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The Charge of the Real

Embodied Knowledge and Cinematic Consciousness

{ fened people’s reactions o “real” death and “mawie” death fascinatin
—HASKELL WEXILER §

Tl_w mtegr‘a.tiun of documentary lootage into fiction films often causes some

tlun_g n! astr in the popular press. Although the practice dates back u;n l-h.v -.-:.-rlT
?ngmumgﬁ. of cinema, what has atracted current attention 1o it and raised (l }
issue ol media ethics is the particular manner in which new digital t::i. hin I“

gies have transformed this practice by supposedly making such integrat r: :'J-
seamless as to undermine the public's ability o differentiate Fact ﬁ'{:tlnlﬁl:liu-ln
li.u:.u-ul from the imaginary or “irreal.™ Thus, the media hype: lirnil arcundd tf l:
digital wonders of Forrest Gump (Robert Zemeckis, I.I.}Lj.l::l’, wl.li:'ILi inseried iltt
cponymous hero into news footage of and conversation with v.u-iuu; real ’ni:
torical ix-!'suuugtrs; and then around the ethics of Contact (Roberi EIZt:rnJu Li-.‘r

1gg7), wlml'll lifted footage from a televised news conference of President {“illll
ton r:mhm-;lmg over NASA's very real announcement that it mi].,rh'lul:m-v tonamel
microscopic signs of life in a Martian meteorite so as to authenticate tl|.u filin’s
science-fictional discovery of intelligent life in the universe. |

1 I.m:-uhl like: ter siress here the difference between the not real and the srreal. Whereas the
Furmr: i1 If-ar.l:r conrasted to our caltural and historical sense of what ,,-,,.,\m“,,..., 1] ‘ t,..l RED
||.| a patently “impossible,” “fantastic,” or even “implavsible” fiction ), the irreal is e I
diwctory to the real but, rather, contrary to it Which is 1o say than the 5r'“.a|.'t5 ,“.:, -,.”;“.1:|:,“.I:::-:.r
the real. In our relations o the rreal we do et first prosit real l.‘:liihl{':l'll.;L" S0 A% :.Jp :}ﬁ-; rh:h' I
Juedgment .ql.l‘:ltll.l.ﬂ the reality of what we see; instead, the real is “hracketed” a.rwl il off 1o l.llm- \u|i
as a noncriterion of the work's meaning, colierence, or plausibility. For t|u1hl£'|linr| 0 1IH'-.:|I-'
I!nr_lmn see Jean-Pierre Meunier, Les siructures de Uexperience frlmeque { Louy: Iil1"l-ihr;1i “. L|” iver
::l.m.q-_ Lyl’:&.p:l; Meunicr's brief phenomenology of our cinematic l‘lluagi‘“"lt'll.h wilh :Tu }I:u nlm'
t::l;;ulrit}{im-1rr!mrrlnr.}, the documentary, -m:.l the fiction film informs mucl of what follows
5 d i _lrru uced and glossed im my essay “Toward a Phenomenology of Monfictional Fxpe-
rience,” in Callectong Viable Evidence, e, Michacl Renow and Janc “4i|:l1.‘ﬁ.{M'i d li -‘:' i I'
sity of Minnesota Press, 1g0h), 241-54. . . e
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The irony, of course, is that, in both instances, filin viewers were hardly
sonfused or fooled. Indeed, Forrest Gump depended for much of its humor
n our ability to see through its apparently seamless confusions of historical

ion and historical document—ithat is, to differentiate cach logical iype ol
eprescntation soas o delightin their comic fusions and marvel at the filim's
echnical achievement.? Contact also provoked this differentiation, albeitin
o manner that deflated rather than heightened its drama. Striving for

erisimilitude and credibility to ground its scien ce-fictional premise, the film
miscalculated the effect of using the Clinton footage—less because of
ethical issues it subsequently raised (Clinton was “horrowed™ without
ng asked) than because Clinton's news conference was still - relatively
h in the public's memory when the film was released. Thus, rather than

5pa.mntl~_r authenticating the narrative’s fetional status, the footage
dermined and broke our engagement with the narrative’s irreality by
hositing within it a more familiar realm of existence—namely, that realm
live as real. When 1 saw Forrest Gump, nearly everyone in the theater smiled
laughed at the digitally achieved admixtures of real and irreal figures and
events and saw them as part of the game that was the film's outrageous his-
torical revisionism, When | saw Contart, however, at the point of the Clinton
news conference nearly everyone in the theater who had been intent on the
screen and immersed in the narrative seemed suddenly to remove them-
elves to their seats, where they rustled and murmured at being so abruptly
back into the immediate historical present. In both instances, despite
unprecedented seamless stitching together of fictional and documentary
ages, most viewers were clearly able to tell the difference between them.
deed, after the release of Contact, listening to numerous sound bites from
“debates in which reporters stood up in ethical outrage to protect the sup-
posedly confounded and stupid public {from which, apparently, they were
exempt), 1 tound myself wondering just who was fooling whom.?

g, Itisworth emphasizing that this differentiation of two loggical types of representation are
ot dependent on textial signifiers of their difference bt rather on the spectaton’s exiratex:
tual and cultsal knewledge and consequent relation o the images on the sereen. Fchoing Meu
nier's plenomenology of cinematic ielentification, this is o say that what differentiates one log-
ical type (real news [ootage) from the other (irreal but verisimilar fiction] is the viewer's
relationship to the image and its congents aml pot solely cinematic cues,

5. Theie is a certain hysteria evident in both popular and arademic writing about people
{usually never the writer) not being able t tell manipulated images from unmanipulated ones
- Although this is a discursive concern thiat dates from Plato onward in various guises, it has been
~ revitalieed by digitization, which homogenizes all ingaat as binary code. Nonetheless, Perer
Lunenfeld reminds us in “Digital Photography: The Dubitative Image,” in Swap to Grad: A Uver’s
~ Coneidele fo Digital Aris, Media, mod Cuitures (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, gooo): “The ways in which

digital technologies break down whatever remaims ol our inherited faith in the indexical rela-
tionship between the photwograph and its object are of obvious importance 1o the epislemology
and politics of an image-saturated culure. This overwhelming attention 1o the dubitative, w
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periences in which we engage the cinema as hoth fiction and documen-
ery often in relation to the same flm and ofien regardless of those
situtional regulations of spectatorship that would cue and fix our engage-
¢ with what we see on the sereen.® In particular, and as a dramatic way
s focus these issues, [ want to emphasize here the fiction flm’s intersections
th documentary—and its quite common arousal (purposeful or not) of
hat we might call the viewer's “documentary consciousness™ a particular
e of embodied and ethical spectatorship that informs and transforms
epace of the irreal into the space of the real. =
Grounding this inquiry, however, is what seems an inaugural paradox—
one that emerges explicitly in my opening remarks. On the one hand, 've
aid that despite the seamless conjunctions of cinematic fiction and docu-
mented fact, we usually know the difference between the two as they exist
nd interact in the same film. On the other hand, I've also suggested that,

insofar_as all l'il1l‘llllifiﬂjﬁlu!]_‘__L‘gll_li'njl_[‘_n_n}'_t‘l wnposed ol i:ﬁﬁgﬁi‘tﬂ
—ds be they fictional or factual, there is no necessary difference between
e two at all. Certainly, we cannot resolve this paradox il we only ook to the
Tilm as an objective text. Rather, its resolution lies in our recognition that the
designations fiction_and_documentary name not_merely objective and
abstracled cinematic thing ished and characterized Tistorically by
particular textual features but name also—and perhaps more signiicanty=—
stinctive subjective relations 10 a variely of cinematic objects, whatever their
tual Teatures. In sum, what the generic terms fiction and dorumentary des-
ate are an experienced dilference in_our_mode of consciouisness, our
toward and our valuation of the cinematic objects we engage,
T me begim frst with a briel gloss on those raditiona gcuﬁw_tﬁirim—
\inations (more stable in theory than in actual experience) that would
' ground an inquiry into the intersection of fiction hlm with documentary in
the presumption of each as a diserete representational form. Historically, the
fiction film has engaged the documentary through avariety of institutional-
ized practices that explicitly play with the relationship hetween the two forms
- and thus point to rather than obliterate their difference.
One such practice is the already-mentioned inrlusion of docwmentary footage
within the fiction film: in Contaet such inclusion was disruptive of the fiction,
but we could also puint to a fictional work like The Unbearable Lightness of
Being ( Philip Kaufman, 1988), where documentary footage seemed integral
' to (albeit stylistically differentiated from) the fiction, grounding its urgencies

6. For an extremely useful discussion emphasizing the institutional constraings that affec
the spectator's hieran hical ordering of texiual features, production of meaning, and alfective

positioning see Roger Oddin, “For a Semio-Pragmatics of Film.” trans. Clandine Lourname, n The

Fibm Spectator: From S to Mind, ed. Warren Bucklaned {Ammsterdam: Amsterdam University Press,
195}, 2rg-2hi Tam grateful 1o Jim Moran for bringing this text o iy aftention.
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:.:: lhll: :':i:-'mrilr;a] rr.-u]i'll}' of the 1968 Soviet invasion of Prague rather
5 ::.T:]]!r,;];rh::i::;]]:il:?ng the irreality of its romantic drama, Whether hi
that irwasiun. s wn.-II{-:_: :;J::ET"-l; r_m:ri} ol familiar with the P“"Ii'i'lli'arlg
tation rajses 2 “m.m_'{ i l? the |I|.5l(:-ru'al1|m'.lgus of its cinemaiic d::cnmenf
ever, insofar as a 1:]_1 4 1 ; Is1m|| re ated [fl ssues 1 will explore turther. 3
il w_“:d;:: lL:.ffj{I'JI.I?t_'d the filim's fll‘}l"lll:'l'j{‘lllilr}’ tootage iy ;15 :“:
Contaci—it is I.Ilul'gl lh-u; t:::.-;rﬁ l;lr ;‘f”'flululm h':ltr_'l_::'ng the Clinton Fr""“g;i‘
or retreat from the ir 1 ; ssible her or his reacuon would be a bregy 4, i
retr rom the irreality of the fiction. In this regard, there is al i
tf‘! JFK f{‘}]wur Stone, 1991), in which the r_Iurtuneml.'u}' I'nut: r!k-j lh'emm
]:-.E‘t'llll!Fi}" s assassination and the jailhouse shooting of Jack Rul ‘“‘-’L vghi
lized with fictional drama into what was an impassioned rhete “_?"-.’ .IM‘W
that generated great controversy. As Linda Williams pllti. i:nm

I“Inul;nh:e was put to the service of what some might call
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ier at the schoolhouse door with George Wallace, at an anti=Vietnam War
L and into conversation with Presidents Kennedy, Johnson, and Nixon,
t Gump may be the most technically advanced example (at least at the
me 1'm writing this).” Nonetheless, both Citizen Kane (Orson Welles, 1941)
E Zelig (Woody Allen, 1983) did this sort of thing much earlier and just as
ffectively in terms of compositing the irreal and the real o advance and
A plir;;a,q.:-_ the verisimilitude of their narratives as well as the viewer's
hermeneutic enjoyment,
.Fil:lion film has also regularly practiced the approfriation of conventional
peumentary stylistic conventions to both comic and dramatic effect: these
selude voice-over narration; the presence ol ersatz interviewers both on-
nd offscreen; direct address 1o camera and audience by onscreen charac-
ters: interior use of visual materials that are considered “documents,” such
-Phnmgrnphs anel raw lilm footage; and handheld cameras that often enact
*mis-takes” of attention that, in a fiction, would usually be relegated o the
utting room Hoor, One well-known example of such stylistic appropriation

the comic mode is This Is Spinal Tap (Rob Reiner, 1984), a film that paro-
s the “rockumentary” and presumes its audiences will understand and
delight in its lictional play and exaggeration of the music and concert docu-
tary's textual features, Hushands and Wives (Woody Allen, 1gg2), how-
r, uses documentary style to more serious etfect; it serves both as an effi-
nt way to elide and distill dramatic time and event and as an overt
distancing device thatallows interruption of and commentary on its lictional
drama. Nonetheless, despite its formal announcements and enactments of
its nonfictional status, Hushands and Wives is hardly mistaken by most view-
ers for a documentary (except at certain moments, of which more later,
when such a mistake by the viewer is not a mis-take at all). Indeed, th'ﬁpiltr
their respective differences, both these examples presuppose a competent
spectator necessarily able wo generically and swylistically differentiate between
documentary and fiction flm so as 1o sufficiently enjoy the precision of
| Spinal Tap's parody or 1o sufliciently appreciate the strategy in Hushands and
Wives of constructing ironic contradictions between its characters as they
reveal themselves in dramatic action and as they reflect upon themselves for
the edification of a narratively projected documentary film audience.

The fiction film has also borrowed from the documentary in yet

another—and extremely popular—way that does not necessitate using doc-
umentary footage, compositing fictional with documentary images, or

appropriating documentary conventions 1o constitute an existential con-

0. O the implications of digital imaging techoologies and their “reality™ effects see Stephen
Prince, “True Lies: Percepiual Realism, Digital lmages, and Film Theory, " in Fifm (Quarterty: Foty
Years—A Selection, edd. Brian Henderson and Ann Martin {Berkeley: University of California

Press, toog), age-gi1
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nection to the temporal continuum that is, for spectators, their 1

wal world. Fiction films regularly cast eultural celebritie
presence of celebrities in (he

eal hisgg,,
LS. " The
Aar, |“..w=
Catles he
and SOMetimeg
: . y. As a genre, scienpe
. ! : H0s, to authenticate the diegetic fantasy, had :
vention of casting actual radio and television news celebrities 1o repn
the global progress of the encroaching menace to the planet. In 1I|Ei:r::‘mI
tactwas just following a fairly traditional generic practice—except it rl.j}i W
“cast” the real Clinton and have him speak irreal dialogue but used h"'_ﬂl
unawares and appropriated an actual speech he gave on a nu;-r-m' I,I]“.
related topic. (Zemeckis tells an interviewer, “Clinton gave his lT-ﬂ"s |-:L-}-
sp_-::{--:-h and Iswear to God itwas like i0was scripted for this IHU'I.'it'. ‘nr:l.' ol
.‘\i':!ld the line "We will continue to listen closely o what it has o say,' 1 alm
died. | stood there with my mouth hanging open.™) '™ As |||t‘nt'|:jllu':l‘ 0y f’-s'l
ously, this nearly contemporaneous inclusion appeared w l}u{'kﬁ.l'l‘ F tt:]:':
ever, |.|ndr:rmining the fantasy with 100 much real-world speciliciy, ..1‘\ well
as rasing questions about media ethics, .

A more common and successful instance of casting “real celebrities” (them-
selves an oxymoronic “composite” of fictional and documentary Images) s
Dave (Ivan Reitman, 1gg3), a mild political comedy based on imi‘:rwm;uh 11
and the confusion between authentic behavior and performance. 'I'Ihi.-. ubwi-
nuﬂljf.' trreal (il verisimilar) narrative about a presidential look-alike who has to
pertorm as the “real thing” (a double role played by Kevin Kline) |'l.'".II!IIrt:‘~i a
gr?.:u_{i]}' number of cameo appearances by “real celebrities” who double the 1;l;l
ol “impersonation” by authenticating it. The roster includes talk show hosts Jaw
Leno and Larry King; the bickering televisual MelLaughlin Group; i_ml:'n:;-.i;m.-.
m_:rh as Tip O'Neill; an array of well-known rEPOTTers, inrluc;iuq i it'|l:'t:|
1 hnmaa:. and Nina Totenberg; and, in one of the film's funniest scenes, film-
maker Oliver Stone awempting unsuccessfully 1o convinee others of a politi-
cal cunsplir;lcy involving the president in an Iidentit}r switch. Indeed, Dawv's
g\‘_:'ﬂllt_' satire depends on a certain existential ballast o ground its Fragile irve-
-.|1ht}-——1h:' real celebrities used not implicitly to verify or authenticate the fic-
tion but rather used explicitly to preserve the fiction by making the real com-
plicit with it (rather than the other way round). Thus, :;guin. the audience was
m:“hw. confused nor fooled as to who, in the film, were real celebrities
Appearing as themselves and who were real eelebrities playing irreal characters
(i this case Klein and Sigourney Weaver),

For the most part, then, we do seem to know the difference between fiction

. narrative {whether as movie s
reporter, talk show host, or political figure) supposedly anthen
hetion as “real”™ at the very same time they are paten t-h' {
badly) speaking dialogue apposite an Iy to its irreality. A
fiction Alms of the 1 ar

on-

hen he

Lo, Beajamin Svetkey, “Making Contact,” Erdertoinment Weekdy, July 18, 17, 2q-27
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documentary, and when both come together in v,
r con-fusion or are jarred by their contact in what l-n...':.‘i:;_:i'l_:.._ @iy
_". ced (if not :||"-‘-".11_.'5 intended) Mgmgzndl} :Jfrrfmn.-,—m'nn. Il"!t':*cl.‘, :;:g::“ﬂ*
entional or institutionalized generic discriminations made between rid 3
d documentary film in their respective forms and contents (albeit notin

ir cinematic substance) allow both filmmakers and spectators a rich and
plex play with their admixture. Furthermore, through their practice,
i ions also overtly acknowledge (and congratulate) the mutual
municative competence” of both filmmakers and spccmmm” who
. the epistemological distinctions necessary to usually arrive at a given
lm's appropriate—that is, institutionally sanctioned—cinematic status and
meaning.'*
_ Thus, itis relatively rare when distinetions between fiction and documentary are
posefully and “really” confused in the lilm object iself and the wo repre-
tational forms so complexly interwoven that they confound the specta-
's capacity 1o discriminate precisely between them, resulting in a rich, if
settling, epistemological ambiguity. Here the confusion of fiction and fact
sen't constituted as a self-congratulatory hermeneutic game in which the
P ayers know the rules from the start; indeed, the rules themselves are chal-
lenged—albeit not changed. Certainly, it is this unsettling epistemological
ambiguity that not only structures but also constitutes the titillation, ethical
putrage, and moral charge generated by the undecidable status as document
or fiction of the “snuff” film, which concretizes in the most vital and visceral
way the conundrum of representation qua representation, of “not being
‘able to tell” what the ontological status of an abstracted cinematic inmage
“really is."

In a few instances the aforementioned mockumentaries are also con-
structed in such a manner that they are not easily (and, for some, notatall)
identifiable as such. As Arild Fetveit has putit, a “fake documentary” such as
Forgotten Silver “invites its audience to discover its falseness,” lirst using con-

11 O “communicative competence” see Jirgen Habermas, Communuaion and the Fvolu-
tion of Soctety, trans. Thomas McCarthy (Boston: Beacon, tg7a). For discussion of this compes
tence as it relates 1o Alm specatarship sce my own Fhe Adidress af the Fye: A Pheseamenology of Frlm
Expertence (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, tgz), G=8

12, Odin, “For a Semio-Pragmatics of Film,” discusses this notion of sanction o entral o the
institution of cinema as a socially symbolic network, For example famned T will deal with this fur-
- ther), be writes: “Boredom will b the sanction pronounced by someane going to see a doc-
mentary in the frame of mind of someone going to see a fiction film, Inversely, someone going
b see 3 fiction film in the frame of mind of the reader-actant of a documentary wonld probably
be considered ‘insane,’ for he would be accusee of confusing different levels of reality. It can
be seen that the sanction may apply to the film itself, i its reatment of the materal 15w
cepiable o the institution within whicle it is meant to operate, o the reader-actant, il he
infringes the institutional determinations that are imyrosedd on him” (220).
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ewer Lo decide in favor of the film’s overall status as a fiction, the episte-
sological nature of its parts is highly ambiguous. Indecd, Wexler points to
is ambiguity as it exists not only in the film and its reception butalso in the
ssorical context of which making the film was a part. In the first instance he

ds a bit arrogant (if also accurate) when he tells an interviewer: °1 feel
fident enough o defy anyone, after they have seen Medium Cool, 10 dis-

ond instance, pointing out that the script tor the film was written and regis-

ered with the Writers' Guild well before the Democratic Convention and its

arrounding events, he further describes the ambiguity the film generated

_ reen: “In the making of Medium Cool, the FBI came to me and to Gulf
and Western Corporation with the accusation that [had intentionally caused

riots in the streets of Chicago for purposes of my film. It was necessary for

. e to sign affidavits saving that nothing that I photographed in Chicago, in

relation to the riots, was staged by me. "' Medium Cool's particular and highly
complex admixture of fiction and documentary is a rarity within the institu-
tional circumscriptions of dominant cinematic praxis and social agreements
hat determine and fix the status and funcrion of the cinematic object and its
eived relation to the extracinematic real, Indeed, Medium Coolunsettles
ese determinations, brings to the foreground an overt interrogation of
these kinds of circumscriptions, and explicitly shows up their tenuous and
provisional nature.

We are, in effect, thus led back 1o the worries (however simulated) ex-
pres,wcl by the press in relation to cinematic (and now digital) li*gv:'tlt'umin
that would, through sleight of the eye, erase the boundaries that supposedly
“enable us to distinguish the irreal from the real. Yet, indeed, distinguish
' them is what we actually do almost all the time at the movies—although we
 do not always do it only according to those semiotic and institutionalized reg-
“ulations of spectatorship that would fix our generic engagement with what

we see on the screen. To the degree, however, that we raise such matters as
documentary’s interpolation into fictional texis or fiction's appropriation of
documentary style, the differentiated experience of fiction and documen-
tary as primarily grounded in objective, discrete, and conventional repre-
sentational forms is presupposed—and it is just this presupposition that, it
seems 1o me, our actual experience of taking up a Glm image as real or irreal

Pl.lls 1o {II.Il..'!11'.lli'.li'I.l;IEI

15, Renée Epstein, “An Interview with Haskell Wexler,” Sight and Sound 45. no. 1 (winter
1975-70) 47,

165, Tuse the expression taking g rather than understandimg to emphasize the ative process
of the speciator's engagement in the production of meaning. That is, the film image 15 never
mere hjective date but is always also the caple of an intentional act. Tigkang upris also to be dis
tinguished from making wp, Given that s/ he is always an emboalied social and historical eing,
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h the rabbit is shot and killed; the second, a shorter and plot-culminat-
sequence in which André Jurieu, a human character, is shot and killed.
ctively, both deaths occur in a stylistically coherent narrative that posits
cte autonomy of an irreal—il verisimilar—world.' Both deaths

compl
Ty of the

linked thematically, Not only is the aristocratic and cavalier crue
unt ﬁgurcd early in the film as parallel 1o the extramarital sport for which
naive Jurieu is “fair game,” but also, after Jurieu is shot, one character
licitly describes to another how he was killed straight away and “roflled
r like a rabbit.” On objective grounds then, one might expect that both
aths would be experienced by the competent viewer as occurring in the
ne dicgetic world and as the same lagical types of representation, One might
o expect, by virtue of Jurieu's humanity and the culminating place and
function of his death in the narrative, that his death would be experienced
as more shocking than the rabbit’s—or, since one could argue that the shock
his death is absorbed by our satisfaction at the death's concretization and
solution of narrative elements, if not more shocking then at least more
eply lelt
For me, however, none of this was the case—nor has it
who have been engaged by Rules of the Game. (Boredom andl general dis-
engagement from the flm set up another experiential circumstance, to
hich I will return.}) For me the rabbit's onscreen death was—and still is—a
good deal more shocking and disturbing than the death of the human char-
acter. And this, | would maintain, is because the rabbit's death rupiures the
autonomous and homogenous space of the fiction through which it briefly
pered. Indeed, its quivering death leap transformed fictional into doc-
umentary space, symbolic into indexical representation, my altective invest-
ments in the irreal and lictional into a documentary consciousness charged
with a sense of the world, existence, bodily mortification and mortality, and
all the rest of the real that is in excess of fiction.

Here | would point out that whereas have referred to Jurieu as a human
character, | have not reterred to the rabbitas an animal character 1Uis likely that
prior to the rahbit's death 1 expericnced the fauna beaten out of the forest
for the hunt in some generalized and diffuse way as “quasi characters,” func-
of the narrative and on the premises of the irreal world

been for most oth-

tioning in the service
of the fiction. But if this is so, it follows that [ also perceived them, to some
degree, as never completely characters. Prior o the moment of the rabhit’s
death, | had bracketed its real existential status—that is, put it, quite pre-
cisely, “out of play” and on the “sidelines™ of my critical consciousness. At the
moment of its death, however, the status of its existence abruptly came back

18, Indeed, Renoir's “perpetual hobbyhorse™ in relation 1o cinematic realism was precisely
1o create the "unity” of a narrative worlil, See Jean Renoir, My Life and My Fifms, trans. Norman

Denny {London: Colling, 1g740, 277
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not all that exceptional even as it always seems shocking. Thus, filmmaker

taskell Wexler tells an interviewer:

death and “movie” death fascinating, For

example, in Jean-Luc Godard's Weskend [ 1gb7 ], perhaps twenty prople are dra-

- matically killed, But there is one scene in which the throat of a pig is eut. 1 have

seen the flm several times, and each time that scene appears, the audience
s. They know that they are seeing an animal die. They know that, unlike

the actors, when the director says, “( ait,” the pig will not get up and walk

away.”!

I find people’s reactions 1w “real”

r latently, we arc aware that relative 1o the irreal cinematic
the human actor survives the death of his
rit the same order of care

sum, howeve
nts with which we are engaged,
aracter. Thus, the character's death does notme
we may suddenly feel for the rubbit's or pig's. It does not elicit the same level
of subjective and physical shiver we feel as our very bodies “know” the exis-
tial difference between the character's and the rabhit's or pig's death. Fur-
rmore, the character's death does not cause in us the diffuse sense of guilt
we perhaps feel, as spectators ol the spectacle, about our own small respon-
sibility for the rabbit’s and the pig's death. Which is to say that, however
Tatently, we know and understand that an actor may dic a thousand deaths,
“but this rabbit and this pig only one.
It is important to emphasize that the knowledge that informs these dis-

nctions between the existential status and fate of both the actor and the rab-

bit is primarily extracinematic and extratextual—and it is this knowledge

" and the values entailed by it that allow us to remain engaged with the irreal-

ity of fiction or pull us back into the world we inhabit as real not only because

we are physically bound to it but also because we are ethically implicated in

it. Furthermore, as 1 have suggested, this extratextual knowledge informs
our cinematic experience generally and ata preconscious level—until, that
is, it is explicitly raised to consciousness by something so specifically shock-
ing and existentially particular as, in the case of the Renoir film, the death
of a rabbit. Unlike Jurieu's death, the experiential moment ol the rabbit's
death gains its specific axiold sgical charge of affects and values [rom an exis-
tential and cultural knowledge that exceeds—and contextualizes—the
homogenizing devices of both cinematic and narrative representation.
Indeed, the rabbit’s death challenges these devices, not only pointing o but
also opening into a percei'.':-rl domain of the real, a documentary space
where, in this instance, acsthetic values are suddenly diminished and ethical

ones are greatly heightened.

R
matic—lives of characters is the grounding conceit of film

Suspects, mentiomed alsove. )
21, Epstem, “Interview with Haskell Wesler,”™ 47.

eritic and novelist David Thomson's



272 RESPFONSIBLE VISIONS

In regar i .
ward (o 4t . .
values ij;-li‘i o ::lﬁ spatial ransformation and shift in aesthetic
S, 1L1s worth considering, | :
i . 1wwever, ho L p——— .
i ' S : L ¥ wWOCIHematc y
Jualify our responses and invesunents, Co history

aned “'hira[

_ aned gre

: n

nsider, for example, the rlt':;-h .
I [‘u'

disclaimer crawls th;
U bttt l-I::IdI now appear at the end of American films, iy,

' : ils were mistreated duri ; » Mlarmj
i . 2 ring filming. (We n
in a Fre ikt - (We know ;
th ‘t]:‘lu "H:}I]It" made in the 19305, an animal w-lf] Our Preh )

at these disclaimers wi T e iyl L
fooniibiod] o ners will be there “u l}“"f"ﬂhélﬂnwm.lu-:'!pvric ;
tres l. al discomfort and concern—narrative scenes of an oS-l
g l"‘ SN death as “enacted” abuse. And, in terms ¢ E: ol e
sicdler a fairly notorious counterexample 1o sof g

T, thay
ni k””“'h'dgt

5 Mg
shift i l the transh u~||t|‘l-::~.b'1'w might cop.
: in valies : i ; oal atvon of spyee -
Mﬂﬂl't'fh :: r::::mlv:'r:tl ;cligh~I th of Renoir's fictional rabbit—his, :::F;:if-liim
P inne Pkt i }.1._-;"";:“]“:”[“” .H:'.I.frr.-.md Me (198g). In the --Bunnitl::_.l.
B bing e 1I:i}l:.z.nn- of _tlr.nl film, the killing of a rabbit is m"|| ¥
A o s i .1.1ppclns m_frnnl of the camera, but it d!j:_.'s “d
within it, or the ricrm?; -1;: W |.}1E'(f|:|l‘m;]|j;_' space, the events tha m_'rlf:
Bt Ak pecingoss T|.i; _1lE-III:t.l.dt_'.U| ethical valuation that informs our judg-
3 Abiereal and ih. -mur;llls : tl_t.-illhl_- we h:f‘w been, from the first, in the wu!i
mode of "-qu-'uII].!;'nl'"'y xt hﬂ. ge of the image and thus, from the first, in a
death in oty 1':fr‘_-_,|;u'-1|:t |uu.=-|!v:as u_nd Judgment. Even as the .-ullnhips
erally light, if ironic, tone ks us—its existential finaliry darkening the HI‘HI-
S .ﬁh" ._;:I.s.w{‘"l t]::-;-ls nod cause a shift in o our axi ogical
e e ﬁ|.“_-I“1J fl and the film. Henee, the ethical contoversy
veil rabibie. v i '_“‘ umentary—was generated not by the deml I. :
»which might have lived on as a bunny were it e ihia ﬁhl“1 :I;“:

by what was
A S 5001 48 N s cavali “thi
Muoore's cavalier and “dishanest” alteration and nanip-

ulation ol the te al se
bt s e Illlh‘.lr.‘ﬂ seiuence of real events that had nothing o do w
*rabbit but everything o do with his fiction L

matic purpose.?* alization of real events for dra-

If we acks i '
i wwledee ST T .
edge (both Wt'hlli-ht ol viewer s extracinematic and extratextual knowl-
'|r]:;t|:m|{ d:. 1 2o hnIR dng personally idiosyneratic), and if
i dedee the var: E AR i / = v i wie'
*"‘Ill'l'ir.-m-:i If‘ 1; wiable pressures this knuh'li::lgu exerts on the viewer'
- and valuan A G , : eWEer's
ot e “: 1; |£u|-::_1 ol a given cinematic object, then we might arpue
: ik such “thing” as a docun s ;
S a5 § ‘umentary or fic fil
more accurately, we mi g : tvon film. Or, perhaps
Pl rmtr:lgi.lm might argue that what we call fll‘.){'LItlL-:'llt'lr}-(lﬁ fict F.I
S lC OTny ™ thar ie 3 al ) 101
more d}'n‘un: .! 111£1g.~_. that is, the sedimented and reified ofijects of a much
hinary HH;IL'I'E: ':"[ HJH:!;:':J-TP experience thatis not adequately deseribed ‘b}' such
e erms. This is ned to sav, how il e
: : sav, however, that what ¢ e o
tion or documentary flm is determined solely };}.__. P e i)

ence of the individual spect: i : and within—the experi-
widual spectator. The individual spectator is '||1.'.'.a-|.'~.i ]
5 adways also

29, For di . :
For discussion of the ethical issues surrounding

withenil ﬂrh-::mr].;_:..‘ 1 IH—“]- Moore's film e “Ii“m"h, “Mirrors

THE CHARGE OF THE REAL 273

amersed in history and in a culture in which there is general social con-
_nsus not only as to the ontological status (if not the interpretation) of what
ds as profilmic reality but also as to the regulative hermeneutic “rules”
and take up its representation. Thus, although

- individual or small group of spectalors could take up and experience Fior-
e Silver as a documentary, their judgment of the film would be (and was)
gemed “mis-taken” and gently correcied—that is, regulated—by a larger
{ more “knowledgeable” social body. It is important 10 realize, however,
hat this cultural reading of a “misreading” is achieved through a historical
nd conventional set of regulative—not comstitutive—hermeneutic rules; the
er open to ambiguity and challenge, the latter foundational and deter-
mining. Thus, Forgntten Silver's documentary style cues the regulative rules
for a certain interpretive framework but does not determine either the spec-
qator's interpretive strategy or the produced reading.**
r weighted on the side of social consensus and convention,
actual viewing experiences are best described as containing beth docu-
ntary and fictional moments co-constituted by a dynamic and labile spec-
ment with all film images. And although the nature ol these
be cued, structured, and finally contained by conventional
is our own extracinematic, cultural, and

hat govern how one is 1o read

In sum, howeve

orial engage
moments may
cinematic practices, ultimately it
embodied experience and knowledge that governs how we first take up the
images we sce on the screen and what we make of them, Itis just such knowl-
edge that constitutes ethical care of a different sort in relation to each of the
‘deaths in Renoir's film. And it is this embodied knowledge and ethical care,
‘not some ohjective stylistic change in the image or in the film’s narratologi-
cal structure, that charge the image (and are charged by it} to momentarily
rupture the autonomous coherence and unity of Renoir's fictional world,
The knowledge and care that transform fictional space into existentially
shared and ethically invested documentary space simuliancously transform
the fictional consciousness of the viewer, in which existence is nonposited
and irreal, into documentary consciousness, in which existence and a world
are posited in all their specitic gravity and shared consequence. Generally
incommensurable in structure and investment, hoth fictional and docu-
mentary consciousness and space, then, can be constituted from the same
and emerge in the sane lm. Each, however, is of a differ-

cinematic material
r whose existence and value are determined as much—

ent axiological orde

which we see the beginnings ol a major epistemi
shift, photographic verisimilitude in the cinema in its indexic al representation of the real is still
whive of bath documentary and fiction, here, then, we have
anl determines (rather than merely regue
* instanees, such as animated or abstract
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emember those moments in our engagement with the autonomaous irreal-
of a realist fiction when our consciousness diverts its primary attention
com the specific fictional characters and events to the film’s more general
eferentiality to the existential world, For example, we might be following a
ific fictional character as she walks on a crowded city street and be
n, on occasion, o shift our attention from this “character” o those
ople” surrounding her to wonder if they know they're in a movie. As we
tinize their faces for signs of possible awareness of the camera filming
them or of what suddenly becomes not the character but the actress acting
in their midst, they no longer are generalized in status, no longer merely
quasi characters necessary to the verisimilitude of the realist mise-en-scéne.
ather, they become for us real people, ambiguous existential ciphers, That
.il' we recognize them as not completely given to us as is the narrative's hero-
ine, who is fictional and who, if she is ambiguous, is so only as the character
‘meant for us as viewers. These real people on the street, although caughtup
the irreality of a fiction, are much more absent from us than is the char-
ter; we are aware of them going about the living of their own lives far in
excess ol the character’s life and the film's world, For a moment, then, in the
midst of a fiction, we find ourselves in a documentary, This quite common
experience demonstrates that although documentary and fictional con-
sciousness are incommensurable, they are compossible in any given film. Fur-
thermore, it demonstrates that documentary and verisimilar fictional space
are constituted from the same worldly “stuff"—the former giving existential
| ballast to the “realism” of the latter even as its specificity is usually bracketed
and put out of play and on the sidelines of our consciousness.

Let me turn to a much more dramatic and highly charged example: the
aforementioned Woody Allen's Husbands and Wives. It is, on the one hand,
an obvious and perhaps trivial manifestation of how extracincmatic knowl-
edge transforms fictional into documentary space, yet, on the other hand, it
is also quite complex in that its fiction explicitly appropriates and fore-
grounds documentary codes of representation as its structuring narrato-
logic. When the film was released, much was made ol “art imitatung life"—
Allen's real and highly publicized breakup with Mia Farrow, OCCurring
coterminously with the marital breakup of the fictional characters Gabe
(played by Allen) and Judy (played by Farrow). Here the viewer's extracine-
matic (although not necessarily extratextual) knowledge of the Allen-Farrow
scandal, and of the fact that Allen wrote and divected the film in addition o
acting in it, is hardly on the order of the diffuse but existentially powerful
knowledge that informed the viewer of the rabbit’s death in Renoir's film,
Nor is it on the order of the diffuse and common knowledge of existence that
often emerges to rupture the irreality of fiction when we wonder at onscreen
passersby or recognize a restaurant at which we've once dined. Here, in Hus-
bands and Wives, and in like response to the documentary footage of Bill Clin-
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picw put it “that mainstream audiences would feel compelled o see the
and seour it for clues about the real-life drama unfolding in the tabloids.™"
S0 Woody/Gabe and Mia/Judy are, in many respects, old news. Nonethe-
< like Rules of the Game, Hushands and Wives standls as a particularly relevant

nce of foregrounding the dynamic and mutable relationship that exists
cetween fiction and documentary within the context ol a single film. What

20 most fascinating about Husbands and Wines, however, is that although
film explicitly borrows on formal features ass siated with documentary
ctice, it is not the stylistically documentary moments that rupture its fic-
¢on or arouse the viewer’s documentary consciousness. Formally, the film is
heavily marked by vertiginous, handheld, cinema vérité cinematography
t which many spectators complained), interviews that include off-

recn guestions o the character on camera, direct address of the camera
by the characters, some voice-over narral ion, and a chronological temporal
seture interrupted by commentary and chorie asides. The film is also
ked by wellknown performers whose presence as “characters,” to greal
degrec, overrides the film’s style to announce it as an irveal fiction. Thus, in
relation to the whole, there were only a few moments or scences in which |
found mysclf watching Woody and Mia rather than Gabe and Judy—but these
moments had relatively litte or nothing to do with the film's documentary
le or, indecd, with any differentiation in its mode ol 1'€|:-|-."5£‘I'|l;l.l'tun.
rged from an exacting specificity in the film’s
lated o my extracinematic

L

Rather, these moments eme
dramatic content insofar as the latter was re
knowledge of the Woody/Mia scandal.
Consider an carly scene filmed in the maode of classical realist fiction—naot
documentary—film style. During a hedtime conversation in which the
couple discusses the sudden marital separation of close friends, Judy asks
Gabe, “Do you ever hide things from me?” With those words she was sud-
denly transformed for most CONEMPOTANCos Viewers into Farrow—and the
space ethically charged with Allen’s (not Gabe's) hesitant response, “OF
course not.” Most of us in the audience knew this response to be a lie insofar as

Allen was concerned—and our comprehension and judgment of his docu-

mented onscreen lie to Farrow far outweighed our interest in the fictional
| response of a character named Gabe (not Allen), whose veracity we were not yel
 able to judge for lack of fictive information either about him or his marriage. This was
a brief moment of interchange in a longer and stylistically homogenized
scene, but fictional space was nonctheless ruptured and restructured as a
al. Only continued action and a conversation of less charged

space of the re
10 refocus our atention, bracket

content allowed most of usin the audience

by, Cinelooks’ Motion Ficre Guide, review of { fasbands and Wives, dir. Woody Allen, Cin-

emeanta g6, CTFROM (Microsolt, Pt emprhiasis added)
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[}v—rrsiruclurcd the fiction within a documentary consciousness that
led for the assumption of social responsibility. Obviously tapping into
Jblic anxiety about the peaceful use of atomic energy and bringing
“gether two major stars ( Jane Fonda and Jack Lemmon), The China Synedvotme
s extremely popular at its debut before the accident. However, its hictional
s pation—and hence its realism—was also immediately discredited by
ronuclear constituencies. One Southern California Edison executive
med the film “had no scientific eredibility and is, in [act, ridicolons.”
Jonetheless, after the real extracinematic crisis the increased popularity of
film “sparked a move to pull the plug on the nuclear-power industry.” We
told that “in the following months, several power plants were shut down
s safety precantions, while plans to build others were scrapped.™

Today, however, most viewers who see the film on video have forgotten or
never knew about the contingent coincidence of the Rlm’s fictic mal text and
its mirror-image historical context. Indeed, were [ 1o show itin a film class,
‘The China Syndrome is likely to have completely lost the charge of the real,
engaging students only in the autonomous threats and thrills of the irreal in
| which their present existence and possible peril is put out of play. Which is
to say that most of us no longer engage the Gilbert and Garbo kisses of Flesh
\and the Devil with documentary consciousness and that Hushands and Wives
will remand itself 1o fiction as we ourselves lose sight of its charged cultural
context. Although such historical provisionality in the co-constitution of cin-
‘ematic consciousness and the ontological status of cinematic representation
is certain, this provisionality is itsell qualilied by certain essential material
conditions of embodied existence that persist in human experience: birth,
death, badily functions, and the general spontaneity of young babies and
most animals. Hence my ongoing concern for the death of Renoir’s rabbit—
* and the likelihood that, despite the passage of time, it will outlast my concern
for the travails of Woody and Mia.

In this regard my previous description of the restructuring of fictional
into documentary consciousness and space by the charge of the real may be
phenomenologically accurate, but it still does not go quite far enough. For
while it may be easy to circumscribe the experiences of this transformation
~ as they depend on local, highly publicized, and conscious knowledge such as
that mobilized during Husbands and Wives, it is much more difficult to grasp
and describe this transformation as it depends on the more global, difluse,
and preconscious existential knowledge belonging to every competent film
viewer. However culturally and historically inflected, this is a deep and
embodied knowledge that posits existence latently and in general—not ol
the irreal characters and events that constitute narrative and fictional worlds

oi. Michael Sauter, “A Nuclear Reaction,” Entertainmend Weekh, Mar. 20, 10818, 104
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‘ ‘llll-'lgl.‘.‘i of what I know must be real wheat
€yes. Despite the fquite specific P}::-[:-I::II.E:?I]:}“H[”‘ | hurnvdlaiiv-:: kit
sclousness of them remains primarily ﬁrli::-.nt:llit;::r; el
:.n}' investment in watching and iudgiﬁg the events b
related to the irreal narrative and its charact \
extratextual knowledge remains br :

ARCS, MY Co-
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‘ ers and thematics. Th LIS, 1My
fusely Providing a phenomenolopi ...Tkl..hrd :11'Iui gllrt.lt'rl:fl—l.&[t'llil}' and dif-
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st .-l.j-.lirﬂ'”- h:.lm:‘: p;:ll I:tIL-I.Filr hlfl.-l' constructs—through its stylistic
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ation on the relationship between the brute and random “being of nature”

4 the williul and unselidisclosed “nature of being,” between ontology and
istemology, between “naturalism”™ and “melodrama.” But T will not suc-
b, for, interesting as such a discussion might be (and it would not under-
nine what I'm arguing here), it would deflect attention from the experien-
i 1qu estions |'ve raised in the present context. Why, when [ know for certain

¢ is real, does the wheat scedling in Days of Heaven germinate in a fictional

d highly symbolic space? And why does a rabbit, but not a grasshopper,
gransform my consciousness and my engagement with fiction to die a docu-
mentary deathr

In response, | want to cxplore further the notion of existential general-
jzation introduced earlier. | have already suggested that, in bracketing exis-
tence so it is latent and put “out of play,” our fictional conscionsness tends o
f alize those particular existents like trees, rabbits, and grasshoppers that
ake up fiction’s antonomous and specific self-referential world but thai—
unlike characters—also exceed it. Which is to say that, in fictional experi-
ence, unless something happens to speeifically particularize these existential
entities as in some way singular, they will be engaged as what philosophers
call typical particulars—a form of generalization in which a single entity is
taken as exemplary of an entire class.® Thus, although they retain a difluse
existential “ccho” (one that generally grounds and verifies the verisimilitude
of the particular fiction ), trees and rabbits and grasshoppers in fictional con-
‘sciousness are not taken up by us in their individual and specific particular-
ity as are fictional characters. Rather, we see them as "standing in" for the
more general and typical ground of existence that constitutes the irreal
world of realist fiction: namely, those material things and plants and crea-
. tures that in their very particularity typically make up the world we live out-
side the theater as real.™ And this is how we engage them—until some tex-
tual or extratextual event in the cinematic experience foregrounds their
specific, rather than typical, existential status for us and restructures the kind

and guality of our investment in them.

20y For elaboration see the chapier “Generalizing”™ in Hubert G, Alexander, The Language
and Logic of Philasaphy {Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1g72), 230-56. Of the
“ypical particular” Alesander writes: “A single object ar event may be thaught of as a general-
ization if it is considered as exemplilying a class, One would have (o consider the individual 1o
be a sort of prototype or model for the whole class, that is a iypwal particudin. Thus a very ordi-
nary chair, but a pical chair, might be called a generalized chatr. In this case, however, the
group idea is no longer explicitly present, amd the meaning of "general” is in eltect transferred
1o its opposite, namely, oo particular” (2350,

g0, The operation of our lient documentary Consciousness here hears some parallel 1o
Walter Benjamin's description of ihe “optical unconscious.” Fora gluss velevant to the concerns
of this essay see Miriam Hansen, “Benjamin, Cinema, and Experience: “The Blue Flower in the
Land of Technology,”™ New German Uritiquee qo (winler 1987} 170-224
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extratextual world 1 inhabit, however real and uniquely par-
its event, the death of a grasshopper is not likely to move me (o1 most

s in my culture)—unless, that is, [ were to feel it squish beneath my

. Here, however, my bodily response would be more indicative of aes-

. revulsion than of ethical care (more, that is, about me than the grass-
per). And thus the death of a grasshopper does not matter enough to
obilize my ethical judgment so as to rupture the space of fiction. (OF
aurse, were La farmer or an entomologist, | might weell Teel otherwise.)

~ But this, wo, does not exhaust or completely put to rest the charge of the
that informs fiction and my differing responses to the rabbit and the
grasshoppers in two quite different films. 1 have already suggested that the
rabbit's death not only awakened my sense of ethical care—my respiansibilety,
e—nbut alsu that it awakened my sense of my own hody's resfonsive-
abbit's abrupt death leap inscribed itsell on my body as a
ep and empathetic recognition of my own material and mortal possibili-
es.%2 Although 1 would argue that my own slight physical recoil as it was shot
was not sufficient (or necessary) to transform fictional to documentary con-
sciousness and space (after all, our bodies are very often also mobilized
;]]nnpalhy with what happens to the bodics of characters in fiction), it was sul-
ficient to create an ambivalent and transitional space between my sense of
the irreal and real, an algorithmic moment between two possible modes of
engagement when my consciousness might (bt then, again, might not)
' restructure both itsell and the value and meaning of the ohject or event that

provoked it.

Thus, 1 was not quite hon
move me in Days of Heaven. There was,
they did—albeit not into ethical judgment and not into docume

rs. In the

it wer
5. That is, the ¢

est when 1 said that the grasshoppers did not
indeed, one brief moment in which
niary con-

o], when g curiosity about the embaodied nature of

existence is at ns most explicit and experimental il at its beast ethically charged, A dominant
image as 1 write this is not only of the beginning of Sam Pec kinpah's The Wild funch, in whach
a group of children wrore a scorpion, bt also of seme of my Friends and 1 killing ants on a
concrete driveway with the heat from a magnifying glass, Certamly, the exercise of our prwer
Although we were likely o cry if we siw a dead dog {or bunny), we
materiality and mortality. We felt o hadily sympatby with
rrifying) bodily empathy with
abwout aned

a2 Here Lam veminded of «hildl

was central o our cruely,
were also Fascinated in 2 major way by
the ants—yet we might well have felt some deeper (and more ho
them, That is, we understood their statns as living creatures, and [ remember thinking
imagming their Tusy sorcial world than we were destroving {all those efforts o move i crumb)
and semehow recognizing some micros osmic similarity to my own in hoth ns gen erality and par-
ticularity. Indecd, could we have becn so intensely interested in killing them were we not awdre
at some level of an uncanny common mortal boend between us, were we not somehow deeply
invested m repudiating and disavowing the horror aof cur common siamus as living creatures in
what seemed an awiul notion of infinite regress that had adielis on the one perceprible end and

ants on the other—and thus inchided us vulnerably “in” rather than powerfully “out” of the

scere?
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sciousness and space. Ar the very heginning of the plague sequence,
grasshoppers make their first si gnificant appearance as a young gir] Prepareg
vegetables in a kicchen and, in an adjoining shot, a woman bathes hep face
from a basin. Fach, in close-up, picks up an insect with her fingers ing they
quickly drops it Both times, my own body, if only momentarily ang o]
slightly, recoiled in my theater seal—mnot in existential sympathy with Erass
hopper bodies but with the aesthetic revulsion felp by human fingers, 4, that
moment, the grasshoppers were no longer generalized as typical particulyp,
but became specifically particular, real, and embodied as other, A thy,
moment | ambivalenily occupled a transitional space that connece me
bath to my own body and the real world in which I lived and 1o e irrea)
world ol the fiction, Although the connection lent the liction CXISICnTy)
weight and gave it substance, iy placed on me no compelling moral charge,
no ethical responsibility for my own disgust, and thus did not tully rupture
the fiction for me,

Avits most potent, then, the charge of the real that moves us from fictiong|
inio documentary consciousness js always more than a generalized exisieq.
tal in-Formation of the image or the mere "u:s[ml'lst‘-aIJiiiljl."' of our actug|
bodies. The charge of the real always is also, if 1o varying degree, an ethicg]
charge: ane that calls forth not only response but also responsibility—noy
only aesthetic valuation but also ethical judgment. It engages our awareness
not only of the existential tonsequences of representation but also of our
own ethical implication in representation. It remands us reflexively w our-
selves as embodied, culturally knowledgeable, and socilly invested viewers,
Thus, in those moments in which fictional space becomes charged with ihe
real, the viewer is also so charged. The charge of the real comprehends both
screen and viewer, restructuring their parallel worlds not only is coextensive
but also as ethically implicated each in the other. As much as the documen-
rary space that emerges to rupture the autonomy of a fiction onscreen always
points offscreen to the embodied viewer's concrete and intersubjective social
world, it is always also a space co-constituted by and “pointed to” by the
viewer whose consciousness re-cognizes and grasps that onscreen Space s,
in some invested way, contiguous with her or his own material, mortal, and
moral being. In this documentary restructuring of a relationship to fictional
screen images, the viewer takes on and bears particular subjective responsi-
bility for the actions marked by—and in—her or his vision: responsibility for
watching the action and, as justiication for watching, responsibility tor judg-
ing the action and for calling into account—and consciousness—ihe criteria
for doing so.

Thus, jump slightly with the rabbit and die a livtle of its death every time
I'see it being sacrificed for my narrative pleasure, Thus, Isilenty “tut-unt™ ar
certain moments in Husbands and Wives, Thus, the grasshoppers die not for
me but for afiction (since 1 regard them as other and expendable and reluse
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asI" " their mortalit).,

significance and charge of their deaths even as| "klj:-lj‘:ntﬂ]“_ur| s
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