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      Introduction

      
      Alternatively defined as “the Poet of Suburbia,” “a magician director,” “Hollywood’s
         most powerful filmmaker,” “the most successful movie director in Hollywood, America,
         the Occident, the planet Earth, the solar system and the galaxy,” and “the most influential
         popular artist of the twentieth century,”[1]   Steven Spielberg is truly a remarkable film director, the study of whose works
         would in many ways be an adequate study of the history of contemporary cinema itself.
         Some images from his films—such as the little boy in Close Encounters of the Third Kind on the door’s threshold in front of the lights emanating from a UFO, or Elliott racing
         through the sky on a bicycle, framed by the moon in the background in E.T., or the ripples forming in the glass of water suggesting the approach of the Tyrannosaurus
         Rex in Jurassic Park—have indeed become iconic representations of cinema as much as the subject of allusions,
         quotations, parodies, and remakes. Nevertheless, Spielberg is also renowned as an
         excellent producer through the companies he founded, namely, Amblin Entertainment
         in 1984 and Dreamworks SKG in 1994. Among the films he financed as producer or executive
         producer are celebrated titles such as The Goonies (1985), the Back to the Future trilogy (1985–90), Cape Fear (1991), Men in Black (1997), and Super 8 (2011), and among the TV films, TV series, and video games he helped produce are
         Amazing Stories (1985–87), Pinky and the Brain (1995–98), Falling Skies (2011–15), and the Medal of Honor video game series (1999–2002).
      

      
      Characteristic of Spielberg’s films is the fact that they are at once both commercial
         (with a wide appeal to everyone) and extremely personal. Indeed, they are filled with
         references to the director’s personal experiences: the child holding the thermometer
         to a light bulb in E.T., the difficulty of saying goodbye in Always, the representation of a dysfunctional family in several of his films, and his phobias
         of snakes, insects, and rats in the Indiana Jones films are only a few examples.[2]   Recurring themes in his films are childhood, fascination with flying, the sense
         of adventure and wonder mixed with fear and danger, representation of light as a source
         of mystery or horror, interest in marginalized people, the representation of alien
         life forms, and the invasion of the domestic by a hostile intruder. The director’s
         stylistic hallmarks are the tracking shots, the foreground/background tension, the
         use of wide-angle lenses, and “the intensely emotional employment of subjective viewpoints.”[3]   However, Spielberg is also famous for his long-time collaboration with John Williams
         (who has composed the music for all but four of the director’s films since 1974),
         director George Lucas (whom he met in 1967 and whose films are repeatedly visually
         and verbally quoted in Spielberg’s oeuvre), and the group known as the “Movie Brats,”
         which includes Brian De Palma, Martin Scorsese, John Milius, and Paul Schrader.
      

      
       

      Steven Spielberg was born on December 18, 1946, in Cincinnati, Ohio. His workaholic
         father, Arnold, was a pioneer in computers (he worked on RCA’s first transistor computer),
         while his mother, Leah, was a concert pianist. He spent his childhood and adolescence
         in American suburbia, where he experienced embarrassment over his Jewish identity
         and was sometimes discriminated against at school (his ethnic identity, as many critics
         have noted, was finally asserted openly only in Schindler’s List). Spielberg also suffered from rootlessness as his family moved around the country
         (from Ohio to New Jersey to Arizona and finally to California) due to his father’s
         employment. His love for TV (he called it his “third parent”[4]) and TV shows such as The Twilight Zone (1959–64) and Alfred Hitchcock Presents (1962–65), as well as for the Saturday matinees, the films of Ingmar Bergman, John
         Ford, Federico Fellini, and Orson Welles, and historical films such as Gone with the Wind (1939), The Bridge on the River Kwai (1957), and Lawrence of Arabia (1962) inspired him from an early age and furnished him with an imaginative and creative
         nature that led him to direct a number of amateur films in his youth. Among these
         films are the black-and-white aviation movie Fighter Squad (1961); Escape to Nowhere (1962), which is a forty-minute World War II film with a cast of largely adolescents;
         Firelight (1964), which is a film about a group of scientists investigating the moving lights
         from UFOs; and Encounter (1965–66), which is a noir thriller about a sailor set up by his identical twin.
         
      

      
      After moving to California, the nerdy, skinny Spielberg was rejected at two schools
         and finally enrolled at Long Beach College in 1965 in order to be close to Universal
         Studios in Hollywood, where he worked as an unpaid clerical assistant. During the
         summer of 1969, he managed to sneak past the guard at Universal while carrying a suitcase,
         and for the next three months, he reported, “I visited every set I could, got to know
         people, observed techniques, and just generally absorbed the atmosphere.”[5]   At Universal, he met Charles A. Silvers, Universal Pictures’s librarian, who became
         his mentor. In 1968 Spielberg directed an independent, twenty-six-minute short titled
         Amblin’, about two hitchhikers who fall in love on the roads of the Southern Californian
         desert. The short has no dialogue and is characterized by elliptical, improvisational
         editing, sudden cuts, and freeze frames; it carries an ambivalent message about the
         hippie subculture because the couple part ways after the young woman discovers that
         the young man has been hiding inside a guitar case the clothes, objects, and symbols
         of the system and culture they supposedly rejected. 
      

      
      Amblin’ captured the attention of Sid Sheinberg, then–vice president of production for Universal,
         who offered Spielberg a seven-year contract for TV. Spielberg, therefore, quit college.
         His first assignment was “Eyes,” the middle episode for the three-part NBC pilot of
         Night Gallery, in which he directed Joan Crawford. The latter interprets the role of a wealthy
         blind woman who blackmails a doctor to perform an operation that will grant her sight
         for thirteen hours, an experience that is ruined by a blackout. The impressionistic
         collage of images, Expressionist mise-en-scène, mannerist visual tricks, and the rejection
         of the conventional frames of television (the close-ups and the alternating medium
         shots of the characters) led to Spielberg being initially branded as an experimental
         director. This was also the young director’s first experience with the intense pressure
         of tight shooting schedules and monetary restrictions of a production—an experience
         that would come to define his initial career in cinema as well. Spielberg then directed
         seven episodes for other TV series, including Marcus Welby, M.D. (“The Daredevil Gesture”), Night Gallery (“Make Me Laugh”), The Name of the Game (“LA 2017”), Columbo (“Murder by the Book”), The Psychiatrist (“The Private World of Martin Dalton” and “Par for the Course”), and Owen Marshall, Counselor at Law (“Eulogy for a Wide Receiver”). These programs exhibited the young director’s talent
         and creativity both in the technical realization of the images and in the high-quality
         performances exhibited by the actors and actresses. 
      

      
      After signing a new contract for TV, Spielberg directed Duel (1971), a film for television that was released (in an expanded form) in European
         theaters the following year. The talent of the director (who storyboarded the film
         on IBM cards)[6]   is evident in his use of multiple angles to enliven and give dynamism to a generally
         repetitive story. The narrative is indeed based on a series of chases of a helpless
         driver by a truck driver, whose face is never revealed and whose unmotivated evil
         provides much of the tension of the story. The few soliloquies and internal monologues
         of the protagonist are alternated with the roaring sound of the vehicles’ motors,
         their strident brakes, and their plaintive horns, which provide the dialogue between
         the two adversarial drivers. Simultaneously, the use of high- and low-angle frames
         further emphasizes the difference in the scale of the two vehicles.[7]   The film received mainly positive reviews, grossed $8 million abroad, and established
         an international reputation for the director.
      

      
      Following the success of Duel, Spielberg directed for TV Something Evil (1972), a “haunted house” horror film about a family who moves to rural Pennsylvania,
         where the oldest child is possessed by a demonic presence, and Savage (1973), a film about a TV reporter investigating the blackmailing of a nominee to
         the U.S. Supreme Court. The year after, Spielberg directed his first film for cinema,
         The Sugarland Express (1974), which is a road movie that demonstrates Spielberg’s total command of action
         as much as his inventiveness (it was the first film to have a dolly shot inside a
         car as well as the first to represent a police car chase in grand scale). The story,
         partly based upon a real event that occurred in Texas in 1968, was influenced by lovers-on-the-run
         films such as Fritz Lang’s You Live Only Once (1937) and Arthur Penn’s Bonnie and Clyde (1967). The film recounts how Lou Jean Poplin (Goldie Hawn) convinces her convict
         husband Clovis (William Atherton) to escape prison to retrieve their son from the
         foster parents he is going to be assigned to. The couple kidnaps a police officer
         and is chased by an ever-increasing string of squad cars. The Poplins commit one crime
         after another, acquiring a temporary fame among the local people, who even start to
         cheer for them. At the end of the film, once the viewer (along with the kidnapped
         police agent) has begun to feel empathy for them, Clovis is brutally shot and dies
         soon afterward in the bitter ending of a narrative that nevertheless maintains its
         credibility throughout. The film is shot through a combination of a formal style and
         a loose, handheld approach, and alternates the sparing use of the small-orchestra
         score by John Williams to the cacophony of natural sounds.[8]    The Sugarland Express had modest box-office results, partly because of a four-month delay between the initial
         screenings and its release.
      

      
      Critical acclamation and financial success came with the horror film Jaws (1975), which earned over $450 million worldwide. The film, an adaptation of Peter
         Benchley’s 1974 novel of the same name, encountered several difficulties on the Martha’s
         Vineyard sets (such as the mechanical shark not working properly in salt water, the
         numerous rewritings of the script, and the constant, unpredictable changes of weather),
         which tripled the duration of the shooting schedule and doubled the budget. Spielberg,
         however, was a perfectionist, and completed a film that brought him wide, international
         fame. The story recounts the attacks of a giant white shark on the citizens and tourists
         of the fictional coastal town of Amity Island. In order to hunt down the voracious
         and implacable creature, police chief Martin Brody (Roy Scheider) gathers with marine
         biologist Matt Hooper (Richard Dreyfuss) and the foul-mouthed Ahab-like shark hunter
         Quint (Robert Shaw), but near the end of the film an exquisite plot twist sees the
         three hunters becoming the prey of the shark. The film touches on the audience’s primal
         fears, particularly through the alternation between terror and relaxation that was
         typical of Alfred Hitchcock and the employment of the implacable shark’s point of
         view (which also allows viewers to identify with the film’s villain and “encourages
         [them] to revel in hostility toward its human prey”[9]). The monstrous shark is actually shown very little until the third act of the film.
         The frames of it were obtained through a mixture of live shots of real sharks (whose
         images were documented by Australian documentarians Ron and Valerie Taylor) and shots
         of the mechanical creature (nicknamed “Bruce” on the set). Suspense is further increased
         by the two extremely popular pulsating cello E notes motif composed by Williams that
         accompanies the movements of the beast. Other salient points of Jaws are its realism (especially in the representation of the mob’s stupidity and its
         selfishness in the moments of panic), the fact that the only red depicted throughout
         the film is the scarlet of blood, and the use of the “Vertigo effect”—also called “dolly zoom,” a technique invented by Hitchcock in the eponymous
         film and realized through the sudden movement of the camera toward a subject while
         zooming out, which results in the subject remaining still while the background goes
         backward.[10]   The public reaction to the film (called “Jawsmania”) was comparable to the sensation created in 1960 by Hitchcock’s Psycho, and a great number of merchandise products (from T-shirts and jewelry to beach accessories)
         were licensed to further exploit the success of the film. Jaws won three Academy Awards and inspired a conspicuous legacy, including three sequels
         (1978–87), films such as Orca (1977), Tentacles (1977), Piranha (1978), and Alligator (1980), and a theme park attraction at Universal Studios. It was in this period that
         Spielberg met actress Amy Irving, with whom he began a tempestuous relationship that,
         after a break between 1980 and 1983, led to the birth of their son Max and the couple’s
         marriage in 1985, and finally their divorce in 1989.
      

      
      On a personal level, Jaws made Spielberg a wealthy man at the age of twenty-eight and gave him creative freedom
         over his subsequent projects. The first of these was Close Encounters of the Third Kind (1977), which had been on the director’s mind for several years. Spielberg had signed
         a deal with Paramount in 1974, before working on Jaws, but the budget of the film tripled even before shooting began. This was due in part
         to the necessary use of a great number of visual effects (obtained mainly through
         superimposed images), which were required to reproduce on the screen the fantasy elements
         of the story as set against a middle-American setting and its mundane, ordinary characters.
         Close Encounters alternates its narrative between the investigations of strange phenomena around the
         world by a group of international scientists and the changed life of some individuals—including
         Roy Neary (Richard Dreyfuss)—who are visited by UFOs and are then subconsciously driven
         to the mountain in Wyoming where the aliens are going to land. Roy’s visions of the
         mountain and his attempts to re-create it are seen as a form of madness by the members
         of his already fractured family, whereas he experiences them as a form of spiritual
         awakening leading him to join the extraterrestrials at the end of the film. Close Encounters references many of the alleged sightings of UFOs that occurred since the 1940s in
         the United States: the very title derives from ufologist Dr. J. Allen Hynek’s 1972
         book The UFO Experience: A Scientific Inquiry, in which the distinction between six kinds of sightings is established.[11]   Most ingeniously, the presence of the UFOs is only suggested indirectly at the
         beginning of the story through the use of blinding lights,[12]   the anti-gravitational movement of objects and toys, and the reaction shots of
         the characters who see the aliens. Unlike many of the previous science-fiction films,
         such as Christian Nyby’s The Thing (1951), Byron Haskin’s The War of the Worlds (1953), and Don Siegel’s Invasion of the Body Snatchers (1956), which were influenced by the xenophobic Cold War climate of the America of
         the 1950s, Close Encounters presents the first contact as peaceful and the aliens (who are shot in overexposure)
         as a benign race,[13]    somewhat reminiscent of the aliens encountered in C. S. Lewis’s well-known Cosmic
         Trilogy. Spielberg’s film grossed $270 million and won two Academy Awards. A special
         edition with additional scenes (including the expanded ending that reveals the interior
         of the alien mother ship) and re-editing (the cuts amounted to sixteen minutes of
         footage, but thirteen minutes of new and unseen material were added) was released
         in 1980.
      

      
      The next work by the director was 1941 (1979), a comedy about World War II and the hysteria provoked in the inhabitants
         of Los Angeles by the futile attack of a Japanese submarine on February 22, 1942,
         an alleged air raid two nights later, and the zoot-suit riot of 1943. The film takes
         an irreverent stance over historical facts and the narrow-mindedness of the American
         populace, while portraying the Japanese as more honorable and dignified. On the other
         hand, 1941 is praiseworthy for its miniature footage (the models are stylized and realistic
         at the same time) and the unreal smoke hovering over Los Angeles and giving “a unique
         dreamlike texture.”[14]   With a budget that escalated up to $31.5 million (which was co-financed by Universal
         and Columbia), the film became one of the most expensive productions of Hollywood
         but made only a small profit by grossing just $90 million. 1941 was not appreciated by the critics and the public because it is a loud film (many
         of the characters are perennially shouting) with too many characters. According to
         Frank Sanello, “the film essentially missed because it was overdone.”[15]   Considered by Clélia Cohen as a “tasteless” film filled with pratfalls, fights
         and juvenile jokes,[16]    1941 has been generally seen as Spielberg’s only effective failure.
      

      
      It was Raiders of the Lost Ark (1981) that rehabilitated the fame of the director after the bad reviews of 1941. Spielberg worked with George Lucas and his production company Lucasfilm for the
         production and development of the film, and, indeed, the film’s protagonist, Indiana
         Jones (Harrison Ford), was created in tandem with Lucas (who also directed some second-unit
         footage) and is a tribute to the golden-age Hollywood characters interpreted by Michael
         Curtiz and Humphrey Bogart.[17]   The story is set in the 1930s and narrates the adventures of an archaeologist and
         college professor who is charged by US Army Intelligence with the duty of finding
         the lost biblical Ark of the Covenant in the desert of Egypt. The charming, gritty,
         and roughish Indiana, who is instantly recognizable with his fedora and whip, is helped
         by his former lover Marion Ravenwood (Karen Allen), the affable museum curator Marcus
         Brody (Denholm Elliott), and the dedicated Egyptian excavator Sallah (John Rhys-Davies).
         The group fights for the possession of the Ark against the Nazis, commanded by Colonel
         Dietrich (Wolf Kahler) and assisted by rival archaeologist René Belloq (Paul Freeman).
         As is the case with its three sequels, the search for a powerful and magical object
         is intertwined with a spiritual quest that enriches the protagonist and his companions.
         The film has been clearly influenced by the adventure serials of the 1930s and 1940s,
         as well as by the Saturday matinee cliffhanger serials, but it is also an homage to
         cinema itself. Indeed, according to Omar Calabrese, Raiders “includes 350 allusions to old Hollywood films.”[18]   The compelling story is characterized by fast-paced action, continuous plot twists,
         a light tone favored by frequent comic relief,[19]   and a glorious soundtrack by Williams (which performs the main theme through several
         variants). Raiders of the Lost Ark earned over $360 million worldwide and won five Academy Awards in the technical categories,
         but it was criticized for its depiction of racial stereotypes, especially in the case
         of Arabs, who are represented, as Robert Kolker argues, “as cunning, swarming, somewhat
         dim-witted tools of the Nazis and victims of the hero’s physical prowess.”[20]   
      

      
      Further planetary success came with E.T. The Extra-Terrestrial (1982), which has been exemplarily defined by Joseph McBride as “a beautifully simple
         and lyrical parable of interplanetary friendship.”[21]   The film narrates the friendship between the ten-year-old Elliott (Henry Thomas)
         and a peaceful, innocent alien creature that has been stranded in the woods near the
         San Fernando Valley. Elliott brings the alien home, introduces it to his older brother
         and younger sister but hides it from his mother, and the two of them—the boy and the
         alien—develop an empathetic relationship. In the meantime, government agents track
         the UFO to Elliott’s house (the colorful lights and atmosphere of the first part of
         the film are set against the cold lights employed in the sequences where the government
         agents invade Elliott’s home), where E.T. apparently dies after sending a message
         to his fellow space travelers. However, the extraterrestrial appears to resurrect
         miraculously, and Elliott and his friends help him escape and reach his spaceship.
         The film reproduces the optimism, childlike innocence, and goodness of Close Encounters, but locates them inside a domestic frame. Also, as in Close Encounters, where the protagonist abandons his family at the end of the narrative, E.T. is about an absent father figure and the suffering of the protagonist in the absence
         of a father (Spielberg himself admitted, “E.T. was about the divorce of my parents”[22]). Part of the film’s appeal derives from the intimacy of the story and the depiction
         of the reality of divorce and vulnerability of the children. One of the greatest merits
         of the film comes from the use of a child’s perspective: adults are often faceless,
         insensitive, absent-minded and hostile.[23]   The film is mainly nocturnal and makes abundant use of fog effects and backlighting,
         whereas special effects, such as the flying bicycles, were obtained through the use
         of go-motion. E.T.’s bittersweet ending, in which the alien returns home, has moved millions of viewers.
         Indeed, as Clélia Cohen has perfectly summarized, the film “was a phenomenon, breaking
         every emotional and financial record.”[24]   Indeed, E.T. played in theaters for an entire year and earned $700 million, becoming the then-highest-grossing
         film in history. The merchandise created after the film earned the studio one more
         billion, of which Spielberg received 10 percent. Nominated for nine Academy Awards,
         the film won four.
      

      
      In 1982 Spielberg also wrote and produced Poltergeist (1982), which was directed by Tobe Hooper, although there was a widespread rumor
         that Spielberg was the actual director of the film.[25]   Hooper reiterated that theirs was a collaboration based on a “rather unique, creative
         relationship.”[26]    Poltergeist is another film set in suburbia and recounts the Freeling family being haunted by
         some restless ghosts enraged because the house was built over a cemetery. The parents
         are not scared at first by the furniture being moved around, until their lives come
         to be threatened and the little girl Carol Anne (Heather O’Rourke) is transported
         into another plane of existence. What is quite innovative is that the Freelings are
         not driven away by the supernatural occurrences, but actively seek to return their
         daughter to the physical plane by communicating with her through the television and
         by contacting a trio of psychical investigators (who are more confused and frightened
         than the members of the family). 
      

      
      Another project that involved the director as part of a team in this period was The Twilight Zone: The Movie (1983), a five-part anthology co-directed by John Landis, Joe Dante, and George Miller,
         in which Spielberg directed the second segment titled “Kick the Can.” The film was
         inspired by the surreal TV series that aired on CBS from 1959 to 1964 and included
         six of its actors and actresses. Spielberg’s segment represents a retired old man
         who convinces the other residents of a rest home to play his favorite childhood game,
         which turns them temporarily into children. “Kick the Can” is overshadowed by the
         other, more suspenseful segments and lacks the innocence of the director’s previous
         works. It is generally considered an uninspired piece in Spielberg’s career, and the
         film earned only $42 million worldwide. The Twilight Zone, nevertheless, is remembered for a tragedy that occurred on the set, where a helicopter
         crashed into three of the film’s actors (two of them were children who had been hired
         illegally) during the filming of the part directed by Landis and resulted in an investigation,
         a $100 million lawsuit, and a ten-month trial, at the end of which Spielberg was exonerated.
         
      

      
      Indiana Jones and the Temple of Doom (1984), the sequel to the 1981 film (though it is actually its chronological prequel),
         depicts the American archaeologist in Asia, this time assisted by the young sidekick
         Short Round (Ke Huy Quan) and singer Willie Scott (actress Kathleen “Kate” Capshaw,
         who fell in love with Spielberg on the set, became his fiancée in 1989 and his second,
         and present, wife in 1991). In this episode of the saga, “Indy” is searching for the
         sacred stone of Sankara, which had been stolen from an Indian village, whose children
         had also been kidnapped. The main characters march through the jungle (an occasion
         for many hilarious gags) and reach the Maharajah’s palace, where they discover that
         a Thuggee cult led by sadistic Kali priest Mola Ram (Amrish Puri) is flourishing in
         a subterranean temple. There the village children are forced to dig for the remaining
         Sankara stones. The allegedly infallible adventurer Indiana is momentarily enslaved
         to the cult through a potion, but manages to wake up, liberate the children, and finally
         save his companions and the sacred stone. The Temple of Doom is indubitably a dark film, set mainly underground amid the fires of the torches
         and the hellish lava, filled with scenes of human sacrifices, black magic, child slavery
         and murders.[27] Moreover, scenes such as the dinner at the royal palace and the dark corridor filled
         with (20,000) insects provoked abjection in the majority of viewers rather than release
         from horror. For this reason, the film received a Parental Guidance certificate and
         many critics attacked it as unsuitable for children. MPAA therefore created the PG-13
         rating. As is characteristic of many of Spielberg’s works, however, The Temple of Doom is filled with breathtaking action, realistic special effects, and a memorable soundtrack
         by Williams (who reprised the main themes in new, different variants and added more
         ominous and nightmarish tracks). In spite of its effective merits, the film was not
         immune from negative criticism, especially for its violent content and its sexist
         representation of the clumsy female protagonist, who was defined by Kate Chapshaw
         herself as “not much more than a dumb, screaming blondie.”[28]    The Temple of Doom earned $333 million worldwide and won an Academy Award for Best Visual Effects.
      

      
      These years were prolific for Spielberg both on a professional and personal level.
         In 1984, he founded the production company Amblin Entertainment, which produced some
         of the most successful films of the decade, including Gremlins, Back to the Future, The Goonies, and Young Sherlock Holmes. In 1985, his first son, Max Samuel, was born by Amy Irving (whom he married six
         months later) while he was directing The Color Purple (1985), and he produced the science-fiction/fantasy anthology series Amazing Stories. The Color Purple is a drama adapted from Alice Walker’s feminist, Pulitzer Prize–winning novel, the
         first low-tech and not-escapist film in Spielberg’s career. The story is set in rural
         Georgia in the first half of the twentieth century, where the young Celia (Whoopi
         Goldberg), a victim of incest, is forced into marrying a widower and then suffers
         a life of constant physical abuse, exploitation, and threats. Her uncompromising sister-in-law,
         Sofia (Oprah Winfrey), shows Celia that women do not have to be subjected to men (although
         she is later imprisoned for eight years for beating back a white man), whereas her
         husband’s mistress, the jazz singer Shug Avery (Margaret Avery), later introduces
         her to romantic homoerotic love. Celia finds the courage and strength to abandon her
         violent husband years later and finally reunites with her long-lost sister in the
         story’s moving finale. The film illustrates perfectly the Dickensian reality of abuse
         and poverty, the mistreatment of black people and women in particular, but it also
         depicts exemplarily the discrimination suffered by a minority and, simultaneously,
         the internal struggles of the minority’s members against each other. According to
         Molly Haskell, the film presents an “overblown mise-en-scène, in which subtlety is
         sacrificed for a Disneyesque palette and music, over-bright colors, and forced lyricism.”[29]   Noteworthy is the film’s soundtrack, composed by Quincy Jones, which presents the
         evolution of black music from African music and church spirituals to earthly blues
         numbers and jazz—although, as Gerald Early argues, it refuses to be authentic period
         music.[30]    The Color Purple was the cinematic debut of both comedienne Whoopi Goldberg and TV host Oprah Winfrey,
         and received mixed reviews. One of the issues most discussed by critics was Spielberg’s
         decision to tone down the lesbian intercourse between Celie and Shug. Additionally,
         the film was attacked by black groups for having been filmed by a white director and
         for its depiction of black people in a negative light (these were the same groups
         that protested when the film won no Academy Awards). The Color Purple earned $142 million and was nominated for eleven Academy Awards, but it won none,
         although Spielberg received the Fellowship of the Academy Award in Britain.
      

      
      After the failure of Amazing Stories on NBC (in spite of Spielberg’s full creative control, the stories themselves were
         weak; he wrote fifteen stories out of the twenty-two and directed two of them, “Ghost
         Train” and “The Mission”), the director worked on Empire of the Sun (1987). The film, adapted from J. G. Ballard’s 1984 autobiographical novel of the
         same title, is set in Shanghai in 1941, when Japanese troops launch an attack on the
         city and occupy it. The protagonist is Jim Graham (Christian Bale), a spoiled eleven-year-old
         boy from a wealthy English family, who is separated from his parents during the attack
         and saved by two American merchant seamen. The three of them are then arrested and
         moved to Lunghua prison camp. After four years, Jim is depicted as living in the American
         barracks and spending his days helping the other prisoners. After the Japanese station
         near the camp is bombarded by the Americans, the prisoners evacuate, but Jim then
         returns to the camp and survives thanks to the rations sent from the sky. At the end
         of the film, he is found by the Americans in a delirious state and is finally reunited
         with his parents. Defined by McBride as “a visual feast” for its impressive photography,
         Empire of the Sun recalls epic films in its attention to historical details, involvement of masses
         of extras, and depiction of grandeur. The film also makes many references to the films
         by David Lean (such as Oliver Twist [1948], Lawrence of Arabia, and The Bridge on the River Kwai).[31]    Empire is indubitably a mature work by Spielberg because it deals with the adult themes
         of survival and loss, abandonment, and the death of innocence. These are powerfully
         conveyed through many metaphors (such as the suitcase floating on the river and the
         clock) and the “contrasts of imagery” (as when the escaped dying prisoners walk among
         all the riches stolen from the wealthy houses in Shanghai and abandoned in a large,
         empty arena).[32]   However, the film, considered too long and too slow by many critics, is notable
         for its reproduction of the perspective of a child on war and, specifically, his “alternate
         rapture and despair,”[33]   expressed through his desire to fly and excitement for explosions on the one hand,[34]   and his loss of all his material goods on the other hand.[35]    Empire was certainly not a success in Spielberg’s career, considering that it earned only
         $66.7 million (making it Spielberg’s commercial flop) and won none of his six Academy
         Awards nominations.
      

      
      Indiana Jones and the Last Crusade (1989) marked a return to more escapist matters, for which Spielberg had to abandon
         the project Rain Man (1988) and pass on the film Big (1988). Last Crusade is the most mature film in the saga on the American adventurer because it introduces
         eccentric Dr. Henry Jones (Sean Connery), and the troubled relationship between father
         and son that, nevertheless, unites them in their common search for the Holy Grail
         in a perilous journey over three continents. Opposing Indiana, his father, Marcus
         Brody, and Sallah are the Nazis again, this time helped by the vicious American collector
         Walter Donovan (Julian Glover) and the treacherous Dr. Elsa Schneider (Alison Doody),
         an enthusiastic archaeologist who could be interpreted as an inversion of Jones. Indiana’s
         archaeological quest for the Grail becomes symbolic of the search for his father and
         for truth.[36]   The film is memorable for its beginning, which depicts the origins of the Indiana
         Jones mythos in a sequence set in Utah dated 1912, and for the scenes depicting the
         three tests of faith that the protagonist has to pass before reaching the religious
         relic and its guardian. Nevertheless, many of its humorous sequences (such as the
         two Joneses attempting to escape from a room on fire in a German castle) are equally
         compelling and memorable. Last Crusade is also a compendium of allusions to cinema, from Westerns to the adventure films
         of the 1930s. The film grossed almost $500 million, but it won only the Oscar for
         best sound effects editing. In 1989 Spielberg was also awarded the Distinguished Eagle
         Scout Award by the Boy Scouts of America. 
      

      
      In 1989 another film by Spielberg was released—Always, a comedy/drama about firefighter Pete Sandich (Richard Dreyfuss), who dies in a
         plane accident (his death is as abrupt and unexpected for the viewer as it is for
         the characters) and then returns as a ghost to watch over courier/upcoming pilot Ted
         Baker (Brad Johnson). Pete telepathically mentors and encourages Ted until he discovers
         that the latter is courting Dorinda Durston (Holly Hunter), Pete’s former lover and
         colleague. Pete, therefore, needs to learn to cope with his jealousy and let all earthly
         matters go. The film is a remake of Victor Fleming’s A Guy Named Joe (1943), which is set during World War II. Spielberg sets the story in present-day
         Montana, thus adjusting the perspective to modern-day heroic acts. In this respect,
         Always could be considered a “direct remake,” which presents only a few alterations to the
         earlier production.[37] The choice to use Audrey Hepburn (in her last appearance on the silver screen) in
         the role of a serene and accommodating God/guardian angel is very ingenious, but the
         film is praiseworthy also for its stunning flight sequences over the burning woods.
         In spite of the more adult themes, Always alternates halfway between adult feelings of loss and remembrance and the asexual,
         anti-erotic, and juvenile treatment of romantic scenes, as Haskell has noted.[38]   The film earned only $77 million worldwide and received no nominations at the Academy
         Awards. It has been called “the forgotten film of Spielberg’s career.”[39]  
      

      
      The next project by the American director was Hook  (1991), which, in spite of its promising title, is not an adaptation of J. M. Barrie’s
         1904 play or the 1911 novelization of it, nor a remake of the many cinematic adaptations
         of the story. Rather, Hook is a sequel to the original story, set in the contemporary age, where Peter Pan,
         now Peter Banning (Robin Williams), has become a workaholic father of two who has
         completely forgotten about his past as a rebellious young boy who refused to grow
         up. When the evil Captain Hook (Dustin Hoffman) kidnaps his two children, Peter is
         contacted by Tinker Bell (Julia Roberts) and is brought back to Neverland. There he
         has to remember his own past and identity and learn again to fly, play, and have fun
         to retrieve his children from the vengeful pirate, who maliciously uses his influence
         to convince Peter’s older son, Jack (Charlie Korsmo), to abandon his father. The film
         climaxes in an elaborate duel between Peter and Hook, which alludes to the various
         pirate films released in the 1930s and 1940s through its choreographed sequences.
         Exceptional are the representations of the main character, a Peter Pan who is a reversed
         version of the popular character renowned to the public (he is scared of flying and
         does not dedicate much time to his children), and James Hook (admirable in his elegance;
         his obsession with time is expressed through clocks, wigs, and the embalmed crocodile).
         Hook went forty days beyond schedule and encountered some difficulties on the set due
         to superstar collisions.[40]   The film raised many expectations because it was thought to represent a personal
         apex in the career of Spielberg—who had frequently defined himself as “a victim of
         the Peter Pan syndrome”[41]—and could finally realize on screen his most personal feelings.[42]   However, Hook suffers from its infantile humor and being overproduced.[43]   On the other hand, the film is praiseworthy for its calculated use of lights (especially
         luminous beams coming through windows and openings), colors (blue and pink are predominant
         in Kensington London, whereas the interior of the pirate galleon is characterized
         by gold and red, and phosphorescent colors define the Lost Children’s village), lavish
         sets (the port of the pirates and the Lost Children’s village on the tree are probably
         the dream playgrounds of every child), and the composite soundtrack by Williams (which
         covers all ranges of the characters’ emotions). Hook earned $288 million but won none of its four Academy Award nominations.
      

      
      Jurassic Park (1993) is an adaptation of Michael Crichton’s 1990 best-selling novel of the same
         title, but was also inspired by Arthur Conan Doyle’s novel The Lost World (1912) and dozens of films on dinosaurs from the 1920s onward. The story is set on
         Isla Nublar, an island off the coast of Costa Rica, where millionaire impresario John
         Hammond (Richard Attenborough)—another irresponsible father figure in Spielberg’s
         canon)[44]—reconstructed the original DNA of the dinosaurs and gave new life to the prehistoric
         creatures. The narrative recounts how the pre-launch tour of the theme-park/zoo by
         a group of scientists and Hammond’s own grandchildren becomes a life-threatening experience
         finally resulting in the evacuation and closure of the site. Several critics have
         noted the parallels between this film and Jaws, especially for the explicit avarice of some of the characters. The film was criticized
         for the flat performances of some of the actors and actresses as compared to the paradoxically
         more real performances of the dinosaurs. Jurassic Park represents the affirmation of digital special effects and the subsequent general
         abandonment of both the stop-motion technique used by Willis O’Brien and Ray Harryhausen
         throughout the twentieth century and the go-motion techniques perfected by Lucas’s
         Industrial Light and Magic during the 1980s.[45]   Although the film may appear lighthearted in many of its sequences, its thematic
         and visual treatment of the consequences deriving from the arrogant defiance of the
         limits of human knowledge and the revolt of the creature(s) against their creator
         are treated with seriousness, and provide the audience, as much as the characters,
         with a continuous alternation of moments of wonder and fear. Some of the film’s scenes
         are indeed frightening in their credible depiction of the attacks of the voracious
         T-Rex and the lethal and hyper-violent velociraptors.[46]   The dinosaurs’ “veracity” is predicated upon what Kristen Whissel defines as “an
         ineffable vitality and vigor so excessive as to be immediately fatal to any other
         life-form it encounters,”[47]   and is augmented by the fact that the dinosaurs’ appearance is always motivated
         by narrative logic,[48]   and is accompanied by the high mobility of the cameras and the variation of the
         pace between scenes. Williams’s soundtrack provides the film with some memorable themes
         that “invest[t] the creatures with a sense of timeless grace and scale.”[49]    Jurassic Park earned $913 million and an extra billion from the merchandise, and won three Academy
         Awards.
      

      
      Global acclamation for the director came with Schindler’s List, a three-hour black-and-white film about the Holocaust based on the book by Thomas
         Keneally (whose rights Spielberg had acquired ten years earlier). The story follows
         the historical events leading to the Holocaust, starting with the registration of
         the Jews, the establishment of the ghetto in Krakow in 1939, and the slow, inexorable
         movement of history toward the suffering and deprivations (of property, identity,
         and freedom) they were forced to endure (including the liquidation of the ghetto and
         the foundation of the labor and extermination camps). Simultaneously, the film traces
         the internal transformation of industrialist Oskar Schindler (Liam Neeson) from an
         ambitious, self-interested womanizer to an altruistic and generous individual who
         risks his own job and life to save 1,100 Jews from extermination. Schindler hires
         hundreds of unpaid Jews producing pots and pans for the German army first in a factory,
         then in a sub-camp, and finally in his newly founded munitions factory in Bruunlitz.
         Considered a cathartic “culmination of a personal struggle with his Jewish identity,”[50]   in which Spielberg personally dealt with the issue of “The Great Murder” of his
         own relatives, filming (mainly on the actual locations) was, he admitted, an emotional
         nightmare, alternating grief and anger (“The ghosts were on the set every day in their
         millions,” he declared).[51]    Schindler’s List was criticized for its focus on a peripheral “good German” rather than on the massacre
         of the six million innocents. Through the depiction of the character Amon Goeth (Ralph
         Fiennes), the Nazi supervisor of the forced-labor camp in Plaszow and sadistic executioner,
         Spielberg, however, explores the nature of fascism, demonstrating how the gratuitousness
         of human brutality can exceed the instinctual murderousness of all the voracious sharks
         and dinosaurs he represented earlier (and later) in his career. The film is indeed
         constructed on the affective intensity of its images, which are intended for the spectator
         to achieve full consciousness of the atrocities committed in one of history’s blackest
         periods. The use of handheld cameras for about 40 percent of the film gives a documentary
         quality to Schindler’s List, whereas the sequences depicting the Nazis are characterized by the style of German
         Expressionism.[52]   The film earned $321 million, won seven Oscars (including Spielberg’s first Best
         Director), and became “a major event in the public consciousness of the Holocaust.”[53]   The money the director earned from the film was donated to Jewish organizations
         and to the historical projects of the Survivors of the Shoah Visual History Foundation,
         the Righteous Persons Foundation, and the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum
         (in Washington).[54]   
      

      
      In 1994 Spielberg founded DreamWorks SFG with Jeffrey Katzenberg and David Geffen,
         the first successful new Hollywood studio since the 1920s, which has financed major
         productions such as Gladiator (2000), Shrek (2001), and the Transformers saga (2007–17). Spielberg returned to the role of director with The Lost World: Jurassic Park (1997), the sequel to the 1993 film. The narrative, which is partly based on Crichton’s
         1995 sequel novel, is set on Isla Sorna, the secondary site of the theme park created
         by Hammond. Hammond’s nephew, Peter Ludlow (Arliss Howard), now head of InGen Company,
         recruits mathematician Ian Malcolm (Jeff Goldblum) to join a group of anthropologists
         making a documentary on the island. The group includes Malcolm’s girlfriend Sarah
         Harding (Julianne Moore) and his daughter Kelly (Vanessa Lee Chester). Contrary to
         the first film, “Site B” was abandoned years earlier, thus becoming the exclusive
         domain of the prehistoric creatures, who roam freely in the jungle. Matters are further
         complicated when a team from InGen, led by Ludlow himself, arrives on the island to
         capture some specimens for a new park in San Diego and engages in a hunt that closely
         resembles the Victorian practice of games in Africa. After the two groups are attacked
         and partly killed by the hostile dinosaurs, one of the T-Rexes is captured and brought
         back to “civilization,” where it escapes custody and wreaks havoc until Malcolm and
         Sarah manage to confine it in a ship’s cargo hold. The film is more nocturnal than
         its predecessor, and several sequences are set under pouring rain. Also, as screenwriter
         David Koepp has pointed out, “this story evolved into one about parenthood and the
         instinct to protect your young from being eaten,”[55]   a theme that regards both human beings and dinosaurs. Digital special effects are
         superb in the creation of the majestic dinosaurs (many new specimens are introduced,
         such as the stegosaurus), whose predatory orality (in the case of the T-Rexes and
         the velociraptors) is further reiterated in scenes that demonstrate the creatures’
         aggressiveness and ruthlessness. However, the film was criticized for lacking “the
         sense of wonder of the original.”[56]    The Lost World earned $590 million and gave way to three more sequels between 2000 and 2018.
      

      
      The next project by the American director was Amistad (1997), a costume and courtroom drama that recounts the story of a real-life mutiny
         on a Cuban slave ship, which was detoured to Long Island in 1839, where its slave
         mutineers were arrested and tried. Defended by the lawyer Roger Sherman Baldwin (Matthew
         McConaughey), the Africans are finally liberated and, after an appeal to the Supreme
         Court, in which a discourse in their favor is made by former president John Quincy
         Adams (Anthony Hopkins), they are allowed to return to their homes. The film evidences
         the social and cultural divide between nineteenth-century Americans and Africans,
         the latter’s “African-ness” being often underlined through the use of the original
         Mende language, the representation of their rites, and the music by Williams.[57]   The suffering of the African slaves is portrayed in detail with a realism that
         conveys the inhuman conditions they suffered (manacles and chains were real on the
         sets). As Frank Sanello argues, the film captures painter Francisco Goya’s realistic
         style in its depiction of the cruelties experienced by the slaves;[58]   darkness, therefore, becomes “a metaphor for slavery and the body oppressed by
         it,” as Robert Kolker argues.[59]   Also, the sense of imprisonment is suggested by the very limited use of dolly moves,
         which, contrary to the various films in the director’s oeuvre, creates static images
         and atmospheres. Amistad grossed only $60 million, and it was also at the center of a lawsuit initiated by
         writer Barbara Chase-Riboud, who claimed that the film’s script borrowed heavily from
         her 1989 novel, Echo of Lions.
      

      
      Another historical film directed by Spielberg is Saving Private Ryan (1999). It recounts the mission of a group of eight soldiers to retrieve Private
         James Ryan from behind the enemy lines in France during World War II. After losing
         some of their companions, the soldiers led by Captain John H. Miller (Tom Hanks) find
         the eponymous character (Matt Damon) protecting a bridge in a small, devastated village
         and help him to defend it from the German army’s troops before returning him home.
         All the battle scenes are very impressive, especially the film’s first twenty-minute
         sequence, which depicts D-Day, the Normandy landings of June 6, 1944, and reconstructs,
         with spectacular realism, the crude facts of the battlefield, utilizing desaturated
         colors and fully expressing the cacophony of the sounds of war. The landings’ sequence
         emphasizes the arbitrariness of death through slow motion, the use of the camera in
         the line of fire, and “frenzied, frenetic editing into a convulsing collage of conflict.”[60]   The scene’s sense of urgency and continuous threat pervades much of the film, and
         it is set in contrast with those sequences of inactivity in which the personal feelings
         and remembrances of the characters are disclosed to the viewer.[61]   Apart from clearly being a hymn to both the victims and the survivors of war, Saving Private Ryan is a film about the violence of war for those who fight it on the front lines, the
         people waiting for them at home, and the civilians, as much as the devastation caused
         on the urban and natural landscape. The film explicitly asks the question whether
         the life of a single man is worth those of other people, leaving the answer to the
         spectator without pronouncing it. Saving Private Ryan reached a worldwide gross of $440 million, was favored by many critics, and won four
         Oscars, including Best Director.
      

      
      After working on the short The Unfinished Journey (1999), a documentary on America and its history produced for the celebration of
         the millennium’s eve, Spielberg dedicated his attention to A.I. Artificial Intelligence (2001). This was a project that had been initially taken by Stanley Kubrick in the
         early 1980s. Kubrick had based his script on Brian Aldiss’s 1969 short story “Super
         Toys Last All Summer Long” and had asked Spielberg to collaborate with him, although
         he could not realize the film due to insufficient advances in the technology of special
         effects. After Kubrick’s death in 1999, Spielberg took over the project. The narrative
         presents a future world that has survived a natural catastrophe in which robots called
         “Mechas” are programmed to satisfy all the needs of the human beings. Henry Swinton
         (Sam Robards) and his wife Monica (Frances O’Connor) adopt one Mecha after their child,
         Martin (Jake Thomas), is diagnosed with a fatal illness and frozen in a cryogenic
         sleep. Monica begins to feel affection for the robot, called David (Haley Joel Osment),
         and speaks a code to have him imprint on her. The three of them thus live a perfect
         family life (David is totally mannered and loves Monica unconditionally) until Martin
         is unexpectedly cured and brought back home. The latter soon develops competitiveness
         against David, undermining him in the eyes of his parents, convincing them that the
         little robot is jealous and is secretly attempting to harm them. Thus, Henry and Monica
         decide to abandon David in the middle of a forest. The young robot becomes a modern-day
         Pinocchio, searching for the Blue Fairy who could turn him into a human child (and
         so is a reminder of characters such as Number Five in Short Circuit [1986] and Data from Star Trek: The Next Generation [1987–94]). The story at large actually becomes a nightmarish version of Carlo Collodi’s
         1883 narrative, with the Flesh Fair as Mangiafuoco’s show of puppets and the City
         of Rouge as a futuristic Land of Toys. David is directed by a series of clues to his
         creator, Professor Allen Hobby (William Hurt), to the abandoned, flooded Manhattan
         “at the end of the world” and, in a sort of first finale of the narrative, he is entrapped
         underwater in front of the statue of the Blue Fairy. Two thousand years pass, the
         oceans become frozen, humans have become extinct, and Mechas have evolved into advanced
         life forms who liberate and revive David. The latter asks for his mother to be revived
         too, which is possible only for a single day. His wish is granted, and the two of
         them spend the day in bliss and love for each other in an ecstatic, though ambiguous,
         happy ending. The film raises many questions pertaining to the actual humanity of
         an artificial being, as was the case with Ridley Scott’s Blade Runner (1982), as well as on the responsibilities of creators/parents toward their offspring.
         Indeed, although David’s actions are unexplained in terms of motivation and meaning
         because his feelings have been programmed, and although he definitely appears uncanny
         sometimes in his imitation of human gestures and sounds, the serious and dark treatment
         of themes such as rejection, abandonment, and separation anxiety affect the viewer’s
         sympathy for the unloved creature. Simultaneously, as Molly Haskell indicates through
         the portrayal of Monica, A.I. “also touches on the darkly subversive apprehension a woman can harbor toward motherhood.”[62]   Reviews of the film were definitely contrasting, with some critics wrongly attributing
         the sentimental parts of the film to Spielberg and the darker aspects of the plot
         to Kubrick (whereas, as Spielberg admitted, it was the exact contrary).[63]   Other critics recognized the dualism of a film that is “both wonderful and maddening”
         and “involving and exasperating.”[64]    A.I. earned $235 million, and in 2001 the director was knighted at the British embassy.[65]  
      

      
      Spielberg’s subsequent directorial effort was the science fiction/thriller Minority Report (2002). The narrative, based on the homonymous 1956 short story by Philip K. Dick,
         is set in 2054 Washington and focuses on John Anderton (Tom Cruise), chief of the
         PreCrime Unit, whose duty is to arrest people about to commit murders. The guilty
         are identified by three adolescents (called “precogs”) who are kept in a trance-like
         state and have premonitions of the future. After Anderton himself is implicated in
         a future murder, he becomes a fugitive, kidnaps the defenseless precog Agatha (Samantha
         Morton) to exonerate himself, and discovers that he has been set up. Minority Report is an absorbing story, whose plot interestingly intertwines past, present, and future
         in the experiences, memories, and visions of the characters, and whose visuals are
         filled with enchanting special effects that reproduce with realism the dystopic world
         of the future (particularly impressive are the vertical roads and the mechanical spiders
         scanning people’s retinas). The outside world is generally lit by an intense white
         sunlight that blurs the colors and the contours of everything. By contrast, safety
         and serenity are reached in interior settings, such as “The Temple.” Minority Report is focused on the theme of vision, the analysis of images, their projections on screens
         and walls, and the reflection of people on mirrors and water. Also, with its interest
         in the personal life of all citizens in order to prevent crime, the film references
         the institution of the 2001 USA Patriot Act (which allowed the National Security Agency
         and the FBI to collect data indiscriminately from phone companies).[66]    Minority Report earned over $350 million worldwide.
      

      
      Catch Me If You Can (2002) is more an escapist piece, a pleasant and lighthearted film based on the true
         story of the teenage runaway, impersonator, and thief Frank Abagnale Jr. (Leonardo
         DiCaprio), who leaves home before his parents’ divorce and lives off his impersonations
         (of a Pan Am copilot, a doctor and a lawyer), seducing many women and earning a total
         sum of around $4 million in a couple of years. Tracking Frank is Agent Carl Hanratty
         (Tom Hanks), who becomes obsessed with catching the juvenile delinquent, especially
         after being fooled four times by him. The two of them actually develop an almost affectionate
         relationship at a distance, each of them unloading his own solitude onto the other
         one, a relationship that endures even after Frank is arrested and, after some years,
         released to work for the fraud department of the FBI. Catch Me If You Can is a colorful and lively film, whose period atmosphere is re-created through the
         historically accurate costumes as well as through the use of Williams’s jazzy, spirited
         soundtrack. The film also involves the return of trauma through Frank’s recurring
         melancholic memory of his parents dancing at Christmas—one of various details that
         allude to Spielberg’s own experiences, along with Frank’s study of TV series and films
         for the production of his impersonations. Catch Me If You Can earned over $350 million.
      

      
      The desire to return home is the theme of The Terminal (2004) as well; it recounts the story of a traveler from the fictional country of
         Krakozhia who can neither enter nor leave the US border because his country has suffered
         a coup d’état while he was on a flight to America. The Hungarian-speaking Mr. Viktor
         Navorski (Tom Hanks), therefore, is forced to spend nine months in the JFK airport
         terminal while the legal strictures that do not validate his identity are solved.
         There the helpless Mr. Navorski suffers from his initial inability to understand English
         and to earn any money, but he then befriends many of the airport’s employees, flirts
         with attractive flight attendant Amelia Warren (Catherine Zeta-Jones), and is even
         employed at the airport. By the end of the film the protagonist does not actually
         need to visit America, having experienced its multifaceted aspects while living inside
         the airport, and he stays in New York for a single night before returning home. The
         film is a comedy filled with hilarious sequences but also tinged with anxious overtones,
         especially because of its obsession with security (another reference to the post-9/11
         world) and the representation of all the difficulties and formalities a stranger can
         encounter on foreign soil. The film earned $219 million worldwide.
      

      
      War of the Worlds (2005) is an adaptation of H. G. Wells’s science fiction novel, published in 1897,
         about an alien invasion of Britain. The story was first adapted in 1953 by Byron Haskin,
         who sets the narrative in contemporary America but also offers a global perspective
         through the intervention of a radio reporter’s voiceover and the images of the war
         fought all over the planet. As is the case with Empire of the Sun, War of the Worlds depicts the perspective of a single individual on the apocalyptic scenario—a father
         (Tom Cruise) in need of redemption. Contrary to its predecessors, however, Spielberg’s
         film cuts out the slow discovery of the Martian tube’s contents, presenting from the
         very beginning the extraterrestrial invasion as even more brutal and unstoppable.
         The film clearly alludes to 9/11 through the terroristic quality of the Martians’
         attack, the mob’s contagious panic following it, and the journalistic reports. Particularly
         stunning is the realization of the Martian death rays, which Wells describes as “flaming
         death, this invisible, inevitable sword of heat,”[67]   and the devastation caused by the alien tripods (whose catastrophic effects are
         heightened by the camera movements following the progress of the destruction). On
         the other hand, precisely like Wells’s novel and Haskin’s film, the narrative focuses
         on the human exodus of demoralized fugitives moving away from danger and turning on
         each other to survive. War of the Worlds is an excellent metaphor of the reversal of colonialism and represents a new phase
         in Spielberg’s career. Indeed, as Clélia Cohen argues, unlike the sense of benevolence
         and optimism permeating the first phase of his career, since the early 2000s, Spielberg
         “has chosen to show a darker side. His world has become increasingly disenchanted.”[68]   The film earned over $590 million and was nominated for three Academy Awards.
      

      
      At the same time as War of the Worlds, the director was working on a historical film, Munich (2005), which is partly based on George Jonas’s 1984 novel Vengeance. The narrative begins with the massacre of eleven Israeli athletes at the 1972 Munich
         Olympics. As a consequence, Mossad agent Avner Kaufman (Eric Bana) is unofficially
         charged by some members of his government with the duty of guiding a team that must
         hunt down and kill the eleven Palestinians involved in the Munich massacre. Avner
         slowly traces the Arabian “villains” he is looking for throughout Europe and in Beirut.
         However, after his group is wiped out, Avner becomes paranoid and scared, and he begins
         to question the legitimacy of his actions. This is epitomized by the sequence in which
         he refuses to answer his handler Ephraim’s (Geoffrey Rush) question “Tell me what
         you learnt” with the required intelligence information, but instead provides the moral
         of the film about the moral complexity of violence. At the end of the story, Avner,
         an almost broken man, returns to his wife and child in “exile” in New York. The film
         (the first in the director’s career to depict sexual intercourse) is praiseworthy
         for its re-creation of the period’s costumes, hairstyles, and vehicles, but it is
         especially affecting for the crude reconstruction of the deaths of the victims (and
         authors) of terrorism and for the depiction of the contrast between the male protagonist’s
         devotion to his country, and some of his men’s progressive questioning of their actions’
         righteousness. By means of the visualization of the news on the attacks in different
         parts of the world, and the use of original languages, Spielberg shows how terrorism
         affects the entire globe. Simultaneously, as Haskell has noted, Munich depicts “the obsessive, even fanatic commitment of both terrorists and counter-terrorists.”[69]   In this respect, although the film is based on historical facts, it shows an Aristotelian
         preference for morality over historical accuracy, presenting a story, and a moral,
         that is relevant for our times. Munich earned the modest sum of $130 million and won none of the five Academy Awards it
         was nominated for.
      

      
      Following this, Spielberg worked on the fourth installment of his much-celebrated
         saga Indiana Jones and the Kingdom of the Crystal Skull (2008). The story is set in 1957 and begins in a Nevada military warehouse (actually,
         Area 51), where the body of an alien is stolen by a squadron belonging to the Russian
         KGB and led by Colonel Dr. Irina Spalko (Cate Blanchett). The latter is a cold and
         ruthless psychical researcher decorated with the Order of Lenin and charged with the
         duty of finding new weapons. Indiana Jones (Harrison Ford), accompanied by former
         lover Marion Ravenwood (Karen Allen) and their son Mutt Williams (Shia LaBeouf), travels
         to an ancient cemetery in Peru and to Akator—another name for El Dorado, the city
         of gold—in the middle of the Amazonian forest to return the titular crystal skull
         to a gathering of skeletal interdimensional beings. The latter then leave Earth on
         their spaceship and Professor Jones finally marries Marion. The fourth installment
         in the saga is a worthy successor of the 1980s trilogy, it being equally entertaining
         and filled with fast-paced action, plot twists, humorous situations, splendid sceneries,
         and a wonderful re-creation of the costumes and locales of the 1950s. The film’s thematic
         concern with the pressing issues of the 1950s is evident also in the equation established
         between the aliens and “the Reds” both as enemies of the American people, which thus
         alludes also to the major fears represented in the science-fiction films of the time.
         Moreover, The Kingdom of the Crystal Skull is concerned with the ethical and political implications of the possession and use
         of powers that exceeds human control, such as telepathy, atomic weapons, and alien
         technology.[70]   The film was a box-office success, earning over $786 million. 
      

      
      On his next project, Spielberg worked for the first time with motion-capture technology,
         the technique that records the movements of an actor/actress through sensors and converts
         them into the features of a digital character. The result is The Adventures of Tintin: The Secret of the Unicorn (2011), an adaptation of the comic character Tintin, created by Belgian artist Hergé.
         Always accompanied by his faithful and resourceful dog Snowy, the intrepid young reporter
         Tintin (voiced by Jamie Bell) acquires a miniature model of the seventeenth-century
         pirate ship Unicorn, which contains part of a map to the treasure of Captain Haddock. After being kidnapped
         by a gang led by aristocratic and greedy collector Ivan Ivanovitch Sakharine (Daniel
         Craig) and being brought aboard the vessel SS Karaboudjan headed to the port of Bagghar in Morocco, Tintin encounters another captive, the
         perennially drunk Captain Archibald Haddock (Andy Serkis). The two of them escape
         and reach Bagghar before Sakharine, where the villain, nevertheless, manages to steal
         the last scroll of the treasure’s map. In the meantime, Tintin discovers that Haddock
         is actually the descendant of Sir Francis Haddock, whose sworn enemy was Red Rackham,
         an ancestor of Sakharine. The story ends with Tintin and Haddock’s victory over their
         enemy and their recovery of part of the treasure along with another map indicating
         the location of the Unicorn. The Adventures of Tintin is characterized by fast-paced action (enacted through a series of chases and fights
         in which the villains do not hesitate to try to kill the young hero) and images that
         give realistic life to the original comics. Particularly praiseworthy is the extreme
         variety of high and low frames, as well as the high mobility of the camera following
         the characters’ movements, whether onboard the naval vessels or through the streets
         of the Moroccan town. Spielberg’s talent is evident in the parallel construction of
         the fights between Sakharine and Haddock and between their ancestors, and in the re-creation
         of the furious battle between the two seventeenth-century vessels (which is an elaborate
         remake of the swashbuckler genre epitomized by all films on pirates since the early
         decades of the twentieth century).[71]   The film earned $374 million and was nominated at the Academy Awards for Best Original
         Score.
      

      
      The story of War Horse (2011)—based on Michael Morpurgo’s 1982 novel of the same name and on a 2007 theatrical
         adaptation of it written by Lee Hall and Richard Curtis—is initially set in rural
         England at the beginning of the twentieth century, where Mr. Narracot (Peter Mullan)
         buys a young, strong, and beautiful horse that is trained by his son Albert (Jeremy
         Irvine) to be a farm animal. The animal, named Joey, is initially jumpy and rebellious,
         but soon becomes obedient and affectionate. To repay a debt to his landlord, Mr. Narracot
         is forced to sell Joey to the soldiers going to the front of World War I. There, after
         a first disastrous defeat of the British soldiers, Joey is captured by some German
         soldiers, two of whom eventually desert to the French frontlines, abandoning Joey
         in a windmill. The horse changes several owners and camps, until he is reunited at
         the end of the war to aid an injured Albert, who is on duty on the front and who finally
         returns home with Joey.[72]   The film, which has often been compared to Robert Bresson’s Au hasard Balthasar (1966), is praiseworthy for its beautiful landscapes, vivid colors, and the accurate
         re-creation of its historical context (especially the soldiers’ heroic life in the
         trenches and the disparity between the battle techniques employed in the previous
         wars and the modern automatic weapons now easily exterminating adversaries from afar).
         War Horse is definitely an unforgettable visual narrative for all those who love horses.[73]   The film earned over $177 million and won none of its six nominations at the Academy
         Awards.
      

      
      After passing through a long preproduction, Spielberg directed Lincoln (2012), a political thriller based on historian Doris Kearns Goodwin’s 2005 book
         Team of Rivals: The Political Genius of Abraham Lincoln, which recounts the last four months in the life of the sixteenth American president.
         The narrative begins in January 1865, four years into the Civil War, when the re-elected
         Lincoln (Daniel Day-Lewis) is attempting to pass the Thirteenth Amendment Bill for
         the abolition of slavery in the House of Representatives. Lincoln is depicted as an
         old but determined man (who prioritizes state affairs over family matters) and a committed,
         ruminative politician, in spite of the many oppositions he encounters, even from his
         own followers. His determination addresses both the legal and ethical implications
         of his propositions in a manipulative legislative battle that regards equality and
         justice as much as the ending of the war. After the Thirteenth Amendment is passed,
         the film finally depicts the conclusion of the war and the (off-screen) assassination
         of the protagonist. Lincoln does not focus on the frontline aspect of the war, but rather on the representatives’
         verbal animosity, prejudices, stubbornness, and bickering. As is typical of many historical
         films by Spielberg, issues that could be lengthy or tedious are ennobled by the substantial
         and fundamental discourse on democracy and human rights, and they are lightened and
         made pleasant by the alternation of legal scenes with familiar ones.[74]    Lincoln earned $275 million worldwide and won two Academy Awards out of its ten nominations.
      

      
      Bridge of Spies (2015) is another historical film, focusing on the 1957 arrest of Soviet spy Rudolph
         Abel (Mark Rylance) and the exchange of prisoners after the 1960 U-2 incident. During
         the first part of the film, lawyer James Donovan (Tom Hanks) reluctantly agrees to
         defend the imperturbable Abel. Donovan realizes soon that the judge and the jury as
         well as all of America are ready to condemn Abel to death simply because he is Russian.
         Donovan, therefore, decides to defend him and manages to commute the death sentence
         to life imprisonment. This generates the condemnation of Donovan’s community, who
         believes him to be a sympathizer of Communism. Simultaneously, the film introduces
         pilot Gary Powers (Austin Stowell), who is trained for a secret mission in Russia,
         where his plane is then shot down. Donovan is charged by the CIA with the exchange
         of prisoners, which occurs in East Berlin, where the wall is being constructed. The
         difficult negotiations lead to the exchange of Abel for Powers and an American student
         imprisoned while attempting to leave East Berlin. Upon his return home, Donovan is
         officially recognized as the negotiator of the exchange and his name is rehabilitated.
         The film captures the atmosphere of fear, suspicion, paranoia, and distrust of strangers
         that characterized the climate of the Cold War, both in the public sectors and in
         the private lives of American citizens. It also establishes a contrast between the
         comfortable lifestyle of Donovan in the United States and the grim, perilous, and
         cold conditions of living in East Berlin.[75]    Bridge of Spies earned over $165 million and won the Oscar for Best Supporting Actor. 
      

      
      The BFG (2016), based on Roald Dahl’s 1982 novel of the same title, is the story of Sophie
         (Ruby Barnhill), a young orphan who sees a giant from her room’s window in the middle
         of the night and is taken by him into Giant Country. The Big Friendly Giant (realized
         through the motion capture of actor Mark Rylance’s face and movements) is a humble
         and caring creature with an amusing parlance worthy of James Joyce’s late works. He
         catches dreams from the land where they are born and treasures them inside jars in
         his cave (the shining form of some of them alludes to previous Spielberg films). Sophie
         and the BFG become close friends and he protects her from the other voracious inhabitants
         of his lands, who would eat her without hesitation. The latter, definitely bigger
         and taller than the protagonist, treat him with disrespect, and Sophie advises him
         to rebel against them (in a nice parable against bullying). She comes up with the
         plan to contact the Queen of England (Penelope Wilton) and set her up against the
         malevolent giants. In their visit to Buckingham Palace (the occasion for many hilarious
         gags), the Queen agrees to help the two of them, and BFG is finally freed of his bullying
         companions. The story clearly echoes Jonathan Swift’s 1726 novel Gulliver’s Travels in its depiction of the disparity of treatment according to the characters’ heights.
         It also recalls E.T. in its depiction of the bond established between a child and his/her adult friend
         unaccepted by the rest of the world. Technically, the film is a masterpiece of visual
         effects, from the frames following the giant while moving around and Sophie’s simultaneous
         perspective of them, to the creation of the magical land of dreams (someone might
         argue that Spielberg himself was born here) and the representation of how BFG prepares
         the dream for the Queen by mixing different-colored elements (the movements of the
         fluttering dreams are deliciously accompanied by Williams’s flutes).[76]    The BFG earned over $180 million. 
      

      
      Spielberg then directed The Post (2017). The narrative is set in 1971, with Daniel Ellsberg (Matthew Rhys) passing
         thousands of pages from the classified files known as the Pentagon Papers (which revealed
         the negative background of U.S. involvement in the Vietnam War) to reporters at The New York Times. After publishing the first excerpts, the journal is halted from publicizing any
         more files by a court injunction. Katharine Graham (Meryl Streep), who inherited The Washington Post after her husband’s suicide, and editor-in-chief Ben Bradlee (Tom Hanks), manage
         to get possession of the same documents and consider risking criminal charges for
         the publication of them. Graham is an insecure woman, surrounded and sometimes overruled
         by men (she is depicted as definitely more confident at home than at work), and she
         is a personal friend of Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara, one of the politicians
         involved in the scandal. This complicates her dilemma, but Bradlee convinces her to
         proceed with the publication and, consequently, to appeal to the Supreme Court for
         their right to inform the public about the government’s misconduct. The Post is a story about the freedom of the press and a journalist’s obligation to the public,
         whose implications for the contemporary public did not go unnoticed by the critics.
         The voices of the American presidents reproduced in the film resonate as important
         historical lessons for contemporary audiences.[77]    The Post earned almost $180 million and was nominated for two Academy Awards, including Best
         Picture. 
      

      
      Ready Player One (2018) is a film based on Ernest Cline’s 2011 novel of the same name about virtual
         reality and the importance of affections and ideals in the “real” world. The story
         is set in Columbus, Ohio, in 2045 in a world filled with technological ruins and garbage,
         where the entire population has become addicted to the Oasis, a virtual reality accessed
         through 3-D headsets that allow people to experience, through their avatars, any kind
         of fantasy, entertainment, and game. Before dying James Halliday (Mark Rylance), the
         creator of the Oasis, scattered in the system a series of clues leading to three keys,
         the possession of which would grant ownership both of his own fortune and of the virtual
         reality itself to the winner. The story’s protagonist, Wade Watts (Tye Sheridan),
         uses his avatar Parzifal (named after the famous Arthurian Grail knight) to win the
         first key. Subsequently, he then allies with a group of avatars in the search for
         the other keys, but he is opposed by Nolan Sorrento (Ben Mendelsohn), the director
         of the company IOI, who wants to control the Oasis. Sorrento sends his agents in both
         the virtual reality and the real world to neutralize James’s threat. At the end of
         the film, James obtains the three keys (the Holy Grail as it were) and decides to
         run the Oasis with his friends in a more humane way, shutting the system down twice
         a week to allow people to spend more time in the real world. The film is a splendid
         compendium of popular culture and cinema, referencing films (from The Wizard of Oz and King Kong to Alien, Robocop, and Spielberg’s own films), TV series (such as the late 1960s Batman and the A-Team), and video games (including Space Invaders and Mortal Kombat). More spectacular than any of the video games it alludes to, Ready Player One is an explosion of colors and movements, and masterfully navigates themes such as
         falling in love online and rebellion against multinational corporations.[78]    Ready Player One earned over $580 million and was nominated for one Academy Award. 
      

      
       

      The volume in your hands investigates several distinct areas of Spielbergʼs works
         and addresses the different approaches and the range of topics invited by the multidimensionality
         of the subject itself: the philosophical, the artistic, the socio-cultural and the
         personal. The eighteen chapters constituting the volume are academic in their approach
         to the subject and in their methodology, whether they apply a historical, philosophical,
         film studies, or gender studies perspective to the texts under examination. The methodologies
         adopted by the contributors differ significantly from each other, thus offering the
         reader a variegated and compelling picture of Spielbergʼs oeuvre, which includes more
         than thirty films. Contrary to the numerous volumes published in the past on the subject,
         the eighteen chapters constituting the volume offer specific case studies that have
         been previously ignored (or only partially mentioned) by other scholars.
      

      
      Currently, there are numerous volumes on Spielberg and his works. However, the majority
         of them focus on specific aspects of the directorʼs works or are now out of date with
         respect to his most recent productions. Books such as Frank Sanello’s Spielberg: The Man, the Movies, the Mythology (Taylor Trade, 2002), for example, reconstruct the history of the production, filming,
         and reception of the directorʼs films up to A.I. Artificial Intelligence. Some of the themes in Spielberg are examined by Sanello, but only briefly, and they
         are not elaborated on in arguments engaging major critical theories. Similarly, Ian
         Freerʼs The Complete Spielberg (Virgin, 2001) examines the history of Spielbergʼs films up to Jurassic Park, illustrating the pre-production and production phases, the casting decisions, the
         deleted scenes, the reactions of the public and critics, and the awards received by
         the various films. However, the volume does not contain any in-depth analysis of the
         filmsʼ thematic concerns. Robert Kolkerʼs A Cinema of Loneliness: Penn, Stone, Kubrick, Scorsese, Spielberg, Altman (Oxford University Press, 3rd ed. 2000) dedicates one chapter to the analysis of
         Spielberg’s works, focusing on the historical context they derive from and confronting
         them with the works of the other directors studied in the volume. Kolker argues that
         Spielberg’s films are “fantasy spectacles of security and joyful action” intended
         to create the same universal response in all spectators.[79]   Warren S. Buckland’s Directed by Steven Spielberg: Poetics of the Contemporary Hollywood Blockbuster (Continuum, 2006) focuses on the director’s manipulation of the mise-en-scéne, editing
         techniques, sound design, use of different frames, and narrative techniques to illustrate
         the director’s creation of a unique and coherent style. However, Buckland’s analysis
         covers Spielberg’s films only up to the 2005 War of the Worlds, ignoring some of the previous productions as well as all of the subsequent ones.
         Relatively more updated is Nigel Morris’s  The Cinema of Steven Spielberg: Empire of Light (Wallflower, 2007), whose elaborate analysis of the films includes up to Munich. Clélia Cohen’s Masters of Cinema: Steven Spielberg (Cahiers du Cinema, 2010), a succinct study of the director’s biography and works,
         also concludes with Munich. This is the case, too, with Frederick Wasser’s Steven Spielberg’s America (Polity Press, 2010), which is an interesting study of the director’s use of photorealism,
         his development of the historical film, and his attempts at mythmaking. James Mairata’s
         Steven Spielberg’s Style by Stealth (Palgrave Macmillan, 2018) examines more recent productions in the career of the
         director but focuses on the technical aspects of the use of deep space compositions
         and the shot/reverse shot alternance (which, according to Mairata, has been modified
         by Spielberg into the “wide reverse” shot). Finally, James Kendrick’s Darkness in the Bliss-Out: A Reconsideration of the Films of Spielberg (Bloomsbury, 2014) examines the darker recesses and internal conflict evident in
         some (but not all of) the director’s films.
      

      
      Book-length publications that illustrate the biography of Spielberg, presenting his
         films in chronological order, are also numerous. They include Joseph McBrideʼs Steven Spielberg: A Biography (Simon & Schuster, 1998), Tom Power’s Steven Spielberg (Lerner Publications, 2005), Kathi Jackson’s Steven Spielberg: A Biography (Greenwood, 2007), Wil Mara’s Steven Spielberg (Cavendish Square Publishing, 2015), and Molly Haskell’s Steven Spielberg: A Life in Films (Yale University Press, 2017). Apart from not being up to date, the majority of these
         volumes offer minor critical interpretations of the films, and, although they report
         many of the reviewers’ and critics’ readings, they focus almost exclusively on the
         history of the films’ production, filming, and reception.
      

      
      Collections of essays on Spielberg’s works include Charles L. P. Silet’s The Films of Steven Spielberg: Critical Essays (Scarecrow Press, 2002), whose twelve chapters provide readers with a variegated series
         of interpretations on the films up to Saving Private Ryan. Dean A. Kowalskiʼs Steven Spielberg and Philosophy (University Press of Kentucky, 2008) utilizes the theories elaborated on by old and
         new thinkers to examine philosophical topics such as ethics, metaphysics, and political
         matters. Spielberg’s Holocaust: Critical Perspectives on Schindler’s List (edited by Yosefa Loshitzky, Indiana University Press, 1997) is concerned exclusively
         with the eponymous film, and offers twelve chapters that analyze various (historical
         and cinematic) aspects of the film as well as its reception in different countries
         around the globe. Children in the Films of Steven Spielberg (Lexington Books, 2016), edited by Adrian Schober and Debbie Olson, includes the
         examination of more recent productions (such as The Adventure of Tintin) but focuses exclusively on the various depictions of children and teenagers presented
         in Spielberg’s oeuvre. The chapters of A Companion to Steven Spielberg (Wiley-Blackwell, 2017), edited by Nigel Morris, offer a variegated series of critical
         readings on Spielbergʼs works and examine under-researched areas such as adaptation
         and music studies as well as video games and fandom studies. The most recent edited
         volume on the American director is David Roche’s Steven Spielberg: Hollywood Wunderkind & Humanist (Presses Universitaires de la Méditerranée, 2018), whose numerous essays examine
         the director’s technical virtuosity, his imprint on different genres, the ideological
         implications of his films, and the apparent lack of political commitment.
      

      
      The present book is divided into three sections that examine different aspects of
         the director’s oeuvre. The first section, “The Artist and Philosopher,” focuses on
         Spielbergʼs artistic and directorial choices as well as on the philosophical implications
         of his films. The first chapter, by David LaRocca, critically explores the criteria
         by which we may claim that The Sugarland Express, the first film of Spielberg’s enduring, celebrated Hollywood career, is auspicious,
         if not at the same time seminal. Paul Johnsonʼs chapter examines how Spielberg uses
         profilmic elements, special and visual effects techniques, alongside digital effects
         and augmentation, to refashion reality along with the originating texts, demonstrating
         how the director enables spectators to interpret the diegetic worlds and narratives
         with fresh eyes. The following chapter, by Adam Daniel, draws on Julian Hanich’s work
         on cinematic emotion to interrogate how Spielberg’s films utilize cinematic techniques
         in the production of fear and wonder from a phenomenological perspective. The fourth
         chapter, by Jennifer L. McMahon, first looks at the way in which Jaws reflects the deep-seated anxiety that we have about our being, the existential anxiety
         that Martin Heidegger describes, which is anchored principally in our mortality. Subsequently,
         McMahon examines the emotional appeal of horses for the audience in Warhorse, whose animal protagonist is interpreted as a manifestation of the bravery and solidarity
         to which humans aspire and sometimes achieve. The following chapter, by Elizabeth
         Lowry, draws on the scholarship of Bridget Brown and Deborah Battaglia to consider
         how constructions of the aliens in Spielberg’s science-fiction films operate within
         our cultural imaginary and how the “extraterrestrial” is represented and circulated
         in Western culture through popular culture. The last chapter of the first section
         is by Elsa Colombani, and it focuses on Minority Report, A.I., and Ready Player One. Colombani analyzes how intricately linked the realm of the fairy tale and the influence
         of Stanley Kubrick become in Spielberg’s science-fiction films, and how the director
         playfully inserts references while infusing his films with a darker vision of the
         future, directly inherited from Kubrick, while focusing on one of his own favorite
         subjects, childhood.
      

      
       The second section, “The Dreamer,” considers instead the visionary, fantastic, and
         sentimental aspects expressed in Spielbergʼs oeuvre. The first chapter, by Fernando
         Gabriel Pagnoni Berns, Mariana Soledad Zárate, and Eduardo Veteri, traces how Spielberg’s
         statement on faith in his earlier career (from Something Evil to Amazing Stories’s “The Mission”) progressively abandons classical theology to become more human,
         a form of transcendence, to point the ways in which Christian eschatology gives space
         to human poiesis and agency. Joshua Sikora’s chapter argues that, contrary to those films that tend
         to turn on the skill or ingenuity of the protagonists in their final acts, many of
         Spielberg’s works often subvert this common narrative conceit through the appearance
         of an unexpected third party that works like the ancient theatrical convention of
         the deus ex machina. In the third chapter, Sabine Planka shows the similarities between the figure of
         the oracle in Minority Report and the Pythia, or female prophetess of Ancient Greece. The following chapter, by
         Christian Jimenez, argues that in the films Amblin’  and Always Spielberg makes a rare use of the woman-as-mythic construct. In the former film, Jimenez
         argues that the director re-imagines women on the Western frontier, whereas in Always he re-imagines women as fellow fighters during wartime—despite the film being set
         decades after World War II. In the fifth chapter of this section, Sue Matheson investigates
         Hook and The Adventures of Tintin via Spielberg’s use of tropes found in the nineteenth-century pirate tales designed
         to reconcile boyhood with maturity. Matheson examines the importance of masculine
         vigor and Spielberg’s emphasis on sentiment as well as the films’ recurring images
         of threatened masculinity and imperiled father figures. The second part of the book
         concludes with Christopher H. Ketcham’s examination of E.T. as a critique of how we categorize and treat the other, any other, who is not the same as we are. Ketcham’s study considers both U.S. Constitutional
         attempts to define otherness through differentiation of humans into different kinds
         of person as well as more recent efforts to define immigrants through similar degrees
         of personhood and show how these are relevant to Spielberg’s story of the extraterrestrial.
      

      
       The third section of the volume, “The Historian,” analyzes the representation of
         historical events in Spielberg’s films. The first chapter, by Sean O’Reilly, juxtaposes
         the approach to historical veracity in two opposite works, 1941 and Saving Private Ryan, whereas Michael Versteegʼs chapter examines the representation of the mistreatment
         of minorities in the films The Color Purple, Amistad, Schindler’s List, Munich, and Lincoln. Orsolya Karacsony’s chapter analyzes how Spielberg makes an attempt to encourage
         the viewers of Catch Me If You Can, Bridge of Spies, and The Post to identify with the protagonists and to reveal the human side of the historic and
         historical events by portraying them in a manner as complex as possible. In the fourth
         chapter, Carl Sobocinski examines the lingering influence of the British Empire on
         the Indiana Jones saga, along with the dual nature of its protagonist’s personality: the nerdy, vulnerable
         professor and the indefatigable adventurer. In the following chapter, Carl Sweeney
         uses Michel Foucault’s concept of heterotopia to analyze the disruption of controller
         spaces in films such as Jurassic Park, The Terminal, and Ready Player One. The final chapter of the third section is by Naaman K. Wood and David J. Strickler,
         who argue that, through their plots of invasion and their focus on the powerlessness
         of colonized people, the films Empire of the Sun and War of the Worlds suggest a colonial imagination that justifies settler colonial presence as divine
         destiny and, in the case of the latter film, discourages critical reflection on America’s
         War on Terror.
      

      
      The diversity and range of the chapters compiled in this collection reflect the editors’
         belief that a study of the full complexity of Spielberg’s films, as well as the reassessment
         of the critical interpretations of them, require both an interdisciplinary perspective
         and the drawing together of different intellectual approaches. The chapters demonstrate
         a collective awareness of Spielberg as a fundamental figure in contemporary culture.
         A Critical Companion to Steven Spielberg comprises a series of unique and novel perspectives on Spielberg’s films that are
         completely original and focus on specific aspects that have not been examined before.
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      Steven Spielberg’s The Sugarland Express (1974) is, according to legendary New Yorker critic Pauline Kael, “one of the most phenomenal debut films in the history of movies.”[1]   Does this mean the film should share company with Citizen Kane? In time, Spielberg’s cinematic debts to Welles would become apparent (for example,
         deep focus, elaborate tracking, blocking style, extended shots,[2]   backlit projection, layered sound, overlapping dialogue,[3]   etc.), but in the late sixties and early seventies, Spielberg was merely studying
         Citizen Kane (also a first feature). Of course, a striking difference between these debuts appears
         in the legacy of the films themselves—Citizen Kane is regularly near or atop the “all-time best-of” lists, whereas most people, including
         ardent Spielberg fans, may not have seen, much less even heard of, The Sugarland Express. For a filmmaker of Spielberg’s caliber and fame, this is a peculiar state: to have
         one’s first feature-length film heralded and yet remain relatively unknown.[4]    In what follows, I take account of why Kael and others believe Spielberg’s debut
         is important in itself (including how the film helps us take stock of the stylistic,
         thematic, and narrative trends that develop in his future work) and also how The Sugarland Express offers a clinic on the nature of cinematic genre cycles and clusters. 
      

      
      As a work in cinema history, The Sugarland Express functions as both the director’s debut feature fiction film and as a member of a distinctive late ’60s/early ’70s film cycle that includes, among
         other representative examples, Bonnie & Clyde (Penn, 1967), Butch Cassidy and the Sundance Kid (Hill, 1969), Easy Rider (Hopper, 1969), The Getaway (Peckinpah, 1972), American Graffiti (Lucas, 1973), and Badlands (Malick, 1973). If Spielberg is akin (or a kin) to Welles and Hawks, we can appreciate
         how The Sugarland Express reveals him to be a keen movie lover generally, and also a fan of—or at least savvy
         student of—an especially prominent contemporaneous cycle of films (call it “young,
         romantic, doomed outlaws on the run”—or in a phrase I will use more consistently in
         what follows, following Lew Wasserman, “anarchic youth movies”).[5]   In this chapter, I will consider The Sugarland Express along these two lines, namely through a critical exploration of the criteria by which
         we may claim that the first film of Spielberg’s celebrated Hollywood career is auspicious,
         and by means of an articulation of the characteristics that position the film meaningfully
         in the company of its recent and more critically heralded forebears. 
      

      
      But why mount this double inquiry? Because the clue given by critics is that The Sugarland Express does not find Spielberg contributing new content, but rather something of “a new
         style, a new-generation Hollywood hand.”[6]   Stephen Farber, in The New York Times, said the film is a “prime example of the new-style factory movie: slick, cynical,
         mechanical, empty.”[7]   Nigel Morris remarked that the film, “if remembered, is considered a failure,”
         and indeed, Spielberg himself described The Sugarland Express as “his one totally unsatisfactory movie.”[8]   Although Spielberg had directed an earlier feature—Firelight (1964)—a handful of episodes of television shows, a few television movies, and a
         few short films, as well as Duel (1971), his major debut (according to Kael) does not offer an audacity of filmed
         content, but rather something of a knack for re-working material familiar to popular
         culture. Noting the chronology of the films previously mentioned (such as Bonnie & Clyde), one quickly sees that Spielberg’s film comes last in the sequence. Yet, it is precisely
         by calling Spielberg’s antecedents to mind that we might appreciate The Sugarland Express both on its own terms (again, if primarily for its visual, compositional, and editorial
         attributes) and for how it may achieve merit amidst a crowd of accomplished contributors
         and competitors. At this point, then, what draws our interest in The Sugarland Express is less its quality per se than its admission of a talent revealing itself—both in terms of Spielberg’s authorial
         style and his gift for reconceiving trends (in this case, as exhibited in a popular,
         culturally resonant film cycle).
      

      
      Invoking Kael and others, I am going to simultaneously claim that Spielberg’s first
         feature film is at once “commercial and shallow and impersonal” (a “failure”? “totally
         unsatisfactory”?) and concomitantly “one of the most phenomenal debut films in the history of movies.”[9]     I suggest we hold these contradictions in mind for the productive way in which
         Spielberg’s stylistics announce a cinematic canniness—a “movie sense” (in Kael’s parlance)
         that serves to underwrite and reinforce film as a popular, and simultaneously meaningful,
         medium of art. Implicitly in this feature, Spielberg offers a reply to the question:
         How do we balance the rigor of an art film with the demands of the local cineplex;
         the expansive desire for familiar genre narratives with a more limited desire for
         novelty; and capitalize on a cultural gestalt without succumbing to irony, cynicism,
         or nihilism (for example, in the way that The Color Purple, Schindler’s List, Saving Private Ryan, Munich, Lincoln, Bridge of Spies, and The Post appear as earnest, hopeful, meaning-generating “responses” to au courant cultural
         preoccupations)? Spielberg creates entertainment that can, while entertaining, function
         at the same time as the condition for social commentary; that is, these works are not purely didactic, but rather tell
         stories that throw us back upon ourselves, compelling us to ask questions because of the film, and, in turn, allow us to invoke the film as a companion for consolidating
         our replies.
      

      
      Let’s begin, then, with a sketch of The Sugarland Express plot, beginning with the bold one-take tracking shot (an already prominent technique
         in this first film and redeployed inventively by Spielberg for the next forty-plus
         years), which finds us in east Texas, May 1969. Lou Jean (Goldie Hawn, cast provocatively
         against type) travels to visit her husband, Clovis (William Atherton), who is in a
         rural Texas prison and just four months away from release. Upon their first contact,
         she tells him she wants a divorce, and when he expresses shock and disbelief, she
         asks him if he notices their missing child (who is not along for the visit). She tells
         him that, after her recent release from a women’s facility, their son, Langston (always
         “baby Langston”) has been taken away from them, from her, and sent to Sugarland by
         social services, who cite their unfitness as parents. “I want my baby back,” Lou Jean
         says tearfully (in close-up), asking Clovis plaintively but also laced with threat:
         “You gonna help me or not?” Clovis at first resists the notion of a break-out, but
         Lou Jean seals his conviction to flee: on the verge of impromptu coitus in the men’s
         room that she forcefully initiates (inverting the customary, heteronormative gender
         dynamic), she declares: “If you don’t [leave with me today], this is our last time.”
         However reticent he is, Clovis appears doubly motivated to break out—fearing the loss
         of his wife and his son.
      

      
      And so they make the prison escape together, slyly leaving through the front door,
         whereupon mayhem ensues: they steal a civilian car, then a cop car, hold a police
         officer at gunpoint, agitate a lengthy car chase (alternating between fast patrol-car
         pursuit and slow-moving caravan—hence, not always an “express” to Sugarland), and
         in the process activate a regional (Texan), if not national, conversation about youth,
         violence, criminality, responsibility, and parenting (for instance, are Lou Jean and
         Clovis parents . . . or children?—Captain Tanner [Ben Johnson] at one point declares
         that the outlaws “ain’t nothin’ but a coupla kids”). Lou Jean and Clovis befriend
         their hostage, Patrolman Slide (Michael Sacks), as they use him to cross east Texas
         (Beaumont to Wheelock and on to Sugarland). Lou Jean and Clovis approach the home
         of the foster parents in Sugarland, demanding the release of baby Langston. Clovis
         is shot and mortally wounded, Lou Jean is taken into custody, and Slide is released
         unharmed. The postscript tells us that after serving fifteen months (of a five-year
         prison term), Lou Jean reclaims Langston, having convinced the state she is competent.
      

      
      Even if you have not seen this film, you have seen this film. Familiar genre traits—especially from what we can call a “cycle” of films—make
         The Sugarland Express immediately recognizable. It is not so much a case of “if you’ve seen one, you’ve
         seen them all,” but rather that genre characteristics regularly offer a recipe and
         a register for understanding a story (fabula) and its plotting (syuzhet).[10]     If we return to our limited list above, namely Bonnie & Clyde, Butch Cassidy and the Sundance Kid, Easy Rider, The Getaway, American Graffiti, and Badlands, we can glean almost all of the traits, plot points, and other relevant story schematics
         for The Sugarland Express . . . except the pretense of parenting and the presence of a vulnerable child. Despite
         piles of cliché and abundant repetitions (femme fatale, prison break, hostage-taking,
         car chase, etc.), suddenly The Sugarland Express makes its declaration of originality. At that point, the fervent Spielberg fan should
         lean in to point out that we have left, momentarily, the realm of the appointed genre
         cycle and entered the space of Spielbergian auteurship—since one of the most prominent
         traits in his oeuvre is the presence of a child, usually one that is vulnerable to
         the whims, judgments, and miscalculations of parents and other adults. Start with
         The Sugarland Express and go down the list, nearly a half century later, to Ready Player One (2018), and nearly all films on the list possess this signature to some degree or
         other; often it is prominent, yet it can be rendered as subtext and remain just as
         effective. In the latter case, consider how baby Langston is invoked (but unseen)
         from the first scene of the film—and remains a steady figure of concern throughout
         the pursuit of his parents—yet is only revealed briefly, at the end.
      

      
      What, then, places The Sugarland Express “in” a genre—or reveals Spielberg’s capacity to innovate or even transform/transgress
         the nature of such a domain and its attendant cycles? “Genre is first and foremost
         a boundary phenomenon,” writes Christine Gledhill.[11]   As cinéastes, as critics, we are continually negotiating “where a film belongs,” trying to locate
         it in the space of resemblances to forebears. Since we live in the midst of our contemporary
         cinema history, it can be difficult to determine (in the present moment) whether the
         film we are watching is part of a cycle or a cluster, since we cannot articulate trend-lines
         to come. Looking back to The Sugarland Express, however, we have a much clearer sense of the films that preceded it and followed
         it—that is, where it “fits,” and also how it diverges from its family of kindred genre
         pictures. By the time Spielberg had co-written the screenplay and conceived the story,
         and was looking for studio support to produce it, even his contemporaries were trying
         to make a call on what the future would bring. Lew Wasserman, MCA and Universal chairman,
         “attested to Spielberg’s talent but considered anarchic youth movies finished.”[12]     In other words, Wasserman was trying to make a call attempting to gauge the status
         of a cycle. Moreover, having identified where Spielberg’s script lived—that is, in
         what cycle—Wasserman, as a producer, had to wonder its viability given the cycle’s
         health.
      

      
      As Leger Grindon puts it, the cycle is “a series of genre films produced during a
         limited period of time and linked by a dominant trend in their use of the genre’s
         conventions. A cycle is often sparked by a benchmark hit, a prototype that is imitated,
         refined, or resisted by those that follow.”[13]   In a lovely anthropomorphism, Grindon adds, “[G]enres experience cycles as important
         phases in their development.”[14]     Thus, a cycle could be said to “happen” to a genre; a cycle “presents a variable—often
         fresh—treatment of a genre’s fundamental conflicts under the influence of a particular
         time, place, and circumstance.”[15]   A cycle, then, is not hermetically enclosed by genre films, but also reaches out
         to the wider culture. This is why, for instance, in my plot summary I begin with a
         date-stamp: May 1969. May 1968, of course, is the more iconic month and year coupling—and
         its meaning is, by now, as legendary as any in American history.
      

      
      For reference, and contrast, Grindon writes, “[S]ometimes genre films fail to generate
         a coherent model or common motifs among productions from the same period,” adding,
         “such groups can be distinguished as clusters rather than cycles.”[16]   It is at this point that we, as an audience and as critics, need to decide whether
         the claim that Bonnie & Clyde and the rest, all the way to The Sugarland Express, do, in fact, form a cycle (and not a cluster). The key to the distinction appears
         to lie with our assessment of having a successful prototype. Bonnie & Clyde seems to fit the bill—both in terms of critical prestige and cultural influence—so
         there is reason to move ahead believing that Bonnie & Clyde to The Sugarland Express (with a “limited period of time” running 1969 to 1974) mark out a cycle. Another
         explanatory approach might be found in Stanley Cavell’s The World Viewed, where he articulates a view that “a cycle is a genre”—and so, whatever name we give
         to this cycle (“road-tripping youngsters trying to outrun the law,” “anarchic youth
         movies,” etc.), and however long it can be said to last, we have, in fact, encountered
         a film genre.[17]  
      

      
      When we think of a “limited period of time,” how limited is it? And why is that temporal
         bordering important for thinking about how a specific film is assigned membership
         in a cycle? Consider, for instance, that temporally speaking, Spielberg was creating
         The Sugarland Express—set in May 1969—after 1968, that is, after key politically and racially motivated
         assassinations (Kennedy, Malcolm X, and King), after youth revolts and anti–Vietnam
         War protests, after race riots, after Watergate, and during a tumultuous era for women’s
         rights. In other words, by 1974, the cycle I have adduced—that might be known by Wasserman’s
         “anarchic youth movies”—may have run its course, at least for this generation. In
         this sense, Spielberg’s film may lay claim to marking the end of a particular incarnation
         of the cycle. 
      

      
      From our vantage, decades on, we can point to a later cycle that re-animates and reclaims the “anarchic youth movie,” a new cycle that
         includes Raising Arizona (Coen brothers, 1987), Heathers (Lehmann, 1988), Running on Empty (Lumet, 1988), Thelma and Louise (R. Scott, 1991), Kalifornia (Sena, 1993), True Romance (T. Scott, 1993), and Fight Club (Fincher, 1999). Looking back, trying to get a sense for the “waves” of these cycles,
         we might consider how Nicholas Ray’s Rebel Without a Cause (1955) is one of the earliest prototypes of the cycle, and seventies heirs might
         include works as disparate as Scorsese’s Taxi Driver (1976) and Needham’s Smokey and the Bandit (1977). So, while audiences may have fatigued of the cycle by 1974 (that is, the cycle
         Spielberg aimed to join), its resonance was sufficiently strong to be picked up and
         reconceived by subsequent writers and filmmakers.
      

      
      There is something of a burden, an artistic risk, then, in trying to join a cycle
         that may be fading. Spielberg’s willingness—indeed, his eagerness—to contribute to
         the late stages of the cycle imposes a higher threshold for making a meaningful, impactful
         contribution. Audiences may simply experience repetition fatigue and write off a new
         installment; novelty, therefore, must be coupled with familiarity in order to overcome
         the distractions of abundance. For an emerging director, indeed for an ingénue, the most dire question may be: do I strike out for originality (only to discover
         that my vision is disregarded, perhaps because audiences and critics do not have eyes
         for it), or do I aim to contribute to—and rework—a robust genre, or cycle, and thereby
         offer something sufficiently novel that audiences will reward the innovation, even
         if modest?
      

      
      As my emphasis on 1968, and the half-dozen years that follow, suggests, genre and
         cycle innovations are interactive with the cultures that produce them. The span of
         time from 1969 to 1974 is not arbitrary, but distinctive for the kinds of social problems that we see in this cycle of the “anarchic youth movie.” Thomas
         Schatz reminds us how film stories “involve dramatic conflicts, which are themselves based upon ongoing cultural conflicts.”[18]   Whether one draws from the cathartic theories in Aristotle’s Poetics or more recent reflections on the role of stories and myths, say, in Claude Lévi-Strauss
         or later, Slavoj Žižek, we find that not just the telling of generic tales but the repetition of the telling (sometimes with variation) “presents the opportunity for an imaginative
         resolution of these problems from a different perspective.”[19]   If we feel confident in the traits of the film cycle that I am calling the “anarchic
         youth movie circa 1969–74,” this does not mean, nor should we want it to mean, that
         each film refers to or processes the same anxieties or social worries. Indeed, just
         the opposite: the variations on a shared phenomenon provide the conditions for refining
         our thoughts about dynamic and often vexing social confusions and ills. For instance,
         where one film might have us thinking that the anti-heroes are responsible for their
         bad decisions (and thus deserving their harsh fates), another would see them as victims
         of circumstance—and thus as tragic figures. As we tell and re-tell, even, and especially,
         within a cycle, we may be (if we are lucky) treated to a new lesson on how to approach
         some enduring cultural crisis (along with its ethical conundrums).
      

      
      As Leger Grindon has adduced “six fundamental dramatic conflicts” inherent in the
         Hollywood boxing film, it may be useful to propose some number of enduring dramatic
         conflicts (in our cycle) that map onto, or function in response to, persistent social
         conflicts.[20]   The taxonomy would, as it does in the case of the boxing film, provide a chance
         to identify the fixed categories of debate (that is, establishing those genre boundaries)
         while also illuminating how any given instance of the “anarchic youth movie circa
         1969–74” may revise or deviate from the framework. I would suggest we recognize at
         least the following items, to which more may be added: (1) the state as functioning
         (or not functioning) in relation to the best interests of the individual; (2) the
         parameters of the law, and who operates within it (“law-abiding”) or beyond it (namely,
         “outlaw”); (3) the regulation of freedom and pleasure (for example, quelling them
         to align with prevailing customs; encouraging conformism with the status quo); (4)
         the use of the automobile as literal agent (but also, by extrapolation, as symbol)
         of freedom, power, and pleasure; therefore, speeding cars and speeding bullets either
         culminate in “the getaway” (followed by period of rest) or capture/kill (followed
         by a period of rest—the latter being a permanent rest); (5) the melodrama of romance,
         usually between a heterosexual couple, though in the case of The Sugarland Express, the eroticism is utilitarian and indirect—a function for manipulating Clovis, the
         public (in the crowds, watching television), and the cops (especially Slide)—toward
         the expression and achievement of parental love for a child; and lastly, (6) resolution
         achieved by societal retribution upon the deviant (for example, with his or her prison
         time or death) and the re-establishment of social power dynamics (including commentary
         on whether justice was achieved, thwarted, or deferred).
      

      
      Among other things, a taxonomy (even as a sketch) provides occasion to think through
         any specific instance in the cycle for its special traits—namely, those that amplify
         or deviate from the standard run of characteristics. For example, as we begin to think
         about the ways in which Spielberg’s first feature film is a “failure,” “commercial
         and shallow and impersonal,” and “totally unsatisfactory,” we might wonder if it is
         the director’s skill or his lack of it that leads to such assessments. As Paul D.
         Zimmerman noted in a contemporaneous review of the film, “Spielberg is understandably
         something of an unguided missile, loaded with talent but not yet pointed in any firm
         direction.”[21]     Zimmerman, then, is looking for coherence, and Spielberg may not be able to offer
         it—or not yet. Nigel Morris, on the other hand, attests to a reasonable balance, even
         at this initial stage of Spielberg’s career, since, in this the film, “[t]echnique
         flaunts itself for cinephiles, offering formalist aesthetic appreciation while serving
         narration’s primary functions.”[22]     Any approach to the taxonomy, however, will have to take stock—perhaps first,
         before questions of talent or technique—of whether we (as viewers, as critics) regard the
         mythic significance of genre as primarily a function of ritual (for instance, by way
         of Aristotle) or of ideology (for example, by way of Žižek). Do we want the film to
         address “conflicts and successfully [bring] them to a resolution by means of allaying
         social anxiety” (the ritual outlook), or do we see in the film “an attempt to subdue
         the audience by distorting the nature and causes of prevailing social conflicts and
         deceiving or seducing the audience into believing in a simplistic and ineffective
         resolution” (the ideological outlook)?[23]     A critic’s own psychology seems to say more, at this point, about how to reply;
         for example, are we speaking about a trusting, willing-suspension-of-disbelief attitude
         that wants to enjoy and understand how pleasure can be derived from the story, or are we invoking a skeptical,
         “paranoid style” of analysis where a sort of top-down apparatus of control (namely,
         “subdue”) has been unleashed on unsuspecting viewers, themselves victims of the media
         industrial complex?[24]   A question to answer a question—fair enough. Yet, there is a name for this interaction
         and intersection, given by Rick Altman: he calls it the genre “crossroads.”[25]  
      

      
      What do we see at the crossroads? As Altman puts it, “One fork offers a culturally
         sanctioned activity or value, while the other path diverges from cultural norms in
         favor of generic pleasure.”[26]     Crucially, if obviously, “crossroads events loom large in the experience of the
         genre fan,” since, of course, a viewer has to have some familiarity with the genre
         (and its members) in order to perceive (and appreciate) how any given (new) installment
         abides by or deviates from the genre trends.[27]   We have come to a place where the language of film genre theory has uncannily mapped
         onto our director’s behavior as it correlates to the behavior of his characters; in
         short, we are forced to ask about Spielberg’s repetition of film techniques and genre
         recipes (that is, as law-abiding), or about his decision to flout the standard operating
         procedures (that is, as an outlaw). Like a talented gunman who has arrived too late
         to the corral, Spielberg’s debut performance often draws criticism for being a loaded
         but poorly aimed gun (or “unguided missile”). In short, Spielberg is not so much a
         director at this point in his career as someone in need of direction. As he admits
         on the set of Jaws, “I haven’t got any style yet. I haven’t found my style. I mean, you know, it’s funny;
         I’ve made two films so far [namely, Duel and The Sugarland Express] and I still feel very out of touch with filmmaking, you know, I’m still feeling
         my way along. . . . I have all the tools, but I don’t have the command of the language
         yet.”[28]     He is “loaded with talent” but not yet guided.
      

      
      Since critics have said that Spielberg’s first feature film is a “failure” and Spielberg
         himself says the film is “totally unsatisfactory,” why should anyone—even a dedicated
         Spielberg fan (such as one reading this book)—take The Sugarland Express seriously? I wish to suggest that it is precisely because of the convoluted critical
         reception of the film (especially emblematic in Kael’s review, where she praises him
         into the stratospheric company of Howard Hawks while concomitantly dismissing the
         film as mainly a showcase of boldly realized techniques—nay, film-school tricks) and
         the director’s own troubled assessment of the work that we can turn to genre theory
         (Altman, Bordwell, Cavell, Gledhill, Grindon, Neale, Schatz, and others) to explore
         the film in light of its particular film cycle, and as it functions at the “crossroads”
         of the subversive and the sanctioned. In this way, after Grindon, I see genre theory
         as itself an option—a third way—between ritual habits and ideological inclinations:
         “[T]he process of generic engagement allows audiences to enjoy cultural resistance
         and may even leave them disappointed with the return to safety.”[29]   Genres—and their cycles—are not merely agents of “social containment,” but may
         engender “spectator exploration of provocative terrain.”[30]   It is precisely the “flexible range of options for exploring the underlying social
         problems”[31]   that gives rise to genres (and cycles) that, according to Grindon, provide a more
         nuanced appraisal than saying (in my own words here) either “this film participates
         in a myth we enjoy repeating” or “this film aims to manipulate me in some way.”
      

      
      When we look back at my list of films recommended to the cycle I have called “anarchic
         youth movie circa 1969–74,” namely Bonnie & Clyde, Butch Cassidy and the Sundance Kid, Easy Rider (Hopper, 1969), The Getaway, American Graffiti, and Badlands, it may be too quick or easy to say that, by comparison, Spielberg’s The Sugarland Express is the least prestigious, the least influential, the least critically adored, and
         the like. And yet, those things can be said. So, if Spielberg is a first-time director (like Hopper and Lucas[32]     and Malick!) and his film comes last in this series, what exactly can be redeeming and
         instructive about it? For one thing, we can study the celebrated instances in the
         cycle to see the many ways in which the characters operate according to a sanctioned,
         reliable pattern; for instance, these are adults, or just so, and they are involved
         in some form of concern about their well-being (including the pursuit of riches, physical
         pleasure, glory, etc.). What happens, then, when, toward the end of the cycle, Spielberg
         takes away the obsessive narcissism or romance and instead presents us with a family
         struggle—of a mother’s panicked resolve to retrieve her baby at any price, to herself
         and others? We find ourselves in the familiar, recognizable territory (of the anarchic
         youth movie circa 1969–74), but we find that the spectator is now poised to explore
         “provocative terrain.” Since “repetition and predictability eventually become wearisome
         . . . a subordinate trait.”[33]     That said, part of Spielberg’s daring involves going well beyond any “subordinate
         trait” and heading to a completely different generic register—that is, to features
         that are much more fundamental to family melodrama (as we see in rightful descendants
         such as the Coen brothers’ Raising Arizona [1987] and Lumet’s Running on Empty [1988]). Following Rick Altman’s field-defining recommendations, we can say that
         while Spielberg adheres to the syntactic elements of the anarchic youth movie (such as the plot ordering), he deviates significantly
         from the semantic elements (for instance, who we should care about and why).[34]  
      

      
      Thus, even though Spielberg says self-deprecatingly, “I don’t have the command of
         the language yet,” Altman’s semantic/syntactic approach to film genre suggests otherwise:
         first, that Spielberg has such command of the syntaxes that govern film’s many genres that he could imitate those
         registers and rules with prodigious facility, and second, that his assessment of semantic
         elements of genres was sufficiently attuned to the cycle because he was able to see
         that none of its cycle-defining members had created a fraught family melodrama in
         the midst of the robust and reliable anarchic youth movie of the early seventies.
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      Chapter 2

      Adapting Objects

      
         
         
         Paul Johnson

         
         Spielberg and the Art of Making Strange

         
      

      
      In 1978 Steven Spielberg declared, “I think all directors should be animators first,
         because you really can take the imagination to become something tangible, something
         you can hold in your hand, and say, ‘Can you see this? No? Well, I can.’ And then
         you make that, make that happen.”[1]   Here Spielberg follows Sergei Eisenstein’s thoughts on Walt Disney and how the
         medium of animation uses its visuals to provide a sense of animism and life. Eisenstein
         went so far as to state of the medium that “a knowingly lifeless thing—a graphic drawing—is
         animated.”[2]   Material is adapted and animated to create something new with a sense of expressive
         life, imbued with what the Soviet-era director called “plasmatics.” For Eisenstein,
         plasmatics showcased a means for animation to enable visual objects to become practically
         anything: “For here we have a being represented in drawing, a being of a definite
         form [but] which behaves like the primal protoplasm . . . capable of assuming any
         form and which, skipping along the rungs of the evolutionary ladder, attaches itself
         to any and all forms of animal existence.”[3]   If we follow Alan Cholodenko’s call to arms, where “all film is a form of animation,”[4]   it is conceivable for live-action cinema to be imbued with similar precepts found
         in the animated form through the objects contained within. 
      

      
      Using this criterion, this chapter examines how certain Steven Spielberg films produce
         character-like entities and latterly cinematic forms by animating pre-existing objects
         and techniques through special and visual effects (SFX and VFX). Such components are
         by their nature lifeless, but, through their animation by technicians both on and
         off set/location, the films establish elements that evoke Eisenstein’s plasmatics.
         Key to this discussion is the placement of SFX and VFX within Spielberg’s film adaptations,
         and the ways in which their technological development and implementation across decades
         house meaning. Spielberg’s early films Duel (1971) and Jaws (1975), which both made extensive use of practical effects, will initially be examined,
         highlighting how vehicles and barrels became “plasmaticized.” These existing objects
         undergo an animated transformation, becoming remade as quasi-alive and active. This
         refashioning observes traits surrounding adaptation and, in this instance, concepts
         developed by Julie Sanders. Sanders noted that adapters of text embrace translation,
         and through this, creation.[5]   She continues by stating the import and pleasure of “reading into such texts their
         intertextual and allusive relationship with other texts,”[6] highlighting the possibility of texts being polymorphic, plasmatic, and multi-meaningful, which by extension allows the constituent elements within to be similarly so. Moreover,
         by adapting existing elements and reanimating them, Spielberg also develops Russian
         Formalist concepts, showcasing the ability to defamiliarize objects in order to make
         them become something new and distinctive. My exploration will continue by investigating
         the merging of special and digital effects in Jurassic Park (1993), most expressively through life-size animatronic puppets and a digitized version
         of stop-motion, as a continuation of how objects and techniques become reanimated,
         which reflects allusive themes. Finally, the digitally abundant films A.I. Artificial Intelligence (2001), The Adventures of Tintin: The Secret of the Unicorn (2011), The BFG (2016), and Ready Player One (2018) will be used to show how SFX and digital VFX continue to update and reformulate
         cinematic forms, and produce meaningful considerations therein. 
      

      
      Molly Haskell notes of Duel[7]   that “the duel to the death of car and truck requires neither dialogue nor the
         sort of characterization at which Spielberg is deficient.”[8]   But though Haskell sees Duel uninhibited by Spielberg’s deficiencies as a filmmaker, the film seeks to create
         characters through the reformulation of the tanker and, as an extension of protagonist
         David Mann (Dennis Weaver), the car he drives. Mann, our hero, is sometimes seen outside
         of his car but most often enclosed within its metallic frame. Likewise, we fleetingly
         see portions of the truck driver: an arm, boots and jeans, both within the truck and
         sometimes outside on the sporadic occasion it stops. But this is extremely rare in
         the film’s overall running time. More importantly, we never completely see the driver
         to focus upon as a character. Instead the villain of the film that we center our attention
         upon is the truck itself. It is this, and to a degree Mann’s car, upon which Spielberg
         concentrates spectators’ attention.
      

      
      The tanker truck was cast by Spielberg in a similar fashion to any other actor, with
         the director looking at a number of vehicles before deciding upon the resplendently
         dirty and ancient-looking motor vehicle, which Tony Crawley pronounced had “a bulkhead
         upfront which helped hide its driver the Bullitt stuntman, Carey Loftin.”[9]   Crawley’s words point out that the vehicle hides the stunt driver but makes no
         mention of a driver in the film’s diegetic word. With Duel, Spielberg molds the truck’s metal bodywork, glass windows, headlights, and rubber
         tires as corporeal elements like skin, bones, eyes, hands, and feet; its combustion
         engine is its heart; the roar of the throttle through its exhaust pipes, the vocal
         battle cry; and its fuel and oil, the blood that courses through its veins. This “malevolently
         perfect” vehicle was, Crawley continues, deliberated more than Weaver’s Mann.[10]   Spielberg explains, “It had a face, a protruding snout, lights like eyes,”[11]   and its grimy, rust-strewn appearance makes it look as if it is a huge ancient
         animal that haunts the desert landscape, chasing down the unwary traveler.
      

      
      If we view the truck’s constituent parts as forming an animalistic entity, then Mann’s
         red car might also be viewed as Little Red Riding Hood–esque, a heroic being facing
         off against the pursuing wolf—a chase with moments of hide and seek as Mann and his
         car skulk off the road to hide as the wolf-like truck roars past obliviously (but,
         perhaps not?). Spielberg, the camera crew, and the editor create a sense of speed,
         dynamism, and threat as again and again we see the truck rushing onward, drawing nearer
         and nearer to Mann’s car, almost connecting, but not quite. We cut from a sweat-faced
         apprehensive Mann within his heroic red vehicle, to the rushing truck, to Mann looking
         back frantically. The framing focuses our attention on the truck’s lights, the bumper,
         and grille, making them eyes and teeth, and the sound mix amplifies the engine revving
         violently as a ferocious, aural attack. Then, finally, as the cutting continues between
         predator and prey to produce tension, the truck connects. 
      

      
      Throughout, Duel develops sequences of the truck launching attacks against Mann’s car, such as the
         moment where it attempts to force it into the path of a train at a crossing, snapping
         at the car like an animal. These moments adapt the vehicles into characters, changing
         up the dramatis personae of the narrative to provide audiences with something distinctive
         in place of de rigueur standards. Correspondingly, as Tom Milne writes in his review,
         the film paints an “intriguing visual suggestion that this is the old, old battle
         between the shining, prancing, vulnerable knight and the impervious, lumbering dragon.”[12]   Although this is live-action cinema, with vehicles, actors, locations, and the
         perceived associations of the medium, there is a sense of animation at work here,
         where we, as Tom Milne and other reviewers, critics, and so forth, are able to see
         the objects captured on celluloid as animated—plasmaticized—and no longer stable.
      

      
      In this and subsequent films Spielberg and his collaborators charge diegetic elements
         with a new dynamic range via SFX and VFX. In doing so, the director invokes the Russian
         Formalist principle of ostranenie, or “making it strange,” as outlined by Viktor Shklovsky. In his development of Formalist
         literature criticism, Shklovsky stresses that the reader must unbound themselves from
         conventions and the habitual. Instead, in approaching art, we should seek to defamiliarize
         things—indeed, make them strange. Using this technique, he invites the reader to use
         art in such a way “that one may recover the sensation of life; it exists to make one
         feel things.”[13]   Shklovsky cites Tolstoy’s work, wherein the author makes the familiar strange by
         “not naming the familiar object. He describes an object as if he were seeing it for
         the first time, an event as if it was happening for the first time.”[14]   Accepted names of parts are avoided, with corresponding ones used instead, and
         this forces the reader to create new and interesting ways of perceiving objects and
         the world that surrounds them. One example cited is Tolstoy’s use of a narrator who
         is a horse in Kholstomer (2005), which allows the reader to explore the events from a very different set of
         perspectives. Shklovsky sees this extended to other forms, including the image, which
         “is not a permanent referent for those mutable complexities of life which are revealed
         through it; its purpose is not to make us perceive meaning, but to create a special
         perception of the objects.”[15]   Such thoughts allow connections to plasmatics, and as outlined cinema in general.
         In Duel, as in Kholstomer, we can begin to see a development of perspectives that are different from the norm.
         The care and diligence in casting the truck, the careful use of framing to create
         an association with the vehicles (particularly the truck) over the drivers, and the
         use of sound effects to give voice to these automotive elements, create innovative,
         interesting, and strange new ways of arresting the viewers’ attention.
      

      
      Spielberg switches into a different range, defamiliarizing the vehicles to enable
         them to become characters we focus upon. We follow and imbue them with sensibilities
         of personality, with physical features, voices, and inner drives. The lack of a clearly
         defined driver, and Mann’s ongoing sense of paranoia surrounding events, creates a
         strong sense that the vehicle is possessed and directly focused upon hunting Mann
         down. This is enhanced by the fact that the truck goes out of its way to help the
         stranded bus and its cache of school children. It could be that Mann’s paranoia has
         gripped him entirely, and that a driver exists. But in Spielberg’s hands this is precisely
         the point, and the paranoia that allows a disassociation with reality for Mann enforces
         the situation, constructing the truck as villain. Eisenstein recounted of Walt Disney,
         “He does not transcribe what he has seen, he invents based upon what he has seen.
         He condenses, and he deduces. He transposes, and this is the most precise word, for he transports into one world what he has
         seen in another.”[16]   Like Disney, Spielberg transposes and transports elements from one world into another,
         developing the truck through stunts and SFX to create an elemental villain that befits
         the film’s diegetic world. 
      

      
      For his second official feature film (after The Sugarland Express), Spielberg adapted Jaws by Peter Benchley (1974). At first there was talk of training a real shark to play
         the film’s antagonist, but the production soon realized their folly, and, as co-screenwriter
         Carl Gottlieb writes, “The shark would have to be played a different way.”[17]   The production began constructing a series of mechanical models that used metal
         structured bodies, with neoprene skin and a series of pneumatic rams that enabled
         various parts of the shark to move. Gottlieb states that the filmmakers were keen
         to keep the shark a mystery,[18]   but necessity is the mother of invention, and Spielberg and company found out the
         mystery element would become a broader constant in the shark’s “appearance,” because
         of technical problems with the SFX.
      

      
      As is now well known, the production suffered setbacks with the mechanized sharks,
         due to the lack of major testing prior to the shoot.[19]   The SFX personnel struggled to get the sharks operating correctly due to the challenges
         of the open sea environment and discoveries in testing. Therefore, Spielberg’s production
         began using a series of (now infamous) barrels to characterize the shark,[20]   more so than was initially envisaged, which begins to illustrate how the director
         plasmaticized pre-existing objects to create something new in the film’s diegetic
         realm.
      

      
      Alongside the barrels, Spielberg used a number of elements, both physical and otherwise,
         to create the shark’s presence. Primarily, John Williams’s score persuasively develops
         the Great White’s presence and attacks essentially as sound effects. The simple two-note
         alternating repeating motif embodies the threat; often the score tees up the audience
         aurally and performs an important addition to the visuals. In this initial instance,
         Spielberg and Williams use a non-physical motif plasmatically, flexing the music to
         become an extension of the living entity, its drives, motives, and feelings. This
         becomes an aural extension of Eisenstein’s thoughts on animation, where we have an
         “‘animazation’ of immobile objects of nature.”[21]  
      

      
      Harbor interlaced with this the film’s visual depiction of the shark attacking its
         victims uses oblique physical elements and objects to produce the necessary imposition
         of the character. Gottlieb’s phrase that the shark had to be played “a different way”
         becomes multiplied, allowing the filmmakers to create glorious suspense and tension
         by defamiliarizing natural diegetic objects by animating them. Writing about Jaws, Antonia Quirke persuasively argues this line of inquiry by highlighting of the shark,
         “All the things this creature has been! A dirty old man racked with longing. An insatiable
         psychopath forced to repeat a sin. A scarlet pimpernel leaving a toothy plume. An
         insolent platform model. A Bond adversary salivating at the possibility of an equal
         opponent.”[22]   Quirke’s argument is based on a series of allusions about what the shark represents
         throughout the film’s earlier scenes up until the point Chief Brody (Roy Scheider)
         first sees it while chumming on the Orca. However, this glimpse is short, and we see little more of the shark’s corporeal
         mass before or after. As noted above (and as with Duel’s villain), Spielberg supplies the spectator with objects such as the barrels, but
         a series of other objects also operate plasmatically to confer the shark’s existence.
      

      
      This includes the animation of the first victim, Chrissie (Susan Backlinie), who was
         maneuvered via steel cables that an onshore crew pulled to facilitate the direction
         the shark moved as it took hold of Chrissie and wrestled her from the surface. Backlinie
         herself used flippers to kick herself as high out of the water as possible to aid
         the movement as she was hauled this way and that.[23]   As is the case elsewhere in Jaws, we do not actually see the shark, but through the adaptation and animazation of
         Backlinie as a natural object, we acknowledge and brutally feel its presence. Chrissie
         becomes part of the mouth of the shark, its ferocity, and we feel the danger, the
         sense of death and its awful power. She is the generator of the special effect and
         creator of affect (an uglier version of the term as outlined by Sobchack),[24]   marshaled (patriarchally?) by Spielberg who seeks to transform the object at hand
         for cinematic needs.
      

      
      From Jaws forward, Spielberg became ever more important in the commercial arena of cinema, as
         well as becoming important to critics and latterly academics. Slowly, as Carl Gottlieb
         notes, Spielberg moved from being “Steven Spielberg to Steven Spielberg,”[25]   a bankable name for Hollywood. Continued success enabled him to make greater use
         of budgets, and within this, VFX, which soon became ever-more technologically sophisticated
         and more extensively used in productions. Although perhaps mindful of the importance
         of characters and story, SFX and VFX were extremely useful in allowing Spielberg and
         his co-workers to produce what they could imagine. While costly, and not without hiccups,
         effects techniques seen in Jurassic Park onward began to show not just a plasmaticization of pre-existing objects but pre-existing
         cinematic techniques and technologies. The Wellesian notion of cinema being a train
         set, which Dan North notes Spielberg takes on,[26]   already saw the director making use of effects as useful toys, and now extends
         more broadly outward with the director developing the concept digital plasmatics to
         animate techniques of filmmaking.
      

      
      Within Jurassic Park, Spielberg marshals both existing animatronic effects supplied by Stan Winston and
         digitally adapts stop-motion VFX to produce key dinosaur sequences. The key technology
         of the film’s making reflects the narrative basis of Michael Crichton’s source novel
         (1990), where a billionaire employs cutting-edge technology to fuse DNA to create
         a theme park. Similarly, Spielberg’s crew employed the pre-existing technology of
         animatronics to produce full-scale dinosaur models, most notably a Tyrannosaurus Rex,
         and then melded these to digital dinosaurs that were animated via a system called
         DID (Dinosaur Input Device), operated by Phil Tippet’s team.[27]   The DID is an armature system, similar to the skeleton created for stop-motion
         puppets, rigged with sensors that track movements made upon it and translated into
         digital code. From this, the basic movement is created, meshed with digitally created
         surface texture animation and motion-blur (which hides the jerks seen in traditional
         forms of stop-motion) to create the finished character. The DID structures used to create the movement also included wiring
            that connected the sensors. Animator Craig Hayes describes the fine wire made up of
            hundreds of strands as “effectively reproducing a nervous system, a very crude nervous system on this mechanical armature.”[28]   This takes the traditional practices and technology of stop-animation (seen in
         antecedent stop-motion characters such as King Kong [Merian C. Cooper and Ernest B. Schoedsack, 1933] and Ray Harryhausen’s work in The Beast from 20,000 Fathoms [Eugène Lourié, 1953]) and reanimates them into a digitized form. The animators who
         worked on the film defamiliarize analog animation techniques by plasmaticization,
         re-animating existing technological objects and remaking them into something new and
         exciting. Blended to the full-scale T-Rex fashioned by Winston’s team, Spielberg’s
         film creates new entities through plasmatics, both in terms of techniques and in terms
         of characterization.
      

      
      Spielberg returned with the sequel, The Lost World: Jurassic Park (1997); however, numerous critics were unimpressed with the production in terms of
         effects as well as narrative and character. For example, Roger Ebert, although seeing
         the film as technically excellent with realistic dinosaurs, found a lack of realism
         in the characters and a conventional narrative.[29]   Meanwhile Geoff Andrew saw déjà vu, with “our wonder at the dinosaurs . . . severely
         diminished the second time around.”[30]   Initially, there seems little to prize from this that highlights creative reinvention
         or plasmatic reanimation. However, Stephen Holden’s review highlights how the sequel
         exploits SFX and digital VFX in meaningful ways that showcase traits of adaptation
         and animation. Holden writes, “Nobody is more adept than Steven Spielberg . . . at
         teasing a movie audience by finding the grotesque in the cute and the cute in the
         grotesque.”[31]   Holden highlights this by noting that as with the imparting of benevolence, sympathy,
         and intelligence to the alien E.T., the character is feared by some (especially adults
         and those in authority) because he visibly looks alien, different, and strange, as
         well as being wrinkled and perhaps unsightly. But Holden states, “E.T.’s ugliness
         made him more plaintively lovable [as well as] slightly scary.”[32]  
      

      
      In the same vein, Holden’s review conveys how the monstrous Tyrannosaurus Rex, both
         the full-scale Winston animatronic puppets and the digital versions, are provided
         with a more human character. While they still attack the human characters, they do
         so in order to reclaim their offspring and in defense of their territory. In opposition
         to this, the Compsognathus, seen during the film’s opening sequence, move from initially
         cute to terrifying. One solitary dinosaur, akin to an exotic bird that a young girl
         begins to feed, is suddenly joined by many that jump at and harry her, and soon Spielberg
         has made the seemingly endearing become awful, like a scene from The Birds (Alfred Hitchcock, 1963). Holden’s review begins to argue the ways in which Spielberg
         takes the pre-existing dinosaur effects and refashions their original standing from
         the first film, and in audiences’ eyes. We can see that the director shapes the effects
         to provide a different perception that differentiates the dinosaurs. In the Tyrannosaurus’s
         situation, rather than being purely monstrous, it is given characterization, provided
         via the refined digital effects[33]   and similar improvements in Winston’s animatronics.[34]   This yields complexity and difference to the film’s effects beyond the norms that
         might be expected, particularly in reference to some films featuring monsters and
         dinosaurs. Arguably, the villains of the film are the humans who seek to hunt and
         incarcerate the dinosaurs. In this sense Spielberg moves to plasmaticize the natural.
      

      
      Such technological feats continued in subsequent Spielberg directorial efforts, with
         digital techniques merged with (and updating) traditional forms of filmmaking in order
         to re-create techniques in dazzling, and useful, ways. For example, A.I. Artificial Intelligence[35]   uses an extensive range of practical SFX combined with digital VFX in subtle ways
         to deliver a range of robotic characters, known as mechas. Teddy, a robot bear and
         friend of the principal character David (Haley Joel Osment), was largely animatronic
         as well as computer generated (CG), with the corresponding artists involved in Teddy’s
         development feeding off each other in order to facilitate Teddy’s movement.[36]   The CG version of Teddy was developed prior to the completion of the practical
         one and, after Spielberg saw how the VFX artists initially animated the robot bear’s
         digital gait, he instructed the puppeteers to develop their on-set work based on this.
         In this instance, Spielberg sought to defamiliarize the analog methodology of puppeteering
         and animatronic operation through the influence of digital techniques, animating natural
         forms in different, surprising ways.
      

      
      On top of this, however, is Haley Joel Osment’s David, used by Spielberg as a performative
         special effect that blurs the notion of real and robotic. Osment’s appearance as David
         always augurs a sense of being plasmaticized due to his face being shaved, the application
         of makeup that provided a non-reflective sheen, and a dental implant that gave David
         a symmetrical gumline.[37]   Certain aspects of Osment’s performance mirror real humans, showing senses of naturalism,
         but more often we see sudden bursts of uncanniness in his behavior that tempts spectators
         to believe they are watching a digital-mechanical object. In one scene, for example,
         David watches his parents (played by Frances O’Connor and Sam Robards) eating and
         drinking at the dinner table, observing their behaviors. We see a sense of robotic-like
         behavior from the human performer: he mimics his father drinking water but with an
         empty glass (as a mecha, he cannot consume anything), and then repeats his mother
         eating spaghetti by raising a fork up and down in unison. This may remind us of the
         scene in Jaws, where Brody’s son Sean (Jay Mello) similarly enacts his father’s movements, and
         of Spielberg reanimating his pre-existing cinematic output. However, the difference
         in how Sean observes and reacts is extraordinarily different. Sean and his father
         share glances and eye contact, as well as almost matching movements, and actor Mello
         captures a sense of humorous emotion in his reactions and eyes. David’s countenance
         is highly contrasting, with his eyes unblinking and his expression blank and strange;
         the parents look back at him with fleeting and scared looks. And the mimicking of
         the water being drunk is not matched by David, but behind. It is literally and figuratively
         off. Then, when some pasta gets caught around the mother’s mouth, David bursts into
         laughter, which initially shocks the adults. David’s expression is seemingly real,
         but the reaction again feels off-balance in light of the previous moments. His parents
         react as perhaps they ordinarily might. Then they, too, laugh, and the mother removes
         the food. But David laughs once more, and it is again strangely terrifying—particularly
         when his eyes are wide open, and his face has an arch look, focused with strength
         and ferocity that suggests a move from humor to ferociousness. Finally, as the parents
         are still laughing, we cut to a wider shot and see David observing them again, a machine
         trying to learn, and the parents’ laughter becomes softer and has a tinge of worry
         to it. This scene and those featuring mecha gigolo Joe (Jude Law) alongside other
         similar tertiary characters, which amalgamate acting with SFX and VFX, show Spielberg
         plasmaticizing the human form. The pre-existing natural form of human performance
         is animated, defamiliarized and made new, to make audiences discover something cinematically
         innovative within the objects’ performances.
      

      
      In The Adventures of Tintin: The Secret of the Unicorn (2011) Spielberg directed an animated adaptation of Hergé’s adventures featuring
         the young reporter. This was also Spielberg’s first use of motion-capture (or mo-cap),
         which visualized the characters and expanded his want to reanimate existing techniques.
         In many respects we can see the production plasmaticizing Hergé’s existing physical
         books, taking the simple ligne clair (or clear line) style developed by the artist/writer and (perhaps ironically) remaking
         it into a more corporal appearance, producing a far more three-dimensional look to
         all of the characters. Spielberg directs and reanimates his actors from natural physical
         objects into digital constructs, using the concept of ostranenie to the artistic foundation of the character and defamiliarize performance that included
         using weights and personnel to engage with them.[38]   In a similar vein, Joe Fordham denotes that the mo-cap data of performances was
         treated like dailies by Spielberg and his editors,[39]   highlighting how he reshaped digital techniques by treating it akin to analog film.
      

      
      Additionally, Tintin features an action sequence as the character chases a scroll through a city, using
         digital techniques to create what appears to be a long single shot. The single shot
         is prized by critics and cineastes alike, with Steve Neale noting it “retains its
         fascination as a mark of quality and directional bravura.”[40]   But within Tintin and recent digital iterations, it is often manufactured out of disparate elements.[41]   Joe Fordham describes the scene as “a breathless string of stunts,”[42]   and the sequence where Tintin (Jamie Bell) careens through buildings and flies
         through the air, battling against the villains, as spectacular. But the methodology
         behind its creation is akin to a magic illusion, a digital type of prestidigitation
         if you will. The peril of stunt work is removed and careful planning is lessened to
         a degree. However, such sleight of hand is nothing new, and Spielberg’s seamlessly
         conjoining the work of many animators alongside his mo-cap is merely the plasmaticization
         of similar tricks used in antecedent cinema. Exemplary single shots can be found in
         the opening to Snake Eyes (Brian De Palma, 1998), Halloween (John Carpenter, 1978), and Rope (Alfred Hitchcock, 1948),[43]   but all of these sequences used techniques to obscure edits in order to aid in
         their creation, the illusion of seamlessness, and technical brilliance. Though the
         joins may be more judiciously hidden, the effect is still analogous to the creation
         of antecedent long takes where we marvel not just at the finished shot, but also at
         how it is created and the ingenuity of its planning, construction, and deployment
         of techniques and technology. In this Spielberg follows both filmmakers he grew up
         watching and peers who made films alongside him, reveling in cinematic technology
         and its ability to enthrall audiences.
      

      
      In Spielberg’s version of Roald Dahl’s 1982 novel The BFG, which mixes live action and mo-cap, audiences are provided with an innovative use
         of pre-existing objects within the narrative that highlights once more the director’s
         use of plasmatics. The film’s range of giants and the world into which the young Sophie
         (Ruby Barnhill) finds herself, allows a great use of scale in many sequences, where
         BFG (Mark Rylance) and his neighbors make use of a range of objects taken from our
         world. A scene in which the other giants play with BFG sees the appearance of a garbage
         truck into which he is jammed and rolled downhill, and a pair of old cars used as
         roller skates that a giant wears in order to smash into the truck and BFG. The surrounding
         landscape is festooned with other related objects, including a large boat, a train,
         and a Ferris wheel, and within the BFG’s home we see a public phone box, a sail ship,
         and a motorway sign used as a serving tray. We see shots from both the giants’ and
         Sophie’s perspective that play on scale, allowing what might be seen as mundane and
         ordinary to become defamiliarized and magical. In certain respects this plasmaticizing
         sees the adaptation of existing objects—which are often older and somewhat eroding—as
         perhaps reflecting Spielberg’s want to continue to work with analog and antecedent
         production techniques. The director can be seen as adapting and plasmaticizing original
         analog cinematic methodology, working with digital means that enhance his films, even
         throwing himself into modern processes with the wholly digital creation of those vehicles
         in the scene outlined above. 
      

      
      Most recently Spielberg adapted Ready Player One (2018), Ernest Cline’s 2011 novel about a quest to take control of a massive virtual
         world called the Oasis, which dominates society. The film is full of pop-cultural
         references, often from 1980s films and television, including characters, objects,
         and other ephemera that were important to its creator James Halliday (Mark Rylance).
         The Oasis is more important than reality, now a dystopic place due to overpopulation,
         energy crises, and other sociopolitical issues. Central character Wade Watts (Parzival
         in the Oasis [Tye Sheridan]) is joined by Samantha/Art3mis (Olivia Cooke) and other
         Easter-egg hunters (or “Gunters”) to stop Nolan Sorrento (Ben Mendelsohn) and the
         IOI corporation from taking over the Oasis. 
      

      
      The quest sees the Oasis avatars search for keys, including a race through a hyper-realistic
         simulation of New York City, which showcases an inordinate number of pre-existing
         popular cinematic and other media objects, such as the DeLorean from Back to the Future (Robert Zemeckis, 1985), the red motorcycle originally ridden by Kaneda from Akira (Katsuhiro Otomo, 1988), Jurassic Park’s T-Rex, and King Kong attempting to stop the racers. Spielberg’s film both adapts
         and appropriates aspects of Cline’s novel, defamiliarizing the opening quest, which
         relocates Williams Electronics’ arcade game Joust from 1982 into the NYC road race. It also develops the vehicles used by the players
         in new ways, updating the position of Mann’s car in Duel as an extension of a character, while enabling spectators to play Gunters themselves.
      

      
      Ready Player One also features other previously existing characters and objects created through SFX
         and VFX that were physical but are now digital. The climax sees an appearance by Mecha-Godzilla,
         piloted by Sorrento in the film’s climax, again akin to the vehicle as villain. Like
         the original Godzilla, this character was originally performed by a man in a suit
         and seen in Gojira Tai Mekagojira/Godzilla vs. Mechagodzilla (Jun Fukuda, 1974), highlighting digital plasmatics at work. Other characters include
         Chucky from Child’s Play (Tom Holland, 1988), which causes mayhem in the battle scene, played by a series
         of animatronic dolls alongside a man in a suit. Other avatars appearing in the final
         battle include a digitized Freddy Krueger, Robocop, the Cyclops from The 7th Voyage of Sinbad (Nathan H. Juran, 1958), and Jason Vorhees. These characters, all originally either
         actors enclosed in foam latex prosthetics and masks or, in the case of the Cyclops,
         a Dynamation character created and performed by stop-motion artist Ray Harryhausen,
         here reanimated to reflect the diegesis of the film.
      

      
      The plasmatics at play that Spielberg uses to reformulate the characters strongly
         suggests a reflection of the Oasis as a boundless digital world and playground. The
         real-world populace of Ready Player One is offered an enticing and enriching arena: a place for education and enlightenment.
         But the film stresses more the importance of entertainment and escape. The large number
         of game-playing arenas and numerous Easter egg–like appearances by the digitized characters
         already mentioned, against the external reality of the Stacks, its ordinariness and
         overpopulation, reflects a heightened sense of our present-day milieu. Cinema can
         provide a world to escape, but in an increasingly technologized world, where game
         players enter worlds to compete against others far away, have digital social media
         interaction, VR, and so forth, Spielberg is also reflecting the media that cinema
         competes against. Spielberg demonstrates an attempt to reformulate and plasmaticize
         antecedent media texts and objects, as well as the technology of cinema as a means
         to try and retain his audience in this modern world. Further to this as the final
         reels unfold, Spielberg also uses examples of the real world to enforce that members
         of society should still hold on to what is real in order to fulfill their lives. This
         includes the still Oasis-set bedroom of the young Halliday, which dissolves into view
         from the more grandiose and virtual-looking treasure room to allow Halliday to present
         the “real” prize. It anticipates the final scene between Wade and Samantha in their
         apartment, and we learn about the Oasis being switched off for two days a week to
         allow people to spend more time in the real world.
      

      
      Perhaps most fascinatingly for this inquiry is the use of The Shining (Stanley Kubrick, 1980), which Spielberg’s film reanimates and defamiliarizes through
         VFX. Ready Player One’s characters enter various locations and scenes based on Kubrick’s film, including
         the Overlook Hotel’s Grand Hall, room 237, the snow-covered maze, the hotel’s freezer
         and kitchen, and the iconic corridor and elevator doors that unleash torrents of blood.
         These were often digitally manufactured based upon a telecine scan of the film’s negative,
         allowing a strongly discernible reminder of the film’s analog look (including noticeable
         film grain and a strong sense of the physical sets built at EMI Elstree studios).[44]   Here Spielberg and the VFX personnel move to adapt and appropriate Kubrick’s film,
         its film negative and situations, and make them into something new. For example, we
         see close approximations of the Grady twins (here played by Emily and Rosanna Beacock),
         whom Danny (Danny Lloyd) sees, as well as the elevator doors unleashing the blood.
         The wash of blood that is shown is made more enormous in Spielberg’s film, becoming
         biblical in scale and nature, sweeping the character of Helen/Aech (Lena Waithe) under
         its surface. Similarly, we see an ax wielded by (we might assume) The Shining’s lead character Jack (Jack Nicholson). But it, too, becomes huge in stature, and
         we never quite see who is wielding it, which adds to the defamiliarization in play.
         Finally, as the characters make their way into the Golden Room to obtain the key,
         the visualization and essence of the scene is vastly different. Though the guests
         dance, and the familiar strains of the film’s music play out, the lighting is changed
         from Kubrick’s golden, dreamlike, and halcyon style, to stark darkness and green up-lighting,
         and the dancers are now zombies. The narrative of the scene is also defamiliarized,
         becoming a platform-style action scene as Art3mis leads the charge for the key by
         jumping her way across the bottomless room, using floating zombies to get to Halliday’s
         lost love, Kira/Karen (Perdita Weeks).
      

      
      As noted in the opening of the chapter, Eisenstein proposed that objects within Disney’s
         animated films rejected their “once-and-forever allotted form.”[45]   In the live-action films directed by Spielberg discussed here, a continued evocation
         of plasmatics is similarly used, revealing analogous concepts. Spielberg and his collaborators
         demonstrate an innate ability not only to adapt authors’ works into cinema, but also
         to create a range of fascinating and exciting characters and techniques via animazation.
         From an apparently uncomplicated vehicle and simple barrel, villains of a devilish
         and ruthless nature come to life, while the appearance of alternately wondrous and
         daunting dinosaurs are built from the reanimation of pre-existing techniques and technology.
         In these cases, and many others, Spielberg and company adapt and appropriate to create
         something new, defamiliarizing pre-existing matter to create entities that create
         innovative experiences for audiences. Time and again Spielberg uses SFX and VFX to
         “make strange” objects, cinematic techniques, and even the performances of his actors
         to create something unique and enlivened, providing new existence and audience identification.
         Nigel Morris outlines Spielberg as a “director, producer, story deviser, businessman,
         popular historian, Holocaust memorialist, educator, and brand personification; these
         continue to develop within a synergistic approach that sets Spielberg apart.”[46]   This demonstrates Spielberg as an extraordinarily malleable creative, but it also
         clearly showcases how he develops on-screen visuals that make up the adaptations he
         directs. Always experimenting,[47]   as this discussion has shown, Steven Spielberg continues to adapt and produce films
         at the forefront of interesting, innovative, and involving cinema.
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      Chapter 3

      Fear and Wonder

      
         
         
         Adam Daniel

         
         The Lived-Body Experience of Spielberg’s Cinema

         
      

      
      Close your eyes and think of the archetypal Steven Spielberg “moment.” Perhaps you
         will think of E.T. and Elliott, riding high through the night sky on a flying bike,
         or Dr. Grant tilting Dr. Sattler’s head with his hand to look up, joining him in mutual
         astonishment at the revivified Brachiosauruses in Jurassic Park, or the terrifying buzz of bullets and sprays of blood as the valiant yet frightened
         American soldiers attempt to retake Omaha Beach in Saving Private Ryan, or Police Chief Brody’s shocked visage as a little boy is dragged underwater by
         a great white shark in Jaws. Each of these moments produces a spectatorial experience on an emotional spectrum,
         from wonder and astonishment to shock and terror. This chapter seeks to interrogate
         the experience of cinematic fear and wonder from a phenomenological perspective, investigating
         specifically how Spielberg’s aesthetic techniques contribute to their production.
         
      

      
      Fear and wonder are often identified as foundational aspects of Spielberg’s cinema.
         Spielberg’s biographer Joseph McBride contends that a sense of wonder is part of “Spielberg’s
         raison d’être,”[1]   while Lester Friedman argues that Spielberg makes films that “[allow] viewers to
         experience fear on a visceral level rarely equaled.”[2]   I choose to focus on these emotions specifically, and the concomitant lived-body
         experience of them, as a means of exploring the phenomenological implications of Spielberg’s
         aesthetic techniques. Importantly, this approach extends beyond a cognitive approach
         to the emotions of fear and wonder by foregrounding the corporeal response to these
         recurrent dynamics. 
      

      
      Phenomenology, as a philosophical methodology, is concerned with the descriptive study
         of experience. Phenomenology “brackets” the assumptions by which humans typically
         recognize and categorize their experience, as a means of circumventing the presupposed
         methods of understanding. This includes the “bracketing” of scientific, historic,
         cultural, or sociological understandings, in favor of an approach that may capture
         the “invariant” character of pre-reflective experience. This is known as the process
         of phenomenological reduction. 
      

      
      The “invariant” character of experience in a framework that draws on the existential
         phenomenology of Maurice Merleau-Ponty (rather than the transcendental phenomenology
         of Edmund Husserl) acknowledges that the subject of consciousness and experience is
         always an embodied subject, situated within a life-world. However, the lived-body
         is regulated by its specific cultural and historical context. Scholar Julian Hanich
         argues that even though this understanding precludes an “exhaustive” phenomenological
         reduction, we can attempt to ascertain “common structures” of experience, given that
         we all “share the ontological conditions of human embodiment.”[3]  
      

      
      As Christian Ferencz-Flatz and Hanich observe, phenomenological approaches to cinema,
         be they broad or narrow in their application of theory, have proven especially beneficial
         to film scholarship, particularly in the last twenty-five years.[4]   Not only have these approaches extrapolated and articulated the general experience
         of film, they have also revealed key insights into specific aspects of spectatorship,
         such as the lived-body experience of hapticity and touch, the lived-body temporality
         of cinema and documentary, materiality and mimetic innervation, ethical experience,
         and the phenomenology of emotional dynamics. The breadth of approaches listed above
         supports Jenny Chamarette’s contention that it is perhaps more accurate to refer to
         film “phenomenologies,” which offer “hybrid, flexible, lucid, pliable approaches”
         to thinking cinema.[5]  
      

      
      Many of these approaches refer to the fundamentals of Merleau-Ponty’s existential
         phenomenology, and it is his conceptual approach, particularly as it has been extrapolated
         in Hanich and Sobchack’s scholarship, that grounds a large portion of the analysis
         offered here. As previously noted, Merleau-Ponty dedicated only a single essay to
         the specific consideration of cinema, in “The Film and the New Psychology.” However,
         he clearly saw it as a privileged site that offered a philosophical model of the phenomenological
         method. As Merleau-Ponty writes, “The movies are peculiarly suited to make manifest
         the union of mind and body, mind and world, and the expression of one in the other.”[6]   Sobchack summarizes this capacity of the cinema as its ability to “intersubjectively
         extrovert” what was previously only available to us as the “introceptive” experience,
         or the “private visual activity” we each experience through our own eyes. 
      

      
      In the attempt to describe experience, it is important to distinguish between a true
         phenomenological approach and an examination of idiosyncratic or subjective understandings.
         Hanich aptly summarizes that the phenomenological framework does not ask questions
         of “how specific viewers respond to specific scenes,” but instead attends to “the
         common structure” that follows when two viewers experience a scene in the same manner.[7]   He goes even further, contending that if both viewers experience a scene as “shocking,”
         the experience of shock will not be identical in intensity or length for both, but
         there will still be a common structure that unifies the two events.[8]   However, in considering experience, the aesthetic recipient (viewer) cannot be
         disengaged from the aesthetic product (film). It is in their entwinement that experience
         emerges, which prompts us to examine the typical formal or stylistic techniques that
         are involved in the production of specific experiences. 
      

      
      Jane Stadler argues that the importance of phenomenology emerges from the insights
         it generates into “the inseparability of perception from the perceiver, of object
         from subject, or the intentional act (noesis) and the act’s content (noema).”[9]   Phenomenology’s explanation of how we see, hear, and feel the world outside of
         the cinema can also be applied to the “technologically mediated mode of expression”
         that is cinema.[10]   The phenomenological turn in film theory questions established epistemological
         strategies and premises that are predicated on a subject-object dichotomy of film
         and viewer. Instead, it calls upon us to consider the experience of spectatorship
         as a corporeal mode of presence, where the filmic object and bodily subject are inseparably
         co-constituted. Stadler asserts that the relationship between spectators and films
         is “indicative of the mobility and fluidity of subjectivity,” arguing that the impermeability
         of the previously asserted subject/object distinction is deficient when considered
         in light of a phenomenological account of perception.[11]  
      

      
      This is where Sobchack’s intervention in the field offers a vital conceptual model
         for understanding the phenomenological reciprocity of spectator and film. It does
         so by conceiving of embodied experience as manifesting in two separate but interconnected
         forms. In the first embodiment, the viewer is conceived as more than a set of disembodied
         eyes, but also a body fully informed by the entire range of sensory inputs. The second
         embodiment is that of the film itself—for Sobchack, the film’s body is not metaphorical, but the literal manifestation
         of a perceiving and expressing subject-object. This body is not a human body, but
         “humanlike.” As Ferencz-Flatz and Hanich summarize, in Sobchack’s conception, the
         filmic body “perceives via the recording technology of the camera: [the filmic body] sees, hears and moves
         in a world, be it a fictional or real one (it is thus a viewing-view).”[12]   The filmic body also “expresses its own perception via the projecting technology of the projector (it thus exhibits
         a viewed-view)” (italics theirs).[13]   In this way, each shot in a film is both a perception and expression of the visual
         and aural experience of an “embodied” perspective. The spectatorial experience is
         constituted by the interaction between these two “bodies”: film and viewer.[14]  
      

      
      In The Address of the Eye, Sobchack describes this interaction as a form of absorption. She goes on to say,
         
      

      
      
         But it is not a concrete absorption into the body of the other or the consciousness
            of the other. Rather, it is a mutual absorption in the world, a mutually directed
            interest that converges in the visible and its significance. This similar intentional
            directedness and interest is lived as a similar (but nonidentical) bodily style of
            being in the world. Thus, at moments, the spectator and the film may live their vision
            in concert, may seem to predicate it “identically,” each absorbed by and in the other’s
            predication.[15]  
         

         
      

      This vision “lived in concert” is at the foundation of the proceeding analysis. While
         this chapter does not comprehensively chart all of Spielberg’s oeuvre from a phenomenological
         perspective, the examples it presents will speak to the broader contention that many
         of his works are productive of common cognitive, emotional, and corporeal responses
         for viewers. While it is arguable that there are more evident phenomenological links
         between genres of films and the viewer’s experience of them, as Hanich has demonstrated
         with his study of horror and thriller films, the cinema of Steven Spielberg exhibits
         an exceptional capacity to produce fear and wonder, two markedly different phenomenological
         encounters. 
      

      
      Fear is a common emotional response to elements of Spielberg’s cinema, often a result
         of Spielberg’s masterful manipulation of audience identification combined with his
         expressive use of mise-en-scène. Few will forget their first viewing of the Tyrannosaurus
         Rex attack in Jurassic Park (1993) or the opening sequence of Jaws (1975). Of this second example, for example, scholar Andrew M. Gordon writes that
         he was “so scared . . . that I wanted to race out of the theatre in a panic.”[16]   The experience of wonder, however, is another common response, in part due to the
         spectacular nature of Spielberg’s images, and in part due to Spielberg’s customary
         approach to accentuate the wondrous aspects of his science-fiction narratives. Sobchack
         describes “a sudden and radical shift in generic attitude and a popular renaissance
         of the [science-fiction] film” initiated by the release of George Lucas’s Star Wars: A New Hope and Steven Spielberg’s Close Encounters of the Third Kind in 1977.[17]   She contends this was a move away from a “cool” or “detached” vision of science
         fiction, such as that of 2001: A Space Odyssey (1968), and argues that “[t]hrough some strange new transformation, technological
         wonder had become synonymous with domestic hope; space and time seemed to expand again.”[18]   However, wonder also emerges from the way Spielberg situates his wondrous elements
         within a recognizably prosaic world. Friedman acknowledges this also, contending that
         Spielberg is “in the tradition of artists who sought to highlight the sublime in the
         everyday, the sense of wonder and awe amidst the dross of common experiences.”[19]   Thus the key figures in two narratives of human-alien contact are an average ten-year-old
         boy (Elliott in E.T. [1982], played by Henry Thomas) and an ordinary suburban electrician (Roy Neary
         in Close Encounters of the Third Kind [1977], played by Richard Dreyfuss). 
      

      
      However, while emotional responses such as fear and wonder may come about through
         identification, there is an embodied experience that emerges from an interplay between
         the filmic body and the viewer’s body that is not necessarily concomitant with identification,
         although the emotional response may be augmented by a concurrence. Any consideration
         of the relationship between emotions and phenomenology needs to deal with the fact
         that emotion in film studies has been primarily approached from a cognitivist perspective.
         I concur with Hanich when he contends that “the interests and goals of cognitivism
         and phenomenology are not oppositional but complementary”—where cognitivism attempts
         to explain why film elicits certain emotions, phenomenology can elucidate how they are experienced in a manner that expands beyond mentalizing.[20]   Cognitivist approaches to cinema may offer concepts that explain how emotional
         responses are “cued” or “activated”; however, they are often posed as a unidirectional
         process that overlooks the reciprocity of the lived-body experience of the image.
         Noël Carroll, for instance, describes emotional response as the “glue” or “cement”
         that establishes viewer engagement, and Torben Grodal describes the elicitation of
         emotion as a process that involves “a viewer-activation of affects and emotions in
         identification with the interests of a fictive being.”[21]   Under this broad conception, engagement with the film is principally an outcome
         of the film/filmmaker manipulating the spectator’s “emotional trajectory” through
         cinema’s capacity to “elicit sympathies, antipathies, allegiances, and other responses
         to fictional characters.”[22]   It is clear to see how these notions could be demonstrated through an analysis
         of Spielberg’s cinema, and it is also evident that they produce important insights
         into one aspect of the spectatorial experience. However, the limitation of these approaches
         is that they omit a central component of the event of film watching, namely the affective
         circuit between filmic body and embodied spectator. 
      

      
      Hanich explores the notion of immersion to describe this affective circuit working
         at its fullest effect. He notes that there are three evident foci that govern the
         cinematic experience: the film itself, the viewer’s lived-body, and the cinematic
         surrounding (which includes the audience generally).[23]   The attention that the viewer distributes to each of these vacillates throughout
         the viewing experience. And while certain elements may recede (our sense of our body
         or of the theater itself when the film dominates attention), all three are in dynamic
         interplay.[24]   Immersion, he contends, differs from enthrallment, in that enthrallment entails
         looking at the movie; enthrallment has to do with an appreciation of special effects, narrative
         twists, or cinematography, for example. Immersion, however, when it is at its apex,
         produces an involvement with the filmic world such that we “almost seem to be lost
         in it: spatially, temporally and emotionally.”[25]   Hanich draws these three aspects of immersion from Marie-Laure Ryan and uses them
         to explore their different phenomenological modulations. It is crucial to acknowledge
         that each aspect is dependent on the others; without temporal and spatial immersion,
         emotional immersion is stunted; without emotional immersion, we are less affected
         by the temporal and spatial aspects of the image.
      

      
      Spielberg’s films have long been acknowledged for their emotional effects, with responses
         that range from appreciation to disdain for what some see as blatant emotional manipulation;
         critics such as Pauline Kael described Spielberg’s Empire of the Sun (1987) as “mindlessly manipulative,”[26]   while A. O. Scott splits the difference, noting that “to call something ‘Spielbergian’
         is to say either that it is wondrous and full of feeling or that it is pushy, pandering
         and manipulative.”[27]   Joseph Fortunato contends that this so-called “manipulation” is relished by audiences,
         pointing to Spielberg’s sustained box-office success.[28]   On one level, the appeal of Spielberg’s characters, and their accessibility for
         an audience, is tied to their universality: Spielberg often places an “everyman” at
         the heart of his narratives or attempts to emphasize the “ordinary” qualities of the
         extraordinary character. At another level, it is the formal and stylistic techniques
         Spielberg uses that draw the viewer to connect emotionally. 
      

      
      Kevin Lee’s video essay “The Spielberg Face,” based on an essay by Matthew Patches,
         advances the notion that the viewer’s emotional engagement is, in part, based on a
         “recurring image” of the face in Spielberg’s cinema: that of a character “eyes open,
         staring in wordless wonder in a moment where time stands still. . . . The face tells
         us that a monumental event is happening; in doing so, it also tells us how we should
         feel. If Spielberg deserves to be called a master of audience manipulation, then this
         is his signature stroke.”[29]   Spielberg’s utilization and presentation of the face is vital to emotional immersion.
         While the above quote refers to wonder, the fearful face is often shown in a similar
         manner, such as the well-known “Vertigo-effect” dolly-reverse zoom shot of Chief Brody (Roy Scheider) in Jaws, or Ray Ferrier (Tom Cruise) watching in frozen awe the emergence of the first tripod
         in War of the Worlds (2005). These shots often involve a slow zoom or dolly toward the subject from a
         slight low angle. Emotional immersion is accentuated by these shots because the face
         allows for direct emotional contagion of affective facial mimicry. The face, as Gilles
         Deleuze says, is the affection-image: “the face is in itself close-up, the close-up
         is by itself face and both are affect, affection-image.”[30]  
      

      
      Another way that Spielberg utilizes the face is by reversing the common cause-and-effect
         process of narrative images, by showing us the reaction of the face before showing
         us the action that has caused it (or without showing the action at all; an apt example
         would be the reaction of Barry, played by Cary Guffey, as he opens the door to the
         unseen extraterrestrial visitors of Close Encounters of the Third Kind). Hanich acknowledges that this is a common technique of horror films, in order to
         “heighten our curiosity for the monster or the effects of violence.”[31]   However, Spielberg applies the same technique for the construction of both fear
         and wonder. Here we can return to the aforementioned Brachiosaurus scene from Jurassic Park, which employs the technique multiple times, first as Dr. Grant (Sam Neill) lays
         his eyes on the (yet to be seen) dinosaur, and again when Grant reorients the head
         of Dr. Sattler (Laura Dern), who responds with the same open-mouthed astonishment.
         The Lost World: Jurassic Park (1997) also provides a memorable example of this practice: in the scene where Ian
         Malcolm (Jeff Goldblum) races back to the modified RV to free the infant Tyrannosaur,
         an overturned car rolls by the window to signify the mother Tyrannosaur’s approach
         (Malcolm responds, “Mommy’s very angry”). The scene cuts to the three central protagonists
         in mid-shot, and Malcolm leans in toward where he fears the Tyrannosaur will attack
         from, his panting face dominating the frame—until a focal shift reveals the roaring
         Tyrannosaur at the window behind them. This use of the face is but one aspect of constructing
         emotional immersion, but it is crucial from a phenomenological perspective, especially
         given its links to accentuating spatial and temporal immersion. 
      

      
      One of Hanich’s central observations is that the act of spectatorship involves constant
         reconfiguration of the spatial and temporal dimensions of the lived-body experience.
         Fear, he argues, can bring about a sudden or gradual transformation in our “taken-for-granted
         relation to the world.”[32]   This transformation, he writes,
      

      
      
         marks a breach . . . in the continuity of our experience, coloring the world differently
            and thus standing out from the more uneventful flow of life. The narrowed attentional
            focus, for instance, comes with a phenomenological (not geographical!) closeness of
            the intentional object that seems to press in on us and that we wish to flee. At the
            same time, the lived-body is experienced differently; we literally feel it foregrounded
            in a specific way. For instance, a certain form of centripetal constriction—connected
            to the experiential closeness of the threatening object—seems to tighten and compress
            us (which, by the way, puts fear in opposition to the centrifugal expansion of joy
            or yearning). There is also a meaningful change in terms of our experience of time,
            which becomes very dense and intense.[33]  
         

         
      

      In the case of fear, we can recognize some common stylistic and formal choices that
         Spielberg consistently employs that contribute to this spatial and temporal constriction:
         the attack on Alex Kintner in Jaws offers an ideal exemplar of these techniques. Warren Buckland has performed a detailed
         analysis on the scene, one that convincingly argues for the production of an “organic
         unity” in Spielberg’s approach. However, Buckland omits a consideration of the experience
         that these techniques produce.[34]   The scene begins with a forty-second-long shot that connects the eventual victim,
         Alex Kintner, with Police Chief Brody, who will be morally complicit in the boy’s
         death, given that he has opened the beaches under pressure from the town mayor. It
         builds through a series of edits that create false expectations of an attack: not
         only of the Kintner boy on his floating yellow raft, but perhaps of Pippet the dog
         paddling out to fetch a stick, or the large woman floating on her back, or the boyfriend
         and girlfriend playfully wrestling in the surf. Finally, there is the emergence of
         Harry, a swimmer wearing a dark hat that momentarily looks like a shark fin. The scene
         intercuts these moments with Brody watching, a shot that modulates its distance from
         medium to close up through hidden transitions that cut on movement in the foreground.
         Brody’s inability to carefully observe the swimmers is mimicked by the filmic body.
         This visual distraction/obstruction repeats throughout the scene, frustrating the
         viewer and building a sense of dread. 
      

      
      Hanich ties this construction of dread to the disregard of maximum visibility and
         of temporal economy: the shot provides us less visual information than usual, while
         noticeably extending the duration. He cites Dennis Giles’s “anticipatory vision” as
         a vital component of the inducement of dread: that the viewer “senses a terrible presence
         in the articulation of imagery, but the images themselves display only an absence
         of the terrible object, or the possibility that it may become visible.”[35]   In Jaws, this dread intensifies with the dog owner futilely calling his name from the shores
         of the beach. The viewer is shown a shot of the dog’s stick floating unaccompanied
         on the surface of the water. The shot then cuts underwater, and the infamous theme
         swells. The viewer is then presented with what appears to be a POV-shot of the marauding
         shark, but the tempo of movement seems too deliberate, too slow. Nonetheless, it ascends
         toward the splashing limbs of the boy on the raft. The shot cuts to a wide shot, with
         other children’s splashing limbs in the foreground. An amorphous shape breaches the
         surface—A fin? A tail?—and the Kintner boy is gone. The scene continues with one underwater
         shot of Kintner being dragged down through a cloud of his own blood, into the ocean,
         and the ensuing panic of the other swimmers as they realize what has occurred. However,
         it is in the moments leading up to the attack that our engagement is split more evenly
         between perception and imagination; our consciousness is divided between the perceived
         objects onscreen and imagined objects or events (the shark and the attack). Hanich
         claims that scenes that emphasize this imaginative engagement “have a strong immersive
         tendency.”[36]   What occurs in these moments of dread is a foregrounding of the lived-body as Hanich
         describes above and a condensation of our experience of time. 
      

      
      The Lost World: Jurassic Park employs this condensation of time in the aforementioned sequence in which the Tyrannosaurs
         attack the research RV. By nudging it over the nearby cliff edge where it hangs tenuously,
         the Tyrannosaurs send Sarah Harding (Julianne Moore) plummeting to the glass window
         at the rear of the RV, which breaks her fall but threatens to shatter at any moment.
         Malcolm and Nick Van Owen (Vince Vaughn) attempt a rescue, while Harding tries not
         to shift her weight. Spiderwebs of broken glass open below her prone body, spreading
         with every miniscule movement. With typical mastery of suspense, Spielberg introduces
         the threat of a dangling satellite phone, which may also fall at any moment and break
         the glass. What is key in the sequence is the unnatural duration under which the glass
         splinters, stretching longer than logic would seem to allow and in turn intensifying
         the spectator’s experience of said duration. 
      

      
      The spectatorial experience of the Omaha Beach scene at the beginning of Saving Private Ryan is more akin to the reduction of phenomenological distance that Hanich locates in
         direct horror. While not a scene of horror per se, the catastrophic death and destruction
         that occurs is experienced as a similar sort of intensified proximity for the viewer.
         Hanich refers to this as the dwindling of phenomenological distance; although ontological
         distance between viewer and film will never be bridged, in some experiences the film
         becomes threateningly close for the viewer.[37]   This is amplified by Spielberg’s masterful use of technique in the sequence. The
         sequence opens on a shot of approaching Higgins boats, the passengers an undifferentiated
         grouping of soldiers, one of whom throws up overboard. The scene cuts to the trembling
         hand of young Captain John Miller (Tom Hanks), before tracking up to reveal his face—unlike
         the “Spielberg Face” described above, which is often focused on and captivated by
         a certain off-screen object, Miller’s face is anxious, his attention scattered. The
         shot tracks backward to reveal the similar faces of the men in his unit. 
      

      
      In the sequence leading up to the arrival on the beach, viewers are provided with
         very little geographical information. Instead, they see close-ups of various faces
         of the men in the unit, instinctively flinching at the sound of exploding shells.
         When the boats arrive and deploy their bow ramps, the first shot is indicative of
         the sequence as a whole: a blurry mid-shot of two indiscriminate men being gunned
         down before they can even set foot on the beach. This is followed immediately by the
         scream of bullets and the rattle of mortar shells as we observe several more soldiers
         being gunned down from inside the Higgins boat. Soon after, Spielberg establishes
         the source of the machine-gun fire, but he does so with a tight shot that silhouettes
         those operating the guns in the foreground of the shot. The spatial configuration
         of the geographical location remains murky and unclear. The remainder of the sequence
         operates mainly in close-up, with a verité style approach to the camerawork. It is largely handheld, mobile, and somewhat disorienting
         in its movement. Audiovisual overload hampers mastery of the scene by the viewer.
         The accompanying soundtrack is dominated by a cacophony of bullet wounds, explosions,
         and indistinct voices, until the scene returns to focus on Miller and the soundtrack
         fades to a muted version of the above as he crawls for shelter on the beach. 
      

      
      The sequence as a whole, until this moment, offers fleeting identification. Instead,
         it fractures the spatial and temporal dynamics; the shots build little narrative progression
         in terms of the actions and effects of the soldiers, but instead focus on the apparent
         randomness of the death and dismemberment. In this sequence, not in spite of, but
         because of the horrifying visual content, there is an increase in phenomenological proximity;
         as Hanich would contend, the fear generated for the viewer comes about through the
         “vividness and impressiveness of threateningly close cinematic images and sounds” that contain “disturbing brutality” (italics his).[38]  
      

      
      For a final examination of the phenomenology of fear, I turn to War of the Worlds (2005), in particular the scene that reveals the emergence of the first tripod. Within
         this sequence, Spielberg creates a rhythm of subjective and objective shots; subjective
         in the sense that the camera operates much like a diegetic character, surveying the
         scene, and objective in the sense that it is alternatively observing the scene from
         an omniscient or god-like perspective. When subjective, the shot reacts in much the
         same way as a human witness to the scene would. It is at first curious but with trepidation,
         then becomes panicked and discombobulated with the emergence of the tripod. At one
         point, when the tripod launches a car into the air, a once static shot trembles at
         the point of the car’s impact with the ground, like a human viewer would tremble from
         the impact. The objective shots work to give us a sense of scope and to demonstrate
         the scale of the tripod’s destruction. Importantly, like the Jaws example above, the tripod in its first emergence is always partially obscured, either
         through fragmentation of shot (certain elements are only seen in close-up to begin
         with) or by the visual chaos that occurs following its rise, when it is shrouded in
         smoke and haze.
      

      
      Both types of shots work to establish the object of fear (in this case, the tripod)
         as potentially threatening. As a result, the viewer’s attention becomes intensely
         intertwined with the object, in a way which then draws the object to them in a phenomenological
         sense. In doing so, it acts to constrict the lived-body space of the viewer and points
         toward a need to re-establish safe proximity. A viewer who enjoys the aesthetic experience
         of fear can dwell inside this moment—Hanich describes this as “fascinated attachment”—but
         when the experience becomes too intense it will inevitably lead to “overwhelmed detachment.”[39]   This extrication, as Hanich puts it, can be as simple as placing your hands over
         your ears and closing your eyes, or as complex as consciously withdrawing from immersion
         in the filmic world to a distanced view that recognizes the film as artifice. 
      

      
      The first half of this chapter has argued that fear operates through corporeal contraction,
         with a narrowing of the felt body and an intensification of duration. In the remainder,
         I will turn to the second pillar of Spielberg’s cinema—wonder. Jeff Malpas contends
         that wonder is a state that is consistent with “both ignorance and understanding”
         and “a way of seeing the world, and things in it, that is independent of what one
         may know or what one can explain.”[40]   In wonder we are overtaken, captivated, and “given over” to the wondrous. As Malpas
         writes, the experience of wonder brings about the “somewhat paradoxical situation
         of being confronted by that which seems both to demand explanation and yet also resists,
         and indeed stands prior to, such explanation.”[41]  
      

      
      In contrast to fear, wonder allows what Howard Parsons calls a level of “detached
         imagination.”[42]   This detached imagination allows us to confront that which inspires wonder with
         a level of psychic distance that obviates a fear response. A comfort in ambiguity
         is central to wonder, evidenced by how Gallagher describes it as a “reflective feeling
         one has when unable to put things back into a familiar conceptual framework.”[43]   Wonder also manifests differently from fear in the phenomenological encounter.
         While not the direct inverse of fear, the spatial and temporal dimensions of the experience
         of wonder are more expansive. While Hanich contends fear operates in a centripedal
         sense, wonder functions to produce a centrifugal and extensive encounter between spectator
         and image. This understanding of the lived-body experience of wonder is drawn from
         German phenomenologist Herman Schmitz, whose work informs much of Hanich’s approach
         to his phenomenology of cinematic fear. In “Emotions outside the Box—the New Phenomenology
         of Feeling and Corporeality,” Jan Slaby and Rudolf Owen Müllan explicate Schmitz’s
         central concept of the “vital drive” and its dual tendencies of “expansion” and “contraction.”[44]   They contend that Schmitz’s “vital drive” is a fluctuation of “diffusively localised
         corporeal feelings” that operate mostly as “a pulsating rhythm in the felt body constantly
         oscillating between corporeal expansion and contraction,” a rhythm they see operating
         in the ordinary process of breathing.[45]   This expansion and contraction applies to “felt space in the region of one’s body.”[46]   Among the examples they propose for this felt expansion is the experience of “beholding
         a wide, beautiful landscape” or the “first breaths outside in fresh air after having
         been locked inside a cramped and stuffy room.”[47]  
      

      
      This felt expansion is recognizable in the experience of moments of wonder in Spielberg’s
         cinema. Parsons’s description of wonder as “the spark of excitation leaping across
         the gap between man and the world” could, in light of Spielberg’s cinema, also describe
         the traversal of the gap between spectator and film.[48]   Furthermore, his contention that wonder involves both “a feeling of startle or
         surprise” and “an incipient, inquisitive interest in the object of wonder (the wonderful),”
         and that the “sudden or intense” excitation that occurs does not require the object
         to be identified in perception, is also apt; it is the mysterious or unresolvable
         qualities of Spielberg’s films that are often central to the production of wonder.[49]  
      

      
      However, it is not simply the representation of the wondrous that allows for this
         experience, but the way cinema allows for the intersubjectivity between the viewer
         and the filmic world. An argument could be made that wonder is a natural outcome for
         any media work that involves the supernatural or the unknown, yet it is Spielberg’s
         masterful use of cinematic technique that augments this typical emotional response
         and intensifies the lived-body experience of these moments. It is not simply that
         we cannot rationalize the ambiguity of close encounters with alien life forms, or
         telekinetic flying bikes, or revivified dinosaurs: it is how this uncertainty is experienced. 
      

      
      The Brachiosaurus reveal of Jurassic Park is one such example. As described previously, the viewer is emotionally immersed
         through the responses of the diegetic characters to the unseen dinosaur. However,
         when the dinosaur itself is revealed to us, the swelling score is accompanied by a
         tilt and pan that reveals its massive size in relation to the nearby car and trees,
         both of which it dwarfs. This shot is followed by a tracking shot in which Grant and
         Sattler approach the dinosaur, which is no longer able to be contained within the
         frame. The filmic body in this scene mimics the fascination of the diegetic characters,
         wanting to see all of the creature, but having their (and our) vision hampered by
         its sheer scale. 
      

      
      Two more recent Spielberg projects, The BFG (2016) and Ready Player One (2018) also contain moments that produce this expansive quality of experience. In
         The BFG, the titular character of the Big Friendly Giant returns to his home with his human
         companion, Sophie, in his hand. This journey across worlds is shown through a series
         of shots that demonstrate the speed at which the giant is traveling and the expanse
         he is traversing. Trees are blown back by his passing momentum, and highways are leapt
         in a single bound. Sophie’s fearful countenance is contrasted by the grace with which
         the giant travels. Soon he enters the shadowy world of Giant Country, where massive
         ominous shapes jut out of the darkness. Sophie’s initial fear dissipates as she begins
         to interact with a world that is dramatically out of scale. Trepidation is transformed
         into wonder for Sophie, a wonder which is echoed by the viewer.
      

      
      Ready Player One contains a similar moment of expansiveness in Parzival’s (Tye Sheridan’s) second
         attempt at securing the first key to control of the virtual world called the Oasis.
         While the narrative outcome of the race is important for viewers in terms of their
         identification with Parzival and his quest, it also plays a vital role in demonstrating
         the vastness of the Oasis and its lack of limitations. While the viewer is beginning
         to make sense of the Oasis’s rules, regulations, and boundaries, the race scene literally
         propels us in the wrong direction, unveiling a world underneath that we have already
         seen. The question arises in the viewer of how many layers of this world have yet
         to be excavated, producing an ephemerality in our consideration of the Oasis. While
         this revelation expands the scope and scale of the world in a literal sense, it also
         has the effect of creating an expansive lived-body experience for the viewer. 
      

      
      For a final example, I return to the classic scene from E.T., where the alien reveals his telekinetic powers, launching both himself and Elliott
         into the sky above the forest. This moment, with its revelation of fantastical abilities,
         is for the child spectator the perfect encapsulation of wonder: they cannot help but
         ask, How is this possible? However, even an adult viewer can somewhat feel the expansive sensation of flight
         in viewings of the film. Spielberg alternates the scene between mid-shots and close-ups
         of Elliott and E.T., and shots that celebrate the impossibility of the act, as Elliott’s
         tiny bike skirts the tops of the trees. There is also a point-of-view shot that aims
         to reproduce the experience firsthand. The bike passing in front of the moon gives
         a sense of scale. Image, sound, and edit work in combination to encourage the viewer
         to pause in this moment of rapt astonishment, which produces an expansion of Schmitz’s
         “felt space.” 
      

      
      The appeal of Spielberg’s cinema for many viewers comes, in part, from the way he
         structures experiences of both fear and wonder as central to the act of spectatorship.
         In his study of cinematic fear, Hanich contends that the appeal of horror cinema emerges
         from the way it produces a heightened phenomenological engagement that can be used
         to counter feelings of disembodiment that have been exacerbated by the malaise of
         modernity.[50]   While Hanich addresses frightening films, cinema’s ability to continually maintain
         a sense of wonder for the viewer is also crucial to this process. As Howard Parsons
         contends, instrumentalization, mechanized habits, the creation of classes, and social/cultural
         conditioning—what he describes as a “flattening out” of our everyday experience—all
         contribute to “extinguishing from awareness the qualitative uniqueness of things and
         hence the experience of wonder.”[51]   The cinema provides a location where this “flattening of experience” is opposed
         by the dynamics of rapid modification in our lived-body experience of space and time.
         
      

      
      Examining Spielberg’s work from a phenomenological perspective uncovers insights into
         why the filmmaker’s oeuvre has long been lauded for its emotive and visceral appeal. It also helps us understand the appeal of cinema more
            broadly. If cinema is the phenomenological art par excellence, as Merleau-Ponty contended, it may be through its capacity to transform our ordinary perception
         through its expressive capabilities.[52]   The cinema of Steven Spielberg provides a valuable site to examine the dialogical
         construction of the experience of fear and wonder between the filmic body and spectator.
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      Chapter 4

      Galloping into the Jaws of Death

      
         
         
         Jennifer L. McMahon

         
         The Psychology of Animal Symbolism 
in Jaws and War Horse

         
      

      
      Humans have an interesting relationship to other animals as well as to our own animality.
         In fact, our relationships to non-human animals are deeply affected by our relationship
         to our own animal nature, most notably our denial of it. In When Species Meet, Donna Haraway notes that “the primary narcissism of the human subject . . . [holds]
         panic at bay by the fantasy of human exceptionalism.”[1]   She contends that much of our mistreatment of animals comes as a result of our
         “horror at the ordinariness [and] mortality of [our own animal] flesh”[2]   and the fact that animals serve as unwitting and unwanted reminders of our animal
         nature. Goldenberg et al. confirm this assertion in their “I Am Not an Animal: Mortality
         Salience, Disgust, and the Denial of Human Creatureliness.” As these theorists note,
         we often unconsciously interpret other animals as symbols of some real or desired
         aspect of our being by virtue of our tendency to deny our animal nature. This phenomenon
         is as evident in Hollywood blockbuster films as our everyday interactions with animals.
         It reveals that many of the popular associations we have with animals are a function
         of projection and are thereby more expressive of our own fears and fantasies than
         reflective of genuine understanding of other animals. 
      

      
      This chapter will examine this dynamic as it manifests itself in two films by Steven
         Spielberg, namely Jaws (1975) and War Horse (2011). It will look at the way in which Jaws reflects our deep-seated existential anxiety, anxiety anchored principally in our
         mortality. Most people avoid thinking about the fragility and impermanence of their
         own lives because it makes them feel like they are caught in deep water. Indeed, when
         we catch ourselves in the jaws of this kind of reverie, we prefer to hold on to the
         hope that while we might like to flee every peril, we can summon courage and even
         rush headlong into the breach. Here lies the emotional attraction of War Horse’s narrative. Horses have a unique and enduring appeal for audiences. They share certain
         critical traits with us, including the instinct toward flight and the capacity to
         resist it. This capacity for resistance is nowhere more evident than in the figure
         of the warhorse. In the courage of the warhorse as well as in the loyalty evident
         in its relationship to its rider, we see a manifestation of the bravery and solidarity
         we seek and sometimes achieve. 
      

      
      Before getting deeper into the way in which both Jaws and War Horse illustrate the aforementioned phenomenon of “transference,”[3]   a basic introduction to terror management theory is needed. Terror management theory,
         also known as mortality salience theory, was founded in the late 1980s by social psychologists
         Jeff Greenberg, Tom Pyszczynski, and Sheldon Solomon. Drawing from the work of earlier
         theorists such as Ernest Becker and Otto Rank, and existential philosophers such as
         Martin Heidegger, contemporary terror management theorists maintain that the motive
         driving much of what we refer to as culture is the suppression of existential anxiety,
         most notably death-anxiety. In their recent book  The Worm at the Core: On the Role of Death in Life, Solomon et al. unpack this thesis and reference many of the over “five hundred studies”[4]    that support it. As they explain, humans, like other species, have a natural impetus
         toward life. Like other creatures, we resist death because we are wired for “self-preservation”;[5]    however, unlike other creatures, we do not just experience the threat of death
         on a visceral level. Rather, we are also formally cognizant of our mortality. The
         formal awareness that we have of our finitude puts us in a radically different relationship
         to our mortality than other species. Solomon et al. indicate that while “terror is
         the natural and generally adaptive response to the imminent threat of death,”[6]    “due to [their] enlarged and sophisticated neo-cortex, [humans] can experience
         this terror in the absence of looming danger”;[7]    indeed they experience it in response to existence itself. Heidegger agrees, indicating
         that humans, like other animals, have an intuitive sense of their finitude that manifests
         in the form of “angst.”[8]    Heidegger sees angst as our primary emotion and the basis for the adaptive feeling
         of “care.”[9]    Insofar as humans can reflect upon angst, the emotional indicator of mortality,
         they have the wherewithal to discern that their being is perpetually affected with
         the risk of death. As such, we have the potential to experience a “persistent state
         of existential fear.”[10]    To the extent we cannot function effectively in this state, we have developed
         various coping mechanisms with which to manage anxiety. Terror management theory studies
         these mechanisms, all of which attempt to suppress our awareness of mortality. They
         identify two types of mechanisms through which we manage death-anxiety: proximal and
         distal modes of terror management.[11]   
      

      
      Distal defenses represent the principal means that individuals employ to manage existential
         anxiety. They are conceptual structures, principally belief systems or “cultural worldviews”[12]    that facilitate the denial of mortality. As terror management theorists explain,
         most individuals are indoctrinated to a system of this sort from their childhood;
         this early indoctrination allows death-anxiety to remain latent or unconscious for
         most individuals most of the time.[13]    Religious systems of belief are the most obvious example of a distal mode of defense;
         the majority of these systems suppress anxiety about death by denying that death marks
         our ultimate end. As Solomon et al. state, distal systems “[offer] immense comfort
         to death-fearing humans.”[14]    Although there is “cross-cultural variation”[15]    among religions, terror management theorists maintain that “the underlying dynamics
         . . . [of distal systems] are universal.”[16]    Distal systems facilitate the reduction of anxiety by allowing individuals to
         “believe that their existence literally continues in some form beyond the point of
         physical death.”[17]      
      

      
      Although distal defense systems keep terror at bay most of the time, life offers us
         perennial “reminders”[18]    of death, and these experiences cause a “leakage”[19]    of death-anxiety. When terror breaks through distal defenses and rises to consciousness
         like a shark rising from the deep, proximal defenses must be employed to assuage it.
         Unlike their distal counterparts, proximal defenses do not attempt to deny death directly.
         Instead, they are “diversionary tactics”[20]    designed merely to defer thought about it. Staying busy, as well as drinking heavily
         or using drugs to modify one’s baseline state of consciousness, are common proximal
         defenses.  
      

      
      Most people are able to deny the imminence of death and  “manage their potential for
         terror without [directly] having to . . . experience [it]”[21]   due to the ubiquitous use of the aforementioned defenses and their general effectiveness.
         At the same time, both terror management theorists and their existential predecessors
         argue that death-anxiety cannot be wholly eliminated. Used jointly, proximal and distal
         defenses merely “reduc[e] the accessibility of death-related thoughts, and thereby
         kee[p] the potential for [wholesale] terror in check.”[22]   Invariably, “there is residual death anxiety”[23]   because despite our efforts at denial and avoidance, death remains a reality in
         our lives. Reminders of death occur, and the associated anxiety they elicit, whether
         conscious or unconscious, must be managed. Most of the time, this management occurs
         beneath the level of consciousness;[24]   at some level, however, we all engage in an “ongoing process . . . [to] ward off
         the potential anxiety that results from the knowledge that death is inevitable.”[25]   While standard defenses protect most of us from suffering acute and unabated death-anxiety,
         the fear of death remains a powerful undercurrent in our psychic life, one we continuously
         strive to “buffer,”[26]   and one that colors all our experiences. We see this latent fear of death epitomized
         in Jaws. 
      

      
      Although Spielberg was a virtual unknown at the time of its production, Jaws is now one of his best-known films. The popularity and critical acclaim it received
         helped buoy Spielberg to a new level of prominence as a director. When it was released
         in 1975, it was not anticipated to be a blockbuster. But a blockbuster it was. Indeed,
         Jaws inspired a genuine feeding frenzy at the box office, earning over $100 million in
         its first eight weeks.[27]   Despite commanding performances by its principal cast (Roy Scheider, Richard Dreyfuss,
         and Robert Shaw), the glut of interest in the film was inspired not primarily by their
         keen performances, but by the horrifying force of its central non-human character:
         the shark.
      

      
      Just as awareness of death prowls the “fringes of consciousness,”[28]   the threatening presence of Spielberg’s shark lurks in the viewer’s mind before
         it is ever seen on screen. Indeed, in the opening sequence, the viewer’s gaze reproduces
         that of the unseen predator, gliding effortlessly underwater with sea grass waving
         gracefully in the current. The uncannily peaceful visuals of the initial underwater
         sequence are reinforced, and the human prey’s perspective deftly introduced, as the
         scene changes to an appealing campfire on the beach. The camera pans across a variety
         of teenagers partying at dusk. Some are drinking. Others are playing or listening
         to music. Everyone is relaxed and having a good time. Predictably, some are pursuing
         other pleasurable activities, ones that require a bit more privacy. We watch as a
         playful couple leaves the well-lit area around the campfire. With the female, Chrissie
         Watkins (Susan Backlinie), leading, the two scramble over the dunes and scamper toward
         the ocean for a dip. Unlike the naïve pair of young lovers, viewers know the danger
         lurking beneath the placid surface of the sea. And Spielberg does not make us wait
         long to get a taste of it. The foreknowledge provided by the title and the echo of
         John Williams’s now infamous score prime our emotions, arousing not just anxiety,
         but also anticipation for the violence to come. As Chrissie enters the water and begins
         swimming, the viewer’s anxiety increases. “Get out of the water!” one thinks to oneself.
         As she playfully raises her leg out of the water, coyly tempting her date (who remains
         on the shoreline struggling to undress), the point of her knee echoes the appearance
         of a shark fin. This allusion operates subliminally to amplify the viewer’s concern.
         As the ominous beat of the theme music increases, Spielberg uses it to cue an increase
         in the viewers’ own heart rates; successive shots reinforce this by reinstating the
         point of view of the shark as it approaches Chrissie from beneath. Before she is even
         touched, viewers know the girl is lost. Quickly shifting point of view back to the
         surface, Spielberg forces viewers first to wait, and then to watch impotently as the
         shark bumps Chrissie, then pulls her under. We can do nothing when she surfaces screaming
         and struggling wildly. We want her date to help. But when the camera pans to him,
         pants around his ankles, we see he is passed out; he is safe, but he can neither hear
         nor help his companion. We hear her, indeed, all too powerfully, but as viewers we
         are powerless to assist. Importantly, our impotence relative to Chrissie echoes our
         impotence relative to death itself. Only as Chrissie is taken beneath the surface
         does her death bring silence to the scene. 
      

      
      Ultimately, the opening kill scene in Jaws effectively illustrates the way in which animal and related imagery can be used to
         symbolize the human condition, in this case our mortality and the terror we experience
         in response to it. From the onset of the opening sequence, various means are used
         to encourage viewers to identify with Chrissie and her peers. They are young and attractive.
         They are having fun. We are literally brought into their company with the camerawork.
         And as Chrissie and her partner leave, we leave with them. The depth of our identification
         deepens once Chrissie gets into the water. Water is a common symbol of life, and the
         ocean is a long-standing symbol of the unconscious. Thus, Chrissie symbolizes the
         plight of the average person, doubly. Like most of us, she is wholly immersed in life
         and floats along in its stream, blithely unaware of the dangers it holds. But dangers
         it does hold. As the imagery of shark-infested water reveals, death does not sit apart
         from life. It is part of it. It swims in it. With her head above the surface and swimming
         in the dark, Chrissie cannot see what lies beneath—she is blissfully ignorant of her
         precarious situation; however, as viewers observe her revealed from below, we see
         her vulnerability. Visually, her vulnerability is communicated by her figure’s small
         size relative to the depth of the water, and our perception of her vulnerability is
         amplified by her nudity. Small and unprotected from danger, her figure means only
         one thing for an ocean predator: meat. Her youth, her ideal form, her innocence, her
         plans for the future—they mean nothing. They, she, we—are all prey. Prey not principally
         to another simple animal, but to Spielberg’s gargantuan shark. 
      

      
      Like Melville’s Moby Dick (1851), the great white shark in Jaws serves as a terrifying representation of death and our eventual and inevitable consumption
         by the gaping maw of Nature. Indeed, the fact that we do not see the shark in the
         opening scene allows it to operate more effectively as a symbol of death and a catalyst
         for death-related thought. As terror management theorists note, indirect reminders
         of death activate death-anxiety more acutely.[29]   Our empathic identification with Chrissie further arouses this effect. And when
         viewers actually get a glimpse of the shark, a terrifying vision it is. It is twenty-five
         feet long, bigger than anyone has ever seen or imagined, and its bite radius dwarves
         those of other man-eaters whose jaws Captain Quint (Robert Shaw) displays on the walls
         of his shop. The shark’s mouth is repeatedly featured, eliciting anxiety each time
         with its rows of razor sharp teeth and its cavernous throat. Indeed, that yawning
         gullet effectively symbolizes our inevitable death, the hole we will all eventually
         fall into, our loss of our individuality, and our fatal return to obscurity. 
      

      
      From the first minute of the film to the last, the shark serves as a tangible representation
         of death itself. Internal features of the film reinforce that perception. In addition
         to the fact that it is literally a terrifyingly effective agent of death, the shark
         is repeatedly characterized in ways that evoke thought of death. It is denied personification
         and is instead described as an IT, a “lifeless” thing. Moreover, it is described as an inhuman killer, a relentless
         and remorseless “eating machine,” and an indifferent force of Nature. It is described
         as having “dead,” “black” eyes and even more explicitly as an entity that “doesn’t
         [even] seem to be living.” 
      

      
      Despite the viewer’s immediate recognition of the danger implicit in the figure of
         the shark, apart from Chief Brody, few on Amity Island admit the urgency of the situation.
         Instead, the people of Amity illustrate the standard psychological response to our
         mortality: denial. Thus, while Chrissie’s kill scene represents the truth of our mortal
         situation, the scenes that depict the town’s immediate response to it illustrate our
         pervasive tendency toward denial of death. Despite Chrissie’s gruesome dismemberment
         and the death of several additional citizens by “something” in the water, the population
         is reluctant to admit there is a problem. Only Chief Brody (Scheider) wants to close
         the beaches. The Fourth of July is just around the corner, and Amity is a summer tourist
         destination. The community will lose a substantial amount of its annual revenue if
         the city leaders decide to close Amity’s beaches and incite a “panic” over sharks.
         Amity’s mayor Vaughn (Murray Hamilton) contends that the danger is not real, that
         it is just “psychological.” Like the general populace, his character personifies the
         tendency to deny the imminent threat of death even in the wake of mounting evidence.
         For example, when oceanographic specialist Matt Hooper (Dreyfuss) corroborates Brody’s
         suspicion that Chrissie was killed by a great white shark, not a boat propeller, and
         confirms that the tiger shark that fishermen killed could not be the one responsible
         for the recent slew of attacks, the mayor doubles down on his position. He again refuses
         to close the beaches and even pressures the coroner to make sure Chrissie’s death
         certificate does not identify shark attack as the cause of death. Only when Vaughn
         personally witnesses a fatal attack and realizes that his own children could have
         been killed does he, and the rest of populace, begin to take the threat seriously.
         Only after the threat is too obvious to be denied is Captain Quint hired to kill the
         shark. Interestingly, at this point, the narrative transforms into a palliative one
         that, while acknowledging the threat of death, also provides the comforting impression
         that it can be defeated.
      

      
      Indeed, the remainder of the narrative, during which Brody, Quint, and Hooper hunt
         and kill the shark, represents the “fantasy of human exceptionalism”[30]   mentioned earlier. Death, localized in the concrete form of a shark, can be captured
         and destroyed.[31]   The odds do not seem good, but if our heroes can conquer their fear, a part of
         their animal nature, they can stem the tide, eliminate the threat, and drive the anxiety
         viewers have about death back into the deep. This hero’s journey comprises roughly
         half of the film’s length, and during this time, Spielberg works ingeniously to steer
         his audience through alternating waves of anxiety and optimism. Interestingly, this
         mirrors the way in which ordinary individuals move through life, relying on distal
         mechanisms to carry them atop their anxiety, yet grappling at predictable intervals
         with “leak[s]”[32]   of death-anxiety. As the men set off in the Orca, their stature as potential conquerors is signaled by the boat’s name. They set “sail”
         in the “body” of another of the ocean’s apex predators. This certainly inspires more
         optimism than if their boat was called the Minnow. Despite the auspicious name of their vessel, the men’s spirits dip shortly after
         they depart, specifically when they get a glimpse of the “smart big fish” that is
         their quarry. Suddenly, they realize they might “need a bigger boat.” Come hell or
         high water, Captain Quint, our Ahab, is undeterred. As they surge after the animal,
         harpooning it and hampering it with barrels, the accompanying music is triumphant.
         However, when the shark sounds and the hull heaves at the pressure, the tone of the
         music, the attitude of the crew, and the emotional state of the audience change. Anxiety
         and uncertainty return. 
      

      
      This pattern continues as the film proceeds. It is particularly apparent in the cabin
         scene in which Quint and Hooper compare battle scars. Here, the opening tone is jocular.
         However, their lighthearted banter is interrupted abruptly when Quint tells of his
         agonizing experience on the USS Indianapolis. Initially, the men joke with one another, a fairly common technique individuals
         use to assuage anxiety; however, Quint’s story and his repeated singing of the foreboding
         lyric “Farewell and adieu you fair Spanish ladies,” precludes anyone, viewers included,
         from getting too comfortable. Their humor is clearly a veneer. Spielberg amplifies
         the tension implicit in the scene by adding a cabin fire and having Quint sever communications.
         Now, cut off from the mainland and their vessel compromised, the men are completely
         on their own. We know what is coming: the battle with the shark. As Spielberg transitions
         into the final hunt sequences, shot layouts from the initial hunt scene are reproduced
         almost identically. Once again, man ascends prow to battle Nature, and triumphant
         music heralds his victory. Again creating waves of emotion, Spielberg dashes our rising
         hope when it appears Hooper is lost to the shark, but reinstates it when Quint harpoons
         his “whale.” We delight alongside Quint when he states, “The taxidermy man is going
         to have a heart attack when he sees what I brung [sic] him.” However, our delight is short-lived. It is not the taxidermist who is going
         to die; it is Quint himself. As the shark starts pulling the boat, the characters’
         and viewers’ hearts sink. Waves of anxiety are now swells. From here until the very
         end when the shark is killed, the intervening moments of confidence and comic relief
         that occur operate merely as mechanisms with which Spielberg creates the space, through
         the momentary relaxation of tension, to facilitate the audience’s anticipation of
         violence. This technique compounds fear and allows the audience to palpably experience
         their anxiety. In these final scenes, as the tension spikes, the audience is cued
         to simulate the terror of the main characters as their boat is literally torn apart
         by the shark. Symbolizing the vessel of the body, the ship’s destruction not only
         arouses an unconscious fear of drowning in the audience, it also alludes to the vulnerability
         and inevitable death of the bodies it contains. Without the physical vessel to protect
         them from engulfment either by the ocean or the shark, there is no security. As the
         boat “decomposes,” death-anxiety grips the audience. When Quint is eaten, our anxiety
         is amplified further. There is just one man left, one man between the shark and us.
         We fear the shark might prove victorious. Thankfully, with the floor literally sinking
         beneath him, Brody succeeds in annihilating his adversary by prompting the explosion
         of an air tank gripped in the shark’s teeth. Immediately upon the shark’s obliteration,
         Brody and viewers are flooded with relief. The threat is destroyed. Death, if not
         conquered, is forestalled. Amity, in the figurative, not just the literal sense (the
         island’s name is certainly no accident), is rescued. Spielberg then buoys audience
         satisfaction further by resurrecting Hooper from the deep; he and Brody, our comrades
         in arms, “sail” off into the sunset as the closing credits roll. 
      

      
      In Jaws, one can readily see the way in which animals are used to symbolize death. And certainly,
         insofar as certain types of animals, such as sharks, literally do constitute a threat
         to human welfare, it is not surprising that they have been used, for centuries, as
         ready vehicles with which to communicate our more generalized fear of death, and conveniently
         in a form that disguises as it expresses that fear. Indeed, one could argue that animals
         qualify as what Wayne Booth refers to in The Rhetoric of Fiction as “natural objects,”[33]   objects whose natural function makes them uniquely “evocative”[34]   and thereby especially suitable as literary devices. Because of their varying characteristics
         and functions, animals can be used in a variety of ways as symbols. In Jaws, we saw how the shark served as an effective symbol of death. In War Horse, we see another way in which animals can be used to represent the deep-seated concerns
         we have about our mortality. 
      

      
      Based on Michael Morpurgo’s 1982 children’s novel of the same name, Spielberg’s War Horse is set in Britain in 1912. It tells the story of the beautiful bay thoroughbred horse,
         Joey, and his caretaker, Albert (Jeremy Irvine). Deeply reminiscent of Ann Sewell’s
         Black Beauty (1877), the narrative follows Joey as he is forced to leave both his pastoral home
         and his beloved Albert after being bought by the British Army. The audience’s response
         to the threat that Joey eventually experiences is reinforced by early sequences where
         endearing vignettes highlight the deep connection that exists between Joey and Albert.
         Because viewers are captivated by the idyllic bond they see develop between the Joey
         and Albert, a bond epitomized in their joyous play, they watch in agony as Joey is
         taken from Albert and enlisted for use as a warhorse in World War I. It is paradise
         lost. Here, we can see both an interesting parallel to, and a critical departure from,
         the symbolism of Jaws. Similarly, both Jaws and War Horse employ the imagery and language of war to communicate our resistance to death and
         our desire to defeat death as our greatest enemy. However, while Jaws presents death in the form of an animal adversary and has its characters wage war
         against it, War Horse presents death in the form of war itself. The film has its featured animal, the horse,
         Joey, serve as a point of empathic identification as well as an embodiment of our
         natural desire to flee death and death-related thought, and as a representation of
         our desired conduct in the face of our mortality: courage. 
      

      
      Throughout War Horse, Spielberg draws upon the long history of symbolic association that people have with
         horses. Horses are one of our most beloved animals, and our positive associations
         with them are established early with stories such as Sewell’s Black Beauty. Since the advent of film, countless movies have conditioned us with images of horses
         galloping across the screen, their effortless strides subliminally arousing satisfying
         thoughts of unbridled freedom and unmitigated grace.[35]   The enduring psychic appeal of horses is not just a function of our pervasive indoctrination
         to romantic equine imagery. It also has an existential basis. The capacity that horses
         have to function as effective symbols derives partly from the fact that we share certain
         traits with them and the fact that they possess traits we admire and seek to possess.
      

      
      Most obviously, we readily identify with horses at a subconscious level because we,
         like them, are “hyperanxious.”[36]   Both humans and horses are hypersensitive “animals,”[37]   animals who are keenly attuned to potential threats in the environment, and who
         are predisposed to “flight.”[38]   As Vicki Hearne explains in Adam’s Task, once death has gotten into the imagination, not even immortality will get it out
         again.”[39]   She notes that humans have a special connection to horses because “both know .
         . . that [in life] we . . . risk death.”[40]   The fact that we clearly see this awareness in horses encourages our unconscious
         identification with them. This empathic identification is reinforced by the fact that
         both humans and horses are social. Like them, we seek the comfort of the herd, especially
         when we sense danger. In horses, humans see a sort of mirror of themselves. For this
         reason, horses can readily serve as symbols for us, particularly as symbols of our
         generally anxious nature, our tendency to flee angst amid others, and our acute fear
         of death. Horses also are ready symbols of traits we admire and seek to possess. These
         traits include physical traits such as speed, size, and power. As Solomon et al. indicate,
         we are often fascinated with other animals because they possess defenses we do not.
         This is true of horses. They state, “we move more slowly than cheetahs, wolves, and
         horses,”[41]   and unlike the latter, we “are not especially large.”[42]   While we align with horses in our lack of powerful claws and teeth, they exceed
         us in their speed and size. Part of our psychic fascination with horses, and arguably
         a major motive for their domestication, is their capacity to escape danger through
         the capacity to outrun it, their capacity to get above it, or their ability to subdue
         it through their size. The speed horses possess gives them a greater ability than
         we possess to escape danger. Their height gets them above some threats to which we
         are subject. Their sheer size allows them to intimidate a number of other animals,
         sometimes us, without even trying. 
      

      
      Horses captivate us because we covet some of the traits they have. To the extent we
         have learned to train horses, we have even procured a means to appropriate some of
         those admirable traits. Tracing back to the time of Xenophon (430–354 B.C.), and until
         the advent of modern artillery, having horses under us gave humans a critical advantage
         on the battlefield. They gave us the speed to escape threats (or run down adversaries),
         the means to ride above danger, and the opportunity to subdue enemies from above while
         protected. They still aid many people, and without question, they continue to provide
         consolation to our minds. We delight in watching the beauty of horses. And with regard
         to terror management, insofar as they can be trained, horses remind us that the fear
         that they so readily exhibit, and which we share, can be bridled. They remind us that
         while we have a powerful instinct to flee danger, that instinct can be controlled
         such that we do not need to be monopolized by our fears. As Jane Tompkins explains
         in West of Everything, “the figure of the horseman . . . celebrates the possibility of mastery of self,
         of others, of circumstance.”[43]   The figure of the horse communicates unconsciously that our anxiety can be subdued,
         that we can learn to face our fears, and that we can courageously stand our ground.
         Moreover, as Tompkins notes, horses also “fulfill a longing for a different kind of
         existence,”[44]   one of greater “mutuality,”[45]   one in which we find stronger connections with others, and where we do not suffer
         ourselves to quite the same extent. Clearly, by foregrounding the tenacious and deeply
         loyal relationship between Joey and Albert, War Horse both represents and gratifies our desire for abiding connections with others sufficient
         to withstand existential pressure. Likewise, it illustrates that the fascination we
         have with other animals issues partly from the envy we have of their capacity for
         equanimity. Drawing from the work of Friedrich Nietzsche, Mathew Abbott argues that
         unlike creatures that can exist blissfully unaware of their mortal nature, humans
         cannot. We have a fear we cannot forget. We are animals whose consciousness of death
         causes us to have “a divided relation with being alive,”[46]   one that makes existential contentment harder to achieve and sustain. We admire
         warhorses like Joey because they illustrate the possibility that fear, even if it
         cannot be outrun, can at least be carried with grace. 
      

      
      In War Horse we see both the way in which horses embody traits we share, such as our fearful nature,
         and the way in which they also serve as symbols for ones that we seek to acquire.
         The way in which horses exhibit our tendency toward fear is particularly obvious in
         War Horse as Joey and other horses, such as Topthorn, are repeatedly confronted not with ordinary
         threats such as a car backfiring or a barking dog, but with the genuine and potentially
         fatal perils of war: gunfire and shelling. In the film, our connection to Joey is
         established not just by the natural connection we have to horses, but also by Spielberg’s
         cultivation of an abiding allegiance to this narrative figure. This is done initially
         through Spielberg’s evocative opening sequences, scenes where Joey and Albert are
         shown establishing a deep, almost filial, bond. Viewers are encouraged to attach special
         significance to this bond not just through engaging allusions to other horse stories
         where the main human character has a special relation to a horse (such as Sewell’s
         Black Beauty and Enid Bagnold’s 1935 National Velvet, which was adapted to the screen by Clarence Brown in 1945), but also because both
         Albert and Joey are presented as being otherwise alone and really needing one another.
         This strong association primes us to experience greater sadness when Joey is taken
         from Albert, and considerably more anxiety over Joey’s welfare once he is conscripted
         as a warhorse. 
      

      
      The dangers that Joey endures and the losses that he experiences, such as the tragic
         death of the valiant Topthorn, amplify viewers’ empathic identification with Joey
         as they proceed through the narrative. As we move through the film, our emotions sit
         astride Joey as much as they lie with Albert. When Joey trembles from cold, we tremble.
         When he shrinks from pelting rain, we shrink as he does. When Joey shudders in terror
         as all hell is breaking loose on the battlefield and he can go nowhere, we shudder
         in terror as well. This powerful simulation of emotion is perhaps nowhere more obvious
         than in the climactic scene where Joey is caught not just in no-man’s land, but also on trench wire. For a horse whose principal self-defense mechanism is flight, there
         is nothing worse than being caught in this way. Not only would being caught in the
         wire itself be incredibly painful, the inability to escape would precipitate total
         panic in the horse. We see this panic clearly in Joey as he struggles wildly, trying
         to break free. The men in the trenches see his terror too. Indeed, in one of the most
         moving scenes in the film, individuals who are otherwise mortal enemies are driven
         to suspend their efforts to annihilate one another in order to free Joey from the
         overwhelming terror he experiences at being caught in the jaws of death. 
      

      
      In fact, just as the opening kill scene in Jaws served to symbolize the human condition, so, too, does this critical scene depicting
         Joey’s ensnarement. Rather than being caught in the maw of Nature, Joey is caught
         in the grip of a product of humans, the intractable trench wire, wire that binds him
         more tightly as he struggles to escape. Clearly, even though he is a horse, Joey’s
         plight effectively symbolizes that of the ordinary individual, whose life is as much
         dictated as self-determined, and who invariably faces various threats as he or she
         moves through life’s course, most notably the threat of death. At the same time as
         Joey symbolizes our physical vulnerability and ultimate susceptibility to death, he
         also symbolizes the overwhelming panic many experience when they genuinely acknowledge
         the imminence of their death; we feel like a horse caught on the wire. As Joey’s resistance
         communicates, looking squarely at death does not make it easier to bear. Rather, this
         realization can trigger a surge of anxiety, one that deepens the desire to escape.
         Just as Joey pulls against the wire, most of us struggle against the knowledge we
         have of our own death even knowing that ultimately our struggle is for naught. 
      

      
      But art does not always imitate life, and in the context of Spielberg’s narrative,
         a reprieve from death is given. Rather than die on the trench wire, or meet a fate
         similar to that of the approximately eight million horses that died in World War I,[47]   Joey miraculously survives and is reunited with his dear Albert. Everyone we really
         care about is spared. And in this respect, War Horse’s conclusion bears striking similarity to that of Jaws. Although Jaws features an animal that is defeated and War Horse one that is saved, in both cases, the death of the character with whom the audience
         identifies most closely is deferred, and therefore, the audience’s unspoken fantasy
         of escape from death is fulfilled. Terror is managed. And film is the means. When
         it comes to the psychodynamics of the empathic identification we have with the horses
         in War Horse, Joey in particular, it is critical to note that while we do feel terror as we simulate
         the emotions we witness on screen, it is not the selfsame terror we experience when
         we confront our own mortality. It symbolizes it, yes. But in symbolizing it, our terror
         is mediated, and thereby sublimated, at least temporarily. As a viewer, I simulate
         Joey’s mortal terror, but when I do so, I do so as Joey, not as myself.[48]   Because I have transferred the experience onto the character, my own angst, while
         activated, is simultaneously assuaged, assuaged by the cognitive distraction of the
         film, by its redirection of my attention away from my own experience to a hypothetical
         one, and finally by the recognition that the threat of death presented is (a) not
         mine and (b) not real.
      

      
      As terror management theorists note, the human animal is unique in that it is an “animal
         burdened by its beastliness.”[49]   We are terrified by our “sheer animal vulnerability,”[50]   and our relationship to other animals is complicated by the fact that they serve
         as reminders of “our animal limitations,”[51]   limitations most of us are desperately trying to “forge[t].”[52]   Indeed, theorists argue that because of our common fate, “we often project our
         own beliefs and fears on [animals],”[53]   and fail to interact authentically with them because they unwittingly cause a leakage
         of death-anxiety by arousing “[our] horror at [our] . . . animal condition.”[54]   Solomon et al. contend that animals are “a tangible locus of death anxiety”[55]   because they embody “the most threatening aspect of the [human] self, the animal
         body.”[56]   In fact, several theorists argue that for many individuals, the desire to dominate
         and/or discipline other animals is an unconscious form of terror management. Their
         desire to control the animal is anchored in the unconscious desire to transfigure
         animal nature and thereby ward off death. 
      

      
      In both Jaws and War Horse, we see animals being used to symbolize aspects of the human condition. We see them
         embody both the terror we have at mortality and our desire to escape death, or at
         least bear our fear of death more bravely. As has been shown, while these works both
         grapple with the imminence of death, and present viewers with fearsome symbols of
         it, they also provide satisfying narratives, narratives that console anxiety even
         while they simultaneously elicit it. This is not surprising. In order to help us transfigure
         our fear, works must engage it. And as Solomon et al. note, “entertainment [frequently]
         serves the important psychological function of bolstering individuals’ cultural anxiety
         buffers.”[57]   Arguably, film-going represents a type of ritual that individuals employ to assist
         with terror management. And “rituals . . . help manage existential terror by superseding
         natural processes and fostering the illusion that we control them.”[58]   Arguably, going to movies is a modern-day ritual, and like traditional rituals,
         it provides an opportunity through which we can arouse and simultaneously exorcise
         fears. As Noël Carroll notes in The Philosophy of Horror, a large part of our attraction to movies that feature terrifying representations
         of death is epistemic.[59]   The feeling of art-horror he discusses bears similarity, but is not identical,
         to real horror. In arousing the former, films offer not only “cognitive distraction”[60]   in the form of a captivating story that is less stressful because it “is not ours,”[61]   but they also help us conjure away anxiety by encouraging the impression that we
         can control, even eliminate, the threats that we face. Ultimately, horror films like
         Jaws help us address the anxiety we have about the uncertainty and imminence of death
         by creating opportunities to encounter it that we control and enjoy. As Gene Siskel
         indicated in his original review in the Chicago Tribune, “What this movie is about, and where it succeeds best, is the primordial level of
         fear.”[62]   Clearly, both Jaws and War Horse elicit fear and thought about death. They also summon our desire to face death with
         greater courage, and inspire us with characters who exhibit this courage and equanimity.
         While these narratives invite us to simulate the terror that we experience in the
         face of death, they let us do so in an environment where danger is at a distance and
         rendered into a form that is psychologically satisfying. When we enter the cinematic
         space where the encounter with death will occur, we are prepared for it because we
         “know” what is coming, something that is not typically characteristic of our own death.
         Given the formulaic elements that operate in most narratives, we also know that while
         some will die, and we will experience death-anxiety in the course of the narrative,
         that experience will be vicarious; it will not last indefinitely, and not everyone
         in the narrative will die. As Michael Norman explains in “Carnage and Glory, Legends
         and Lies,” films are gratifying spaces in which to encounter death because they assure
         us that the encounter they provide will be one we can escape.[63]   Although they let us simulate a brush with death, they also provide the satisfaction
         that at least for now, the death encountered was not ours, or that of anyone close
         to us. Moreover, by reconditioning our tolerances to death-awareness, these works
         not only unconsciously help us manage the emotions that we experience relative to
         our mortality, but they may actually help us recondition ourselves to a point where
         we can more productively acknowledge our death and engage with our lives. Thus, while
         Jaws and War Horse use animals as focal figures, both use them as lenses through which we can perhaps
         get a better handle on our own death.
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      Chapter 5

      A Million Light-Years from Home

      
         
         
         Elizabeth Lowry

         
         Spielberg’s Extraterrestrials, Transhumanism, and Constructions of Alterity

         
      

      
      The idea of the “extraterrestrial” as a tangible being began with a nineteenth-century
         awareness of an unreachable place called “outer space.” Victorian-era visionaries
         wrote about beautiful and strange planets harboring humanoid, god-like creatures,
         such as those described in Camille Flammarion’s 1894 novel Omega: The Last Days of the World.[1]   But in the twentieth century, representations of extraterrestrial life grew increasingly
         contradictory and complex, reflecting fears of new technologies, invasion, and racial
         and ethnic “Others.”
      

      
      E.T. is famous for being perhaps the first “relatable” non-humanoid Hollywood alien.
         Short and squat, about the height of a child, E.T. is endowed with enormous expressive
         blue eyes. Because E.T.’s displays of emotion are so clear, it is easy for the audience
         to empathize with him—to feel his terror when he realizes that he has been left behind
         on a strange planet. Further, E.T.’s own ability to empathize is evident from his
         telepathic communications with the young boy Elliott—one of the most memorable scenes
         of the film being when, at E.T.’s behest, Elliott frees a team of frogs that have
         been destined for dissection in the school biology lab. In contrast, the aliens in
         Spielberg’s later film, War of the Worlds (2005), do not appear empathic in any way. They are essentially giant robotic tripods
         that seem to be programmed for some inexplicably malevolent purpose, hell-bent on
         destruction. With a dark exoskeleton and pincers that shoot deadly laser beams, each
         alien tripod seems more terrifying than the last. These tripods are omniscient and
         inescapable, indiscriminately killing whoever seems to be in their path. But somewhere
         in the middle of the spectrum, at some indeterminate point between good and evil,
         Spielberg considers a third kind of alien life form. Between the lovable E.T. and
         the terrifying insect-like tripods, there looms a familiar specter: the hairless,
         expressionless humanoid “Gray alien”—that is, the now widely recognizable aliens of
         Halloween costumes, book covers, and conspiracy theories. This is the “post-Roswell”
         alien, the creature that ostensive witnesses to the alleged 1947 crash in New Mexico
         reported having seen: bipeds with large black eyes, small noses and mouths, bald heads,
         and greenish-gray skin. First these creatures were known as “little green men” and
         eventually they were referred to as “Grays.” 
      

      
      Drawing on scholarship in transhumanism and ethics, this chapter considers how ambiguous
         constructions of the Gray alien operate within our cultural imaginary and how the
         “extraterrestrial” is represented and circulated within the public sphere through
         popular culture. In his work on alterity in Spielberg films, John W. Wright considers
         ways in which philosopher Emmanuel Levinas’s code of ethics manifests in Spielberg’s
         work, or as Wright puts it, how Spielberg’s films “engage the concept of ethical responsibility
         toward alterity (the difference of otherness).”[2]   Wright reads Levinas as arguing that it is only through interaction with the “face”
         of the Other “that human existence finds its meaning. To Levinas, then, the danger
         of engaging the face of the Other resides in trying to breach the unknowable part
         of the other behind the face, whereas responsibility occurs when one accepts the unknowable
         nature of the other and engages it merely through ‘love.’”[3]   In simpler terms, we are most “human” in the Spielbergian sense when we hold ourselves
         responsible for accepting the presence of the Other. Ultimately, Wright argues that
         cultural figures such as E.T. illustrate the importance of Levinas’s ideas—that we
         cannot be human unless we can in some way identify with the Other. In this chapter,
         I will draw on Spielberg’s work to extend and complicate Wright’s argument by asserting
         that E.T. and the inscrutable Gray aliens that Spielberg depicts carry with them the promise of transhumanism—and
            that the central preoccupation of transhumanism is an integral component of Levinas’s
            model of attaining wisdom through love, self-sacrifice, and ethical responsibility. 
      

      
      The 1950s-era Hollywood alien was typically nameless, faceless, emotionless, and sometimes
         shapeless. This alien was undeniably Other. As Nick Hasted argues, 
      

      
      
         Cold War threats of Russia and the bomb were reflected in countless low-budget tales
            of radioactive monsters and alien invasion. Don Siegel’s Invasion of the Body Snatchers (1955) was an enduringly sinister, politically potent nightmare of an American small
            town losing its identity to alien pods. More typically, Earth Vs. the Flying Saucers, The Thing and War of the Worlds saw a US Army fresh from World War Two success in pitched battle with the invaders.[4]   
         

         
      

      
      Since numerous Cold War–era films depicted alien takeovers and a dramatic loss of
         human agency, Spielberg’s childhood must have been saturated with representations
         of aliens as monsters and invaders. In the vast majority of these films, social order
         is re-established by grit—by American technology, science, and military prowess. Yet,
         Spielberg’s work suggests that he wanted to push back against the idea of the alien
         as a monster, and so, with Close Encounters of the Third Kind (1977), his first movie about extraterrestrial-human contact, he engages the notion
         of connection with the Other rather than the annihilation of it. 
      

      
      The Grays and their advanced technologies are cast—at least in Close Encounters and Indiana Jones and the Kingdom of the Crystal Skull (2008)—as being ambiguously sublime. While the creatures in War of the Worlds are demonic and E.T. is semi-angelic, the intentions of the Gray aliens of Close Encounters and Indiana Jones remain unclear. But despite this lack of clarity, the aliens of Close Encounters and Indiana Jones are referenced in godlike terms: the crystal skulls in Indiana Jones are allegedly able to endow humans with superhuman abilities, such as telepathy. In
         Close Encounters, Devil’s Tower national monument, which Roy Neary keeps seeing in his mind’s eye
         and the site of the eventual landing of a spacecraft, is a site of great spiritual
         significance to multiple Native American tribes. This site was named “Devil’s Tower”
         not by people indigenous to the area, but by colonizers unsettled by its uncanny shape
         and size—its Otherness. In Native American lore, children climb to the top of Devil’s
         Tower to avoid being eaten by bears. Upon reaching the top of this iconic landmark,
         they either turn into stars or are rescued by eagles.[5]   Hence, Devil’s Tower conjures up images of salvation or the idea of being spirited
         away. Similarly, within the American cultural imaginary, in the best-case scenario,
         aliens choose to share their technology and wisdom and can save humans from imminent
         danger. But . . . do they really want to? 
      

      
      Released in 1977, Close Encounters of the Third Kind “celebrates the arrival of alien life as a wondrous, mystical, near-psychedelic event.”[6]   Or, as Richard Dreyfuss, the actor who played Roy Neary, allegedly said in a 1997
         interview, “Close Encounters was truly the first cultural, iconic moment that said, ‘Calm down, we’re okay. They
         can be our friends.’”[7]   This commentary on fear and how we react to the unknown Other becomes a central
         preoccupation for Spielberg when considering the relationship between the human and
         the non-human—and also when considering what it means to behave humanely. When we
         are afraid, and when we act violently in response to our fear of the Other, we cease
         to be properly human. We grow less capable of practicing compassion and empathy. We
         are unable to “see” the Other. 
      

      
      Wright argues that, according to Levinas, “the ultimate understanding of mankind .
         . . is found in alterity, the sublime differences that exist between the ‘I’ and the
         Other. Within this philosophical argument, Levinas sought to turn human understanding
         from ‘knowledge as wisdom’ to that of ‘love as wisdom.’”[8]   Put another way, Wright argues that, according to Levinas, the measure of how “human”
         we are depends on our “ethical responsibility” to the Other. That is, the more “human”
         we are, the more we feel compelled to behave humanely toward the Other. Further, the
         more humanely we behave, the more wisdom we stand to gain through our identification
         with the Other. However, without ethics, without a sense of responsibility toward
         the Other, it is difficult for us to accrue wisdom. That is, a merely clinical knowledge
         of the Other does not amount to the kind of relational understanding that leads to
         the cultivation of wisdom. “To attempt wisdom through knowledge inevitably leads to
         a demand for possession of the Other and according to Levinas, only results in the
         violent negation of the Other, as in the Holocaust.”[9]   There is a moment of choice, a point at which we are required to decide how we
         will respond—ethically or not, humanely or not, with love or not. 
      

      
      I assert that the importance of constructing wisdom as a by-product of love (arising
         from ethical responsibility) rather than simply arising as a result of accumulated
         data is reflected in Indiana Jones and the Kingdom of the Crystal Skull, when Irina (Cate Blanchett), a high-ranking member of the Soviet military, eschews
         empathy and humanity in favor of gaining empirical knowledge. She cannot fully apprehend
         the implications of the presence of the Other because her ability to encounter people
         humanely has been thoroughly compromised by her quest for knowledge. As if to emphasize
         this point—Irina’s inability to “see” the face of the other—a crystal-skulled Gray
         alien burns out her eyes. Hence, Indiana Jones and the Kingdom of the Crystal Skull presents a markedly more ambiguous and sinister scenario than other Spielberg films
         that contemplate the Other. Indeed, in E.T. (1982) and Close Encounters, Spielberg flips the Hollywood “alien movie” script by creating a scenario in which
         the Self encounters the Other and embraces it. Yet, he flips the script again in the
         fourth Indiana Jones film when, through the character of Irina, he illustrates what
         it is like to be on the receiving end of the negative Self/Other dialectic perpetuated
         by alien-themed B-movies of the 1950s and 1960s. The crystal alien, who is of superior
         intelligence, cannot abide Irina’s acquisitiveness and so destroys her. However, since
         Irina is an unsympathetic character prone to dehumanizing Others, we the audience
         are compelled to agree with the alien’s assessment of her character and may unexpectedly
         identify with the alien Other rather than the human, Irina. Irina fails abysmally
         because she cannot (or will not) see the “face” of the Other. In turn, Wright reads
         Levinas’s work as insisting that one cannot be human unless one is able to recognize
         the face of another—human or non-human. He argues,
      

      
      
         Levinas’s ethical philosophy suggests that it is only through interaction with this
            face that human existence finds its meaning. To Levinas, then, the danger of engaging
            the face of the Other resides in trying to breach the unknowable part of the Other
            behind the face, whereas responsibility occurs when one accepts the unknowable nature
            of the Other and engages it merely through “love.”[10]  
         

         
      

      In simpler terms, we are most “human” in the Spielbergian sense when we respond to
         an ethical responsibility to accept the Other. Hence, Spielberg encourages viewers
         to stay human by accepting the alien. In Close Encounters, having the capacity to identify with the alien Other is presented as being instrumental
         to our evolution as a species—a message that seems to have grown even stronger with
         the introduction of E.T. in 1982. Here, Tomasulo describes E.T. as being
      

      
      
         all but a sequel to Spielberg’s own Close Encounters of the Third Kind (1977), with E.T. being a more corporeal form of alien creature than those seen at
            the conclusion of Close Encounters. In addition, the mother ship that descends at the end of E.T.  closely resembles the one seen at the conclusion of Close Encounters, and telepathic communication between aliens and human is common to both movies.[11]  
         

         
      

      While the telepathic communication between the humans and aliens is significant because
         it implies a universal consciousness, there is also an important difference between
         the Gray aliens introduced in Close Encounters and the child-friendly alien E.T. Elliott, the little boy who finds E.T., loves E.T.
         such that he will sacrifice his health for his new friend, but E.T.—because he loves
         Elliott in return—does not allow the child to do this. In contrast, the Grays that
         appear in Close Encounters demand immense sacrifices from Roy Neary. Although the Grays that appear at the end
         of Close Encounters appear to be benevolent, it is difficult for the viewer to forget that these same
         aliens abducted multiple human beings, apparently without any compassion for their
         distraught families. Are these beings indifferent to human suffering? Can they be
         held to account for the pain they cause earthlings? One is often left to wonder whether
         the (mostly emotional and psychological) harm the Grays cause humans is accidental,
         callously indifferent, or purposefully malevolent.
      

      
      The aliens in Indiana Jones and the Kingdom of the Crystal Skull are even more ambiguous than those in Close Encounters. In Indiana Jones, the “aliens” that Irina and Indy (Harrison Ford) face are complex humanoids who
         look to be made of crystal—yet they appear in the form of Grays, with large heads,
         and no discernible physical characteristics that set them apart from others of their
         ilk. Irina, who is eager to learn the secrets of the universe, is so consumed by her
         desire for knowledge, that she cannot see when the alien’s ostensibly generous offer
         to gift her with occult knowledge is corrupted by anger. However, Indy quickly recognizes
         that the creature is affronted by Irina’s presumptions, and so he escapes just in
         time. All the same, it is unclear whether or not the alien’s malice arises specifically
         in reaction to Irina because it recognizes her lack of humanity. Would the creature
         have responded to another person in a similar fashion? Is this alien a potential ally
         or an enemy? 
      

      
      Whether the aliens have benevolent or malevolent intentions is of utmost importance
         because the aliens are inevitably far more powerful than the humans they visit. All
         aliens in Spielberg’s work are endowed with some supernatural “god-like” power. The
         aliens in War of the Worlds deploy demonic power, whereas E.T. quickly becomes a Christ-figure. However, the
         Gray aliens in Close Encounters and Indiana Jones and the Kingdom of the Crystal Skull are god-like in a more complex way because one of their defining features is their
         technological sophistication. We humans recognize that these beings have evolved beyond
         us technologically—but have they evolved emotionally, morally, and ethically also?
         According to Giulio Prisco, Gray aliens are a reflection and projection of who we
         are, a benchmark for our development and the means by which our humanity or inhumanity
         is measured. Were they once like us? Could we someday be like them? Do we want to
         be? As Prisco puts it, “The crucial difference between gods and god-like extraterrestrials
         lies not in their properties but in their provenance. Entities that are complex enough
         to be intelligent are products of an evolutionary process. No matter how god-like
         they may seem when we encounter them, they didn’t start that way.”[12]   Core transhumanist principles emphasize that the greater intelligence we develop,
         the more responsibility we bear to evolve ethically. Transhumanist philosophy insists
         that in addition to evolving technologically, we, too, can evolve to transcend our
         limitations of character—our ethical and moral failings. The technologically superior
         aliens we see in film present us with feats of scientific prowess that perhaps we
         will someday match. In this sense, then, the ambiguous intentions of the Gray aliens
         depicted in Close Encounters and Indiana Jones and the Kingdom of the Crystal Skull help to open up a rhetorical space for the conceptual exploration of transhumanism,
         or, as Max More puts it, “the continued evolution of human life beyond its current
         human form as a result of science and technology guided by life-promoting principles
         and values.”[13]   Transhumanism, as More clarifies elsewhere in his text, does not mean seeking a
         static, arbitrary, and limited human ideal of “perfection.” Transhumanism is not an
         endpoint. It is an ongoing process that promotes the idea of perpetual evolution toward
         being more human—that is, more compassionate, more responsible, more moral, more concerned
         with the greater good. Transhumanism is not intended to be exclusive or individualistic;
         it is intended to honor and account for the evolution of all lifeforms—human and non-human
         alike.[14]   Or, as More writes, transhumanism is “a meaningful and ethical approach to living
         informed by reason, science, progress, and the value of existence.”[15]    Close Encounters reflects the assumption that, as superior beings, the extraterrestrials have mastered
         an ethical approach to living that reflects transhumanist principles. This could explain
         why Roy Neary appears to unquestioningly trust the beings he sees emerge from the
         spaceship. Further, it is perhaps Irina’s failure to acknowledge transhumanist principles
         that ultimately causes her to be punished for her quest for knowledge. She seeks knowledge
         not through exercising compassion or by considering ethics, but for selfish reasons—so
         that she can wield power over others. Irina’s attitudes embody the most common fears
         associated with transhumanism—that is, the “risk of powerful groups forcing change
         upon us.”[16]   People like Irina are the reason that distributed power is so important to transhumanist
         philosophy. In becoming obsessed with gaining the knowledge promised by the crystal
         skull, Irina makes a Faustian bargain—she gives up her humanity in favor of self-interest.
         This self-interest is contrary to the transhumanist code, which is committed to “opposing
         authoritarian social control and unnecessary hierarchy and favoring the rule of law
         and decentralization of power and responsibility.”[17]   That is, the transhumanist agenda is geared toward a democratic and egalitarian
         society rather than one governed by a powerful elite. Moreover, these democratic ideals
         are also consistent with Levinas’s argument that wisdom cannot be attained through
         using knowledge as power; it can only be attained by relinquishing power and by assuming
         responsibility for the Other or, as Wright puts it,
      

      
      
         Spielberg created the image of the alien as an “other” that demands an ethical response
            (including sacrifice) from mankind as it first encounters extraterrestrials. Through
            the lens of Spielberg, the face of the alien other is one that inevitably must co-exist
            in its difference from us, thus calling upon our taking responsibility for it—the
            “wisdom through love” of Levinas.[18]  
         

         
      

      Like Levinas’s “ethical response,” living according to the transhumanist code requires
         sacrifice. In accepting the Other, the self risks being harmed by it. Yet, we force
         ourselves to confront the unknown, and to accept not knowing. Taking a stance of openness
         might be the ethical thing to do, but it is not necessarily safe. Wright emphasizes
         that “conscience . . . is the recognition of our response to the face of the Other,
         and the need for each of us to sacrifice our needs to this face—not because we gain
         knowledge or material return from this, but merely because our presence before this
         face of otherness calls for our sacrifice.”[19]  Are such sacrifices worth it? None of Spielberg’s protagonists can “know” the alien
         and therefore put themselves at risk upon approaching it. In both Indiana Jones and the Kingdom of the Crystal Skull and Close Encounters, humans see aliens as being evidence of advanced technoscience, a marvel of evolution.
         Yet, the promises of transhumanism come at a great personal cost. In Close Encounters, Roy Neary must give up his family; in Indiana Jones, Harold Oxley (John Hurt) gives up his sanity (albeit temporarily), and Irina seems
         to give up all sense of human decency in her quest for knowledge. Put another way,
         transhumanism means sacrificing some aspect of human inter-human relationality. However,
         Spielberg continues to suggest that the sacrifice is worthy because in giving up some
         of our existing relationships, we can cultivate more important relationships that
         could potentially carry the human race into a brighter (and ultimately more humane)
         future. Max More speaks of such a future as being a reality where value is placed
         on “bargaining over battling, exchange over extortion, and communication over compulsion.
         Openness to improvement rather than a static utopia. Extropia (‘ever-receding stretch
         goals for society’) over utopia (‘no place’).”[20] This promise of transcending the limitations of the human, of eschewing hierarchal
         thinking, acquisition, and power, is perhaps why Roy Neary seems to instinctively
         reach toward the alien figures on the spacecraft rather than away from them. The irresistible
         drive toward transhumanism enables us to make sacrifices and take extraordinary risks.
      

      
      References

      
      Close Encounters of the Third Kind. Directed by Steven Spielberg. Burbank, CA: EMI, 1977.
      

      
      E.T. the Extra-Terrestrial. Directed by Steven Spielberg. Universal City, CA: Universal, 1982. 
      

      
      Hasted, Nick. “Loving the Alien: How Steven Spielberg Changed Science Fiction.” The Independent, September 20, 2017. https://www.independent.co.uk/arts-entertainment/films/features/steven-spielberg-close-encounters-of-the-third-kind-richard-drefus-aliens-et-contact-arrival-jodie-a7956851.html.
      

      
      Indiana Jones and the Kingdom of the Crystal Skull. Directed by Steven Spielberg. Burbank, CA: Paramount Pictures, 2008.
      

      
      More, Max. “Roots and Core Themes.” In The Transhumanist Reader: Classical and Contemporary Essays on the Science, Technology,
            and Philosophy of the Human Future, edited by Max More and Natalie Vita-More, 1–13. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley-Blackwell, 2013.
         
      

      
      Nadis, Fred. “For the Love of Flammarion.” Dr. Fred Nadis’s Cabinet of Curiosity (Blog), July 25, 2015. http://frednadis.blogspot.com/2015/07/for-love-of-flammarion.html.
         
      

      
      Pfeiffer, Oliver. “Why Does Steven Spielberg Keep Returning to Aliens?” WhatCulture, August 8, 2011. http://whatculture.com/film/why-does-steven-spielberg-keep-returning-to-aliens
         (accessed August 29, 2018). 
      

      
      Prisco, Giulio. “Transcendent Engineering.” In The Transhumanist Reader: Classical and Contemporary Essays on the Science, Technology,
            and Philosophy of the Human Future, edited by Max More and Natalie Vita-More, 234–40. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley-Blackwell,
         2013. 
      

      
      “A Sacred Site to American Indians.” National Parks Service. www.nps.gov/deto/learn/historyculture/sacredsite.htm.
      

      
      Sandberg, Anders. “Morphological Freedom—Why We Not Just Want It, but Need It: What
         Possibilities Do We See Today and Tomorrow?” In The Transhumanist Reader: Classical and Contemporary Essays on the Science, Technology,
            and Philosophy of the Human Future, edited by Max More and Natalie Vita-More, 58–59. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley-Blackwell, 2013.
         
      

      
      Tomasulo, Frank. “The Gospel According to Spielberg in E.T. the Extra-Terrestrial.” Quarterly Review of Film & Video 18, no. 3 (2001): 273–82.
      

      
      War of the Worlds. Directed by Steven Spielberg. Burbank, CA: Paramount Pictures, 2005.
      

      
      Wright, John W. “Levinasian Ethics of Alterity: The Face of the Other in Spielberg’s
         Cinematic Language.” In Steven Spielberg and Philosophy: We’re Gonna Need a Bigger Book, edited by Dean A. Kowalski, 50–68. Lexington: University Press of Kentucky, 2008.
         
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. Fred Nadis, “For the Love of Flammarion,”   Dr. Fred Nadis’s Cabinet of Curiosity   (Blog), July 25, 2015,   http://frednadis.blogspot.com/2015/07/for-love-of-flammarion.html.
               

            

         

         
            2. John W. Wright, “Levinasian Ethics of Alterity: The Face of the Other in Spielberg’s
                  Cinematic Language,” in Steven Spielberg and Philosophy: We’re Gonna Need a Bigger Book, ed. Dean A. Kowalski, 50–68 (Lexington: University Press of Kentucky, 2008), 50.
                  
               

            

         

         
            3. Ibid., 51.

            

         

         
            4. Nick Hasted, “Loving the Alien: How Steven Spielberg Changed Science Fiction,” The Independent, September 20, 2017, https://www.independent.co.uk/arts-entertainment/films/features/steven-spielberg-close-encounters-of-the-third-kind-richard-drefus-aliens-et-contact-arrival-jodie-a7956851.html.
               

            

         

         
            5. “A Sacred Site to American Indians,” National Parks Service, www.nps.gov/deto/learn/historyculture/sacredsite.htm.
               

            

         

         
            6. Oliver Pfeiffer, “Why Does Steven Spielberg Keep Returning to Aliens?” WhatCulture, August 8, 2011, http://whatculture.com/film/why-does-steven-spielberg-keep-returning-to-aliens.
               

            

         

         
            7. Dreyfuss, quoted in Hasted, “Loving the Alien.”

            

         

         
            8. Wright, “Levinasian Ethics of Alterity,” 51.

            

         

         
            9. Ibid., 61.

            

         

         
            10. Ibid., 51.

            

         

         
            11. Frank P. Tomasulo, “The Gospel According to Spielberg in E.T. the Extra-Terrestrial,” Quarterly Review of Film & Video 18, no. 3 (2001): 279.
               

            

         

         
            12. Giulio Prisco, “Transcendent Engineering,” in The Transhumanist Reader: Classical and Contemporary Essays on the Science, Technology,
                     and Philosophy of the Human Future, ed. Max More and Natalie Vita-More, 234–40 (Hoboken, NJ: Wiley-Blackwell, 2013),
                  234.
               

            

         

         
            13. Max More, “Roots and Core Themes,” in The Transhumanist Reader: Classical and Contemporary Essays on the Science, Technology,
                     and Philosophy of the Human Future, ed. Max More and Natalie Vita-More, 1–13 (Hoboken, NJ: Wiley-Blackwell, 2013), 1.
                  
               

            

         

         
            14. Ibid., 13.

            

         

         
            15. Ibid., 4.

            

         

         
            16. Anders Sandberg, “Morphological Freedom—Why We Not Just Want It, but Need It: What
                  Possibilities Do We See Today and Tomorrow?” in The Transhumanist Reader: Classical and Contemporary Essays on the Science, Technology,
                     and Philosophy of the Human Future, ed. Max More and Natalie Vita-More, 58–59 (Hoboken, NJ: Wiley-Blackwell, 2013),
                  61. 
               

            

         

         
            17. More, “Roots and Core Themes,” 5.

            

         

         
            18. Wright, “Levinasian Ethics of Alterity,” 53.

            

         

         
            19. Ibid., 65.

            

         

         
            20. More, “Roots and Core Themes,” 5.

            

         

      

      Chapter 6

      Of Children and Redrums

      
         
         
         Elsa Colombani

         
         The Influence of Stanley Kubrick on 
A.I. and Minority Report

         
      

      
      “There are so many keys in The Shining though, where do we start?” wonders Wade when he finds out that one of the virtual
         reality game’s challenges he and his outsider friends have to solve is set in the
         terrifying Overlook Hotel. In this astonishing sequence of Ready Player One (2018), Steven Spielberg effectively summons all of the key elements of Stanley Kubrick’s
         iconic film: the main title theme, the creepy sisters inviting others to come along
         and play, the mysterious rolling of the tennis ball, the hellish Room 237, the murderous
         ax, the rivers of blood, the snow, the labyrinth, and more. Having the heroes of Ready Player One enter the world of The Shining (1980) instead of Monty Python’s Holy Grail (1975)—as in Ernest Cline’s novel Ready Player One—highlights the indelible mark that Stanley Kubrick left on Steven Spielberg. An admirer
         as a student, Spielberg was looking at soundstages for Raiders of the Lost Ark (1981) when he encountered Kubrick on the set of The Shining, marking the beginning of a lifelong friendship. Fascinated by a Brian Aldiss short
         story titled Supertoys Last All Summer Long (1969), Kubrick started working on an adaptation in 1983. Feeling that the material
         was closer to Spielberg’s sensitivity and knowing that his filming methods would not
         be applicable to a child actor in the lead role, Kubrick asked his friend to direct
         the film in 1994, a proposition that was declined. However, everything changed when
         Kubrick died five years later and his widowed family asked the director to fulfill
         his friend’s wish. Thus, A.I. Artificial Intelligence was brought to life on the screen and, by a strange twist of fate, released in the
         year 2001. Evidently, 2001: A Space Odyssey (1968) haunts Spielberg’s A.I. as it has continuously haunted all science-fiction films released in its wake. 
      

      
      Reviews for A.I. were mixed when the film came out, some critics finding it too emotional and arguing
         that Spielberg’s humane and fairy-tale approach was mismatched with Kubrick’s pessimism
         and intellectual vision. Much was written on the “happy ending,” which sees the robot
         boy David reunited with the clone of his adoptive mother. However, as Andrew M. Gordon
         writes, “Although Spielberg wrote the screenplay, Kubrick provided the plot structure,
         including that supposedly sentimental ending. Kubrick originally called the project
         Pinocchio.”[1]   According to Jonathan Rosenbaum, the question of what can be attributed to Kubrick
         or to Spielberg in A.I. is pointless. Better to consider the film a hybrid, an in-between, “deriving from
         the will and consciousness of both of them—one alive and one dead, and encompassing
         all the dialectical contradictions that this strange collaboration entails.”[2]   Andrew M. Gordon also argues that A.I. is a “film about separation anxiety, mourning, and the attempt to recreate the lost
         object by bringing back the dead,”[3]   and refers to Spielberg’s declaration that he “felt that Stanley really hadn’t
         died.”[4]   In fact, in the years following Kubrick’s death, Spielberg directed two science-fiction
         films, A.I. and Minority Report (2002), two dystopias where the mechanical and the organic coexist, where children
         suffer a thousand woes, and where nightmares materialize—worlds not far from 2001: A Space Odyssey, where computers have the upper hand, or from The Shining, where a small boy is prone to horrific visions and threatened by his violent father.
         This chapter examines the one-way dialog that Spielberg constructed with the films
         of Kubrick in A.I. and Minority Report, navigating his representation of the child evolving in murderous worlds, and his
         replication of ambiguous circular structures.
      

      
      When Danny Torrance (Danny Lloyd) arrives at the Overlook in The Shining, Dick Hallorann (Scatman Crothers), the hotel’s cook, can immediately tell that the
         child is special: “When some things happen, it can leave other traces behind. Not
         things anyone can notice, but things that only people with shine can see.” Danny’s
         peculiarity is revealed through different means: there is Tony, “the little boy who
         lives in [his] mouth,” who voices concerns about the Overlook and alerts to imminent
         danger; or his ability to communicate through telepathy with fellow shiners such as
         Hallorann; and, of course, the nightmarish visions he is prone to. One night, as his mother is asleep in her bed, little Danny, a knife in one hand,
            red lipstick in the other, writes on the door the word we hear him murmuring at first
            before shouting: “Redrum.” The mother wakes and stares terrified at the word reflected in the mirror: “Murder.”
         The word is one that Agatha, the “precog” of Minority Report, is accustomed to saying. Like Danny, Agatha has pre-cognitive powers and can see,
         like Hallorann says, “things that haven’t happened yet.” Played by Samantha Morton,
         Agatha has the height and shape of an adult woman and yet is designed and considered
         both in the diegesis and Spielberg’s directing as a child. Along with the other two
         precogs, she is kept in a round tub filled with photon milk, “like embryos in amniotic
         fluid.”[5]   Her head is shaved like a newborn, and the dialogue constantly refers to the precogs
         as infants. When John Anderton (Tom Cruise), the film’s hero, tries to see how he
         can obtain proof of his innocence, the inventor of PreCrime, Dr. Iris Hineman (Lois
         Smith) recalls how she and her peers discovered the children’s “gift”: 
      

      
      
         They would wake up in the night, curled in the corner of the room, screaming, clawing
            at the wallpaper because when those little children closed their eyes at night they
            dreamt only of murder over and over, one after the other. It didn’t take long for
            us to realize that the real nightmare was that these so-called dreams were about to
            come true, that these murders were actually happening.
         

         
      

      In a later sequence, Spielberg translates these words into images as Agatha shrivels
         against a wall, fear and anguish distorting her face as one of the murders she foresaw
         finally happens, just as horror convoluted Danny’s face in Kubrick’s film. Here, Spielberg
         also appears to embody Agatha’s “shine” as her face is repeatedly filmed in a white
         bathing light, giving her a radiance that highlights her innocence. James Clarke remarks,
         “When she envisions John’s son playing on a beach, she is framed and lit rather like
         the alien at the end of Close Encounters, the image overexposed slightly. It also recalls the first time David is seen in
         A.I.”[6]  
      

      
      Both Agatha and David appear to come from another world, made of light and hope when
         darkness reigns around them. Both also seem otherworldly because they remain children
         unable to grow up. Agatha will always be, as she says, “the little girl” who was forcibly
         taken away from her mother, whereas David is a “mecha,” a mechanical being condemned
         to be a child forever. David shares a few similarities with Danny Torrance, most notably
         a “Tony”-like friend, namely the mechanical bear, Teddy, who will not leave his side.
         The scene where David creeps up next to his mother’s bed to cut a lock of her hair
         is a direct reference to the Redrum scene, Spielberg framing David similarly to Danny
         when he picks up the knife from his mother’s nightstand. Like the sisters from The Shining, inviting Danny into a game of death—“Come and play with us Danny, forever and ever
         and ever”—David believes the repeated abandonments of his adoptive mother to be fictitious:
         “Is this a game?” he asks in earnest. David’s place in the Swinton family echoes that
         of Danny’s in The Shining. Indeed, both boys are part of a family of three caught in a deadly Oedipus complex.
         At first reticent to interact with the child robot, Monica Swinton grows increasingly
         fond of David and forms a deep bond with him that her husband, Henry, resents. As
         Henry grows more and more jealous, misinterpreting David’s intentions, finding him
         “creepy,” he ends up physically attacking him, grabbing him by the shoulders and shaking
         him like a rag doll. His watchful and commanding gaze forces Monica to comply with
         his wish: that they get rid of their mecha son. In the same fashion, The Shining’s Jack Torrance (Jack Nicholson) unleashes his “male fantasy of the destruction of
         the wife and child he is supposed to love and protect”[7]—a child whom we know he has already hurt before and is going to try and hurt again.
         In both instances, the family is no longer a unit but divided between the threatening
         father figure and the fusional relationship between mother and son. 
      

      
      However, in The Shining Wendy Torrance (Shelley Duvall) never leaves her son’s side and manages to save him,
         whereas the mothers of A.I. and Minority Report utterly fail to protect their children. Even though she abandons David instead of
         destroying him as Henry demanded, Monica Swinton (Frances O’Connor) still fulfills
         the wishes of her husband by separating herself from her son. In Minority Report, Agatha’s mother is murdered by Lamar Burgess (Max von Sydow), the director of PreCrime
         and father figure to the film’s hero, John Anderton, whose own son has been abducted
         under his watch. Interestingly, Andrew M. Gordon remarks that Minority Report plays with the Oedipus myth, as both realms are built on the secret sacrifice of
         children.[8]   As Gordon attests, “Spielberg’s obsessive topic has been lost children.”[9]   That figure of the vulnerable child is no mystery to Kubrick either as Danny Torrance
         can attest—“Tony, I’m scared,” the frightened boy whispers. Tony’s voice comes out
         of his mouth to provide an answer: “Remember what Mr. Hallorrann said. It’s just like
         pictures in a book, Danny. It isn’t real.” And yet the pictures come alive inside
         the Overlook as Danny and Wendy Torrance transform into the fable’s little pigs and
         Jack into the Big Bad Wolf: “Then I’ll huff and I’ll puff and I’ll blow your house
         in.” The maze acts as a replacement for the woods, that ominous fairy-tale setting
         where deceptive parents leave their children to die (Hansel and Gretel)[10]   or where little girls meet harmful strangers (Little Red Riding Hood). According to the film’s producer, Jan Harlan, The Shining is “a gruesome fairy tale,”[11]   a description that perfectly fits Spielberg’s two films as well. In a heart-wrenching
         scene, David is abandoned in a deep forest in A.I., alone and afraid. Even prior to his imposed solitude, David feels the danger looming
         in his house: “Keep me safe,” he implores his unloving human brother. Spielberg respected
         Kubrick’s wish of making David a modern Pinocchio, as he inserted direct references
         to the tale. Upon hearing Monica read the child’s story, David immediately identifies
         with the wooden boy and sets on a quest to become “a real boy” so as to conquer his
         mother’s love. Throughout his journey, his bear Teddy becomes a “Jiminy Cricket figure
         for David.”[12]   In Minority Report, Agatha evokes Sleeping Beauty as she, too, is forced into a deep sleep by the drugs
         that the PreCrime department injects into her, until John Anderton comes to her rescue.
      

      
      The abuse that reigns inside the family spreads out and contaminates the worlds of
         A.I. and Minority Report. Danny Torrance’s and Agatha’s prophecies of murder find their realization in nightmarish
         worlds. While the society in Minority Report may be devoid of crime, it is still filled with evil: from the cheated husband about
         to kill his wife in the film’s opening sequence to the sadistic doctor who performs
         eye surgery on John Anderton. The latter discovers that he, too, could become a murderer,
         as Agatha’s vision shows him shooting a man point-blank. While the Overlook is filled
         with dead people—and dead children—the world of A.I. is similarly suffused with death. Monica and Henry’s son is kept in a cryogenic tube
         (a reference to 2001) with a sickness feared incurable, while Professor Hobby (William Hurt) creates David
         out of grief after his little boy’s death. The first time we encounter Gigolo Joe
         (Jude Law), the sex robot who will become David’s protector, he is being framed for
         murder by his client’s jealous boyfriend. At the macabre “Flesh Fair,” humans rejoice
         in the torture and assassination of mechas. Spielberg creates a parallel between the
         robots and Christian martyrs by using similar means of torture such as being burned
         alive or tied to a cross and torn apart. Before being captured, Joe and David are
         chased by an army of wolf-shaped motorcycles called “the Hound.” In A.I. robots are massacred for who they are, whereas in Minority Report men are convicted for who they will become. The two films question the very notion
         of humanity through the characters of David and Agatha, both dehumanized by society
         and considered useful tools. “Better if you don’t think of them as humans,” advises
         John to a disturbed newcomer confronted with the precogs’ inert bodies. At PreCrime,
         the precogs appear like machines that tirelessly announce the imminence of a crime
         as they channel the voices they hear. Kept in a private room called “the Temple,”
         they are revered by the outside world like deities. Whether treated as objects or
         gods, the precogs are certainly never considered human. Spielberg insists on this
         dehumanization in the first part of the film. For example, when Agatha visualizes
         a crime, the director starts with a close-up of her eyes, thus representing the function
         Agatha operates as a cog in the PreCrime machine: that of seeing the future. Then
         he operates a quick vertical tracking shot. The resulting high angle shot, which reveals
         the entirety of the Temple, repositions Agatha in the trinity of precogs. Whether
         seen too close or too far, Agatha’s entire being, from her corporeality to her voice
         and personality, are at first denied in the directing and diegesis alike. When David
         first appears in A.I., before Monica decides to “imprint” him and condemn the robot boy to love her forever,
         his human appearance combined with a mechanical attitude proves to be particularly
         unsettling for both characters and viewers. James Kendrick analyzes how Spielberg
         plays with David’s face to reveal his non-human nature: 
      

      
      
         Spielberg also enhances David’s uncanniness with his visual choices, which utilize
            various reflections and refractions to constantly distort David’s face. We see this
            in the silver mobile that hangs over his bed, in the multiplied images of his face
            as he looks back at Monica through the vertically beveled glass in his bedroom door,
            and in the upside-down reflection on the kitchen counter as he watches Monica make
            her coffee, which gives him the appearance of having a continuous face that doubles
            back on itself with two sets of eyes, but no nose our mouth.[13]  
         

         
      

      By playing with mirrors and reflections that disfigure and multiply David’s image,
         Spielberg displays David’s non-humanity: he is but a reflection of humankind, an item
         endlessly reproducible. Both David and Agatha are first presented as lacking in humanity.
         He craves obtaining it while she has been robbed of hers. 
      

      
      In a second phase, Spielberg launches a re-humanization process. In A.I., David becomes human for the viewer once he is imprinted by his mother. As he behaves
         almost entirely like a real boy—he still cannot eat or drink—David’s kindness and
         ability to love is heightened when Monica and Henry’s real son comes home, miraculously
         cured, but proves to be jealous, mean, and perverse. When Monica abandons David in
         the woods, his desperation and anguish ring unbearably true: “If I become a real boy,
         can I come home?” he implores before adding, “I’m sorry I’m not real,” like a child
         seeking forgiveness for an unintentional mistake. Ironically, his all-consuming desire
         to be human is the very thing that proves his humane nature. Throughout his journey,
         David’s pain and suffering lead him to anger, utter despair, and violence, a path
         that closely resembles that of another computer with overwhelming emotions: HAL in
         2001: A Space Odyssey. In Kubrick’s film, the supercomputer HAL 9000 murders the spaceship’s crew after
         having committed a major calculating mistake. In his book Space Odyssey, Michael Benson quotes Christiane Kubrick, the filmmaker’s wife, who recounts how
         Kubrick wanted the sequence where Bowman (at this point the only astronaut left alive)
         shuts down the machine to be filmed as a murder scene: “It was very important to him
         that the computer suffers when he takes these bits out and removes bits of the brain.
         That’s why he lit it red, so it looked fleshy.”[14]   The result is a poignant scene where HAL begs Bowman not to kill him: “Stop, Dave.
         I’m afraid. I’m afraid, Dave. Dave, my mind is going. I can feel it.” As Rob Humanick
         remarks, “It’s HAL’s disembodied voice that provides the film with its most immediately
         human element, his tragically flawed personality . . . providing an emotionally vulnerable
         counterpoint to the film’s otherwise perfectionist, externalized perspective.”[15]   In A.I. the scene where Monica abandons David is comparable in that it opposes the woman’s
         act of cruelty to David’s distressing pleading. Interestingly, Tim Kreider remarks
         that, like HAL, David “finally demonstrates his humanity by committing murder”[16]   when he bashes the head of one of his many doppelgängers at Professor Hobby’s office:
         “I’m the only one. I’m David, I’m David. I’m special, I’m unique,” he screams as he
         slaughters the other robot boy. Like the original David in his first scene, the doppelgänger
         is all dressed in white with a costume that closely resembles that of the stewardesses
         in 2001. While HAL famously intones the song “Daisy Bell” in his final moments, Spielberg
         uses verses of “The Stolen Child,” which he connects to David. The poem written by
         W. B. Yeats tells the story of a child lured away by fairies that beguile him by insisting
         on the sadness that reigns over the human world. The final step in David’s re-humanization
         is the ending where David reiterates his parents’ delusion. While Monica and Henry
         believed they could fill the void left by their sick son by replacing him with an
         eternal child, David accepts the proposition of advanced mechas to have his mother
         cloned two thousand years after her death, so as to finally realize his life’s fantasy:
         a day all alone with a loving and devoted mother.
      

      
      In Minority Report, the re-humanization of Agatha also takes place by means of a one-on-one encounter.
         Convinced that he is not a murderer, John Anderton kidnaps Agatha because, as he asserts,
         “[she] contains information” that he needs to download from her brain. However, John’s
         computer-like perception of Agatha quickly changes as her physical presence becomes
         increasingly evident. Out of the Temple and drug-free, Agatha’s physical frailty—she
         keeps shaking and can barely stand up—commands John’s help. Thus, John adopts a fatherly
         demeanor, his arms wrapped around her for support. The scene at the mall represents
         the turning point in the perception of Agatha from an alien aura to a human being.
         As they flee from PreCrime, John helps her to walk while she orchestrates their escape,
         telling him what to do, where to stop, when to turn. As in 2001, the character’s voice becomes of primal importance. While John barely speaks during
         the sequence, following her orders to the letter, her tone keeps shifting, at times
         calm and assertive, and at others, urgent and full of pain. As the sequence ends on
         their successful flight, an exhausted Agatha rests her head on John’s shoulder. Staring
         with a mixture of amazement and gratitude, Tom Cruise brilliantly manages to convey
         that John’s eyes are now wide open: he now sees that the precogs do possess a rare
         gift but are inherently human, nonetheless. From then on, Spielberg places the two
         characters on an equal footing as each endeavors to rescue the other. The most striking
         symbol of this human solidarity is “the shot modeled from Persona, as Anderton and Agatha form a Janus-faced image, suggesting of merging of identity
         or personalities.”[17]   As John finally listens to Agatha and refuses to kill the man he was supposed to,
         John reclaims a righteousness he had lost by blindingly obeying the PreCrime system.
         His humanity restored, John helps Agatha recover her own by exposing the dark truths
         of PreCrime, thus freeing the precogs. At the end of Minority Report, Agatha’s life points to a brighter future: alert and smiling, a head of beautiful
         blond hair, the little girl has finally become a woman. In A.I., however, David’s day with his fake mother ends at sunset as both slip into a sleep
         of death: “And the moment had passed, for Monica was sound asleep. More than merely
         asleep. Should he shake her, she would never rouse. So David went to sleep, too. And
         for the first time in his life, he went to that place, where dreams are born.” The
         voice-over discloses conflicting ideas; suggesting that David dies with Monica’s clone
         but still using the word “life,” the voice-over seems to imply that David is both
         dead and alive, achieving humanness by dying and thus being reborn as a human boy.
         This concurrence of life and death is, of course, another inheritance of Kubrick’s
         2001, which ends with “an elegy to the end of man, mitigated by the suggestion of rebirth.”[18]   
      

      
      At the end of 2001: A Space Odyssey, Bowman finds himself inside a hotel-like room, in fact an observation room made
         by aliens who watch him transform into an old, dying man and then—through the power
         of the monolith—into an evolved fetus called the “Star-Child.” David, at the end of
         A.I., finds himself in a comparable situation as he, too, the last of his kind, is being
         observed by advanced mechas who place him in a replica of the Swinton house. However,
         when David’s journey seems to reach an end, the Star-Child of 2001 leads us toward the future, as the bubble enveloping the new species travels in space
         and descends toward the Earth. The conclusion of Minority Report also takes place in a room where Agatha can prosper precisely because the world is
         no longer watching her. As Kubrick did by using eighteenth-century décor in the alien
         room, Spielberg plays with temporal landmarks with a hint of nostalgia. Far from the
         futuristic world of PreCrime, the last scene shows Agatha living in an isolated house
         surrounded by endless nature and where books have replaced computers. In all three
         films, the room exercises the function of the womb: David uses the bedroom to re-create
         the unbreakable bond between mother and child, while Agatha and Bowman undergo physical
         transformations and rebirths. This interpretation finds further justification when
         one considers the abundance of circular shapes that abound in 2001 and the fact that Spielberg picks them up in A.I. and Minority Report—circular motifs that both indicate the possibility of entrapment and renewal. 
      

      
      As many critics have remarked, circles multiply in 2001, from the shot aligning the Earth, the Sun, and the Moon to the spacecraft waltzing
         around space and planets in the Blue Danube sequence. According to Thomas Allen Nelson,
         the ubiquity of circles is an invitation for the viewer to “‘see’ beyond the earth-bound.”[19]   “Everywhere one looks, there are eyes and shapes of eyes, either framed within
         a larger geometry or themselves framing and reflecting what is seen.”[20]   Of course, HAL’s omniscient and glowing red eye has a perfect round shape. During
         the “Star Gate” sequence, as Bowman travels through space and time, his eyes remain
         wide open, relentlessly staring. Reborn as the Star-Child, the eyes are now enormous,
         staring through the protective oval bubble. In Minority Report and A.I. Spielberg repeats the circular motifs, in John Anderton’s apartment as well as in
         the Swinton’s house. In A.I., the men chasing mechas hide in a balloon shaped like an enormous Moon. Eyes also
         proliferate. Nigel Morris analyzes David’s second day at the Swinton house:
      

      
      
         Monica is reflected in a shiny lid, one of many circles framing her and later David
            with her. As David, a curious toddler with a ten-year-old’s body and vocabulary, intently
            watches her pour coffee, the top of his face comically reflects in the table surface,
            rendering him for the spectator as a four-eyed alien.[21]   
         

         
      

      Throughout the film, Spielberg focuses on David’s eyes, often multiplying them, as
         in the sequence described by Morris. A particularly haunting image is one in which
         David, at Professor Hobby’s office, finds the skin of another David robot, ready to
         be glued. At once horrified and hypnotized, the boy slowly comes closer and places
         his face inside the other, his blue eyes coming to fill and inhabit the two empty
         holes. In Minority Report, Spielberg places a similar emphasis on Agatha’s eyes—icy blue once again, like Bowman’s—which
         he films in close-up. Sight is precisely what is at stake in Minority Report: “Can you see?” asks Agatha when she shows John the images of her mother’s murder
         on the circular screen placed on the Temple’s ceiling. The film’s main issue resides
         in John Anderton’s blindness to the evil on which PreCrime was built. His metaphorical
         inability to see becomes literal when he swaps his eyes to avoid identification: “Just
         as Oedipus gouged out his eyes to punish his crimes, Anderton must risk blindness
         to gain insight.”[22]   Apparently crime-free, the world of Minority Report is in fact full of atrocities. While making him see the truth, Agatha also shows
         him that, contrariwise, crime is not a fatality and one can learn to master violent
         impulses. The discourse prolongs that of A.I. in which Spielberg denounces a circle of violence. At the Flesh Fair, locked in a
         cage, robots await their fate: “History repeats itself. It’s the rite of blood and
         electricity,” says one of them. The line underscores Spielberg’s comparison of the
         robots’ persecution to the Holocaust, as James Kendrick remarks: “In the shot in which
         David is brought up on stage, Spielberg shows us a close-up of the burned, corpse-like
         remnants of the security guard mecha being dragged away, looking very much like an
         emaciated, decaying concentration camp victim.”[23]   Violence breeds violence in the same fashion that the murders envisioned by the
         precogs repeat one after another, in an endless loop. The circle of life that structures
         2001: A Space Odyssey—from the dawn of man to the promise of an evolution of humankind—is doubled with
         a similar circle of violence. What brings forth the evolution of the human being rests
         in the ape discovering that tools can be weaponized. Similarly, Bowman’s transformation
         into the Star-Child happens as a consequence of HAL’s murder. What are we then to
         make of that new species, whose “huge eyes look not only toward Earth below . . .
         but directly into the camera, like a humanized monolith mutely imploring the audience
         to ponder its mystery”?[24]  
      

      
      In Ready Player One, Spielberg seems to be asking what there is left to see. In a dystopia where the
         only escape is through a virtual-reality game, the world may be futuristic, but it
         certainly lives in the past. The keys that Wade and his friends have to unlock to
         rule over the Oasis all refer to 1980s pop culture. By reviving and reimagining Kubrick’s
         film, Spielberg “comments on why The Shining matters while also giving us the opportunity to see it unexpectedly from a fresh
         perspective.”[25]   Immersing his characters in the film allows the director to convey the timelessness
         of Kubrick’s vision, as he underlines its mixture of irresistible humor and nightmarish
         horror. But by paying homage to Kubrick’s genius, Steven Spielberg also seems to reflect
         on his own work as a filmmaker. In the film, the Oasis’s creator, James Halliday (Mark
         Rylance), confesses that he created the game as an escape from the real world but
         realized too late that life can be lived only in reality, not in fiction. The creator
         looks back on his creation with regret. In an age where blockbusters have taken a
         toll on filmmaking creativity, it is hard not to see Halliday as a reflecting image
         of Spielberg himself. Many critics interpreted Ready Player One as Spielberg’s guilty conscience of having been the designer of the modern blockbuster
         and his worry to see superhero franchises invade theaters to the detriment of other
         films. Indeed, in 2013, the director deplored that his film Lincoln almost did not make it into theaters, almost becoming an HBO movie.[26]   No wonder, then, that Spielberg longs for the 1980s, where filmmakers such as Kubrick
         could make popular yet original films. As David Ehrlich remarks, 
      

      
      
         It makes perfect sense that Stanley Kubrick’s horror masterpiece is the backdrop for
            the best set-piece in Ready Player One, because everyone who escapes into the OASIS effectively finds themselves trapped
            at the Overlook Hotel, stuck in the past like it’s where they’ve always been and still
            belong. . . . There is no creation in the OASIS, only recognition. No love, only obsession. . . . Spectacle used to
            be about creating something new, but now everyone is just holding their breath for
            a glimpse of something they’ve seen before.[27]  
         

         
      

      The Oasis is truly like the Overlook Hotel, a place that encloses and shuts down all
         creativity, like the uninspired Jack Torrance endlessly typing the same sentence.
         His son Danny, on the other hand, needs to get away because he, like Agatha would
         say, can see. Let the visionaries shine, or else, die in a Redrum world.
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      Steven Spielberg’s Something Evil (1972) is an overlooked TV film that aired on CBS on January 21, 1972. Not as impactful
         as his previous film, the TV hit Duel (ABC), Something Evil still holds valuable elements for analysis. The film establishes some of the motifs
         that Spielberg would revisit throughout his career, such as his interest in “broken
         families.”[1]   In fact, Spielberg’s script for Tobe Hooper’s Poltergeist (1982) seems to be a rewriting of themes and images lifted from Something Evil, such as the little child used by supernatural forces as a doorway to our world.
      

      
      Still, there is another Spielbergean theme embedded within the fabric of Something Evil: faith in human poiesis. The film revolves around a married couple and their two children moving into an
         old country house in rural Pennsylvania where the wife, Marjorie (Sandy Dennis), is
         haunted by the supernatural. Her only protection is her qualities as an artist, a
         form of poiesis capable of navigating between the profane and the sacred. Spielberg
         will take this trope further, slowly detaching faith from any religious root as ordinary
         humans also hold the power to perform miracles. If in his episodes from the TV show
         Night Gallery people who are evil (“Eyes”) or mediocre (“Make Me Laugh”) can make things happen
         with the help of external aid, in the episodes made for his own show, Amazing Stories (“Ghost Train” and “The Mission”), good people are capable of poiesis, the latter
         not so much a definition of mimetic representation but a permission and way “to imagine
         other than the actual”[2]   and as a form of betterment.
      

      
      For Neo-Kantian theorist Jean-Luc Nancy, faith is a matter of “making true,” a performative
         act.[3]   Spielberg illustrates this idea as he progressively abandons traditional notions
         of faith as attached to passivity and religion to embrace faith as human poiesis.
         In this chapter, we will trace Spielberg’s representation of faith from Something Evil to Amazing Stories’ “The Mission,” arguing for a movement away from Judeo-Christian trust in a superior
         being toward human poiesis or the human unveiling of truth. A filmmaker himself—a
         creator of worlds—Spielberg seems to advocate for the creative potency of everyone,
         thus abolishing the gap separating ordinary people from geniuses, and the profane
         from the sacred. 
      

      
      To begin with, we must say what we mean by “poiesis,” and to this end, we follow philosopher
         Giorgio Agamben. The terms poiesis and praxis, both of which are central to Aristotle’s aesthetics, are evoked by Agamben as a
         way to engage with the world of art and politics. Agamben distinguishes poiesis “in the sense of bringing into being” from praxis, meaning “to do.”[4]   He argues,
      

      
      
         Central to praxis was the idea of the will that finds its immediate expression in
            an act, while, by contrast, central to poiesis was the experience of production into
            presence, the fact that something passed from nonbeing to being, from concealment
            into the full light of the work. The essential character of poiesis was not its aspect
            as a practical and voluntary process but its being a mode of truth understood as unveiling.[5]   
         

         
      

      Poiesis, then, is potency to bring something into existence, not the act of doing it, which is praxis. In our
         contemporary culture, the distinctions between poiesis and praxis have been progressively
         obliterated. The importance of a work of art nowadays lies in the process and will,
         on how the work has been produced. Thus, the worth of the work of art “is appreciated with
         respect to the will that is expressed in it.”[6]   Work, previously the lowest rank, now occupies the apex, while poiesis declines
         in its status since it does not produce anything but has the capacity to do so. But
         for the Greeks, the essence of the work resides in “the fact that in it something
         passed from nonbeing into being, thus opening the space of truth and building a world
         for man’s dwelling on earth.”[7]   Poiesis is potentiality: the capacity that everyone has for making. 
      

      
      Against the aestheticization of art as something “which only certain people can create
         and which only certain people appreciate,”[8]   artistic manifestation should open to new forms of being-in-the-world. Still, canonical
         or mainstream art must be “destroyed”[9]   to get away from an art seen as the production of the will and action of the artist.
         Poetic art must break the dominance of praxis over poiesis, thus opening the way for
         human beings to experience the world in creative new ways. What Spielberg recuperates
         in many of his films is this potentiality for creation, which resides in each of us.
         While canonical artistic production focuses on the exceptional achievement, Spielberg
         privileges lowbrow artistic manifestations, such as handicrafts or cartoons as forms
         of counter-hegemonic acts of poiesis. As an illustration of this divide, we will examine
         first Spielberg’s “Eyes,” one of the stories he made for Rod Serling’s Night Gallery (NBC), as an example of canonical art as privatized by good taste and the bourgeois
         ethos.
      

      
       “Eyes” revolves around Miss Menlo (Joan Crawford), a woman born blind who is eager
         to see. A new experimental cure would give her sight, but only for twelve hours. Still,
         she is ready to undergo the operation and uses her money to find a suitable donor.
         Miss Menlo lives in a luxurious penthouse filled with great works of classic art:
         expensive statues and paintings decorate the walls and halls of her big home. She
         likes to caress her masterpieces (she is shown lovingly caressing a bust), the tactile
         experience being the only way she has to engage with the pieces. But she wants to
         see them. After the operation, and alone in her apartment, she removes the bandages
         from her eyes. She does so circled by many of the busts and paintings she owns, grouped
         together to “greet” her. But she only sees complete darkness. She thinks that the
         doctor has botched the job, but a blackout has hit the city, leaving her in complete
         darkness. When the sun rises, however, she loses her sight again since the twelve
         hours have concluded. There has been, indeed, a (medical) miracle performed on her,
         but she has been punished for her selfishness. 
      

      
      The story revolves around an engagement with art through passive (non-)
seeing and the artistic genius that Agamben finds so problematic. Miss Menlo’s ultimate
         desire is to see; she desperately wants to watch the sun rise on her artistic masterpieces. She screams
         to her doctor that she only wants to “see something: trees, concrete, buildings, grass,
         airplanes, color!” Her relationship with art (and life in general) is through detachment
         and distance. She lives on the highest floor of a skyscraper from which she can only
         watch life rather than engage with life. Or better said, her experience of life is performed through the passive
         act of (not) seeing. Even her works of art seem to be more alive than she is: when
         she peels away the many layers of bandages or talks to her doctor, Spielberg inserts
         many close shots of the busts, almost as if they were waiting expectantly or hearing
         attentively. Her operation’s schedule gives her the hours of sight during nighttime,
         which is a problematic choice; arguably, there are more interesting things to see
         during daylight hours than at night. But even so, she seems to have interest neither
         in engaging with the world per se nor in creating anything. 
      

      
      The experience of art includes more than the gaze. As argued by Nicolas Bourriaud,
         art is a “state of encounter.”[10]   Still, Miss Menlo’s upper-class position and bourgeois lifestyle reveal that she
         mostly “piles up” works of art that she cannot even see as a form of accumulation
         of capital and cultural status. Doctor Heatherton (Barry Sullivan) calls her a “frivolous
         rich [person],” a very adequate definition of Miss Menlo’s consumerist engagement
         with artistic creation. 
      

      
      Another miracle, one attached to the fantastic, takes place in “Make Me Laugh.” Jackie
         Slater (Godfrey Cambridge) is a minor comedian who meets a man in a turban (Jackie
         Vernon) who introduces himself as “Chatterje,” a magician dedicated to performing
         “miracles by profession.” Slater asks Chatterje to make people laugh at everything
         he says. Chatterje makes it so and things start to go spectacularly for Slater, who
         becomes a genius of comedy. Eventually, Slater tires of people laughing at his every remark and desires
         to “make people cry.” Slater then crosses the street, where he is run over by a car.
         A flower vendor approaches his lifeless body and cries. “Make Me Laugh” is a more
         classical take on miracles and wishes that come with, as Chatterje states, “small
         imperfections.” There is the classic scenario of the “monkey paw,” where an exotic
         element (here, the turbaned man) grants wishes always related to concepts of hubris such as fame and money. In “Make Me Laugh” there is no form of creation: Slater does
         not have to create anything, and it is a miracle that secures him as an exceptional
         man. 
      

      
      Both “Eyes” and “Make Me Laugh” revolve around the appropriation and privatization
         of the artistic sensibility. Miss Menlo turns art into status, while Slater evokes
         the ideal of the genius and the miracle performed by a supernatural being. In his
         subsequent works, Spielberg discusses strategies that contribute to the “trivialization”
         of the original experience of poiesis as a form of unveiling some truth and a form
         of being in the world performed by ordinary people. It is interesting to note that
         Spielberg does so after freeing himself from the constraints of conventional forms
         of the Manichean morals that traditional fantastic/horror shows, such as Night Gallery, favored. Rather than a division between bad people and good people, Something Evil and his work for Amazing Stories revolve around common people performing innovative poiesis. 
      

      
      Something Evil begins with a lengthy prologue staging the death of the previous owner of the house,
         an old farmer who dies after being chased by an unseen force. After the prologue,
         the film cuts to the present day: the Worden family is enjoying a picnic in the countryside
         of Pennsylvania. While her husband, Paul (Darren McGavin), is playing with their two
         kids, Stevie (Johnny Whitaker) and Laurie (Debbie and Sandy Lampert), Marjorie is
         busy sketching on paper the old farmhouse next to which the family is sitting. The
         place is for sale, and Marjorie soon convinces her husband to buy it. 
      

      
      Spielberg’s camera insinuates the relationship between art and reality: through a
         close shot, the camera focuses on Marjorie’s sketch. A slow tracking movement shifts
         from the paper to the real house. The mimesis of the drawing is almost perfect, except
         for the “for sale” sign, which sits straight in the sketch but is heavily tilted to
         the left in reality. The little difference insinuates that art, after all, does not
         exist to be a carbon copy of reality but as a way to (re)interpret it, to put it “straight.”
         Paul comes to Marjorie to observe the drawing, his words emphasizing the difference
         between reality and art: “I like it better on paper. It looks more romantic.” This
         is the second implication that art can, actually, improve reality. Further, Marjorie is not just a painter but a multifaceted artist: she draws, paints,
         and sculpts. She privileges poetics in movement, rather than exhaust her potentialities
         as a person through just one medium. 
      

      
      As soon as Marjorie and Paul move to the countryside, she begins to be assaulted by
         supernatural manifestations: Marjorie is awoken by the sound of a child crying somewhere
         in the house, but she is unable to find the source of the cry. Her son starts to sleepwalk
         and is dominated by horrid nightmares. Doors and furniture are moved by supernatural
         forces, and people close to Marjorie die in horrible accidents. Paul, who sees nothing
         of this as he is mostly away working in New York, thinks Marjorie is fantasizing,
         but she is sure that satanic forces are at play within her new home. 
      

      
      And she is not alone in thinking so. The new home is decorated with pentacles made
         to keep the evil away. Marjorie likes them from an artistic point of view, but their
         gardener, Mister Gehrmann (Jeff Corey), urges the woman to take the drawings more
         seriously: “You must believe in them!” he exhorts her. Another local, Harry Lincoln
         (Ralph Bellamy), tells Marjorie that pentacles represent a form of defense against
         the demon, and that he himself believes in such devils. In fact, Lincoln, a cookbook
         writer in his free time, has filled his texts with illustrations of “pentacles and
         witches,” a form of taking the sacred and playfully returning it to the profane, in
         this particular case, as illustrations of a book about “rich and robust” German cuisine.
      

      
      Beth (Laurie Hagan), a woman Paul hires to sing in a commercial, has knowledge of
         the supernatural. Even Marjorie seems to be able to channel magical forces with her
         artistic works. After moving to the new house, and after being inspired by the pentacles,
         she starts to make her own series of amulets. She makes little discs of clay that
         she engraves with signs—there is no indication where the signs came from—or if they
         are Marjorie’s invention. She later bakes the clay discs in her oven to obtain little
         amulets. During Beth’s singing performance for a TV advertisement, technicians complain
         about strange noises appearing in the recording. Through what appears to be a casual
         act, Beth hangs one of the amulets on one of the microphones recording the session;
         as a consequence, the mysterious sounds stop. It is clear that the amulets made by
         Marjorie contain uncanny powers. 
      

      
      A key scene takes place in the middle of a party celebrated in the Worden house. Beth
         distributes the amulets made by Marjorie to the different guests. According to Beth,
         the discs will protect them from evil. Still, there is no formal source of those powers.
         Marjorie is neither depicted reading a book on pentacles prior to the creation of
         the discs, nor is she depicted as a woman with any form of knowledge in magic. Since
         the film never shows Marjorie performing any form of ritual upon the discs, no sense
         of witchcraft is established. There is no real resemblance between the painted pentacles
         and amulets. The discs do not work as forms of dogmatic enchantment; their power is
         that of art as a common activity, made by common people. There is a strong blur of
         the division separating the amulets as works of art and/or religious things: both
         conceptions collapse together through the act of poiesis. Further, after making the
         medallions, and after her talk with Harry Lincoln, Marjorie paints a giant pentagram
         on the floor of the kids’ bedroom. She does so casually. There is no invocation of
         Christianity as a source of defense against evil. The scene takes place after Beth’s
         strange death. She paints the pentacle because she wants to do so, as a creative act
         performed with her two kids around her, all laughing and happy-looking. 
      

      
      The abolition of the borders separating art from magic, and common people from exceptional
         ones, parallels to some extent the ethos of the 1970s. First, Marjorie evokes the
         credo of New Age and Wicca, which believe that magic is mostly a way of harnessing
         the untapped powers and the unconscious divinity residing within ordinary people.[11]   Second, Marjorie mass-produces her medallions, each one with a different bright
         color, heavily resembling the pop art of Andy Warhol, especially his color-saturated
         portraits of actress Marilyn Monroe. Warhol art contained a clear desire to problematize
         the category of the work of art; he wanted to take art closer to the praxis of life.[12]   Rather than belonging to the sphere of the artistic genius, the avant-garde movement
         negated the autonomy of art as separated from other forms of human poiesis. Against
         the privatization of the world of art, the main goal of artists such as Warhol was
         that of a full integration between art and life: “The forms of life are themselves
         artistic and artistic poiesis is not different from the natural one.”[13]  
      

      
      Spielberg critiques our separation of the spheres of life. Through her art, Marjorie
         actualizes some form of being in the world—one that can defeat evil without reference
         to religion; she does not even make magic, but art. Her acts of poiesis are acts of
         faith, as she is capable of performing miracles detached from the most exceptional
         being: God himself. In the film’s climax, when it is revealed that Stevie is possessed
         by a demonic entity, Marjorie is able to defeat the evil power by putting her son
         within the borders of the pentacle that she mundanely painted before. Marjorie has
         the ability to pass into being forces that remain obscure to her. 
      

      
      Art touches on a fundamental essence about human nature insofar as human nature is
         defined as poetic; the poetic is not just a form of art but the very nature of man’s
         doing, his form of being in the world. Spielberg will return to this form of engagement
         through art and faith in his subsequent works, including the series Amazing Stories. Unlike Something Evil, both “Ghost Train” and “The Mission” engage explicitly with human poiesis as a force
         of creation, as the miraculous now rests entirely within the human. 
      

      
      It is this humanity that interests Agamben: “Man has on earth a poetic, that is, a
         pro-ductive, status.”[14]   Man is on Earth to create. For Jean-Luc Nancy, poiesis is a procedure that opens
         “to a non- or un-economic space or world—a world in which the activity of making is
         good for its own sake.”[15]   According to Nancy, faith is “praxis of poiesis,”[16]   meaning “trusting oneself to” or “confiding in”[17]   something that, in the end, remains unintelligible and invisible. Faith is belief
         in a world “where it is no longer a sacred presence that assures and guarantees”[18]   anything determinate. The essence of faith “concerns more the works of man than
         the nature of God”[19]   as acts of faith take place where there is no visible ulterior reality: just the
         man and his deeds. This truth opens precisely, as Agamben argues, to the revealing
         of some creative way of being-in-the-world, some sacred space in the profane landscape
         of everyday reality. 
      

      
      Mircea Eliade argues that there are two ways of being-in-the-world: sacred and profane.
         “For religious man, the space is not homogeneous; he experiences interruption, breaks
         in it.”[20]   People share a material world of everyday reality with a sacred, space and time.[21]   This religious experience returns us “to the founding of the world”—the poetic
         being in pure potentiality, following Agamben’s thinking—since Being is associated
         with the sacred, which manifests in the world through hierophanies (spaces and times
         imbued with spiritual power). These sacred spaces are found by people, not created
         by people. Eliade, however, mentions that when the sacred does not present signs of
         its existence within the human realm, it can be provoked through evocation,[22]   brought up by some kind of action or unveiling. This is what the main characters
         of both episodes of Amazing Stories do: they bring the miraculous to the profane. However, their invocation does not
         rest on the religious, but remains solely human poiesis. 
      

      
      “Ghost Train,” the episode that opens Spielberg’s Amazing Stories, is the story of old Daniel Globe (Roberts Blossom), who is waiting for a train called
         the Highball Express to return to take him to the Beyond after he, as a child, innocently
         caused the train’s wreck that took the lives of everyone on board. The episode focuses
         on the bond Daniel has with his grandson Brian (Lukas Haas), who strongly believes
         in his grandfather’s tales. Daniel desperately wants the supernatural event to take
         place, a hierophantic space opening in the middle of his home in a literal way. The
         house in which he lives now with his grown son and his daughter-in-law is built right
         over where the old tracks used to be. Even if both Daniel and Brian strongly believe
         that the supernatural event will take place, the grandpa takes the precaution of invoking
         it through an act of poiesis that stages his faith in the event. Certain that the
         train will come for him, but scared that it could miss him since the house stands
         in its way, Daniel delicately paints railways through the land right up through his
         house, a way of retracing the path where the old tracks were. He is guiding the ghost
         train, invoking it to the profane space through crude painting. The act formulates
         a strong connection between faith and human poiesis, as it is he, Daniel, who helps
         the miracle to occur—who provokes and invokes the supernatural event. Indeed, the
         ghost train crashes right through the family’s living room and takes Daniel away to
         his final destination. Still, Spielberg carefully left aside any indication of Christianity:
         those driving and traveling aboard the train are ghosts; where they go remains a mystery.
         Viewers can imagine that the final destination is Heaven, but there is no explicit
         indication that says so. The otherworldly presences have come because Daniel, through
         his faith and creativity, brought them back to the profane geography of the mundane
         world. 
      

      
      The act of painting the tracks can be read as a form of invocation, as argued by Eliade.
         Would the train have found the house if not for the painted tracks? As it occurs in
         Something Evil, the transmutation of materials such as paintings into forms of new truths about
         the world poetically articulates reality as dynamical. The objects—the paintings—come
         into being, as they brought powers from mysterious spaces while remaining mysterious
         themselves, their only purpose the actualization of human poiesis. However, it is
         “The Mission,” the second and final episode Spielberg directed for Amazing Stories, that most strongly establishes the relationship between faith as an act and human
         poiesis as the creative unveiling of some truth. “The Mission” involves a WWII bomber
         flight crew that encounters a major problem when gunner Jonathan (Casey Siemaszko)
         gets trapped in the plastic turret on the underside of the plane. With the landing
         gear broken and the plane rapidly running out of fuel, the plane must be brought down
         on its belly, which would result in Jonathan being crushed.
      

      
       The episode begins with the crew of the bomber expressing their belief in a curse
         that falls on those who perform their mission number 23. All of them share the belief
         in such a potential misfortune. Even so, Jonathan carries on with the mission. Indeed,
         this fatal, mythic dimension opens quickly in the episode. The problems begin and
         Jonathan gets trapped within the plastic turret, the myth about the number 23 becoming
         something real, thus revealing a blending of the sacred (a “curse”) and the profane
         (daily reality).
      

      
      Jonathan is a young, optimistic boy who just wants to live. From his confinement,
         he talks about the captain of the crew (Kevin Costner) almost as if he were a deity.
         Jonathan quickly deposits all his faith in the captain, sure that he will find a solution
         to all his problems. He believes in something external to himself. With no solution
         in sight, Jonathan will turn to his own abilities and capacity to perform miracles,
         however. The boy loves to draw and make cartoons and, at the last minute, he quickly
         sketches the general features of the plane in which he is trapped. The sketch—like
         Marjorie’s—strongly resembles the real thing (the airplane) but with a difference:
         the drawing has wheels. The drawn plane is observed by Jonathan with intense hope.
         Indeed, a miracle takes place, and the real airplane develops the wheels required
         to perform the descent. The wheels, nevertheless, are silly-looking, goofy things
         that strongly resemble Max Fleischer’s style (another nod to lowbrow culture as a
         creative force). This miracle has nothing to do with Christianity or realist art.
         It is a completely different thing, the passing of some truth into being that is not
         even remotely understandable to the people involved. Jonathan manages to bring to
         the realm of the real something that was not there before. 
      

      
      Like Marjorie and Daniel before him, Jonathan is capable of tapping into something
         that was not there before, some different aspect of the world, and saves himself.
         The objects created can be amulets, paintings, and comics—all of them made magical
         by the artist. Jonathan himself is called “Lucky Charm” by the crew, thus establishing
         a parallel between him and the handcrafts as embodiments of power. But this power
         has no visible roots; it can be channeled, but it belongs to everyone and no one in
         particular. It is related to faith, but faith in poiesis, in creation, in betterment,
         not in some external force such as medicine, magicians, or traditional religion. Further,
         there is a complete lack of clarity about the foundation of these powers. After all,
         the medallions made by Marjorie worked, but how? Why? Because they were works of art?
         Magical objects? Marjorie appears to make them because she wants to, without any concrete
         end in her mind. She simply taps into some fundamental truth of the world and makes
         it work because she has faith in them, not as magical/religious objects, but as artistic
         productions: she has faith in her artistic qualities. Daniel and Jonathan, on the
         other hand, have an end in mind: performing a miracle. The content of their faith
         is actualized, but not through the content of the church; it emerges from their capacity
         to believe first and to unveil some other way of being in the world, something unintelligible
         and unexpressed.
      

      
      In reference to the latter, Agamben opens his chapter “Magic and Happiness” in Profanations with a citation: “Walter Benjamin once said that a child’s first experience of the
         world is not his realization that ‘adults are stronger but rather that he cannot make
         magic.’”[23]   Spielberg recovers this sense of the magic lost as the child grows and the world
         and our view of it becomes more and more secularized. Agamben adds, “Magic is a call
         to happiness,” but this “call” is a “gesture that restores the creature to the unexpressed,”[24]   a liberation of the boundaries of language. In other words, an opening onto a reality
         expressed through drawings, paintings, pentacles . . . and filmmaking. Spielberg’s
         films poetically restore meaning to the world without need of God or the gods. The
         faith is placed in the potentialities that art—such as film­making—has to reinterpret
         the world, to make it better, at least for a brief instant. This faith in poiesis
         must dispense with the traditional forms of the sacred to embrace the sacred cohabiting
         without uneasiness within the profane. There must be no figures of exceptional status.
         The true calling of the artist, Spielberg seems to argue, consists in introducing
         the ordinary person to the pre-existing world and in keeping open the option for a
         revitalization of this world. This invocation to creativity is the closest we will
         come to magic and, thus, to happiness. 
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      Chapter 8

      Deus ex Machina

      
         
         
         Joshua Sikora

         
         Spielberg’s Fantastic Visions of Tragedy and Grace

         
      

      
      From his earliest forays in action and suspense to the politically charged character
         pieces that have occupied much of his recent attention, Steven Spielberg has nearly
         always leaned into established genres and familiar narratives. His films have consistently
         raised the artistic bar for pulp entertainment, yet at their core many of them remain
         nostalgic B-movie adventures, vintage war films, tales of alien first contact, and
         nightmares of terrifying monsters. Given the perennial popularity of these types of
         films, it is no surprise that Spielberg’s work in these classic cinematic spaces is
         popular, but Spielberg’s meteoric success suggests something deeper at work here.
         Many filmmakers have offered audiences the comfort of familiar plots in familiar settings,
         but Spielberg’s showmanship—his effortless understanding of the cinematic medium—has
         allowed him to connect with audiences in a more potent and lasting way, making his
         work not just more popular, but also more profoundly affecting and enriching.
      

      
      A film like Raiders of the Lost Ark (1981) remains the gold standard for action-adventure films, easily eclipsing its
         B-movie inspirations, yet also remaining unmatched by the many films that have tried
         to emulate its success over the last thirty-five years. It would no doubt take a great
         array of analyses to understand how Spielberg has so consistently transcended the
         familiar narratives he has co-opted, transforming old clichés into the iconic cinematic
         experiences of E.T. (1982), Jurassic Park (1993), Schindler’s List (1993), Saving Private Ryan (1999), Hook (1991) and The BFG (2017). But given how frequently Spielberg utilizes classic Hollywood conventions
         in his work, one of the best ways to understand what makes his films different is
         to examine where he departs from traditional cinematic conventions.
      

      
      One of the most significant departures from common narrative wisdom is the way Spielberg
         frequently ends his films, placing his characters in peril with no hope of escape,
         and then providing rescue from an unexpected third party. This type of ending—likened
         to the ancient Greek plot device of deus ex machina—robs the main characters of agency in the story’s final events, and so is often considered
         a lazy and contrived storytelling faux pas. Ironically, although these last-minute
         turns are some of the most commonly criticized aspects of Spielberg’s films, embedded
         within this unfashionable narrative choice may be the core of what allows his work
         to have such incredible resonance and connection with the audience. Harkening back
         to timeless Greek myths and centuries of fairy tales rooted in Christianity, Spielberg
         has imbued his work with a spark of the fantastic, igniting our imagination in a way
         that transcends his Hollywood inspirations and ultimately stirs our hearts toward
         a divine grace.[1]  
      

      
      When Jaws was released in 1975, it not only was a breakout success for Spielberg, but it also
         ushered in the new era of the blockbuster. Setting the template for decades to come,
         Jaws is a textbook example of a classic Hollywood narrative. Roy Scheider’s Chief Brody
         drives the plot, battling internal and external fears to save his island from a terrifying
         threat. In the film’s suspenseful climax, Brody confronts the deadly shark and—through
         clever resourcefulness and grit—manages to defeat it. Each of the other main characters
         was taken out of the equation before this climactic sequence, placing Brody center
         stage so that he could fulfill his role as the hero of the story. As his ship sinks
         beneath him, he shoves an oxygen tank into the shark’s mouth, playing off an earlier
         scene that foreshadowed its explosive potential. At the last possible moment, Brody
         is able to fire a rifle at the tank, blowing the shark to bits. The audience sighs
         in relief as the story confirms what we expected from the beginning—that if anyone
         could defeat this deadly monster, it would be the hero we have been asked to focus
         our attention on for the last two hours.
      

      
      Perhaps surprisingly, this stands in sharp contrast to the ending of Raiders of the Lost Ark, an equally influential and successful blockbuster. In the climactic scene of Raiders, the two heroes have been captured by the Nazis and tied to a post. Below them, the
         supernatural Ark of the Covenant is opened and a host of deadly angelic phantoms is
         unleashed on the enemy soldiers, while Indiana Jones (Harrison Ford) and Marion (Karen
         Allen) close their eyes and look away from the horror. Indy’s mission was to prevent
         Hitler from obtaining the Ark and using it to take over the world, yet not only does
         he fail to keep the Ark out of the Nazis’ hands, but it is clear in the final analysis
         that the awe-inspiring power of God never needed Indy’s help in the first place—the
         iconic hero ends up being completely unnecessary to the outcome of the story. Raiders of the Lost Ark is one of the most literal manifestations of the ancient theatrical convention of
         deus ex machina—a narrative conceit in Greek stage-plays meaning “god from the machine,” whereby
         the deities swoop in to provide the climactic turn, usually in a visually spectacular
         way. This theatrical storytelling device has been criticized for centuries for relying
         too much on coincidence, while removing the play’s protagonists from the central action.
         Unlike Jaws, where the entire film builds up to the hero’s character-defining act of victory,
         the ending of Raiders could be seen as narratively underwhelming. If we were to read it in a script—absent
         the dazzling distraction of the film’s animated spirits—it may be easy to come away
         frustrated at the hero’s relative impotence. Some have argued that this is the fatal
         flaw of Raiders of the Lost Ark.[2]   The otherwise splendidly executed adventure falters at its dramatic high point,
         falling into the oldest trap of lazy storytelling.
      

      
      Yet in this case, it was anything but a lazy script choice. In fact, Lawrence Kasdan’s
         earliest drafts of the screenplay ended quite differently, with Indy escaping his
         captors and fighting his way through the Nazis with fists and machine guns.[3]   The Ark is still opened, but instead of the wrath of God pouring out, George Lucas
         originally felt a less divine justification was needed. In early story meetings with
         Kasdan and Spielberg, Lucas explained that the Ark should “actually be some kind of
         super high-powered radio from one of Erick Von Daniken’s flying saucers.”[4]   As first conceived, the climax of the film would have seen Indy heroically saving
         Marion from the Nazis while dodging deadly electrical strikes from a science-fiction
         device from another planet. Lucas’s obsession with extraterrestrials notwithstanding
         (he would finally bring Indy face-to-face with a flying saucer in the fourth Indiana
         Jones adventure), this original ending was predicated on conventional story logic—the
         film could not turn on some divine moral arbiter, absent from the stage until the
         final scene, but instead must be driven by the hero who saves the day through decisive
         action. And yet somewhere between those early drafts and the final film, Spielberg
         refined this ending, displacing his hero from the action and trusting that his audience
         would accept the extraordinary and unexpected appearance of God breaking into an otherwise
         terrestrially grounded film—a literal deus ex machina, brought to life with more visual splendor and awe-inspiring magic than the Greek
         dramatists could ever have imagined.
      

      
      And this would be far from the last time Spielberg would employ this dramatic technique.
         In the climax of Jurassic Park, he once again pins down his protagonists with no hope of escape. After a prolonged
         chase, Grant, Sattler, and the children find themselves surrounded by three velociraptors
         ready to pounce on their prey. Exhausted, with nowhere left to run, it is clear that
         the main characters have run out of options, and the audience shares their fear of
         the inevitable attack. Only then, like a towering god, does the Tyrannosaurus Rex
         arrive on the scene, tearing one of the raptors to pieces and drawing the other two
         away from the heroes. As the prehistoric titans battle, the powerless humans are able
         to flee to safety. Similarly, in the final battle of Saving Private Ryan, the surviving soldiers find themselves pinned down with an enemy tank rolling toward
         them. Their carefully orchestrated plan has fallen apart and the explosives that would
         have saved them have failed. In a last bout of desperation, Captain Miller (Tom Hanks)
         fires his measly pistol at the tank, the bullets ricocheting uselessly off its metal
         shell. His entire mission, the lives of all of his men, have been sacrificed to save
         the titular Private Ryan, who will now surely perish with the rest of them as the
         Germans’ victory is assured. And then, unexpectedly, a bomb from above destroys the
         approaching tank. The characters look up to the sky to see the source of their salvation—American
         P-51 airplanes soaring overhead. “Angels on our shoulders,” the captain says.
      

      
      In E.T. the Extra-Terrestrial, magical powers save the characters in multiple sequences, from the miraculous flying
         bicycle escape to E.T.’s own godlike resurrection from the dead. In the last act of
         A.I. Artificial Intelligence (2001), the film’s central character finds himself trapped in ice, praying for centuries
         to the angelic Blue Fairy (from Pinocchio) before he is discovered by seemingly omnipotent advanced robots. Coincidences and
         miracles abound in the final scenes as the powerful robots are able to fulfill the
         boy’s fairy-tale wishes, bringing his mother “back to life” from a lock of hair that
         another character just happened to have saved. Mythological resurrection even makes
         its way into the cyberpunk future of Ready Player One (2018), which gifts its hero with an “extra life” after his virtual avatar is killed
         in the climactic battle.
      

      
      In total, a deus ex machina ending occurs in roughly one-third of Spielberg’s films. Arguably, this would include
         Close Encounters of the Third Kind (1977), Raiders of the Lost Ark, E.T. the Extra-Terrestrial, Hook, Jurassic Park, Saving Private Ryan, A.I. Artificial Intelligence, War of the Worlds (2005), Indiana Jones and the Kingdom of the Crystal Skull (2008), War Horse (2011), and Ready Player One. And yet, as contrived as these endings may sound on paper, for the most part audiences
         have responded to these films quite favorably. Adjusted for inflation, seven of these
         eleven films fall into the top 250 highest-grossing films of all time,[5]   and according to online aggregators, ten of the films received favorable reviews
         from critics, with four of them receiving “universal acclaim.”[6]   At the Academy Awards, half of the films were nominated in the Best Picture, Best
         Director, or Best Writing categories. As criticized as the deus ex machina ending may be, its inclusion in so many Spielberg films certainly has not hindered
         his commercial or critical success, with many of these films being considered some
         of the finest blockbusters in American film history.
      

      
      Critiques of the deus ex machina date all the way back to Aristotle, who argued in Poetics that the “unraveling” of a play needed to originate from within the plot, rather
         than being produced mechanically or by coincidence.[7]   While Aristotle drew a distinction between successful implementations of the deus ex machina and examples where he felt it failed, it was not uncommon for later theorists to
         dismiss the device entirely. By the time of the Renaissance, the deus ex machina was often considered “an artificial, last-minute resolution to an inept plot.”[8]   This critique would continue into contemporary criticism. In the introduction to
         Denys L. Page’s translation of Euripides’s Medea, he writes that the conclusion of the play is “fantastic” and “no longer a part of
         life, but of myth and magic,”[9]   while classicist George Grube describes the deus ex machina as “an incredible device which we cannot readily accept.”[10]   Eventually, these arguments also shaped Hollywood narrative conventions. Script
         doctor and story consultant Robert McKee famously considered the deus ex machina “an insult to the audience” that “erases all meaning and emotion.”[11]  
      

      
      By contrast, though, dramatists and theater theorists have pushed back on this criticism.
         In his defense of Medea, Maurice Cunningham shows that modern critics “reflect the point of view of a reader
         of the text rather than that of a member of the audience seeing the play.”[12]   By contrast, he emphasizes that sight is one of the most important and significant ways that drama is communicated to an
         audience and that critiques of theatrical plots must take into account the visual
         aspects of the play and not just the narrative elements. To the original viewers of
         the Greek stage-plays, the deus ex machina endings were “both sudden and powerful.”[13]   Rush Rehm, professor of drama and classics at Stanford University, explores in
         great detail the immersive way the audience was engaged through the staging and spectacle
         of the Greek tragedies: “Above all the tragic playwrights were aware of the shifting
         relationship between the characters on stage and the audience, manipulating with artistry
         . . . the spectators’ perspective on, and commitment to, the action.”[14]  
      

      
      In this context, it is important to recall that the deus ex machina was not simply a twist in the plot, but also a significant shift in the theatrical
         presentation itself. The Greek amphitheater placed the audience around the action
         in a raised semi-circle, with the performers filling an open terrace in the middle.
         Unlike modern theater, there was no proscenium and no elevated stage. Set design was
         minimal to nonexistent. While our present conventions imply that the audience is a
         passive observer of the action, watching through an invisible fourth wall, the Greek
         staging suggested that the audience was the very reason for the action to be occurring—the
         actors stood amidst the spectators, confronting the public directly. The empty stage
         and the Greek convention of masked performers challenged the audience to engage with
         and complete the drama imaginatively.[15]   Rehm explains, “They constructed their tragedies so as to implicate the audience
         emotionally and intellectually, consciously and unconsciously, not only in the story
         but in the very processes of the drama.”[16]  
      

      
      The deus ex machina—the “god from the machine”—was an unusual embellishment in an otherwise minimalistic
         approach. The “machine” was a type of large crane that would lift an actor high up
         into the air, simulating (or at least representing) flight. In most cases, the machine
         was reserved for use only by the divine characters—a way of distinguishing the gods
         from mere mortals. While the human characters occupied the bare stage, the gods would
         swing into the scene in a dramatic and visually spectacular way. With this image in
         mind, the effectiveness of the deus ex machina climax makes considerably more sense. The arrival of a deity certainly has an impact
         on the narrative, but as we imagine the staging, we can see that it would also have
         a powerful effect on the entire theatrical presentation. The Greek audience—familiar
         with the dramatic conventions of the time—would no doubt wait in anticipation for
         the climax of each tragedy to see when and how the playwright would choose to employ
         his most compelling visual effect.
      

      
      In this context, the success of Steven Spielberg’s deus ex machina endings begins to come into focus. While the criticisms of his finales are often
         rooted in narrative logic, ultimately audiences are responding on a deeper level to
         the cinematic effect of his presentation. Approaching any of Spielberg’s films simply on literary
         terms—that is, focusing just on plot or character—misses the powerful theatrical impact
         he is able to achieve through carefully orchestrated spectacle. From start to finish,
         Indiana Jones fights his way through obstacle after obstacle in Raiders of the Lost Ark. By the film’s climax, we have seen him outrun a giant boulder, barely escape a deadly
         firefight in a saloon, face off with a cobra, trade blows with a man twice his size,
         and singlehandedly commandeer a truck packed with Nazi soldiers. Going into the final
         act of the film, Spielberg would be hard-pressed to conceive of an action set piece
         that could eclipse any of the incredible feats we saw Indy perform throughout the
         rest of the film. And dramatically, simply raising the stakes would offer the audience
         little catharsis. The emotional effect of Indy once again barely defeating the bad
         guys and escaping with his life would be rather hollow by this stage of the film. Indeed, to read Kasdan’s early draft of the screenplay, one finds the hero-driven
            action-packed finale merely perfunctory.[17]   The image Spielberg lands upon instead—the spectral phantoms that explode out of
         the Ark, evoking first beautiful angels, then transforming horrifically into angels
         of death—is immediately and totally stunning in both dramatic and visual impact. Like
         the grand finale in a display of fireworks, Spielberg expands the optical palette
         exponentially, providing the audience with a kind of cinematic experience unlike anything
         earlier in the film.
      

      
      It is a technique that Spielberg seems to have first stumbled upon in the finale of
         Close Encounters of the Third Kind. While glimpses of the colorful alien spacecraft are peppered throughout that film,
         most of the scenes are grounded in a bland earthiness. The brief mysterious encounters
         with the aliens in the earlier parts of the film offer us a foretaste of what is to
         come, but Spielberg saves the grandest spectacle for a thirty-minute final symphony
         of lights and music, showcasing the first contact between humankind and aliens from
         the heavens. Similarly, the flying bikes in E.T.—used in just two key sequences—create an iconic cinematic spectacle completely unlike
         any other scene in the film. When the Tyrannosaurus Rex swoops in to save the day
         in Jurassic Park, it is the first and only time the iconic dinosaur is presented fully visible in
         clear daylight, rather than in the obscuring shadows of a nighttime storm. Through
         this altered visual presentation, Spielberg transforms the creature from a monster
         of terror to a glorious champion.
      

      
      While not always successfully executed, it is clear that in nearly every one of Spielberg’s
         deus ex machina endings, the director’s focus is on providing the most powerful and compelling cinematic
         sequence. In each of these cases, he dramatically raises the stakes and presents a
         spectacle unlike anything seen earlier in the film.[18]   To recall the most iconic moments from his films is almost always to recall these
         images. In terms of directorial craftsmanship, they are some of the most notable high
         points not only in Spielberg’s career, but also in American cinema in general. Cinema’s
         origins remind us that the medium prioritizes the visual experience above all else.
         Long before narrative was introduced to cinema, film pioneers like the Lumière brothers
         demonstrated the potent power of a compelling moving image—time itself captured and
         preserved. The early masters of the medium, from Keaton to Murnau to Méliès, each
         discovered unique ways of creating cinematic spectacle that challenged, engaged, and
         inspired the audience. Although narrative has become a key component of modern cinema,
         it is no more essential to the experience than it is to a piece of music or a painting.
         While Spielberg has brought incredible scripts to life, it is clear that his focus
         is first and foremost on the cinematic experience. And it is in this context that
         his endings not only can be understood correctly, but also are revealed to be effectively
         and masterfully crafted.
      

      
      Excellent craftsmanship is certainly worthy of admiration, but does Spielberg accomplish
         anything other than pure entertainment with these carefully manufactured finales?
         One might assume that they are merely “full of sound and fury, signifying nothing.”[19]   Indeed, many of the critiques focused around these endings seem to emphasize this
         sentiment. Spielberg chooses the flashiest, most extravagant ending at the expense
         of his own characters and plot. Once again, though, this depends largely on how the
         audience engages with the experience. Looking back at the Greek tragedies, it is clear
         both from the structure of the plays and the design of the theaters that the audience
         was expected to be an emotional and intellectual participant within the action of
         the drama.[20]   Spielberg also views the audience in this interactive way. Looking back at his
         most successful films, he once explained, “I relied on the audience’s imagination,
         aided by where I put the camera. . . . We need to bring the audience back into partnership
         with storytelling.”[21]  
      

      
      This vicarious approach to cinema is not universal. Perhaps because of the medium’s
         close kinship to the theater, many classic filmmakers crafted their directorial approach
         around the structure of the modern stage and the invisible fourth wall. That observational
         posture suggests a different kind of narrative engagement—the audience invests in
         the characters within the drama but does not necessarily feel like the plot will have
         any impact beyond the reach of the stage. From early in his career, Spielberg fundamentally
         changed our perspective, drawing us into the experience. When explaining why Jaws proved to be so effective, Alfred Hitchcock once said of the director, “Young Spielberg
         is the first one of us who doesn’t see the proscenium arch.”[22]   Like the Greek theater, Spielberg brings the drama off of the stage and draws the
         viewer into the experience in a way that challenges us to stand alongside the characters,
         confronting the same joys, fears, and dilemmas. This mode of engagement ultimately
         has a moral effect on the viewer, especially within the context of a deus ex machina ending, which surprises the audience just as much as it surprises the heroes of the
         story.
      

      
      Classicist Maurice Cunningham suggests that the deus ex machina ending emphasizes “ethical implications” and that through “the very form of the drama
         the audience is invited to become emotionally involved in the progress of the action
         and in the fate of the principal characters. This emotional involvement is essential
         to the moral effect of the drama, because it makes us become actively concerned about
         what is happening before us in the theater.”[23] Indeed, for a story to hinge on the appearance of the gods (or some other divine
            providence) is to suggest that there is something greater and more powerful than even
            the story’s idealized heroes. Classical scholar H. D. F. Kitto writes that these miraculous turns offer “a frightening glimpse of . . . the
         existence in the universe of forces that we can neither understand nor control—only
         participate in.”[24]  
      

      
      Looking back at Raiders of the Lost Ark, these moral implications are quite evident, even amidst the grand spectacle of it
         all. In a detached analysis, Indiana Jones may prove unnecessary to the plot—the Nazis
         would have been destroyed by the power of God whether or not he had ever pursued the
         Ark in the first place—but what if gaining the Ark is not what the film is ultimately
         about? Indy is introduced as a grave robber—a thrilling yet morally dubious profession.
         Early on, he also claims to be a skeptic. “I don’t believe in magic, a lot of superstitious
         hocus pocus,”[25]   he says as he prepares to depart on his mission, emphasizing this point by packing
         his pistol. This is a man who has no qualms “raiding” ancient tombs and stays alive
         with his wits, fists, and gun. Throughout the film, Indy does not prove to be much
         better than the men he is racing in the quest to find the Ark. His nemesis says he
         is “but a shadowy reflection” of Indy—both of them having “fallen from the pure faith”
         of archaeology. As a classic adventure hero, no one is better than Indiana Jones,
         but as a moral exemplar, he leaves a bit to be desired.
      

      
      This, then, is the real dilemma of the film, and it is at the heart of the deus ex machina ending that Spielberg crafts. For Indiana Jones to fight his way out of a trap one
         more time accomplishes nothing in terms of his character. For the audience, even a
         spectacular action set piece would offer little emotional or intellectual catharsis.
         For the drama to be effective, the climactic turn must prompt us to feel a shift not
         just in the plot, but in the nature of the character—and indeed, in our own understanding
         of the right, or moral, choices at work in this story. Screenwriter Javier Grillo-Marxauch
         suggests,
      

      
      
         The argument that Indiana Jones’s failure to prevent the Nazis from getting the Ark
            is a deep narrative flaw only makes sense if you ignore what Raiders of the Lost Ark is actually about . . . Indiana Jones’s character arc is that, of all the eponymous
            “Raiders,” he alone is the one who comes to an understanding that the film’s titular
            action is morally wrong.[26]

         
      

      
      In the finale, Indy shows humility and vulnerability, recognizing that there are greater
         forces than him, and that those forces are not his to try to possess or control. The
         very form and structure of the film presents the audience with this same experiential
         arc. We approach the film with expectations and preconceptions formed by prior films
         in the genre, our view of the world around us, and the nature of our own experiences.
         When Spielberg subverts those expectations, it prompts us to take notice. The film
         does not weave the supernatural into scene after scene, but rather convinces us—by
         way of omission—that this is a world absent magic or spiritual powers. In fact, the
         greatest power throughout most of the film is Indiana Jones himself, so as an audience
         we share in his belief that he alone will save the day. This makes the moment when
         the Ark is opened a revelation, not only for the characters within the film, but also
         for the audience. We experience the surprise and the wonderment that there was more
         to this world than we had imagined. We are humbled, for we had misplaced our faith,
         just as Indy had.
      

      
      Raiders of the Lost Ark echoes the Greek myths quite closely, attributing to the gods those grander forces
         beyond human power. While it is not his only film to dabble in the supernatural, Spielberg
         tends to root his mythology elsewhere, especially within the twentieth century’s overriding
         belief in science and technology. This is evident in a film like A.I. Artificial Intelligence, which chronicles manmade robots displacing humanity, and also in Jurassic Park, which presents the terrifying and awe-inspiring powers of genetic engineering. The
         final triumph of the Tyrannosaurus Rex appropriately challenges us to consider the
         monster that may be unleashed when we try to tamper with or control nature. As one
         character aptly says in the film, “Genetic power is the most awesome force the planet’s
         ever seen, but you wield it like a kid that’s found his dad’s gun.”[27]   Meanwhile, Spielberg’s extraordinary tales of alien visitors—replete with lights
         from the heavens, special powers, and resurrections—also follow the patterns of ancient
         religious stories, but are brought to life with a modern sensibility. Today, perhaps
         we are more willing to believe in sentient creatures from other worlds than we are
         in gods and demigods from Mount Olympus—but the implication is the same: our universe
         is far larger than what we experience here on Earth, and it is full of awes and mysteries
         beyond our imagination.
      

      
      It is evident that Spielberg’s films share much in common with Greek tragedies, but
         despite clear parallels in structure, spectacle, and purpose, there is one aspect
         where Spielberg’s films usually differ from those classic dramas—that is, his films
         rarely end tragically. In fact, his inclination toward a happy ending permeates his
         work even more frequently than the deus ex machina. Reconciling this tension is at the heart of understanding why Spielberg’s films
         resonate with such a broad audience. Ultimately, the director’s films are not following
         the patterns of tragedies so much as they are operating within the classic framework
         of a fairy tale. Certainly, this connection has been suggested before, often with a disparaging tone—implying
         that fairy tales are a less serious form of storytelling, intended merely to entertain
         children. This argument ignores both the widespread impact of fairy tales throughout
         literary history and the deep mythological significance of this kind of story. That
         Spielberg employs traditional elements of the fairy tale story in everything from
         the fantastical Hook to the callous world of Saving Private Ryan indicates that there is more at work here than simply “happily ever after.”
      

      
      In his landmark analysis of the fairy tale,[28]   J. R. R. Tolkien, author of The Lord of the Rings, argues that this form of story is the dramatic opposite to tragedy. He centers this
         theory on a surprising or miraculous positive turn at the end of the narrative, which
         he calls the eucatastrophe (“eu-” meaning “good,” and “catastrophe” noting something unexpected and extraordinary).
         These endings are usually connected to an escape from death, either literally or figuratively.
         In that it is unexpected, the eucatastrophe shares an element of contrivance with the deus ex machina. Moreover, there is a sort of fashionable prejudice against happy endings—especially
         in Spielberg’s work, it is not uncommon for critics to consider his plots too forced
         or sentimental. While this may at times be true (Spielberg’s effectiveness certainly
         varies from film to film), the eucatastrophic ending actually embraces a kind of contrivance—or intrusion—by the storyteller. This
         is, in one sense, its fundamental power.
      

      
      Aristotle establishes for us that the natural aim of tragedy is catharsis—a kind of purgation for the audience, usually brought about by witnessing the inevitable
         repercussions of immoral or imprudent action.[29]   This catharsis is rooted in our innate desire for justice and our inherent recognition
         that actions have consequences. In tragedy, we watch great heroes give in to their
         fatal flaws or their darkest impulses and ultimately face destruction or punishment
         because of it. When the gods swoop in at the end of a Greek tragedy, we recognize
         that there is a price to be paid for the deeds our heroes have wrought. The fairy
         tale stands in contrast to this, not simply by ending the story positively; rather,
         the true difference is in the treatment of the protagonists. When the gods appear
         in a fairy tale, they bring mercy instead of judgment. If the tragedy offers purgation
         and catharsis, Tolkien suggests that the fairy tale is marked by “a sudden and miraculous
         grace: never to be counted on to recur.”[30]  
      

      
      As humans, both kinds of stories resonate with us. In simple terms, we desire evil
         to be purged from our world, and stories of judgment—even for characters we admire—serve
         as a necessary corrective for our own lives. Nevertheless, perhaps even stronger than
         our instinctive yearning for justice is our immeasurable desire for grace. Throughout
         all of human history, people have been drawn to tales and myths that offer a hope
         or an escape from the grave consequences of our actions. When the dinosaurs overtake
         the human characters at the end of Jurassic Park, nature establishes itself as the dominant force in the film. The tragic, inevitable
         arc of that story is that nature will destroy humanity—the price we pay for playing
         God. Were the dinosaurs to destroy all of the humans on the island, we would not be
         surprised. This would feel true to the story that has been told; we would understand
         the implications of that story, and we would experience a sense of catharsis from
         that inescapable outcome. So, when in the final scene the Tyrannosaurus Rex spares
         the heroes, it is ultimately an act of unmerited grace—a gift, from the storyteller
         to us.
      

      
      Time and again, Spielberg offers us this gift. Grace permeates nearly every one of
         the stories he has ever told, regardless of the type of ending he crafts. Schindler’s List largely avoids the deus ex machina, with Schindler himself driving the narrative, yet the film concludes with a rich
         and moving display of grace as he rescues hundreds of Jews from certain death. Indiana Jones and the Last Crusade (1989) offers a picture of grace and reconciliation between father and son. In Catch Me If You Can (2002), a criminal is spared prison and granted freedom. Even Munich (2005), although more tragic in tone than nearly any other Spielberg film, offers
         a fleeting glimpse of grace when the disillusioned assassin finally rejects the cycle
         of violence, setting aside justice in an appeal for peace.
      

      
      Pure grace cannot be earned by the heroes of the story. It is by design an intrusion—a
         violation of the natural order of things. As such, it can only truly be brought about
         by the author. The storyteller must break into his story in order to save the doomed
         mortals from their own destruction. This intervention, like the surprising appearance
         of a god, is spectacular and unexpected. Tolkien concludes with this assessment, 
      

      
      
         It is the mark of a good fairy-story . . . that however wild its events, however fantastic
            or terrible the adventures, it can give to child or man that hears it, when the “turn”
            comes, a catch of breath, a beat and lifting of the heart . . . a piercing glimpse
            of joy, and heart’s desire, that for a moment passes outside the frame, rends indeed
            the very web of story, and lets a gleam come through.[31]   
         

         
      

      This notion of grace is transcendent—it crosses beyond the world of the story and
         into the viewer’s heart. Like the spectacle of the gods soaring beyond the boundaries
         of the Greek stage, the eucatastrophe creates a visceral, emotional, and psychological connection between us and the events
         of the film. By sparing his heroes from a destruction that seems narratively inevitable,
         Spielberg offers us a tangible image of a world where hope prevails in even the most
         dire circumstances. Within this unexpected turn, grace is made manifest, fully embodied
         visually and dramatically, as the defining virtue of Spielberg’s imaginative cinematic
         visions.
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      Chapter 9

      A Modern Pythia

      
         
         
         Sabine Planka

         
         The Oracle in Minority Report

         
      

      
      Washington, D.C., 2054: A perfect and—at first glance—safe city due to the PreCrime
         system, which foresees criminality and murder. When John Anderton (Tom Cruise), chief
         of the PreCrime Unit, is accused of becoming the future murderer of Leo Crowe (Mike
         Binder), whom he has never met, Anderton seeks to prove that the system is anything
         but perfect—and that he will not become a murderer. The PreCrime system created in
         Spielberg’s Minority Report, a film that may be classified as a neo-noir science-fiction movie based on Philip
         K. Dick’s short story The Minority Report (originally published in the magazine Fantastic Universe in 1956), is based on the visions of three people, the so-called precogs, who have
         the ability to foresee the future. In this role, they form the core of the PreCrime
         system. With their ability to “previsualize” the future, Agatha (Samantha Morton),
         Dashiell (Matthew Dickman), and Arthur (Michael Dickman) were chosen as children to
         become part of the emerging PreCrime system.[1]   They now “live” tranquilized in a water basin, guarded and monitored by members
         of the PreCrime department and nursed by special workers. Moving to another place
         is not possible—on the contrary, they are bound to this fixed location by the drugs
         and the technical equipment that projects their visions onto the ceiling over the
         water basin they are lying in. The process of foreseeing crime and murder is regulated
         by drugs and forms part of a special procedure: when announcing a crime, the visions
         of the precogs are projected onto the ceiling; the vision is recorded, and the name
         of the victim as well as that of the perpetrator are engraved on wooden bowls—red
         bowls if the crime is murder. Additionally, the members of the PreCrime department
         know the exact date of the murder.
      

      
      The three precogs have, among others, their roots in the three Fates of the ancient
         Greeks and the three Norns of the ancient Norsemen. However, they are also, more interestingly,
         connected to the Greek oracle—also known as the Delphic Oracle, keeper of the omphalos, and the Pythia or the medium connected to the god Apollo.[2]   Like the precogs, the Pythia lived separate from the outside world—living her entire
         life from the day she was appointed to her new position as medium within the sanctuary
         of Apollo. As with the precogs, the Pythia was surrounded by priests who took care
         of her and who were consulted about questions regarding the future.[3] Therefore, it is no wonder that when Detective Danny Witwer (Colin Farrell) is introduced
         to the PreCrime system, he perceives the room of the precogs as a temple and the PreCrime
         workers as priests; this is especially so since the visions of the precogs, as with
         the utterances of the Pythia, must be interpreted and unscrambled by those that attend
         them/her. This interpretation of the visions in Minority Report is celebrated theatrically: standing in front of a big touch screen and observed
         by some judges who will convict the perpetrator of murder, John Anderton arranges
         the single images like a puzzle in order to identify the place of murder. Only the
         focused view of the images, as well as their rearrangement and interpretation, make
         it possible to solve the “secrets” of the crime—even if the PreCrime workers know
         the names of the victim and the perpetrator.
      

      
      Uttering prophecies into verses that then have to be interpreted by the temple priests[4]   is another characteristic of the Pythia, who sat on a tripod[5]   intoxicated by drugs that emerged from the legendary fissure in the temple.[6]   It was said that the god Apollo—the god of prophecy and poetry—himself spoke through
         this medium,[7]   talking in cryptic verses, and the intoxicating vapors were there to help the Pythia
         relax while offering the verses. Similarly, PreCrime workers administer drugs to Agatha,
         Dashiell, and Arthur to help soothe them as they gaze into the cryptic future. 
      

      
      For the ancient Greeks, the temple at Delphi represented the immobility of the oracle
         and was a symbol of secret knowledge that could only be accessed after following special
         rites that allowed access to the Pythia. The burning of pelanos bread was later replaced by a cash payment and the slaughter of a sacrificial animal—often
         a goat—which had to “agree” to the sacrifice by shivering.[8]   In contrast, access to the precogs is forbidden to ordinary people, and normally
         not even the PreCrime workers have access to the sacred room in which precogs live.[9]   In ancient Greece, questions regarding one’s own future had to be directly addressed
         to the Pythia herself.[10]   In this respect, the immobility of the Pythia stands in contrast to the Greek sibyl,
         for example, who was not possessed by a deity and was free to move from place to place.
         Yet while the precogs, like the sibyl, are not possessed by a god, they are, like
         the Pythia, spatially restricted and require a team (in this case, the PreCrime interpreters)
         to bring their prophecies out into the open.[11]  
      

      
      What we can see in Spielberg’s movie is a modernization and adaptation of an ancient
         idea and practice, symbolizing, above all, the enduring desire both to know the future
         and to gain control over it. Yet, there are some differences between Spielberg’s vision
         and that of the ancient Greeks, including the aforementioned access-restriction. The
         precogs are under state control and have been functionalized by political interests;
         they have become instruments of power and control over its citizens. In Minority Report, control over the medium gives the government control over the messages and, therefore,
         over the citizens. The solicitude of the precogs, then, becomes a threat to the people,
         turning their lives into prisons observed by PreCrime. 
      

      
      Of importance in this case is the temple itself. At first it is shown as a closed
         building in the center of a city that is a bustling swirl of motion. The temple as
         a static place,[12]   and especially the room in which the visions are recorded and evaluated, can be
         interpreted as a control room, a kind of “black box: information and signals flow into it, and are processed and put out as communication
         or action.”[13]   Dietmar Kammerer argues that those operating control rooms are always powerful
         controllers and are controlled by the system itself;[14]   and this is certainly true with Spielberg’s John Anderton, who, being labeled a
         murderer, has to flee the control room, yet cannot escape the controllers’ omnipresent
         cameras. Only a risky eye operation offers Anderton anonymity and a bit of safety,
         as well as the chance to solve the secret behind the minority reports. It is no wonder
         that at the moment of the operation and during the following phase of convalescence,
         the viewer is reminded of the blind seer Tiresias and his ability to foresee the future.
         A new cognitive process is initiated for Anderton that uncovers the cruelty behind
         the PreCrime system.
      

      
      This aspect of seeing, watching, and being watched emphasizes the importance of visuals
         for Spielberg. The previsions that appear in the control room are no longer words
         that have to be interpreted but visual images that must be pieced together. The Greek
         oracle—the verbal oracle—has been transformed into a visual oracle. And the new oracles,
         being able to see all the evil in society, recall Michel Foucault’s concept of the
         panopticon, which, based on Jeremy Bentham’s design, describes a special kind of prison
         wherein the warden can see everybody around him from a central perspective. Of great
         importance is the layout of the panopticon: the prisoners are arranged such that they
         can be seen by the control tower but cannot see each other, so the prisoners are at
         once both permanently aware of being observed yet cannot know, because they cannot
         see into the tower, if they are really being observed at any given moment.[15]   Thus, ignorance, isolation, and fear keep the prisoners in check. Foucault writes,
         
      

      
         In each of its applications, it makes it possible to perfect the exercise of power.
            It does this in several ways: because it can reduce the number of those who exercise
            it, while increasing the number of those on whom it is exercised. Because it is possible
            to intervene at any moment and because the constant pressure acts even before the
            offences, mistakes or crimes have been committed. Because, in these conditions, its
            strength is that it never intervenes, it is exercised spontaneously and without noise,
            it constitutes a mechanism whose effects follow from one another. Because, without
            any physical instrument other than architecture and geometry, it acts directly on
            individuals; it gives “power of mind over mind.” The panoptic schema makes any apparatus
            of power more intense: it assures its economy . . . ; it assures its efficacity by
            its preventive character, its continuous functioning and its automatic mechanisms.[16]   
         

      

      Foucault’s description almost perfectly fits the world of Minority Report with the PreCrime temple functioning as the central control tower that watches—and
         threatens by its gaze—society at large. 
      

      
      Indeed, as with the panopticon, no “citizen-prisoner” can enter or even take a look
         inside the temple, and as with the panopticon, the temple is constructed to limit
         human volition—the moment of having a choice to change the future has been taken away
         by the system. The all-seeing central controllers categorize—interestingly, without
         discrimination between even themselves as PreCrime workers and ordinary citizens—people as “non-criminals”/“non-murderers”
            and “would-be-criminals”/“would-be-murderers.” In Minority Report, people do not even have to do anything to be convicted of a crime—they are that
         restricted. So the movie, while using an ancient but modernized and institutionalized
         oracle, deals with the question of how much (state) control over other people is possible
         and ethically acceptable—and of course justifiable—without harming the concept of
         individual freedom. In this way, it is very much a film about “freedom and predestination,”[17]   and one in which Spielberg very much argues for freedom.[18]   Indeed, this theme—and the championing of freedom—is ubiquitous throughout Spielberg’s
         corpus, starting with his first major film, The Sugarland Express (1974), which shows “ambivalence toward authority, and the intertwining nature of
         private and public events.”[19]   
      

      
      With freedom winning the day, and the crime behind PreCrime being exposed at the end
         of the film, the place of the precogs in this new world can be queried. On the one
         hand, they seem free in that they are no longer instrumentalized by a technocracy;
         indeed, instead of living in a panopticonic basin, the precogs now live freely in
         a small, book-filled house in the middle of nowhere. On the other hand, the precogs
         are still disconnected from most of society. Agatha, Arthur, and Dashiell live in
         a new kind of heterotopia—one that is no longer surrounded by brick or concrete walls,
         yet still marked by isolation. However, on the whole, the precogs seem to have escaped
         some of their Pythian isolation and are now able to develop their own identities:
         they can read books they are interested in, wear clothes they like, and have individualizing
         hairstyles. 
      

      
      The central thesis of the film, therefore, is clear: everybody can change his or her
         own future. Yet, it is not at all trivial that Spielberg has the precogs—the neo-Pythians—reveal
         this to us in their own fragmented way. 
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         Reconstructing Epic Heroism in 
Spielberg’s Amblin’ and Always

         
      

      
      This chapter will provide a sustained comparison of Spielberg’s Amblin’ (1968) and Always (1989). While it might seem hard to find a basis for comparison, it will be shown
         that both fit within the broad genre of the Western, particularly the type of Western
         focusing on epic heroes. Using Dean Miller’s definition of epic heroism, viewers can
         find commonality in both Always and Amblin’ via the quest-narrative.[1] One must concede, to be sure, that neither the Western nor the epic hero exhaust
         all the possibilities for interpreting these works: Spielberg is notorious for crossing
         generic boundaries. Nevertheless, the Western and epic-hero type will provide a powerful
         way of organizing these films and will help make sense of their seeming apolitical
         distance from the conflicts America was embroiled in from the 1960s to the late 1980s.
      

      
      Amblin’, like Always, can be seen as an instance of Spielberg inserting liberal politics into film, yet
         in such a way that audiences enjoy the quest. Spielberg’s own debt to the Western
         is obvious: John Favreau’s Cowboy and Aliens (2011) was produced by Spielberg with Ron Howard. He also helped to produce Into the Wild (2014–15), a Western miniseries. John Ford’s The Searchers (1956) is singled out as having for Spielberg “John Wayne’s best performance. It’s
         a study in dramatic framing and composition. It contains the single most harrowing
         moment in any film I’ve ever seen. It is high on my twenty-five-favorite film list.”[2] Spielberg’s last amateurish attempt at filmmaking just before Amblin’ was also a Western (The Last Gun).[3] 
      

      
      Spielberg’s relation to epic heroism, however, is more difficult to pinpoint. Spielberg
         has readily admitted, and often cited, David Lean’s Lawrence of Arabia (1962) as the film that motivated him to become a filmmaker.[4] Virtually all his early films feature a quest and a protagonist. However, calling
         the men of his early films “heroes” is problematic. While allusions to Lawrence of Arabia are easy to spot, and unlike George Lucas utilizing Joseph Campbell’s monomyth, Spielberg
         has no major narrative structure he relies on. The epic hero, then, is used loosely
         without a commitment to one narrative end goal.
      

      
      For the purposes of this chapter, the Western is defined as a genre where a hero must
         bring order out of disorder. The disorder may be small (a petty theft) or large (a
         town being held hostage), but the task is to restore order and redeem a community.[5] But epic heroism is more difficult to define. Miller’s definition will help greatly,
         but it does not answer all the questions raised by these films. According to Miller,
         the epic hero is defined by four key traits: first, the hero is alone and unique;
         second, the hero is devoted to combat; third, the hero is mobile and detached from
         his setting; and, finally, he is dangerous to his community because of his detachment.[6] The first and third parts of Miller’s definition help explain Amblin’ but not the second or the fourth ones.
      

      
      While the majority of scholars see Amblin’ as a conservative film, some think it is “explicitly aligned with the countercultural
         ideals of the 1960s.”[7] Spielberg himself is dismissive of Amblin’ as it was made to “prove to people who finance movies that I could certainly look
         like a professional moviemaker.”[8] Some scholars actually minimize the film more than Spielberg. Frederick Wasser, for
         example, takes for granted that Spielberg “only heard whispers . . . of an American
         avant-garde existing in big cities on either coast. Later he had more access to such
         rumbles of nonconformity. . . . [But h]e didn’t show much interest in San Francisco’s
         literati . . . [though he] moved to the area.”[9] Putting aside the sheer inaccuracy—Spielberg lived in New Jersey for several years—Wasser
         fails to provide analysis to explain the various clear shots where the actors are
         framed in New-Wave poses or the use of techniques such as “cranking” that would seem
         unnecessary. To Wasser, Amblin’ is light entertainment and a “pitch-perfect expression of the attraction of the free
         life for the Boy, who nevertheless rejects it the morning after.”[10]  Amblin’ is about the teenage boy’s indecision between a carefree life or joining mainstream
         society.
      

      
      Although it is a legitimate interpretation, Wasser’s reading misses the fairly obvious
         and grim background of the film. One reason the teenage Boy (Richard Levin) in Amblin’ is not able to be with the Girl (Pamela McMyler) is the Vietnam War. The draft is
         still in effective in 1968, and the Boy may be called up at any time. In the beginning,
         the Boy has on a cowboy hat with military fatigue on it and affects the mannerisms
         of the stoic outlaw. He has a few bags and a big guitar case. He coincidentally encounters
         a Girl, and the film is about their small adventures. The military hat and guitar
         seem symbolically opposed. Either the symbols are meant as a joke or, more probably,
         they give a clue as to the thematic struggle.
      

      
      Externally, the Boy is walking aimlessly, suggesting he is a hippie, committed to
         the countercultural lifestyle. But by the film’s end, we realize the hippie uniform
         was merely an affectation; the Boy is interested in neither war nor political activism.
         Admirers of Spielberg have tended to, ironically, be dismissive of Amblin’, but for different reasons than Spielberg’s critics. They regard philosophic interpretations
         of the short film as pointless; Amblin’ is simply a well-made, commercial film with no larger message. For them, Spielberg
         is great because he is an unpretentious and unapologetic director of crowd-pleasing
         films.
      

      
      But this highly popular interpretation is an exaggeration. The evidence that Spielberg
         was not aware of avant-garde cinema—as much as a conscious choice to appropriate its
         techniques without fully committing oneself to its aesthetic—is thin. Amblin’ does use close-ups, but Spielberg restrains himself in “[e]conomically narrating their
         attraction . . . with wordless pantomime and awkward clowning against jangly musical
         accompaniment, recalls Truffaut and Chaplin.”[11] After some meaningless adventures where the two play with one another, night falls
         on the Boy and Girl. The lighting carefully “fetishizes the girl’s hair . . . while
         she looks demure.”[12] “She stares frankly [at the Boy] after removing her shirt . . . averting his eyes,
         breathing heavily. . . . She maintains her gaze; he looks back; then, as he glances
         down bashfully in close-up. . . . The next shot shows them kissing, then . . . they
         lie down.”[13] Obviously, Spielberg is eroticizing the Girl’s body. What is remarkable is the speed
         and economy that is used so that the erotic touches do not become pornographic; we
         see no nudity. We only see her naked back as the lighting hints at her cleavage. McMyler’s
         model-like face is the main focal point of attraction. Spielberg is demonstrating
         his ability to emphasize the erotic nature of the female body but in ways safe for
         a middle-class viewer. She is also not a typical Western type, being dressed in jeans
         and having a hat of her own. The Boy’s clumsiness and lack of masculine power versus
         the Girl’s toughness and steadfastness flips the Western formula of the damsel in
         distress. However, like Always, this playing of gender roles is meant merely as a joke. It is not to be taken seriously.
         It is fair to classify the Girl as a fantasy object for the Boy. In another highly
         erotic shot—though, tellingly, occurring during the afternoon—the camera closes in
         on the Girl, but the images are deliberately made fuzzy. The camera whips around in
         a circle as the Girl laughs. The Girl is not just a sexually attractive woman but
         is mythologized as the freedom the Boy desires but will forsake. While the Boy is
         revealed to have merely played with the hippie lifestyle, the Girl is fully committed.
         She wants to live a life of rock-’n’-roll music, free love, poetry, and drug use.
         There is never any indication she wants the materially stable life of a middle-class
         woman.
      

      
      As Nigel Morris suggests, Spielberg aligns the film with “a skeptical view towards
         hippiedom.”[14] Such an alignment is not accidental. Spielberg did screen Amblin’, but the film was intended to be seen mainly by studio heads, and it worked in impressing
         executives that he could shoot well with a small budget. The film thus reflects the
         way studio executives look at the hippie movement as an unnecessary deviation from
         the goal of material wealth and accumulation. Certainly, the film is politically correct
         for its time. Support for the war remained strong though it had been gravely weakened
         by the Tet Offensive. In any case, opposition to the war did not mean acceptance,
         much less approval, of hippies, Black Panthers, or the anti-war left, which were often
         used by Johnson and Nixon to scare Middle Americans into continuing support for the
         war effort. The film does seem to favor the anti-Vietnam protests, but it is extremely
         cautious of not being political. The Boy’s decision to rejoin the system thus expresses
         an ambiguous ideological attitude. Is the Boy conforming because he must, or is the
         Vietnam War itself merely a convenient excuse for the Boy conforming because that
         is what he wants? Near the end, he runs out to the beach. The Girl takes the opportunity
         to open the guitar case and is shocked to find socks, ties, and other middle-class
         items. The suitcase scene shows he is no rebel but very much part of the system. The
         girl smiles but is clearly disappointed.
      

      
      Despite Vietnam’s ambiguous status in the film, it nevertheless is there: “Discernible
         from the boy’s military hat[,] . . . the frontier imagery of the desert . . . , and
         . . . the sense of society ultimately bifurcated. . . . His desired conformity . .
         . characterizes the society temporarily eschewed, the state functioning in its name,
         and the hellfire he could face if his conscription number comes up.”[15] The lack of verbal clues makes it impossible to give a definitive judgment, but the
         anti-Vietnam message in the film, as Spielberg himself admitted, was deliberately
         diluted and almost unnoticeable.[16] To Spielberg, the film was simply a way to get into the industry: “I can’t look at
         it now. It really proved how apathetic I was. . . . When I look back at that film,
         I can easily say, ‘No wonder I didn’t go to Kent State,’ or ‘No wonder I didn’t go
         to Vietnam or I wasn’t protesting when all my friends were carrying signs and getting
         clubbed in Century City.’”[17] So, on the one hand, Amblin’ is more political than usually understood; yet, on the other hand, as Spielberg admits,
         he was not active in being opposed to the Vietnam War. The film reflects these tensions
         of wanting to condemn the war, yet to do so in an esoteric manner in order not to
         alienate a mass middle-class audience—which at the time was still strongly supportive
         of the war.
      

      
      But given the obvious commercial intentions, the film is not going to argue the radical
         left case of dropping out. The Boy is merely playing with being free of authoritarianism.
         The dalliance with the Girl is just a lovely episode but nothing more. Spielberg evokes
         but does not commit to the Boy’s anti-establishment ethos. In the end, Amblin’ is essentially an imitative work through its “setting and presentation evok[ing]
         . . . Lean’s bravura camera positioning inside a well in Lawrence and doorway shots into the desert in The Searchers . . . which Spielberg repeatedly screened during later shoots.”[18] Nevertheless, beyond technical mastery, Amblin’ would show Spielberg’s focus on epic heroism that continues into Always. Admittedly, the heroism is rather mild. The narrative is unclear whether the Boy
         faced the genuine danger of being drafted or merely wanted to taste some adventure.
         But it does signify Spielberg’s interest in the quest of a young male seeking to find
         his identity.
      

      
      Turning to Miller again, the definition of the epic hero applies strongly to the character
         of Pete (Richard Dreyfuss) in Always. Pete must help his lover Dorinda (Holly Hunter) after he dies. He is alone; he is
         mobile (flying his plane); and he is dangerous to himself and others. However, the
         second part of the definition is problematic since Pete is not like Indiana Jones
         in seeking a physical fight. But from a broader perspective, Pete is seeking a life
         of danger and excitement and deliberately risks his life needlessly. For these reasons,
         Miller’s model strongly fits Always.
      

      
      There are competing interpretations, to be sure. One biographer sees Always as a straightforward “super-natural love story,”[19] though this is a fairly odd judgment. While Spielberg toyed with supernatural themes
         in the Indiana Jones franchise and as a producer of Poltergeist, his early and middle work was on science fiction, Westerns, and war films—in short,
         he was clearly more interested in crafting epic quests, not love stories. Another
         interpretative gambit is to see Always as a war film. While certain generic marks of the war genre—such as ubiquitous bomber
         jackets—appear, Spielberg was ambivalent about the war genre in the 1980s. The director
         thought the second Rambo might be “potentially a very dangerous movie, because it’s a this-is-the-way-it-should-have-been
         motion picture. . . . It changes history in a frightening way.”[20] Spielberg does not use the word “fascist” but it is clear he is worried about making
         entertainment that plays into these post-Vietnam trends of justifying the war.
      

      
      Always deliberately distances itself from the war genre its predecessor, Victor Fleming’s
         A Guy Named Joe (1944), was situated in. Indeed, Always seems to be an apolitical space period. While set in America, it mythologizes an America
         at peace—while the Cold War is still officially operative, the wars in Central America,
         the Lebanon crisis, and the Iranian revolution are all carefully avoided in Always. Since Pete is not flying for the military, these issues are deftly avoided, and
         Spielberg can legitimately claim the film is a fantasy operating in America yet not
         about any particular period. But, like Amblin’, Spielberg is deliberately creating a Western through numerous shots of wide open
         spaces. There are also clues in the dialogue when Pete is shocked that Dorinda is
         unable to identify John Wayne.[21] 
      

      
      But the key is the epic hero and his quest to help his former lover. The use of blue,
         white, and other light colors to signify goodness and saintliness abounds. While Always is not a children’s film, it offers up a highly simplistic binary of sin versus redemption
         and good versus evil. Despite being focused on mainly adult characters, Spielberg
         frames the thematic tension in a highly elementary way—presumably so the audience
         is never confused as to when they should and should not identify with Pete’s struggle.
         Thus, Always, despite many signs of being set in modern America, is one curiously unideological
         either politically (pro-Communist/anti-Communist) or even socially (all characters
         are middle-class professionals).
      

      
      Additionally, the film is theologically uncommitted. While Sean Connery was Spielberg’s
         first choice to play the God-figure in the film, the role ultimately fell to Hap (Audrey
         Hepburn). There is a sense, then, that Spielberg was less concerned with theological
         precision and more interested in a general supernatural framework: “Spielberg creates
         a very specific, allegorical fantasy environment.”[22] This emphasis on broad mythical tropes—ones often connected to the epic, Christ-type
         hero—are ubiquitous to the Western and can be found not only in films such as The Magnificent Seven, Inglourious Basterds and Django Unchained, but also in Always.
      

      
      Perhaps one of the reasons that Spielberg seems theologically uncommitted is to avoid
         offense—to appeal to as broad an audience as possible. Indeed, there were no less
         than eight drafts of the script written between 1980 and 1985, “with four more written
         in 1985” alone, suggesting the difficulties in updating the material in ways that
         would please a modern mass audience.[23]  The names and plot are largely modeled on A Guy Named Joe. Motivations were fairly clear insofar as Spielberg “always wanted to make an old-fashioned
         love story like the one in Joe.”[24] He admitted it was “a story that touched my soul . . . the second movie after Bambi
         that made me cry.”[25] 
      

      
      In Amblin’, Spielberg lacked complete control. Always had him in charge of sound and composition completely, but parallels are strong in
         relying on obvious verbal and physical cues and use of music to inundate the viewer.
         Always compensates for the weak script with powerful special effects and lush music. Bettinson
         notes that on their first meeting,
      

      
      
         on a patch of hallowed earth, Hap [Audrey Hepburn] subjects Pete to a haircut—an apparently
            inexplicable . . . [scene] devoid of plot significance. We should not be surprised
            to find that, in fact, Spielberg foreshadows the haircut in an earlier scene (Dorinda
            mutters the word “haircut” in her sleep). . . . Consequently, Hap’s hairdressing activity
            is apt to appear idiosyncratic and unmotivated.[26] 
         

         
      

      Spielberg’s skill is shown through how calmly the camera moves from the forest (real
         nature) to the patch of earth (obviously a movie set). The transition is utterly seamless,
         and the audience is allowed to enter a space of fantastic possibility without calling
         attention to itself. To be sure, the coordination of Hepburn, Dreyfuss, and the cameraman
         is minor compared to how the shots are coordinated using the planes timed to explode.
         The relevant point, however, is that all these scenes are minutely planned and executed,
         but Spielberg rarely is intrusive, and thus the audience rarely senses how manipulated
         it is.
      

      
      Bettinson is correct, then, that Always is much more structured than either critics or scholars have noted. Spielberg also
         uses color deftly. The audience sees that “the bare, grey walls of Dorinda’s apartment
         reflects her dead state of mind, contrasting with the warm cabin-like design of her
         home at the start of the film.”[27] The finale with Dorinda in a burning plane signifies her rage. The conclusion, of
         course, has Pete walk off into the blue night sky.
      

      
      After one of his signature and risky flights early in Always, Dorinda yells in anger, “Pete, your number’s up.” Despite the obvious clues of his
         recklessness, Pete remains bull-headed, refusing to listen. Dorinda laments, “I love
         you, Pete, but I’m not enjoying it. . . . I wait for the phone to ring. I go to bed
         sick and I get up scared. I don’t—I don’t like being sick inside all the time.” In
         the following scene, Pete does just that when he comes to Al’s rescue. Al’s plane
         is on fire and Pete is able to put out the flames. In doing so, however, his plane
         catches fire. The scene can be read as displaying Pete’s heroism. But really it shows
         his stupidity. Had Pete been more careful to begin with, Al’s life would not have
         been put in danger.
      

      
      Pete does the right thing, but the film is about “redeeming” his arrogance and learning
         to constrain his arrogance and live for others and not himself. The scene does not
         stop with Pete saving the day; it continues with the heroism backfiring on Pete. Just
         after Al is saved, he looks over at Pete. Pete, too, is shocked. It seems both are
         safe and they smile at one another. But the congratulations are premature, and Pete
         sees his engine’s on fire. He says a few more last words and the plane explodes. Given
         Spielberg’s reputation, the audience is cleverly led to expect that the danger is
         fictional. Pete will survive it. But Spielberg subverts the expectation by having
         Pete killed off early in the film.[28] 
      

      
      These clever misdirects were lost on even Spielberg’s admirers. Greenberg assumes
         Spielberg failed to understand that “Fleming’s film resonated during a wartime environment
         . . . [because i]t provided reassurance and comfort to hometown audiences struggling
         with the pain of losing loved ones in the war, allowing them to understand their private
         sorrow as a necessary sacrifice required for the public good.”[29] Friedman echoes this complaint, seeing an imbalance—moving the story “from battling
         Nazis to dousing forest fires makes Pete’s . . . flying feats [more] narcissistic
         . . . than heroic and noble. Libby, Montana (the film’s shooting location), and even
         the majestic Yellowstone National Park (where Spielberg’s crew captured footage of
         actual fires)” are not able to compare to the “carnage of Omaha Beach or the Battle
         of the Bulge.”[30] There is an interesting lacuna in the argument insofar as Friedman assumes the audience
         knows that Always is a remake—in particular, a remake of a war film. No evidence is provided, which
         makes it seem this criticism is a product of scholarly discourse. Certainly, the film
         did not fail, making a tidy profit. Presumably, the argument is that Always would have been a comparable hit to the Indiana Jones trilogy had Spielberg understood his audience better. However, the film largely reflects
         New Hollywood filmmaking insofar as references and allusions creep up constantly.
         The film itself slyly comments on its artificiality, with Nigel Morris arguing it
         is a “cineaste’s ebullient celebration of entertainment.”[31] Given the film’s financial success, either the audience did not care or simply did
         not know about the World War II version, and so there was no problem in the paralleling
         stories. The problem is not that the plot was inappropriate, but that audiences might
         have been primed falsely into thinking that since action films are filled with spectacular
         special effects, Always would be no different.
      

      
      According to Gary Bettinson, “Spielberg steeps his film in the iconography of the
         1940s Second World War drama: aviator uniforms, Second World War airplanes, uniformed
         figures stranded amid blazing vegetation, and so forth.”[32] Part of this description is fairly accurate as the aviator uniforms are omnipresent.
         However, rhetoric about “Second World War airplanes [and] . . . figures stranded amid
         blazing vegetation” are more difficult to justify. While planes are present, they
         appear to be of the technology of the period—the late 1980s. Moreover, there is nothing
         symbolically or generically unique about “figures stranded amid blazing vegetation.”
         Bettinson is correct that Spielberg is alluding to the 1940s through the screwball
         comedic elements. However, Spielberg also wants to re-imagine the American myth of
         World War II as a multi-racial struggle. Although it is very brief, African American
         actor Keith David enters the picture. Spielberg also alludes to African American culture
         with the classic song “Smoke Gets in Your Eyes” when Dorinda is accompanied by Pete.[33] 
      

      
      Spielberg is very well aware of how segregated the World War II era was, yet being
         in love with this era of filmmaking, the brutal racism of this time period is buried
         under numerous movie allusions.[34] In contrast to Bettinson’s reading, one can see Spielberg expertly evoking certain
         memories but minimizing others to prevent critics from raising these issues. As many
         scholars note, the main memories Spielberg returns to are cinematic. Pete tells Dorinda,
         “You’re gonna have a wonderful life.” The last words are an explicit allusion to Frank
         Capra’s It’s a Wonderful Life (1946), which also features a ghost aiding Jimmy Stewart.
      

      
      By presenting a multi-racial, multi-gendered cast in a fantastic setting, it is clear
         this is not the America of 1945 but a post-racial America, where differences among
         races exist but, overall, the relations among whites and blacks are remarkably tolerant.
         The America being presented is a fantasy version that exists cinematically. As with
         Amblin’, Spielberg is less interested in remaking a World War II film as much as evoking
         Lawrence of Arabia and presenting a mythic history—no matter how incredible.
      

      
      Ironically, McBride hints at this, arguing that “[Spielberg] imbalances the drama
         . . . by making Ted a cartoonish oaf.”[35] Bettinson quotes this passage and yet asks rhetorically, “If Ted is such a bumbling
         figure, how can he plausibly rival Pete for Dorinda’s affections?”[36] But the obvious solution is that neither Ted nor Pete nor Dorinda are “characters”
         in the usual sense; rather, they exist as mythic figures to be utilized.
      

      
      Still, it might be argued, Spielberg should be held to account for manipulating memories
         of World War II for the film. But however reactionary Always is in terms of race, the use of the epic genre gives Spielberg some ability to disrupt
         gender norms. As Al confesses about Pete to Dorinda, “I miss him. . . . I loved him
         like I’ve never loved a guy. And I don’t love guys. You don’t have an excuse, you
         quit. You quit. . . . He never quit on anything until it killed him, and that was
         his way, and there’s much worse ways.” On the one hand, Al, like Pete, is performing
         his gender by being so exaggerated in his movements and voice. This very exaggeration
         puts masculinity into question in the beginning. But the ending reasserts masculine
         codes by having Pete talk to Dorinda and save her as she flies a plane on fire. The
         earlier scenes showing Dorinda’s feistiness and Pete’s false bravado are simply negated.
         Dorinda becomes the girl who needs to be married at the end, and Pete is the stoic
         hero willing to sacrifice his own happiness. All of these are highly generic clichés
         that were disrupted early in the film but then restored without criticism by the end.
      

      
      Amblin’ does provide, then, a good key into Spielberg’s abilities—and limits. Spielberg is
         willing to subtly attack the Vietnam War. The shots of drug use also seem to endorse
         the counterculture. However, these symbols turn out to be weak. Like the racial diversity
         and gender-bending in Always, Spielberg’s commitment to epic heroism makes him overeager to please the audience
         and give tidy, sentimental themes that do not fundamentally challenge his audience.
         Pete saves Dorinda flying a burning plane. She and Ted come together. Satisfied, his
         quest complete, Pete walks off into the night. We can now see how Miller’s definition
         of epic heroism explains the puzzles the critics and scholars have had with Always. Pete appears selfish and the quest seems narcissistic. But the quest as Miller defines
         it does not need to be a dangerous adventure, though it often is. What is crucial
         is that the hero is put to the test and succeeds against numerous odds.
      

      
      Amblin’ is, admittedly, a silly confirmation of such epic heroism, but the Boy’s loneliness
         and wandering tendencies conform to the epic hero type. Always is more difficult because Pete’s propensity to wander is not explained. The Boy, presumably,
         must be mobile as the shadow of Vietnam is present. But Pete’s need to go on a dangerous
         quest will appear unmotivated but make sense when Amblin’ and the early short films are interpreted as attempts to visualize epic heroism.
      

      
      As Westerns go, though, these films lack dramatic tension. Amblin’ and Always finally confirm the goodness of being a corporate citizen in the American system.
         Pete also simply walks away from the sunset at the end. Social order has been restored.
         The epic heroes in Spielberg’s early films are on quests of minor importance, and
         their self-development is often limited to a small group.
      

      
      In 1981, Spielberg admitted explicitly that his early work had a bias toward escapism.
         He believed that the 1960s were “a time when people didn’t want to be entertained.
         . . . Now, people want to see pictures that are 99% escapist.”[37]  Amblin’ is not entirely escapist, in fairness. It does subtly tip its hand against Vietnam,
         but its liberalism is so weak it is almost indistinguishable from the right. Always also hides its liberal politics so that minor touches of multiculturalism through
         the black characters and music can slip by undetected.
      

      
      The Western is alluded to in both these early films in shots of wide spaces in the
         wilderness, iconography of cowboy hats and guns, and the aura of masculine toughness,
         with characters (even female ones) adopting a manly stride à la John Wayne. There
         are also explicit cues, such as Pete’s citation of John Wayne. This is not to suggest
         Spielberg’s engagement with epic heroism is entirely uncritical. Spielberg has become
         more comfortable criticizing these tropes and even subverting them in his later films
         like Saving Private Ryan (1997) and Munich (2005). But in his early period he was more concerned with the stylistic trappings
         of quest narratives.[38] 
      

      
      In conclusion, the films surveyed in his early period are indeed fantasies, but they
         are deliberately crafted and conveniently timed. But Spielberg is less beholden to
         genre than is usually assumed.[39] Ultimately, Spielberg is a product of his time, politically and culturally. Whatever
         the interest one has in his films, he is a powerful indicator of where the audience
         is and what it is willing to accept. And while Spielberg does not always seem particularly
         political, his politics are deliberately minimized in order not to upset a broad,
         suburban (white) audience. There are good grounds for accepting that Schindler’s List (1993) does mark a turn in his willingness to be politically engaged. But with the
         interpretation here, Spielberg’s current work in no way contradicts, but rather affirms,
         his continuing fascination with the epic hero and the quest narrative.
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      Chapter 11

      Piracy, Boy Heroes, and the Importance of Playing the Game in Spielberg’s Hook and The Adventures of Tintin

      
         
         
         Sue Matheson

         
      

      
      A fascinating phenomenon, the popularity of pirates and piracy began with the publication
         of The   Buccaneers of America, an eyewitness account written originally in Dutch by John Esquemelin in 1678, translated
         into Spanish by Alonso de Bonne-Maison in 1679, and finally turned into English in
         1684. Following the example of Esquemelin’s bestseller, Captain Charles Johnson’s
         A General History of the Robberies and Murders of the Most Notorious Pyrates was published next, in London in 1724. Johnson, who may have been Daniel Defoe writing
         under a pen name, allegedly interviewed contemporary buccaneers and compiled their
         biographies, profiling notorious pirates like Blackbeard, Israel Hands, Calico Jack
         Rackham, and Anne Bonny. Influential in shaping popular conceptions of pirates, his
         General History sold so well that an enlarged fourth edition appeared only two years after the book’s
         first release. The public’s fascination with Johnson’s accounts continued into the
         nineteenth century. Robert Louis Stevenson, the author of Treasure Island, and J. M. Barrie, the author of Peter Pan, both acknowledge A General History of the Pyrates as one of their major influences. Modeled on A General History, Howard Pyle’s Book of Pirates was also a bestseller, bought by middle-class Victorian parents who believed pirate
         stories, filled with “violence and gushing blood,”[1]   by authors like Robert Louis Stevenson and Pyle, would instill in young men the
         masculine vigor that child psychologists said they needed to become forceful adults.
         Well into the twentieth century, pirates remained heroic models for boys, reminders
         of greater days when “the world was full of colour”[2]   and men’s “blood was ablaze.”[3]   As Jayson Althofer and Brian Musgrove point out in “‘The Boy Sublime’: Sir Lionel
         Lindsay and Piracy,” pirates and piracy continued to be deeply anchored popular tropes,
         transmitting “the ‘blasphemy of gallant days,’ the necessary restoration of animal
         spirits and the compensatory fantasy of the buccaneering life.”[4]  
      

      
      In the twentieth century, Hollywood also feted the charismatic, energetic buccaneer.
         The American movie industry began making popular films about piracy in 1908. Directed
         by D. W. Griffith, The Pirate’s Gold (1908) featured George Gebhardt as Young Wilkinson, Linda Arvidson as Mrs. Wilkinson,
         and Mack Sennett as a pirate. Warner Bros. revived its flagging fortunes in 1935 with
         the huge profits made by the smash hit Captain Blood (1935). In this film, Errol Flynn shot to super stardom, as its tagline cried, “His
         sword carved his name across the continents—and his glory across the seas!” Five years
         later, The Sea Hawk (1940) featured the actor as “Dashing . . . romantic . . . Errol Flynn at his thrilling
         best!”[5]   Twelve years later, rising star Burt Lancaster benefited by appearing bare-chested
         in The Crimson Pirate (1952). His Captain Vallo was advertised as “MAN OF NINE LIVES AND 1000 SURPRISES!”
         “Hurtling out of a Vast Arena of Breathless Adventure!”[6]   Not surprisingly, Walt Disney’s first feature-length, live-action film was the
         buccaneering blockbuster Treasure Island  (1950). Peter Pan (1953) was also a Disney hit at the box office. Based on the original Disneyland attraction,
         Pirates of the Caribbean, the mega-hit series Pirates of the Caribbean is a stunning testament to the ongoing appeal of piracy. Collectively, Pirates of the Caribbean: The Curse of the Black Pearl (2003), Pirates of the Caribbean: At World’s End (2007), Pirates of the Caribbean: Dead Man’s Chest (2006), and Pirates of the Caribbean: On Stranger Tides (2011) have grossed over $1.2 billion at the domestic box office. Disney is reportedly
         moving ahead with yet another sequel, Pirates of the Caribbean 6, slated for release in 2020.[7]  
      

      
      To date, Steven Spielberg and Amblin Entertainment have made two PG films offering
         American audiences pirates and swashbuckling action. A sequel to J. M. Barrie’s Peter Pan, Hook (1991) traces the adventures of Pan after he leaves Neverland to become Peter Banning
         (Robin Williams), a married, risk-adverse merger-and-acquisitions lawyer. When Captain
         Hook (Dustin Hoffman) kidnaps his children, Banning returns to Neverland to become
         Peter Pan again, to battle Hook and his pirates, and to save his family. The Adventures of Tintin (2011) charts the adventures of Hergé’s fearless boy reporter (voiced by Jamie Bell)
         as he fights modern-day pirates while hunting for Red Rackham’s loot after discovering
         a treasure map. Both Hook and The Adventures of Tintin demonstrate Spielberg’s interest in imaginative worlds and boyhood. Both were box-office
         successes. Despite disappointing most of its critics, Hook grossed $300,854,823 worldwide. The Adventures of Tintin grossed $373,993,951 globally while garnering favorable reviews for delivering action,
         adventure, and a fearless boy hero. Roger Ebert of the Chicago Sun-Times judged Tintin “an ambitious and lively caper” and gave it “875 portholes,” noting, “[H]ere again
         is an intrepid hero involved in a nonstop series of exploits involving exotic locations,
         grandiose villains, planes, trains, automobiles, motorcycles, helicopters and ships
         at sea.”[8]   He found Hook “a lugubrious retread of a magical idea.”[9]    The New York Times’s reviewers’ responses to Hook and Tintin are remarkably similar to Ebert’s. Vincent Canby complains that Hook “is overwhelmed by a screenplay heavy with complicated exposition, by what are, in
         effect, big busy nonsinging, nondancing production numbers and some contemporary cant
         about rearing children and the high price paid for success.”[10]   Manohla Dargis proclaims Tintin a “yowza.”[11]  
      

      
      Tintin’s action, adventure, and boy hero, who transmits conservative values and traditional
         norms by emphasizing fair play and muscular morality, are, of course, essential elements
         of the popular pirate story. Staples of late Victorian boyhood, adventure stories
         about pirates (with little of the lust and rapine found in Esquemelin’s tales) were
         written to allay parental fears that middle-class boys were becoming soft and weak.
         Purchasing pirate stories ensured that children’s reading habits were directed toward
         the right ends by appealing to the “natural savagery” of children and encouraging
         boys to experience, as Victorian child psychologist Stanley G. Hall puts the matter,
         “their primitive stage in the proper dose.”[12]   Hall, who believed Americans at heart were “healthy little savages,”[13]   thought they needed to experience and exercise their impulsive passions before
         being channeled into purposeful activity and being responsible adults. Written by
         authors like Robert Louis Stevenson and Howard Pyle, pirate stories that encouraged
         boys to vicariously experience their “inner pirate” relate the adventure of a boy
         hero, between the ages of fourteen and twenty-one, who lives a quiet life until he
         receives unexpected news or meets a stranger who sets in motion his adventure with
         pirates, who are usually attractive, and even heroic, antagonists. The boy hero enjoys
         their company, admires their courage, and may even be disappointed when his time with
         them ends. In the course of his adventures, he undergoes some trial, does the right
         thing—manning the ship’s wheel in the nick of time, plotting an escape, confronting
         an evil captain, or discovering buried treasure—and, of course, saves the day.[14]  
      

      
      Encouraging his viewer to experience his or her “inner pirate,” Spielberg’s Tintin
         does not enjoy the company of pirates, but he does undergo trials during his adventure,
         do the right thing, and save the day. As Michael Charlton points out in “The Image
         of the Pirate in Adaptations of The Adventures of Tintin,” Spielberg’s The Adventures of Tintin: The Secret of the Unicorn borrows many of its plot elements from Hergé’s The Secret of the Unicorn (1943), its sequel, Red Rackham’s Treasure (1944), and The Crab with the Golden Claws (1941). Modeling its depictions of modern-day pirates on negative depictions of buccaneers
         before the nineteenth century, Tintin’s pirates are not found in the popular pirate tale. Cold-blooded thugs, they are
         “[a]ctive threats to the protagonists.”[15]   Their piracy is, as Charlton would say, “a clear and present danger.”[16]   Demonstrating courage, determination, and daring, Spielberg’s baby-faced protagonist,
         however, is an intrepid boy hero of whom Stevenson and Pyle would approve. Hounded
         by Sakharine (voiced by Daniel Craig), Tintin has no idea that the pushy stranger
         is a descendant of Red Rackham (the pirate responsible for the sinking of The Unicorn) and that hidden within the model of the man-of-war he has just purchased is part
         of a treasure map that reveals the resting place of The Unicorn’s lost gold. Sakharine’s gang kidnaps the Boy Hero and takes him aboard the Karaboudjan bound for Morocco to force him to reveal the whereabouts of the map. Outwitting the
         pirates, Tintin befriends a fellow captive, the ship’s captain, Archibald Haddock
         (voiced by Andy Serkis), discovers that the Karaboudjan’s destination is the Port of Bagghar, and helps Haddock escape from the ship. When
         the drunken captain sets fire to their lifeboat, Tintin saves the day again, shooting
         down the pirates’ seaplane and flying himself and his friend to safety. In North Africa,
         he and Haddock are rescued in the Sahara Desert and race to Bagghar to foil Sakharine’s
         dastardly plans and retrieve another part of the map that will guide them to The Unicorn’s hidden treasure.
      

      
      Like Robert Louis Stevenson’s Jim, Tintin is “plucky and persevering, but not exactly
         complex”[17]—and at times he is “naïve and trusting, but then capable of great feats of derring-do.”[18] Remarkably, Tintin is not the only boy hero in this film. As Charlton points out,
         Spielberg’s Haddock lacks the piratical tendencies of Hergé’s character.[19] Appearing at first to be merely the young journalist’s middle-aged sidekick, Haddock
         proves to be cut from the same cloth as his heroic seafaring grandfather, Sir Francis
         Haddock. Remarkably, in the Sahara, Spielberg not only doubles the film narrative’s
         protagonist, he also doubles the pirate tale. In the Sahara, Haddock begins to remember
         his grandfather’s story about The Unicorn. As he does, he goes “back to the sea.” “Barely a day out of Barbados, her hold full
         of rum and the finest tobacco,” The Unicorn, setting sail for home, is magicked out of the Saharan sand, riding the giant dunes
         like waves and bringing in her wake water, wind, and darkness. Running before a gale
         on the high seas, the captain and crew of The Unicorn attempt to repel Red Rackham. At Afghar, Haddock remembers more of the nautical melodrama
         and becomes Sir Francis, slashing a sword through the air and shouting, “Show yourself,
         Red Rackham. If it’s a fight you want, you’ve met your match.” Because Rackham kills
         The Unicorn’s crew after taking the ship, Haddock’s grandfather sends her and its treasure to
         the bottom of the sea, causing Rackham to curse him and his descendants. “This isn’t
         just about the scrolls or the treasure that went down with the ship,” Haddock exclaims.
         “It’s me. It’s me, he’s after.” Because Sir Francis “left three clues and a riddle
         concealing the secret,” and “only a true Haddock would be able to solve . . . the
         location to one of the greatest sunken treasures in all history,” Tintin’s friend
         unexpectedly becomes a protagonist halfway through the film.
      

      
      Spielberg’s doubling of Tintin’s boy hero results in the doubling of the narrative’s trials, for to become “a true
         Haddock,” the captain must become a man like Sir Francis. As Steve Rea points out,
         the unrelenting pace of Tintin is “[e]xhilarating but exhausting” and “at the midway point of the story,” the film
         begins to feel like “a theme park ride.”[20]  Haddock’s adventures begin as he and Tintin attend the Milanese Nightingale’s recital
         in the Port of Bagghar. After Haddock loses Tintin’s scroll and then his ship again
         to Sakharine, it is he who must save the day. Sitting down at the dock as the Karaboudjan sails away, Tintin uncharacteristically gives up the chase. When Haddock asks him
         what the plan to retrieve the map is, Tintin replies, “There is no plan. . . . Sakharine
         has the scrolls. They’ll lead him to the treasure. They could be anywhere in the world.
         We’ll never see them again. It’s over.” But unlike Tintin, Haddock refuses to give
         up. “When you care about something, you fight for it,” he says. Reminding Tintin that
         he knows the radio signal that Sakharine was using and pointing to the seaplane bobbing
         by the dock on which they stand, Haddock also becomes an intrepid hero. Displaying
         Tintin’s earlier determination and daring, he demonstrates how he and his friend will
         catch the thieves and regain the map. “We will get there first,” he says.
      

      
      Accordingly, the resourceful heroes are waiting for the Karaboudjan when she docks. Haddock uses a dockside crane to net Sakharine’s car and catch the
         villain like “a rat in a trap,” but, because he is an alcoholic, he is not yet the
         heroic figure that his grandfather wanted to find the treasure. Accordingly, Sakharine
         escapes the net, confronts his adversary, and taunts Haddock, explicitly referencing
         the duel that took place between Sir Francis and his grandfather on The Unicorn. “The legend says only a Haddock can discover the secret of The Unicorn. But it took a Rackham to get the job done,” Sakharine sneers. “So you’ve lost again,
         Haddock. That’s right, why don’t you have a drink? It’s all you have left, isn’t it?
         Everything that was rightfully yours is now mine, including this ship.” Reminding
         the audience that the hero of this tale is doubled, Tintin, once again in touch with
         his “inner pirate,” swings by on a rope and, like a buccaneer, snatches the treasure
         map from Sakharine’s hands. Haddock also regains his masculine vigor and punches Sakharine
         overboard. As Sakharine splashes about, Haddock takes another step to manhood, kicking
         the bottle of whiskey that he was carrying into the water.
      

      
      True to the pirate tale’s narrative conventions, Tintin and Haddock undergo one more
         trial because they must locate and recover the treasure trove itself. Returning to
         Marlinspike Hall, they follow Sir Francis’s clues to the cellar, where they discover
         The Unicorn’s treasure hidden in a globe of the world. As Tintin points out, Sir Francis’s inheritance
         is awarded to a man worthy of it. Recognizing a factual error on the globe, Haddock
         proves himself to be like Sir Francis because he also “knows the seas like the back
         of his hand . . . [and can] tell if one tiny island [is] out of place.” When Haddock
         touches the errant island, the globe opens to reveal its treasure held in Sir Francis’s
         hat. Tellingly, Haddock eschews the gold and jewels for the hat itself. When Haddock
         dons the hat, Spielberg’s backlighting and low angle shot confirm he is worthy of
         the prize. In the pirate tale, the boy hero ends by successfully reconciling childhood
         with his newfound maturity. Accordingly, Tintin reminds Haddock, “It’s not over. Sir
         Francis left another clue at the bottom of the globe. Four hundred weight of gold.
         Just lying at the bottom of the sea. How’s your thirst for adventure captain?” Rejecting
         the bottle like a man and embracing his friend’s suggestion, Haddock boyishly replies,
         “Unquenchable, Tintin.” Clearly, their next high seas adventure is only a sequel away.
      

      
      Like Tintin, Hook is also a platform for many of the pirate tale’s prerequisites, in particular the
         Boy Hero’s pluck, ingenuity, and derring-do. In Hook there is an exotic, tropical locale. There are ready-made teams of friends (Tinker
         Bell and the Lost Boys) and foes (Hook and his pirates). Hook’s protagonist, however, differs significantly from Tintin’s. Peter Banning begins by not being a boy. Middle-aged, he is preoccupied with the
         problems of adulthood and married to Wendy’s granddaughter. He is also a workaholic,
         an absent father, and a disinterested husband. The antithesis of what he was, he is
         no longer Wendy’s (Maggie Smith) Peter Pan. He is returned to Neverland “to reclaim
         his childhood, [his] inner child,”[21]   and to rescue his children who have been kidnapped by pirates. 
      

      
      Unlike Tintin’s, Hook’s pirates are the romantic antagonists that Hollywood audiences have come to expect.
         Hook (Dustin Hoffman) is impeccably dressed in scarlet and lace, sports a King Charles
         wig, waxes his moustache, and wears a feathered tricorne naval hat. “As soon as I
         got that costume on, I was launched,” Dustin Hoffman remarked to Ryan Murphy of The Baltimore Sun. “Hook emulates himself after Charles II, you know. That’s what it said in the James
         Barrie book, which we tried to be faithful to. Hook is a combination of a gentleman
         and a rogue.”[22]   Aptly, Hook cannot believe the paunchy, bespectacled man who wants his children
         returned is his old enemy. “My great and worthy opponent? But it can’t be,” Hook says.
         “Not this pitiful, spineless, pasty, bloated codfish I see before me. You’re not even
         a shadow of Peter Pan.” Making Banning once more a boy (and thus a boy hero) is the
         impulse of this film’s narrative, but as Pan is reconstructed, Banning, the adult,
         is deconstructed. Banning, who lacks the masculine vigor needed to be a forceful adult,
         joins the Lost Boys to regain the aggressive passions thought to be a male birthright
         in the late nineteenth century. However, in the pirate tale, boys become heroic because
         men mentor them. Eager, impulsive, and almost brutish in nature, Banning’s tutors
         have never grown up. Banning immediately recognizes their childishness and their “natural
         savagery,” asking, “What is this, some sort of ‘Lord of the Flies’ preschool?” 
      

      
      As Owen Gleiberman of Entertainment Weekly remarks, “Peter goes off with the Lost Boys, which is when the movie should sweep
         us up into the wonder of Neverland. Instead, it turns into a fairy-tale aerobics workout,
         with Peter getting pummeled into shape at the Boys’ woodland hangout.”[23]   As the Lost Boys put Banning on a rigorous exercise routine to turn him back into
         Peter Pan, Barrie’s coming-of-age story is unmoored from its Victorian underpinnings.
         What follows is not an adventure with pirates but a training film. Given three days
         to lose “a million pounds” and reclaim his inner child, Banning undergoes a boot camp
         for boys. Breaking Banning down to build him back up into Peter Pan, the Boys mimic
         drill sergeants as they put the adult through a five-mile run—chanting, “[It] ain’t
         no time to celebrate, you are old and overweight.” After supervising their recruit
         as he undertakes a cursory lesson in sword fighting, they stuff him into a huge slingshot
         to be hurled into the air . . . so he can learn to fly.
      

      
      Banning rigorously trains to fly, fight, and crow, but he fails at all these activities,
         because he has forgotten how to be a boy. However, his failures prepare him to enter
         what G. Stanley Hall terms a child’s “primitive stage.” By suppertime, limping and
         exhausted, he has become a broken, hungry man. It is at the dinner table that Banning
         regresses to boyhood by remembering how to play with his food. As Margaret Visser
         points out in Much Depends on Dinner, the polite formula of dining, prescribed by hierarchies of size and value, mirrors
         the norms and forms of the adult’s world. The correct use of fork, knife, and spoon
         is “a valuable opportunity for a demonstration” of civilized, middle-class values—showing
         “that we have been Well Brought Up, and are therefore the kind of people who will
         unquestionably Do” as adults.[24]   A compelling signifier of bourgeois values, dining downstairs with the family was
         a significant rite of social passage for the Victorian child, who ate in the nursery
         until he or she had acquired respectable table manners.[25]   Banning’s dinner with the Lost Boys illustrates how young and anti-social the Lost
         Boys really are. He begins to say grace, while they merely shout the word. He passes
         his companions’ plates, while the Boys grab imaginary food. Eating with their fingers,
         the Lost Boys not only lack social graces, they also have cutlery set at the table,
         so they “don’t have to use it.” Once Banning understands that the activity of eating
         like a boy is imaginative play that challenges the assumptions of adult dining (and
         discourse), he becomes as “ill-mannered” as his fellow diners. Trading insults with
         Rufio (Dante Basco), his slurs improve as his manners at the table deteriorate. Banning
         begins the banter with Rufio with word choices appropriate to his station in life
         as a lawyer. Rufio, he says, is a “paramecium brain.” As his diction descends, he
         scores more points against his opponent. He wins the match, saying, “Oh, Rufio, why
         don’t you just go suck on a dead dog’s nose.” 
      

      
      Having rediscovered his imagination, Banning is able to make food out of thin air
         and hit Rufio in the face with colored goo flicked across the table from an empty
         spoon. Delighted, the Lost Boys encourage him to go further: “You’re playing with
         us Peter. You’re doing it Peter,” they chorus. Accordingly, everyone plays, and the
         meal becomes a gigantic food fight. The next day, Banning sees Peter Pan’s face reflected
         back at him in the Lost Lagoon. He then quickly learns to fly and crow. Becoming Pan
         again, he regresses to a very young age, becoming completely self-involved, unlike
         the boy heroes in Victorian pirate stories, who demonstrate concern for the welfare
         of others, and in doing so, transform their aggressive natures into “the purposeful
         energies of the man.”[26]   When Tinker Bell reminds him of his responsibilities as a boy hero, Pan is flabbergasted.
         “Do you remember your next greatest adventure is to save your kids?” she says. “Kids?”
         he replies, “Peter Pan’s got kids?” He tells her he is a hedonist—he is in Neverland
         to be “a little boy and have fun.” 
      

      
      Here it is important to note that “fun” in Hook is a product of play. Two types of play drive Hook’s narrative. On the one hand, the Lost Boys’ creative pretend-play develops language
         and thinking skills. Gaming, on the other hand, develops its players’ social skills.
         Prescribed by implicit and explicit rules, games in Neverland are associated with
         the adult world. This becomes evident when Hook, acting as a surrogate father, arranges
         a makeshift baseball match for Jack. Baseball, in Hook, is a unique institution, linking child and adult. In America and in Neverland, baseball, rule-bound and structured, is as Bruce
         Catton remarks in “The Great American Game,” “a ritualized drama, as completely formalized
         as a Spanish bullfight.”[27] Distinguished by the nexus that exists between “the player active on the field and
         the spectator contemplating the action,”[28] baseball in Hook connects player and spectator, emphasizing the importance of fathers to their sons,
         the son’s need for masculine vigor, and the efficacy of masculine sentiment. In Neverland,
         baseball illustrates and cements the father-son relationships. Notably, when Banning
         fails to watch his son’s baseball game, their relationship collapses. Determined to
         have Jack love him dearly, Hook arranges a makeshift baseball game. He watches his
         young charge at bat and ensures the pirates play ball “according to Master Jack’s
         rules”—it is “very bad form” to shoot players attempting to steal second base. When
         Jack hits a home run, Hook is there to congratulate him and carry him off the field
         on his shoulder.
      

      
      As Johan Huizinga points out, “[T]he rules of a game are absolutely binding and allow
         no doubt.”[29]  Hook, in particular, impresses on others the importance of observing rules. Agreeing
         to Tinker Bell’s terms to ensure “the combat of the century, Hook vs. Pan,” Hook tells
         his men that “for reasons of good form” he has decided that “the so-called Pan” will
         return in three days. Bound by his “indefatigable good form,” he presents himself
         as a consummate player who must wait for Banning to return. Hook’s adherence to “good
         form” throughout the film invites viewers to anticipate how the game on screen will
         play out. As Spielberg has remarked, viewers should “have some idea what’s going to
         happen next” because movies are “a partnership between the director or the story teller
         and the audience.”[30] Being “a bit ahead of the action,” audiences become involved in the narrative, because
         viewers feel as if they are “helping to tell the story through their own imaginations.”[31] Hook, of course, is not the gentleman he pretends to be, and the expectations he
         creates are not fulfilled. When he loses his duel with Banning, he reverts to being
         a rogue and, breaking the rules of the game, attempts to stab his opponent in the
         back. As Huizinga notes, “as soon as the rules are transgressed the whole play-world
         collapses.”[32]  Hook’s world indeed falls apart when he abandons the game’s “good form” and fair
         play. It is not surprising that Spielberg asks his viewers to participate with the
         movie when the pirate captain’s old nemesis, the crocodile, falls on him. The stuffed
         creature is not seen swallowing Hook, but the loud belch, emitted after the pirate
         captain vanishes into thin air, awards viewers (and the Lost Boys) the imaginative
         power to complete his demise. Latchboy’s (Alex Zuckerman) final word on Hook’s battle
         with Peter Pan sums up Banning’s adventure in Neverland—it “was a great game.”
      

      
      Rule-bound, Hook’s war with Peter Pan also points out that adventures with pirates
         develop moral character in the boy hero. Tellingly, it is Banning’s daughter, not
         his son, who refuses to play Hook’s games: “Let’s go home, please,” she says, interrupting
         her father’s duel to the death with Hook—“He’s just a mean old man without a mommy.”
         Acknowledging the nineteenth-century mother’s responsibility for the moral character
         of her children, Maggie’s (Amber Scott) insight into Hook’s character affirms the
         right thing to do. Recognizing the appropriateness of her plea, Jack reconciles his
         boyhood with maturity, saying, “Yeah, Dad. Let’s go. He can’t hurt us anymore.” Skewing
         the pirate tale, Hook’s protagonist does not return home with a glorious treasure for himself. After climbing
         up Wendy’s drainpipe, Banning hands over the marbles that Tootles lost in Neverland,
         and Tootles at once flies back to Neverland. At Hook’s end, the joys of boyhood clearly belong to the past. It is not surprising that
         Spielberg, whose films frequently inhabit a child’s perspective,[33] “felt like a fish out of water while making Hook.”[34] Indeed, in an interview with Kermode and Mayo Film, he confided, “I didn’t have confidence
         in the script. I had confidence in the first act and I had confidence in the epilogue.
         I didn’t have confidence in the body of it.”[35] 
      

      
      In “Critic’s Notebook: Putting Steven Spielberg on Trial,” Erik Kohn remarks that
         Spielberg channels his “inner Spielberg” and taps into “a juvenile sense of imagination”
         when making his movies. The revelations of Victorian boyhood in Tintin and Hook, however, demonstrate that the impulses underlying these films are far from immature.
         Their buccaneers and tenacious boy heroes remind viewers (be they children or adults)
         that one’s best effort in life is necessary and that the things they want must be
         fought for and earned. Emphasizing the importance of masculine vigor and sentiment
         to boys, these narrative conventions of pirate tale award their protagonists (and
         their audiences) the agency to become who they truly are. Given Spielberg’s experience
         with the transformative power of his own imagination,[36]  it is not surprising that pirates in Hook (1991) and The Adventures of Tintin (2011) offer character-defining moments that enable their boy heroes to affirm their
         identities and change their lives. It seems the more adventure tales change, the more
         they stay the same. Designed to empower children, Tintin and Hook express what has been important to Spielberg since Elliott’s (Henry Thomas) bicycle
         took flight in E.T. the Extra-Terrestrial (1982). As Paul Bullock points out in “Kids Riding Bicycles: Steven Spielberg and
         the Empowerment of Children,” in Spielberg’s movies, “children are all fighters and
         they have to be considering the odds against them.” Speaking with Tom Shone of The Guardian in 2016, Spielberg himself remarked that the stories he likes best to tell his own
         grandchildren are tales of empowerment. His stories on and off the screen are, he
         says, “all about making kids feel like they can do anything.”[37]  In the final analysis, the power of the pirate tale drives Tintin and Hook and ensures “nothing’s impossible,”[38]  as long as Spielberg’s children—like Victorian boys—play up, play up, and play the
         game.
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      Categorizing E.T.
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      On one level, Steven Spielberg’s E.T. the Extra-Terrestrial (1982) is a critique of how we might greet aliens who first come in contact with
         us. On another level, however, E.T. is a critique of how we categorize and treat the “Other”—anyone who is not the same
         as us. The critique of otherness is contained within the notion that we legally categorize
         an Other before we try to understand the Other. As it will be explained, the notion of categorization
         is deeply ingrained both in American society and the law.
      

      
      I maintain that E.T. is a good subject for beginning the critique of the process of
         categorization. E.T. is a peculiar being, meaning the alien is both different and
         strange to humans. E.T. is an alien being who lands with fellow aliens to presumably
         collect plant specimens from a forest. E.T. is bipedal and has a thin telescoping
         neck that is flexible like a flamingo’s or swan’s. E.T.’s face has big eyes and a
         flattened nose, much like that of a baby gorilla. E.T. has long fingers like the Madagascar
         aye-aye and coos almost like a cat purring. Despite these earthly resemblances, E.T.
         is peculiar—unlike any species in the world. We discover new species all the time
         and examine and categorize them. Therefore, E.T. also deserves to be examined and
         categorized. First, a summary of the plot of the movie will establish the conditions
         and circumstances for an examination and categorization.
      

      
      In the film, the U.S. government knows that E.T.’s ship has landed. Men in black (government
         agents) set about trying to find the ship, and they certainly have this right because
         E.T. is not a legal visitor—E.T. has not come through a designated immigration checkpoint.
         The ship’s crew realizes they are about to be discovered, but E.T. has strayed too
         far and cannot return before the ship blasts off from Earth. E.T. is now involuntarily
         on American soil. E.T. wanders close to young Elliott’s house, and Elliott lures E.T.
         with Reese’s Pieces and then takes the alien in. Elliott and his siblings take care
         of the extraterrestrial. E.T. learns English, communicates with the children, and
         builds a device powered by the wind to call back the alien ship. E.T. and Elliott
         are caught by the persistent men in black and are taken to a facility for examination
         and categorization. E.T. appears not to be able to withstand earthly conditions and
         dies. However, E.T. is not dead. The communication device E.T. has built works, and
         the alien ship returns. E.T. revives when the ship returns, and Elliott and some neighborhood
         children bike E.T. away to the woods where E.T. is reunited with fellow aliens and
         blasts off into space. Given this information, it is now possible to engage the process
         of categorizing E.T. However, we must first consult with Michel Foucault on the question
         of resemblance, which is also critical to the notion of categorization and important
         in our quest to categorize the peculiar E.T.
      

      
      Foucault suggests that resemblance is a driving force behind categorization, which
         has a long history in Euro-American society:
      

      
      
         Resemblance never remains stable within itself; it can be fixed only if it refers
            back to another similitude, which then, in turn, refers to others; each resemblance,
            therefore, has value only from the accumulation of all the others, and the whole world
            must be explored even if the slightest of analogies is to be justified and finally
            take on the appearance of certainty.[1] 
         

         
      

      Resemblance relies on comparison to something that is similar: hair color, family
         likeness, etc. Beginning around the time when the U.S. Constitution was being drafted—in
         the 1780s—resemblance began to require a scientific basis to be justified: “From now
         on every resemblance must be subjected to prove by comparison.”[2] Therefore, in the context of the time of the writing of the Constitution and the
         beginning of the differentiation of humans into different degrees of persons, it will
         be important to consider E.T. in terms of categories for which we can give some scientific
         explanation. E.T. does not physically resemble any one species on Earth; therefore,
         we must dig deeper to find a more scientific resemblance. Toward this end, I maintain
         that we can initially describe E.T. using two scientific categories of otherness:
         E.T. is an invasive species and non-human. 
      

      
      The invasive species we know of thrive with little competition and take over the landscape—think
         Kudzu. But what about E.T.? Our fear of the Other is a common theme that runs throughout
         science fiction. Destructive aliens who kill humans are characters in H. G. Wells’s
         novel and Spielberg’s film War of the Worlds   (1897, 2005) as well as a host of other films, such as Ridley Scott’s Alien   saga. An invasive species of alien spores in Jack Finney’s novel Invasion of the Body Snatchers   (1955) produces zombie-like replicants of people. E.T., however, shows no such
         destructive tendencies. While E.T. is an invasive species, the movie portrays E.T.
         as harmless. We, therefore, must dig deeper than invasive species.
      

      
      E.T. is also an alien visitor, and after the ship leaves E.T. behind, E.T. becomes
         an involuntary immigrant. Rather than an invasive species, we can say that E.T. is a rational being who has been abandoned by fellow aliens
         during an expedition to Earth. That said, how can we also say that E.T. is an involuntary immigrant? How could this be the case if E.T. is not a human? As we will see, we can make this
         claim if we manipulate categories of personhood through scientific resemblance to
         fit E.T. into a historical classification scheme. 
      

      
      First, involuntary immigrant is not a new designation. A historical group of involuntary immigrants were the African
         slaves who were brought to America against their will in the eighteenth and nineteenth
         centuries. I will temporarily borrow their “involuntary immigrant” designation for
         E.T. as we discuss how it may include the alien. However, unlike the slave, we cannot
         call E.T. human. Borrowing “involuntary immigrant,” we can then categorize E.T. as
         a non-human involuntary immigrant. 
      

      
      However, there is still a problem. We differentiate between legal and non-legal immigrants,
         and there was no real immigration policy during the time that slaves were brought
         involuntarily to America. Today, however, the immigration process is complex and time-consuming.
         Like the alien E.T., many human aliens who cross borders do not do so through federal
         immigration checkpoints. Legal immigrants have gone through the formal immigration process; non-legal applies to those who cross the southern border (most often) without going through
         the formal immigration process and/or without documentation that could provide would-be
         immigrants with an approvable immigration status—for example, refugees. There is another
         more recent group of people who have been designated involuntary immigrants, and this
         might help us in our quest to categorize E.T. 
      

      
      Illegal, involuntary immigrants, or so-called twenty-first-century Dreamers, were brought to the United States as
         very young children by immigrant parents who did not legally enter the country. These
         children are also illegal immigrants, but they learned to speak English, have gone
         to school, and have otherwise become what we would describe as American. However,
         these involuntary immigrants have no legal standing to live in this country. In the
         movie, E.T. also learns English, watches television to learn the culture of humans,
         and does other things to better understand and co-exist with humans. I now feel confident
         that, with Dreamers and slaves, we can say that E.T. is an involuntary immigrant. However, we must also say that along with Dreamers, E.T. is an illegal immigrant. 
      

      
      The second major category we must consider for E.T. is the differentiation between
         human and non-human. E.T. is an amalgam of different physical characteristics we find
         on Earth. E.T. is also a species that comes from outside the Earth. Therefore, we
         cannot say, without further examination, that E.T. is an animal. While E.T. is capable
         of thinking, speaking, and doing things humans do, just by physical resemblance alone,
         we would have difficulty classifying the alien as human. 
      

      
      According to Foucault, in the two centuries before the late 1700s, just before the
         U.S. Constitutional Convention (1787), “there was no epistemological consciousness
         of man as such. The Classical episteme is articulated along lines that do not isolate,
         in any way, a specific domain proper to man.”[3] It is not until the modern episteme, which begins in the late 1700s, that man (the human) becomes and emerges. In the late eighteenth century, there develops a
         more distinct articulation of the “science” of humanity. Foucault says that what emerges
         is the classification “man who is alienated in analogy.”[4] Our challenge has been to find a suitable analogy for E.T. We can describe E.T. as
         humanoid, but I suggest we cannot call E.T. human. There are far too many differences.
         E.T. is another species. If E.T. is not a human, can E.T. be a person? There is legal
         precedent for processes designed to create categories of persons. The original Constitution
         of the United States made human slaves three-fifths of a person, which suggests that
         persons are different from humans. This clause—Article 1, Section 2—also categorized
         free persons, indentured servants, and Indians: 
      

      
      
         Representatives and direct Taxes shall be apportioned among the several States which
            may be included within this Union, according to their respective Numbers, which shall
            be determined by adding to the whole Number of free Persons, including those bound
            to Service for a Term of Years, and excluding Indians not taxed, three fifths of all
            other Persons.
         

         
      

      The logic for this categorization is associated with how the Constitutional Convention
         determined to distribute members of the House of Representatives among the states.
         It would eventually do so based on the number of persons, not humans. Once the human can be subdivided into other categories, the task of
         differentiation becomes simpler. However, the problem with deriving personhood categories
         from the human is that these categories can be used to differentiate how we treat
         these different persons, not just how we count them. Categorization of persons originally
         created for purposes of calculating members of the House of Representatives can then
         be used to determine what rights this or that differentiated person may have in society
         and by law. For example, after the slaves were freed and Reconstruction collapsed,
         southern states created the legal categories of personhood—white and black—and separated
         these two race categories through the divisive process called segregation.
      

      
      In the original Constitution, full persons included free persons, those indentured for a period of years (slaves were indentured
         for life), and taxed Indians (Native Americans). Non-persons were non-taxed Indians. All others—the slaves—were three fifths of a person. Before we can begin to categorize E.T. as a person, non-person, three-fifths of
         a person, or some other type of person, we need to understand the logic of how the
         Constitutional Convention derived personhood categories. There is no official record
         of the debate that led to the creation of the Constitution. However, we do have a set of opinion pieces from members of the Convention that recount
            their memories of the debate. Alexander Hamilton, John Jay, and James Madison wrote
            The Federalist Papers for publication in New York newspapers (1787–1788). Their purpose was to explain the provisions of the new Constitution to state delegates
         who were tasked with its ratification. James Madison, in Federalist 54, explained that the debate began with whether representatives should be allocated
         by population or wealth. The framers ultimately determined that representatives would be apportioned
         by persons as defined by the apportionment clause. The apportionment clause derived
         categories of personhood from humans.
      

      
      Here is the logic stream that James Madison used to describe how the slaves’ three-fifths
         personhood was derived. Madison began Federalist 54 by acknowledging that the term “persons” is associated with the “personal rights
         of the people,” and property is associated with “proportion of wealth.”[5] The definition of who is a person is necessary. Central to the question of personhood
         is the status of the slave, who is indentured for life. From the perspective of the
         northern states, the slave should be taxed one hundred percent as property and not
         as a person. From the perspective of southern states, the slave should not be taxed
         as property because the slave costs more to keep than what the slave could produce—but
         yes, the slave should be counted as a full person for allocating representatives to
         the states. The southern states were less populated, and if slaves were not counted
         as persons, they would have fewer representatives. These southern states argued that
         if the slaves were to be counted as property, why not tax the cattle of northern landowners?
         Madison replied to these arguments, saying, “the slave may appear to be degraded from
         the human rank, and classed with those irrational animals which fall under the legal
         denomination of property.”[6] On the other hand, because the slave is given protection by society as something
         more than a creature of the fields, “The slave is no less evidently regarded by the
         law as a member of the society, not as a part of the irrational creation; as a moral
         person, not as a mere article of property.”[7] The problem is that the slave is also a rational, moral person. Therefore, according
         to Madison’s reasoning, the slave is both a person and property. Madison then explained the meaning of the three-fifths compromise:
         “Let the compromising expedient of the Constitution be mutually adopted, which regards
         them as inhabitants, but as debased by servitude below the equal level of free inhabitants,
         which regards the SLAVE as divested of two fifths of the MAN.”[8] Madison said, “This is in fact their true character.”[9] However, he added, “And it is admitted, that if the laws were to restore the rights
         which have been taken away, the negroes could no longer be refused an equal share
         of representation with the other inhabitants.”[10] The question is what rights would inure to the freed slave who once was three-fifths
         of a man? This question remained unanswered until the 1857 Supreme Court case Dred Scott v. Sanford.
      

      
      Slave Dred Scott was sent from a slave state to a free state by his master. Scott
         claimed that he became a free citizen when he entered the free state. The court disagreed
         that Dred Scott could be a citizen and therefore did not have standing to sue.[11] The opinion written by Chief Justice Taney (1777–1864) went further and proclaimed
         that a “free Negro,” who was or whose ancestors were brought into the United States
         as slaves, could never be a citizen, nor would any of the slave’s progeny ever become
         citizens. His rationale was as follows:
      

      
      
         We think they are not, and that they are not included, and were not intended to be
            included, under the word “citizens” in the Constitution, and can therefore claim none
            of the rights and privileges which that instrument provides for and secures to citizens
            of the United States. On the contrary, they were at that time considered as a subordinate
            and inferior class of beings who had been subjugated by the dominant race, and, whether
            emancipated or not, yet remained subject to their authority, and had no rights or
            privileges but such as those who held the power and the Government might choose to
            grant them.[12] 
         

         
      

      Taney affirmed that the apportionment clause is a valid classification scheme. Therefore,
         the differential classification scheme of the Constitution is appropriate, and the
         notion of person is different from that of human. Taney also maintained that these
         three-fifths persons were otherwise a subordinate and inferior class of beings. Inferior
         class of being suggests that human origin is not necessary for a being to be declared
         a person.
      

      
      E.T., therefore, could be a person. This case also serves to codify that differentiation
         can be toward designating classes of persons as inferior. Taney reasoned that these
         inferior persons can be denied rights other humans may possess. While the Fourteenth
         and Fifteenth Amendments of the Constitution eliminated the three-fifths clause and
         overturned Dred Scott v. Sanford, the issue of involuntary immigrant status as differentiating humans has arisen again
         in the twenty-first century for those children born in other countries and transported
         to the United States by parents who did not enter the country through legal channels:
         Dreamers. While these children are humans (as were the slaves), the nature of their
         personhood has come into question. The question is should they be deported like other
         illegal immigrants, or can we (at some future date) categorize these assimilated individuals
         as persons with (full or modified) legal status? Are they like the non-taxed Indians—non-persons—or
         can we assign some form of personhood to them? Congress has heretofore refused to
         pass a law to address whether these individuals deserve any legal status. Like the Constitution’s three-fifths compromise, President Obama in
         2012 offered a compromise to Dreamers. Through a memorandum by then-secretary of Homeland
         Security, Janet Napolitano, as authorized by President Obama, the United States gave
         these children (as defined by subsequent regulations) temporary legal status with
         no path to citizenship.[13] However, the Homeland Security memorandum and subsequent regulations were not permanent.
         Such non-legislated rules and memoranda can be overturned by subsequent presidents,
         court order, or through legislation. In 2017 President Trump ordered the Department
         of Homeland Security to terminate the Dreamers’ program. At present, these children,
         the so-called Dreamers, have no legal status and are subject to deportation unless
         the courts or Congress will act to give them status as involuntary immigrant persons, with whatever rights that may give them. Whether these Dreamers will be given a
         path to citizenship, or like Dred Scott be denied citizenship forever, is also a question
         that has not yet been litigated, nor is it the subject of any current legislation
         that has any chance of passing the House and Senate.
      

      
      The slippery slope of dividing humans into categories of persons and the problem of
         involuntary immigration status are legacy issues that continue to plague American
         sensibilities. However, they can also be used to help better differentiate E.T. from
         others. From this discussion we can confirm that E.T. is an involuntary immigrant and, if we use inferior being status according to Chief Justice Taney, could be classified
         as a person. Yet, we have not determined how we can classify the humanoid alien as
         a person—for example, full, three-fifths, non-, etc. However, Taney’s Dred Scott v. Sanford decision was overturned more than a century ago by constitutional amendment. What
         Taney argued likely will not be accepted as having legal basis today. Can we use some
         other means to designate some form of personhood for the spaceship-flying (and so,
         rational) E.T.? In other words, is there evidence of the courts assigning personhood
         to non-human, rational beings? Well, no, but chimpanzees are sentient beings on the
         fringe of reasoning and are very closely related—genetically speaking, at least—to
         humans. Can we designate chimpanzees “persons”? If we can, then a fortiori, we could
         give E.T. that same, or higher, status as well. 
      

      
      A recent New York Court of Appeals decision, Motion No. 2018–268 on May 8, 2018, was
         brought by the Nonhuman Rights Project against the owners of two chimpanzees confined
         in cages. The State Appeals Court denied the motion that the primates Tommy and Keko
         could sue on their own behalf for habeas corpus (secure lawful release for unlawful
         detention). The decision quoted a prior decision that stated chimpanzees “cannot bear
         any legal duties, submit to societal responsibilities or be held legally accountable
         for their actions.”[14] This New York Appeals Court also argued that the sentient chimpanzee is not a person:
      

      
      
         The issue whether a nonhuman animal has a fundamental right to liberty protected by
            the writ of habeas corpus is profound and far-reaching. It speaks to our relationship
            with all the life around us. Ultimately, we will not be able to ignore it. While it
            may be arguable that a chimpanzee is not a “person,” there is no doubt that it is
            not merely a thing.[15] 
         

         
      

      If we extrapolate this case (and previous case law) on behalf of E.T., we discover
         that if E.T. is analogous to a chimpanzee, then the alien is neither a person nor
         a thing. It appears from the New York case and its predecessors that case law is becoming
         clearer: only humans can be persons as things now stand.
      

      
      If we deny personhood to E.T., as we have done for Tommy and Keko, this might suggest
         that E.T. is more like an animal, implying that we could examine E.T. and even experiment
         on the alien without the alien’s consent, as long as we comply with existing animal
         experimentation and treatment laws (see the Animal Welfare Act of 1966 enforced by
         the United States Department of Agriculture). The movie shows that when E.T. is captured,
         E.T. is treated much like an animal—similar to a chimpanzee. Is this how we want to
         categorize and treat these spaceship-building—and so, presumably, rational—“Others”?
         
      

      
      All these personhood and immigration-status categories we have discussed serve not
         only to differentiate human persons based upon criteria, but also to produce legal
         differentiation from a normative free full-person who is a citizen. As a result, this process of differentiation serves to maintain the free full-person who is a citizen as the norm from which degrees of personhood can be derived. Those who are categorized
         as being different from this norm in terms of personhood are sometimes accorded different
         legal rights by the law. This means that those who are other than free full-persons who are citizens can be treated differently from the norm. Those who are not free full-persons who are citizens—the personhood norm—are deviants, other than full persons. E.T. as a non-human, rational
         being shows us how complex this process has become.
      

      
      With new information, we must either continually make new categories or revise the
         old. We eliminated the category called slave in the United States but reinstalled
         the emancipated slave into a state called segregation that categorized persons by
         skin color. That legacy of skin color differentiation remains divisive even today.
         Involuntary immigrant is not a new category (the slaves) but we have children today
         in this category who have grown up in the country without legal status but know no
         other country and perhaps do not speak the language of the country of their birth.
         What moral right do we now have to say to these children and young adults, even though
         they may legally be fugitives from the law, that they cannot stay where they have
         matured and become assimilated into American culture just like their peers who are
         legal residents? What right do the men in black have to treat E.T. like an animal
         without any personhood rights?
      

      
      Foucault explained the difficulty of categorization: “From the 17th century onward
         the whole domain of the sign is divided between the certain and the probable; that
         is to say there can no longer be an unknown sign.”[16] In other words, we must categorize. We cannot just leave E.T.’s categorization as rational being. The unknown must be defined and categorized. In the movie, Elliott first sees E.T.
         as a kind of animal. He uses Reese’s Pieces to attract E.T. to his home. Early in
         their relationship, Elliott recognizes that E.T. is intelligent and soon begins to
         realize that E.T. has extraordinary powers of both observation and creativity. In
         other words, rather than categorize E.T., Elliott finds out who E.T. is. E.T. learns
         English and tinkers with technology to produce a device that will “phone home.” E.T.
         repairs Elliott’s wound with E.T.’s glowing finger. Elliott does not categorize E.T.
         other than as someone different. However, even as a child, he knows that others will
         want to take E.T. and not only categorize the alien but subject the alien to tests
         and other invasive procedures.
      

      
      Consider the Dreamers. Little has been done by government to understand who the individual
         Dreamers are becoming. Rather, the Dreamers have been denied their individuality and
         have been categorized under strict formalism rules. Linda S. Greene, in the context
         of racial equality, suggests that formalism and the rigid interpretation of statutes
         “reduces all questions of racial equality to political questions, thereby stripping
         constitutional legitimacy from racial civil rights; and the rights of whites and equality,
         the tendency to give legal legitimacy to maintain the racial status quo.”[17] Formalism can only see through its formal lens. Formalism puts rationality after
         the law. Formalism produces categories from which individuals cannot escape as individuals.
         Dreamers are first illegal aliens who have at best temporary legal presence, but their
         individual capabilities as persons are not considered beyond that which is encapsulated
         into rigorous statutes. E.T. shows the contrast between how Elliott treats the alien and how the formalist society
         treats this peculiar being. The men in black and society first treat E.T. like an
         animal. If E.T. had not escaped, the government would then need to, as we have tried
         to do, categorize E.T. Then and only then would the government consider E.T. as an
         individual existent, but always in context of the assumptions of the category into
         which E.T. is placed. Recall that Chief Justice Taney said that neither the freed
         slaves nor their descendants could ever become citizens. Under Taney’s classification,
         we are to consider freed slaves as persons, but we must do so in the context of them
         being other-than-citizens and lesser—even if they are residents of this country. If we are to consider the Dreamer as a person, we must
         do so in the context of their legal standing to be a resident in this country. The
         original Constitution categorization in the apportionment clause worked to allocate
         representatives to the U.S. House, but at the same time created categories of personhood
         from full persons to non-persons. Dreamers are illegal immigrants, and after Obama’s
         executive order was revoked, they are without legal status again in this country.
         Like non-taxed Indians in the original Constitution, Dreamers have much the same status:
         non-persons. E.T. is even more difficult to classify because the alien is non-human
         and has no legal status. However, E.T. certainly is a rational, non-human, involuntary immigrant.
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         Spielberg, 1941, and Saving Private Ryan

         
      

      
      Everyone has an opinion about Steven Spielberg. If one asked the proverbial person
         on the street to name the “best Spielberg film,” one would get all manner of answers,
         but certain titles would likely earn more mention than others: Jurassic Park (1993) for its awe-inspiring spectacle, Jaws (1975) for its thrilling terror, Schindler’s List (1993) for its mournful majesty, Indiana Jones (though only Raiders of the Lost Ark [1985] and The Last Crusade [1989] would likely merit mention) for its energetic action, E.T. (1982) for its heart, and last but certainly not least, the 1999 blockbuster Saving Private Ryan for its gritty, genre-redefining treatment of World War II. But there is another
         Spielberg film specifically about that war, one created almost exactly twenty years
         earlier by a younger, more experimental Spielberg, that today virtually no one would
         select as his greatest work. It is 1941 (1979), a film that has now been almost totally forgotten, perhaps precisely because
         it presented a very challenging, satiric vision of the Second World War and America’s
         place in it.
      

      
      Spielberg is the once and future (and current) king of the New Hollywood era and the
         wizard who first conjured up the industry-defining “summer blockbuster” in the form
         of Jaws. In his long career, he has accomplished the difficult task of working in many different
         genres and, with one notable exception (satire), delivering at least one huge tentpole
         box office success in each—up to, and including, subgenres like “Holocaust films”
         that, until his Midas touch entered the picture, had been relegated to art house status,
         hits only with critics. Who could have predicted that the most infamous genocide in
         human history could be converted into mainstream entertainment, a magnum opus that
         would reel audiences in all around the world? Until Spielberg came along, no one had
         ever managed to create a film, in this very sensitive subgenre, that could impress
         critics and also please huge numbers of viewers. But rather than join the hagiographic
         chorus and repeat the familiar refrains about Spielberg’s genius in making so many
         successful and genre-defining films, or even regurgitate similarly familiar criticisms
         of his few alleged “failures,” it would be more useful to flip the script and analyze
         one such failure, and one mega-hit, in more detail, using the similarity (both depict
         American conduct during the Second World War) and contrast between them to show it
         is actually in the box-office misfire where Spielberg’s filmmaking skills and ambitions
         are on clearer display.
      

      
      In this chapter, I will contrast the aesthetic and narratological approaches taken
         by these two films to argue that the much-maligned 1941 is Spielberg’s true World War II masterpiece, not the far more widely acclaimed Saving Private Ryan. The carnival-esque (in Bakhtin’s sense) 1941 blends real-life events and cutting satire. It is a combination Spielberg dubbed “history
         as it never was” (perhaps disingenuously, considering the film is only slightly exaggerating
         the real-life racism and incompetence plaguing the West Coast during World War II).[1]  This unique approach encourages viewers more deeply to question their hegemonic
         assumptions about the United States and its history. 
      

      
      Spielberg signals his comedic intentions from the very first sequence of 1941, an unsubtle bit of intertextuality structured as a kind of cinematographic paraprosdokian.[2] Audience expectations, already primed because of Spielberg’s strong association with
         Jaws (which just four years earlier had catapulted Spielberg into superstardom as a director),
         are further activated by the familiar ominous strains of Jaws’s score (with both the original Jaws score and the 1941 score by John Williams) and glimmers of a Jaws-like cinematographic approach in showing, once again, a young woman—the very same
         actress (Susan Backlinie) who played the shark’s first victim, Chrissie Watkins, in
         Jaws—disrobe and run with carefree abandon into the ocean. The camera appears to take
         the point of view of the menace lurking beneath the waves, yet viewer expectations
         are amusingly confounded when, despite all the conscious, indeed rather heavy-handed,
         cues from Jaws, it is not a shark that emerges but a Japanese submarine, one moreover crewed by
         a group of exaggerated straight men in the otherwise zany comedy. Their faux seriousness
         stands out even more when set against the absurdist backdrop of the naked woman dangling
         from the periscope tower of the submarine after it surfaces. Some of the situational
         jokes the film indulges in during this extended sequence are predictably crude, involving
         the symbolic impalement of the naked woman by the phallic tower and one young Japanese
         crewman’s oversexed excitement after he catches a glimpse of her, but nonetheless,
         the ambitions of the film have been laid out for all to see: that which is serious
         (up to and including war), or sacred (like myths about the Japanese menace as well
         as of American unity and general competence), will be subjected to comedic excess
         until the entire notion of the sacrosanct is itself exposed as absurd.
      

      
      Saving Private Ryan, so universally acclaimed it will surprise no one to hear that it earned Spielberg
         an Academy Award (his second) for directing, also opens with an important framing
         device. The opening sequence purports to show the American Cemetery in Normandy in
         the present day, presumably the 1990s, featuring an as-yet unknown protagonist with
         his wife, children, and grandchildren gathered around at a demure distance, emotionally
         paying his respects at the graveside of an equally unknown man. The viewer does not
         yet know the context or anything about the relationship between these two, meaning
         that Spielberg, just as he did with the Jaws parody at the beginning of 1941, must rely heavily on two factors in ensuring the audience will come to feel the
         desired reaction from this opening scene: the somber, slightly mournful score (again
         by John Williams) on the one hand, and another intertextual element, this time very
         subtle indeed.
      

      
      To make the intertextual connection, one must recall the ending credits sequence of
         Schindler’s List, the 1993 film for which Spielberg won his first Academy Award for directing. That
         scene featured a ridge-top dissolve from the actors playing the Schindler Jews, shot
         in black and white as a signal of the past time register, into a shot, now in color,
         of the real-life survivors saved by the historical Schindler, with the on-screen subtitle
         “The Schindler Jews today.” This blurring of the line between artistic re-creation
         and history would be at the forefront of many Spielberg fans’ minds as the quite similar
         opening sequence of Saving Private Ryan plays out, heavily implying that the aged figure we see on screen is the real-life
         Ryan saved during the course of the movie. Of course, this is not the case; the old
         man appearing as Mr. Ryan (a fictional character only loosely based on Frederick “Fritz”
         Niland) on screen at the beginning is merely another actor (Harrison Young), but the
         elegiac score, combined with this subtle intertextual nod to how “real” history had
         re-entered Spielberg’s masterpiece about the Holocaust, make quite a powerful combination
         in convincing viewers, without ever quite saying so explicitly, that what they are
         watching is as true as it is tragic.
      

      
      Cinematographically speaking, while it is perhaps not as sharp as the dramatic contrast
         between the monochromatic re-created past and the colorful real-life present in Schindler’s List, the opening of Saving Private Ryan actually does repeat this sort of manipulation of color, albeit in mirror image.
         After a brief shot of an American flag waving in the breeze, the opening sequence
         begins, showing the lush green grass of the American Cemetery at Normandy, which is
         filled with bright, vibrant colors. This forms a sharp contrast with the intentionally
         desaturated look of the Omaha Beach combat scenes that immediately follow. Spielberg
         and cinematographer Janusz Kamiński (who, not coincidentally, was also cinematographer
         for Schindler’s List and won an Academy Award for Best Cinematography for both these films) settled on
         using bleach bypass to wash out the colors from the combat footage, making a very
         clear contrast between the lush colors and sunny, peaceful 1990s present and the nearly
         colorless gray and drab brown world of Normandy in June 1944, after the dissolve back
         into (re-created) history, an approach in which even the spurts of arterial blood
         look muted, a dull rusty hue. This use of color as signifier of the happy and (seemingly)
         real-life present, with the re-created past leeched of nearly all its color to emphasize
         the harsh conditions the protagonists faced, is such a strong echo of the technique
         used in Schindler’s List that Spielberg fans, or indeed most of the many millions of people who had seen that
         1993 film, would probably find themselves inclined to accept this implicit truth-claim.
      

      
      While the intertextuality of this particular instance might be subtle, stylistically
         this sequence is very hard to miss. Manipulations of color, and of the physical film
         so as to create color-related effects, stand out as among the most heavy-handed techniques
         available to filmmakers. As such, perhaps if 1941 had employed this sort of impossible-to-miss technique, audiences would have responded
         better; instead, much of the technical side of the film (the miniature work in particular)
         was ironically done so expertly that it became, in essence, invisible, and thus literally
         unremarkable. Spielberg presumably learned his lesson about the dangers of doing the
         work of filmmaking too well, and resolved in the 1990s to employ stand-out techniques,
         somewhat in the manner of the early Hollywood “cinema of attraction” model that tended
         to feature stylistic and thematic flourishes and in at least some cases privileged
         these gimmicks over the diegesis.[3] 
      

      
      Spielberg returns to the colorful present in the final sequence of the film. Now,
         after seeing the great sacrifices Captain Miller (Tom Hanks) and his squad made for
         Ryan (Matt Damon), a mere everyman private, the true emotional force of this framing
         device is overwhelming. In a bit of technical wizardry, Matt Damon’s now very well-known
         face as the young Ryan dissolves seamlessly into the face of the old Ryan (Harrison
         Young), and the background gradually transitions from the drab earth tones of the
         gritty past into the lush tones of the present. This happens gradually due to the
         clever decision to film the first part of this present-day sequence under cloudy skies,
         into which bursts first one, then many, rays of brilliant sunlight. The now aged Ryan’s
         soliloquy in front of Miller’s grave makes the strength of this visual continuity
         argument abundantly clear: the present is so lush, so peaceful, so good because of
         the sacrifices of the brave Americans who came before. Miller’s impossible demand
         that everyman Ryan “earn” that ultimate sacrifice made for him is explicitly identified
         in this speech as the source of Ryan’s lifelong search for goodness—as the very meaning
         of his life. He asks his wife if he is truly a good man, but the viewer does not need
         to hear her reassurances that he is; we already know he is, because of the mute but
         powerful evidence of his large family, who have made the trip to Normandy with him.
      

      
      The final shot of the film before the credits roll, around minute 161, is an unsubtle
         dissolve from the white crosses (and the occasional Star of David) of the American
         Cemetery in Normandy into the American flag blowing in the breeze. The flag’s colors
         are somewhat muted due to the backlighting, and the reappearance of the flag at this
         final point echoes the very first image of the film; in fact, it appears to be the
         very same flag—unchanged, unbowed. But this, too, is a forceful reminder that Ryan,
         an allegory for all postwar America and Americans, owes a great debt to the Greatest
         Generation. It is a concluding visual statement as powerful as it is unobjectionable:
         younger audience members, having just sat through a detailed and emotionally affecting
         160-minute display of all the ways this earlier generation sacrificed for their country
         and by implication the next generation, can hardly dispute the conclusion that the
         prosperous present is founded on the sacrifices of the past. Meanwhile, older viewers,
         including many (though, importantly, not all) actual veterans, would have no reason
         to question the visual logic of the final sequence or its comforting message, which
         both honors the sacrifices of their generation and demands accountability from the
         postwar generation.
      

      
      Most importantly, anyone watching this final sequence of Saving Private Ryan who had seen other films depicting World War II might have experienced what John Fiske,
         following Keith Tribe, has called the “recognition effect.”[4] Put simply, films are subject to the confirmation bias, though in a specifically
         visual sense. Accordingly, an image of, say, what the war meant will be recognized
         as accurate not because it is necessarily factually correct but simply because it
         resembles earlier visual depictions of the same topic. Many viewers would associate
         “war films” with certain types of iconography, especially the American flag waving
         proudly in the breeze, and a cemetery setting to emphasize the cost of the war. In
         that sense, the film is visually unobjectionable: it reinforces existing tropes with
         a feel-good message.
      

      
      The contrast between this hagiographic, reverent ending sequence in Saving Private Ryan and the emphatically satiric final moments of 1941 could not be greater. Yet structurally, each uses a similar return to the technique
         used in the opening sequence. With Saving Private Ryan, this is literally a return to the lush, colorful present day, an explicit framing
         device with intertextual links to the tactics used at the end of Schindler’s List. In 1941, just as the parody of Jaws signaled the intentions of the film via a kind of visual paraprosdokian, the ending sequence again uses the same type of expectations-defying twist. The
         patriarch who heavily damaged his own house with his comically inept attempts to attack
         the nearby Japanese submarine is now trying to salvage some moral victory from the
         wreckage of his home and hits upon the idea of showing everyone that no matter what
         happens, he and his family still feel holiday cheer; he seeks to accomplish this by
         nailing a Christmas wreath to his front door. Since the door is visibly separated
         from the rest of the house and free-standing at this point, the audience is primed
         to expect his hammering will knock down the door. But a stark element of paraprosdokian humor enters at this point, because in the perfect demonstration of the film’s excess
         (both in its budget and its aspirations), instead of the door falling down, the door
         remains standing, wreath firmly attached, as the entire house slides down off the
         cliff and over the edge. Viewers were doubtless left a bit dazed by the sheer spectacle
         of this very expensive and unexpected ending, but even so could not possibly have
         missed the clear satiric attack on notions of American competence and values.
      

      
      From the above analysis of the techniques used in the opening and closing sequences
         of each, it is safe to conclude that 1941 was a far more daring film than Saving Private Ryan. Its interpretation was more radical, and unlike the unobjectionable ending of the
         latter, 1941 could potentially have offended almost any American who watched it. Those clinging
         to the notion that American conduct during World War II was straightforwardly good
         had just sat through (if they were watching the original cut) nearly two and a half
         hours of high-energy, zany evidence of idiocy. This satire challenged beliefs that
         were widely held in 1979. So instead of leaving the movie theater nodding sagely,
         having experienced the recognition effect (as they surely would at the ending sequence
         of Saving Private Ryan), they would be left feeling only puzzlement, if not outright cognitive dissonance.
         They had seen nothing like 1941 before; indeed, no one had, since no high-profile American film had ever before approached
         the Second World War from such a strongly satiric angle, daring to show Americans
         as oversexed, incompetent buffoons.
      

      
      Most reviewers and viewers, then as now, regard Saving Private Ryan very positively indeed. It has achieved near-universal acclaim and is credited by
         some as single-handedly reviving interest among mainstream Americans in World War
         II history. With a budget reported at about $70 million and a box-office domestic
         gross of $215 million, plus another $265 million internationally, it also earned an
         astonishing budget-to-box-office ratio of nearly 1:9 overall, and over 1:3 just within
         the domestic market.[5] Once the accolades and successes of the film started mounting, it must have been
         hard indeed for just anyone, without the benefit of bolstered authority, to mount
         any criticism of the film’s style or content. Sure enough, several of its few critics
         turned out to be themselves veterans or those with expert knowledge of the Normandy
         landings or June 1944 fighting in France more generally—in short, those with both
         the knowledge and the authority to question the film’s treatment of certain aspects
         of the wartime experience.
      

      
      There were, of course, some minor factual errors in it, but these were probably made
         accidentally, and the critical consensus seemed to be that they do not detract much
         from the film’s accuracy. The film only comes in for sharper criticism when it appears
         to manipulate the facts intentionally, as when some of the landing crafts are brought
         close to the beach not by British ships, as is known to have been the case historically,
         but instead by American ships, ones moreover that are clearly identified as such.
         In other words, the film is attempting to emphasize the patriotic aspects of its story
         from the very beginning of the combat sequences, and its creators prioritized this
         goal over factual accuracy.
      

      
      One prominent critic of the film was Paul Fussell, who, as a veteran, was able to
         write from a privileged insider position. This added authority allowed him to push
         against the overwhelming current of positive reviews of Saving Private Ryan without suffering any repercussions. He denounced the entire story, after the grueling
         combat sequence near the beginning, as nothing more than feel-good patriotic fluff.
         He argues,
      

      
      
         Spielberg’s Saving Private Ryan, after an honest, harrowing, 15-minute opening visualizing details of the unbearable
            bloody mess at Omaha Beach, degenerated into a harmless, uncritical patriotic performance
            apparently designed to thrill 12-year-old boys during the summer bad-film season.
            Its genre was pure cowboys and Indians, with the virtuous cowboys of course victorious.[6] 
         

         
      

      And to be sure, Saving Private Ryan plays fast and very loose indeed with the real-life tragic story of the Niland brothers.
         The tragedy that befell this family of four brothers helped inspire the 1948 Sole
         Survivor Policy by the U.S. armed forces, which obliged the military to release from
         active duty the sole surviving sibling (later amended to any and all surviving siblings)
         if the other sibling(s) were killed in action. The trouble is, in addition to the
         youngest brother (who served as the loose inspiration for Private Ryan), one of the
         real-life Niland brothers, the one fighting in the Pacific, was not actually killed
         around the same time as the other two who died at Normandy; in fact, he turned out
         not to have been killed at all.[7] Yet to portray their story accurately would have dissipated (or so it was doubtless
         thought) much of the melodrama and pathos of the stark tragedy besetting the Ryan
         family in the more cinematic version of events shown in the film, where the partial
         tragedy of the Niland brothers serves merely as an emotional backdrop for the central
         melodrama of the many worthy soldiers sacrificing themselves for the one. In short,
         Saving Private Ryan Spielberg showed no hint of the carnival-esque abandon he had displayed in the impetuous
         1941, or the sort of passion that would have been necessary to challenge the hegemonic
         narrative of World War II, choosing instead to do the reverse, manipulating the historical
         facts to suit the cinematic strengthening of that hegemonic view.
      

      
      Indeed, 1941 fits Bakhtin’s notion of the carnival very closely. It is a film in some ways loosely
         inspired by and perhaps even paying homage to John Landis’s similarly carnival-esque
         Animal House (1978), and like that film’s challenge to the generally positive view of college life
         up until that point, 1941 was designed to challenge the hegemonic view of history in the United States through
         a bawdy combination of straight comedy and carnal themes. It does so by undermining
         both traditional logic and many of the key racial and societal hierarchies of 1940s—and
         1979—America.[8] That it did not achieve the enormous success of Animal House is perhaps not due to any discrepancy in the relative quality of the satire in each
         of these films, but rather to the target: in the case of Animal House, the object of mockery was goofy college kids and the entire college experience,
         and as such would ruffle few feathers, whereas with 1941, the target was nothing less than the entire edifice of patriotic remembrance upon
         which postwar America was built: the enduring saga of the Good War.
      

      
      Moreover, the criticism of Spielberg’s foray into satire cloaks itself in the language
         of aesthetic evaluation but in truth often springs ultimately from certain viewers’
         moral outrage at being forced to see an American military (and civilian population)
         displaying nothing but incompetence and frivolity instead of square-jawed heroism
         and a united home front. The fitful avalanche of condemnation (and the rather mediocre
         box-office results despite the film’s all-star international cast) had a deleterious
         effect on Spielberg’s subsequent career and exerted a sort of self-censoring effect
         on him; after 1979, he rarely if ever strayed outside the bounds of conventional wisdom
         on politically sensitive subjects like war material—though, in fairness, this could
         be because his politics changed as he got older. Yet, an America more accepting of
         1941 would perhaps have received in recompense a more experimental Spielberg thereafter,
         and the world would have been better for it.
      

      
      Not that 1941, which was only Spielberg’s fourth theatrical release, was a financial flop; including
         international gross, it made back its budget and then some. It simply did not become
         the sort of tentpole blockbuster the big Hollywood studios like Columbia and Universal
         had come to expect from Spielberg up until that point (with Jaws, in particular, astounding observers by earning about fifty times its budget back
         at the box office) or afterward (1981’s Raiders of the Lost Ark earned about twenty times its budget at the box office). 1941’s ultimate box-office performance was resoundingly mediocre: about $95 million worldwide,
         only $35 million of which had come from North America.[9] 
      

      
      Moreover, although it has certainly earned a degree of baffled vitriol from some,
         being described in such unflattering terms as a “146-minute descent into lunacy” for
         Spielberg, it was far from universally derided by professional critics even in the
         initial moment of bewilderment when it was released.[10] Many praised its extraordinarily smooth and unobtrusive use of miniatures and special
         effects, and among other accolades, it earned Academy Award nominations for both cinematography
         and visual effects.[11] The unusual level of realism employed by the film (for example, having the German
         and Japanese characters speak almost entirely in their native languages) was also
         singled out by critics as praiseworthy, though in terms of the soundscape overall,
         it was memorably described by Vincent Canby, writing for the New York Times, as overwhelming audiences with “the loudest sound effects since World War II itself.”[12] 
      

      
      In the wake of Spielberg’s continued successes throughout his career, 1941 has risen slightly in the estimation of many academics, critics, and fans alike,
         competing against the established wisdom that it was a disaster. Nonetheless, few
         even today would select it as one of Spielberg’s better films, and virtually none
         would dare claim it was his finest World War II–related effort. This is because few
         notice just how radical 1941 was in its technique and style: for example, more so than in most of Spielberg’s
         films, it saw him consciously attempting to stretch his own artistic boundaries by
         experimenting with new technical tools (like the Louma crane).[13] But it was also a new genre (1941 marked his first true foray into satire or even comedy more generally), and, just
         as important, a new level of influence and power, which enabled him to ask for and
         receive an enormous budget—and then exceed it—and get a truly all-star cast to assemble
         for the film.
      

      
      The film’s harshest critic turned out to be Spielberg himself. Perhaps he spoke so
         despairingly of his “failure” in making the film strategically, to manage everyone’s
         expectations, but even if that was one primary motivation, another was apparently
         a very strongly felt personal frustration with satire and the comedy genre itself,
         and the ever-present fear of being confronted with silence instead of a burst of laughter
         after each joke or on-screen gag. Spielberg’s experience, at least as reported in
         public interviews, was so negative that it dissuaded him from “doing comedy for a
         while, having experienced the utter horror of 1941.”[14] He described frequent clashes with the irrepressible comic energies of the cast and
         registered some regret over his decision, especially when considered in combination
         with that frenetic cast energy, to use “cut time,” a high-pressure environment in
         which scenes estimated to take a certain length of time are forcibly condensed in
         order to be completed in half that predicted length.[15] The result may sometimes feel a bit rushed (a problem heavily exacerbated by the
         studio’s demand, after the mixed-at-best early audience reactions, that Spielberg
         cut the 146-minute original down by a whopping 28 minutes), but with such a frenetic
         overall editing pace, it certainly never drags.
      

      
      Spielberg appears to have been heavily inspired by the most famous (and successful)
         war-related satire to date, Stanley Kubrick’s 1964 masterpiece Dr. Strangelove: Or, How I Learned to Stop Worrying and Love the Bomb. His casting of Slim Pickens is the most obvious homage he paid in 1941 to Kubrick’s film. Spielberg seems to have felt a sort of awed reverence at Kubrick’s
         achievement in this satiric take on what should have been sacred subject matter (the
         then-raging Cold War, American commitment to containing Communism at any cost, mutually
         assured destruction, etc.), but he compared his 1941 to Kubrick’s film very unfavorably as having failed to replicate the masterful underperformances
         of the former.[16] 
      

      
      If Dr. Strangelove was his model and motivation, what does this mean? In other words, where did Spielberg
         find the enormous budget that would be necessary to create such an epic comedy? In
         the late 1970s, Spielberg, flush with the success of Jaws and Close Encounters—both of which had delivered huge returns at the box office, producing spectacular
         budget-to-gross ratios and leading to very high expectations for 1941, described as the most expensive comedy ever attempted at that point in film history—was
         enough of a blue chip that Hollywood producers at Universal and Columbia joined forces
         and approved an enormous $21.5 million budget for 1941, though unbeknownst to them, this already huge total would end up requiring another
         $5 million.[17] 
      

      
      Ultimately these excessively epic ambitions, as signaled by the tremendous scale of
         the project with its huge budget and all-star cast, are part of the problem with 1941. The musical score by John Williams, which pushes the viewer to see this film almost
         as a glorious epic rather than a big silly comedy, is a stark thematic misfit. The
         person responsible for the final cut, including the score, is ultimately Spielberg
         himself, yet even here, facing one of the clearest signs of stylistic confusion in
         the film, his choices are never timid; he may have failed aesthetically to create
         a consistent film, but he manages to be grand and carnival-esque even in failure.
      

      
      The cast is another indicator of Spielberg’s perhaps excessively ambitious vision.
         Bringing in the longtime prince of British horror B-moviedom, Christopher Lee, in
         a memorable turn as a perpetually disgusted Nazi officer, was symptomatic of Spielberg’s
         intention to make the project an international hit. Lee was only asked to join the
         production due to a curious coincidence: after he came to Hollywood in the late 1970s,
         he made a memorable appearance on March 25, 1978, as host of the fifteenth episode
         of the third season (not coincidentally the era of Dan Ackroyd and John Belushi, among
         others) of Saturday Night Live, and Spielberg, who happened to be in the audience that day, was impressed with his
         comedic chops and offered him the role of Captain Wolfgang von Kleinschmidt.[18] The element of excess in many stages of the film did not go unnoticed; it was famously
         described, by Spielberg himself: “Johnny’s been overwriting over my overdirection
         over Zemeckis’ and Gale’s overwritten script.”[19] He was the first to criticize the film for its immaturity: “A six-year-old is more
         grown-up than 1941.”[20] 
      

      
      Yet neither its excesses nor its alleged immaturity are a sufficient explanation for
         the mediocre performance of 1941. It was seen by some as problematic not for its general immaturity or comedic antics
         per se, but specifically because Spielberg had dared to poke fun at the way World
         War II was being remembered in the United States. 1941 amounted to “a pie in the face of America,” as Spielberg himself quipped.[21] When he sat down with his crew to make the film, a biting satire of World War II,
         the first big challenge was casting the part of General Stilwell. But when he sent
         his “telephone friend” John Wayne the script and asked if he would be interested in
         playing Stilwell, the response was outrage—Wayne apparently felt that it was simply
         inappropriate to approach certain topics like World War II in the satiric style of
         1941, even though the events being depicted had actually occurred.[22]  
      

      
      To Wayne, it was simply anti-American for anyone to treat this serious subject satirically
         or attempt to expose the comforting lie of Americans’ collective memory of the war
         by pointing out some of the more embarrassing—and racist—episodes on the home front.
         Wayne’s incensed reaction can help explain both the lackluster box-office results
         of 1941, which selected a radically different genre and narrative voice for its retelling
         of history than the majority of viewers were accustomed to (or, arguably, felt was
         even appropriate for the subject matter), and Spielberg’s subsequent decision, when
         returning to the topic of World War II twenty years later, to situate himself within
         the familiar, ultra-safe narrative and stylistic terrain of heroic tragedy. Without
         the “failure” of 1941, it is hard to imagine the financial and critical success of Saving Private Ryan (or, for that matter, Schindler’s List, Bridge of Spies, and so forth).
      

      
      Was 1941, then, a “failure” at all? Aesthetically and content-wise, the film is definitely
         more courageous than the ruffles-no-feathers Saving Private Ryan (to which, one imagines, John Wayne would have given two thumbs up had he lived to
         see it). This is precisely because the carnival-esque 1941 dared to challenge the status quo on the war, and thereby risked alienating two large
         segments of the viewing populace. Those likely to be offended included anyone who,
         like Wayne, felt war stories could only be hagiographic and/or elegiac in tone, and
         also anyone who still remembered—or was ashamed of—the absurd events, the Zoot Suit
         riots and mass hysteria, and above all the racist undertones of the West Coast’s majority
         white population during the war in the Pacific. But 1941 does not deserve its reputation as a “disaster.” It is certainly an uneven film,
         with parts that are genuinely funny and others that fall a bit flat. But its frenetic
         energy really does capture something of the carnival, and as such, it has more food
         for thought to offer than Saving Private Ryan, which, while beautifully shot and undoubtedly powerfully affective, merely confirms
         the hegemonic view (in the United States) of the Second World War and America’s place
         in it.
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      Chapter 14

      Testimonies of the Past

      
         
         
         Michael Versteeg

         
         Spielberg’s Moral Exploration of Racial Discrimination

         
      

      
      American director and film producer Steven Spielberg has gone to great personal and
         professional lengths to ensure that the testimonies and eyewitness accounts of past
         racial and ethnic-based violence, brutality, and injustice are preserved. One year
         after completing his Academy Award–winning film Schindler’s List (1993), Spielberg founded the USC Shoah Foundation, an audiovisual educational initiative
         that archives interviews of survivors and other eyewitness testimonies of the Holocaust,
         as well as other past genocides and crimes against humanity. Roughly 115,000 hours
         of video testimony have been archived by the foundation from a total of 55,000 witnesses.[1]   The preservation of these accounts ensures that the brutal experiences of these
         individuals will not fade with the passage of time and that future generations will
         be able to learn from them.
      

      
      In this chapter, I will explore five well-known films of Spielberg, all of which he
         has directed, and analyze the director’s use of the media of film to remember those
         in the past who have suffered injustice and persecution. I want to demonstrate the
         way in which Spielberg provides a historical archive to preserve their memory and
         their legacy as testimonies of the past. By creating films that are based on true
         historical events and real historical places/eras, Spielberg revives the memories
         of past injustices, violence, and discriminatory action. In doing so, he succeeds
         in providing a voice to those who are now voiceless and seeks justice for those who
         have been denied such. 
      

      
      The first section of this chapter will focus on themes of anti-Semitism and discrimination
         against Jews as depicted in two of Spielberg’s films: Schindler’s List and Munich (2005). The second section will focus on Spielberg’s treatment of the history of slavery
         and discrimination against African Americans in three other films: Amistad (1997), Lincoln (2012), and The Color Purple (1985). All five films testify to the shared human propensity for brutality and violence,
         as well as the unceasing ways in which humans continue to justify new forms of violence,
         discrimination, and injustice. 
      

      
      To merely listen, hear, or acknowledge these testimonies of the past, however, is
         only the first step. The audience is also encouraged by Spielberg to learn and reflect
         upon what they witness in these films—to take to heart the lessons that we can learn,
         as individuals and as communities. For each film analyzed in this chapter, I will
         conclude with a general moral principle that summarizes the testimonial spirit of
         the film. These principles together shall provide a general moral framework to help
         guide the audience to actively pursue what is good and just, and to recognize injustices
         both in the past and in the present. Spielberg’s films, therefore, must also be understood
         as a calling for all individuals to recognize a shared human nature—a substance universal,
         which extends beyond our borders, lies deeper than our histories, and is blind to
         the color of one’s skin. 
      

      
      The plot of Schindler’s List takes place during World War II and centers on the life and business of Oskar Schindler
         (Liam Neeson), a man who would come to save hundreds of Jews from certain death.[2]   The audience’s first impression of Schindler is certainly not that of a saint,
         however. He is depicted, quite accurately as some have suggested, as a chronic smoker,
         an alcoholic, a womanizer, and a profiteering German businessman.[3]   Schindler is also a proud member of the Nazi Party and makes use of, and exploits,
         the war for his own gain. To achieve his goal and make his fortunes, Schindler purchases
         an old enamelware factory in Kraków, Poland, and supplies himself with many local
         and cheap Jewish laborers. Schindler then secures several contracts with German military
         officers to supply kitchenware to the German infantry. War is great for business,
         and Schindler’s factory becomes a phenomenal success, prompting many German officers
         to hold him in the highest regard.
      

      
      Although everything was going well for “Direktor” Schindler, the same cannot be said
         for the many thousands of Jews living in Kraków. In March of 1941 a closed Jewish
         ghetto was established in Kraków, just south of the Vistula River.[4]   As the film solemnly depicts, tens of thousands of Jews are evicted from their
         homes and piled into tiny apartments. All the personal belongings of these people
         are suddenly reduced to only what can fit in a small luggage case. German citizens
         like Schindler, on the other hand, appear to benefit greatly from the ethnic purge.
         Schindler himself is shown sprawled out on a huge bed in his new high-class apartment—all
         of which once belonged to an obviously wealthy Jewish family. One might thus speculate
         the degree to which many German citizens, or at least those individuals who were non-Jewish
         and nondiscriminated, were opposed to, or ignorant of, what was happening around them.
         Schindler is himself depicted, at least initially, as rather ignorant or even apathetic.
         During the Jewish resettlement a young girl is shown screaming at the crowds of evicted
         Jews, “Good-bye, Jews! Good-bye, Jews!” One might ask: Why did no one stop this child
         from committing what appears to be, at least to contemporary viewers, blatantly hateful
         and racist behavior? 
      

      
      A question like the aforementioned one aims at the heart of Schindler’s List. Although the many scenes and dialogue of the film may themselves be fictional, Spielberg
         seems to be making an important historical claim. For many personal reasons, either
         simple or complex, most individuals at the time who could have done something to help
         the Jews from discrimination and persecution did not, or they simply refused to do
         so.[5]   Even Schindler himself, at the beginning of the film, seems rather ambivalent with
         regard to what was happening to the Jews, preferring instead to mind his own business.
         Although many individuals were likely opposed to the racialized ideology and brutal
         practices of the Nazis, Schindler’s List can be understood as a film about the inaction of millions of people as much as it
         is a film about the extraordinary actions of one unlikely man. 
      

      
      In his depiction of the heinous acts of racism, violence, and genocide against Polish
         Jews, Spielberg shows clearly the consequences of inaction. The audience bears witness
         to the liquidation of the Kraków Jewish ghetto of March 13, 1943, in which thousands
         of Jews were killed, and those who survived were delivered to the Kraków-Płaszów concentration
         camp.[6]   It is this scene in which Schindler catches a glimpse of the infamous girl in the
         red coat wandering the streets of Kraków as chaos and violence erupt. Upon seeing
         the innocence of this child in the midst of so much evil, Schindler begins to fully
         realize the gravity of what is happening around him. 
      

      
      Another powerful depiction of the persecution against the Jews occurs much later in
         the film. Schindler notices flakes of what appears to be ash eerily falling from the
         sky. He then goes out to find the source of the ominous smoke and ash, bearing witness
         to perhaps the most haunting scene of the film. Thousands of Jewish bodies have been
         exhumed from their mass graves, thrown into a pile, and burned, violating ancient
         Jewish burial customs opposed to cremation.[7]   One German officer is shown screaming in a psychopathic rage and firing his pistol
         aimlessly into the burning pile of corpses. Schindler then sees the body of the girl
         in the red coat being wheeled toward the fiery grave—a moment that, understandably,
         seems to affect Schindler deeply. Upon learning that the remaining live prisoners
         of the Kraków-Płaszów camp will be sent to Auschwitz, Schindler decides to intervene.
         He creates a list bearing the names of hundreds of Jewish prisoners and uses his influence
         and vast fortunes made from the war to purchase as many Jews as he can as “laborers.”
      

      
      Schindler is portrayed by Spielberg not as a perfect moral exemplar, but as a man
         who chose to do something—a person who, in Schindler’s own words, “did something no
         one else did.” Because of Schindler’s action, roughly 1,200 individuals from Kraków
         survived what would have been certain death.[8]   While not a perfect man, Schindler took a stand to help those who were unfairly
         treated and sacrificed his own privilege and wealth to save the lives of those wrongly
         discriminated against. Schindler thus exemplifies the Talmudic expression quoted by
         Itzsak Stern (Ben Kingsley) at the end of the film: “To save a life is to save the
         world entire.” Following from this critical analysis, we can derive our moral principle
         from Spielberg’s film: Injustice requires a conscientious and active response; to not respond is to allow
            injustice to thrive. 
      

      
      Spielberg’s treatment of anti-Semitism and discrimination against Jews takes a different
         direction in Munich. The film recounts the 1972 assassination of eleven Israeli Olympic athletes during
         the Munich Summer Olympic Games. Members of the Palestinian terrorist group Black
         September took several Israeli athletes hostage and attempted to bargain the lives
         of these athletes for the release of several hundred Palestinians imprisoned in Israel.[9]   At the end of the situation, a shootout between West German police and the terrorist
         gunmen results in the death of the Israeli hostages, five Palestinian gunmen, and
         one police officer.[10]   It is a heartbreaking and gruesome opening sequence, vilifying the Palestinian
         terrorists while drawing the audience to sympathize with the Jewish victims. The remainder
         of the film focuses on the Israeli government’s response to the Munich attacks. Israeli
         Intelligence agent Avner Kaufman (Eric Bana) is assigned to lead a small covert team
         instituted by Mossad, the Israeli Intelligence Agency, to locate and assassinate the
         Palestinian terrorists responsible for the Munich attacks. The operation was aptly
         codenamed “Operation Wrath of God” or alternatively “Operation Bayonet.”[11]   The symbolic nature of the operation, as it is portrayed in Munich, is clear: it was, or at least was perceived to be, a justified response to the actions
         of Black September and the murder of innocent Jewish individuals. Kaufman and his
         team consequently demonstrate a strong sense of moral resolve and duty to avenge the
         lives of those Jewish men that were killed.
      

      
      As the film progresses, however, the symbolic nature of the operation begins to change
         and lose focus. The justification of the mission becomes less clear after Kaufman
         and his team unwittingly find themselves spending the night in a safe house with members
         of the PLO. Kaufman converses with a Palestinian agent and learns that these men,
         just like Kaufman and his own team, have their own sense of moral resolve and justification.
         These Palestinians are equally fighting for their nation, for their families, for
         their homes, and for the thousands of Palestinian lives that have also been lost to
         violence. Although this fact does not expunge the guilt of the Palestinian terrorists,
         it does challenge the assumed retributive moral nature of “Operation Wrath of God.”
         The audience, therefore, must wonder: Are Kaufman and his men really justified in
         their violent intentions? 
      

      
      Subsequently, the once-clear and absolute distinctions of race and nationhood between
         the Israeli agents and their Palestinian targets become increasingly blurred, but
         their shared human nature is now more apparent. The moral justification and determination
         of Kaufman and his team consequently begin to deteriorate. Such deterioration is evidenced
         in a confrontation we see between Carl (Ciarán Hinds) and Steve (Daniel Craig), two
         of Kaufman’s men. “Unless we learn to act like them,” says Steve, “we will never defeat
         them!” Carl replies, “We act like them all the time. Do you think the Palestinians
         invented bloodshed? How do you think we got control of the land? By being nice?” Shocked
         by Carl’s apparent infidelity, Steve replies, “The only blood that matters to me is
         Jewish blood.” 
      

      
      The conversation mentioned earlier between Kaufman and the Palestinian agent suggests
         that the Munich attack was itself perceived by the Palestinian terrorists as a justified
         response to past injustices committed by Israel. As Carl mentions, the establishment
         of the state of Israel required gaining control of Palestinian land and evicting thousands
         of people from their homes. On the face of it, does this not resemble the eviction
         of thousands of Polish Jews from their homes in Schindler’s List? If injustice has been committed against the Palestinians, then who, in the situation,
         is in the right?
      

      
      The point of Spielberg’s film Munich is not to weigh in on the complex disputes between Palestine and Israel; instead,
         Spielberg is presenting the audience with a meta-ethical claim. To see this point,
         we must recall a scene earlier in the film in which Kaufman visits his friend Andreas
         (Moritz Bleibtreu). In the background, Andreas’s girlfriend Yvonne (Meret Becker)
         can be heard spouting philosophical musings and referencing the German philosophers
         Herbert Marcuse and G. W. F. Hegel.[12]   One particular statement is of interest: “You have to be prepared to reconsider
         right and wrong, because basically those are just terms that express a horrible struggle,
         parts of an equation of pure dialectic.”[13]   Through this seemingly insignificant portion of dialogue, Spielberg directly highlights
         the meta-ethical claim implicit in Munich. The struggle witnessed between Palestinians and Jews, between two opposed parties,
         is a form of violent dialectic: a figurative conversation expressed not by language or logical argumentation but
         through mutual distrust, hatred, and violence from both sides. 
      

      
      Munich, therefore, demonstrates the real cost of racially charged vengeance—a never-ending
         dialectical system of tit-for-tat justice. The morally ambiguous tone of the film
         and the suffering experienced on both sides serves to challenge the validity of such
         a moral system. “An eye for an eye,” says Mahatma Gandhi, “only ends up making the
         whole world blind.”[14]   Spielberg, I propose, is presenting a very similar argument. Injustice and violence
         cannot justify further injustice and violence. Consequently, anti-Semitism cannot
         justify anti-Palestinianism. To bring a logical end to this dialectical system of
         justice, a form of synthesis must be encouraged. There must be an opportunity given for both sides to come together
         for peace, to recognize past injustices, and to reconcile their differences.
      

      
      Thus, Spielberg presents us with a second moral principle for consideration: The required active response to injustice should not narrowly aim at reciprocation
            or, worse, revenge; but rather, we should think of the ultimate end of justice, which
            is a just-peace. 
      

      
      Amistad dives directly into the political intricacies of the mid-nineteenth-century Atlantic
         slave trade. The film specifically chronicles the tale of the “Amistad Africans,”
         a group of illegally purchased African slaves who in 1839 overthrew and killed several
         of their Spanish captors.[15]   The remaining crew of the Spanish schooner La Amistad are coerced by the Africans to sail to Africa, though they reverse course and sail
         toward North America during the nights. La Amistad is later captured by the American Navy, and the Africans are imprisoned in Connecticut.
         There they await possible extradition back to Cuba, where their captors originally
         purchased them.
      

      
      Although facing tremendous opposition, a trial for the Amistad Africans was secured
         by several influential abolitionists. But before the trial, several parties come forth
         to claim the slaves as private property: the Navy officers who discovered the ship,
         the remaining Spanish sailors themselves, and even the Queen of Spain. The case of
         the Amistad Africans thus leads to a political firestorm, both domestically and internationally,
         and creates fierce tension between abolitionist groups and pro-slavery lobbyists.
         What was supposed to be a simple trial regarding property ownership has now become
         a lightning rod for the abolitionist movement. Roger Baldwin (Matthew McConaughey),
         the defense attorney for the Amistad Africans, argues that these men are not legitimate
         slaves, but were wrongfully and illegally detained. Baldwin produces a ship manifest
         from La Amistad, suggesting the Amistad Africans were taken from their homes in Africa and fraudulently
         labeled and sold in Cuba as Cuban-born slaves. 
      

      
      Spielberg briefly shifts the focus of the film away from the trial to portray the
         abduction and imprisonment of these Africans. During their voyage to Cuba on the slave-trading
         vessel the Tecora, several hundred Africans are shown in extremely cramped quarters. Human beings are
         packed together like livestock, fighting over what little food scraps and rations
         were available. At one point, roughly fifty slaves were thrown overboard and drowned
         by their captors. This was likely done, as one witness testifies in court, to help
         preserve the provisions available on board. 
      

      
      Although Baldwin’s defense succeeds and the judge rules in favor of freeing the Amistad
         Africans, the U.S. government intervenes. American president Martin Van Buren (Nigel
         Hawthorne) is placed under pressure from the South to ensure that the Amistad Africans
         are not freed. If these men were to be freed, such a ruling would set a dangerous
         precedent for the slave-dependent Southern states. To avoid the possibility of civil
         unrest in the South and to preserve his re-election campaign, Van Buren appeals the
         decision to the U.S. Supreme Court.
      

      
      Van Buren, therefore, is portrayed in Amistad as a man whose character, as well as his presidency, is compromised and corrupt.
         Through his actions, we see the ethical consequences of the executive branch of government
         extending its power and authority to influence the judiciary. Van Buren’s own political
         endeavors and personal prejudices have consequently stacked the deck against the Amistad
         Africans, preventing their rightful release. If this can happen, as Spielberg seems
         to implicitly ask, how can real and true justice be achieved when the powers that
         be are against you?
      

      
      John Quincy Adams (Anthony Hopkins), former American president, stands as Spielberg’s
         symbolic representative of justice and takes the case of the Amistad Africans as it
         goes to the Supreme Court. “The truth,” Adams states, “has been driven from this case
         like a slave from court to court . . . through the long powerful arm of the executive
         office.” Adams powerfully contends that the true nature of the case is not of private
         property but of the very nature of humankind itself. He critiques President Van Buren,
         quoting from a publication of the Executive Office: “Slavery has always been with
         us and is neither sinful nor immoral. Rather, as war and antagonism are the natural
         states of man, so too slavery, as natural as it is inevitable.” To this statement,
         Adams incisively replies, “I must say I differ with the keen minds of the South and
         with our President who apparently shares their views, offering that the natural state
         of mankind instead—and I know this is a controversial idea—is freedom.” 
      

      
      According to Adams’s powerful and persuasive monologue, the Amistad Africans are not
         only free men based on their illegal abduction; they are free men simply out of their
         own human nature. Adams then points to a copy of the Declaration of Independence itself,
         citing “that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with
         certain unalienable Rights.” “If the South is right,” states Adams, “what are we to
         do with that embarrassing, annoying document, the Declaration of Independence?” Should
         it be discarded, forgotten, held in disrepute? To deny the freedom of these Africans
         would be to deny the essence of the American Declaration itself.
      

      
      The end of Spielberg’s film Amistad is a happy ending of sorts. Although the Supreme Court rules in favor of freeing the
         Amistad Africans, the film closes with glimpses of the forthcoming American Civil
         War, signifying the deep political divide of the country at the time. The Amistad
         Africans are free to return to their homes in Africa, but the American nation itself
         is held in bondage to political corruption and moral upheaval. While there are numerous
         themes throughout Amistad, the main lesson to be drawn can be found in the character of John Quincy Adams.
         He represents uncompromising moral character: a man who chose to stand for the truth
         and hold those in power responsible for their political and moral prejudices. What
         should have been a plain case regarding property ownership became a rallying point
         for the abolitionist movement—all because men like Roger Baldwin and John Quincy Adams
         stood against injustice and a compromised judicial system.
      

      
      We can now derive a moral principle from Spielberg’s film Amistad: The pursuit of justice itself must be free of prejudice, corruption, or compromise;
            one must stand and fight for the truth, even when the powers that be are against you. 
      

      
      In his relatively recent film Lincoln, Spielberg carries on many similar themes that have already been discussed in this
         chapter. The plot of the film takes place during the American Civil War, roughly two
         years after American president Abraham Lincoln (Daniel Day-Lewis) delivered his famous
         Emancipation Proclamation, a declaration which freed those slaves who resided within
         the rebellious Confederate states.[16]   The aim of the Proclamation was primarily a military one: to deprive the Confederacy
         of the slavery so deeply integrated within the economies of the Southern states. The
         Proclamation, however, did not formally abolish the institution of slavery since those
         slaves who resided in Union states, or those states which were controlled by the Union,
         were not freed. Spielberg’s film Lincoln thus chronicles, in immense detail, the historical efforts of Lincoln and the Republican
         Party to pass the Thirteenth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution to formally abolish
         the institution of slavery in all states.
      

      
      The road for Lincoln and the Republicans to pass the amendment was paved with unending
         criticism and opposition. To legally pass the amendment, Lincoln needed to obtain
         a two-thirds majority in the House of Representatives. However, there is a clear political
         rivalry between the slavery-favoring Democrats and the abolition-favoring Republicans.
         This political rivalry is depicted early in the film during a monologue by Fernando
         Wood (Lee Pace), the Democrat representative of New York, in which he fervently denounces
         the proposed amendment: “We shall oppose this amendment and any legislation that so
         affronts natural law, insulting to God as to man! Congress must never declare equal
         those whom God created unequal.” With a quick wit and a sly retort, Republican representative
         Thaddeus Stevens (Tommy Lee Jones), a fierce and outspoken abolitionist, replies to
         Wood’s statements: “Slavery is the only insult to natural law, you fatuous nincompoop!”
         
      

      
      What is essential to our analysis of Lincoln is to recognize the morally symbolic relationship Spielberg portrays between the passing
         of the Thirteenth Amendment and the ending of the American Civil War. In the film,
         Lincoln views and understands the passing of the bill as inextricably bound to and
         necessary for the end of the American Civil War. The legal abolition of slavery would,
         after all, financially cripple the Confederate states and promote a military victory
         for the Union. But the amendment is not just a means to military and political victory.
         From Lincoln’s perspective, passing the Thirteenth Amendment is the just and righteous
         procedure to abolish the immoral and unjust institution of slavery. Lincoln somewhat
         explains his position while speaking to two young soldiers by invoking Euclid, the
         ancient Greek mathematician. Euclid, says Lincoln, wrote that there are certain things
         or axioms that are simply self-evident: truths which, by their very nature, do not
         require argumentation or evidence. Lincoln quotes one of these mathematical self-evident
         truths, that of Euclid’s First Common Notion: “Things which are equal to the same
         thing are equal to each other.”[17]   Extrapolating somewhat from this principle, a truth as simple as equality for all,
         says Lincoln, was already understood by Euclid two thousand years ago. Equality and
         fairness, therefore, are the basics of justice, a position which echoes John Quincy
         Adams’s remarks in Amistad. Slavery is, by extension, the immoral rejection and defamation of such foundational
         truths. Thus, the abolition of slavery is not only a political and military cure to
         the Civil War; it is a symbolic cure to the morally destitute and unjust institution
         of slavery—an institution which had infected the minds of the American people.
      

      
      The Thirteenth Amendment is passed by the House on January 31, 1865, but it is only
         later ratified into law in December of the same year. The Civil War continues to drag
         on into May of 1865, ending soon after Abraham Lincoln’s assassination. Although the
         film Lincoln is focused primarily on a specific historical, political, and moral issue, the lesson
         one can draw here from Spielberg can be applied far more generally. As the abolition
         of slavery is portrayed as a cure to the American Civil War—the way to achieve a just
         peace in America—so too is the abolition of all forms of prejudice and discrimination
         the way to achieve a just peace for all humankind. As Lincoln himself states at the
         end of the film, 
      

      
      
         Give malice toward none, charity for all, with firmness in the right as God gives
            us to see the right, let us strive on to finish the work we are in, to bind up the
            nation’s wounds, to care for him who shall have born the battle, and for his widow
            and his orphan. To do all which may achieve and cherish a just and a lasting peace
            among ourselves and with all nations.
         

         
      

      Thus, from Lincoln, we can now outline another moral principle: We must earnestly seek to abolish and reject injustice and discrimination; lasting
            peace and reconciliation can only be achieved when we divorce ourselves from such. 
      

      
      The Color Purple is Spielberg’s cinematic adaptation of the Pulitzer Prize–winning book of the same
         name written by Alice Walker. The film follows the tragedy-stricken life of Celie
         (Whoopi Goldberg), a young African American woman living in early twentieth-century
         rural Georgia. She is badly abused and ridiculed by her stepfather Alphonso (Leonard
         Jackson), a man who goes so far as to rape Celie and give away her two infant children.
         Celie is then given away by her stepfather to Albert (Danny Glover), an African American
         farmer, to be taken as his bride. Separated from her beloved sister Nettie (Akosua
         Busia), Celie must endure a hard and joyless life with her abusive husband. It is
         only after she meets and becomes attracted to Shug Avery (Margaret Avery), a beautiful
         African American lounge singer, that Celie learns she does not have to settle for
         living a life of abuse, ridicule, and repression.
      

      
      With a deep and rich source text, Spielberg explores several robust themes throughout
         the film. These include the suppression and mistreatment of women by men, for example.
         One might also consider the theme of non-conforming sexual practice as expressed in
         the relationship between Celie and Shug Avery. Though these themes are certainly interesting,
         I want to narrow the current analysis of Spielberg’s film to a subtler theme: that
         of the normalization of damaging and oppressive social and cultural norms and values.
         To explain this in greater detail, consider the depicted father-son relationship between
         Albert and his father. Pa (Adolph Caesar) is an abusive, callous, and misogynistic
         man who is overly critical of everything Albert says and does. In one scene Pa visits
         Albert and Celie unannounced at their home and subsequently shouts, “Ain’t nobody
         here to greet yo’ pa?” Upon meeting his father on the front porch, Albert’s entire
         body language suddenly changes as he submits and limply sits on the porch swing, ready
         to receive and bear his father’s criticisms. Pa ridicules Albert for his love of Shug
         Avery and how he invited her to stay in the house until she recovers from her illness.
         “I hear she’s got that nasty women’s disease,” Pa states. Then, once Celie makes her
         way out to the front porch, Pa says to her, “Celie, you has my sympathy. Ain’t many
         womens allow they husband’s hoe to lay up in they house.” 
      

      
      Pa’s loveless disappointment and repressive treatment of his own son is heartbreaking.
         Although certainly not justifiable, Albert’s mistreatment of Celie seems to be a reaction
         to what was an abusive and unloving childhood for himself. Albert’s upbringing inculcated
         within him certain tendencies, norms, and values to be taken for granted—powerful
         life lessons learned through mimesis. Albert likely learned from observing his parents,
         for example, that wives are the housekeepers, that strong women should be beaten into
         submission, and that men must establish their authority through force. Thus, the way
         we see Albert treating Celie throughout the film is likely an indirect reflection
         of the way Pa treated Albert’s mother. 
      

      
      The Color Purple, therefore, depicts a value-inculcation system in which damaging and oppressive social
         and cultural values become normalized and are subsequently inherited by the next generation.
         But we can extend beyond the single case of Albert and Pa to the larger social and
         cultural scope within the film. The racism and segregation Spielberg displays throughout
         The Color Purple is experienced by the characters as a mere normal state of affairs. Albert and his
         son Harpo (Willard E. Pugh) must build a juke joint for themselves since African Americans
         were legally banned from designated white bars and restaurants at the time.[18]   When asked if she wants to become a maid to the mayor’s wife, Sofia (Oprah Winfrey)
         sassily replies, “Hell no!” and is subsequently harassed by a white mob. When several
         African American men run to help Ms. Millie (Dana Ivey) with her car, she perceives
         the approaching group as an attack against her. For better or for worse, everything
         that occurs within the lives of these characters is embedded and understood by them
         within a unique social and cultural context. Such a context determines what might
         be considered “acceptable” or not, and what is “right” or “wrong.”
      

      
      It is suitable, then, that the eventual hero of the film is she who has been treated
         the most poorly, the most oppressively, and the most unjustly: Celie herself. She
         was raped by her stepfather, a man who also took away her two infant children; she
         endured dozens of years of abuse, mistreatment, and emotional distance from her husband
         Albert; and she was not allowed to read the countless letters her sister Nettie had
         sent to her. But no more. Near the end of the film, Celie takes matters into her own
         hands and threatens to take her husband’s life. But as she holds a kitchen knife to
         Albert’s neck, Celie is stopped by Shug Avery, who convinces her to let it go.
      

      
      By refusing to aggressively act out in violence toward her husband, Celie frees herself
         from the pain and suffering she has experienced and challenges the social and cultural
         norms and values surrounding her and the rest of the film’s characters. As she says
         to Albert, “Everything you done to me already done to you.” Albert’s mistreatment
         of his wife is thus rooted in his own experience of personal mistreatment from his
         own father. By refusing to reciprocate the pain, suffering, and torment which she
         has been taught is normal, Celie now opens the possibility for others to do the same.
         Harpo’s wife, Mary Agnes (Rae Dawn Chong), consequently decides to leave her husband,
         and Sofia finally breaks out of her deep depression. Even Albert himself breaks free
         from the chains of his father’s disapproval and decides to pay for Nettie’s immigration
         back into the United States. Thus, Spielberg demonstrates through The Color Purple that one must be willing to challenge those social and cultural norms and values that
         incite pain, suffering, and oppression, preventing the inheritance of such by the
         next generation.
      

      
      We can now derive one final moral principle: As oppression begets oppression, discrimination begets discrimination; we must consciously
            engage and challenge those social and cultural norms which are unjustly prejudiced
            and biased. 
      

      
      This chapter has explored five well-known films of Steven Spielberg and analyzed the
         ways in which he uses the media of film as a historical archive to remember those
         who have suffered injustice and persecution; to preserve their memory and their legacy
         as testimonies of the past. The analysis of each film has yielded a general moral principle that summarizes
         the testimonial spirit of the film. Schindler’s List teaches us that injustice requires a conscientious and active response; to not respond
         is to allow injustice to thrive. Spielberg then expands this principle in Munich, suggesting that the required active response to injustice cannot be one of narrow
         reciprocation, but we must think of the end of justice, which is just peace. Amistad subsequently teaches us that the pursuit of justice itself must be free of prejudice
         or compromise, and Lincoln reminds us that we must earnestly seek to abolish and reject injustice and discrimination.
         Lastly, The Color Purple testifies that as oppression begets oppression, we must consciously engage with and
         challenge any inherited social and cultural norms that are unjustly prejudiced or
         biased. Putting this all together, we can see that the active fight for justice is
         absolutely necessary, yet this justice cannot be aimed at narrowly, but must aim at
         an understanding, cycle-breaking, just peace. By embracing the moral framework created
         by these general moral principles, the audience recognizes the testimony to be found
         in Spielberg’s films and share, in his passion for a world free of racial discrimination.
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      Chapter 15

      Writing Postmodern Histories in Hollywood

      
         
         
         Orsolya Karacsony

         
         The Portrayal of the Male Lead Characters in Catch Me If You Can, Bridge of Spies, and The Post

         
      

      
      The concept of the “everyman” derives from a late fifteenth-century Christian morality
         play written by an anonymous author. It refers to a “typical or ordinary person,”[1]   whose neutral personality is supposed to enhance the recipient’s identification
         with him. As ordinary people watch the everyman face difficult moral situations and
         succeed, they believe that they, too, can rise to the challenge and become more than
         ordinary. 
      

      
      Steven Spielberg is commonly known as a director who is preoccupied with portraying
         everymen—ordinary, decent, law-abiding U.S. citizens who are placed in situations
         in which they have to face extraordinary peril and take huge risks in order to protect
         someone or something that is very important and precious to them. To carry out their
         missions successfully, they have to go through an accelerated process of character
         development and move “from zero to hero” within a short period of time. Carl Hanratty
         in Catch Me If You Can (2002), James Donovan in Bridge of Spies (2015), and Ben Bradlee in The Post (2017)—all of whom are played by Tom Hanks, an “everyman” actor—fit this description,
         though in a less straightforward manner than we get in the medieval morality plays.
         
      

      
      In his opening scene, Hanratty is standing in front of a French prison in the pouring
         rain, trying his best to make the guards, who speak no English, understand that he
         has been allowed to visit the notorious conman (or con-boy) Frank William Abignale
         Jr. (Leonardo DiCaprio). Hanratty’s pathetic appearance is contrasted with the brilliant,
         handsome, and elegant Frank, who is established as a folk hero via the To Tell the Truth TV show in the previous scene. When Hanratty finally gains permission to see Frank,
         the trick is revealed: the boy is the perfect opposite of his entrée. He conveys the
         impression of a sick, homeless young man in miserable condition, begging Hanratty
         to help him, which would mean taking him home (back to the United States). Sitting
         on the right side of the bars, Hanratty is now in control—a Hanratty who now appears
         confident and determined enough to convince the French authorities to agree to Frank’s
         rendition.
      

      
      In his first scene, James Donovan is shown to be an assertive lawyer arguing an insurance
         case. Nevertheless, when he is given the task to defend an alleged Soviet spy in court,
         he is more than reluctant to accept the challenge, for obvious reasons: “[E]veryone
         will hate me but at least I lose.”[2]   Neither his superior nor the attorney expects more from him than to be a willing
         participant; he is to be a puppet in a showcase trial in which the verdict is a forgone
         conclusion and whose only purpose is to provide the alleged spy, Rudolf Abel, with
         the appearance of “fair representation.”[3]   Donovan, however, displays a much greater sense of responsibility than what would
         be necessary to play his role and uses every endeavor to save his charge from the
         electric chair. This is the only way he can become the moral “standing man,”[4]   as Abel calls him. 
      

      
      Donovan shares this drive with both Hanratty and Bradlee. With each of these characters,
         Hanks finds the delicate balance between being charismatic but fallible, and unbending
         but able to evoke the viewer’s sympathy. Although Bradlee, as the editor at the Washington Post, behaves in a more categorical manner than Donovan or Hanratty, the same kind of
         force(s) are at work within all three men that help them overcome all the obstacles
         and win the battles they engage in. 
      

      
      One of these forces is the responsibility of being a prominent member of the U.S.
         middle class. According to Chinni, the middle class is that segment of American society
         that presidential candidates have traditionally addressed during their campaign and
         that they tend to rely on as the primary group of taxpayers after being elected. They
         refer to them as “the backbone of the country—all those hardworking Americans who
         get up every morning and make this great country of ours strong.”[5]  
      

      
      The questions we have, then, are: What exactly is the U.S. middle class? And why does
         Spielberg have the tendency to choose his everyday heroes from this group? In the
         1950s “the ‘middle class’ became a very flexible term adopted by just about everyone,
         and it came to include a wide range of incomes and education levels. The unifying
         center of the middle-class identity was no longer work, but a family lifestyle based
         on high levels of comfort and consumption.”[6]   Spielberg, who was born shortly after the Second World War, grew up and was socialized
         in a cozy suburban environment and thus was familiar with it. However, he did not
         adapt to it unconditionally. His lifelong attraction to exploring and representing
         social issues have always resonated through his courageous and nonconformist middle-class
         characters.
      

      
      Research conducted by the Brookings Institution outlines three possible approaches
         to decide who belongs to the American middle class: “economic resources,” especially
         income, “education and occupation status,” and “attitudes, self-perception, and mindset.”[7]   
      

      
      Based on the first criterion—material wealth—James Donovan is middle-middle class,
         the most popular category today; Ben Bradlee is upper-middle class; and Hanratty is
         lower-middle class (Spielberg makes hilarious reference to his lack of fortune when
         contrasting two scenes in the film: while Hanratty has a minor accident in the coin
         laundry which colors all his white shirts pink, Frank lavishes in his affluent lifestyle
         in a luxurious hotel). 
      

      
      Despite the difference in finances, they are on the same level thanks to Spielberg’s
         emphasis on the other two factors: education/occupation and way of thinking. The three
         men are people of intellect and expertise: an FBI agent, a lawyer, and an editor,
         for whom retreat is never an option. All are conscious of their responsibilities,
         both as professionals and citizens, and all occupy privileged positions or positions
         that can cause change. Hanratty chases and catches criminals; Donovan solves diplomatic
         problems; and Bradlee notifies the public about what the leaders of the nation might
         wish to conceal from them. Once they accept a new challenge—whether enthusiastically
         or not—they develop a mission complex and never give a second thought to putting themselves
         at a disadvantage and risking their physical safety, personal freedom, and social
         well-being if there is only a small chance they can succeed. Whether it is a conflict
         with their colleagues (Hanratty), a non-compliance with orders (Donovan), or the prospect
         of imprisonment (Bradlee), they do not consider recoiling and lowering their flags.
         
      

      
      This extreme form of determination and endurance is a typical feature of Spielberg’s
         characters. Cary Arms and Thomas Riley argue that these characters “hold that the
         rightness of an action is a function of its tendency to produce consequences that
         are intrinsically valuable, where intrinsic value is value for its own sake and not
         as a mere means to some good other than itself.”[8]   Philosophers call obligations like these “‘agent-neutral duties,’ since neither
         agent’s interest, nor her particular situation, nor (importantly) her relationships
         have any effect on these obligations.”[9]   These characters suppose that anybody in their position should also feel obliged
         to go as far as they can to reach their goal. Nevertheless, Arms and Riley also criticize
         these by stating, “[O]ne should sometimes act to benefit those persons with whom one
         stands in important relationships even when doing otherwise may produce a greater
         net intrinsic value.”[10]   They use family duties as an example of these special obligations. In the case
         of Hanratty, Donovan, and Bradlee, family can never stand in the way of meeting their
         professional requirements, although they do seem to care about their families a lot.
         Donovan tries to persuade his wife by claiming, “I’m doing this for us.”[11]   Hanratty spends more time analyzing the evidence that might lead to Frank’s whereabouts
         than with his own daughter. And Bradlee is prepared to go to jail for “causing irreparable
         damage to the national defense.”[12]   Not only Donovan but the others as well want to deserve the title “the standing
         man” since the moral integrity imagined here seems more important than anything else.
         
      

      
      A sharp contrast can be observed between their sentiment and how the younger Frank
         Abignale approaches life and success. From a certain perspective he is a typical self-made
         man: “Self-made men . . . are the men who owe little or nothing to birth, relationship,
         friendly surroundings; to wealth inherited or to early approved means of education;
         who are what they are, without the aid of any of the favoring conditions by which
         other men usually rise in the world and achieve great results.”[13]   After the disintegration of his family, Frank feels he has nothing left. Yet, he
         is aware of his own special skills, such as shrewdness, and the ability to impress
         people and quickly and effectively react to a situation. These characteristics are
         typical of self-made men. However, his father’s collapse led him to believe that he
         had no moral obligation to others around him. 
      

      
      After he learns that it is not necessary for him to be a respectable citizen, Frank
         channels his energies in the direction of becoming a professional swindler, making
         a fortune—again and again. The money he “earns” as a conman always slips through his
         fingers because he lacks a significant attribute of self-made men: the determination
         to build something permanent. He uses the wealth he accumulates for entertainment,
         and when he runs out of it, he embarks on a new journey to steal more, switching between
         identities and locations. Deep inside he acknowledges that he cannot escape forever,
         for as he confides to his father, “[Y]ou have always told me that an honest man has
         nothing to fear, so I’m trying my best not to be afraid.”[14]   Frank is the pivotal character in Catch Me If You Can, but he is also the antagonist. Hanratty is the protagonist who has the desire, the
         opportunity, and the appropriate tools to reestablish law and order and do justice
         within the dimension of the story. Donovan and Bradlee are in charge of acting the
         same in their respective worlds. They adhere to the universal moral law and interpret
         the U.S. Constitution literally in respect to every citizen being equal in front of
         the law. I shall now explore how the portrayal of these three men is connected to
         the representation of the era they live in.
      

      
      As Manohla Dargis writes, “Like many movies that turn the past into entertainment,
         The Post  gently traces the arc of history, while also bending it for dramatic punch and narrative
         expediency.”[15]   She also notes that “the filmmakers fold in atmospheric true-to-life details.”[16] I believe that atmosphere is a keyword here. Spielberg has a unique talent to re-create
            the atmosphere or the sentiment of a period in a manner that fosters the process of identification
         with the characters and potentiates emotional involvement in the story. He manipulates
         reception, but he certainly does not “use fabricated images to deceive audiences into
         believing that certain events have occurred”[17]   as propaganda films do. Spielberg’s underlying ambition is to deliver a complete
         story to the screen, applying the Aristotelian principle of the three-part structure
         and meeting the requirement of the climax being emotionally uplifting and satisfactory.
      

      
      Rosenstone sorts historical films into three categories: mainstream drama, experimental
         drama, and documentary. Based on his division, Spielberg period pieces fall into the
         group of mainstream drama that “depicts the plight of heroes, heroines and villains
         caught up in the sweep of huge historical events, men and women whose stories show
         both the impact of such events on individual lives and, through the figure we know
         as synecdoche, serve to exemplify larger historical themes.”[18]   Spielberg’s historical films are American mainstream dramas. As Wasser argues,
         “Spielberg has become the Hollywood director who both explains America to the world
         and gives the American perspective on world events. The global audience facilitates
         this role because they share with Spielberg a background in old Hollywood values.
         By recycling these values, his films shield themselves from the belligerent nihilism
         of other American blockbuster films.”[19]  
      

      
      From the combination of these two ideas, Spielberg reenacts American history via the
         language of cinema for a national as well as an international audience by putting
         the emphasis on the plight of an unmistakably American hero who is persistent and
         mentally strong enough to hold his ground in the face of even the most devastating
         and continuously emerging complications. This statement is pertinent to all Spielberg’s
         heroes but particularly salient when examining his historical movies. The reason for
         this is that Spielberg does not simply use history as a background, but he “revisits
         the anxieties of the past while also speaking to those of the present.”[20]   He poeticizes history in order to make it more consumable but also more fascinating
         and valuable. He deliberately chooses stories that have been “plucked from the historical
         record” (Bridge of Spies) or whose importance has faded in the course of time due to the occurrence of something
         graver (The Post ends with the Watergate scandal) because he wants to emphasize that the “everyman”
         has also contributed to the “arc of history.” 
      

      
      In the three films this chapter examines, Spielberg paints three different pictures
         of the Cold War and shows three variations of the American hero adjusting to it. The
         Cold War portrayed in Catch Me If You Can is a colorful parade of handsome men, beautiful women, stylish interiors, soft jazz,
         and an easygoing lifestyle. The film “also recaptured the romance of flight and the
         optimistic Technicolor atmosphere of the early sixties. . . . The concept of ‘cool’
         in Catch Me If You Can becomes a brittle attempt to romanticize a world that trusted appearance more than
         achievement.”[21]   One does not need to be an actual Pan Am pilot in order to be treated like a king
         in hotels and like a reliable client in banks; it is enough if one puts on a uniform
         and has an arresting smile. Frank is living a fake version of the American Dream,
         but his brashness, confidence, sophistication, attention to details, and looks are
         the key factors that differentiate him from average con men. 
      

      
      As opposed to the luxury that Frank experiences, Hanratty has to work in a crammed
         and crowded office with depressing grey and white colors, and even his colleagues
         refuse to take him seriously. Not a single trace of the glamour and “coolness” that
         is commonly associated with the FBI can be observed in the film. Nevertheless, Hanratty
         is a competent opponent for Frank since he represents reality and shatters the duplicity
         of the world created by the boy. Hanratty never has to hide, while Frank can never
         be completely honest, so he can never be really accepted by anyone. Yet, since Hanratty
         knows his identity and also uncovers his personality step by step, Frank gradually
         becomes attracted to his sincerity, and they develop a sort of father-son relationship.
         On one occasion Frank insists on leaving the country via Miami Airport simply because
         he knows Hanratty is the one who is guarding it. They keep challenging each other,
         and this competition is the only permanent thing in Frank’s life until Hanratty finally
         catches him. 
      

      
      The patronization of someone who is in need and worthy of protection despite the fact
         that he has committed crimes is a topic that Spielberg returns to in Bridge of Spies. Similar to The Post, this fast-paced thriller depicts the Cold War in a much darker tone than Catch Me If You Can. Bridge of Spies focuses on telling a story of “bottomless political chasms and moral gray areas.”[22]   In order to become a “standing man,” Donovan has to adopt a characteristic that
         Hanratty does not have to possess. Using Levinasian ethics, John W. Wright calls it
         the “ethical responsibility toward the alterity (the difference of otherness).”[23]   In some of the films that Spielberg made during the Cold War, such as Close Encounters of the Third Kind (1977), the Other that the hero has to take responsibility for comes from another
         planet. As was common during this period, the aliens in these sorts of films could,
         on some readings, be substitutes for those living in the Eastern Bloc. As the Soviet
         Bloc collapsed and the Cold War came to an end, however, Americans were able to see
         their common humanity with those on the other side of the Curtain. 
      

      
      In subsequent years, film directors, including Spielberg, became nostalgic for, and
         interested in, topics related to this period. In the 1990s Spielberg launched his
         unofficial “memory project” to process past events that took place in the previous
         century, whether they occurred during the Second World War (Saving Private Ryan  [1997] and Schindler’s List [1993]) or during the Cold War. In these movies the representation of the Other is
         a recurring theme but this time without any substitution. Yet, despite the fact that
         the Soviets are called “Soviets” in Bridge of Spies, Spielberg still portrays the Other as 
      

      
      
         unknowable, not tied within the bounds of subject or object. Man’s existence, therefore,
            is primarily and most importantly a function of one’s “ethical responsibility” to
            the “face” of the other. The face is the presence of the other before us, at any time
            and in whatever form, that we are compelled to engage and take responsibility for.[24]   
         

         
      

      Donovan decides to take responsibility for Abel in spite of the fact that he knows
         nothing certain about him apart from the fact that he is a Soviet spy. There are pieces
         of misinformation about his family background and his professional connections. Still,
         when Donovan meets the moral requirement of saving his life, he acts out of a sense
         of duty as well as sympathy for the elderly man. In fact they end up becoming friends.
         By doing this, Donovan justifies Levinasian philosophy, which states that “responsibility
         occurs when one accepts the unknowable nature of the other and engages it merely through
         ‘love.’”[25]   Sympathy is the kind of love that we can feel toward someone we cannot get to know
         and understand thoroughly. 
      

      
      Spielberg expands the individual’s social responsibility to a larger scale when he
         provides Bradlee with the mission to publish government secrets in The Post. The editor is aware that the reaction of the public might be able to force the White
         House to end the war in Vietnam and save thousands of American lives. In this film
         it is not the foreign Other whom the protagonist has to protect but the children of
         his own nation. Indeed, when the characters mention the soldiers fighting overseas,
         they always refer to them as somebody’s sons or brothers. They are represented (or
         actually talked about) as faceless, innocent young boys. Arms and Riley note, “Spielberg
         singles out at least two kinds of special obligations for consideration in his films:
         the indefeasible obligations that parents have toward their children and the obligations
         that all adults have toward children.”[26]   Bradlee and his boss, Kay Graham (Meryl Streep), cease to consider their own security
         and obey the moral obligation to make a brighter future possible for those youngsters
         who might otherwise die on the battlefield. 
      

      
      As it has been mentioned before, these films depict conflicts of the past while reflecting
         on existing ones in the present. For instance, besides revealing the flaws in the
         optimism of the 1960s, Catch Me If You Can also addresses “new-millennium anxieties such as wayward parents, downward mobility,
         growth of corporations, and identity switching.”[27]   The second half of Bridge of Spies advocates the applications of diplomacy in foreign affairs in order to avoid unnecessary
         sacrifices, and it is easy to see the importance of quality journalism that The Post emphasizes in the age of unreliable social media resources and fake news. Nonetheless,
         the films chiefly highlight the individual’s responsibility for his or her fellow
         human beings, either for compatriots or people belonging to other nations. Three ideal
         examples are shown via the characters of Hanratty, Donovan, and Bradlee. 
      

      
      Therefore, it is important to examine the type of masculinity the three protagonists
         represent and the way they interact with those surrounding them. In general, they
         behave as independent, confident, and assertive men, but for a thorough evaluation
         of their approach to women, family, and their status in society as male individuals,
         the decade during which they live must also be taken into account. Bridge of Spies takes place in the late 1950s and early 1960s. In this period, the cozy, comfortable
         suburban lifestyle mentioned earlier was already established, and its effect was powerful.
         As Lewis Mumford wrote in 1961, “This was not merely a child-centered environment:
         it was based on a childish view of the world, in which reality was sacrificed to the
         pleasure principle.”[28]  
      

      
      Although we do not learn much about Donovan’s private life, it is obvious that he
         is the breadwinner in the family and that his home is a picturesque middle-class American
         Dream with a caring wife and three nice kids. The fact that he is willing to jeopardize
         his own comfort and safety, as well as his family’s, in order to accomplish two missions,
         one of which evokes society’s contempt (defending Abel in court) and one which puts
         him in physical danger (leading the negotiations in the divided Berlin), justifies
         that he has not given in to the pleasure principle. He does not allow himself to be
         influenced by the paranoia spreading through the nation either. When his son shows
         him what he has learned about the reaction to a potential Soviet attack in school,
         he dismisses it as complete nonsense. However, when the boy asks him, “Why are you
         defending a Communist if you are not one of them?”[29]   he does not know how to reply. Obviously, Spielberg has definite ideas about mankind
         and humanity that transcend nations, and Donovan is a competent representative for
         them. His mind is occupied with “bigger issues”[30]   than what is expected of him either by his family or his professional environment.
         He can be considered a kind of rebel whose actions are guided by the pure intention
         of protecting lives and the impartial justice he believes in. 
      

      
      It is stated in the film that “[t]he Cold War is not just a phase. It is not just
         a figure of speech. Truly, a battle is being fought between two competing views of
         the world.”[31]   Donovan stands up for the credo that “the greatest weapon in the Cold War” is “who
         we are.”[32]   He is not satisfied with pretending to be an honest U.S. citizen like his colleagues,
         his superior, and the members of the CIA in Germany. Donovan acts as a guardian for
         Pryor and Powers when he insists on taking both men back home in exchange for Abel.
      

      
      In Catch Me If You Can the substitute father theme becomes the centripetal force in the plot. Frank is trying
         to escape Hanratty but also making serious efforts to stay in touch with him. Ethically
         speaking, Hanratty is a much better father figure for Frank than his own biological
         parent, and so, paradoxically, the person who intends to send Frank to prison is the
         only one he can rely on. After Hanratty catches Frank, Hanratty tries to show the
         boy the way back to society, giving him the opportunity to make a living legally while
         taking advantage of the skills he has developed as a swindler.
      

      
      All three films—Bridge of Spies, Catch Me If You Can, and The Post—are set during a period of transition in U.S. history: from the late 1950s to the
         early 1970s. The influence of the events that took place during this era can still
         be felt today; however, these changes were not uniform but contradictory. Wasser claims,
         
      

      
      
         The supposedly progressive politics of that time had been ideologically ambivalent.
            Worldwide, the sixties signify a generation of young people losing faith in various
            governments and social traditions. The antiestablishment distrust of institutions
            reflected both left-wing disgust over government prolongation of colonial exploitation
            (Vietnam) and right-wing disdain for government redistribution policies (such as taxes
            and welfare).[33]  
         

         
      

      The Civil Rights Movement in the 1960s also resulted in the competence of women who
         occupied powerful positions being gradually recognized. Obviously, it was not something
         that happened overnight, and in The Post Spielberg reflected traditional gender roles and male reluctance to accept women
         in positions of authority. As the publisher at The Washington Post, Kay Graham is a powerful woman, yet the only person who takes her seriously is Bradlee.
         Even though Bradlee displays “macho suavity”[34]   throughout the film, as the story progresses, it becomes directed at those who
         wish to hinder the publication of the Pentagon Papers, while Graham, “entombed in
         her darkly lighted, wood-paneled empire” at first, experiences a “metamorphosis” at
         the end, wherein “she finds a new purpose and identity.”[35]   Graham is a character “who in liberating herself helps instigate a revolution,”[36] and as such she is a competent partner for the overly confident, obstinate, but mission-conscious Bradlee. 
      

      
      In Catch Me If You Can, Bridge of Spies, and The Post, Spielberg tries his hand at the modern morality play, placing at the center of each
         three plausible everyman role models for the average American man to look up to. In
         Spielberg’s morality plays, he reestablishes our confidence in traditional values,
         such as fidelity, honesty, and justice, by portraying emotionally approachable but
         unbending characters who fight for a world order that should be realized. 
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      Chapter 16

      Dignified Professor and Intrepid Adventurer

      
         
         
         Carl Sobocinski

         
         Two Facets of Indiana Jones

         
      

      
      Action-adventure films have been part of the cinema since the silent era, with such
         films as King Vidor’s World War I epic The Big Parade (1925) or the tragic 1939 suspense film Five Came Back. Some of these adventure films are pure fantasy, as with the 1930s science-fiction
         serials featuring super-human characters such as Buck Rogers or Flash Gordon, while
         others, such as The Mummy starring Boris Karloff, pit more realistic adventurers against paranormal forces.
         
      

      
      Inspired by such adventure films is George Lucas’s character Indiana Jones (Harrison
         Ford). First appearing on the big screen in 1981’s Raiders of the Lost Ark, Professor Henry Jones Jr. (his real name) later returned for three more feature
         films and a television series, and has been featured in numerous books and graphic
         novels since then. Much of Indiana Jones’s firm place in American popular culture
         derives from his resourcefulness, courage, intelligence, and physical durability,
         but perhaps Indy’s greatest appeal is his dual personality: the nerdy, vulnerable
         professor contrasted with the indefatigable adventurer.
      

      
      The Victorian Era provides the milieu that frames the Indiana Jones series. The British
         Empire at its peak under Queen Victoria (1837–1901) was replete with tales of adventurers,
         real and fictional, who built and maintained her realm. Victorian scholar/adventurer
         Richard Burton is a prime example.[1]   Also fitting is Egyptologist E. Wallis Budge, who acquired and translated the Egyptian Book of the Dead; indeed, some of Budge’s adventures parallel those of Indy, as he often competed
         with, and outwitted, rival archaeologists for prized artifacts. British soldier and
         statesman Henry Rawlinson is another example. His service took him to Persia, Afghanistan,
         and India. He remains famous for being the first modern scholar to decipher Sumerian
         cuneiform, an achievement that ranks with Jean-François Champollion’s translation
         of the Rosetta Stone. These men’s scholarly achievements, along with their contributions
         to the British Museum, express the distinct Victorian imperialist ethos. Contrary
         to today’s connotation, imperialism was viewed in a positive light and was closely
         tied to the growing nationalism of nineteenth-century Europe.
      

      
      Victorian-era fiction also presents imperialist themes and intrepid adventurers. The
         Sherlock Holmes stories abound with allusions to the British Empire, which are essential
         themes in tales such as The Crooked Man, The Speckled Band, and The Sign of Four. Holmes himself embarked on such adventures, having traveled as far as Tibet during
         the three-year hiatus following his presumed death in The Final Problem.   The Final Problem also has Holmes face his deadly enemy, Professor Moriarty, as Indiana Jones would
         have to deal with René Belloq in Raiders of the Lost Ark, Holy Grail hunter Walter Donovan of The Last Crusade (1989), and the Soviet agents of Kingdom of the Crystal Skull (2008).

      
      Above all others is novelist Rider Haggard’s character Alan Quatermain. First appearing
         in King Solomon’s Mines of 1885, Quatermain is in many ways Indiana’s predecessor as adventurer, treasure
         hunter, and discoverer of lost cities. The one great distinction between Indiana and
         Quatermain is that the latter is almost strictly the adventurer. However, he is essential
         to Jones as he helped solidify the image of the British Empire as a setting for exotic
         lands and incredible discoveries. The Empire at its peak is sometimes described as
         the world’s first superpower, a role that the United States largely assumed after
         1945. Accordingly, the viewers who first saw Indiana Jones in 1981 recognized him
         as an American in a world that already looked familiar.
      

      
      Jones makes his first screen appearance in the opening moments of Raiders of the Lost Ark. Initially there appears to be little significance to the rough-looking, disheveled,
         and unshaven Indy as he tramples through a jungle toward a cave to retrieve some ancient
         artifact. He does demonstrate some of his knowledge and fearless indefatigability
         as he skillfully disarms the cave’s booby-traps and seizes the golden idol. However,
         his skill proves a bit lacking. As he grabs the idol, Jones unwittingly triggers unseen
         booby-traps and barely manages to escape, only to lose the idol to rival archaeologist
         René Belloq (Paul Freeman). Then, Steven Spielberg, at his cinematic finest, continues
         the chase-and-escape scene, which sees Indy scarcely making it to a compatriot, who
         manages to escape via a seaplane.
      

      
      At this point all of the evidence at hand shows him as simply an adventurer or treasure
         hunter, a mere thief, or possibly a hired goon working for some shady organization
         or other. It is only when the next scene shows Professor Jones at his university,
         delivering a lecture to his archaeology students, that we see a strikingly different
         facet of his personality. Intrepid adventurer Indiana Jones has transformed into Professor
         Henry Jones Junior, sporting little round glasses and a nerdy suit rather than his
         fedora, whip, pistol, and leather jacket. This dichotomy of personality is common
         among adventure heroes such as Batman/Bruce Wayne or Superman/Clark Kent. One great
         distinction, though, is that Indy does not maintain any secret identity. 
      

      
      We see Professor Henry Junior begin to transform into Indiana Jones as he meets with
         government officials on a matter of national security. They question him about the
         biblical Ark of the Covenant, and it is the professor who expounds on its history.
         Nevertheless, the professor begins to recede after the officials reveal that Adolf
         Hitler is seeking the Ark’s legendary power as a means of building an unbeatable Nazi
         army. A later scene sees the transformation complete as the Professor accepts the
         assignment to seek the Ark, grabs his pistol, and becomes Indiana Jones, embarking
         on a quest to seek a historic artifact while preventing evil forces from exploiting
         it.
      

      
      There remains a popular image of Hitler and the Nazis as having a deep interest in
         the occult. Hitler’s affinity for Richard Wagner gives weight to this image, as operas
         such as Parsifal and Lohengrin depict themes of holy relics and their mystic powers. Some studies further these
         ideas. In 1973, Trevor Ravenscroft published The Spear of Destiny, a pseudo-history of how Hitler came to acquire the spear that pierced Christ during
         the crucifixion. Its power as a holy relic appeared in Parsifal, and Ravenscroft concludes that the Nazis were unbeatable so long as Hitler held
         the spear. This is the very power that the Nazis in Raiders seek in the Ark of the Covenant.
      

      
      The historical accuracy of Hitler’s interest in the occult remains dubious. While
         The Spear of Destiny makes fantastic claims with few citations, other works such as Nicholas Goodrick-Clarke’s
         The Occult Roots of Nazism take a more grounded and rational approach. Here, Goodrick-Clarke examines such ideologies
         as Ariosophy (an offshoot of Helena Blavatsky’s Theosophy), and presents concepts
         of ancient Germanic paganism as a form of Gnosticism.[2]   In the end, Goodrick-Clarke concludes that the image of Nazis deeply entrenched
         in the occult derives not so much from documentable history, but rather from a “post-war
         fascination with Nazism” and astonishment at how Hitler so quickly carried out his
         early successes.[3]   The claims of Nazi occult beliefs are further refuted in Richard Weikart’s 2016
         book Hitler’s Religion, wherein he asserts that Hitler was not an atheist, or a Christian, or an occultist,
         but rather more of a pantheist.[4]  
      

      
      Nonetheless, for a fantasy/adventure tale such as Raiders of the Lost Ark, it may well be the better technique to portray the Nazis in a manner that feels
         familiar to the viewer, enhancing their evil image. However enjoyable it is for the
         historian to pick apart factual errors in popular cinema, it remains that these films
         are fantasy entertainment, not history. These supernatural themes enhance both the
         didactic and entertainment value, and as such are effective. A good fantasy story
         generally contains elements of the mystical, but it must also be grounded in a familiar
         reality to enable viewers to suspend their disbelief. This can be a bit difficult
         in the face of historical errors, such as a reference in Raiders to events in Solomon’s Temple in 980 BC, when the real Solomon did not become king
         until about a decade later and did not begin construction of the temple until a few
         years after that. However, familiar images of occultist Nazis as the primary villains,
         references to biblical stories that many viewers already know, and a skeptical American
         adventurer help allay such errors and provide a structure in which the viewer can
         later digest large doses of the supernatural while flinching very little. As Paul
         H. Kocher notes in his analysis of J. R. R. Tolkien’s works, a fantasy world should
         be “strange, but not too strange.”[5]  
      

      
      Thus, with federal funding Indy sets out on his quest for the Lost Ark. Throughout
         this adventure Indiana dominates, while Professor Henry Jones Jr. occasionally peeks
         through. It is Indiana who travels to Nepal and defeats the Nazi agents who threaten
         his love interest, Marion Ravenwood (Karen Allen), as she holds a key artifact that
         the Nazis seek. Furthermore, it is Indiana who arrives in Egypt and contacts his friend
         Sallah (John Rhys-Davies) to learn just what the Nazis were doing. The environment
         in which Indiana arrives is straight out of the British Empire. Archaeology was a
         fairly new field, and various imperialist powers often competed to recover great artifacts.
         To this day, the British Museum has one of the world’s greatest collections of Egyptian
         artifacts, and prior to 1914, German archaeology was a strong competitor, having excavated
         many important sites in the Middle East. A good example of this appears with the famous
         sculpture of Egyptian Queen Nefertiti, which still sits in a German museum. Replace
         a British archaeologist with an American scholar/adventurer and the rivalry with German
         archaeologists gains further plausibility. A German military presence in 1936 Egypt
         is unlikely, though, as Egypt had been under British occupation for several decades,
         due to their imperial interests in the Suez Canal. Furthermore, these German troops
         bear the palm tree and swastika insignia of the Nazi Afrika Korps, which did not exist
         until 1941.
      

      
      There is a hefty dose of imperialist superiority in Indy’s Egyptian adventures. During
         the Age of Empire, there was a common image of the white man as a free agent wherever
         imperialist flags flew—an image that persisted through the 1930s. Hence, we see Indiana,
         with no repercussions, brawling in the street, destroying property, and even killing
         people, as in the famous scene where he shoots a swordsman rather than fight him hand-to-hand.
         At such moments, many viewers tend to ignore that most countries have laws against
         street brawls and shooting people, but the setting of the British Empire makes such
         actions less incredulous. Lucas and Spielberg poke a bit of fun at this image when
         Marion shouts to her abductors, “You can’t do this to me; I’m an American!”
      

      
      Indiana Jones and Professor Henry Junior exchange places several times while in Egypt,
         though it is Indy who dominates. When he and Sallah consult with a man who can interpret
         the inscriptions on the headpiece of the Staff of Ra, the artifact Marion inherited
         from her father, it is the Professor who emerges once Indiana dons his nerdy round
         glasses. The Professor reappears when Indiana searches in the map room, brushing sand
         away in order to read an inscription, but Indiana returns once the Professor locates
         the Well of Souls on the model city. This scene is the first where anything resembling
         the supernatural appears. While the light refraction is a completely natural phenomenon,
         special effects enhance it to appear almost otherworldly. This image is not original.
         The rather bland 1954 film Secret of the Incas has an almost identical scene in which Charlton Heston (sporting a very Indy-like
         hat and leather jacket) discovers the location of ancient Inca treasure by rays of
         sunlight refracted through a crystal.
      

      
      From this point on, Professor Henry Junior appears only sporadically, emerging, for
         example, when he peers into the Well of Souls, wherein lies the Ark. Yet, for the
         most part, it is almost exclusively Indiana: no one else could have survived the Well
         of Souls and its countless venomous snakes, the incredible chase where he manages
         to secure the Ark, or the ensuing sea voyage. However, it may be the Professor peeking
         through when the Ark is opened, as it is a wise man who implores Marion to avoid looking
         at the Ark while their enemies are destroyed. Moreover, Professor Henry Junior has
         definitely returned at the film’s conclusion, as he faces a government bureaucracy
         bent on secreting the Ark away. From one perspective, Indiana’s mission was a success
         in that he prevented the Nazis from seizing the artifact, but the Professor is thwarted
         from claiming a priceless piece of history. Another feature of the alternating personalities
         is that the Professor loses this dispute, whereas Indiana the Adventurer is very difficult
         to defeat.
      

      
      This dichotomy of personality is a major feature that gives Raiders of the Lost Ark its great appeal. It is not so clear in the ensuing film, Indiana Jones and the Temple of Doom (1984). As with Raiders, Temple of Doom begins with an action scene largely unrelated to the primary story. Here we see Indiana
         in Shanghai, with glimpses of Professor Henry Junior negotiating with gangsters for
         the recovery of the remains of the Manchurian Emperor Nurhaci. Nurhaci was a historical
         figure who in the early seventeenth century built Manchuria into a strong regional
         power. Although he died in 1626, Nurhaci’s descendants were able to oust China’s declining
         Ming dynasty in 1644 and replace it with their own Qing dynasty. These opening scenes
         contain serious historical details that the average viewer may not notice. Emperor
         Nurhaci’s Manchuria was an independent country, and the Manchu people were a separate
         nation distinct from the Han Chinese;[6]   thus, the Qing dynasty, which proved to be China’s last, was not ethnically Chinese.
         It, however, was replaced by the newly created Republic of China after it fell in
         1911, yet in the 1930s, the Qing dynasty was still a living memory, features of which
         sometimes entered popular culture. One example appears in the entirely fictional Fu
         Manchu, a descendant of the Qing emperors and a supervillain similar to those of the
         James Bond tradition. Created by Sax Rohmer, Fu Manchu appeared in a series of adventure
         novels published between 1913 and 1959. Many of these stories were adapted into motion
         pictures starring Boris Karloff, with which Lucas was undoubtedly familiar. Although
         Fu Manchu is a separate character and does not appear in Temple of Doom, the Manchurian heritage he shares with the Shanghai gangsters who seek the remains
         of Nurhaci reinforces the 1930s setting and connects it to that era’s adventure serials
         from which George Lucas drew so much inspiration.
      

      
      Temple of Doom lacks many of the details that make Raiders resonate so deeply with viewers. The distinction between Professor Henry Junior and
         the indefatigable Indiana does not emerge quite as clearly. Although we may be seeing
         a bit of the Professor as he negotiates payment for the remains of Nurhaci, it is
         Indiana who fights it out and makes his escape. Additionally, it is Indiana who boards
         the ill-fated Ford Trimotor and somehow manages to survive bailing out over mountains
         with no parachute. There are only limited scenes where we see the Professor dominate.
         Such moments usually deal with disarming various booby-traps or deciphering some old
         inscription. About the only scene where we exclusively see Professor Henry Jr. for
         any length of time is at the great dinner with the Maharaja and his officials. There,
         the Professor discusses at some length the Thugee, a violent cult that practiced ritual
         murder. Details about them remain obscure, but their murderous reputation was a popular
         image in British India. 
      

      
      Dark images of the Thugee tended to be lost on the audience who first viewed the film
         in 1984. Certainly, memories of the late empire were instrumental in creating a recognizable
         milieu for the film series, such as scholarly adventurers and exotic locations, or
         lost cities and civilizations. Yet, a detail so specific as the Thugee is so obscure
         that it fails to resonate with the modern American audience. Also vague to a modern
         American is India’s importance to the British Empire. India was the empire’s “Jewel
         of the Crown,” which formed a critical part of British national identity. We see a
         glimpse of India’s importance in the presence of British Royal Army Captain Philip
         Blumburtt (Philip Stone) at the Maharaja’s banquet. Indeed, after the empire disintegrated
         during the 1940s and 1950s, many British had a hard time realizing that they no longer
         held India, just as some early twenty-first-century Americans still feel a sense of
         disbelief realizing that the Cold War has long been over.[7]   Tales of the Thugee would have been more recognizable had Temple of Doom been filmed in the 1930s. By contrast, Raiders of the Lost Ark and Indiana Jones and the Last Crusade—both working with recognizably Western or Christian themes—succeed in combining the
         elements of an American scholar/adventurer, Nazi villains, and the overall context
         of British imperialism, while retaining the strange but not too strange principle
         of fantasy writing.[8]   
      

      
      During the five years between the films, Lucas and Spielberg hashed out a number of
         ideas for the third film. Their solution was brilliant. While re-introducing some
         of main characters from Raiders, such as Sallah and Marcus Brodie (Denholm Elliott), Lucas created Henry Jones Senior,
         Indy’s father (Sean Connery). Furthermore, The Last Crusade begins with the adventures of an adolescent Indiana (River Phoenix) as he first confronts
         unscrupulous treasure-hunters seeking a gold cross that once belonged to the sixteenth-century
         Spanish explorer Francisco Coronado. This escapade presents some key characteristics
         of Indiana the Adventurer, such as his whip, signature fedora hat, and his fear of
         snakes. Through this initial adventure, Indiana dominates. He decides to leave behind
         his Boy Scout troop to confront the grave robbers. He also survives an incredible
         chase scene, and, as in Raiders, he ends up losing the artifact at the scene’s conclusion. During this initial adventure,
         we see little trace of the professor-to-be, except perhaps in his ideal of putting
         artifacts in museums rather than selling them for profit.
      

      
      When Indiana runs to his father to report the theft, we begin to see his rift with
         the elder Jones. Rather than jump to his son’s aid, he has him count to ten, in Greek,
         before he will hear his tale. However, before he can finish, the local sheriff arrives,
         assuming that Indiana is the thief. This scene concludes with another foreshadowing
         of Indy’s future, as the lead plunderer compliments his audacity and gives him his
         characteristic fedora hat. This scene contains much that will not be clear until later
         in the film. Indiana the Adventurer dominates this scene, and the deeper intellect
         of the professor-to-be emerges briefly only when his father has him count in Greek.
         We do see the dog Indiana, but his significance does not emerge until the film’s very
         end.
      

      
      Indiana’s domination in these initial scenes suggests that the adventurer takes precedent
         over the professor-to-be. As yet, we do not know just who Henry Jones Senior is. The
         only hint comes with his preoccupation with his studies, with which he is so deeply
         engrossed that he ignores his own son just when he needs a father’s support. However,
         there is a plausible argument that the father’s intellectual influence led to the
         emergence of Professor Jones Junior from Indiana the Adventurer. This concept is strengthened
         by the later revelation, in the Young Indiana Jones television program (1992–1996), that Henry Senior was a professor at Princeton University.
         It is unfortunate that we never hear any details of his mother, later revealed as
         deceased. It is fun to speculate whether it was his mother who bequeathed the more
         adventurous side of his personality.
      

      
      Professor Henry Junior first appears in The Last Crusade largely as a parody of Indiana. Lecturing in his classroom, replete with nerdy round
         glasses and a bow tie, he is miles away from Indiana the Adventurer as he explains
         that archaeology is not about following treasure maps and most of it is library research—the
         opposite of what he does through much of the film. Then, in a most un-Indiana-like
         moment, he retreats to his office after fleeing a mob of students. He finally affects
         a meek escape through a window. 
      

      
      In scenes very similar to those of Raiders, we see the primary plot emerge as wealthy antiquarian Walter Donovan (Julian Glover)
         speaks to Professor Jones Junior about the search for the Holy Grail. It is here that
         Indiana’s father is revealed to be an expert of medieval literature with a lifelong
         passion to find the Grail. While in Donovan’s hire, the elder Professor Jones has
         vanished, spurring his son on to his next adventure. The introduction of Indiana’s
         scholarly father provides a unique perspective on the two personalities. As professors,
         the Senior and Junior Henrys have certain similarities. Nevertheless, unlike the dichotomy
         inherent in Indiana and Jones Junior, Jones Senior stands as a separate and unique
         individual. Casting Sean Connery as the senior Professor Jones was a masterstroke,
         and it created even more opportunities to contrast personalities. It is unimaginable
         that James Bond would have ever shown a fear of rats, had any hesitation on how to
         escape a villain, or shot off the tail of his own airplane. However, as James Bond
         would certainly have done, the elder Jones connects with Elsa Schneider (Alison Doody),
         the lead female villain, demonstrating that he shares some of Indiana’s adventurous
         spirit.
      

      
      As in Raiders, The Last Crusade’s primary antagonists are Nazis seeking the Holy Grail for its alleged powers. Even
         though the Nazis’ interest in relics and the occult is historically vague, such concepts
         are in keeping with the Germanic kultur that Hitler imagined he was preserving. Themes from Germanic legend, as adapted to
         Wagnerian opera, provide some precedents. Lohengrin and Parsifal incorporate themes of the Holy Spear and the Holy Grail, whose powers enhance combat
         and provide healing. Furthermore, both operas present a chivalric order, the Knights
         of the Grail. This is a direct parallel to The Last Crusade’s Brotherhood of the Cruciform Sword, whose duty is to protect the Cup of Christ.
         Finally, a character from Lohengrin is also named Elsa, though this similarity with The Last Crusade may be completely coincidental.
      

      
      The Last Crusade does not provide details of the rift between father and son, but a brief statement
         from Indiana that he had hardly spoken to Henry Senior for some twenty years becomes
         significant when compared with the Young Indiana Jones television series from the 1990s. Showing impressive historical accuracy, this program
         has a sequence of episodes where young Indy lies about his age to join the Belgian
         army during World War I, during which he somehow manages to survive the Battle of
         Verdun. As this was a bit more than twenty years prior to the events of The Last Crusade, it would seem that the elder Professor Jones disapproved of Indiana’s bent for action
         and adventure.
      

      
      As viewers no doubt expected, Indy outwits the Nazis and their cohorts and finds the
         Grail, and, similar to Raiders, it is only at the end that any hint of the supernatural or paranormal appears. This
         is a far more effective and dramatic technique than introducing them mid-film, as
         we see in Temple of Doom. One serious issue, never directly mentioned in any of the films but certainly a
         major subliminal theme, is the nature of holy relics. If they derive their power from
         divine grace, how can a villainous progenitor use them for evil? The conclusions of
         Raiders and Last Crusade demonstrate that they cannot. When René Belloq and his Nazi ilk open the Ark of the
         Covenant, its power destroys them. Did their mere intent to use the Ark for ill purposes
         ensure their doom? Perhaps Indiana succeeded in finding the Ark, and survived its
         power, because he did not seek it for his own gain—he is a moral hero, after all.
         Yet more to the point, his interest was almost purely scholarly, and he began the
         story a skeptic about relics in general.
      

      
      The Last Crusade makes this point even more clearly. Almost from the story’s beginning Indiana declares
         that his primary intent is to find his father—that the Grail is only incidental. This
         is one great reason why Kazim of the Brothers of the Cruciform Sword (Kevork Malikyan)
         is willing to help him. The most dramatic example, however, appears when Indy arrives
         at the Temple of the Sun, wherein the Grail had been hidden for centuries. He had
         no intention of helping Donovan or the Nazis find the Grail, but he is given no choice
         as Donovan shoots the elder Jones, forcing Indiana to retrieve the Grail and use its
         healing powers to save his father’s life. It is striking that the bullet wounds Henry
         Senior in his lower right abdomen, just where Christ was pierced by the Holy Spear.
         Outwitting the booby-traps, Indy succeeds in finding the chamber where the Grail is
         hidden, which for over 800 years had been guarded by a knight of the First Crusade.
         The power of the Grail granted him a long life (and perhaps the ability to speak modern
         English).
      

      
      Donovan and Elsa, who have followed Indy to the chamber, both demonstrate how their
         ill intentions bring about their downfalls. Elsa tricks Donovan into choosing the
         wrong Grail, which kills him. She does help Indy find the true Grail, but the final
         decision is his. Did he succeed because he sought the Grail to save his father, rather
         than for personal gain? Later, Elsa ensures her own doom when she tries to seize the
         Grail for herself. Indy almost falls for this temptation, but Henry Senior pulls him
         back. Both elder and younger Jones profited from the quest. Henry Senior fulfilled
         his life’s ambition and found the Grail. As it saved his life, he had no need to possess
         it. Likewise, Indiana reconciled with his father and came to appreciate his passion
         for seeking the Grail.
      

      
      The Last Crusade’s conclusion sees our four heroes—Marcus Brody, Sallah, and the two professor Joneses
         stereotypically riding into the sunset. However, only in 2008 did a fourth film of
         the Indiana Jones franchise appear, Indiana Jones and the Kingdom of the Crystal Skull. Similar to Raiders and The Last Crusade, this story involves the quest for an artifact of great power. It turns out that
         Indiana recovered the body of an alien space traveler at the famous 1947 Roswell,
         New Mexico, crash site. A military aircraft actually did crash at Roswell that year,
         but authorities maintained that it was an unmanned balloon monitoring nuclear tests.
         Regardless, rumors and tall tales took root, and to this day American conspiracy theorists
         insist that something more happened. Kingdom of the Crystal Skull is set a decade later. Its opening scenes have Soviet infiltrators abducting Indiana
         and his longtime partner George “Mac” McHale, taking them to a secret warehouse at
         Area 51. Like the Nazis in Raiders and The Last Crusade, the Soviet aim is to recover the alien artifact for its power.
      

      
      Overall the tone of the film feels a bit strained. The earlier films’ opening scenes
         were exaggerated but almost believable. Kingdom of the Crystal Skull lacks such a sense of near-plausibility, as appears with Indy’s incredible escape
         from an above-ground nuclear bomb test by simply hiding in a refrigerator. Cold War
         tensions are the film’s major setting, and the Soviet villains do not quite match
         the image of evil as the Nazis did, however bloody the Soviet Union actually was.
         Furthermore, Indiana’s idealism has faded. When old friend Mac McHale (Ray Winstone)
         turns out to be a Soviet informer, Indiana falls under FBI investigation. This was
         the era when U.S. senator Joe McCarthy had built a political career around exposing
         communist sympathizers, real or imagined.
      

      
      Rather than deal with this suspicion, Indiana’s university places him on a leave of
         absence, giving him the opportunity to exonerate himself. Thus, the essential themes
         emerge distorted. While the Soviet agents do serve as the story’s villains, there
         also emerges the idea that another of Indy’s enemies is the U.S. government itself.
         The earlier films had Indiana embarking on great missions to prevent Nazis from claiming
         the Ark of the Covenant, or to rescue his father and inadvertently recover the Holy
         Grail. Instead, Kingdom of the Crystal Skull presents Indiana almost as a refugee, a wronged hero seeking vindication. The feeling
         is a bit unsettling, an uncertainty in contrast to the clear good and evil of earlier
         conflicts. This also contrasts with the image of the British Empire, which provided
         much of the background for the first three films. By the 1950s the Empire was disintegrating,
         adding to the uncertainty and disillusionment of the post-1945 malaise. Nevertheless,
         uncertainty was one feature of the 1950s, and other references to that decade abound.
         One in particular emerges with the arrival of Mutt Williams (Shia LaBeouf), the film’s
         young protagonist, whose first onscreen appearance is an homage to the opening scenes
         of Marlon Brando in the 1953 film The Wild One. It is Mutt who tells Indiana of Harold Oxley (John Hurt), Indiana’s old college
         friend, who had discovered a crystal skull in South America that contains great psychic
         power. This is the power that the Soviets seek.
      

      
      The alternating personalities of Indiana the Adventurer and Professor Henry Junior
         still appear, though. Of course, it is Indiana, unbeatable as always, who makes his
         fantastic escape from the secret warehouse. Nonetheless, it is Professor Henry Junior
         who vainly defends himself during the FBI interrogation, achieving release only after
         receiving support from General Bob Ross (Alan Dale), with whom Indiana had served
         during World War II. The strongest appearance of the Professor comes at a café during
         his discussion with Mutt Williams about the crystal skulls. This leads Henry Junior
         to expound on legends of El Dorado and the ancient hieroglyphs that might provide
         clues.[9]   
      

      
      While Mutt and Professor Henry Junior discuss academic matters, it is Indiana who
         emerges when KGB agents arrive at the café, thus triggering another fantastic chase-and-escape
         scene. From this point on, Indiana dominates most of the movie, through various obstacles
         such as carnivorous ants, waterfalls, and a dry sandpit out of which Indiana escapes
         only by climbing up his great fear, a snake. Ultimately our heroes find the ancient
         alien temple and reanimate the alien power. It turns out that the “treasure” the aliens
         sought was knowledge, yet this knowledge is so powerful that it destroys the Soviets,
         reminiscent of the Ark of the Covenant annihilating the Nazis. Also similar to Raiders is that Indiana loses the artifacts he originally sought, while gaining in knowledge.
      

      
      The most compelling revelations of Crystal Skull derive from the relationship between Indiana and Marion. This was one serious theme
         missing from Raiders; all it shows is that they had a past together, and its conclusion hints that they
         may have had a future. Crystal Skull fills some of these gaps. Sometime after Raiders’s conclusion they had planned to marry, only to have Indy back out, but one result
         was Mutt, who is revealed as Indiana’s son. Kingdom of the Crystal Skull concludes when Indiana’s loyalty is confirmed as his university promotes him to associate
         dean, and he finally marries Marion. Marrying his son’s mother, although a few decades
         late, is an act of responsibility more akin to Professor Henry Junior than Indiana
         the Dauntless Adventurer. However, the film’s final moment shows that Indiana is always
         present, as his famous hat blows into the church right after the ceremony concludes.
      

      
      There is room for much speculation on where the Indiana/Henry Jones Junior character
         will go next. Henry Jones III has already demonstrated many of his father’s characteristics,
         such as a youthful flaunting of conventions, audacity in the face of danger, and a
         resourceful ability to survive against long odds. After discovering that Mutt/Henry
         III is his son, Henry Junior quickly begins to emphasize his need for more formal
         education, reminiscent of Henry Senior insisting that his son learn Greek. In the
         next film of the series, as yet untitled and scheduled for release in 2021, perhaps
         Henry Jones Junior can foster the Indiana within Henry III, while establishing the
         good fatherly relationship that was so long missing with Henry Senior. We may well
         see a more complete combination of the scholar with intrepid adventurer, sending a
         new generation of the Jones boys to ever-greater heroics.
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      Chapter 17

      “We Spared No Expense”

      
         
         
         Carl Sweeney

         
         Practical Utopias in Jurassic Park, The Terminal, and Ready Player One

         
      

      
      In Jurassic Park (1993), wealthy impresario John Hammond (Richard Attenborough) has turned a secluded
         island into a unique attraction. His scientists have managed to genetically engineer
         dinosaurs by experimenting with DNA preserved in amber, a scientific breakthrough
         with obvious commercial potential. Accordingly, Hammond creates a theme park to showcase
         the creatures on Isla Nublar, located off the coast of Costa Rica. After a fatal accident
         during construction, Hammond seeks help from a group of experts composed of Alan Grant
         (Sam Neill), Ellie Sattler (Laura Dern), and Ian Malcolm (Jeff Goldblum). Hammond’s
         hope is that a positive report from these experts will mollify nervous investors and
         clear the way for him to open Jurassic Park’s doors—and so its dinosaurs—to the public.
         And this is what we viewers want opened to us as well; as Molly Haskell states, “The
         dinosaurs were always going to be the main attraction.”[1] Indeed, discourse around the film has often centered on the creatures, brought to
         the screen via a combination of groundbreaking CGI and practical animatronics. For
         instance, Roger Ebert remarked that the film represented “a triumph of special effects
         artistry.”[2] However, a consequence of the widespread focus on the film’s creatures has been that
         its setting has often been under-discussed.
      

      
      In her analysis of Jurassic Park as an economic phenomenon, though, Constance Balides considers the film’s use of
         a themed entertainment site. For Balides, “the theme park often figures as a metaphor
         for the extensive reach of commerce and for simulation as a general mode of experience.”[3] She finds the film’s use of its titular location resonant in a contemporary way,
         finding that it “elides boundaries between civic culture and cheap amusements, education
         and commerce, and the environmental real and the virtual real in a manner typical
         of the late twentieth century.”[4] Recurrently, she returns to the notion of contemporaneity with respect to analyzing
         Jurassic Park, stating, “A nostalgic glance to a time before commercialization and simulation is
         unhelpful,”[5] and “critiques of the theme park mentality . . . make too little of its status as
         symptomatic of contemporary life.”[6] Indeed, Balides robustly critiques the derisive fashion in which architecture theorists
         and critics typically appraise theme parks and their customers, arguing, “A less judgmental
         view of consumer activity and a less deterministic sense of consumption enable a more
         nuanced assessment.”[7] Nevertheless, Balides signals that her analysis does not represent a complete departure
         from existing scholarship by making plain that she is “not attempting to set the stage
         for an argument that theme parks are utopian.”[8] However, the utilization of the key setting in Jurassic Park is consistent with an existing consideration of practical utopias, namely Michel
         Foucault’s conception of heterotopic space.[9] Applying this Foucauldian prism to the film, and to The Terminal (2004) and Ready Player One (2018), reveals the manner in which Spielberg manipulates spatialities in order to
         generate narrative conflict. Disorder only comes to these sites when Foucault’s principles
         are not maintained, though some degree of stability is usually restored by the film’s
         end.
      

      
      Foucault posits that spatially “our lives are still ruled by a certain number of unrelenting
         opposites,”[10] such as sites of work and of pleasure. He analyzes those locations “which are endowed
         with the curious property of being in relation with all the others, but in such a
         way as to suspend, neutralize or invert the set of relationships designed, reflected
         or mirrored by themselves,”[11] designating such sites as heterotopias. According to Foucault, whereas utopias are
         fictional sites representing “society itself brought to perfection,”[12] heterotopias function as practically realized utopias that challenge or replace arrangements
         found elsewhere. In Spielberg’s films, controlled spaces are often sites that provide
         different experiences to ordinary living, so the notion of heterotopias as being in
         opposition to other aspects of civilization is pertinent. Foucault describes a heterotopia
         as “a sort of place that lies outside all places and yet is actually localizable,”[13] positing a series of six principles that govern heterotopic spaces. The first tenet
         relates to the ubiquity of such sites: “There is probably not a single culture in
         the world that is not made up of heterotopias. It is a constant feature of all human
         groups.”[14] The other rules Foucault suggests are applied to the films in question.
      

      
      In his discussion, Foucault refers to a myriad of locations, including cemeteries,
         gardens, and brothels, but does not consider such sites as theme parks, airports,
         and online virtual environments. Robin Rymarczuk and Maarten Derksen suggest that
         Foucault’s theory can be applied too liberally, stating that heterotopic space “is
         a concept that is easily abused.”[15] If this is so, it raises the question about the justification for utilizing his prism
         in connection with Spielberg’s films. However, with relation to the environments considered,
         precedent exists for extending Foucault’s notion to such sites. Christophe Bruchansky,
         for example, argues that Disney theme parks represent heterotopic environments as
         they “represent and invert Western consumerist society.”[16] In the case of airports, Mark Salter posits that such sites qualify as heterotopias,
         “in terms of the isolation of the rites of passage of entry into and exit from the
         territory of the state, and in terms of the containment of deviant, mobile subjects.”[17] Meanwhile, Rymarczuk and Derksen analyze Facebook as a heterotopia, finding that
         this approach “brings its relation to other spaces into focus.”[18] As a virtual spatiality, Facebook can be considered similar to a key location in
         Ready Player One. Although Rymarczuk and Derksen refer to the real world, I suggest that a similarly
         holistic consideration of onscreen controlled environments as heterotopic is applicable
         to the primary settings in the Spielberg films in question. Therefore, analysis through
         a Foucauldian prism of the titular Jurassic Park, The Terminal’s depiction of John F. Kennedy International Airport, and the virtual playground
         known as “the Oasis” in Ready Player One illuminates the extent to which Spielberg’s manipulation of spatial dynamics is integral
         to these narratives.
      

      
      One of Foucault’s assertions is that “[h]eterotopias always presuppose a system of
         opening and closing that isolates them and makes them penetrable at one and the same
         time.”[19] This is evident in Jurassic Park in several ways. The aforementioned Isla Nublar is a remote island, and when Hammond
         brings his guests there, their approach by helicopter is affected by turbulence as
         they make a steep descent toward the landing point. Because of its sequestered location
         and the evident challenge of accessing the site, the unpopulated island immediately
         appears both isolated and penetrable, in line with Foucault’s comment.
      

      
      A similar contrast becomes evident when the park’s primary mode of transport—tour
         vehicles on electrified rails—is revealed. Therefore, while the island is vast, the
         movement of people around the site is effectively contained. This dynamic also extends
         to interior settings. In the park’s visitor center, Hammond takes the assembled experts
         to a screening room to watch a brief film about the process of genetically engineering
         dinosaurs. After it concludes, Hammond presses a button on a remote control and lap
         restraints lock into place on each guest’s chair, before each bank of seats begins
         to move along a track. The tour moves on to the park’s cold storage laboratory and
         control room, which are separated from the visitors by glass as information about
         the scientific processes at play is relayed via a speaker system. However, the details
         given are too partial for Grant and Sattler—their frustration prompting them to team
         up with Malcolm to disable the lap restraints by exerting pressure on them. This allows
         the group to walk into the laboratory and speak to the site’s scientists directly.
         Nevertheless, the manner in which the informative tour is intended to function again
         demonstrates the dichotomy outlined by Foucault, for the tension between the park’s
         openness and closedness is apparent—in this case, in the area of scientific transparency.
      

      
      Although the park is not yet open to the public, a discussion between Hammond and
         Donald Gennaro (Martin Ferrero), a lawyer, indicates that Jurassic Park will be commercially
         positioned in an exclusive way:
      

      
      
         Gennaro: And we can charge anything we want. $2,000 a day, $10,000 a day, and people
            will pay it. And then there’s the merchandise . . .
         

         
         Hammond: Donald, Donald. This park was not built to cater only for the super-rich.
            Everyone in the world has the right to enjoy these animals.
         

         
         Gennaro: Sure. They will. We’ll have a coupon day or something.

         
      

      Subsequent events in the film render their conversation moot, but the exchange reveals
         that had it been opened as planned, Jurassic Park would most likely have exemplified
         Foucault’s statement about the deceptive accessibility of heterotopias in a financial
         sense, too.
      

      
      Indeed, the park’s internal geography has evidently been established in such a fashion
         as to maximize its money-making potential. Balides comments on this, arguing that
         Hammond’s theme park merges various locations, “including a natural history museum,
         an amusement park, a zoo, a safari park and a shop.”[20] However symptomatic of modern consumer culture this may be, such an assortment of
         diverse spatialities is also consistent with heterotopic space, which has “the power
         of juxtaposing in a single real place different spaces and locations that are incompatible
         with each other.”[21] 
      

      
      Eventually, order in the attraction breaks down when disgruntled employee Dennis Nedry
         (Wayne Knight) steals dinosaur embryos to sell to a rival corporation. Nedry disables
         the park’s security systems to facilitate a swift departure. By disrupting the heterotopia’s
         internal systems of access and egress, then, Nedry renders Jurassic Park unmanageable
         as his actions allow the dinosaurs to escape their confines. An external factor complicates
         this, too, as severe inclement weather forces a ship servicing the island to leave
         hastily. Thus, the accessibility of Isla Nublar, earmarked as a user-friendly tourist
         destination, is further revealed to be precarious. Throughout the remainder of the
         film, the human characters are placed in peril, with Nedry being the first of several
         characters to perish after being mauled by a dinosaur.
      

      
      Thereafter, the characters strive to restore the park’s security systems, though returning
         the heterotopia to its prior state proves dangerous. Attempts to restart essential
         systems by accessing Nedry’s computer fail, so Sattler journeys with Muldoon (Bob
         Peck) to a utility shed to try to restore power. She is successful, but he is killed
         by a dinosaur before they leave the area. Elsewhere, further consequences of the disruption
         to the park’s locking mechanisms become apparent when Hammond’s grandchildren are
         cornered in a kitchen by velociraptors that have learned to open doors. They escape
         with Lex (Ariana Richards), reinstating the park’s communications systems with her
         prodigious computer skills, and enabling the adults to call for backup. Order has
         been partially restored to the heterotopia, but at great cost.
      

      
      Setting aside the ethical debates surrounding Hammond’s groundbreaking scientific
         project, his site’s failure to consistently apply its heterotopic systems of opening
         and closing meant that the attraction was unsustainable, leading to the deaths of
         several characters. By the film’s end, the surviving humans leave Isla Nublar, Hammond
         having concluded that his endeavor was folly. Spielberg’s follow-up to the film, The Lost World: Jurassic Park (1997), is set in other locations, but Isla Nublar becomes a heterotopic space once
         again many years later, in Jurassic World (2015).
      

      
      Foucault’s principle regarding accessibility is also disrupted in The Terminal, although on this occasion, lives are not threatened. Viktor Navorski (Tom Hanks),
         a citizen of the fictional Eastern European nation of Krakhozia, arrives in the United
         States via New York’s John F. Kennedy International Airport. When Navorski was in
         transit, the Krakhozian government was overthrown in a military coup, with the result
         that the United States ceased recognizing the country as a sovereign nation. For Navorski,
         this means that his passport is no longer valid, leaving him in a liminal state in
         which he cannot leave the airport to proceed to his hotel, nor can he be deported
         back to Krakhozia. This aligns with Foucault’s concept in which one can only fully
         access a heterotopia after “one has completed a certain number of gestures.”[22] In other words, as Navorski’s documentation is not in order, he cannot navigate the
         heterotopia in the desired fashion. Therefore, he is forced to reside temporarily
         in the airport with the closed-off Gate 67 serving as a makeshift abode.
      

      
      The uncertain state that Navorski finds himself in may have had a personal resonance
         for the director. According to Haskell, Viktor’s status “mirrors Spielberg’s own feelings
         of being adrift” at a time when he was experiencing personal issues.[23] If the film reflects Spielberg’s anxieties, then Haskell suggests its mixed reception
         may also have served to reinforce them, remarking that The Terminal “may have failed to astound viewers precisely because its setting is both so familiar
         and so fraught.”[24] Be that as it may, Spielberg’s treatment of the airport location serves as another
         example of him disrupting heterotopic norms to create narrative conflict. Unlike in
         Jurassic Park, the chaos in The Terminal is not life-threatening. Throughout the film, the airport’s essential services are
         unaffected by Navorski’s crisis. Severe weather also occurs during this narrative—snowfall
         that grounds flights temporarily—but this does not significantly affect the protagonist.
         Instead, an interpersonal conflict serves as a source of tension in the film. Navorski’s
         continued presence displeases Frank Dixon (Stanley Tucci), who is serving as the airport’s
         director on an interim basis. Dixon is concerned that he may not earn his promotion
         on a permanent basis if Navorski upsets the smooth running of the airport, a cat-and-mouse
         game between the two men ensuing throughout the film.
      

      
      At the outset of the film, Spielberg foregrounds the well-ordered routines at the
         airport. In a montage sequence, airport staff are shown placing retractable dividers
         to guide passengers in the desired directions, whilst Dixon and his colleagues scrutinize
         CCTV footage for signs of irregular behavior. Meanwhile, immigration officers are
         shown asking new arrivals about the purpose of their visit. When Navorski’s passport
         is found to be invalid, a makeshift cordon is erected around him as the situation
         is investigated. In Foucault’s words, some heterotopias “have the appearance of pure
         and simple openings, although they usually contain curious exclusions,”[25] and Navorski’s detention, caused by geopolitical wrangling, represents such an event.
         Foucault observes that types of heterotopia where “one thinks one has entered and,
         by the sole fact of entering, one is excluded” have largely vanished from society,[26] yet this describes the absurdity of Navorski’s predicament well. Indeed, the illogicality
         of the situation is not lost on Dixon, who describes the itinerant Navorski as “a
         citizen of nowhere.” Similarly, he remarks that Navorski is, “at this time, simply
         unacceptable.”
      

      
      Assuming that the tensions between Krakhozia and the United States will be resolved
         swiftly, Dixon tells Navorski to go to the airport’s International Transit Lounge.
         Because of his poor grasp of English, in earlier scenes Navorski was unaware of the
         reason for his detention in the airport. However, after he views a TV news report
         about Krakhozia’s troubles and becomes distressed, the camera cranes into the sky,
         revealing his smallness in comparison to the vast confines of the terminal and therefore
         signaling his alienation. As noted, heterotopias can incorporate incompatible spaces,
         which applies to this setting in The Terminal, which is presented as “a busy, Breughel-like tapestry.”[27] Spielberg repeatedly highlights the variety of sites within the terminal, as when
         Navorski is first taken into the lounge by a guard and the camera circles the characters
         in a vertiginous movement that reveals the assortment of shops located within.
      

      
      As noted, a division should exist between heterotopias and other spaces. In Foucault’s
         view, such separations are taken for granted, including “the contrast between public
         and private space, family and social space, cultural and utilitarian space.”[28] For Navorski, though, his quandary necessitates that he ignore such boundaries. First,
         he creates a makeshift bed using a bank of seats intended for waiting customers. The
         following morning, he strides through the transit lounge wearing a bathrobe, attracting
         the attention of security as he does so. He further effaces the purpose of an important
         spatiality within the airport when he uses a sink in the bathroom to wash his body,
         to the evident discomfort of another customer. Eventually, Navorski’s conduct wears
         thin on Dixon.
      

      
      For the most part, Foucault notes that heterotopias are linked “to bits and pieces
         of time.”[29] In other words, “they open up through what we might define as a pure symmetry of
         heterochronisms.”[30] Similarly, Dixon decides to manipulate the airport’s usual time-bound procedures
         in an attempt to resolve the situation. One day he informs Navorski that exit guards
         will vacate their posts for a short time at noon, saying, “America, for five minutes,
         is open.” However, Dixon intends to have Navorski arrested when he leaves the terminal,
         the latter realizing this before exiting. Navorski does desire to leave, though, and
         believes that time needs to be spent to achieve this aim, as he opts to spend two
         hours each day queuing for a visa he has no immediate prospect of obtaining.
      

      
      As the days and weeks proceed, Navorski adapts to life at the airport. He begins to
         collect quarters from disused luggage trolleys, using the money to buy food. After
         unsuccessfully applying for a range of jobs in the transit lounge, he finds work with
         a construction team. He even begins a flirtatious friendship with Amelia (Catherine
         Zeta-Jones), a flight attendant. For a time, these circumstances appear manageable,
         aligning with Foucault’s statement that heterotopias become fully functional “when
         men find themselves in a sort of total breach of their traditional time.”[31] However, this balance cannot be maintained, for the airport, unlike a museum or a
         library, does not have “a bias toward the eternal.”[32] Therefore, once the end of the Krakhozian civil war is announced, and travel arrangements
         return to normal, Dixon offers an ultimatum: if Navorski continues his planned journey
         to New York, Dixon threatens to cause trouble for the friends he has made at the airport,
         such as Gupta (Kumar Pallana), who is wanted by police in India. However, if he returns
         to Krakhozia, Dixon will take no such action. When Gupta learns of this dilemma, he
         walks onto a runway, effectively taking the choice out of Viktor’s hands. Dixon makes
         one last effort to impede Navorski’s departure, but his staff does not comply with
         his instructions. Once Viktor has left the terminal, though, Dixon decides not to
         pursue the matter any further, apparently satisfied that the departure of the destabilizing
         Navorski will mean that normal service is resumed at the heterotopia.
      

      
      A central tenet of Foucault’s original concept is the otherness of heterotopic places
         that challenge other societal arrangements. He gives the example of a mirror; it functions
         as a utopia in that it is “a place without a place,”[33] but functions as a heterotopia because “it really exists and has a kind of come-back
         effect on the place that [it occupies].”[34] Another such location can be found in Spielberg’s Ready Player One, which features a virtual environment known as the Oasis, a cybernetic world entered
         via use of an omnidirectional treadmill and a special headset. Foucault’s final principle
         regarding heterotopias is “that they have, in relation to the rest of space, a function
         that takes place between two opposite poles.”[35] This is evident in Ready Player One, set in 2045, after a period of global turmoil marked by events such as the Corn
         Syrup Droughts and the Bandwidth Riots. After this point in time, according to Wade
         Watts (Tye Sheridan), “people stopped trying to fix problems and just tried to outlive
         them.” For Watts, a teenager living with his aunt and her aggressive boyfriend in
         a poverty-stricken area of Ohio known as the Stacks, everyday life is marked by drudgery.
         The appeal of the Oasis, in his words, is that users can “go somewhere without going
         anywhere at all,” the environment thus representing a site of psychological liberation
         for people in contrast to the desolation of the real world. Although Foucault’s analysis
         considered unreal spatialities, he did not anticipate such virtual reality environments.
         However, the Oasis is consistent with his concept in its divergence from the blighted
         surroundings found elsewhere in the film.
      

      
      Once active in the Oasis, users can assume any form they wish and do anything they
         want. On the Vacation Planet, for example, potential activities include surfing a
         fifty-foot monster wave in Hawaii, skiing down the pyramids, or climbing Mount Everest
         with Batman. Another planet takes the form of a giant casino, the variety of locations
         in the film signaling that this world comprises not one heterotopia but multiple.
         To enhance their experience in the Oasis, users can acquire coins by completing challenges,
         with which they can purchase a variety of items, such as new costumes for their avatars.
         If a user’s avatar dies, they can regenerate, though their saved coins will be lost.
         Because entering the Oasis has become such a fixture of everyday life, happenings
         there have a material effect in the real world, further demonstrating Foucault’s point
         about the come-back effect of a heterotopia on other places. In the world of Ready Player One, people strike up relationships with people in the Oasis, often with no intent of
         meeting them in reality. Unattainable leisure pursuits in this world provide people
         with stimulation that quotidian living cannot afford, one example of which is hang-gliding
         into the eye of a hurricane. Conversely, negative events in The Oasis have an adverse
         effect on people’s everyday lives, as demonstrated when an office worker is shown
         attempting to jump from a building after suffering a setback online.
      

      
      The Oasis becomes the site of conflict between a rapacious conglomerate and Watts.
         The pop-culture-loving co-founder of the virtual playground, James Halliday (Mark
         Rylance), programmed a competition to be announced after his death. The posthumous
         challenge offers participants the opportunity to gain control of the Oasis by taking
         over Halliday’s stock in the endeavor if they collect three golden keys by successfully
         completing trials. Different factions vie for this prize, with independent competitors
         being known as “gunters,” short for “egg hunters,” while the workers of Innovative
         Online Industries (IOI) are referred to as “sixers,” because they are categorized
         numerically. Winning Halliday’s stock promises significant results for the victor,
         with Watts telling a friend that he would “move into a mansion, buy a bunch of cool
         shit [and] not be poor” if triumphant. Meanwhile, Nolan Sorrento (Ben Mendelsohn),
         the head of IOI, plans to roll back advertising restrictions in the Oasis if his company
         acquires a controlling stake in Halliday’s company. These stakes, referred to by Sorrento
         as “a war for control of the future,” provide further evidence in support of Foucault’s
         claim about the interplay between heterotopias and other spaces.
      

      
      Halliday’s first challenge is a seemingly impossible car race in which King Kong blocks
         the finish line, with no winner emerging after five years of competition. Eventually,
         though, Watts discovers a necessary clue within another heterotopic space inside the
         Oasis when he visits an interactive museum known as Halliday’s Journals. Museums are
         highly heterotopian spaces “in which time does not cease to accumulate, perching,
         so to speak, on its own summit.”[36] In the case of Halliday’s Journals, visitors can see exhibitions representing the
         deceased innovator’s memories at any time, with Watts having viewed several key moments
         repeatedly. He watches a scene depicting an argument from 2029 between Halliday and
         his co-founder about putting rules in the Oasis before realizing that a cryptic clue
         is contained within this exchange. Sorrento is dismayed when Watts subsequently wins
         the race and obtains the first key, and the battle between IOI and the youngster intensifies.
      

      
      Eventually Watts prevails, claiming all three keys and completing the challenge. He
         decides to split his share of Halliday’s stock with his friends—their actions after
         his victory reframing the relationship between the Oasis and the outside world. This
         is prompted after an encounter with a simulacrum of Halliday, who tells Watts that
         “as terrifying and painful as reality can be, it’s also the only place that you can
         get a decent meal.” Accordingly, “loyalty centers,” in which indebted customers of
         large companies are trapped in servitude, are banned from accessing the Oasis, as
         such practices run counter to Halliday’s original conception of the virtual playground.
         Secondly, a decision is made that the site will be closed on Tuesdays and Thursdays,
         with Watts realizing that people need to spend more time in the real world. According
         to Foucault, “over the course of its history, a society may take an existing heterotopia,
         which has never vanished, and make it function in a very different way,”[37] and these changes to the Oasis represent such an event.
      

      
      In the films considered, Spielberg depicts important narrative settings that initially
         function in a manner consistent with Foucault’s concept of heterotopic spaces. With
         respect to Jurassic Park, this problematizes Balides’s rejection of the word “utopian” in connection with
         the film’s theme park location, for heterotopias represent practically realized utopias.
         In each film, balance in the heterotopic location becomes unsettled, though differences
         between Spielberg’s treatments of these settings are evident. In Jurassic Park and The Terminal, systems of access and egress are especially important, with disruption in these
         areas being of paramount narrative importance. Meanwhile, in Ready Player One, the equilibrium between the virtual setting of the Oasis and the desolation of the
         real world is of particular salience. In each film, a retreat from heterotopic space
         is enacted by the conclusion of the narrative. Alan Grant and his fellow survivors
         escape Jurassic Park with their lives intact, with the commercial prospects of John
         Hammond’s epic folly seemingly now extinct. Viktor Navorski leaves John F. Kennedy
         International Airport a free man in The Terminal after Frank Dixon decides not to pursue him further. Thus, Navorski is able to travel
         into New York City to collect an autograph from the jazz saxophonist Benny Golson,
         as he had originally intended. In Ready Player One, a populace addicted to the boundless pleasure of the Oasis is forced to engage with
         reality after extra regulations are imposed on the site. Admittedly, the settings
         considered have varying associations to suit the narrative demands of these films.
         However, when taken together, Spielberg’s stance toward controlled spatial environments
         appears to change over time. Not only are the scientific breakthroughs made in Jurassic Park critiqued and positioned as unethical, but the park itself is ill-thought-out and
         its procedures are open to manipulation. In The Terminal, though, John F. Kennedy Airport is well run, and the inconvenience caused by Navorski’s
         liminal status is of relative insignificance to other visitors. Once his dilemma is
         resolved, Dixon immediately switches focus back to the airport’s array of other users,
         exuding confidence that his team is equipped with the resources to carry out their
         work. Throughout Ready Player One, Spielberg revels in the imaginative possibilities of the film’s setting, as in a
         bravura sequence in which the protagonists enter the world of Stanley Kubrick’s The Shining (1980). Appropriately, the film’s ending, in which the Oasis remains open, seems to
         signify an accepting attitude towards the thrills provided by simulated experiences.
         John Hammond claims in Jurassic Park to have spared no expense in creating a dinosaur playground, but Spielberg positions
         James Halliday’s advancement in virtual technology as the more sustainable achievement.
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      Chapter 18

       Trivialization, Displacement, and Historical Amnesia

      
         
         
         Naaman K. Wood and David J. Strickler

         
         The Work of Innocence and Embrace in Empire of the Sun and War of the Worlds

         
      

      
      While many of Steven Spielberg’s films touch on the theme of innocence, only two bring
         innocence into explicit contact with colonial violence. In the late 1980s, the director
         was known as the “Peter Pan” of contemporary Hollywood cinema.[1]   However, his 1987 Empire of the Sun (hereafter Empire) turned to “grown-up themes and values,” most notably the “death of innocence.”[2]   The film focuses on child protagonist Jamie (Jim) Graham (Christian Bale), the
         son of well-to-do British settlers living in Shanghai. Japan invades and performs
         colonizing violence, and Jim’s childhood innocence dies as a result of that violence.
         For the director, Empire performed “an exorcism” on the “naiveté,” or innocence, of E.T. (1982), Back to the Future (1985), and The Goonies (1985).[3]   Almost twenty years later, War of the Worlds (2005) (hereafter Worlds) explored another story of innocence and colonization. Spielberg argued that previous
         American iterations of H. G. Wells’s story had responded to moments of national vulnerability,
         namely World War II and the Cold War. In making an explicit connection between the
         film and 9/11, he summarizes, “Our version also comes at a time when Americans feel
         deeply vulnerable.”[4]   In the film, Ray Ferrier (Tom Cruise), his daughter Rachel (Dakota Fanning), and
         son Robbie (Justin Chatwin) become innocent victims of a colonial alien invasion.
         Like media coverage of 9/11, the film portrays the mass death of innocent individuals,[5]   and the Ferriers become one of many trying to survive.
      

      
      Probing the intersection of innocence and colonial violence, we argue that the suffering
         of white characters displaces the suffering of colonized Others and engages in historical
         amnesia regarding how that suffering came to be. This chapter unfolds in three main
         sections. First, we unpack the notions of innocence and gestures of embrace that frame
         our reading of the films. Innocence describes how sufferers of violence can “pose
         no threat” and “not know.” Embrace names the sentimentality apparent in the films’
         closing images. Second, turning to the films, Empire and Worlds portray colonial violence as a threat to innocence. While colonial violence causes
         suffering, the films’ concluding gestures of embrace trivialize that suffering and
         stabilize the uncertainty that violence causes. Third, we elaborate on innocence with
         the concepts of displacement and historical amnesia. We argue that Empire uses Jim’s experience to displace the film’s own critique of British imperialism,
         and his personal suffering elides a deeper historical understanding of the suffering
         depicted in the film. Similarly, Worlds displaces the colonial use of microorganisms, and as a meditation on 9/11, the film
         and discourse about it exhibit historical amnesia regarding the violence indigenous
         peoples have experienced in North America. Together, the films suggest that the white
         Western Self imagines itself as a victim, unwilling to remember the violence constitutive
         of its existence. 
      

      
      Before offering a reading of the films, the concepts of innocence and gestures of
         embrace require brief exposition. Anthropologist Miriam Ticktin defines innocence
         as a political “posing no threat” and an epistemological “not knowing”: in its Latin
         roots, innocence describes an individual as having either no harmful political potential
         (i.e., “in+nocens, ‘not harmful’”) and/or a state without epistemological content (i.e., “in+noscere, ‘not to know’”).[6]  Enlightenment philosophers developed the tradition and tethered it to children,
         arguing that childhood served as the exemplary state of innocence. The Enlightenment
         nexus between innocence and childhood informs many aspects of contemporary daily life,
         such as the policy of humanitarian organizations. For example, Doctors without Borders
         (MSF) focuses their attention on helping those who experience suffering as innocent
         victims, victims that exist “outside politics, outside history, indeed, outside time
         and place altogether.”[7] Children, therefore, become “ideal victims,” because they can be represented as “innocent”[8]  of any significant political or historical entanglements. Being construed as innocent,
         they become deserving of care.[9] 
      

      
      Second, literature scholar Fred See uses the term “embrace” to assess how the concluding
         sentimental images of Spielberg’s war films function to trivialize and stabilize the
         suffering portrayed. “Embrace” describes physical acts characters perform that function
         in a metaphorical register. On a literal level, female domestic figures perform physical
         embraces. Metaphorically, gestures of embrace constitute a site of “holiness” in which
         the domestic figure sanctifies or cleanses the negativity characters accrue through
         suffering and violence.[10]  Although Spielberg’s films display complexity in representing the “depth of war’s
         punishment,”[11]  embrace trivializes that complexity with “a superficial formula.”[12]  Embraces encourage audiences to attend to “that easier surface” rather than “to
         contemplate a deeper horror.”[13]  For example, a film like Saving Private Ryan (1998) performs this kind of sentimental work.[14]  In the face of war’s destructive power, an aged Private Ryan is embraced by his
         wife, Mrs. Ryan, and the embrace is paired with patriotic images. Embrace and patriotism
         both serve as the sanctifying formula that stabilizes the aged Ryan’s uncertainty
         about the violence that made his life possible. Embraces provide simplified answers
         and refuse to struggle with difficult questions.[15]  Embrace reifies a type of innocence, simplifies the complexities of violence experienced,
         and signals the erasure of suffering from the life of the survivor.
      

      
      With innocence and embrace as theoretical frames, we offer a reading of Empire and Worlds. In the films, colonial violence functions as a threat to characters’ “not knowing,”
         even though they “pose no threat.” However, despite the suffering colonial violence
         inflicts, the films conclude with gestures of embrace that trivialize suffering from
         colonial violence and stabilize a life that war ruptured. 
      

      
      Empire traces the manner in which colonial violence brings Jim’s innocence to death. Beginning
         in a state of innocence, Jim encounters physical suffering as one who “poses no threat,”
         and that suffering takes him to a place where he “knows” the suffering he sees in
         others. However, the death of his innocence occurs through his psychological denial
         of the colonial violence around him and his pathological attraction to his Japanese
         oppressors. Jim lives in a bifurcated state of innocence, between knowing about suffering
         and “not knowing” the suffering he inflicts. Jim lives a luxurious existence inside
         the Shanghai International Settlement, a space within China where white British settlers
         “built an image of their own country . . . built banking houses, hotels, offices,
         churches and homes that might have been uprooted from Liverpool or Surrey.”[16]  He attends the prestigious Cathedral school and even sings a solo with the Cathedral
         choir, the Welsh lullaby “Suo Gân.” A slight challenge to his “not knowing,” Jim sees
         the disparity between British settler opulence and Chinese suffering. From his car,
         he observes a Chinese beggar outside his home, banging a tin can on the sidewalk,
         and describes the man to his father (Rupert Frazer) as “unlucky.”[17]  Jim’s father responds, “The funny thing is the harder I work the luckier we get.”[18]  The sight of a similarly “unlucky” homeless boy unnerves Jim. From his car, he watches
         as the boy pleads, “No mama. No papa. No whiskey soda.”[19]  Despite this awakening, Jim remains innocent of the interpersonal suffering he inflicts
         on his Chinese nanny, called with the generic (hence impersonal) term for a female
         domestic servant in Asia, “Amah” (Susan Leong). When the nanny actually pursues Jim
         anxiously after he has set one of his toy planes on fire (because it is her job to
         care for his personal safety as well as his property) in front of his father, he shows
         no interest in disciplining Jim. Later Jim orders the nanny to serve him food before
         bed, and she reminds Jim that his mother would not approve. He speaks to her like
         a slave, “You have to do what I say.” 
      

      
      When Japanese forces invade, he encounters their colonial violence as one who “poses
         no threat,” and the violence brings him to a state of “knowing” physical colonial
         suffering. When Japanese forces invade Shanghai, Jim’s situation changes dramatically.
         He is separated from his parents and goes home to wait for them. When his food runs
         out, he becomes like the beggar, imploring Japanese soldiers for food. They appear
         as untroubled and innocent as Jim’s family was of the beggar. Jim also encounters
         the homeless boy. The boy comments, “No mama. No papa. No whiskey soda,” as if they
         both occupy the same subject position.[20]   British colonization made Jim physically “lucky.” Japanese colonization makes him
         physically “unlucky,” losing his epistemological innocence through physical suffering.
         Nevertheless, Jim continues to pose “no threat” to the Japanese imperial forces, retaining
         political innocence. He attempts on several occasions to surrender to the Japanese
         forces, but they ignore him, precisely because he is politically harmless. Jim suffers
         as an “ideal victim,” a child “knowing” what he should not know while “posing no threat.”
      

      
      Although he encounters physical suffering, the film focuses on Jim’s psychological
         denial, his desire to “not know” either the colonial violence around him or his own
         pathological attraction to his Japanese oppressors.[21]   After he is separated from his parents, he returns home and finds his parents’
         bedroom covered in powder. He becomes horrified once he sees in the powder evidence
         of his mother’s possible sexual assault. Upon the realization, he flings open the
         bedroom window, and the wind erases the evidence. Jim “does not want to know” about
         such violence. A similar dynamic is at play once Jim settles into life at Soochow
         Creed Internment Camp. In a bustling montage, Jim moves across the camp bargaining
         contraband with his fellow prisoners, winning a game of marbles with children, stealing
         shaving soap from the head of the camp, Sgt. Nagata (Masatô Ibu), and taking Latin
         lessons with Dr. Rawlins (Nigel Havers). His playful life sustains his childhood innocence,
         a “not knowing” about the colonial violence that surrounds him. 
      

      
      However, the most intense suffering results from Jim’s innocent infatuation with his
         Japanese oppressors.[22]   Before the invasion, Jim loved both airplanes and the Japanese Air Service, but
         he remained innocent that the pending Japanese invasion threatened his life in the
         settlement as well as the lives of the Chinese then under British colonial rule. His
         innocence persisted into his life at the camp. For example, early in his time at the
         camp, Jim sees a Japanese Zero attack plane and walks toward it, mystified. Technicians
         weld metal on the airfield, creating a shower of sparks behind Jim, and the setting
         sun throws the plane and the boy in silhouette. Jim reaches the airplane, caresses
         its body, and lays his head against it. The shower of sparks and his silhouetted figure
         evoke the cinematic trope of a Hollywood kiss. With dramatic irony, the erotic cinematic
         overtones of the scene underscore Jim’s pathology, but he “does not know” it as such.
         He, perhaps, begins to recognize the dysfunction during the American fighter plane
         attack. When the Mustang planes destroy the airfield, Dr. Rawlins finds Jim on the
         roof of a building in an ecstatic monologue. Jim’s speech climaxes, “Remember how
         we helped build the runway? . . . If we’d died like the others, our bones would be
         in the runway! In a way, it’s our runway!”[23]   Jim wrongly perceives that he is cooperating with his oppressors and that his oppressors
         reciprocate. Trying to expose his “not knowing,” the doctor yells, “No, it’s their
         runway, Jim.”[24]   Jim stops, begins to cry, and admits that he cannot remember what his parents look
         like. The two embrace and Jim, in a dull drone, repeats a Latin lesson, “Amatus sum, amatus es, amatus est”[25]   (“I am loved, you are loved, he/she is loved”). His tears and reference to his
         parents signal an inkling that he is growing to understand that his attraction to
         his oppressor is misdirected, but his innocence is not yet dead.
      

      
      The death of Jim’s innocence comes near the end of the film, encoded in the symbol
         of his suitcase and his deathlike appearance. While in the camp, Jim carries his possessions
         in a suitcase. He cares for one item in particular, an image of two parents putting
         two children to bed. Torn from a magazine, the image is Norman Rockwell’s painting
         Freedom from Fear. As the war nears its end, Sgt. Nagata moves prisoners from the camp, and Jim packs
         his suitcase, carefully placing Freedom from Fear on top of everything else. While marching, Jim grows weary and begins reciting the
         Latin phrases, “Amatus sum, amatus es, amatus est.” Echoing the Mustang air attack and perhaps finally accepting that his life will
         never look like the domestic bliss of Freedom from Fear, he walks near the ocean, stops, and throws his suitcase into the sea. In the making-of
         documentary The China Odyssey, Spielberg describes the significance of the suitcase. Referring to it as a “box,”
         the director explains to Bale, “Everything you once were is contained in this small
         box,” and he continues: “It’s interesting to think of this box as everything you used
         to be.”[26] When Jim throws the suitcase in the water, he puts to death the child he was, and,
         captured in Rockwell’s image, an innocent childhood dream of domestic bliss. The film
         manifests this psychological death in Jim’s physical appearance. At the end of the
         film, Jim is placed with other children who were separated from their parents. When
         the adults arrive, the children are vibrant, looking for their parents in the group
         of adults. Jim, however, appears like one who is dead. He stands unresponsive and
         emotionless. His skin is pale. His eyes are sunken and lifeless. The death of his
         innocence has culminated in the eradication of his humanity.
      

      
      Worlds prioritizes Ray’s attempting to physically protect his family as those who “cannot
         pose a threat,” while also trying to preserve Rachel’s “not knowing.” Like Jim, the
         Ferriers encounter physical colonial violence, imagined through the science-fiction
         register of an alien invasion. Aliens murder countless masses of people, sometimes
         incinerating them, at other times draining them of blood. Cataclysmic colonial violence
         extends to human infrastructure: aliens destroy buildings, crash an airplane, and
         sink a ferry boat. They also perform violence on the land, planting bloody alien tentacles
         throughout the soil. Within this world of violence, humans also become oppressors,
         performing violence on each other. For example, when the Ferriers attempt to cross
         the Hudson River, a group attacks their minivan and threatens Ray’s life. Unable to
         defend his family, Ray and his children wander on foot like refugees. They soon find
         themselves near the frontline of the war, and Robbie, who left to fight the aliens,
         appears to die in the attack. Ray flees with Rachel, and a man named Harlan (Tim Robbins)
         takes them in. Harlan, however, grows increasingly agitated, and his agitation threatens
         to alert nearby aliens to their presence. In order to protect Rachel and survive,
         Ray kills Harlan.
      

      
      Ray also works to preserve Rachel’s innocence by limiting her senses of sight and
         hearing, although his efforts ultimately fail. Early in the film, the family finds
         shelter in the house of his ex-wife, Mary Ann (Miranda Otto). That night, a plane
         crashes and destroys the neighborhood. Before walking through the wreckage, Ray tells
         Rachel, “Keep your eyes only on me. Don’t look down. Don’t look around.”[27]   Ray also tries to shield his daughter from Harlan’s corpse. He blindfolds Rachel,
         places her hands over her ears, and instructs her to sing a lullaby to herself. Ray,
         however, cannot sustain Rachel’s “not knowing.” As Ray and Rachel sleep in Harlan’s
         basement, an alien surprises them. Ray kills the alien, but Rachel runs away in a
         panic. When Ray sees Rachel, an alien tripod confronts and abducts her. Rachel now
         sees, hears, and “knows” all of that from which Ray tried to protect her. She has
         become like Jim, the “ideal victim.” Ray finds Rachel after his own capture. Like
         Jim, Rachel appears as one who is dead: unresponsive, emotionless, and blank. Now
         that she “knows,” her innocence and humanity seem all but lost.
      

      
      Notwithstanding the apparent loss of humanity, the films minimize the effects of colonial
         violence though gestures of embrace, trivializing and stabilizing suffering. Empire’s gesture of embrace concludes with two sets of images: a scene where Jim embraces
         his mother and a representation of the loss of childish things. At the end of the
         film, Jim is placed with other orphaned children. He appears as if he has lost his
         humanity, so much so that his father does not recognize him. His mother almost passes
         him by but pauses. “Jamie?” she asks.[28]  Jim gazes at his mother and touches her face and hair. The diegetic sounds slowly
         disappear, and the lullaby Jim sang at the beginning of the film, “Suo Gân” fills
         the soundtrack. Non-diegetically, Jim sings to himself: “Sleep my baby, at my breast,
         / ‘Tis a mother’s arms round you. / Make yourself a snug, warm nest. / Feel my love
         forever new.”[29]  Jim embraces his mother. The camera focuses on Jim’s eyes, and, in slow motion,
         they close, with a deep sense of rest and resolve. The love Jim misplaced on Japanese
         invaders has now found its proper place. In his mother’s embrace, he becomes the infant
         subject of the lullaby, a baby at rest in his mother’s arms. 
      

      
      This first gesture of embrace is accompanied by a second image, the final image of
         the film: Jim’s suitcase floating in Shanghai’s harbor. The image refers not only
         to Jim’s throwing his suitcase into the sea but also echoes the opening of the film.
         In Empire’s first image, the camera looks down on moving water. Flowers float past the camera,
         as do several broken coffins. A Japanese ship hits the coffins. If the opening images
         are a funeral, then the final image is one as well. Jim’s suitcase replaces the coffins,
         but a Chinese boat bumps the suitcase. At first glance, the image possesses a potential
         richness. Japanese colonial violence has obliterated many things, including Jim’s
         innocence. However, the penultimate maternal embrace trivializes its richness. As
         See rightly argues, the embrace “pretends that a moment of enfoldment cancels a corrosive
         harm—that Jim is not a casualty of war.”[30]   Indeed, part of Jim has died—his epistemological innocence; however, once embraced,
         his restful eyes and the non-diegetic lullaby suggest that he will not continue to
         exist inside of colonial trauma. If Freedom from Fear represents his dream of domestic bliss, then he possesses a version of that dream
         inside his mother’s embrace. The suitcase connotes death, but the colonial violence
         he endured only killed childish things, the condition of epistemological innocence.
         Thus, the embrace not only trivializes colonial violence, it stabilizes any disorientation
         the violence might cause. 
      

      
      Worlds also ends with a gesture of embrace, and like Empire, the gesture contains two sets of images. After the aliens inexplicably die, Ray
         and Rachel arrive in Boston, where his ex-wife, Mary Ann, was headed before the alien
         attack. Mary Ann sees them approaching and opens the front doors. Rachel runs to her
         mother. The two embrace, and both mother and daughter weep openly. Ray, exhausted
         from his colonial ordeal, observes at a distance. Mary Ann’s husband and in-laws emerge
         from the house, but soon Ray sees another figure, a figure who rushes out to him.
         “Robbie? Robbie?” Ray asks.[31]   Robbie survived the frontline, and the two look into each other’s eyes. Ray appears
         reassured, proud, and thankful. In disbelief, Robbie whispers, “Hi, Dad. Hi, Dad.
         Hi, Dad,”[32]   but before Robbie can finish, Ray embraces him. Like Empire, Worlds ends in the reestablishment of the domestic sphere, where children are at rest and
         safe in their parents’ arms. 
      

      
      After these domestic embraces, the film turns to a second set of images and a voice-over,
         describing God’s embrace of humanity. After Ray embraces Robbie, the image cuts to
         a wide shot of war-torn Boston. The camera zooms from Boston to a tree, then to a
         branch, to an un-blossomed flower, zooming closer and closer down to microscopic things.
         The narrator’s voice (Morgan Freeman) concludes the film: 
      

      
      
         From the moment the invaders arrived, breathed our air, ate and drank, they were doomed.
            They were undone, destroyed, after all of man’s weapons and devices had failed, by
            the tiniest creatures that God in his wisdom put upon this Earth. By the toll of a
            billion deaths, man had earned his immunity, his right to survive among this planet’s
            infinite organisms. And that right is ours against all challenges, for neither do
            men live, nor die, in vain.[33]  
         

         
      

      Through immunity to microorganisms, humanity possesses a biological right to existence,
         secured by Divine Providence against colonial violence. Rather than domestic embrace,
         the embrace here is a Divine embrace of humanity. The Divine embrace of humanity reinforces
         the domestic embrace, stabilizing the rupture of colonial violence with a cosmic reassurance.
      

      
      Like Empire, Worlds’s gestures of embrace imply that the characters will not continue to exist inside
         of colonial trauma and that daily life can go on undisturbed. The family’s embrace
         suggests that Ray and his children are likely wounded by colonial violence; nevertheless,
         they appear both physically and psychologically intact within the embrace. Although
         colonial violence appeared to strip Rachel of her humanity, that damage appears non-existent
         in her mother’s embrace. Like Jim, she is not a casualty of war. There is also little
         or no acknowledgment that Harlan’s death weighs on Ray. The film trivializes colonial
         violence as not possessing the power to affect life after war. Like See observes,
         the familial embrace in Worlds does not raise questions about how the family will fare in a post-war existence. 
      

      
      Furthermore, the concluding voice-over offers a stabilizing assurance that normal
         life can be resumed, particularly with the imputation of a theological meaning for
         suffering. As a meditation on 9/11, the mass suffering experienced in both the film
         and in America need not interrupt American life in any significant way. Analogous
         to Jim’s normalcy after Japanese invasion, life can return to normalcy for the Ferriers.
         For 9/11, the resumption of normal life demands that the rupture of violence be stabilized
         as meaningful. Like the suffering humanity endures in the film’s voice-over, the deaths
         of 9/11 are sacrificial deaths, and sacrifice constitutes the way America earns its
         survival, from the Revolutionary War to the War on Terror. If the death of innocent
         civilians threatens to destabilize or ask difficult questions regarding American life,
         the ending of the film provides a sentimental, stabilizing answer. By even a “billion”
         sacrificial deaths, America earned its “right” to “survive.” Sacrifice functions as
         God’s Divine guarantee for America’s continued existence. In America’s survival, no
         one dies in vain. What See argues about Saving Private Ryan applies here: the answers of embrace stabilize suffering. 
      

      
      In addition to the trivialization and stabilization of embrace, innocence performs
         two other functions relative to colonial violence: first, the suffering of white characters
         in Empire and Worlds displaces the suffering of colonized Others and, second, this displays a historical
         amnesia regarding how that suffering came to be. Generalizing from the films, these
         features suggest that the white Western Self often imagines itself as a victim, unwilling
         to remember the violence constitutive of its existence. In addition to Miriam Ticktin’s
         claim that innocence creates ideal victims, she notes that it also creates another
         figure: the suffering witness whose experience displaces the actual sufferer and who
         is susceptible to historical amnesia.[34]  In the context of organizations like MSF, humanitarian workers witness suffering,
         and they often identify with sufferers. In identifying, a witness recognizes a shared
         humanity with the victim. Identification, however, can become problematic. In “identifying
         with the suffering of the Other,” Ticktin notes, the witness “can too quickly slip
         into feeling” that she has become the “sufferer” and therefore performs a displacement,
         an absorption, a supersession or an “erasure” of the “actual suffering subject.”[35]  In displacing the actual suffering, the witness becomes a suffering witness. 
      

      
      In displacing the actual sufferer, the suffering witness can engage in historical
         amnesia, or an innocent “not knowing” about the history of injustice that she now
         attempts to undo; intellectuals of several traditions have noted that white colonial
         subjects also display historical amnesia. For Ticktin, the suffering witness can be
         so distracted by her feelings of suffering that she can choose “not to know” how injustices
         came to be or how she might be implicated.[36]  Historical amnesia functions as “a form of deflection,” or an “obliviousness,”[37]  in which the suffering witness elides an epistemological questioning of her own
         political innocence. The suffering witness possesses the option to “not know” whether
         she represents a history of harm to the sufferer. In a similar register, black intellectual
         James Baldwin describes a comparable phenomenon among white Americans who choose to
         “not know” about historical injustice. In a letter to his nephew, Baldwin writes,
         “The crime of which I accuse my country and my countrymen . . . [is] that they have
         destroyed and are destroying hundreds of thousands of lives and do not know it and
         do not want to know it. . . . It is the innocence which constitutes the crime.”[38]  Innocence, for Baldwin, coincides with a historical amnesia that prevents white
         America from seeing its captivity to a distorted account of the past. That same white
         innocence is at the heart of the colonial project[39]  because, as historian Gloria Wekker notes, white innocence denies or disavows that
         current existential circumstances are rooted in a colonial history of violence and
         structural racism.[40] 
      

      
      Empire and Worlds exhibit the features of displacement and historical amnesia, albeit in modified ways.
         Before returning to the films themselves, a brief word is required regarding the films’
         treatment of colonial violence. Both films tell stories of colonialism, but their
         narratives portray white characters as objects of colonial violence. Given that white
         European colonial violence tended to inflict violence on non-white bodies, the inversion
         is notable but not unique. Historian Lorenzo Veracini, for example, has discussed
         films like Avatar (2009), District 9 (2009), and Cowboys and Aliens (2011), which display a similar pattern.[41]   In inverting the white Subject of colonial violence with its indigenous Object,
         these films perform a displacement or erasure of the colonized body, similar to Ticktin’s
         suffering witness. In encouraging audiences to identify with Jim, Ray, Rachel, and
         Robbie precisely as sufferers of colonial violence, the films draw attention away
         from the stories of indigenous peoples in the colonial encounter. 
      

      
      It is within this broad understanding of displacement that we turn to the particular
         ways Empire and Worlds enact displacement and historical amnesia. Empire performs displacement through Jim’s experience, which overwhelms the film’s critique
         of British imperialism; likewise, Jim’s suffering engages in an amnesia, an obliviousness
         to the history of the suffering depicted in the film. Although Jim suffers as a white
         innocent victim, he does not exist completely “outside history.”[42]   Rather, through dramatic irony, the film performs a subtle critique of British
         colonial injustice. British wealth exists in close physical proximity to Chinese suffering,
         particularly through Jim’s encounter with the colonial Others: the beggar, the homeless
         boy, and “Amah.” The critique hinges upon how indifferent and unmoved British characters
         are to their proximity to Chinese suffering, whether it is Jim’s mistreatment of “Amah”
         or Jim’s father’s explanation of “luck” and “hard work.” The most forceful critique
         centers on “Amah.” After the Japanese invasion is underway, Jim discovers “Amah” plundering
         the home. Indignant, Jim questions her. “Amah” stops, walks up to Jim, strikes him
         on the face, and leaves with the plunder. Jim responds with shock. Through dramatic
         irony, an audience can see both indifference and shock as problematic. Ultimately,
         however, Jim’s experience supersedes the critique. When Jim embraces his mother, his
         fate eclipses the fate of the beggar, the boy, or “Amah.” Whatever critique their
         presence made, embrace renders them forgettable. Jim’s attainment of white domestic
         bliss has eclipsed them. The film offers no specific account of their wartime or post-war
         experience. Only Jim’s experience is accounted for. Their suffering loses any bearing
         on British colonial life after the war. 
      

      
      Similar to the erasure of Chinese suffering, the film de-historicizes the century-long
         destabilization of China that led, in part, to both Chinese suffering and Jim’s. The
         settlement was established after the Treaty of Nanking, the treaty that the British
         Empire forced China to sign at the end of the First Opium War (1839–1842). Described
         by the British as a battle for free trade,[43]   the war began when Chinese officials caught British merchants smuggling opium into
         the port of Canton (Guangzhou).[44]   Through military and technological superiority,[45]   the British won a war that began the so-called Chinese “century of humiliation,”[46]   whereby various imperial powers, including Japan, invaded Chinese territory. As
         the years of these military interventions destabilized China, the rural Chinese “peasantry
         were plunged into a poverty cycle and millions crowded into the cities and towns,”[47]   the kind of poverty depicted in Empire. What the film renders as opaque is the reality that Jim’s colonial suffering and
         what he witnesses were both made possible by the wealth and innocence he enjoyed inside
         the settlement. Which is to say, when Japan invaded China, they were simply following
         a set of imperial procedures the British Empire began more than a century earlier.
      

      
      Likewise, Worlds’s epilogue supersedes white Western use of microorganisms to perform colonial violence
         against indigenous peoples; furthermore, the discourse about the film performs historical
         amnesia regarding the violence that indigenous peoples have experienced in North America.
         While scholars debate the role of disease in the European genocide of indigenous peoples
         in North America, most agree that white settlers took advantage of the diseases they
         brought overseas with them,[48]   including “smallpox, measles, influenza, bubonic plague, cholera, whooping cough,
         malaria, scarlet fever, typhus, and diphtheria,” which not only caused widespread
         deaths, but also social upheaval through “blindness, deafness, disfigurement, and
         the loss of caregivers to indigenous North Americans.”[49]   One of the most discussed intentional uses of disease against indigenous peoples
         took place during the French and Indian War (1754–1763).[50]   In 1763, Delaware, Shawnee, and Mingo tribes attacked British outposts and laid
         siege to Fort Pitt (now Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania). In a parley with the tribes, Captain
         Ecuyer “gave blankets and a handkerchief from the smallpox hospital,”[51]   to the tribes’ representatives, after which “smallpox epidemics spread throughout
         the tribes of the Ohio River Valley.”[52]   Historian Elizabeth A. Fenn argues that this was not an isolated incident in the
         1700s, and she grounds her claim in both historical documents from settlers and indigenous
         peoples’ oral histories.[53]   Against a colonial history where colonizers leveraged their immunity against indigenous
         peoples, Worlds performs more than just a mere white displacement of indigenous sufferers. Rather,
         if Worlds had imagined colonization as being informed by America’s colonial history, alien
         diseases would have ravaged Jim, Rachel, and Robbie. The inversion of colonized survival
         with colonizer deaths effectively erases the holocaust of indigenous bodies and renders
         the colonizer as the true victim of colonial history.
      

      
      As a meditation on American experience of 9/11, Worlds and the discourse surrounding the War on Terror display a historical amnesia regarding
         the colonial violence that made North American expansion possible. Some of the discourse
         around the film and the War on Terror includes the work of philosopher Giorgio Agamben.
         While Agamben never mentions 9/11 and the War on Terror in his so-called “Homo Sacer
         series,” readers of his work have applied his exploration of the structural similarities
         between a democratic nation and a totalitarian state to President George W. Bush’s
         post-9/11 policies.[54]   For example, political scientist Rens Van Munster notes that Agamben’s “state of
         exception” is a space in which law is suspended due to extraordinary circumstances.[55]   The War on Terror, however, establishes a permanent or indefinite state of exception,
         and Van Munster sees “the Guantanamo Bay detention centre” as an echo of Nazi concentration
         camps.[56]   Similarly, rhetorician Joshua Gunn’s reading of Worlds argues that the film participates in ideological support of the War on Terror, reaffirming
         the same rhetorical strategies as Bush’s statecraft: cultivating the need for “feelings
         of survival and vengeance” and affirming that the War on Terror is rightly understood
         not as an exception but “the rule.”[57]   Within a colonial conception of historical amnesia, the discourse surrounding Agamben,
         the War on Terror, and Worlds is helpful, but it recapitulates historical amnesia. From a colonial perspective,
         indigenous peoples might argue that America’s founding is, in fact, an instantiation
         of a state of exception. Whether in residential schools or reservations lacking basic
         services, it is not too much to claim that indigenous peoples have lived as those
         occupying the equivalent of Nazi concentration camps or Guantanamo Bay detention centers.
         Worlds and the discourse surrounding it forget that the War on Terror does not constitute
         a shift or change in American identity. An unending war on indigenous bodies and ways
         of life has been the rule, not the exception.
      

      
      Our reading of Empire and Worlds suggests that the white Western Self functions as a displacing identity who is tempted
         to imagine itself as an innocent victim, unable and unwilling to remember and reflect
         upon the colonizing violence constitutive of its existence. If Baldwin is correct
         that “innocence . . . constitutes the crime,” and if embrace reifies innocence, then
         white Westerners would do well to consider the possibility that any rhetorical attempts
         to console or reassure might very well perform an erasure (intended or otherwise)
         of the colonized Other, of an actual sufferer, from our memory. Far from an isolated
         incident, our acts of displacement and forgetfulness run the risk of moving from one
         site of violence to another, repeating our own history rather than reflecting upon
         it. The violent displacing of the Other will remain constitutive of the white Western
         Self as long as we refuse to critically engage with our displacements of Others. Our
         existence will never be innocent under these conditions.
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