Chapter 11

A close encounter with Raiders
of the Lost Ark

Notes on narrative aspects of the New
Hollywood biockbuster

Warren Buckland

Discussing the rise of the blockbuster in the New Hollywood, Thomias Schatz
writes that the

mainstream hits are where stars, genres, and cinematic innovations invari-
ably are established, where the * grammar’ of cinema is most likely to be
refined, and where the essential qualities of the medium — its popular and
commercial character — are most evident. These blockbuster hits are, for
better or worse, what the New Hollywood is about, and thus are the neces-
sary starting point for any analysis of contemporary American cinema.'

Because popularity is commonly equated with escapism and triviality, block-
busters have either been shunned or dismissed by most academic film scholars as
calculated exercises in profit-making. This is in contrast to the work of an auteur
like Orson Welles, who receives an enormous amount of critical attention but
whose films were commercial failures. However, those who dismiss blockbusters
as exercises in profit-making fail to understand the New Hollywood’s mode of
, production. Rather than the assembly-line production of the Qld Holl}mvgod
-where stars, dlrectors and technicians were tied to long- term contracts, in the
fNew Hollywood ‘talent is hlred on a film: by-ﬁlm basus As a result, power has
.shlfted to the deal-ma'kérs (the agents) who can attract and package talent around
“individisal ] pro]ects “and fims. The shift from assembly-line production to deal-
makmg has had another effect: more and more money goes into the making of
fewer and fewer films. Consequently, the films that are produced need to make
" enormous amounts of money in order to recoup their costsi2D
So, expensive blockbusters are central to the output of modern Hollywood.
But what, aside from costs, are their dominant characteristics? How are they able
 to attract, engage and entertain millions of people? One dominant characteristic
n | of the blockbuster is its mode of address. As Timothy Corrigan has pointed out,
! the blockbuster, in contrast to the sm_T‘sca!e independent feature, is aimed at an

the like — and by means of a remodel ing of ch arz

-in a seminal early modern blockbuster, Steven Spielberg’s Raiders of the Lost Ark
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B LS e,
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undlﬁerentlated popular audjence rather than at any particular sector of the view- /f “fi:*‘* oG

mg populatlon It addresses this audience by means of a mlx of genres — often
combining action- adventyre with comedy, drama, romance, sc1ence ﬁctlon and
cter and Plot Many Cl"lt]CS argue
that, in comparison with Old Hollywood, New Hollywood films are not struc- WIS

tured in terms of a. psychologlcally motivated cause—effect narrative logic, but in il
terms of loosely linked, self-sustalmng action sequences often bullt around spec- 1»9 A _h .t

el b ]
tacu]ar Stunts stars and special effects. Complex character traits and character 5 ™ ahyy 4

development they argue, have been replaced by one-dimensional stereotypes, and LAy 2z ‘3’?2
plot-lines are now devised almost solely to link one dction sequence to the next, ;
Narrative complexity is sacrificed on the altar of spectacle. Narration is geared

solely to the effective presentation of expensive effects. < al,ai\:,r:/_'
In my view, this argument has been overstated, and my aim in the rest of this w -
: - - A e,
chapter is to reverse its emphasis by focusing on aspects of narrative and narration |77 2
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(1981). As we shall see, even where the argument carries some weight, as in its
description of the blockbuster in terms of a_chain of relatively self-contained .

P

oy
_sequences 3 and scenes, it is unable — or unwﬂlmg — to recognize the aesthetlc;«:::\ W —
possﬂ:uht:es ‘of what is in effect an episodic narrative form, just as it is unable or 7 "%~ 'r-{f“‘d‘*
unwilling to recogmze its pg)venance in Old — or classical — Hollywood forms. ( D

Faced with what is in my vié my view an unhelpful and hostile evaluative stance, it it is best e f/
in_my opinfon to_suspend-aesthetic-judgements, and to adopt an aE—aan(f_I\ar;E: @,q: wbig,

At
descnptlve approach to these films. The Faundations of such an approach are to be \: R

found in what David Bordwell and Kristin Thompsen have dubbed lustorlcal PR SN Ly +\

poetics Hlstorlcal poetlcs concerns itself with the analysis. of those prlnmples - ‘..,ph\
norms and conventions dominant at any one point in time and their role in the ™ ”&.ML .

+
]
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'construotior-l of md;vﬁual works. More formally, foilomng the terminology of R. 8.2 ;{2‘ A

Crane, Bordwell has divided historical poetics into the following three domains:* *\ 5 L
" M\
. . e
1 precompositional factors (sowrces, influences, received forms); ‘-‘ 3“
compositional factors (normalized principles of composition); = ,
3 postcompositional factors {the varying responses to a film, including its evalua-
tion and theorization).

For my purposes here, I shall only concentrate on the secood domain. ‘At this
moment’, writes Bordwell, ‘I believe that the most promising avenues for poetic

15
analysw are those opening onto composmonal processes of f(_)rm and sty]e The

th@ygh;aflose anﬂysm of individual ﬁlms Tt ‘thus helps to plnpomt the Features

and systems unique to a work as well as those it shares with others.®
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In an article in dpproaches to Popular Film, Henry Jenkins makes the case for this

el approach and suggests its relevance to New Hollywood filtns. He points out that
I E‘M\"*)L{ M torical poetics is one of the few approaches to take ‘popular cinema seriousl as
ljif Zane Wi HMstorical poetics | coll PP Aes Lo take popular cine : ¥ as
;‘ ,Ef; f“)?“ vibedn .an, aesthetic practice’, and he goes on to suggest that “To map the aesthetics of an
‘Il‘ ’ ) otherwise neglected form . . . constitutes a political act, helping to question the
i naturalness of the aesthetic norms separating high and low culture (and with
IF 1 them, the soctal distinctions they express and repress)’.” Jenkins then notes that the
sl i -, deal-making system in which contemporary directors work, being contracted on a

)

U o aE ) . .
o o pfil and style — that is, on the poetics of their work:
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[ #as e 02K film-by-film basis, places emphasis on the director’s particular treatment of theme
|

!

|

i

|

By treating film-makers as independent contractors, the new production
r' system places particular emphasis on the development of an i/@g}f_tgggs_‘
| style which helps to increase the market value of individual directors
| rather than treating them as interchangeable parts. Directors such as
“ Steven Spielberg, David Lynch, Brian DePalma and David Cronenberg
develop distinctive ways of structuring narratives, moving their camera,
or cutting scenes which become known to film-goers and studio execu-

tives alike.®

L M:.y%f;% 7 New Hollywood directors develop their own r_e_gclg_rii_zibliew styh? bec_a}l_s_eu___iﬁt

AN QL“-'“ increases their market value. So an emphasis on the poetics of the New Hollywood
| doemmﬁf‘éne approach among many, but sets itself up at the

El approach that can explain the specificity of the New Hollywood film.*
i In his essay ‘History and timelessness in films and the_tfz’ Pudley Andrew
il attempts to explain-the widsspread appeal of elassic films, such as Marcel Carnd's

Les Enfants du Paradis (1945). He suggests it is hardly surprising that film. scholars
who attempt to explain the power of movies in general should concentrate on
exemplary films, simply because the widespread appeal of such films illustrates
what 'c'i'ﬁemé."iﬂi: géneral is capable of achieving. Andrew begins by identifying the
primary ‘objects’ of film theory: ‘Both the immediate appeal of [a film and the
highly mediated systems that can be shown  to determine it (structural, semiotic,
psychoanalytic, etc.) are the direct objects of film theory.”"” Here I wish to

Ny borrow Andrew.is.disjiadiomb_ememh.ﬁ_immeﬂdiﬁﬁg' _?E@,Ehﬁ_.mﬁ@liétﬁ_tg_.éﬁilﬁg_
3_} s the immediate, widespread appeal of Spielbgl_ﬁg;s;_‘ﬁ!rﬂi__l:)ymil:_tl_g{xiﬁg‘;g_lgz_lm_ggmhjy
W;’ i ! h‘;::@ mediated Systems that _g:[gter_{x}igg ngr’_{lw.h_This links with historical poetics becgqf_e
R S poetics” analyses those basic and Fandamental norms of composition, that gSfer
At Ae sénse of ‘timelessness’ on a classic film, while the historical can help us emphasize

eI A . the ‘timeliness’ of a film, rather than simply its tih,rt\eiegs;-ess. e

Bt - a0 Andrew notes a number of reasons for the popularity of Lzs Enfanes du Paradis:

A m v L . . . X . : : :
s fln g articulation of the universal human need for stories of loss as manifest in
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melodrama, its explicit replaying of familiar, unavoidable and obsessive moral
sitﬁaﬁons, and the—.spectator’s primary identification with the narration as such
and submission to the paternal authority of the storyteller." But .{’,*T.I.C!F?_Y!{..%!‘g}lfﬁ 7
that it takes roore than these timeless structures to explain the flm’s appeal an

/

!
}
calls its inventiveness, or response ./ 37
£ v r.f!
m\. (\,L

opularity — one must also consider what he

to its historical moment. Here, the film is seen, not merely as the manifestation of
universal rules, but in terms of its_individuality, including -its response _to_ E‘s’";‘ .
(h“};g;igi\l ﬁéméﬁt, in which style and éomP?sfi_t_ii)E:iﬂ;g&_d{ﬁ_t_%hﬁgq}l“iggﬂgiﬁ 3:&}3_._,\,4’_- iy
_questions posed in the culture in which the-filri:l__i_g. made. Andrew puts forwardwgs"{r""ﬁﬂz
this-r;;ﬁon of-z:_ film's inventiveness in opposition to essentialist and determinist
. theories of the cinema.’ Following the hermeneutic approach of Paul Ricoeur,]

bl , £
Andrew looks at films as potential sources of new meanings rather than as mere] .7 VRN

3

- vehicles of universal laws. Andrew, writes that: ‘Essentialism follows when t_heoer <

uch efectively timeless factors as | -
¥y concentrat-

© 5 T explain the. i

Y techno ogy, biology, psychology, logical structure, or language, at)
“'Ing on the composition_of single films, historical poetics can overcome__T;st T{

: jalism_ar 2_sorpe way to explaining the popularity of individu_qlﬁ@l\ms{

..‘pggticul;f; the bléékbustt::{: It is Mlanﬁthxs“?El_rE:zandW}thlnthls ambit of

: ra\pproacl-les and concerns, that the following notes on Raiders have been

assembled.

R Textual analysis with a vengeance

P ez d o
5  For directors of New Hollywood films, a variety of compositional norms exists forz:\:fd:i; ‘;‘“i:"" .
S exploitation. These include: the selective quotation of Old Hollywoed films, the " GL’: rr.:h,c.»,
visual rhetoric of comic books, the norms of television aesthetics, and the com- Vv 2y oo,
positional norms of European art film and the avant garde. One aim of a historical : ;I\; . 1
Doetics is to determine yhat norms-dominate the composition of each particular LSy %
ﬁlm_:,In Raiders of the Lost Ark, one can find references to Old Hollywood films. "”*"“"‘""b.ﬁ*
fh:;i—eed, Omar Caﬁbrese_ argues that 350 references to other films can be detected =% =¢? 14

Hero s o
derinn it

in Raiders."”® As I point out below (see p. 171-2), Raiders is structured according to ’{:5‘(’1;’?'“ frovin
the serial format of the B-movie adventure stories, and we can also detect the T)\ttf}i"?}“
influence of comic books, particularly in the storyboarded action sequences. .oy fﬁl—\r«&“ ‘
Finally, elements of a television aesthetics are present {and it is important to ?M s °""‘ '
remenmber that Spielberg worked in television from 1969-72). A il

il R ]
RAVAL 7Y [

Jerzy Toeplitz has argued that *characteristically the directors who have come 1-”5\»%_ » £

. . lanity U ibmrtn ¢!

to film from television, regard montage as 4 much more important part of their MT,::J ol i,B;ML
Jnentage a i

skills than did the flmmakers of the 1930s and 1940s. . . . They seem closer to the i} e .
tradition of the silent screen’, ' Richard Maltby has suggested why editing.and J-i\f:\.‘;t'4lf

montage.are fundamental to TV aesthetics;f?.l:leargues- that;-due to the small:size. S L\L\i}} ,!C“:m

Ry
of its screen and its lack of resolution, television has little use for complex, deep e LT

5
&}
=

it
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q focus shots. Instead, it is dominated by close-ups (showing single objects in isola-
gt tlon) rapid cutting (since the close-up requires less time for its content to be
exhausted) a highly mobile camera (for the same reason as rapid cutting), and a
! shallow, lateral space, partly created by the use of telephato lenses.
f For many critics, the consequence of television’s aesthetics is that it foregrounds
7 PRIV ,or overemphasizes action and divorces style and technique from narrative. Mark
IR e Cnspm Miller has graphically illustrated the result of Hollywood’s adoption of
< :television aesthetics (as found in TV adverts and music videos in particular): ‘Each
- ’shot {in contemporary Hollywood films] presents a content closed and unified,
"like a fist, and makes the point right in your face: big gun, big car, nice ass, full
moon, a chase (great shoes!), big crash (blood, glass), a lobby (doorman), sarcasm,
Ay Pl L2t drinks, a tonguey, pugilistic kiss (nice sheets!}, and so on.”'® For Maltby, Miller
| A"‘iﬂ“j*‘:"-‘ =+, and others, this aesthetic is created through an overemphasis on techniques such as
Ml Saturated colours, strong backlighting, rapid editing or constant_camera mobility,
. :f :; v;‘/ e soundf efi’ects and special effects that directly assault the spectator’s_senses and,
gm\,v ;m)u: )knervous system. The result, according to these critics, is that style - in the New
b T g e Hollywood film becomes self-sufficient and autonomous rat.her__than bem

BRI PR (;ZJ\.

s kv subordmated to a film’s themes and narrative.
Bl % g et

o e .Q(}-‘-r-i\/ There are scenes in Raiders which would seem to support such an argurnent.

"'};'1{:‘,”:" & The fight which ensues when Jones returns to Marion’s bar-provides an example

.2 In the second episode we sec the reverse side of Jones’ character as he
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Biskind himself goes on to suggest that their atterpts backfired, because they each
tended to over-emphasize the plastic, formal and sensual qualities of sound and
image. The ‘attempt to restore traditional narration had an unintended effect —
the creation of spectacle that annihilated story. The attempt to escape television
by creating outsized spectacle backfired, and led to television's presentational
aesthetic.’'? Whatever the merits of Biskind's argument, it is clear that Spielberg ah e L
was — and is — committed to narrative. It is also clear that Raiders itself tells a ;! i
story, a story which is structured according to the principles of the serial format?i /};A;QZA

that operated in B-movie adventure films in the 1930s and 1940s — a style or mode okl af

of storytelllng suppressed or dismissed as marginal in most accounts of ‘classical’ ¢z, '(:... aded .
t can thus be divided into six distinct episodes, each of 5% "a”‘:}«\r

Hollywood narrative’

- which is relatively self-contained, and each of which ends in a series of rapid wﬁmg""‘ .y
" dramatic actions and/or in an unresolved cliff-hanging sequence: . c_;,t,/%“‘/ jad

b i
1 The first episode depicts Indiana Jones’ (Harnson Ford} adventures in the\:%zx,?!‘ B

South American jungle. He successfully retrieves a golden idol from a cave,}'j F oy X
only to have it taken away by Belloq (Paul Freeman). Belloq tries to kill Jones, *, (ma@ﬁ‘f
but Jones escapes. \\é_ s jl

teaches a class of students. He is now presented as an eccentric professor. In a

b
l%ﬁ’da > ofan aCtion sequence that is structured according to television and comic book long expositional scene he explains the significance of the Ark of the Coven-

Ll oA b Ty aesthetics,'” The sequence lasts two minutes forty-four seconds, and consists of ant to two government representatives. Jones is then asked to retrieve the ark
~ “CNE,:\.,_;\ 7 ninety shots. This makes for an average shot length of (or a cut every) 1.8 seconds. before the Nazis get hold of it. This involves a detour to Nepal and a visit to
5; b1t = Moreover, one-third of the shots are close-ups (including mediuvm close-ups). Jones’ former partner, Marion (Karen Allen), who possesses the headpiece to
fu A

Although they don’t appear to have been shot with a telephoto lens, many of the
'3""”}“% ] h d shall “since the
il heng asSlose-ups have > a_very simple,. graphic _composition and shallow space, since the

" -¢’U§ ity ‘iycharacters are filmed against simple backaroujuis_s_uch&__aﬂshMQreover, there is

Tvrirs, v fmm..k-

Loty no extensive use of camera movement, since the frenetic effect of the scene is
i % e created by the rapid cutting and by movement within the image, The overall effect
AN \\,,bwwf' these stylistic ‘choices is indeed to foreground the action and assault the senses

and nervous system of the spectator

But this is not, as it were, the end of the story as regards sequences such as
these or the. film as a whole. To begin with, it is worth noting that Spielberg
himself has emphasized the importance of narrative, not least in terms of its
commercial appeal. ‘You need good story-telling to offset the amount of . ..
spectacle the audiences demand before they'll leave their television sets. And I
think people will leave their television sets for a good story before anything else.
Before fire and skyscrapers and floods, plane crashes, laser fire and spaceships,
they want good stories.’® In a.dfimon, Peter Biskind has argued that both
Spielberg and Lucas initially set but to re-establish traditional — causal and linear —
narrative values in the New Hollywood context in which they found themselves.

the staff of Ra that Helps indicate where the ark is located. But the Nazis
follow Jones to Nepal, burn down Marion’s bar, and try to kill both Marion
and Jones. Jones and Marion escape, and Marion decides to join Jones on his

quest.

- ~.'3 In Cairo, Jones and Marion are again pursued by the Nazis. Marion is Lid-

napped and appears to die in an explosion. Jones has the headpiece inter-
preted, and only just escapes being poisoned.

| 4 Jones locates the ark and discovers that Marion is alive but being held by

Bellog. In an act of symbolic exchange, Belloq and the Nazis steal the ark
from Jones, but in return give him Marion. Both Marion and Jones are then
sealed inside a tomb.

5 Jones and Marion escape from their incarceration, blow up a plane, and
retrieve the ark after 2 long struggle. Marion and Jones sail away with the ark,
only to be stopped by a Nazi submarine. The Nazis take Marion and the ark,
bt Jones succeeds in escaping.

6 On a remote island, Bellog opens the ark to devastating consequences: all
who witness its contents are killed. Only Jones and Marion, who close their
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eyes, are spared. In an epilogue, the American government takes possession
of the ark, and Jones and Marion mark their status as 2 couple.

L pPt or b e ,,L,;a,’i,.\'u,e

o~ ;{r".':ﬂ‘ -‘]{ Asis the case in most serial narratives, causal motivation appears at times to be

(et bt el . . . .

> W Lo, suspended: it is unclear, for instance, precisely how Jones escapes from the Nagj
N tA.Lp e

Thes et (A T shbmarine at the end of cpisode 5. However, a single plot-line linked to the search
LU N § R o -, s . N .
ol md "é’.i\, for the ark of the covenant, and an antagonistic relationship between the hero,

ol = Li ] 5{2&41311{:5, and the villain, Bellog, link each of these sequences together. Moreover, in

il Jos ¥, .~ contrast to the casual nature with which causal motivation is sometimes treated,
I’fﬁ;ﬁ“‘ = _‘J}"”"‘"”ﬁnd as is common in Spielberg’s films, an unseen or off-s¢reen presence or agent is
‘&’:‘Zj: e used systematically to generate suspense and surprise at the level of each indi-
7}‘-:37@?“” %/ vidual sequence, As these sequences accumulate, they generate an overarcﬁ"ﬁf
‘V:,»:%;::% pattern that reaches its resolution in episode 6. The point to make here is that this
H w‘z.::‘q;i:\: &_’merﬂ:m'iéc;cgds—mdwlduahpmades,.and is dependent for its very existence on

Ao Sl ] : i ng’
%i?i— Pl _e_pr;(:'_sence of a fefature-length- story.‘lt fits very well w1tl? 'Tom .Gu_n_r_nng s
Tnbenteo g suggestion that we think of narrative as a process of integration” in which smaller
2 1 - . i E e ]

“wb:\’_‘\ j«, ¥ units, like episndes and scenes, are absorbed into, and generate, larger patterns of
wel — e e S LA LR
ol T AR ”{*ﬁecxsely this kind.

o ey il il o B .
u,@%»?w? meaindy, 1h€ Off-screen presence is an external norm to the extent that it dominates a
- ALy “"*—-___.._m.;._ ) ; .
h) M,VWZJX large number of contemporary films, and is consistently used to structure Sptel-
AT R e,

e T B ” berg's films. For example, in Duel (1971), J""’S ' (1975) aﬂsl Close Encounters of the
sl mnm.  Third Kind (1977}, the off-screen presencé Temains off-screen or at least unseen
f.::;:, S :{ ot E‘i{_{llo_sﬁ'o‘]:‘aﬂ of the film, Similarly, in_Hook (1991), du{.}gxgq Ehg kidnapping of
i Peter’s children from Wendy's house, Hook remains a menacing off-screen pres-
hﬂ 4 gL . . cnce throughout the whole of the scene. In Raiders,. this off-screen presence has a
] ,ﬁ ,u_u: T?i:m 5 _ﬂggg_tgating ident_ity. Th_e credit sequence shows Jones and his team searching for a

A

; cave in a South American jungle. Some of the shots in this sequence can be read as

;! ; 3 —_——— : ; ; S ST I L T

i ol e unattributed point-of-view shots, since the proximity of the foliage t8 the camera
lg ;;“;’“ J::;J o 70, SUEgestS that the: camera may be representing the visual expérience of an unseen’
flspme ol =25 D8 B0 Camer: e

S S e e e L [ SRS

.
o 4. ww! agent. And the existence of an off-screen presence is confirmed when Jones later

- s -_'—-.—_“f— — . . . . v Ry .
5 Bhe k2 =38 disoovers a poisonous arrow, At this point jn the fitm,G tricted . nArFaHOmys
|!| T 6&':}—‘\53 “employed: the provision of narrative information is filtered throush Jones and his
{ ﬂ‘,_b-z,dil\-\’ N 10 L P\.,.” JUSPUR ot i ittt inse fpne i - g e R

{ o :“«3-!—@ helpers; we find out_vgl'_]g‘g_ ghgyﬁ_l}d out. It is only when Jones leaves the cave with
PRI the idol that the off-screen presences — the Indians and Belloq — are shown on

—_——

Fromrethy

# Tt ‘" screen. In passing, we can note that an unidentified causal agent appears to be at_

T Tk . TR .
g, "% work in the cave, for no natural Imotivation is provided for the sudden appearance

V]‘s‘\,_,dj_‘ “of the r(;ﬂin_g Eaﬁfagi_‘l;"fhg_sw _emphasis 1s ‘ p_la(ié& in various ways_on off-screen
e B agents and off-screen space. But the agents or presences themselves are mot

IIEEEEé‘éfi'lj'r' fixed. And this is highlighted during the sequence at Marion’s bar,
“where at one point Jones himself becomes an off-screen agent.
During the course of this sequence, Jones and Marion have an argument, and

;‘I..;-a-w-.r,r ~.
|

| g the Aloor. We are thus suddenly and unexpectedly informed of his presence.:. Heis }'Jp
now revealed to have been not absent but present off-screen, thus taking his place P,
alongside others — like Toht himself -~ who have occupied a position that by now

* has become both marked and significant,
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Jones leaves ~ or appears to leave — the bar. As he walks away, he leaves thetz_ D
camera’s field of vision, while the camera itself remains in the bar in ordel;h to ‘, ,L':é’,,}{i ::;:J st
show us what happens next. We are thus led to believe that Jones has left, and atk-ﬁ,,c. p ey

. )~
. el g
i...c.q - a2

" the narration itself is omniscient — it has shown Jones’ departure and is about to

show us the next piece of narrative action. As Marion closes the bar, Toht (Wolf
Kahler), who has followed Jones to Nepal, arrives and threatens her when she

o inqui i t which he is about
" refuses to relinguish the headpiece. However, at Ehe Tg_mef:t at w e s o
to scar her with a red hot poker, we hear Jones” whip as it knocks the poker to L

AR £ S
Moy
R

:

/

A

Jones’ sudden reappearance is pleasurable to the spectator, not simply because

.' of the narrative events (he saves Marion), but also because of the structure of 1\ cus...

fr, gty
: ) : : Gt A~y
“*: harration employed. In effect, the film se fb e}lla L jchat't;l t‘ ?”3&3:3:-,1,
_ e i i showing that| 275 7747
narration is omniscient over Jones, but then negates this belief by g O ';:‘{‘%’; 3‘

i film has negated the hierarchy of knowledge, it initially set s

' “Jones does, Whereas i fact oies Knows a

" Jones knows as much as the spectators — only the spectators didn’t realize this. St )

v
N

:.the spectatori [ vine sumey

r:'g pecti 1§ i p:t“e el ol
‘Jones™ sudden reappearance makes the spectatoflretrospectively reinterpret the/ ‘3%;3#‘, ’

isci ” X @loon] wa £ F .
scen€y,negating its previously omniscient nature, Unknown to,_ the spectator, the S e

.assumes that he has been privileged by the narration and thus knoyfr‘smrf}(})fi nthan
ich as thi spectat '%9‘ 5
e o e e e e b e e :-4 ad
During the course of this scene, there are in fact one or two ‘amblguous-textul:ll NNy
‘ i ! inui — off- — i e bar. As he
glues suggesting Jones' continuing presenc.e ,off_ screen — in th_th AR
'vl_eia;;s, Marion says ‘See you tomorrow, Indiana.” But he pauses at the (?Xl .
' his backward glance and a second pause suggest that perhaps he does not intend to _ .
go anywhere. In addition, there are two possible unattributed point-of-view shots a Pal; - /- A a

little later on, shots which suggest thiﬁ__gggi-‘;gisgﬁq;g‘ng;f"gh_av{;qte;_—"‘mgy_b@i&éﬁ ,:J
ﬁh"igii_ng behind _q_fill_ir_._‘_ljiké_simﬂar shots in the opening sequence, thfese shots ~ LA
remain_unattributed and hence ambiguous. In so far as they can be attrlbut;;,d to sk
Jones, they can be seen as providing motivation for. Jones’ later appearance.™ But e ia
they figure principally in.the. patterns.of suggestion of _,an_oji-_?g;@&mp}:s%@:;ﬁ e
established early on in the ﬁlﬂl_.u__{md they figure in the condensat-lon and com m; Ly ;
amhm?&ﬁug’ures of serial narration that occur during the course o PR ﬁ
the sequence — and the film — as 2 whole, as Marion is threatened then rescued a;fr-;\-i};i s o
the last possible moment, as an action sequence leads to the (ten-mporary) defeat 012

the villains, as Marion’s bar is burned down in spectacular fashion, as th.e centra ¢
couple are united, divided, then united again, as Jones himsc.alf appears, disappears ‘;
and reappears to thwart the villains and to rescue the herom.c, and as _t\’vqhevszs {
central to portions of the story that follow are clearly established: Toht’s hend is

branded by the headpiece; and Marion joins Jones on his quest for the ark. It will
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s S s b Lomdige g
#4427 *be apparent, then, that in spite of — or rather in addition to — the spectacular
il cprendering of the fight, the scene is replete with narrative interest and significance,
~ Ishall demonstrate the use in Raiders of the figure or device of an off-screen

presence in one more shot

v Bl

shot which eccurs near the begir}\ru'n%of the scene in
Yo PR~ :

doorway. He then leaves the doorway and exits into off-screen space. As he leaves,
an Arab who has been following Jones enters the doorway and poisons some dates.
Only then do we cut to Jones, providing us with a second shot of the film’s
principal protagonist, a shot we might have expected earlier on, immediately after
he leaves the doorway, immediately prior to the entry of the poisoner, and hence
immediately pricr to the shift in significance and status of the shot of the doorway
itself. This shot of Jones, the doorway and the poisoner is ambiguous from a
narratological point of view, Fifst, e scé [ones staré out of th doorway. The shot
appears to be objective, and it app— s to be focusc:n-i-t_'c')h_ Jones. Howéver, as'hie

leaves the frame the camera remains st isengaged itself from Jones and ="

" riow Tocused on the doorw—ayn Is it now a_n__uwrigttribixted point-of-view shot? Does
Tt now suggest: 553%‘&&'@25@@{;95_19&_'"Ijgé_ Vlme_ft_‘,_'the poisoner enters the
@E_;__Tﬁ'_egr__{lf& ME%%%,?E_Ei,ff_ﬁ?‘,hiﬁ.‘i’.‘ ages in a significant piece of
narrative action, the poisoning of the dates. The shc::t fhus appears to centre 61
Jones but in retrospect if actually — or finally —centres on the Arab. In addition it

ini?iéHf appears insignificant, a | Eﬂ_“ﬁglﬁff'_a—_a;siilﬁonal shot of some kind, but it

actually serves to provide us with important narrative information, information

Y which of ¢oarseisn’t™ stared "b)’r’"jbne's;"}'iﬁhself:'Again, we can argue that this
- m“""““"‘“"—ww-""‘”“"ﬁ—--m N N s

b X process of reinterpretasion Creates Alomc plegstire. -After the dates have been poisoned,

\' only then do we cut to Jones, the shot we ‘expected’ as soon as he exited screen

space. The moment of omniscient narratiox, showing us the Arab poisoning the

}Ldates,‘ has therefore “Thterrupied” the action, but for good reason. It also serves to

é:e'ﬁé_r';féwéﬁ%ﬁéﬁééf ‘What will happen now? Will Jones find out in time? As is
_'ltypical‘ of Spielberg, he only finds out at the last possible moment. As is also
typical, the combination of purposes and functions served by what initially
appears to be a single, simple shot seems clearly designed to engage the spectator
in the narrative in as many different ways as is possible.
¥ i@_}_“g:fj The fluctuations in audience knowledge that occur _ﬂ?f,@g,jﬂ?fﬁ‘ﬂ?ﬁ,_‘?ﬁ these
7 M'«t}'tq ig\sg_quences, combined with the generic figures and devices of serial adventure and
the patterns of off-screen (and on-screen) presence, point to the need to consider
i hﬂﬁ;ré'iﬁa'ﬁEffiﬁﬁri‘ééwWEH 38 spectacle, as sources of pleasure and appeal in a
bt ke Raiders, They also suggest the need for claseformal-snalysis. These

g e N

e ,iwf:"ﬂk'élements are played, replayed and varied from scene to scene, sequence to
L e a . . ‘s .

PR, sequence, episode to episode. In addition to the play with off-screen presences,

;4 two motifs in particular stand out: the last-minute rescue {or the last-second

rescue), and an escape scenario, in which the hero has to escape from a seemingly

sl [ F‘,,ﬁ,_.}_..\j \9\-\({'2-!'\
QK«EW\""' I-‘v.,-‘\j/\, EA— !

-
o LA

I

s
£l
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WAl Tty

> - gl Sl . akyd el S
which Jones has the headpiece interpreted. Jones is shown peering out of a lattice™ ~

" to which narrativew(_:g_rl@_qpﬁqggg_ and narrative economy -~ as.well as.spectacle andhﬁ.\,’fjc ‘:J o
- _special elfects — are hallmarks of this particular New Hollywood blockbuster, and | ) —Lg

)
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. . . s 2R .
jmpossible situation.” They culminate — in typically condensed form - in the ** TN

E o - ‘_;,- il Arey
scenie in which the ark is finally opened. This is a scene of spectacle and special e :}.
i i i i j 1 g A g,
effects, but it is also a scene which comhggi suspense with surprise, and in which ] Fe e

& I 1 - Lt T~
- the ultimate off-screen presence is unieashed on the Nazis, serving both to van- fteet sl G

a‘&;ﬁe villains and to rescue heroine and hero alike. It thus highlights the extent yeodicy

iy ca ay

o=

_perh;;ﬁé_cnéﬁ-s:{i—t_t;c_f’: one of the features — or norms — of this particular type of New !: afgk‘ Lr‘::ig) i, )
‘Hollywood film. ‘ | Rt

T Left unanalysed, it would be easy to account for the po.pulant?r of 2 ﬁ.lm like

" Raiders of the Lost Ark by referring to the presence of Spl-e!b-erg 5 creatlv? aer

.gxpressive personality, or by simply referring to the annihllat'lon of .narratlve in_ ”f')fib{“”"(" ¢-
" favour of special effects and action sequences. By contrast, po_ggg,svbe,g}‘:gﬁf_::gr‘g &S L‘;:i;m::;’;é

. ‘compositional structure of a film, the options available to th :fihnm;aker_.a‘nc.l..tha)wl:i"mﬁ .
' actual choices s/he makes, including the specific way s/he combines fzomposmranal byl 'ij-\ D
dgvmmmphasis only marks the beginning of a comprehensive analysis of G’\’—:{%{ ;“\, “

e Spielberg’s films: it would be foolish, of course, to suggest the‘:t they are onl)-r aﬁox.zt Ry

" spatial relationships. The next stage of analysis is to consider @e relatlf)ns}upﬂ,fh;% %"jﬂw

- between the composition of Raiders and its themes, which would involve,discuss. & =~

. m‘@?&}“‘Ww@w@ to specify and evaluate its mvent;ver%ess

(in Andrew’s sense of the term). And in addition to further work on narrative,

Spielberg’smﬁlms and action-adventure blockbusters in general would r‘ewar.d

. “further research on the roles of sound and music (touched on elsewhere in this

“book by K.J. Donnelly and Gianluca Sergi: see chapters 9 and ?0), on the

' constituents of spectacle, on the positive — as well as negative — influence ?Fl

‘television, and on the impact of comic books on visual design. If everything else 1’n

this chapter has fallen on deaf ears, I hope at least to have shown thalt Spielberg 8

popular blockbusters have their own complex structure, and that their popularity

does not preclude them from being considered as serious objects worthy of study.

It is perhaps time to stop condemming the New Hollywood blockbuster and to

start, instead, to understand it.

Fq\u(j*u:‘{ =
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