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The Analysis of Film brings together Raymond Bellour’s acclaimed studies of classi- \
cal Hollywood film. It is at once a book about the methods of close film analysis, the
narrative structure of Hollywood film, Hitchcock’s work—The Birds, Marnie, Psycho,
North by Northwest—and the role of the woman inWestern representation. But, finally,
it is a book about cinema itself, and the love for cinema that drives the passion for ‘
analyzing the supreme art form of the twentieth century. 1

The book is also a model of how to write about the intricacies of film narra- '
tive, shot by shot, sequence by sequence, while addressing larger contextual issues of
subjectivity, desire,and identification in Western cultural forms.The final,added chap-
ter on D.W. Griffith’s The Lonedale Operator brilliantly demonstrates that the dynamics '
of repetition and alternation that Bellour discovered to be the heartbeat of Holly- "
wood narrative film were already there in nascent form at the beginnings of cinema. ; ’ 4
l
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PREFACE

Constance Penley

Raymond Bellour’s approach to scholarship and writing has been astonishingly con-
sistent over many years, especially given the broad range of nineteenth- and twenti-
eth-century images and texts that he has worked on, including film, photography,
video, novels, interviews, diaries, and critical editions of writers from the Brontés to
Michaux. He typically advances knowledge by following his own fascinations rather
than the protocols of a set research program. He tends not to adopt technical lan-
guages wholesale but rather to borrow and recombine terms and concepts for the
needs of the task at hand. He warrants his arguments through art as much as sci-
ence. He refuses to claim as definitive even his most exhaustive analyses. He relishes
collaboration, as can be seen in the work he has done over the years with friends and
colleages, most notably Christian Metz, Thierry Kuntzel, and Serge Daney. Al-
though never anyone’s disciple, he created his own “book of others” (Le livre des
autres) by inerviewing and writing about many of France’s most important think-
ers, Merleau-Ponty and Blanchot from the fifties; then the “structuralists,” Barthes,
Lacan, Lévi-Strauss, and Foucault; later and very importantly Deleuze; and always
certain historians, in particular Aries. Finally, he understood the importance of situ-
ated knowledge long before it became de rigueur in academic discourse, as can be
seen in the frank acknowledgment of his implication in the Western, male-domi-
nated stories and structures his work attempts to analyze.

The Analysis of Film is based largely on L'analyse du film, first published in
1979 and reprinted in 1995." It brings together Bellour’s now classical analyses of
classical Hollywood film, in a volume that consists of at least three books. The first
book presents his pioneering methods for the close analysis of film. The second
examines the work of Alfred Hitchcock, one of the greatest formal innovators in the
history of cinema. The third offers original insights that are informed by a lifetime of
research on American cinema.

There is yet a fourth, more virtual, book that appears when reading Bellour’s
extensive comments on the role of the woman in Western representation alongside
the lively feminist engagement with his film analyses. Feminist film scholar Judith
Mayne, writing in 1990, claimed that “much feminist work of the last decade or so
has been a response to the assumptions inherent in both [Laura] Mulvey’s and
Bellour’s work.”” Even feminists who found his conclusions about female subjectiv-
ity in Hollywood film to be too pessimistic or totalizing nonetheless believed that
his approach offered a powerful model of how to write about the complexities of
film meaning and narrative, shot by shot, sequence by sequence, while addressing
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larger social and psychological issues of subjectivity, desire, and identification in
Western culture.?

A key feature of The Analysis of Film is the appearance for the first time in
English of “Symbolic Blockage,” Bellour’s magisterial, monograph-length study of
North by Northwest, which brilliantly demonstrates the intricate ways in which the
multiple mirroring and interlocking systems of the film — micro- and macro-textual,
hermeneutic, symbolic —resolve themselves in an Oedipally fueled fantasy of na-
tion and couple so typical of American cinema. This study complements a new
chapter, “To Alternate/To Narrate” (chapter 8), on D. W. Griffith’s The Lonedale
Operator, which was written after the publication of L'analyse du film. This 1980
study is included here because it shows so convincingly that the dynamics of alter-
nation and the repetition-resolution effect that Bellour discovered to be the heart-
beat of Hollywood narrative film were already there in nascent form at the begin-
ning of cinema. The stakes of the argument of “To Alternate/To Narrate” can hest
be understood by placing the essay in its original context, Bellour’s two-volume, still
definitive collection on American cinema, Le cinéma américain: Analyses de film
(1980), which brought together the best of French and Anglo-American analyses
of American films and their history.* Bellour’s contribution to the study of Ameri-
can film stretches back to at least 1966, the year in which his edited collection Le
Western appeared. As Janet Bergstrom pointed out in her 1979 interview with him,
while other contributors to that volume chose to write about such elements of the
genre as “Indian attack,” “sheriff’s office,” “hsthght,” “gambler,” or “ranch,” Bellour
chose “woman.” Bergstrom also notes that even in this very early study of American
cinema, Bellour closely links “an analysis of the woman’s symbolic position as cru-
cial in determining the narrative structure, the system of fictional representation
carried over from the nineteenth-century novel, and enunciation as the principe
producteur of the narrative.”

Four short but seminal essays from L'analyse du film are regrettably missing
here for reasons of space. (Bellour’s introduction has been modified slightly to re-
flect these omissions and the addition of one new essay.) Even though they are from
what the author refers to as his “pre-analytic” period, the degree to which these early
essays prefigure —conceptually and practically—all of his later approaches to ana-
lyzing the system of classical Hollywood cinema, and beyond that, other national
cinemas and other media as well, is striking. These four essays also show his early
predilection for the work of directors who “embody the very possibility of cinema”
and who state and restate through their direction—the mise-en-scene — the “pri-
macy of vision,” as Bellour puts it in “On Fritz Lang,” the only one of the essays
published in English.f In “Le monde et la distance,” “Sur Fritz Lang,” “Sur I'espace
cinématographique,” and “Ce que savait Hitchcock,” it is clear that he was already
concerned, from the mid-sixties on, with the necessity of understanding the mini-
mal signifying elements of filmic narration (camera distance, framing, movements
within the frame, etc.), enunciation and the director’s role in enunciation, and the
whole range of repetitions, oppositions, and variations between and across levels
that gradually produce the film’s volume and meaning.’

It was no simple auteurism that attracted Bellour first to Lang and then
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Hitchcock in these early essays. Although he admired the way both directo'rs sus-
tained an original ilmmaking practice across very different film cultures and 1.ndus-
tries, he was more drawn to them because they were directors who self—copscnous!y
reflected on cinema and often staged within their films a mise-en-scéne of cmematl.c
vision. It is notable that Bellour entitled the last of the four essays “Ce que savait
Hitchcock.” By making reference to “What Maisie Knew,” Henry ]amfzs’s most s.ub-
lime staging of the way desire and fear are bound up in the act of seexng/knowmg,
Bellour is insisting that Hitchcock’s films, too, be seen in all oft}}e.lr equally sublime
complexity of affect and vision. Throughout his career of writing al?opt ﬁ.lm,. of
ceaselessly experimenting with how to write about film, Bellour finds hls inspiration
and his method in the films of directors who are also researchers carrying out experi-
ments with the forms and address of cinema. Rather than trying to grid “the system”
of “classical American cinema,” his analytic practice attempts to learn from and
with directors who are trying to creatively expand the possibilities of cinema (and,
later, video and other mixed media forms).

These four essays, especially the last one, opened up two direct'ions for the
analysis of film. The first, more “structural,” approach was [:)UI'SL’lCd in all of the
following studies by Bellour that were eventually collected in l,qnalyse du film.
Bellour would later follow up on the second approach to film analysis, one that goes
beyond structuralist concerns to focus more on figuration, the bod,\-:, and emotion,
as well as the different logics of other photographic and digital media. Thns second
approach appears mainly in the essays collected in two volumes, L'entre-image: Pho-
to, cinéma, vidéo (1990) and L'entre-images 2: Mots, images (1999).> Many of Bel-
lour’s ideas about the “passages” or movements between images that have accu-
mulated at the convergence of three arts—photography, video, and cinema—are
summed up in English in the special issue of Camera Obscura tll:flt !10 cd{ted wnth
Elisabeth Lyon in 1990.° “Unspeakable Images” addresses the artistic, philosophi-
cal, and sociological consequences of the fact that video has become the agent (?‘fall
the new passages between images, creating images that are hard to speak al)oqt (“un-
speakable”), and precipitating new relations between images and b.etween. images
and words. During this period Bellour’s chosen texts for analysis are increasingly art
videos (especially the work of theorist-turned-videomaker Thierry Kuntzel, Gar;v
Hill, and Bill Viola) and work created for television such as Jean-Luc Godard’s
France Tour Détour Deux Enfants, Histoire(s) du cinéma, and Puissance de la parole.
He still writes about films but for the most part only films by the more cxpcrimel.ltal
filmmakers who are known for mixing different kinds of images, still and moving,
analog and nonanalog, or cinema and television: Chantal Akerman, Akira Kl.l\l'O-
sawa, Roberto Rossellini, Samuel Beckett, Ridley Scott, Jean-Marie Straub, Daniele
Huillet, and always Chris Marker. These filmmakers are among the "herocs”.listcd
on the back cover of L'entre-image 2, along with the videomakers that he adml'res_ as
well as artists, writers, and theorists who have inspired him, ranging from Christian
Boltanski to Gilles Deleuze, and from Christian Metz to Maurice Sendak. '

What are the consequences for film analysis of this new attention to th'e logics
of other media, and especially to the changes wrought by the advent of video? In
1985, in a move that seemed surprising only at first, Bellour sounded the death knell
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for film analysis, pronouncing it “an art without a future.” Going even further, as if
that were possible, he claimed that “there are no longer, or should no longer be, any
analyses of films.” How, in one short article entitled “Analysis in Flames,” did the
arch-practitioner of film analysis become its fiery executioner?'* Rather than asking
how, it may be more useful to ask why. In so doing it becomes clear that Bellour
wanted to kill off only what film analysis had become, to then be able to see if it were
possible to breathe life back into that textual and theoretical corpse.

It is not for nothing that the title of this book is The Analysis of Film and not the
more definitive Film Analysis. As with the title of the 1979 French edition, L'analyse
du film, Bellour is always trying to resist that moment when the critical practice of
the close study of film becomes a theoretical genre, a “legitimate” discipline with
fixed methods and authoritative boundaries. “Analysis in Flames” suggests that we
have come to this perhaps inevitable moment of institutionalization but urges us to
not give up the ghost. We should instead replace those now-rigid methods and
boundaries with “gestures,” by which Bellour seems to mean new creative strategies
that could open up the illusory science of film analysis to a wider world of images
and to relations between and among images and texts,

These gestures paradoxically derive from the problems and possibilities of film
analysis itself. Sounding a bit like Stan Brakhage at his most Romantic, Bellour calls
for “a cleansed eye . . . an eye at last freely fascinated,” while invoking the “magic
gesture par excellence,” the stopping of films. In “A Bit of History,” the introduction
to the present volume (again, the same anti-definitive tactic, “A Bit of " not “The” or
even “A”), Bellour reminds us of that revelatory moment in the late sixties and early
seventies when film critics first took the film off the projector and onto the editing
table to be able to view it shot by shot, stopping and starting it according to the needs
of the analysis rather than the rhythms of “normal” viewing time. This simple move
opened up a world of discoveries about the language, semiotics, and rhetoric of film.

While always attentive to the unquotable irreducibility of film, the difficulty of
verbally translating even one stopped image —the topic of his 1975 essay, “The Un-
attainable Text” (chapter 1)—Bellour nonetheless urges us to take advantage of all
the new technological ways to stop the image, which started, of course, with the
VCR. The almost infinite possibilities we now have to freeze the frame allow us to
turn film analysis into creative play, whether in the shared pleasures of domestic
cinephilia or pedagogical fun in the classroom.

Bellour believes that the difficulty of writing about film that can be stopped and
started and stopped again served to push film analysts to learn how to write in a way
that would match this new form of creative play with the image. He praises Serge
Daney for being among the first film critics to discover how to write so that pauses in
the sentence would correspond with freeze frames that are projected into the
reader’s mind. Daney’s mental incorporation of this film theoretical tactic shows
well the interaction that can take place between theory and criticism. Insisting on
the collective creativity of this activity, Bellour claims (or hopes) that increasing
numbers of writers and readers are learning how to freeze images and then make
them move in another way. Volume 2 of Lentre-images takes this writerly experi-
ment very far. In the short preface to that volume he acknowledges that there are

always too many images, or never enough, in a book in which it is not so much a
matter of illustrating the film but trying to create a substitute for the “improbable
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body of moving images.” After having taken the garpble of too many images 1ntvql—
ume 1, he decides to do without them in vo?ume 2 in an attempt to approximate in
writing the indeterminate and fleeting relation between word and image. -

Bellour’s real point in “Analysis in Flames” is not that we have to quntfdongg t.m
analysis but rather the analysis of the whole ﬁ]m He has always been s;%l -re eT nt/’e
about the madness in his method, in recognizing from early.on the rnl ana ?ls j
desire to touch the body of the film, to embrace it by enumerating, transcri )m%, alnd
charting its every signifying element, a desire whose crazy brilliance m'ostlr.ev(;zz'i e
itself in “Symbolic Blockage.” But what if film analysis has naturally dissolve kmtof
cinematic theory? If so then we do not need to apa]yze a whole ﬁ]m for the sake o
analyzing a whole film, but only those parts of it that can contribute to sol‘v}llng} a
theoretical problem. In each particular case, “the strategy 'should comply wit ;] 1€
stakes of the analysis” (p. 55), a strategy determined by an 1r"1temal calcula.hon that
also takes into consideration the material means of conducting the analysis.

But it is Bellour’s understanding of the degree to which film, h'ke all other repre-
sentational media, has been absorbed into video an'd new media that most thor-
oughly deconstructs the discipline of film ana]ymst a dlsc1p.]me that taught us how to
write about images. Now we can do research on cinema history and theory by quot-
ing images rather than trying to turn images into language. Bellour cites the Frt?n‘cl?
television series “Cinéastes de notre temps” as an early example oft.lle rich possibili-
ties opened up by the lavish use of film frames and clips for quotation. More recent
examples are Lauren Rabinovitz’s and Greg Easley’s The Reb?cca. Project, Ste\"en
Mamber’s CD-ROM analysis of The Birds, and Henry Jenkins’s Vllrtual Screening
Room pilot project, all contributing to what is soon to be an explasion .of such ana-
lytic innovations. On a utopian note, Bellour says that tbese new creative strategies
for analyzing film can advance not only the theory of cinema but also filmmaking
itself, an idea since realized in Godard’s Histoire(s) du cinéma.

After killing off the grand film analysis project of writing about .the system of a
whole film, Bellour returned to just such a project in 1992 in an article in Tr.aﬁc, a
cinema journal that he founded with Serge Daney and a few others in 1991 with the
aim of developing new theoretical propositions and new ways of writing abm:t film
and other media in the “post-cinema” landscape. “Le film qu’on accompagne” [The
film that one accompanies), like all articles in Trafic, uses no frame en].argements,
publicity stills, or video grabs—no images whatever except a sma!l token icon on the
journal’s plain brown cover—is an attempt to chal]e.nge the writer to ﬁn(.l the lan-
guage to write about image regimes that are increasingly complex ‘and fhfﬁcult to
describe.' It is as if, in recognition of the limits of a “still” to function either as an
adequate scholarly citation or a poetic evocation of the film, it is ’bgtter to rely on the
magic of dark marks on a white page to create (recreate) the film’s images and.affects

in the reader’s mind. Rather than merely offering a new belle-lettrism of the cinema,
Trafic’s borrowing of the fiction-effect for media criticism represents one of today’s
most inspired responses to the question of how to create the language that woul’d
ensure a critical purchase on new media technologies and cultures. For all of Bellour’s
enthusiasm for using images to analyze images, he does not propose that we should .let
up on the effort to develop the artful science of writing about thosef]ways unattain-
able images. In an earlier time, this would have been a call for a “struggle on two
fronts.”
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“Le ilm qu’on accompagne” offers a close analysis of the shots and sequences
of Ritwik Ghatak’s 1960 film The Hidden Star (Meghe Dhaka Tara). In his earlier

film analyses, the ones included in this book, Bellour attempted to describe and
explain the dizzying abstraction of the signifying work of the film in the interaction
of its most micro elements with its most macro levels. But here he focuses on the
interior figuration of the shot and the emotional relation to elements in it Identify-
ing The Hidden Star as a “classical” film but with “modern” ruptures, Bellour shows
how the shot serves the development of the action, the story, but is also composed as
much in relation to its own interior as to the following shot. “This provokes an emo-
tion rarely attained, that depends on the pure force of each instant, on the singular
disequilibrium that it induces and that is going to travel, and build, from one end of
the film to the other.” Although this new and seemingly simpler focus on the shot
itself and the emotion that it provokes appears to contrast with Bellour’s earlier em-
phasis on the dazzling complexity of the build-up of textual “volume,” it resembles
those first analyses in one key respect: it, too, takes its analytical methods from the
ground up, from the nature of the text itself. Bellour’s close analysis of The Hidden
Star reveals and responds to this film’s system by demonstrating, for example, how
Ghatak sets up a modulation and a disequilibrium between open and full spaces
that in just three shots echoes the historic and personal disequilibrium that is the
emotional basis of the film: the partition of Bengal. All of Ghatak’s films, Bellour
says, are marked by an exile that he turned into “a system of mise-en-scéne” based
on loss, shock, separation. This film’s system calls for a method of analysis that can
respond to the emotion organized by the mise-en-scéne. It is not so much a film that
one critiques or analyzes after the fact but a film that one accompanies.

Here, in an essay that loops back to Bellour’s seemingly relinquished desire to
analyze the signifying system of a whole film, he returns to precisely that kind of
project but only when he has fashioned a strategy that complies with “the stakes of
the analysis.” He not only gives unprecedented attention to the interior of the shot
in its modulation of affective relations, he also puts a new focus on the role of music
and sound in the film insofar as the emotional structure of the film is entirely bound
up with the way the ragas of Indian melodrama interact with the shots, sounds, and
changing mise-en-scene. But even though Bellour is now focusing on different ele-
ments of the film than he did in his earlier analyses (showing that the categories of
his earlier film analyses were never meant to be simply “gridded” over other films),
one strategy remains the same, a signature stylistic and rhetorical choice that has
major implications for how we conceive the work of film theory and history.
Whether he is writing about Ghatak’s film from 1960, a classical American film,
one of Godard’s television shows, or the latest Bill Viola video installation, he is not
so much concerned with establishing the system of those different media forms (as
demanded by an approach to film analysis with a more scientific superego) but with
trying to follow the creation of the textual volume of works that are constantly experi-
menting with both issues of representation and the “contract” between medium and
spectator/audience. In this sense, all of Bellour’s analyses have tended to “accom-
pany” the text, producing a second textual volume, theoretically infinite, that mir-
rors, critiques, and builds on an “original” text chosen for its own creative experi-
mentation. One theoretical and historical irony, at least in an American context, is
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that Bellour’s “creative writing” on film has produced some of the most subst‘antlve
scholarly discoveries about the signifying and narrative system 'OfC!aS.Slcal Cilietn
and the history of its forms and institutional modes. In this scientistic an.d positiv-
istic moment of the development of “film studies” as a proper academic (11sc1pl.me,
there is a great deal to be learned from an anal}ftical practice that choo§es its 9b|ects
of study on the basis of a passion for the medium, :i passion sharc':d with a dlrectoc;
determined to challenge what we think about “the” image, relations between an
among images, narration, the relation of the §pectator to the screen, and the way
that representation is bound up with culture, history, memory. Godard, of course, in
his ethical and political “passages” between and among images, has been a constant
figure for Bellour’s writing and thinking on thesej issues.'? '

A final lesson for film studies can be found in Bellour’s own passages betweep
and among images, which is the limitation of studying cinema in artistic, t)l)](:or'ctl-
cal, social, or technological isolation. In an essay called “'Cx.nema and . . ., whu?h
Bellour originally wrote as a paper for a conference examining the legacy of Ch.ns-
tian Metz’s work, he argues for “the force, at once simple and unexpected,”\:\;hlch
consists of saying cinema and . . . : and thus accepting all the consequences.
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Many people over many years have helped to create the English language version of Ray-
mond Bellour’s collected analyses of film. First, Bertrand Augst, who not only trans]?ted
Bellour but also introduced hundreds of students to his work by establishing the American
University Center for the Study of Film in Paris and inviting him to teach there. Bertrand, as
always, generously (and with great humor and patience) responded to my requests for help
with every phase of this book. - . .

The founding Camera Obscura editors all studied with Bellour in w.'hat is more qur-
mally known as the “Paris Film Program” and went on to publish translations ofhl.s worl.< in
some of the earliest, most formative issues of the journal. Janet Bergstrom’s 1979 interview
with Bellour in Camera Obscura (3-4) and her accompanying essay, “Enunciation and
Sexual Difference,” set the tone for the way feminists engaged, critiqued, and built on con-
temporary film theory’s ideas about the structuring role of sexual differenge in c.]assical Hol-
lywood film and its spectators. Much later, in 1990, Elisabeth Lyon co—edl'ted with Bellour a
special issue of Camera Obscura (24) on “Unspeakable Images.” In that issue they .and the
contributors explored a range of images—film, photography, video —whose meanings are
unsayable, not reducible to linguistic meaning. I remain very grateful, after all these years, to
Janet and Liz for their help in elucidating Bellour's ideas and words.

The work of the translators for this volume deserves special recognition: Ben Brewste’r for
“System of a Fragment” and “The Unattainable Text”; Diana Matia.s for “The Ob\-’lf)llS
and the Code” and “To Segment/To Analyze”; Bertrand Augst and Hilary Radmir for “To
Enunciate”; Nancy Huston for “Psychosis, Neurosis, Perversion”; and Inge Pruks for “To Alter-
nate/To Narrate.” The late Mary Quaintance took on the challenge of translating the' mono-
graph-length “Symbolic Blockage.” The grace and intelligence she b.roughf to translatmg this
chapter also shines through in her rendering of the introduction, “A Bit of History.

Catherine Nesci, a friend and colleague at the University of California, Santa Barbara,
who is a great admirer of Bellour’s work on nineteenth-century literature, il]l‘l’lPCd into twen-
tieth-century film to help me with several last questions about the translatlm}. I am also
grateful to Catherine for putting me in touch with Roxanne Lapidus, the managing editor of
Substance, who ironed out some of the final wrinkles. 1 appreciate her deftness and speed.



Ben Brewster and Lea Jacobs volunteered for the huge job of checking the film termi-
nology in the translation of “Symbolic Blockage” as well as for creating electronic versions of
the chapter’s numerous tables,

Allan Langdale saved the day by helping me put the manuscript into electronic form.
manuscript without the aid of my research assistant Aubrey
rable editing skills, honed as a Camera Obscura intern, to
ng to learn the art of making frame enlargements so that |
onroy, another hardworking Camera Obscura intern, gave

Anable, who brought her conside
the project and who was also will;
did not have to re-learn it. Juan M
crucial help at the end.

The work of Melanie Richter-Bernburg, manuscript editor at Indiana University Press,
was invaluable.

Joan Catapano, senior editor at Indiana University Press, deserves the thanks of the
entire ilm community for keeping up the Press’s commitment to translate and publish the
most important works of classical and contemporary film theory.

I'am grateful to the journals that granted permission to reprint the translations: Screen,
Camera Obscura, and Australian Journal of Screen Theory. Quarterly Review of Film Studies
published a translation by Maureen Turim of an earlier version of “To Segment/To Ana-
lyze.” Rick Altman commissioned Diana Matias to translate a later version for his collection
Genre: The Musical, which is the one reprinted here. And many thanks to the British Film
Institute for permission to reprint “System of a Fragment,” which previously existed only as a
BFI Education Department pamphlet entitled “The Birds: Analysis of a Sequence.”
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The Analysis of Film




A Bit of History
L

A book is all the more definitely the product of a series of subtractions when it
presents itself as the sum of a finite number of elements. That is more true of this
book than it is of many others, for reasons that result in part from its object. In it, in
fact, at least three books can be found: first, a book on Hitchcock—a real but frag-
mentary book that must be gleaned haphazardly from four studies; second, a sketch
of a study on classical American cinema; third, and this is the main point, a sort of
history that has no value but that of its own example, a history in progress of a sub-
discipline with a singularly equivocal status: the analysis of film.

These words, which I have chosen as title, suppose the existence of a proper
activity that would consist, does consist, in analyzing films, just as we analyze texts
or paintings. In this sense the analysis of film clearly has a place in the general
development (especially in France, for a good number of years now) of what we call
textual analysis. Let us call it the analysis of texts so as not to institutionalize it too
quickly, and also to see what tradition it is inscribed in, even if it displaces its terms:
the return of exegesis, which Foucault has shown to be historically linked to the
concern for the formalization and expansion of literature as such at the very begin-
ning of the nineteenth century.! We must see that today it is a question of a paradoxi-
cal movement, very unitary and profoundly divergent. Unitary, for it bespeaks a new
attention to the multiple operations for which the text is the occasion and the site:
an irreversible attention, one that modifies our relation to the body, to the effect of
any text. But this movement is also profoundly divergent: first, in proportion to the
very multiplicity of textual operations; second, and above all, because of the diver-
sity of strategies, often irreconcilable strategies, in which the text finds itself caught
up (from, e.g., its utopic expansion in Barthes to its newer function as “arch-
eological”utterance in Foucault, and, in between, all the accumulated scholar-
ship gathered under the name of “poetics”). Without always realizing it, the analy-
sis of film can’t help finding itself, has found itself, forcibly caught up from the
beginning in the shifting diversity of these strategies. And still it is not caught up,
may never be fully or as fully caught up in it, or at least not with the same exemplar-
ity as the analysis of literary texts. There are two reasons for this: one, which has
already become secondary, results from the historical discrepancy between the de-
velopment of theoretical work on the literary (pictorial, etc.) object and on the cin-
ematic object; the other, which is fundamental and which is one reason for the first,
results from the very nature of the cinema’s signifier. That is why the analysis of film



had trouble at first in constituting itself as such; that is why today it already has
trouble and no doubt will always have trouble detaching from itself.

My background is criticism, which explains, above all, this fascinated familiar-
ity with films—a profound and uncontrolled desire directed toward an institution:
cinema. The simplest and most common critical act, that of the “critique” or re-
view, supposes a distance, an initial murder of the object. But it is a minimal dis-
tance, in which the body of the object is fractured only to be immediately restored
to its addressee in the form of an imaginary whole, just as it is restored to the trans-
mitter who feeds on this intimacy. In contrast, any true detailed analysis carries the
murder of the object to its extreme: through an inevitable reversal, it goes so far as to
institute itself as a new body in which the maximum intimacy with the object be-
comes the condition of a certain process of knowledge. It is no doubt impossible to
demarcate an exact boundary between analysis and the critical act, which never
stops displacing itself and breaking itself down, from simple nomination to fragmen-
tary abstraction. Nevertheless, in the case of cinema (much more clearly than in
that of the book), a demarcation is created that depends on whether one violates the
law of continuity that is its principle. Whether, that is, one makes the frozen image
the condition of one’s discourse. This is still only to sketch a partial boundary; but it
already seems to me to hold some weight, to have a strong if relative value in the task
of delimitation.

[ remember a friend telling me a long time ago that he had seen critics from
Positif (extremely important people to the adolescents that we were) taking notes in
the dark during the projection of a film. This struck me as something quite extraor-
dinary, on the order of a transgression and a power. Now I can see what this power
was, or wanted to be; I can see the impotence played out in it, and what took shelter
in it. To take notes during a projection is in fact nothing less than a denegation: it is
a way of freezing the image without violating the law of continuity. To be sure, there
are many justifications for this strange practice. First, there is the overriding law of
continuity that forbids us to watch a movie the way we read a book, by stopping and
starting, by going back and rereading, by taking notes if we wish—by reading, in
short, as a free reader or a professional reader without having to violate its order from
the outset. Then there is everything that reinforces this law, everything that made
and continues to make it so difficult to transgress: the lack of individual (or semi-
collective) ownership of the means of projection (projectors and above all prints of
films freely at one’s disposal). Hence, when critical investment is limited, too gen-
eral, or too partial (when the interest is in a few shots in a film, a single figure here
and there), there is still this recourse to the notebook and the ballpoint pen (some
cven come equipped with a light to help battle the darkness proper to the mechani-

cal fascination of the cinematic apparatus). I spent years this way, when the analysis
of film was still in its prehistory (it was one of the forms of its prehistory), years in this
strange limbo made even stranger by its obstinacy: years in the dark, my eyes fixed
very much on the screen and not the page, trying to capture with a practiced but
fatally inept and always insufficient hand the skeleton of this polyvalent succession
of elements that almost always constitutes a film. I jotted down dialogue, action, and
especially shot sequence, along with their primary relevance. | jotted down “every-
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-i];jng ” as nearly as I could: filling notebooks to the point of absurdity, retranscribing

"vthem on cards when they weren't too illegible or too errat}i]c. Ilalllwgys got the 1:1”11)];«:;-

] i ill eluding me, that I had come up -

6 at something, the essence, was sti that Th ‘

1 ;:o:dt:d One day Igeven managed, after several successive viewings, to jot down the
a .

: a simple enough sequence in that it was almost devoid
essef’?e Ofea;r(':ggeiﬁ?;:ie?: ec‘l:e]asrllr:']Ir)narked Enits gut complex in its high number of
o 05121 shots, I believe, in a f;agment of Hitchcock’s The Birds that I was soon to
R luded éZ But a \;ertigo and a hysterical trembling remained.: t.h.e vertigo of
e l:ure of ;ny text, and with it, hidden by the relative impossn.blll‘ty of doing
n0tab§ilfl}§rent kind of pro’found vertigo determined by what the implications would
:)(: if I were someday able to be sure of it.

It was in 1966 that I wrote or published, among F)ther thil']gs, th]f fﬁutr ,am(i.:f;
that make up the second section of the 'F“rench‘ version oitrns b{?o t a C‘;:]eéma_
included here: “Le monde et la distance, St,l,r,l“rltz Lang,”* “Sur <=:s'pa:<?l e
tographique,” and “Ce que savait Hitchcockz I.llere was 911(; Lnorkc;r ic (S,, e
une stylistique du film,”* which I did not reprint in t‘he original boo etchmilri)b'eét
too general, said nothing that the others did not say in trying t(; as§umeI e sens]e i;
and above all said nothing that I have not S.ald more felicitously snl:f:e(.1 nfa .tivm,or
was a synthesis of the others and przsented itself as a program for a kind of activity

iscipline with half-determined contours. . .
SUb-('iTl';((:ilall))}lgﬁ ‘:hl:s strikes me as very impro.bable,.given. how quickly thlltlgs{a};i:fse
changed. If someone recognized the uncertain but imperious need to?ar]rfﬁ :yz‘e - O’f
what, in all that has been written about cinema, did l.1g or shc‘ put to use? There w . ,nd
course, the considerable mass of theoretical and cntlca'l writings, conte}r]nporafy a !
otherwise —already an infinite number of texts; gnd Stl'“, in the: enc!, ]t ere wc}salcll(i-
much. At its highest point of theoretical claboratxop—m Bazm\? articles, otr‘ 0 o
ity—in articles by Godard, Truffaut, Rohmer, and R.wette, film Cl’ltl‘ClSﬂI con u;g a0
maintain a relation of external intimacy with its oblech, an csse.ntlal but . T,l(l“'
relation. It sometimes cut to the quick of filmic textuality: one thinks of Bz;lur\lAs/ ctas::
cal analyses of the sequence shot (in Welles or Wyler), or of the art film or t‘ ‘e ‘esf ; §
one thinks of some intuition of Godard on the work of cn?cma——of color, sc‘(q;f;; rLa; ,
ing, etc.—in the films of Nicholas Ray, or of some scene in Anthqny M?rlm sf | e est
Frontier so precisely rearranged by Rohmer.* And above a]l one thinks oft 1&}: r.;gn} t
of a Truffaut text in which, to demonstrate Hitchcocks auteur quality, ](’?b e\’ct) Ts
himself to an impressive gloss of the number “two” in Shadow of a Dﬁolubt;, Z 1(11 ?rt‘lzl e‘sz
etching the skeleton for what is certainly one .Of the.ﬁrst an'ralyscs of‘ ml.l f) tc?] :
are irreplaceable achievements irll ttheo]rized cmep}zlxl;_]:}, which has literally invented
i ioned and critical familiarity toward films. o
mOdE)(l)lfelTll:zsst;?i?lks of a book from another quarter, like ]can Mftr):'s booll}: .0;:
Eisenstein.® One cannot help being struck by its semi-§y§temat.1c (jescrlptlol?sl,lw IC]
try to subordinate the filmic material to a set of organizing principles. Bl:"t.d t 10215 !
this approach is very diverse, used on many ﬁlms apd many segments ;)r ragm]eiz; in,
one immediately senses its limitations. Pgr Mltry, itis oqu a matFerﬁ;> r‘e.origz‘u‘ thcog_
and prolonging the analyses that Eisenstein hnmselfprovxdc.d of his ll;m m‘ n.stional
retical writings. The singularity of this attempt at reading arises from the excep
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situation of a director more “conscious” of the determinations that rule the organi-
zation of his works. There is, in short, no textual unconscious, no displacement of
the reading
In this regard we would have to ask ourselves about the way in which the
“politique des auteurs,” as practiced in Cabhiers du cinéma or elsewhere (on very
different grounds, with much less imagination and cultural creativity) has ended up
promoting and limiting a meticulous approach to films. Directed at singularities, it
promotes it with the differentiations, the disjunctions, the refinements that it pro-
duces. But it also limits it, with the relation of adequation and obviousness that it
tends to establish between the work and its auteur through a kind of manifest circu-
larity that tries to make the singularity of the filmic text coincide with what the
auteur thinks and says about it, or * shat he or she is made to say. This partly explains
the development of a systematic approach to interviewing by the Cahiers editors,
which is meant to provide, virtually, something like the obligatory counterpart of
Eisenstein’s writings for each filmmaker. These interviews, of course, are an attempt
to inform and verify hypotheses, to make connections that are often quite sugges-
tive; but through a strange boomerang effect, they also end up reducing the role of
analysis by bringing it into the partial light of a more or less explicit phenomenology
of making and seeing, joined and folded onto each other. In fact, this amounts to
going through the same process in relation to the films themselves that Metz spelled
out in relation to the institution and to the cinema as object: he explains quite well
how the idealist theory of cinema, which contributed so much to his understanding
of cinema, only did so at the price of a “lure of the ego” that is its “blind spot.”
Hence a remarkable consequence, which results from the semi-distance (not
too far, not too close) that is maintained from the film object. The approach is
always more precise when one remains at the level of theme, of scenario, of what in
the image most belongs to the narrative; it always risks, at least, being singular, as-
tonishingly partial; and it also risks imprecision as soon as it is applied to the smallest
elements of the filmic fabric, especially those displaying the highest degree of cin-
ematic specificity. That is why historical, critical, theoretical discourse, punctuated
by remarkable flashes, is also, at that time, constantly punctuated by errors as soon
as itis a question of films." All of these errors result more or less from the overvalu-
ation of memory and from the undervaluation of what has become obvious—that,
like everything else, film never stops saying something other than what one thinks it
says, and that, above all, it says it differently than one, always too easily, would make
it say it. Many of these errors result from the floundering that comes with general
description when it does not recognize the willful imprecision to which it is con-
signed by generality: this is the case in the narrative of Monsieur Verdoux sketched
by Mitry in his Tout Chaplin."" Because they want too precisely to include “image,”
that is, not amalgamated narrative but rather distinctive series of shots (segments on
train wheels, which very subtly punctuate and divide the narrative), they most often
situate them in their imprecise place in respect to the diegesis in which they are
inscribed. Other, finer errors come from a will to analyze that does not provide itself
with the means to realize a desire it does not recognize. I am thinking, for example,
of an error that very much shocked me, for it retrospectively shook my faith in the
power of truth in texts and cast suspicion on all previous propositions: a claim made
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F by Bazin (who was, moreover, intellectual conscience itself ) in his unpublished writ-

ings on Renoir. There he explained the profound singulalrzit): of The Rz}:er l?y thf f?ct
that the film was composed exclusively of stationary shot_s. Struck by t }115 smgu.?:/t;/;
since I was interested in relations of movement and fixity, I went (l;y chance, ls hOtS.
showing) to see the film again. It had (among a very large number o sta.ho;]a:h)./ thé
it is true) no less than fifteen to twenty shots that were clear'ly movmgf, }1]110 u ‘ ngrhat
Jast, which closed the film with a very long, very slow traveling shgt of t ehn\;:r: by

day, I better understood how I could have transformed two stationary s I0h c11nlt e
wedding sequence in Brigadoon into a wonderful'c.amera movement t‘};‘at ad li er—r
ally dreamed. I have seen what happens to film writing when one writes r(')rpd n;]emor}’
or with the help of a few notes taken in the theater —when one wants to avoid the very

costly, perhaps too costly penalty for freezing the image."”

For it is very much toward this still obscure, Potent%al, indeterminate 1.1elc'es§1t)-'
of a generalized change in filmic attention t!lat, in their ﬂounde'nng, thelr. lxllnta-
tions and their very errors, the history, criticism, and tbeory of cinema hgvclal ‘e?]?
moving since the fifties. Let us listen again to Truffaut in the article on Hitchcock,
where we see the outline for his great book of interviews: “The homage.that one c]an
pay to an author or film-maker is to attempt to know and understa:xd his book or his
film as well as he does himself.”"* And to Godard, ten years later: “One could 1mag;_
ine the critique of a film as the text and its dialogue,. \fwth photos anq a few wglrds”(l)5
commentary: together they would form a kind of critique, an ,analy.sw of the : m.h
Through this wish for an apparatus in which the ﬁllpmakers desire speaks in the
voice of the critic, the slow and ineluctable pressure is sketched foT. a new r'elahon
between the absent text of the film and the language that dqubles it. ' hlé(it is whaf,
like others (I think especially of No¢l Burch and Marie-.Clalre Ropars),'® 1 experi-
enced in my pre-analytic approaches. Without yet knowing that thg new precision
(which little by little will take the place of the generous and relative imprecision
from which it was born) would soon take on something truly (.)thgr by instituting a
threshold or a rupture in the apparent developmen't of a continuity of kllO\\’!Cdie:
the rupture of a specific passion, which, when exercnss:d, will profoundly modify the
relation between the observer and his or her object."” o

In this shifting landscape whose history may someday be told, ,thlS is v"/her'e we
would have to place the works of Lotte Eisner as well as ﬁl.mologys c.01.1tnbuhons.
Eisner’s work addresses fundamental problems of composition, at the joint levels of
narrative and image, and inscribes them in the global devselopment of a cu}tuzxj
space and logic. This approach has only becomt? .deeper since her art1§]es n [
revue du cinéma'® —through the two successive editions of L'écran 7démonfaq.ue, in
her fine book on Murnau,? and up to her last book on Fritz Lang.2' She is 51ngular
in that, using the privileged example of great German cinema, §he very precisely
subordinates the history of cinema to theoretical and methodological ac.hlevements
in the history of art and the history of ideas. Even if her ratber c]asm‘cal analysis
maintains a certain textual indeterminacy in regard to films, it al§o brings out an
uncommon precision, which touches the subtlest aspects of the image (frar}rl]mg%
lighting, movement, distribution of masses, etc.) and refers 1’tzs organization to that o
the cultural components of which it forms the substratum.2
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If ilmology, for its part, has not shown much interest in films, it has significantly
contributed to the shift in film theory’s center of gravity by determining it in relation
to certain “scientific” achievements, and, despite the generality of its stakes, has
sometimes wound up touching several levels of textual singularity” —and above all
reviving a concern for method, which will have more or less long term direct effects
on the analysis of film, thanks to a progressive displacement at work from filmology
toward semiology. A bit symbolically, we might think of a series of interventions
(articles and interviews) by Barthes starting in the sixties.” In them we can see quite
well that to pose in strict terms the problem of signification, in cinema as in other
fields, is immediately, if only potentially, to touch on the problem of the units that
produce it and the materiality of the text that they hierarchize; in the questions
arising from the two interviews, we can also see an indication of the change that will
soon strike film criticism at its highest level and consequently give rise to analysis.?*

One book stands out in those years, devoted, significantly, to a single film:
Hiroshima mon amour.® The rupture that surrounds this film repeats the effect that
Citizen Kane, for example, had on the development of cinematic forms twenty years
before. Two things are remarkable about this book, a collaborative effort supervised
by Raymond Raver. Most of the collaborators are strangers to cinematic criticism;
they come from elsewhere in that vast informal field that ranges from literary criti-
cism to the multiplicity of the humanities.”” The final shots of the film appear as an
appendix, like the sign of a work that wants to restore literality to the film. Doubtless,
no true circulation is established between this document and the studies, even the
most analytic studies, that justifies its publication. But a distinct pressure exerts itself
here and there; it attests that because of this catalyst (an exceptional film, owing to
the conjunction of an explicitly “formalist” director and a writer), something in the
relation to the cinema-object is moving. This is what lies behind the following lines
by Raymond Raver, which, with a sort of positive naiveté, introduce the question
that this attentive book does not yet answer but whose imminence it does mark: “Is
there a method that would allow us to push analysis to the level of the signifying
detail? How are we to bring to light the network of signifying details and take the
analysis down to the smallest possible unit? Are the fiction film and the language
that expresses it reducible to a single method of approach? Which one? How?"%

Another sign, contemporary with this same concern, is the trend toward pub-
lishing filmic “texts.” Michel Marie, who has sketched the history of this phenom-
enon,” reminds us that, as early as the twenties, a Delluc or a Gance published
more or less detailed descriptions of his films. More strikingly, for this time the text
was established by third parties from what were already prints, Italian publishers
after 1945 established very exact shot breakdowns for certain classical films. From
1961 on this discontinued tradition will be systematically developed in France in
L'avant-scéne cinéma, at the price of an interesting imprecision: the “text” of the
film, scrupulously drawn from watching it on a viewing table, is in most cases re-
transcribed in a semi-literary way, without strict demarcations of shots, which ends
up miring the film in a too “technical” description and restoring it to an ambiguous
form of legibility. The implication is, and this is quite true, that a pure shooting
script is in a certain sense unreadable, and that a book can never take the place of a
film as anything but a heightened illustration substituted for description, as can be
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seen since that time in the confused attempts of American publishin'g (f‘The Filn}
Classics Library”) or the much more precise efforts of French publlshlng (André
Balland). This also emphasizes that the strategy in no way offe‘rs in bpok form a
mnemonic and museographic restitution of the illusory, defective object that all
films are; in seizing upon the viewing table for support, the strategy does not at-
tempt to describe “objectively” (a word which real']y has no meaning, even if it
could be useful) but rather to open up a clearing that is necessanly'partlcular, deter-
mined by the subjective singularity of an operation or an gnalytlc treatment. qu
this to have happened, there would have had to be a decision that was not a Flecx-
sion, if it were not for someone who obscurely saw it at the crossroads of a series of
determinations: a decision drawn from the winds of the times, the overﬂowmg pres-
sure of structuralism —which is responsible for, among many things, the birth of a

semiology of cinema.

Let us try to be exact. The first semiology, that of Metz's “Cinéma: langue ou
langage?” (1964),” seemed to exclude, or at least to omit, what was not yet called
film analysis. With a justified concern for generality, a desire to shield the theory of
cinema from the more or less contradictory imprecisions for which it had up to that
point been the stage, and with the restriction of its frame of reference to structural
linguistics, nothing in the semiologic rupture (if not for a fundamen?al concern fF)r
precision and method) proved to be of a nature to really support a desire for_an:.lly.sm,
to respond as much to the ineluctable particularity of the object as to‘the signifying
multiplicity for which it seemed it had to be the site. Far from knowing, any more
than Metz knew at the time, that film analysis was quite simply the other textual side
of a semiology or a semiotics in which psychoanalysis would play a determining
role, I tried to delimit a realm that essentially tended to constitute itself as a more
elaborated form of criticism. Hence the term “stylistics,” borrowed from Spitzer,
which I articulated in relation to the four historical attitudes enumerated by Metz in
the approach to the cinematic fact (criticism, history, theory of cinema, and film-
ology) and to semiology itself, as Metz enunciated what semiology owed to e.ach of
these postures and what distinguished it from them. It will be apparent that.\wth the
term stylistics I was calling for a study of styles: first and foremost, in the direct tra-
dition of Cahiers du cinéma and of a large part of criticism, for a deeper, more de-
tailed, more rigorous study of the great film auteurs. This was to pay off the debt to
my formation, to my very access to the objects—while in fact, even if it was still
externally, in this text I was throwing down very fragile bases for what could or §hould
be the structural analysis of film. (It has become clear that these two tendencies, f:%r
from being contradictory, could only be complementary; just as on another axis
nothing could possibly oppose history and analysis. It is never more than a question
of orders of magnitude, whose status must be recognized without inferring too much
about what they specify or, above all, about what they exclude.)

I no longer regret (I have regretted it) not using that attractive term/prog.ram
“structural analysis” at the time. Better yet, I am happy today to amputate its quahﬁe'r
to give this book its title. Not so much because structuralism would be dated now (it
isand it is not) as because of that tendency, sadly inherent to intellectual life, which
uses denomination as a subtle but trenchant and often illusory game of delimitation
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and exclusion. But, under the impetus of Lévi-Strauss and Barthes, that certainly
was my game at the time. “An intrinsic esthetic of film defined as a work in a uni-
verse of works,” “the autonomous system of the film,” “the film considered from the
viewpoint of its formal and semantic unity,” “a singular system,” “the film as a singu-
lar work,” “a totalitarian and systematic object,” “the system that permits the film’s
readability,” “the systematic reality of the work,” “the film as system”: these expres-
sions from throughout my 1966 article, “Pour une stylistique du film,” show that it
was indeed this same notion of “textual system,” later expanded by Metz in Langage
et cinéma,” that paradoxically led me to keep a distance from the nascent semiology
to which I nevertheless felt very close. It was quite simply the problem of the plural-
ity of codes, of their diversity and multiple relations—of their “work,” Thierry
Kuntzel will say, spelling it out in relation to the dream-work®—that was in sus-
pense. Curiously, it is in this very suspense that the first systematic analysis of a film
watched on a viewing table, shot by shot, or rather segment by segment, was born:
the syntagmatic analysis of the image track of Adieu Philippine, which was meant to
illustrate the code of montage then at the heart of Metz’s preoccupations.* Its con-
dition of possibility then resulted from the following principle: put only a single
code into play (even if others are outlined in the course of the commentary, in
keeping with the ineluctable tendency of textual expansion), and describe it exhaus-
tively instead of determining its mode of operation.” It is for this reason, | believe,
that this work on Adieu Philippine seemed to me at the time to be an obstacle to
what I was hoping for from analysis rather than a help to it. That was not at all what
I felt before such and such a film by one of the auteurs that I was working on (Lang,
Hitchcock, Minnelli), before such and such a fragment or segment whose multiple
organization obsessed me without my yet knowing how to set it forth in its relative
autonomy.

I remember a remarkable hesitation that has since always amused me. Sensing
that there was more than one point of connection in our divergent preoccupations,
Metz and I decided (this was in the spring of 1967) to work on a piece of film with
the intention of eventually presenting it together at the Pesaro Film Festival. Mixing
criteria, tastes, and possibilities, we ended up finding a print of Suspicion. We final-
ly settled, I no longer know why, on the train scene — the meeting of the diegetic
couple (Cary Grant and Joan Fontaine). We watched it several times. Nothing. No
desire for analysis. No desire for anything. There was a sort of denseness before the
object. Suspicion was not a bad object— far from it, if we think of the use to which it
has been put since by Stephen Heath.* Perhaps we were simply resisting the fact
that we found ourselves facing the object together, even if that is what we wanted: it
is profoundly difficult, sometimes, for desire to apprehend itself. Moreover, I think
we were looking for two different though absolutely linked things. Metz was looking
for a concept (that of textual system), which had no need of any film because it had
to account for all films, and which could never be inferred from a fragment of film
alone, even if it was indeed its problematic site. I, on the other hand, hoped in some
obscure way that the “desire of the film” would be concentrated in every fragment,
without knowing what to do, given a certain level of detail, with the “too much” of
an entire film or the “not enough” of each of its moments. | think, finally, that
neither one of us managed to truly stop the film; in the absence of an as yet un-
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specified exigency, this, too, was denseness, resulting f.rom the.excessive identifi-
cation still accorded an object that in return seemed too impoverished to respond to
ire for work.
b (é?lsll:if)lflsly, it was having to keep my distance from thg object that ﬁpally al-
lowed me to accede to it. I had just suffered a great disappointment: Not(‘mous,‘on
which I had accumulated many notes “in the theater,” was pullefi out of circulation
by RKO. At the very moment that it became necessary, it was impossible to get a
print on which, this time no doubt, I would have known much better whe're to st(')p,
and known what I wanted to verify, since I had already preformed my object. Point
of view; alternations; repetitions—in single scenes and between two scenes; gradual
hiercharization of symmetry and dissymmetry; concentrat'ion.on cIos;—pps, of faces
and of objects, caught up in multiple networks of syl.nbollzatlon; braldm'g together
motifs for a synthetic effect of resolution that prescribes for the film a rigorous or-
chestration; assigning a sort of integrative logic to the movement that carr'ned it from
its beginning toward its end: all of this is what I felt was bctmg played out in this film
that fate had stolen from me. At the time, I did not question myself at all aboutthe
reasons for these successive thefts. If it was a matter of showing that there was “sys-
tem” in film, why did I not simply rent a copy of a French, Italian, Sovle.t, or even an
American film from the ciné-clubs? Why did I not take up once again t.he n‘lluch
more accessible material of my earlier critical work (on Astruc, on Resnais)? bn)?e
then I have better understood what constitutes, at least for me, a desire for Fma]yms.
Even if it must permit us to infer general propositions (I would say §specnal]y' if it
must permit it), this desire is profoundly singular. It is only aftgr ha\-'mg found the
object and taken it on that we can lightly say to ourselves: but it could just as wgll
have been such and such another. From this transparent and enigmatic snlngul.anty
is born the fear of the object, which is only the other side of its allure. It is helght-
ened even more in the choice of the film object, which further compe'ls two speqﬁc
transgressions that clearly reinforce each other: a material transgression (‘tllC view-
ing table, the print, etc.) and a fantasmatic transgression (the attempt to \.'1qlate tbe
apparatus). In short, only a certain configuration could at the time sustain to its
utmost my desire for analysis. '
Asstroke of good luck allowed me to obtain from Truffaut, for lack of a print, the
final shot breakdown of The Birds, established from the print owned by the dlSt'l'lbU-
tor. I was able to verify that the film fragment whose logic I had sketched out in an
earlier text (“Le monde et la distance”)*” did not have 71 or 72 shots b.ut 82.Thada
“text,” with an already high imaginary investment, guarante‘ed (sol blehe\-'e(l at least)
by the unimpeachable objectivity of a professional accoun'tmg.‘”'l thmlk | was happy
to avoid freezing the image by thus effecting it, a bit magically, in a piece: it was as
if the film were denied, in the fullness of its continuity and the weight of its inex-
haustible phenomenality; and I had less trouble detaching myself from it 50 that |
could construct it, reconstruct it, at whim from what seemed to me to be its qlost
interior form—let us say its “unconscious.” For quite a long time, three thmgs
stopped me. It seemed to me excessive to submit this vo]atll? material whos'e time I
had suspended to such a minute breakdown. I no doubt redlscovcre(! this time in a
manner both real and displaced, in the analytic movement of expansion; the excess
of the combinative, produced from a finite number of elements, guaranteed the
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fascination and the violent condensed emotion that I felt before this film fragment.
A modest Mallarmé reassured on all sides by the objectivity of the multiple models
constituted by the human sciences, I had, however, the sense that I was accomplish-
ing something like “an act of madness.”®” The second difficulty resulted from the
writing itself: it was necessary to accept the fatal abstraction of a construction
stripped of all signifying familiarity with its object. I understood that the impossibil-
ity of citation, except by the fallacious means of making a “découpage” using frame
enlargements, involved a particular, essentially unsuccessful strategy — but one that
also led from there to a singular jouissance, in face of this present-absent body of the
film that incessantly ebbs and flows through the analysis. Finally, I was worried
about the status of this fragment, even though its boundaries seemed indisputable:
how was I to legitimate it in relation to the film as a whole from which these 82 shots
had been excerpted? What meaning was I to assign to this absolutely astonishing
systematic closure, which seemed to hold up a mirror to the whole film and to fit the
whole within the part? How was I to understand it in relation to the notions of oeuvre
and auteur, of enunciation and subject, or, more broadly, of the classical model, of
American cinema? In short, I asked myself some of the many questions that were
beginning insistently to form toward the film taken as the object of a preoccupation
one could call close, sustained by two demands: one for a greater material intimacy,
the other for a greater conceptual precision.

In ten years, the analysis of film thus lives out a first period of its history, ob-
sessed by the theory of cinema being developed in it. This theory is produced by the
insistence of its foci and also envelops it, as if from outside, with a subtle and pro-
gressive movement. I see two reasons for this productive tension: first, the relative
autonomy of analyses, which must give themselves the proof of their possibility and
sustain the paradox of their own work, as soon as they are truly precise; second, as if
in opposition, the buoying up with large successive blocks that one finds in Metz’s
work, and its exteriority to all textual investment. (But at the same time this tension
could have been experienced in a completely different mode, and in a sense eluded,
through a much more polemical and global enveloping of all the terms, a more
implicit circulation between levels, in all the considerable work of Cahiers du
cinéma.) On the one hand, then, Metz’s theoretical outpost is articulated, amplified,
and comes to think filmic analysis as a dimension internal to it. Certain articles—
"Propositions méthodologiques pour I'analyse du film,” 1968; “Démarcations et
ponctuations dans le film de diégese,” 1971-1972% —overtly inscribe the course of
semiology in the perspective of textual singularity. In a parallel but more fundamen-
tal way, the notion of “textual system” is elaborated in two periods, a notion at once
rigorous and fluctuating (its virtual force results from its fluctuating rigor). The first
period: in Langage et cinéma (1971), under the impetus of a semiology that still gave
priority to the linguistic, founded on a series of productive oppositions (film/cin-
ema, filmic writing/cinematic language, specific/nonspecific codes, group of films/
class of films, etc.), the film object finds itself constituted as the site of a combina-
tion and perpetual displacement of codes, of a singular and irreducible but still
determinable complexity.*! The second period, which itself is subdivided into two
stages: in “Le signifiant imaginaire” [translated as “The Imaginary Signifier”]
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V‘;,,' (1975),* a fundamental interrogation of the nature of the cinema’s signifier, this

complexity is illuminated by putting psychoanalytic processes z.md ins'tanc.es into
perspective through a retrospective overview 'of ‘t‘he ’works varlo\,lsly msplred l;y
psychoanalyis, particularly filmic analyses; in Metaphorc/Mcton.ynne ou le
référent imaginaire” [translated as “Metaphor/l\/letonymy,l or th.e lmagmary'Ref(?r-
ent”] (1977),* under the pretext of much vaster stakes ('artlculatlon among linguis-
tics, rhetoric, psychoanalysis), it is the very fabric, the internal composition of the
textual system that ends up being theoretically innervated,. even thox.lgh it is no
longer really in question. Turning back upon itse]f,. the sen?loliog'y of cinema “psy-
choanalyzes” itself and thus assumes in its generflllty the signifying plurality that,
given its singularity, the analysis of film in certain of its outposts could not help
recognizing from the very first moment. L ‘

During this same period textual approaches are also multiplying, first in France
and then abroad, especially in Italy (one thinks of, among others, Gianfranco
Bettetini’s highly developed attempts), in England (Stephen Heath,.Pgter \!V()"el.],
Kari Hanet, etc.), and in the United States (Nick Browne, Alan Williams, David
Bordwell, the Camera Obscura collective, etc.). These approaches, certainly di-
verse, all maintain a relation to semiology, then to the semio-psychoanalysis that is
elaborated and owes them, by force of things, a part of itself; this relation also sees
itself as more or less supple, according to the inclination, the “genius” and the more
or less acknowledged goals of their authors. A preliminary inventory of these uorl\s
has already been undertaken* and their history has begun to be establlshcd.’i ['his
is not my project. In a few words and without hoping for too much, I. would snm_ply
like to try to dissipate a misunderstanding that has weighed and continues to weigh
on the field of cinematic theory. Through Metz’s work, it affects the semiology of
cinema and rebounds to affect the analysis of film —which is its flip side and partici-
pates in its definition. . .

This misunderstanding is a projective image: that of “semiology” as science.
It similarly but also inversely affects those who mean to apply it, as such, in par-
ticular to /the analysis of ﬁlins, and to those who wish to escape it, whether by
exceeding and tran'sgressing it or by opposing it. As if all of that were not a sadly
dated debate, imaginarily devoted to a discipline that no longer exists today except
in bad books, and that never truly existed except in its first incarnations as pure
methodological space, as programmatic overture to a work or as a merely virtual
study. As if semiology, in Metz, Barthes, Kristeva, and so many others, had not
almost from its origin ceased to transform itself in its self-relation to the point of
estrangement from the fictive image of a science of the transparency of the sign.
As if, progressively informed by everything to which it held up the mirror of its
models (psychoanalysis, Marxism, history, anthropology, and all t'he ways .of thm.k-
ing that arise from them), an unrecognizable and dispersed semlollogy did not in
all domains simply become confounded with the intellectual inquiry ofthcsc.las.t
years and with the very ways of thinking meant to contest it, which becomfe assimi-
lated to it as semiology is displaced and metamorphized in them. '[.'lle restis pL}ll‘Cl}-’
a philosophers’ debate, the acid, excessive, and mundane Cryst‘a‘lhzatmn of differ-
ences. What seems important is that modes of thought and writings emerge from
this rare melting pot of initiatives, methods, and musings. Faced with objects and
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the institutions that permit them (here films and cinema), these thoughts and
writings end up contributing, each according to its mode but with perhaps a bit
more precision than before (which history would show to be the contribution of
semiology as such), to one of the most fundamental critical tasks of this period: the
logic and history of representations.

In discussing the fragment from The Birds, 1 said that only a certain con-
figuration could at that time sustain my desire for analysis. Of course, I did not
understand that until later, and only bit by bit, at the cost of necessary excursions
outside of cinema (my work on poetry, the Brontés, Alexandre Dumas).* These
allowed me to better conceive the historical position of the objects I had given my-
self—a set of classical American films, including several Hitchcock films—and of
my own history in them, as a subject inscribed in the cultural structures whose
setting they delimit. I may regret it, but it is so: no begging the question, no intellec-
tual leftism can be of any help. Godard said it: “children of Karl Marx and Coca-
Cola.” Let us also say: grandchildren of Sigmund Freud and the camera, We can
only advance at the cost of dissociation from and rejection of certain images; and we
can only separate ourselves, really, from what we have at least understood.

This configuration is founded on the relation of narcissistic doubling between
man and woman. From the end of the eighteenth century and throughout the nine-
teenth, from which we are barely emerging, this doubling rules the two sexes’ rela-
tions of desire. From it psychoanalysis is born —first Freudian, then Lacanian—
using the univocal model of Oedipus and castration to organize conflict and sexual
difference around the restricted scene of the nuclear family.*” Thus one finds this
configuration in most Western films, especially in classical American cinema, which
(as has often been remarked) seems to have given itself the object of leading back
through the great novelistic heritage of the nineteenth century and everything in it
that continues to compel us.

It is the logic of this narcissistic doubling that I have tried to circumscribe
through the seven close analyses included in this book. Thus I have sketched a kind
of working draft of the narrative space-time, the enunciative determination and the
socio-historic reality of American cinema. A subject of desire, historical through
and through, finds itself defined through a systematic arrangement determined by a
series of constraints; these constraints, which gain their force from being shifting
and regulated at once, aim to produce a certain effect by inscribing the diegetic
couple in the fiction. I have called this effect “symbolic blockage.” By this I mean to
suggest, first, that the movement that opens the film is the same that permits it to
close, according to a program in which contingency is offered as the condition of
the more or less rigorous necessity for a determinant relation between repetition
and its resolution; second, that through a skillfully orchestrated hierarchization and
according to an effect of continuous echo, this movement is propagated as much at
the level of the global destiny of the narrative, of its massive and manifest design, as
it is at the level of the infinite detail of each of its components; and, finally, that this
extreme formalization is not content until it almost infinitely—but according to a
very determined schema of sexual difference reorganized upon the model of the
dominant representation of a single sex—reflects the mirror image of the diegetic
couple devoted to the final reconciliation of desire and the law, or to their impossible
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conjunction (or again, through subtle splits, to the pressure of these two forces cqniu-
gated as one). Symbolic blockage: how the desire of the Wesﬁem sub|ect‘ﬁnds itself
caught up, regulated by the double insistence of the narrative and.the image, the
narrative in images, according to a properly infinite process of expansion of the same,
of repetition subordinated to its resolution. ’ ' .

For a long time, I wished to concentrate this desire for analysis on a §1ng]e film.
On Notorious first, then on The Birds—a bit in the way Barthes at. a certain mo.ment
preferred to take extreme pains to undo the meaning of one narrative, the meaning of
all (classical) narratives. I am not quite sure why I ﬁna]ly renouncgd this w1$h: No
doubt my project was not really the same as that of S/Z (not to mention the consider-
able difference between a film and a literary text). In fac.tllt was not so mu.ch'the
dispersed plurality of signifieds and their ascent to a prevalh.ng orde;r of the sngmﬁgr
that appeared to me to be my object; it was, rather, a certain rela?non of systematic
nesting among the narrative’s different dimensional ordc.rs, at their doub]‘e level of
expression and content, united by the determinant and historically determined pres-
sure of the psychoanalytic signifier. It may also have been of greater demonstrative
value to distribute this material across several films, even if two-thirds of them ended
up being by the same auteur, Hitchcock, whose work allows me to more n'arrowly
circumscribe the subject put into play by classical fiction and the institution that
makes it possible. Whatever the reason, I would like these six studieg to be read accord-
ing to two complementary points of view: as, on the one hand, various approaches to
one and the same film; and, on the other, as approaches to that immense, undefinable,
and yet so suggestive “group” of films constituted by classical Ameti(?an cinema.

The first point of view makes it possible to deepen the empirical but also ab-
stract notion of textual system as I have tried to situate it, notably in the final pages of
my long study of North by Northwest. 1deally, in fact, each.of the six films put into
play could be the object of six joint studies. The first four, in p'a‘rtlcular, are articu-
lated fairly distinctly through their respective levels of analysis. T he first (The Blrds.)
attempts to show the value of the textual logic of a fragment, that is, 9fan indetermi-
nate piece of the filmic chain (82 shots), delimited only by the insistence of w!mt
can be formulated by analysis. The second (The Big Sleep) repeats this operation
with a segment, that is, a textually predetermined fragment of the filmic chain,‘a
specific narrative unit that offers the particular interest of constitutipg a sort of basllc
segment (12 shots), simple yet already complex, whose exemplarity makes all its
worth. The third (North by Northwest) takes on the much more difficult task of
measuring what is ﬁnp]ied by the projective relation between the micro-ele.mcntar}-'
study of a segment of great textual extension (133 shots) and the analysis of the
scenario as a whole. The fourth (Gigi) also pursues the textual logic of the film as a
whole, but does so on the basis of organic relations between segments, more or less
analogous to the relations displayed between shots within segments (if not for the
fact that the segmentation has no ultimate meaning beyond the misc-(':n-abimc that,
despite the coherence of its initial principle, makes it pass progressively from the
level of the segment to that of the shot—and even to that of the fragment of a shot).
The last two studies more or less resume, by overlapping, the levels of analysis proper
to one or another of the first four. The fifth (Marnie) takes on the placement of the
enunciative process in those privileged moments that the first shots or segments so
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often are in classical films. The sixth (Psycho) returns to the film as a whole, accord-
ing to a free play between the whole and the part facilitated by the previous analyses:
it attempts to disengage the great psychic positions that structure the enunciative
process through the figuration of characters and their diegetic metamorphoses and
that put the voyeuristic apparatus into play to bring this process back to the institu-
tion of cinema.

From the superimposable relation of these six levels of analysis (one could, of
course, conceive of others), it clearly follows that the classical text is above all a
volume. In each of these points, it thus undergoes the global pressure of a properly
infinite number of relations, which can never be more than partially and projec-
tively grasped and ordered. A volume is never resolved: it is doubled by that other
logical, analogical volume that is analysis itself. In this sense the textual systemn is
always virtual, determined by a certain ideality of representation that analysis must
tend to. But it is no less definable, and rigorously, as if in proportion to the force that
keeps it from ever being grasped by any analytic exhaustion. For through and
through, at all micro- and macro-clementary levels of content and expression, it
displays the insistence of an order, determined by a set of formal operations, singular
and general at once (alternations, ruptures of alternation, condensations, displace-
ments, oppositions, similarities, differences, repetitions, resolutions, etc.), borne
along by figurative, narrative, and representational options.” The phrase “symbolic
blockage” designates the insistence of this order.

The second point of view would imply that these six films could by themselves
represent all of American cinema. This proposition, which can only be false, also
strikes me as singularly true. In any case, it is unverifiable. Nevertheless, parallel
approaches (I am thinking in particular of the works of Thierry Kuntzel, Stephen
Heath, and certain of the collective or individual analyses conducted by Cahiers du
cinéma), a collective volume on American cinema in which I brought together more
than twenty French and American contributions,* and many experiences pursued
through years of teaching have never ceased to confirm for me that, for historical
and economic reasons that remain to be spelled out, the classical American cinema
of the great studios, from, let us say, Griffith (see chapter 8) to the last great auteurs
such as Hitchcock and Hawks, has never ceased to constitute itself according to this
unitary logic whose possible formulations I have traced. No doubt other films, other
auteurs, other periods, other genres, other levels of preoccupation (other con-
figurations privileged by analysis) find themselves or could find themselves in-
flecting the description in a slightly different way. They would thus above all cause
very numerous thematic, social, and political determinations to emerge, linked to
this or that circuit of representations. In this sense an immense amount of work
remains to be done (not to mention properly historic or simply documentary work).
But it seems that the configuration determined by the image of the diegetic couple
remains absolutely central to the fiction of a cinema powerfully obsessed by the
ideology of the family and of marriage, which constitutes its imaginary and symbolic

base. And at the level of the textual management of representations, of their mode of
distribution and their coherence, I do not think that a diversification of inquiry ends
up overly weakening or relativizing what has been done.
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It is clear that if I have adhered to the description of a cultur'al model, to the
singular evaluation of a symbolic regime the propositions sketched in these analyses

 largely exceed the frame defined by this model. Hence the titlg [ have seen ﬁt to giv.e
: this book— not so much because a method, in the strict sense, is defined in it (in this

order of activities, one can never sufficiently m.istrust the claim of methods to .cxtmj-
nal and illusory transparency) but because it is about, to the point of ob.sessm.n, a
methodical kind of work. And, further, because among the pr.oducts ofa. given tn‘ne,
and among those that arise from the same means of expression, the qnqrtg 1.m-en;
tory of singularities never fails to bring fort'h a certal.n number of snrpflf antu?s‘, 0
common features and foundations, on a basis full o.f divergences and di eiEnces
One cannot help being struck, in fact, by the links that form“bctwccn analysc.}
once they really put into play what Lévi-Strauss so aptly called’ t!]le pregnancy};)'
detail.”® I am thinking, for example, of the fragment (_’f Muriel’* worked on :
Marie-Claire Ropars, or again of her analysis of the opening sequence of October.”
Why does the matricial, enunciative role of the first sequence in Qctober 50 c'los'cly
evoke the role that Thierry Kuntzel’s analyses revealed so well in such dissimilar
movies as Lang’s M or Cooper and Schoedsack’s The Most Dangero-us Came.? Why,
in spite of the difference in narrative function, do the textual opcratlon‘s of dlspl'flce-
ment, condensation, alternation, symmetry and dissymmetry never fail to manifest
the same types of arrangement and organization betweenrthe elements that tl}e)-'
display in the classical, particularly the }loll)-'\\-'()()(1.ﬁ|1n? W h'y df)cs the very notion
of sequence (that is, of a filmic segment circumscribed by criteria of unity of repre-
sentation and of treatment of the cinematic signifier) have a comparable value of
delimitation in films so different in nature and intention? These are some Qf the
questions that arise, to the extent that their objects differ, from fmalyses that strive to
systematically elucidate the modes of structuration of the ﬁ]m]c text. .
No doubt this is simply to arrive at that very great banality thz'lt consists in assign-
ing the human spirit, following Freud, Lévi-Strauss, or Benveniste, a certain num-
ber of laws or structures, a certain mode of functioning whose trace can be found
in its multiple products. But in another sense it is to rediscover th.em in tl?c con-
creteness of their historical expansion, in the process of undcrst'anc!mg t]lle.smgular
inscription that is more or less irreducible to excessive generalizations; it is to pro-
foundly anchor them in relation to the material reality of an art, to the souo-.fan-
tasmatic reality of an institution. We could assign two extremes to the analysxs of
film that would constitute, if you like, its proper territory, its two reversible points of
fascination: the singular system from which it arises to constitute, accprdmg to a
variable extension, its critical doubling, and the mental mechanisms it puts into
play according to the proper determinations of figurability prescribed‘by the vls.ual
materiality of the cinema-apparatus. Between these two extremes and in proportion
to the plurality of levels that it puts into play, the analysis of ﬁlm ends up, strn;t]y,
contributing as much to the history as to the theory of cinema. To theqry—of WhI.Ch,
strictly limited to itself, it is like a detached fragment—fo-r it offe.rs.socmlogy, semiol-
ogy, metapsychology, or any approach to the screen of §1ngular1t1€s that leads back
to their concepts. To history—for even if their junction is difficult and a]ways. some-
what virtual, it helps endow it with formal and stylistic benchmarks that can inform
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it on two of its complementary scales: that of specific codes, of their evolution, in
short of the history of cinematic language, and that of works, of directors, of compa-
nies, of periods, of genres, of local and national configurations. The development of
Noél Burch’s work attests to this, his book on Japanese cinema®® as much as the
research he pursued with Jorge Dana on the genealogy of cinematic language. A
similar example is the articulation undertaken by Pierre Sorlin on another axis,
around concrete analyses, in the third part of his Sociologie et cinéma, “Analyse
filmique et histoire sociale.”** More generally —since 1973, as if in echo to the whole
set of French theoretical works, but in a very original mode — it is in Screen that one
can find the most synthetic image of this imbrication made up of shuttlings between
the different levels of theory and analysis put into play by the multiplicity of films in
the institution of cinema.

One final point. In “The Unattainable Text,” I pointed out the paradox in which
filmic analysis finds itself trapped, one that constrains the writer as well as the reader:
how does one recapture, reconstruct and reorganize a text that never ceases to slip
away? How does one imagine an already imaginary body, double it, in aid of a cer-
tain intellection, the possession-dispossession that constitutes the singular stake of
every film: the stake of cinema? The force of this paradox has led me to open this
collection with a brief attempt to circumscribe it. I would like to point out a few
more instances.

The analysis of film is a costly operation. First, as I have mentioned, there is the
psychic cost of freezing the image, which has for a long time marked a threshold and
which constitutes the preliminary condition of all analysis. We must accept the inter-
ruption of its continuity and of the strong fantasy attached to it, accept that we must
situate ourselves “neither on the side of motion nor on the side of stillness, but between
them, in the generation of the projected film by the film-strip, in the negation of this
film-strip by the projected film.”* You are in the dark, in that particular darkness in
which light falls from the point in the dream that rouses you; you modulate at whim
that immaterial body of which fiction is made in order to escape you. You slowly yield
to the fascination of “the other film”:* that virtual film, global volume and burst in-
stants at once, which all the more continually overflows onto itself in that its “uncon-
scious” is endlessly modeled to the whim of your own. I believe that if it is so difficult
to stop a film, it is because it is also difficult, once one has begun, to stop stopping it,
and to subordinate this stopping to the ends one has supposed for it.

This displacement of the fantasy is in fact very burdensome and constraining, if
one wishes to hold fast to it, detain it, and to subordinate the object, however slightly,
to the goals of analysis. One must take notes, transcribe, appropriate, photograph, to
try to rediscover, between two mediums and through a strangely fixed mixture of
words and images, this between-the-two born so well of the frozen image, of this
contradictory movement in relation to which the written text must always be lack-
ing. However detailed and complete it may be, and even if it says more, much more,
than the film ever appeared to say, the written text can never capture anything but a
kind of elementary skeleton, stripped of flesh from the beginning. Such is the des-
tiny of written analysis, and of its impossible struggle with the heterogeneous body
to which it means to submit.
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This explains many things. And first of all it explains these very wgrds' “‘textual
analysis,” which have seen a remarkable fate in the field of cinema studies. They are

in fact used much less frequently to designate the work of analysis as pra?ticed ona
~ Jiterary text, a myth or a painting, which tends more often to be qualified by its

proper method and its frame of reference (structuralist, gcncrativ‘ist‘, gene'ttlci psv-
choanalytic, iconologic, etc.) or by the name of'the author that inspires it ( &vi-
Strauss, Barthes, Deleuze, Derrida, etc., to restrict ourselves to recent,‘ and Pan-
sian, examples). These designations also serve, of course, to characterize this or
that filmic analysis; but they are immediately subsumed by the more gener.al and,
it seems, more real term of textual analysis. For literary m?alysm, to restrict our-
selves to it, has a history that, without mentioning the c?asswal or nwd@va] tradi-
tion, goes back at least as far as the great Gem'u?n phlllology of the n?nctcen.th
century. It thus proceeds through references, disjunctions, and'ﬁne dlffcrepha-
tions in places where the analysis of film, so much more ‘r‘eccnt, 1s”more inclined
to mix various levels. But above all, literary analysis is natural, thz_mks to th.c
signifying osmosis of writing in relation to itse]f—whcrc"as the :‘lllal_\_"SlS of film is
the product of a double transgression in which the film is cgnshtutcd as text and,
from there, a text is constituted. It is this specific effort, this act, that is ﬁrst‘ and
foremost designated by the words “textual analysis™: an act ].)r(')per,'seemmgly
closed upon itself by the psychic and material transgressions it nnphc‘s and the
investments it puts into play. The analysis of film is more pur‘cly te.\ftua], in a sense,
because it cannot help sticking to its text, all the more strikingly in that it alwa:\-'s
undoes it and constructs it. As if in proportion to the proper trouble it has in
constituting itself, it thus experiences a profound difficulty ?n detach'ipg from. it-
self, in leaving the enchanted circle that creates its paradoxical condition, as if it
perpetually fell victim to its own body. . -
That is why, in the same stroke, filmic analyses, even as they multiply, are st'lﬂ
relatively rare in a finished state as published text and carried along by a recogniz-
able strategy of word and image, an acknowledged and elaborated form of manage-
ment of the defect proper to themselves. This implies not only tlllc patience gnd
“genius” of authors but also the concrete editorial possibilities, still so precarious
and rarely reconciled, required by the burden and the cost of these operations. It
will also be understood that filmic analysis may be, more than a kind of writing, th.e
privileged object of an activity of teaching. Prints, a projector, a screen: the wgrk is
elaborated in vivo, in the game of this between-the-two with its higher and. higher
stakes, between mobile and immobile, which supposes no true interruption, no
scission of experience. The remarkable thing is that the analytic skeletgn seems to
draw itself, no longer aspiring to the global, irreducible phenomenality of every
film. Thus the text incessantly dislocates itself without ever truly breaking; it drifts
with its whole weight, crystallized, at every moment, through the punctiform course
of the chains that constitute it and that it pulls along in its movement. A great many
analyses (and among the most accomplished) have thus rcmain'ed at the stage one
could call happy. This is not to imply any facility, but rather a failure to subordinate
the writing to the fiction, a failure in which the analyses will only hav.e won some-
thing on the condition of losing something else. Let us not forget, in this happiness,
the dimension belonging to the social part of work, which in the best of cases makes
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of the seminar, in the sense in which Barthes spoke of it, the real but also utopic site
of an exchange. To put it a bit more freely, it is founded on the projective and criti-
cal circulation of imaginaries.

It will perhaps be better understood that this material determination has ori-
ented the choice of objects of analysis more profoundly than is often thought. I am
thinking in particular of the way in which filmic analysis has somehow seemed to
ignore avant-garde cinema and the experimental film (even if it is around one of
these films that Thierry Kuntzel has articulated the terms that allow us to conceive
this lack,’” and even if, among some rare attempts, Bernhard Lindemann’s book was
able to impose the idea of a possible course that takes the reader from Fernand
Léger's Ballet mécanique to Hollis Frampton’s Zorns Lemma). ** I do not aim here to
elucidate the foundation of the difficult and ambiguous relations between “semiol-
ogy” and “avant-garde cinema,” but only, if possible, to dissipate an equivocation by
unraveling the part that comes back down to the proper materiality of experience.
Submitted to the continuity without which there would be no cinematic projection,
the avant-garde film, most often through the acceleration and multiplication of vi-
sual information, but also and perhaps even more disconcertingly, through the dila-
tion of duration, threatens the realism of representation, the normative administra-
tion of the impression of reality. It thus increases the degree of cinematic specificity
of its components, in inverse proportion to its relinquishment of narrativity, or at
least of narrativity regulated by the reproduction of movement dedicated to the imi-
tation of life. For example, ever since T-wo-men was shown at the Toulon Festival,
Thierry Kuntzel and I have wanted to work on this film and later, other films of
Werner Nekes. Once past the work at the viewing table, in which propositions al-
ready elaborated in approaches to classical films were reformulated in other terms,
an impossibility forced its way through: how can one convey, other than through
coded combinations of variable structures, something of the speed, the speeds, the
intensities proper to these operations, which confer on narrativity (since in T-wo-
men we are talking about a regime bursting with super-narrativity) its irreducible
and unreproducible body? How can one say more (when there is more to say) than
Nekes himself does in the texts where he so precisely records his serialization proce-
dures? Or indeed, how is one to sustain a discourse that no longer puts these films
into play as the signs of an abstract paradigm (that of the virtualities of the avant-
garde, of the catalog of operations with which it constitutes the projective space) but
rather in their material singularity, their subjective reflexivity?

To this, as to the difficulties proper to all analysis, I see only one real, if partial,
response: that of cinema itself. A long time ago, when the question of analysis first
began to be posed, I was struck by a series of television broadcasts that constitute, it
seems to me, the only significant example of a discourse sustained on cinema by
cinema itself: Cinéastes de notre temps, produced over several years by Janine Bazin
and André S. Labarthe. I came back to it in “The Unattainable Text” to under-
score how the obstacle anterior to filmic citation ended up resolving itself, and how
from there one could envisage the keener, more precise and much more systematic
possibility of a true discourse of film on film. We have reached the point where a
preliminary theoretical refinement, very difficult to conceive without the fixity of
writing, seems to have given analysis its bases, or at least a sort of intellectual imagi-
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ary. This ought to enable a greater freedom of approach. fron? now on,lan'd 0112
articular to offer the fusional doubling of discourse Fhat gives lltera'ry anfl ystl-so‘m
inalienable privilege. The discourse of ﬁln] on film w1.l] prol)abll))/lne\]-e'r, ev <'3tn ;u]d
afar, effect such osmosis. But we can imagine what 1r'rep.lacea e tzlmrgs i dc 4

contribute at its level: first, of course, the full force of citation; second, a modeling

" and fortification of filmic operations according to those multiple paradigms of which

every text is the stake. A first attempt in this direction has alrgac}yi blr;;en’ 1EaQet!)e)f
Thierry Kuntzel: La rejetée, a critical-imaginary montage of Chris ?/ arker’s 13 1123 ¢ i.t
Still imperfect, technically, because \-'ideg technqlpgy is not yet what 11t <]:ou e, :
does allow a glimpse of what will soon be its deﬁmh.ve version: a seconlc d 15}(,0;:r.sc 0

images and words, in a perpetual mise-en-abimfz with 1tse1f.. An‘d yet this \7]~ or Ts on
a film that of all films would seem to favor a written a1.1al},’51s, since w1t.h tlefexceP-
tion of a single shot it is composed of still photos. But if the re.duphcatlo;l o mot\}'le-
ment (of camera, actor, motifs) appears to be the first pos'tulahon of the film on cf
film, it is in fact secondary to the discourse that ord.ers it, to the a-rrangemlevnts 0

critical restructuring. And it is within the apparatus 1tse'lf, thr0‘ug11 its contrivance,
that the work of thought is performed, thus reuniting a bl't mytlucal'ly the condmolns
of commentary and the objects of its reading.®! Along WIF}‘I the written text and the
situation of teaching, this, I believe, is another path by which t1.1e an.alyms gf ﬁl‘m c;m
provide itself with a means of existing more freely and multiply inventing itself a

language.

I will also add this. In the domain of thinking about cinema (unlike what has
happened in many other domains), I have really only been inﬂuenced'l‘)j' (;_1}31113'11
number of people. The first was Alexandre f\str}lc. To have seen ansl loved Une vie
and Vertigo in the same week, after having first lived through Hiroshima mon amour
and the films of Chris Marker, to have immediately had the.good fortune to .speal\
often and at length with him about them was truly determinant for a certain ap-
proach to filmic fascination. My book on Astruc, contemporaneous with the issues
of Artsept® devoted above all, for me, to Marker and Resnais, was a first effort in -t}.],?
study of an intellection of what must for lack of a better word be called classica
cinema. Traces of this can also be found in my articles from 19?? on Lang and
Hitchcock. Two people, later on, truly mattered: Chlrist.ian Metz and Thierry Kuntzel..
The first through a general and always very precise incitement to the effects of }:heory
put into play by cinema, as discourse and as institution; ‘the second t.hroug a re-
newed incitement to analytic depth, of which he has provided several irreplaceable
examples. They are both much too close to me for me to be ablfz to say more aboudt
them than I already have. Or simply this. With the differences 11lnphed by age an
character, their influence was very quickly felt in complementant)'/ z?nd' reciprocity.
Far beyond the life of work but with the real and symbolic COI‘l‘lp]lC}ty it nnPlles,d it
has become friendship. It is hence quite naturally to them that this book is dedi-
cated.

I wish to thank all those who have variously contributed to the realization of this boc;k:
Etienne Souriau, who encouraged me to pursue this work in all indepcnd'ence under t 1e1
auspices of the Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique; Louis Daquin, who allowec
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me to work regularly on prints of films at the Institut des Hautes Etudes Cinématograph-
iques; Frangois Truffaut, who provided me with indispensable documents on Hitchcock;
Marie-José Corajoud and Robert Louit, who translated or revised most of the shot break-
downs and dialogue; Gérard Vaujoie, Daniel Delille, Patrick Brion, Bertrand Augst, Con-
stance Penley and the Camera Obscura collective, who helped me to assemble the illustra-
tions and execute the frame enlargements; Dominique Pujebet, who drew the diagrams; Les
éditions du Seuil, who graciously went along with the idea of the elaborate photographic
reproductions for “Symbolic Blockage”; and Marie-Jeanne Noirot, who did the layout when
the essay originally appeared in Communications 23 (1975); the various reviews or publica-
tions in which these articles first appeared, in French and English: Cahiers du cinéma, Revue
d'esthétique, Communications, Ca cinéma, Screen, Quarterly Review of Film Studies, Cam-
era Obscura, and Australian Journal of Screen Theory.

1979
TRANSLATED BY MARY QUAINTANGCE

1. The Unattainable Text

That the film is a text, in the sense in which Barthes uses the word, is obvious
enough. That as such it might, or should, receive the same kind of attention as has
been devoted to the literary text is also obvious. But it is already not quite so obvious.
We shall soon see why.

The text of the film is indeed an unattainable text. In saying this, despite the
temptation of a play on words, I do not mean to evoke the special difficulties that
very often make it impossible to obtain the film in the material sense or find the
proper conditions to constitute it into a text, that is, the editing table or the projector
with freeze-frame facility. These difficulties are still enormous: they are very often
discouraging, and they go a long way toward explaining the comparative backward-
ness of film studies. However, one can imagine, if still only hypothetically, that one
day, at the price of a few changes, the film will find something that is hard to express,
a status analogous to that of the book or rather that of the phonograph record with
respect to the concert. If film studies are still done then, they will undoubtedly be
more numerous, more imaginative, more accurate, and above all more enjoyable
than the ones we carry out in fear and trembling, threatened continually with dis-
possession of the object. And yet, curious as it might seem, the situation of the film
analyst, even when he does possess the film, any film, will not change in every par-
ticular.

I shall not linger over the indisputable fact that one does not have the text, the
“methodological field,” the “production,” the “ traversal,” as Barthes puts it, when
one has the work, the “fragment of substance.”’ But without going into the theoreti-
cal labyrinths opened up by the notion of the text, I shall stress two things. On the
one hand the material possession of the work alone permits one full access to the
textual fiction, since it alone allows one a full experience of the multiplicity of op-
erations carried out in the work and makes it precisely into a text. On the other, as
soon as one studies a work, quotes a fragment of it, one has implicitly taken up a
textual perspective, even if feebly and one-dimensionally, even if in a restrictive and
regressive fashion, even if one continues to close the text back onto itself although it
is, as Barthes has insisted, and before him, Blanchot, the locus of an unbounded
openness. That is why it is possible, in a slide that is both justified and somewhat
abusive, like all slides, to speak of quoting the text when by text one means work,
even if at a later stage one may be driven, as Barthes has been, to think the literary
experience from the starting point of an opposition between the work and the text.

\
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In connection with these terms, but without evading them, I should just like to
emphasize here a fatal flaw: the text of the film js unattainable because it is an
unquotable text. To this extent, and to this extent only, the word text as applied to

film is metaphorical; it clearly pinpoints the paradox that inflicts the filmic text and
to such a degree only the filmic text.

When one chooses to read, to study a work, to recognize in it the pressure of the
text, so close in a sense to what Blanchot has conceptualized as literature, nothing is
more immediate, simpler than to quote a word, a phrase, a few lines, a sentence, a
page. Omit the quotation marks that signal it and the quotation is invisible; it is
quite naturally absorbed into the page. Despite the change of regime it introduces,
it does not really break up the reading; it even helps to make description, analysis, a
special form of discourse, in the best of cases a new text, by a reduplication whose
fascination has been fully felt by modern thought. This effect is obviously peculiar
to the literary work, more generally to the written work, and to it alone. It lies in the
undivided conformity of the object of study and the means of study, in the absolute
material coincidence between language and language. That is why only the written
work was able to provide, so to speak, a pretext for a theory of the text, or at least for
the first effects of its practice. That is why Barthes so strongly distrusts everything
that escapes the written, for the meta-language effect is more tangible there, by
definition. Indeed, one speaks the more “about” an object the less one can draw it
into the material body of the commentary. At the same' time this is obviously to
emphasize the absolute privilege of written expression in this conversion of the work
into a text. The material reality of a commentary that in its turn comes to have more
or less the function of a text constitutes the necessary mediation for this transmuta-
tion, which in the last instance would like to appear in the absolute guise of a play.
That is to say that in fact it aims for an integral reconciliation between language and
language, and between the subject and the subject, receiving from the exteriority of
language the absolution that would restore it to its desire. For clarity’s sake, one
thing should be remembered. This idea arises with the joint emergence of the two
concepts literature and science of literature. It arose for the first time, in a still un-
certain fashion, with romanticism and the beginnings of literary criticism; a second
time at the turn of the century in the first great mutual concussion of literature and
the human sciences, in Nietzsche and Mallarmé, Freud and Saussure; a third time
today under the internal and external pressure exercised on literature by what
Barthes has called “the conjoint action of Marxism, psychoanalysis and structural-
ism.” To sum up, let us say that the science of literature has enabled us to recog-
nize in the work the reality and the utopia of the text; but this movement has no
meaning unless it dissolves the science into the body of its object to the extent, in
the ideal case, of abolishing any divergence between science and literature, analy-

sis and the work.?

It is from the starting point of this both real and mythical level that the appar-
ently quite secondary fact of the possibility of quotation turns out to assign a para-
doxical specificity to the cinematic text. The written text is the only one that can be
quoted unimpededly and unreservedly. But the filmic text does not have the same
differential relations with the written text as the pictorial text, the musical text, the
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theatrical text (and all the intermediate mixed texts they give ris‘e t‘o). The piCtOl"la]
text is in fact a quotable text. No doubt the quotation stand:s outin its heter‘ogenel.ty,
its difference; no doubt there are many material difficulties in its way, dxfﬁcultlesf
expressing the specifically material loss un.dergor?e by the work from tl.w verly fact (1)

its reproduction. The format of the book in partl.cular, alwa)'s reductive, o )VI.OI.JS‘)II
produces an inevitable distortion through the disproportion between the. origina

and its reproduction. But the quotation is on the other hand perfectly satlsfagtgry,
allowing a remarkable play on the detail with respect to the whole. From the critical
point of view it has one advantage that only painting possesses: one can see a'nd take
in the work at one glance. Which literary analysis cannot dq, except when it has as
its object short poems in which vision and reading are superimposed (e.g., Ruwet's,
LLévi-Strauss’s and Jakobson’s analyses of Baudelaire sonne{s). Beyopd these, even
when it chooses to quote “the whole text” in limit-case experiments like Barthes’s in
S/Z, it can only rediscover the inevitable linearity of the written. A

The musical text, conversely, sets two obstacles in the way of quotation. }"lrst, at
the level of the score. It is certainly quotable, in whole or in part, like the literary
text. But it opposes to language an infinitely greater heteroge.nelt'y than that of the
picture—that of a specific codification whose extreme technicality m.arks a break.
On the other hand, and much more profoundly (for a society in which everyone
could read music is conceivable —was this not the case in the micro-societies gf the
aristocracy and the bourgeoisie?), the musical text is divided, since the score is not
the performance. But sound cannot be quoted. It cannot be described or evoked. ¥n
this the musical text is irreducible to the text, even if it is, metaphorically, and in
reality, thanks to the plurality of its operations, just as textual as the 1itergry text.
With the one difference that it cannot really be experienced except by hearing it—
never by analyzing it, subjecting it to a reading, since then one is no longer hearm.g
it, or only hearing it virtually. Finally, one last problem and not the least: the score is
fixed but performance changes. Some more or less aleatoric types of modern music
that increase this gap between score and performance take the phenomgmn to an
extreme but do not change its terms. The work is unstable. In a sense this mobility
increases even further the degree of textuality of the musical work, since the text, as
Barthes has said again and again, is mobility itself. But by a kind of.pa.radox, this
mobility cannot be reduced to the language that attempts to grasp it in orde‘r to
bring it out by duplication. In this the musical text is less textual than are the picto-
rial text and above all the literary text, whose mobility is in some sense inversely
proportional to the fixity of the work. The possibility of keeping to the letter of the
text is in fact the condition of its possibility.

The theatrical text demonstrates the same paradox and the same division, al-
though in a different way. On the one hand, the work, the text in the ordinary sense
of the term, can be reduced unequivocally to the problematic of the literary text,
except that the play more or less inevitably brings with it the absence of its perfo'r-
mance. On the other, the performance creates a mobile text, as open and aleatornlc
as that of the musical text. A mise-en-sceéne can be discussed, its principles stated,'lts
novelty, its uniqueness felt; but it cannot really be described or guotgd. Its te.x.tuahty,
though indisputable, escapes the text once again through its infinite mobility, the
too radical divergence between the text which provides it with a pretext and a mate-
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rial and vocal figurability without any real delimitation. At most, just as the phono-
graph record has become the fixed memory of the concert, making an end if not of
the variety of interpretations, at least of the internal variability of each performance,
one might imagine fixing some mise-en-scene, as has been done on all too few occa-
sions, by the only means apt to reproduce it: the film. Pushing aside the problem of
the theater, this automatically reinforces the paradoxical uniqueness of the cin-
ema.

Indeed, the film exhibits the peculiarity, remarkable for a spectacle, of being a
fixed work. The scenario, the initial shooting script, are indeed not absolutely com-
parable with the score or the theatrical play. They are pro-texts, as, without being
similar, plans and drafts are for the written work, sketches for a picture. Performance,
in the film, is annihilated in the same way, to the advantage of the immutability of
the work. This immutability, as we have seen, is a paradoxical precondition for the
conversion of the work into a text, insofar as, if only by the abuttment it constitutes,
it favors the possibility of a voyage through language that unties and reties the many
operations by which the work is made into a text. But this movement, which brings
the film closer to the picture and'the book, is at the same time a broadly contradic-
tory one: indeed, the text of the film never fails to escape the language that consti-
tutes it. In a sense one can no more quote a film than one can a musical work or a
theatrical production. However, this is not quite true. The analysis of the film suffers
the force of this paradox, which derives from the perfect delimitation of the work
but equally from the mixture of materials whose location is the cinema.

Once it is a talking cinema, it conjoins five matters of expression, as Christian
Metz has shown: phonetic sound, written titles, musical sound, noises, and the mov-
ing photographic image. The first two of these pose no apparent problems for quota-
tion. Nothing is more easily reproduced than the dialogue of a film: publishers know
what they are doing when they imply, as they often do, that they are recreating the
film for us by printing its dialogue and playing a dubious game with the image to
recreate that absolutely illusory thing known as its story. But it is quite obvious that
something is lost thereby: written titles belong fully to the written, dialogue both to
sound and to the written (it was written before being spoken, and even if it is impro-
vised, it can be transcribed, since it does not change). Thus it undergoes a consider-
able reduction as soon as it is quoted: it loses tone, intensities, timbres, pitches,
everything that constitutes the profound solidity of the voice. The same is true of
noises, except that it is much less easy to reduce them to the signified, since this
reduction can only be a translation, a kind of paraphrastic evocation. In this respect,
what might be called motivated noise, which can always be evoked, more or less,
since it indicates the real, should be distinguished from arbitrary noise, which can
go so far as to serve as a score, escaping in this way all translatability since it is not
even codified as is the musical score (confining ourselves for simplicity’s sake to
music in which the score is still truly determinant). Note that these are only two
extremes, extremes that can be inverted: an arbitrary but simple noise can be delim-
ited, while a motivated but overcomplex one cannot. How in an analysis is one to
deal with the noise track of a film like La mort en ce jardin, for example, made up
solely of the noises of the Amazon forest but so rich that it substitutes more or less for
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music? The bird calls in The Birds can be thought of in the same way; orche#ratcd
by Robert Burks, thanks to the possibilities of electronic sound, they co.nstltute a
true score in this film from which music is apparently absent. ¥n.short, noise consti-
tutes a greater obstacle to the textuality of the film the more it is one 'of t'he major
instruments of its textual materiality. Musical sound obviously takes 'thls divergence
between text and text to the extreme: given the specifications implied by the‘ phe-
nomenon of combination, which makes flm music not a work in itself l?llt an inter-
nal dimension of the work, we have here again the problems posed in this respect b?/
musical works. With one difference, and by no means a negligible one. If the divi-
sion between score and performance, code and sound, remains an integral one,
here the musical text is received, thanks to a petrifaction seemingly opposed to its
very virtuality, in that immutability of the work which defines the film. sl

There remains the image, and with it, rightly or wrongly, the essential. F irst for

a historical reason: for thirty years, with the indispensable support of written tlt!es
(and not counting the intermittent assistance of a music outside'the materla‘]
specificity of the work), the image represented the film, all films: the cinema. And it
did so to such an extent that even today it is too often confused with it, by an exces-
sive simplification the a priori assumptions of which have been unraveled by Chris-
tian Metz. The unique situation of the image among the cinema’s matters of expres-
sion will perhaps allow us, if not to excuse this excess, at least to lunderstand it. The
image is indeed located, with respect to the echo it might receive from language,
halfway between the semi-transparency of written titles and dlalogue.and th.e more
or less complete opacity of music and noise. Moreover, it is this which quite logn-
cally gives the image as such, as a moving image, the highc;st degree of cinematic
specificity among the matters of expression whose combination, on Fhe other hand,
creates many more or less specifically cinematic coordinations. Until very recegt]y,
no doubt, this insistence on the specificity of the image was usually a convenient
pretext to remove the film from any true critical undertaking and to negotiate, as it
were, the image in terms of the scenario, that is, of contents, themes. But over a.nd
above its distortions and its inadequacies, which are as negative as they are idealist,
this contradiction did confusedly express something absolutely essential: a highly
paradoxical relationship between the moving image and the language that seeks to
reveal in the film the filmic text itself. This has been clearly seen since the area was
turned upside down by the semiology of the cinema and the first true textual analy-
ses. It is no accident that the only code constituted by Christian Metz has been a
syntagmatics of the image track and that most analyses have concentrat'ed, with a
kind of impatience and quite explicable fascination, on the textual workings of the
image, as it were expressing a voluntarily agreed restriction that clearly never ceases
to transgress its limit, since that limit is illusory.

This restriction and fascination derive from the paradox introduced by the mov-
ing image. On the one hand it spreads in space like a picture; on the other it plunges
into time, like a story which its serialization into units approximates more or less to
the musical work. In this it is peculiarly unquotable, since the written text cannot
restore to it what only the projector can produce: a movement, the illusign of which
guarantees the reality. That is why the reproduction even of many stills is only ever
able to reveal a kind of radical inability to assume the textuality of the film. How-
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ever, stills are essential. Indeed they represent an equivalent, arranged each time had on two occasions, to cite only tbese tw.o’ whicn o f]f.ront?;lh\i‘;lt:l?‘i’z 3\;‘1(()) t}ilrt;?éi
according to the needs of the reading, to freeze-frames on the editing table, with the in which film was takgn flS the medium of its oivn cr1t1¢1sx§/1[. . h‘iﬂs i il
absolutely contradictory function of opening up the textuality of the film just at the casts in the series “C.meastes de notre temps, on}ilon : ax gcem e
moment they interrupt its unfolding. In a sense it is really what is done when a Samuel Fuller. The viewer saw, and t'hen resaw, while 'a voice 0 t} I})i ol
’ reader stops at a sentence in a book to re-read it and reflect on it. But it is not the tain features, two of the most extraordinary camera movements in "]re] ) %r t}wqg 3
x same movement that is frozen. Continuity is suspended, meaning fragmented; but cinema, in which such movements are by no means uncommont.)' l?le' rs ssens‘the
the material specificity of a means of expression is not interfered with in the same the ball in Le plaisir, just as the masked.ﬁgure more and more}m:s eadi icfo =0
‘, N | way. The cinema, through the moving image, is the only art of time which, when we length of the ball'room, then collapses in a b03< wheée, ber;eﬁf) \IVZ 1:}31:113]; (;) frﬂofn thg
|‘ il go against the principle on which it is based, still turns out to give us something to man an old one is revealed; the second, in Forty Guns, 0 e e
see, and moreover something alone that allows us to feel its textuality fully: a theat- hotel he is leaving to the post qfﬁce tq whilch h.e goes to e L g (l:(%m.{lt]; the ‘;fort;f
rical play cannot be stopped, unless it has been filmed, nor can a concert; and if a for the end of a long dialogue his meeting in a single continuous field with the “forty

phonograph record is stopped there is simply nothing left to hear. That is why it
turns out that despite what it does allow, the phonograph record (or the recording
tape), which might seem the magical instrument of musical analysis, only appar-
ently resolves a basic contradiction, that of sound. The frozen frame and the still
that reproduces it are simulacra; obviously they never prevent the film from escap-
ing, but paradoxically they allow it to escape as a text. Obviously the language of the
analysis is responsible for the rest. It attempts to link together the multiplicity of
textual operations between the simulacra of the frozen images like any other analy-
sis. But the analysis of the film thus receives its portion of an inevitability known to
no other: not to literary analysis, which constantly makes language return freely to
language; nor to the analysis of the picture, which can partly or wholly reestablish its
object in the space of the commentary; nor to musical analysis, irreducibly divided
between the accuracy of a score and the otherness of a performance; nor to that of

guns” that race past on horseback on the left side of the. franlle. H.ere thgre is nf)
longer any divergence, no need of narration. A true quotation, in all its obviousness.
But this sudden quotability that ilm allows to film (and in the same way sound to
sound) obviously has its other side: will oral language ever be able to say what writ-
ten language says? And if not, at the price of what c.hanges? Bengath th.e appear-
ances of an answer a contrario, this is a serious questlon.—econonnc,.somal, p'Ol'ltl-
cal, profoundly historical —since it touches on the formidable c.olluslon of writing
and Western history in which the written alternately or even sunultans:ops]y per-
forms a liberating and repressive function. Can or should the work., be it image or
sound, in its efforts to accede to the text, that is, to the social utopia of a language
without separation, do without the text, free itself from the text?

1975 E

theatrical representation, where the same division is at once less complete and less AR B [ [
precise. In fact, filmic analysis, if it is to take place at all, must take upon itself this
rhythmical as well as figurative and actantial narrative component for which the
stills are the simulacra, indispensable but already derisory in comparison with what
they represent. Thus it constantly mimics, evokes, describes; in a kind of principled
il despair it can but try frantically to compete with the object it is attempting to under-
i stand. By dint of seeking to capture it and recapture it, it ends up always occupying
.3||" a point at which its object is perpetually out of reach. That is why filmic analyses,
I once they begin to be precise, and while, for the reasons I have just suggested, they
I remain strangely incomplete, are always so long, according to the extent of their
coverage, even if analysis is, as we know, always in a sense interminable. That s why
they are so difficult, or more accurately, so graceless to read, repetitive, complicated,
['shall not say needlessly so, but necessarily so, as the price of their strange perversity.
I That is why they always seem a little fictional: playing on an absent object, never
:l‘tl able, since their aim is to make it present, to adopt the instruments of fiction even
I though they have to borrow them. The analysis of film never stops filling up a film
WE that never stops running out: it is the Danaids’ cask par excellence. This is what
. makes the text of the film an unattainable text: but it is so surely only at this price.

We might change our point of view completely—though this would be to go
much further than intended here—and ask if the filmic text should really be ap-
proached in writing at all. I am thinking, a contrario, of the wonderful impression [



2. System of a Fragment*
B} (on The Birds)

The following pages are an extract from a study in preparation on Hitchcock’s work.
Ioffer them to the reader as an essay in systematic analysis, and as such they can claim to
organize as large as possible a number of the elements that constitute the cinematic
“text” within a limited segment. However, this analysis, although long and detailed, is
still incomplete, insofar as it is true that every attempt or temptation of this kind is fated
to enter the circle whose terms were so admirably defined by Freud: “die endliche und
die unendliche Analyse,” the analysis which ends and the analysis which never ends.

Second, I have quite deliberately restricted myselfto a vocabulary free of any semio-
logical or linguistic reference. Film, like every object of communication, is undoubtedly
a system of signs and can someday expect to obtain the sanction of a codified formaliza-
tion; but I have preferred to allow it to reveal itself as such in all the wealth of its logical
provocativeness, rather than constrained and masked by the sometimes hasty and cas-
trating rhetoric of a premature conceptualization. Hence the rather imprecise word
“thyme,” which I have used exclusively to denote very powerful formal homologies and
which independently imposed itself, and also the concepts of condensation and dis-
placement that so clearly convey the experience of the material abstraction of film.

Let me add, finally, that from the outset, I did not intend this work to be very con-
clusive. This is because of the partial nature of its object, which seemed to disallow any
too precise closure without further extensions and tests, either where its global object,
Hitchcock—and beyond him, the cinematic narrative—or where the operation of the
analysis itself were concerned.

However, the reader may perhaps recognize running through it an idea that is di-
rected at an idealism too old not to be formulated. The beautiful has always been held to
defy analysis and in the last resort to reduce the work to the romantic indefiniteness of its
excesses. But it s precisely the beautiful which analysis meets, in its very possibility, when
it brings to light the always shaky, always compound equilibrium of a set of forms and

structures which define the work, that object of aesthetic pleasure as the site of a beauty, at
the same time as they determine it with complete logical reversibility, as the site of desire.!

I. PRELIMINARIES

The analysis of this sequence from The Birds aims to demonstrate how meaning
emerges in the succession of a story in pictures by the double constraint of repetition
and variation, hierarchized according to the logical progression of symmetry and asym-
metry. The elements to which the meaning effects relate are marshalled here in a
fragment that follows the natural order of the plot, even if they would gain by being
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articulated in a different way to other similar or dissimilar elements distributed in the
field of the whole plot, or better, that web of plots stamped with the name Alffed
Hitchcock. On the other hand, the tiny fragments into which it break.s down, which
brings Hitchcock so close to Griffith's original lesson, enables us to 1sqlate the ele-
ments by the simplest kind of listing—numbering the successive shots. Finally, words

" and music are almost entirely absent from this sequence: it brings out, in the heart of

the sound cinema, the great stylistic and demonstrative virtues of the silent film. :

In these ways, this example facilitates analysis, in Pa'rticular. the always conjec-
tural quotation of the cinematic “text.” But this simplicity has its obverse. The ex-
ample is doubly constraining by the rigor of the order of succession and })y the large
number of shots. It is useful to remember that “sequence” is an approximate term,
often descriptive in that art of supple and continuous narrative proper to tl'le clgssx-
cism of the great American cinema. Thus, although our excerpt has its ]ustlﬁcat.lon,
it also has its arbitrariness. Neither the beginning nor the end can prqperly be said to
constitute this segment of film as a closed and strictly deﬁnable unit. The analysis
might go beyond them, even to the extent of rediscovering t'he whole film, by a
series of extensions. But, inversely, it is the analysis that determines the autonomy of
this segment of film, precisely in the distance it covers and it’S.pOS.SIblllty. Let me
add, lastly, that this choice is due to the logical accident of a fascination, not at all to
convenience deriving from the retrospective needs of the analysis. ;

A sequence, then—once the word is merely conventional and reveals 1tsel.f to
be as inadequate to designate a fixed unit of narration as the shot is fqr a fixed unit of
the photography.? The arbitrariness of the excerpt as well as the dellberate absence
of any linguistic reference prevent me from using the refined categories propos.ed by
Christian Metz to list the syntagmatic units of the continuity of film.? Let me simply
suggest that it would not be correct to describe this segment as an “or.dinary se-
quence” since, if its consecutiveness does seem unique, it is not discontinuous. As
we shall see, it could be called an “alternating narrative syntagm,” if the cleavage
between the one who sees and his or her vision, which have become a double ac-
tion, were interpreted as a double temporal consecutiveness; or finally a “sc.ene,” if
we were to recognize in it the law of one single and continuous consecutiveness.
This last is the word that rings the truest: its simplicity suggests to the mind a closed
space in which heroes confront one another. And beyond, it touches on the,myth
that Freud recalled, from the depths of earliest infancy, as the “primal scene.”

II. THE SEQUENCE

The text that follows is a complete breakdown of the sequence. It begins with
shot 3 because the numbers, for the sake of convenience, follow the purely material
division of the copy into reels. The notation accompanying the description of each
shot constitutes the series of the most marked pertinences. I have deliberately re-
stricted their number; I have also formulated them as strict oppositions. The opposi-
tion static/movement, which denotes the absence or presence of camera move-
ments, is absolutely rigorous. The other two are relative and have to be explai‘ne( in
the light of nuances in the breakdown as well as of those in the interpretatlon,' in
particular, the opposition close/distant, which translates the dialectic of the framn_ng
and thus marks a relation between one shot and another rather than any fixed units.
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I have decided not to bother to indicate the time, The whole sequence lasts six

minutes fifteen seconds. It consists almost exclusively of short takes, whose exact lengths
are not pertinent in an art which, unlike music, does not proceed according to a rhyth-
mic notation in conventional units.

Simply for differentiation’s sake, I have called the wooden structure which gives
access to the shore on arrival at the Brenners’ house, the “dock,” and the one which
surrounds the little harbor of Bodega Bay, the “pier.”

Analysis forces me and structure invites me to divide the sequence into registerable
segments, grouping sometimes a larger sometimes a smaller number of shots. I have
called these groups or series. Most of the series are grouped in two sets, which I have
called A and B: hence the notation Al etc. for the series of the first set, B, etc. for those
of the second. Fach set is defined by a center, called center A and center B, The initial
and final series are simply distinguished by the words “departure” and “arrival” Certain
shots, as we shall see, overlap two series: the convenience of the excerpt dictated this,
and it will be explained in the commentary. The following schematic summary of the
scene will be of some assistance in reading the latter, as well as the breakdown:

SHOT #
3-12 Departure
[ 12-14  (A0) Melanie on the boat
15-24 Al The boat, paddled by Melanie,
approaching the dock
J 25-31 A2

Melanie’s progress to the house on the dock
32-36 A3 (Center A) Melanie in the house

37-43 A4 Melanie toward the boat on the left

\ 44-56 AS5-Bl Melanie in the boat
56-60 B2 (Center B)  Melanie in boat; Mitch looking at Melanie
60-71 B3 Melanie in the boat, Mitch in the car
72-84 Arrival

The film is in color. If this does not emerge from a mere reading, that is because
[ would have had to convert the technical fiction into an accurate description, at the
risk of forcing the film into the form of a novel in the attempt to recapture its flesh and
bones. This is a first restriction in principle on the power of analysis: it is impossible to
force film, which talks life, to reveal directly nothing but structures of the mind.

The film started ten minutes ago. We are in Bodega Bay, a small California town.
Melanie Daniels, a young socialite from San Francisco, arrives at Bodega Bay to give
Cathy Brenner a pair of the kind of parrots called “lovebirds” for her birthday. She
does not know the child, but she met her brother, Mitch Brenner, at a petshop in San
Francisco, and their half-mocking, half-aggressive conversation on that occasion so
aroused her interest that she has made the sixty-mile journey from the city.

The scene begins just as Melanie Daniels arrives at the pier in Bodega Bay to

take the birds as a surprise to Mitch Brenner’s house, which is visible in the distance
on the other side of the water.
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THE SHOTS

3 FULL SHOT
Melanie drives from background
right, around corner and to foreground
(sound of seagulls off-screen).

4 LONG SHOT
Melanie drives car down slope and out
foreground right.

5 HIGH-ANGLE LONG PAN SHOT
Melanie parks behind “The Tides” boat
rental and gets out of car with birdcage
in hand. She moves onto pier and camera
pans right with her along it and toward
fisherman in background.

6 MEDIUM SHOT
Melanie enters foreground left to face
fisherman.

Melanie: Do you have a boat for
Miss Daniels?

Fisherman: Ex .. . er...yes ma’am.
It. .. it’s the one right below.

Melanie starts right.

7 CLOSE SHOT
Fisherman stares at Melanie as she hands
him cage and exits down off-screen stairs.

8 MEDIUM PAN SHOT
As fisherman helps her, camera pans
down with Melanie’s descent of ladder
and off fisherman.

9 CLOSE SHOT
Fisherman straightens, shakes his head,
and starts down off-screen ladder.

10 MEDIUM SHOT
Melanie seated in skiff as fisherman
moves down ladder and into boat and
starts the motor, stepping up onto ladder
as Melanie pulls boat out foreground
(sound of motorboat).

11 CLOSE SHOT
Fisherman on ladder looking after
off-screen right Melanie.

12 HIGH-ANGLE LONG SHOT (POV)
Down to Melanie piloting boat toward
background.

Fisherman
seeing

Melanie
seen

Static

Static

Movement

Static

Static

Movement

Static

Static

Static

Static

Close

Distant




THE SHOTS (cont.)

I3 LONG SHOT (SIDE ANGLE)
Melanie piloting motorboat left to right.

14 HIGH-ANGLE LONG SHOT
Down to Melanie driving boat toward
foreground, the village in background.

15 MEDIUM SHOT
Melanie piloting boat and looking hard
off foreground right,

16 LONG SHOT (POV)
Brenner house. Mitch, Lydia, and Cathy
moyving toward pickup truck parked in
driveway.

17 MEDIUM SHOT
Melanie piloting boat and watching off-
screen right group. She turns and cuts the
motor (sound of motorboat out).

18 LONG SHOT (POV)
Brenner house. The Brenners move to
pickup truck and start to get in.

19 MEDIUM SHOT
Melanie watching off-screen group
(sound of off-screen truck motor).

20 LONG SHOT (POV)
Brenner house. The pickup driving out left
to right, Mitch running down slope left to
right (very slight movement or reframing
left to right of Mitch).

21 CLOSE SHOT
Melanie looking at off-screen right to
Mitch, then lifting oar and starting to
paddle toward foreground.

22 LONG SHOT (POV)
Brenner house. Mitch opening barn door
and going inside (sound of paddle
off-screen).

Melanie

Melanie

Melanie

seeing

Mitch seen

Melanie
seeing

Mitch seen

Melanie

seeing

Mitch seen

Melanie
seeing

Mitch seen

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

(*2movement)

Static

Static

Distant

Distant

Close

Distant

Distant

Distant

Close

Distant

Close

Distant
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THE SHOTS (cont.)

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

MEDIUM FULL SHOT
Melanie paddling toward foreground
and looking off right.

FULL SHOT (POV)
The dock of Brenner house as off-screen
Melanie’s boat moves toward it, with
forward movement.

HIGH-ANGLE FULL PAN SHOT
Down to Melanie paddling boat to dock,
grabbing it and tying boat up, then rising
and picking up cage, stepping onto dock,
camera panning up with her, and starting
up foreground steps, looking off left.

LONG FORWARD MOVING SHOT (POV)
The Brenner place, the barn door wide open.

MEDIUM CLOSE DOLLY SHOT
Camera tracks back with Melanie, who
smiles as she walks toward foreground
looking off left.

MOVING SHOT (POV)
Camera tracks left and in on the barn area.

MEDIUM DOLLY SHOT
Camera tracks back with Melanie’s
smiling advance.

FULL FORWARD MOVING SHOT (POV)

Camera tracks left and in on the barn area.

MEDIUM CLOSE DOLLY SHOT
Camera tracks left with Melanie moving
up steps to house door, opening it and
starting in.

DOLLY SHOT

Interior of Brenner house. Camera fixed
on door as Melanie enters in long shot,
then tracks back with her movement to
foreground toward living room, where

she stops and looks around. Camera pans
right with her as she moves into the room,
where she puts cage down on a hassock,
looks around, then opens her purse and
starts to reach inside it.

Melanie
seeing

Dock

Melanie
seeing

Barn

Melanie

seeing

Barn

Melanie
seeing

Barn

Melanie
seeing

Melanie

Static

Movement

Movement

Movement

Movement

Movement

Movement

Movement

Movement

Movement

Close

Distant

Close

Distant

Close

Distant

Close

Distant

Close

Distant
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THE SHOTS (cont.)

33 CLOSE-UP (INSERT) Melanie Static Close
On Melanie’s hands as she takes two (her hands) (*2movement) (close-up)
envelopes from purse. A slight movement
left to right leads from her hands to cage,
revealing second bird on right; she puts
envelope marked “To Cathy” in front of
cage and tears up one marked “To
Mitchell Brenner,” putting torn pieces
into her purse and moving off-screen left,
(Sound of paper tearing.)

34 FULL PAN SHOT Melanie Movement | Distant
Camera pans left with Melanie to dining seeing
| room window, where she looks out left.

l‘ 35 FULL SHOT (POV) Barn Static Distant
i .‘M To the open door of barn as curtain is
it |'I’ pulled aside foreground.

(=)

M 36 LONG PAN SHOT Melanie Movement | Distant
i Camera pans right with Melanie to
hallway; she runs to background door,
looks around and starts out.

il 37 MEDIUM CLOSE DOLLY PAN SHOT Melanie Movement | Close
‘ I Melanie comes out of house and camera seeing "
I dollies and pans right with her across

| porch and down stairs; she starts toward
\‘(‘ "l? background, looking off left.

i |
‘!|‘¢I 38 MOVING FULL SHOT (POV) Barn Movement | Distant

n | The barn.
““‘1 39 HIGH-ANGLE FULL PAN SHOT Melanie Movement | Close
“ Camera tilts up as Melanie moves along seeing

dock toward background, looking over
shoulder foreground left off:screen.

40 MOVING LONG SHOT (POV) Barn Movement | Distant
The barn.

41 MEDIUM DOLLY SHOT Melanie Movement |  Close
Camera tracks in with Melanie moving seeing

toward edge of dock, looking over
shoulder off-screen left foreground.

42 MOVING LONG SHOT House, Movement | Distant
The house and barn. Barn
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THE SHOTS (cont.)

43 HIGH-ANGLE FULL DOLLY PAN Melanie Movement Close
Melanie looks off foreground left, camera seeing
tracks in and pans down and left with her
climb down steps to the boat. She steps
down into boat, picks up paddle to shove

‘ off, sits and unties the skiff, and pushes

i off; camera pans left and up with her

paddling toward background, looking

f over her shoulder to foreground left.

(Sound of paddling.)
’y I 44 LONG SHOT (POV) Mitch seen Static Distant
; Mitch moving from barn toward (*~2movement)
|| "\! foreground. (Reframing or very slight
“ ! movement left to right on Mitch.)
i
i i 45 MEDIUM CLOSE SHOT Melanie Static Close
[l Melanie puts down oar, turns and leans seeing
I _i\ over stern of boat with a smile, looking
! I toward off-screen house.
I
i 46 LONG SHOT (POV) Mitch seen |  Static Distant
[I‘\ Mitch moves to door of house, wipes feet
1} i on mat, and starts inside.
Il
Lt 47 MEDIUM CLOSE SHOT Melanie Static Close
il Melanie watching. seeing
It
il I
i 48 LONG SHOT (POV) House Static | Distant
\‘I The house; no movement
i
| 49 CLOSE-UP Melanie Static Close
1.‘ | Melanie watching off-screen house. seeing (close-up)
i
il 50 LONG SHOT (POV) Mitch seen Static Distant
il Mitch comes out of house and runs right
‘.\le} toward driveway, stops, shades his eyes,
H‘" looking off right.
Il
(i
1," 51 CLOSE-UP Melanie Static Close
Wl I Melanie watching. seeing (close-up)
} vI
‘.}‘l 52 LONG SHOT (POV) Mitch seen Static Distant
“ Mitch turns, starts toward house, stops
\ ' and looks to foreground, shading his eyes
\r | (reframing).




THE SHOTS (cont.)

i 53 CLOSE-UP Melanie Static | Close
(I Melanie reacts, ducking down. seeing (close-up)
|| l‘ | |\
e
’:I Ill‘:ljl"" 54 LONG SHOT (POV) Mitch seen Static Distant
K Mitch lowers hand and runs to house,
l. il going inside.
\| ‘
| I ' 55 MEDIUM CLOSE SHOT Melanie Static Close
|g i Melanie sits up fast and tries to start seeing
’|’ ' motor. (Sound of motor not catching.)
[
||| Il
Ii 56 LONG SHOT (POV) Mitch seen Static Distant
1 Mitch comes out of house with binoculars
il I and moves toward foreground as seagulls
|w|"‘“'|'|"!’ appear in foreground at top of screen.
Il ]\\“;“ .
I 57 CLOSE-UP Mitch seeing | Static | Close
e Mitch moving binoculars up to his eyes (close-up)
‘ as he looks off foreground right.
58 MEDIUM SHOT (POV) Melanie Static Distant
Through circles of binoculars—mask shot seen O
—Melanie seen in boat trying to start
motor.
59 CLOSE SHOT Mitch seeing Static Close
Mitch lowers binoculars, smiles, exits
right fast. (Sound of motor catching off-
screen/sound of seagull cries off:screen.)
60 MEDIUM CLOSE SHOT Melanie Static Close
Melanie smiles as she pilots the boat left. seeing
61 LONG SHOT (POV) Mitch seen Static Distant
Mitch moving quickly to his car,
62 MEDIUM CLOSE SHOT Melanie Static Close

’\\.‘ Melanie pilots boat left. seeing
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THE SHOTS (cont.)

63 LONG SHOT (POV)
Camera pans right with Mitch driving
car away from house right.

64 CLOSE SHOT
Melanie in boat watching off-screen left
in direction of Mitch.

65 LONG SHOT (POV)
Mitch drives car right on road and
toward background.

66 CLOSE SHOT
Melanie reacting as she watches off-screen
Mitch.

67 LONG SHOT (POV)
Mitch drives car fast left to right
background.

68 CLOSE SHOT
Melanie watching off-screen Mitch.

69 LONG SHOT (POV)
Mitch driving car left to right along road.
At the end of the shot, slight lateral
movement following the car.

70 CLOSE-UP
Melanie watching off-screen right Mitch.

71 LONG SHOT (POV)
Mitch drives car out right, followed in
lateral movement by a very slight pan.

72 CLOSE-UP
Melanie smiling as she watches off-screen

Mitch.

Mitch seen

Melanie
seeing

Mitch seen

Melanie
seeing

Mitch seen

Melanie
seeing

Mitch seen

Melanie
seeing

Mitch seen

Melanie
seeing

Movement

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

(*2movement)

Static

Static
(*~movement)

Static

Distant

Close

Distant

Close

Distant

Close

Distant

Close
(close-up)

Distant

Close
(close-up)
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THE SHOTS (cont.)

73

74

7

v

76

77

78

79

80

81

82

MOVING FULL SHOT
Camera moves in on pier as off-screen
Melanie approaches it.

CLOSE-UP

Melanie smiling.

MOVING LONG SHOT

Camera moves in on pier as Mitch
appears from background and camera
pans right with his run to edge of pier,
where he stands waiting.

CLOSE-UP
Melanie smiles, then her slightly tilted
face sets.

FULL SHOT
Sky with seagull in flight from foreground
left off-screen background right.

CLOSE SHOT

On Melanie, gull flies from right
foreground, strikes her head, and leaves
to background right.

FULL SHOT
Gull flies from right foreground toward
left background.

LONG SHOT
Mitch, strolling on the pier, stares closely
at Melanie, off-screen.

CLOSE SHOT
Melanie, who had raised her hand to
her head, removes it and looks at glove.

CLOSE-UP (INSERT)
Blood on index finger of Melanie’s
gloved hand.

Pier

Melanie
seeing

Mitch seen

Melanie
seeing

Seagull

Melanie,

gull

Seagull

Mitch seeing

Melanie

seen-seeing

Melanie
(her finger)

Movement

Static

Movement

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

Distant

Close
(close-up)

Distant

Close

Distant

Close

Close

Distant

Distant

Close

Close
(close-up)
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THE SHOTS (cont.)

83 FULL PAN SHOT
Camera pans toward bottom left on
Mitch, who leaps into a fishing boat
background.

84 HIGH-ANGLE LONG TO MEDIUM SHOT

Mitch in right foreground in fishing boat
approaches Melanie’s boat and grabs it,
pulling it into foreground. Melanie holds
her head and leans toward the prow; he
goes to her and helps her up.

Mitch: Are you all right?

Melanie: Yes, I think so. What do you
think made it do that?

Camera pans toward bottom right as
he helps her onto ladder; camera pans
following her as she climbs it.

Mitch: That’s the damndest thing I
ever saw, I don’t know, it seemed to
swoop down at you deliberately. Oh,
you’re bleeding, too; let’s take care of
that, OK? That’s the girl. Come on.

She holds her head with an expression of
pain. Mitch enters in close shot supporting
her, camera pans right following them.
They pass a man, camera travels forward,
pans right and stops with them close to the
door of The Tides Office.

Fisherman: What happened, Mitch?
Mitch: Gull hit her.
Fisherman: A gull?

Office Door.

Mitch seen

Mitch
Melanie

Movement

Movement

Distant

Distant
Close

84b

84f

84a

84e
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III. COMMENTARY

The sequence is built on the symmetrical movement of
marked by an asymmetry in the difference between the firs
this movement. The journey out is performed by one character, Melanie Daniels,
the journey back by two, Melanie Daniels and Mitch Brenner. In this duplication,
this simple action manifests a hierarchization of symmetry and asymmetry, which
makes the image and the plot, whose secret and law it is, refer to one another.

The Two Centers
Il

Melanie’s aim sustains the construction of the sequence at the beginning. The
central point of her itinerary is the room in the Brenners’ house where she intends
to deposit the lovebirds. Thus, shots 32-36 (A3), which show her in the house, con-
stitute the hinge of the sequence. They punctuate Melanie’s journey out and back
with a resting point; and the action at each end echoes that at the other, reinforcing
their median positions. Moreover, they stand out all the more clearly against the rest
of the scene in that they happen to be its only interior shots. Finally, their central
value is recognizable in several features marked by differences in a formal operation
of condensation and displacement at the three levels of the look, of framing, and of
movement.

a) the look

Series A3 is surrounded by two series of

on the one hand and, on the other, according to a strict binary alternation governed
by a simple principle: Melanie seeing/what Melanie sees. This constitutes an unbro.
ken harmony between shots 15-3] in the journey out (Al: the boat piloted by
Melanie approaching the dock at the Brenners’ house; A2 Melanie’s progress to the
house) and shots 37-56 of the return journey (A4, Melanie’s movement toward and
onto the dock; A5, her departure in the boat and her expectation): they echo and
Oppose one another symmetrically about a center.

But shots 32-36 explicitly break with this principle of alternation. Shot 32
(Melanie’s movement in the hallway of the house and her entry into the dining
room) and shot 36 (Melanie’s route toward the door) rhyme with each other at each
end of the series; but each one follows or precedes a shot of Melanie (31 and 37) that
shows her outside the house at the moment she enters and leaves.

This is, of course, a perfectly normal technique: two shots from either side of a
door ensure the continuity of the character’s movement. It is only remarkable here,
and all the more subtly so, in that the eye cannot be too forcibly struck by it because
it upsets the rigor of a symmetrical alternation and, as we shall see, the relationship
between the kind of framing that supports it.

Shot 33, on the other hand (the insert of Melanie’s hands and the two enve-
lopes beside the lovebirds’ cage), is not part of Melanie’s vision, it simply underlines

a detail of her action. Only shot 35 (the Brenners’ barn seen through the window)
restores the principle of alternation — one vision of Melanie’s between two shots of

shots that are deployed symmetrically

a journey out and back,
tand second periods of
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: i inui k in a group in
" Melanie seeing—and imposes the constructive continuity of the look in a group
~ which it is broken by a flagrant discontinuity.

ani i 36 does
But this is not strictly true: for if shot 34 does show Melanie sec_emg,rsilexsitn T
t. This divergence is not very important: it happeps at moments in tS}e i
nl-? ; lternation of shots does have the explicit function (;lf exp};essmgl 1? i ]Scrics y
i 36 produces at the other end o eries
ision. But on the one hand, shot 36 p . dc B
o}fl \;::;gn break which inverts that of shot 32. On the ot.her, it materializes the di
ren)(’:e bygwhich it is marked in the relation of the framing.

b) the framing i . 4
T)h four series Al, A2, A4, AS, symmetrically dlStrlbUtf‘:d a-round z‘}3,ddu1;lfl?at]e
th ltefnation character seeing/thing seen with an alternatlolll 1nﬁthe tkm so lra(ixes
@ iti lose/distant (the first term inclu
) formulated by the opposition close ' s
e dium st ond fi dium shot to long shot:
~ t, the second from me
1ge from close-up to medium sho , Lol ok
Fhellr;l:l]gd be kept in mind that the relation between tllCS? terms, oftc/rll h((llrd'toe <ies
it ; it strictly in an art of movement and in the relationship charac.ter a11t§o:1asl)f:r,ies
v i e scale). This opposition is upset ir
i t than their absolute scale). p in serie
TR i ion seeing/seen (34-35) in this
0 shots that mark the alternation secing/seen (3435
A3. In fact, the only two s mar tic e i
i yan equal framing in full shot. This non-opp :
series are defined by an equa ‘ ' hisDOIRRI OB Hiese
i i\ tween this framing and that of the 3
by a relative equivalence be : e
i : Melanie ceases to be the seer a
series (32 and 36, long shots): ' fae
tz:n expli(citly 50, although not by a character but by the camera and lthedcamct;]ae
:nan’ The effect is particularly strong in shot 32: when l\lflclin}le :)%)enskt 1tcl ‘?lc;rr,ma]
era is wait ' arks the distance with a look that breaks the
era is waiting for her and marks t : . D ]
gzrr?tinuity of thg double shot of her entrance with a slight spatial and tempora
iation. 2
dewgft'lhe alternation of the framing, we should note, -;lzso g(évferns t];ettg%n:;t:}):;;
i A3-A4: from shot 31 to shot 32, and from sho
between the series A2—-A3, A3-A4: dhamsherPOinel
i it ium shot to long shot and vice versa. I
37, there is a transition from medium s : ¥ o
, i t to medium shot) somew
i - f frame in shot 32 (from long sho eyl
e iti hand; on the other, and in par-
imini the one hand; on the ;
diminishes the effect of the opposition, on . e OLagpndinlpa
ticular, it is simultaneously countered by the determmalnt b;;ak in the alternation o
; i iately duplicated in shot 33.
the look: a relation that is immediately ¢ 3 310
The only shot within this series that demonstrates th(% ()'ppOSIthl];l (}:)]]()Si{:l:taiz_
is, 1 X it close-up in the scene). But it is remarkable , In
is, in fact, shot 33 (the first close-up in , Al hatin:
versely, this shot avoids the alternation of the look. Wc hg\-e seen that'at (t]h(lls ltz;]i ii
is not in alternation with shot 32 but quite the opposite; it duphc]ates a1314 c;: whic}]‘
Furthermore, considering it in conjunction with the shot' tlzlat f;)l.ows (34, uthat o
i ’ < through the window), it emerges
Melanie goes to look at the Brenners’ barn : . e s
i at is, seel —close/distant, is transformed into 1
alternation formula, that is, seeing/seen—c s %5
ing i inc t without the media
i i i Jon-seeing in fact includes seen, bu :
ing/seeing—close/distant. (Non ispscen bt without hemedie
i 1] is the exact in that Melanie is her 3
tion of the character. The term is the more ex ) ) ey
seen by the camera without being seen by anyone in pznjhcu]ar, 1but ;l;gt ilocdtll(;cs
not see, since only her hands are shown to us.) Thus at this lfevel s 1‘0t] b in pas
i e i lation marked in the four neighborin ;
into series A3 a displacement ofthe‘re _ hbgriy
which is confirmed by the articulation of a symmetry peculiar to the series
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c) the movement

Series A3 is in fact governed by the altern

This opposition is distributed through th
ment/static/ movement/static/movement.* The first effect of this alternation is to
condense in the central series the double alternation static/static and movement/
movement, which opposes the series Al and A2 on the one hand and the series A4
and A5 on the other.’ It supplements the break introduced into the alternation see-
ing/seen on the one hand, and the half-corollary of the framing on the other, thus
making it possible to maintain the continuity of the relation of alternating opposi-
tion by displacing it to another level.

This displacement immediately unites shots 33 and 35, which maintain the
rhyming of the static shots in the series, These two shots now also fulfill a regulatory
function by reestablishing the alternation of framing and of the look in a series in
which the one and the other are subject to a break. The modifications that occur in
the terms of the oppositions echo this imbalance: on the one hand the double inver-
sion of the look and the framing between shots 33 and 34, and on the other, as we
have also seen, the non-opposition at the level of framing between shots 34-35,
which alternate at the level of the look; finally, between the two static shots, a non-
concordance of the opposition in framings since the framing of the first (close) is
opposed to its function at the level of the look (non-seeing), while the framing of the
second, on the contrary (distant), agrees with its function in the order of the look

(seen). Thus symmetry and asymmetry develop in a condensed series, in a dual
movement of centering and decentering.

i

ating opposition static/movement.
e five shots in the fol]owing ways: move-

For this center by itself does not sustain the architecture of the scene. Melanie
Daniels’s return journey is not identical with her outward journey. In fact, groups
AZ and A4 are in close correspondence at the dual level of the image but are in
opposition at the level of the plot. Hence the asymmetry that marks the sequence:
the three shots, 12-14, that describe Melanie’s outward crossing before she arrives
in view of the Brenners’ house are counterbalanced in the return journey by the
long alternating series that leads her to the foot of the pier (60-71, B3).

This asymmetry is easy to explain. Between shot 44 and shot 56, Mitch Brenner
discovers Melanie Daniels’s presence. The plot, hitherto organized by
one character, redoubles onto itself to respond to the dual vis
displaced, and after the moment in which Mitch sees Mel
four shots 56-60 (B2) in which the two see th
conforms to the equation: one character, one center only, two characters, two cen-
ters. It would be more accurate to say: one single mobile center, which slips beneath
the scene and sustains the development of the script with an architectural slide. The

second center stands out less starkly than the first against the two groups that sur-
round it: the series 44—56 on the one hand, which is both the last term of set A (A5)
and the first term of set B (B1), and the series 60~71 on the other (B3), the third
term in set B. The reason is clear: its first function is to carty to its highest pitch the
binary action seeing/seen, governed by the principle of alternation, that is, to effect

the vision of
ion. The center is then
anie, becomes also the °
at they have been seen. The sequence
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i i tinu-
its reversal into seeing/seeing. The four sh}i)ts 57-60 1efffect t?lls])l,)fqa;: el: at]l;:ecdogy 7
i i the reversal, forcefu
ity: the change in the framing translates TV orcef _ e
iltzl)uble circlf of the binoculars in which Mitch’s loo}c unpnso;ls l;\/ldellz::i: (I\Slg) o5
divergence in framing: close-up for Mitch (57]), nl;edlum 1\5/}1(;; n(;; wi ! rem,o 4
i i i i tively observes Me ;
rgence in the actions. Mitch atten ’ ! ;
leeriw:s gfrom his for a second and is trying to start the boat’s rnotli)r. '11 he rit;ltrr;ng
Mitc}): in close shot installs a reciprocity in the order of the ‘100' : choseltsematin
edium shot are the framings that essentially define Melanie in the a g
m
ion of the look throughout the scene. . :
QCUOI‘;LI(; a clearer transition introduces the series. Shot 5§ (Mitch reemerges fliocmh
the house and hurries to the shore with the binoculars while glv\ulls pa?s over), wt 11<e
1 i S i e stro
i i 44-56 (B1), breaks it at the sam
i the alternating action of the series ; 1), les trol
czlzxin;tleripeats a shot O%Mitch in shot 57. This transition can be asmmllaAted 1ln. 1§s
;,osition to the ones at the beginning and end of the serclle;g_23—73)6 écetn'terreiii\t’;// 1i1tci;
ie’ i - . But in
ively Melanie’s entry and exit (31-32 an :
B it f framing to the relation between ensemble an
much closer in its abrupt change of framing ot ey
i i ts 32 and 33: when Melanie’s hands !
detail established between sho 32ar ot M Ll
i ded for Mitch, just as the latter lifts the : his e
up the letter she inten i e e
ho has entered his house by surp !
and observes the young woman w . 1ouse. o
indi / i thermore, this transition is an ope ;
indirectly, the two lovebirds. Fur e, this tran R
inscribed i d series which is folded back onto y
t of center A, inscribed in a close ries whick ded . .
glmjrme established at either end of the series. That is why it is impossible to assign an
i ter.
t number of shots to this second cen : !
exacSEot 56, onto which the break is grafted, rhymes at all l.eyetls m\t/il': s};erlles Bl.tlz;‘x;
’ 9 provides a point of division: Mitch leaves
the other extreme, the end of shot 59 p : e
i f the boat and of the seagulls ann
screen, and the combined sound o . S
i : be to cut in two the double smile which, ots
return journey. But that would doub T
i ine for the first time in the ironic
and 60, unites the hero and heroine A imisie o
icity . We might say: 56-60, both in order to ery
complicity of an exchange : ‘ : Wkt
i ‘ 1 analogy with the first center.
thing, and for the pleasure of a numerica s
i i aki alive, but less marked, for it develop
only an image. Here the break is more alive, . :
one)f a conti%luous action turns on itself around the relationship between two shots
and a simple inversion in the framing. . ¢
The slzlmmetry is balanced around this second center betwge.n shots 44. 56 (125,
transformed into B1) and shots 60-71,” which orchestrates theq]omt return |0:1r.ntl§
i i i ther in a boat (B3). The two series strictly
of Mitch and Melanie, one in a car, the o . . A S
i » distribution of shots
e princi alternation of the look in a binary dis ' :
respect the principle of the a SR
i i i / d center A, are articulated w
which, as in the first pair of rhymes aroun sk
b ing: - dium shot for the one who sees, fu
alternation in the framing: close-up to me Pachihone L
i i ~ ion is all the more significant in series
for what is seen. This double alternation is all the m ignific o
insofar as the reversal of seeing/seen into seemg/seemgfls ac]n(ci}-e;d in BZ] ztzlllléll;l;;(t) }:V
i ' asy ive Melanie seen from a distance i )
as it would seem just as easy to conceive . e
i in his car i i hot or close-up. This contradictior
Mitch framed in his car in medium s . o [
apparent. The reversal of vision is formulated in the four altemf]tmg shots.of CCI.]:el
Bl:"p57/58.for Mitch seeing/Melanie seen, 59/60 for Mitch sec111'gll\/lelalmetlseenl§£
Ti1€ new break that is marked to Melanie’s advantage, far from dislocating the p
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or obeying a concern for pure form justified in the p
makes it possible to join the two centers and, by a slide
a formal and semantic fold in the scene, hierarc
and asymmetry in the development of the script.
However, we should note straightaway that the contradiction is also resolved in
group B3 itself, as it had to be, but by displacement to another level. In fact, if shot 61
(which shows Mitch running toward his car) echoes Mitch’s movements between the
barn and the house, the house and the shore, in the static shots of series B1, then shot
63 (which shows the departure of the car and thus inaugurates the boat-car duet that
provides the rhythm of series B2) underlines the movement within the shot by a pan:
the camera movement in this static series re-cchoes the movements that underlined
Melanie’s actions in set A;Sit identifies Mitch and Melanie as the two alternating shots
in center B, 59 and 60, to make them equal and complicit in the order of the look.
This equalization has its logical effect on the boat-car duet: the return to static shots in
the rest of the crossing makes it possible to pursue the thyme with series BI, but the
opposition marked by the camera movement in shot 63 acquires a new relief in an
opposition static/movement within the shot: the boat, filmed from close up, seems to
be static; the car, filmed from a distance, seems all the more mobile in that its route
around the bay is much longer than that of the boat. Thus, the opposition is analogous
to the opposition revealed in series B1 between the motionless boat with Melanie in it,
and Mitch’s movements between the barn, the house, and the shore of the bay.?

artial thyme of set B, in fact
in two directions, to produce
hizing the relations of symmetry

Thus, series B is the first term in a strict comparison that is organized from the
second center. But it is also the last term in an equally strict comparison organized
from the first center, in which, you will remember, it balanced the series 15-24 (A1)
in a first architecture of the scene whose symmetry is later broken, despite the support
it receives from the folding of the first and last series: the departure and the arrival.

Let us examine the terms of this first comparison more closely. In both cases
Melanie in the boat observes Mitch’s action on the shore, the first time in order to
get close to the dock without being seen, the second time in order to enjoy her
surprise at the risk of being seen, or indeed, in order to be seen. The strictest thyme
in this equivalence is the term inversion of the outward journey and the return
journey in the moving series that surround the center: A2 and A4, in which Melanie
alone appears between moving shots of the trees, the house, and the barn. Mitch’s
movements, on the contrary, vary from one series to the other: the common art of
symmetry and plot demands that he enter the barn once and the house once. But if
both hide him, these two entries do not have the same value: the first makes
Melanie’s trick possible, the second reveals it. Furthermore, the second entry is re-

peated in shots 46 and 54. Mitch’s first entry into the house (series A5, shot 46)
rhymes with his earlier entry into the barn (series Al, shot 22); but Mitch’s two
entries and exits, which alternate term by term with shots of Melanie observing
them, thyme together with the two alternating series of Melanie’s entry and exit (A2,
A4), distributed on either side of center A. The movement of the character in the
shot echoes the camera’s movement following the movement of the character. Se-

ries AS thus condenses series Al, on the one hand, and series A2 and A4, on the
other, by rhyming with each of them.
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i i i se 1s
But it also condenses the central series A3. Shot 48, in which the hou

: ing ellip-
' ed alone after Mitch has gone into it and before he comes olut (rtccr:n;;]xgious[é/
] f.ranlll in the repetition of the entry and exit in sl}ots 54—563 MltC ;te}:::%\!e S
.‘ thlltlzzla};lie seeing/Mitch leaves the house), occupies the position o

SR
36, in which Melanie is inside the house. Series A5 thus condenses series AI-A
,in

1 i F: eri 3 denSCS
: ¢ Which precede lt but at the level 0, the PlOt, ]USt as the Centrdl SCl‘leS, A 3 con
{ £l

el of the
the symmetrical series surrounding it (and beyond them, set B? b}ut gistthceeli:er Slfzdes
poe Sy In this new cleavage between symmetry and asymmetry, t ne f Shlesices
lm::llge;’hen Mitch has grasped his binoculars in response to Melanie’s pro ;
\ . . . .
:Ipérimposed on the second center, which it implies.

~ This slide, which allows the ever redefined closure of a smietry ::SE; :]llglgl;ﬁzl
ive condensations in the asymmetry opened up by t e prog Niameils
& success]lé Iso allow another ideal folding of the sequence, in which, by re‘ ;
o aBS(ivou]d slide beneath center A. It implies that serles.B3, the SCL}SH,
e Ce“tf]:; acts in place of the first term of set B (B1), with Wthl'l, as \x:'e ave
e (')f Sﬁt ’ aC)ereth)ly and thus that it rhymes with the first term in set A, onto
se}f;l’hl titrczlrln lfz anctly folded. This fictive rccurrencelmakes thc.: mc])mzntu c;ftgrr(;\ff(i
3 : iscovery, whi ogical progression leads a
e g‘f}:”?:ﬁee’:t S(fn(llil;c((l):e K’l\e‘tls]1:1}1]0tt}l]1irl ogpposiltioﬁ crystallize,. one that is
. 'benealtb t\e-'een tl;e two sets (a); and above all, it allows us to introduce a
dlft“bUt?( wee ;mvc so far ignored, although it is not part either Qf ’the DepalrtLTre
ml(i:ési)ernoefs the Awrival seriesb(b): shots 12-14, which evoke Melanie’s outward pas
:Z;e before she arrives in sight of the Brenners” house. »,.

(a) When, in Al, Melanie is on her way toward the dock mlthe boat, I\/Iltchg 1est 1;11](50

i : i /e ickup truck that the two women ;
i ith his mother and sister toward a pic hat tl uvome elinte;
}II‘]EeW]ir]tinence of this opposition between the two actions is onll)\ rei\ esilc;l H(l];)ub]e
to regppear multiplied tenfold in the signiﬁcal.lce endowed lt\/[ ?']h'e (\)ﬂigo Leubis
return that begins the moment Mitch runs to his car to follow Me am'ct,‘ ohaseet
off again in her boat. This equivalence by displace{nent of t!1e Olipgsgl 1%11 aksd

ossigb]e to balance the movements within the shot in t.he series A l, ﬁ—r ; ,Melanie
fn fact, the series Al and A5 are in opposition at thlsdle\iel: in hedousbiy felanic
4 i is si d mother do the same, ,on |

in the boat, and Mitch, his 51ster. an i ul ot
adsail:ff}ie vickup truck. In the second Mitch moves and I\/Iclan.le rchl}lams nl:ohlave
iienss o8 the]obsewer) in the boat.'® But this is precisely the relationship, ‘as.\dx ihars
seen, that is marked again in series B3 by the contrast l)et\\fe§11 the very'raplobile -
men’t of Mitch in his car and that of Melanie in her boatl,l which seems imm
contrast but still reproduces the movement of series Al.

ing in i ward

(b) As for the return journey, it is clear. that everything 111'1t lnll'ls(t:l e;h:)htehie:ocl)(lllitng S

This symmetry is only rigorous if shots 12-14 are implie el

feri B3 onyseries Al At the level of the plot and of the journey, thes'c s }o et

:flll-l:sequivalents of series B3 (hence their designation as AO}). Bllttel:t:;,l: g

theré is a transition from one vision to mo and frolm on_e 'Csl‘;rza_cp} o
explains the fact that the first three shots in the complete serie



not alternating, whereas on the contrary, alternation extends beyond the series 60—
71 (B3) into shots of the last series, the Arrival. The differences in the framing un-
derline this imbalance: in shots 12—14 Melanie appears in the distance in full shots,
during her return, in medium shot, close shot, or close-up. The difference in the
movements within the shot underlines it even more: on the return journey Melanie
seems to be motionless, while on the outward journey she crosses the entire screen.
But it is clear that this movement within the shot thymes with Mitch’s return jour-
ney, just as the kinds of framing used in the outward journey for Melanie are used
for Mitch in the return journey.

This divergence, marked in the terms of 2 highly determinate symmetry, sug-
gests—to pursue the folding process—that we should define exactly how it is

achieved at the extremes in order to assess what is played out between the departure
and the arrival.

The End and the Beginning

One first symmetry is obvious: the arrival echoes the departure. But it hides a
logical difficulty: the rhyme in the final serjes attains an extreme condensation; it
has to make possible the folding and at the same time tie up all the loose ends. The
plot in the two series is articulated around two multiple rhymes: the rhyme between
the men, and the rhyme between the birds.

a) the birds

When Melanie arrives at the pier in Bodega Bay in shot 3, carrying the cage
containing the two lovebirds in her car, gulls can be heard crying; and this recurs in
shot 5. When on her return she moves, smiling, toward the pier where Mitch is
waiting for her (shot 76), a flock of gulls is scattered across the sky, calling loudly
(shot 77). In the next shot, Melanie is struck on the head by one of the gulls.

In one case, Melanie is linked to the lovebirds she intends for Mitch (or his
sister); but as a surprise, without their seeing or speaking to each other, in the sec-
ond case, she is linked to the gulls at the moment before their meeting. In the first
case, she is the subject, in the other, the object. The logical conjunction between
the birds is also suggested in shot 3 in the conjunction between the image and the
sound: the lovebirds (unseen, but implied and seen again in shot 5) speak in this
shot via the murderous shrieks of the gulls.

b) the men

On the one hand there s the fisherman, on the other, Mitch.

The first feature that unites them is their position. The former helps Mel
get down into the boat; the latter helps her climb onto the pier.

The second feature is the dialogue. It is remarkable because it is unique. The
first exchange, in shot 6, deals with the boat that Melanie has reserved to take the
lovebirds to Mitch’s house; the second, in shot 84, deals with the gull that has just
hurt Melanie. This exchange between Mitch and Melanie is duplicated straight-
away by a dialogue between Mitch and a fisherman. We ask ourselves, in the strict
sense, what this second fisherman, who appears at the very end of the sequence as
Mitch is accompanying the wounded Melanie, rhymes with. Besides demonstrating

anie
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The delimitation of the series of shots, which, strictly speaking, constitutes
Melanie’s arrival at the Bodega Bay pier, requires that we make a semi-arbitrary cut in
the very long alternating series that begins with the linked return of Mitch and Melanie
after the shots of center B. A break in shot 71 allows this: Mitch’s car, at the end of its
route, leaves the screen to the right. Shot 73 shows the pier. Hence the series can be
limited at shot 72 while respecting the play of alternation that ordered it to that point.

The first eight shots are divided into two micro-series of four strictly alternating
shots each. The first (72-75) combines two shots of Melanie seeing (72, 74, both in
close-up), with two shots of the object of her vision: the empty pier, then the pier
with Mitch appearing on it (73, 75, both in distant shots). A third opposition, static/
movement, complements the double relation seeing/seen, close/distant. This com-
bination was outlined once at the beginning of the series 6071 (B3), in the two
shots 62-63. As we have seen, it persisted later in the series, relieved by the OppOsi-
tion static/movement in the shot. Hence, it is quite natural that the series 71-84,
which follows the series 60-71, should develop an effect linked in both cases to
Mitch’s movement to beat Melanie to the pier. But we must look further for a more
significant equivalence. It can be found in the series Al and A2: the first, the cross-
ing in the boat, conforms to an alternation static/static, while the second, the walk
to the house, conforms to an alternation movement/movement. The four shots 72—
75 condense these two series. The relation is further reinforced by a thyme that has
hitherto been absent: shot 73 frames the Bodega Bay pier as shot 24 frames the dock
at the Brenners’ house.!?

Shot 24 (the last in series Al), significantly enough, has no equivalent in the
inversion of series Al in series A5: shot 44 (the first in series AS), which echoes it by
position, shows Mitch’s movement between the barn and the house. It propounds
an equivalence between the entries of Mitch and Melanie into the house and thus
participates in condensation at the level of the script of the three series Al, A2, A4,
and of center A3, which, as we have seen, occurs in the series A5-B1. We can see
what follows from the displacement to shot 73 of a rhyme that, by its position, is also
operative in shot 44: it links Melanie’s arrival at the dock on the one hand with
Mitch’s entry into the house and on the other with Melanie’s arrival at the Bodega
Bay pier, and thus their joint arrival at and on the Bodega Bay pier; but also, and
above all, it links together these arrivals and entries.

This conjunction is verified by the relation static/movement/secing/seen in
shots 72-73, which condenses the relations seeing/seen-static/ static and seeing/
seen-movement in series Al and A2, in which static shot 24 makes a precise transi-
tion to moving shot 25, and on the other hand condenses the relation seeing/seen-
static in the shot/movement in the shot in series A5, Furthermore, this conjunction
is confirmed by the very succession of shots in which the first and second condensa-
tions act one after the other, the condensation of series A5 with respect to the series
Al-A4 and the condensation of the final series with respect to all the others: shot 46,
which continues the alternating rhyme with shot 44 of series AS, describes Mitch’s
entry into the house, just as shot 75, which continues the alternating rhyme with
shot 73 in the final series, shows precisely Mitch’s arrival on the pier.

We still have to explain why shot 73 is in movement while shot 24 is static,

~ camera espouses the movements o
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(it leaves the screen in a static shot, shot 71). The essential point is clear: we are
dealing in each case with a shot that marks Mitch on the one hand

Movement within the shot is thus substituted for movement of the shot. But
that is not enough. The two micro-series 72-75 and 76—

act in one another’s places.

The shots that follow develop this condensation, which tends toward the final
resolution. When in shot 80 and 81 the camera returns to Mitch and Melanie alter-
nately, it is as if the narrative wished to return to the order of binary rhyme. But to do
so strictly it would have had to invert the two shots 80 and 81 after shot 79 (the gull
moving away). The order chosen witnesses to the fact that this scenic fragment could
only strictly return to binary alternation by making shot 80 (Mitch on the pier look-
ing at Melanie) follow the first moment of shot 76, before Melanie’s second look:
that is, by effacing the whole episode of the gull in which the divergences become
significant. That is why shot 80 follows shot 79.

This successive conjunction of Mitch and the gull in which his look is dupli-
cated with symbolic violence, introduces a break in the rhyme that serves to high-
light the two earlier breaks in centers A and B. The first concerns Melanie, and is
doubly repeated at her entry and at her exit from the house (31-32 and 36-37); the
second concerns Mitch, in shots 56-57, when he discovers Melanie with the help of
the binoculars. The analogy is particularly strong in the case of the second center.
The break is indeed repeated with Mitch: Melanie, on the other hand, is in both

and after by the challenge of her smile: in shot 58, in the circles of the binoculars as
she tries to get the boat going, the second time in shot 81, because she is in a state of
shock caused by the gull’s aggression. But we should underline the fact that the
dominance of the look, normally marked by the equivalence seeing/seen-close/dis-
tant shot, is here expressed by an inverse relationship: Mitch framed in a full shot,
Melanie in a close shot. This inversion can be explained first from the succession of
images: Melanie seen by Mitch is at the same moment looking, not at Mitch, but at
her glove, red with blood from her wound. In the second place, the inversion marks
the fact that the symbolic punishment that strikes her in Mitch’s look in the meta-
phorical form of the killer birds has, from the beginning, spoken in her own look, in
the first metaphor that her indiscretion proposed to Mitch with the symbolic gift of
the lovebirds. If Mitch’s look reverses and precipitates the sequence, Melanie’s look
guides it and organizes it until the moment of the meeting.

Moreover, the conjunction of Melanie and the gull arises in the formal succes-

sion as soon as the alternation is read backwards. Before establishing Melanie in
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shot 81 and Mitch in shot 80, it should have established Melanie in shot 79 instead

T st Hed
of the seagull. The effect is clear: in this order it is Mitch who would be wounded

hypothetically by the gull in shot 78.

t
If the break in the alternation in shots 79-80 also refers, as we have seen, to
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Shot 33
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entries themselves. However, the condensation that we have seen deployed at the
double level secing/seen and static/movement throughout set A is also operative at
another less obvious or, equally, more latent level.

Series Al and A2 in fact manifest an opposition at the level of what is seen:
Mitch in shots 15-20 (the first six shots of series A), and the house and barn, that is,
non-Mitch (the last four shots of series Al and series A2, i.e., 21-31). Series AS,
which follows series A4 in which the non-Mitch of series A2 is symmetrically dupli-
cated, reproduces the difference between the first six and the last four shots of Al in
quite another way. Mitch is seen in all the shots of the series that alternate with shots
of Melanie seeing, except for shot 48, which shows the house alone, after Mitch has
gone inside and before he comes out. This absence returns elliptically in the repeti-
tion of the entry and exit in shots 54-56 (Mitch goes inside the house/Melanie see-
ing/Mitch comes out of the house). But this opposition is condensed precisely in
the four-shot micro-series 72-75. Shots 73 and 75 in fact include the opposition
non-Mitch/Mitch; this correspondence further reinforces the relation previously
established between set A and shots 72-75.

But there is more. Our analysis of set A has shown that it conforms to a double
movement of condensation: of the four series Al, A2, A4, and A5 toward center Aat
the level of the image, of the three series Al, A2, and A4, and of center A toward
series A5 at the level of the plot. This new condensation is produced at the level of
what is seen, seen by Melanie according to the binary structure of the rule of alter-
nation. The opposition Mitch/non-Mitch that is revealed as such in series Al and
AZ (15-20/25-31) and duplicated as non-Mitch (37-43)/Mitch (44—46)/mon-Mitch
(48)/Mitch (49-56) in series A4 and A5, has no complete equivalent in series A3.
Indeed, only shot 35 echoes it in the form non-Mitch, here the barn with Mitch in
it, just as Melanie is in the house at that moment. Mitch is unseen, and the shot that
should show him in the compressed alternation that would logically correspond
within this short and condensed series to the relaxed alternation of series Aland A2,
on the one hand, and of A3 and A4, on the other, is shot 33.

It is this same shot that breaks within the series the alternation of the look al-
ready fractured by the break that occurs at both ends of the series in repetitions of a
shot of Melanie (31-32, 36-37), and that, on the other hand, makes possible the
semi-alternation of the framing (up to shot 35, where it is interrupted), and particu-
larly the alternation of movement which, as we have seen, the binary principle is
both deployed in and displaced onto in series A3.17 The result is that the lack of a
shot marked Mitch-seen is underlined all the more vigorously in that the functions
of the opposition and of the rhyme are here reaffirmed from shot to shot and per-
form formally in a roundabout way precisely where they are canceled in their first
and primordial effect.

But shot 33, which shows Melanie —Melanie’s hands—is linked, as we have
seen, to shot 57, in which Mitch discovers Melanie with the assistance of the bin-
oculars: first by position, since they effect a break in each of the two centers; then by
nature, since they both express this by a transition from the ensemble to the detail,
from full shot to close-up. This series of substitutional implications, which thus re-
duces the seen to the seeing and Melanie to Mitch in a chain of close-ups, enforces
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 a leap capable of translating both the homology of the centers and their dlsml]ﬁis(;
~ which motivate the double slide: shot 33, which shows Me.lame wher<le it ;ug 5
- show Mitch, shows metaphorically what Mitch sees when, in shot 57, he discovers

Melanie fictionally—what he would see if he was in the house when Mela}llne en-
tered it. This transference is confirmed precisely in the texture of the plot: the reci-

| procity of the condensation that links together the two series A3 and A5 and the
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:v%r;::lllirzztslgé]rll?:lot(ilrn by N‘)Ie]anie in shots 35 and ‘i'S—Inalfe this missing shot zln sh.ot
in which Mitch would already be on the path leadmg to his recognition of Melanie.
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mate to note that the alternation of the look that is .thus broken coulc }afv'e'bﬁ.tv
maintained, but with a lesser equilibrium of rhyme, in another re]athn of visi 11 ity
that is disallowed by the respective dispositions of shots 32-33: Me'lame i»efl'ng' ;ir-
self. But Melanie does not see herself, she cannot see herselfl@re, indeec Eat 1}: e
whole stake of the scene, any more than she is really seen by Mltch or sees him e{e.

This double lack, as the reader will have guessed, is echoed in Ill\-’erSlOI; 1}131 the
final resolution of shots 80-83. We have seen how the two centers A'alli(] l?l‘f;_
condensed in it. Shot 82 (the insert of the bloody finger) medlat.es the unite (?o(l 0
Mitch and Melanie: she sees herself; and if she does not see_M.ltch, preoccupleh as
she is with her wound, she knows that she is seen, as she did in shgt SS, fcir $ (,: is
seen directly and not by metaphor. The two shots 33 and 57 are united 1{1:; t‘]e Sf} 1111-
bolic violence of this last close-up, in which a common'look marks the effect of the
gift, the fact that it is impossible for Mitch and.l\fle]a'me to see each other as seen
without opening up a dual and murderous relationship.

The Chain

But this is not an even relationship. It is formulated at a pri\-’ileged le\-'el]\'vherei
the asymmetry of the action and of the broad arcl}itccture of the SCC]?C' 15. ('I:I]I)' 1lc<at:30(-
in the privileged constraint of form. The scene is traversed by a ¢ ]am. i _”? stlle
gether the close-ups and draws out the positions of the hero and heroine in
structural order of vision. It can be written as follows:

33 Melanie’s hands, lovebirds, letters to Cathy and Mitch
49 Melanie, boat
51 Melanie, boat
53 Melanie, boat
57 Mitch
70 Melanie, boat
72 Melanie, boat
| 74 Melanie, boat
76 Melanie, boat (double look)
82 Melanie’s wounded finger
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The three shots underlined have two features in common that distinguish them:

they detail the preceding shot (that is why they are, as we have seen, the three deter-

minant breaking points in the sequence); and they are isolated and autonomous.
They are divided, finally,

according to the opposition seeing/seen, in the order non-
seeing (seen)/seeing/secn: at both ends of the chain, the two /seen/ shots, which

echo one another, at the center the /seeing/ shot, which acts as a pivot. The eight
others are distributed into two internal serjes, They all concern Melanie seeing, and
they rthyme in twos as the alternating play of the look demands.

Nine shots concern Melanie, only one Mitch. The only two non-seeing (seen)
and seen shots concern Melanie, The object of the scene is to show Melanie subject-
ing by her look and subjected to a look. It could be given a reversible title: the vision
of Melanie Daniels.

The close-up marks the most privileged moments in the order of the look, It
intervenes in Melanie seeing as soon as the plot moves toward dual vision. The first,
shot 49, is inserted between the shot of the house that Mitch has just gone into (48)
and the shot in which he comes out (50). The first series follows Mitch’s discovery of
the lovebirds and his investigation on the shore. The second is a prelude to the
meeting; it closes with the double look that groups Mitch and the gull, a ravishing
smile and terror, in the same shot, shot 76.18

The chain of close-ups thus outlines the logical deployment of desire across the
scene; Mitch and Melanie are both its mutual subject and object, but it is formu-
lated first of all on Melanie from one end of the chain to the other, in a synchronic
condensation of the image that mirrors the plot. The chain confirms the fact that
shot 33 is both the center of the scene and its beginning and that it is echoed in shot
57, which is at the center of the chain, before reappearing at the other end in its
inverted form. We still have to explain why the binary series marks Melanje with
possession at the level of the look and dispossession in the breaks; why shot 82 is
seen by Mitch and Melanie and shot 83 apparently by nobody; and lastly why shot
57 has the median position in that set since it js both secing and marks a break.

The Author

One last character remains to be introduced. An author of films who makes his
characters’ visions intervene in the succession of the pictorial plot delegates his own
powers to them, all the more so because this operation of duplication characteristic
of every plot is in this case effected at the leyel of the form itself, which is where the
metteur en scene reveals what is essential in his art. When, in a single scene,
Hitchcock constructs several series of shots according to the binary alternation
Melanie seeing/what Melanie sees, he effaces himself behind her look, so to speak;
he relinquishes his own vision in favor of his character. But this g
should never make anyone forget that it is fictional;
in that the breaks in the character’s
of the metteur en scene, and in that

ame, a serious one,
itis the less capable of doing so
vision constitute so many explicit returns to that
if one can say here: this shot is seen by Melanie,
one is only the more insistent on adding something that, however naive and weakly

operational it may seem, is less likely to be said of another metteur en scéne: but this
shot is seen by Hitchcock.
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. This game, which successively identifies the aptho.r with one or a nun:]:)er oti: (]:]Ll:
characters and then differentiates him from them, in thls case deterrpxrlles 1(e'a:-l o
i Jation of the sequence and illuminates many of its turnmlg poutl'ts. Hltcdli:mr: kl)SOk On,
3 ie’s si he initiative in the action; and he {

" apparently, at Melanie’s side. She has t ! . ’ .
4 alﬁch is lzlased the binary alternation, organizes the breakdo.wn .of the real. But tfhls
'.;vok as we may remember, acquires a limit right at the beginning, by the transfer-
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| nce of it that Hitchcock effects in favor of the fisherman—for the length of an
i e

i introductory shot that is immediately canceled—since Hitf:hcock, in a first l)rkca'k
: 1h t also constitutes a first variation of his purely possessive and pla.yful look at
A Milanie, repeats and varies shot 12 (Melanie seen by the ﬁshermzim) \;/Ith tv»io sthtcl)]tz
5 that see her moving in the distance, thereby markgng t.he orde}r of t he p ?It‘lanc ,’a it
~ same time, the camera’s special pleasure in assur.mg.ltse]fof its ob]e]ct. ] 1e‘ iamtci];
~ does the same thing deliberately in;shot 133 du;qllgz;tmg the break which makes
i iti ies A2 to series A3 in shots 31-32. .
transf\lt;(a}ef?arz?es:eren, this rupture is determining. The privilege of the IO(I)k th‘at.ls
established in favor of Melanie in the binary serif:s from shot 14 on is olvert 1row1'1 11(11
shot 33, all the more violently so in that this shot is the first closg-up in the scene :11: d
subjects Melanie’s body to a fragmentation clearly expressed in the‘lterrlil}: ; inser ;_
which describes the relations between the ensemble a.nd the detai i e 1'mp]()
tance of the fact that this shot is seen by Hitchcock w1th(?ut any me 1ato;3 is E;]S'O
clear. The result is that direct access is obtained to Mc]z.]me as an Ob]ect.. ut this
reversal is illuminated in the first place by the inversion it defines: Melanie 1;(15661?
by Hitchcock when the structure of alternation wo.ul(l d'lctate' that she shou’ }slcc
Mitch. Remember also that everything combines to inscribe 'thIS shotas a meltzllp : or
for Mitch'’s vision in shot 57. This duality enables us to.spemfy the relations np be-
tween the author and his characters on the basis precisely of the form he assigns
i ir relationships. ilie
loglclzll:]ilzszggePlIritrcehcock doles espouse Melanie’s look in order to get to Mitch in (}
common discovery in which the latter has the position of an ob|§ct, the reversa
effected from one center to the other clearly means thqt Mitch is 'the mechato]:,~
Hitchcock’s main double in the inquiry he is conducting into the desire that sPcl’a s
in Melanie’s look. In this the fisherman is both their doubles: he enal?les us lto 1fc en-
tify the author and the character directly in the. change of gear pecu.ha}r to t‘]:e. on}]
of the plot. Shot 57, furthermore, condenses this movc'ment. ]jlerc’ Hltckwo.c si'lml;(i
taneously subjects Mitch to his own look and Melanie to Nll-t(,th s loo l(\.ve s‘lc;’u :
note the power of analogy provided by the instrument of vision: t‘hc )mo—ulj a?,
- which are also the camera). This is the sense of the break by which Hltchcgclk dup 1%
cates an implicit look at Mitch with an explicit one and reverses the .(Iila ec:ic (‘)\
looks by giving Mitch dominance in the look: he does so by a shot simi alr to ]1033
that attribute it to Melanie (close-ups of the face), a Sl:lOt th?,‘lt on the other m’n
opens a binary series completely similar to the one i1.1 }vhlch Mitch, before }the r.?\-ﬂer-
sal, is in the position of an object beneath Mcj]amc-a s look. Remember that if the
advantage is with Melanie in the series opened in this way, the movement compen}
sates Mitch for this; that, on the other hand, it is explained by tl1§ rcqglremelnts’ 0
symmetry, which in itself allows the folding of the scene and the identity and over-
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lap of the characters that signifies the author’s double identification; and finally, that
it announces a new reversal capable of formulating the relations of implication be-
tween the characters and the metteur en scene by the conjunction of all the models
of the mise-en-scéne. The last break can be divided into three periods. The first (79~
80) enables Hitchcock to unite Mitch and the gull but also, reading the alternation,
backwards, as we have seen, to unite Melanie and the gull to the point of fictionally
substituting Mitch wounded by the gull for Melanie wounded in shot 78. The third
groups Mitch and Melanie in the last shot, in the grasp of the camera of the mettey
en scéne, who both follows and leads their movement. The second period (80-83)
avows a more secret structure. Here Hitchcock’s look does not, apparently, reveal its
explicit power: Mitch observes Melanie, who observes herself. But this look is of
itself implied by the displacement of the alternation in which is inscribed the cleay-
age of looks: the condensation achieved conceals it, while the conjunction of looks,
which it espouses and guides by turns in the development of the scene, stamps it
with its mark.

Thus, Hitchcock is simultaneously Mitch and Melanie in the double look that
ties them together. This does not mean that he is s0 in an equal or similar way; on
the contrary, the relation he has with each of them is revealed in the double moye-
ment of the image and the plot by which the relations of his two characters are
structured. Here it is impossible to say any more, except that they bring into play a
mutual desire whose transgressive violence is directed at Melanie, who makes the
gift and receiver its threatening sign, in the opposed forms of good and bad birds,
This duality reproduces, but does not overlap, that of the hero and heroine, who are
linked together by a rhyme as constant as it is diverse that allows them to be united
but also opposed in a cunning orchestration whose subtle harmonies have been
suggested by our analysis, to the point where we must find in its most secret heart, in
the ultimate contradiction between symmetrical constraint and asymmetrical open-
ness, the place, combining insistence and discretion, of the author.

To tell this double relationship accurately it would be necessary to go beyond
the scene and establish it in the Hitchcockian dialectic of desire and law, which is
revealed in the reversible shape of guilt and false guilt, linked together by the mu-
tual constraint of the inquiry. The Birds provides this inquiry with a new scenario by
displacing the detective story scheme onto the level of the symbol in order to mark
more clearly the reality of the phantasm it contains.

Let me simply recall, to express this most vividly, how Hitchcock chose to intro-
duce his film: on a busy San Francisco street the camera reveals a motionless girl on
the sidewalk at an intersection. As she crosses the street, the camera follows her. She
walks along on the other side, then stops and looks up. The next shot reveals her
vision: a flock of birds wheeling above the city. A third shot shows her surprise; then,
as she turns and goes into a pet shop, she passes a man clearly leaving it, with two
white poodles on a leash. The girl is Melanie Daniels, the man Alfred Hitchcock. A
few moments later, Mitch Brenner, too, arrives at the pet shop to purchase some
lovebirds.

By this detour, which constitutes one of the most inspired of his traditional
appearances, Hitchcock suggests a number of things. First of all, the mind’s special
delight in playing on the joint effects of repetition and variation as well as in formu-
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Jating its most powerful ideas in the humoroTsd .mlode.. H;:dals_o 12?][135)1:; St(])lcz;;,] ixm_

Mi i is inscribed in the dual dialectic of desire > S0Ci:

“Mitch and Melanie, he is inscri ' e du e

i i isgui / this pair of paradigmati

" age he gives and disguises by leading :

.;‘giall ghe suggests to us that, just like the fisherman, he might be alﬁ}'st dou}atl: E)nr

thl rOL}:’te that leads Melanie to Mitch; but he might e(.lually'wcll bc the opllJosI ] 0 i

k. if he does disappear, it is he who directs the film in which Mitch is a double

- even i S

b that guides Hitchcock to Melanie. R .

oy rl(;'uﬁitch 1% one of the two principal characters of the pl(%t, M}:]an}njc tlla§ one

| i i is the heroine. It is her look in the very first shot that raises a

" orivilege over him: she is the hcrome,. : : ‘ i

ﬂ:lc‘:/i O%Wil(l birds into the sky, just as it is her gift of.a pair of lovebirds to a man that
nleashes on Bodega Bay the irrational anger of primitive fgrces. ‘ .

’ There is no doubt that Hitchcock identifies with Mitch, \.vho mterrcz]ga isi

Melanie’s look and allows himself to be bewitched by it; but there is even less f})u :

that Hitchcock identifies with Melanie, whose eyes bea‘r the phantasn? whose e cc.s‘

Hitchcock narrates and analyzes in that purely narcissistic art that mise-en-scéne is

for him. W

TRANSLATED BY BEN BREWSTER




3. The Obvious and the Code
B (on The Big Sleep)

~ Let us take as an example twelve shots from The Big Sleep. They are inscribed
etween two major “scenes.” The first, in Eddy Mars’s garage —where Vivian enters
e action on Marlowe’s side for the first time— culminates in the death of Canino;
the second, in Geiger’s house, is the end of the film—Eddy Mars’s death brings the
en series of enigma and peripeteia to a close and sets the seal on the emergence of
ouple. In between the two there are twelve shots showing Vivian and Marlowe in
e car on the way from the garage to the house.
. As a specific unit of code, they correspond exactly to what Christian Metz, in
] égrande syntagmatique, calls a “scene,” that is, an autonomous segment, charac-
ized by a chronological coincidence between “the unique consecutiveness of the
signifier (deployment on the screen) and the unique consecutiveness of the signified
= the time of the fiction).”! On the other hand, as a specifically textual unit, they
o constitute what I have chosen to call, in work toward a description of the classi-
1 narrative film, a segment,? that is, a moment in the filmic chain that is delimited
th by an elusive but powerful sense of dramatic or fictional unity and by the more
orous notion of identity of setting and characters of the narrative. (When, as is
ost often the case, the two pertinences do not overlap completely, i.e., when a
ignificant variation in location or character appears within one and the same seg-
ment, the segment divides into sub-segments.) In this case the dramatic unity is
vious—a pause between two strong times marked by the deaths of Canino and
ddy Mars, respectively, and a resumption of verbal relations between Vivian and
Marlowe. Identity of characters and location is absolute—throughout the segment
we have a car and the two main characters in intimate conversation. Finally, the
gmental nature of the shots is reinforced by an element which, for all that it is not
herent in its definition, is often consubstantial with it in the classic narrative; the
elve shots open and close on lap dissolves—a punctuation that here functions as a
edundant) sign of demarcation.?
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The interest of this segment lies in its relative poverty. Even an attentive viewer
will not retain anything with certainty except the impression of a certain amount of
vague unity. Questioned, he will very likely hazard the view that the segment con-
sists of a long take supported by dialogue, or at best, of two or three shots. But Hawks
needed twelve shots to secure the economy of this segment, Undoubtedly, that
cconomy was designed so as not to be perceived, which is in fact one of the deter-
mining features of the American cinema. But it exists, and from it the classical mode
of narration draws a part of its power. It is true, as Metz has observed, that “(that
mode) is geared toward the sequence, and it is the sequence (and not the shot) that
is its preoccupation, its constant problem.” But the organic material of this preoc-
cupation is the prior set of formal, hierarchically ordered relations between the
shots. What I want to show here is how the simplest narrative fact imaginable — two,
characters talking in a car—can come to set into play a series of elementary but
subtle operations that ensure its integration into the development of a narration. It is
on this level that the—relative—poverty of this segment is exemplary.

According to Rivette’s famous formula, “obviousness is the mark of Howard
Hawks’s genius.”> No doubt—provided we recognize the extent to which that obvi-
ousness only comes to the fore insofar as it is coded.

The text of the segment is constituted by the concerted action of six codes,
listed from (a) to (f) in the accompanying recapitulatory table. The first three con-
cern variations in scale between the shots, whether they are static or moving, and
camera angle (symbolized by the arrow). These are three specific codes that mani-
fest the potentialities of one of the five materials of expression proper to all sound
film, that is, the image track.5 The three others are non-specific codes; the presence
or absence of this or that character or characters from the units considered (and note
the lack of extension of this code here— there is no shot without a character),
whether they express themselves in dialogue or not, and finally whether these units
are of greater or lesser duration, does not depend on cinema. In the case of the last
code, a relative imprecision will be noted—the times of each shot are brought into
clear opposition, and this is just one of the multiple abstractions to which the codes
subject the text. As for those elements consigned to the seventh column, they do, of
course, fall within a code; but its extension differs radically from that of the remain-
ing six. It differs in two senses: as a code of narrative actions it is of itself broader than
the rest, pluri-codic from the outset through the different levels on which its ele-
ments are located; in addition, it only takes on its specific value as code in the light
of the body of the text (e.g., the film), for which it determines one of the principal
semantic axes. It is a reflection of this extension that it figures here in only a re-

stricted number of elements capable of entering into combination with the action
of the other six codes in the circumscribed space of twelve shots.

The most direct oppositions of the segment emerge between shots 1 and 2. Shot
L is the only moving shot; it tracks in to frame the front right window of the car, and
(from medium shot to medium-close shot) delimits two frames that are to have no
equivalent in the remainder of the segment. I should stress (something which does
not seem to have constituted a distinct code but might have done so) that it is the
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transition between presence an ' . e e
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¥ main characters in both shots; anc a ung hhi
'ﬂ-w atwnzle (from left to right), which is the simplest way of ensuring a sense that one
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been noted. A folding effect that clearly demonstrates the way in which the narra-
tion, even down to its details, proceeds through a differential integration of its con-
stituent elements.

c. Third, time. While the two characters-long take/one character—short take
equivalence is respected throughout the segment, the first term of the opposition
undergoes profound internal variation. Shot 7 is in fact much longer than corre-
sponding shots 1, 2, 10, and 12, to the point where it is almost as long as the set of the
remaining eleven shots. The strategic placement of this shot will be noted —it oc-
curs in the middle of the segment, thus delimiting a beginning that makes it pos-
sible and an end that it motivates and which echoes the beginning through a mul-
tiple process, a process simultaneously of equivalence through symmetry, of
resolution through repetition and variation, and of acceleration in balancing.

The arrangement shown by the work of the codes is the same one that shapes
the meaning of the fiction. From the mass of narrative elements ebbing and flowing
throughout the segment (conversations, turning on a deepening of the relations of
the enigma, and the more or less continuous-discontinuous field of the characters’
actions and reactions) I have isolated only two phrases and two gestures. “I guess I
am in love with you.” This phrase, which occurs twice, uttered first by Vivian and
then by Marlowe, clearly shows the extent to which the reduplication effect—in this
instance a simple mirror effect linked to the avowal of love—is constitutive of the
narrative. But this is so at the cost of an inversion that underscores the fact that
repetition is constitutive only inasmuch as it takes its starting point from the differ-
ence circumscribing it, within a movement of bi-motivation that is in fact the
specific necessity of this type of narrative. It is in shot 6 in which she appears alone
that Vivian makes the first avowal of love, whose effect carries over onto shot 7,
thereby justifying, among other things, its exceptional length. Inversely, it is in shot
10, in which Vivian and Marlowe appear together, that he reiterates the avowal
whose effect will focus on shot 11, which shows Vivian alone and silent.

The two gestures, on the contrary, are relatively heterogeneous. They are never-
theless of interest, the first, which shows Marlowe, gripping the steering wheel in a
difficult curve, by specifying him as he is throughout the film, on the side of action;
the second, Vivian’s tender gesture, is an explicit and conclusive response to the
mutual avowal of love, permits us to place her clearly on the side of a feeling that she
recognizes and expresses only when she has committed herself to the action on
Marlowe’s side.

This double narrative inflection has its effect, moreover, on at least two of the
codic implications of the narrative whose articulation appears that much more
strongly motivated as a result: on the one hand the divergence between presence in
the dialogue and presence in the image, which privilege Marlowe and Vivian, re-
spectively; on the other, the difference in camera angle, concentrated on Vivian
and abstracting her face on the surface of the screen. Easily recognizable here is a
double sign of the mythologization of the woman. Hawks, we might note, is one of
the Hollywood directors who has most profoundly re-orientated the Hollywood tra-
dition of the woman-object. The well-known independence and initiative of his
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heroines brings to certain of his couples—and to none more than tha't of The }l}%zg
' Sleep—the slightly legendary character of a relatlc'msh'lp of afdu]t rec1proclity: ]ut
 this is only achieved through the codified marks which, in this instance, ma e it t}le
* woman whose magnified face simultaneously and wholly expresses and receives the

~ avowal of love.

Nevertheless, it would be overly simple to move to a neat conclusion and find

E something like the “secret” of the text in this correspondence, to see it as the ratio-

nale of the text, discovered in its meaning, or even in a 111§a11i11g. On the other ha.nd,
if there is nothing but meaning, and if it has a meaning in the sense that one m}llght
say it has a direction, this must, [ think, be f?xpressed in q'Lute‘ a dlffCI’CI’lt way. In t es)e
films, let us say in the classical American cinema, meaning is constituted by a corre-
spondence in the balances achieved —as a law ofthe text in devglopment——t]l1roulgh-
out its numerous codic and pluri-codic levels, in other words, its systems, Multiple
in both nature and extension, these cannot be reduced to any truly unitary structure
or semantic relationship.

But, to confine ourselves to what has been produced by this analytical descrip-
tion of twelve shots isolated from a film that can justifiably figure as one of the
models of American high classicism, we note: :

a. the number of shots, which is relatively high given the exigencies of the ac-
tion. This allows for a discontinuity capable of ensuring a certain degree of variation
of the filmic space within the given time. ; ' :

b. This variation, which the narrative adopts as one of its basic options, is, on
the other hand, limited by a profound tendency toward repetition. Repétition essen-
Jtially takes the upper hand through a number of strictly similar shots: on thero'ne
hand shots 3, 5, and 9 of Marlowe, and on the other, shots 4 and 6 of Vivian. (1119
similarity in question is, of course, on the level of the codes that constrain the consti-
tutive variation of dialogues, actors’ comportment, etc.) i

c. This tendency toward repetition, which, as we saw, also expresses itself clearly
through numerous relationships of partial similarity between shots (and beyff)nd. that
between codes) carries with it a natural after-effect. It underscores the COdl(.: differ-
ences that give effectiveness to the basic variation constituted by" the successive p_lu-

. rality of the shots. These differences are powerful and discrete in their -dlSt‘l‘lbUflOﬂ
and transitions, having as their primary object to ensure the natural continuity of the
narrative —that is, to sustain its artifice but without ever making it too obvious. A
balance that in its own specific mode echoes that inscribed in the playing of the
actors and the style of the photography.®

d. This balance thus reveals a constant relationship from shot to shot between
Symmetry and dissymmetry, which is, moreover reinforced by a general arrange-
ment in the segment as a whole. In this respect we might recall the unequal dep]oy-
ment of the shots alternating between Vivian and Marlowe around the central axis
represented by shot 7, which is itself inscribed into the a]ternation‘o.n another level.
Itis not surprising, therefore, that it should be the regulated opposition bet?veen the
closing off of symmetries and the opening up of dissymmetries that gives rise to the

nNarrative, to the very fact that there is a narrative.
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Nevertheless, it §hould be noted that there is a particular arrangement that
isr?lems to me not specllﬁc to, b1'1t profoundly characteristic of, the American cinema.
e progressive relationship (in the literal sense) outlined above seems more or 1
to resolve itself within each unit of narration— in this case within a short se me tesi
Welve shots that might be taken for a secondary transition—by means of ag susn 1
sion and folding effect, as if to allow the segment to close back on itself more e?fen-
tively and leave to the new fold the problem of unrolling its new elements. Take SC-
ﬁr.la.l sl}ot, for example. It is conclusive and synthetic undoubtedly, by' virtue ]ef
Vivian’s tender gesture, which closes off the dialogue marked by’their doub;)
avo.wal. But it is so in another way as well: by the silence between the characte X
thCh has its equivalent only in shot 1, it ensures a kind of overall symmetry; butr§1’
is tipped over into dissymmetry, so to speak, because it is opposed to th;y’shot ;t

IEC&“S tllIOLIg]] t]le ldentlty lt SUStalIlS Wlth S}l()tS 2 alld 10 t}le ﬁllal Sllell (& I)e
’ /7
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TRANSLATED BY DIANA MATIAS

4. Symbolic Blockage
IR (on North by Northwest)

For Dominique

We are all precious-little-me at the theater, watching Oedipus and crying
out, “Now there's my type of guy! There’s my type of guy!”
—Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari

The death of the Father will deprive literature of many of its pleasures. If
there is no more Father, what's the use of telling stories? Doesn't every
narrative lead back to Oedipus? Isn't storytelling always a search for origins,
an account of one’s entanglements with the Law, an entry into the dialectic
of tenderness and hate? Today Oedipus and the narrative are dismissed in
one stroke: we no longer love; we no longer fear; we no longer tell stories. As
fiction, Oedipus served at least one purpose: it helped write good novels, it
helped tell stories well (written after seeing Murnau’s City Girl).

—Roland Barthes

I. THE FILM

North by Northwest illustrates in precise terms the Hitchcockian dialectic of the
ordeal that leads the hero—the heroes—from the enigma to its resolution, from
error to recognition. That this dialectic, inaugurated by the mistake that defines the
reality of the ordeal, turns out to involve the common destiny of a man and a
woman, implies no more than that this is the driving force behind the oeuvre, its
origin and its vanishing point. That Hitchcock here yields to the seduction, to the
ironic glamour of the implausible in order to give a more radical turn of the screw to
the logic of the everyday is in my view only an intensification of the abstraction in
which the pleasure proper to the glittering play of meaning gives rise to a more
deliberate acknowledgment of the ruling principle of the Hitchcockian fable —mo-
rality and perversion linked.

This abstraction, in North by Northwest, lies in the controlled and pointed dis-
tance Hitchcock maintains toward a genre whose system he uses and perverts the
more clearly to define his own. Note that this genre —the spy movie, more precisely,
the spy movie as chase —constitutes for Hitchcock himself a sort of tradition whose
effects he already experimented with many times in his best English period and in
his first American films: in The Thirty-Nine Steps, to which North by Northwest is in
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many ways a lavish rejoinder; The Lady Vanishes; Foreign Correspondent; and Sabo-
teur. In all of these films, but much more radically here, distance and control de-
pend largely on performance, above all on the acting of the hero, which produces
the clearest and most solid of identifications between the spectator and the director.
Cary Grant’s performance is the supreme
example of this, his hesitation pushed to the
point of ambiguity between the mechanical
and the sentimental, the reserved and the pro-
vocative: it conveys the fundamental dereal.
ization of the intrigue that defines it; it em-
phasizes its motifs, thus creating at the very
level of narration as rhythm, between shots
and within shots, a sort of permanent irony
that is as difficult to formalize as it is easy to
identify and that makes the film the privileged site of a dissociation, of a provocative
shuttling backwards and forwards between the gratuitousness of the game and the
gravity of the stake.

It is the nature and constitution of this stake whose successive terms I would
first like to establish: that is, I wish to show the transformation that takes place, for
the hero, from the moment that the director plunges him into the crucial dialectic
of appearance and identity, of innocence and guilt. This transformation unfolds,
symphonically, in three grand movements in which the relations of knowledge and
ignorance that define the generation of the film, its dynamic, are raveled and unray-
eled by the metamorphoses of the enigma, according to a distortion that the director

cunningly maintains between the knowledge of his characters and the knowledge of
the spectator.

First Movement

When Roger Thornhill, in the Plaza Hotel bar, gets up to send his mother a
message just as the public address system and the bellboy call George Kaplan’s
name, Vandamm’s men seize him and open.up a series of effects that govern the
development of the film. The mistake (which apparently marks for Vandamm a
successful outcome to his search —initiated before the film began— for Kaplan) pro-
duces two perfectly correlated quests:

a. Thornhill’s search for Kaplan, the only man who can rectify the misunder-
standing, the mistaken identity; for Vandamm (hidden for the moment under the
name of Townsend), who takes him for Kaplan, this search functions as a trap inso-
far as Thornhill is logically drawn by it to coincide for Vandamm with the role of
Kaplan;

b. the police’s search for Thornhill insofar as the mistaken identity inscribes
him in the position of guilty before the law: first for drunk driving, when he escapes
Vandamm’s hit men for the first time after they have forced him to drink; then for
murder when Thornhill, looking for the false Townsend, ends up meeting the real
one, whom the impostor causes to be killed in his arms.

The murder takes the double mistake to its extreme: it marks the culmination

secret s
- give any hint to Vand
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Second Movement

This movement is articulated around a new character, EvefKen(tlla_illl, 111] :dcle)lt(l)nhgies
ical i ] ill owes hi m the poli
i 3 radical insofar as Thornhill owes his escape fro o
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an apparently already settle
dicts both a clue and the heroic
ema), is required in order to ensure, via Thornhill’s ch
literal sense, the continuation of the film in a third

ultimate recognition of the truth into the Very sp
suspense.

Third Movemeit

This movement unfolds from Eve’s faked mur
about the indispens

the CIA, bet
Rushmore.
In the first scene, Eve Ken

adventuress: a woman disappointed by
riage and family life,

able renewal of the action and clears Eve of all
ween the meeting in the woods and the famous cl

Thornhill: Has life been like that?
Eve: Mm hmmm.

Thornhill: How come?

Eve: Men like you.

Thornhill: What's Wrong with men like
Eve: They don’t believe in marriage.
Thornhill: I've been married twice.
Eve: See what I mean?

me?

In the second scene, at the niomment of su
Eve know that behind the sed
women’s fickleness.

preme danger, Roger Thornhill lets
ucer she thinks she sees in him hides a victim of

Thomhill: Tf we get out of this al;
gether. All right?

Eve: Is that a proposition?

Thornhill: 1t's a proposal, sweetie.

Eve: What happened to the first two marriages?

Thornhill: My wives divorced me.

Eve: Why?

Thornhill: 1 think they said I led too dull a life.

Between the two, the action, over and above the investigation, becomes a trial
of love, the suspense the uncertainty of its consummation. Deceived up to this point
by appearances, even if he does force them to strip off their masks, Thornhill now
dominates the action; he takes the initiative, defying both the Professor’s prohibi-
tions and Vandamm’s threats to rescue and win Eve, Seizing the spies’ secret, he
fulfills the destiny of the national law that saves him in return (a policeman’s shot
will cut down Leonard, Vandamm’s secretary, just as he is about to push Eve and
Thornhill off the cliff). But the excellence that, in this art of subjectivity and per-

sonal odyssey so often leads the wrongly accused hero, rather than the police, to the

ve, let's go back to New York on a train to-

d interrogation of Eve (although its resoliition contra-
positivity of the couple so dear to Amiericar cin.
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movement, which turns the
ace and time of an exaltation of

der of Thornhill, which brings
eomplicity with
hase on Mount

dall reveals who she is, what woman hides behind the
men’s infidelity, by their unfitness for mar-
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index of his Oedipal predestination. The effect of mistakenness here is multiplied
by the insistence of the message. Already, in the taxi that takes him to the Plaza,
Thornhill has twice asked his secretary to contact his mother—only to remember
the moment he gets out of the cab that he has forgotten to explain how she can do
so. The content of the message (Thornhill confirms with his mother that they are to
go to the theater that night) is also far from immaterial to the symbolic opening that
the rest of the film circulates back toward this moment of error and illusion. For,
remarkably, this theme of the theater will be constantly reaffirmed as the internal
metaphor of the film, arising from this postponed show. “With such expert play-
acting, you make this very room a theater”: this is Vandamm’s response to Thornhill
when, in the library where the latter is brought after his kidnapping, he insists there’s
been a mistake and, in order to reestablish the identity denied him, reminds
Vandamm that he has to go to the theater. The pretext that establishes the inaugural
mistake is thus from the beginning in very close accord with the scenario it gives rise
to the next day, when Thornhill, accompanied by the detectives, his mother, and his
lawyer, comes back to this room in which the transformations, though small, suggest
a change of setting, and cries out with disarming accuracy when faced with the
deceptive welcome given him by the false Mrs. Townsend: “What a performance!”
Vandamm echoes him at the other end of the film, saying to Leonard: “When you
return to New York, do say goodbye to my sister for me, and thank her for her superb
performance as Mrs. Townsend.” But it is of course Thornhill, the object of the
mistake, who finds himself assuming the metaphor, having introduced it into the
fiction in spite of himself, When, toward the end of the second movement, he
catches up with Eve, Leonard, and Vandamm at an auction in Chicago, the dia-
logue remarkably condenses the manifest theatricality of the film as the reflexive
space and conducting rod of the fiction:

Vandamm: Has anyone ever told you that you overplay your various roles rather
severely, Mr. Kaplan? First you're the outraged Madison Avenue man who
claims he has been mistaken for someone else. Then you play a fugitive
from justice, supposedly trying to clear his name of a crime he knows he
didn’t commit. And now you play the peevish lover, stung by jealousy and
betrayal. Seems to me you fellows could stand a little less training from the
FBI and a little more from the Actors’ Studio.

Thornhill: Apparently the only performance that will satisfy you is when I play
dead.

Vandamm: Your very next role. You will be quite convincing, I assure you.

There is a follow-up to this exchange, first between Thornhill and Vandamm,
in the Mount Rushmore cafeteria: “By the way, I want to compliment you on your
colorful exit from the auction gallery. . . . And now, what little drama are we here for
today?”; then between Eve and Thornhill when, in the forest, she congratulates the
amateur for having played to perfection this “little drama” (the fake murder), antici-
pated by Vandamm with an irony that destines him to become its victim. The instru-
ment of this drama, a revolver loaded with blanks, will reappear twice, to be recog-

nized first by Leonard, then by Thornhill, for the prop that it is, a deceptive part of
this theater of illusions.
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Your Honor.” “Do you know him to be a reasonable man?” “Absolutely.”) is greeted
by Clara Thornhill with mocking contempt, which an indignant exclamation from
her son is unable to dissipate. This contempt is evident in the next two scenes in
which she accompanies him: to the false Townsend’s house, where the police con-
duct their investigation; and to the Plaza Hotel, where her son begins his. It is there,
in the elevator where they have been joined by Vandamm’s hit men, that she asks
them in an ironic and protective tone: “You gentlemen aren’t really trying to kill my
son, are you?” Finally, the last shot showing her at the hotel entrance just as
Thornhill flees puts a fermata on this relationship of dependence: “Roger! Will you
be home for dinner?” This son actually lives with his mother. We shall never know if
this was true during the two failed marriages that the narrative will later attribute to
him. But we cannot but see here a reason for their failure. Thornhill is nothing but
a big baby, and only Cary Grant could confer on him the equivocal status of a man
of forty and an ill-grown adolescent.
This infantilization of the hero is underscored at the outset by the first
movement’s only reference to his sexuality. On the way to the Plaza Hotel,

Thomhill’s secretary mentions, among other messages he must answer, a woman’s
name: that of Gretchen Sabinson.

Thornhill (grimaces): Send her a box of candy from Blum’s. Ten dollars. You
know the kind—each piece wrapped in gold paper? She’ll like that. She’ll

think she’s eating money. Just say to her, “Darling, I count the days, the
hours, the minutes—”

Maggie (interrupting): You sent that one last time.
Thornhill: 1 did? Oh well. Put, “Something for your sweet tooth, baby and all

your other sweet parts.” (Maggie gives him a look and he winces) I know, I
know.

This dialogue suggests a sort of sexual immaturity; the latter reduces the love
relationship to the level of the advertising slogan, which Thornhill, an advertising
man, represents socially. In this context, it confirms his infantile fixation on the
mother. But Thornhill seems completely conscious of this reduction, just as he is
irritated by the excessive dependence he is subjected to, without being able to
avoid it.

The mistake that plunges him into the adventure begins to break this circle. By
this very movement, it gives Thornhill, through Eve, access to a depth forbidden by
repression in his relationship with his mother, a relationship which, however imma-
ture Thornhill may be, is one of adulthood. That is why, with the excessiveness
proper to the conventions of a semi-comic tone, everything helps to inscribe the
mother in this world of surfaces of which her son is the professional echo. This is
also why she must remain absolutely incredulous as to the reality of what is happen-
ing to her son. No doubt she cannot but be inscribed there; not, at least, until the

moment she yields her place to Eve in the unfolding of the adventure and the
fulfillment of the fantasy. The phenomenon of narrative substitution between the
two women is both literal and radical. The telephone call by which Thornhill, in
the New York train station, tells his mother he is leaving for Chicago announces the
mother’s disappearance from the film as, in a sequence in which metonymy aston-
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before beginning to get annoyed. At the precise moment that Thornhill, in an at.
tempt to explain himself, shows Townsend a photo of Vandamm found in Kaplan’s
room and asks him, “Do you know this man>”
Townsend suddenly chokes, lets out a strangled
cry, and collapses in Thornhill’s arms—a knife
plunged to the hilt in his back, The specta-
tor has seen what neither Thornhill noy
Townsend nor the spectators at the scene
could see: one of Vandamm’s men, Valerian,
standing a few yards away from the two, threw
the knife and fled. When Thornhill gets back
to his feet, having fallen to the ground under
the weight of Townsend’s body, he is holding
the bloody knife around which his fingers
have mechanically closed. Amid the tumult
that ensues and the looks that converge on
him, a flashbulb crackles, fixing the halluci-
natory image of the “United Nations killer.”
We should linger over this image that so
admirably overlays the mendacious authority
of the cinematic message with the illusion of
theatrical representation. It serves the nar-
rative’s unbridled hermeneutic so well that we may be tempted to ignore the burden
of fantasy and symbolization woven into it. In having the real Townsend killed by
both Thornhill and the false Townsend, who thus duplicates them both, Hitchcock
in fact achieves a veritable symbolic tour de force, effecting the Oedipal itinerary of
his hero by logically inscribing him in the problematic of the murder of the father.
But, it will be asked, if Townsend is the father (assuming we are right to accord him
this place), why have him killed by Vandamm when it is Thornhill’s symbolic des-
tiny that is at stake? The fact that Thornhill appears to be the logical victim of
Vandamm'’s hit man makes the question all the more pertinent. He is the one they
have followed from the Plaza Hotel in order to reattempt the murder postponed the
night before. But, beyond all verisimilitude, the symbolic must be transformed into
the verisimilar; and it must be Townsend who is killed by Vandamm through his
representative and, in Thornhill’s place, fictitiously killed by the latter at the same
stroke. The tour de force lies precisely in the f

ct that Vandamm, through a remark-
able effect of differential complementarity, serves both to establish the problematic

of parricide in its extension and to negotiate it narratively, since it is only through
him that the real Townsend can come to fill the place of the father.
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This substitution is, clearly,
father. In this relation,

enough to bring Vandamm into the place of the
“Mrs. Townsend” occupies a structural position. She const;.
tutes, indeed, the mediating term between
the real Townsend and the false one, thyg
allowing the formation of a parental image
that echoes the metaphoric complement-
arity formed by Townsend and Mirs. Thorn-
hill. This replicatory effect is reinforced by
the scene that brings the two women face to
face around Thornhill at Glen Cove: though
not really resembling each other, they none-

theless seem doubles at this moment—thanks
to the deceptive, peculiarly maternal solicitude that Mrs. Townsend shows toward

Thornhill to fool the detectives, so close to the mother’s condescending irony and so
well understood by her, even if she is fully its victim. But this equiy.
thus makes the two women and the two men circulate in
glittering parental images, is posited so that it may also be
remarkable manner. Toward the end of the film, just before the final confrontation
between Thornhill and Vandamm on the slopes of Mount Rushmore, Vandamm
lets us know who Mrs. Townsend really is: not his wife, but his sister.

This revelation is no doubt partly due to cl
cern that all shadows be dispelled and that no enigma be diegetically introduced
without eventually being resolved. The rest of Vandamm’s words to Leonard con-
firm this, tying the Glen Cove servant to Valerian in a relationship to that point left
unspoken: “. . . and you might tell your knife-throwing chum that I've reassured his
wife.” But why do these explanations bear so exclusively on family relationships?
And why do they come so late if not to act retroactively upon a narrative in which
their excessive clarity invites us to displace them in order to shed an even brighter
light upon it? The cinematic fiction that comes to take the place of the theatrical
performance Clara Thornhill and her son were to attend thus retrospectively at-
tributes to Vandamm’s sister the role of his wife at the moment that he himself plays
the role of Townsend. A new equivalence is born, this time between Vandamm and
Thornhill: both men find themselves, in fact, in an incestuous position, the one

virtually with respect to his mother, the other
metaphorically with respect to his sister, This
equivalence is reinforced by the parallelism
that makes the two women disappear in the
first third of the film and makes Eve, as it
were, appear in their place to become a cen-
tral term in the confrontation between the
two men. We have seen how this substitution
was initiated for Thornhill by the murder of
the father. In a sense so it was for Vandamm.
ctively inscribed in the sequence of the story? at
irder and the beginning of the film. (She will
[ met Phillip Vandamm at a party one night and

alence, which
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assical narrative’s fundamental cop-
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can only be undone by shifting the fiction from Vandamm’s Oedipus to Thornhill’s.
For if, at the moment he kills Townsend, Vandamm brings on through his victim the
problematic of the idealized father, thus appearing to be the murderous son, we
must never forget that this is true only because he kills him in Thornhill’s place,
in two senses: he kills Townsend instead of Thornhill killing him (but also so that
Thornhill will be the one who kills him —this is the second mistake, which deter-
mines the rest of the film), and he kills Townsend instead of killing Thornhj]]
(something the logic of the actions allows us to expect but which the narrative
clearly cannot have). The murderous son, Vandamm, symbolizes the fact that
Townsend could have been killed by Thornhill for the sake of the possession of
the mother. As murderous father, both before and after the murder but because of
it throughout the film, he symbolizes the “retaliation” the son becomes subject to
for having killed or wished to kill the father (since, in theory, filicide is never
anything but a cover for the desire for parricide). In this sense, he is nothing but a
projective image circumscribed in the logic of Thornhill’s Oedipus, which hap-
pens to bring into play the two complementary and opposed figures of the sym-
bolic father and the idealized father.

The projective image that divides Vandamm from the standpoint of Thornhill
is divided in its turn. It is never Vandamm who kills or attempts to kill; it is Leonard,
on the one hand, and, on the other, above all the character that the narrative calls
the “knife-thrower” and the script “Valerian.”
“[Since] the villainous James Mason is com-
peting with Cary Grant for the affection of
Eva Marie Saint, I wanted him to be smooth
and distinguished. The difficulty was how
we could make him seem threatening at the
same time. So what we did was to split this
evil character into three people: James Ma-
son, who is attractive and suave; his sinister-
looking secretary; and the third spy, who is
crude and brutal.”® This tripartition of the villain entails a differentiation of the
symbolic structure and, through an effect of regulated contagion, permits its exten-
sion to the narrative as a whole. Indeed it subdivides the dual image of Vandamm,
murderous father and son, disjoining on the basis of an indissociability guaranteed
by Thornhill’s fantasy Vandamm as father, on the one hand, and on the other
Leonard and Valerian as sons.

The two substitutions that inscribe Vandamm in the symbolic structure under-
score this functional prevalence of the image of the father: the first by putting him
in Townsend’s place; the second by making Mrs. Townsend his sister and thus insti-
tuting, through the incestuous similarity thereby tying him to Thornhill, a genera-
tional discrepancy that the physical immaturity so specific to Cary Grant's acting
does much more to support than does the real age of the actors. On the other hand,
while Vandamm’s and Thornhill’s rivalry over Eve is strongly marked, justifying the
tripartition of the villain and endowing the plot with an indispensable psychological
determination, it ultimately seems fictitious, immaterial. There is never any sign of
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N e of Vandamm as son. Through the material vio-

narrative invests them, they take on the sym‘bolic violence of
ened up around Thornhill: the merciless struggle that
d condemns them both to death thus makes the(FL
a covering process whose terms must be perpetually unraveled and dis-

g ed representations of Thornhill, two complementary virtualities

two invert : ;
glfa&eed’negativc Oedipus, whose image is defined by Vandamm. This double sym

arrativ i ward its

bolic inscription conveyed by the movement of the narrative crystallfxfzest to S
| : ral whose we hav

3d according to a process of concealment and avowal whose el ects o
5 ‘ Ane) i , .

elrezid seen. For Leonard, Oedipal desire is expressed by a latent 10:11;)0 ml()@{

:  the atior .
:vhoseyeffects are clearly brought to bear on Vandamm by the rep’re;eln 1limrdelr e
version of the narrative. It erupts when Leonard unmasks Eve s d'Sf P,

i : invoke his “woman’s intuitior
ill: in w ing Leonard to invo n's in
Thornhill: first in words, lead . ; g
i ing jealous of Eve; then in A ;
use him openly of being j : ot
/1 < s Eve sho
explain his conduct, Leonard shoots Vandamm with blanks ]USi}f as hrCSSion
Tlfomhill in an inversion in which desire, it is clear, is inscribed in the agg A
4 . . i
in the threat of castration for which it serves as a m;tta]phor.made i i
i ional killer, agent ot the pa -

As for Valerian —professional r, ‘the pa g

acquires a wife at the very moment that Townsend’s fictitious \\1fe bic\/andamm’s
] ; /e see again at Ve
damm’s sister. We have already seen this servant, W]}]IO?] wef d 1&11-3 b
i id City: i / ove scenes that contror :
house in Rapid City: in the two Glen C : ;
i -los / reappear, so

Clara Thornhill, whose age brings her even closer. Why should she reappear,
near the film’s close and in an afterthought, as

the wife of this young man, if not to ﬁgure the
fruit of parricide and the object of incest: the

horrific doubling of Thornhill’s mother? An
image of castration that flows from the men-
acing woman to her metaphon.C son, the cas-
trator par excellence, whose knife is foreshad-
owed, in the last two shots of the selcond Glen
Cove scene, by an enormous pair of shears j
with which he decapitates a clump of flowers. To tang
narrative to unreel the whole skein of the symbolic, it

e the threads that allow the
is with Eve’s same gun that
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The relation between the Oedipus complex and castration that, for Thornhill,

inni d movement of the film, can
Eve from the beginning of the secon .
s : ely espouse the hermencutic

“Mrs. Valerian” will in her turn shoot Thorhill —as if to foretell the fact that
Thornhill, in a reversal of image that corresponds to the doublings for which he is
the pretext, is going to push the parricide, the man who is his inverted Oedipal
image, off a cliff.

Thornhill is thus the sole veritable hero of this Oedipal adventure, whose
identificatory power he focuses. That is why the guilt brought into play by the film
is exclusively focused on him through the hermeneutic development of the spe-
}‘u cifically Hitchcockian detective-story dialectic between the guilty and the falsely

~ coalesc ' . :
" be broken down into four successive stages, which ¢ Zsh T
" yariations in which Eve is the stake, for spectator an eroqa i i
]. The first takes place on the train, in t.he sleepe.r W mr’e ve ';1 b
Thornhill after the promise of seduction implied l)y.' thct1r com-crls]?po? i S
car. Leaning against the partition, Eve and Thornhill kiss and talk in a ser g

shot-reverse shots that follow on from those of their earlier conversation.

il accused that attains its supreme point of parodic externality in North by Northwest

E—

Vandamm (doubly divided through Leonard and Valerian) can thus be opposed al]
the more easily to Thornhill as the bad son to the good son, and to Townsend as the
bad father to the good father—so much does the structural truth of the narrative
here tend to coincide with moral truth, and the socio-political law to compel desire
to internalize it as the basis of its symbolic function. But psychoanalysis, with its
more or less driving ethic of Oedipal normalization, is far from remaining outside
such a collusion. At bottom this is what Lacan puts so well when he reminds us that
“the law and repressed desire are one and the same thing.”” For if psychoanalysis, as
it has always claimed since Freud, “recognizes in desire the truth of the subject,” it
has done so in order to accept immediately the inevitability of its prohibition and its
regulation by the law, which amount to the same thing. The Oedipus complex,
which opens up a path to desire through repression, is this law, which maintains
desire under its law. That is why, when one is a boy, one cannot symbolically “leave”
the Oedipus complex except through castration. That is why Thornhill, through a
fantasmatic foreshortening of a compelling logic, comes to live its ordeal, once the
simulacrum of a murder carried out against the father frees him from the mother
and carries him toward the object substituted for her.

Of course, this ordeal begins with the inaugural mistake that separates the hero
from the mother and consigns him, not to the theater where he was supposed to
meet her, but instead to a first confrontation with death. Not that death in and of
itself automatically connotes castration, of which it is, on the contrary, an internal
dimension. But in this substitution of scenarios, the hero is in effect torn from the
mother by the “castrating” father, whom the scenario’s glimmerings have allowed us
to recognize in the false Townsend. The scene in which the two hit men try in vain
to send the dead-drunk Thornhill’s car over a cliff takes place (in a perfectly moti-
vated way) in the evening, the very moment of the postponed theatrical perfor-
mance. And to signify the imminence of death, Hitchcock employs Thornhill’s
point of view as his car stops miraculously at the edge of the precipice, the same
vertical tilt shot that will twice reappear: apparently quite, arbitrarily, after Town-
send’s murder, as Thornhill leaves the United Nations building; and at the end, with
a natural insistence, on the slopes of Mount Rushmore. The fact that Vandamm, in
order to continue to play his castrating role after the determinant point constituted
by Townsend’s murder, turns out to be the mediator of the woman who will replace
the mother for Thornhill, can be seen as the distorting effect that allows relatively
contradictory and rigorously complementary significations and functions to be con-
densed into a single story.

Eve: How do I know you aren’t a murderer?

ill: You don’t. ;

E};ZT rI;/Ih;l)lrbc you're planning to murder me, right here, tonight.

Thornhill: Shall I?

Eve (whispers): Please do . . .

The long kiss that follows Eve's reply thusAmetaphorically .seals .tlu? f}lmn:
between sex and death inscribed by Hitchcgck with such .extraor.dmjr.y l.ntil,s m:)clj.ecc-
all his films. The preceding scene already 111tmduced this relationship: two p
men come to interrogate Eve, who has hid-
den Thornhill in the upper couche.tte of t'hc
sleeper, informing her that she has dined with
a murderer. This much she knows, of course,
and more, since she also knows that he is in-
nocent of this murder. But the frightened sur-
prise she must pretend enhances the kiss scene
and the metaphor woven into it. It ludically
underscores the mutually inclusive relation-
ship of the sexual drive and thefdclaath dri(;v'c,

irectly tied to the image of the murder S ’
1:}16::: a?llz)fxcst 1i}t tt(‘) be estab]ishcta. The instinctual energy with which .FO\’VII;SCH'(‘] s n}lrl_irc-
der is metaphorically invested is displaced to mark the sexual rclatlc;n f‘e’tlwee’n .lr_
and Thornhill with a murderous violence; the glan‘m.ur attached t(? t 1;: at]1er Sjlhl
der thus opens the path of seduction, first in the dining car, then in 't 1e' S ge[])(,r. —
There is a remarkable rift in this second scene: between the kiss an ’flle sex
ual act that follows it (chastely presaged by the open bed), three shots .dcfpllct'ltn_g
Thornhill’s retreat into the sleeper’s washroom introduc@ a rupture as b'ne as i 112
insistent. (1) Thornhill, in a medium close-t}p, 190]{3 at himself 1{1 tl{:—: n;l‘r'(ror,dpl)(iltg
up a tiny shaving brush from among Eve’s toiletries on thc shelf, ool S a' i ant Olf hi;‘
it down. Then he picks up an equally tiny razor. (2) A big clo§e-up shows Ilaar fthk
hand and the tiny razor turning in his fingers. (3) The .frammg repeats tl?t 0 e’
first shot. Thornhill’s gaze shifts from the razor to the.mlrror t}hat reﬂe}?ts tlls entlé)\:?_
gaze. He turns away suddenly when he hcars.F.ve’s voice outsx(.le than 1Ing lle‘is] 4
ard and calling him back to her. This scene is narratively motivated: T 1or'n 1 =
ters the washroom to hide from the steward; the steward enters the sleepfﬂ to mra .
the bed, assuming thereby a mediating role in the progression of the 01]11‘g11.1.a;1(;hge<n
nized around Eve; these various activities allow her to give him the note he wi
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2. Over the slowly dissolving image of Eve’s beautiful face there appealrs tg:a]ﬁ:
that is carrying Thornhill through an open plain to Kaplan. T}ge ré‘lortawﬁg 8
-doubly marked in this famous sequence. On t(?e one 1;anhd );0 g:a Kaplagn "
i i i to enable him )
hill the deceptive message that is suppose

Tl:r):; rleciprocity is thus established between them: the real but of cm;lrse. thwar‘tiz(i
rt:urder to which Eve condemns Thornhill corresponds to the metaphoric mur

* of which she was the object in the romantic
~ relation. On the other hand, this 1.nortal' or-
-'deal——via Vandamm, who orders it—brings

take to Vandamm (“What do I do with him in the morning? Eve”). But this motiva-
tion is itself far from indifferent: it is precisely during Thornhill’s confinement to the
washroom that Eve gives the steward the note that abandons Thornhill to the mer-
cies of the castrating father. The nature of these three shots, as well as the interrup-
tion they create in the progress of the sexual advances, make it all the more possible
to inscribe in them the mark of castration. The tininess of the razor and the brush
mark, first, the threat of a reduction of the penis. Moreover, this image is divid-
ed according to the two objects: the brush,
whose bristles and handle evoke the penis

fairly closely; and the razor, the instrument of
areduction that is materially similar to castra-
tion and symbolizes it. On the other hand,
these objects that so strike Thornhill belong
to Eve. They thus express castration in an.
other way, in the form of a threat of incorpo-
ration: through the woman who replaces the
mother, we sce the threatening image of the
phallic mother, the fantasy of which is inspired by Mrs. Thornhill the abusive
mother, stand-in for the law in the father’s absence.

Over and above this, the inscription of these two objects turns out itself to be
further motivated by the development of the narration: the next day, in the men’s
room at the Chicago station, Thornhill uses Eve’s brush and razor to shave. But the
use to which he puts them takes diegetic implausibility one step further. It is indeed
perfectly motivated that Thornhill, pursued by the police, should take refuge in the
men’s room to change out of the uniform a porter kindly let him steal; it is less so
that he should waste time shaving, a time increased by the tininess of the razor. Two
shots emphasize this departure from verisimilitude and reinscribe the castratory dif-
ference: next to Thornhill, a burly man shaves with a cut-throat razor and stares
with a sort of contemptuous stupefaction at the thin streak of lather that Eye’s razor
is able to remove from Thornhill’s cheek. But just then the two policemen who had
questioned Eve on the train the night before and on the platform that very morning
appear. They stop, glance at the two men and leave: the lather covering his face has
saved Thomhill. Eve’s toiletries recover their
diegetic motivation without their use becom-
ing any more plausible. The admirable duplic-
ity of the narrative lies in its always making the
symbolic emerge in the distance, causing nar-
rative verisimilitude and the lack of it to ex-
ist side by side without ever coinciding. A few
moments later, when Thornhill finally rejoins
Eve, she asks him, “What took you so long?”
He answers, “Small razor. Big face.” We want

>

v ~ impose, for Thornhill, the law whose ruptu.re
~ was instituted by Townsend’s murder. The vic-

into play the prohibiting father, thanks to the
projective paradox that needs Vandamm to re-

tory Thornhill gains over death and the father
by avoiding the killers’ airplane thus allows

. : ) : T
im to attain the object of his desire, ey en i ) -
l}::r:]oes not yet know —dupe that he is, as is the spectator, of the displacement ef

fected around Eve—that this second encounter is a step in the long itinerary that

i ¢ i bject.
eads him toward possession of the obj o
; The scene that reunites them again in the room at the Ambassador Hotel

i ; ive’s verisimili and non-verisimili-
reconjugates in a remarkable way the narrative’s verisimilitude

'~ tude. It was, in fact, virtually inscribed in the film’s development from the moment

of the encounter between Thornhill and Vandamm, when th_e latter in\./este}(z Kaplan
with a retrospective reality and assigned his fate to Thornhill by making three suc-
cessive hotels coincide with the three grand movements of the film:

Vandamm: On June 16, you checked into the. Sherwyn Hotel in Pltts.burg}zl ast
Mr. George Kaplan of Berkeley, California. A week later you re%éstelre af
the Benjamin Franklin Hotel in Philadelphia as Mr. George Aap alz 209
Pittsburgh. On August 11 you stayed at the Statler in Boston. Qn ugus t
George Kaplan of Boston registered at th.e Whittier in Detront.. AI; pres;enl2
you are registered in room seven ninety-six at the Plaza Hotel md ewt ;)lre
as Mr. George Kaplan of Detroit. [. . .] In two days you are hue a H1_
Ambassador East in Chicago. [. . .] And then at the Sheraton-Johnson Ho

tel in Rapid City, South Dakota.

" After the United Nations murder Thornhill is justified in going to Chicago to find

Kaplan; and after the scene in the corn fields, he is justified in showir}g u]I) z}t the
Ambassador, where Eve ostensibly telephoned Kaplan that very morning. It is, on

" the other hand, much less justified, in the logic of the plot concocted with Van-

damm, that Eve should turn out to be staying (with or without .Vandan;m zin(i
Leonard, the narrative does not specify) in th.e very hotel at whlcl; }(ap ¢§1]1t :1(2_
fictitiously checked in. But everything requires it. First, for the sake of the joir

velopment of actions and enigmas, Thornhill must find Eve again, apd through hfr
Vaml:lamm- second, and more precisely, Thornhill must ﬁnq Eve in her‘roomti 0
complete 4 rhyme with the earlier scene in which he found himself with his mother

to answer in his place, “Big face. Small penis,” so much is it through Eve that the
ordeal of castration is structured for Thornhill, the ordeal that from this point on ,
will be sealed by the repetition of his confrontation with death. i
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in Kaplan’s room at the Plaza Hotel —thus insuring the symbolic progression of the
narrative.
This rhyme is initially produced by the structure of the two segments. The first

is divided into two parts that show, on the one hand, Thornhill’s arrival with his
mother in front of the hotel (one shot), then in the lobby (one shot); on the other,
after a dissolve, Thornhill and his mother in the halls upstairs (three shots), then in
Kaplan’s room (many shots). The second segment is similarly arranged: Thornhill
arrives in front of the Ambassador (three shots) and makes his inquiries in the lobby
(ten shots); we see him again after a dissolve, in an upstairs corridor (one shot)
before he enters Eve’s room, where he remains until the end of the segment (many
shots). There are many discrepancies between the two segments (as can be seen
simply from our account of the respective numbers of shots); these discrepancies
only put into relief the similarities that preside, in particular the partial homology of
the two hotel room scenes, which accentuates the process of substitution between
these two women narratively arranged as mirror images on either side of Thornhill.
This homology is inscribed in the second half of the two scenes. Here are the ele-
ments of the first: a valet rings, enters, and naturally takes Thornhill for the Kaplan

he has never seen; he explains that he is returning the suit Kaplan instructed him,

by telephone, to pick up and have pressed the night before. As soon as the valet
leaves, Thornhill takes one of the suits hanging in the closet, undresses, tries it on,

and cries out—pushed to the limit by his mother’s mocking attitude, which under-

scores the ridiculousness of the situation — “Well, obviously, they've mistaken me

for a much shorter man!” In the second scene, at the end of a tense exchange in

which Eve tries to get rid of Thornhill, she finally agrees to have dinner with him in

her room, provided, she adds, that he have his suit sponged and pressed, as it has

been sorely tested by the vicissitudes of the preceding sequence. Thornhill agrees
and calls the valet, who says he will need twenty minutes to do it.

Eve: Better take your things off.

Thornhill (going up to her): Now, what could a man do with his clothes off for
twenty minutes? (An afterthought, as he gazes at her reflection in the mir-
ror.) Couldn’t he have taken an hour?

Eve (turns, practically in his arms): You could always take a cold shower. (She
starts to help him off with his jacket as he takes his things out of his pockets
and places them on the dresser. Both of them are playing it just as though
they were up to nothing but good, clean, healthy love-play.)

Thornhill: That's right. Mm —you know, when I was a little boy, I wouldn’t even
let my mother undress me.

Eve (peeling off his jacket): You're a big boy now. (She tosses the jacket on the
bed, turns back to him, puts her hands on his belt buckle, starts to unfasten
it. He takes her hands in his. )

Thornhill: "Tell me, how does a girl like you get to be a girl like you?

Eve: Lucky, I guess.

Thornhill: Not lucky—naughty, wicked, up to no good. Ever kill anyone? (In-
stantly Eve’s expression changes. He has gone too dangerously far; quickly
he takes the curse off the remark.) Because I bet you could tease a man to
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death without half trying. (He pats her cheek.) So stop Frying, hmm? (He
starts toward the bathroom, undoing the belt buckle .l'llIﬂSle as he goes.
The door buzzer sounds. Eve goes to the door, opens it, lets the valet in.)

Eve (to the valet): Be with you in a minute. (She goes to the half-open bz.lthro]j‘n‘n
door.) Trousers please. (Thornhill’s hand comes out thl.1 the trou'sirs. ' N;
takes them, picks up the jacket on the bed, gives the suit to the valet, an
closes the door behind him.)

The double motif of the suit and the valet thus structures these two sclem}c
fragments. In the first, the too-short suit suggests that the adventulrc into wtukcl
Thornhill has been plunged by being mistaken f.or. Kaplan has castration as ;ts s ‘a e
He effectively undergoes a first “reduction,” anticipating the metaphor of the razor
and the brush. Through this ordeal, which
reinitiates the threat of death in a remarkable
counterpoint by using a telephone call”to sig-
nify the killers’ return to the Plaza (]ust' as
Eve’s “fatal” note to Vandamm is superim-
posed, by substitutive similarity, onto the
three shots in the washroom), Thornhill be-
gins to escape the infantilization that governs
his relationship with his mother and thalt1 for-

i im all true romantic realization. Thus, : :
]t)}i(elscl;;'lparison with the mother seems to emerge of itsclffrom the m()tlf;)ftélc :lutlt
repeated in the second scene. “When I was a little boy . these words refer bot b0
a virtual childhood in which the son’s repressed d.esnc for the mother \voulcl“?
expressed by this prohibition, and to the first scene in wluc'h the mother, naturally,
does not undress him. Eve can therefore respond, emphasizing ho\:' far }16 haslcome
from this second childhood that he is only beginning to escape, "You're a big bqy
now.” Of course, Thornhill here only allows himself to be half undressed, since this
love scene is necessarily a decoy. For, in Eve, through the .mortal threat she impos-
es on him on behalf of the prohibitory father, we can glimpse the death-bearing
woman who can only replace the mother by recathecting.thc castratory mot'hcr—d
the same castrating mother whose caresses, in a \-’irt.ual f‘dﬂ]l'l)"' romance, are rejecte
by the child because of the anxiety awakened by his excessive desire for h.er‘ :

This image reigns triumphant in the scene that follows, when Thgmlnll, whom
Eve thinks she has duped but who has in fact duped her, finds her beside Vandamm
and Leonard at a luxurious antiques auction. The presence of Vandamm, .who?n
Thornhill sees here for the first time since he met him as Townsend, c}earl)' gives its
full extension to the image of Eve, dispelling any lingering doubts T hom.hlll Il"l‘d])-’
have had about her guilt; at the same timre, it re;.xctivates the whole scenario d?\li]_
oped since the inaugural mistake. When 'l‘bon‘]hl]l reaches the group, his first W,OI, s
express quite well the sense of horrific fasmnatlon‘suggested by this global reprcscili
tation: “The three of you together. Now there’s a picture only Charles Ad‘dams coulc
draw.” At this moment the mortal threat attains its maximun_} fantasmatic intensity.
When Vandamm, drawing out the theatrical metaphor, ir‘omc.a]]y runs thro\flgh the
inventory of parts played by Thornhill since they met, their brief exchange of retorts
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on his “playing dead” provokes Thornhill to say: “I wonder what subtle form of
manslaughter is next on the program. Am I going to be dropped into a vat of molten
steel and become part of some new skyscraper? Or are you going to ask this . . .
female to kiss me again and poison me to death?” With a remarkable precision,
these last words effect a reversal, twice underscored already, of the mctaphorica]]y
murderous kiss that Eve asked Thornhill to give her on the train. In thus associat-
ing Vandamm and Eve by showing them
together, the mortal threat articulates the
two complementary but still distinct terms of
the fantasy of castration to which Thornhill
is prey: on the one hand, the castration with
which the son is threatened by the father; on
the other, the castration with which he is threat-
ened by the mother, and from then on by
any object that substitutes itself for her—in
the form of a rape by incorporation, either di-
rectly or by a reversal of the sadism exercised against her thanks to an overlapping of
sexual drive and death drive. Faced with this mortal threat, which the scenario be-
gins to carry out the moment Leonard gets up to fulfill Vandamm’s prophecy about
Thornhill’s next role, the latter’s decision to give himself up to the police constitutes
an outcome at once dramatic, hermeneutic, and symbolic. First dramatic: in pro-
voking the intervention of the police by making a scene at the auction, Thornhill
escapes Vandamm’s hit men yet again. Next hermeneutic, since Thornhill’s deci-
sion brings about the intervention of the Professor, who frees him from all objective
guilt, clears up the mystery surrounding Kaplan’s existence and introduces the third
mutation in Eve’s identity. Symbolic, finally, since, by dividing the image that joined
Vandamm and Eve, this movement will take Thornhill to the point where he can
assume his castration —that is, where he can positively and unmixedly substitute

Eve for his mother and thus accede to paternal identification through the law the
father symbolizes.

3. That is why, in the third stage of development, Eve really kills Thornhill,
thanks to a sumptuous directorial detour whose theatrical power marks Thornhill’s
accession to the symbolic order. This sim-
ulated murder, meant to restore Eve to Van-
damm’s confidence, is the last echo of Thorn-
hill's murderous kiss. Its pretext is remarkable
in that, by an inverted image, as it were a
metaphoric rebound, it expresses Thorn-
hill’s desire for Eve in terms that take it be-
yond the seduction in which it has been fa-
tally located until now. When Vandamm
arrives with Eve at the Mount Rushmore caf-
eteria and asks Thornhill his price for the service he pretends to offer, Thornhill
answers: “I want the girl [. . .] I want her to get what's coming to her. You turn her
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over to me and I'll see that there’s enough pinned on her to k'eep he'r uncon;fqrtabl;
" for the rest of her life.” In this game of mirrors, it would be.unpossnble. to (gsi)gn?he
" more clearly, through prison, the marriage that is symbolically sanctioned by

murder considered as an effect of demand. T].]at i‘s why the scene 111‘:lhe woods ;2?;
immediately follows effects such a change in h,ve,.ﬁnally redu'cc to -C?I]];P]
. ney in a true resolution of the fantasy. In it she loses cinematically her
E‘TanSP?re ss’?/and‘ symbolically everything that had identified her, as image of ‘the
Vaml?ne woman, with the forbidden mother inverted into the phallic mother. She
caStrz:nl:sgthe disar,med petite bourgeoise who expects everything from the man w}?()
?veiflobe able to wrest her from the tangled fa}ntasy \?-'hose ()l?icct spe has"be‘come in
order to lock her up for the rest of her days in the silken prison o ma.rrlagcd. ik
This simulated murder clearly corresponds to thc_murder of Tc?wn‘sen . ;\1 1 c]_
established castration as the problematic of the narrative. In‘ the ﬁfrsdt )sc.emte, 103a ;
hill fictitiously killed the father: this murder allowed an obrlfzct o1 .I(iS}r‘eﬁ ot-stliplzmlv
and substitute itself for the mother. In the second scene, Thorn 11,‘ 4 1‘5‘)ctf ) ~0Jf
killed by the object of his desire. Between the two mur.c]ers, thc.he;()_ s acc:}ll) a111)(?:d
his own castration is played out through the dual relation that'tles 1im to c.q ]th .
We have seen the determinant role imparted to the woman in this procelss‘. in 1 ‘e
execution of the hero that is its metaphor, she assumes a role parallel alr]ls1 (T()Il‘lp L]:
mentary to that of the castrating father symbolized by Va'ndanlml‘. 'tlns (,o;;t
plementarity is again manifested when the process rezltches its cu mlln’a “.](g{I‘)(O] ¥
with the second murder. But this happens only at t_hc price of a reversal as ‘r‘.ldlcat' a
this parodic murder, coextensive with the re\-'lers:d introduced by Eve’s T{ew iden tl]t]}e
It affects the figure of the father by sul)stitutnjlg‘ th.e Erofessor for Vand "mnln in 45
mise-en-scene in which Thornhill is a complicit victim. I.n this and thl§ a onecl ‘1:,
murder can constitute for Thornhill an acceptance of his own castration and its
fictitious character institute its symbolization.
Through an overlap of moral or politica.1 law
and symbolic law, this murder is aCC(.)H]])llsll.ed
according to the law of the father: it thus in-
verts previous attempts and compensates for
them. Retroactively, as it were, it even com-
pensates for the guilt structurally inscripfad in
Thornhill, despite his innocence, by Town-
send’s murder. That is why the Profess;)r, as} hﬁ
| he way to the plane, absolves Thornhi ‘
:faadli :meplic;tion in I;)his death but asks him in exchal.lge.to hclp offslet thf cff(c;c;t:hls
has progressively produced. The Professor thus occupies in his turn t'l1e P ac::w Jik
father assumed throughout the second movement by Vandamm, who 1‘s)n e
signed to symbolize fully that image of tl?c 1dca‘117,ed father he 'has nlevcr s (gt}l)wr
projecting, caught up in the fatal dialectic of his double fuuctfon: tlle son: B
who kills (or seeks to kill) the father and the son and att:acks the symb;) ic §11ccels o
of the generations. The Professor stands for the necessity that the fa-tdler, ltll ;)}zzehw
be able to represent the symbolic father (to be a father. d_ead acic?l' }11gtl (Z h iC‘ i
and not killed by the negation of the law), be also a living father: in the log
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Thornhill’s fantasy, he transforms Townsend the murdered father into the dead fa-
ther. Narratively as well as symbolically, then, he is Townsend’s stand-
ment and his transformation.

That, I think, is why the Professor’s first appearance directly follows Townsend’s
murder. As we have seen, it is amply justified by the displacement it opens up in the
relation between the spectator’s knowledge and the hero’s. But in those narratives
founded on more or less strict coincidence between the hermeneutic and the sym-
bolic, metonymic contiguity very often possesses more metaphoric value the more it
is inscribed as a rupture in the “natural” sequence of actions. Townsend and the
Professor are, furthermore, both official representatives of the American politica]
machine and end up being opposed to Vandamm in strictly inverse ways: the first by
being duped, up to his dying moment, by the man who usurps his name; the sec-
ond, by duping Vandamm himself, with the projected image of an illusion that,
through Townsend’s murder, will entail Vandamm’s downfall as the joint work of
Eve and Thornhill. Thus is sealed, through Eve, the symbolic alliance between
father and son. Of course, the term that founds this alliance immediately provokes
its rupture. But it does so in a strictly delimited way, to perfect the Oedipal itinerary

of the hero with a final term within the circle that gives him access to the paternal
metaphor.

in, his comple-

4. On the terrace of the Mount Rushmore cafeteria, a brief exchange between
Thornhill and the Professor establishes the terms of the deal that they have made in
the ellipses of the narration between their departure from Chicago and their arrival

at Rapid City.

Professor: I'm trying to remind you that it’s your responsibility to help us

restore her to Vandamm’s good graces—right up to the point he leaves
the country tonight.

Thornhill: All right. All right. But after tonight . . .
Professor: My blessings on you both.

After the simulated murder, the scene in the forest assures Thornhill of Eve’s

feelings for him; but the reticence she is obliged to show quickly betrays the fact that
Thornhill is the victim of a certain non-reciprocity in the deal:

Eve: He has told you, hasn’t he?

Thornhill: Told me what?

Professor: Miss Kendall —you've got to get moving.

Thornhill: Wait a minute . . . what didn’t you tell me?

Eve (to the Professor): Why didn’t you?

Professor: She’s going off with Vandamm tonight on the plane.

Thornhill: She’s going off with Vandamm?

Professor: That's why we’ve gone to such lengths to make her a fugitive from
justice—so that Vandamm couldn’t very well decline to take her along—

Thornhill: But you said —

Professor: 1 didn’t tell you how valuable she can be to us over there.

Thornhill: You lied to me! You said after tonight—!

(Rl bk f gD s A R e e o ESHEST

Professor: | needed your help. ... .
" Thornhill: Well you got it all right . . .
: Don’t be angry . . . e e
' %}:zmh?l?: If you tghiynk I'm going to let you go through with this dirty business

] has to. o
;Z:)ff:;‘;{l: IS\]};T)OE; has to do anything! T don’tlike the games you play, Professor—!
' ‘P fssor: War is hell, Mr. Thornhill —even when it's a F:old one. e
;10 : hiil' If you fellows can’t lick the Vandamms ofthl§ world withou a}s) 1blg
' Omirls iike her to bed down with them and fly away w1'th them and pro af y,
iever come back, perhaps you ought to start learning how to lose a few
cold wars. _
Professor: I'm afraid we're already doing that.

is di jith the Professor’s chauffeur knocking
away and this dialogue ends with t ‘
EV}Tilrlu:jt Thye latter wakes to find himself locked in the room wh;fetlga[t)llz:lx;
s?_lr];lposed to be hospitalized, critically wounde}c)l_by E\f/i] A net\;/1 ctotl;l eus:o rlls m1u -
d son, around an object of desire that the :
B 's prohibition. In one sense, this conflict reintro-
in defiance of the father’s pl’Ohlblt}OH. n one 5
zz‘sls}rl:;ne that opposed Thornhill and Vandamm: (1llk]e Valil.dartnr;léth'e el’irsolf]e;tszg
' i I ill. But on the one hand the objecto esir
s used Eve as bait for Thornhil ke
i father and son; and on the other
ch a source of conflict between father a ; B
‘ i i d subjective options are not irredu :
vealed between ideological an : Sab i
' is thi t will be to mediate betwee A
iect of the end of this third movement will el
;:Hri:;)llea sort of implicit Aufhebung that will permit thfe ;on ftolemelr)gct Vﬁ{;)rilrc:uts}z
“ i ing the law of the father, but only
ym the Oedipus complex by transgressing the lav -
se(if; that it prgscribes—to the point of embodylpg, its exF:e!ler},ce.IW}}ell, ’ﬁ:zrr SLJSI
ing the Professor with a false apology for his previous “childish” behavior, oy
es%a es through the window to go to Vandamm’s house, he)truly becgmc}es ) sg:
liaﬂoy”pwhose imminent appearance was foreshadowed by Eve’s remark in the Am
; Hotel room. . ,
dofl“h: very long segment that takes Thornhill from th§ approaches t(')de(aln.clz:mtr\n}v Z
ouse to the edge of Mount Rushmore’s gapinig .Il)lrismpxceﬂcatane ;]:l\rf(li lfasl:x gosed
i iod of observation. Thornhill learns that Leonard
B i i i renge himself by throwing her from
* Eve’s ruse and that Vandamm is preparing to aveng S S
‘ d: next he learns that the microfilm Van
the plane they are about to board; ne R
carrying is hi i -Colombian statue he bought at the ;
e i ith E ho has managed to wrest the
' i of action. Thornhill flees with Eve, wh :
"stlall(tiulzafrrtolr;(i;zldamm’s hands; followed by Leonard and Va]erlan},]they Lravfe;/sle ltl}:.let
| it of iganti ent cut into the rock ot Mo
forest and reach the summit of the gigantic monum . S
i ; brutal struggle, he is pushed ov
ushmore. Valerian finds them first; after a e b
i i i t Eve from Leonard, then to ho P
- cliff by Thornhill, who next tries to wres e ey
'i i d that he extends to her, while Leonar .
“suspended over the void by the han tol ) S
i ill’s naked hand, clinging to the rock a
‘presses down his foot on Thornhill’s na ; e
i t suddenly makes Leonard teete
th . The miraculous gunshot tha. . ‘
| :r:;:; tl}):;tl:aggtion that the law of the father gives to the transgression of thhe son, t]u:;
" as Eve’s and Thornhill’s shared ordeal of thwarted death consecrates the mutu

o
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recognition of a desire inscribed in the promise of marriage. “Is that a proposition?”
Thornhill asked Eve when she made advances to him in the dining car. “Is that a
proposition?” Eve asks Thornhill on the slopes of Mount Rushmore, eliciting the
desired response, “It's a proposal, sweetie.”

As for the monument, a gigantic effigy of Washington, Lincoln, Roosevelt, and
Jefferson, whose sudden appearance before the dazzled gaze of Eve and Thornhill
is underscored by a shrill burst of music —how can we help seeing in it a fantastic,
fantasmatic representation of the dead father?
Subsuming the Professor and Townsend who
are but its delegates, the very symbolization of
the law, fixed in its eternity, the petrified im-
ages of the presidents seal the submission of
desire to the law of Oedipus and of castration.
History truly has as its signifier the dead fa-
ther.’ Presidential genealogy i its very image,
uniting in a single chain the president still in
office and those who precede him so that he
may succeed them, symbolic, alive, but already dead, thanks to that sumptuous
joke whose relations to historical consciousness Freud did not perhaps fully appre-
ciate. The chamber theater of the familial scene broadens to the geographical
dimensions of a State. The universality of the subjective law is reflected in the
subjectivity that privatizes it and gives it its lustre. It is on the sovereign image of
the four presidents that, on the terrace of the cafeteria, before the arrival of Eve
and Vandamm, the third movement of the film begins, thereby placing itself un-
der their sign. But this objective vision is then circumscribed into the circle of the
telescope through which Thornhill observes them, thanks to the singular focaliza-
tion to which the monument is subjected. Thanks to an effect that seems to move
in the same backward tracking shot from outside to inside the telescope, the mise-
en-scene expresses the relation of reflection between the externality of the law and
its psychic internalization, which, psychoanalytically speaking, is the only foun-
dation for its sovereignty as symbolic. The dialogue between Thornhill and the
Professor that begins over this image develops this relation all the more clearly
insofar as Thornhill stays close to the telescope throughout the scene, occasion-

ally glancing through it and thereby virtually reconstituting the power of the first
image.

Thornhill: T don’t like the way Teddy Roosevelt is looking at me . . .

Professor: Perhaps he’s trying to give you one last word of caution, Mr. Kaplan:
“speak softly, and carry a big stick.”

Thornhill: 1 think he’s trying to tell me not to go through with this hare-brained
scheme . . .

Professor: Pethaps he doesn’t know to what extent you are the cause of our
present troubles —

Thornhill: T don’t know if I care to accept that charge, Professor.

Professor: If you had not made yourself so damnably attractive to Miss Kendall
that she fell for you—
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Thornhill: And vice versa. W

Professor: —our friend Vandamm wouldn’t be losing faith in her loya}ty now. It
was quite obvious to him last night that she had become emotionally in-
volved, worst of all with a man he thinks is a government agent.

Thornhill: Are you trying to tell me [. . .] that I'm irresistible?

The subjective odyssey draws to it and incorpohrates History in the c]osu;er of
its own system all the more insofar as it is welded to it by the ﬁgt}re that sy.mlio lg]“
them both. The Professor’s first reply talf'es on tl'.le.equwocatlc?n of this double
meaning: “Speak softly, and carry a big Sthk.”‘Thl'S 1s”Roo§e\relts famous injunc-
tion to the American people, in which the “big stick p(.)]lC}'v’ opened fhe door to
imperialism for American capitalism, further concentrating its symbolic power }11
the presidential image. The Professor’s refere}lcfs to it thus underscores the sppcri
egoistic background with which Thornhill is .111\"ested as agent of the nationa
cause. But how can we fail to see in this “big stick,” which serves as metaphor for
the scene of Eve’s staged murder of Thornhill, the phallus that the father recog-
nizes in the son once the latter, in order to have it, consents no longer to bf it; that
is, to renounce being it for the mother and, through the ordeal ofsymbohc" castra-
tion, to surmount the fear of being stripped of it by the father (and/or of losing it in
the mother’s body). Following Freud, we can
even imagine that, confronted with the mon-
ument that so fascinates him, Thornhill’s look
suffers by rebound from Roosevelt’s, which
embarrasses him, the effect of petrification
in which Freud recognized at once the castra-
tion anxiety awakened in the child “medused”
by the sight of the mother’s genitals, and the
consolatory erection by which he reassures
himself when faced with the fatality of the
primal scene.'” ‘ Mot ;

In assuming the terms put into play in the inaugural scene of this third move-
ment, and those that logically develop from them, the final chase thus vibrates
with an extraordinary symbolic resonance. It
is while trampling on the heads of the single
and multiple father represented by the four
most illustrious presidents of the United States
that Thornhill fully accedes to a positive
identification with the father and definitively
leaves the Oedipus complex: in one and the
same blow he is inscribed in the cultural ge-
nealogy, fulfilling the law of the father. (that
1s to say his politics) and acquiring a wife. In :
a shot whose absence he seems to regret, Hitchcock even thought of showmg
Thornhill forced to hide in Lincoln’s nose and becoming the victim Qfel sneezing
fit, thus symbolizing through corporeal synecdoche the identification between
father and son.!" And it is literally up the body of the father that, at the moment of
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supreme confrontation with death, Thornhill slowly pulls Eve’s body to draw her,
in a sumptuous effect of metaphoric succession, into the couchette of the sleeper

where he can finally welcome her with the name heretofore reserved for his
mother: “Come on, Mrs. Thornhill”

“To come”: the word for jouissance in 3

language without a specific verb to denote
it. On the petrified body of the dead father,
something very like an inverted primal scene
is played out: the father, in his double livine
image (the Professor, Vandamm), excluded
from the picture but recalled within it by the
finally triumphant image of the law, thanks
to the saving gunshot that rescues the son
from his negative image; the son, entering upon the scene to free himself from it,
to kill the captivating image within him and outside him, to accept the symbolic
inevitability of castration, and finally to jouir, but by the law, upon the scene that
seems to shift, to pass without transition from the horrific and theatrical night of
fantasy to the symbolic clarity of pacified narrative. “Come on, Mrs. Thornhill.”

Lastly, we need to explain just what is raveled and unraveled in the name of
Kaplan. The mistake engendered by the bellboy’s call in the Plaza bar first opens
up the possibility of the fiction. Later, at the end of the first movement, we learn
that Kaplan is only an empty image, intended to act as a decoy distracting Van-
damm and protecting the “Number One” who is at work under his nose; this is
the image that Thornhill finds himself occupying. Later still, at the end of the
second movement, Thornhill learns this truth about Kaplan from the Professor,
and we learn along with him that the “Number One” whose immunity Kaplan is
supposed to guarantee is a woman, and that this woman is Eve Kendall. Be-
tween the two scenes the little mystery surrounding Kaplan is thus dispelled.
But the void he circumscribes is terribly full, full of an extraordinary fictional
effectivity. Indeed, Kaplan is only a decoy that allows Thornhill and Eve to
meet. But it is above all to allow them to do so while each is this non-existent
character that neither of them is nonetheless. Thornhill can only come to fill
the place of Kaplan because Eve occupies it too. He is only the false Kaplan to
the extent that Eve is the true one. This illusory character is thus both the occa-
sion for their meeting and the site of their coincidence. In light of all that pre-
cedes, one merely has to retrace in imagination the narrative operations played
out between the meeting on the train and the simulated murder in the Mount
Rushmore cafeteria to be seized by dizziness at the paradoxical chain of events
that links the hero and heroine around this illusory representation. The projec-
tive image of Kaplan supports in the fiction the fundamental relation of narcis-
sistic reduplication that governs the relationship between Eve and Thornhill. It
is the vanishing point of their mutual recognition and, as such, of their identity.
Itis through the image of Kaplan that they both find themselves the improvised
heroes of this ultimate adventure of love and death, which is a privileged fantasy
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;: the Western imaginary and of American individualism. And it is throu%:ntg;s-
fantasy that is founded, formulated, and.virtuaﬂy reallzedlan;vin ?1t<l)r:t e
"mental fantasy, which is its inverse and its complement: the j1n ?S)'t ,1( e
them both aspire to the golden rule of marriage and to the serene eternity o
?nd ch)lrtn;;e name Kaplan means even more. In that narcissistic structuratiozl
3 hich in Lacanian terms corresponds to the register of the in.}agin.ary, Kap?ands
" hame intervenes as the differentiating term that structures the 1magm]ary alccl(ir -
Cing to the symbolic. It is, par excellence,‘ the object = x defined as fie ?m L}:,
lways lacking and always in excess, which never ceases to l?c mflssiing ’ro‘n:- 1 s
slace, and which articulates out of this lack the Stl‘LICtLlI‘:a] series of the nclxzrré We‘i
hornhill and his mother on one side, Vandamn? and h,\-'o: on the 9ther. u‘t i
oes so in order to constitute at the same time their S}"ITl’bOIIC resolution. Remc’T};
er the scenes in which Thornhill fully assumes Kaplan’s name: gfter the om‘e wi
is mother at the Plaza Hotel, where he still only halfassu’qws it 1111(}cr thclpre's-
ure of circumstance, there are on the one hanc‘l those of Iownsepd s murder at
" the United Nations, on the other that of the simulated mur‘der in the Mou1’1{
ushmore cafeteria. These two scenes constitute for Thornhlll.the two centlra‘l
tages, complementary and inverted, of the process that bleads him to aclc%pt his
wn castration and to form a positive identification with the paternal ! guri.f
| Kaplan’s name thus marks Thornhill’s access to th‘e paternal 111’efapholr:.111t is (lltst.ls
hat metaphor. One detail, in the airport conversation bctween. ['hornhi zuL | llre
Professor at the end of the second movement, underscqres this fact remarkably.
When he asks for Thornhill’s help, the Professor emphasizes the necessity of reas-
uring Vandamm about George Kaplan; Thornhill then stares at him ancll sy
level and considered tones conveying his conviction that the n})v'stcry”of his a)d\-cn-
ture has finally been cleared up, “You're George Kaplan, aren’t you?” The I rlofes;
or responds, “Oh, no, Mr. Thornhill. There is no su.ch person as Ccorge Kal? an.
He adds, “Believe me, Mr. Thornhill, he doesn’t exist. Which is \:h) I'm going to
have to ask you to go on being him for another twcnty-four hours.” The Professor%
who sustains for Thornhill, in his complementarity with Towrllsend,‘the ﬁgure}?
he symbolic father, is also that father to the extent t.hat l'l(:“lS the inventor, ‘t c
ather of that imaginary figure who commits Thornhill to his Oedipal itinerary.
Certainly, the Professor is not George Kaplan. The question that for a momelllﬁ’
.~ assigns him to this place, the place that Thornhill must agree to occupy to fina ly
S accede to the law, underscores the fact that the Professor hlmselfturnls E)ut to ‘])Crllll
a metaphoric position in relation to this mctaphgr to W'hl'Ch Thornhill s.dest¥nyl 1§
ymbolically subordinated. But he gives it a specific ongm.and thus 3331%1_1151 l;‘t 1(.
destiny of an end. By drawing back to bring together the actions o'fT'horn‘ n' A ‘\“C,,
and the Professor on the petrified body of the dead father, this S}gmﬁer is at o.nccf
what determines them and what allows them. That is why, despite the false allrloj
naturalness given it by its “George,” to which noth.ing corresponds unlclss ;t )tc
Washington’s forename, the name Kaplan is'symbohc through and tllroug ht | n 1C,
he signifying effect of the phallus is determined as law through the proper name.
Kaplan is nothing but the Name-of-the-Father.
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[1I. SEGMENT 14

" After a first extremely long shot that inscribes the hero in a space spread out as
if seen from an airplane—and everything suggests that the imminent fragmentation
of this space is what is at stake in this scene—the segment is arranged according to a
methodical alternation punctuated by interruptions. This binary movement opposes
and unites subject and object from shot to shot, illustrating the same dialectic of the
Jook that sustains Melanie Daniels’s two-way boat-ride in The Birds. But this move-
ment is manifestly more insistent here, playing on the vision that establishes and
 defines it to the advantage of its own abstraction. Interruption is being used here to
mean whatever breaks the alternation, postpones it for the time of a single shot or
sometimes a number of shots. Here it works through a duplication of the shot of the
subject, the first effect of which is to conjoin the hero, within the frame, with the
~ object of his vision, whose gradual insistence produces the economy of the segment.

W could just as well speak of the management of a suspense whose duplicitous
sreconditions have been furnished by the narrative. For at this point it is quite obvi-
ous that Thornhill has set out to meet a man who does not exist; after the revelation
of the note to Vandamm, we know that, by setting up an appointment with Kaplan
(whose terms were set by Leonard), Eve is sending him to face his death. Thus, in
this open setting, whose unsettling force Hitchcock understood quite well,”® we can-
ot but expect the imminence of an, as it were, already postponed death (in the
'~ classical code the hero cannot die in the middle of the ilm). This is one reason
 among others that seemed to justify preferring a successive, continuous-discontinu-
 ous reading, suited to marking the regulated progression by which Hitchcock was
"able to modulate the identification whose object is Thornhill.

- 1. Thealternation established in 2b,"* when Thornhill, standing, turns to watch
the bus he has just got off disappear in shot 3, is followed without interruption until
shot 32. Beginning with shot 4, a constant framing (Thornhill in tight medium long
-~ shot® to the right of the bus stop) produces a permanent back-and-forth between
Thornhill and his vision, whose effects underpin the first accidents of the fiction
and establish a matrix by segmenting the space.

The alternating micro-series that, by dividing the first series onto itself, opens
this very long sequence of alternations, the longest in the segment, consists of shots
2b—4a: it shows the disappearance of the bus, at the other end of the highway on
which it appeared in shot 1; but this time it is seen by Thornhill and thus defines a
first subjective point of view from his position.

The second series (4b—12a) sets out, without the assistance of any other ele-
ment, four successive point-of-view shots in two symmetrical pairs around the axis of
the highway: on the one hand, the fields on both sides of the highway (5 and 7, in A
and B); on the other, behind Thornhill and across from him, the two parts of the
byroad that crosses the highway at right angles (9 and 11, in A" and B").

The third series (12b—18a), marked by the arrival of a car, has closed by shot 13
(in x) the succession of symmetrically paired point-of-view shots opened in shot 3
(in x'). After this point, until the end of this set of series and even through shot 57,
when Thornhill crosses the highway, what he sees will be arranged according to one
of these six framings: in this respect, they form a matrix.
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No doubt these three symmetries (or at least the two lateral ones of series 4b-
12a) could seem more or less obligatory given the space, here essentially divided up
by the intersection of the highway and the byroad, if we failed to note that they are
defined in relation to the position of the subject of vision who is both on one of the
two sides of the highway and on one of the two sides of the byroad. This explains
their uneven angles in relation to the axes of the byroad and the highway that consti-
tute their material reference. This divergence thus manifests the very inscription of
the focalization of the look as a difference invested from the position of the subject
of vision, that is, as a constitutive asymmetry of the narrative.

2. These symmetries climax in a final effect that both accentuates their closure
and helps to open the narrative: the car that appears in x in shot 13 is the inverse of
the bus that disappears in x' in shot 3. But this arrival also repeats the initial arrival,
thus forming—given the difference which shot 1, denied to Thornhill’s vision, im-
poses on the succeeding shots in this respect—the second link of a chain, a [’)ara-
digm (let us call it the paradigm of means of locomotion) that will determine the

ar.chitecture of the segment and that is immediately confirmed across series 20b—29
with the arrival of a second car.

3. Between these two series lies shot 19, constituting, together with the shots of
Thornhill that bracket it, a short series in itself; it exactly repeats shot 7, one of
Thornhill’s four lateral visions; it thus divides the alternation of the look 01;to itself
by a second alternation between “full” vision and “empty” vision, or between the
highway-fields motif and the cars motif. This alternation immediately stops, inca-
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gble of elaboration beyond this shot, whose strategic position is clear: after the
disappearance of the first car in shot 17, it marks a sort of respiration whose system-
c character (reiteration, opening of a rhyme between series) heightens the sense
of expectation and suspense by a rhythmic contraction. For if neither Kaplan nor
‘Vandamm’s hit men are in the first car, they could turn up in the second, which
appears on the inverse axis in x'.

4, The symmetry is clear, as is the repetition that brings out the differences. The
rst difference lies in the number of shots; they can be counted, in the two series 3
d 5, on the basis of the shots of objects of vision. The first of these series contains
three such shots: a stationary shot of the car seen from afar (13), a shot in which its

passing is emphasized by a pan that ends in a close framing (15), and a stationary
~ shot in which it recedes (17). On either side of a central shot (25), whose movement
makes it stand out amid the systematic uniformity of stationary shots, the second
series has two shots (21-23 and 27-29) that divide the space onto itself and the time
by a decomposition that Hitchcock has always seen as the very instance of suspense.
- A gesture of Thornhill’s attests to this and institutes a second difference: just as the
econd car passes, he starts to take his hands out of his pockets, where he had put
~ them in shot 10. What is particularly odd about this decomposition is that the shots
are of practically equal length (from 3 1/2 to 4 seconds), that is, the four shots in the
econd series cover twice the time of those in the first. Thus, as if per contra, it
entails an acceleration of the narrative: this is the third difference, which makes the
disappearance of this second car at the very beginning of shot 29 coincide with the
appearance of a truck by a nesting of the two series in which the logicof the progres-
ion is to find the motif of a first interruption in the alternation of the look.

- 5. The principle of this interruption is simple: like shots 15 and 25, shot 33 —to
- maintain the alternation — ought to have followed the gradual entry of the truck into
the field of vision; instead it conjoins Thornhill and the truck in the same field. It
oes this by means of two effects: a 180-degree inversion of the lens axis and a jump
n the framing from MLS to VLS.

- One difference asserts itself immediately: shots 15 and 25, in which Thornhill
ees the cars, are both moving shots; shot 33 is stationary. This divergence isolates
the interruption all the more; in particular, it marks the fact that the suspense, far
om being a result of the dramatization that a univocal representation too often
ttaches to camera movement, here results quite precisely from an effect of differ-
nce: first from the effect of the moving shots of the two cars amid a set of stationary
hots; then, when the truck passes, from the effect of the stationary shot in relation
- to the two previous camera movements.

On the other hand, apart from a difference in axis, shot 33, whose framing
~makes it materially possible to see the truck pass in front of Thornhill, reiterates shot
-2, where Thornhill’s look was first inscribed. But in the earlier case, the shot that
ollows (3, in which the bus disappears into x') opens the backwards and forwards
 alternation established in shot 4 with the reiteration of the same framing of
Thornhill in MLS. Conversely, in the later case, the shot that follows (34), by re-
~ turning to the same framing, brings about both the continuation of the interruption
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and the resumption of the alternation. We might be tempted to explain the modali-
ties of this first interruption (the variation in framing and number of shots) for purel
material reasons (the size of the truck, the dust thrown up onto Thornhill). Byt
while the system obviously seizes upon material motivations without which it would
have no raison d’étre, it is in no way reducible to a technico-perceptual determin-
ism. For example, the resumption of alternation could perfectly well have been
brought about in 33b as it was established in 2b. But this would, first, have inter
rupted the serial regularity endowed, since shot 4, on the alternation of this framin
with Thornhill in MLS. Second, shot 33 would have had to be a relatively long oneg
threatening a loss of the rhythmic unity to which Hitchcock seems to have been
sensitive. Last and most important, it would have less sharply emphasized the differ-
ence opened by the metaphoric pressure of the truck, which is thereby inscribed in
the very regularity of the closer shot that sustains the alternation. This aggression is
thus produced from shot to shot, through an overlap that clearly establishes the
interruption of alternation as a conjunction of subject and object and loss of the
look. For the conjunction of Thornhill and the truck, which literally occurs in the
middle of shot 33, and insists in 33b—34a via the cloud of dust that blinds Thornhill,
postpones the vision reestablished in 34b.

6. A final divergence emphasizes the difference between the “truck” series and
the two “car” series. Thornhill does not in fact see the truck disappear. In its place,
we might say, but across from him, on the byroad, he sees another car appear. Start-
ing with the disappearance of the bus, then, we can observe a continuous accelers-
tion in the narrative progression of elements belonging to the paradigm of means of
locomotion.

The framing of shot 35, which serves as prelude to the seventh series, is taken
from one of the four lateral vision shots of micro-series 4b—12a (11). But a slight
change in the axis of the look, now less oblique, accompanies a distinct difference
of framing: the signpost has disappeared and the row of corn now occupies only
the right third of the frame rather than filling four-fifths of it. And while Thornhill
has not moved, the framing is a bit tighter, as if to accentuate the dramatization.
The first divergence, the most distinct, will be reabsorbed: thanks to a short pan
from left to right, the signpost will reappear in shot 41; and the reverse shot of the
approaching car will simply repeat, with a slight tightening, the framing of shot
11. On the other hand, the systematization of the alternation back to Thornhill
(36) is marked by a change of frame: slightly longer and much more oblique, it
repeats the first of Thornhill’s four lateral vision shots (5), except for the height of
the camera, which now tightens the receding lines of the byroad around the char-
acter. Through a more or less variable recourse to two framings from series 4b-
12a, alternately affecting the hero’s vision and views of him where they had previ-
ously been assigned to his vision alone, the progressive differentiation of the new
series is thus accentuated in relation to those more or less immediately preceding
it. This differentiation is confirmed in shot 46 by a tightening of this same framing
of Thornhill, which goes beyond the moderate framing of 4-34. This variation
thus emphasizes the difference inscribed in the object of the vision, that is, in the
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matization of the narrative, when a man gets out of the car that leaves again and
e man stands facing Thornhill —next to a signpost on the other side of the high-
ay across from the bus stop.

7. Shot 49 constitutes the second interruption in the alternation of the look.
According to an already stated principle, it conjoins the subject and object of vision,
but in a way palpably different from the effects that organize it in shots 33-34. Here
there is no overlap from shot to shot in the interruption to emphasize both the loss of
the look and its recovery. Rather, there is an overt substitution in shot 49 which,
nstead of a progressive reduplication of shot 47 (the man seen by Thornhill), brings
e two men to face each other on opposite sides of the highway. And this occurs
ithout in the least affecting the first member of the alternating series, since shot 50
nanifests a complete continuity with shot 48. This substitution radicalizes the “re-
umption of enunciation” by the subject producing the narrative, the author-enun-
iator, with respect to the character that serves as his relay. If any interruption of
alternation in fact marks this resumption, it is, as it were, naturalized at the moment
the truck passes or, later, when the airplane attacks; it is naturalized by the effects of
dramatization that provoke it, to just the extent that it reinforces identification with
e character. This is what justifies making the interruption in shot 33 act on the
ame axis as that of the previous shot, despite an enlargement of the framing (from
ILS to VLS) demanded by the requirement of visibility. Shot 49 contravenes this
ontinuity, replacing the oblique axis of the preceding and succeeding shots with a
longitudinal axis that shows the highway disappearing into the distance in front of
he camera. Axis and framing repeat, with very slight variations, these of shot 2,
hich inaugurated the alternation that it comes to interrupt; this is all the more true
ofar as Thornhill, in shot 2, was watching the departure of the bus that had
rought him, while the man across from him, although we do not know this yet, is
ooking out for the arrival of the second bus. The singularity of shot 49 lies in the
t that nothing happens in it; that, breaking the progression of the alternation, it
oes nothing but postpone expectation and dilate time in the interests of suspense.
'here is in fact a narrative gradation in the succession cars — truck (which sends
Ip dust) —> car — man (who might be Kaplan). It is postponed by this im-
nobile insistence which, in shot 49, maintains the third term of the progression, as
t were at a lower level than the second.

1

i "'

8. But the interruption, motivated by the movement of the truck in shot 33,
ieralds Thornhill’s movement (52b-56), after a reinscription of the alternation (50-
1). Before Thornhill advances, the framing in 52a exactly duplicates that of micro-
eries 36-44 (Thornhill in long MLS/the car coming down the byroad, the man
vho gets out of it), thus accentuating the differentiation from micro-series 4650,
ided by the interruption of alternation (Thornhill in MS/the man standing by the
post beside the highway). But this duplication is immediately compensated for
oy a radical differentiation in coding: micro-series 52b-56 follows a strict alternation
ftracks backward and forward, until the encounter in 56b that conjoins Thornhill
nd the man on the other side of the highway.
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9. This conjunction, however, entails no interruption of alternation, insofar s
it is articulated with a simultaneous displacement and reinscription of the look. For
while Thornhill looks at the man within the frame, the man looks out of it, thereby
lggically defining the new series 56b—63, in which the alternating terms of, the pre)_
vious series turn out, after their conjunction, to constitute the first term for a new
alternation without altering the binary arrangement.

This series is further organized according to an alternation prior to the object of
vision (on the one hand, the airplane that passes in the distance, in A, on the other
the bus approaching on the highway, in x'). In 56b-63 it thus sets up a nesting of
oppositions that dialecticizes the chiastic repetition of the same framings. The first
two shots, 57 and 59, are seen by the man alone, whose neutrality makes him master
of the objective elements of the situation; shots 61 and 63 are seen by the man and
Thornhill jointly. The airplane is just as far away in 61 as in 57, while the bus moves
from far away in 59 to very close in 63, heralding the man’s departure and thus
preparing, as anticipated by his remark in shot 60 (“That plane’s dustin’ crops where
there ain’t no crops”), the relationship that will be established between Thornhill
and the airplane.

10. Shots 64-65 carry forward series 56b-64 but by forming, through a new
conjunction, a series that turns out both to open the fiction and to close a first loop
in the development of the segment. The conjunction effected in shot 64 is a con-
junction of conjunctions. It integrates one of the two terms implied in series 56b-63
by the alternation of the look: the bus, which enters the frame at the beginning of
shot 64 and which, after the man has boarded it, we see driving away until the end of
the shot; whereas the alternation, reestablished on the basis of Thornhill’s look as he
stands at the edge of the highway, is logically organized around the second term
introduced in the previous series: the airplane, which since shot 57 has been identi-
cally insistent through three strictly similar shots (57, 61, 65), as if to mark clearly
the difference whose object it will soon become in the series that, beginning with
shot 66, will oppose it term by term with Thornhill.

This difference is triply conveyed in shot 66: by the disappearance of all inter-
nal conjunction between the subject and the object of his previous vision; by the
change in the axis of the framing, oblique since shot 36 (in relation to the axis of the
highway), now again transverse; finally, by the scale of the framing itself, which
returns to tight MLS. These three qualities allow us to go back recursively to the first
interruption of alternation in shot 34, and beyond it all the way to shot 4, in which
the alternation of the look was established, in this framing,

A first loop is thus closed in the very movement that reopens it. Through the
insistence of its linear progression, the narrative turns back upon itself in a kind of
fold. That an inversion—and in this same inversion a divergence, a difference—is
the mark of the fold, of its fundamental lopsidedness, and that this fold is only in
effect at cither end of this part of the segment (the end sliding beneath the begin-
ning and reiterating its displaced effects), as if to save the body of the text for subse-
quent effects of symmetry and inversion, of repetition and difference, for a general
folding, we might say—is because that is the very condition of the generation of
narrative, of this narrative, this type of narratives.
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" Here is this fold, in play at three levels, repetitions riddled with differences on
basis of an initial symmetry that arranges the beginning and the end on ecither
de of the highway, in AA' and BB/, respectively.
First, the bus. The first one, in shot 1, appears in x, stops at the intersection of
highway and the byroad to let off Thornhill, and disappears in shot 3 in x', seen
by Thornhill. The second, in shot 59, appears in x' seen by the man, then comes
nearer in shot 63, seen by the man and Thornhill, stops at the intersection of the
ighway and the byroad to let the man board in shot 64, and drives off in x both seen
unseen by Thornhill: for, preoccupied as he is by the new object that has come
into his vision, Thornhill only glances at the bus twice. This is enough to oppose
shot 64 to shot 1, in which he could not do so, being essentially conjoined with the
us inside as he is here outside. But through an effect of inverted similarity, the man
resolves this opposition by carrying Thornhill toward the difference of the narrative:
in fact, he moves from conjunction outside to conjunction inside when he boards
he bus in shot 64, the converse of what happened to Thornhill when he got off in
ot 1.
Next come the three shots that establish or reestablish the alternation of the
ook between Thornhill and the object of his vision. At the beginning: from shot 2
hornhill in VLS and three-quarter view, along an oblique axis favoring side A) to
t 4 (tight MLS of Thornhill, transverse axis). Intermediate shot: in 3, the disap-
searance of the bus. At the end: from shot 64b (long MLS, Thornhill in long MLS,
hree-quarter back view, along an oblique axis, favoring side A, seen from further
ff) to shot 66 (tight MLS of Thornhill, transverse axis). Intermediate shot: in 65, the
airplane in the distance, beyond the byroad. »
. Finally, shots 4 and 66 themselves. In the first, Thornhill turns from left to right
ithin the frame, his look operating on the axis of the highway; in the second, he
ooks steadily across it transversely. An effect of difference that is duplicated by the
e marked out by the framing: in 4, to the right of the bus stop, Thornhill stands
t against the fields; in 66, to the left of the signpost, he stands out against the
yroad. Beyond the indisputable mirror effect that makes the two shots fold onto
ach other on either side of the highway, this displacement of action and axis con-
ributes to the narrative development, ushered in by the man’s comment in the
rmeneutic form so dear to fictions of appearance.
- 11. This displacement is immediately inscribed in shot 67, that is, on the “seen”
ide of the alternation. Note the admirable subtlety of the narrative here, its duplic-
ty. The initial framing of the shot almost exactly repeats that of shots 57, 61, and 65,
which, as we have just seen, ensured the differential development of an alternation
etween two objects of vision (airplane/bus) in series 56b-63 and 64b-65. Only a
light difference of axis, now less oblique, seems to translate at the level of the object
he divergence marked by shot 66 at the level of the subject: shot 67 thus comes to
nsure the univocal continuity of the narrative that shot 66 ensured via the retroac-
ve plurivocality that attaches it to earlier points in the filmic chain. But this overly
lear naturalness of the narrative and of the opposition between the two shots is
ounteracted by the very slight camera movement (a left-right pan) that heightens
the difference in axis to center the road more or less in the axis of the camera.
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Thus, a more discreet inverse interruption that effects a slight change of axis
(oblique/transverse) sanctioned by a movement of the shot comes to correspond to
shot 66’s frank interruption (conjunction/non-conjunction; longitudinal axis/trans-
verse axis; 3/4 back/front; very long MLS/tight MLS), which does, however, main-
tain the continuity of the stationary shot.

The very discreet interruption in shot 67 is interesting in that, like the one in
shot 66, it marks its difference by the return of previous elements in the segment,
The reader will remember the three pans, in shots 15, 25, and 41, that emphasize
the passage of the first two cars and the arrival of the third, as the man starts to get
out. They thereby accentuate the movement of the look over the object of vision
from Thornhill’s stationary position. In the minor mode, they thus correspond to
what is subsequently marked, in a major mode motivated by Thornhill’s crossing
the highway, by the series of tracks forward and backward on the man in micro.
series 52b-56a. In this chain, which is constituted by the totality of the camera
movements since the beginning of the segment, shot 67 is quite similar—in its
course as well as its direction (right-left), from the other side of the highway and
along the transverse axis of the byroad—to the slight pan in shot 31 (technically,
both of them might well be called reframings rather than camera movements in the
proper sense). Together they can thus be opposed to the first two pans, which follow
the trajectory of the cars along the longitudinal axis. This similarity is reinforced by
the numerical coincidence in the sequence in which the two reframings are in-
scribed: three identical shots are devoted in each (35, 37, 39 and 57, 61, 65) to the
car and the airplane, before shots 41 and 67, even if this sequence is unevenly
rhymed, linear in the first case, broken in the second by the alternation between the
bus and the airplane. This arrangement is opposed to that which earlier presides
over the appearance of the two cars, introduced by one and two shots, respectively
(13, 21, and 23). '

The camera movement or reframing in each case emphasizes, by a very natural
dramatization, the relation of growing proximity between subject and object. But
this is once again at the price of remarkable divergences. The two pans on the longi-
tudinal axis correspond, in fact, to the maximum proximity between subject and
object: in shots 15 and 25, the car practically fills the whole frame. The first
reframing apparently has the same role: it corresponds to the maximum proximity
between Thornhill and the car, since the latter then turns around and leaves, just as
the two previous cars disappeared along the opposite axis of the highway. But the
third car remains much more distant in the space of the frame, on the other side of
the highway. This first divergence corresponds to a second one: the man who will
emerge from the car. It is thus this new object of vision that is emphasized by the
reframing, as much as the approach of the car: through the increased dramatization
that it introduces in respect to “Kaplan,” it will later motivate Thornhill’s displace-
ment and the alternating micro-series of tracks backward and forward that will bring
about this long-postponed proximity with the object, reinforced by the conjunction
already discussed. (Thornhill: “Then your name isn't . . . Kaplan?” Man: “Can’t say
it is, ‘cause it ain’t.”) In this respect the second reframing differs from both the first
reframing and the two pans, the better to partake of all three. Like the two pans, it is
inscribed in the progression that links an immobile Thornhill to the same approach-
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ing object. But it marks the beginning of this approach and not its end, the farthest
(or almost) as opposed to the nearest. In this it paradoxically recalls the first re-
:laming (which here functions as a mediator), thanks to the substitutive continuity
existing between the two objects successively linked to Thornhill. Just as shot 41
emphasizes the moment in which, when the car approaches and its door opens, the
man who emerges will represent for Thornhill an interrogation that will be pursued
il their conjunction, so shot 67 allows us to situate across from Thornhill, on the
of the byroad, precisely the airplane that the previous shots only let us glimpse
he distance. As if to firmly mark what narrative difference owes to similarity
scribed as variation in the insistence of repetition, this approach must logically
crease steadily until it marks the redoubled proximity of subject and object.

12. Let us summarize the similar operations in these two shots 66-67, begin-
ing with and going beyond the fold that slips the end of this loop under its begin-
- ning, shots 63, 64, and 65 under shots 1, 2, and 3.

~ Shot 66, as we have seen, reiterates and inverts the first term regulating the
ternation in sequence 4b—32, whose ultimate effect can be read in shot 34 when
ornhill, temporarily blinded by the passing truck, finally sees the car emerging
ehind the cornfield. Shot 67 is inscribed for its part in a chain that links by camera
ovement, on either side of the truck dealt with in a stationary shot, the first two
ars and the third (and the man connected with it).

These two recurrent successions thus bring together in a very uneven combina-
on the set of objects that may suggest what Thornhill and the spectator contradic-
rily expect. A contraction, a sort of narrative condensation is thus at work within
e two shots: in its own peculiar way, it emphasizes the imminence of a relation-
p with the new object hitherto held out of the action (though prophetically indi-
cated by the man’s remark) and the new effect with which it will be invested. The
irplane in fact turns out, by progressive integration, to follow on both from the
revious meetings lacking all aggressive reality and from the meeting with the truck,
e only one that brought with it both an interruption in alternation and in this
terruption the loss of the look, thus manifesting both metaphorically and really
€ reality of the violence.

‘One last feature emphasizes this imminence of a fulfillment and an accelera-
on of the narrative. The airplane that arrives in y takes the last of the four directions
efined by the intersection of the highway and the byroad. This is the last possibility
r the appearance, in this setting and this progression by symmetric oppositions, of
andamm’s hit men concealed behind the null figure of Kaplan.

13. Through progression and recurrence, a second loop is thus opened with
10ts 66-67, a loop whose effects will simultaneously integrate, develop, and meta-
orphose the elements of the first.
- Let us consider together the two series delimited by the first two airplane at-
cks, each one punctuated in the middle by an interruption of the alternation of
1€ look. The first one can be broken down as follows:

a. successively: a four-shot micro-series (66-69) opposing Thornhill in tight
LS and the approaching airplane; then a three-shot micro-series (70-72), oppos-
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ing Thornhill in MS and the attacking airplane. The divergence indicated by the
absence of a fourth term reveals

b. the interruption of alternation heralded by the loss of the look in 72b, the
moment Thornhill turns away and drops down in the space of the frame. Shot 73 ig

matched on his movement with a 180-degree inversion of the axis: it materializes
the interruption translated in a by the conjunction of subject and object and by the
absolute loss of the look; it reinstates in b a new possibility for alternation on the
basis of the look that Thornhill, on the ground, directs at the airplane as it flies off;

¢. a micro-series that opposes, from 74-78, the plane flying off and Thornhil]
standing up again, framed in long LS, according to an axis in the direction of x, but
oblique to xx'.

Here it is no simple task to make a strict division between the two series, which
in fact are articulated around the same object grasped in its continuity. However,
the axis of the byroad and the movement of the airplane allow us to distinguish fairly
clearly, at shot 78, the end of the first attack and the beginning of the second, which
is immediately specified by a completely different framing of the subject of vision. It
can be broken down as follows:

a. a micro-series of four shots, from 78-81, opposing the returning airplane to
Thornhill in tilted-up long MLS, standing against the sky;

b. the interruption of alternation heralded in §1b by the loss of the look the
moment Thornhill, followed by the panning camera from right to left and from top
to bottom, throws himself to the ground. Shot 82 exactly repeats the doubly disrup-
tive and establishing effect of shot 73;

c. a micro-series that, after shot 82, opposes Thornhill lying along an embank-
ment and the airplane flying off, followed in 83 by a right-left pan. This micro-series
is brought to a close almost immediately by a movement of the look in shot 84,
which shifts to a new object: a car arriving in x.

We cannot help being struck by the absolutely regulated play of differences that
are inscribed, between the two series, in a strictly reiterative architecture based on a
mirror inversion of the two axes of the byroad (y and y').

1. In the second series, the tripartite structure arrival-meeting(= interruption)-
departure is subjected to an overall contraction (insofar as the interruption of alter-
nation here occurs at the hinge of two shots; these shots, while constituting an au-
tonomous kernel, should clearly be assigned, one, to the arrivals, the other, to the
departures). The first arrival includes seven shots distributed according to two differ-
ent framings of the subject of vision (66, 68 in MLS, 70, 72 in MS), the second four
shots defined by one and the same framing (79, 81 in long MLS). The first depar-
ture includes six shots divided into two framings of the subject of vision (by a diver-
gence between 73b, in MLS, which marks the interruption of alternation and its
resumption, and shots 75-77 in long LS), the second three shots defined by one and
the same framing of the subject of vision (82, 84 in MLS). At the level of actions,
this contraction explains why Thornhill stands up immediately after the first attack
and apparently does not do so in the second.

The interruptions are absolutely similar in principle, acting on the shots that
end the previous alternating micro-series and begin the next, and basing themselves
from the end of the first shot to the beginning of the second on the loss of the look
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.nd a conjunction between subject and obief:t. But'while the first §hot rl?}ii tlr];h{iilrls’:
interruption is stationary, that of the second is rno‘bllc_e, accomparflfymg' o‘bed 5
ywwement as he throws himself to the ground. Tlps differential e ec_t, inscribed i1
k. ubiect of vision, is, on the other hand, reinscribed as soon as the interruption is
e: in,the object of vision: shots 74, 76, and 78 are station-fary, wh’ergas the .corere.-
nding shot 83 is underpinned by a pan that f.ollows the a.lrp'lane s epartur:;.f i-
ly, let us emphasize that in the first interruption Thorr‘lth is on the ground fac-
‘ f;oht, in the second in profile; and in the fj-ll'St. the alrpla.m? sunpl.y dls'appear‘i
above Thornhill, while in the second it remains indirectly conjoined w1tlt1 him Ent;}
the end of the shot by the bullets furrowing the low earth bank against whic
ornhi ened himself.

oil}églull:?; g?ftetct of difference and inversion concerning the scale of the §hots
rmonizes in the diachrony with the contraction that takes place from one series to
j Eok :

: f rllj:tt us resume. The first arrival and the first departt.lr.e are arranged, always in
relation to the subject of vision, according to tl?e opposition ngar/far. Let us wrlie
is out more precisely. The parenthesis delimits the.mterruptlon properly s({);:'a -
ing, at the intersection of the two shots, and the bars_ its borders, one a dotte 1(11.16
crossed by an arrow to mark the continuity of framing, the other full to mark its

junction and the opposition it implies.

Dy a b a b

Tight MLS-MS ———— MS (MS-MLS) MS
66-69 70-71 Sl T T

long LS
74-78

The second series, conversely, shows the continuity of a single fran’1ing halfway
tween near and far (MLS) (differentiated only, between the alrplallle s .arnval a.nld
parture, by the opposition standing/prone). The system thus maintains a fal}:);
ear-cut opposition between the arrival and the departure of the ﬁrsF series so t af
the second series can in turn mark its difference by a reversal of frz.lmmg capablg 0
mphasizing a gradation far —- near (long MLS —> MLS) in the succession
vision shots. : : :
Finally, a last and perhaps the most subtle effect, insofar as it depends on a
rtinence not heard from hitherto: the distribution in the frame of gr(.)un'd and sky.
is feature has, of course, been continuously in play from the beglpnlng of the
gment. Once the movement backwards and forwards of the a!tematlon has been
tablished, it more or less regularly opposes shots of Thornhill and shots of.the
objects of his vision: the former having a strip of sky at the top of the frmT.)e,.m a
I roportion that varies from one-fourth to one-third of the space; the latte_r dlstlrlblilt-
g ground and sky in a proportion that varies from one-th'lrd to twq-thlrds in the
ace of the frame. It will be readily understood that this entirely relative opposition
as no meaning until the moment it is radicalized an.d becomes marked as a dflver-
nce in the production of the narrative. That is precisely what happens here, from
ne series to the next, in shots 7073 and 79-81. In the first set of shots, the opposi-

on is established as follows:
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a.in 70 and 72, thanks to a tilt down onto Thornhill in MS, the ground almost
fills the frame; in 71 and 73, the sky fills the top two-thirds of the image. Later, from
74-T78, the proportions again range from one-third to two-thirds, starting with the
repetitive continuity of the airplane shots and undoing any opposition.

b.in 79 and 81a, thanks to a tilt up on Thornhill, the sky fills the whole image,
with shot 80 of the airplane remaining just the same as shots 71, 73, etc. The brutal
movement 8la——= 81b puts an end to this opposition within the shot itself, by a
kind of reversal sky ——= ground that marks a slight fluctuation between shots §2
(one-third sky) and 83 (two-thirds sky), before being resolved in an indifferentiation
similar to that which followed shots 7073,

We see that the effect of inversion involves the shots of Thornhill preceding the
interruption of alternation in the two series, both articulated around a single shot
(the airplane’s approach), whose regularity makes it function as invariant and sup-
port of difference. In the development of the first attack, this divergence makes the
second micro-series (70~72) stand out all the more, thus accentuating the system-
atic character of the contraction achieved, as it were, by scissiparity, from one series
to the next. In fact it is the opposition between the scale of the framings that is thus
reinforced: for if, between micro-series 66~70 and micro-series 70-72 this is only
between tight MLS and MS, in micro-series 70~72 and 79-81 it is between MS and
MLS, the two thus forming a micro-system on the basis of several pertinencies (identity
of position, near/less near, tilt down/tilt up — [ground-sky], stationary/moving
in the first shot of the interruption of alternation).

14. The object of the next series (84-88) is the arrival in x of a new (fourth) car.
It can be broken down into two micro-series. The first alternates the subject and the
object of vision (from 84 to 86, or more precisely from 84b, in which the look shifts
from the airplane to the car, to 86a, in which the look is maintained until Thornhill
stands up); the second emphasizes Thornhill’s movement and his encounter with
the object by an interruption of alternation (from 86 to 88, more precisely from 86b,
in which Thornhill starts to get up, to 88a, in which the conjunction is confirmed
before the car leaves the frame).

This brief series has a remarkable function. In fact, it turns out to compensate
for certain asymmetrical effects of the two preceding series (the two airplane at-
tacks). But, of course, this is only to open of itself a second asymmetry, according to
a movement that announces in a strangely precise way the generation of the fiction
as displacement or dislocation of the systems on which it is based: an unassuaged
limp for which the narrative is both site and stake.

The reader will remember the divergence, corollary to the reduction in the
number of shots, that the two series display at the level of actions: in the first series,
Thornhill throws himself to the ground and gets up again, during the second he
throws himself to the ground and stays there.

a. In the first, in 73b, Thornhill, on the ground, watches the airplane fly off in
74. These two shots are repeated in the second series, in 82b and 83 (the only differ-
ence being the axis of Thornhill’s body, facing front and in profile).

b. In the first, Thornhill stands up in two shots, 75 and 77, alternating with two
views of the airplane (76 and 78).
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 Tofindan equivalent we must introduce the third §eries. BuF thi.s is a(; th}f pr1c§
a constitutive divergence that emphasizes t}}is first dlfferenc.e instituted, t tro;%
appearance of a new object, by the series 1tself. Shot 82b is in fact repeate ty
84, which alternates with the arrival of the car in shot 85. Thus, in opposnLor;ho
e radical divergence established between s.hot§ 73 and 75 with the ﬁrsth attac ,th et
that carries the interruption of alternation in the second attack is the one lz?
ws it to be confirmed while making itself the first Ferm qf a new series. It is this
lication that is confirmed in shot 86 when Thornhill begins to stand.up, a n&mﬁa-
ent to be completed in shot 87, which interrupts both the alternation and the
erative regularity of shots 82b, 84, and 86a. : il
Shot 87 thus allows the reinscription of a narrative glem@t tha? was mlssEng 12
symmetry of the two previous series. But at the same time it constitutes the Turt
of a corresponding opposition in framing that segmed to have l?een reso]vcl:c b)f a
diating operation between the first and second series. It is established as follows:

st series

near (MS-tight MLS) /

2nd series
tight MLS

far (LS)

'As we have seen, the mediation is continued in the third series by shgt.s 84 and
6. Shot 87 reintroduces, on the basis of the mediation itself, the opposmo'n, by a
ing that varies from LS to VLS. We can write this out as follows, taking the
1s of the first opposition as reference:

-y

1st series _
near (MS-tight MLS) / far (LS) /<
near (MLS) /  far to far + (LS to VLS) {=

2nd series 3rd series \\ =
3rd series \

Here, at three levels, the textual work attains a dizzying subtlety: :
: Th,e reiteration of the narrative element, not to speak of its 'dlfferenf:es—
ernal (position of the body) or external (inscription ina dlfferellt action leading tof
ornhill’s running toward the car)—is staggered in relatlf)n to the sequence o
ts and the opposition of framings. The first time, Thornhill stands up in the. two
ts following the one that shows him on the ground; ‘the sgcond time, this se-
uence is suspended by an intermediate shot: shot 84, in which he. sees the car
pear. On the other hand, in the first case, Thornhill on the ground in tight MLS
) stands up in long VLS (far) in two shots (75,'77); in the second case, hel is
on the ground in MLS (near), but it is in this same sl.lot fepeated that he
ins to stand up (86) before completing the movement (which is thus caught in
‘opposition of the framings) in LS -—>ELS (far). i
b. A single shot, 87, carries the essentials of this operation o.f symmetry-asymmetry.
it sustains a third difference, announced by shot 86b in which Thornhill, standlr'lg
loses control of the look: the interruption of alternation that conjoins the two shots in
h he stands up, in opposition to the alternating arrangement of shots 75 and 77.
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men{tt;]safgi)ectiy o!:;vimg t}ilat the interruption of alternation, Thornhill’s move
vokes 1t, and the corresponding conj i ornhi )
; cor junction (Thornhill and the ¢.
;:/ee tl[]ge Flrn.nary el.ements of this difference governing the production of the]s N
and. 77u Xsls ‘sus]tamed by a finer difference opposing and joining shot 87 to sho?rr7a-
2 t A haveiseen; .the latter frame Thornhill in long LS as he stand o
verse]; _anyl m:éfc;}:mn };n the relationship between framing and subject EU ,
10 shot 87 Thornhill is initially framed i el
. : hor in LS (far-); but his mov
:S{;;:St ttI;letlllgg\&ffly \I?ﬁtslates a variation in the relationship between frami\negmendt
at ends in (far+). This opposition “stati i -
sl 115 opposition “stationary in the shot/moving j;
! Yy an opposition “stationary/moving” i i
s : ' g” of the shot itself: ty,
ill]g(]]]:] right-left pans emphasize Thornhill’s move and the appearance ofsgfz. i
ese camera movements lead to an exact coinei o
; emer ncidence between the final f;
:tlgﬁ(r)sftst}llot 87}2ln?td the identical frames of shots 75 and 77, from which it differs ?Ilgn;
rough its greater obliqueness and its lo io: e
er ratio between th iti
earth and sky. Such is the dis S A e
. creet perversion of this reiterativ
ment Thornhill begins to turn tow i e e
oward the highway, shot 87 coinci i
and 77, for an ideal instant (the i it ERmp o
; 1e instant of an imperceptible fr: i
moves), in the arrangement of the cl i T
s), i 4 haracter in the frame; but a manifest di
remains in the strict delimitation of th i : s
‘ a e framing. Inversely, at the final i
the spatial delimitations of t} i o
1e framing finally come to coincide, tl i
ments of the character in the fran i g arne
ne mark the supreme point of their di
¢. The two series delimited b i : Himg o
y the airplane attacks displayed : 11 i
cal arrangement, accordin iparti S
: g to a tripartite schema arrival-meeti
P trip: val-meeting-departure, based
»On a contraction in the number of the shots. T i X ,
out to compensate, as much at the | i e e
; evel of narrative actions : ] i
e, L o . ons as at that of framings, for
y the symmetrical arrangement of th i i
this work of symmetrization it : T
self turns out to open a new a
S wor Z try between the tw
series, since the second term of the se i e e
: cond series tends to expand i i
a third series or even into a third i i ER s e Of
a third interruption of alternation i
! . ! ation in ord i
S)stezlljlatlc set of operations performed between the first two o
> open1Sesaes tiI;re}(]a serui)s thlus fﬁrng] asystem. Of course, this system only closes by what
: shown by the third series: breaking the essi i Satack
it reintroduces both the central axi e T
axis of the highway and the b i
Nt i Gty ghway e bus-car-truck paradigm
part of the segment. We shall ret ' i
e ' : return to this, but not without
gnized how the third series ends with a sl i '
Skakhs o ‘ ith a shot whose obvious transi-
: ntuz y the very fact that it happens to conclude thi ‘
of series by duplicating the shot that introduced it.p g

5. Sy A
e S}]Ost};ff(:,iSt]:];%‘g' T"}C]]OH'][’};;H’ 1ln 1the axis of the highway, in x, in a slightly ob-
. side. Thornhill is in three-quarter back view. initi
il thill is quarter back view, initially block-
hi;g rr:(()ev(:]r] g:itaiplllaé(;iches and rgpldly disappears left; a slight reframing pun)ctuates
ms around, into a three-quarter f; i {
departure. The reader will . e
arture. remember shot 64: same framing and
position of Thornhill, same conjunction in the iy e
08 ; junction in the frame between subj j
vision. The difference in the action i i e
s and in their arrangement thus m i

: : . arks the differ-

ence of the same by causing a logical hierarchization of the two shots: the bu; the
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‘boards drives off into the distance through the end of shot 64, followed by two
: ittent glances from Thornhill; in 88, the car, followed by Thornhill’s con-
t look, is off screen by the end of the shot; then because this conjunction is
culated onto a double opposition car/bus, x (real)/x' (virtual), which inscribes
two shots in both the paradigm of axes and that of means of locomotion.
inally, even if shot 64 is inscribed in the regularity of the alternation whereas
t 88 constitutes the last term of its interruption, the two shots are otherwise con-
\ed in a four-term relationship, via repeated couples, thanks to the identity be-
en shots 65 and 89, which expose the common object of vision: across from
ornhill, the byroad that crosses the highway and the airplane in the distance
ng in the sky. Note further, in the duplication, the minimal divergence that
erns it in both image and narrative: the first, much more oblique until the slight
vement that will modify it in shot 67, so that it remains more or less equal until
)t 89, the last, thus opening the reiterative sequence whose object it will be in
eral series (65, 67, 69,71, 74, 76, 78, 80, 89) and only allowing a very distant view
the airplane which, in shot 89, is preparing to swoop down on Thornhill for the
ird time.
This duplication allows the reintroduction of the airplane, whose insistence, if
t its all-determining threat, has been provisionally postponed by the appearance
of the fourth car. The reader will note the radical contraction marking this return:
six shots separate shots 64-65 from the interruption of alternation that emphasizes
the conjunction of Thornhill and the airplane; shots 90-91, in which a new con-
nction is produced, on the contrary directly follow shots 88—89. This divergence
es no damage to narrative realism: during the car episode, from84 to 88b, the
rplane has the material time to complete its flying off and returning, as it does in
veral shots between the first and second attacks. But beyond the function of lend-
g manifest panic to Thornhill’s situation, beyond the peculiar benefits it confers
the systematization of the narrative (symmetry-asymmetry of the three series,
turn of the bus-car-truck paradigm), the episode of the fourth car possesses a pre-
e strategic value in the formalization of the suspense tied to the threat of the
lane. Indeed, it makes it possible both to adopt and to undercut the classicism of
e process of acceleration and contraction which ensures by means of parallel
ntage the administration of the suspense so dear to cinematic narration, and
pecially to Hitchcock, who only varies and perverts it to serve it all the better.
Thus, from the first to the second attack, the acceleration is produced by a
contraction in the number of shots; from the second to the third, this contraction is
uil"the more radically accentuated insofar as it is postponed by the intervention ofa
ew element (the car). This is what is emphasized, from the first to the third attacks,
he return of a similar shot, foreboding the one and already almost materializing
e other: this duplication introduces an almost excessive acceleration which com-
ensates, by a brusque rapprochement of shots in which, as it were, a sudden con-
traction takes place in the narrative, for the detour constituted by the appearance of
e car in the progressive sequence of attacks by the airplane. We have seen the
tent to which this detour was essential to the logical hierarchization of the image
nd the narrative that it gave rise to. Here, again, the narrative achieves equilibrium

one plane only to lose it all the more in another.
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prew'f)i.s Saltlt(;tc 1(350 .l:rtil?gs totgebt{le}r1 'ﬂ:lomhill and the airplane. In opposition to the two
» 1t thus establishes the conjunction of subi ject i
bR el B ' _ of subject and object in the first of
y required for the interruption of alternati is is i 0
J Y requirec i on. This is immedi
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ﬁzl,?l/ir}f: %> thle aerIaItlle does no; fly over him until shots 73 and 82, But the bull,ets ﬁer::i
airplane in the second attack do not hit the d'unti
i g ground until shot 82; here they
i , producing, thanks to the regular i i )
i e . g inversion that opposes this
preceding ones, a more complete conjuncti '
and object. This conjunction acc e L
: entuates and specifies the conjunction i
Junction in sound
zil]:stsh ect]u.all}i sprc;z:}d outalong the three series. On the other hand. it recalls ﬂ]glclgzg)ri‘
st that, in shot 34, continued to blind Thornhill aft ol ‘ i
34, : after the airplane | i
531 tl;)us emphasizing a heightening of the aggression. i
airp]m.] eSl';;):) 90, »\f/ltlllchfaccor]npan]ies Thornhill in a back track as he is pursued by the
» 1s one ot the few relatively long-lasting shots of tl
which correspond to it in the tw, i : i Sl
0 previous attacks, are both short s i :
the other moving. The two m ’ T
he : ovements thus create between tl | ically
s : . 1 these three thematically
2 position for which the middle shot is th liati
movementin shot 81 is a pan that utterly i i e
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’ y om “full sky” to three-quart
while the second, a trackin B )
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o Zt tl}t; gial,?:isﬁ()f tl;)e tI::/ok an]d Thomnbhill’s fall do occur in the third attack as in the first
s on between the two interruption shots, here in 90b '
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;;o:g ea él;;/te;fgf;cte“{)erltmmr:ﬁ:o th]e relationship between movement and the conjunction
€ two shots: Thomhill in fact tumns around twi ing hi
3 : hom ound twice during his run to look over
: ;Ssg;(:gl}di:]toff jlptl‘);oachltr;lg ez;rp]ane before throwing himself to the ground. Already,
; ed twice at the departing bus with which | imilarly joine s
W i) s ting ich he was similarly joined; but his
. rplane, reestablishing the alternation. Here, i
tion can only be broken, and the obj juncti e
y be broken, ject of conjunction can only leave the 5
end (()if t?ﬁ shot since it causes the loss of the look in that shot. ! i
altem;,tio : r,it::(r,z Si éile ]((1).(1):}( in 911;, which, as in the previous attacks, reestablishes the
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. i 4 the vision of the
;);2::;:1: zﬁtz: (;l;ebi(t)n]znctiﬁn to anﬁ eftreme. It is not in fact the airplane that Thornhill
rather the cornfield in which he will i
. : . ' soon try to hide. The fineness of
: ﬁztsseglfa:hgeraj;;;o?;lﬁre c:)];weys the progression of the threat. In the first attack, three
ctiollow the conjunction (74, 76, 78). In th tierei
only one shot (83). The a ‘ obieeti i
ly i ppearance of a new object, the fourth ca
‘ ) 5 r, compensates for
this imbalance by forming a system with the two previous series, whose )'oi]nt effects of
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re and reopening have already been spelled outatlength. The third airplane attack
s this imbalance to its highest point. But it can only thus directly substitute the vision
e cornfield for the airplane’s return because, through a sort of precondensation, the
ond attack happens both to produce a symmetry with the first attack and to allow the
uction of a new term with the arrival of the fourth car. This is a good example of
rocess of graded opposition that turns the second term of a set into the mediating
between the firstand the third. Through a remarkable and complementary mirror-
(its‘elf also quite characteristic of classical narrative), we see here at the level of the
the same effect revealed previously at the level of the series. Shot 82, or more pre-
shot 82b (second attack), which is repeated by 91b (except for a slight difference in
e nature of the landscape), again showing a side view of Thornhill lying down, is
f;n_guished by the object of the alternation it establishes (airplane/cornfield), while it
ncides at this same level with shot 73 (first attack), from which it is distinguished,
:,Versely, by its frontal view of Thornhill on the ground.
But, of course, the third attack can only be inscribed in the system in its turn, via
ew series that begins with the appearance of the cornfield, to open it even more
ucibly to the unbridled metonymy that is its stake.

17. Before going further into the expanding system introduced by the airplane’s
arance, let us take a short break. The gradual introduction of its elements alone
| have drawn the reader’s attention to the insistence of a chain that has been bap-
ed the paradigm of means of locomotion. This paradigm is continually constituting
as a system in multiple ways: by a differential succession of objects and inscrip-
tons of looks with similarity of axis (the first bus and the first car);-by a repetitive
succession of objects and looks with inversion of axis (the first two cars); by repetition
a distance of objects with inversion of axis and a double opposition involving the
ks and the conjunction of subject and object in the shot, the first symmetrical, the
nd asymmetrical (the two buses). One can guess right away what will be initi-
in this respect by the arrival of the fourth car, which conjoins on the basis of a
larity of axis and object repetitive succession and repetition at a distance. If the
alin x of the fourth car in fact repeats that of the first, this car is, on the other hand,
differentiated from the first two since, instead of traversing the two axes x —> x'and
: x as they do, it leaves the frame at the moment of closest conjunction with
mhill without appearing on the other axis. This differentiation, which further
inforces the opposition conjunction/non-conjunction between subject and object
sion, conversely refers this fourth car to a dissimilar and earlier object, the truck,
ch also enters in x without us seeing it disappear in x'. Thus a true system is
etched out whose progressive complexity is sufficiently suggested by the opening of
second major axis y-y' by the successive arrival of the third car in y' and the air-
Plane in y. Despite the bias of an analysis that, instead of opposing structuration to
ucture has chosen to be successive in order to manifest the structuration of struc-
, I find it simpler and more in keeping with the plurality of reading operations,
their endless shuttling between dissemination and concentration, to turn back at
end of this trajectory to recognize the relative autonomy of a system that deter-
ines the segment from its first shot to its last—even at the cost of ceasing, as I have
ot done so far, to bring it out in the systematic extension of the narrative.
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! oward the car and their meeti itl i
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on to a means of locomotion, or to the subject that is linked to it—that s, to
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1 object in motion. Next and above all, the ineluctable progression that demands
an enrichment of the structure through a combination of its previous elements.
1ot 95, which follows this displacement of conjunction, remarkably accentuates
s process. Thornhill, framed in MLS, followed in a left-to-right tracking shot as
runs, turns around a moment to check the position of the airplane. This shot
s reiterates, except in the direction of the movement, the track back in shot 90
ollows Thornhill as he runs from the airplane that pursues him in the third
ack. The difference between the two shots, conveyed by the divergence in
h (almost from three to one: 90 = 13 1/2 sec.; 95 = 4 1/2 sec.), lies in the fact
hat shot 90 produces a conjunction between Thornhill and the airplane that is
displayed in shot 94 and postponed in shot 95. This duality and this double dis-
cement of conjunction thus effects in series 91b-98 a true condensation be-
een the two series 84b—88a and 88b-91a, those of the fourth car and the third
ane attack. It is a condensation all the more acute in that shot 94 also reintro-
ces the shot that is missing from the third attack and produces the contraction
ose effects have already been marked: that is, the shot that shows the airplane
ng after the attack. But it is in a doubly displaced form: within the new series
fined by the new object of vision, and in this series within the interruption of
ernation. The airplane thus takes the place of the corn in shot 94, just as the
m took the place of the airplane in shot 92—through an effect of inversion
ose multiple effects of displacement underpin the process of combination and
ogressive integration, condensation of previous elements. This process is
nfirmed with shot 96, which brings about the till now postponed conjunction of
ormhill and the corn: thanks to a framing that varies from long LS+to VLS, which
seems to make it follow immediately from shot 94, whose similarity with shot 87a
has already been noted, it recalls 87b, in which Thornhill reached the end of his
run to the car. This condensation of the two series is effected, we can see, by a true
ect of dilation. The encounter with the new object of vision, the corn, is indeed
stponed through three shots (94-96), which happen to reiterate, on the one hand,
e shot that established the encounter with the previous object (87, the car), on the
er hand, the shot that brought about the conjunction with the airplane (90).
is dilation takes on the dramatization of the narrative via the systematic work of
image, foreboding with tenfold intensity a new airplane attack.

19. The latter is carried out, no doubt, in a palpably different way. But shot 94
ntributes to one last effect that must first be emphasized. If, as we have just seen,
Ifills the displaced function of the shot of the airplane leaving after the attack, it
50 occupies the place of the shots prior to the attack, and specifically shot 89,
ich serves as prelude to the third attack. The airplane, in this curiously polyva-
nt shot, is at once leaving and returning, outside the series, emphasizing the over-
p between the series. In this respect, shots 94-95 are in inverse relationship to
shots 89-90: the airplane seen by Thornhill in 89 is followed in 90 by the track back
that brings about the conjunction of Thornhill and the airplane: the conjunction in
of Thornhill and the airplane he does not see is followed in 90 by the lateral track

leads him toward the corn. This inversion, which further accentuates the
mplementary effects of displacement and condensation, in itself emphasizes
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the loss of the look, which s immediately confirmed in shots 96-98, thanks to a ney,
object of conjunction.

At the end of shot 96, Thornhill, seen from behind, enters the field and disap.
pears into the corn. Shot 97 shows the corm from closer up; we see the wake pro-
duced by Thornhill’s entrance, and the movement that shakes the corn betrays hig
progress. Shot 98 leads us into the very thick of the corn where Thornhill, followe
by aslight reframing, throws himself to the ground, then, halflying down, tries to lift
his head to sce the airplane that he hears. It is at this moment, with the opening of 5
new series, that the loss of the look reaches its extreme, insofar as the alternation
reestablished around the new airplane attacks operates beneath the level of the look,
even if it seems to find a support in it.

It is not that Thornhil] does not look, since, on the contrary, he is constantly
raising his head; it is just that he does not see what he looks at, even if he hears it. [t
is easy to miss this, so much on the one hand do Thornhill’s movements and the
fixity of his look make us think the opposite, so much on the other does the alterna-
tion that emphasizes the two attacks up to shot 104 follow on from the regularity of
the previous alternations. But the framing that from shot 99 to shot 103 introduces
the second term of the alternation (the field of corn seen longitudinally in the axis of
the highway in the direction x'x) can in no case be seen from within the corn. To
ensure that this is not really missed, Hitchcock has in reserve a second differentia]

sign to mark clearly the moment in which a true alternation of the look js reestab-
lished: shot 105, in which Thornhill parts the cornstalks, is logically followed in
countershot by a shot in which the stalks constitute a sort of mask (repoussoir) in the
center of which he sees the highway. If the look is what establishes the alternation,
the latter also goes beyond the former, through a derivation for which the look re-
mains the pretext, thus emphasizing through similarity of construction the continy.
ity of actions and their progressively differential acceleration.

20. The two successive series in the cornfield correspond without intervening
interruption to two successive airplane attacks. The first is quite logically circum-
’ , to the extent that the previous shots allow the airplane the narra-
tive time necessary to modify its course as a function of Thornhill’s movement. This
is the final effect of shot 94, whose polyvalence has already been emphasized.
Within the series that carries Thornhill toward the cornfield (but without any effect
of preconjunction, since the cornfield is not visible in it), it constitutes an equiva-
lent to the shots of the airplane’s approach in the three previous attacks; by the same
token, as it were projected into this fourth attack by an overlap between s
once dilates and accelerates the narrative, it justifies the fact that the
seems to occupy only one shot. The airplane that we see from the front, in a line
parallel to the axis of the highway, passes over the cornfield and leaves from the top
of the frame. For the first time, thanks to the screen constituted by the cornfield, the
airplane attack brings neither a true conjunction between subjec
interruption of alternation, In 5 sense, we do have to speak of conjunction here,
since the airplane flies over the cornfield in which Thornhill is hiding. But we do
not see Thornhill in the shots where we see the airplane and, in addition, we see
only a very limited part of the cornfield. And so the global conjunction is partially

eries that at
attack thus
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i hill and the
rcut; but so it is at the level of each of the two partlfal tiLms,;I::};nje e
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. i very subtle way. Indeed, the airplane’s second traversal o1 ef i
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nsecklsc the’ interruption of alternation in 104b al?d 105a is pr<f)d1;]c.:: ); (a)lke e
ttacof the look that shows Thornhill struggling in a cloud' o] whi et stlrle e
ossnages to separate the cornstalks enough to look at the hig fiwag/. aCt Wi
; i i conjunction of subje 2
rse, properly speaking, there is no j : | St e
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9 If we follow through the comparison of this fifth attack to the firs A
J . . . . . .m-
A tha:s in the third attack, the return of alternation, ignoring the alr%laﬁle,iif tlhis
ed?z;tely established around a substitute object—in that case the cornfield,
’ . . . d_
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?lgwst to.make the subj.ect and the object of his vision meet on the highway, th
atter s]tjatlor‘lary and maintaining a distance between the two that is sufﬁciexilt te
Z(;rve the d1ff<?rex1f:e that the narration, starting from each of these two pointo
0oses to maintain between a car whose effect remains limited and a truck wi X
arrival will determine the outcome of the segment. i
4 fBui}tll.]edegect of looping and nesting, of progressive recurrence, is no less strik
g for this difference. We can now complete the linear scheme of the successive
series that emerge after the first airplane attacks: B

1st att: e
st attack 2nd aﬁa(i) 4th_> 3rd attack —> 4th attack —> ck

car —> corn St'll-a;tgnd truck
The series in which Thornhill takes refuge in the cornfield after the third att

corresponds to the series opened by the appearance of the fourth car. On th . tz}‘le
hand, it makes possible the last two airplane attacks, which in turn : enerate : ith
the. arrival of the truck, a series reiterating that of the fourth car. Thegconcqte, ?ch
series ofgrouped attacks thus seem to slide into each other according to a ;of:?dte(}
generation by circularity. The effects of repetition and similarity borne i)}’)thiscsS :

cess thus all the more vividly emphasize the differentiation pré)duced in} itb -'ptLO-
operations of displacement, condensation, resumption, and progressive inte rj‘t' :
that are raveled and unraveled throughout the series: hence this effect of re%lldillﬁ:

s10n through W]]lCl’l the prO IESS10T1 5
> g 1 Of the “f]]rat“/e lllCessaIItl deﬁ“es ltse“ ]) liS
}

21. When Thornhill enters the cornfield, he avoids the threat of the airplane:
byt at the same time he loses that mastery of the look which, between the ;ntl;r‘ru?
t10ps, defines his relations with the object. Here, as we hav’e seen, alternation alc
quires thereb}./ asecond dimension, inscribing its effects of binary reéu]ation bevonti
the' look 'th.at is its principal agent. Of course, the interruption caused by the clouds
of 1r.15ect1.01c.le, transforming the relative loss of the look into an absolut)e one, rees-
tabhshes it in order to open a new series with the arrival of the truck. in confc;rmify
with the generative rule in force since the beginning of the segment Butitis only to
[}ostpon.e itimmediately thanks to the new interruption of alternation establisheé at
Fe 00111]unct10n of shots 107-108 (107: Thornhill looks into the distance and leaves
rame left through the corn; 108: he runs toward the truck, which approaches in the
distance on the highway). But shot 108, which sanctions the interruption il;m‘ledi-
ately becomes the first term of a new alternation, according to an arran ement that
recalls that of the two attacks over the cornfield but entails an infinitel ngmre radical
loss of t].le !ook. This series, from shots 108-111, is established as fo);IO\VS' iI; 108
Thornhlll, in stationary VLS, runs toward the truck, in an oblique rear vie\x--' in re]a:
tion to the }1xgllxva)' along the x'x axis, with the cornfield to the right as mask. In 109
the airplane, in stationary ELS, turns above the corn. In 110, Thornhill in‘station-y
ary long LS,. enters frame left, still seen from behind, nearly ;n the axis c;f the high-
way,'and raises his arms to stop the approaching truck. And in 111, the airplane
continues to c1rcl.e above the cornfield, followed by a very slight right’-left (anp ‘

T]?e progression is clear. In the cornfield, Thornhill, conjoined with tlf)m previ-
ous object of his look, tried to see the airplane and alternated with it as it Hev»lv' over
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eld in two successive attacks. The cornfield, object of vision become setting,
wided, as it were, complementarily to Thormnhill’s unanswered look, a sort of link
tween the two terms of the alternation, as if to undo the nesting effect of the alterna-
ion initiated at the conjunction between the subject and the object of his vision.
Hence there is a sort of illusion that might, with insufficient care, allow it to be consid-

~od an alternation founded on the look. Here, there is no longer anything of the sort,
ather a pure alternating montage of the most classical variety if it were not for the
that beneath its apparent simplicity, it constitutes the result of a complex process

at confers on it a fully differentiating value in the more and more urgent rise of the
spense, and drives it to divide immediately upon itself in order to carry to its highest
int the dramatization inscribed up to this point through the alternation of the look.

22. The new series that opposes Thornhill and the truck is made up of nine shots.
first seven emphasize the alternation, the last three the interruption produced by
the conjunction (the seventh shot is clearly part of both groups, hence the total greater
than nine). The principle of this alternation is simple: on one side Thornhill, immo-
e in the middle of the highway and facing the camera, stretches forth his hands to
ward off the approaching truck; on the other the truck steadily approaches him until
ey meet. Only two glances out of the frame, behind and to the left, still testify to the
ence of the airplane during this alternating series in which the mise-en-scene,
e along by the relative rhythmic regularity and the accumulated subtlety of all the
ious series, does not despise the tricks of temporal acceleration and scalar progres-
on dear to traditional parallel montage. But, once again, it is a finesse that turns
position within similarity into the principle of a contrasting complementarity that
jarantees the harmonic and hierarchized development of the fiction.
To get a sense of the subtlety of this series, we must consider the elements of the
ort series that preceded it. The first term of the alternation (Thornhill and the truck)
lays a double variation in scale and axis of framing: on Thornhill and the truck as
approach each other in shots 108-110, first along an oblique and changing axis
owing Thornhill in VLS to ELS, then along a longitudinal axis showing Thornhill
ong LS. The second term (the airplane flying over the cornfield in the distance) is,
mversely, the object of two shots that are similar except for a very slight right-left pan
the second, in opposition to the stationary character of the shots of Thornhill. In the
cond series, the shots of the motionless Thornhill (112, 114, and 116) are identical,
tationary MLS. Conversely, the shots of the truck (113, 115, and 117) move pro-
sively from ELS to CU in a fixed framing as the truck approaches until it occupies
whole surface of the screen in 117. Shot 118 of Thornhill, the last in the alterna-
on, is a jump to MCU, intensified by a very fast track in to BCU or insert.
Thus a layered opposition is structured through the two series, at the three lev-
s of shot scale, camera movement, and movement within the shot. The first oppo-
n is internal to the first series. It clearly opposes to the variation between the two
ts of Thornhill and the truck the identity of the two shots of the airplane (except
the variation of the very slight pan in the second), which circumscribe a distant
ject that moves transversely, crossing the frame from right to left. Thornhill and
the truck move longitudinally toward each other in the stationary frame of shot 108,
thus by definition inverting their respective distances from the camera, Thornhill
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two successive attacks. The cornfield, object of vision become setting,
ed look, a sort of link

1 field in

ovided, as it were, complementarily to Thornhill’s unanswer
tween the two terms of the alternation, as if to undo the nesting effect of the alterna-

1 initiated at the conjunction between the subject and the object of his vision.
Hence there is a sort of illusion that might, with insufficient care, allow it to be consid-
sred an alternation founded on the look. Here, there is no longer anything of the sort,
but rather a pure alternating montage of the most classical variety if it were not for the

£t that beneath its apparent simplicity, it constitutes the result of a complex process
that confers on it a fully differentiating value in the more and more urgent rise of the
5 de immediately upon itself in order to carry to its highest

Suspense, and drives it to divi
~oint the dramatization inscribed up to this point through the alternation of the look.

22. The new series that opposes Thornhill and the truck is made up of nine shots.
¢ first seven emphasize the alternation, the last three the interruption produced by
the conjunction (the seventh shot s clearly part of both groups, hence the total greater
than nine). The principle of this alternation is simple: on one side Thornhill, immo-
bile in the middle of the highway and facing the camera, stretches forth his hands to
ard off the approaching truck; on the other the truck steadily approaches him until
they meet. Only two glances out of the frame, behind and to the left, still testify to the
presence of the airplane during this alternating series in which the mise-en-scene,
‘borne along by the relative thythmic regularity and the accumulated subtlety of all the

vious series, does not despise the tricks of temporal acceleration and scalar progres-

pre
n, it is a finesse that turns

sion dear to traditional parallel montage. But, once agai
opposition within similarity into the principle of a contrasting complementarity that
antees the harmonic and hierarchized development of the fiction.

To get a sense of the subtlety of this series, we must consider the elements of the
short series that preceded it. The first term of the alternation (T hornhill and the truck)
~displays a double variation in scale and axis of framing: on Thornhill and the truck as
- they approach each other in shots 1081 10, first along an oblique and changing axis
~ showing Thornhill in VLS to ELS, then along a longitudinal axis showing Thornhill
in long LS. The second term (the airplane flying over the cornfield in the distance) is,
conversely, the object of two shots that are similar except for a very slight right-left pan
in the second, in opposition to the stationary character of the shots of Thornhill. In the
second series, the shots of the motionless T hornhill (112, 114, and 116) are identical,
in stationary MLS. Conversely, the shots of the truck (113, 115, and 117) move pro-
gressively from ELS to CU in a fixed framing as the truck approaches until it occupies
the whole surface of the screen in 117. Shot 118 of Thornhill, the last in the alterna-
tion, is a jump to MCU, intensified by a very fast track in to BCU or insert.

Thus a layered opposition is structured through the two series, at the three lev-
els of shot scale, camera movement, and movement within the shot. The first oppo-
sition is internal to the first series. It clearly opposes to the variation between the two
shots of Thornhill and the truck the identity of the two shots of the airplane (except
for the variation of the very slight pan in the second), which circumscribe a distant
object that moves transversely, crossing the frame from right to left. Thornhill and
the truck move longitudinally toward each other in the stationary frame of shot 108,
thus by definition inverting their respective distances from the camera, Thornhill
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‘s Thornhill, lying on his back and framed in MS against a wheel that acts as a

(o]s .
nask and insists on the conjunction, turn slightly to see the airplane emerging over

he cornfield and coming straight toward the truck.
' The alternation that begins here, in the length of a shot, has a synthetic value

t alone would be enough to mark the gradual perfection of the suspense on the

ent’s surface. Shot 121, indeed, continues the alternation of shots 108-111
tween Thornhill and the truck on the one hand, and of the airplane flying over
cornfield on the other. From the outset this alternation was established beyond
 look, much more distinctly than in the two airplane attacks over the cornfield. It
much the same alternation that is reestablished here, having been tempo-
o itself by the alternating series between Thornhill and the truck. But
s time it will be based upon the look, given the conjunction effected between
ornhill and the truck. The long detour that, beginning when Thornhill entered
the cornfield, has hidden the airplane from his look (except for a look offscreen in

ot 112, at the beginning of the alternating series with the truck) thus ends in this
ot 121 where he sees it coming toward him for the sixth time. The second term of
s alternation also turns out to bring a conjunction into play, all the more ineluc-
bly to anticipate the one to follow. It is with his head and shoulders barred on the
ht of the screen by the truck’s wheel that Thornhill sees the airplane. Shot 121 —
anal reverse shot transformed into the central element of a system —takes advan-
tage of the wheel, which emphasizes the conjunction, and of the look, which can
gically include it in its field by bringing it to the left of the frame to serve as a mask,
us effecting a formal conjunction between the airplane and the truck.

Shot 122, which puts an end to this barely established alternation, is thus a
njunction of conjunctions. In this sense it marks the acme of the segment, at the
vel of action as well as at the level of the combination of elements. At the moment
when the airplane goes out of control and reaches the truck, with which it will
collide in the succession of shots 122 and 123, Thornhill has truly met Kaplan.
* Music has hitherto been absent from this segment, which the extreme scarcity
of dialogue and the nearly constant subordination of sound to image allow us with-
ut exaggeration to reduce almost entirely to the image track; here the music re-
rns with a generic stridency and a suddenness that confers on the final accidentan

aordinary symbolic violence, as it does later on the sepulchral immensity of the
Monument” looming before Eve’s and Thornhill’s eyes.
These shots of interruption and conjunction do not allow us to see Thornhill.
The first, which has to show the final trajectory of the airplane, is an ELS; the sec-
nd, which shows the collision and then the explosion followed by a huge whirl-
ind of flames, is a closer shot that maintains nonetheless a relatively long framing.
Not until shot 124 do we see Thornhill, still lying between the wheels of the truck,
get up and begin to retreat toward the camera, in long LS. This divergence, which—
nlike all the previous interruptions—seems to leave Thornhill out of the first two

terruption shots, is easily explained by the peculiar necessities of this conjunction:
only an ELS could show the collision between the airplane and the truck, under-
neath which we still see Thornhill, even if he is not really visible.
But another and much more significant divergence governs this interruption

‘and emphasizes its culminating and convergent character. After these shots, no re-

ery
ily split ont
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sumption of alternation is established around Thornhill’s look. The transition be.
tween shots 124 and 125 demonstrates this clearly: Thornhill still has his back
turned toward the inferno at the end of shot 124 when the two truckdrivers leave the
frz}me and run away on the dirt byroad in shot 125 in a framing that almost exact]
reiterates the one that showed the approach of the third car at the end of shot 41 anq
that we might for a moment have thought was seen by Thornhill.

24. Beyond this, there is apparently almost nothing to say about the end of the
segment. Shot 126 again provides the motif for the ghost of a system with shots 123
and 124. All three are shot at the same angle, obliquely from Bx' towards x'A. The
first is a VLS of the truck and the airplane in flames; Thornhill is beneath the truck
but.we .do not see him. The second, in long LS, shows Thornhill standing up an(i
begmnmg to move away. The third exactly repeats the framing of the first: inversely,
in it as in the second, we see Thornhill continuing his retreat, this time framed il;
MLS. On the other hand, shot 126 is jointly opposed to the other two by the brief
backward tracking movement that follows Thornhill’s movement and reveals the
white signpost marking the bus stop at the left of the frame.

Stationary shot 127 shows in reverse shot along the x' axis a car and a pickup
truck stopping at the side of the highway. Here again the mise-en-scéne is careful to
disavow all possibility of interpreting this shot as a subjective vision: Thornhill in
fact enters the frame at the beginning of the shot and rushes toward the three men
and one woman who get out of the vehicles. Like the shots of the airplane in the two
successive attacks over the cornfield, shot 127 thus postpones the inscription of the
look though everything still indicates its presence: Thornhill sees the arrival of the
cars, since he heads toward them, just as he plausibly guessed the airplane’s move-
ments amid the cornstalks. But these visions are postponed: the first in favor of an
alternation outside the control of the look, in the second in favor of an avoidance of
alternation demonstrated by the immediate conjunction of Thornhill and the cars.

Shot 128, also stationary, returns to the airplane and the truck in flames in an
extremely long shot (longer than 123, tighter than 122), this time almost on the axis
of the highway. The mask constituted by the arm and part of the body of one of the
three men (a farmer) once again ensures the desubjectification of the shot. Next,
shot 129 shows Thornhill laterally in LS as he gradually backs through the group
while they move forward to stare at the accident. Shot 130 is a match on action,
repeating the framing of shot 128, in which the four characters in rear view gradu-
ally move up. Thus, from the interruption shots on, the mise-en-scéne steadily avoids
any return to alternation, whether based on the look or on a parallelism of actions.
There is, however, a sort of derivative alternation established in 125-130 between
two fields, between which the characters’ exits and entrances ensure a steady conti-
nuity of conjunctions: on the one hand the variable shots of the truck, conjoined
with Thornhill in 124, with the farmer’s fragmented body in 128 and with the people
moving up in 130; on the other, diversified reverse shots that form a succession of
actions taking place on the dirt byroad in y' and the highway in x', on the other side

from the burning truck.
True alternation of the look is, however, reestablished one last time. But unlike
the one whose interlocking underlies the segment as a whole, this alternation is not
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established around Thornhill. The look was shared once before, displaced onto the

man who got out of the fourth car when the airplane first appeared in the far dis-

rance. But this happened in spite of the privilege accorded the man in shots 57 and

 as it were for Thornhill’s benefit, in the constant play of alternation in which he

s center and subject. Here, in contrast, the farmer fully becomes its center. When

the sound of a motor is heard at the end of shot 130, the farmer turns around to see

131 his pickup truck making a U-turn on the highway. Shot 132 immediately
reiterates shot 130, thus confirming that shot 131, inserted between two shots of the

bject looking, is indeed the object of his vision and that the alternation of the look
thus reborn in this derivative alternation that constitutes a very remote echo of it.

e farmer turns and then rushes off to be conjoined in shot 133 —which reiterates

shot 131 —with his departing truck, which he chases along the deserted highway, on

which Thornhill flees the same way he arrived, until he is nothing more than a
int on the horizon, like the bus that brought him.

We may wonder about the reason for this last alternation and this last interrup-
n-conjunction. No doubt we must invoke the dramatization inherent in the look, in
lized point of view, which is capable of generating its effects even through the
mediation of a character who is absolutely secondary to the genesis of identification.
n the other hand, it seems quite natural that, in a segment structured throughout by
shuttling back and forth between alternation and its interruption, this dialectic
should be reaffirmed one last time at the end of the segment, having been postponed
for several shots in favor of a more differentiated editing pattern. But we might expect
this final effect, in keeping with all the others, to take shape around Thornhill’s view.
e would see the pickup truck in an alternating pattern two to four shots long, then be
njoined with it as he was before with the other vehicles, only this time he would get
and disappear as we hear the off-screen cries of the farmer or even see him appear as
0 here—in the same field of vision that produces the conjunction of Thornhill
d the vehicle through an interruption of alternation.

There are three apparent reasons for the solution adopted by Hitchcock. First, we
seen how the last true alternating series, which ended with the conjunction of the
ck and the airplane, constituted a sort of acme that condensed the progressive vio-
1ce of earlier operations. Any resumption of alternation around Thornhill after this
int would have fallen fatally short of this acme and thus have risked weakening the
adation of suspense, whereas resort to another character ensures its relay by differentia-
Second, the importance thus accorded to the farmer allows the development of a
oser rhyme with the only other character who has appeared thus far in the segment.
nally, this last solution has the advantage of introducing into the continuity of a single
atic movement the differential element that the man’s run introduces into the sym-
etrical folding of the segment as a whole, since the pickup truck disappears on the
rizon of shot 133 just as the bus appeared on the horizon in shot 1.

25. This folding is remarkable. It is all the more so in that it is double, or rather
le. For the segment only folds at its two extremities in this way thanks to the

its center. Thus is organized, in an eminently strategic way, one last network of
Stematic relationships, between the beginning, middle, and end of the segment,
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on the basis of the scintillating rhyme effect that joins shots 1 and 133. Between th
center and the beginning, a loop formed, producing, through a set of repetitio ;
rlc'kll.ed‘ with differences, as it were, a recommencement of the narrative. It is 11)18
remsisting on certain of these repetitions and differences that we can briné out /
arc!ntecture, a singular sub-system in which, in an effect emphasized on man o
casions, the center will play, among other things, a mediating role between ch EC-
ginning and the end of the segment. 4

The first bus, we will recall, appears in x in shot 1, stops at the intersection f
the highway and the byroad to let Thornhill get off, and disappears in shot 3 in ¥
seen by Thornhill. The second bus appears in x' in shot 59, seen by the man thz,
draws nearer in shot 63, seen jointly by the man and Thornhill; it stops in lfhe’samn
way to let the man get on and drives off in x, conjoined with Thornhill and a a ¥
entl.y unseen by him, thanks to the diversion of his look produced by the air Pllznf-
(w!nch appears in the distance in shots 56-63, in which Thornhill’s and the Elan’e
paired looks alternate between the successive visions of the airplane and the bus) :

' This identity of object, this inverted symmetry of axes and actions, this conjun'c-
tl'on in common, can be seen both to reduce and to accentuate the fundamental
divergence opened up in the image and the narrative by the duality of characters
Indeed, it is between the man and Thornhill that there crystallizes, in the same wa :
as at the levels of the actions and the axes, an effect of inverted sym;netry at the Ieve)l/
of the conjunctions: from inside to outside for the first, from outside to inside for the
second. The conjunction between Thornhill and the second bus is thus. as it were
supererogatory to this self-enclosed pairing. It opens a second effect, on’e of repeti:
tion, which is immediately undermined by a double difference. First, of course, in
the conjunction itself: moving from inside to outside in the first case restricted to
outside in the second. Next, logically, in an echo at the level of the look: Thornbhill
fully preoccupied by the airplane, nevertheless twice glances quickly over his shoul:
der to the right at the bus as it drives off. This double divergence thus corresponds to
the asymmetry introduced by the simple duality of the two men, limited and com-
pensate.d for by the inverted symmetry whose closure we have already felt.

Th1§ asymmetry is further reinforced by the general arrangement of these two
subsets: in the first, there is no shot of the object before the conjunction; in the sec-
ond, there is none after it. But this is at the price of a divergence inscribed in the
alternati_on itself: on the one hand, the bus disappears in one shot (3); on the other, it
appears in two shots (59 and 63), but above all in an alternation with the airplane. The
duality (?f the objects of the look thus corresponds to the duality of the subjects; when
TFhomhlll looks at the airplane in shot 64, it justifies his conjunction with the éepart—
ing bL_ls and the fleeting look he gives it. The closure of a multiple rhyme is thus
established in the very movement that ensures the narrative opening of the segment.

But th.is man who leaves in a bus arrived in a car. The effects of inverted symmetry
organized in a mirroring between the beginning and the center of the segrﬁent thus
turn out to have a sort of systematic polyvalence. On the one hand they prohibit
overly clear and complete effects of symmetry between the arrivals and ;leparturcs, the
means of locomotion and the characters; on the other, they both compensate for and
refine the constitutive asymmetry opened up by the duality of the characters; finally;
they emphasize all the more vividly the divergence between the car and t,he bus,
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which bring about, respectively, the man’s arrival and his departure. Thus they al-
low us to infer the existence of a fourth term capable of balancing the system
hrough a chiastic symmetry: that is, a car that Thornhill will get into in his turn.
~ This car exists; it is, of course, the pickup truck of shot 133. Unlike the buses,
the cars are opposed to each other from the outset: by a difference of axis, which
tributes to the first the direction y', and to the second the direction x'. On the
trary, a remarkable effect of inverted symmetry brings them together in a kind of
ting of actions. The first car, which arrives, does not really depart; it makes a U-
turn in shots 45 and 47, but we cannot see it drive off on the byroad (the pan in shot
which emphasizes its approach and its moment of arrival, alters the amount of
byroad visible in the image: the car thus leaves the frame as soon as it has com-
pleted its U-turn). The second car, which departs, does not really arrive. It has,
practically speaking, stopped at the side of the highway when we first see it in shot
127. And in shots 131 and 133, it will make a U-turn to depart into the distance on
the highway in x', just as the first car arrived along the byroad in y'. Nothing, further-
more, could be less alike than these two movements of arrival and departure, which
organized around a U-turn in the axis: the first, divided into four short shots seen
by Thornhill (35, 37, 39, and 41), the second in one long shot (133), which brings
about the conjunction between the farmer and Thornhill, object of his vision. But
they nonetheless allow an effect of inverted symmetry, which is articulated with the
one bearing on the two buses to produce a global effect of chiastic symmetry be-
en the man and Thornhill, their arrivals and departures, and the means of loco-
tion that are linked to them.
" But there is still a divergence inscribed in this symmetry. Properly speaking, we
do not see Thornhill get into the car as we saw the man get out. His movement occurs
during the elliptical time corresponding to the overlap between shots 129 and 130, in
which Thornhill retreats until he disappears among the people who move forward to
re at the airplane and the truck in flames. When the farmer turns around at the end
fshot 130, it is to see his car break into the U-turn that rhymes with the one made by
earlier car. This divergence conveys, first, logically, the narrative contraction car-
d out after the final accident, particularly through a relativization of the alternation
of the look. The effect of surprise in shot 131, which precisely reestablishes the alter-
tion one last time around the farmer, is the greater for it. Furthermore, for the first
fime in this segment in which Thornhill’s look so constantly scans the horizon, this
ntraction puts him in conjunction with the new car in shot 127 without a prior look.
t this conjunction only marks the first of the two stages proper to any movement of
tting on or off, inside and outside a vehicle. Shot 131 thus corresponds to the second
ge of the conjunction: Thomhill is joined with the car outwardly in shot 127, in-
rdly in shot 131, as, inversely, in one sense or the other, but always one after the
er, Thornhill is with the bus in shot 1, the man with the car and the bus in shots 43
d 64, the two drivers with the truck in shot 125, the farmer and the other people
th the two successive cars in shot 127.
~ This divergence, finally, seems to correspond to the imbalance introduced by
the arrival of the farmer in the chiastic symmetry to which that arrival is an indis-
Pensable mediation. Through the nesting effect that yokes the man’s arrival to
Thornhill’s departure, the farmer’s arrival comes to repeat the man’s and, helped
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il]r;]:,z; bt)(; f}‘lﬁ Os;:;lx!fl]nty oti ve]ljnic}es fi-f n(c)lt of axes, to organize the two characters in
: : Tl on the basis of and within the structure of chiasti
This relationship of the two characters adjacent to the hero is thus mall s
. : nif
22: l;%/ S](;oltcl)b}(e lszfekct of mversio.n at the level of the look, referring thzsizft?llt‘:;;gi
Thornhill see(s) in ‘:}Se ::l]:‘z(z‘,l;;e:}i:‘;;r?:]t: matioln s 3 i b
1 2 r sees hi :
shots >6.—63: i‘n the first case, the man’s look servesstoei?;;urr[?l;(:tljl?i’lll}s] O(T)‘:] Stl}lxbt{))” t.o
qfa conjunction that reestablishes the alternation and expresses his m t i
situation in relation to Thornhill, since he first sees the approachin zll)s i
plane whose contradictory behavior he notes; in the second, the farmegr’s ;13 i“d -
to relay Thomhill’s by reestablishing the alternation in wl’1ich Thornllil?(zvilsleme's
Pme be t]he .ob.]ect‘, b.ut insofar as he is master of the situation in relation to thls
armer who is its victim. Nevertheless, the farmer’s intervention at the same ¢ 3
preserves the. integrity of the structural effect of chiastic symmetry between th il
fmd Thornhill. That is why, through a double complementary effect that test%inan
its profomild systematic perversity, the narrative associates the arrival of the ;’ el
and the pickup truck with that of a second car, and thus includes the farrcn -
group gf characters whose movement is then organized in relation to a mov(ir -
llrjnmedlately. preceding it in the diegesis: in shot 127, the four characters get(;:;tegtE
tB%tvlv]o cars just as the two drivers get outof the truck in shot 124; and in shots 129_
they zipproach the scene of the accident just as the drivers move away from it i
§hot 125: T'hus, the farmer is inscribed both in a simple and immediate }rh 'mel 13
in the microsystem hierarchized by the chiastic symmetry in which he interyv 3 ’
both constitutive and divergent element. The final shot becomes the echo.enf?haS
dogble determination: the condensation achieved in it indicates that once tht: »
rative has begun, and with it the asymmetry that carries it, it can only be st (rllzl”-
constantly readjusting that asymmetry. ; Rt
A§ we have seen, the trajectory of the pickup truck in shot 133 is in complete
opposition to that of the car in shots 35-41 though it is still its complement in the
p].ay of inverted symmetry. The reason for this is simple: the final shot must rhyme
w1‘th shot 1 to pr.oduce the effect of symmetry that brings into coincidence, as if}in a
mirror, Thornhill’s departure and arrival and through them the segment as a whole
But by.the same token, if one thinks about it, shot 133 also invergts shot 64 whosé
effects. in relation to shot 1 have already been outlined in great detail. It does soina
very different way, if only to mark the median and mediating functim.'l that makes it
more or less. the organic center and the pivot of the fiction. Indeed, in the secolnd
Pe,tnod of this very long shot, could we not say that the immobile Tl;ornhill is con-
!omed on the outside with the bus driving off in x', to which the man is then con-
qune.d on the mside.; just as, inversely, the farmer is conjoined on the outside with
is tph]ck.up. truck, v‘./h.lch he chases as it disappears in x', and conjoined with Thornhill
(in e inside? This is a way, moreover, of accentuating the rhyming effect between
the man and the farmer, the one arriving in the place of the other, in order to em-
Ph.asxz.e t.he fact that the narrative, this fragment of a narrative, is reachin its end. So
it is this inverted similarity that is inscribed as difference in t},le mirror e%fect ad'-ust-
ing one to the other shots 1 and 133, and that thus condenses in the final shot of' the
segment its median and initial shots. It would be impossible to imagine a more
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serfect image of classical fiction than this progression through differentiation of the
e, which makes the final shot a reflection of the first, marked with an element of

somplementarity and a paradigmatic divergence.

26. And so we have reached the end of this ten-minute segment, cut into 133
ts, divided into 22 series, punctuated by 13 interruptions of alternation. The
rious successive conjunctions of Thornhill with the object that he flees, the air-
slane, and with the objects that, on the contrary, he approaches with increasing

ror, lead to this acme logically summed up in their meeting. I will not try to tie
erything neatly together by going back over the reiterative progression of the se-
s, the differential regulation of the alternations, the similarity and diversity of the
erruptions. First, because it is impossible. Textual analysis is irreducible in that it
not be summarized without yielding only the bare bones of a structure that,
ough not null, can never be the multiple whole which is constructed in it, around
through it, upon it, beyond it. In different kinds of language, which one is some-
es tempted to see as contradictory but which are only partly so, Lévi-Strauss and
rthes have said this again and again. Analysis of itself generates a second text that
ould be vain to wish to reduce in its turn. In the two tables and the collection of
me stills the reader will find a schematic image of the succession whose reitera-
e and differential progression the step-by-step traversal that has guided this read-
ill have rendered palpable.
But I would still like to remind the reader briefly of its characteristics. The first
e multiplicity of the codic levels and of their constitutive elements. This multi-
city seems all the more significant insofar as one is dealing with particularly ho-
mogeneous and relatively impoverished filmic material. But this poverty is obvi-
ously deceptive. Is it not the very condition of the system’s richness and the reason
its brilliance? The second characteristic concerns the nature of the progression.
double, profoundly linear and non-linear at once: on the one hand, it ties the
system’s elements together step by step, in a more or less immediate contiguity,
between one series, alternation, or interruption and the next; on the other, it ties
them together at a distance, at a more or less great distance, in a play of echoes that
ultaneously produces a contraction and a perpetual dilation of the system.
nce, thanks to the systematization by contiguity, there sometimes emerge third
aracteristic, partial ensembles, micro-systems, sub-systems that testify profoundly
the global systematicity of the segment: always closed and always open, advancing
a progressive and regulated integration of their previous elements, an accentua-
m of effects of substitution, condensation and displacement, as evidenced, for
ample, by the three series 11, 12, and 13, formed by the first two airplane attacks
and the arrival of the fourth car. Finally, the last characteristic, the most fundamen-
tal and the most difficult to isolate, so closely is it bound up with the global and
micro-elementary experience of the filmic text for which this analysis would like to
be the site: the imbalance, the constitutive asymmetry that, across the flood of rep-

d—plural, Barthes would say,—and the one in proportion to the other. That is to
, it governs both the relations between the levels, codes, and sub-codes, specific
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or non-specific, and the relations within each level. The continuous operations that
produce the putting into play of the multiple narrative elements are performed in
such a way that any compensation for this imbalance in one plane immediate]
reestablishes it in another, with a fatality that perfectly expresses what Lévi-Straus
calls the ineluctable asymmetry of structure. This fundamental imbalance is ths
point of absolute coincidence between structure and structuration, the too perfec(;
dream of the one and the always slightly utopian reality of the other.

The more or less recursive step-by-step progression that has guided this analysis
has attempted to bring to light the multiplicity of the successive operations that effect
the generation of the segment. It is to experience once again its exemplary expansion
that we shall rearticulate the terms of a network whose systematic breadth has hitherto
been slightly underemphasized. I mean, of course, the chain I have baptized the para-
digm of means of locomotion. Its terms have the advantage of covering the field of the
syntagm where it takes shape from one end to the other, thus constituting a true frame-
work for the segment, one that, except for a few divergences, coincides with the frame-
?vork constituted by the regulated system of alternations and interruptions. This is, as
it were, to complete the analysis by recommencing it, through a sort of imagin)ary
adjacency of all the previous operations. And because of the privilege thus conceded
to one system, however prevalent it may be, among a plurality of systems, it is also to
undo the illusion of analytic exhaustiveness: we think we have analyzed everything
and we have not, since this or that was missing from the analysis; but also bec:ausc a
system is not really the same if it is grasped in the displacement, the fractioning of its
ungraspable exhaustiveness, or if it is grasped for itself, in an ideal closure, as real as it
is illusory. Which is to recognize that analysis may need a number of strategies to do
justice to that strangely relative truth at stake between the text that serves as its pretext
and the text that it becomes.

27. Three levels specifically determine the hierarchization of the elements in
‘this chain: the nature, number, and order of the vehicles; their movements accord-
ing to the two axes and four directions established by the intersection of the highway
and the byroad; and the characters that get in and out of them. This third level,
determinant despite the scarcity of instances, immediately brings into play via the
characters, essentially via Thornhill, their looks, his look, and from there unreels
tbe whole skein that takes us from the look to its loss, from alternation to its interrup-
tion, to the conjunction of subject and object, of characters and means of locomo-
tion. This to emphasize, if that were necessary, the castrating blow of the chisel
inflicted by the exhaustion of a code or system on the text in which it is inscribed.
But this surplus-value operation is also the one that we perform when we read, or
analyze, a text, and that the text itself carries out, as it were against itself, precisely
because it is multiple. j

The first bus appears in the distance in x in shot 1 and disappears in x' after
stopping to let Thornhill off.

The first car repeats this movement of appearance and disappearance in shots
13 and 17, from x to x'. Between the car and the bus a double divergence is in-
scribed: a divergence in character (or in stopping, as the two constantly coincide,
except in the case of the airplane) and in vehicle.
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. Inshots 21, 23, 25, 27, and 29, the second car follows a path exactly opposite to
that of the first car. The differentiation from the bus is reinforced by this symmetry

sed subset.
The first truck, which follows it from shot 28, accentuates the opening of the

sustem. It arrives in x, like the bus and the first car, which, however, it does not
emble; but unlike the three vehicles that precede, it does not disappear on the
opposite axis and thus leaves an empty term in x' in the balancing of the systems
whose constraining force has already been suggested by the subset of the two cars. In
esponse to this balancing, we might be tempted to consider the appearance of the
truck in x and the disappearance of the bus in x' as mirror images of one another.
But that would just be to isolate all the more vividly shot 1, which endows direction
x with a supernumerary term, not to mention the difference that continues to be
cribed, through the bus, at the level of character.

The appearance of the third car in shot 35 marks a radical opening up of the
tem. It adds the axis yy' of the dirt byroad to the axis xx' of the highway that it
sses. This major divergence is reinforced by a minor one: after stopping, the car
makes a U-turn in shot 47 to take the same road it came on in y'. Even if we do not
really see it leave, this beginning of a movement is enough to distinguish it both
from the bus and the first two cars, which we see traveling along the whole length of
xis xx', and from the truck that continues its course virtually in x'. On the other
nd, in one respect it reiterates the first bus, in relation to which it is on the other
nd in a maximally differential position (in kind of object, in axis, in length of
th). Just as Thornhill got out of the bus to station himself at the side of the high-
in AA', the man gets out of the car and stops at the side of the highway in BB".
~ Like the arrival of the second car in the wake of the first, the arrival of the
ond bus in shots 59, 63, and 64 allows a relative closure of the system whose
erential expansion was emphasized by the third car. Indeed, it strictly inverts the
t bus. While the latter arrived in x and left in x', the former arrives in x' and leaves
x. On the other hand, the man who got out of the third car gets onto this bus, as
omhill got out of the first bus. This effect of inverted symmetry thus constitutes
e two buses as a subset, by means of an element that contributes to the radical
erentiation of the subset “cars,” until this point symmetrically closed upon itself
ough the first two cars.

It is on the transverse axis yy' introduced by the third car that the airplane will
deployed. As we can see on the schematic table, its paths are, of course, less
tematizable than those of the other vehicles and are defined by the rectilinear
out of the highway and the byroad. But we can still assign them directions with
ative precision. This is what is emphasized in the first attack in shots 66 and 67 by
ornhill’s look and position and the slight pan that inscribes the airplane’s arrival
he axis of the dirt byroad in y. In fact, the airplane’s paths depend virtually as
uch on the definition within the frame of the byroad’s axes as on their actual
ctories. This first attack coincides with the last of the four directions defined by
intersection of the highway and the byroad. From the first moment, then, the
plane produces the maximum extension of the system at the level of axes and
Compensates for an asymmetry introduced into the subset “cars” by the divergent
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arrival of the third car; but it
displaced overlapping effect thus marked among the elements of the paradigm.
Let us see how the elements are organized through the two successive airplane
y disappear iny'. Then he sees jt come back the other way in y!
the byroad. But in contrast the airplane does not depart in ¥,
from the inverse symmetry of the two attacks that reiterate
opposed paths of the two successive cars along the xx' axis. In
fact leaves obliquely over the fields, in a direction that can be
as yA'x'. This divergence,
two successive

as we would expect
along this new axis the
shot 83, the airplane iy,

The arrival of a fourth car is interposed between the second and third airplane
attacks. This has three structural effects. First, it reestablishes at the leve] of number
the symmetry of the subset “cars.” Second, like the first two cars and in opposition to
the third, it arrives on the highway. But, like the third, we see only its arrival; a
similarity that is immediately undermined by a difference: it continues its path virtu-
ally along the axis of the highway, whereas the third makes a U-turn and leaves
virtually the same way it came. Finally, this fourth car increases the privilege ac-
corded the direction it takes from the beginning of the segment: like the truck, it
arrives in x without disappearing in x'.

The third airplane attack takes place from y, according to the same process of
narrative acceleration. It is not unti] shot 94, after Thornhill has seen the cornfield
in place of the airplane, that we see it flying above him in the distance as he flees
along the byroad. His position is certainly less easy to define than it is in shot 83 at
the end of the second attack, where he leaves obliquely in respect to the highway in
the direction yA'x'. But it seems fair to assume that he is moving in the direction
Y'Bx, which inverts, along an imaginary median axis, the direction of shot 83, whose
displaced function is fulfilled by shot 94. Balance is thus reestablished between the
directions in the subset “airplane,” but at the price of an imbalance between the
arrivals and departures along the central axes, since to two departures in y' corre-
spond one departure and one arrival in y- Notto mention, of course, the divergence
that continues to be inscribed at the level of the directions themselves by the arrival
of the third car in y',

The two airplane attacks that then occur one after another over the cornficld

are distinctive in that they are enacted outside the frame specifically delimited by

103 confirms that they take place parallel to the highway, along the
edge of the cornfield that borders t. These two attacks situate the airplane along the
longitudinal axis reserved until now for the multiple category “bus-car-truck”; they
thus fulfill a contrastive function of the same type as the third car opening, for auto-
motive vehicles the yy' axis subsequently strictly reserved for the evolutions of the
airplane. But the price, of course, is a double asymmetry: the two attacks do not

does so while accentuating this asymmetry through th

» still along the axis of
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]y take place on the axis of the hfighvgay; (il'lrflhterr:;'ﬁfr’ni]hﬁll’z ggg)agnizt}ll;oir)e:
e O'f : 'Sing]e e 1'?3' (l; the corn and leaves at the
rplane starts from a point in xB, arrives in xd. al ovi N o
of the frame. Thus we cannot make a strict division be Padeoa
i i Y e is not divided in relation to Thorn 1ill’s loo
) ts(;r;ﬁ: ptlc:seit?clzp.l;l:)ivsegs,s ?l%e direction of the attacks from x to x'in 1t§elf c%eﬁ?es
reference accorded to arrival by the mise-en-scene, f.urtherl m}clreasm:g]t 1ef1tr}1\1e
ance that causes the majority of the operations and particularly the arrivals o
ated around direction x. a0

ilckkset:)hl::eseccool;cg E:f:,tf}?e second truck to appear opens and closes a subse‘t within
alradigm. But the two buses are organized according to an effect tgf ugeé:e;df
metry. Here there is nothing of the sort, but rather a no less s%fstlem{fn_1 1ct eAed o
etition. Arriving in x, the second truck repeats the arrival of the rg ; tn i

ture, of course, does not take place—no more or even less. than the rst truc 5
al‘ture,, postponed by the arrival of the third car—since it stops as it knocks

bed between the two trucks: two men get out, as Thornhill got off the first bus

he man got out of the third car. ;
‘The airplgane’s final arrival is not as strictly transverse as are the first three, on

th sides of the highway over the byroad. This is explained by the variation of

it can still be assimilated to them without too much syste.:mic artificiality, 1fo.nl}]/
ause of the almost exact return to the framing used in series 35-47 for the arriva

ident, this return accentuates the constitutive asymmetry that, sliding 1;11t0 tl;e
eart of ;he repetition, binds together this series of operations. It can be schemati-

y summarized as follows:

1st attack departure

-

1st attack arrival

2nd attack arrival )

3rd attack arrival

_ 6th attack arrival

_ 3rd car arrival




Here we see that:
ia, airplane attacks 1, 2,3,and 6
in telr)msh of arrivals, but
. the departures progressively undercut the rigorous
tacdk,selthebr by r_narking a distortion of the paths with %espectst):)r?lrlze:;}ilsc()fl;h:j o
and 3) or by be'mg postponed by the exigencies of the action (sixth attackg)' -
c. the car implicated in the subset “airplane” doubly accentuates th}saﬁiba]

ance, increasing on the one hand i
nd the number of arrival
. . s
sl i ,on the other the advantage

i Let us examine on the other h
axis with the appearance of the la

are symmetrically organized in pairs in y and y!

and how the elements are organized along the xy'
st elements.of the paradigm: the two cars arrivin
e truck collide, allowing Thornhill, who steals the

he segment thus b i

: | he y absconding from the mise.
scene of which he has been the victim, We can schematize the series of o ol
performed along the xx' axis in the same way. i

X
bl cl tl b2 c4 12
plane
c2 b2
bl cl
]
c2 b2 ¢5-6 c¢6
x|

The last cars clearl

y make it possible t
Bl p o redress the marked asymmetry that has

m the outset. We might even believe for a moment that a

; 1t suggests an illusion of symmet onl
i t |
to bring out the many asymmetries that haunt it Y ry only the more surely

a. The first lies in the une
accor
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yrogression of the segment and contributes to the effect of suspense. (Logically
king, we can also find this progression at the level of the characters, in the

alance between the motions of getting in and getting out. For two characters
get into vehicles, Thornhill and the man, the latter onto the second bus, the
mer into the pickup truck, four get out: Thornhill from the first bus and the man
the third car, in a chiastic symmetry; but also the drivers who get out of the
second truck as the farmer and the other people do from the two final cars.)

* b. This equivalence does not take into account the two successive airplane attacks
the cornfield. Hardly reducible to such strict terms, they nonetheless increase the
ege accorded both direction x and the arrivals. As we have seen, in this respect
play a comparable and inverse part to that of the third car, which similarly accen-
es the imbalance inscribed in the airplane attacks along the yy' axis.
' c. Finally, the two last cars arrive one behind the other in shot 131. A single axis
delimits two arrivals that are really only one. This divergence, which intro-
s a kind of irresolution into the relation between symmetry and asymmetry, is
rply accentuated by the fact that the clustered arrival of the two cars is not like
it of the previous vehicles. To varying but hardly opposing degrees, they all appear
disappear in the distance, defined on the horizon by each of the four directions.
re the two cars are already quite near and ready to stop by the time we see them

behind the other at the side of the highway.
The segment thus involves two buses, two trucks, six cars, and one airplane.
singularity of the airplane is striking. In the numerical symmetry that governs
ree other means of locomotion, there is a very slight divergence: the car in
h Thornhill leaves is a pickup truck; it introduces a kind of classificatory ambi-
etween cars and trucks, in kind and number. Finally, the succession of the
ents of the paradigm reveals a remarkable arrangement. It can be broken down
follows, leaving aside the airplane attacks:

bus
car .
(successive)
car
truck
car :
busyietrg . e airplane
car
truck
car
rouped
Y (grouped)

* This schema emphasizes, first, that the paradigm is organized according to a
Clatively strict rhyme, around a division into two parts, the second duplicating the

INce the first two cars in the first part of the segment precede the truck and in the
S€cond follow it; on the other, the first two cars arrive consecutively, while the last
ive together. In this rhyme, the airplane has no place. But we can note that it
nes into play at the very moment that, with the arrival of the bus, the second flap
the segment opens, at the level of the paradigm. This correlation is sharply em-
asized in shots 60-63 by an arrangement which, starting from the alternation of
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the look and going beyond it, alternates vision of the airplane and vision of the bug
until the disappearance of the bus and the first airplane attack.

The segment is thus divided upon itself from the moment of the appearance of
the airplane, a unique term in the paradigm of means of locomotion, and by the
rhyme then established as a reprise of all the other elements of the paradigm. Thjg
division established on the basis of the paradigm of means of locomotion exactly
confirms the division that allowed us to locate a center in the segment by the artiy,.
lation of three sets of elements systematically distributed between the beginning’
middle, and end of the segment. On the other hand, the segment is further divideq
upon itself starting from this point as soon as it becomes necessary to define the
vehicles in their occurrences and numbers: during the second part, the six airplane
attacks are inscribed in the succession of the other elements of the paradigm. The
specific treatment given from its appearance to the only element in the paradigm
external to the rhyme thus opposes it, by a kind of alternation and thyme, to the
elements that on the other hand themselves organize the second part on an almost
exact model of the first. This movement of division underpins the progression of the
segment, its suspense; it allows the repetition of the rhyme on the basis of the differ.
ence that undermines it, and makes out of the difference between the two series of
events within the paradigm, in the second part, the difference that orders the two
parts in the very movement of their repetition.

Now I have to confess that the airplane arrives in shot 9, making on the horizon
at the left of frame the same short fragment of a trajectory that it performs in shot 57,
when it appears to the man’s look. This is the fate of analysis: the print I was able to
work on was too dirty or too mutilated for me to see it. By a sort of fate, this position-
ing can only refine the system as any new element would. First, it introduces a
variation in the neutrality of Thornhill’s four “empty visions” within series 4b-12a.
It also provides a rhyme, in which a radical effect of variation is all the more logi-
cally inscribed, for shot 57, in which Thornhill does not see the airplane that the
man points out to him. Next, it drops a clue, made to be forgotten but introducing a
sort of narrative trouble once it acquires its value as clue. Finally, in doing this, it
produces a thyme between the two parts of the segment, since the airplane appears
in the first as it does in the second, but to the advantage of an extreme asymmetry,
which thus contrasts all the more with the even distribution of the other vehicles,
whose alternation with the airplane then ensures a rigorous progression of the seg-
ment.
















51b

5la






















116a

120a 120b

122a

121b







174

-~

LTHE ANALYSIS OF FILM

SERIES

. The first bus
- The highway, the fields
. The first car
. The highway, the fields
5. The second car
6. The first truck
7. The third car
8. The man
9. The man, the airplane, and the second bus
10. The second bus and the airplane
11. The first airplane attack
12. The second airplane attack
13. The fourth car
14. The third airplane attack
15. The cornfield (and the airplane)
16. The fourth airplane attack
17. The fifth airplane attack
18. The second truck
19. The truck and the plane
20. The second truck
21. The truck and the plane

WOR) -

-+~

1-4a
4b -12a
12a-18a
18b - 20a
20b - 29
29-34a
34b - 41
42 -56
56 — 64a
64b - 65
66 — 78
79 - 84a
84b - 88
88b - 91a
91b - 98
98b - 99
100 - 105a
105b - 108
108 - 111
112 -120
120 - 126

22. The farmer and the other people, the fifth and sixth cars 127 — 133

PARADIGM OF MEANS OF LOCOMOTION

IN SEGMENT 14

bus 1
(the airplane)
car 1
car 2
truck 1
car 3
bus 2 ;
the airplane — attack 1
attack 2
car 4
attack 3
attack 4
attack 5
truck 2
attack 6
car 5
car 6

Thornhill gets out

The man gets out
The man gets in

The drivers get out

The occupants get out
Thornhill gets in

INTERRUPTIONS
OF ALTERNATION

11/
12/

33
34a

49
(50)

73a

82a
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ALTERNATIONS

SEEING/SEEN

2b  T/the bus

4a
4b  T/the highway, the fields
12a
12b T/a car
18a
18b T/the highway, the fields
20a
20b T/a second car
29a
28 T/a truck
32

34b T/a third car, then a man (43)
48

50 T/the man

56a

56b T-maN/the airplane, the bus,
the airplane, the bus 63

64b T-BUS FAR/the airplane

65

66 T/the airplane
72a

73b T/the airplane
8la

82b T/the airplane
84a

84b T/a fourth car
86a

UNSEEING/UNSEEN
SEEING/UNSEEN

56b T-MAN

64a T-MAN-BUS

72b T bottom of frame

81b T bottom of frame

86b T gets up
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INTERRUPTIONS
OF ALTERNATION
T-car 87
88a
T-AIRPLANE 90
T-AIRPLANE 91
(with bullets)
T-AIRPLANE 94
95
T-THE CORN 96-98a
T-THE AIRPLANE 104b
(with powder) 105a
T-TRUCK 108
T-TRUCK 119
120a

T-TRUCK-AIRPLANE 122
123
124

FARMER-CAR (T) 133

LHE ANALYSIS OF FILM

ALTERNATIONS

SEEING/SEEN

88b T/the airplane

89
91b T/the cornfield
93a
105b T/a second truck
107a
112 T/the truck -
118a
120b T-TRUCK/TRUCK-
AIRPLANE 121

130b FARMER-TRUCK-

AIRPLANE/T-CARS

132a

UNSEEING/UNSEEN
SEEING/UNSEEN

93b T gets up

98b T in thecorn(seeing)
/the airplane over the

corn(unseen)
104a

107b T gets up and exits
from the frame

108 T-TrRUCK/the airplane

118b T falls until he

leaves bottom of frame

(124 THE TRUCK-THE

AIRPLANE/countershot
130)

132b The farmer exits
from the frame

GMENTS
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ACTIONS MEans oF LocomoTioN
Rush hour in Manhattan: Madison Avenue.
Two women have difficulty getting into a taxi. taxi transit (—)
A man (Hitchcock) raps on the doors of a
bus, which have closed in front of him. bus transit (—)
a | T. and his secretary: they leave an office build- elevator arrival
- | ing and get into a taxi that takes them to the (inside)
Plaza Hotel. T. gets out. taxi (inside) | transit
b | The lobby and the bar of the Plaza. The name
Kaplan and the mistake: T. is kidnapped by
Vandamm’s hit men.
¢ | Through the city: T. between the two hit men car (inside) || departure
in the car. o
3/
a | The Townsend estate: T. between the two hit men. | car (inside) l arrival
b | The Townsend house: from the lawn to the library.
¢ | In the library: T., Vandamm, and Leonard; the
mistake continues. Leonard and the two hit men
make T. drunk.
S
On the road (night). T. escapes from the hit men. | cars (outside- | transit (+)
Chase between the two cars, which ends with an acci-QDinside)
dent engineered by T. and the arrival of a police car. | police car* | transit (—)
Pa
At the police station, T. telephones his mother. AT
Sergeant Klinger, the doctor. Bix
A\
In the courtroom, T., his mother, and his lawyer. Judg-
es and policemen. Further inquiries are granted.m
=
a | The Townsend estate. T., his mother, his lawyer, | car (outside)!| arrival
and policemen arrive in front of the house. :
b | The Townsend house. From the lawn to the library. l
|
¢ | Inthe library. “Mrs. Townsend” fools the police and T. |
d | From the library to the lawn. They leave. |car (outside) { departure
=
a | T. and his mother arrive at the Plaza Hotel. taxi (outside) | arrival
b | In the lobby. T.’s mother asks for the key to (23]
Kaplan’s room.
¢ | In the corridors and in Kaplan’s room. T. makes in-
quiries about Kaplan. Arrival of Vandamm’s hit men.
d | In the elevator and in the lobby. T. escapes from | elevator transit
the hit men. (inside)
e | T. and then the hit men take taxis. T. taxi (inside) || departure
hit men taxi
. (outside)
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SEGMENTS ACTIONS . MEANS oF LocomoTion
9 a | The two taxis arrive one after the other at the ] T. taxi (inside) | | arrival
United Nations building. hit men taxi
' (outside)
b [ The United Nations building (inside). T. meets
Townsend and interrogates him. Townsend is
murdered by Valerian. Taxi (outside) | departure
c | T. escapes.
&b
10 Offices of the CIA. The entranceway.
b | Offices of the CIA (inside). The Professor and his
colleagues discuss the story of T., accused of the
murder of Townsend, and reveal that Kaplan is an
imaginary character whom they have invented.
11 a | The concourse of the New York rail station. T. airplane
telephones his mother. He is recognized by a tick- | (evoked)
et clerk and breaks through the ticket barrier.
b | The station platform. T. boards the Chicago train (inside) | | departure
train and meets Eve, who misleads the police
and rescues him.
D
12 a | T.and Eve in the restaurant car. First seduction. | train (outside | | transit (+)
She alerts him to the arrival of the police. to inside)
b | Eve’s sleeper. T. is hidden while the police inter- | train (inside)
rogate Eve.
The train. train (outside)
d | Eve’s sleeper (night). The seduction: the kiss. train (outside
to inside)
e | Eve’s sleeper. T. hides in the washroom while the train (inside)
steward makes the bed. He looks at Eve’s razor
and shaving brush.
f | Eve’s sleeper. The kiss (continued). train (inside)
g | The steward takes Vandamm a note from Eve, train (inside)
which reveals their complicity.
13 a | The Chicago station. Eve and T, disguised asa | train (inside) y | (arrival)
redcap, walk along the platform. The police look
for T. among the redcaps.
13 b | T. shaves in the toilet with Eve’s razor.
¢ | The station concourse. Eve telephones Leonard,
who then returns to Vandamm.
d | The station concourse. Eve transmits “Kaplan’s”

instructions to T,

N
Ny
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GMENTS ACTIONS . MEans oF LocomMOTION
J
The prairie. T. arrives for his meeting with Kaplan. | bus (outside) | arrival
He is attacked by an airplane, manges to avoid it, | car (outside) transit (—)
and leaves again in a pickup truck after bringing | car (outside) transit (—)
about a collision between the airplane and a truck. | truck (outside) | transit (—)
bus (outside) | transit (—)
plane (outside) | transit
car (outside) transit (—)
truck (outside) | transit (—)
car (outside) transit (—)
pickup departure
- (outside)
A=
The police find the stolen pickup truck. pickup (arrival)
T. in front of the Ambassador Hotel in Chicago. | (outside)
The lobby. T. asks the clerk for information about | elevator transit
Kaplan. He spots Eve and follows her. (outside)
The hotel corridors. Eve’s room: she plays a trick
on him and escapes without learning that he has
seen through all her tricks. i
L/
T. arrives in front of the auction gallery. taxi (outside) arrival
In the gallery. He finds Eve, Vandamm, and L
Leonard. The Professor is among those attending %
the auction. T. makes a scene so the police are
called, which allows him to escape from Valerian.
T. leaves between two policemen. police car departure
O(inside)
The police car arrives at the airport. police car arrival
(outside)
The Professor takes T. and leads him to a waiting
airplane. He reveals all the ins and outs of the
story to him and asks his assistance in exculpating
Eve in Vandamm’s eyes. | airplane (departure)
The Mount Rushmore cafeteria. On the terrace,
T. and the Professor. T. looks at the Monument’s
four presidents carved into the cliff.
The cafeteria (inside). T., Vandamm, Eve, and
Leonard. Faced with T.’s proposition to hand her
over, Eve shoots him and escapes by car while the
Professor takes care of T. Ocar (outside) departure
The cafeteria. The parking lot. The Professor has
T. loaded into an ambulance. ambulance departure
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ACTIONS

3 MEaNs oF LocoMoTioN

19

lance. Eve is beside her car. They explain them-
selves. T. discovers that the Professor has tricked
him and wishes to retain Eve, who runs away. T.
is knocked out by the Professor’s driver.

Woods. The Professor helps T. out of the ambu- i

ambulance
(outside)
Eve's car
(outside)
Eve's car
f\(outside)

(arrival)

(arrival)

departure

20

a

T.’s feigned repentance.

window and through a woman’s room.

A >y
Hospital room. T. and the Professor, who believes

T. escapes from the hospital by climbing out of the

Y

Valerian arrives, is seen by T.

side the house. Eve, Vandamm, and Leonard speak
of their forthcoming departure. Then Leonard
reveals Eve’s plot to Vandamm; he decides to kill
her on the plane. T. learns that microfilms are con-
cealed in the pre-Columbian statuette.

T. climbs into Eve’s bedroom and manages to
warn her.

Vandamm, Eve, Leonard, and Valerian make their
way to the airstrip. T. is delayed by the housekeeper.
When they arrive at the airplane, T. speeds up in a
car, Eve grabs the statuette and runs to him pursued
by Leonard and Valerian. She jumps into the car,
which they have to abandon almost immediately.

Woods. Eve and T. run, pursued by Leonard and
Valerian.

Eve and T. arrive on top of Mt. Rushmore.
Valerian is pushed over the edge by T.; Leonard
is shot down by a policeman just as he is about to
push T. off together with Eve, whom T. is holding.
T. pulls Eve slowly up the rock face.

T. arrives in the neighborhood of Vandamm’s house.

T., outside the window, hears the conversation in-

>
taxi (outside)

car (outside)

plane

car (outside)

arrival

transit (—)

22

n

A sleeper. T. helps Eve climb into the upper bunk.

The train enters a tunnel,

train (inside)

train (outside)

transit (+)

"
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" IV. MULTIPLE PARADIGM

The fact that the airplane thus emerges as the onlif1 irr}e;ducible de}em::nt :st/rlrlcltllr;
igm i i ther elements refer to each other according to a
radigm in which all the o : e
i the fact that it alone carries the
hized network of correspondences, . ies
t?]r Zttached to Thornhill, further radicalizes the effect of symb?llﬁat;ioln usI}jetreci
inscripti in the second movement of the hilm. Let u
the inscription of the segment in :
{’1 the segmé)nts that came before and after it: on the one l?and tl,le scene on the
in. where the threat of castration takes shape for Thornhill in Eve’s sed.uctlonh, on
! (;ther hand the two scenes in the Ambassador Hotel and at t.he auction, w erzel
:eats of death. seduction, and castration culminate in the image of Eve an
andamm together. ;
| The airp%ane as symbol of castration: before and afte.r North by Northw.est, thns
ge resonates in Hitchcock’s work. It first appears in a dlspllaced §0r1111 th(allt 1sta]mlce
i i 35, Hitchcock very freely adapts John
' le of the intertextual unconscious. In 1935,
ﬁ;:lzn’s novel The Thirty-Nine Steps. He cuts outsome fundamental aspects (;f the
t which will be reinjected into Foreign Correspfmdent some‘ﬁve yehars’ ater.
c’)n many other things, he does not use one situation sketched in Buchan’s }Par-
ve gThe hero, alone on a deserted heath, is spied on by an.alrp!ane; wit ouxﬁ
ctuai]y attacking him, it comes dangerously close. the §econq time it apli’ea,r]s. :
] began to circle round the knot of hill in narrowing circles, 1]\lJJSt a;ls a[l,ha]‘\T ,.?].,]eits
Gre i ¥ ink f the scene in North by Northwest,
fore it pounces.”'” One thinks, of course, o , . !
Z lacedp:md systematized from one film to the other. In Buchan’s .narrat{\!ei tlnj
: b(l:rtive attack immediately precedes the moment wdhe? Hgmay, in an 1_ssga <13n
: i ith the head of a German spy ring.
armhouse, finds himself face to face wi ! e
i g i f chase and wandering from which
itchcock’s film, soon after this same scene o ( e R
i i kes refuge at a Scottish notable’s house and exp
irplane is absent, the hero ta sh nota el
i i i leader is identifiable by the li g
that he is looking for a gang of spies whose ; e byf ik el
issi i the man asks, “Are you sure it isn't the right:
missing from his left hand. When . : LS e
iking i i hand, with the missing inger standing
re shown the striking image of his raised 5 : :
gainst the bright light of a windowpane. Through this deFectwe-story i]]u}-?’ Har}l]l(l)zlll);
finds himself facing the symbolic image of his own c?lstratlon, con\éeze &1 rﬁﬁ%} e
1 i : d him by the woman and death,
he film by the relationship formed around hi e
E inevitable)positivity of the ending. Two superlmposab}le andt‘co?qslc:lrrflr:;t]aﬂr)] erifarrt-
1 1 Im onto another, articulate
entations are thus displaced from one fi : L :
i i this retrospective
i king any real symbolic charge. To close this
~ ing point of a novel lac 5 Lt e h
1 i inni / even bring in Foreig
~ excursus with the beginnings of a system, we could e : n
" dent, which borrows part of its theme from BUfhafn ls n?v?l, Here ilga“;,:fn?ifgi ;
s i i ca, the death of the father provides
~ airplane; when it plunges into the sea, t | ORcs 4
b(?h the politico-detective-story scenario that makes him a Nazi spl), an]d ‘thi fs}this
bolic scenario: from this point on, the hero need no longer share the place
-much-loved father next to the heroine. . : i
b I:’lxlflt:::r North by Northwest, the airplane is transformed into a bl’l’d. TheT {irst. erl:a
is in Psycho, through the stuffed birds artfully arranged in Norman's dgp.l : ;rt:)ym oy
metaphor fé)r the mother’s embalmed corpse, and they seem to take High

plo

of
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moment Norman’s psychotic body becomes its living envelope: draped in a lop,
dress and wearing a wig, his arms wide-stretched as he brandishes the huge theaty.
cal knife that returns onto the body of the other the symbolic wound that tears him
apart, Norman resembles a giant bird. It is on this basis that the bird assumes the
function of generalized metaphor in The Birds: it takes on the whole collecteq
weight of suspense and enigma, and beyond it the whole symbolic charge of the
narrative it defines, in which it only materializes the savage elementarity of desire in
proportion to the regulated fatality that implicates it in the symbolic straits of Oej.
pus and of castration.

But in North by Northwest, the threat of death and the accompanying threat of
castration are not restricted to the airplane, even if it is their most perfect embodi-
ment. The hit men first try to kill Thornhill with a car, at night, by pushing it off 5
seaside cliff with him almost dead drunk inside. Furthermore, the airplane is not
univocally linked to the threat of death. It does, to be sure, repeat this threat twice,
thus providing at the level of the textual system as a whole the rhyme missing for the
airplane in the restricted textual system of segment 14. It is repeated in a minor key
when Thornhill, on the telephone with his mother in the New York train station,
must justify his preference for trains over airplanes (“You want me to jump off a
moving plane?”). It is repeated, now in the major key, near the end of the third
movement when, through a parallelism whose weight as symbolic substitution has
already been emphasized, Eve must escape the threat enunciated by Vandamm,
who plans to push her out of the plane in which they are to fly off, But an opposition
is quite naturally inscribed in this subset of the airplane, turning its negativity into
positivity: it is on an airfield that the Professor reveals the machinations around
Kaplan, and it is in the landing lights of an airplane that Thornhill decides to board
it in order to ward off the threat of death directed at Eve. This set of relations, which
demonstrate yet again how symmetry and asymmetry are hierarchized at every level
of the textual system, can be set out as follows:

1. Airplane (not seen, mentioned on
the phone) Thornhill might ficti-
tiously have to jump out of it if he
took it.

2. Airplane that tries to assassinate
Thornbhill.

e 3. Airplane that Thornhill takes to go to
—_— rescue Eve. It arrives at the airfield.

4. Airplane Eve will really be thrown
from if she takes it. It arrives at the
airfield.

The rescuing airplane and the murderous car thus undo any semantic or symbolic
univocality of representation. They emphasize the necessity of conceiving the para-
digm of means of locomotion in richer and more differentiated terms, from the

moment we bring into consideration the film as a whole in which it has a no less
noteworthy extension.
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lf one thinks about it, the means of 10091110ti0r1 in segmenthl‘:, ezf(z]:teio;htlzs
éne, are almost all marked by lal coefﬁ'czltentnofstégceertt}?elrltt}ifr’; aztl Or?deatl] et
3 i ; or virtua
'I Socrlr'1 ettil(r)rxlleSA?ctl::rt(t)}%(ft:l;ri;vzaof)the bus andybefore the arrival of the airplane,
n%‘rl?:ml]iill’s i)oint of view, they may each herald the arrival of Kaplan, and from
: tator’s, the threat of death held over Thornhill by the telephone conversa-
; sgefween Eve and Leonard. After the arrival of the airplane, they all represent
Boih Thornhill and the spectator the possibility 'of escali)e flrontl th}f. :;i;er;il:
IC cified by the airplane. But a remarkable amalg.amat.lon affects't 1e] .rucf. thé
Thornhill, who falls between its wheels, it ultimately saves him rorIl] !
% ingly inescapable aggression of the airplane. Furthermore,' the initial bus
etal::a {gui,al car are themselves ambiguous: the first becau‘se it shoulddal}]gw
Thornhill to pay off the mortgage of the inaugural Illlstgke but in Feahty leé s 1t111]1;
oward a confrontation with death; the second bequse 1t. allows him to esc.aI’)e :
wra:e of this confrontation, but only to carry him immediately toward the risk of its

jteration. 193 g
; Such is the function imparted to most of the means of locomotion in the overall

adigm: a transitive function, which mzlter.iqlizes and punctuatfis t.};f ?\tfa%telsl g)f
ornhill’s itinerary. North by Northwest is an itinerary, a route. Lefts Ell e ) ]:) ! aty
rthwest, which isn’t based on a novel. When I start on the idea 0 ad‘ mli cf :)m,
see the whole film, not merely a particular place or scene, but its '1rect10n i:rthe
eginning to end.”"® This is why North by Northwest constitutes the ’:1]];(;%6? o1 ;e
hase film, what Hitchcock calls “a story that covers lots of terrltor).r}.1 2 we keztll\1 e
ut segments 5 and 6 at the police station and the courtroom (w 11(;: L ntqlaf o
novement of the journey just begun with a half pause), s.e;’;ment : in the :
fhice (the only one in which the fiction abandons Thor'nlnll s route 'or a morFflne
n order to advance its meaning), and segment 20 (which .ta.kes z.ld\-an;lag]e o th1
contraction of a double ellipsis in respect to the 1‘noivements it implies), all the of lzr
‘segments of the film are organized via the medmtlo'n of one or more meanstc; -
" comotion. “Aside from that [the direction from beginning to end], I may not have
the vaguest idea of what the picture will be
~ about.” This denegation in turn summons
~ the truth that confirms it: “I'd thought about it
 fora long time [. . .]. The whole film is epito-
" mized in the title—there is no such thing as
1 north-by-northwest on the compass. The area
~ in which we get near to the free abstract' in
~ movie-making is the free use of fantasy, \‘Vhw‘h
" iswhat I deal in.”?! The two arrows p;)mt}n‘gt.ui
i irections that prolong the initia
gll\g’ezzrellcllttlirgriglo‘?li’ of thg title if the credit sequence attestto the.fact that, tfhrm}gh
this wordplay, the hero’s itinerary is subject to the 131an1fest 1rrat10112}11ty ofa :Z 111)1-,
bolic direction, “its direction from beg(ilnning tto eng, which resolves its enigmas by
/ =dipus complex and castration.*® it
: tra}l%:zalx-':rfict)l:z (ri(;(zlxrll)s of locc}))motion that so igcessanﬂy punctuate tl}ns 1tm:r1i1(r)}t'
thus jointly determine its material and symbolic possibility. When they ar
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themselves i i
i inscfﬂ\)zzlzss ttTrn'ils,‘they are the mediators of this confrontation with death, wh;
P 1€ dramatic and externalized form of the threat ofcastratim; T
i“u;tmm1tchriac}e glat lleads ;l;homhill toward the conquest of the ol;ject N lt]}] flle
-5 this better than the scene Hitchcock pl e
ta anned but
istcenan(‘)‘ because he could not integrate it into thgaction S
S very i 3% ceepi i ’
1 )emg;'}a]it;tzousr;ess. In Le’epmg with the enigma it subtends in terms of re;
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onfirmation of phallic symbolization. This about-turn effect, which condenses the
phallus and the agent of threat into the same series of figures, allows us to specify
‘nore precisely the nature of the fantasy of cas-
tration and the symbolization functions woven
. The threat of castration is first specified
or Thornhill around Vandamm, through the
ubstitutive projection of the image of the
dealized father, which opens up a path for
Thornhill to a positive identification with the

which he is the agent and the repeated at-
empts at murder of which he is the object. But the threat of castration is no less

" specified on the woman’s side: first through the mother, who occupies the place of

" the absent father and keeps her son in a state of infantilization that prohibits any
" truly reciprocal relationship; next and most importantly, because Eve, replacing the
" mother, reactivates the fantasies of incorporation and loss of the penis projected
" onto the mother all the more in that she appears as an object of rivalry in the struggle
joined with the father and comes herself to send Thornhill to face death, by a seduc-

tion effect that turns her into a castrating woman. The first train, where the seduc-

" tion takes place, is thus not really equivalent to the final train that forms its necessary

thyme in the overall economy of the paradigm. We can metaphorically assign a

phallic role to this first train because it is one of the essential elements in the chain

punctuating Thornhill's Oedipal progression; but to the extent of the threat of cas-

tration at stake in it for Thornhill through the woman, it should also, and more
~ fundamentally, be seen as the metaphor for her sex, in which the hero cannot assure
himself of his own except by running the risk of losing it. This film, which tells the
story of the possession of a woman, assigns a third metaphorical dimension to the
paradigm of means of locomotion: it designates both the phallus and the threat it is
subject to through the woman’s sex. Which again is not to say that each of the means
of locomotion assumes this function of symbolization any more than it is required to
assume specifically one or the other of the two previous representations, or all three
together. But the singular force of this paradigm of means of locomotion lies in the
condensation (longitudinal, distributed at anchorage points throughout the film)
that it performs among these three determinations linked to the problematic of cas-
tration, and in the phenomenon of symbolic diffusion with which it marks from end
to end all the elements of the chain that constitutes it, without ever really constrain-
ing any of them.

In this third symbolic assignment, Thornhill's whole body becomes the phallus
undergoing the ordeal of castration. This explains a motif that connotes in a very
special way a penetration into the inside of a means of locomotion. At the very
beginning of the film, when Thornhill emerges from the elevator with his secretary
and starts through the crowd, continuing to dictate his correspondence, she begs
him to call a taxi. Thornhill runs up to a taxi that a man is about to get into, blithely
pretends that his secretary has fallen ill, and sweeps into the car with her while
thanking the bewildered man. This behavior first of all defines the hero’s character,
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the adroit self-confidence and ruthlessness proper to his career in
sense, his conversation with Maggie in the taxi is an insistent presentation of the
artificiality of this character, of this cog in the industrial and technocratic machine
whose most alienating surface effects he so per-
fectly embodies. But while this feverish haste i
in perfect keeping with the hero’s socio-profes-
sional situation, it is also the beginning of hj
journey. In relation to what it brings about, jt
has an overdetermining value: a material haste
that changes of itself into a symbolic haste, to
mark clearly the trap that the hero will fall into
because it is his destiny. It is in this first tay;
that we see the infantilization stil] inflicted on
Thornhill by his mother and his resultant sexual immaturity. As if this immaturity,
conveyed by the fantasmatic gluttony of his note to Gretchen Sabinson, were ex.
pressed in the physical haste from which will arise, through a regulated sequence of
ordeals, the possibility of an accession to the symbolic order.
This is precisely what is marked by the repetition of the process when Thornhill

takes the initiative in the investigation and returns to the Plaza. Through an effect

advertising, In thjs

attributable to the systematic regulation of the narrative, Thornhill is this time in
the elevator again with his mother, accompanied by Vandamm’s two hit men. As
soon as the elevator stops, he rushes into the hotel lobby, runs down the front steps,
and plunges into the taxi that a couple is about to enter. This motivated haste brings
about the physical separation of Thornhill from his mother, just as in the earlier
scene it was supposed to ensure their meeting, since Thornhill there gave Maggie
the message confirming their date for the theater that very night. At this moment,
Thornhill is beginning his mad race toward Eve’s body. After Townsend’s murder,
which is its indispensable symbolic intermediary, this haste can be seen in a new
insistence on excessive penetration into means of locomotion: first into the New
York-Chicago train, which Thornhil] boards by breaking through the ticket barrier;
second into the car that he steals after the airplane explodes, to end up, borne by the
accidents of necessity, in Eve’s bedroom at the Ambassador Hotel; and third and Jast

into Valerian’s car, which he jumps into in order to snatch Eve from death. It will

subside with the last vehicle, which ends this reiterative sequence of accelerations.

Significantly, we do not see the moment of entry (this is the only time a scene takes

place inside a vehicle); it suffers no threat of either death or castration. That is why

this railway sleeping car, in which Thornhill for the first time penetrates the
woman’s sex with a kind of symbolic obviousness, can so clearly change into a phal-
lus—suggesting by this metaphor that one cannot have it unless one renounces
being it.

This final image is all the more logically emphasized by Hitchcock insofar as it
refers, by a recursive effect that begins with the first taxi Thornhil enters, to an
image that precedes his first appearance. As usual, Hitchcock
film as a body in the body of the text. But he does so strikingly, this time placing
himself at the origin of the chain through an effect of radical inversion: a bus
brusquely shuts its doors in his face just as he is about to board it. How could one

appears, signing the
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segment takes him from the first bus he gets off to the last car in which he
appears, pursued by the farmer. From this beginning to this end, the segment, in
versing its center, shifts in relation to itself as it incessantly hierarchizes its consti-
ive elements: characters, framings, vehicles, looks, fixity, movement, actions, di-
on, conjunction. The film does exactly the same thing through its actions, its
aracters, its figures, its three grand movements, its vehicles, its motifs, its seg-
nts. Just as the framing of Thornhill in series 11, 12, and 13 of the segment (the
t two airplane attacks and the arrival of the fourth car) alternates between near
and far and distributes this opposition unevenly among the three series, the three
drooms corresponding to the three cities and the three hotels mapped out by
ndamm reveal in their uneven distribution through the three movements of the
film an uneven division that expresses, by a divergence from similarity, the regulated
difference of the narrative. (If Thornhill, borne along by his investigation and his
desire, is first discovered in Kaplan’s bedroom with his mother at the Plaza in New
tk, then with Eve in her bedroom at the Ambassador in Chicago, he does not
pear in a bedroom at the Sheraton in Rapid City but rather in the hospital room,
here he takes on the role of Kaplan after the simulated murder in the Mount
ushmore cafeteria. This divergence, which temporarily keeps the bedroom from
ing the setting for the desire inscribed by Eve and the mother in the previous
scenes, immediately enables it to be reinscribed by a differential arrangement:
first, when in order to leave the room in which he has been locked by the Profes-
sor, Thornhill leaves by the window and enters another bedroom where a young
woman, frightened at first, tries to interrupt his flight with a heartfelt “Stop!”;
second, when in order to warn Eve of the danger she is in, he goes right into her
bedroom in Vandamm’s house.) And just as the uneven distribution of the near/
* far opposition in series 11, 12, and 13 is differentially articulated with the con-
tinual gradation from farthest to nearest governing the second truck’s approach in
series 20, so the uneven distribution of bedrooms in the film’s three movements
naturally brings with it in its wake the displaced repetition of its own motif consti-
tuted by the two sleepers, where, in the second and third movement, the seduc-
tion and conquest of Eve are played out.

On the one hand a micro-system, since it is circumscribed by its (segmental)
~ limits, tends toward the smallest units of the filmic system, takes on its entire ma-
~ terial specificity; on the other a macro-system, since its limit is the film and, in the
" film, the narrative as a whole. Between the two there is a profound concordance
of balancing effects: at both levels it subjects the narrative to a convergent hier-
archization of symmetry and asymmetry, of repetition and difference. Everything
suggests it at every moment; but strictly speaking it is not based on anything, un-
less it be the circular experience of textual systematicity. The paradigm of means
of locomotion fixes this circularity in its very motion: by gathering in the effect of
concordance between film and segment, it is both its point of reflection and its
field of expansion. Through a kind of calculated artifice intrinsic to the strategy of
this film as to that of the analysis that duplicates it, the two sides of the paradigm
thus seem only to emerge from their respective textual bodies in order to make them
fall back toward each other, projecting the exact image of that elusive object: the

textual system of the film.
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rthwest, just as Thornhill emerges from the elevator with Maggie, emphasize a
fight between the elevator operator and his wife: an interruption of dialogue and
.ommunication (Thornhill: “Say hello to the missus.” Operator: “We're not talk-
ing.” (2)), through which the film opens to send the hero toward the conquest of the
object that allows it to be reestablished: the good object, the one that at the end of
e ordeal, because the ordeal has made it good, is consecrated by the good mar-
iage, the algebraic product and ineluctable end of the film. Between mother and
ife is established the major rhyme of the narrative, without failing to rhyme with
e indexical motif of the elevator operator: between Thornhill and his mother, in
he same way, there is an interruption of communication: the lack of a telephone,

" which makes vain Thornhill’s instructions to Maggie about their theater date,
justifies the telegram, thrusts Kaplan into the circuit, the Name of the Father which
Thornhill grasps and in which he is grasped by an ineluctable movement, the film,
mtil Eve, at the end of the race, comes to occupy the place of the mother.
The superior thyme of the film is that of the narrative, because in it is the rhyme

f its story. The story, the signified of the narrative, is born to exceed it, projecting
eyond the text an imaginary effect constituting its symbolic reference. After the
lm: it is the supposed eternity of marriage, of desire reconciled with the law. Before
the film: the narrative constantly retreats before itself until it reaches a point that
llows it to institute itself throughout as a thyme, a response, of which its internal
hyme is the ever repeated echo and its ulterior rhyme the resolution. This retreat,
made possible by the story, may go as far as myth or fantasy. “When I was a little boy.
. It ascends, through the two previous marriages, to the supremely insidious
mage of the mother. Castration anxiety, image of the phallic mother; of the phallus
that she lacks, fascinated projection of the primal scene, of which the entire film
onstitutes the reversion, the reactivation, through the hero’s entrance upon the
cene of the fantasy. The theatrical metaphor takes on this simultaneously revers-
ble and progressive relationship of before and after; it refers it to the fundamental
relationship between the psychic apparatus structured according to the symbolic
~ and the cinematic “apparatus” (dispositif). Through the twin powers of repetition
~ and identification, it joins the author-enunciator, the hero and the spectator in a
~ single desire to see and to know—the scopic drive, endlessly reinscribing in the
- specularity of the cinematic spectacle the image, always one further step back, al-
~ ways out of reach, of the primal scene.*

The film is subject, subjects itself to the narrative as the subject to Oedipus.
Thus it tells the story that the filmic corpus never stops rehearsing: the passage from
one equilibrium to another, from a first term to a second, which repeats it and re-
solves it. The second train repeats the first, and in doing so resolves it: by a radical
movement of elliptical contraction, of clausula, which inscribes in the filmic
signifier the convergent effect of symbolization linked to the sanction of marriage
and to the jouissance it promises, symbolized in its turn by the displacement of the
last shot. This effect, a more differentiated example of which is provided by the
similarly paired scenes in the hotel rooms at the Plaza and the Ambassador, is here
carried by the major signifying units of the filmic system. But it is constantly in-
scribed and propagated down to the system’s smallest signifying units, through the
movement of repetition/resolution in which they are perpetually at issue. The effect




Never ceasing to construct it. And it does so to the point that, consigned by its very
nature to be specified essentially in a step-by-step progression within relatively re.
stricted sets, it gives the illusion of incessantly closing back upon itself, as if strickey,
with a sort of symbolic atopia by its material specificity and the extreme fragmentatiop,

2 i the effect of symbolization js
precisely what gives it its force. This character js all the more suggestive because it is
continual, irrepressible, it never ceases to produce and to reproduce, and to produce
because it reproduces, the ma jor thyme of the narrative, of the story become narrative.
Like the narrative, it resolves because it repeats, and repeats because it resolves, con-
stantly going in its sense from its lack of sense. It is the narrative, in its compartmental-
ized mass, inscribing symbolic structuring at every one of its points through an endless
movement back and forth and an endless recuperation.

There is in every great classical film, and this could be its most exact definition
and the precondition of this double unitary movement of symbolization, one of
more systems that more specifically produce the circularity of symbolic structuring
by a double projective effect of concentration and dilation of the textual system in
relation to itself, The paradigm of means of locomotion is one of these systems. The
exemplary systematicity of Nort/ by Northwest can thus be expressed by the fact that

textual system as a whole. The chain of the look is grafted onto it, in all its structur-
ing, enunciative, identificatory, narcissistic insistence, so as to make the form of the
image doubly fantasized on the basis of the fantasy of the narrative. By its effect of
projected abstraction and systematic contagion, the paradigm of means of locomo-
tion inscribes the symbolic in every micro-systematic relationship of segment 14
and, from there on, in every relationship of the textual system deployed virtually as
an immense signifying chain with multiple points of entry. The back-and-forth
movement that carries the general thyme from degree zero to the absolute limit of
the system is the pulse of the symbolic, commanded from its beginning to its end by
the signifier of desire subject to the law that governs it. It makes us hear, as if in a
continuous vibration, the destiny of Oedipus and of castration even in the minimal

textual operation, the smallest divergence from similarity. Oedipus: the difference

of the narrative, its very repetition, assigning its (psychological) destiny to repetition.

By an effect that only appears paradoxical, the force that produces the narrative also

enables it to be brought to a halt. This force endlessly opens it and closes it, in one

and the same movement; reproduces, in order to define it and define itself, this

continual movement, which hierarchizes, as it were to infinity, the productivity of
the filmic text. This effect can be called SYMBOLIC BLOGKAGE,

When, in the United Nations lobby, Valerian slowly takes his knife out of his pocket
to murder Townsend, we see a statue, the bust of a nude woman, on a stand at the
left of the frame. Later, when Thornhill finds Eve in her room at the Ambassador,
two tiny oriental statuettes on the dresser frame Eve as she tries to undress Thorn-

i is li i f—sculp-
id plenty for this little piece of—
xyo::a 1[731(.1] pS:lr;’tsyworth every dollar, take it from

1 into her work. In
i he really puts her heart into
" fr:zt ls1ere \:fholz body.” Still later, when Thorn-

: ill off the rock
* about to push Eve and Thornhi
] zf‘;)c(zau he (Ii)rops the statuette that he has taken

damm in her flight. It breaks, and among the
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i i llery

i < ts later, in the auction gallery,

o a little boy . . .”). A few momen . 2

e Wa]ieonard ins)tlructions to bid for a pre-Colgmblan s}tlatueltte.srzgm-
king at Eve while the bids rise and the sale i

"illd L
Yandamm giv (
—enting a Tarascan warrior. Loo E
B 1ol says to Vandamm, “Tll bet

hill succeeds in entering Eve’s bedroom 1;: V}an—
damm’s house, he lets her know whatd e 1as.
st overheard from Leongrd 'and Van almm
the statuette from the auction is filled wit } mi-
crofilm. Finally, when Leonard p.lunges hror.n
the slopes of Mount Rushmore just as he is

from Eve just as she had grabbed it from Van-

shards we see in a big cl(l)(se-up the microfilm
ing among the rocks. ‘

umegl\tz %12; twogbodies. The ﬁrst,'thll'eatenmg,

is inscribed by the metaphoric 1n51s‘ten<.:e' (;f
the chain in the murder of the father in Vyhcic 1
she is at issue. It is the body of th(.e fOl‘bld- 'en
mother, whose primordial image is reactivat-
ed by the conversation in the hote! bed'romln,
whose threatening aspect is actualized in the
fatal image of the kiss by the conversation
in the auction gallery. But repetition brings,
through the reiterated motif of the ?leme?s
of the chain, the image of its resolution. This
threatening body breaks when the statuette

i d’s hands, put to death by the ‘ il
;hps ftr (:lm Iéii;a:efracted iIF the representation of the symbolic father. It breaks in
aw of the St:

i i y smashed
place of Eve, who is reborn from the abyss in W]]l(-:]b ihe wafs ctlc;slilrae\ c; Il])((;etrlx1 e
e / nciliation o ;
i lorious body devoted to the reco 0 0 dei e
Lo Plljces’ tieg statuette releases the actual stake of the spy movie, ?inc}e thle fl:;lln o
. re£-|ﬁmgt’}1<a actions of the CIA and the spies. But, metaphorically )oln i
Lus:ll e: is the symbolic stake of the film that is presented a?d u;lret;e s,body e
b : d refers its unreeling to the
- imitates that of the real film an ref ling to b
- that}:n;:atz:session justifies the hero’s itinerary. A nnmatun?ijedg)odly O(;f 7
WO‘Ran V;h;) stalzuette breaks to allow the fantasy of the oeuvre to be borr
mother,
iganti ; of the father. : : ' : g
glga“;"; Iljioctl)}cl?fr(tzz:ppears in the text, enunciating that if the wolma‘n is tiorl)::::]eil;cd
yie is only p :
i t enter the initial bus), she
: he enunciator (who canno < il b e
thetlaulthog (thlﬁstencd into the final train by an ellipsis) via the sublimated fantasy
o the hero (hz
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S 1
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miCro- tq macro-statuary, analysis ex;erierrlom
once again the hypnotic reduplication by wh'ce}?
the ﬁ]m.ls constantly granting itself the s )lxc
tacle of its own systematicity, in the unbrilllco
form of a symbolic contagion that event( ]e](I
affects all its representations from end to il
11.1 these‘rolls of film that fall from the )elnd
digm, as its remainder, analysis must reco IIZ'Td-
that the relation of reciprocal inclusion ogfsl;se

tem and symbol |
i ymbol has no sens .
e endless back-and-forth between the film and the micro-film 'I?hlr);lttgt}? ]zerf911n

: its mise-
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1975
I'RANSLATED By MARY QUAINTANCE,

5. To Segment/To Analyze
(on Gigi)

1. 1/47

~ The film opens. Paris, the Bois de Boulogne, the Avenue des Acacias. The
'~ choryphaeus (commentator) of the musical comedy (Honoré) introduces himself
" and, in a voice that is part-song, part speech, states the theme: “Little Girls.” It is a
" theme immediately focused by the appearance of its instigator: “This is a story about
~ alittle girl . . . in particular . . . Her name is Gigi.” Gigi passes by and slips away,
" opening up the theme to the narrative that borrows her name.
.~ The film ends. The theme is taken up again: same set-up, same place, same
~ shot. But now, behind the commentator a couple comes into view, moving in a
different, mythical, time, a time apparently outside the narrative since it constitutes
. the solution of the narrative’s enigma: Gigl, accompanied by her husband, Gaston.
~ Classical cinema (especially classical American cinema) depends heavily on
**such “thyming” effects. They carry narrative difference through the ordered net-
- work of resemblances; by unfolding symmetries (with varying degrees of refinement)
 they bring out the dissymmetry without which there would be no narrative. The
= classical film from beginning to end is constantly repeating itself because it is resolv-

'~ ing itself. This is why its beginning often reflects its end in a final emphasis; in this,
* the film acknowledges that it is a result, inscribing the systematic condition of the
~ course it follows by signing with a final flourish the operation that constructs it
~ throughout.
; In this instance the repetition-resolution effect has a specific, but very common,
character, and this is its whole strength. It operates on a broad scale and very pre-
cisely, from segment to segment, that is, from one major narrative unit to another,
from one major syntagmatic unit to another.

But what actually is a segment for the purposes of analysis? This comes down to

asking first: With what kind of truth and applicability does the grande syntagmatique
endow the definition of the segment and the reality of analysis?

2. ON THE GRANDE SYNTAGMATIQUE

Much has been written about the grande syntagmatique: for it, against it, based
on it. The work for it has perhaps been excessively subservient. That against it has
recently lacked intellectual generosity and imagination. I shall not recapitulate, but
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at the same time I shall assume famili
line that carries it in the thinkin
dure in context.

The constitution of the g

arity. However, I shall need to retrace the
g of Christian Metz, in order to set my OWn proce-

rande syntagmatique combines two complementar
lines of thought, determined by the logic of discovery. We are speaking here of 1966,

just two years after the impetus provided by “Cinéma: langue ou langage?”! (trans.
lated as “Cinema: Language or Language System?”). On the one hand it is neces-
sary to demonstrate by means of @ code, that is, this code, that some code is involved,
in other words, that codicity is no less effective in cinema than in other fields and
that it is possible to try to master it and activate it there. This is something no
classification, taxonomy, “montage table,” etc., had been able to demonstrate, cj.

ther because they were too formal or because they were not formal enough. In thjs

sense, the grande syntagmatique is a theoretical operator: it actualizes the concrete
possibility of a semiol

ogy of the cinema because it brings its virtualness onto a mate-

rial level. Moreover, this specific code seems, from both the logical and historical

viewpoints, to be preeminently suited to illuminating the cultural makeup of film as
the basis of a fiction, using a closed series of commutable syntagmatic types.

The interacting pressure of these two lines of thought explains how Metz was
able to yield, though only in part, to the immediately punctured illusion of hav.
ing “found” the code of cinema. Very soon, indeed almost at once, the grande
syntagmatique ceases to be the code, to become quite simply a (specific) code
among others (an assertion Language and Cinema makes over again and again to
the point of codical vertigo). But the shadow of ambiguity is valuable. For while the
grande syntagmatique may be one code among other codes that juxtapose and cross
it, it envelops them and is superior to them in the proper sense of the word, that is,
manifestly, as the consequence and condition of the fiction.

On the other hand, from its ori
the object of a patient and rigorous
stantly deepened by contradictions

gins, or almost so, the grande syntagmatique was
self-criticism on Metz’s part. It is therefore con-

turned on itself, in step with a logic of still im-
probable effects, which in a sense undermines the direct positivity of the code but

augments its potential pressure. From the first Essais, Metz confronted three basic
objections. First, the gap between the autonomous shot and the seven other
syntagmatic types. The shot sequence (as the name indicates), through a kind of
spatio-temporal expansion, proves to contain the possibilities of seven other types; it
thus imposes the need for a genuine bipartition of the initial chart.? Then in the
seven other types, there is the discrepancy between the “hard” and “soft” types
(which emerges in concrete form in the syntagmatic analysis of Adieu Philippine):
for example, between the bracket syntagma and the non-diegetic insert on the one
hand, said to be “clear configurations, ‘recognized’ with certainty and no possibility
of error”; and on the other hand, the ordinary sequence and the scene, said to “have

fairly fluid contours so that it is sometimes difficult to draw them out of the mass and
isolate them from the general filmic flux.” (

I would add to these a vacillation, first
between the scene and the sequence, then between successions of scenes and/or
sequences and weak instances of the episodic sequence, which sometimes raises
questions.) Finally, the third and in my view

most important point: “The set of prob-
lems posed by the fact of alternation,” which the two complementary forms (one
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are pow-
b ch ological, the other chronological) of parallel and alternate syntagma are p
- achron »
erless to resolve.
b The solution would seem to assume th
';'téblished in order to account for two facts that T(? R
..‘neither of them has yet been satlsfz;cior}ly e:;P ngt(;nomous segment with a single
‘ . nsformation of the insert: ar A nult
~ one might CaniIhiinf‘tr:{rlsfmmed” into an autonomous seglllgn:“fom}z::ls;‘;%tema
i €as istincti een 5
"jlflsfrt'ncsir:ts anc)ll thus into an alternate type.; (2’)’ t.he dlstg}ctlon de e e
T e(lwhich’ establishes a narrative “doubling” in the 't?') Al n{;tary space or else
iiion isual alternation within a u
(A reduced to a mere visua gl “alternat-
SNh‘lCh r'nri)lgll;refrom the fact that the filmed subject itself assumes a vaguely “a
erives si ; S ey
ey ithin a certain relations 1[?)'. A o: through
g e I?‘?Ezﬁ;wal third line of thought deriving l(f)glclily from g:fdoél}ye;rtn“:z i co%l .
; Jigtraniii et ied out by Language 7 L
1 logical investigation carrie ) Bl
{)he me;lslzcelilj)iiely a code, in other words, radlcallydd?tachfadtgor:();h:rete Sl
- com ! tualized there in the
ich it is simply an abstract exponent, ac ! R
o 1Zi?sggyment.5 In an article written soon after, this concern (Ii)rﬁlell:l)t i
e aumm:;l;)lish the triple criterion of demarcation for thg autc_momtousrrfatgiC i
1 tl\l/:: t“zdti(::gees:tic film” (actually put into operatio? by N{eftj Wlltshl 1}11;:1 E)::l ?r% s dbing
¢ e i Y. f the classical film
E ieu Philippine): “The analyst o : 3 ; tedibvia
] Z‘:: i;;?l(élliuautonﬁﬁlous segment any passage in the t{‘jllm tha]t) ;Stazt;}?:igzglnentyof
tuation, or
: in the course of the plot, by punc : ciousl
g Chang(:itli::l type for another.”® The autonomous sggment'ls tl]usd?(;ns i O);
onte Sffyrtltatgl:l; side of the text, in the direction of its obligatory intercodicity
set off to ’

textual analysis.

hat a rigorous semiological theory be es-
both pronounced in films, though
the phenomenon of what

1 i him at
All this has meant that today, Metz thinks (a§ I k'now fr'(lJ)grg t(silfl;?gwt}(l)ylnm i
length) that a new version of the grande syntagmatique 1s possiblc. : e
'engt i k. Quite simply because science exists only as b(?rne up bya e
i ils .IQ:ed—as Freud discovered. Only the imaginary realrrlll 0t src:: e
des'lres ar‘; tlsp12 always insists on finishing—in a limited penod—wba (;( ohe
b rtl"l“fl o;w version of the grande syntagmatique would need to 1r.ea s
begu“-). st fil sions frequently linked to the beginnings of any forma 1zla tion. i
i Lia surely guard against the new positivism, wh}ch the evo 11 e
WOUld- t}ms H'K;:t tend to project onto film theory, by seeking simply to rep ?_-1(':“ e
oo mlgl | by the generative and transformational model. In safeguar 1d§ b
Strll;Ctu;frlsTl;)oti t}};e ne\%v version could combine gne adv:pc;s g}ﬁﬁii;?imael
b ; ity rohibits a strictly .
o i o'f thispcl)ﬁir:::ltt}ﬁcigf: ‘i/r(:lzht: z:itnpgularity of its textual system. (;;'nci)l;;z
fff’m it relomllng uage nor film a grammar. It is not by chance that ltum1
i Bl b? : zngusigcc;logical analyses owe as much if not more to the dStrt;lC i
o tive and transformational model. On the other hand, the ey
model sl gel:lera ntagmatique would need to reinforce the level of abstrac 9
g etsﬁ ﬁrtugitively any flattening structural effect, or any des(c;nprent
i Or_der_to Pt ede and text, thus correcting earlier inadequacies. uro o
appthcahotl']cbt(;[t;;’:ezﬂi? an internal editing of their list, their number, etc., W
syntagmati 3




Femporal organization, arising from a deep structure. Each of the segments reflecteq
in the text would be conceived as a (final) surface unity, a singular combinatio .
sev_era! types of matrix. Thus a movement of partial or ]ir;n’ted generation is at rn zf
springing from the two different depth levels (but only two, for strate ic re“ o
linked to the present state of research in the domains concem’ed). Then %he asfons
level, that is, the level of textual actualization, would alone merit the name :L‘IJtTOaCC
mous segment, presenting analysis with the constantly renewed singularity of il
cise decomposition of the filmic chain. : sl
This very special situation of the grande syntagmatique as a problematic, i
complete code, on the one hand prime and primary, on the other, a code am’ o
others, seems to have had two opposing results in the field of film ax"mlysis Nunong
ous kaorks have developed in the direct line of the grande syntagmatiqt;e eit;er-
applying itliterally, or occasionally seeking to perfect it by trying to diversify ’enricl}er
ar.ld 'lend flexibility to one or the other of its types (but still necessarily re;ilai11' g
within the bounds of Metz’s self-critique, which implies its transformation) Thmgx
works th.us? reasserted the determining stability of this code, its capacity for hi'stori?cl
and stylistic induction and its specific, practical (descriptive) and analvtical instra
mentality in the textual study of the large narrative units.” : o
On the other hand a number of textual analyses developed within the moye
ment’to establish a semiology of cinema and with a more or less explicit reference t<;
Metz’s thinking found themselves not ignoring but skirting the test of the grande
syntagmatique. For some this was doubtless because they only placed themseigves on
the level of the segment (or fragment) in order to concentrate on the work of its
smaller units.® Or because they started from a segment or a number of segments
(or fragments) in order to evaluate their function in the productivity of the%e\(hn]
whole.” But this detour extends even to analyses bearing on a film as a wholé 'mcd
thus more or less consciously situated within the perspective defined by Metz as tchat
of the glob.al textual system. I have in mind, consciously bringing together works
of very varied nature and intention, Foetus astral, by Jean Monod and Jean-l’"mi
Dumont;'* the collective work of Cahiers du, cinéma on Young Mr. Lincoh‘z'”
the book by Claude Bailblé, Michel Marie, and Marie-Claire Ropars oh Muriel:"?
Stephen Heath’s long study of Touch of Evil;"* and my own analysis of North l’)v
Northwest: **The detour s all the more notable in the last two examples in that the
anal.yse§ (m other ways very different) depend on a segmentation: a primitive or
semi-primitive segmentation that justified Stephen Heath’s note following his narra-
tive bfeakc.lown of the film: “The segmentation here operates at the level of the
narrative signified according to simple criteria of unity of action unity of characters
unity of place; it has no analytic status other than that of allow’ing reference to th‘e’
ﬁ]m as narrative.” I would have had to add that note to the segmentation tables
In my own study were it not obvious that, like Stephen Heath’s, they constant]\"

brushed up ’against.the grande syntagmatique, without seeking to constrain it and
above all, without risking being constrained by it."? ’

This is the. risk I would like to take here because of what it seems to me it can
teach us. Starting from the grande syntagmatique and going well beyond it, I will

TO SEGMENT/TO ANALYZE / 197

concentrate on the systematic modeling of the narrative units of the classical Ameri-
an film. Perhaps as a genre film, which is profoundly coded, Gigi shows this mod-
ng better than others. But I remain convinced that, within the irreducible ar-
gement of each of its textual instances, such a modeling process governs the
‘majority of the films of American high “classicism.”
This beginning of an analysis of Gigi does not aim to fill any gap between the
resent state of the grande syntagmatique and a second, as yet virtual state. Analysis
‘could no doubt situate that gap and consider it in terms of its own logic. But no
- more. Here, therefore, the grande syntagmatique is fully applied (that is, with all its
lacks”) as the operator of the analysis: given, first, the descriptive logicalization it
ffects on its own level; then, the syntagmatic reference it opens up in the analysis
y its capacity to instigate a generalized syntagmatic segmentation. As we shall see,
egmentation is a mise-en-abime, a “plumbing of depths,” a process that has no end
theoretically—which does not mean that it has no meaning, in fact, that is its whole
meaning. Through the differential play it sets up between various levels, segmenta-
ion allows us to experience the increased plurality of textual effects.
A But this approach to Gigi is only a beginning, and within such limited bounds
~ it is by definition far more the setting in place of an analytical framework, a setting
n perspective, than analysis itself. I have limited myself to a major extent (but on
the level of the smaller units, minimally) to the recording of the differential rhyming
nd repetition effects that structure the development of the narrative. Their funda-
mental determining role in the constitution of the classical film at the level of the
agment, the segment, or the film as a whole has been shown by my earlier analy-
- ses. To me it seemed striking to make them stand out within the crossing of levels at
- work here. I could obviously not do much more than categorize and list these rhym-
ng effects; what I could not do was produce them in the logic of their textual pro-
gression, the material work of their traversal: analysis is not reducible to its frame-
- work.' But one cannot endlessly recommence the work of analysis without the risk
of losing oneself in it, for in a sense it is truly without end. (This is what I hope to
show here, by keeping myself somewhat on the outside.) There is also the risk
of beleaguering a point already well made (for classical film, I think especially of
* Thierry Kuntzel and Stephen Heath). This is why the layout of the analytical frame-
- work can itself take the place of analysis and thereby discover virtual space as
- a model (whence Barthes’s remarkable “call,” which is his “first analysis” of LIl
~ Mystérieuse. Intellectual imagination, mine and yours, has to give back to the ele-
- ments I have broken down the space that constitutes and is constituted by them, in
- other words, their textual volume.

3. SEGMENTAL

4 The syntagmatic breakdown of Gigi which reveals 47 autonomous segments in
~ the image track of the film (1 to 47 in the summary table) calls for a number of

observations:
a. The extreme redundancy between the three demarcatory criteria demon-

strates a high degree of classicalness."”
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b. In this sound and musical film, the image is sovereign on the level of segmen-
tal demarcation. The instrumental or vocal numbers are lower or equal to the seg-
mental limits, with one exception: Gigi's song (“I don’t understand the Parisians”)
straddles segments 9 and 10, thus creating a kind of autonomous sound segment.
Were this a frequent occurrence rather than an exception, we would see a partia]
doubling of the segmentation, along a second axis. The voice and dialogue are
strictly subject to the phenomenality of the image, to its temporal outline. As far as
the music is concerned, while its fades occasionally do not coincide with the fades
of the segmental demarcation, overall and in connection with the song, it simply
reinforces the stability of the autonomous segments of the image. The grande
syntagmatique of the image track in the classical film, because of the power specific
to the diegesis, is clearly something like the code— the one that permits the rest.

c. This strict application of the grande syntagmatique ran up against two diffi-
culties:

on the fringes of the scene/sequence vacillation (not generally very strong here)
two hesitations in the breakdown: between segments 10 and 11, and within the very
long segment 30. A (relatively) slight impression of continuity led me to mark a
segment in the first instance. In the second I hesitated over a sequence/scene/se-
quence tripartition (found as a/b/c in the sub-segmentation).

the impossibility, in a film that significantly includes no alternating syntagmas,
of giving an account of the alternations (where does the true begin or the pseudo
end?) that more or less structure numerous segments: 1, 8, 13, 15, 17, 21 (an epi-
sodic sequence which is at the same time an alternate syntagma but lacks simultane-
ity between the two temporal series, like the alternate syntagma of Adieu Philippine,
which Metz used as a basis for raising the question of alternation); 24, 25, 26 (in
which the segmental level loses a true scene between Honoré and Mamita); 30, 35
(a bastardized episodic sequence whose first two episodes are a kind of abbreviated
version of an alternate syntagma); and 47.18

d. The autonomous shot, despite its frequency (nine segments), results in few
complications—here again the classical model is in full play.

This breakdown demonstrates two conditions essential to the development of
the textual logic:

a. first, the high number of repetitions and rhymes which, within the mirror
effect of segments 1-47, operate from segment to segment—though not through their
syntagmatic forms, of course. At this level, the syntagmatic type is simply one perti-
nence among others, although profoundly different: as a specific exponent of the
textual surface it affects, it is the form in which pertinences of varying stability
(places, characters, actions, musical or sung motifs) are inscribed in the cinematic
signifier, their disposition within each segment being that which conveys the narra-
tion from segment to segment.!” In this sense, what I am here calling segmental
(i.e., the textual surface delimited by different forms of autonomous segments) cor-
responds to the level Metz calls “suprasegmental” in terms of codic units.

One has only to refer to the summary table to recognize the operations taking
place, that is, the repetitions, scored by differences, between segments:
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1 and 47

4 and 37

6, 16, and 20
7 and 31

8, 28, and 29
14 and 40

15 and 41-42
19, 27, and 32
23 and 46

24, 25, and 26
36 and 39

b. from segment 36, certain of these operations touch a large number of the

| = 47). Such concentration is
i 1 segments of the film (37, 39, 40, 41-42, 46, and :

21;1}]52%0&“& it shows how, through its segmental breaks, the film res.olves 1Fself by
repetition, through a kind of generalized condensation of the narrative which, on

' the formal level, conveys it to its ending.

But these chains of repetition-resolution effects.are insc?ribed within tbe }lzomllds
of autonomous segments only to break them down in multiple ways. For if the clas-
sical film tends, as Metz saw clearly, toward the sequence (the autonornoufs seg(i
ment)* far more than toward the shot, it does so at the cost c?f an eqnl.lally’ pro ou'.rih
tendency to inscribe the segment within a system of narrative conun.u}t]atlcl))n wi
units that are both superior and, above all, inferﬂmr to the segment, with a e.armig
well beyond the divisions of the filmic chain.?! These two major move$}er'1ts. snn]ua;
taneously attract and repel, contradict and cgmpl.ernent each cher. 1is is “{) ]1 :
makes it both necessary and difficult to distinguish therr}: their (decor?pos'a the
merging, which turns the film into the space of a generalized segmentality, is the
condition that transforms the filmic surface into a textual volume.

4. SUPRA-SEGMENTAL/SUB-SEGMENTAL

On the one hand, the classical film thus tends toward units that can be S;Jtperlor
to the segment (supra-segment or macro-segment), even though they very often CST
incide with it. Both ordinary and specialized language refers to these as sequegc}es ;
they often correspond to “units of scenarif)."22 They are .ggnerally dete.rr;:me 2}1 2
kind of global unity of time, place, and action. In Gigi this is the case w1’td 'segn; 1
24, 25, and 26, all situated at Trouville in the course of the same day an invo vxlng
the same characters (thus constituting a kind of episodic supra-sequendce). Itis a 15,0
the case, in a very different way, with segments 12 and 13, the one 'en(i)tnégl, CZ
means of an extremely rapid autonomous shot, the front of the Pa.llals e ¢ ?he
(neither Gaston nor Gigi are visible, but we know th.at they are walkmgft(iga.r £
building and that they are going to go in); the other is the scene that unfolds insi



tl}e .rm.k. But unity of place is not an imperative if narrative movements prove ¢
dlssumlar in spite of the transitions that bind them; it thus seems more corrgct n tOO
COH]I)II.]C segment 27 (XVI), where Alicia persuades Mamita to accelerate G9 to
CdLl.CatIOH: and segments 28 and 29 (XVII), which are devoted to the educati o5
sessions. "'[he supra-segment is a kind of unified minor dramatic mould and t;:)‘m']]
what justifies its also being able to cover several different locations in ;ucces e,
hence fegments 3,4,5, and 6 (IIT), which preside over the meeting of Gastor i
Hon?ore; or segments 30 and 31 (XXVI), which present in one block Gaston’ oy
tradictory reactions to Gigi’s transformation. 4
The determination of the Supra-segments is obviously less rigorous than that f
the autonomous segments because it is not determined by any cinematic s‘ ecif;i '0
but derives solely from the pressure of the textual system. It is therefore }zo a o)
f(l)und. degree subject to the singularity of each film; and it depends on analvs;s ETO-
gives it an intermediary function between the segments and the large film secti mf
(.A, B, C, D, and E here) that distribute the dramaturgy of the narrative.? Its inter(e)l-l;
like t]'lat of any breakdown, is primarily descriptive and involves circumscribing tlS \
rhyming effects that unite or superimpose themselves on those of the autonon@]o1e
segments. Through a kind of internal tautology, segments grouped into a su rL'ls
segment r.hyme among themselves all the more strongly within this new unit‘ Thli)s ?-
an operation that in one sense adds little, but it is nevertheless striking since it co :
centrates the rhyming effect in the narrative succession. This is so in the case ofsen:
msnts 24, 25, and 26 at Trouville, mentioned earlier, which group three “se ucn%—
es supported by the same characters; likewise segments 28 and 29 \x-’hichqbrin
together into one “education” syntagma the two episodic sequences in’Alicia’s a artéj
ment. But the most eloquent are clearly those large-scale rhymes that are esptal)-
lished across the film from supra-segment to supra-segment: the one clear example
relates to th.e two “Maxim’s” sets, which unite segments 14 and 15 and segments 50
41, and 42 in VIII and XV, respectively. There are other effects at work between sets:

] o . . . .
butt €lr llatl”e 1S more Partlal and 18 deterlnlned b the COI]'I])]C y %
y “lental teSt Of Sllb

con-

' For in this film, as in the classical film generally, it is clearly on the level of the
units lower than the segment that the multiple echo play, which structures and con-
strains the progressive resolution of the textual system throughout, is systematized in
a much broader way. At this lower level, let us consider what I sh’all call elementary
syb-segmeptation, that is, the sub-segmentation that defines two or more successiv?:
times within the continuity of the same segment, each circumscribing a small scene
I mean, obviously, in the dramatic, not the syntagmatic sense. :

: It should be noted that Metz invoked a third criterion to determine the demar-
cation bitween two autonomous segments, that is, “a major change in the course of
the plot.” The criterion is clearly imprecise. What is a major change? Yet this is to
pose the qgestion badly. For demarcation, in terms of the “plot itseif”“ is nearly
always obvious: the absence of the two other criteria almost automati,ca]l entails
'the transparence of the third. This stems from the fact that the classical ﬁlmydeﬁnes
its segmental units by a series of breaks in the signified of temporal denotation: only

a major change in the course of the plot can manifest the break when it is not.don;:
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punctuation or variation in treatment. The imprecise criterion is therefore the
e one. Through a kind of tautological proof, a narrative change that entails no
segmental mark can only be a “minor” change; but in return, the minor change will
often be far less minor than others that are nevertheless sanctioned by segmental
demarcation, precisely because the change introduced into the course of the plot by
the other two criteria would not exist without them (except in cases of redundancy,
f course, and these are always numerous). Consider for example the mutation in-
oduced into the narrative by the appearance of a character (major or minor, as the
ase may be) and inversely, the slightness of the change denoted by the demarcation
irough punctuation between the autonomous shot of the facade of the Palais de
ace and the scene inside that follows. In other words, segmental breakdown de-
ermined by the multiple inscription of the signified of temporal denotation in the
filmic signifier only half coincides (occasionally more, occasionally less) with the
infolding of the plot and the succession of narrative actions. Hence, there is a series
f dissociations that open the way to an operation of sub-segmentation.

- The episodic sequence (and the same would be true of the bracket syntagma)

as a particular privilege in this context, arising out of the precise demarcation of
ach episode. This demarcation is effected again (but at a lower level, as a “sub-
egmentation”) by the diegesis itself, in most cases by internal punctuation (for the
ake of consistency, let us call it a sub-punctuation). On the one hand, episodes are
us almost always linked together (as are the segments in certain supra-segments)
y a succession of rhyming effects, as in the case of the various episodes of segments
4,21, 28, and 29.” On the other, a certain episode may establish rhyming effects
ver a distance with some segment or sub-segment. This is how the overall rhyme
nking segments 14 and 20 takes its precise shape: the fourth episode of segment 14
(14d), in which Liane and Gaston enter Maxim’s, is repeated by segment 40, where
Gigi and Gaston enter in their turn.
Inversely, the criteria of sub-segmentation in the other segments are determined
outside any specific inscription in the cinematic signifier. Their indisputable inde-
terminate character should not be taken as a cause for hesitation. True scenes are
constituted nevertheless. They rest on disjunctions provoked by characters’ entries
and exits, particularly emphatic in this genre film and strongly marked by the dy-
- namic of theatrical representation. The locations, actions, and instrumental and
' vocal motifs clearly all give powerful support to the stage scene effects organized
between characters. But they do not have the same degree of pertinence: the instru-
mental or vocal motifs, because their limits are almost always inferior or equal to the
segment only partly coincide with that of the sub-segment; the actions, because they
are not truly divisible into segments in the same way and tend to be diluted in the
overall mass of narrative signifieds; the locations, because the temporal form that
distributes them is already the precise object of the grande syntagmatique.

Scenes thus appear, opening up multiple networks of rhymes. Beginning with
segment 1, the fifteen shots that succeed each other before Gigi appears show
Honoré in the position of commentator (la), as he will be again in the first episode
of segment 14 (14a); then again in sub-segment 34b, after the disappearance of
Gaston. In the same way in segment 22, the disappearance of Gigi in shot 154 opens
a brief scene between Mamita and Gaston (22b), which responds to the one that
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preceded it in segment 7 and the i i
segment 30b, bef%)re being reneweg?ﬁ ;le];t:;ftc?la(lf’ B i
On th.e other hand, the sub-segmental divisions allow the establishment of
commutations on the basis of intermediary sets between the sub-segment ar dntTW
segment, the segment and the supra-segment. Thus, the first “education” 1t thle
overlaid segment 8 and sub-segment 9a finds its full echo in supra-segment Xs\ill ( ZaSt
and 29). In the same way the very long sub-segment 30c, sub-segment 43b, and the
short segments 44 and 45 mark, with a very sharp repetition effect Gast’on’s t 1,L
departure§ and returns, which prelude his decision first to keep Gigi ,then tom “Or
her. In this way an overall rhyme is established between sub-segmerylt 30c and 2
ment 31, on the one hand, and segments 43, 44, 45, and 46, on the other; this isseig-
other words, supra-segment XXVI. This last rhyme serves to increase in a major \;“
the condensation that brings together in the final section (E) a series of earl]ier eldy
ments from the four other sections. Space does not allow for a demonstration of t}C-
subtle way in which condensation, in this last example, only touches supra-se me:ft
XXVI from the starting point of the earlier effect, which condenses (pre—cond%nscs)
supra-segments XIV and XXVI in supra-segment XVIII. But to make the text’s fo
;l}ucgve return on itself fully readable, it would be necessary to go much further Ii)nt(;
SSE_S:;;TES:S:: of its elements, that is, it would be necessary to sub-segment the

5. (MICRO)SEGMENTAL/TEXTUAL

qu §ub-segmentation goes much further than this. Up till now I have chan-
neled it into scene effects, corresponding to one or more shots, in the first case
a]v&.fays' either to very long shots (like 34b) or to the more speciéca]]y determine(i
units in .the episodic sequence.” I have, moreover, simply brought out successive
dissociations in terms of a linearity that sometimes corresponds exactly to the truth
of the text, but more often only in part, mimicking its truth with a representative
approximation that is neither altogether false nor altogether true.”® This is the rea-
son for my qualification of that first sub-segmentation as elementc.zry. :

Complex sub-segmentation goes much beyond this. It might be called micro-
segmentation — indicating a movement, which is the progressive work of textual and
anal)"tlca! pressure. For here there is no longer anything that corresponds to the
precise d1§t1nction between segmentation and sub-segmentation. Before segmental
demarcatngn there are only degrees of narrative expansion. This is why complex
segmentation does not have anything to do with the limits of the shot, even tholu f}
the play that is set up with the demarcatory boundary of the shot in tu,rn constitu;ges
a textual pertinence and a stylistic index.

Here I can give only two very summary examples of this movement:*

a. Segment 33. Shot 302 shows Gigi in her room (this décor appears };ere for the
first time); she is alone, stretched out on the bed, stroking her cat; she gets up to
open t!1e door to Gaston within the continuity of the same shot. Thi; begiinin ]z)fa
scene is soon matched by a true scene, the long autonomous shot of segment 3?8 in
wl.nch Gigi is singing in her room, holding her cat in her arms. The sim licit); of
this arrangement shows clearly the way in which the film proceeds thr(?ugh the

1 HO) o) &G Y B ehity BLE) B e M Bt R b

ents. A fragment of the shot (relatively brief,
ut to be textually commutable with a seg-
ment that it anticipates: a shot that is prolonged into a scene that closes on itself.
Thus, it completes the condensation effect operating between the fifth section of
 the film and the four others: from segment 37 to segment 47 there is not one that
" does not repeat a moment, a segment, ora sub-segment from the four others, scored
by the variation that carries the film to its end.
j The three quite unequal sub-segments that follow (b/c/d) are inscribed along
" three axes which, because the sub-segmentation is not developed, only emerge in-
" completely: the first, which covers almost the whole of the segment (302-307), is
~ inscribed in the series of scenes between Gigi and Gaston; the second, determined
~ by Mamita’s appearance in shot 308, is inscribed in the series of multiple scenes or
~ scene fragments between Gigi, Mamita, and Gaston (in particular, it ushers in the
~ dramatic and equally very short scene 43a); the third, after Gigi has rushed to her
. room, is inscribed by means of a second internal split in shot 308, in the series of
" scenes, peaceful and dramatic by turns, that bring together Mamita and Gaston.
b. Segment 47. Here again, internal splitting of the shot brings out three minus-
~ cule sub-segments in the last two shots of the film: (a) in shot 348, Honoré is sing-
ing, leaning on a tree in close medium shot; (b) in shot 349, Gigi and Gaston ad-
| Jance at a slant across the lawn and go toward a cab they climb into, followed by the
I'_ camera, which then loses them to rejoin (c) within the continuity of the same shot,
~ Honoré in the same fixed frame of the preceding shot.
' This final example gives a clear indication of how the progressive decomposi-
tion of the dramatic instances of the filmic chain, opened up by the decomposition
*«of the grande syntagmatique, Jeads of itself and more or less inevitably toward inter-
* nal analysis of the segments on the one hand and on the other, toward a comparative
analysis of the segments that echo each other. It can be seen that the final segment,
* which displays a clearcut classicism, is constructed on an a/b/a alternation, which
~ reproduces that of the initial segment of which it is the resolution: in both places, it
s clearly between Honoré and “the rest” that a narrative alternation is established.
. But at the start it is done in twenty-one shots, which would need to be broken down,
~ at the level of elementary segmentation, into two sub-segments, one devoted to
Honoré alone, the other to Honoré and Gigi. In breaking them down, it would be
seen that neither the first nor the last shot shows Honoré and that the last shows Gigi
alone because the narrative is beginning and she is its title and subject. In the final
segment the same movement is accomplished in two shots, both of which show
Honoré, and in between these two, Gigi, but with her husband Gaston.

. varied duplication of its successive elem
.~ even though this is a long shot), turns o

At this micro-systematic level, analysis encounters the increased dispersion and
constraint of the specific codes (codes of camera movement, looks, scale of shots,
etc.), deployed within and throughout the macro-systematic code of the grande
syntagmatique. Analysis meets anew with the voluminous pressure of the textual
system, the full organic play of its differential repetitions. From segment to segment,
and from supra-segment to sub-segment, and again from segment to sub-segment,
and from sub-segment to sub-segment (from the elementary to the complex), seg-

mental analysis, thus multiplied tenfold, opens onto a permutational, oriented
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infinity—that of the classical textual system. It crosses paradigms, which allows it
(like the means of locomotion in North by Northwest) to mirror and to experience
the constant comings and goings and the sense of urgency, which is both perfect-
ly traceable and completely irreducible, and from it to constitute the projected
space—the “truth” of the reading reflected in that of the filmic text. For example
the segmental analysis thus increased, operating from segment to segment as from’
supra-segment to sub-segment, would end by constructing, on the basis of the muyl-
tiple scenes “at Gigi’s,” the immense paradigm of entries and exits (there are others
but this is the most obvious) sustaining the micro-systematic structuration of the
narrative units of the film (the large, medium, and the less large, which, as Met;
clearly saw, are still remarkably large precisely because they are the smallest).>

6. TO SEGMENT/TO ALTERNATE

To avoid the double excess of both theorization and analysis [ have here es-
chewed the treatment of the question of alternation—whose fundamental impor-
tance I have already nevertheless suggested —either in itself or in the totality of tex-
tual space.” I would simply like to emphasize how, not only at the level of the
segment (and beyond that, the supra-segments and sub-segments of a certain
diegetic extension, that is to say, at the level of the large narrative units) the entire
film is submitted to a sort of generalized alternation between couples and sexes
which leads the film from its premises to its resolution, according to the transforma-
tion that regulates it: the substitution of Gigi for Liane d’Exelmans at Gaston’s side.

Observe how the first part of the film is organized precisely in this way. The first
segment stages, with the announcement of the commentator, a symbolic meeting
(stripped of narrative implications) between Gigi and Honoré. Their separation pro-
duces, from that point, a series of crossovers that organizes the series of relations
between characters, according to three determinations that proceed by alternat-
ing one with the other: women, men, men and women: in segment two, Gigi and
Mamita; in supra-segment III (segments 3-4-5-6), Honoré and Gaston; in segment
7, the crossing of the sexes, Gaston and Mamita; from this point we return, in supra-
segment V (segments 8-9), to the women, Gigi and Alicia, to stage then a second
crossing, the one that determines the fiction, between Gigi and Gaston (segments
11, 12); this is prolonged in the segment that follows (13) by the doubled effect
linked to the introduction of Liane, through which all the terms of the drama—or
the comedy —come together.

Thus we have the presentation of the characters in the best theatrical tradition.
But it is according to this regulated oscillation, which will continue to the very end,
by diverse configurations of different scope: between the men on one side (the series
of scenes between Gaston and Honoré and the very rare ones that show them alone);
the women on the other side (the series of scenes between Gigi and Mamita; Gigi
and Alicia; and, at the end, Gigi, Alicia, and Mamita; to which can be added Gigi
alone, but rarely); and finally, and very diversely, between the men and the women
but without exhausting, far from it, all the combinatory possibilities (Honoré never
meets Alicia and meets Mamita only once; Gaston briefly meets Alicia), to the ad-
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'vantage of an intensive work of repetition, a repetition that tends, it cannot be said
often enough, toward the resolution that is properly speaking the result of this play
of alternation, in a final conjunction: that of the couple programmed by this code.

7. SEGMENTAL/FAMILIAL-CONJUGAL

To conclude, let me note a final, fundamental effect, proper to many American
classical films, whereby the textual volume multiplies and closes off doubly the field
of its own expansion. The systematic accumulation of symmetries and dissymme-
es throughout the filmic chain, decomposed by the work of a generalized segmen-
ation, constantly mimics and reproduces (because the one produces the other) the
hema of family relations that founds the narrative space.

Gigi on the one hand, Gaston on the other, are two children brought up, in
accordance with their sex, by a substitute mother (Mamita) and a substitute father
Honoré). A triple dissymmetry is inscribed in this symmetry, which pledges Gigi
~ and Gaston to each other from the outset.

/ a. One man, Honoré, corresponds to two women, Mamita and Alicia, in the
 tole of adoptive substitute parent.

: b. A genealogical gap makes Gaston Honoré’s nephew and Gigi the grandchild
of Mamita and grand-niece of Alicia.

c. A clear difference in age between Gigi and Gaston reproduces this genealogi-
cal gap, making one already a man, the other still a child.

The mutual feeling between Gigi and Gaston is crystallized in the supra-seg-
ment (XV) at Trouville. These three segments (this analysis has had no opportunity
0 go into this point) are partly constructed on a narrative alternation that juxtaposes
Gigi and Gaston on the one hand, and on the other, Honoré and Mamita, who
meet in the film for the firstand last time. They seem to be bound by an old love and
g0 so far as to evoke the marriage that might have united them. This retrospective
marriage clearly simply serves to reflect the as yet potential marriage of Gigi and
Gaston. But it suggests much more than that. At this precise moment, the bar of
dissymmetry jumps from one generation to another, with the help of a single reply.
- When Mamita tells Honoré with an insistence of no use to the plot but necessary to
- the symbolic level: “Gigi is my granddaughter,” Honoré’s gallantry, which is struc-
. tural in the proper sense, prompts him to reply: “Granddaughter, no. Daughter.”
- What clearer way of indicating that the children they have not had are obviously
~ those they have both adopted, whom the film is to unite in marriage. Thus the film
~ manages to rebuild a nuclear family of four, which allows the first generation to see
. itself mirrored in the second (all the more easily because the film keeps silent on the
missing terms of this unfolding structure, terms that could have blocked the final
- condensation: both Gigi’s maternal grandfather and her father). In this way, an in-
| cest fiction, so favored by the classic-romantic imagination, is established. The dis-
. symmetry obviously reappears, like Alicia, who is absent from this four-term struc-
. ture. But the dissymmetry of the structures serves what it hides and allows to be
- resolved: thanks to a discrepancy in age, Gigi is to recover in Gaston the substitute
for a father even more strangely absent than the mother who is heard singing as a
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6. To Enunciate
B (on Marnie)

The credits have barely begun and already a body has been snatched. Twice
ame has staked its claim on another: the film’s title by its director, and a
an’s name by a man. Such a gesture is a familiar way of signing a text with one’s
\ distinctive flourish. Here, it is also a possessive move that separates the heroine’s
name from those of the two actors (“Tippi” Hedren and Sean Connery), featured in
he second and third titles following “Universal Presents” and already linked as a
iple. Let’s try, in theory nothing stops us, to imagine the contrary: “Chantal
\kermans’s Bobby.”
~ Perhaps this explains the power of these subdued titles, which is so different
m the compressed violence of the credit sequences that Saul Bass designed for
Jier Hitchcock films such as Vertigo, North by Northwest, Psycho, and.The Birds.
re than anything else they suggest the film’s roots in melodrama or soap opera
£ we want to reduce Marnie to its lowest common denominator, it is the story of
prince and the beggar girl” [304])." But their impact most likely results from the
ique way they are presented: instead of simply following one another, the titles
lve like the turning pages of a book, with the shadow of the second title pro-
d onto the first, eventually covering it. Thus they pile up on top of the film’s
e forming a block, until the last credit, “Directed by Alfred Hitchcock,” which
terates, from the point of view of the mise-en-scene, the effect of a virtual posses-
n that the film will attempt to make real.

2.

No frame enlargement can ever reproduce the variable speed at which this body
offered and then taken away from us. The effect results from the difference between
o movements, that of the character, and that of the camera. At the very beginning of
the shot, the camera clings possessively to this body that it offers to us as an enigma

(“The only way to do that is to travel the close-up” [266]). But almost immediately the
Tespective speeds of camera and character are no longer evenly matched. From this
point on, the camera follows this body only while pulling away from it, revealing its
“own presence through this separation and substituting for the partial body one that is

total and thus all the more imaginary. This soon leads to the camera beginning to

—_
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immobilize itself, progressively and imperceptibly, sanctioning this separation with-
out detracting from the almost excessive regularity of the walk and the time it takes
{0 end such a lengthy shot—which it does, in complete stillness, during which time
| the body-object eludes us as it moves away, literally passing into the distance.

| Several things can be noted here. First, there are the signs of the hermeneutic
at work: a yellow handbag, a deserted platform, a woman with her back to us: is this
really “Marnie,” the woman-title Hitchcock appropriates for himself and offers us?
" Gecond, the work of enunciation in the body of the text. More than anything else it
the variation in distance between camera and object that serves to inscribe cin-
" ema in the realm of the scopic drive through an exaggerated manifestation of its
;: effects.2 This is the law of the “succession of shots” described by Malraux in Esquisse
" dune psychologie du cinéma.’ This law must be understood in terms of three com-
plementary codic systems:

1 from shot to shot, as Malraux explained (the variation in distance is deter-
~ mined by the cut);

4 7 camera movement (which immediately renders ambiguous the concept of
" the shot: each frame becomes a new shot, with only the distance from the object
varied);

\ 3 movement of the actor within the shot, stationary or moving (with the ensu-
* ing multiplication of effects).

Exploiting the conflict produced by the articulation of these last two codes,
Hitchcock (i.e., the director, the man with the movie camera, the kino-eye: the
author-enunciator) underscores in a single shot that this variation in distance, this
" tension that erupts as an infinity of shots within the shot, constitutes his position of
|, enunciation by moderating the trajectory of his scopic relation to the object.

b Almost unnoticeably, this quasi-somatic effect operates simultaneously on both
levels of spectatorial identification—with the camera and with the object (the per-
' petual dialectic between being and having, identification and object-choice). In the
classical film, this effect is a function of a continuous suturing—and this is precisely its
" nature. Here, a segment is electrified by the abrupt cessation of the music, which

'~ comes to a full stop as the first shot begins, following the evocative magnificence of the
credits. The impression is intensified by the eerie exclusion of all noise, except for the
sound of Marnie’s heels on the platform. Here, the final immobility of camera and
character, momentarily in sync, switches into this fascinum, “where the power of the
look exercises itself directly” as a lack inscribed in the circuit of the drive (“the look as
little object 0”). This fascination has meaning only insofar as it is immediately sutured,
setting off the dialectic of identificatory desire and the oscillation between these two
points: the moment of seeing and the final immobilization, the fascinum.’

i

e —— At

0b

Oc

0d

3

Strutt: Robbed! Cleaned out! Nine thousand nine hundred and sixty-seven dol-
lars! Precisely as I told you over the telephone. That girl did it. Marion Hol-
land, that's the girl, Marion Holland.

Cop: Can you describe her, Mr. Strutt?

Strutt: Certainly I can describe her. Five feet five, hundred and ten pounds, size
cight dress, blue eyes, black ... wavy . ... hair, even features, good teeth . . .

i
I : ”"*""'?;"&‘ﬂm o
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Cop: Ahem . . .
Strutt: Why, what's so damned
: these premises.
Jop: es Si i
pS;J eh;‘,\;: ;zrwl)/zz: e\::rel saying: uh, black hair, wavy, even features,
) ploy four months,
(‘)thcr Cop: What were her references, sir?
S‘tmtt: Well, as a matter of fact . . | ve;', .
Secretary: Mr. Strutt, don’t you rememb,

o
funny? There’s been a grand larceny committed on

good teeth.

.. she had references, sure . . |
er, she didn’t have any references at ql]

9

Strutt: Well, she worked the co
duties.

Mr. Rutland, T didn’t know you we
thousand dollars.

M‘flrk Rutland: So I gather . . . by a pretty girl with no references
Stmt't: 'You remel.nber her—I pointed her out to you last time you. were here. You
0 ].and something about how I was “improving the looks of the place.” .
Mark: Q/;. .. . that one, the brunette with the le s
i;ru]t\t: Ihjcuse Zze, gentlemen, Mr. Rutland is a clile;z.t
Aark: I don’t think w A 1 1 e
1 e cr;,;i ::Cewl;a;s ;g)((j:l :IZ::;.[Z; '(Ilscuss business today, Mr. Strutt, what
Strutt: Oh:’ 10, no . ... always time for Rutland business, you know that . . . How
are things in Philadelphia? The little witch! Il] hav’elhe et
years. I knew she was too good to be true. Always
never made a mistake, always pulli ng her skirt dow
they were a national treasure. She
Mark: . . . resourceful?

pying and the adding machine. No confidential

re in tow, i
town. Just had a robbery, almost ten

r put away for twenty
80 eager to work overtime,
n over her knees as though
seemed 5o nice, so efficient, so . . . -

TO ENUNCIATE 7 221

A classical segment in 24 shots. The first 20 shots are organized as an alternation
between Strutt (2, 4, etc.) and the various motifs that make up the reverse shots, thus
creating several implied subjective shots—the safe (3); the secretary, the two police
detectives (5); the two police detectives (7, 11, 13, 15); the secretary (9,17, 19), up to
Mark Rutland’s entrance, when he moves into a shot of the secretary (21). But in shot
22, a tracking shot following Strutt framed in medium close-up (slightly wider than
preceding shots), combines the two alternating terms in a final stage of the shot (22,
24a, during which there occurs a slight change in camera angle determined by the
eyeline axes). This resolution becomes in turn a pole in a new alternation with the
police detectives (23)—an alternation immediately broken when the camera, with a
slow forward movement, frames the pensive face of Mark Rutland (24a, 24b), isolating
a focal point centered on a single element of the first alternating term.

71a 22a

24a i 24b

The text, the dialogue, speaks about itself, raising the enigma of its beginning
only to reformulate it around the theft in yet unforeseeable terms. The theft higures
here as the flip side of sex: the woman’s reply to the aggression by the image, of
which she is the object. Everything conspires in the production of this image. It is
spun through Strutt’s greedy, lascivious description (here again we need the texture
of the voice, excited and vulgar, of this bourgeois businessman) and reinvigorated by
Mark’s half-complicitous irony right through to the end of the segment. It becomes
clear that sexual reticence is the surest means of guaranteeing fascination with sex,
as soon as it is presented in an image, because a woman corresponds only to the
codes that reveal this sexuality. We also see thata “true” woman’s only “reference” is
her conformity to this image that constitutes her (hence the need for the other sec-
retary as a counter-example, just as in the beginning of Psycho). In “improving the
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looks of the place,” she is the very essence of décor. But this is also because, in English
one says, when describing a woman’s appearance, “her looks” —as though’ her “looks”
were nothing but that image constituted through the looks given her by men.

So too, and even more importantly, this imaginary image of Marnie comes to
fill the r.eal but empty image of the first shot. It is a full-frontal description of her tlhat
Strutt gives, thus completing in a kind of deferred reverse-shot the image that the
camera gives us only from the back. (For the spectator, naturally, the expectation ;
intensified in this first instance of possession-dispossession. ) ; ; :

24b j : ‘ 259

ane the dialogue has ended and the camera has completed the slow forward
tracking shot that isolates Mark’s face, he turns toward the spectator with a thought-
ful look that is obviously supposed to indicate that, during the time when the shot
becomes stationary, he is daydreaming about this woman whose virtual image he
has helped to create. The real image that follows (25a) repeats exactly the beginning
qf shot 1 and seems to materialize his pensive gaze, taking the pl:;ce of the tradiéj
tional subjective shot: in fact, this effect—associated with the succession of shots
and the absence of any demarcatory punctuation —sutures, in a way, the transitiol;
fror.n‘segment to segment. Mark thus sees what he cannot see but what he is in the
position of being able to imagine by means of the camera that sees in his place. This
repetition-effect, which makes Mark see/imagine what Hitchcock-the camera sees
in shot 1, situates Mark on the trajectory of enunciation permitted by the camera-
look. Mark’s singular desire for Marnie is aroused by this relationship between him-
self and the image. He becomes the relay for that which Hitchcock can only possess
rt]?rough the camera, which forbids it to him precisely so that he may rcp;escnt it.
I'he fetishistic operation, thus redoubled, is extended from the directz)r to the char;
a.cter who takes his place, which brings about a return to the narrative’s initial condi-
tion of possibility: the essentially fetishistic position of the cinematographic
signifier. ([In answer to Truffaut’s question] “. . . 'd like to know which aspect of this
book made you decide to do this ilm.” Hitchcock answered: “The fetish idea. A
man who wants to go to bed with a thief, just like other men have a yen for a Chi-
nese or a colored woman. Unfortunately, this concept doesn’t come across on the
sereen. [t's not as effective as Vertigo, where Jimmy Stewart’s feeling for Kim Novak
was clearly a fetishistic love. To put it bluntly, we'd have had to have Sean Connery
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catching the girl robbing the safe and show that he felt like jumping at her and
raping her on the spot” [277].)

Strutt is also inscribed in the trajectory of virtual possession of the object that
Mark will help to assure. Mark does so by mediating between mise-en-scene and the
spectator through the play of a double identification with the character and the
camera. The shot of Mark that ends segment 2 is almost identical to the shot of Strutt
that opens it and recurs throughout the segment, where Strutt, to evoke the woman
who robbed him, seems to go back in turn to this first shot—as if he were the third
term of an imaginary viewpoint in the structure seeing/seen/seeing, whose first term is
conflated with the camera in order to be subsequently displaced onto Mark’s look.

Shot 25 (the opening of segment 3) repeats shot 1 (segment 1) in order to so-
lidify what the work of enunciation is determining within this shot: its development
in the narrative as narrative. According to the principle of repetition and regulated
difference, now fairly well understood, which is the basis of narrative progression
and expansion in the classical cinema (especially in the American cinema), shot 25
uses the same camera inflection (but never quite the same) to call attention to
Marnie’s forward movement down the hallway.® Here, notable differences are pro-
duced by the obvious discrepancy between action and décor (décor is different but
the action is repeated) by which any difference that occurs in the narrative is marked
by the seal of repetition. We have .

1. movement. This time Marnie walks faster than the camera following her,
which allows us to see immediately the difference in décor. The moving camera
stops before framing her in a medium shot (as in segment 1, on the platform), while
she continues toward the background, this time without stopping.

2. music. After expanding during the credits, it is interrupted abruptly with shot
1, in order to reappear, at the end of the dialogue, in shot 25, which seems to take up
again where the credits left off (“Directed by Alfred Hitchcock”), by arising from
Mark Rutland’s daydream.

And there is more. On the left of the frame a door opens from what must be a hotel
room. Hitchcock emerges, his back turned three-quarters toward the viewer, perfectly
positioned to allow him to observe Marnie walking down the hall and away from him.
He then turns toward the spectator staring at the camera that he himself is and whose
inscription he duplicates. The spectator in turn (re)duplicates this inscription through
his identification with both Hitchcock and the camera. Then Hitchcock turns again, or
rather, he is about to turn toward Mamie, but the shot is abruptly cut off before he
completes his movement. This is a way of conveying “the intelligence of a machine.”
He is telling us that his eye, virtually he himself, could, while Marnie walks away, her
yellow handbag under her arm, that he could, if he were that camera lens he becomes
by means of the film work, reframe her just as he has done at the beginning of shot 25,
and as he did in shot 1. He formulates, in the full meaning of the term, his position of
enunciation by inscribing himself in the chain of the look at the exact point that permits
him to determine, however fleetingly, the structuring principle of the film.
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284 25b

25¢ 25d

In thus observing Marnie, who is both object of desire and enigma (becoming
the one because she is the other), Hitchcock becomes a kind of double of M']fk ana
of Stru.tt, who have just contributed to the creation of his image but who‘ at the
same time, are caught in it. This is possible because they too are nothi’nU but
doubles, irregularly distributed along a trajectory at whose origin is Hitchcoclt? the
ﬁrs't among all his doubles, a matrix that generates them as well as his own rcprc:;en—
tation as duplicate image of himself, embodying the pure power of the ima rc\rhc
desire of the camera, whose chosen object is here the woman. i

6.

This explains his need to appear, almost arbitrarily, in all of his films since The
Lodger. But it also explains why these appearances occur, more and more frequently
at that point in the chain of events where what could be called the film-wish 1q
condensed. It is an authorial signature, of course, but an exaggerated one that uncl-
tuates th'e logical unfolding of the fantasy originating in the conditions of cmll)ncia—
tion. This operation is similar to that of the Freudian pun. There, the whole biogra-
phy of the subject is precipitated toward the point of crystallizat,ion constitutedgl;v

the pun fro_m which this biography can be read —the work of analysis—through the
chains of displacement and metaphor.

Shado»y of a Doubt: In the train going to Santa Rosa (in a later film, The Birds,
ﬂ)e blrd.s wxl'l att:ack Santa Rosa as well as Bodega Bay), Charlie, the uncle, is invis-
ible. His voice is heard—a brief dialogue with the conductor—behind a black
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screen. But a few steps from him (one would like to be able to say, in his place) sits
Hitchcock, a traveler who joins him on the path to the center of his fantasy (murder-
possession of the mother, predicted during the credits by the waltz of the “Merry
Widow”). He is playing cards, dealing the cards of the film. That is why he holds a
full hand of spades (emphasized by a close-up, almost an insert). He holds all the
cards, including those of the strongest house, the cards of death; taken in by his own
game, he masters it only to lose himself in it.

Strangers on a Train: Here again a scene on the train, where the exchange of
murders takes place; it is a train that makes the round-trip between Washington and
Mulgate (the scene of the murder). Hitchcock gets on the train carrying a double
bass that, by synecdoche, inscribes him in the fantasy—Miriam (object of the mur-
der) works in a music store. The camera pursues her image as far as her reflection in
her own glasses fallen to the ground, thus accentuating the nature of the impossible
image (the fantasy of the real as impossible, according to Lacan) that gives the cam-
era the power to film, since it wishes to become part of this same fantasy.

A spectacular twist to the enunciation: later it will be the glasses of Patricia
Hitchcock that reawakens Bruno’s murderous fantasy during the Morton’s party,
pushing him to repeat the act on the elderly society woman (double of the widows
in Shadow of a Doubt, just as Barbara-Patricia is the double of Miriam here). Let us
go on.

I Confess: Again master at the game, Hitchcock passes across the screen in a
now famous image, silhouetted against the sky at the top of the steps (count them,
about thirty-nine!).

-

Rope (which I have not been able to see for more than ten years—an inevitable
hazard of film study): He passes again, cither during the credits or after, I do not
remember, but before the camera moves toward the window of the apartment build-
ing and fixes, as soon as the window is penetrated, on the scene of the murder.

Rear Window: Here Hitchcock delineates more precisely the mirror effect of
seeing and seen, the reversibility of exhibitionism and voyeurism in the scopic drive.
He does so by including himself among the tenants of the fragmented apartment
house/screen that Jeff structures, divides, and redivides through his camera lens.

Then comes the “royal road” —the four films whose credits, designed by Saul Bass,
crystallize the enunciative work:

Vertigo: Substitution and mimesis of the trajectory by means of segmentation.
Segment 1. A roof-top chase: a policeman falls to his death; Scottie, police detective,
discovers his acrophobia. Segment 2. Scottie and Midge (at Midge’s): they talk about
their former relationship and his acrophobia; then Midge tells him that, according
to the experts, the only thing that will cure him is a second scare; Scottie reports an
unexpected urgent telephone call from an old college friend, Gavin Elster. Segment
3. Elster’s office on the Embarcadero in San Francisco; Elster asks Scottie, now
retired from police work, to follow his wife, who is haunted to the point of madness
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[dentification works here in ways both subtle and crude. It evokes, on the one
hand, the fascinated-fascinating eye in the credits from which the title and names
erupt; and on the other hand, the film that exploits this metaphor by linking the
destiny of the subject to a passion for the image (twice over: Scottie is fascinated by
Madeleine because she is herself fascinated by an image; we see here the infinite
regression of the fantasy particular to the scopic drive, which itself constitutes the
scene). It is a passion that precipitates, almost in a chemical sense, the peculiar
affinity between the woman and the death wish that continues to exist for the man
(and the woman who repeats this same construct).

North by Northwest: The bus that closes its doors on Hitchcock places him on the
side of the lack, the absence (that the film as object [in turn] returns as its possession: the
plenitude of the lure in the chain called “paradigm of the means of locomotion,” which
I have described as a principle of the film as a system and of desire as the logic of that
system, and which works by means of an effect of “symbolic blockage” that ensures the
film’s textual expansion).” Here again, there is a train, or rather two, on which the dual
game of murder-seduction is played out between Eve and Thomnhill. This only goes to
show the extent to which the chains, from one film to another, are interlinked in this
more closed paradigm comprised of their (explicit) moments of enunciation.

We can also see in this doubled train the second train in Shadow of a Doubt on
which Uncle Charlie tries to kill his niece, Charlie: in both films there is a similar
logic of filmic repetition/resolution working through the internal opposition be-
tween the resolved desire of neurosis, which returns to the law, and the impossible
desire—gaping, excluded, mortal —of psychosis.

Psycho: Hitchcock places himself on Marion Crane’s path from the hotel
(where she and Sam have just made love) to her office (where she yields to the
temptation to steal, as if to get even for the sexual aggression, of which she was
metaphorically the object, inflicted on her by the oil man in the Stetson). Hitchcock
is on that path (also wearing a cowboy hat) so that, for a brief moment, they can
figure together in the same image, thus enunciating the object of desire. But he does
this in a singular way, by accumulating the metaphoric effects of displacement: the
last images of the segment, after Marion leaves Sam in the room where she (almost
grudgingly) has been the object of his desire, and the first image of the second seg-
ment allow Hitchcock, through the artifice of the lap-dissolve, to substitute himself
for Sam before Marion appears, so that he can subsequently be included, through
the mediation of money and the theft, in this desire that the camera will later take to
its most extreme in the shower scene, through Norman’s desire-delirium.

The Birds: Another crossing of paths. Shot 1 (following the credits, the names
shredded to pieces by animated birds). A street in San Francisco: a bus passes in front
of us, revealing Melanie Daniels walking down the street followed by the camera.
Suddenly she stops and looks up. Shot 2. A flock of birds swoops through the city sky.
Shot 3. Melanie is surprised; resuming her walk, she enters a shop at the precise mo-
ment when Hitchcock comes out of it with two white poodles on a leash. He leaves
the store so that Melanie can enter it. It is Mrs. MacGruder’s pet store, which, mo-
ments later, Mitch Brenner will in his turn also enter to buy a pair of “lovebirds,”



neither too demonstrative nor unfriendly, lovebirds that he wants to give to his young-
er sister as a birthday present. Thus does Hitchcock inscribe himself in the chain of
the fantasy, of the imaginary body-symbol that engenders the film —a body torn be-
tween neurosis and psychosis, between desire and the law. Body-look of the woman,
body-look of the man who captures hers and is fascinated by it, who will have tq
recognize himself in it, finally in order to dominate it. The pair of poodles that, like
the lovebirds, symbolizes the diegetic couple, shows clearly enough where the film-
catharsis, the mise-en-scéne as ritual, orderly perverse transgression, will lead them.

Marnie: A new level of intensity is reached in the system of signature. Before,
Hitchcock positioned himself diegetically and symbolically so as to figure in the logic
of fantasy. Butin Marnie, he assumes a specific position in the cinematographic appa-
ratus, whereby he asserts himself as enunciator by representating himself in the scene
and on such an axis that he comes to embody both the look and the camera.

7.
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ments of the same shot [what is virtually only one shot has been deconstructed into
four] that shows her hesitating between Marion Holland and Margaret Edgar as she
flips through the social security cards, passing over Martha Heilbronn and Mary
Taylor. This woman has no references because her identity varies. All she can offer
is the surface of an image, and therein lies her seductiveness. She responds to thig
aggression against herself, which reduces her to an image, with the theft that serves
only to increase her fascination, her “looks” (Mark’s, Hitchcock’s, the spectator’s).

Marion-Mary-Martha—Margarct—L\/Iarnie and even Peggy, the nickname for Marga-
ret under which a man thinks he recognized her at the racetrack, even the nickname
Minnie Mouse that she borrows to tease Mark, even the Maryland license plate of the
taxi she takes to her mother’s in Baltimore: at that point, another signifying chain forms
through too many films not to be deliberate: Miriam (Strangers on a Train), Madeleine
(Vertigo), Melanie (The Birds), Margot (Dial M for Murder), and Marion (Psycho).

M, or the letter of the woman-object, inscribing, insisting upon, the relation-
ship between sex and death. In Dial M for Murder, the significance of the phone
call that is a signal to Margot's murderer is underlined by the close-up of a finger
dialing the M digit— hence the film’s title, which resonates like a pun (echo of Dial
O for Operator). This minor but deeply personal film (“I immediately said I'd take it
because that was coasting, playing it safe”)® could provide the means to articulate
the two chains: that of the signature system and that of the woman as emblem of the
death wish. We must keep in mind that in Dial M for Murder we see Hitchcock ina
college picture between the two men who intend to murder the woman — her hus-
band and the killer. (So, too, in Suspicion does Joan Fontaine distractedly assemble
letters into the word MURDER when she imagines that she is the object of a death
wish on the part of her husband, the image of which she (re)constitutes fan-
tas(majtically, to the point of fainting at the edge of a precipice.)

Hitchcock’s motivation for this game of signifiers, made up of women’s first
names beginning with an M, originates, [ believe, in a cultural fantasy arising from
the ferment of his Catholic upbringing: M as in Mary, the Holy Virgin. In the tradi-
tion of the Western novel, especially beginning with the nineteenthth century, this
double image of woman relayed through the American cinema, as whore and vir-
gin, branded by the imminence of death; fatal curse of her sex in the Oedipal tri-
angle that progressively superimposes itself on the double Christian constellation of
the Holy Trinity and the Holy Family.® Thus, in the nineteenth century, for numer-
ous historical reasons, love and death became interchangeable, organized as they
are around narcissistic doubling and the fantasy of bisexuality. Freud demonstrated
the importance of these two fantasies in his complete outline of the Oedipus com-
plex: the two fantasies ensure that the man is constituted as a desiring subject by the
transformation of love into death; and it will be the body of the woman that will
have to bear the unendurable image of his own castration.

Following the segmentation of the name, the segmentation of the body com-
pletes Marnie’s change of identity. Through a clever organization of suspense, her
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] face, hidden until now, is at last unveiled as it finishes its metamorphosis, now fully
~ transformed into the image of archetypal (Hollywood) femininity.

The ending of shot 31 is ambiguous. After the very sligllf tilt of the camera
when Marnie throws back her head, her eyes shut, delighted with herself, her face

turns in our direction to give itself fully to the image. Marnie looks at herself, in

what is supposed to be her mirror, contemplating tl'le triumphant image Qf a split
identity that responds with theft and metamorphosis to the s§xual aggression that
her being constructed as an image seems to spa.rk. But ’Sl"l(’) is not looking f’t the
camera. The sustained look is intentionally too high, avoull.ng the camera axis that
would link Marnie and the spectator or collapse the mir.ror into the screen. (11.1 fact,
they do coincide for a brief moment but in a way that is effectively virtual with re-
spect to the unfolding [défilement] of the film: onl‘y \frhen one slpws down the film
on an editing table to look at the scene where Marnie, in one continuous movement,
raises her head and stares at herself in the mirror, can one see, and feel the full force
of, the single frame that lines up her gaze, her image, the camera, and the spectator.)

. 30 3la
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31d 3le
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: Thus, we see her seeing herself, without her seeing us seeing her. In this way, th
dlve.rgence dramatically increases the voyeurism as such, what might be c’l]l‘ezf the
passion for the image aroused by its missing part. This fixed contemplative ‘azJ 5
gests tbat .Mamie imagines herself in terms of her own im:ige in the mirrogr t Stl l-g ¢
Mark is stimulated by Strutt's description and his own memories (hence the s;] ¥ ‘dS
that follows, and which, in a way, she anticipates, in the same way Mark antici ftl?]u'lt
the end of shot 24, that she will walk down the hallway of the hotel). And this isp Lun
sense, the condition that enables her to see herself and take pleasu‘re in doin ’sl(l)] i

In her absorption in the desire for her own image, a desire shaped by t];ge th. :
of the masculine look that she counters with her symptoms, Marnie offers to rgdf
male spectator (to the camera held by Hitchcock, L\J/Iark, Sh’L,Itt) the dcferréd 1 o
sure of desire for an object; for any woman spectator, who, for all practic P
is alienated by this structure, she stimulates a desire for id’entiﬁcation.

ea-
al purposes

9.

Once the enunciation is thus organized around this high point (31d), the film
can truly begin, or begin again. In a subtle touch, the film recommences w’ith a shot
f’f Mgrnie’s back. Resumed as well is the film’s perpetual game of differenc; anol
1dent1‘ty: the narrative. This time (32b), shot from a wider zngle the lower part o(f
Marn}e’§ body is framed instead of the truncated torso with which the film E;gan
Marnie is carrying two suitcases instead of one, and a light brown purse instead ()f'll
large yellow purse. The action takes place in a train station and no longer on th‘c
Platform‘ Instead of seeing her body enigmatically move away, the camera stays with
it, following it in two distinct movements, finally to reveal her when she turns around

32a : 32b

32¢ 32
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33 34a

34b 35

facing the camera in medium close-up (32d). In this particular instance, shots 1 and 31d
are condensed. This time there is also a displacement that pulls her look into the action
and sees her seeing, no longer with this strange structural glance (31d)that locks in the
enunciative apparatus but with one of those glances, at once partial and constant, that in
Hitchcock carve out the real that they constitute, giving the action its meaning.

Strictly speaking, shot 33 is thus the first subjective shot of the narrative (not-
withstanding the previous subjectivity implied by the reverse shots of Strutt in the
second segment). While Marnie is looking, Hitchcock borrows her look, identifying
himself with her since he makes her and the spectator identify themselves with the
camera, following the rule of delegated point of view. Two things can be noted: first
of all, the simple act of delegating the look, which in Hitchcock’s films is done
insistently and frequently, makes possible the doubling of the look, in which the
enunciation is inscribed across the multiplicity of textual systems from a center at
once constant and shifting; second, and even more to the point, Hitchcock’s funda-
mental need for the intermediary look of the woman creates, in a mirror structure,
the metaphoric possibility of the look as truth (look of the man/look of the camera).
This is also a necessary condition that effects a return toward her and her reposses-
sion as object. But here it is in the guise of a pleasure taken in a return to Marnie’s
body, cutting it up, parceling it: fetishizing it (all “motivated,” of course, by the
action: the key dropped, then pushed down into the grill by her foot, and so on).

- 10.

In all classical films there are periods of dead time. These are undoubtedly
necessary to the action, but we experience them as slumps. (“We often run into the
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p.roblem of the logic of time. You feel you must show a certain amount of prepara-
tion; yet that preparation can become dull. We’re so anxious not to drag it out that
we can’t fill it with entertaining details that would make it more interesting” [230]‘)
l'hus, the inevitable problem of classical film insofar as it is hostage to two contr;
dictory tendencies (make the film long enough, but never really too long). %

There is, however, another reason, economic in the Freudian sense of the term
that explains these slumps. Extreme tension, it seems to me, must be avoided: th ’
film cannot afford to let too many significant events or meanings pile up. In the:
characteristic order of the classical film (a motivated succession of reprcscntatiom)L
this tension may well threaten to subvert the continuity of perception, speciﬁcail\i
the systematic relation of the film’s parts to each other. It is almost as if dull or part];'
dull moments are necessary to recuperate or reorder what has just been seen, to
unbind, even unconsciously, the condensations and displacements that have tallen
place; in short, these slumps make it possible for the spectator to undertake a first
working through of the “film-work” (Thierry Kuntzel). That these periods of dead
time are generally less noticeable during a first screening, when all the work is stil]
to be done, also points up that fact that these films, in shrewd anticipation of their
economic market, were never conceived for successive viewings.

Furthermore —but this is only saying the same thing differently—the classical
film cannot run the constant risk of creating a density so apparent that it undermines
the verisimilitude that structures the film from beginning to end. The film must main-
tfqin a certain slack in its fictional structure to avoid the risk of abstraction, of looking
ridiculous, or worst of all, of having the plot seem improbable. Hitchcock is fully
aware of this problem, having pushed to the extreme the classical narrative’s capacit%
for figurative abstraction. (Talking about Strangers on a Train, he said: “The greait
problem with this type of picture, you see, is that your main characters sometimes
tend to become mere figures” [146].) This explains the almost “useless” segment in
which we see Marnie, arriving by car along a tree-lined street, enter into a hotel where
she seems to be a regular and ask to be driven immediately to “Garrod’s” before going
up to her room to change clothes. (This is also the first segment to be defined classi-
cally by a lap-dissolve, which makes it stand out since, before this, in the beginning of
the film, straight cuts were used, accentuating the effect of its being one solid block—
although it is true that between the shots of the Social Security cards and of Marnie’s
hair in the sink (30) there is a first lap-dissolve, but so brief that I could only see it on
the editing table because I had stopped accidentally at that point.) J
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11.

Man: How do, Miss Edgar. Good to have you back.

Marnie: Hello, Mr. Garrod. Ah, there’s my darling.

Man: That big old spoiled baby of yours. Knew something was up; he tried to bite
me twice already this morning.

Marnie: Oh, Forio, if you want to bite somebody, bite me. (He helps her get
on the horse.) Thanks.

42a

Here, too, the dialogue speaks explicitly about itself. It structures Marnie’s dis-
placed love for Forio (logical complement of the theft), which, typically, takes the
place of a man or a child. This is the woman’s response to the phallus that she lacks,
and that she disavows in the man at the price of her own frigidity. This is what
happens when the woman is made to believe that man, instead of merely having the
phallus, is the phallus. The film bases the genealogy of this fantasy on an actual
infantile trauma, whose logic will be progressively constituted by the narrative until
the culminating point in its reconstruction, a reconstruction that is also its unfold-
ing and its resolution: a return to both reality and normality, represented by the
couple, genital love, social mores, and property.
~ But what is really at stake here is the way in which this structure, which crystal-
lizes around the desire for the woman, puts to work the processes of enunciation and
vision: how the symbolic is deployed from the point that organizes it, from the imagi-
nary object it is given. Here, too, Marnie is seen by a man whose implication in the
structure is determined by the fact that he is inscribed in the chain (from Hitchcock,
the enunciator, to Mark, his fictional delegate) that controls the relationship be-
tween the camera and its object. Garrod occupies a position similar to that of the
fisherman who, in The Birds, takes Melanie to the boat and watches her leave,
puzzled by the eccentric desire of this woman carrying her two lovebirds in a cage."
The fisherman functions as a relay (like Mitch Brenner’s neighbor earlier in the
film) between Hitchcock and Mitch, who reappears during the fragment in the
position of the look and desire. Garrod, too, is a relay between Hitchcock and Mark
Rutland.

But the look (shot 43, what Garrod sees in a classical point of view shot) rivets
itself on Marnie (44). One could say that, in this reverse shot, his imagination be-
comes the logical continuation of his vision. This statement is undoubtedly exces-
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sive; nonetheless, this metonymic effect cannot be disregarded. The camera’s return
to Marnie has such a powerful effect precisely because this interposed vision once
again precipitates in the film-text the question of the scopic drive in relation to its
position of enunciation. It is in delegating a look that he in fact never relinquishes,
that the director takes on the position of enunciator, from which he proceeds to
constitute, shot by shot, that unreal real that we call film.

This return to Marnie is not coincidental. In the shot that follows 42b (“Oh,
Forio, if you want to bite somebody, bite me”) the camera exposes and examines
Marnie’s pleasure and obliquely makes a link, through shot 31 (her jubilation in
front of the mirror), to all the shots in which she appears. This interrogation of
Marnie’s pleasure works on two separate levels. On one level, the representation of
her pleasure is almost embarrassingly excessive: the horse in its animality and as an
obvious phallic substitute. On the second level, it is a pleasure that has its meaning
only insofar as it can be represented as an image. That this pleasure is exactly the
unreal real characteristic of film is underscored by the obviously fake movement of
Marnie on the horse that is almost entirely off-screen, as the equally hokey rear
screen projection of a forest flows by. In this image of her own orgiastic excitement,
Marnie seems to be getting off on herself as an image, and to be turning back around
on itself the question posed by both the camera and the enunciator: What is a
woman who can take such pleasure in herself? What is the nature of her pleasure?
And finally: What is pleasure?

This question is raised in two practices, whose terms are so close that they are
like two sides of the same coin that recur throughout the Western novel (especially
in the nineteenth century), classical cinema (the American cinema in particular),
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and psychoanalysis (Freudian and Lacanian). The first consists in positing an irre-
ducible difference: “the dark continent of female sexuality” for Freud, the privilege
granted to woman with respect to pleasure for Lacan (at the price of not being able
to know her own pleasure [méconnaissance]); in Hollywood cinema, the extreme
condensation of sexuality in the woman’s body-image. The second process system-
atically reduces this exaggerated difference to a single term: sexuality (itsle, which
is phallic, determined by symbolic law, and so on. The woman represents this mono-
lithic sexuality for the man, reflecting back to him only his own image.

This double, linked process reveals the prerogative and the purpose of a certain
kind of cinema of representation: to privilege the imagistic nature of what is at stake
here by stopping, as it were, its vertiginous movement by doubling it; then the
mechanism of the lure, cinema, becomes, through the work of enunciation in the
film, the condition of pleasure by creating a mirror construction endlessly refracted,
the irreducible gap of the scopic drive. Pleasure is the image that must be assimi-
lated, retrieved; the impossible real, like murder, which is the sadistic reversal of
pleasure. For the man-subject who is behind the camera, this image of fear or plea-
sure ascribed to woman as other is the bedrock of his fantasy. This is also, for
Hitchcock, what it means to enunciate.
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7. Psychosis, Neurosis, Perversion
B (on Psycho)

Barthes said to me the other day: basically, when you give someone
something to read, you give it to your mother,

—Philippe Sollers

Psycho is undoubtedly the most obscure of Hitchcock’s films. Obscure, first of
all, in a literal sense, because in none of his other films does night seem so black and
day so somber. There is, of course, The Wrong Man: exactly like Psycho (inscribed
between the colorful symphonies of North by Northwest and The Birds), it left a trail
of shadow, three years earlier, between The Man Who Knew Too Much and Vertigo
The two films do have in common a kind of nocturnal excellence that permcatc.;
the gestures, faces, and image tones: Hitchcock sought, in one case, to endow them
with documentary value, and entrusted them, in the other case, to a television cam-
craman. However, this material obscurity—fuller and duller in the realism of The
Wrong Man—seemed eventually to dissolve away, or at least be balanced out by the
exemplary linearity of the screenplay and by the ultimate resolution of the error
restoring to Christopher Balestrero the certainty of his identity, and to his wife the
hope of a fragile mental balance. In Psycho, on the contrary, to the extent that a
surrender to the codifications of romanticism and horror is always possible, the role
of shadow grows incessantly, according to the interplay of ordering and di’sruption
that guides the film from its beginning to its end.

: The principle of classical film is well known: the end must reply to the begin-
ning; between one and the other something must be set in order; the last scene
freq.uently recalls the first and constitutes its resolution. Psycho’s opaqueness is con-
tradictory in this respect: the end, apparently, in no way replies to the beginning—
the psychiatrist's commentary on the case of Norman Bates has little to do with the
love scene between Marion and Sam in the Phoenix hotel. The specific obscurity of
Psycho is thus, above all, a rhetorical obscurity. It denotes the fact that the film_ in a
sense, contravenes the classical model of narrative —as well as that more sinéular
model which is both an eccentric and exemplary version of it: the Hitchcockian
system. Obviously, it does so not in order to elude the system but rather—through a
greater degree of abstraction —to determine its regime(s): the system here performs

di.splacements with respect to itself, designating with extreme clarity the mecha-
nisms that govern its operation.
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The first sign of this is the radical displacement of the investigation. In the

. Hitchcockian fable, investigations conform to two major modalities, complemen-
. tary and interchangeable, in which the relationships of identification are established
" by the position of knowledge that Hitchcock reserves for himself (and thus for the
~ spectator as well), as opposed to the various subjects (supports) of the fiction. The
* inquiry represents, first of all, an ideal testing-ground for the hero (or the heroine as
~ mirror-image, or the couple-as-subject), who, constrained by chance and necessity,
~ learns to acknowledge a certain truth about his own desire after a dramaturgy of
~ violence based on the search for the secret. To achieve this the riddle must be solved,
- and the mistaken identity in which it was cloaked revealed; these two questions may
~ then be traced back to their common origin, resulting in a final equilibrium be-

tween desire and the law. This renders possible, through the inclusion-exclusion
process of the terms of the destructive drive, the ultimate integration (whether suc-

~ cessful or not) of the imaginary into the symbolic by means of a general dovetailing

of the textual operations. Such is the exemplary itinerary of North by Northwest, but
the same model is used in The Thirty-Nine Steps, Saboteur, Foreign Correspondent,
To Catch a Thief, and, in a slightly different form, in Strangers on a Train and Rear
Window. In Notorious, by displacement, it is the hero, the man of the couple, who is
the secret agent invested with the knowledge and initiative usually paradoxically
divided up between the police and the false culprit. In Spellbound, of the two char-

~ acters that make up the couple, it is the woman who leads the investigation of which

the other is the object. And in Shadow of a Doubt the investigation is led by both the
woman and the policeman, who eventually make up the final couple. Thus, most of

~ Hitchcock’s films can be seen as multiple variations or distortions of this same basic

model.

Conversely, the second modality consists of denying the hero (or heroine or
couple-subject) access to the truth of the investigation: even though they may share
its diegetic benefits, they are dispossessed of this knowledge by some external factor.
Take, for example, Dial M for Murder, in which neither the husband nor the wife
lead the investigation of which both are the object; or Under Capricorn, whose
highly improbable plot follows the same model; or even I Confess, in which the
presumed culprit is, paradoxically, the only one who knows the secret, but can say
nothing. However, these narratives in which the hero is deprived of the truth-seek-
ing initiative are, in general, all the more constrained by a uniform dynamic leading
from the riddle to its solution (The Wrong Man, for example). In addition, they
often depend, very naturally, alongside the main couple, on a third important char-
acter: in Under Capricorn, Charles Adare, the outsider and friend; in Dial M for
Murder, Chief Inspector Hubbard, who unravels all the elaborately tangled threads
of the plot.

Psycho, however, apparently conforms to this second model, while breaking the
system apart at its very core. Neither of the two main characters is invested as subject
during the progression of the investigation; its indices of truth are divided up among
Arbogast, the sheriff, Sam, Lila, and the psychiatrist. The former two, a private de-
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:ezhre anfi a p.o]icema?, share the partial and misleading truth that is so often allot.
te tlt 1021 in Hitchcock’s films: ArbogasF succeeds in tracing Marion but gives credit
o the ctlop of the mother; the sheriff denies this fiction without bein able t
account for_lts effects. Sam and Lila, for their part, seem to fulﬁ]]—amidstgth 3
tered functions of the second model—a function proper to the first, that efsclat-
couple w}}ose action solves the riddle and opens the way to truth Th;s is ac(: tl]]e
d‘ue to a displacement, since the solution brings about nothing that concerns tllla /
directly (thus Sam and Lila merely mimic the diegetic couple, marking out it ]egl
sence). In addition—and as a result—their solution is only a h’alf-truth-git imnS ad
ately requires the mediation of a superior truth. This is provided by the t’hird im]C :
tant c.haracter, here embodied in the psychiatrist, with the signiﬁcz;nt difference ﬁO‘T-
in Fhls case he intervenes, very deliberately, as deus ex machina, a stranger to t;dt
action, strictly exterior to what is at stake. This is why the ﬁnai explangation h?e
sometimes been considered a useless appendix, whereas it is the ultimate result ai‘
thf: \.)vork of displacement that has taken place throughout the film. Thus, from ¥
original dilspfersion of truth and its diegetic effects, a veritable split ;)ccursybetwezn
the materiality and the awareness of experience: the division of the investigatio:

y pl‘ S 1 1
“lelel Ie ()(lll( (] ”le cer I]al (ll\/ S101 Organizin the ﬁ]lll alld etCIIllllllIl d
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o Psychg contains two narratives, slipping one under the other, one into the other
1 hlS. relationship must be conceptualized in order to penetrate to a structural )eri
version to which Hitchcock opened the way by deciding to “kill the star in the Iﬁrst
third of the film.”! There is, first of all, the story of Marion. The opening scene in the
!mtel room calls attention to the problematic: marriage. The ensuing theft produces
its dramatlc. effect. This is a weakened version both of Strangers on a Train (as re-
gards marriage, Marion and Sam occupying the place of Guy Haines and Ann
Mortoq, with the third person being a first wife, not yet divorced in Strangers, al-
rea.dy divorced in Psycho) and of Marnie (as regards the theft). The story could h’a‘ve
various outcomes along its own axis: one of these, the meeting between Marion and
Norman, has the ambiguous function of ending the story in order to transform it
The second story, that of Norman, might thus be said to begin when Marion arrives
at the motel and to continue, slightly altered (because of the persistent pressure of
the first story), to the end of the film. Such, indeed, was the case in the novel by
Robert Bloch that was used as a pretext for the film: Hitchcock immediately broke

up the overly simple structure of the book justi 384 :
, and later justifi : ;
underdetermined way.? justified this in a singularly

In fact, the first part of the story was a red herring. That was deliberate, you see, to
detract tl'le viewer's attention in order to heighten the murder. We purp’gse] / mz;(le
that beginning on the long side, with the bit about the theft and her escfa e, in
order to get the audience absorbed with the question of whether she Wotll)ld’ or
would not be caught. Even that business about the forty thousand dollars was

milked to the very end ic mi s goi
e Ay y end so that the public might wonder what's going to happen to

. nar
" this very moment onwards, the constitution of the “first story” is supported by its
inscription within the “second,” both at the level of narrative identifications and at
; '~ that of the logic of its occurrences. Denied, too, is the subtle movement by which
" the narrative both masks and accentuates the division constituting its paradoxical
~ unity. The singular genius of the film consists of indissolubly mixing together the
* two narratives that it is composed of, by using the meeting of the two characters as
" the means of their substitution. Everything contributes to this.
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The more we go into the details of the girl's journey, the more the audience be-
comes absorbed in her flight. That's why so much is made of the motorcycle cop
and the change of cars. When Anthony Perkins tells the girl of his life in the motel,
and they exchange views, you still play upon the girl’s problem. It seems as if she’s
decided to go back to Phoenix and give the money back, and it’s possible that the
public anticipates by thinking, “Ah, this young man is influencing her to change
her mind.” You turn the viewer in one direction and then in another; you keep him
as far as possible from what's actually going to happen. (269)

This statement focuses on what constitutes, properly speaking, the center of the
rative, its moment of extreme fascination. However, it denies the fact that, from

1. The time allotted to the meeting, which by itself takes up, strictly speaking,

* one-fifth of the film (more, in fact: a third, counting the rather short sequence that
~ leads Marion, caught in the storm, to the Bates Motel, and the much longer se-
. quence between the murder and the disappearance of Marion’s car in the marsh).

2. The violence that concludes the meeting, which is so incredible that it obfus-

" cates its own secondary effect: namely, the determining fact of the passage, in a
~ sense, from one character to the other.

3. A major rhetorical shift contributes to this displacement and facilitates the

" reversal. Whereas the segmentation of the rest of the film systematically employs, in

a highly classical manner, the three criteria of segmental demarcation,’ the scene of
the meeting (in the extended sense) is devoid of all punctuation: there is not a single
fade-out between the moment Marion abruptly leaves the garage where she has
traded in her car and the moment her new car sinks into the marsh. This does not
mean that thirty-five minutes of the film make up a single segment; the two other
criteria of demarcation do intervene, although much less distinctly than in most
classical films. It is as though the sudden absence of punctuation were responsible
for creating the illusion of segmental continuity, isolating the time of the meeting
within the construction of a whole in order to give it a greater fluidity and the logical
evidence necessary to carry out the substitutive shift.

4. Finally, “naturalness” acts like the musicality of a fiction, integrating with
misleading obviousness the elements of the first narrative that contribute to the con-

struction of the second.

v

The perfection of the ternary composition both conceals and reveals the binary
division between the narratives and the characters. Three movements, reiterated
to harmonize term-to-term in coupled oppositions, reinforce the unfolding of the
fiction and its organic cohesion by establishing a very stable hierarchy of repetition
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and difference. All three involve an itinerary leading to the motel, and all three end
in a murderous aggression punctuated by strident music. The first takes Marion
SJrane from her room in Phoenix to the motel room, where she is assassinated by
the mother”; the second takes Arbogast from Sam’s store in Fairvale to the mote)l
and then to Norman’s house, where he in turn is assassinated by “the mother”; the
third takes Sam and Lila from Sam’s store to the motel and then to Norman’s hc;use
where Lila only escapes aggression by “the mother” thanks to the intervention of
Sam, who recognizes Norman through the disguise.

It is immediately clear, limiting the discussion at first to murder, what move.-
ments 2 and 3, I and 2 have in common, respectively and by pairs: the aggression is
a response, in the two latter cases, to an intrusion into the house, first by Arbogastl
then by Sam and Lila (whereas Marion’s assassination takes place at the motel)j
but—conversely—in the first two cases the murder is accomplished, whereas it;
failure in the third case lifts the veil of mystery and carries the film to its resolution
Thus, with the benefit of an equivalence by pairs (1 = 2, 2 = 3), the third movement
recalls the first, thus accentuating the repetitive circulation.

Nevertheless, on closer examination it can be seen that an intrusion into
the house is suggested during the first movement, though in unlike manner, when
Norman invites Marion to share his meal, provoking the indignation of “the moth-
er” and, eventually, the murder and everything that ensues. Thus, by a regulated
difference, the circularity of the fiction is ensured —what might be called its narra-
tive (dis)similarity. In the same way, just as movements 1 and 3 are organized around
the repeated motif of the rooms rented first by Marion, then by Sam and Lila, the
second movement includes Norman'’s very natural proposal of his room to Arbogast
(and later, failing that, his less natural proposal that Arbogast come and help him
change the beds).

Again, one could evoke the three scenes of shot-reverse shot, identically distrib-
uted throughout the three movements, in the small motel office (with Norman on
one side of the counter, Marion, Arbogast, Sam and Lila on the other, reflected in
the mirror). However, in the third case, there is a repetition: Sam is later seen alone
with Norman in the office (while Lila is on her way up to the house). Thus, the third
movement constantly doubles back on itself to emphasize, within the regulated dif-
ference, the progression and accomplishment of the narrative. It has been seen that
movements 2 and 3 are defined by an identical trajectory: from Sam’s store to the
¥note] and then to the house. However, in the third movement this trajectory is split
in two by the emergence of the mystery, which constitutes a turning point.* When
Sam goes to the motel the first time to look for Arbogast, he sees “the mother.” He
undertakes the same visit with Lila in order to initiate her fully into the secret;
thus they follow, together, the whole itinerary leading from their rented room to
Marion’s, and then, separately, from Norman’s office to the mother’s room, and
from Norman’s boyhood room to the cellar where his mother is concealed.) The
(dis)similarity ensures the circular identity of the narrative by guaranteeing its un-
predictable advance toward a final result.

: Within this regulated succession, this elaborate interplay of identities separa-
tions, intimations, and revelations that correlatively ensure the superimposi,tion and
interchangeability of the two narratives, the second movement, much shorter than
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the first, has a specific transitive value: following Marion’s disappearance, it empha-

_ sizes the role of Norman, progressively establishing him as the new hero of the
" narrative before making him the center of the mystery. The latter is accomplished

by the third movement, for which Hitchcock cleverly reserves the sheriff’s revela-

" tion concerning the mother’s death—since, logically, if Sam and Lila were only
~ preoccupied with Marion'’s fate and the stolen money, the spectator could only ex-
- pect, and dread, the solution of the undoubtedly horrendous mystery hidden within

~ Norman.

Vv

This circular orchestration, by the very progression of its three movements, has

" asecondary effect: it sets off all the more plainly the segments bordering it on either

* side (the opening and closing scenes), and, within these segments, rigorously het-

~ erogencous and yet connected, the speech of the psychiatrist and the love scene in
~ the Phoenix hotel.

The speech of the psychiatrist, in the course of which those parts of the mystery

" that still remain obscure are finally illuminated, is the logical consequence of the

radical exclusion of the first narrative. The speech concerns Norman; it is a com-

" mentary and explanation of his case: it says nothing about Marion, who has become
* the pure object of a murderous desire, and even less about Sam, who can only listen,
~ at Lila’s side, to an analysis that excludes him from the diegesis of which he too,
~ through Marion, had been the subject.

This raises a series of questions. Why is this film about psychotic dissociation
organized with respect to an original plot that, while supporting it to the point of

~ appearing indispensable, nevertheless remains, in a sense, totally foreign to it? In

this highly classically orchestrated film, whose three movements recall the herme-
neutic tripartition of North by Northwest, how is the internal principle of classical
film satisfied —namely, that the end must always reply to the beginning? In what
way does the last scene provide a solution, or even an echo, of the first? I think it is
necessary, here, to conceive of Hitchcock as pursuing, through fiction, an indirect
reflection on the inevitable relationship, in his art and in his society, between psy-
chosis and neurosis, inscribed respectively in narrative terms as murder and theft.
These are general instances, fictional rather than clinical, those of a civilization in
which a certain subject, who is both a singular subject and the collective agent of
enunciation, finds a way to structure his fantasy and determine his symbolic regime.
What appears from the fact that the subject of neurosis is offered up in the logic of
the narrative to the violence of the subject of psychosis, man or woman, mutually
interchangeable throughout the course of the narrative, is the obscure numinous
point of a fiction that carries to a vertiginous degree of duplication the fascinated
reflection on the logic of desire.

This position is a familiar one within the twists and turns of Hitchcock’s lab-
yrinthian scenarios. It is already enunciated with incredible precision in Shadow of
a Doubt by the doubling of uncle and niece, manifested in the Christian name they
share as well as in the repeated motif of the bedrooms (the uncle’s hotel room and
the niece’s family room: both characters are revealed, lying in bed, by a single move-
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?}:Zr]t f(;f tt}]:; camera, a}x:d, in a pure mirror effect, there appears in the first shot, from
o fa,ther-‘:}??a'n who runs the hotel,' anfi in the second, from the right, the young
Gt roor,n) Séstﬁreegizec}l]:gz Sﬁbstltl.ltlg?‘l thla}t wil]llater place the uncle in the
% m). | ; and, there is Charlie’s—the niece’s— profi i
Fhr;s]sliltz %lflsg]t:gﬁgﬁl‘]’ the tllmeurtol_ltic k;::k that she hopes will mag?call(;fuc}li;]z;;;:f;
iks to 1e; on the other, there is the uncle’s psychotic split. th (
of his childhood trauma that is compulsively acted out i tﬁ) ; Gin
that ultimately, due to the progression of the inqui el OfWIdOWS' it
the logical object of its deadl;gdesire. Thus, asqinlrl);’s;::llzgs \l\l/};z?altlhetf)xlglzgg'gm of
neurosis, becomes the object of the psychosis of which ma;n is the SL’lb'ect TI]e'Ct' Of
fu.ndamental aspect of the Hitchcockian constant according to which] ive e
tain order of desire, it is above all women that get killed g
This is not to say: .

; 1 Thatﬂwomen do not kill. But the murder they commit is always the reverse
side of the “psychotic” aggression of which they are the object. It isythus th:ter'SL
szadow of a Do'ubt, the uncle, in his struggle, falls off the train from which he h 12
tr¥ed to throw his niece; in Blackmail the young woman kills the painter who 1 ad
tried to rape .her; and in Dial M for Murder, the husband’s murderous desire hav?al
rep]aged, as in so many of Hitchcock’s and other films, the psychosis he conc Hllg
the woman kills to defend herself from the assassin he has hired. This is why i S'y
rlgorously.complementary manner, women may — or must—seem in the o)"tl'n .
of symb.olx.c murderers: thus, in North by Northwest, Eve’s fictitious nulljr(?::rlocﬂc
Thornhill is woman'’s response to the murderous desire she awakens in man—if
only meﬂtaphorically, as a sexual object. i
o 2. That women cannot “manifest psychotic tendencies” (as can be seen in The
: ron};g Man or m' Under Caprzgom). But that they do so only to the extent that the
hero has s‘uf.fered aloss of identity, and never from the same demented obiect-desire
as he."I l'us is why women can tolerate madness in men only if they can lsave them
from it ("? Spellbound, even at the cost of awakening their murderous desire: or, in
a tottally dxffe':rent way, in Rebecca). This modality may also be that of men (M,czrr1;'e)
bu‘t 1t' tl‘len m.v‘olves only, so to speak, a semi-madness, and this at the price ofa’
fetishistic position that reinforces love and is related through scopo hilig t
derous dgsire, of which it is the mitigated, possessive,form. O

Vert}go constitutes, in all respects, a marvelously complex counterexample. The
woman is the.ob)ect of an illusory psychosis; she is an image of psychosis, turned
toward death in a twofold manner, through the image-painting of Carlotta, Valdes
She awakens a passion in the man: the desire to see, mesmerized by death; this is thé
moment when Scottie tears Madeleine away from what fascinates him Later, after
the false-real clea'th of Madeleine, the man wanders on the borderline: of ma’dness
(betwegn neurosis and psychosis: narcissistic neurosis, mourning, and melanchc‘)-
ha).. Still later, when the false living woman reappears, the desire to kill reemerges:
an image must be modeled so that the “real” can at last be transferred onto it tt;;n;s.
accomplishing—with the help of God if necessary (the appearance of the’ nun

diegetically motivating the second j
ctical d fall)—the subject’s desire i i :
scopic drive that transfixes the male subject. e
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3. Finally, this is not to say that men cannot be the subject of neurosis. Such,
deed, is their most common lot. Neurosis is what occurs when an encounter with
he extraordinary, by way of the inevitable ritual testing of murder-psychosis, deter-
Jines for the hero the resolution of the symbolic. There is always a “madman” who
Lills for the hero, turning the subject of neurosis into a false culprit, and thus incit-

3

ing him —through a displacement in which neurotic guilt is resolved in the reality

of action—to rediscover a certain truth of his desire. Here again the itinerary of
‘North by Northwest is exemplary.

" So, in another manner, is that of Strangers on a Train, through the meeting of
the characters and the fiction of the exchanged murders. The issue of marriage, or
1 this case remarriage (elsewhere it is the question of stabilizing or restabilizing the
ouple: Suspicion, The Man Who Knew Too Much) serves to sustain what can be
alled Guy’s “neurosis”: the basic neurosis of American cinema. By a diabolical
twist, this issue—in the interests of its own resolution (the final marriage) — provides
psychosis with its object. Because of the exchange of murders, Miriam, Guy’s wife,
'~ comes to occupy the place of Bruno’s father, whom Bruno has vainly appealed to
Guy to murder. As a part of the fantasy of the murder of the father, necessary to the
* symbolic resolution of neurosis, Miriam thus embodies the complementary fantasy
that indicates, for Hitchcock, the psychotic’s access to the real: the murder of a
woman (and through her, of the too-well-loved mother; such films as Shadow of a
" Doubt, Strangers on a Train, Psycho, and Frenzy are directly connected around this

motif).

. These, then, are the terms that Psycho sets into play, frontally, through a revers-
, ible effect of the articulation between the two psychic structures, grasped in a dou-
* bling relationship carried by sexual difference. The criterion used here to associate
~ and dissociate neurosis and psychosis remains, overwhelmingly, the one used by
" Freud: both are avatars of desire that bring about an unsettling of the subject’s
relationship to reality. But whereas in psychosis the Ego is at the service of the Id ©)
* and eludes what it finds intolerable in reality, in neurosis the Ego is the stage ofa o
~ conflict between the Id and the Superego, such that the loss of reality “affects pre-
* cisely that piece of reality as a result of whose demands the instinctual repression
ensued.”s This is Marion’s situation in Psycho: the theft that draws her into this loss
is her response to the socio-sexual aggression on the part of the “millionaire” in
Cassidy’s office, of which she was, metaphorically, the object. Butona much deeper
level, it is her response to Sam’s aggression, of which she feels herself to be the
object, in the sordid clandestineness of the hotel room, when the conflict between
the intensity of her sexual demand and her wish to have it legally sanctioned by
marriage (continually postponed due to Sam’s financial position) comes to a head.”
This explains the focus here, just as later on in Marnie, on money, that polyvalent
signifier of desire (sexual or social), which also serves, even better than hysterical
conversion and perhaps with greater conformity to unconscious logic, the logic of
the fiction.® This is what Marion’s theft attempts to resolve, magically, “by a sort of
flight” as Freud says of neurosis —dodging the fragment of reality that psychosis, for
its part, simply denies in order to reconstruct a better reality.

.
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VI fyoistoxa Nhavas—r dare subshirution

The long segment during which Marion and Norman are face to face in th
small reception room of the motel thus places face to face, fictitiously, two ps ’ch'e
ftructu.res: man and woman, the latter destined to become the prey o,f the l;oimelrc
['he mirror arrangement that organizes their dialogue in a regulated alternation of
shot-reverse shots ensures, between the two characters, the interchangeability n
essary to their future substitution. It is here that Norman’s family romance is p(;z:

sented, in the deceptive form in which it has been restructured by his desire, by
,t_h,e»tfitl}.o}j his delirium,” thus echoing the more disparate elements of Sam’s ;ng
Marion’s family romances, scattered throughout their dialogue in the hotel room
Thus, the two mental forms are brought together by similarity and exclusion: M ]
ion grows aware of her own derangement because of the much more absolu-t’e’(?é-

rangement she senses in Norman. Their differential assimilation is concentrated in
a metaphor with endless ramifications. “Norman: You—you eat like a bird.” The
n.]etaphor is no sooner spoken than it is denied. “Anyway, I hear the expressio'n ‘eats
like a bird’—it—it's really a fals- fals- fals- falsity. Because birds really eat a tremen\-
d.ous lot.” Marion has to be a bird in order to be constituted as a body potentially
similar to that of Norman’s mother, object of his desire, stuffed just like the I)ird;s
}}-’ho survey their exchange. But Marion cannot really be a bird, because the bird’;
psychotic” appetite has been reserved for Norman, as the body transformed into
the mother’s body (even if, by a remarkable reversal, Norman cats nothing durin
the entire scene: “It’s all for you. I'm not hungry.”). ;

A ; : .
<~ The reception room scene is meticulously organized to lead up.to the murder

.~ scene. After an opening shot during which Norman appears amidst the stuffed birds

Jisposed about the room, there are four shots showing Marion, standing, in alterna-
tion with the birds: the order of these shots (bird a— Marion—bird I;—Nlari011')
de.notes her feeling that she is seen by the birds as much as she sees them and that
Flns disturbs her. After a repetition of shot 1 (Norman standing), there is a shot show-
ing Norman and Marion together, seated on either side of a tray of food prepared by
Norman. Then a classical alternation is established, dividing the shot between the
two characters to distribute their dialogue. At the same time, a formal opposition
erpphasizes the fact that Norman, in this second alternation, has come to occupy.
Wlth respect to Marion, the place of the birds. In the various ways in which Norma"n’
is framed, he is associated with the outstretched beaks and widespread wings of one
or se'\-'eral of the stuffed birds. Conversely, Marion is defined successively in two
framings: she is beneath an oval painting whose theme was clearly visible during the
second bird shot of the preceding alternation. The painting distinctly shows a band
of angels, or, more precisely, a group of three women in which the central figure
seems to be rising up to heaven, wings outspread. Next to the painting, in the same
sbot, the menacing shadow of a crow is projected onto the wall pel’letrating the
picture like a knifeblade or a penis. It is this complex whole tha’t rivets Marion’s
attention, then splits apart when she takes her seat beneath the painting and be-
comes—through a double, metaphorical-metonymical inflection—defined by it,
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~ just as Norman is later emblematically defined by the birds. Thus the differential

~ assimilation is continued: Marion, angel-woman-bird; Norman, bird-fetish-mur-

" derer. And thus is prefigured, in the intertwined motifs of alternation, the aggression

I of which she is soon to be the object (announced, when she rises, half concealing
' the painting, by the black beak of the crow that reappears inside the frame).

A few shots later, the alternation between Norman and Marion recomimences,

~ this time through an apparatus that mimics the cinematographic apparatus itself.
" Norman is concealed, significantly, by a painting that prefigures the effect he is to
~ produce: Susanna and the Elders, virtually at the moment of the rape. Beneath the
* painting is a large hole that reveals, in the wall itself, the tiny luminous hole to
" which Norman puts his eye, creating—just like the projector’s beam—an image
" that is for us virtual and for him almost real: Marion undressing, once again in the

proximity of two birds, the portraits hanging on the wall of her bedroom near the
bathroom door. The alternation then continues, obsessively marking the insert of

~ the bulging eyeball, and shifting from the relationship between shots to the relation-
" ship between segments (or subsegments).

The next double series of shots, postponing voyeurism, intensifies it to the ex-
treme:

a. Norman, under the influence of what he has seen, goes back to shut himself
up in the house in order to imagine what will happen next—or better yet, what will
happen metaphorically for him, given the premises that catalyze his desire.

b. Marion, in her room, soon gets into the shower: the spectator, by this ad-

vance intrusion, is witness to the scene for which Norman'’s obsession has prepared
the way. &
The moment of the murder marks the invasion by the subject (hero and specta-
tor together) of the constituted image of his fantasy. Here, alternation must be aban-
doned; it is ruptured by the brutal inscription on the image of the living body-knife-
bird of Norman-the mother, the reiterated fragmentation of Marion’s body, the
insert of her mouth agape in a horrendous scream and that of the dead eye that
answers—at the opposite extreme of this very long fragment—the bulging eye of
Norman given over to the inordinate desire of the scopic drive.

VII

That only men are subjects of psychosis (or that women are psychotic only by
default, or by reflection) here implies, above all, something else: that only men are
subjects of perversion (here and elsewhere, given a certain regime of fiction, and a
certain order of civilization). It should be recalled that the manner in which psycho-
sis and perversion can both be defined —although not in the same way—is by their
difference from neurosis, through their common allegiance to the wishes of the Id:
the former, as has been seen, by its indulgence in a form of delirious reconstruction,
through an infinitely more radical loss of reality than in neurosis, implying a lesser
subservience to repressive mechanisms; the latter, in the sense of the famous for-
mula: neurosis is “the negative of perversion.” Though it must not be taken liter-
ally—as its reversal (perversion is the negative of neurosis) would tend to define
perversion as nothing but the raw manifestation of infantile desire—Freud’s for-
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mula does imply, however, that perversion provides a more direct access to the ob.
ject of the drive, according to its own defense mechanisms (denial of reality, split-
ting of the Ego), which in some ways link it to those of psychosis.!”

More specifically, it can be seen how this twofold difference is articulated here
with respect to the inscription of the scopic drive and its destiny. To go back to the
beginning of the film: there is the first, continuous shot during which the camera
wanders down from a high angle over the rooftops of a city, progressively closing in
on a window with half-raised blinds, then going beneath these blinds to reveal, in a
bedroom, a couple that has just been making love. Thus, from the start, emphasis is
placed on the voyeuristic position, which deliberately constitutes the position of
enunciation.'" It is highly remarkable that this opening shot, quite common in
Hitchcock’s films (see Shadow of a Doubt), is especially reminiscent of Rope, in
which the first interminable shot focuses —having passed through a similar window/
screen—on the cold fury of a murder.! In this interplay of forms based on an end-
less interchangeability between murder and the sexual act (see, e.g., the scene of the
kiss in the train in North by Northwest), it is clearly the “unseen” of the prim-
al scene in the hotel room that, at the level of the enunciating instance itself
(Hitchcock-the camera), is displaced from neurosis to psychosis, from the hotel
room to the motel room.

Thus, Norman obviously comes to occupy, with respect to Marion, the place of
Sam (whence the resemblance, for some striking, between Sam and Norman, particu-
larly during the scene of their confrontation across the counter in the motel office).!*
However, the substitution occurs at the price of a displacement, imputable to the respec-
tive identifications between Hitchcock and the two male characters. In the first scene,
the camera almost always remains at a distance from Sam: he is held, like Marion, and
usually with her, within the frame, that is, within the neurotic field that the two of them
circumscribe. An essentially diegetic identification is thus set up (for the male spectator,
who is primarily addressed), at the level of the sexual possession of which Marion has
been the object, when Sam renews his demand and hears it refused.!®

Conversely, in the shots preceding the shower scene, the camera reduces to an
extreme degree the unforeseeable effect of the distance separating it from what is
being filmed: it virtually coincides with the insert of Norman'’s bulging eye, due to
the metaphor of the apparatus thus constituted. This is the point of maximal iden-
tification between the character and the instance of the mise-en-scene; it can only
be surpassed by its own excess, when the eye-camera becomes a bodyknife, entering
the field of its object and attempting in vain to coincide with it.

However, in order to go from one man to another, and from one position to
another, the camera must also embody the woman and adopt her look, conserving
a strong identification —diegetic, of course, but more specifically specular, deter-
mined by the organization of the point of view—with the subject it has taken as
its object. (The latter can be maintained in a position of fundamental subjection
through a series of carefully planned relays—the policemen, the service station at-
tendant—that reiterate the question of which she has been the object from the start.)
In conformity with its basic path, that of perverse structuration, the transformation

from neurosis to psychosis is brought about by woman, who is both its foundation
and its indispensable form.
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This explains the lengthiness of the first half of the ﬁrs.t movement, orgamlzetd
" around theft and escape. It also explains the systematic series of sh.ot-reverfsg sho s
 that mark Marion’s itinerary up until the moment .of blindness (a mlxturlf o atlglgulci
" and hypnosis) that causes her to turn off the wet highway and head for the n:o e f |
;bexplains, finally, the resumption and redoublllng of these shots.as a preparation ;)
the moment of reversal, during the confrontation between Marnon an(f] Normz‘m(.1 n
' this manner, the diegesis participates directly in the aggressive potential, camT to
" an extreme by the reciprocity of the looks in the alternation of shotreverse s 1ots%
" The effects of this cinematographic code par excellfen.cc-a evoke the structure o
 the cinematographic apparatus, and thereby of the primitive apparatus it 11111;ates,
amely, the mirror wherein the subject structures. hlmg:lf, through a n}g)de of nar-
' cissistic identification of which aggressivity is an indelible component. ’Howevef,
' this reference only makes sense—here very specifically .(as in all. of Hitchcock’s
" flms, and classical cinema in general, particularly Amerlc;.m)——g-'ltlnn the glol?al
system in which it has been constructed, that is, in a system in which the aggressive
" element can never be separated from the inflection it receives from se:lcual differ-
" ence, and the attribution of this difference to the signifier that governs it In other
~ words, it is directed from the man toward the woman, and that dllff?rénce wh%ch
:?. appears due to woman is nothing but the mirror effect of the narcissistic d?llbllc?g
* that makes possible the constitution of the male.sublect through the woman’s 1?0 Y
~ ordered by a double play of differentiated identity, based on an effect .of 1rpag::mry
projection subjected to the constitutive pressure of a symbolic determination.

k Between man and woman, through woman’s look as appropriated.b.y the cam-
E era, this mirror—or doubling —effect (hence also one of denial an.d splitting) serves
| to structure the male subject as the subject of a scopic drive, that is to say, a su'b]ect
" who imaginarily attributes to woman the lack he himself ha§ been as.51g.ned,. in re-
. sponse to the anxiety created by the fantasized threat of this lack within his %W{l
" body. This is the classical dialectic—as described by FreuFl and Lacan— of the p al-
lus and castration; its implications with respect to perversion (the con]ugatelcg motifs
~ of voyeurism and fetishism) have been astutely anal'yzed‘ by Guy Rosolato. Lacaln
" refers this dialectic, particularly as regards the scopic drive, to .thej lgckfupev'en y
" divided between the two sexes— of the signifier that structures it; it is this S{gnlﬁer,
castration, that determines “the gaze as objet a.”*® In a different perspective, tl.le
same dialectic has been relativized by Luce Irigaray, who denounces the f.a.ct that in
men (that is, in Sam, Norman, Hitchcock, Freud, .Laczin, the su'b]ec.t wr'ltmg thege
lines in an attempt to fissure the system that holds him) “the scopic drive is predomi-
nant.”? i oo
This is why, theoretically, there are no women fCtlShlStS,. nor e\-'en,“mor.(-: r(ia'
ly speaking, women perverts: either.because, in psychologlcal terms, per\ierse ’as
applied to women connotes perversity rather than perversion, or belcaus.e tl'eory —
elaborated or directed by men—has al\goided acknowledging perversions in women,
ing discovered perversion itselt. )
e lzl?}:;;1§x(1ljl;:i?15 the fgct that Norman'’s psychosis, his ino'rdi?la'te o'bject—d'esclire that
rushes headlong into murder, is entirely structured by a fetishistic aim carne to the

point of madness. Psychoanalytically, it might be said, Norman is a collage (which
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neither confirms nor denies his clinical possibilities, which are not in question —
simply because, for me, that is not the question). He seeks to construct a chain in
which the excessiveness of the psychotic-perverse desire of the male subject can be
structured — from the man to the camera, his true measure —during the scene where
he establishes his presence at a distance, fascinated, in vertiginous mastery. This
chain may be written phallus-bird-fetish-mother-eye-knife-camera. A terrifying play
on words (suggested, rather than made explicit, in the film) connects this chain to
the omnipotence of infantile desire turned toward death: Mommy, mummy:? the
mother’s body, fetishized to death, so to speak, becomes the body that murders, in
keeping with the desire awakened in the eye of the subject possessed by it. Through
the incredible incorporation of a metaphor become reality, Norman’s fascinated
look carries within it the phallus immemorially attributed to the mother. But he can
acknowledge it in himself only on condition that he ceaselessly encounter it in his
mirror image, namely in the body/look of woman (which engenders the mirage),
and as an absolute threat to which he must respond; otherwise, it is his own body
that will desert him. Such (to complete the psychiatrist's speech) might be the mo-
tivations behind the genealogy of the case: the reiterative passage from the former
murder (that of the mother) to the murder of Marion of which Norman-the mother
is the agent, emphasizing in both cases, given an original identificatory fantasy, the
literally impossible desire for possession and fusion that is at stake.

This allows us to describe the distribution of the three terms (psychosis, neuro-
sis, perversion) within the logic of the process of enunciation. These terms define
the primordial relationship between the two scenes that most closely circumscribe
this process (the hotel and the motel), through a “breathing space” during which
the subject is presented as such. The possessive form used in the credits— “Alfred
Hitchcock’s Psycho” —is a mark of enunciation that may be said to have a double
meaning: this film belongs to me; this psychosis is mine, or would be mine if . . . if it
weren't, precisely, for this film, which both involves me in and frees me from psy-
chosis, positioning me elsewhere. A special lettering effect (something like the bulg-
ing eye during the credits of Vertigo) contributes to the singularization of this
relatively common signifying arrangement: a vibrato twice causes the center of the
letters to shift back and forth, first for the title Psycho, and then for the name in the
final enunciation: “Directed by Alfred Hitchcock.” In addition, the opening scene
immediately reiterates the interplay of black and white lines that had striated the
credits from top to bottom: the camera must pass under Venetian blinds to enter the
room at the end of its movement, and it is on the background of these horizontal
lines, in the second half of the scene, that Sam and Marion are seen in reverse shot,
scparately or together. Thus, by displacement and metaphor, what is inscribed in
this space communicates an implied relationship between the title and the name.

In the first scene, the camera’s power is intrinsically expressed by the bird’s-eye
view of the city and its rooftops, then emphasized by its concentration on the voy-
euristic point of reference: the couple in the bedroom after love-making. The “af-
ter” is important, since, in a sense, the camera intervenes in place of what happens
between man and woman at the literally mythical level of the primal scene: it is
a continually withdrawing instance, collecting—at the purified level of vicarious-

e
. e ve, loo
3'11 Sirsl:ctlceiiiezsﬁﬁm the scene, in proportion to the lack of.th.e phallus of (‘],vhlc'lt];?t](t:l:
* cumscribes the representation so that—and because—it is rgpresente 111(; £ 1

' this dialectic, in slightly different terms, .that emerges dunn% thek seco}? ss:tenlcf,
" through a temporal actualization: “that Whl.Cll may not be seen seehs to show itse S{
" o break into awareness (into reality), but dlsp.la.ced from the act. Tbe dcalll.ufr.a r};m

* till, obviously, remain outside its object. Yet it is also doubly inscri er1t hin it, a(sl:
" has been seen: firstly by the mediation of the apparatus set up around ‘ g{man, fa}n

* secondly through the invasion, by the subject of the apparatus, of the tableau of his
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) ness— what is fundamentally perverse and psychotic, given the logic Of, this }]Zc:spcct-
4 tive, in man’s desire for woman, even within the neurotic f:onﬁguratxon tlla is its
mos’t common destiny. The camera becomes, it might be said, the eye-phallus, pro-

cted and reprojected from one sex to the other; but on the .basis of a signifying
d to only one sex, it transforms the camera into pure eye, look,

own vision. From its perverse situation, already enhanced by an identification with

the subject of the diegesis, the camera thus fully assumes the psychotic function that

was potentially circumscribed during the first scene. However, it can (l)f course at}
tain only a more extreme perversion, since it is filming its metap‘h.or.lca mvasmfn 0
its own field, It thus reaffirms all the more strongly, by its very division, the unfore-

’* seeable effects of distance, lack, and denial that make it up— everything that psycho-

sis (Norman-the camera) is at that very moment attel'npting to exorcise Ely prcles?ntr;
ing as real, through a rape ending in murder, the imaginary and ungraspable relatio
al scene. |

3 ths’\/l?trlzrir:hjicseconﬁguration, one thing seems to me to be essent{al, {lamel)(fl, that
it is through woman’s pleasure (jouissance) Fhat the perverse PrO]ec}tfonban] ! IT:(};
chotic inscription are carried out (just as it is through her actions, her \(,)[( y, he

look, that the ilm moves from one scene to the next). The e‘mphasm on ] zmonsf
pleasure in the shower goes well beyond all diegetic motivation: close-up shots o

] her naked body alternate with shots of gushing water; she leans into the stream,

opens her mouth, smiles, and closes her eyes in a rapture that is made all the molrc
intense because it contrasts with the horror that is to come but also f?p_ce%l?g_ het
two are linked together. By a subtle reversal, the pleasure that Marllofn 11 n(;f
show in the opening love scene at last appears. However, .the pleasure 1§ or 1§rjet

(even if it can only be so for the camera, becau.se.of'th-e 1¥nage-natu‘re assigne : (o
her by the camera); it takes the form of wnﬁc_\y, w.lnch pos]es, F;r
men, the question of sexual pleasure itself, with woman'’s body msht}ltei as 1 s
mythical site. The masculine subject can accept the image of \Yom;}? S ]zl easure
only on condition that, having constructed it, hc? may inscribe himse an re;:og-
nize himself within it and thus reappropriate it even at the cost of its (or her)

destruction.?

VIII

Briefly, to resume and strengthen what has been said by considering scve'ral
J? 2 )
points in a spiral-like movement, that is, together, as a text does whenever (inc trlfes
1 1 n ; Qv
to make it appear as what it is, that is to say, as what it becomes, virtually, always in
«

analysis: a volume.
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1. The first scene(s) is (are) programmed as a matrix whose elements are distrib-
uted throughout the whole text by effects of dispersal, rebound, and repetition.
This is one of the laws of classical film (see, in particular, the analyses of Thierry
Kuntzel). In Psycho, this process is at first carried out at a very general level. The
first scene, through the shift in the screenplay, primarily serves as a preparation for
the succession of scenes between Marion and Norman: their tete-a-téte in the recep-
tion room, the series of shots setting up Norman as apparatus [dispositif de Norman],

the murder in the shower. From this is derived, at the end, the scene with the psy-
chiatrist, which resolves not only the enigma but the (psychic) mystery of the mur-
der: this final scene only replies to the first one at the price of the initial displace-
ment caused by the shift in the screenplay,

There is also, however, the way in which the first scene inaugurates the sequence of
bedrooms: the motel rooms, Marion’s room, Arbogast’s room (suggested), Sam and Lila’s
room, and thence, at the end of the third movement, the intrusion into the bedrooms of
the house, especially Norman’s and the mother’s, under Lila’s discovering look.

More subtly, there is a thread that leads from the first shot to Norman as appara-
tus, to the next-to-last shot. Norman-the mother is seen in a medium shot against the
naked wall of his cell, smiling, while on his face is gradually superimposed the skull
that will make of him, irremediably, the mother. Her voice is heard: “I hope that
they are watching. They will see; they will see, and they will say, ‘Why she wouldn’t
even harm a fly.” This circular play on words goes from the fly to the bird, to the
body-fetish of Norman-the mother. But it goes further still: to the omnipotence of
the scopic drive. Norman’s words are addressed to all the guardians of the law (po-
licemen, judges, psychiatrist), presumably gathered on the other side of the door
and peering at him through the keyhole. However, through them, his words are
addressed to the spectator, who is trapped in the mirror by Norman’s eyes, staring
right into the camera as though to conjure away the power it exerts. The spectator is
thus confronted, from within the shot itself, with the “unauthorised scopophilia”
that places cinematic voyeurism “in direct line from the primal scene.”? Thus, all of
the opening shots have been condensed into the body-look of Norman-the mother,
revealing the reflective structure of the apparatus, before the final shot, with an
ultimate effect of resolution, brings the film to its close (in a single sweep, using a
very long dissolve to link the last and next-to-last shots through the superimposition
of the skull). In this way, two screenplays intermingle: male (Sam, Norman, and —
in both—Hitchcock) and female (Marion, the mother); and the end, after a mon-
strous detour, replies to the beginning. Marion’s dead body reappears in the white

car dragged from the marsh only because it has been, from the beginning, the ob-
ject of the conjugated desire of a man and the camera.

2. The apparatus is therefore present in the film, though not—as in Rear Win-
dow—by a mirror effect. Here, a certain rhyming effect of two images strikes me;
first, on the roadside at dawn, the close-up of the policeman coming upon Marion
asleep in her car; and secondly, in the cellar, the close-up of the mother’s skeleton.
The latter is seen twice, once when Lila puts her hand on Mrs. Bates’s shoulder and
the draped skeleton slowly swings around toward her, and again at the end of the
segment, after Norman’s intrusion. There is a similarity between these two faces,
sustained by a striking reversal: the eyes have disappeared. In the second case they
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‘fare nothing but hollow sockets, and in the first they are totally hidldlen by dili['k
lasses. This is a way of signifying, by its very’absen'ce, ’thg Llnbeara? yzjcleas's;\-e
‘iature of the look. The dark glasses especially (like M'lt.ch s binoculars in i 11e‘ 15 bS),
1 suggest a metaphor of the photographic lens: super-vision of the law, symbo ize \ ¥
L resentative; excess of the symbolic itself, which triumphs at t]?e e.nd in the
'flts l—lebl()ity of the ps,ychiatrist.”27 Film, both as discourse and as an institution, is sub-
ggt to an order that is marked by the monolithic power of its ruling signiﬁer.fH?\}xlr-
3 ever, this super-vision is also that of disorder, the breaking of th.e lz}w, of which et‘ls1 : =
L istic psychosis is the most inordinate. form. Moreover, the mgmﬁefr }115 perpﬁtua y
imaginary, subject to denial and splittm_g‘ The hqllow ey,e-sockets of t ernlmt er are
" the verso of an apparatus whose recto is the policeman’s dark glasses. There is an
~ endless circularity between desire and the law, both of which, taken to an extreme,
inspi r (in Marion, in Lila).
; mspﬁe::frloczfnnot resist associati)ng more or less freely. When Lil:fl enters the cellar
" she sees, from behind, a woman seated. In the foreground to the right, in .the upper
part of the frame, there is an electric lightbulb so alive, so enormous, and. dxsp'ose(.i in
such a manner that it seemed to me—at first sight and at e‘ach successive viewing,
despite critical distance —to simulate a spherical screen, casting a.bh.ndmg'hght onto
the brick wall across from Mrs. Bates. The mother occupies, in this virtual image, the
 place of the spectator, thus evoking the real spectator, and even more 5o hlls (llmr'ror
image (the fetish inhabited by the death wish) when she looks at hu‘*n directly ur'lln,g
the next two close-up shots. This is particularly true the sgcond time, when Lila’s
terror causes her to knock against the lightbulb, making it swmg.back and forth.
The vacillation in the lighting thus produced is repeated and amphﬁedslater.(when
~ Norman bursts in, unmasked and overcome by Sam): the Sklllll seems to l?e amn'late?
by this vibration — this play of lights and shadows that also d<?31gnates the cinema itself.
Following this, representation dissolves into the very image of the law (a meta-
phorical reappearance of the policeman): a general shot of the courthouse intro-
rchiatrist’s speech.
duce’ﬁ’s.tl;ﬂ(le'lzljjtS)cverything il;)l Psycho seems immediately doubled must be seen ai tl,le]
effect—with repercussions in concentric waves down to .the mlcro-systematl.c e\g:
of the smallest signifying units—of the two main rhetorical axes that organize tk’e
film, namely, its ternary composition and its two screenplays. Other of HltCllCO(? s
films also manifest, by their very structure, the specific pressure of the Slo.tlbllng
process that underlies all his films: Shadow of a Doubt,'wlth the determmmg su-
perimposition of the uncle’s and niece’s names (Qharhe); Strangers onbclz 'Il-:am,
with the exchange of murders; Vertigo, with the mirror effect of the double er-
ine (Madeleine-Judy). However, this doubling process is, so to speak, exacerbate ,11‘1
Psycho by the crisscross effects of substitution, division, and echo among Charlact'(;,rs:
The first couple, Sam and Marion, engenders th\e second, N(')rma.n and I\/Ian’on.
Norman has thus taken the place of Sam. Yet he has actually, diegetically speakmg,
taken the place of Marion, given the mirror dialectic 'between the sexes and tllClrt
psychic structurations. Lila’s appearance at the beginning Qf the second moven?eln
causes this network of transformations to double back on 1tsel.f: she rc,pr'ese;lts the
return of the indispensable heroine, Marion’s reappearance (11k§ ]11d?fs in \ertz]go)
in the form of her sister. Thus, the film could be said to be organized in yet another




AP o TIEEISTERINIALA VALY VL TV LLIIVE

way with respect to woman'’s body-look, because of the long sequence taking Lila
from the motel to the cellar where she discovers—with an absolute horror that obyj.
ously recalls that of Marion in the shower— the stuffed body of the mother. Thus the
diegetic couple disjoined at the end of the first segment is reconstituted as a shadow:
Sam and Lila, pretending to be married—as Sam and Marion were intended tq
be—approach the motel where Marion first met Norman on the path that was sup-
posed to lead her to Sam. The function of this shadow-couple reveals in an exen.
plary way, through repetition and mimed (undermined) resolution, the deep stryc-
tural subversion of sameness that is here carried out.

4. To conclude, we might point out the constellation of signifiers that dissem;.
nate and recenter the differential d()ub]ing between men and women to which the
fiction is continually and completely subjected:

—Norman-Marion: Christian names in mirror relation to one another, inter.
changeable but for a single phoneme (Marion was chosen instead of the Mary of
Bloch’s novel).

—Nor-man: he who is neither woman . .. nor man, since he can be one in the
place of the other, or rather one and the other, one within the other.

—Marie Samuels: the name used by Marion to sign the motel register, derived
from Sam’s first name.

— Phoenix (superimposed on the first shot to situate the action): again, a bird;
the bird that dies only in order to be transformed into another (as is here the case,
through murder, of one character, one sex, one story). In fact, there is a double
metamorphosis: a diegetic one (Marion becoming Norman) and a formative one
(Norman becoming a living bird-mother) which renders possible the former.

— Crane: Marion’s last name; once again a bird’s name. It marks her body with
the signifier that appears, to Norman, as a lack or an excess. But the word “crane”
also means something else: the machine that embodies above all others, in the im-
age-taking apparatus, the omniscient power of the look, what might be called the
bird’s-eye view. This is to say, once again but here with an element of humor, that
the camera becomes one with woman’s body, and that in this sense it is itself the
fetish, adopting the forms of the bird and of Norman-the mother, going through the
whole circuit of the fiction, only to be immediately acknowledged as the enunciat-
ing index, at the level of the apparatus that makes fiction possible.

Whence, indissolubly, here, it can be said of film and cinema, that they are the
very institution of perversion.

1979
TRANSLATED BY NANCY HUSTON

The numbers of the following sixty-six frame enlargements, unlike those for other illus-
trations in the book, do not correspond to a linear succession of shots. They indicate only the
order for reading. But of course certain shots may follow one another, and several frame
enlargements may illustrate a single shot.
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8. To Alternate/To Narrate
Bl (on The Lonedale Operator)

Here we shall see how the systematicity at the heart of American high classicism
is elaborated, proceeding from the reduction of a fundamental form of cinemato-
graphic discourse: alternation.

I'shall not pause to define either the nature or the multiple determinations of
a formal principle whose first general formulation— before returning to it more
fully—T have already outlined.! This will emerge, as in most of my earlier analyses,
from a step-by-step textual analysis whose systematic organization is largely regu-
lated by it (even if the organization cannot be reduced simply to this), through the
effects of repetition and almost deliberate abstraction that often characterize primi-
tive works.

In order to follow this process, which sets out to reconstruct (because it is short)
an entire film (The Lonedale Operator, D. W. Griffith),2 it will be necessary to try to
imagine the deployment of this principle of alternation, its extension, its dispersion,
and its diversification, from shot to shot, from segment to segment: in short its mise-
en-abime (its mise-en-volume) in certain films by Hitchcock or Lang, Mann or
Curtiz, Wyler or Thorpe. We must see it where it is at work —orchestrated, orches-
trating all levels—in the classical cinema.

We must bear in mind that in The Lonedale Operator:

—all the shots are fixed; thus the description will specify, when necessary, only
the movement of the characters and the objects inside the frame of the frame en-
largements reproduced here;

—the shots are always strictly regulated by the immediate needs of the story and
its dramatization, which alone determine the sometimes noticeable variations in
the length of the shots; and

—there are no intertitles, at least not in the copy to which I had access.

Finally, it would be well to remember that although this exemplarily simple
film brings into play textual operations of a certain degree of complexity, we are not
concerned here with an analysis as such—that is, with an underlying logic that
would be enlightened by a commentary. Rather, I see the following as an ordered
description, whose repetition seeks to tease out additional knowledge, on a par with

knowledge acquired directly.

He/She/He/She, she and he. At the beginning of the narrative, we have the
diegetic couple, the mainstay of the story. The couple is the site of the first alterna-
tion, placing the film under the sign of the changing form that will be its governing

principle. This first alternation clearly is made
in order to be broken, and then to reunite (shot
4) its two terms—the man and the woman, the
train engineer and the telegraph operator—
in the same frame. The movement of the hero,
which brings about, from shot 1 to shot 3, a
slight variation in his body (from medium long
shot to medium shot) inside an identically ar-
ranged frame, produces this break in alterna-
tion by making the first term penetrate the
frame that until then had been given over to
the second. After this, from shot 4 to shot 7, the
action continues by repeated shots of the cou-
ple, in which, according to the purest roman-
tic code, the ardent tenderness of the hero and
the affectionate reserve of the heroine are as-
serted. We see that the movements of the charac-
ters play, in a graduated way, on an opposition
between near and far (though in order to show
this one would need many more frame enlarge-
ments—one always needs too many): the char-
acters leave the field of vision on the right in
shot 4 (following a placing similar to that in
shot 3) and are framed more and more closely
before disappearing, only to appear again in
shot 5 far back on the right and framed exactly
as they were at the end of shot 4. This opera-
tion is more or less repeated in shot 6 (except
that the trajectory is inverted: this time the
couple arrives on the left of the frame), 11911)-
ing to build the systematicity of the narrative. l

This is sometimes done, as here, in a pure and

insistent way: in these less complex films, filmic )

writing seems ceaselessly to put to work, as though for their own sake, the po-
tentialities of cinematographic language. :

6-9, 9-13. A sequence of frames that the narrative lays' out n orde; to take them
up again later, according to an invariable succession, which will gain strevl.lgthll?_\,-
repetition. The separation in shot 7 prepares the way for tl'.ne s.eC(n.ndgltcirnatlon that
arises from it between shots 9 and 10: she/he again. But this time it is with Fh‘e eff.e(t‘t
of a liaison implied by the exchange of looks, wich makes ofshl()t 10 a SCIl‘ll-lll“lp]lCllt
subjective shot. A specifically cinematographic code '(that (.)fp01_nt of\-'}ew) obh.quc y
takes up the diegetic alternation and incorporates itself into it: their superimpo-
sition (which could be layered with other specific codes and has already half done
so by the shifts in framing) is the body of the fiction itself.

J'l'his alternation continues: shot 11 effects a return to the first term; the alterna-
tion develops in this way right up to shot 13. And it is only interrupted to make way
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for a new alternation, apparently less rigid, but
no less distinct, which contributes to establish-
ing a larg-er scale for the alternating distribu-
tion of the unfolding action.

Another office, in another station. Ap-
other train (for a moment we might even think
it is the same train we saw leaving in shot 10:
but when it stops in shot 15 after a lengthy for-
ward climb, some passengers get off and oth-
ers board, whereas the train operated by the
hero consists of only a single locomotive). An-
other action: a man with a satchel enters an
office, stops near a cashier who hides two bags
of money in it, then goes out again by the
same door on the left, onto the platform, where
he holds out the satchel to a second man who
is leaning out of the train we have just seen
pulling into the station (1 5), and which we see
leaving again at the end of this very lengthy
shot (31 seconds).

This time the alternation is by groups of
shots (thirteen shots, from 1 to 13, then two,
14-15, then X number of shots, according to
the way one decides to divide up the rest of
the action); that is to say, the alternation of
actions is connected in a fairly linked conti-
nuity of units corresponding to segments or
supra-segments, and no longer just from shot
to shot. In this sense we can speak of a supe-
rior level of alternation since, at least in the
first of its terms, it integrates earlier alterna-
tions; but it is superior in extent, not in na-
ture: it is always the same process operating
between the various spaces, whether close up
or further away.

We return now to the office of the tele-
graph operator. Here there is a closer framing,
a medium shot (16), then a medium long shot
(17), returning to the earlier framing (9, 11,
13). These two frames (16, 17) thus sketch out
an internal alternation within the alternation
of the action, which models itself on the latter
and develops on its own. We should note that,
as with other configurations, this alternation
cannot be resolved by the fusion of its two

i

terms: no shot can maintain two framings at the same time (cxc.ept by the pc}rfec:
superimposition of the two shots), to mingle, for e,\‘z-lmple, the spbwct anld thé o )]th
of its vision. Thus, one might classify the alternations agcordmg to this first '(dl'l‘L-’
rion, which doubles back on itself by considering the specificity or the nonspecificity
2 s put into play.
of t}lg(fi.)vdee]ﬁ?\:e four slho‘ts (16-19) of the telegraph operator. Af‘ter a g]ancc" out ,t~h|C
window —analogous to the glance that dctcrmincd' the carllcr alter.nah.on]\:;t1t
the first train—she gets up and goes out of her office in shot 17 (bear in mind tha
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the shots remain invariably fixed), and retraces
her steps exactly, in the opposite direction, from
the walk that she accomplished from shots 7
to 9, in an e-quivalent number of shots. These
shifts in the fiction are the result of the effects
of repetition that carry the story: there is no
!onger anyone in the office in shot 18, and it i
in shot 19 that we see her reappear alone in,
the doorway, the same spot where, in shot 9

she was saying goodbye to her lover. :

the field from left to right in shot 20. They
open an alternation (20/21/22: she-he/robbers/
she-he) which, as with that of the two stations,
will arrange itself, at first according to groups
of shots (she/22-25/robbers/26—27). It should
be noticed that:

—shots 23-25 reiterate, in the strict suc- 5
cession of their three settings, the first entrance
and the exit of shots 7-9 and 17-19;

—shot 27, of the robbers, repeats the

L/
)

In shot 20 the sec -ain — from t ; ; ;
er statio o LaRm on.(l h,‘“n ,ﬁom the oth- i framing of their appearance in shot 20, which
Ofl'létions ])ilti:;LS, Ct;mflhﬂlllng this alternation combined the terms of the previous alterna-

4 S between —when i : ] ;

i | the two stations—when it tion (the telegraph operator/the train from the
enters the first station, in the frame in whicl RS : e
REg A TR : ERYaLICh, other station), thus imbricating, through both

coastons, the motifs ofthipaction have obvious and subtle interlocking, the two alter-
already been inscribed. This alternation, initi A ¥ 29
ated in shot 17bythelosk of ] o e nating movements, before the second system-
C b / /1€ 100K 3 ¥ . . . . YR
oy (GRS ook of the telegraph op- atizes itself through a relationship determined
erator (which recalls the farewell to the first from shot to shot
[l)m;“.Z’;mtcnahujs b}et\\-'lccn shots 19 and 20; 28—42. This time it is not her lover but
ut 1t disappears in g art of Sy
shottha ‘] l H the latter part of the very the robbers whom the operator sees, or rather
tc]cnr':dhwns TtUTCS' its §eC011d term: there the senses at the end of shot 28, which reiterates
fron? ‘tllje o}zfrdtor l}CCCIl\‘?S thbe]ags of money ‘ exactly shots 9, 11, and 13, even to the posi-
rson who himself had receive N M ok :
i Sth))t 15 (by a lef sey “'d"“.““d tion of the chair. The alternation from shot
g : 8 y a left-right B oI the to shot will be broken four times in different
;'11'1(t O%ell_;u?li 0 L 1'c ;haractcrs, determined by L% ways, without, however, interrupting itself,
hi:lcs' i 15 "";“SA““‘ the platforms), and she i thus showing that it is the same serial move-
'”1"11;&@]161?3 “t] zlel (?‘-'11‘S§tcllcl. Bya \'erysu]?l]c : ment, varied according to the dictates of the
;‘eil‘e bt ¥ ;n / fK] e of shot 20, which g diegesis, following from shots 20-21, between
tminl‘d (‘; o 45 ?Olt 10 (dcpartnr? of the first ~the two robbers and the operator:
1 : Fi T rCPeth}b sk nez;rly (with more or 4 a.’32-34. From the second office to the
€ss 1oor or roof showing ami B R ;
o e g) the fr}“““g of shot exit door, three shots of the telegraph operator
| \\f rich the couple were crossing the tracks, : are repeated 7-9, 17-19, and 23-25
;2: ];:-Zﬂ-lfzna(;}immE'Itm%] the] effect of inver- ‘ b. In shot 34, alternation is not established
een the ser at leads the v -
ol B ies that leads the young from shot to shot but by means of the door that
el t'il']lt \:(])Elltl 1]c p]elltfonp 9 }ller Oﬁgce (6_1()] the operator closes and that serves as a shut-
< atwhich leads her from her othce to the G A e /24 M R
platforml( 1720 ik e ror e s 4 : ter, thus dividing into 34a/34b the very shot in
o 5;(- - This micro-conc LI‘lS'aflOll'Of which the robbers appear. (This well-known
il S d,s‘e.m lfnfcgmtes ”1?0 one of its framing, succeeding that of the window—29
thu: :((:Il:slg(:lt:smi Olfslevcra] carlier units and ; and 31—will from then on be given over to
- ots itself by means . e S
IR DYmcansjos (]“PI‘_]_(_((] . the robbers until shot 70). This example shows
s agihes thaticonstituite its tepeated differ- very well that diegetic alternation (to show this

ence. . :
or that in order to show this and that) merely

coincides, through a kind of massive coding,
with the limits of the shot; but it shows too
that it spills over continually, either, as here,
by dividing the shot within itself, or as shown

20-21. These shots contain a new motif, a
third term: the robbers who appear from be-
tween the rails, under the train car, and cross
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elsewhere by continuing through diverse re-
groupings of shots, in an ongoing variation of
a single principle.

c. The same again, for shots 37-38 and
40-41.

d. It should be noted how the movement
of the operator is accomplished this time:

—shot 34, the third instance of her move-
ment, from her desk to the door, becomes the
first instance of a reverse movement, from the
door to the desk, for the duration of a half-shot,
which serves the theatrical dictates of the ac-
tion;

—the second shot showing movement
(first office) is, in contrast, repeated twice,
conforming to the build-up of suspense, of
which alternation—by the internal breaking
up of motifs—is one of the major instruments
(35 and 37: she closes the door, then runs
across the room).

40—41. From the medium long shot to the
medium shot: this placing reverses shots 16—
17, again for the benefit of the suspense and
the future alternation that serves it, through
identical framings and positions but according
to a strict logic that assigns the medium shot to
the telegraphic activity.

With shots 42 and 43 a three-term alter-
nation is set up, which will continue further,
almost to the end of the film, more or less hid-
ing itself behind the two-term alternations that
it forms and the alternations within each of
these terms. The heroine, the other operator,
and the robbers form a movement that im-
mediately focuses on the orderly exchange of
the two telegraph operators at their desks, ar-
ranged as mirror opposites, as were the trains
on the platforms of the two stations (42-52). A
long and exemplary series finds its meaning
only in the principle that carries it and is varied
within it, even if the principle is triumphant.
The second telegraph operator takes the place
of the second station; he is the second term
representing a distance to be covered; he is the
other of a same term of which the heroine is the
center, to which all disjunction will return.
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In an apparently third station, shot 55 al.
lows us again to meet the hero (from now on
doubled by a second engineer), whom the male
telegraph operator alerts.

(A third station: the economy of the sets
that is evident in the entire film seems to prove
that if this new station shot were meant to des-
ignate the second station, it would have been
more or less similar to shot 15. But all the e]e-
ments regrouped on the left of the frame are
different and seem intended to mark that dif-
ference, despite a similarity due to the identity
of the camera angles.) '

The alternation, which is continued in the
action, immediately reinscribes its third term
(the robbers, 56); thus, by a return to the op-
erator (57) it plays for a moment on what
could be called at this stage of the narrative it
second and third terms (the other station —itself
divisible into its motifs, locations, and char-
acters—and the robbers) placed first of all in
their relationship with the first term (the hero-
ine).

There is a continuous variation of the di-
egesis: the fainting of the young woman in
shot 54 provides the fiction with one of the
oppositions that it relishes when it reinstates
(57/58/59) the alternation between the two
telegraph operators: by calling out, the hero-
ine wakes up the sleeping man in shots 45 and
47, whereas his call in turn cannot, in shot 58,
revive the unconscious heroine, whose awak-
ening is delayed until ten shots later, purely
for the sake of the drama.

The repetition of shot 55 in shot 60 defers
the shot-by-shot alternation with the heroine,
whose sleep is used by the diegesis to put to
work its other terms. The motifs of the second
term, converging in shot 60 (the other station:
the operator, the engineer[s]) divide up at first
in order to weave together the motif of an in-
ternal alternation, almost immediately inter-
rupted (60/61/62), since its only function is to
formalize, according to a principle both per-
manent and variable, an acceleration of the
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fiction. It is based on two frames, one of which
will disappear; the other will regulate the de-
velopment of the alternations to come: (a) a
wide frame, which regroups the whole of the
action: the station platform and the other tele-
graph operator who holds out the message and
a gun to the engineer, who runs toward his lo- 57
comotive; (b) a closer frame: the engineer in
his locomotive, which is starting off (with the
second engineer, who enters and leaves the
field of vision [61]). (a') the same wide frame:
the train leaving, facing the screen, and the
telegraph operator on the platform (a title
added to modern copies justly notes that the
engineer runs away from the viewer in shot sg
60 in order to board his locomotive, which in
shot 62 is seen from the opposite direction,
turned toward us).

Next, a new alternation is set up, between
the second term, made up from now on of the
train (64-65, 68) and the third term, the rob-
bers (63-66).

The second term immediately reproduc- g o

es in this new alternation an arrangement
sketched out in the shots that make the transi-
tion between the telegraph operator’s office
and the train (59-62). There is a division, this
time, between a shot of the train advancing
toward us frontally and leaving on the right of
frame (64), and a medium close-up of the en-
gineer (65). Two things are worth noting:

—Shot 65 strictly repeats shot 61 (except
for the variable presence of the second engi-
neer and the unavoidable differences linked
to the realism of the representation); it thus
presumes the ordered progression of the nar-
rative, with differences having been settled by
the insistent repetitions.

—In the alternate weaving together of the
three terms, shots 61 and 65 open up a poten-
tial sub-alternation: this can remain either at
the elementary, embryonic stage; develop by
the return of one or the other of its two ele-
ments; or reabsorb itself by limiting itself to a
single element so as to fuse more rigorously
with the shot-by-shot development of the gen-
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eral alternation. This is the case with shot 67,
in which the train appears alone, before the
narrative finally comes back to its first term:
the female telegraph operator, who regains
CONSCiousness.

But there is also the balance of spatio-tem-
poral masses: shot 64, followed by a shot of the
engineers, shows the train only on a very short
stretch of its journey (it enters from the back
and advances to mid-frame); shot 67, which
alone maintains the second term, positions
the train at a distance and makes it come right
up to us and exit on the right of the frame,
leaving the field empty. But this balance is also
an imbalance: shot 73, which precedes this
time a shot of the engineers, noticeably re-
peats the course of shot 67. The narrative is
thus built up by slightly displaced analogies,
an accumulation of small differences.

68-71. She/the robbers. This time the shot
doubles back on this pairing (69-70), follow-
ing the latter’s movements until they finally
succeed in opening the door and entering the
first office, thus repeating, through fragments
ordered according to the dramatization of the
diegesis, the path that has already been com-
pleted five times (in both directions) by the
heroine.

Until shots 70-71, the alternation was
modulated by the prevalent repetitions of the
two terms, taken in turn from the three pos-
sible relationships (she/telegraph operator or
she/train, she/robbers, robbers/telegraph op-
erator or robbers/train). The alternating back-
tracking that operates on the heroine, oppos-
ing her successively to each of the other two
terms (train/she: 67/68; thief/she: 69-70/71),
while at the same time tightening the alterna-
tion a/b/a’ between the young woman and the
robbers (68/69-70/71), is resolved in favor of a
regulated alternation with three terms, which
we can write variously: robbers/she/train or
she/train/robbers, up to shot 83.

This arrangement in no way hinders the
divided arrangement of the second term,
which is reaffirmed in shots 72-73, but in-
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versely: the shot of the engineer this time pre-
ceding that of the train, which is contrary to
shots 64-65.
76/77-80/81. Here the arrangement is
the same, the only notable variations being:
the countryside crossed by the train that is still
81 coming toward us and the path it makes. I
- shots 77 and 81, instead of arriving from g
little closer than in the preceding frames and
going out of frame, the train arrives in shot 77
for the first time on the left.

82-85. Alternation is again crystallized in
two of the terms, only to disappear in shot 85
g2 when the robbers, after breaking down the
door, finally enter the office of the telegraph
operator and take their place with her in this
frame, which had been devoted to her since
shot 9.

It is thus a two-term alternation that now
continues between the telegraph operator/
: robbers, on the one hand, and the train on the
| g3 other.

Three variations operate on the second
term. First, there is a new inversion of the ele-
ments, since the train again precedes the de-
tailed shot of the engineers, as it did in shots
64-65. Then the potential alternation be-
tween the two elements develops by a return
of the first element, the train, which structures
shots 86/87/88 according to the scheme a/b/a’.
Last, the detailed shot changes (87)—this
time no longer showing the engineer in close-
up on his locomotive (with the intermittent
appearance of the second engineer), but the
back of the locomotive, with each of the two
men at his post, and a background of sky.

Shots 90-91 repeat this sequence. But the
medium close-up of the engineer is substi-
tuted for a shot of the back of the locomotive:
reiterating shots 64-65, where the same inte-
rior shot followed that of the train, and pre-
ceded it in the micro-series 71-72, 76-77, 80—
81. Morecover, this internal alternation of the
second term, which continues with the final
arrival of the train in shot 92, is thwarted in
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this very shot where the two men jump from
the train to hurry toward the telegraph oper-
ator’s office.

It should be added that in shot 90, where
the train enters the setting of the first statiqn
(leaving aside shot 92, where it stops), the train
covers only a fragment of its course, no longer 87
leaving the field of vision as, till then, only s}}ot
64 had made it do: this is thus a way of distin-
guishing this from other instances of the train’s
arrival and departure.

Finally, shots 90 and 92 complete a para-
digm: that of train arrivals and departures,
which structure the entire film, according to a
logic in which symmetry gives rise to dissym- gg
metry and so assures the development of the
narrative.

Thus, on the one hand, there are two sta-
tions, B and C, from which two departures
take place. On the other hand, there is station
A, where the narrative begins and ends and
where, according to an arrangement of inter-
locking cross-referencing and alternation, gg
there are two departures and two arrivals: al-

most at the beginning of the film, there is the
departure of the first train, operated bx the
lover; and there is the almost consecutive ar-
rival and departure of the second train, with
an ellipsis of the entire journey; and finally,
there is the arrival, at the end, of the last train,

Station C Station B Station C
t 2 l 5 l
| Departure Departure
[ o iy )
| | l
I |
| | l

1| @ [0 (7)
Departure Arrival Departure
1 T 3 l 4 l
Station A Station A Station A

Analogous
framings

Identical
framings

(92)
Arrival

6
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whose journey covers the final third of the
film. This third train is, of course, the first, or
is presented as such: at first by its engineer,
then, as we have seen, because at its departure
from station A, this train consists only of a
locomotive, in contrast to the second’train
which apparently includes two cars. »

A relationship of symmetry-dissymmetry
is thus set up between the two trains: the ﬁrsf,
which will become the third; and the second;
of which we also see only two departures and
one arrival, according to an arrangement in
which the second is inscribed within the jour-
neys of the first like a double motif by which
the architecture of suspense is structured
and refined. We can also appreciate the neat
systematicity of the framing: analogous, it
could be said, in stations B and C because the
train pulls into the station in the same way and
is filmed from the same angle (left-righ-t), in
spite of the shift in setting and the distribution
of the trains’ bulk in the frames; identical (and
inverted, with respect to the camera angle:
right-left) in station A, where there are the
same frames (with very slight internal varia-
tions) and the same distribution of mass in
frames devoted to the two departures and the
two arrivals.

92-95. The movement that leads the he-
ro from the station platform to the telegraph
operator’s office reiterates with precision the
path she takes at his side, then alone, in shots
6-9, and that she repeats in the opposite direc-
tion when she receives the satchel after the ar-
rival of the second train; later it will again be
traversed, in more or less fragmented or di-
vided fashion, by the heroine and the robbers.

In one leap, true to the progression of the
action, the hero re-enacts the course followed
in the initially calm period of the unfolding
drama. He thus puts an end to the alterna-
tion of the three terms (already reduced to two
terms since shot 85, and heavily concentrated
on the second term since shots 92-93), by burst-
ing into the field of vision reserved until then
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for the first term, then for its conjunction with
the third. Thus, the terms of the narrative be-
come combined, and they resolve the division
posed by the narrative’s premises: the diegetic
couple, scarcely formed (4-7), apparently only
separates in order to meet again, to strengthen
its image by the test of a dramatized separa- 97a
tion whose internal form is alternation, or-
chestrated at multiple levels in order to serve
the principle that carries the narrative, by rep-
etition, toward its resolution.

Shot 96 refines this final movement by
means of an ultimate alternation: a close-up
of the object with which the heroine held the
two robbers in check, placed between the two 971
shots that reunite the five protagonists (95 and
97). Hermeneutic resolution. The unseen, or
the badly seen object appears in its true col-
ors: a monkey wrench instead of a revolver.
There is a thyming effect, too, with the re-
volver held by the young man, which re-es-
tablishes the distribution of objects according

to sex.
But this close-up, the only one in the film, also acknowledges an added mean-

ing, stemming from the rhymed difference that it inscribes between the man and
the woman: it unites the couple, as if over and above the action that re-forms it, by
isolating fragments of their bodies, which suddenly seem to be made, despite the
contrast in the clothes (smooth white of the blouse, black and white stripes of the
shirt), of a continuous material: the subject of the story can be read in the meaning
of the principle that governs it.

N.B. Another print has since revealed to me another ending (quite simply, ten
to twenty seconds were cut from the copy on which I worked), which completes the
perfection of the system. Same shot, same frame: the two robbers leave, followed by
the second engineer; the hero and the heroine embrace. The kiss that was gently
refused in shot 4 is accepted in the final shot. Repetition-resolution. The conjunc-
tion of the couple, of the two terms posed by the opening alternation, constitutes the
happy ending of the narrative.
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[Editor’s note: The notes have been updated from the original French book. Wherever
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For his own part, No&l Burch made a film in 1980 on the genealogy of cinematic lan-
guage: Correction Please or How to Get Into Pictures, produced by The Arts Council of Great
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62. Artsept 1, 2, 3 (Lyon 1963).

1. The Unattainable Text

1. Roland Barthes, “De I'oeuvre au texte,” Revue d’esthetique 3 (1971). Translated by

Richard Howard as “From Work to Text,” in Roland Barthes: The Rustle of Language (Berke-
: University of California Press, 1989). :

i g “Thet);ext participates in its way in a social utopia; before History (supposx'ng that
History does not choose barbarism), the Text fulfills if not the transparency of social rela-
tions, at least the transparency of language relations: it is thfe space in which no 'language
prevails over any other, where the languages circulate (retaining th(.? cxrc.ulfzr meaning of the
word). . . . A theory of the Text cannot be satisfied with a meta-linguistic exp.os1tlor3;.the
destruction of meta-language, or at least (for it may bt? necessary to resort to it provision-
ally) calling it into question, is part of the theory itself: dlscou‘rse on the Te.xt should 1tsellf be
only text, research, textual activity, since the Text is .that s.ocxa( space which leaves no lan-
guage safe, outside, and no subject of the speech-actin a sﬂuatlon. of judge, r.naster, ana yst;
confessor, decoder: the theory of the Text can coincide only with a practice of writing
(Barthes, “From Work to Text,” p. 64).

2. System of a Fragment

*This essay is the only one whose title I have changed from the origi.nal (“L.es Oiseaux:
Analyse d’une séquence” [The Birds: Analysis of a Sequence]). Fpr one thmg., I did not want
to repeat the word “analysis.” For another, I wanted to retrospectively s:’tuate in a more exact
fashion the status of the piece of film analyzed (on the term “fragment, see the mtroduchop
to this volume, “A Bit of History,” note 6). I have not, on the other hand, with res.pect t(‘)‘ this
any more than to any other chapter, changed anything in the text: one can.ﬁnd in the “Pre-
liminaries” section a trace of my earlier doubts about the designation of this fragment.
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Then again, I have already mentioned in the introduction that Ben Brewster, my
English translator, and Phil Hardy, the editor of a collection on Alfred Hitchcock from the
British Film Institute, had pointed out some factual errors; I thank them for their vigi-
lance. They made me aware of a certain number of variations between my shot breakdown
(based on the final shot breakdown of the distribution company) and their own observa-
tions on the viewing table, which I have since been able to verify. These differences bear
essentially on some shots that I described as static and that they showed to have more or
less pronounced camera movements. This has very little effect on the overall interpreta-
tion, except for one point where it would have facilitated my argument. There are several
cases that represent more a matter of reframing than of camera movement proper (it is a
difficult distinction that any precise analysis needs to account for, even if this is perhaps one
of the limits of analysis).

I have, of course, reestablished the exact script, corrected the chart of shot descriptions,
and modified the text where it was only a matter of perfunctory remarks. The shot size de-
scriptions are taken from the original Universal Studios shooting script given to me by
Francois Truffaut. [Editor’s note: All dialogue has been checked against the film for the
English book.] For the rest, I have preferred to add explanatory notes rather than to rework,
for minimal benefits, a text that was tightly wrought. Nonetheless, I found it worthwhile to
note the extent to which film commentary is based on paradoxical attention, always haunted
by the possibility of error.

1. [Translator’s note]: The word “désir” here as elsewhere in the text translates Freud’s
“Wunsch.” Hence, in English it should be given as “wish.” However the different connota-
tions acquired by the word in French translation force me to translate it as “desire.” Other
Freudian terms used by Bellour have been translated by their standard English equivalents,
except for “denegation,” Freud’s “Verneinung,” usually translated into English as “negation”;

’

I'have translated it as “denegation” because of the special use made of the term by Lacan, on
whom Bellour is drawing.

2. On the ambiguities of the definition of the shot, see Jean Mitry, Esthetique et
psychologie du cinéma, I: Les structures (Paris: Editions Universitaires, 1963), pp. 149-65;
translated by Christopher King from the abridged edition (1990) as The Aesthetics and Psy-
chology of the Cinema (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1997), pp. 59-72. And see
Raymond Bellour, “Pour une stylistique du film,” Revue d’esthetique 19.2 (April-June 1966),
pp. 161-78. See especially p. 168.

3. Metz, Essais, pp. 125-33, 146 [Film Language, pp. 119-37].

4. In fact shot 33 is not strictly a static one, since a very short pan leads us from Melanie’s
hand to the lovebirds’ cage. This may slightly affect the purity of the demonstration; yet here
again we should be clear that oppositions are not absolute but rather established from term
to term: the shot moves infinitely less than those that surround it, and the maintenance of the
alternation is highly connoted in spite of that movement.

5. Let me correct straightaway an error whose consequences certainly did not facilitate
this analysis and that affects both the division into series and many of my comments. Shot 24,
which reveals the dock at the Brenners’ house, is indisputably a forward traveling shot and
not a static shot. Rather than beginning the series A2 at shot 24 to retain a clear opposition
between a series of static shots and a series of moving shots (at the risk of creating a contrast
with A4, whose folding onto A2 is strict, even to the number of shots), we should register here
an asymmetry between Al and A5, the effect of which becomes productive only much later at
shot 73. (See note 13 below.) Whatever it is, it is finally a matter of analytic strategies and not
anything that affects the work of the system, its “truth,” even if one can imaginarily reestab-
lish it by rereading some of the discrepancies.

Two very slight corrections should be made to the description of series Al and AS. Shots
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20 and 44 are not truly static. In both shots the camera brieﬂy folloxys.Mitch's movement
from left to right to reframe him, thus establishing a differentiated mini-symmetry in these
& segl.e"SF?lt;ss t;tl:l:: (t)rtlsje for groups A2 and A4, admittedly .in spite of an in'version in the
direction of the movement, backwards in one case, forwards in the'oth.er, which thuS.ShO\.VS
Melanie from the front and from the back in turn, so that her loolf is dlrfzcted to her nght}xln
the first case and to her left in the second, over her shoulder. The inversion subtly mar!(S.t. e
difference in the heart of a similarity, and thus serves to announce the ever present possibility
ven in the strictest symmetry. :
: asyn;.nl]f:l"nyoilz be noted that thiz final rrl)llpture is established by thf: same criterlor? as the
rupture that introduced B3 in shot 60. Mitch leaves the screen to the right in sh.ot.71, ina c;r
this time, as he left shot 59 to the right, running toward the car. Thfe rupture is just as deli-
cate: in the first case it divides the double smile of Melanie and Mitch, in the second, the
i - f Melanie (70-76).
i g.fl(;li(;S:alsl}Il)ioosee how l'l]l.(lCh this) claim, and those that follow, are r'einforced by the fact
that shots 69 and 71, especially the latter, are moving rather than static, as I first thought:
series B3 is thus found to rhyme all the more with series A5-Bl anAd with series A2 apd A4,
which underline Melanie’s advance with camera movement—without this removing, of
course, any of the relief obtained from the opposition static in the shot/m.ovemen't within the
shot. This return to the alternation static/movement at the end of a series provides, on the
other hand, a transition to shots 72-75—the period of the arrival. i
9. The preciseness of the opposition is such that one could specify it even more. The
boat moves more in shots 60-62, when Melanie leaves, than in the following series; tlle§e
two shots alternate with shots 61-63, where Mitch’s movement is more actl:entua.ted, in
particular through the pan in shot 63. One can see here, in the. example of this detail, how
the oppositions are marked more by the maintenance of a relation t.han by ﬁx_ed termhs. Y
10. This dissymmetry was caused by a first rupture, not emphasmed earlier (for the sake
of not overly complicating the analysis at the start), between series A2 and A4.
11. With the exception, let us recall, of shots 60 and 62 (sce note 9 above). ; :
12. In fact there are at léast two other fishermen who, in shot 5, watch M.elamc movmfg
onto the pier before she talks to the one who rents her the boat. Announcing the lz;tter s
interrogation, and on the other hand referring to the fisherman at the end s0 as to ba anlce
the symmetry fisherman/Mitch, they give this micro-structure, so to speak, its full comple-
lements. .
mentl(;f eLet us not forget in what follows that shot 24, as mentioned in note 5 above, 1ska
moving and not a fixed shot; this undoubtedly changes the order of reasons, l?ut 9111y to make
them more manifest insofar as the symmetry between shots 74 and.7.3, which is ovaous a;
the level of the plot, is reinforced in the form and the image and facilitates the operations o
synthesis between series Al, AZ, A4, AS and shots 72-75. . : Bl
14. It has been rightly pointed out to me that Melanie do.es not see the gull and there-
fore does not show any terror but has the same vague expression we have already seen her
with twice at the beginning of the film, with men: Mitch and the occupant f)f.the apartment
across from his. Here, as other similar attempts since have proved to me, it is necessary to
complicate the analysis between the alternation seeing/seen and the al‘ternatlon feemg/un-
seen, which simultaneously prolongs it and sidesteps it, in short, takes its Place. Even more
stress would thus have to be put on the misrecognition of desire,‘ hence its displacement, ar}lld
the transition to the symbolic. On the other hand, this non-vision from 76—7? allows the
direct articulation of these two shots with center A, even befo¥e this is made possnb'le by shots
81-82 (identical with respect to the fragmentation of Melanie’s body, opposed with respect

to her vision).
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15. Here shot 63 had to carry too much weight in the condensation operation, b

movements in shots 69 and 71 (see note 8 above) make it more manifest. Gl
; 16. Let us note that this movement already shows a difference from that found i

series that surrounds it or in the shots at the very center, from the movement in shot 341-nhthe
the camera lies in wait for Melanie, and its movement controls the movement f th iy
more than the actor controls it. s

17. On this topic, see note 4 above on shot 33.

18. See note 14 above.

3. The Obvious and the Code

1. Bellour and Metz, “Entretien sur la sémiologie i ok i
discussion, see Metz, Essais II, pp- 130-31. B o D oL 6 pde

2. [Editor’s note]: See chapter 5, “To Segment/To Analyze,” in this volume.

3. On this point, see the valuable distinctions established by Metz in “Ponctuation
démarcations dans le film de diégese,” Essais I1, especially pp. 126-29. At the time, I h: 9

o b 5 , I had not
clearly seen that the three criteria proposed by Metz in this article as instruments of delimi
tation for the autonomous segment (i.e., a change in syntagmatic type, in punctuation il-
diegetic unity) in fact aim primarily at strictly specifying what I call textual unity here T"hle]
reason for this, it seems to me, is that in numerous cases the third critcrion—stroné but
imprecise —must be the object of divisions inherent in its very definition, in order to respond
to the complexity of textual arrangements. I address this problem in “To Segment/Torj\na-
lyze.” In fact, this segment of The Big Sleep unites all three of Metz’s criteria of demarcation
and corresponds, in part from this very fact, to the notion of minimal segmental unity as I
have described it in my analysis of Gigi (even though, in a sense, the segmentation never
stops performing a textual mise-en-abime in relation to itself).

4. Metz, “Ponctuations et démarcations,” Essais 11, pp. 120-21.

5. Jacques Rivette, “Genie de Howard Hawks,” Cahiers du cinéma 23 (May 1953): 16;
translated by Russell Campbell and Marvin Pister as “The Genius of Howard Hawks v
adapted from a translation by Adrian Brine in Cahiers du cinéma: The 1950s, ed. Jim Hilliér
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1985), pp- 126-31. ’

: 6. On this opposition between specific and non-specific codes and the correlative ideas

cinema/film, see Metz’s book Langage et cinéma (Language and Cinema). Following on
Metz (see particularly pp. 169-80 in the French version, pp. 224-40 in the English), one
might bring in here the notion of degree of specificity to establish a gradation between the
specific codes: only the static/moving code is specific in an absolute way here. The pictorial
arts have variations in scale and in angle, although within a radically different extension of
the notion of a work or of textual closure. Film contains them within itself (except a film
made up of a single shot filmed from a fixed camera position and without internal variation
among the subjects filmed, in other words, almost a non-film), whereas it requires several
paintings, etchings, or photographs to constitute an equivalent variability. It is in this sense
that the frame, while it is the smallest unit into which the filmic chain can be broken down,
cannot be retained as a pertinent unit for the theory of cinema and film analysis except at the
cost of prior loss of the notion of specificity. :
i 7. Note here the difficulty sometimes encountered in making clear distinctions. At a view-
ing, even a viewing slowed down by a projector that allows for reduction in speed, shot 11
appears to be silent, following a cut on Marlowe’s admission, “I guess I am in love with you.”
On the viewing table, on the other hand, the “you” seems fairly clearly to straddle the two
shots. This effect is certainly not negligible since it was intended in the editing and it accentu-
ates the motivational relation in the succession of the two shots. It suggests once again the need
to question the theoretical status of all that is only clearly apparent on the level of the frame.
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8. A distinction needs to be made here between these two methods of balance, which
rrespond to each other and support each other, both equally aimed at giving the illusion of

 paturalness by the regulated control of artifice. While both are codified, to the degree de-
" manded by the need to produce the illusion, only the first is coded, that is, capable of formu-
' Jation into relatively strict systematic relationships. This is why the playing of the actors or
' the arrangements of tones in the image, which express themselves in the first case in terms of

gestural dynamics and in the second in terms of intensity of light, resist analysis, which in-

9 versely finds its chosen ground in the coded or codable elements (to stress clearly its charac-

ter as a construction). It should be added that what falls to a greater extent into the codified

" in one instance may in another instance fall to a greater extent into the coded: for example,
" the arrangement of lighting and certain features of the actors playing in certain German
~ Expressionist films.

Thierry Kuntzel rightly pointed out to me that in this analysis I had underestimated the

~ possibility of a codic differentiation at the level of the lighting. He had been struck by the fact
" that the light is diffused in a way that is both more intense and more enveloping on Vivian's

face. This is true, even if the frame enlargements only half show it. Hence, the possibility, in

~ my table, of a seventh column (g), giving a + to the close-ups of Vivian. This is surely a
" redoubling of the emphasis on the idealization of the woman, articulated in this, in the

codes, in the changes in the camera angles, by presence or absence in dialogue and image,
and in relation to the avowal of love and to the action.

4. Symbolic Blockage

1. Jean Domarchi and Jean Douchet, “Entretien avec Alfred Hitchcock,” Cahiers du
cinéma 102 (December 1959): 24.

2. See Jacques Lacan, Ecrits (Paris: Seuil, 1966). Translated by Alan Sheridan as Ecrits
(New York: W. W. Norton, 1977). In particular, see “Of a Question Preliminary to All Pos-
sible Treatment of Psychosis.” See as well Guy Rosolato, Essais sur le symbolique (Paris:
N.R.E, 1970), especially “Du Pere” and “Trois générations d’hommes dans le mythe
religieux et la généalogie.”

3. “Story” (histoire) and “narrative” (récit) are used here in the sense given them by
Gérard Genette in Figures IIT (Paris: Seuil, 1972), p. 72.

4. See note 2 above.

5. “This term, borrowed from English, suggests a bit more than does ‘rétorsion’ or
‘représailles’; it evokes the lex talionis (“fear of retaliation”) that presides over the fantasmatic
fears described by Melanie Klein and the English school” (Rosolato, Essais, p. 69).

6. Francois Truffaut, Le cinéma selon Alfred Hitchcock (Paris: Laffont, 1966), p. 77.
Translated as Hitchcock (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1984), p. 107.

7. Lacan, Ecrits, p. 782.

8. Lacan, Ecrits, p. 785.

9. “Are the ‘names of history’ derivatives of the name of the father, and are the races,
cultures, and continents substitutes for daddy-mommy, dependent on the Oedipal geneal-
ogy? Is history’s signifier the dead father?” Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, L'Anti-(Edipe
(Paris: Minuit, 1972), p. 106. Translated by Robert Hurley, Mark Seem, and Helen R. Lane
as Anti-Oedipus (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1983), p. 89.

10. “Medusa’s Head” in The Standard Edition of the Complete Psychological Works of
Sigmund Freud, vol. 18 (London: Hogarth, 1955), pp. 273-74.

11. Peter Bogdanovich, The Cinema of Alfred Hitchcock (New York: Museum of Mod-
ern Art Library, 1963), p. 41; Truffaut, Le cinéma selon Alfred Hitchcock, pp. 102-73.

12. See Lacan, Ecrits, in particular “Seminar on ‘The Purloined Letter.” See also Le
mythe individuel du néyrosé (Paris: Centre de Documentation Universitaire, 1955); Gilles
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Deleuze, Logique du sens (Paris: Minuit, 1969), pp. 264-72, translated as The Logic of Sense
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1990), pp. 226-33; and idem, “A quoi reconnait-on
le structuralisme?” in Histoire de la philosophie, le XX* siecle (Paris: Hachette-Littérature,
1973), pp. 326-30.

13. “T found I was faced with the old cliché situation: the man who is put on the spot,
probably to be shot. Now, how is it usually done? A dark night at a narrow intersection of the
city. The waiting victim stands in a pool of light under the street lamp. The cobbles are
‘washed with the recent rains.” A close-up of a black cat slinking along against the wall of a
house. A shot of a window, with a furtive face pulling back the curtain to look out. The slow
approach of a black limousine, et cetera, et cetera. Now, what was the antithesis of a scene
like this? No darkness, no pool of light, no mysterious figures in windows. Just nothing. Just
bright sunshine and a blank, open countryside with barely a house or tree in which
lurking menaces could hide” (from Truffaut, Hitcheock, p- 256)

14. The letters a and b denote the two halves of the shot, its beginning and its end,
symbolically defined by the first and last frames of each shot (in the print I worked on).

15. [Editor’s note]: For the first English-language translation of “Symbolic Blockage”
for this book, Ben Brewster made a new correlation between French terms for shot scale and
their English equivalents in an attempt to establish some finer distinctions. The table below
gives Bellour’s terms, their translations in this essay (with abbreviations), and a rough defin-
ition. Because the shot scale descriptions in the other chapters are internally coherent and

perfectly serviceable, no attempt has been made to go back and redo them to fit this later,
more detailed system.

any

Plan général Extreme long shot (ELS) Character dwarfed in landscape
Demi-plan général Very long shot (VLS) Character half frame height
Plan moyen Long shot (LS) Character about frame height
Plan américain Medium long shot (MLS) Character framed from knees up
Plan rapproché Medium shot (MS) Character framed from waist up
Plan trés rapproché Medium close-up (MCU) Character’s head and shoulders
Gros plan Close-up (CU) Character’s face alone

Tres gros plan (insert)  Big close-up (BCU) Less than the whole face

16. Tt is difficult to describe the framing of shot 73 exactly: a little wider than that of 72,
if only to allow the conjunction with the airplane, but at the same time giving the movement
of Thornhill’s body (lying against the mound in 73b), an impression of proximity that con-
nects it to shot 72.

17. John Buchan, The Thirty-Nine Steps (London: Blackwood, 1915), p. 106.
18. Truffaut, Hitchcock, p- 319.

19. In French, the “scénario-itinéraire” (Truffaut, Hitchcock, p. 145).

20. Truffaut, Hitchcock, p- 319.

21. Alfred Hitchcock quoted in Bogdanovich, The Cinema of Alfred Hitchcock, p. 41.

22.1did not realize how near the mark I was, Since writing this, I have learned from two
anglophone students that this seemingly meaningless title is probably an echo of one of the
most famous lines produced by Hamlet’s feigned madness: “I am but mad north-north-west:
when the wind is southerly, I know a hawk from a hand-saw!”; and subsequently I learned
that this line was cited by Freud in The Interpretation of Dreams (Standard Edition, vol. 5, p.
444) as an illustration of the rationality of the unreason at stake in the dream work. A sign in

support of everything that leads, in Freud as well as Ernest Jones, from Hamlet to Oedipus.
23. Truffaut, Hitchcock, p. 257.

24. Cahiers du cinéma 24.
25. Bogdanovich, The Cinema of Alfred Hitchcock, p. 41.
26. On the dispositif, see Jean-Louis Baudry, “Le dispositif,” Communication 23 (1975),
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special issue on cinema and psychoanalysis, ed. Raymond Bel]oblr, Thierry I:L;n}'tzce‘l; n':aer;j
Christian Metz; translated by Jean Andrews and Bertra.nd Augst as “The il:p-pafra 131, S
Obscura 1 (Fall 1976). On the scopic drive and the primal scene, see C ristian Me ’fhier

Imaginary Signifier.” On their relation to the theater and to representation, see 194

Kuntzel, “The Film-Work 2.”

5. To Segment/To Analyze

1. Metz, “Cinéma: Langue ou langage?” Essais, pp. 39-93. Translated as Ehe C:Ir;-
ema: Language or Language System?” Film Langu.ag,e, PP- 31-91. See also, in Essais II,
Bellour and Metz, “Entretien sur la sémiologie du cinéma,” pp. 203-204.

2. Metz, Essais, pp. 134-35 [Film Language, pp. 13?1—35]. 5

3. Metz, Essais II, “Entretien sur la sémiololg6i2 du cu]1éma, pp. 206.

ais, p. 164 [Film Language, p. 164, note]. i

g E/[:C;ZL;IEIS; logizal ent[ry which, iy itself, does not take place ir.1 the ﬁlm; suuin thtls
code of the large syntagmatic category, the distinctive units do not consist of ﬁln:lc segmen s2
but of sorts of abstract exponents each of which is attached to a filmic segznent (Langage e
cinéma, p. 152; Language and Cinema, pp. 201-202). Compare also, .The”at;jznomoui
segment is not a unit ‘of the film," but a unit of one of the systems of the film” (Langage e
cinéma, p. 143 [Language and Cinema, p. 190, note ‘8]).

6. Metz, “Ponctuations et démarcations,” Essais II, p. 129. it . FEE

7. I have in mind here the works of Adriano Apra an'd Lu1g:1 lYIart‘e]h on quéggtci 1;
Italia, “Premesse sintagmatiche ad un’analisi di Viaggio “m_Italza, Plngmag Film 1
(Spring 1967); Jean-Claude Bernardet on the Brazilian film “Szo Paulo, somed;:' e;ntom;:}a
(see Metz, “A signifcacao uo cinema,” Sdo Paolo, 1972); Jens Toft' on Battle.s ip o;}m (;n
(“Christian Metz og Eisenstein,” Exil 7.1 [October 1973]);.Gel1e\{1éve ]acqu;n(?t on Re11 1;
dactic film (Image et pédagogie [Paris: P.U.F., 1977]; Francis Ramirez and Christian Rollo

* on the films of the modern French comedy school; and the more partial utilizations of the

grande syntagmatique by Roger Odin on a part of Grémillon’s Gardiens de Pﬁare: “Sé’mi(?-
logie et analyse de film: lecture de codes,” Travaux de linguistique 11 (I.*:dmor'xs df I'Uni-
versité de Saint-Etienne, 1972); John Ellis on Passport to Pimlico: M'a(ie in Ealing, Sc?gn
16.1 (1975); and Stephen Heath, “Film and System: Terms of Analysis” on Touch of Evil in
16.1 (1975). ;
Scme"& Thi(s is thl case in my own work. See, in this volume, chapter 2, “System of a Frag-
ment” and chapter 3, “The Obvious and the Code” (even if, in the SCCQHd case; the 3]PPT?'
priateness of the criteria of the grande syntagmatique posed no problem since it was so clearly
¥ ). See also Kuntzel, “The Film-Work.” ubiis :
: Scer‘;.eF)or example, Kari Hanet, “The Narrative Text of Shock Corridor,” Screen 15.4 (1974/
75), and Kuntzel, “The Film-Work 2.” :

10. Monod and Dumont, Foetus astral.

11. The editors of Cahiers du cinéma 223 (Allgust—Septerqber 19"’70). Translated bl}ll
Helen Lackner and Diana Matias as “John Ford’s Young Mr. Lincoln,” Screen 13.3 (Fa
1972). .

12. Bailblé, Marie, and Ropars, Muriel.

13. See Heath, “Film and System.” i ]

14. “Symbolic Blockage” [see chapter 4 in this volume].

15 Ngtr:on the segmentation, p. 15. Stephen Heath’s study is nevertheles§ the only op}:
that clearly poses, particularly in its first parts, certain of the problems I have rals.ed here \;lt
respect to the validity of the criteria for the application of the grar.lde syntagmatique. An : in
a very precise way he also notes the codic-textual specificity that binds the segmental level to
the question of alternation.
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16. Roland Barthes, “Par ou commencer?” Poetique 1 (1970). Translated by Richard
Howard as “Where to Begin,” in New Critical Essays (New York: Hill and Wang, 1980).

17. Metz, Essais, p. 164 [Film Language, p. 164, note].

18. T have since recognized that my use of the word “alternation” mixes some con-
figurations which, although they are determined by a unique principle (that one could call
the principle of alternation), are nonetheless extremely differentiated in their nature and
scope. Thus the relative enumerative vacuity of this paragraph, whose meaning would have
rested on an internal evaluation of the different segments concerned and on the multiple
levels in which the alternation is inscribed (demonstrating this functioning would involve,
moreover, a considerable augmentation of the number of segments concerned: in the end,
almost all, with the exception of the autonomous shots)

These marginal, self-critical and problematic remarks by Metz (see above, pp. 194-95)
emphasize the determining importance of alternation, a basic structure in cinematographic
language that inevitably intersects segmentation. I intend to return to this point in a future
work. [Editor’s note: That “future work” was “To Alternate/ To Narrate,” chapter 8 of this
book. Another notable discussion of alternation is the section “Alterner” in “Le cinéma
et...,” in L'entre-images 2: Mots, images. In this essay, Bellour analyzes the greater speed of
alternation that is possible in video, here Jean-Luc Godard’s Puissance de la parole (25",
1988). He also shows, once again, the degree to which alternation is founded on the differ-
ence between the sexes. “Le cinéma et . . ” was translated as “Cinemaand .. .,” in Semiotica
112-172 (1996), special issue on Christian Metz, guest editor Lisa Block de Behar.

19. Only the punctuation mark, when it is demarcatory, constitutes a pertinence of the
same order as the syntagmatic type, because it participates in a specific code (the straight cut
is obviously part of that code when it can be substituted for the punctuation mark). See
Metz, Essais II, pp. 122-24.

20. “It seeks not the shot, but the sequence, which is a permanent concern and problem:
actions, epochs, landscapes, must be distributed and organized over the totality of the film:
regroupings both superior to the shot (= unit of shooting) and inferior to the work (the maxi-
mal unit) must be established” (Metz, Essais II, pp. 120-21).

Z1. In their syntagmatic analysis of Viaggio in Italia, Adriano Apra and Luigi Martelli
have very carefully noted the need for complementary segmentations: one at the superior or
“structural” level, constituting units that they call ciné-périodo (after the cine-phrase adopted
by the Russian formalists); the other at the inferior level, called “grammatical” (through an
odd abuse of words current for a few years in Italy). But in spite of everything they essentially
retain Metz's autonomous segments and compromise their work of decomposition and pre-
analysis largely by the distinction they make between the grammatical and the structural,
which avoids the fundamental problem of the single and plural (i.e., textual) articulation of
the different levels of description possible.

22. Metz, Film Language, p. 181.

23. By “large film sections” I mean the higher units that correspond more or less to acts
in a play or the parts, sections, etc., of a novel: they are diversely materialized, through time
in a theatrical representation and through white spaces and titles in a written text. The clas-
sical film contains few of these sharp divisions, which it traditionally reinscribes in the appar-
ently seamless continuity of the image-track. But they are not less significant for that, more or
less, depending on the film: in many films, these large sections tend to overlap, through a
sort of indecision, a floating, largely due to the linking effects proper to representational
continuity; in other films, conversely, they markedly cut up the large successive moments of

an action whose linearity is affected above all by the fundamental fact that every classic
narrative constitutes, first and foremost, a volume.
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This is the case in Gigi, where one can clearly distinguish five parts (enteyed.xg .th.e faé
right of the table), which can be diegetically summarizgd as fo!lows:.A. Inhtoduch]:)n. : égl é:s_
Gaston, Gaston and Liane; B. Gaston and Liane: their re}atlonshlp, their bre'a up; ; ; 4
ton and Gigi: the beginnings of love; D. Gigi takes Liane’s place; E. Fjrom mlstres;; (o} we i.-

In this scenario, segment 47 poses an unusual problem. In fact, it szems ct]? t.e aniShpit
logue, and the virtual time that separates it from the‘ rest of the ﬁ]I'Tl te:l s to ' stmgu
from the rest. On the other hand, it is by no means a “large film section,” superior ola g]:oup
of segments. On the contrary, it is in fact a very short segment. Th{s fr‘equent examp1 es owi
very well how, in any classifying operation, at a certain point criteria are too exc usxwla)_(l)
distinctions become blurred. This is to the text's credit and is due to its nature as a(;nc; lhc
volume. In this case we must consider this epilogue as a separate part and as the en t0 (; e
fifth part. In fact, the argument for including it th.ere, despite ujnsurmountable;l ccf)in 1t'af ic-
tions, is that it preserves the vibrant unity of narrative condensation between the first four
sections and the fifth. i

is I, p. 127. .

%: l;:{fctlzz;l?st;ac episI())dic sequences except segment 35, whose bastardized character I
e ;6““];1;::: (lievel, the specific pertinence established between the segments by the differ-
ences between the syntagmatic types is displaced in the form of an opposition between se%-
ment and sub-segment (with, as we have just see)n, the intermediary case of sub-segments

i episodes of episodic sequences).
consg?t&(/iitbg (::Z e);()ception, 4312. This clgarly underlines the way that f.rom t.he moment th?
breakdown becomes textual, it is constantly opening up dep?hs. To av_()ld be{ng inaccurate
did not wish to credit Gaston alone with segment 43, in which he brmg's Glgl and Mamita
into one shot; on the other hand, in order to be exact, I 9ught to have fimded‘ sub-segix('lnest
43a again into two sub-segments, Gigi-Gaston and Gigi-Gaston-Mamita, which would be

icable for numerous other scenes. |

Peffegg.y 'IP;:: it;C:LIJ)ite striking for the set of segments that rest 'to.tally or in. parton altematlo?s
of a more or less structuring kind at various levels. By definition, they impel more strl(:ng y
than the rest toward an approximation that can only be broken down by a deeper sub-seg-
men?‘;l.o';'ll']e first figures in the summary table along with the other op?rations, to show th:t
what is involved is always only the same operation displaFed. I have not included the second,
more complex example that can be described by analysis alone.

30. Metz, Essais, pp. 138-40 [Film Language, pp. 137-40].

31. See note 18 above.

6. To Enunciate

1. Truffaut, Hitchcock. Throughout this essay, page numbers following quotations refer

to this book. ] : . :
2. For a much more phenomenological version of this preoccupation, see my “Le

distance.” '
monc;?/i;l;ré li/[alraux, Esquisse d’'une psychologie du cinéma (Paris: Gallimard, 19'46)8. i
4. Jacques Lacan, Les quatre concepts fondamentaux de la psychanalyse (Pans:P el;lx :
1973), p. 107. Translated by Alan Sheridan ai l’IE;he Four Fundamental Concepts of Psycho-
i rk: W. W. Norton, 1978), p. ; s

analy;.lslé)ljmrinformation about the director’s working methods, see, in the special issue
on Hitchcock, “Hitchcock at Work,” Take One 5.50 (May 1?76). o 8L g i
6. [Editor’s note]: For further discussions of this principle, see in this book chapter 2,
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“System of a Fragment”; chapter 5, “To Segment/To Analyze”; and chapter 4, “Symbolic
Blockage.” :

7. [Editor’s note]: The effect of “symbolic blockage” is discussed fully in this book (see
chapter 4).

8. [Translator’s note]: There is a discrepancy between the text quoted by Bellour in
French and the English translation. The French text reads: “Immédiatement, j’ai dit: ‘e
prenc.]s ¢a,’ car je savais que la-dessus je pouvais naviguer” (Truffaut, Hitchcock, p- 209). ".l"he
English translation does not suggest that he could take advantage of the script's weaknesses
The French version does imply very strongly that Hitchcock accepted the script based on the.
play because he could do something with the play Dial M for Murder, which was a big hit
This means that, unlike the other script he was working on at the time, which was cal]eci
“The Bramble Bush,” the play was better suited for what he wanted to do at that time.

9. On the Holy Trinity, and the exclusion of the Holy Virgin whose repressed represen-
tation is assumed by the Holy Spirit in the interplay of Oedipal events, see the remarkable
analyses by Ernest Jones in Essays of Applied Psychoanalysis (London: International Psycho-
analytical Press, 1923), in particular “The Madonna’s Conception.” It should be understood
that its significance must be seen in the perspective of a history of representations, in which
psychoanalysis provides only the principle of explanation (an interpretation) to the extent
that it is also historically, epistemologically, explained and understood. On all these points
see my “Un jour, la castration.” ’

] 10. For a discussion of this sequence from The Birds, see chapter 2 in this volume
‘System of a Fragment.” ’

7. Psychosis, Neurosis, Perversion

1. Truffaut, Hitchcock, p. 269. Throughout this essay, page numbers followi -
tions refer to this book. A Wy
i 2 Qn the relationship between the film and the original narrative, see James Naremore,
lemgu'lde tf) Psycho (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1973), pp- 23-24, 33-34. 1
fgund in ,t’hls sh‘ort essay, after having written a first, summary version of the present essay
(“Psycho,” Dossiers du cinéma, Films II (Paris: Casterman, 1972), several observations along
the same lines as my analysis.

Sor}'le of the elements organized around Marion during the first section of the narrative
appear, in Bloch’s novel, as mental flashbacks to scenes that comprise, in Hitchcock’s film
the second section. ’

§ 3. S)'mta{;matic change, punctuation, diegetic unity. See Metz, “Ponctuations et
démarcations,” pp. 126-28. On this point, see also my study of Minnelli’s Gigi, in “To Seg-
ment/To Analyze” (chapter 5 in this volume). .

4. Sheriff Chambers expresses this in two sentences, the second of which closes the
scene on a note of horror: “Norman Bates’s mother has been dead and buried in Greenlawn
Cemetery for the past ten years.” “Well, if that woman up there is Mrs. Bates, who's that
woman buried out in Greenlawn Cemetery?”

. 5. Sigmund Freud, “Loss of Reality in Neurosis and Psychosis” (1904), Standard Edi-
tion, vol. 19, pp. 183-87.

6. Freu‘d, “Loss of Reality in Neurosis and Psychosis,” p. 183.

7. Marion: Oh, Sam, I hate having to be with you in a place like this.

Sam: I've heard of married couples who deliberately spend an occasional night in a
cheap hotel.

Marion: Oh, when you’re married you can do a lot of things deliberately.

Sam: You sure talk like a girl who’s been married.

Marion: Sam, this is the last time.
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Sam: Yeah? For what?

Marion: For this. For meeting you in secret—so we can be secretive. You come down
here on business trips and we steal lunch hours and I wish you wouldn’t even
come. . ..

Sam: I sweat to pay off my father’s debts and he’s in his grave. I sweat to pay my ex-
wife’s alimony, and she’s—living on the other side of the world somewhere!

Marion: 1 pay, too. They also pay who meet in hotel rooms.

Sam: A couple of years and my debts will be paid off and, if she ever remarries, the
alimony stops.

Marion: I haven’t even been married once yet!

Sam: Yeah, but when you do you'll swing!

Marion: Oh, Sam, let’s get married!

8. It might be added, for the pleasure of the “intertext,” that the amount of money
stolen by Marion ($40,000) is the same as the amount spent by Mark, in Marnie, on the
wedding ring he offers Marnie. Moreover, this money was intended by the millionaire —who
shows it off to Marion—for the purchase of a house as a wedding gift to his daughter.

9. Norman's version: Father's death when he was five. Some years later, his mother falls
madly in love with a man who encourages her to build the motel. When he dies, the mother
goes crazy.

Sheriff’s version (emergence of the mystery in the middle of the third movement):
Norman poisons the lover. The mother, in turn, poisons herself.

Psychiatrist’s version (solution of the mystery): Norman poisons the lover and his
mother.

10.J. Laplanche and J. B. Pontalis, The Language of Psycho-Analysis (New York: W. W.
Norton, 1973), p. 309.

11. Hitchcock: “It also allows the viewer to become a Peeping Tom?” (see Truffaut,
Hitchcock, p. 266).

12. No contradiction is implied by the fact that in Rope it is a man who is being killed.
Men, too, are killed in Hitchcock’s films—and often—in more or less direct or displaced
reference to the murder of the father. In Rope, the object of the murder may also be referred,
in a complementary manner, to the virtually manifest homosexuality of the two murderers.

13. See “Symbolic Blockage,” chapter 4 in this volume.

14. See Naremore, Filmguide to Psycho, p. 66.

15. Sam: Well, we could laze around here a while longer.

Marion: Checking out time is three p.m. Motels of this sort are not interested in you
when you come in, but when your time is up.

16. Jacqueline Rose, “Paranoia and the Film System,” Screen 17.4 (Winter 1976/77).
[reprinted in Feminism and Film Theory, ed. Constance Penley (New York: BFI and
Routledge, 1988)].

17. For an historical perspective on the symbolic constitution of the male subject, see
my essay “Un jour, la castration.”

18. See in particular “Perversions sexuelles,” Encyclopédie médico-chirurgicale (Paris,
1968) 37392 CIO: 8-9.

19. Lacan, Four Fundamental Concepts.

20. Luce Irigaray, “Misere de la psychanalyse,” Critique 365 (October 1977): 900. See
also her Ce sexe qui n'en est pas un (Paris: Minuit, 1977), p. 25; translated by Catherine
Porter with Carolyn Burke as This Sex Which Is Not One (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University
Press, 1985), pp. 25-26.

21. Guy Rosolato: “This perversion is practiced exclusively by men” (Encyclopédie
médico-chirurgicale 9).
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22. 1 owe this to the friendship of Thierry Kuntzel.
- 23. On the eye-phallus relationship, see Lacan, Four Fundamental Concepts, pp. 101-

24. In this regard, Marnie deals with the reappropriation of the image, whereas Psycho
deals with its destruction. See “Hitchcock, the Enunciator,” chapter 6 in this volume.

25. Kuntzel, “The Film-Work” and “The Film-Work 2.” See also “To Enunciate” [chapter
6] and similar themes in my essays “System of a Fragment” [chapter 2], “Symbolic Blockage”
[chapter 4], and “To Segment/To Analyze” [chapter 5], all in this volume.

26. Metz, “The Imaginary Signifier,” p. 63.

27. Roger Dadoun, in the few suggestive lines devoted to Psycho in “Le fétichisme dans

le film d’horreur,” Objets du fétichisme, special issue of Nouvelle revue de psychanalyse 2
(Fall 1970): 238.

8. To Alternate/To Narrate

1. In Bellour, “To Segment/To Analyze,” chapter 5 in this volume; and in “Alternation,
Enunciation, Hypnosis: An Interview with Raymond Bellour,” by Janet Bergstrom, Camera
Obscura 3-4 (1979): 71-103.

2. The Lonedale Operator, Biograph Company, 1911; 998 feet (16'30" at 16 frames/
second); Actors: Blanche Sweet (Telegraph Operator), Frank Grandon (Engineer).
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249; primal scene and, 252; in Psycho, 247,
248

Welles, Orson, 3

Westerns, 3

whore, virgin and, 230

Williams, Alan, 11

Wollen, Peter, 11

woman/women: Catholic image of, 230;
doubling with men, 254; as object (myth-
ologization of ), 74-75, 224; perversion and,
249; pleasure of, 236-37; sexual pleasure
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