. - tor .
specifically hterary aspect :;rieate what might be assumed to be
specific models of adaptatiop by indicating un
€Xpected resources the
literature (al ;
i o f( mOst always, in gh; case, th
analysis of Terence Daviegs 2000 ad. ’t e novel)? Wendy Everett’s
apta
. . , to re
dlaloguefof Edith VYharton S novel but ggq ¢ plonen,oefaces and.
spaces of the novel’ a5 well, even 1o " explores the silences and
Is the movie as well a5 jts source syb;
contextualization? Two contribution
adaptations of Richard Condon’s T3,
and C. Kenneth Pellow’s op adap
and that in #3 above ig that con
circumstance to ideological ags

Is it possible for 5

1S source that challenge mediym-
cinema brings to

g Matters opce thought the exclusive provi
rovince of

contends that Davies pot only seeks tion of The Hose of Mirth
1 and 2 (Welsh and Ley 162), ¢ blank Page separating Books
Lev advance this argumen: Linds to the collection of Welsh and
Quiet American (1955), The crucial
pivotal role in shaping the sq

explores this position further by .
filmmakers, the challenge of aq .

past in a postcolonial present,

(Aragay 164).

What questions about different kinds of fidelity do adaptations of
) o

other sorts of texts than canonical literary works raise? Four essays
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and Whelehan focus on eXactly
. lent adaptations of the Gospels) I-Q
an’s Onrt of fidelity Pet::r Jackson ang 1\

question: Ju articular ¢ JRR Tolkien’s Lord of ¢, Riy
Hunter’s 08 a (t::i dapting women’s novelg like N 5:

% essa);er (1941) 0 cinema and Cartmeu,s
Voya
Now,

. 0
. d their film adapy,,: °
prouty’s hildrens booksan Plati

(179) l?etv""'enctions challenge assumptions abg,. %

tween verbal and audio.y; ¢

Sual
elVes

: ed
otic strategies of televisual adapy, ; o

offers a bracing polemic on the Samg
Whelehan.
artmell and
ed on non-literary or. non~ﬁctiOn
aptations as " the range of adaptation studje b
. € afff theories that restrict their exampie to
vealing the parocluall5‘2m7 Three contributors to Welsh ang y
re . ? o )
roaches to this question: ]c;):.n Driscoll Lynd
offer three different agfank Thompson through history anq, Mogt
through biographys cative of all, William Mooney t.hrough Memj,
trenchant and Provtf:“:wptaﬁon that assume the primacy of liter,
10. How are modezs‘; the phenomenon of novel;z‘i;lllorllshbased on
texts challenge ex)t’57 Jan Baetens, in Cartmelland Whelehan, argyq,
cinematic som:cet cha;]lenges all binary, text-to-mtelttext mOd.els of
that nove]jzatlm‘l S us t0 consider cinema and literature jp the
adaptation and ‘force ~ure of our time and to tackle the Varioyg
ete and contaminate each other, Withoyg

on
in the new Co!lectl

jsion @ be
levisio? ifferences .
8. How do ; L e tutional dlﬁ.erin discussions that restricted thems

s
formal ant .m overloc:ksarah Cardwell, who had already o,
a?

to literatur€ 870 . . e aesth
isited (2002)»

dia stru

obal (mass) me )
gla in which media Compl, 37)
el ecific features’ (236-37)-

losing their P f adaptation be modified to account for movig

11. How must modelsodraw on other sources than their putatiy,

that demonstrablz of them perhaps even more important iy
som

. t essayists mention thig
. al strategies? Many recen ;
determining 1:151 ::?:re especially noteworthy. Stephen Railton reveajg
problem, adaptations of Uncle Tom’s Cabin (185.2) owe to ‘the
ttvi? debsthil:vns’" (g almer, Nineteenth 63), unauthorized dramatic
“Tom ’

sourcetexts,

12.

13.

sources as well’ (Welg
When films self-

r's biography (e g
rk, 1 9 By
Cronenberg’s adaptation of Naked Lun?::). Steffen Hantke uses David

and biography more slyly o4 l'adically’ Wwhich combjneg adaptation

) : at address thig
Karen Diehl, extending the analysis of authgy-

concludes that such adaptationg recanonize
adapt even as they enable 3 critiqu
Aragay and Gemma Lépeg, i

question directly,
figures in adaptations,
the canonical texts they
€ of the original author’s authority;
their examination of elements of

call adaptation ‘a prime
a process which radically undermines
1standing of cultyra] history’ (201).
the cinematic narrators of Bridget Jones’s

any linear, diachronic unde
Celestino Delayto’s essay on
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98 | THOMAS LEITCH ratives and notions of 'dentity N
i t

enre

to 8 . Ul . . i
relations they h‘jzdaptaﬂon . treated DY adaptation theorlsts N
range far beyo? ; mmonl o n ational and cultura] bo o
, ! . ,
14. How do concP en theY and complicates the notion Of heyy

W o
universal cha:,?:chow arg® ace of heritage i E'.]g.hSh Culty, tafhe
Eckart Voighs™" " . ihe vale . p‘smacks of anti-internatjq,, ..
cinema by Contfas ofHeimat,W anti_capitalism, anti-ug, . ,

--Bnlish“’“mee?lt;nd Whelehan 126), S,
n change to accommodae Royg,
urp the place tradmonally accoy deg
han attack this problem by c°nsiderin
Potter novels he:ve made SUcces

¢ because they ‘have been marketed
the films’ and so have ‘Usurpeq
film was released’ (Aragay 39, 48
f inquiry about what constity,, th;
d the bookishness of books

15. How must an nornlel
d Whele
ovies? Cartmel 27 Harry

& in which . qpossibl
o watl?,:ns irtuall lmpowere
adaptd rocted 8 if they e
and con even befo.re
role of ﬂlf:s .o pew lines 0
. \ an
opening 06 of cinema . .
cinematic qualities _ding to the increasmgly. pointed quegy,
ging these essays acC‘;u ture of adaptation studies is best ‘_“dicated

Arran ise suggests that the o stillpreva fling model o Fbook-ingq.

they ral . challenget Sfthe interchangeable titles of mOHOgraphs

motsatio 1 — or raise more interesting Questio,
on film adagucﬁve of further, still more probing quegs; ot
pro

ion of whether or not 3 ¢;
. und the question 0 N0t a give,
Essays that are orgﬁu;:gcoon which it is based or whether its changes
e
film is better than

cessions to a Mass audience or expressiong of
ictated by con
were dictate

. d persuasive in advangip,
beaccomplished an ~

changing Culm;al rtnt(;lr:i?azation at hand, but they are unlikely to Play

their claims abou

i advancing adaptation studies as it stljuggles to €merge

a leading role m advan brella of film studies and the still more tenacioyg

from the diSCiPIma"?’ um hre are limited not because they give incorrec

grip of literary smd.xeS- Th:y ose, but because those questions themselyes

answers to.the ?uetfgl(;;ls ene);:l implications. Is the movie as good as the

Zre :: I;In;:ie; l:, er,ebugt even if it is, the question is still reducible ¢,
ook?

e

and collections
questions thatare MOTe

- Even if the book won a deci
be great, for,
S . .. can make f

sive victory in
Garcia points out, ‘very poor o oo Jaier fardo
adaptations’ (Aragay 23g) .

or very interesting
of adaptation if the fi,

at could sheq much-needed light on problems

more substantial chapters on the
language, the collaborative nature of commercial ¢
ways of writing about film. Both provide many u
and many questions for study or debate, Yet bec
by a transfer model that closes off alternative p.
either a model of adaptation superior to the fid

inema, and the different
seful lists of adaptations
ause both are dominated
ossibilities, neither offers
elity discourse they reject
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100 | THOMAS LEITCH better questions or better Mo,

. . 8.
Jikely 0 Jead wtheir pest in dlSC:ltSSIOHtSHOf Why
aui o put lit
or a mode Ofdm::;ryHaw adapt when they attt:r';';l: havl: . b:rature
t S

rﬁlz:::?:;ategies ;: enr]:de shorteh Sho-Ir'hiS much is obviou;?abie

E; screen. Novels 2% ove tobeo enei;I;es in ways that are Oftet
e plays i| these Pr ies, for exampja
longer al‘;das;adg Haw! es dflta;’ltations of Shobrt s(:(l')li of three Stfate’ .
Desmon . matic 408 gth by .
oo Cinema ture len 128) produc
1llumm*‘tt;;‘£r material t© t:zncentration stratelg};l e(rs wh};ch begeinﬁlms
1 »

expand who follo¥ the daptation of The ine by line bef " by
Filmmakersg ’s 1946 @ 927 story almost line by ore go
like Robert 910 ; Y’S 1

rection. The. I8
tely new direction. Thoge wh
following Ernest I:iets length in 2 completey
t O
off for the res

) ding elements of the g,
tain the lea
« eaving strategy I° nts throughout the film . and
adopt the mte:hW erse those €leme
¢ 'sp
at hand but

ts of ansions on already exjg:
lemen
invented €

8
th . Swimmer ( 1964). In the ‘point
interweave €l

perty i Nolan’s adaptati,
elements'(133),2 Frank lified by Christopher n of

ento Mori’ to Memento (2001), ‘tﬁe

o tive elements from the short st .

pased on the remaining elemenlt<s (136,1 37),

and. .. inventanewstory’ roaches, Desmond and Haw, s conclug

;o;ﬁ utlining these three app.  the ways Akira Kurosawa’s RaShO’nOn
er o o

with an enlightening iSCUSSIOR O L T 1 1966) combine them_

. Antonion! .
(1950) and MChianif:: on adapting novels, stories and play g,
. isi p
Their requisite cha

ions of the challenges of adapting nqp,_
discusst

supplemented by welcome iterary texts to cartoons, and the)f conclude
fiction to docudramas and ht";ﬁ ussion of ‘the failed adaptation’ (231),

. tious disC . .
with a splendldlt);l ctzﬂ::; s likely to incite producuve'dlsagreement about
s .
the one chapter that at counts as failure. .
why adaptations fail and V::ond and Hawkes about these questions,
: S . .

The certainty t<l)1f D;n cipal limitation of their !aook. its conceptyg]
however, points to thi P do not take sides in defining clos'e, loose and
timidity. fA\lthough tio!);s—‘ we use fidelity not as a{l evaluative term that
intermediate adaI::?t of films, but as 2 descriptlv? term lt(hia.t allows
measul'.es the ™ lationship between two comPam.on w<‘)r S (2—3).5
discussion of the re nly in terms of their relationships to specific

i tions o
they consider adapta

of departure strat® ’s
his brother Jonathan o
filmmakers drop most

story ‘M
f the narra

‘%@ |

these questions are Coercively leading,

entence from
t. ‘Draw th

any literary text) they Sugges escene. ., Co i
X 1 -+ +-Compare your verg
to other students dramngs.-What do the various s the

oy e1ses . vers;
POSSIbﬂl:es Ofviai;l&;ﬁﬂ adaptatiop’ (47). Such questi:;s:surlzslaskaz ;-b‘ |0nu] .tl te};;
that students €arn anyth; 8 about adaptas:

Hawkes do not already knoy, Ptation that Desmong anq

h pro er book’s most ap
and its sharpest limitation, ¢ generates 3

students to apply about every film adaptatiop

1. The film must communicate de

4, Thefilm cannot be so self-

governing as to be completely independent
of or antithetical to the source material (263), .

This is admirably direct, but it raises two
several contradictions in which it ensnares
to the boldness of her own programme,
word in the programme itself.

problems. The first concerns
Cahir when she fails to live up
the second the most important
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. gistinguishes thre
 Hawkes OO ail;t::i}lcal—and ke Does o
Like Desmond #* .teraj,tradiuon. distinctive standards sm(’lld

adaptation—in her hd,at each 38 1 ¢ it clear that sh’ rewards

and Hawkes, she a8” ' ic, howeveh f:::ns that lack ‘the a:dfaYou'S

and pitfalls, Cahi”_’s r:over jiteral ada ;:t’ and radical adaptati‘:lclty to

traditional adapts®” dsasaWor | iely independent of or anti:}:s at
create a work that>™ ., pe comP y both John H oy

, i alyses of bo uston’s

are ‘so self-go\'ef”m.fﬁ Hences her 31, Millard Webb’s radicy) terg)
to the source mAt"" Dick (1956) 2% tly more minato 192
adaptation of M’ are both s]gmﬁca:n ’ it 1 Y than

e S8 ¢ Roddam’s traditional three-pqy 1
adaptation g Alysis of Frank I practice; Cahir’s rubric establish98
more exten Network- .1 : es
USA chliteral and radical adaps.....

aclanptatﬂ:l1 {::pmteion 45 norm from whi Plation,
traditional 3 : . . ine th . .

depart at thei P .t‘[t]he first step 1P exploring the merlts of l.lterature.

.- argues th 25 translations of the source materig) and 4

2 em « P « ]
based films 1 v ;cﬁfthence between adaptation” and traHSIation”’
ifter

. functio i )
understand the changes In structure 01'. Il a given €ngy
Adaptation involv{es S envir0 ament, translation the generatioy, of &
makes to survive 1 ;riaﬂ)’ differt ententity’'—througha process of lang“age’

ma

fully new text—= bearing this distinction would hay,

(14). Itis pot cle.ar, l::w use’Cahif sometimes complicates or Contradiey

1 dles . i 3
adaptation studi€® that in the most successful adaptationg, the

rves .
it, as when s?es(t,z;emined for the riches the filmmakers can g, to
literary text 15

.. own vision of the work’ (97), a figure few translatopg
promote their :l: <ir own labours. Nor do most readers expect translatiop,
would aPlPIY to 10 finite ideas’ about the work at hapg
to a new language )

mmunicate de : .
Cahir’s rubric demands. Adaptations engage 1n a wider Variety of
as r's
cultural tasks than the metap

hor of translation can explain.
ve feature of Cahir’s praxis, however, is not pe,

most distincti .
The for any particular mode of adaptation or the occasiong)

reference . .
P gy between film adaptation and translatlon, but

inconsistency of her analo .
;:tcl(:er her ztailed demands about what adaptations ought to do. Hey

rubric, which she calls ‘a theoretical framework for understanding and
evaluating any literature-based film’ (9), is dominated, like Lavery’s essay
on adaptations of Moby-Dick, by the word must, and even Cahir’s most
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subtle and expansive anal

3 €. i v
Kurosawa’s Ran (1985) ¢, Nﬁr:i:g individuya] adaptatiopg from Al;
Corsese’ ? Akira

are everywhere informeq b Age of Inno,
. en
toeing the mark. Ag 3 yeq ulty her Judgements about Whethercil:1993),
€y are

s all .
in students are subordinageq . € analytical skills she seeks to g
them to make more djg.p: O the Comparative juq ¢ develop
" - Ascrimingtjp, gly. N, Judgements she wants
Cahu:S study questiong are simpy y. Not furprisingly,
opening shots of The Killers Y ev“‘lllatwe, leading, ]

C
regarded as one of the very b 0rr‘1p ose a Sequence that jg generally

<adaptation studies to take 3 sociological tyrpy (l(il)l‘i_leYAndrevv’s call for
»10cus on the relation

between adaptation and appropriat;
on, th .
ways. ough in Profoundly different

‘What Is Adaptation?, will search i vain, or indeed by a chapter titled
of adaptations as ‘cinematic versions of
only to contend that the concept is far
cinematic examples from Shakespeare,
The Boys from Syracuse (1938), with its score by Richard Rod

Lorenz Hart, to the Darwinian mode] of evolution. The one c:: gers and
finds in all adaptations is an ‘inherent sense of play, produced Iil:;tant s:e
our informed sense of similarity and difference between the textz T:r:in;

Canonical plays and novels’ (23)
more elastic, encompassing non-
N musicals like George Abbott’s
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f expectd tPrise’ (25)

interpl#y 9 is central t . \23),

invoked, and the conﬂe‘:teddil; acknowledges’ is centraiioap Pml)l‘latiolls
i la ’She red

Buthis sense of P4 . i g more general term than adaptaﬁon

as well. - rion i - - with \
For Sanders, appf"!::a‘si als @ relanon;hl:ff:;s a:: lllfc’l’lni,lg
i o0 ¢ o .
Un]jke adaptaﬁons ‘V’ rOP riathn frequt'!n Y Whou re declsl\fe
sourcetext or Ol'igi"al’ ap‘p .o source into @ Y n.ew Culty,
journey away from the imay oF 8 not involve a generic shifp
product and dom® i ':i knowledge this felan‘;n;hlp (26). R,
may or may not e:fP lbedded rexts’ (27) like Saéln ar:i 19eslla Spewac "
distinction betwee?. g Je Porter ScOré (1949, frme 3 by Georg,
i¢h its Co Propriation’ (32) of Graham SWift’s La,;t
an act of categorization thap as 4
ruminations about how ‘Kiss Me Kate is bog, a
er

ropriatio 2 (29) and questions about whet},
P

. . r
adaptation and an V;fl)l 1 Fa ulkner’s As I Lay Dying (1930) s bette,

Swift’s relation 10 ¥ 7 etarism.
described 35 aPProPrlatIOZx :;I;lfﬁom novels and plays, folktaleg ang
As Sanders tra‘ferﬁss;s of Ovid and Shakespeare, and the novej o
fairy tales, a?propr‘;ich she repeatedly returns, her argument, whose
Graham Swifts tOCVl‘:a ter to chapter is always clear, begins to shimmer
progression ff(fm, . I:lividual chapters, each of them an endless strean,
and dissolve within 1% percus about the rewriting of mage,
of provocaftrwe e;‘:‘:’np . :ow, Peter Carey’s appropriation of .
parratives from
Victorian era in Jack
history, itself ‘2 histm:y o
Arguing that adaptation

.

springboard for

Maggs (1997) '
f textualities, depends on appropriation (14¢),

studies would do well to replace its preferreq

del, ‘thie rather static of ;mmobilizing discussion of source or influence

:(5)4_5’5»),:“,1&1 ‘a more active vocabulary’ (38), she proposes forwarq.
’

looking models ranging from J.S. Bach’s Goldberg Variations to jazz riff

to the genetic code of DNA that emphasize recreation and regeneratiop,

Her sustained attempt to peer over the horizon is so com!nelling that evep
her omissions become productive. Why is there no mention of restagings
or revivals of dramatic works? What place do performance media like
music and dance have in her account of texts constantly renewed through

acts of appropriation? What is the relation between the copies of master

ADAPTAT,
ION STUDIES AT A CROSSROAD
S | 105

paintings apprentice artig
forgers pass off as genuine
have in disciplines tha; fan at place do adaptation and,

ts prod
uce and the copies o inventiop, th
s that
PPropriation

: L €Y the
terary criticism? I resing Mmselves Progressive, like Science and
e an

esti ;
example of fhat Tare species , f:rl:: like thege,
Sanders’s opposite 1, ard-looking handbook,

. Umber ; )
describing herself with Some ir:)rn ;s Itfg
dee of Conservative R; 1y as
lCeolf)m'zed: Holl}'wm;’sR,;i};tr:eaflu-lg» (233), The organization of g o
sanders’s fusillade of proV0cap Tiation o_f: British 1; fization of Britgsy,

High Fidelity (1995) with American ooy 8
olitics—OT, even more insjdigyg S of his
universality’ (202). Y, wi

of a romantic comedy formula designed speci
And ‘[w]ith [Stephen Gyllenhaay’s

1992 film :
Swift’s] Waterland, but more so with adaptation of Graham

High Fidelity, the British content is
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ers who do pg
*(176): . . true, DUt re.add tailed, repet; t Share
bliterated is certﬂml nnecessaﬂly CEHIES IR 1t1vea
t

y tofin aper columns. As her e
ews

re j o ) ttest, Jeffers g,
Jeffers’s Outragza ens © sunda) . matics’ (227) @ 08 ng
e &Om OZ! .
familiar

ral dudgeon ig e

‘global ¢ acity for 10 annot really -2l
references to gl sisk ha (Americans Cd e i l.typ‘erf()rrn

ite like a colum rves that =% jary and Hign Fidel; APpe
write lik when she 5‘; Bridget Ionessp Hire and society, but wh ar
i ' (218) oF tha. language <! duct renders ope o
Shakespeare in nic e rritOrialiZEd pro. ' f Holl Ofthe
to fulfill a Certafor film, the ret¢ 3). Jeffers’s critique of Hollyy,,
: , British’ (1 British fiction s smartly Observey,
eve; contemporary gued. It is easy to sympathize Wity

4nd CogenﬂY & hn Madden’s Shakespeare in Loy,
chaustively SUPPO™tc e ways John
exhau

gy ish language’as a“‘compmg,..
fous denunciatO” & ofthe English languag ‘Shakespeapy..
her furious ‘thegrEatestPOe the very next sentence— Sha €Speare Is
makes ut
(1998) re

) .B t “entertainmep
: ﬂt” writer (221) English laﬂguage’ no-' nt sy
entertainme Jest in the and entertainment as not only
¢ and noblest poetic dramd
lishing
r, estab

ffers’s descr iption ofhers?lf i Citicy]

[ly exclustve. 5 to ‘tak[ing] the law into its own hangy

deosfermination to turn back the clock on
joned de

the right to appropriy,
. tion (what gives Sol_nem;er its ori!inal audience?) anz

ultural appropriat filla specific gichete rd adaptation styg;
: vel clearly ordained 10 onservative attitude towa i eg
no i C .o smond an awkes q
implies a correspondllngll{ing than anything in De .

kwards-100
far more bac

Cahir.

The pu >
both Jeffers’s denunc 4
finds a more even-}?ar} e
Hutcheon and Chr.lstu.le s
Theory of Adaptation In Lt

‘m l 0
L pTiis indictmen

jtalls
ap ¢ her €aP

gre

deterritorialize
novels as 10t

vigilante’ pass
(2g28) shows an imp?

.ing back and looking chrward that pro.clu.ceS
1l between looldﬂgd Sanders’s celebration of appropriatioy,
ion an in two more general surveys by Lind,
d res[i'onsﬁI have already reviewed Hutcheon’s 4
Geraght};/ﬁ[m Quarterly, but this essay woy]q
ithout sometl:rrief remarks about her b-ooll-ct. Hl:tcheonci
not be complete witho biect not through a background Ir? 1terature an
who approaches her su ieofearlier studies of parody, pastiche, opera a?d
film but fro{n ﬂ.le Cm'lftiz): herself less closely witha ﬁelq thanfa mectillmdf: t;
intertt;;ctuatll;): 1;:;3 issue that extends across a variety of media, fin
identify a text-

s to study it COmparatjye]
?Nayﬁcatio ns from multiple text
lffunobtf‘”i"d" displayed f,
htudies and in the rigorgyg t
zh apters thz:it ex?lor e the Wh()), 8 When, whey, and why
Fore pr ecisely, in Hutcheopyg ca

¥ and the, tease oyt th
ue&l.examples’ (xii), She look
lm.llarity With earljer work j
Opical OTganization of her

) %€, the whyt
here). At the same time, her decisiop
W

eries of interconnected topjcg rathe

fha t sets her book apart frop, the fig]
h non-cinematic €xamples 44

sL:;els’ operas and musica]g,

n

ginthe arguments apnq assu
“to-film 44, tatio

: ' ns,
Herarchy that establishesg literatype as both ; b

he measure of their value ang the definjt;
t

Mmptiong
aesthetic
tions and

adaptation but sees their ir.nplication
simply @ series O_f transcriptions o
defines it alternatively as a creative pr
asa receptive RCNER whereby adaptations 4y, re
adaptations by auf:llences .who are constantly j
forth between their experience of a new
Progenitors. - |

Such a shift, of course, is common in the reception of many texts that
are not adaptations, most notably i b

: ' €rs of popular genres whose
success depends on their audjen e’ knowledge of the genre’s rules and

s e
More ation is not

» What is jr Hutcheon
in paralle] with Sanders,
Cognized and enjoyed as
nvited to ghif back and
Story and thejy memory of jtg

imitations
0cess ang,

is not an adaptation?’ (170) and ‘What is th
Her emphasis on the ways readers and
combine familiarity with difference pro
second question but not the first. Although Hutcheon offers her own
breakdown of what counts as adaptation (remakes, literary translations,
musical transcriptions, condensations, bowdlerizations, parodies, sequels,

€ appeal of adaptations?’ (172).

viewers €njoy experiences that
vides a compelling answer to the
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J academic criticism) and wh,
useum exhibits and preg,

t dog

mab
i¢ i  Mab]
e theatrical texts), her categorizay;, y

jews an

: vl
taries, I€ .

$

prequels, C

(brief allusions o

. rmances [0} 1
ally P py answer-

question is more V@ i pngdu':tiVe que.stions ‘":Omes out .
The same talerlt. GeraghtY,S Now a Major Motion Pictyye. . e
stine rama. At first glance Ger&ghty’s b m
. of case studies that might just as we; h‘lok
ands. But the assum;?tionS with Whi:
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This challenge sounds paradoxical for how can adaptations
studied as adaptations without close atte.ntlon to th.e 119vels and plays oy,
which they are based? Geraghty’s achievement lies in t}Pe variety of
contextual frames—history, genre, space, performance, .marketmgz reception
—she develops to accomplish this task. She COH.SIClerS the ways fil,
versions of David Copperfield, Oliver Twist and Pride and Prejudice seek
to establish their credentials as ‘classic adaptations’ (16) without any
specific reference to textual fidelity. She examines the strategies films bageq
on novels by Proust, Woolf and Joyce use to negotiate their double statyg
as art films, which carry the cultural cachet of their originals, and heritage
cinema, with its more commercial aspirations. Geraghty excels in cloge
textual analysis, as she shows in examining the use of settings and camera
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Amitabh Bachchan, playing a mafia don ang

o to have 2 meal witl.l l;isnrsllsozllllerr;vho sfron 1
inevitable killers -m;:alings- As he washes his aasemenL: 5 E;ratlon for
disapproves ?f h_lS cant to be a gesture of al?l[l)e et e Paren;
the meal, Whic-h ls«l:ﬂ the water of Bombay will no lle Your hapg,
the mother 4U}P% d succinct use of one of the most well-knoy, lineg
...> | inan obvious &7 the sleep-walking scene OfMa.CbEth' .The Messaga
of Shakespeare—_"ff‘)lr_lrlt of the immoral is unexceptlo.nal; llt Clould haye
about the indelible ta:j iferent ways. That the commercial Hindj Potboje,
been Saidincoundess- : from as canonical a figure as Shakespeare Is
chooses to borrow lmez ticed and unacknowledged presence—, Unigye

¢ is this unn ; . :
significant. It 15. t}tl;nextu alityand absorption of Shakespeare in the Indlan
in

is of the seemingly unholy conjugation in the iy, of
E)aSlsfﬂm ‘me’ Shakespeare, i.e. the conjugation of the

In the film Agneepath,

appropriatior
ﬁ]m Whlch 18 the
‘Bilmi’ or

this essay, ‘Filmi

. hakespeare. :
Indian film and § India}; flm has in the recent past I?een subject t,

The pOPuFa_r al attention and exegesis, particularly in {ts embodimem
considefabledcrm:jn which is expressive of a people’s desires, quests and
blic dom

of a pu ed as crass and commercial, the Popular

3 being dismiss . .
achievements. From indi film, has now acquired a legitim,

; the Bombay Hin ' i
film, partICU]arlY

; duction and reception, is being read as a text Wh.i <h q'uintessentially
its produ ace of a pan-Indian identity and nationalism. However,
a.rnculates ‘the ;P been paid to the hybrid genealogy, the diverse seeding
little aﬁent:ﬁ:inz;iratioﬂal resources which have provided the ground for
:}?;i::t; of something which has become so recogniza'b[y indigenous a5
the Hindi film. To look for Shakespeare in the Indian cinema may evoke

uspi‘j ons of bardolatory Or evep g
fong Jook into the history of the Ip

eem
dian

icinema and h
gitimate
resences,
Ot just to p

i diverse forms, le(gitimate and ille
elocations a.nd as «’i.f‘tel: life’ or p
shakespeare in the Hindi film j;
o the colonial bard, but more ¢p

as since Nourisheq
,as Appropriations, recreat

To trace this Varying ys,

avigate the changing a4

: udes
ucially, to chg the shifts

; ; . i € shifts in the pojie;
of an interculturalism whjcp, Provideg another inroaq into o

B - Tt S the cultyry]

1t is well known tha‘t Indian Cinemg SPrang up op the floor b
the Parsi the:atre. W_h?t 15 le?s known g the contribution apq ?::ﬂl(l): % 0:
ghakespeare in providing :.in mexhaustib)e source of plots, scenes v
nd dialogue to be exploited. [ jke many of the plays of the pa,
e early films t0.0 were broad adaptatiops, which borroweg freely, changed
jiberally and interpolated without quajps and  usually ’withiut
acknowledgements. The earljest In

dian cinemat; i
. C engagement with
ghakespeare goes back to the silens eraand j =

ons,
e of

characterg
151 theatre,

Venice by the same title by Mehdi Ha

san “Ahsan” Two other
slent era, Khoon-e-Nahak (1928)

and Mitha zahar (1930) were based on

- With the coming of the talkies, in the

_ : hakespearean
rhetoric, already circulating on Stage, was exploited and several of the

successful stage adaptations of Shakespeare, in Urdu, were re-adapted for
the screen. Beginning with Hathili Dyjhq,, (The Taming of the Shrew, 1932),
Khudadad (Pericles, 1935), Khoon-ka-Khoon (Hamlet, 1935) to Said-e-
Havas (Richard IIT and King John, 1936), Zan Mureed (Anthony and
Cleopatra, 1936) and Pak Daman (Measure for Measure, 1940).

Like the stage versions, these films were as much ‘using’ Shakespeare
as ‘abusing’ him. Betab, who translated and adapted only two Shakespeare
plays, nevertheless ran a magazine titled ‘Shakespeare’ to popularise his
plays and ideas; Aga Hashr Kashmiri, the most gifted of the later Parsi
theatre dramatists, who translated and adapted five plays, was accorded
the non de plume of ‘Indian Shakespeare; so that when he started his own
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. o that he decided to call j; the
is

anqg .
is opinion Shakespeayeg s

y, it is 00 surdF.' Hassan Ahsan was more gpe,
i Ompaﬂ ) MEh i
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; in h a
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reporte® " parmoni K
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. e 1 ’) .
is why the P Khoon-ka Khoo kespeare to the Indian screen, jg the est
Of these ho brovg t Sha sed on one of the most Populy; Stage
48 “the man w Bf-almed with the same prlflClple Cast: MOd,
it Waso 1 +elia and Shamsadbai as Gertrude
P . -
hqracteristic of Parsi th‘?aFre asla Wh°le= Wag
o of styles, €h? apart from the main roles, g,
. 1 mixtur ion:
hybrid miXtt

. . Othe
. -d. their costumes and sets were 3 Mixtype of
all Indianized dian, seventeen songs, some characters
4 Muslim-In e added. Yet, the film advertjge itselp

thea
Shakesped

characters Wer¢ an
izabethan ing wer oo

the Ehzag rotracted clowninioan,, and Modi himself, as Hamley, Wag

and much P Khoon—kﬂ'g k. and posed in characteristic Pengiy,
ack, s

" the closet scene, and the PI“Y'W‘thm‘Pla}'

e.g

. influenc
: al manner. An in e of ¢,
stances lish theatric e

ized i icularly in the cage
were visualized 1111 : Shakespeare films, particularly of the
! f the siuen
imagery ©

ted in the stylised feminine k_aok ;)fgliglﬂly archeq
i 10 inted bow-]jpg
female roles, 15 0 4 |dering dark eyes and darky B il ps -The
eyebrows, large smMo of these early Indian Shakespear; 1hnsfren?ame d
foumalpiope i E::l,trical origins: Modi’s account c; the lllml‘ng of
marked by their ¢ evealing, “As the play had prove Popular it vy,
Khoan-ka-KiwD'_I {s ihe way it was presented on. the stage — lrll tffe Same
decided to film ttdm of scenes, with the movie camera rep acing the
ical order

chronologic

ion, a declamatory and histrionic
ity of presentation,
74 A frontality 0

i . mboyance were thej

- th a rhetorical and visual flamboy eir
irati wit!

vocalization

. ' seen today i

des—traces of which may still be- le " the

istic modes— — iz ma. lhe mga;
characteristic iohtened expressionism of Indian cine : .m'n_n
continuing heig arly Shakespeare films was to popularlse-the 1Conig¢
contribution of.these im into the mass consciousness often w1t}.10|:1t the
poet and assimilate him her, their bold and subversive appropriation of

. : ther . .
audiences’ knowledge. Fur | : and in a hybrid performative mode which

- aculars 4 : _
Shakespeare in the Vem?cu of the empire and within the context of
took place during the high noon

the Eng

gressive propagation of the stud
ar ag(;mremor-general Passed g
theernment jobs for those acquaint,
oV

Y OfEngl' .
resolutj o Hardinge,

[n the 1940s and‘ 50's, with ang
sieracted 0 the film ?guslt.ry qudl ad begun being literally ‘schogleq
ity Shakespearc.and kng _Ish literature i, India with e establishment of
g indu College in Caleuttain 1817, 5.4 the Universities in the metropolitan

050 1857) thfire were att?rnpts tobring 4 more “authentjc Shakespeare
- the screen. Kishore Sahw’s Hapje, (1954) is ap acute illustration, Sz,
ons an unusual actor, writer, director '
wa

. e and prodycer Wwho came inq films
- university degree in literatyre.
afte

: He Scripted, directed ang starred in
eral films based on classic European Sources 6
sev!

) Hamlet (1948). While Modj’s Hatile
film scenes and costumes, of the ey
some to be completely so. Sahy’s Plae
strO‘.,teional prince, like Oliver, was a15o y
tradi with a gold chains on his chest ang
hosli interiors, misty battlements, enfrap,
dar unfolding of scenes, especially in the
thﬁvier’s film. No other Indian Shakesp
ol esting an Elizabethan / Western aiils
sugincede to Indian taste and generic
;oﬂ;hback in which she sang and dance
her love for Hamlet, the gravediggers
mandatory songs were interpolated an
the whole was simplified into an emg

t was only fitfully imitative, in
N cinematic styles, Sahu’s film
t, visualized ag 5 replica of the
Ostumed in black doyblet and
a poniard by his side, Byt the
ing arches, stair Imagery, even
beginning, were straight out of
eare film has come 5o close to
ience, Nevertheless, the film had
compulsions: Ophelia was given
d with her companions, confessing
were used for comic effect, many
d the psychological complexity of

tional pathos. In this second stage
f negotiation with the English bard, the anxieties of authenticity verses
O <

ulist appropriation were more sharply manifest. Sahw’s faithful
0 ¢ . i
4 Te';tion in the context of post-independence, was measuring up to the
recreation,
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Li ankh ka rwﬂto Jive to tell his § rezdiness of man “Layee hayag, aa
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exhorting n

Ve,
d i khushi chale?7 .
Zaug on the P e Khushi na aaye na apn sh
by

Ore
ing up to Shakespeare, but re.
surl

coding
not just mea

Jet was

him too! Sahu’s Hamlet highlighted the tensiony of
ishore
n of Kis

film did reasonably well at the boy Office
alism. Thff d. While the Filmfare critic laudeq the
mixed.

. he debate was, like With g
. 1. critic tore it to p1eces. Tden of the book, i.e. aroupq
film, the Filmindia larized around the bur itic saw the renderip
5 I sa
Shakespeare films, PO apriﬂtioni the former critic ’s memory, “stug‘s’s’
e d appro » to Shakespeare » 1
ci an I3 der 2 « * »
aum;irtlti)lgs the latter as a ;:lanindicted it for its “lack of Indlanness. 9

i s he premje
« V4 hlle YE rlSlnle’ present f()r t p Te
and “selfish’, W ike, who was, surp ; ¢ and Ophelia, et
Dame Sybil Th(.)ﬂ:jdboth Gertrude, “magnificen ky,
(4
in Bombay, prais

0 The Indian intelligentsia, however, still under )
»] e : d . t
impassioned, humar. 1d only accept Shakespeare either pure and pristine

cou
colonial hangover, indigenised! :
or bowdlerized and lndlrive oneself as a filmmaker through a faithfy]
This attempt to P

f the codes of filming Shakespeare had been initiateq
i the
reproduction o

Sahu’s Ham_
and improwng.
The receptio :
this kind of intercultu e
e
but its critical assessm

; » had taken great pa;
(hentic Venetian ‘look; througp
au

Hindi, 2 Romeo and Julier (19, Scripted by Kamal Ay,
In ewed Indianisation, byt also trj
esch Shearer and Leslie Howarq : .
Normé largely deriveq ¢ : - -1 Hing;
1950), was Tom Cecil B, p, Milles
( ravaganza. All these filmg failed a¢ 1, box-office
ex well known actresses ag Nargis a4 Juliet and p;
of The only way of being faithfup ¢, Shakes
text, it seems, is to re-locate him fully. o,
con in the negotiation of thjs colonig] lega
stag'e concerns of the plays in¢q a pervasiye
rnalllr;kesp eare transformed ang €XPropriate
45 se, Gulzar’s Angoor (1981), 5 complete Indianisatioy of
th.egrs has been the most Successful, ip fact, the most commercially
Ern ssful Indian Shakespeare film to date, a5 i
succe n DVD. Yet, perhaps because earlier
salesd‘; well at the box-office, Angoor g
not owledges its debt to Shakespeare, €Xcept at the Very end in an iropjc
ackn flexive gesture, when it flashes 2 portraj
self—redience! The story of comic confusio
the au n two sets of identical twins is tail
beme-iks of the camera cap concretize
titl:girlBefore Angoor, two other film, versions, of The
stage.

ntibilas, in Bengali (1963) ang Do Dooni Chga, (Hindj, 1968) were
A d. The success of Angoor, ably scripted by Gulzar, an Urdy poet
vent‘ure n right, however, went beyond it localization, which nevertheless
s Owe It lay more in its obvious delight in its owp virtuosity;
By Zria're’s comic structures were Preserved and merged into the
‘sha'ke lfous hasya traditions. A consummate performance by Sanjeev
e as Antipholus, of perfect timing and comic insouciance added to
Fun(l)ill-ler localizations, in regional cinema, of the Taming of the Shrew,
it.

Kannada, Bahadur Ganda (1976) and Nanjundi Kalyana (1989) have,
C ,
:;milarly, proved very successful.

na Raj ag
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ic treatment,
agination on
Comedy of Errors,

An extension of the dialogics of this re-location into a critical
n

ention is achieved by Kaliyattam, an award-winning film by Jayaraaj
interve
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h the relocation of Othego becortnes @ means to €Xamj
g caste structur i n
the circulation of power Wi ass a0 / ; €S 1n rural Kerq) i
ritual theatre of theyyam, its conventiop, a,
S and

It uses the indigenous 10 " o
to foregrou™ the key 155U¢ of racism in the pq

. ties of the caste system. Fair and wip, Y b

Some

community, '
N hiquith
¢ on to the iniqu . )
transposing ! s ter falls in love with Pery
Malay,

Thamara, Brahmin Jandlor
a revered theyyar master, but ark, bulky and a pock-marked low ¢,
. ed by Paniyal the Iago figure, a junior e Ste
yﬂm

Their happiness js poisone :
PP < or comic roles, who covets Perumalayarn’

artist, confined t0 : :

e third theyyam artist, Kax.lthan | Cassio fa"oured
Perumalayan; t hold his .drmk during the Wedd-b

celebrations andis made the scapegoat by Paniyan. Cheerma / Emjl; 0

.« persuaded 1O steal the handkerchief consummation sheet 2, .his

the fires of jealousy Thus, despite the relocation ‘_'Vhlch

the film manages to incorporate ml(?;:, A

of

nt ambience

« lot and dialogue fairly closely, adding only one charg

fidant for Desdemona, and some scenes settin ctle]r’
g the

The film is promoted as an “adaptation of Wi
hello” in its publicity handouts, but its skill lam
duce an unfamiliar take on a familiar myth a‘nd
oreven re-location, to createa critical reinterp;etgao.lng
colonial terms. Not only does it use Shakes tion
the tensions of contemporary Kerala Soqei’ealre
hts into aspects of the play buried u‘/’» 1t
ries of learned response. some of the Malayalam intelligentsj ;ﬁer
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" uct lay 1
with and deconstf much of the ls) Two recent films, Magbooj (20811))'

£ Do erns. _
dintol allcoﬂ:he same director Vishal Bhary dWaj ;
in Hin¢b nd! Hailed as ‘crossover’ films, the ;:ie
several steps furthfnl':.' Thely dem Onstt‘ate
: ’s text, but als
this negotiatio” ] ‘play’ with ShakeSp?ares. convincin 10 . c‘Dl?ﬁdellt
notonlya PO g oflerary heritoB® P 7B Y Mining g
ost-modernist 7¢” a beth into Mumbalf gangland presided gy,
p scotland of Ma alias Abbuii, and his right hapng 7
v f Venice and C . May,
the ageing D° diterranean worlds of Vence and Lyprus jng, th
Magbool, 38 s lW stern Uttar pradesh held in thrall by ¢ i
nds of We nchman, Omkara. While bot

town D@ .« prime he

small :.aab and 1:5 :rr;digm shift in the Inc%ian reconﬁg‘lratio
ute Pthey also reveal a significant evohltiona n

pool, the first film, was des.cribed gingerly l?y its directo”
progress: Maq od’ music composeb VlSha]_BharadWala E.ls “a looge
script ““"ff;g a? Shakespeare’s Macbeth. Anxious to sell his fily, as 4
adaptatio.n o i played down the Shakespearean source j,
commercial entity JJeases: “My film is not meant for Shakespear
press I etation is not text-bookish” ... “I have tried t(e)

ost-

issue is no longe

tcanbedore’s 36) in
and Omkard 1 ofis e

outstandiﬂg exarﬂ' Shakespeare
n, Jehangif ihao
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h the

flms together constit :
of Shakespeare on screem

interviews and

»]3 v “M illterpr o »14 oo
scholars.” -+ }a)cs i rit than to the original text. The crmcaIsUcCeSS
be true to the pay film festivals, however, emboldened BharadWaj
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in various
of Magbool in va ; enly as an “adaptat;
two years later, t0 market his Omkara openly daptation o

Shakespeare’s Othello.” Not only tjlid .he ﬂa?nt Clf’llist cta.nonical 'S.OUI'.Ce,

and websites also traced earlier cinema icadaptations, posi tioning

Elr: f];;f: within an international/ global tradition, rubbing shoulders with

i son Welles.

i l;i:fi;ijsrof Magbool, by and large, were taken in l?y Bharadwaj, ang

did not see more than a soup-spoon of Sha.kespeare in the film. Byt j;
seems that India’s English schooled generations hacll not carried home
much of their Shakespeare. For, what it is strikingly significant about th,
film is how much of the original text is retained, and engaged with, within
the adaptation, in terms of the plot, character, imagery and not just theme
and atmosphere. That this had largely gone unmarked and unnoticed, ot
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More than f{ven its adaptative success, it was se

the conventional Bollywood mould (“ing sn:; asa Fﬂ:rl which broke

[ndia) with panache. “The mogt arrogant piecl ire?ns The Times of

startling.- . was the verdict of T}, Times, 1o de o ]kltsch ever made,

merit a longer discussion, Hatncon:
Magbool retains and evep expands

events of Shakespeare’s Macbeth,. Duncan / Abbyip :

Magbool, the prophesying witches / cops who pla th' tshtl‘ust in Macl:!eth /

the seduction of Magbool into treachery by his b; SeejOf?mbltion’

Abbuji’s mistre-ss Nimmi, the drunkep guard, the killinovef A::e../. her_e

sleep, the ensuing suspicion and fear, the poisoning ffoth b S }'us

fellow captain / henchman, Banquo / Kaka, and his subse ue 01ncl S

by Magbool, the escape of his son Fleance / Guddu wh;1 szm's s

the inheritor, the setting in of guilt and nemesis, the hallucill;:ltYeS tli) ze

Macbeth, the beguiled Macbeth, the avenger Macduff/ Boti and tl?eg t : !
end, (unusual for Bollywood) all these form the central structure orfatg}iz
film. After a basic transposition of the cultural milieu into a largely

® Clearly, both films

all the major relationships anq
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inheritor of rece';l accepted as fictionaliza heir mafia like hold op the
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Dawood Ib.ra}u-lt’;tions of Mumbai. Th‘e r; exposures of festering urbgy
people and lnrj:iai text to ally itself to b:‘li nd. Pawripli.
usftzfea ‘I:Sa:t; these films, like Magbool <
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Abbuj Ram Gopal Verma, Map; R
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athiee glance at the equation between the film world and t

he underworlq
.. ade through Om Puri / Inspector Pandit’s observation regarding
is m ji that “had he had not beep j,, the underworld,_he would have beep
Abbujt what an actor he is” after Wwatching him‘enjoy a nautch with
in ﬁlmzmp T jmmediatel)’ after an emotional shakeup—which is
some C'callY simulated—at being remindeq of th police raid at his own
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W

mself. Such seemingly casual
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-re ¢ * . .
Self. critiques, tearing off the veil of make-believe which covers the
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hand dealings of both the film and the extortion industry. They also
undl‘ji_'sh a parallel between the king-making delusions of the l.mderworld
estau !vood and the royalist ambitions in the theatre of war in Macheth.
/Bollyv
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to the new narrative, yet resonate fully with the old. A loud raucgral
chatter of crows, and other birds, for instance, imaging Lady Macb:u’s
“the raven himself is hoarse tl.mt croaks the fatal entrap ths
Duncan under my batt]ements,” (1.5.38) forms the background ‘mUSi:’ of
Magbool and Nimmi’s first long scenc, by the roadside, where she ) to
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wordsworth, Ruskin ElndPS«?irmg them to the nd novels within a
series of earlier mythologi penser whilst likenin WBOrks of Bunyan,
Christ. Horizontally, Shegc cc)al heroes—Perseys Hi ond himself to a
spy-thrillers, a genre WhiChmPares the Bond n’ove}l:tules, David, even
in doing so—as a fictive m she theorises—and is b 0 contemporary
of the individual in mass Ea‘ns for exploring the i{l no means alone
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X, lonnies, Durkheim and Sc;mFre?d e e
mel. All these,

vitalised,
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.o She deploys three strategies in doing so, Fir

she cites remarks attributed t0 Fleming va‘-id’l suggest a degree (¢
coincidence between her reading and Fleming’s conscious purp,
For example: ‘But Bond is really @ latter.-day St. GE(')rge_ He doeg kili
wicked dragons after 41173 Or, as Fleming once said of Bond: ‘He,
like Bunyan's pilgrim, he has to get through the Slough of Despepg
before he gets 10 the prize that is really wort‘h.haviug_’m Sa condly
Boyd excerpts from alistic writings passages Whic};

Eleming’s journ
suggest that the concern

in depicting man as det
man ‘who has
of his God; an

ense of identity, integrity ,
nd

intentio

s she attributes to the novels were a continujy,
g

preoccupation of Fleming’s. Fleming’s foreword to The Seven Deqgy,
Sins—a collection of essays instigated by Fleming—is used in this

ing the seven ancient deadly sins, Fleming writes thyy
form of accidie, which is a form of spirityg)
suicide and a refusal ofjoy..- has my wholehearted condemnation—_
made to stand behind Bond’s views in Frop,
Russia, With Love: ‘Just as, in at least one religion, accidie is the firg

of the cardinal sins, O boredom, and particularly the incredible
ored, was the only vice Bond utterly

way. Review
‘only sloth in its extreme

a passage which is

circumstance of waking up b
condemned’ (p. 78).
Perhaps most distinctively, Boyd deals with those statements attributed to
Fleming which would seem to gainsay not only the ethical purposes she
attributes to him but any serious purpose whatsoever—'I write fo
warm-blooded hetero-sexuals in railway trains, aeroplanes and beds) for
example—in construing these as smokescreens; part of a consci)ouz
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attempt by Iflem ing t‘_’ conceal his moral didacticism so that hj
in being hidden, might work all the more effecti?r =~ }{15 PUERose,
readership- ely with a mass
None of this, of course, is to endorse Boyd's reads
pssible reading and, moreover, one produced b TEa.mg. But it is a
eans. Indeed, Boyd presents her analysis as an :ttqmte conventional
gond novels f¥om the history of their previous mf’ampt to resclic the
uncovering their true but previously hidden meanin gllnderstandmg in
poyd fails to oPsewe certain critical procedures ng. One may argue that
her interpretation of the spy-thriller genre, cite’ CJ:)IS: as f)ne may query
from the ].30nd novels and Fleming’s other writin Sn r"‘(;letOry svidaiics
would be invoke another set of rules for reading agnzian 150 on. To do so
t0 Produce the Bond novels as objects for analysis ir’l m;]:,;;] those rules,
effect: it would be to make a counterbid for the discua '1 erent Yvay.. In
of the text—~rfiader encounter by attempting to yok rswedo_rganlSatmn
different set of inter-textual, ideological and cultural Zo_oe dr.ea ing on to a
there would be no point within such an analysis at whlt ll1na}t1es. Ijlowe‘fer’
and inter-textual wrappings placed around the Bon dlc t ledls'curswe
peeled away to permit any claims to be made on the baSiﬂoye s might be
ttered access to those novels ‘in themselves’ s of a supposedly
Mor? o .the point, the influence of Boyd’s reading cannot be gainsai
by referring it to another set of reading norms in re?atio n(t>t e g.ams'al.d
found wanting. It’s difficult, now, to determine either then o which it is
of influence exerted by Boyd’s study. Clearly, it has bextent or pre
marginal. On the other hand, considering that ;t s e een rtelatwe‘ly
(hree separate editions, it seems likely to have played some nIPL.Ibhshed_ in
the Bond novels to be used as ‘pre-texts’ for the dro e in enabling
moralising or theologically inclined pedagogies. Her 'eVeloprnent of
widely circulated in Catholic educational circles‘) in AVIeWS- w.ere thus
summarised and further elaborated by a Father Mal Us_traha in being
Theological Review. There is, indeed, a wide and co 0.ne in the Compass
pody of Catholic writing which | i . nsiderably developed
8 h has articulated virtually th .
of popular and super-heroes to the Christian cause.*! ‘Azh 2 eﬂt-lre galaxy
impacl" Boyd’s reading and the uses to which it h'as b TS
determmatiOfw which would have to be taken into een put c_on'stitute
approach which aimed to ‘net’ the total range of cultni::f:z?ctl "gthll sl
ideological

unfe
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them with 1fhe CO;“I;‘:)H genre or, in SOME quarters, as a modernist critiqu,
up of the science ¢ se, such readings Were provided for in the proceg 5
of realism. In this € tl-:e deployment of a series of allusions—to Classical
e thmi}gah science fiction texts—as part of an attempt to Create
Zl) tejcrt which would recruit a I?EW, sophistic.ated audienc,
1 . the series’ regular viewers. The history of tl:le cinema likeyjs,
without losing les of films achieving cult status without this ha\ring
afforc?s many exarlnai;:d for in the process of production: Casablancg, for
been in a‘EYT‘:l?Z}I:aS not yet happened with the Bond films, although they
g from students on campuses across Europe ang

first released in the 1960s. A cult audien,
al Film Theatre ran a season of Bopq

George Lazenby’s performance 4

and

d fans whilst

pro
mythology and
a double-layere

example. :
did recruit a cult followin

North America when they were
was also recruited when the Nation

films in 1980. Of all the films shown,
Bond in On Her Majesty’s Secret Service, the least successful Bond film i

commercial terms, was the only one to be singled out for special appreciatiop.
it received a standing ovation as the audience applauded itself for having

‘seen’ i had ‘missed’
seen’ what the mass audience ha :

TexTs IN HIsSTORY

We have indicated, at various points in this study, that a part of our
interest in ‘the Bond phenomenon’ consists in the degree to which its
analysis requires that methods be used which differ from and call intg
question the more usual ways in which texts are grouped into sets in
being constituted as objects of analysis. A ‘limit case), its value is that of
highlighting a series of problems concerning the purposes of textual
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+is and the means by which they should be pursued. We have thus,
?n 2 roaching the various individual ‘texts of Bond stressed the degree
» which these have always been variably produced—not as ‘the same text’
ut 35 differjent ‘teXt'S-tO—be-read-’—as a result of their insertion within
gifferent regimes of inter-textuality. Further, we have suggested that it is
ot possible to aPstract any Of. the individual texts of Bond from the
obileand changing systems .Of Inter-textual relationships through which
their reading 1_135 been Ofgaff?lSEd in order to constitute a space in which
quch texts might be stabilised as possible objects of knowledge ‘in
tJ‘lel.nsfgl\res’. ‘

This is to query the way in which the relations between texts and their
readings are no.rmally. conceived. Virtually without exception, all
d roaches to this Cllfes'fl'on have assumed that the intra-textual and the
ot a_textual determinations of reading can be specified separately.43
Moreover they have assumed that the former can be specified first—that
is, that the processes through which a text organises its reading can be
ecified independently of the variable extra-textual determinations which
may bear in upon it. This entails that these latter determinations are
Construed as secondar}.,f phenomena which cannot touch or modify a
text’s essential properties. This is true even of the encoding/decoding
model, perhaps the most socially oriented approach to the question of
reading. We have already touched on the limitations of this approach in
Chapter 3- At root, however, they are traceable to their dependency on
a set of founding assumptions derived from Saussurean linguistics. The
study of reading, within the encoding/decoding model, stands in relation
1o the study of texts much as, within Saussure’s dichotomous division of
the study of language, the study of parole stands in relation to the study
of langue. The view that the *fixed codes’ of a text should be analysed first,
poth before consideration of the reading practices of different subjects
and as a means of establishing what it is that is variantly decoded by such
subjects, effects an ordering of the relations between the objective and the
subjective, the necessary and the contingent, across the relations between
texts and readers that is analogous to their distribution across the
relations between langue and parole. To the text, as to readers, there
pelong all those systematic properties—the ‘fixed codes'—which inform
its objective structure. The study of reading, by contrast, like that of
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subjective and contingent determinatio
(but without affecting i ﬁth
eqd

parole, is concerned with fhe
which, so to speaks flow ::;i ce of the reader.
: : e o
Plopg::;) t::i?:f:dt; ©ds good only 01008 ;Z;hizfu;‘ic Paradiy
on which i?:is pased is 10t itself callecll mtouqlll:: has. constrit lllilfdto Michg
Pécheux, howeven the languelparole %P o 4 majq,
Pécheu, lopment of an adequately social approach t, "
impediment t0 the deV_e s whereby meaning is produced within apg I
anlalYSiS <t:»f lt::l:gr::;:aé‘:;oing Volosinov’s earlier friticisms of SauSSurejqr;
;eé:lt-ll:jx ::)ontends that it is not PffSSll.)l‘? o lc;).nstlt.utt.e Iﬁ;ﬂgue a3 a systep,
of rules governing the meaning Olfm_d“ildua dle,ngl:ltsiuljct:bjlr'ner'lts by Virtye
of the relationships of difference, similarity an ' ! itlY Itestablish,
betieentithen The unity of langue h.e ‘al glues, is: only tEn'd entiq)
incompletely achieved, in the sense t_hat it l; a;vaz?f;nfen by' dllfferent,
socially determined discursive for_matmmp-t ?1 o e;em Principles of
organising the relationships of d.lf.ferenc.e, e ,aﬂ;y n SUbStlt_mability
which govern the meaning Ofindlf“dual lm‘gmstuf clements __Whlch Serve
as the basis for the initiation of different dlSCUT’SlvE processes within apg
in relation to language: Meaning, he says, exists and is produced only
within such discursive formations. There is no place outside or behipg
them, no neutral linguistic domain such as'that PTOPOSCd.bY the concept
of langue, within which meaning can be said to be.opera.twe. ‘A meaning
effect; as Pécheux puts its ‘does not pre-exist the discursive formation j,
which it is constituted**

In like manner, we have suggested, texts are productive of Meaning
only within particular and determinate reading formations—a concept we
have ventured as a means of specifying the inter-textual and discursiye
conditions which mould and configure the text-reader encounter. This is
not, we should stress, s0 much a question of reducing text to context g
an attempt to rethink the concept of context such that, ultimately, neither
text nor context are conceivable as entities separable from one another.
Terry Eagleton has argued against such a construction of the relationg
between a text and the context of its production in arguing that analysis
must show how a text bears within it the impress of its conditions of
production rather than such conditions being conceived as ‘the sociological

outworks of the text'!® The same demand has not been made of the
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rding to

tween texts and the contexts of their reception. Acco
ets of

i fommlations, such contexts are conceived as social; that is, as s
cursive and inter-textual determinations to which a text is related
al backdrop or set of reading conditions. The concept of
g formation, by contrast, is an attempt to think contexts of reception
¢ discursive and inter-textual determinations which, in operating
nd readers, mediate the relations between them and provide

s through which they can productively interact.
s such, these determinations bear in upon a text not just externally,
grom the outside in, but internally, shaping it—in the historically concrete
forms in which it is a\.failable as a text-to-be-read—from the inside out.
According to such a view, there is no fixed boundary between the extra-
rextual and the intra-textual which prevents the former from pressing in
on the latter and reorganising it. The intra-textual, in effect, is always
the Pmduct of a definite set of inter-textual relations. Clearly, this is to
ndermine conventional conceptions of texts, readers and contexts as
fixed in their relations to one another, in suggesting

: eparable elements,
that they are variable functions within a discursively ordered set of
relations. Different reading formations, that is to say, produce their own

texts, their own readers and their own contexts, not to mention, to
complete the list, their own authors.

In short, any appeal to the authority of ‘the text itself’ should be
sed for what it is: a rhetorical device used to support a particular
intervention within what Frederic Jameson calls the ‘Homeric battlefield’
of interpretation.‘” Such appeals are inherently paradoxical in their
functioning in that the claim to have uncovered the true but previously
hidden meaning of ‘the text itself’ invariably forms a part of a political
bid to reorganise reading by pinning it down to a new set of inter-textual
ideological and cultural co-ordinates. While the political and ideo]ogica[,
use—value of such claims may be considerable, they are, from a theoretical

qtions be

extra-dis
4 extern
as sets o
on both te)d.s ‘
the mechanism

recogni

oint of view, of zero, indeed minus value. They do not enable any work
to be undertaken that could not otherwise be undertaken, and the
constitute a serious impediment to work that urgently needs to be doHeY
We place particular stress on this last point. It is not our purpose t -
query the concept of ‘the text itself” in the interests of a fashi}zmablo
‘anything goes, everything is permissible’ relativism tacked on to the coate
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tails of Derrida’s project of deconstruction.”” Our contention is not thy
are of equal value but that ‘the "

all possible knowledges of ‘the text’ :
as such, is an impossible object of Kknowledge. Nox by this, do we intep, q

2 neo-Kantian position according t0 which ‘the text’ is posited as 5,
unknowable ding an sich. Our argument is 1Ot that ‘the text itself j
somehow ‘there’ (wherever that might be) but unknowable, but that they,

‘there’ in which its existence might be posited other than the Varying
which its actual history 18 modulated, it
a knowledge of it is to chase a chimer,

In all of this, we are not denying the objective material existence of feyg,
. . 4 £l
as if these were products of our imaginations. However, as we have beep,

at pains to point out in the case of the ‘texts of Bond;, texts are differen;
same—different in their material forp

even when they appear to be the
and in the way their external relations t0 other texts and practices are
is directed against the notion, mog

ordered. Rather, our argument
that there is, lodged somewhere

succinctly expressed by E R. Leavis,
behind the diverse forms in which texts are materially produced, the socjg]

relations in which they are inscribed and the interpretative horizons jp
which they are embedded, a shadowy, ideal text which is the source of 5

isno
reading formations through
that, therefore, to seek to produce

true meaning.*
It is this view of ‘the text itself’ massively influential within Marxist

criticism too, which must be jettisoned in the interests of developing a
consistently historical and materialist approach to the study of the
processes whereby meanings are produced in relation to textual
Phenomena. It is necessary, in order to analyse the functioning of texts
in the historically varying forms of their social use and inscription, to
refuse the specious concreteness of the text as given, ‘the text on one’s
'desk’, whose seductive facticity is rather like that of the commodity. Marx
introducing his critique of commodity fetishism, argued that: ’

A commodity appears, at first sight, a very trivial thing, and easil
unders@od. It’s analysis shows that it is, In reality, a very queer thin '
f&boundmg in metaphysical subtleties and theological niceties. So far as ?;
il:;e‘;a:;‘: n‘:; :;Z,S ;hcere is no‘thir.lg- mysterious about it . . . But, so soon as

ommodity, it is changed into something transcendent.*®

Much the is
: . ' ' <
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king an objectively verifiable form and
ltural relations ofa determinable kind. As
exts in use’ cate ‘the
indeed, ‘the text’
subtleties and
ommodity:

material notations fa
set © within social and cu
circ an attempt is made to go beyond such ‘t
8 aSelf > that is ideally present in all such uses, then,
- nscendent entity abounding in metaphysical
d for much the same reason as a ¢
because in it the social

g tra
eco 3 L
niceties. An

theological
i commodity is therefore a mysterious thing, simply
men’s labour appears to them as an objective character stamped

duct of that labour; because the relations of the producers to
ir own labour is presented to them as a social relation,
themselves, but between the product of their labour.”

character of
upOﬂ the pro
the sum total of the
existing not between

B analogys ‘the text itself” is a mys
character of its resign ification—of its incessan
! history—-assumes the form of an objective chara
e £ that labour. Ultimately, to subscribe to su
in by the history—the whole ensemble of materia

and ideological relations—which, in conditioning the given form of the

taneously occludes itself.

f this, of course, is to OppoOs
d against others. To the contrary,
ically concerned critical practice. Ho
nal nature of such practices should be recognised. To

dings and against others is to attempt to clear a space
mount a bid to shift

in it, the social

terious thing because,
scriptions

t rewritings and rein
cter stamped on the

ch a view of the text
1, social

e the practice of arguing for
this is necessarily the
wever, the

text’ SimUI
None ©
in readings an

certa
f any polit

sharp end 0
inherently relatio

argue for certain rea
within which the former can become active; it is to

the horizons of inter-textuality within which the texts concerned are read
and, thereby; to modify their signifying function. It s, in short, an attempt
o make texts mear SOme things and not others by organising texts,
readers and contexts into a particular configuration. Of course, it may be
necessary to represent such readings as textually ‘more adequate’ than the
contending readings whose social power they seek to displace. It is also
necessary that such readings should be more a _ '
in relation to the text asi historically consgfgtu E:jte .but more adequate
- ) ed object rather than as
a metaphysical essence. Real difficulties arise, however, when ‘th ’
which is mobilised as a rhetorical device at the level of cri t,ici ] e text
theoretically, an ontological—epistemological value such th S”-] =§ granted,
to arbitrate between readings, qualifying some and dis a‘f If is allowed
‘ qualifying others.

t
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Most obviouslys this would entail an idealist and historicist a
to the history of reading. 1t would be idealist in the sense that it Woﬁfdroach
to posit, as the standpoint from which to broach the history of re h.ave
which was represented as standing outside, above and b:dinga
that history in rescuing the text from its previous miS““derstand)fond
ringtoitthe neglected, forgotter or hitherto unseen—but none thmgs,
essential——-'PTOPETtieS brought t0 light only by criticism’s most € lesg
endeavours. Such a history of reading could account for earlier re;el‘_fent
only by correcting thems situating them as one-sided, inadequat g
incomplete when measured against the criteria for reading (achiey. Z or
anticipated) provided by a valid knowledge of ‘the text itself”. Tt WOuls uE
be teleological, as Jameson is bold enough to make explicit in hig alsg
Political Unconscious in the sense that each reading would thus have ¢ .
assigned its place in relation to an anticipated ‘final reading’ to be reacohbe
once the ‘text of History’ has been completed, the meaning of ¢ o
become transparent. The idealism of SuchaCh
e text whose readings are thus understood a:
s

comprising a history of (relative) incomprehension is that text wh;
achieves a full and adequate relationship to itself only when the “h
History’ has been fully realised. It is an ideal text which assumes a » .of
aiid material form which is fully adequate to itself only at the esocm]
History pending which it exists only as a shadowy presence, an ideqlnfd &
lodged behind the diverse social, material and ideological relatic,n‘ )
regulate the real history of its reading,. * which

: _1flor, finally, to complete our list of possible objections, d
::;IC;T?SL ;:;;i)ll]y that all readings have the same cultural weigh’t 0(1). t(l)ili
ok e Segc can come along, parachute itself into the arena ;f
Tk e ;re a space fo‘rlit‘self. Many approaches in reception
Faon i endorsm-response cr1t1c1sm have seemed vulnerable to the
s has, usually bi:; anything-goes voluntarism. The defence against
deteriiinasyehatis Of_dWOr-kefi through in terms of the problem of
ol 5 , of identifying some determinate properties withi #
X do act as an unmediated given, a check N LT
Brpvee which precludes readings fi oyl ec on the interpretative
mﬁn‘ately varied. The problem isgrealmlﬂ;belﬂg ‘elther totally random or
requires that attention be paid to tat ‘ough, in our view, its resolution
a exts as and within social relations

a position

resto

when,
text within it will finally

approach is apparent. Th

i, be reckol
facto” <, of material entities which carr _
e —rarely with

hout continuitie
he reading form
d reorganise the socia
: historical, rat
readmgt.ic apart from moments of pro
B ¢ the horizon of reading possibilit
nd a limited set of options.
sed: paradoxically,
knowledged this in one area
We have in mind her
n, on the one hand, to texts €
o texts classified as
on. With regard to
an active

ations and in tutional apparatuses
| and ideological relations of

essentialist reasons thab
igniﬁcantly

found ru
ies, ings of a text

n .
; rarely wit

pother through *
an’"  organise v

cism has, at

while Marxist critl
it has

of its practice,
e the contrasting
lassified

clu
+od, but 10t clo
. _itly, always ac
simultaneo nied it in others.
it has exhibited in relatio
and, on the other, t

as ‘high culture,
as ‘mass’ OT ‘pulp’ ficti

as always functioned as
ts mean differently 1n and for the
his—since, in doing so,
d appropriations of
vability” of

> or
. opular’ or, more per)oratively,

the formet
mative practic

writing thei
gainst bourgeois cons

¢ has thus implicitly
e plucke
e set of inter-discursive and inter-
ons and installed in another such set of relations with different
ces. This contrasts markedly with the essentially passive
tics have adopted in relation to popular
for the transmission of dominant

Marxist criticism h
e—making tex
r relations to history: Int
tructions an

recognised the ‘mo
d from the organisation of

transfor

resent by re
it has had to argue a
the ‘great tradition’—i
rexts; that is, the fact that they may b

reading expectations produced by on

rextual relati
political consequen
tion that most Marxist cri

ded as mere vehicles
ideology and as being somehow inert, impossible to mobilise in any we
As a consequence, analysis of such texts has largely takeri the (fn) it
attempts to €XpOse their effects or lay bare their mechanisms so as t o
perations, as if these were given and ﬁted\inde;eic;;?l

: v

orientd
texts, usually regar

their rep eSSiVe o
e wa in i i1
Of y thh the reaclmg OfSUCh texts ma}’ bc differ(.’ntl}’ 0] gaﬂ- d
th w I 1s¢€

in different reading formations. The upshot of this has been that Marxi
Marxist

criticism has unal i
has been unable to intervene in this area of readi
2 ing except
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‘ .« of warnings—either ‘Don’t read this stuff?
negatively, by means of a series © Jdamage your ideological well-being’ Not
or‘Danger. Reading this stuff may ¢ iven the prevailing distribution
only are such gestures Ca“”te_l.lkeagvance the development of criticy)
reading habits; they block O“f;fit}l?pop ular reading without hectoring
strategies which may engag¢ d to be reformed.
reader as a subject whose taiafflsze;r from wishing to reclaim the ‘texts
It is for these re:aso’nﬁ; - deed, to literarise them, that we. have beep,
of Bond’ as ‘progressﬂ’j ‘j:(;ricfl[ variability of the cultural and ideologicq)
concerned to stress thfn”cOrldu cted around, through and by mea_ns of
business that has bee < traffic been all one way. To SUPPOSE_ tf“"‘jt_ It has
those texts. Nor has thl? . ention to the spaces and possibilities for
e of limiting at ly dominant reading formations. The
lturally consists not only in the range of
Y have been condensed anc.l articulated
ncerns that ©.also dn lie ambivalent and
e of Bon:'cl:lthe relations between these have
1

is a consequenc
ithin cu
reading produced within

oo s popularit
explanation for Bond’s pop

cultural and ideological c0

i figur
i tion to the -
- dictory ways 1n W.

i contra
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