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Abstract

Physical Spectatorship and the Mutilation Film

This thesis explores what | call ‘physical speatstigp’ as it is generated by a group
of films concerned with the mutilation of the hum#@ody. Focusing on the
representation of mutilation on the screen andgthesical responses this evokes, the
thesis is organised around the study of a serieslypmic engagements that
reconfigure the film-viewer relationship; theselua®: corporeal mimicry and the
cinematic visualisations of mutilation; generalisetkiety and experimental use of
sound; and the nausea generated by audio-visuahitpes that both signify and
locate the filmic gut in the viewer’s body.

Combining close textual analyses with theoretiggiraaches, this thesis draws upon
psychoanalytic, phenomenological and feminist tlesoof film and spectatorship.
Throughout the chapters, my argument builds upenvibrk of Vivian Sobchack
and Laura Marks in order to interrogate further tvhaght be meant by the notion of
the embodied spectator. The chapters explore titism alongside that of the film
viewer, to generate a dialogue with previous tleterbdf the cinematic spectator,
including Christian Metz and Richard Rushton.

Exploring through close textual analyses the spefiimic techniques that generate
intense physical responses, this thesis arguesthiatnutilation film demands a
rethinking of some of the key categories in theomé spectatorship. Extending
across national cinemas and reaching beyond canwahtgeneric distinctions, the
mutilation film produces a visceral aesthetic thas yet to be analysed. Focusing on
particular aspects of the mutilation film, suchtlas assault narrative sequence, use
of extreme frequencies and haptic sounds and imagles thesis offers detailed
readings of the following text®ans Ma PeayMarina de Van, 2002)rréversible
(Gaspar Noé, 2002B5aw Il (Darren Lynn Bousman, 200Daw Il (Darren Lynn
Bousman, 2006paw IV(Darren Lynn Bousman, 200%aw V(David Hackl, 2008)
Saw VI(Kevin Greutert, 20095aw 3D (Kevin Greutert, 2010)Hostel (Eli Roth,
2005), A Tintérieur (Alexandre Bustillo and Julien Maury, 2007Jhe Human
Centipede: First Sequenc€fom Six, 2009)and The Human Centipede: Full
Sequencé€Tom Six, 2011).

The analyses that form this thesis demonstrat@rblelems with separating notions
of the ‘spectator as textual construction’ fromttled the ‘viewer as physically
embodied’; yet these readings also indicate thessty of continuing the task of
conceptualising their interrelatedness, rather thamply using them

interchangeably. The conclusion argues that timea@t ofphysical spectatorship
offers one way to understand how particular contmamy aesthetics have
reconfigured the boundary between viewer and film.
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I ntroduction

Whenlrréversible (Gaspar Noé, 2002) was screened at the CannesHE#tival in
2002, David Ansen, in a review fdtewsweekpredicted that it would become the
most ‘walked-out-of’ movie of 2003 (Ansen, 2003)owkver, by the time this
article was written, the film had already receivbd Bronze Horse Award at the
Stockholm Film Festival 2003, and would then gotorwin the San Diego Film
Critics Society Award (SDFCS) for Best Foreign Laage film in 2003. In 2000,
Rotterdam Film Festival showeddishon/ Auditior(Takashi Miike, 2000), where it
was met by ‘the highest audience walk-out countipalist Tom Mes had ever been
‘lucky enough to witness’ (Mes, 2001). Its diregtdakashi Miike, won two awards
for his film that year: the FIBRESCI Prize and tF Award. Odishonthen went
on to become a ‘worldwide festival and art-housetaite’ (Mes, 2001). Marina de
Van's debutDans Ma Peay2002), won an award at the Fant-Asia Film Festival
2003 where, according to film critic Peter Bradshawiting for The Guardianthe
film ‘had people staggering for the aisles heraydsaclamped over mouths, cheeks
ballooning’ (Bradshaw, 2003). The most striking extpof these films is not that
they won an award or caused a mass walk-out, btthiere is something about each
of them that has resulted in both the highest afsgrand the lowest of criticism. The
disparate reception of these films can be argudaktthe result of a clash between

‘low’ exploitation movies and ‘high’ art cinenta.

! In the introduction to their bookslobal Art CinemaRosalind Gait and Karl Schoonover provide a
number of different ways art cinema is understodiemnoting that, as a label, it can be unreliable
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The meeting of popular and art cinema that producésybrid distinctive for its
challenging modes of spectatorship, has been argubd a trend that has recently
proliferated throughout Europe. Tanya Horeck andaTKendall's recent edited
collection titledThe New Extremism in Cinenf2011) focuses on particular films to
emerge from Europe over the past two decades ftivay bogether aspects of art
cinema (for example, a disregard for the generded’ of ‘classical cinema’ that
have been most closely associated with Hollywooértia) and horror iconography
(chiefly, disturbing representations of violenceedted towards the human body),
for example,Sombre(Philippe Grandrieux, 1998) antrouble Every DayClaire
Denis, 2001). This style potentially stands thenarggrom the proliferation of
another group of films that have emerged, pre-dantig from North America, over
the past decade that are also preoccupied witthtkat of human bodily mutilation:
Saw (James Wan, 20045aw Il (Darren Lynn Bousman, 20Q5%aw Il (Darren
Lynn Bousman, 2006 5aw IV(Darren Lynn Bousman, 20073aw V(David Hackl,
2008) Saw VI(Kevin Greutert, 2009)Saw 3D(Kevin Greutert, 2010Q)Hostel (Eli
Roth, 2005) Hostel: Part II(Eli Roth, 2007) Hostel: Part Il (Scott Spiegel, 2011)
Wrong Turn(Rob Schmidt, 2003)Wrong Turn 2: Dead En@Joe Lynch, 2007)
Wrong Turn 3: Left for DeadDeclan O’Brien, 2009) Wrong Turn 4: Bloody
Beginnings(Declan O’Brien, 2011)Wrong Turn 5: BloodlinegDeclan O’Brien,
2012), Captivity (Roland Joffé, 2007)See No Evi(Gregory Dark, 2006)Paradise

Lost (John Stockwell, 2006)Vacancy(Nimrod Antal, 2007) and Shuttle(Edward

because it is so flexible (2010: 3). Drawing onittlikefinitions, my use of ‘art cinema’ here poimts
the location of the mentioned films as outside oflyivood cinema and intersecting, at times, with
avant-garde, largely through their experimental ossound, camera-work and narrative structure.
This will be explored more fully in relation Dans Ma PeauChapter Three)rréversible and A
I'intérieur (Alexandre Bustillo and Julien Maury, 200Qhapter Four) an@ihe Human Centipede II:
Full SequencéTom Six, 2011) (Chapter Five).

2 How and why these representations are disturlsimgfocus of this thesis.

16



Anderson, 2008). These latter films, often dubbmtire porn® and thus, in
commercial terms, firmly established within a conp®rary sub-genre of horror
cinema, are criticised for being sadistic, exploig gratuitous and misogynisfic.
Furthermore, it has been suggested that they ddsitoate sex and violence as a
means of interrogating the relationship betweemdiland their spectators’ in the
same way as the European art/genre cinema hyloec¢k and Kendall, 2011: 2).
However, | suggest that there is something in fithese films that extends across
national cinemas, and reaches beyond conventi@marge distinctions, to produce a
visceral aesthetic — that is, the look and soundnatilation that strain against
notions of the viewer’'s body — that has yet to balgsed in film studies. | refer to
all flms mentioned above as examples of the ‘matibh film’. The impression of
corporeality that this term evokes indicates net jhe mutilation on the screen, but
also, and perhaps more significantly, the modeghgfkical spectatorship the films

construct.

This thesis is organised around a series of caskestSaw Il, Saw lll, Saw IV, Saw
V, Saw VI, Saw 3D, Hostel, Dans Ma Peau, IrréwdesiA I'intérieur (Alexandre
Bustillo and Julien Maury, 2007,he Human Centipede: First Sequefi€em Six,

2009) andThe Human Centipede: Full Sequer{@@m Six, 2011). Close textual

® David Edelstein is the first known critic to usgstterm in his 2006 article fddew York Movies,
‘Now Playing at Your Local Multiplex: Torture Porn’

* For example, in his article ‘All Stripped Down’q@9) Dean Lockwood describes the reception of
the marketing campaign faaptivity. The creator of the television seriBsffy the Vampire Slayer
(1997-2003), Joss Whedon, Lockwood states, objectdle misogyny he saw as inherent in the
posters with the words ‘abduction’, ‘confinemeniarture’ and ‘termination’ (40). One reviewer for
Hostelmade the familiar argument that its violence isagassary, unjustified and exploitative (Stina
Chyn, Film Threat,2006), while another considers it to be one of tfest misogynistic films ever
made (Nathan Led\ew York Times2006). Popular reviewer Roger Ebert labels thednsrof Saw

as sadistic Chicago Sun-Time<004). The charges of misogyny, sadism, grataitgt exploitation
can be seen to appear again and again in the r@wéwontemporary horror popularly known as
‘torture porn’.
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analyses of these films explore ways in which moafespectatorship destabilise a
number of dichotomies including viewer/film, suldjebject,
interiorities/exteriorities and biology/technologyly research questions are: how
does the mutilation film generate physical respsfisklow can we think about
physical spectatorship and the mutilation film told upon theories of embodiment
in the film-viewing relationship? How does the nhation film complicate notions of
viewer and spectator, and how does the conceptysigal spectatorship offer a way
of understanding the way these terms have beemfigaced by contemporary

aesthetics?

The choice of these particular films had two stages first being directly related to
their interrogative and disturbing modes of spectdtip. Through my own viewing
and, to a degree, readings of other people’s espees, the films mentioned above,
amongst many other mutilation films that will bédemenced throughout this thesis,
seem to generate powerful physical responses irvidweer. Above, | cited Peter
Bradshaw who, writing a review ddans Ma Peauor The Guardian, claimed to
have seen people leaving the theatre with outwigrts ©f nausea. Also writing for
The Guardianjournalist James Anthony observed tBatw 11l managed to elicit an
‘involuntary wince and a groan’ from a ‘horror-hareed audience’ (2008). Terms
such as ‘aggressive’, ‘nauseating’, ‘shocking’,dhteracing’ and ‘sickening’ belong

to an embodied discourse; | intend to build on thigyuage to explore further, and

® This includes critic reviews as well as scholaatticles. Reactions to the mutilation film oftereus
terms that belong to a discourse of embodied ressporhe following examples are critical reviews:
‘gruesome’ and ‘repugnant’ (James VernidBeston Herald 2006 onHoste); ‘taut thriller’ (Mark
Deming, Rotten Tomatoes2005 onWolf Creek(Greg Mclean, 2005);chilling’ (Kim Newman,
Empire, undated review forOdishon/ Auditioh Film scholar Carrie Tarr states, in her article
‘Director’s Cuts,’ thatDans Ma Peaus ‘not for the squeamish’ (2006: 80); and schdlem Palmer
says thaDans Ma Peatemploys ‘sensory impressions’ (2007: 178). | ainbtdld on this language
by exploring how the mutilation film engages wittetbody.

18



articulate, the sensations | felt across, througgh \&ithin my body when watching
these mutilation films. Throughout this thesisjrhdo focus orhowthese films are

able to evoke such specific responses.

The second stage of choosing the above case stthiasred after watching a wide
range of mutilation films and producing analyseat timterrogate the film-viewer

relationship. From this process, three distinct esodf physicality began to emerge.
First, a large number of films demonstrate a camosith the visual detail of

mutilation, where human body parts, waste and wésdeequently seep, ooze or
explode onto the screen, often as a result of @ctsrture. The physical responses
generated by these films are intensely focused rdsvspecific parts of the body in
front of the screen (that of the viewer) and yet strongly tied to the mutilating and
mutilated image. Second, a significant number dmdi represent mutilation

predominantly through their soundscape, creatipgreetrative and invasive physical
response that extends beyond the object of angietydisintegrating human body).
Third, a smaller number of films are dominated bg anxiety and desire towards
nausea and vomiting generated by audio-visual tgqabs that both signify and

locate the filmic gut in the viewer’s body. Theme,aof course, significant overlaps
that blur the boundaries of these categories; hewewo provide structure to this
study, and to avoid a large amount of repetitiochdse a relatively small number of
films that allowed me to explore physicality in agbn to focused anxiety,

generalised anxiety and nausea-centred anxietyrm &nd to consider how these

responses complicate certain key concepts in fildies and spectatorship theory.
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Spectatorship gained significant theoretical aibentn the 1970s in an attempt to
fully explore, and potentially explain, the engageambetween film and viewer.
Jean-Louis Baudry (1974) and Christian Metz (1948)e forerunners in this area,
both pointing towards the idea that the film-spemtaelationship is explicable
through theories of early subject formatfomNotions of voyeurism and the pleasures
in looking are prominent in these early works. Sgjpgent theories of spectatorship
developed these arguments to highlight and contplithe idea that cinema
reproduces dominant ways of seefrighe focus on the gaze, image and psyche in
spectatorship studies generated various critigligsychoanalytic formulations of

this area of film studies. One of the main argurmmeritthese criticisms is that such

® In ‘Ideological Effects of the Basic CinematograptApparatus,” Jean-Louis Baudry likens
spectator experience at the cinema with the Lacamiaror stage (where the child imagines mastery
of the body through an identification with the inedqgthus cinema constitutes the spectator as a
‘transcendental subject,” (1999: 350-352). In ‘Theaginary Signifier,” Metz builds on this idea by
arguing that the spectator positioning is pre-Oaldigvhich is further complicated by a lack defined
by the absence of film, which in turn calls attentio the imaginary dimension of the unity between
spectator and film. Metz also equates this proegtfs Lacanian notions of the ‘mirror stage’ theory
because ‘during showing we are, like the childaisub-motor and hyper-perceptive state; because,
like the child again, we are prey to the imaginalng double, and are so paradoxically through b rea
perception’ (1999: 803). However, he goes furtterstiggest that it differs from the mirror of
childhood because ‘this mirror [the cinema] retuwss everything but ourselves, because we are
wholly outside it' (1999: 803-804). The mutilatiofiim strains against the theory that the
spectator/viewer is in some way absent or transm@nduring the film-viewing experience. The
mutilation film, in some waygoesreturn us to ourselves. How it does this is a fadfutis thesis.

"In “Visual Pleasure and Narrative Cinema’ (197%ura Mulvey argues that ‘the unconscious of
patriarchal society has structured film form,” aiing the male spectator in a mastery and sadistic
position (2000: 239). In ‘Film and the Masquerafl991), Mary Ann Doane attempts to theorise the
female spectator, questioning ‘what is there tovemneé her from reversing the relation and
appropriating the gaze for her own pleasure?’ (2@@9) and suggesting that the ‘female can pretend
that she is other’, viewing the image from a madsifoon (2000: 253). Gaylyn Studlar, in her article
‘Masochism and the Perverse Pleasures of the Cindir@85), considers the advantages of
emphasising the relationship between masochism vaésuhl pleasure, arguing that a masochist
aesthetic satisfies the drives to be both sexesl Cdover considers horror spectatorship in relati

to masochism, suggesting that the male spectativedepleasure from an identification with the
persecuted female victim (1992). Similarly, Taniadeski argues that a fascination with femininity
in Hitchcock films ‘throws masculine and identitytd question and crisis’ (2005: 89). However, in
spite of the criticisms spectatorship theories hgasnered due to an apparent emphasis on the gaze,
scholars such as Doane and Kaja Silverman haveiskdaspectatorship in relation to sound (see, for
example, Doane’s ‘The Voice in the Cinema’ (198bhere she argues that audiences understand
visual limitations as not prescribing aural limitais, and considers the importance of sound in
constituting the body in and of the film; and Siven’sThe Acoustic Mirrorwhere she explores the
extent to which sound configures sexual differenBather than turn away from spectatorship theory
entirely (unlike for example, film scholar Carl Rtanga who, in his boolMoving Viewers(2009)
suggests we abandon notions of spectator as tegtuatruction altogether (231), | propose the
continued interrogation of the use and meaningiohderms.
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frameworks are inadequate for taking into accohatttody of the viewet The two

scholars who have attempted to return the body h&f viewer to cinema
spectatorship theory, and that are most influettisdughout this thesis, are Vivian
Sobchack and Laura Marks. Here, | will introduceithdeas regarding this topic,

and outline how | aim to engage with, and build ttwejr work.

Sobchack begins her bookhe Address of the Ey2992),by observing that, at her
time of writing, the two dominant theoretical pagads of American cinema studies
were Lacanian psychoanalysis and neo-Marxism. Fneithin this context,
Sobchack proposes another approach — that of premaagy — to understand the
‘experience’ of cinema. This term ‘experience’ aggeto be placed against concepts
of abstract theories of spectatorship. In her b&#nal Thoughts,Sobchack
elaborates on this by expressing how she is fratpustruck by the gap that exists
between our actuaxperienceof the cinema and théheorythat we academic film
scholars construct to explain it’ and in doing se, wnfortunately, ‘explain it away’
(2004: 53), thus avoiding, she argues, what shbeldelebrated: that we ‘are not
exempt from sensual being at the movies’ (2004: 6Bpwever, Sobchack also
concedes the drawbacks of the term ‘experienceingaohat it is ‘sloppy’, ‘liberal’,

and that language is not adequate to encompasssoriloe it (1992: xiv). Yet, if we

8 In The Address of the EY2992) Vivian Sobchack turned away from notionsoélysis — refusing
psychoanalytic and Marxist theoretical structuresto—explore that of experience through an
engagement with phenomenology (xv); Steven Shauirdhe Cinematic Body1993), argues that
‘representation’ and ‘discourse’ belong to the meaf the disembodied, which leads him to reject the
psychoanalytic model in favour of a varied apphpadrawing on the works of Georges Bataille,
Walter Benjamin, Maurice Blanchot, Gilles Deleuiéichel Foucault and Félix Guattari (viii-ix);
similarly, Anna Powell inDeleuze and Horror Filn(2005)argues that ‘[t]heories of representation
and narrative structure neglect the primacy of omepl affect’ making psychoanalysis an ‘inadequate
key to unlock’ the various levels of horror (2, ajid Plantinga (2009) suggests that theories etff
and emotion in film theory have been neglectedubhoan over-reliance on psychoanalytic models of
spectatorship and, instead, draws strongly on ti@grscience (8).
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are to think about the different ways physicaligncbe constructed, surely it is
necessary to think about how this is experiencé@rdntly within and across the
senses. The effect, or affect, of a film on thewée evokes the ‘processual
experience’ of ‘watching’ the film, and, indeed, the use oé tlerm ‘experience’ is
an attempt to problematise the importance langyayses on sight over and above
every other sense involved in cinema-going i.evatch a film, to see a film, and to
‘read’ a film. There is, therefore, a strain betwdanguage and experience, and
herein lies the appeal of phenomenology; it hapatential for opening up and
destabilizing language in the very process of #scdption of the phenomena of
experience’ (1992: xviii). Although | do not dirgcengage with phenomenology as
an approach to theorising modes of physical spastaip, | draw on Sobchack’s
work in my textual analyses to help move towardlsemry (that also foregrounds the

viewer’s body) of the responses the mutilation fjenerates.

Throughout this thesis, | propose that the mualafilm also forcefully destabilises
the language we use to describe, or explain, bmeviiewer relationship; it does so, |
suggest, through a generation and manipulationhgsipality that uncomfortably
brings to the fore embodied modes of existencéhénfollowing chapters, | refer to
the viewer’s body, corporeality and physicality,vesll as specific parts of the body
(for example, the middle ear, the inner ear, arddigestive tract). In all instances, |
am indicating a mode of embodiment; however, | atpdly attempt to complicate
both the notion of a body that pre-exists the texig that of physicality that is
constructed by the film. InCarnal Thoughts,Sobchack argues that there is

‘extensive contemporary literature’ in the humaastihat focuses ‘objectively (but

° Powell also uses the term ‘experience’ to desdtiedilm viewing (2005: 21).
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sometimes superficially) on “the body™ (2004: By this, Sobchack is referring to
the way the body is often thought about in an alestd fashion, that which always
belongs to someone else other than me. Countehisp $obchack draws on
phenomenology to focus on the lived body, thatas, ‘what it means to be
“embodied” (1). To be embodied, Sobchack explaiagp be an objectiveubject
and a subjectivebject— ‘sentient, sensual, and sensible’ (2). Partedfdp sensible
is to be perceptive of something, in this instanaeperception of our own
embodiment. The abstracted body — that is othersapdrate from me — is distanced
from this perception. However, as Marks observdseinbookThe Skin of the Film
there is a very good reason for this distance obaahied perception to be
maintained. As she states, a ‘certain degree @&ragpn from the body is necessary
in order for our bodies to function’ otherwise wwould be so attuned to the
universe within that it would be impossible to fesaan the world around us’ (2000:
132). The mutilation film belies this distance tigtarguably, necessary for day-to-
day functioning, by drawing attention to the subjecand objective dimensions of
embodied existence, and, in doing so, construetpénticular mode of embodiment
that Sobchack refers to in her work, by recallisg as viewers, to our own sense of
corporeality. The mutilation film strains againktst notion of an abstract body, yet
the physicality it generates is an abstract conbepause it is a filmic construction
and, therefore, does not pre-exist the text. Thewer is thus placed at the
uncomfortable intersection of their own perceivethbediment, and that of

abstracted and fluid physicality.

A patrticularly difficult aspect of exploring the ydicality of the mutilation film is

considering how an audio-visual medium can engaije @ther bodily senses to
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become a multi-sensorial medium — one that is ot#lys dependent on seeing and
hearing. Seeing and hearing are, of course, emtbadirses. Although they can be
perceived across distances, thereby creating ligaih that they are in some way
detached from corporeality, these senses are maskbpe through particular body
parts: the auricle, canal, drum, ossicles and eachf the ear; and the cornea, lens,
retina, optic disc and optic nerve of the eye. As & Powell observes in her book
Deleuze and Horror Filmthe information taken in by the eyes — which are, o
course, rooted in flesh — does not remain puredyali (2005: 04). Marks studies
this phenomenon further, and argues that certaameies of intercultural cinema
mobilise senses beyond those of seeing and he@riagate a physical impression
of other cultures. Marks explores the notion of@nbodied visuality’ that does not
hold vision as master over the object it sees,ratlter ‘yields to the thing seen, a
vision that is not merely cognitive but acknowleslgs location in the body’ (2000:
151, 132). Following Marks, | question what it mighean for a mutilation-image to
acknowledge its location in the body, and how asseeof touch in relation to the
film-viewer relationship may be theorised in th@sgances. | suggest that particular
examples of the mutilation film repeatedly generdtés level of sensorial
engagement — exactly how this is achieved will tlestdered through close textual

analyses throughout the body of the théis.

An image that finds its location in the body getesaa haptic mode of visuality,

through which seeing something evokes the sensamioh. It is, as Marks states, ‘as

% This involves close textual analysis of visualresentations of mutilation. Shaviro suggests, in
relation to the optical detail of mutilation, tHathen the flesh is pushed to such an extremity avee
affected by a physical shock, touched by the imaga distance, violated in the space of our own
mental privacy’ (1993: 137). | do not disagree witis; however, this thesis seeks to theorise these
moments where distances between film and vieweviatated, subverted and obliterated.
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though one were touching a film with one’s eye0q@: xi). One image Marks
repeatedly returns to throughout her book is aqraph of Shauna Beharry dressed
in her mother's sari §eeing is BelievingShuana Beharry, 1991). Marks first
describes the camera as ‘caressing’ the imagethemdhow she realises that she has
been ‘brushing the (image of the) fabric with thkenf my eyes, rather than looking
at it’ (xi, 127). This idea of the skin of the eybrishing against the image is a
particularly tactile analysis that provokes a sep$efeeling in the reader and,
thereby, partially recreates the way Marks’'s phalgig was constructed by the
film’s mode of spectatorship. Marks’s analysis esnarkably effective in capturing
the sense of what was actually occurring in thisigaar moment of the film-viewer
engagement. | similarly draw on this use of haptican attempt to describe the
sensation of sound rather than image. For Marks,itiage of the sari creates
memories that are conveyed through the sense ohtdn the same way, sounds —
such as lapping water, or grating, hoarse breathirt@an generate memories that
recall us to our embodied existence (for example,feéel of water, or the pain of a
sore throat); yet they also have a texture thatemsh be described as rubbing against
and, at times, aggravating the skin. Through ailéet@onsideration of the use of
sound in certain mutilation films, | will considére notion of haptic aurality, as well

as haptic visuality.

So why do | refer to the physicality of the viewaran attempt to articulate the
blurring of a filmic construction and concrete bodwther than notions of the

embodied spectator as explored by Sobchack and s#tariEngaging with a

1 |n the Address of the EyeSobchack elaborates on how existential phenomepplag both
philosophy and method of film analysis, recoveesftim’s body by acknowledging it as a ‘subject of
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language that enables us to both complicate, ahdeyain, notions of viewer and
spectatorship, allows for an interrogation into piwgsical responses mutilation films
generate. Whereas structuralist approaches to eirteought about film as a self-
contained text, subsequent studies of spectatomsigmpted to inject into this a
dimension of subjectivity. However, critiques ofespatorship theories often focus
on the confusion this creates regarding what isninég ‘spectator’, and what
constitutes the seemingly elusive spectator’'s emgagt with the notion of a ‘flesh-
and-blood’ viewer; this theoretical problem is eaplicitly approached in the work
of Marks and Sobchack.For example, ifNew Vocabularies in Film Semiotics,
Robert Stam, Robert Burgoyne and Sandy Flittermanis argue that the spectator
is an ‘artificial construct produced by the cineimatpparatus’ (1992: 147). So the
positioning and movement of the camera, editingepas, narrative progression,
structures of identification, mise-en-scene andndoall constitute a particular
position that is termed spectator. However, indusk Moving Viewersa cognitive
study into emotions, affects and American film amdies, Carl Plantinga observes
that Stam et al allow this textual construct regiresstates and belief systems, which
would infer what Stam et al call the ‘actual spemtarather than the spectator-as-

construct; in other words, the flesh and blood e\{@000: 231} This confusion

vision’, not merely an ‘object for vision’, and @ils us to consider the spectator’'s body as ‘unjquel
situated and intentionally active in the procesd production of cinematic vision’ (1992: 304). In
The Skin of the FilmMarks explores ranges of ‘sense experience’ inmemeand suggests a ‘valid
critique of phenomenology is that it mistakenly ibeds that all of experience is accessible to
consciousness’ (2000: 152). As well as the ‘cinéenamcounter’ taking place between the body of
the film and the body of the viewer, it also taldace in ‘my sensorium and the film's sensorium’
(2000: 153). In this way, both Sobchack and Marks@e notions of embodied spectatorship, rather
than positing a concrete theory and/or definitidnwinat ‘it’ is. | hope to continue this fluid,
exploratory approach to thinking about the bodthim film-viewing experience; however, this project
is also concerned with the interrogation of whahi&ant when terms ‘spectator’ and ‘viewer’ are used
in analysis.

12 Nor is it approached in other works that seekrtimdate modes of embodiment in film-viewing;
for example, Shaviro (1993), Powell (2005) and FenrBarker, who draws on Sobchack and
phenomenology in her bookhe Tactile Ey€2009).

3 In Unthinking Eurocentrism{(1994), however, Stam, with Ella Shohat, complicatgions of
spectatorship that Plantinga critiques. They ligt fvays in which the spectator should be consitlere
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leads Plantinga to propose, with an assumptionttietspectator’ and ‘flesh-and-
blood viewer' are entirely separable notions (asuagption that Stam et al, |
suggest, avoid), to use spectator, viewer and aadienterchangeably, and to only

use the terms ‘textual positions’ and ‘roles’ whieferring to filmic constructions.

The proposition to dispense with the notion of $piec as a textual construct, and
use only ‘position’ and/or ‘role’ to refer to thisoncept, erodes the engagement
between film and viewer that spectatorship the@y attempted to articulate. Films
such adrréversible, Dans Ma Peau, Saamd Hostel push against the dichotomy of
film-as-object/viewer-as-subjecthe textual analyses and chapters of this thesis
begin at the surface of both the viewer and, metaphlly, the film, as | consider
how the skin of the film (the image) pushes agathst skin of the viewer. By
arguing that sound has the potential for creatingpae penetrating and invasive
engagement, | then examine how the mutilation fitlrerupts notions of
interiority/exteriority by generating affect thaedomes detached from the text.
Finally, |1 suggest that certain mutilation filmdraw this boundary, allowing for a
return to a relatively distanced spectatorship tivety be defined as ‘ocular-

specular**

(fashioned by text, technical apparatus and ir&iital contexts, constituted by discourses and
ideology, and embodied, raced, gendered and histtyi situated) and that, significantly, film
analysis must explore the tensions that arise lestwieese levels. This is indicative of a far more
interrogative approach to spectatorship theory thatistinction between spectator-as-construct and
‘actual spectator’ that this thesis also aspires to

1 With this structure, this thesis partially resensbtbe arrangement of Barker's bodke Tactile
Eye,a phenomenological study — strongly influenced blgchack — that argues the notion of touch in
the film-viewer engagement is not merely skin de@gher it encompasses the entirety of the body,
from its surface to its deepest recesses; ‘cinentatitility occurs not only at the skin or the e
but traverses all the organs of the spectator'yb@d09: 2). Accordingly, she orders her chapss
as to begin ‘at the surface’ (eye contact) and ntbk@ugh ‘three regions — skin, musculature, viacer
— to end with a kind of immersion and inspiratibatttraverses all three at once’ (2009: 2). Howeve
whereas Barker articulates this engagement throlighmeeting of the lived-body of both the film
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In Chapter One, ‘Embodied Voyeurism’, | focus opaaticular group of horror films
concerned with the optical detail of the mutilatiohthe human body. The films
analysed in this chapter¢stel, Saw Il — 3Dfall under the critical category ‘torture
porn’ which was, | suggest, kick-started by JamesnWSaw (2004), in spite of
significant aesthetic differences between this inah film and the sequels it
spawned, and films it influencédn this chapter, | consider a particular image tha
captures the body in the moment of mutilation; doatlistinguish a sequence of
narrative that is, | argue, prevalent in films tlzeile composed around scenes of
torture. | identify three stages to this narratbegjuence: when the torture about to
transpire is realised by both victim and spectaog consequently anticipated; the
mutilation, where the body is attacked in a variefyways; and the aftermath,
namely blood, pus, bones, brains and viscera.dritbt chapter, | focus specifically
on the first two stages to ask how, and in what,wlaythese films generate physical
responses in the viewer, and how do these resparmegplicate the notion of
spectator and viewer? How do the stages of assandtitute shifts in the modes of
spectatorship, and how can these viewing positlmasunderstood in relation to

notions of embodiment, voyeurism, sadism and masoth

and viewer — a phenomenological concept that ardaesthe reversibility of the film-viewer
engagement through a paralleling of body partséefby their expressive and perceptive functions —
my analyses do not configure the film and viewertas separate bodies engaged through a
paralleling of body-parts. Rather, | suggest thHa¢ mmutilation film places the viewer at the
intersection of a textual construction and the bodfront of the screen through various modes of
physical spectatorship. This distinction necessitatn interrogation into the concepts of viewer and
spectator that Barker uses interchangeably.

1> Contemporary films with a focus on the mutilatedrtan body are often influenced by the capture
and torture narrative seen in James Wan'’s film,ctvhin turn draws on both the aesthetics and
narrative trajectory of David Fincher®e7er(1995) . These films include tli¢ostelseries,Captivity,
andSrpski Film(Srdjan Spasojevic, 2009).
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Continuing an exploration of films that delight the visual detail of bodily
disfigurement, Chapter Two, ‘Mutilation as Speaticlinterrogates the third stage
of the assault narrative sequence by looking ataftermath of mutilation that is
presented, | argue, either in movement or in stagisse images come after the apex
of torture, and constitute a further shift in thedas of spectatorship constructed by
particular mutilation films. | ask: how can thingimbout the aftermath of mutilation
in relation to movement and stasis allow for a dyetinderstanding of how the
assault narrative sequence destabilises and, mlgntredraws the boundaries
between viewer and spectator? In what way doespghetacle of these images relate

to notions of subject and object in the mutilatiihm?

Chapter Three, ‘Affective Sounds’, moves focus frasuality to aurality by
exploring the extent to which a film’s soundtractnstructs modes of physical
spectatorship independent from, and not subsert@®nthe image. With a close
textual analysis ofDans Ma Peap | interrogate how, and in what ways,
representations of self-harm interrogate and Wter distinction and definitions of
viewer and spectator. By drawing on Elizabeth C&vigork on anxiety and the
horror film, and engaging with Marks’s work on hapt | explore how sound may
be perceived through the sense of touch. In thegten | ask: how might sound be
considered in relation to theories of affect? Ham sound be thought of as having
physicality? Does sound threaten the fragile inBtalf film spectatorship (and in

what ways does it do this)?
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In Chapter Four, ‘Extreme Frequencies’, | contirtoeconsider the ways sound
generates physical responses to the mutilation fiistead of focusing on sound that
signifies a particular object within the diegesi®.( mutilation and self-harm), |
explore the use of low and high frequencies thatrent directly connected to any
particular image or act. With close textual anasys8rréversibleandA I'intérieur,

| examine how both high and low frequencies pusthatlimits of perception and
form structures of identification. | draw on a the®f affect that suggests certain
sounds can generate sensations before, or witheurg cognitively processed, and
research into sensory hearing impairment that argaes can seem to create, as well
as perceive, noise. My questions for this chapter aow does sound create
structures of identification? In what ways does thioblematise theoretical concepts
of viewer and spectator? How does an analysis fdimés soundscape complicate
theories concerning media representations of sexualence? Do extreme

frequencies subvert notions of biology and techgwl@iewer and film?

Chapter Five, ‘The Gut’, emphasises the potental mutilation films to induce
nausea and the fear of vomiting and/or desire tmivoWith a focus on these
particular sensations and bodily functions, | agieto bring light to an aspect of
corporeality often neglected in film studies. Thybuclose textual analyses ©he
Human Centipede: First Sequenaad The Human Centipede: Full Sequente
explore how sound and image signifies and locdtegut on the screen in the body
of the viewer. By acknowledging the self-reflexwiof these films, | question the
extent to which notions of the viewer are straiagdinst the concept of spectator as
textual construction. Through a comparison of tistirtct aesthetics of these two

films, | examine how different representations aédes generate intense physical
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responses. | also ask: how can these films’ motlepextatorship be theorised, and
in what ways do nausea and vomit destabilise difim@anotions of viewer and

spectator, and biology and technology?

At the heart of this thesis lies a fascinationhia tvays the mutilation film engages
with the body to make us, as viewers, cringe, gng arms of our chairs and retch
with revulsion. As such, these films and my anayselate to a dilemma
philosophers and film scholars have long attempoecesolve: why the mutilation
film? A significant amount of work has been dedithto asking ‘why horror?
and, with anxiety being a dominant mode of physiedponse, these previous
studies could provide a benchmark from which toifeébe exploration into the
pleasures of the mutilation film. Although previoagproaches to this query have
often worked from within specific theoretical apacbes, | would not consider it

advisable or possible to attempt a theory of pleasd the mutilation film that is

16 See, for exampleDreadful Pleasureg1985) where James Twitchell argues that horrondil
provide moral lessons for adolescents; Tania Mddlesplores the pleasures of terror in relation to
postmodern theory and 1980s contemporary horro86t INoél Carroll inPhilosophy of Horror
(1990), takes a cognitive approach, suggesting that fatioim outweighs what he defines as the
emotion of ‘art-horror’; Gary Hoppenstand (1996juwas in ‘The pleasures of evil’ that, by portraying
evil in hedonistic terms, the horror film is cricof a narcissistic society; popular film criticalvk
Kermode argues in ‘| was a teenage horror fan’ {)9%at pleasure is derived from a fan’s
‘knowingness’ of the horror film; Brigid Cherry ifRefusing to Refuse to Look’ (1999), takes an
audience reception study approach and suggestththaorror film provides rituals of resistance for
the female horror spectator; Yvonne Leffler studhes extent to which the aesthetics of horror may
be considered pleasurablédqfror as Pleasure2000); Andrew Tudor’s article ‘Why Horror?’ (2004),
takes a critical approach to the question itseffueng that it spawns further queries such as, \ighit
about people who like horror, and what is it abbatror that people like?; Dennis Gile's article
‘Conditions of Pleasure’ (2004), considers how °tfidch experiences can become ‘good’ ones; Matt
Hills’s book, Pleasure of Horror(2005) provides an overview of the approaches &agires of
horror and argues that there has been a tendenpytttheory first and pleasure second, and thus
attempts to take a performative view of pleasumd &lantinga, (2009)suggests that negative
emotions are transformed into positive ones.
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unified by any one particular frameworkArguably, the notion of pleasure becomes
even more problematic when discussed in relatiorarigiety, as the two terms
together appear to create a paradox that may ppdsgbunravelled by a turn to

theories of sadism and masochism.

As | outlined earlier, sadism is the over-archirrgiaal orientation towards the
mutilation film for many critics and reviewers. Tfat that audiences are willing to
pay to view an abundance of torture, violence ape rsuggests that a certain degree
of pleasure may be derived from seeing others suHewever, a key research
question for this thesis (that extends acrosstapters) is how the mutilation film
generates physical responses such as anxiety,pthining towards the idea that
pleasure is also drawn from the viewer's own suffpr Masochism and
spectatorship has been considered in relationedtiiror film by Carol Clover, in
her bookMen Women and Chainsaw$992), where she argues that the male
spectator is constructed through identificationghwihe (androgenised) female
protagonist, and he, consequently, takes a madmmcipleasure in her plight. A
masochistic approach to spectatorship attempt®ngpbcate the gender divide. In
her study of the masochist aesthdticthe Realm of Pleasur&aylyn Studlar argues
that a masochistic theory of spectatorship ‘cortBosome of the assumptions
grounding the theories that polarize male and ferspkctatorial experience’ (1988:
35). The masochist aesthetic, she suggests, satth drives to be both sexes, while
also cutting across the dichotomy of pleasure/deslre, thereby apparently solving

what appeared to be a problematic paradox.

" As Plantinga arguethere can be no one unifying theory of pleasureiréma (2009: 20). | would
extend this to suggest that there cannot (or shoatyl be one unifying theory of pleasure for one
genre or group of films, for any one individuahfil or even for any one individual viewer.
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Notions of pleasure/unpleasure are not the onlyragmgh to the appeal of the
mutilation film. In her study on the aestheticgliEfgust,Savoring Disgust® Carolyn
Korsmeyer suggests that pleasure encompasseqdtisa and curiosity, emotional
engagement, rapture, or just plain old enjoyme2@1(: 188), and, to bring all these
aspects together, a common denominator may be fioutiek level of attention that
responses such as disgust and anxiety afford. Fosmeyer, a person taking
pleasure in something means ‘that one is occupiitd & singular keenness and
ardor’ (118). Perhaps then, she suggests, we shomsider disgust not in relation
to pleasure/unpleasure but as a ‘modifier of atentintensifying for a host of
reasons some experience that the participant watkeer have continue than not’
(118). I would like to consider this idea in retatito the mutilation film and agtow

these films intensifyvhatexperience and for what reasons?

What is intensified by the mutilation film? In harticle onHostel II, and ‘torture

porn’ in general, Gabrielle Murray argues;

What the cinema mostly does, and one of the maisores we continue
to engage with its content, is thatatfectsus — it makes us feel ....
When | was in the cinema watchimtpstel 1l, | felt like | was brought

back to my senses (2008).

'8 Disgust is, of course, an emotion or affect tlsaparticularly relevant to the modes of physical
spectatorship constructed by the mutilation filmrtRer work considering how this is generated and
how it creates physical responses, similar to thesis’'s approach with a dominant concern on
anxiety, would be particularly interesting.
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In this quote, Murray refers to all cinema, nottjb®stel Il and other examples of
torture porn. The responses examined, analysedhaodised throughout this thesis,
therefore, are potentially not unique to the mtitla film in kind, only in
concentration and intensity. Whekostel Il differs for Murray, it seems, is the
specificity of affect — no longer is film generabiyd vaguely making her feel, she is
now in a heightened sense of awareness of hersdviseray connects these senses
to a bodily presence, as she claims ‘intense viadetion can bring us face to face
with corporeality’ (2008). This particular engagemés, | suggest, one defining
factor of the mutilation film; the physical respessthese films generate serve to

intensify notions of embodiment.

If the mutilation film intensifies an awarenessaf embodied mode of existence
(how this is done is a key research question thktbe explored throughout this
thesis), what are the reasons that lead the vieswaant this to continue? There are
a number of ways this question may be approachedt of which are questionable
due to the tendency of presenting an over-archiegry of a particular culture or
society. For example, Murray references Eli Radirector ofHostelandHostel II),
who relates the proliferation of a contemporaryceial aesthetic to recent events
such as 11 September 2001 attacks and the restdirigr alert orange’. Roth
claims that people want to be as shocked by thesfthey see as they are by day to
day life; simply, they want something to screamTdtis fairly simplistic account
does not quite ring true, particularly when one stders there are more ways to
make an audience scream with shock (if that isgedd what they do while viewing
a mutilation film, which is in itself contestabléhan through the generation of

intense physical responses. Further, it does ngilagx the contemporary
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proliferation of these films; recent generations aot the first to have tragic events
occur in their lifetime. Nor does it explain why tilation films are not as lucrative
and popular in countries far more war-torn than Aoae(or why they also emerge
from countries other than America). Murray arrivasa similar conclusion, by
suggesting she does not see any particular caoomeldtetween these films and

‘contemporary political events’;

But that is not to say that young audiences whbdsengaged, anxious
and hopeless do not seek out these films. | thiel to, but for the same
reasons they have always sought alternative anticieXpms out. My

sense is these audiences want to feel intensityfesard Fear that brings
you into the moment, back to the body, to the seraws this sense of

immediacy and intensity (2008).

Murray is suggesting a number of things here: [fitbat the mutilation film is
predominantly viewed by young audiences, seconttiiese audiences are in a prior
state of anxiety, disengagement and hopelessnagsthirdly, leads to a desire to
feel intensity and fear that ultimately involvesirge ‘brought back’ to a sense of
embodiment. There is no evidence posited in thislarto determine the ages of the
mutilation film’s (or, for Murray, torture porn’sjudiences, and it should not be
assumed that the viewers of mutilation films areng teenagers. Further, with the
current popularity of downloading and legitimatdioa film rentals, this would be a
particularly hard statistic to determine; howevsrhaps it is not the most pertinent
point being raised here. Particularly interestsi¢hie idea that audiences are in some

way disengaged, and that the mutilation film pregiéh modicum of relief for this.
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Why would a viewer want to be ‘brought back to thement’, and how can this
question help form an understanding of the conteargoproliferation of the
mutilation film? In his article ‘All Stripped DownDean Lockwood posits two ideas
regarding torture porn (generally, the mainstrexangles of the mutilation film):
first, that they are an allegory of control andes®l, that they are an allegory of
becoming. Lockwood draws on Deleuze’s notion of ‘thenster of control’, which
refers to a shift from a Foucauldian carceral dgcit® a new “control society™
(2009: 45), and supports it with references totedeac tagging, swipe card access,
and credit card use. This ‘monster of control’, keood suggests, has also
manifested itself in forms of entertainmeBid Brother,for example), and he notes
how some narratives present similar environmenish(@s the house in which the
protagonist, Jennifer, is held captive @aptivity), or the way characters directly
reference reality television in dialogue (for exdmp Saw. The difficulty with this
idea is that it necessitates a large amount of 4pégidng examples (it certainly does
not extend to the majority of mutilation films teciude those originating in Europe,
and it would be a stretch to relate the argumeatltmainstream examples), and that
it ignores the debt these films pay to the horrenrg, including their strong
tendency towards reflexivity. Therefore, these knties that may be found
between certain mutilation films and current forofsentertainment — that may or
may not be symptoms of a contemporary control $pciehave less to do with
symbolising or representing the Deleuzian ‘monetfesontrol’, and more to do with

the self-consciousness of certain styles and gexirds.

The second theory Lockwood considers — that torjpwen is an allegory of

becoming — draws on the idea that the victims eséhfilms are closed off ‘to the
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affective and intensive potential of life’ (46) beé going through a transformation
defined by torture, fear and pain. By equatingwiasver with the victim’s trajectory
(‘[a]s the player, so the spectator’), Lockwood uayg that such films ‘amplify
horror's potential to shake us out of our subjextsecurity’ (46). To elaborate on
this ‘potential’ of torture porn, Lockwood draws &teven Shaviro’s observation,
that ‘the image disrupts the dualism of subject abpct, the constitutive distance
we require to establish phenomena (and “read” thasnpbjects and ourselves as
active subjects’ (46). Therefore, Shaviro arguespsphilia isnot mastery over the
image but ‘a forced, ecstatic abjection before theage’ (1993:. 49), which
Lockwood states is a transformative experience §2@6)> | aim to build on this
idea throughout this thesis by asking, how do ptalsiesponses generated by the

mutilation film relate to notions of subjective seéity and/or insecurity?

Finally, 1 have not put a time constraint on thetitation film. From the mutilation

films mentioned throughout this thesis, the earligas released in 1998, and the
most recent in 2012; however, | would not sugghat they are isolated to this
period. The reason it is so difficult to pinpoimtHere it all began’ and when it ends
(if it has or is in the process of doing so) is de®e what constitutes a mutilation
film is a particular aesthetic that can be foundoss film history, genres and
contexts. The significance of the mutilation filsithe dominance of this aesthetic,
where the sight and sound of mutilation constitbeecorporeality of the viewer, and

thus complicate key concepts in spectatorship thednly with the emergence of

' However, Shaviro is not referring to the mutilatior torture image specifically; he is critiquing
ideas relating to the way film structures waysaufking to introduce his study that attempts to feca
the ‘personal’ in film analysis. Although this doéslude sections on violent images (in David
Cronenberg’s body horror and George A. Romero’skierfilms) he also considers comedy and the
art of Andy Warhol.
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films presenting an intensive concentration of sweteral engagements has it

become strikingly clear that such concepts nea@sduirther interrogation.
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Chapter One: Embodied Voyeurism

The disembodied eye was celebrated as a strorgjaftiof power and omnipotence.
One tends to forget that the voyeurism which wasdoome such an abiding
preoccupation for film theory depends on forms igskihbodiment, especially the
idea of not having to take responsibility for onelily presence in a given space or

at a given timgElsaesser and Hagener, 2010).

This chapter is concerned with those films thatigt¢lin the optical detail of
bursting blood vessels, 0ozing sores and splirgdsones. Certain films that will be
examined in this thesis, although they undoubtatiigre a preoccupation with the
destruction of human flesh, either avoid showing firocess (or aftermath) of
mutilation to any significant degree, and/or undeemthe visual dominance of
cinema through certain sound and editing techni@liés other words, they ‘tell’
rather than ‘show’ the destruction of the body.skuhe terms ‘show’ and ‘tell’
following Philip Brophy's classic study of the texe of 1980s horror films,
‘Horrality’ (1986),** where he compares the first two version3leé Thing Howard
Hawks’ (1951) and John Carpenter’s (1982). Broptgues that; ‘[b]oth films deal
with the notion of an alien purely as a biologititd force, whose blind motivation
for survival is its only existence’ (10). Howeves Carpenter’s film shows bodily

destruction in a way that Hawks’ film only alludis the 1982 version dafhe Thing

%0 See Chapter Three: Affective Sounds, Chapter Fexireme Frequencies, and Chapter Five: The
Gut for discussions on mutilation films that ontietvisual detail of mutilation.

L This article was published @Bcreerin 1986, however Brophy opens the article by stpkia wrote

it in mid-1983.
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‘generates a different mode of suspense’ (10). My to contemporary horror films
in this chapter explores a ‘different mode of susgé by questioning how the
showing of bodily mutilation constructs physicafffyThe focus on the visual detail
of fleshy disfigurement constructs a mode of specship that complicates the
distinction between spectator and viewer. This trapsks: how is physicality
constructed via the visualisation of mutilationdémow should this be defined and

theorised?

In 2004, James Wan and Leigh Whannell co-wroténafthich kick-started one of
the most profitable horror film franchises to daiad arguably changed the texture
of horror cinema by influencing the sub-genre thetame known as ‘torture porn.’
This film wasSaw,and its distributors’ marketing strategy was todsseavered hand
prosthetics to journalists. These gruesome props pointed to one scene towreeds
film’'s end for which the entire feature became knpwhere one of the lead

protagonists cuts off his own foatede fig. 1.1)The rest of the film is a concentrated

22 |In ‘Vile Bodies and Bad Medicine,’ (1986), Pete S8ofollowed Brophy by claiming that the
‘uncompromised or privileged detail of human caeiaig of central importance to contemporary
horror (15-16). IrRecreational Terro(1997), Isabel Cristina Pinedo draws on both Broaghg Boss

to argue that contemporary horror cinema contalesients of the postmodern (for her approach to
postmodernism see Pinedo, 1997: 10-14); one oéthkgments is the forceful approach to violence
that privileges showing over telling. IiThe Hauntingand the Power of Suggestion,” (2000), Pam
Keesey compares the 1999 releaséhad HauntingJan de Bont) with Robert Wise’s 1963 original of
the same name, arguing that the remake failedeioviet the goods’ precisely because of the tendency
to sidestep the power of suggestion and, instegpljcély show the film's monsters (305-315).
However, the technical choice of showing over tgllis not solely a contemporary phenomena. In ‘A
Bloody New Wave,’ (1964), Jean-Claude Romer wrothart article on what he considered a new
trend of bloody images in films emerging from thaitdd States, referencinthe Horror of Party
Beachand The Curse of the Living Corpgboth Del Tenney, 1964), and the films of Herschell
Gordon Lewis, commenting on the prominent appea&asfcblood (63-65). Further, in his book
published in 2004The Horror Film,Stephen Prince argues that the trend of ‘the mechaf violent
death and graphic mutilation’ began in 1967-196Beéwthe last vestiges of the old Production Code
were scrapped’ (243, 242). The contemporary hdihmis considered in this chapter and the next
may be distinguished from films cited by Brophy,sBpPinedo, Keesey, Romer and Prince, however,
through the visceral engagement that the showirmpdily mutilation generates.

% See Lloyd Grove’s article foNew York Daily News‘Lion's Gate Sends Severed Hands to
Journalists to Promotgaw, (2004) where he describes receiving a severed hraa Ziploc bag.

40



mix of mystery and suspense akin to that of thehdibckian suspense thriller and
David Fincher'sSe7en(1995). However, the one shot (out of 2152 in tdaf a
hacksaw cutting its way through a man’s ankle —cWwtias the duration of only 2
seconds — refreshed a cinematic fascination witlkdbnd viscera, and became the

foundation on which the subsequent films were based

Figure 1.1: Saw: The shot of a foot being sawn off, lasting a total of two seconds, launched an
entire sub-genre of contemporary horror critically known as 'torture porn'.

Prior to contemporary horror, a concentrated peddifion of films that show the
process/aftermath of bodily mutilation was appaténbugh the late 1960s, 1970s

and 1980s. Generally B-movie and cult status, tmesfof George A. Romero,

24 According to the cinemetrics database cinemtwics.|

http://www.cinemetrics.lv/movie.php?movie 1D=109B&st accessed 07.03.2013.

5| say refreshed because, before the releaSawtthe horror film was in what film scholar Peter
Hutchings, in his boohe Horror Film,called an ‘intriguing moment[] in genre cinema wéhnere

is no single dominant generic type or format'. Hiilmgs comments on a number of trends evident at
the time of his writing in 2003: new digital techngies, the internet, Asian horror, British horror,
continental European horror and the ghost storyiclngs’ book was published in 2004,
immediately prior to the proliferation of what wdubecome popularly known as torture porn, making
one of his final comments particularly poignang]dars from now we might look back at this time
and see patterns emerging that are not immediapgigrent to us today’ (216-217)
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Herschell Gordon Lewis, Sam Raimi, and Italian zemand cannibal movies,
among others, all relished in showing various fowh®visceratiorf® The recent
trend of showing such fleshy destruction diffei@nirthese previous films however:
as well as now entering mainstream cinema, theta@eship constructed is much
more strongly tied to the victim of tortuf&lIn his article ‘All Stripped Down,’ film
scholar Dean Lockwood argues against the notion‘tieat is new and distinctive
about torture porn is the graphic and explicit natof its violence’ to suggest that
‘the subgenre is actually more about the effecegsnwith which the spectator is put
into the victim’s shoes’ (2009: 44). Lockwood’s dyudiffers from mine in that he
focuses on the narrative theme of capture andrggraas such, his article centres on
what he terms ‘the body suspended in the expentafi@assault’ (44). Although this
assault almost always materialises, not all filmghwhis now familiar narrative
show the process/aftermath of mutilation, furthdérersggthening Lockwood’s
argument. However, this avoids the fact that thetrsaccessful franchises — namely
the SawandHostelseries- for the most part do exhibit a fascination with thsual
detail of maiming and dismemberment. Thus the g body becomes the object
of the gaze, and yet this chapter argues that,opmedhntly, Saw and Hostels
spectator does not have power or omnipotence dwer hloody image — the

imperative of these films lies in perceiving onewsn body. With a focus on both the

% See Jay Slater's bodkaten Alive!(2006), for a comprehensive account of Italian eitalion
filmmakers from the late 1970s to the early 199umy Williams, The Cinema of George A. Romero
(2003), for an in-depth study of the cinema of @eoA. Romero; Herschell Gordon Lewis and
Andrew RauschThe Godfather of Gore Speak2012), for fascinating accounts and anecdotes of
Herschell Gordon Lewis’ choices in flm-making; asidhn Muir,The Unseen Forcg2004), for an
exploration of the work of Sam Raimi.

" Referencing scenes of mutilation @atch-22 (Mike Nichols, 1970),Deliverance(1972, John
Boorman),Jaws(Steven Spielberg, 1975), afRabid (David Cronenberg, 1977) Boss writes; ‘Often
these scenes of carnage are presented in a peidilegt wholly detached manner’ and that we, as
viewers, are free ‘from interest in character ...islher flesh which fascinates and appals us rather
than the character’s plight’ (1986: 16). Through emalyses in this chapter | aim to show that, in
contemporary horror, it is not possible to sepathéecharacter’s fate from the fascination of their
bodily ruination precisely because this mutilatisrunderstood from the position of the victim rathe
than that of the detached voyeur
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‘expectation of assault’ and the display of assatiis chapter explores a
spectatorship constituted through a ‘body suspénddte expectation of suffering,

which climaxes with graphic and violent images.

The films | am concerned with in this chaptéfoétel (Eli Roth, 2005), Saw Il
(Darren Lynn Bousman, 2005%aw IIl (Darren Lynn Bousman, 2006%aw IV
(Darren Lynn Bousman, 2003aw V(David Hackl, 2008)Saw VI(Kevin Greutert,
2009),andSaw 3D(Kevin Greutert, 201035 all have a very clear narrative structure
| shall call the assault. The assault has thregestaanticipation, when what is about
to transpire is realised by both victim and spectahd consequently anticipated; the
mutilation, where the body is attacked in a variefyways; and the aftermath,
namely blood, pus, bones, brains and viscera. Tuation and aftermath of the
assault are shown through what I call the mutigatamd mutilated wound-image.
These two images need to be distinguished from e#wtr, because one connotes
the body that is deterioiag, and the other the body that is deteriedat¥Whereas the
mutilated wound-image is far more prolific, | argilmat it is the mutilating wound-
image that is iconic in the films considered héige mutilating wound-image is the
dominant reason the above films have been chosestifdy; most of the features in
the SawandHostelfranchises are made up of more of these imagesahwarother
mutilation film. | argue that the mutilating woummlage creates a shift in the
spectatorship these films construct; the naturepmadess of this shift is the concern

of this chapter.

%8| do not include the origingsawin this chapter, as the mutilating wound-imageds prevalent in
this film. It creates suspense in a similar wajtssequels (and many arguments | develop regarding
the Sawsequels do apply to the origindaw); however, it does not often climax this suspengh
graphic and explicit images. It is the shift betwdleese two modes of spectatorship that this chapte
wishes to explore.
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The mutilating wound-image has many varied forrhmay present itself for a mere
fraction of a second, or impose itself for muchden It may consist solely of the
flesh being mutilated, or it may include other alsusuch as props and setting. They
all, however, have one factor in common: they @igphe process of mutilation.
Bones are not merely splinggt they are splinténg. Limbs are notalready
dismembered; they arbeing dismembered. Thus, the mutilating wound-image
disrupts the expectation of assault by satisfyisganticipation. At the same time,
this image is elusive and deceptive. It is oftenfased with sound and editing; one
may think it is there when, in actuality, it is noare to be seen. Controversy
surrounds the mutilating wound-imageis frequently deemed a lazy way to shock,
with the common consensus being that better filrasalle to play tricks on the eyes
with techniqgues mentioned above. However, this wragrgues that the mutilating
wound-image allows for a very particular relatioipsbetween spectator and film

that both speaks to, and begs a rethink of, exjstinories of horror spectatorsfip.

% Theories of horror cinema have largely been divideughly between psychoanalytical and
cognitive. For psychoanalytical influenced theoaé$iorror cinema, see Robin Stam’s collection of
articles which brings together his previous workhamror (in particular his famous ‘Return of the
Repressed’ article that appearedFtm Commentin 1978) that argue horror monsters represent
certain factions of society and culture that haweerb repressed through alienated labour and
patriarchy (also see Mark Jancovich, whoHirror (1992), criticises Wood's theory for ignoring the
nuances of horror films and suggesting that the smsmmight equally represent the repressive (16);
Carol Clover Men Women and Chainsaw&992) where she argues for a masochistic male
spectatorship in the slasher genre; Barbara Crébhd Monstrous Femining,993) who explores
abjection, feminism and the horror film; Linda Wélns’s article, ‘When the Woman Looks’ (1984),
who argues that women identify with the monsteotigh the gaze; and an edited collection of
articles that think critically about the mobiligati of psychoanalytical frameworks in horror film
analysis Freud’'s Worst NightmareSteven Jay Schneider (ed.) (2004)). For cognithepties of
horror cinema, see James TwitchelBreadful Pleasures who claims to find psychological
explanations of the pleasures of horror more colimgethan notions of repression, for example, the
idea that ‘horror art plays out the “do’s” and “dish of adolescent sexuality’ (1985:65); Noel
Carroll's famous cognitive study of horror and pkeasures Rhilosophy of Horror,1992); and
Cynthia Freeland’s rejection of psychoanalytic exgltions of the pleasures of horror, instead
arguing that the genre enables us to reflect phjlbally on the nature and existence of evil
(Naked and the Undea@002). Over the past two decades, Deleuzian appesat horror have
become more prominent, in particular, Stephen $bavchapter on David Cronenberg in his 1993
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Before going on to an analysis dbsteland Saw Il — 3D, would like to consider
some of the theoretical problems these films pregmrticularly in relation to the
quote that opened this chapter. The spectacleeobtitly is undeniably evident in
these films; therefore, a quick and easy assumptionld be that these images
construct a voyeuristic spectatorship defined Istasice, and an unacknowledged
gaze that holds mastery over the object of the. fillowever, the physical responses
that these films generate are in direct conflicthwthe premise that voyeurism is
disembodied, and, as such, one does not acknowtbdgeown bodily presence. In
her pioneering study of cinema and the film experée The Address of the Eye,
Vivian Sobchack identifies three presuppositionst imform the majority of film
theory, the third being that ‘film is dewed object As a result, the idea that ‘film,
as it is experienced, might be engaged as somethorg than just an object of
consciousness is a possibility that has not betertamed’ (1992: 20). This chapter
endeavours to argue that these films are cert&oiyething more’ than a viewed
object; principally | aim to explore the way thegnéront the strict hierarchy of
viewer as subject, and film as object and, in daagfurther complicate theories of

film spectatorship.

As with any film that generates a physical resppr$estel and Saw 1l — 3D
complicate the notion of spectator and viewer bgugding the latter in a concrete

and hyper-awareness of their own physicality, preshly detached from the textual

publication,The Cinematic Bodygnd Anna Powell’'s focused study on Deleuze anchtireor film
(2005) where she argues that psychoanalytical ig®af horror neglect a study of the genre’s
aesthetics.
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construction theorised as the film’s spectatorshiphis re-reading of Christian
Metz’s theories of spectatorship, ‘Cinema’s DoupRichard Rushton explains that,
to be a spectator, he is ‘encouraged to forgetethstence of [his] own self in its
bodily form’ (2002: 112). Rushton parts ways witletefs theories when he argues
that the spectator, rather than being ‘filled up’dinema, is insteacemptied of all
contents’as they are ‘unencumbered by the clumsiness ...heir[town bodies’
(2002: 113). The disembodied notion of the spectadp therefore, seemingly
incompatible withHostel and Saw 1l — 3Ds spectatorships. Rushton pre-empts a
critique of the above theory by suggesting thathsomoments, where a sense of

bodiliness is lost, are rare;

And such moments are, quite literalygps in the viewing experience,
they are moments of imaginary phantasmagoria, ofomscious
perception, of a degree of hyper-perceptive haitoon where one
unshakeablypelievesin the reality of the screen world in which one is

engrossed (114).

Rushton argues that classical narrative cinembhasires to these moments
(115). In spite of the mutilation film’s preoccumat with evoking corporeal
sensations in the viewer (or, as | will go on taua, becauseof this

preoccupation)HostelandSaw Il — 3Daspire to the very sanie.

9| would go so far to suggest that it is the pred&ill of articulating these ‘gaps in the viewing
experience’ (Rushton, 2002: 114) that separatesnihie interesting and affective visually-focused
mutilation film from the bland and the banal. Ittie difference, for example, between the intense
viewing experience oflostel,and that of the frequently ridiculous (but stillj@able) Wrong Turn
series (Rob Schmidt, Joe Lynch, Declan O’Brien,320012).
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A young man walks down a passageway lined with sloBach door is made of
clouded glass, through which clearly defined silttes of writhing bodies, in
various sexual positions, are discernible. Battmedaft blue/purple light, his facial
expression betrays a wish to be anywhere but wheres (see fig. 1.2) Rhythmic
beats and soft moans on the soundtrack blend seslgnigith the satisfied murmurs
emanating from behind the transparent doorwayscaéfginues his journey to the
end of the corridor where, tentatively, he pushgsnothe glass that separates him
from what lies beyond. This time, there is no olbs@hadow of a person; instead a

live flesh and blood woman stands before him, ingitim in.

Figure 1.2: Hostel: The stylisation of the brothel scene stands out from the rest of Hostel's
cinematography, and acts as a metaphor for the spectatorship this film constructs.

The above passage is a description of an earlyesiceHostel The film follows
three young men, (Josh, Paxton and Oli), as thexektracross Europe in search of
good times, and, of course, women. One of these dueh, has been persuaded that

the best way to get over his past relationship isléep with someone else. Standing
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at the threshold of an array of sexual opportusitidosh nervously observes the

woman his friends have picked out for him — andésa

Hostels brothel scene stands out from the rest of thm, fand indeed all films
looked at in this chapter, because it is so heatiflised. A slow tracking shot that
follows Josh reveals the perfect silhouettes oedadkodies moving in a graceful and
carefully choreographed sexual dance. The bluelpuighting, the spotless décor,
and the room at the end of the corridor that presiisnknown delights, all point to
the fact that this is a meticulously designed attar than a pre-existing brothel Josh
has stumbled intd: By contrast, for the majority of the film (as s for most of the
Sawfilms) the cinematic apparatus are invisible, dmastgive the illusion that what
unfolds in front of the camera is a segment of @hmarger reality. In their study of
various modes of spectatorshiplm Theory Thomas Elsaesser and Malte Hagener
argue that this latter spectatorship is the fifséeven modes. This ‘ocular-specular’
mode (2010: 14), conceptualised as window and frasegenerally known as

‘classical’:

Classical cinema keeps its disembodied spectat@asrds length while
also drawing them in. It achieves its effects ansparency by the
deployment of filmic means (montage, light, camplacement, scale,
special effects) which justify their profuse presemy aiming at being

noticed as little as possible (18).

%1 1n one of his DVD commentaries, Eli Roth explaihat the set was built on a stage in Prague, but
the actual design was based on a brothel in Tokyo.
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Hostels spectator? for the most part, is closely tied into a fictibeorld, while
remaining blind to the mechanics of securement. 8dréy scene described above is
both illustrative of, and contrasts with, this Sjgarship. Unlike the brothel's
stylised look and corridors of clouded glass, ¢tadinema is transpareraiiowing

a visual proximity without revealing what is beilggpked through (in this instance,
window becomes metaphor for cinematic apparatus), j¥st as Josh does not enter
into a sexual encounter, this visuality fails tmstitute physical engagement; he and
the spectator of the first mode are kept at an sar@hgth. Thus Elsaesser and
Hagener describe it as disembodied and voyeuridtgvever, as Josh removes the
opague barrier between himself and what lies beybisdoresence is acknowledged.
No longer a voyeur who has the luxury of observingnyriad of obscure sexual
trysts, Josh is looked upon by the woman on theroside of the screen. Such
acknowledgement arises between the spectator amdntltilating wound-image
throughoutHostelandSaw Il — 3D Just as the woman who has been bought for Josh
turns and looks at him, this chapter will explo@yvhthe mutilating wound-image
returns the gaze, and, in doing so, subverts ttfeothmy subject/object, complicates

the notions of spectator and viewer, and constiaieisceral engagement.

The expectation stage of assault is the most pgeldrin terms of film running time
as it must shift the spectatorship from identificatwith the look of the camera to
the position of the victim. It is the point whees Lockwood states, the spectator is

effectively ‘put into the victim’s shoes’ (2009: #4rhe spectatorship is constituted

32 use the term spectator to refer to textual qosibns; where these are complicated by notions of
the viewer’s body in front of the screen, | willgixitly interrogate the use of these terms.
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through a sense of panic and rising anxiety indharacter’s situation. Although
screams and pleads are an intrinsic factor in iogaphysicality during the
expectation stage — and they are certainly indieadif the impending mutilation —
other techniques are continually and repeatedlyiseti to firmly bind the
spectator/viewer to a position of anticipation. Thse of point-of-view shots,
revelation of the impending torture, and speed stnehgth of cuts, are explored in
this section to question how this period construatsspectatorship that will,
ultimately, constitute the body of the viewer. Thes (particularly those of thE8aw
franchise) also draw strongly on influences fromfrédd Hitchcock’'s suspense
thrillers, such as creating anticipation througheots of suspense, prolonging this
anticipation through the suspension of time, andsergin-abimé&® Indeed, as
confessed by director James Wa&gw (2004) was envisioned not as a ‘gorey
horror’, but as a thrillea la Hitchcock®* This aspect of the first film was taken on
by its sequels at the same time as the tortureesegs were substantially multiplied.
The combination of Hitchcockian suspense and B-maadré® creates a uniquely
disturbing contemporary horror of whicBaw Il — 3D and Hostel are primary

examples.

% See Deborah Linderman, 1991, for a discussionimheock’s Vertigo (1958)and mise-en-abime.
Linderman argues that, by orders of doubling, (diglput into the textual space as Madeleine by
Gavin Elster for Scottie’ (1991: 57)), the texinise-en-abimeThe complex plot o¥ertigo sees an
internal story placed within a ‘larger diegetic teat’ (57). In this dynamic, with a focus ‘on the
textual system as a set of self-reflecting mirrgs2) Linderman reads the film as a struggle agains
the collapse of sexual difference, thus building the work of Robin Wood (1986) and Tanya
Modleski (1988) who are both critical of the ‘coeecforce’ of patriarchy (52).

% Executive producer foBaw I, Leigh Whannell (also writer of, and actor Baw speaks of his
influences, including Hitchcock, in the DVD commaryt for this film.

% | follow Isabel Cristina Pinedo in my definitiorf gore; ‘the explicit depiction of dismemberment,
evisceration, putrefaction, and myriad other formfidooundary violations with copious amounts of
blood’ (1997: 18).
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The first assault irHostel does not occur until nearly halfway through thenfd
running time. Up until this point, the spectatogaze has been folded with that of
the camera, and the average shot length is onlyeeet 4 and 5 seconds loffgAt
the beginning of Josh’s torture, however, the stgees black, after which there is a
45 second long point-of-view shot. The shot stamdisbecause it is significantly
longer and very different in style to what has copteviously, thus marking a
change that will create a shift in the spectatgrdhom an identification with the
camera to one with the victim. The black screeresaiito a reveal of an unknown
room. The mystery is heightened by the allowancerdf a small amount being
seen at any one time; all that is visible is a smiatle off centre right. As the
camera pans and tilts, this circle remains statthimthe frame, indicating that the
spectator is in the position of a character thablisdfolded. The limited visuals
transform this shot into a puzzle that must be qretogether by both victim and
spectator/viewer(see fig 1.3) The clues are dirty clamps, hammers, tongs and
pokers, caged lights, a door, and leather gogdg#s. the foreground of the
soundtrack, heavy breathing and whimpering pullgpectator more tightly into the
position of the victim. The small circle that reles the screen from total blackout
focuses on the door as someone in a doctor’'s matgkselooking, directly at the
cameralvictim/spectator. As the gaze is returneel fold of spectator into victim is

complete(see fig 1.4)

% Before the first assault, the shortest shot iss@édnds and the longest is 36 seconds. Beginnéng t
assault with a 45 second long shot significantlyksa change in editing style. This change creates
shift in the spectatorship.
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Figure 1.3: Hostel: The limited visuals transform this shot into a puzzle that must be pieced
together.

Figure 1.4: Hostel: The gaze is returned, and the fold of spectator into victim is complete.

The use of a point-of-view shot to place the spgectato the position of the victim

is usually coupled with the revelation (or lack ri@f) of what is about to occur.
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Josh’s point-of-view shot leaves many questionbdasked as to where he is and
what is about to happen. Similarly, the beginnimgptsof Paxton’s assault, the
second out of three iHostel,is a 35 second long black screen. The foregrounaling
his whimpers and cries tie the spectator to thémis spatial position, at the same
time as depriving both of any clues, visual or othge, of what is about to occur.
The particular weapon of choice, or the functiontloé torturous device, is not
revealed before the victim knows what is aboutapgen to them’ However, there
Is often a presence of objects revealed to thetsfoecand victim that anticipate
impending torture. These may be familiar (tongsllsdand saws) and unfamiliar
(elaborate-looking traps and device®ee fig 1.5) In either case, the object
embodies what is to come, even as it does not rélveapecific mode of tortur®.
In this way, the spectator is constructed via ticina’s narrative trajectorySaw Il —
Saw 3Demphasise and prolong the process of revelatiom thé aid of videos and
cassette tapes on which the serial killer Jigsaplagixs where the victim is, why
they are there, and what is about to happen to .tligten there is a close-up, or
medium close-up, of a television screen on whiehitifiamous ‘Billy’ dolf® dictates
their fate. The television set frame mimics tharfeaof the film; the mise-en-abime

produces the spectator as viciigee fig 1.6)

37 Although inSaw ViandSaw 3Dthe reverse bear trap is used for the second amtititne (the bear
trap forces the victim's jaws apart, resulting fve thead being ripped open horizontally) both second
and third victim of this popular tool are alreadyase of what it will do. Their recognition of theap
creates, and is created by, the franchise’s spectat

% Charles Derry, in his bookhe Suspense Thrillerefers to Alfred Hitchcock’s use of objects that
stand ‘not only for [themselves], but for somethilge’ as a way to generate suspense (1988: 21).
See also Andrew Sarrithe American Cinemdor a discussion on visual correlatives in Hitchcec
work (1996: 56-60).

% This is a doll created by James Wan for the fi@vchapter to allow the killer to anonymously
announce himself to his quarry. It was one of ttenynelements that was picked up by subsequent
directors and made ubiquitous throughout the 6elsqu
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Figure 1.6: Saw II: Mise-en-abime - the frame of the television set mimics the frame of the film.

Originally the term for the small shield within aat of arms, the common usage for
mise-en-abime points to the practice of standingvéen two mirrors and seeing

one’s own reflection reproduced infinitely. It catso be used to label a technique
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where an image contains a smaller copy of itself the sequence of this appears to
recur endlessly. French author and Nobel Prize evidmdré Gide engages with this
concept to create ‘distorted reflections’ of hinfisel his character®® For Deborah
Linderman, writing on Hitchcock’svertigo, mise-en-abimeis a construct that
‘presupposes a set of embedded, mutually reflecdimg) interanimating structures
into which the characters’ “psychologies” are edéal’ (1991: 57). Repetition is a
key factor in mise-en-abime; i8aw Il — 3D the ‘psychology’ of the victim is
enfolded into, not another character, but the fosiof the spectator. However, at
the same time, the internal structures of the filra revealed. Mise-en-abime is a
self-reflexive technique that serves to destabilise structure of the film and its
spectator. As well as placing the spectator invicim’s shoes, the film within a
film points to the inner workings of the text. Tegectator is thus tied to the film at

the same time as these ties are threatened.

Whether through point-of-view shots, or mise-ermahyi or both, the process of
revelation shifts the unknown horrors of the adsenib anticipation of mutilation.
For example, inSaw 1V, Swat Commander Rigg — one of the only remaining
survivors on the team set to capture Jigsaw — wialks his living room to find a
woman he does not know bound to a chair that isoetdely kitted up with locks,
cogs and gears. Until this mechanism begins to mamd the woman’s hair is
slowly wound into the machine, it is unclear whatdkof mutilation is going to
occur. At the point of unknown, anxiety and panicemposed through camera

placements and editing — do not have a specifieadl)f mutilation and, as such,

0 See Victoria ReidAndré Gide and Curiosity(2009), where she discusses how, through the fuse o
mise-en-abime, André Gide reveals his ‘writerlyiasity’ (219-247).
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cannot be anticipated. The anticipation of mutlatsignifies an end to the torture
where the victim's body is relieved of suspensidm. her article ‘The Lived
Nightmare’, Elizabeth Cowie follows Freud’s theafypleasure by suggesting ‘that
pleasure, or satisfaction, is dependent on a pusvianpleasure in order for a
recognizablechangein the state of the subject, or organism, to beesgpced’
(2003: 29). When the pleasure lies in the ‘ceseatfounpleasure’ (29) the nature of
the film’s conclusion does not matter — ‘whethenribe or happy’ (29). The
anticipated mutilation is, therefore, also desiasdt promises the satisfaction of the
cessation of unpleasure. As the woman’s hair iteguurther and further, and the
skin on her forehead begins to stretch, the anXieys its object in mutilation
before it even occurs; the victim and spectatorp wiere both at once ‘suspended in
the expectation of assault’ (Lockwood, 2010: 44k &om this point onwards

promised a releageee figs. I and 1.8).

Figure 1.7: Saw IV: A jumble of cogs and gears makes what is about to occur unclear, and therefore
does not have a direct object of anxiety...
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Figure 1.8: ...until the purpose of the machine is revealed and specific mutilation is anticipated.

With the promise of release comes an intensifiedogle of suspense. Now the
actual act of torture has been revealed, it is girmgagame until it finally occurs.
More so tharHostel, Saw Il — 3xapitalise on this period where time is suspended
for both victim and spectator. In their collectiohextended essays on the ‘roman
policier (crime detective fiction), Pierre Boileaand Thomas Narcéjac ask the
question of what is being suspended in these masatThe answer is time (1964:
89-90). As film scholar, Charles Derry, elaborabesin his study of the suspense

thriller;

[d]uring those moments that suspense is operdtime, seems to extend
itself, and each second provides a kind of torfarea spectator who is

anxious to have his or her anticipations foiledutiilled (1988: 32).

Once a victim has activated their trap, a timerilggiving them a few seconds or
minutes to complete their task. This could be ngt@ key from behind their eye,

ripping chains from various parts of their bodyitielg away a large amount of flesh,
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crushing their hands in vices, or any other nunaigruesome activitie. Close-up
shots on the timer reveal how much longer the midpectator must endure the
anticipation of pain and/or deafkee figs. 1.9, 1.10, 1.115lowever, as the camera
frequently cuts away from this device, there ariggsossibility to manipulate this
particular stage of suspense. For example, temdsowithin the world of the film
does not correlate with ten seconds of the filmianing time; as much as one
minute may be suffered by the victim/spectator, nehe the on-screen clock
suggests only half of this time has passed by. Timereforedoesextend itself in
these scenes, prolonging the torture of unfulfibedicipation for both spectator and

victim.

By folding the victim’s and spectator’s anticipatiof assault, as well as the gaze,
these particular mutilation films create an idea#ifion that exceeds the point-of-
view perspective. Point-of-view shots are rarelyndwant during the assault; other
techniques are used to construct spectator- vickmtification. Saw Il — Saw 3@io
not construct the spectator’s position with poifiti@w shots as intensely &ostel.
Instead, the emphasis is on camera placement a&ed g editing which construct a
sense of panic and anxiety. For example, thedssault ifSaw Il the ‘head trap’ or
‘venus fly trap’’? begins with an apparent point-of-view shot as ttéim looks

around the room. Again, as withoste| the spectator is constituted as the victim

“L 1t should be noted that there is often someone rsponsible for the victim’s survival, asSaw

Il where Jeff must undergo a certain amount of ematiand physical pain before the victim is
released, ofSaw VIwhere William Easton must act quickly, endure paid/or make difficult
decisions in order to save his employees. The dowrt before at least one person must meet a grisly
end is still prevalent in these examples.

2 This is a sort of Iron Maiden solely for the he#ds a full mask that is capable of encasing the
skull; it is split down the sides to open up, thresembling a venus fly trap. The open mask is
fastened to the victim’s throat; both the front doatk of the mask are lined with metal spikes. When
the time runs out, the mask snaps together onrtgeh, enclosing and crushing the victim’s head.
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pieces together what has happened and what is a&bdwppen. However, in this
scene, the ostensible point-of-view shot ends with victim positioning a mirror
and looking at himsel{see fig 1.12)His reflection does not return the gaze, thus
revealing that the looks of the camera and victimmreot as one. Here, the spectator
Is not in the position of the victim; the spectadook is still with the camera but
the camera was moving as if it were in the positbthe victim. Through this mild
deception, the camera represents the victim; #gpsesentation produces panic and

anxiety.

Figure 1.10: Saw 3D.
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Figure 1.11: Saw IIl.

Figure 1.12: Saw II: The gaze is not returned, revealing the looks of the victim and camera are not
as one.

There are over 69 victifiSover the course of 3awfilms; almost half of these are
tightly restrained in some form before they ardui@d and (usually) killed. Their
restraints force them all into similar movementstteey struggle against whatever it

Is that traps them, they cannot move very far, Bgheir movements are short, fast

“3 Due to instances where SWAT teams and groups lafepare blown up and shot down, and it is
not made clear how many died — nor is it clear noany were in the scene due to editing tricks used
to capitalise on a small cast — it is not posstolesay definitively how many fatalities occurred
throughout theSawseries.
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and erratic. With very fast jump cuts — multiplethwithin one second of running
time — the films generate movement by creatinglthgion that the victim is moving
even faster and more erratically. Thus, the cantse#f displays anxiety and panic
with this motion. This is a style known as ‘MTV’ iidg where images are thrown
out with the speed of a machine gun. This technigae used in the origin&@aw
film, and then became part of the franchise’s igyaphy through its proliferation in
the sequel§? At the same time as the camera is moved by vesll stagrees, these
shot changes are interspersed with much strondemtiere the camera shifts from
one side of the victim and back again. The sickgnoits of this editing style

generate panic and anxiety becausentimmeticof the victim.

In her study of intercultural cinema@he Skin of the Filin_aura Marks observes that
the term mimesis comes from the Greek word ‘mirheist(to imitate), thus
suggesting that ‘one represents a thing by actiegit’ (2000: 138). By acting like a
terrified victim, the camera represents panic amdedy at the same time as creating
it. The films become not an object of anxiety buguaject of anxiety via mimesis as
it ‘shifts the hierarchical relationship betweerbjgat and object ... subjects take on
the physical, material qualities of objects, wlolgects take on the perceptive and
knowledgeable qualities of subjects’ (141). At theme time, the movement is
instructed by panic and anxiety i.e. the victim m®wuickly and erratically within

their restraints because they are scared, whike rttovement also generates these

“*In his commentary as executive producer $aw I, James Wan explains that fast editing was
necessary due to a small budget (although he dmeslaborate on this, presumably it was used to
hide or distract from potentially lower productioralues). However, the technique proved so
effective, subsequent directors continued to make of it even as their budgets increased
significantly.
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feelings. By representing panic through its moveindéime camera composes a

panicked and anxious spectatorship.

In her bookThe Cultural Politics of Emotiorara Ahmed argues that ‘feelings do
not reside in subjects or objects, but are prodaceeffects of circulation’ (2004: 8)
and that ‘emotions shape the very surface of bodibsch take shape through the
repetition of actions over time’ (4). Panic and iatyare not created by the object of
the film that is distantly observed by the spectdbot by the body of the film from
which the spectator arises; ‘Mimesis is an immaneay of being in the world,
whereby the subject comes into being not througdtrattion from the world but
compassionate involvement in it' (141). Similarlgnd drawing on Marks, film
theorist Martine Beugnet, in her boGknema and Sensatiodjstinguishes between
mimesis and the ‘conventional conception of theeole/observed relation’ in that
for the latter the observed is separate (2007Th¢ camera movement pushes and
pulls the spectator through the space of the f#\®.Sobchack states, and Marks
paraphrases: the ‘relationship between spectatbfien is fundamentally mimetic,
in that meaning is not solely communicated throggins but experienced in the

body’ (149). Through ‘compassionate involvemeng #pectator ‘comes into being’.

Decontextualisation of violence also occurs throsgdsis. The movement of the
camera, that jolts erratically, and swings dizzignground the victim, emphasises
the static nature of the victim/spectator's suspewkich (temporarily) halts the
narrative and enhances the violence. Although #merta moves quickly, it cannot

move very far; it is tied to the position of thetn in restraints. This is also evident
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in Hostel, as the camera continually returns to the same -tclpsshots of Josh’s
hands and feet, and medium close-ups of his tanead and shoulders. The
implication is that, spatially, there is nowhere fioe camera/victim/spectator to go.
This is likewise true in terms of the narrative. Har book,Recreational Terror,
Isabel Cristina Pinedo argues that horror film atiwes are propelled forward
through the use of violence. Any victim that is bieato use violence must lack
narrative agency (1997: 74-75). This idea is furtegengthened by the second
torture sequence iHostel,where Paxton is able to free himself once violenas
been enacted upon himself and his torturer. He énelmarks upon the chase that will
create the climax of the film; along the way he ages to shoot, hit, run-over and
cut a considerable number of people as he sucéedis escap& Similarly, once a
victim of Saw Il — 3Dis able to enact violence upon themselves (or somstother
people), they may be free of their trap and move/dod in the narrative of the film.
Until this occurs, the victim/spectator are in aifion of stasis, faced by their own

mutilation whichmustoccur for the suspended narrative to resume.

Through a position of stasis, suspensioSaw |l — 3DandHostelis claustrophobic.
Unlike many Hitchcock thrillers, which create susge through chasé&the traps
and torture rooms in the films looked at in thigterare frequently small and/or
enclosed. A chase that takes place in the opethkdaxury of space, somewhere to
escape to and the possibility of freed@aw Il — 3DandHostels victim/spectator is

denied thig"” Cross-cutting torture sequences with any othemesi® rare; although

“5 Until Hostel: Part 1, of course(Eli Roth, 2007).

“° See Derry, who relates this suspense to the tfiriie fast chase (1988: 23).

4" The first trap irSaw 3Dattempted to break away from this mould by settirig a public shopping
area, separated from wide open spaces only by.dldEs sense of space that this location created
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cross-cutting may create suspense by bringing tary-4ines together, it generates a
sense of space that dilutes the anticipation andegs of violence and tortufe.
Claustrophobic suspense creates a lack of potdatitthe victim/spectator to escape
mutilation, and therefore intensifies anxiety. Ia article, “Towards a Multiplicity of
Voices’ (2005), film scholar Will Higbee argues thavhen violence is
decontexualised, it is enhanced. As his example,rdfers to Gaspar Noé’'s
Irréversible (2002), which has a non-linear narrative. This estgkaggerates the
violence already inherent in assault, murder apé.r&imilarly, the traps and torture
scenes present in the films looked at in this dvagte decontextualized, not because
they are non-linear — althougdaw Il — 3Dmake frequent use of flashbacks — but
because what occurs in them has little impact erréit of the film’s narrative. Each
scene could be watched in isolation and undersjastias the violence of the scenes
could be removed for the film to be comprehensiVeey are self-contained
scenarios; the actual act of torture — pullingteeth, ripping out ribcages, drowning
in pig guts — have little to no bearing on the mfsthe film. Although this brings
with it the danger of being declared gratuitousrdue that, by decontextualizing the
mutilation, the anxiety it constructs is strengtbenthereby creating disturbing and

viscerally engaging mutilation films.

The speed and style of editing not only construstiety and panic on the level of
mimesis and claustrophobia, but also by threatertimg connection between

spectator and film. IrHostel and Saw Il — 3D,the majority of the editing style

weakened the anticipation of violence and impaciatilation. Thankfully, the film-makers chose
not to repeat this style throughout the rest offilhe

8 One main exception that springs to mind is the &mvering scene iBaw(2004) as mentioned in
the introduction to this chapter. Another excepi®the chain trap isaw lll. Also, the climaxes of
the Sawfilms, whether they feature a torture scene or aog, frequently cross-cut to bring various
threads of the story together.
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constructs an ‘ocular-specular spectator, generassociated with ‘classical
cinema’, who is positioned spatially and temporalithin the world of the film. To
lose this spatial and temporal position induceseapxand so editing must ‘retrieve,
bind up or stitch together’ spectator and film @g&sser and Hagener, 2010: 90).
Certain editing techniques, such as jump cuts @wtblation of the 180 degree rule,
threaten to expose the instability of the spectwtatentification with the film.
Whereas in certain mutilation films, the spectasoalso dependent upon sound to
defend against the threat of Id8Hostels and Saw Il — 3Ds spectator depends
primarily on the fragile relationship between eaotage as dictated by camera

placement and shot sequence.

The movements of the camera around the victim megate a sense of
claustrophobia, yet they constitute a desired lmuadus relationship between
spectator and film. The cuts happen so fast itiffscdlt to discern them when
viewing the film without pausing it. The spectatbus fluctuates from being jolted
erratically, to being swung dizzyingly, through thpace of the film. As well as
constructing panic and anxiety through mimesishay arise through movement, the
spectator is also threatened with the loss of theatial and temporal positioning
within the film. As Elsaesser and Hagener statee ‘nxiety on the part of the
spectator of losing coherence and the threat afgbeither abandoned or exposed
become the very glue that makes her/him stick theerfervently to the filmic flow’
(2010: 90). The spectator’'s position is paradoxiedthough in the position of a

torture victim, she/he desires this connection bseathe threat of loss creates

49 See Chapter Four: Extreme Frequencies where Lshlisthe use of jump cuts, overlaid by a
continuous low rumble, in Lars von Trie@gtichrist(2009)
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anxiety. In contrast to any reputation these filrase of being particularly sadisfi¢,
the spectatorship of the first stage of assaulichvis always the longest stage, is
clearly masochistic* The victims of torture, whether male or femalee aot held
within the mastery of the gaze as the spectateesiirom, and identifies with, their

suffering.

After the expectation stage of the assault, commesrtutilating wound-image, which
shows the process of bodily destruction. More sicgmtly, in doing so, it shifts the
spectator into a voyeuristic position. Instead einlg in the position of the victim,
the spectator is now gazing upon the victim’'s bodlis is why the mutilating
wound-image can seem so jarring: the shift is stden. Unlike the previous shift
from the look of the camera to position of the mGtwhich is a relatively gentle,
albeit complex, construction through prolonged poirview shots and simultaneous
realisations, the mutilating wound-image repossgitine spectator in just one cut. It
iIs also the moment that necessitated such a pretbroyild-up that ultimately
aspires to the ‘loss of the awareness that onitiisgsin a movie theatre’ (Rushton,
2002: 114). The viewer as spectator (who is ‘endptié all contents’ (Rushton,
2002: 113)), is now forcefully and painfully reteihto their bodily senses as the on-

screen mutilations constitute their physicality.

%0 With its ‘classical’ editing and construction dfet gaze through the mutilated body-image, it is
tempting to consider these films as sadistic inoedt@nce with Laura Mulvey’s article ‘Visual
Pleasure and Narrative Cinema’ (1975). Critics alfen refer to such films as sadistic, one example
being Roger Ebert in his review @olf Creek(Greg Mclean, 2005), where he asks ‘[t]here isla ro
for violence in film, but what the hell is the poge of this sadistic celebration of pain and cy®elt
(Chicago Sun-Time&005).

*1 See Lockwood (‘All Stripped Down,’ 2009) who alsaggests that the spectatorship constructed by
the torture narrative is a masochistic one.
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The mutilating wound-image comes in many variedm®r as detailed above.
Whereas some may take up the entire frame, othaysintlude different visuals
such as props and setting; however, they are alaggrounded to be the main
focus of the shot, and to create enough strengttubfo force the spectator into a
voyeuristic position. The first mutilating wound-age in Hostel occurs thirteen
shots into Josh’s assault. The shots prior tolthaige varied from the long point-of-
view shots at the start, to medium shots of Jasblase-up shots of his cuffed hands
and feet. During this time, the camera repeatedityrns to the same positions,
creating a familiarity with certain points in th@om. When this is deviated from via
the mutilating wound-image, the effect of the aieven more jarring. The flesh is
shown in extreme close-up, close enough to sepdies of the skilgsee fig 1.13}
The flesh fills the screen, the wound is off-cermight and the drill has entered it
from the right of the frame, as blood trickles oNb longer in the position of the
victim, the spectator is, for the first time, thirursto the position of the torturer. In
Saw Il — 3D,the spectator is frequently aligned with the td®lt, in both, the
implication is the same: the spectator’'s gaze isepating the victim and tearing

his/her flesh.

*2The flesh seen is actually a joint of pork anddki# is being manipulated by the director, ElitRo
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Figure 1.13: Hostel: The mutilating wound-image — the spectator is thrust into the position of the
torturer.

The second mutilating wound-image in Josh’s assaurforces the destructive force
of the gaze. The actual mutilation in this instamoeurs off-screen. A medium
close-up of Josh’s head and shoulders shows hieasting, and pushing against his
restraints, as the torturer bends down behind &aird,a ripping sound is heard on the
soundtrack. Shortly after this, there is a closeeyealing Josh’s ankles, no longer
cuffed to the chair, and two deep wounds open adrssAchilles tendons as he falls
forward. Although the actual cutting has alreadgrbdone, the wound is still in the
process of mutilation as skin, sinew and tendomarsee. This ‘dual’ mutilation
offers the rare position for the spectator: no Emig the position of the torturer, or

even the tool, the gaze alone tears open the (eshfig 1.14)

In these moments, although the wound is a spectatiat is constituted is not a
disembodied voyeur. Instead, the spectatorshimisodied. InThe Skin of the Film,

Marks explores the notion of an ‘embodied visualihat does not hold vision as
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master over the object it sees, but rather ‘yigbdhe thing seen, a vision that is not
merely cognitive but acknowledges its locationhia body’ (2000: 151, 132). Such a
spectatorship constitutes the body of the viewerth&s/you/l acknowledge the
location of the wound in our bodies. Often, whepaaticular area of the body is
mutilated, the viewer experiences a form of heigéte sensitivity in their own
corresponding body part. | call this phenomenagoogal mimicry’, as the viewer’s
physicality mimics what is seen on scré&hese are a kind of haptic image, as
they ‘invite the viewer to respond to the imagamintimate and embodied way, and
thus facilitate the experience of other sensoryr@sgions as well’ (2). The most
striking aspect of these images is that they netiptelistinction of losing one’s self
to the text and acknowledging one’s own body, asagscturs as a direct result of the
other.Saw Il — 3Dand Hostel, therefore, are not only disturbing for their graphi
imagery, but for the way they betray the illusidrdstance between the viewer and
film. Further, once the spectatorship becomes wvagtr; the body that is gazed
upon has become synonymous with, and continuesrstitute, the viewer's own
corporealityas it is being mutilatedThe flesh is literally penetrated and torn by the
gaze at the same time the mutilating wound-imagedees the viewer as

deteriorating. In this way, the mutilating woundage returns the sadistic and

%3 Certain parts of the body are far more susceptiide others and are, consequently, capitalised on
by film-makers. Such parts include eyes, teetHspaichilles tendon and tongue. The most effective
instance of corporeal mimicry that resonates with ismthe scene towards the end of Park Chan-
wook’s Oldboy (2003), where the lead protagonist, Dae-su Oh, offtshis own tongue. Such
instances are, of course, not isolated to the phlsautilation film or even the horror film. Anothe
example often mentioned when speaking about filhet tause discomfort is the crime drama
American History X,(Tony Kaye, 1998), when the lead protagonist Defelayed by Edward
Norton), kills a Crip member by forcing him to gripe curb of the pavement with his teeth before
stamping heavily on the back of his head. This famfmimicry is essential to Linda William's
theorisation of what she calls ‘body genres’ — §ilmith a bodily excess on the screen that engages
the body of the screen in a particular way (shesdwe include musicals or comedies as the responses
are not direct modes of mimicry). Williams argubattwhether the mimicry is exact (‘whether the
spectator at the porn film actually orgasms, whethe spectator at the horror film actually shudder
in fear’) is evidence of the film's success (19994). | would suggest that the same is true of the
mutilation film — hence the remarkable succeshefSawfilms compared to a series suchvdsong
Turn (although this series has a cult following, all @xtthe original were released straight to DVD).
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destructive gaze, as the viewer looks upon a reptason of her/his self in the

process of mutilation.

Figure 1.14: Hostel: The gaze alone tears the flesh.

Sound is also particularly important in the generabf corporeal mimicry. Before
the ‘dual’ mutilation, the ripping sound over theedium close-up shot of Josh’s
head and shoulders anticipates the disfiguremesitfild scholar Peter Hutchings
notes in his bookThe Horror Film,a sound that creates a space off-screen is a ‘vital
element in the creation of cinematic suspense’42@09). However, sound does not
remain separate from its object for very long,his instance. Hutchings reminds us
that ‘it is standard practice in mainstream cinemé&or sounds initially separated
from their source to be reunited with that sourceame point’ (129). The ripping
sound creates a sound-image where the object ofidise is imagined. However,
two shots later, the corresponding mutilating weundge emerges, and a focus is

created on which the sound is laid. Anxiety is éfi@re held within the limits of the
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image; once the image changes, i.e. the film m@reso another scene, or even
simply another shot, the previous suspense, anXedy, anticipation and panic are

relieved.

Sound is submissive to the imageHaostelandSaw Il — 3D.In these films, sound is
‘largely perceived and appreciated ... in visual &rrtherefore, as film editor and
sound designer Walter Murch states in his forewortMichel Chion’s bookAudio-
Vision ‘the better the sound, the better the image’ 4194ii). Sound works for the
image to ‘create a particular atmosphere’ or ‘taenine or augment moments of
shock and violence’ (Hutchings, 2004: 128). The afsmusic inHostelandSaw Il —
3D is similar to that of most horror films: ‘convential and indistinguishable from
other forms of film music’ (146). One of its maisas is to locate the films in both
time and space. Throughout tBawfilms, there is a pervasive drone made up of
sighing winds, singing metals and occasional peigasbeats, which place the film
firmly in a contemporary urban setting. As musigid Simon Frith, in his book

Performing Ritesnotes;

[i]n the twentieth century there has been not @n$ygnificant increase in
the sheer quantity of noise, but also a shift in waderlying sense of
silence: technology provides us with a permanent,taicontinued sonic

presence (1998: 100).

A significant portion of th&Sawfranchise scores were written by Charlie Clousar —
composer, producer and re-mixer, who has worketl widustrial and rock bands
such as Nine Inch Nails, Marilyn Manson and Rammstdis work lends a dark,

grimy, underworld feel to the films; one could leeke that theSawfranchise and
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Se7erbelong to the same on-screen univéfsélso to set the scenklostelincludes
excerpts of ‘5 Seconds’, by the Californian rockd&hortie, to present the 3 main
characters, two of which are Californian; ‘Some d@nFreak’, by the house music
band Mephisto, to introduce a club venue; and ‘®rZii Miesto’ by Team, a
popular Slovakian rock band, when the film settmgves to Slovakia. Even the
dissonant chords heard through8atwv || — 3DandHostel,although eerié® are now
‘characteristic’ and, according to Hutchings, ‘thst straight-forward aspect of
horror film music from the 1950s onwards’ (2004614However, it is perhaps the
most well-known convention of film music (the orsh@l score), and the most
recognised horror film sound (the scream), thattion to construct physicality in

these films.

The most prominent sound $aw Il — 3Dand Hostelis the scream. The cinematic
scream is frequently associated with the femaledhenbook,The Acoustic Mirroy
Kaja Silverman argues that it is ‘the most exemplaf female sounds (at least
within classic cinema)’ (1988: 69). [fhe Voice in CinemaJlichel Chionsuggests
certain films as ‘production[s] mobilized in order everything to be lost and spent
in a woman’s scream’ (1999: 7%).One possible reason for this, put forward by

Rhona Berenstein in her bodktack of the Leading Ladiess that this particular

** The opening ofSe7enalso features an uncredited remix of the Nine INgils track ‘Closer'.
Se7ets original score was written by Howard Shore, walso wrote the score for the urban
dystopian filmsSilence of the Lami{Sonathan Demme, 1991) a@dash(David Cronenberg, 1996).

% In particular, the composer féfostel,Nathan Barr, came up with a simple tritone thatdpeated
throughout the film. Occasionally he would playit a glass harmonica, an instrument invented by
Benjamin Franklin, which has a particularly eem&isd. The tritone, or the interval, has association
with the devil and evil in music (sekttp://www.musicarrangers.com/star-theory/c01.htmst
accessed 09.01.2013); yet, the prevalence in hims has made even this discordant sound a well
known convention.

% Chion reference®sycho(Alfred Hitchcock, 1960)the originalKing Kong (Merian C. Cooper,
Ernest B. Schoedsack, 193Bhe Man Who Knew Too MudRlfred Hitchcock, 1956) Blow-Out
(Brian De Palma, 1981and part ofThe Towering Infern@John Guillermin, 1974).
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sound places abject terror onto the female andatuay from the male (1996: 123).
Similarly, Silverman argues that the ‘sought-afiary’ is ‘a mechanism for
disavowing the male subject’s early history, anddisplacing onto women all traces
of corporeal excess and discursive impotence’ (B¥her book,Men Women and
ChainsawsCarol Clover suggests that the scream finally relsias that the final
girl, who has previously been coded masculine,llyyes female’ (1992: 58).
Understandably, studies of horror films from thiassic’ erd’ right through to the
slasher film focus on the female scream because(dtieaming) victims were
predominantly women® However, the first two assaults lifostelare against young
men, and there is no clear preferenc&saw IlI— 3Dfor either gender. How then,

does the scream function within these films?

In reference to a ‘queasy range of pulsing textunesluding a sub-bass frequency
of 27hz, Tim Palmer suggests that Gaspar Nivésersible (2001) creates a ‘sheer
aural chaos’ (2006: 29). Such sounds serve to dvdmvthe senses and inhibit other
sensory input, thus inducing anxiety as an awasnéshe (potentially dangerous)
surroundings is impaired. It is an auditory equevdlof the numerous instances in
films where anxiety and fear are created by thé&ioéien of vision, therefore the

monster/psycho-killer/babysitter could be lurkingtj beyond the periphery of the
senses. The scream becomes physical as an obsatrotfject, cloaking the ears
against other sounds. It is also another way tatera strong identification between

spectator and victim, and to confuse the notionspEctator and viewer. Music

| use the term ‘classic horror’ following RhonarBstein’s use of the term to connote the ‘first
sound horror cycle’ that can be traced bacbtacula and ends in 1936, ‘the year in which the A-
budget devotion to horror concluded (B-productibasiever, continued)’ (1996: 14-15).

%8 |n spite of a common perception that the slasienfictim was predominantly female, mamany
males fall prey to killers in these films as wellhe difference in gender is marked by the
representation of the murder — female deaths ekt longer and feature a lot more screaming.
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theorist, Arnie Cox, hypothesises in his articl@€TMimetic Hypothesis,’ that ‘part
of how we understand ... human-made sounds is instefmour own experience of
making the same or similar (2001: 196). The scream this film generate

physicality through an understanding of an embodiede of being in the world.

There are two significant momentshtostelwhere music serves to push the victim
back when they want to move forward, and move tbenv forward when they want
to go back. In the initial assault, after Josh feken to the floor with severed
tendons, he begins to crawl towards the door tieatdrturer has invitingly left open.
For the first time in this scene, music is heardyagins with a dissonant glissando
that gives way to a rapid three note ostinato. irhesic both creates and mocks
Josh’s predicaments as it refuses to reach a climaxtinuously returning to the
beginning note. A frustrated forward movement isated through Josh’s feeble
attempt towards the door, however the relentlepstiteon of notes strains against
this motion to generate a tension that is onlyasdel when the torturer grabs Josh by
his hair and slits his throat. Creating movememtg tension of motion) through
music is repeated later in the film when Paxtordiagged away to his torture
chamber. A full orchestra plays a rousing scoeeuigency both drives the narrative
forward and pushes Paxton towards his fate. Hml$iacrabble in futile gestures
against the crumbling brick walls, and his feekkagainst nothing but air as he his
drawn towards what will surely be his deathThe music continues to increase in
volume, until it holds onto one final resonatingethat ends only as the door to the

chamber slams shut, leaving both Paxton and speatatlarkness.

%9 Although it doesn't result in his death tinis film, the fact he has entered the warehouse andl see
the inner workings of the elite hunting group mehaswill inevitably die. Indeed, he dies during the
opening ofHostel II.
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The most prolific track used in tf&awfranchise was originally called ‘Hello Zepp’
for the first film, before being remixed, renamettdaeplayed at the end of each
sequel. As was the case during Paxton’s captusepérticular score is effective for
creating rousing emotion. Although this track héggis the senses and raises the
heartbeat, |1 would argue it works more to purgedpectator of anxiety where the
narrative fails to do sddostelis somewhat open ended (Paxton does escape, but the
underground elite group that buys and kills youagkpackers for thrills still exist),
however there is a sense that every question the driginally posed has been
answered. As | have mentioned before, Cowie arthagsany closure, good or bad,
is still the cessation of unpleasure and therefiesared (2003: 29). The narratives of
Saw Il — 3Dare different, however. With each ending, more tjoes are raised than
are answered; with each sequel, the plot becomgsl s twists and turns, the short
conclusions are unsatisfactory when it comes togtg@ach loose end and leaving it

to rest. This is where ‘Hello Zepp’ is used tofull potential.

Now known as the ‘Saw Theme’, the track playedatdnd of each film in th®aw
franchise is made up of a rhythmic mandolin seqeghltered drum loop, a string
section tempered by an undercurrent of abrasivesen@nd aggressive live
drumming. It repeatedly builds up to a climax befoglaxing and building up again.
This pattern is representative of the narrativecstire that builds the spectator into a
frenzy of suspense and anticipation before relgatiem with the mutilating and
mutilated wound image. With a sense of tonal raswiuat the closing cue, the track

works as a metonym for the anticipation/mutilatadtérmath narrative, thus creating
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a sense of relief at the end, although there @iengire questions to be answered

and, of course, the threat of Jigsaw and/or hiadggtill exist.

As important as sound undoubtedly is to the hdrhor, and HostelandSaw Il — 3D
are no exceptions, it is the mutilating wound-im#égs constructs these films’ very
particular spectatorships. The sadistic penetrajaze is, of course, nothing new. A
recurring trope of the slasher genre is the pointi@wv shot attributable to the killer,
positioning the spectator as psycho-murderer via @glaze. Indeed, Lockwood
considers torture porn to have ‘displaced the podsm slasher’ (2009: 41).
However, Lockwood emphasises the masochistic gabeth of these subgenres as
he draws on Clover's argument Men, Women and Chainsawat the (male
masochistic) spectator identifies with the victiather than the killer. The singularity
of the mutilating wound-image in physical mutilatidilms is its tendency to
conflate these long opposing theories of horrorcttership. The presence of the
mutilating wound-image shifts the mode of spectigr from masochistic to

voyeuristic and sadistic, while at the same timeaming powerfully embodied.

The final mutilating wound-image to be discussethis chapter occurs in the third
assault irHostel.A girl staying at the same hostel as Josh andrigisds, Kana, has
also been captured and tortured, until she is sgbtay Paxton who is making his
own getaway. Although her torturer has been shatldihey are further hindered in
their escape, as Kana’'s eyeball hangs out of harely burned socket, and she is
too distressed to go anywhere in such a conditgectatorial identification is still

with Paxton (as the narrative has been following klosely during his attempt to
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flee the warehouse) yet it is also now with théigtdr of pain and mutilation as he is
the one who has to sever her optical nerve. Ardtmp is once again created as he
picks up some scissors, and then prolonged asbibtdyprepare themselves for what
is about to occur(see fig 1.15) In this instance, the revelation of torture and
anticipation both occur in the same medium shobrdeethe film cuts to a medium
close-up of Kana’s face as the scissors cut thrdwggheye stem and yellow pus
oozes out. As Paxton steels himself up for conmmgitthis mutilation, he represents
the position of the spectator that both gazes uand,creates, a torturous act that is
physically affective for themselves as well as ¥iedim. Both Paxton and spectator
thus attack the origin of the gaze — the eye — bzt been objectified through
mutilation, as they are themselves attacked. Oppo#ie quote that opened this
chapter, this scene reminds us of the intrinsicnechon between the gaze and

embodiment, and undermines the mastery of the Bspkecular spectator.

Figure 1.15: Hostel: Paxton and spectator attack the origins of the gaze.

Throughout this thesis | aim, in part, to broach ttuery of how and why certain

films are so compellingly unpleasurable to watchargue that this pattern of
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anticipation — assault — aftermath is actually nmyecerned with the production of
pleasure. By tying anxiety and panic to an objélee mutilating wound-image
enables the same pattern to be repeated agairgamd &nlike the spectatorships of
Dans Ma PeaMarina de Van, 2002jréversible Antichristor Srpski Film(Srdjan
Spasojevic, 2010), which are built on a linearetcgyry of disintegration, that of
HostelandSaw Il — 3Dare held in stasis, following a circuitous trdilamticipation
and cessation of unpleasure. Each assault existissa#f-contained scenario; they
interrupt the narrative rather than push it forwarde frequent presence of fade-ins,
fade-outs, and shots of black bookend these irteraad inhibit anxiety from
permeating the entire film. The spectator is trapjmea never-ending pursuit of the
cessation of unpleasure. In the preface to her Owvkr Her Dead Bod\Elisabeth
Bronfen suggests that death in art allows us te t@ith another and return to the
living’ and thus ‘our belief in our own immortalitis confirmed’ (1992: x). With
each assault, this belief may be repeatedly readr the mutilating wound-image
takes the body out of suspense, releases the gnaied there is always another
victim to replace them. The victim’s body is themn#lichael Myers and Freddy
Krueger — although its very presence promises gathanxiety, nevertheless it holds

the promise of immortality as it returns to theeser again and again.
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Chapter Two: Mutilation as Spectacle

While undeniably spectacular, the money shot is htsgpelessly specular (Williams,
1999: 94).

The previous chapter focused on a surprisingly idusmage. In spite of the
reputation films such as th8&aw franchise (James Wan, 2004; Darren Lynn
Bousman, 2005, 2006, 2007; David Hackl, 2008; Kesneutert, 2009, 2010), and
Hostel (Eli Roth, 2005), have of being obsessed with theody destruction of
human flesh, actually detailing the process of hatitin in graphic visuals is a
technique sparingly utilised. This chapter focusesan image that is far more
prolific throughout the sub-genre known as ‘tortyern’. This particular, yet
spectacularly varied, image makes up the thirdestfighe assault: the aftermé&th.
Bodies have been stabbed, flayed, burnt and dismesdpwhat | call the mutilated

wound-image now comes to the fore.

The mutilated wound-image is as recognised as revided. It is the blood that
gushes out of severed arteries; the intestinessexpby ripped flesh; the pus that
oozes from infected sores. The result of mutilgttbe mutilated wound-image is the
body that was, the signifier of fragmentation amgahstruction, the body that will
never again be whole. In Chapter One, | began idefirand theorising a
spectatorship that is constructed through a focuos tlee process of bodily

disfigurement that is preceded by a lengthy andptexnshift of identifications. By

® |n Chapter One | distinguished a particular seqaesf narrative repeated throughdinstel and
Saw II-3Dthat | termed the assault. The term encapsulateg ttages: anticipation, when what is
about to transpire is realised by both victim ammkctator and consequently anticipated; the
mutilation, where the body is attacked in a varietyways; and the aftermath, namely blood, pus,
bones, brains and viscera. See Chapter One fotadledkelaboration on the first two stages of the
assault.
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generating corporeal mimicry — where the viewerigageness and sensitivity
towards a particular body part becomes heighteseddirect result of the mutilation
on-screen -Saw |I-3D and Hostel interrogate the distinction between spectator as
textual construction and the viewer in the thedtréhis moment, while the viewer is
grounded in their fleshy embodiment, their physigak constituted by the films’
spectatorships. This chapter aims to explore wlzggpéns to this confusion of
notions and blurring of boundaries once the torisidone and all that remains is the

leftovers of mutilation.

First, how should the mutilated wound-image berdfiin the context of physical
mutilation films? From the description given aboias immediately clear that this
image emerges in a large variety of genres suchraiers, comedies, gangster and
all manner of horror films. How they function astpaf the narrative structure, and
the spectatorships they construct, are undoubteéidgrse and complex; however,
this chapter is concerned with the image that srfsem an overt preoccupation
with, and consequent mutilation of, the human bdglyanalysing the stages of the
assault, | have been arguing that these films heawe repeat, a specific sequence of
narrative that continuously promises the viewerdbgsation of unpleasure. How the
mutilated wound-image exists within this structurehow it continues to both
threaten and (re)affirm the distinction betweemseand spectator, viewer and film
— is the main focus of this chapter. Further, tl@emany instances of the mutilated
wound-image arising in the absence of the procéssutilation i.e. the mutilang
wound-imagé®’ however, my arguments centre on the anticipatinax-release

that the mutilation and aftermath of disfiguremergate, in part, when they occur in

®1 See Chapter One: Embodied Voyeurism for the d&fimbf the mutilating wound-image.
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tandem. For this reason, and for the purpose diraaty, | will continue to analyse
Hosteland Saw Il — 3Dwith the aim to answer the following questions: hdaes
the mutilated wound-image function in the anticipaiclimax-release sequence of
narrative that is repeated throughout these fililds% do these images construct
physicality? Does the aftermath of mutilation coo@ to interrogate the notions of
spectator and viewer, or does it instead serve-ffirm viewer/film, subject/object

dichotomies?

There are many kinds of mutilated wound-imageshi physical mutilation film:
scorched, torn, drilled skin; broken, crushed, rdplied bone; dismembered,
mangled, flayed bodies; wounds caused by acid, Ghainsaws, nails, needles,
knives, hacksaws, elaborate traps, scissors, $salpaseball bats, piano wire,
sledgehammers, steam, bombs, chains, pokers,ielegtrents and, occasionally, a
fire extinguisher. Amidst this imaginative array whys to disfigure the human
body, there are two distinguishable forms of thdilaed wound-image; the first is
in movement and the second is in stasis. | disaditei between these two sub-types
because, as will be explored in this chapter, uarthat they each have a different

narrative function and construct two distinct modéspectatorship.

Hosteland Saw Il — 3Dbelong to two very successful and lucrative frasehithat

together total ten film& All the narratives of these films are built on a

®2 | have chosen to omBaw(James Wan, 2004) from my close textual analysestalit being very
different in tone to the rest of the films, in gpif its influences on the films that follow it.if not
preoccupied with the process of mutilation and @fae does not allow me to consider the assault
sequence of narrative in full. 1 have also excludtmstel Il (Eli Roth, 2007) andHostel Il (Scott
Spiegel, 2011) because, although they do relatheadistinct formula | am interrogating in these
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preoccupation with torture, either for pleasukogte) or for pseudo-therapeutic
means $aw Il — 3D. In Hosteland Saw Il — 3D the climax of the torture — where
the process of mutilation is foregrounded — is Jangf, particularly in comparison
to the sequences that lead up to it. Although dlcerd of these first two chapters is a
group of significant images, a large part of bothamters is dedicated to
understanding how the process of mutilation camstst a shift in spectatorship and,
for that, a detailed analysis of the lead up tottreure is necessary. The mutilated
wound-image, first in movement and then in stasmnprises further shifts in the
seeming rollercoaster of spectatorships that tertscenes create. At the very
moment where the mutilation is occurring, the sgictis moved from a close tie
with the victim, to an identification with the viot as both subject and object, as the
sadistic and masochistic gaze collapse into onghi&tpoint, notions of spectator
and viewer are blurred and complex. This chaptdr s@nsider how the mutilated
wound-image in stasis signals the end of this foansation as (fragments of) the
victim become(s) an object for the spectator tlsatnow, once again, ocular-
speculaf® The movement of the image that precedes this, shin, refers not only
to what occurs on-screen, but also to the repogitgp and redefinition of the

spectator and viewer in a very short period of time

chapters, it would result in unnecessary repetitidnis is not to say that these films, amongst many
others, are not mutilation films. They all holdasdination with the destruction of human flesh and
they all, to a degree, generate physical respoiised.they do not all fully facilitate my explorati

of a particular mode of spectatorship is not evigeaf limitations of this study, but rather of tuet
research possibilities into physical spectatorsinigh the mutilation film.

® In their book,Film Theory Thomas Elsaesser and Malte Hagener define the respigular
spectator as a construction of classical cinem@'lkeaps its disembodied spectators at arm’s length
while also drawing them in’ (2010: 18). See Chapfare for a consideration of this mode of
spectatorship in relation tdostelandSaw Il — 3D
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The mutilated wound-image in movement is where tlqms and viscera are still
pouring out of the injury made by the process oftilation. The mutilation has
occurred, the wound has been opened, but bodilgsfland wastes continue to emit
from various (usually human-made) orifiéds A particularly potent and influential
example of this image comes towards the end ofaAKinrosawa’sSanjuro(1962),
when the eponymous samurai kills the corrupt adfielanbei and a fantastic amount
of blood explodes out of his chest. In his commegntar Hostel,director Eli Roth
speaks of the influence Japanese cinema has hdbsomork, in particular Akira
Kurosawa and Takashi Miike (the latter has his ocvameo in the film). This
influence is nowhere more evident than in the sd@ssault oHostel Paxton, one
of three young men (the others being Josh and @idjavel across Europe, has
been captured by an underground group who aucfiobackpackers to the highest
bidder for the purpose of torture and executionthBOlie and Josh have already
fallen prey to the Elite Hunting Group. Paxton nsig handcuffed to a chair at the
mercy of a chainsaw wielding Killer; his fingerg aonsequently severed resulting in
a spectacular blood-flow display, rivalling that $&njuro (see fig 2.1)Although
there are numerous examples of the mutilated waomagie in movement throughout
Saw Il — 3DandHostel,l argue that all signify a particular shift in spetorship and,

as the most prominent, it is Paxton’s wound that$kction will focus on

% | do not consider the image where, in the firstue scene oHoste| Josh’s Achilles tendons

separate after the mutilation has occurred, to beutilated wound-image in movement. This is
because the mutilation is still in process as lasghe wound is still opening up (see Chapter ©ne f
a full analysis of this image). Blood, pus and giscin movement are an after-effect of the prooéss

mutilation.
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Figure 2.1: Hostel: The mutilated wound-image in movement is often a spectacular blood-flow
display.

Paxton’s torture scene, like Josh’s, begins withudd-up that places the spectator
into the victim’s position. It starts with Paxtonamdering through a crumbling
disused warehouse, the purpose of which, he has toék is for an art exhibit. A
point-of-view shot zooms slowly in on a door at #red of a corridor. The shot is
dully lit and the colours are washed out; the waussie is a dystopian double for the
ambient brothel earlier on in the film where soliiddpurple lighting and stylised
décor provided the setting for the three young mepiest for sexual fulfilment. The
lie that lured Paxton here is not entirely withoméaning — an art exhibit implies
objects will be on display and, by walking intoghvarehouse, Paxton has begun his
transition into passive artefact. As he is draggedy, the point-of-view shots
continue: medium shots of Paxton show his headrtgrinom left to right and these
shots are cut as the camera tracks quickly aloegittes of the corridor, first from
left to right and then from right to left. Variogsenes of torture are visible through

intermittent openings in the walls; these are mgised silhouettes and there are no
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satisfied moans on the soundtrack. The objectiioabf the human body is no
longer represented via the pleasure of the malleerat is rendered as horrific in the
colour of blood and the sound of screams. WhendPéc@amera/spectator sees Josh’s
corpse, lying in medium shot on a table undergangamateur autopsy, Paxton
looks upon the object he is in danger of becomirgeicrosses that threshold at the

end of the corridor.

The shots of various tortures are theatrical. Tloendays create a series of
proscenium arches and, the cinema screen reprakerftsurth wall; it is a theatre of
cruelty. Indeed, the first piece of ‘theatre’ Paxtees is the torturer from the first
assault scene leaning over Josh’s body, recallimjoin Artaud’'s playThe
Philosopher’s Stonewhich begins with a Doctor, on a stage lit in,f¢thacking
away at a pile of dummies and dismembering theneritil, 1977: 57). The shot
construction inHostel and the aesthetic parallel it draws with Artautiimmously
grisly productions, places the camera/spectatotdfan the position of an audience
at the theatre, distanced from the actions taklagepbefore them. Yet, there is also
a disturbing comparison to be drawn between Pasgtalosh’s and Olie’s earlier
behaviour towards women, the faceless torturers tarndmode of spectatorship
constructed by the mutilated wound-image. All potot the objectification of
something else; here, Paxton is in the horror aigthreatened with objectification

himself.

% According to the stage directions detailed in Aldermel, Artaud’s Theatre of Cruelty(1977)
pp56-57.
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The threat that Paxton faces — the danger of abgation — is represented literally
through the mutilation of the body, and pointste telationship between viewer and
spectator. The fragile construction of spectatgrshnd the unstable engagements
between viewer and film, are defined by the dichotmf subject and object. Often
regarded as a hierarchy, physical mutilation fijpkesy with this dualism by pushing
the viewer’s limits of objectification. In doing sdhey threaten notions of the
subject. Certain films, particularly the horror ggnhave been theorised to endanger
the concept of the unified subject by foregroundpayticular character types,
narratives and iconographies that arguably calhymamal and repressed fears and
desire<® Yet, there are also conventions that the hortor iraws on to protect and
affirm the viewer's sense of self, such as the alefef the monster and/or the
impression of an endirf.In her influential bookThe Monstrous Feminin&arbara
Creed suggests that a fifth look ‘distinguishes $teeen-spectator relationship’
(1993: 29) by protecting the ‘obliteration of s€l28). This is the ‘not-look’ (28, 29)
where the viewer looks away and hides behind thands or cushion (‘to look
anywhere but at the screen’) in order to withdraent identification (28). | would
suggest that the particular act of turning awaynftbe screen that Creed is referring
to distinguishes the screen-spectator relationghipe extent that it disrupts it, and
reconfigures the boundary between viewer and stpectaewer and film, thereby

relieving the anxiety of a loss of distinction beem the subjective self and the

% See footnote 30 in the Introduction to this thésisan overview on theories of horror.

" For example, in her article ‘The Lived NightmaBgizabeth Cowie argues that whether an ending
is pleasant or unpleasant is not important; whasigmificant is that there is an ending to, and
therefore a cessation of, the unpleasure that dsefare it (2003: 29). In the philosophy of horror,

Noél Carroll suggests that ‘art-horror’ is an erantithat the creators of the genre have perennially
sought to instil in their audiences’ (1990: 24)wewver; this is not where the pleasure lies. Carroll
suggests that the fascination for the unknown exadiyt outweighs the art-horror (192). Both these
ideas, to some extent, attempt to find the enjoynrespite of the horror, rather than in the horror
itself. 1 would prefer to take an approach thaempts to locate the motivation for viewing the

mutilation film within the anxiety-induced physicadsponses it generates. | elaborate more onrthis i
the conclusion to this thesis.
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objective film. However, one of the defining feasrofHosteland Saw Il — 3Dis
the visual detail of mutilation; therefore the fildoes not look awa$f and the
viewer who chooses to remain looking at the mudifaton-screen potentially
experiences an intense corporeal response thatedshte dichotomy of viewer-
subject/film-object. How then, if they do so at,allo these films provide this
protection from the danger of an obliteration oé thubject? One way, | would

suggest, is with the emergence of the mutilatingmebimage in movement.

Paxton’s torture begins with a 35 second shot atliless, and his whimpers and
movements against his restraints are foregroundedhe soundtrack, thus the
spectatorship continues to create close ties vghvictim. As with Josh, Paxton
becomes aware of what is about to happen to hitreadame time as it is revealed to
the spectator — although this time it is not thfougage, but sound; as the camera
focuses on Paxton’s struggling feet, the noise othainsaw comes on the
soundtrack, and he freezes. The camera then pilts veveal his body from behind,
recalling the similar treatment of an attractivenéde receptionist earlier in the film,
further highlighting these young men’s passage ofiectification (and displacing
the female from the position of the object). Therschas a different tone to Josh’s,
however, which comes from the behaviour of theutert Josh’s torturer was very
calm and sure of himself, with smooth fluent movatagand a hint of a smile in his

eyes as he looked at Josh/camera/spectator. ImasgnPaxton’s persecutor, again

%8 Creed refers to the act of the viewer who looksyavhowever, it is also frequently customary for
the horror film to enact this fifth look itself byutting or moving away at the very moment such a
threat emerges, thereby protecting from an obtiwmaof the unified subject, while maintaining a

mode of spectatorship that does not disrupt theaggment between viewer and film, yet also
avoiding a forceful interrogation of the distinaticor blurring of spectator and viewer. Such

techniques are clearly not utilised ltosteland Saw |l — 3Dhowever, as they delight in the visual

detail of mutilation.
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wearing a mask, appears as anxious as his victisr.eles are wide in fear, his
movements are hesitant, and he makes amateurisiikess such as ball-gagging his
prey when his actions (holding a chainsaw to Pastbead) are likely to cause the
victim to vomit in terror, thus choking and dyingptearly and depriving the killer of

a prolonged act of plafgee fig 2.2) These attributes make him humorous, and could
serve to weaken the affective potential of the scétowever, because the spectator
has been so closely tied to Paxton, the humourstakea sinister quality and the

assault remains disturbifig.

Figure 2.2: Hostel: Paxton's torturer appears nervous, hesitant, and easily panics, lending an aura
of humour to the scene.

%) would suggest that, when an image is dominaniiyedic rather than dominantly horrific (i.e. it
may induce horror in the viewer but amusement angjhiter overwhelm such a response), close
identifications with the victim have not been couosted, therefore the fast shifts that threaten the
stability of the spectatorship are inhibited ané theneration of corporeal mimicry is relatively
moderate. We could perhaps compare this to comedwpihscenes such &everancéChristopher
Smith, 2006) where one of the characters gets hisdegered in a bear trap — how this sequence
succeeds in generating a laughter response isdeutise realms of this thesis; however, it differs
greatly in tone to the torture scenesHostel and Saw Il — 3Ddue to a lack of close character
identification. In his bookSubversive Pleasurefobert Stam observes that, within Carnival, for
Bakhtin, laughter represents universality, a ‘casgaiety that is directed at everyone’ (1989: 85-87
While | would not go so far as to suggest Paxtdoiture scene is a representation of Bakhtin's
Carnival proper, the comedy and laughter that cdinees, and is directed towards, his torturer serves
to humanise him; the hierarchical distinction betwdaceless torturer and sympathetic victim that
was so prevalent in Josh’s scene is here tempprenihfused, and could potentially disrupt the
viewer's visceral engagement with the film. Tha¢ thcene remains disturbing is testament to the
strength of identification that has been creatddiben spectator and victim.
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Although the mutilation is anticipated, as theuogtscene is now a familiar one (this
Is the second main torture sequencélostel,Josh’s being the first), it also appears
to be sudden, as it is a result of another mistakde by the torturer (he makes a
clumsy movement with the chainsaw and cuts off évBaxton’s fingers, ultimately
allowing him to escape his handcuffs). Another whayliffers from the earlier
sequence is that both mutilation and its aftermathur in the same shot. The
process of mutilation lasts only a split-secondntasting the relatively endless
second endured in Josh’s torture; far more striksnifne sheer amount of blood that
spurts out from Paxton’s wounds. The imperativéhid scene seems less to hold the
spectator within the dizzying confines of a sadistiasochistic gaze, which is the
result of an oscillation or collapse of identificais with the self as subject and
object, and more to present a spectacular disgl@xpulsion of bodily wastes and

fluids.

Unlike the Sawfilms, which always begin with a body that is theseed and/or
broken in some wa$, Hostelbegins with three young men at the peak of physical
health, looking to take advantage of this as thayel across Europe in search of
sex. Their youthful, unblemished bodies are evidewmtn in scenes seemingly
created for the objectification of women i.e. whehey attend a sauna full of
beautiful naked Slovakian women and, again, whexy fmally achieve their travel
objective. Like theSawfilms, however, (and all mutilation films considdren this
thesis) these bodies are the target of attacka@ecbntemporary horror films, such

asParanormal Activity 1, 2, &nd4 (Orin Peli, 2007, Tod Williams, 2010, Henry

' Indeed, the entire saga began on the premiseefram, John Kramer aka Jigsaw, finding out he
had cancer thus pushing him to test others’ willbve.

89



Joost and Ariel Schulman, 2011, Henry Joost anélAchulman, 2012)The Last
Exorcism(Daniel Stamm, 2016) andinsidious(James Wan, 2011), retain particular
themes that have become classic to the horror gmrexample, the familial/social
structure at threat either from an outside forcefrom within, and the demonic
child.”? Although not necessarily absent fratostelandSaw Il — 3D these themes
are never the focus of the narrative or dominantc®of anxiety. A defining feature
of all mutilation films is the attack on, deteriboam and fragmentation of, the human
body. This may act as a metaphor for the breakdofva familial structure (ed\
I'intérieur (Alexandre Bustillo and Julien Maury, 2004)es 7 Jours du Talion,
(Daniel Grou, 2010)) or a society in general (g@versible (Gaspar Noé€, 2002)
Srpski Film(Srdjan Spasojevic, 2010)); taken literally, howevbese films speak
of, and create, an intense anxiety founded in teshf Modes of embodiment,

therefore, are where the abject threatens to arise.

A striking aspect of the notion of abjection thebiten highlighted in the mutilation
film is its paradoxical nature. Although bodily iflis and wastes are abject matter
that must be expelled to protect the body, theoaekpulsion is, in itself, abject as it
blurs the boundaries between inner and outer aliig death, andreatesthe waste

that so urgently needs to be banishitBecause that which is abject is the victim's

" One of the producers was directoHifstelEli Roth.

2 For in-depth studies of these themes and the héimo see Andrew Britton, Richard Lippe, Tony
Williams, Robin Wood,American Nightmarg1979); and Tony WilliamsHearths of Darkness,
(1996).

8 For an in-depth study into the nature of abjectiea Julia Kristevaowers of Horro(1982). For a
detailed engagement with the horror film througk frameworks of feminism and abjection see
Barbara Creedl'he Monstrous Feminin@993), where Creed places the horror film inaliale with
Kristeva’s notion of the abject to argue that therfdation of all depictions of the monstrous feméni
is the reproductive body. For a critique of abjetand the horror film see Cynthia FreelaNdked
and the Undead2002), where Freeland argues that the term hasnmedar too broad when
mobilised to analyse the genre of horror, to thiatpaf being ‘almost vacuous’ (20). In this sectioi
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body, to expel it completely leads to the deathhaf subject. For the mutilated
wound-image in movement, the other is the insidésthe victim. It is not
symbolised in an external monster, it has beenrnatised before being crudely
externalised once more. Rather than the body protgttself from bodily wastes
such as shit, blood, urine and pus by ejectingethibags’ (Creed, 1993: 9), it is
disintegrating into the very same. If nothing elskysical mutilation films point to
the disturbing fact that the body cannot protesglitagainst such things because shit,
blood, urine and pus are all the body is. So,efdghshing, flowing, oozing nature of
the mutilated wound-image in movement is not expglthe abject, how does the

image function as a critical part of the assaulidastelandSaw 11-30?

The mutilated wound-image in movement emphasiségusb that which is being
expelled, but also the act of expulsion itself.sTharticular image is the movement
and secretion of bodily matter at the same timeatas the shifting modes of
identification — from an embodied engagement witl victim’s corporeality to a
distanced ocular-specular position. In this setise expulsion of bodily wast#oes
protect from deterioration of the self, as idenafion with a body that is in the
process of objectification is denied. The mutilatgalind-image in movement is on
the threshold of subject/object; it looks backhe tlean and proper body that was, at
the same time as it looks toward being an objechuofilation, death and the gaze.
The mutilated wound-image in movement is the selfieterioration; having been

attacked by an outside force, penetrated and rtedil& continues to fragment.

the chapter | aim to avoid this criticism by foasion a particular aspect of abjection that iscait
to HostelandSaw Il — 3Ds spectatorships.
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Figure 2.3: Hostel: Paxton is violently and dynamically disintegrating.

Figure 2.4: Hostel: ball-gag.
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Figure 2.5: Hostel: severed fingers.

The composition of Paxton’s torture scene pointa freoccupation with expulsion
— in particular, a fragmentation of parts or itemssociated with the victim.
Frequently, the camera is focused on the grounahasbject is thrown into frame:
vomit, a ball-gag, severed fingefsee figs. 2.3, 2.4, 2.5Paxton is disintegrating,
violently and dynamically. Following the finger s¥ing that resulted in such a
dramatic splattering of blood, Paxton is able taesmxe himself out of his restraints
and look upon the damage that has been done. A-pbinew shot reveals in
medium close-up the bloody stump that has beconf@sohand(see fig 2.6) The
mechanised appendage held in front of the camaeith, it8 awkward and jerkily
moving ‘fingers’, represents the object that theeatPaxton’s deterioration. As the
shot is reversed, there is a medium close-up ofdP&xpained and panicked face,

and the bloody stump enters the frame from bottmht,r momentarily presenting
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Paxton as simultaneously subject and object - lgieiarided while at the same time

recognisable as or{see fig 2.6)*

Figure 2.6: Hostel: Paxton as simultaneously subject and object - clearly divided while at the same
time recognisable as one.

The mutilated wound-image in movement is not ohly tontinued disintegration of
subject into object, it is also the aftermath @& grevious anticipation and climax. A
sequence of narrative that has been tightly bowndniticipation, anxiety, and a
collapse of sadistic and masochistic gazes, it begins to redefine spectator/viewer
boundaries as the subject on-screen fast becomebject. In being expelled from
suspension and anticipation, a distance is crdstgeen the film and viewer. If the
spectatorship created by the process of mutilatias an embodied voyeurism, that

both grounded the viewer in their physicality, vehforming an intensely visceral

" The image that encapsulates the subject beconhijegtacan also be seen at the enGaiv V after

a trial of four traps of which the characters oftBind Mallick are the only survivorsee fig 2.7)
Mallick holds up a prosthetic arm in front of th@neera. His hand and forearm is split in two; he has
just been required to insert it into a vertical dalade in order to lose 5 pints of blood so thedubl
door can be opened. At this moment he is on thestiold of death and it is unclear whether he will o
does survive, until he appears in a self-help grfougurvivalists irSaw 3D
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engagement through a close identification with wi@im’s corporeality, then the
mutilated wound-image in movement constitutes tbeklupon that which is
becoming not “I”. As blood and pus are expelled those victim identification is

disavowed and the mutilation becomes the objeettunh the subject gazes.

Figure 2.7: Saw V: Mallick, like Paxton, is presented as both subject and object, split yet joined.

The mutilated wound-image in movement is a reftectn the release of the tension
that has been built up beforehand. Along with tbed of various bodily fluids and
matter, this image continues the narrative floha&ssequence winds down and what
has been revealed in the climax can be paused labdrated on. If we were to
consider the torture scene as a compressed suspamnsgive, where it has the
anticipation and build up which leads to the climidpen the mutilated wound-image
in movement is the aftermath, namely, where wha wrace unknown but that has

now been revealed is emphasised for the purpose&ebfering a satisfying
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conclusion’ These films, then, are a narrative of the bodynfattiple narratives of

multiple bodies) where the revelatory conclusi@s in the motion of waste.

Saw Il — 3Ds andHostel's modes of spectatorship redefine the boundarydestw
viewer and film partly through the spectacle of tmeitilated wound-image in
movement. Whether it is a fast flow of blood, agsfish ooze of sickly yellow pus,
or an inelegant tumbling of twisted intestines sthénages are a sight to behold. In
this, the mutilated wound-image in movement istegldo the ‘money shot’ both in
style and in narrative function. In her bodlrd Core,Linda Williams describes the
money shot (penile ejaculation, as opposed to tat ishot, which is the genitals) as
being ‘hopelessly specular’ while taking on ‘theragive function of signalling the
climax’ and creating ‘the sense of an ending’ (1989 93, 93). As defined above,
the mutilated wound-image in movement is not thma&k in itself, rather it is the
visual signifier of the torturous apex. Furtherpdints to the end of the torture, and
thereby the visceral engagement between viewerfiand In both instances, this
image should indicate pleasure to some degreeerditnough orgasm or the end of
mutilation. Yet, Williams has chosen to describasthopeless. For her purposes, the
money shot is hopeless because it points backetantile gaze. | would suggest that

the mutilated wound-image in movement shares tlpelessness of the money shot

> To provide a suspense narrative parallel we ceolasider any number of films but, as it has
already proven so influential to the films of thiesis, | will turn again to Alfred HitchcockRsycho
(1960) where, after the climax of finding Mothecsrpse and Norman Bates dressed in her clothes,
the psychiatrist delivers a concluding monologus guccinctly ties up any loose ends and answers
any questions that may still linger. For Carrafi,Tihe Philosophy of Horrorit is this part of any
suspense narrative that serves as a pay-off fonah®r, displeasure and disgust that has prewousl|
occurred (1990: 193). However, Carroll's theorgépendent on what the conclusion ultimately is. In
‘The Lived Nightmare,” Cowie calls this a positipteasure in horror, whereas Cowie argues that the
pleasure is dependent on a previous unpleasuredar for a change to be recognised. This is, she
states, a cognitivist Freudian theory where theglee is not in the answer but in the answering
(2003: 29).Carroll's theory of pleasure in horrared not account for the function of the mutilated
wound-image in movement in the assault narratiggisece whereas Cowie’s argument allows us to
consider the pleasurable potential in watchinguterscenes.
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as it points towards an ending of a particular gegzent between viewer and film
that is also tied up with notions of the mastedate. After the (perhaps unnerving)
exhilaration of anticipation and mutilation, anc tbonfusion of subject and other,
viewer and film, the return to the body as speetacings with it, | suggest, a tone of

despair that is finally (dis)embodied by the muéithwound-image in stasis.

Although the mutilated wound-image in movement atpof the aftermath of
mutilation, it is still recognisable as, and therefrepresentative of, a subject — a self
that expels the other — albeit it is an identifi@atthat is in the process of redrawing
the line between viewer and film. However, the matgid wound-image in stasis is
no longer in the realm of the subject; rathersithe object that is held within the
gaze. The mutilated wound-image in stasis is afimgvered, a foot dismembered, a
torso decapitated. It is the parts of the body liea¢xhausted of life, movement and
narrative. This image litterslostel and Saw 1l — 3D from notable examples that
point to significant characters, such as Paxtongefrs and Dr. Gordon’s fooSéaw

Il andSaw llI), to a proliferation of fragments without histosych as the piles of
limbs and extremities destined for the incinergtéoste). Whether they look back
to a character and their narrative trajectory ot, rtbe defining feature of the
mutilated wound-image in stasis is its overwhelmsegse of an ending. Unlike its
precedent in movement, which signals an endingutiirarevelation, the mutilated
wound-image in stasis reveals nothing, and conasalsing. It is flat, empty and
entirely void of a futurgsee fig 2.8)More so than any other aspect of the physical

mutilation film, this image interrogates the lintitans of the flesh.

97



Figure 2.8: Saw V: The mutilated wound-image in stasis, flat empty and void of a future; it reveals
nothing and conceals nothing.

The mutilated wound-image in stasis cannot be éegbélecause it is that which has
already been expelled. This image is overly preseittcannot revert back to the
body intact and it signifies an uncertain, if noaseent, future. It is the waste of the
physical mutilation film, it is all that is left {e dead family inSrpski Film the
mutilated triple inThe Human Centipede: First Sequend®m Six, 2009), the
tortured girls in Martyrs (Pascal Laugier, 2008), the eviscerated motherin
l'intérieur, the fragmented Esther iDans Ma Peay the mutilated couple in
Antichrist (Lars von Trier, 2009), the disfigured attendeés self-help group in
Saw VI| and the masses of body parts sent to the in¢orera Hoste). The
mutilated wound-image in stasis could be considerég-product, if it were not so
often the focus of the shot. The icon of the phgisimutilation film, this image
points to an absence of anything beyond flesh, fiob&od and viscera. The
fragmented left-overs of humanity, the mutilateduwd-image in stasis points to

nothing bar its own physicality.
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The props that help form the image are themselyesra of fascination outside the
world of the film; special featurettes offered a¥ extras attest to this curiosity
regarding the life-like creation of limbs and indsir Whether they are truly lifelike,
and the implications of this particular notion ehlity, are up for debate; however
this is not the most crucial aspect when considetime significance of these
gruesome special effects. In his article focusinggasly surgical scenes in film,
‘Vile Bodies and Bad Medicine’, Pete Boss suggésas ‘[w]hat seems to be more
important is that they [representations of mussiieew, and bones]| are recognisable
signifiers of the subject’s demonstrable physicalithtions’ (1986: 115-116). For
the context Boss has chosen to emphasise, physmtations lie in the fact that in
the fight between life and death, and health almésk, the question of whether the
heart keeps beating and the lungs keep inflatinrgasdeciding factor. But what do

physical limitations mean for the mutilation film?

For the mutilation film, embodiment is the Ilimit oéxistence i.e. without
embodiment, there is no mode of beikipsteland Saw Il — 3Dare not concerned
with the supernatural, that is, ghosts and entitias signify an existence beyond the
fleshy corporeality of the body. In his bo®ke Philosophy of HorromNoel Carroll
reflects on the parallel emergence of the horrowrgehat he presupposes came
about ‘around the middle of the eighteenth centuayid the period that ‘cultural
historians call the “Enlightenment” or “The Age &eason” (1990: 55). His
tentative point lies in an essential differencewmsn the genre and cultural
movement. He states that ‘where the Enlightenmenvert strives for a naturalistic
conception of the world, the horror novel presuniesthe purposes of fiction, the

existence of the supernatural’ (56). The implicatiere, however speculative, is that

99



the horror genre filled the gap that the Enlightenmcreated® With classic
monsters such as Dracula, Frankenstein and the Murti@ history of horror film
has strongly engaged with the supernatural. Sihee 1960s, however, and the
release of Alfred Hitchcock'#sycho(1960) and Michael Powell'®eeping Tom
(1960)/” non-supernatural horror films have gained poptjla@ind proliferation.
These films, either directly or indirectly, focus ¢he (im)morality of humanity
rather than religious conceptions of good and @vllhey also often limit existence

to the confines of the flesh.

The mutilated wound-image in stasis highlights sigmificant difference between
notions of embodiment and ‘the body'. In the introtlon to this thesis | drew on
Vivian Sobchack’s workCarnal Thoughtswhere she argues that there is ‘extensive
contemporary literature’ in the humanities thatuiees ‘objectively (but sometimes
superficially) on “the body” (2004: 2). Thus Soladk refers to the way the body is
often thought about in an abstracted fashion, wath always belongs to someone
else other than me. Instead, Sobchack draws oropterology to focus on the lived

body, that is, on ‘what it means to be “embodie(?004: 1). To be embodied,

"8 This theory only works if the definition of horrexcludes anything that does not engage with the
supernatural; for Carroll in 1990, this was indéeelcase.

" Although Peeping Tonsuffered a large amount of controversy on releiases able to gain a cult
following, which included Martin Scorsese as a famg is now a critically acclaimed film.

"8 There are, however, a number of religious allegothroughout th8awfilms. The numerous traps
and puzzles that are endured and ‘played’ by vanadctims throughout all of the films are the ideas
of the serial killer Jigsaw, aka John Kramer. Hogre\he does not accept his reputation as a serial
killer, as he insists that his victims are givechaice, and if they die it was because they ches¢hd
over life. In his attempt to save humankind froself, Jigsaw takes on a Messiah-like persona, an
image that is further impressed upon by his hoaded, continued existence after his own death and
tendency to give long, sermon-like monologues @nrtature of humanity. Of course, his inclination
towards torture, maiming and death, and to putpegple through such traumatic and distressing
experiences from which they are hypothetically ni¢are born anew with a different perspective on
life, makes him a kind of Antichrist, hence his edb black.
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Sobchack explains, is to be an objectubjectand a subjectivebject— ‘sentient,
sensual, and sensible’ (2004: 2). The blurred banndf subject/object defined by
sensuality and embodiment that Sobchack is condeméh is nowhere more
evident than in the process of mutilation, and thedes of spectatorship it
constructs. Limbs and innards, however, signify #stract body that is always
someone else’s. There is something about thesehadetadbody parts that create a
distance between viewer and film; they do not dtutst the viewer’'s corporeality,
nor are they embodied. In contrast to the questiasised of the process of
mutilation, and the mutilated wound-image in movatnéere | aim to explore how,
seemingly paradoxically, such a proliferation oflpgarts constitute a distance and

adisembodiment, that is, a disengagement from embaderdifications.

As stated above, the mutilated wound-image in stasifamiliar. It constitutes a
particularly common currency within and througholié physical mutilation film.
Repetition and proliferation potentially weakeny arsceral impact the image may
have, as opposed to the process of mutilation whpantly due to its relative
scarcity, retains an unrivalled intensity. Hoste| body parts pile up on trolleys,
tables and worktops; they are thrown into incinenraand swept down drains. In one
instance, they are even used for comic effect: wlnéand wedges itself under the
wheel of a trolley, the butcher bends down to ptckp and Paxton, who is lying
amongst the dead bodies, is then in danger of bdisgovered. This tension,
coupled with the mixture of the mundane (a cumbeestrolley) and the peculiar
(the severed hand), creates an uneasy humo8aunll — 3D numerous crime scene
photographs exhibiting Jigsaw’'s work not only hight the image’'s two-

dimensional bearing, but also relegate it to a splté evidence that is coldly
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scrutinised and rationalised by detectives. Furtioetthis, more often than not,
characters must promptly tear themselves away ftbeir own body parts

(emotionally and literally) to save their own, amseone else’s, life. The mutilated
wound-image in stasis is perhaps not expendahksetf — as it is often an integral
part of the physical mutilation film — howeverdibes point to a certain disposability

of the body.

The mutilated wound-image in stasis signals a lesspnly for bodies on-screen but
the embodiment of the viewer as it is constitutgdhe film. Although the visceral
engagement is potentially intensely uncomfortalilés an engagement that is, to
some degree, desired. In the previous chapter,elvdon Elizabeth Cowie’s
understanding of a Freudian theory of pleasure rgue that mutilation that is
anticipated, is also desired, as it promises thesfaation of the cessation of
unpleasuré®  Similarly, whether an engagement between viewed &lm is
pleasurable or unpleasurable, the connection itesiérs a lack through a system of
looks that constructs embodied identifications.t&@larfilmic elements, such as the
shot/reverse-shot editing technique, allow the pecto reassume the relationship
within film that has been threatened by the liniitas of the screeff. As
uncomfortable as it may be, the process of mutifaéilso serves to cover this threat,

whereas the mutilated wound-image in stasis does no

" See Cowie, ‘The Lived Nightmare,” 2003 (29) whshe argues that it is the recognisable change in
the subject that creates satisfaction; as suchspie is dependent on a previous unpleasure. estigg
this may be extended to engagements between viemeéfilm — the engagement itself is desired,
regardless of whether we may have cause to deenotirection pleasurable or otherwise.

8 See Stephen Heath, ‘Notes on Suture,’ (1977), evher argues that the identification of suture
should not be restricted to the shot/reverse-atrohdtion, rather ‘suture is a multiple functioniofj

the discursive organisation of any given classitaéma film’ (66). The process of mutilation is not
always a shot/reverse-shot formation proper; howehe link that is created between the gaze and
mutilation (see Chapter One) forms a strong tievbeh spectator and film.
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A man is tied to a table, his arms stretched osideehim, his hands encased in
vices. Above him hangs a large pendulum blade.d&wimessage informs him that,
in order to escape, he must crush his hands initles provided. The man hesitates
before completing the agonizing task, yet the pamducontinues to fall, slicing
through his abdomen again and again until, findilig, screams fall silent, his eyes
fade into a glass-like stare and the camera sloatheats as the screen fades into
black® Before his death, his strained movements and despscreams tied the
mutilating flesh to a mode of embodiment, and itgdclife into faceless and
inanimate flesh (the prosthetic torso). Withoutstisiound and motion, the link
between flesh and embodiment is disrupted, the @ownlonger returns the gaze
and it is no longer tied to an embodied subjectthVitis opening scen&aw V
offers the mutilated wound-image in stasis as eesgmtation of a crisis of self, both
for the characters on screen and for the spedtadbris defined by a loss, either of
limbs, or of the imaginary relationship with filnThis spectatorship, | argue,
resonates in the body of the viewer as intenseipdlyesponses, that recalled them
back to notions of a corporeal state, subside. Thigurther articulated in the
narratives of the films studied in this chapterpanrticular through the character of

Kana {Hoste) and the small number of survivorsSaw Il — 3D.

A survivor of Jigsaw’s games, Amanda, becomes ither'’k protégé after declaring

he saved her life from drugs, depression and selfhhUltimately, it is revealed that

81 Although Jigsaw always provides his victims withmeans of escape (as long as they complete
whatever is asked of them), this was a copycat erufdetective Mark Hoffman, who has been on the
Jigsaw case since the beginning, takes revendedaister’s brutal killing by ensnaring her mureter

in this trap with no means to escape.
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Amanda still suffers from self-harm and, in spitecaring for him deeply, has long
since lost faith in her teacher and saviour. Onaratter inSaw 3D: The Final
Chapter,Bobby Dagen, is able to achieve something posdiueof his meeting with
Jigsaw, and leads a survival group for others wéwnehcome through to the other
side intact. However, he is a hoaxer who makesolia story up for the very
motivations Jigsaw would abhor — fame and mdfiéihe fact that he is an imposter
undermines the potential for his scars to be symbblachievement, as does the
arrival of Simone, a victim oaw VI Simone’s thoughts on what she has endured,
and the physical price she has had to pay, spedket@otential despair that is

represented by the mutilated wound-image in stasis.

The camera follows a young woman at waist leveslas approaches the circle of
self-helpers. Most of her body is cast in shadoawvéver, her hand gleams in
reflected light as it hangs by her si@ee fig 2.9)As she sits down, a close-up omits
her face from the frame and reveals her pickindhepleft arm and positioning it
onto her lap. What was not immediately apparenth@ first shot is glaringly

obvious here: her arm is a prosthetic, its closemdblance of human flesh made

82 Jigsaw began this game as a result of facing his martality and consequent despair. His wife
suffers a miscarriage, thus denying Kramer the chasf continuing his familial line, and he is
diagnosed with amoperable brain tumour. After driving his car aftcliff and surviving, in spite of
being impaled by a metal rod in his side, he realihat life is something not to be taken for gednt
and embarks on a quest to cure anyone who suffathyatowards their own lives, no matter how this
may materialise, for example — drug use, depressidaltery, prostitution, petty crime, and career
choices Kramer takes a particular dislike to, sastprivate investigators and insurance salespeople.
What is revealed more and more with each film, haxeis his distaste for physical pleasures and
base desires, thus his attacks on people whoseriw®lve around sex, mind-altering substances and
financial gain. The appreciation of, and respect life is paramount and should figure above such
primal cravings that are often founded in the badigsaw, then, is very critical of the limits of
physicality and materiality. He reasons that the&lseuld not be humanity’s parameters; rather, the
people in the&Sawfranchise should seek to transcend these restrgctimfind an abstract notion of an
appreciation of life, a form of salvation that cahbe named.
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eerie through its inanimate natuigee fig 2.10)The plasticity of the fake limb is

glaring; it won’t age, wrinkle, scar, or degradethre same way as flesh. It is a
constant reminder of the fallibility of the humaady, and in this Simone despairs.
As evidenced through her incensed responses @rolg’s survivalist messages, for

her, the wound signifies nothing. In contrast ttheos who seek to find some

meaning in their ordeals, Simone reduces her expes to her corporal limitations.

Figure 2.9 Saw 3D: Simone’s left hand appears strange in its eerie stillness.
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Figure 2.10 Saw 3D: For Simone, her injury signifies nothing and she reduces her experience to her
corporal horizons.

Although Hostel does not share the same overt preoccupations hathvittue of
existence that underscore tBaw franchise, the character of Kana, who has her
mutilated eye severed for her by Paxdnsimilarly despairs in her own
disfigurement. Her mutilated wound-image in movemémat pushes the spectator
from the position of subject/object to ocular-sgacuis the severed optical nerve
that oozes pus. As with Paxton’s fingers, this tatiin occurs before (and serves as
a catalyst for) her potential for escape, againalfgding the expulsion of the
spectator from the double bind of the sadistic-rohstic gaze with the escape from
torture and death. Immediately after this, the f@nters its final chase as Paxton and
Kana both race to the train station in what wileetually transpire as a futile effort
to avoid the global hunting group run by the wasldichest and most powerful
elite® While on the platform, Kana catches sight of hérsea pane of glass.

Gazing at herself, she is transfixed by her owsh]aleaf to Paxton’s warnings that

8 See Chapter One for an analysis of this scene.
8 paxton survives this film, but dies in the openifighe sequel.
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they are about to be caught. As Kana did not krimveixtent of her wounds before
this point, by gazing upon herself they are maddest to her — in essence, she
plays an active part in her own mutilation by tagithe gaze upon hersétfee fig
2.11) In despair at her appearance, she throws hensitint of an oncoming train,
her blood spraying in the faces of stunned passengé&hough her action could be
read as a form of narcissism, it also reflectsdégpair vocalised by Simone $aw
3D, a despair that arises from a fixation with thalle- an obsession with looking at
the body until the body disintegrates under thedasf the gaze, and nothing is left

except objects that signify what was once the self.

The mutilated wound-image in stasis signals the @adan overwhelming
rollercoaster of complex spectatorial shifts irektively short period of time. In her
book, Representing the Womdaljzabeth Cowie suggests that shifts in identifmat
form part of the pleasures of film-viewing (1992)1Thus, one of the ways these
films may be enjoyed is through the exhilarationated by the movement of the
torture sequence. It may also lend itself to a rolaist reading; in her bookn the
Realm of PleasureGaylyn Studlar argues that shifts in identificatiprovide a
freedom and pleasure that directly relates ‘to uke of masochism to develop a
theory of bisexual response’ (1988: 35). Not only these films construct a
masochistic spectatorship (over the more populea ithat they are sadistic), they
also potentially cut through the gender dividejbiting the polarisation of male and
female and, instead, ‘satisfy the drive to be bstles’ (1988. 35). This further
connects the mutilation film (particularly thoseadysed in the first two chapters of
this thesis) with the slasher film, which has disen criticised for being sadistic and

misogynistic, before a masochist approach suggetitatl notions of gendered

107



spectatorship should be understood as being fae nsomplex than what was

previously allowed fof®

Figure 2.11 Hostel: The body disintegrates through a fixation with the flesh.

The presence of the mutilated wound-image in stamimeates all of the films; it is
a constant presence, a perpetual reminder, a lwking in the background of
increasingly complex plots that cuts across allratt@r and narrative concerns. It
also represents an ending — both of the assaulteseq of narrative, and of the
subject. It constructs a temporary stasis bothiwithe film, and in the fluctuations

of spectatorial positions. In her bo@leath 24x a Secondlaura Mulvey suggests

8 | use the term ‘slasher film’ in accordance withr@ Clover, who appoints Alfred Hitchcock’s
Psycho(1960) as the ancestor, but suggests a second phdse sub-genre evolved between 1974
and 1986 (bookended by the first and secbexias Chainsaw Massacfiems, both directed by Tobe
Hooper) (1992: 23-26). Clover’'s argument is that thale spectator identifies with the ‘final giréir(
archetypal character of the slasher film, a fematdéim-hero who survives either by escaping or
fighting back) who is in various ways androgenisgdggesting that there is a level of excitement
‘predicated on the decidability or both-andness ooe-sexness of the construction’ (217) of
spectatorship.
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that, in narratives, both beginnings and ends dnaracterized by stasis’, and that

the stasis of endings signals the desire to retuam “earlier” state’ (2006: 70);

the movement of camera and character carry fornaarcenergize the
story; from shots to sequences through the linkirggess of editing. But
at the end, the aesthetics of stillness returnbotibh narrative and the

cinema (2006: 70).

Hosteland Saw Il — 3Dcapitalise on, and relentlessly repeat this filsticture.
Torture scenes are characterised by their freregtérgy, as has been discussed in
this chapter and the previous, and the editing¢bastructs the system of looks that
generates the embodied identification between viemd film is juxtaposed by the
deathly stasis of the dismembered body part. Thareto an earlier state that
Mulvey refers to relates not only to aestheticstbute mode of spectatorship, from
an interrogation and blurring of viewer/spectatonaepts to a reaffirmation of

subject/object, viewer/film.

Returning to an ocular-specular spectatorshipptblated wound-image in stasis is
held as the object of the gaze. A spectatorshipisheharacterised as creating close
ties within the text, while keeping its distancgshreturned to the state of the
beginning, not only in (lack of) movement but alsack of) proximity. And yet,
there is a left over physicality; the mutilated wdemage in stasis may not be able
to drive the assault sequence forward becausgnifigis the end, however it can
look to the next body, the next victim that willdmene nothing more than an object
of the flesh. Here, once more, even in the mostistic of images, a disavowal of

mortality is made possiblédosteland Saw 1l — 3Dhave repeatedly collapsed the
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distance between viewer and screen and made tartgilillusion of torture. Such a
visceral intensity that engaged the viewer and erbd the hierarchy of

subject/object throughout the assault leaves itk inathe promise to return.
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Chapter Three: Affective Sounds

‘whatever virtues sound brings to the film are lkasgperceived and appreciated by
the audience in visual terms — the better the sptimel better the imaggMurch,

1994: viii)

This chapter focuses on a number of mutilation dilitmat subvert the dominance of
the image in cinema. Although there are few focusedlies on the horror film
soundtrack? it is well accepted amongst fans and aficionatias $ound is essential
for the generation of anxieyy. The following two chapters explore how sound has
been used and experimented with in various filmsréate a powerful and sustained

physicality, thereby questioning and challenging thssumed hierarchy that is

8 There are some however. For example, see Philijpveial, Terror Tracks,(2009); this edited
collection focuses on post-World War Il horror sdtracks and covers a range of scores from
orchestral to electronic; and Neil Lernkistening to Fea2010); this edited collection covers films
from Dr Jekyll and Mr. Hydeto more contemporary horror such @ke Sixth SenséM. Night
Shyamalan, 1999nd The OthergAlejandro Amenabar, 2001). Both these collectitowis on the
ways music and sound create and intensify feaggpaonses to horror cinema. See also Chapter Six in
Peter HutchingsThe Horror Film,(2004) who considers a wide range of films to gsmlthe function

of sound and music to make meaning in the hortor. fHe also directs attention towards the non-
subservient use of sound in place of ‘showing’ thenster, which is a technique 1 will be
emphasising in this chapter (pp127-147).

87 See for example, horror fan John Hilbinette’s wdiamline essay ‘Music and Sound Effects in
Horror Films’ or various horror film fan sites thaave threads and/or forums and shops specifically
dedicated to sound in horror such as: Horror Movie Fan
http://www.angelfire.com/film/horrormoviefanHorror Movie Fanswww.horrormoviefans.comand
Horror Fan Zine www.horrorfanzine.conAll last accessed 08.03.2013. It is a little peruthat,
although sound and music in horror is so widelyaratbod and appreciated by fans of horror, there is
little scholarly work on the subject. It could B®tcase that the potential for sound to creatededr
tension is taken for granted and too easily expliaway with scientific accounts. For example, Noel
Carroll refers to psychologists (although doesreédrence any specific studies) who have suggested
it is a human tendency to jump at loud noisesireowords, we are ‘hardwired’ to do so (‘Prospects
for Film Theory,” 1996: 50). It is, for Carrolleemingly satisfactory to simply be aware of this
response whereas, as film scholar Cosimo Urbanatgpoiut in his article ‘What's the Matter with
Melanie?’ (2004), it explains very little, to theegtee it is not even clear what, in fact, is being
explained (22). Urbano is more interested in thestjon of why a viewer would put her/himself in
that position rather than how the sound causes tioejump. Although | am also interested in the
question of why so many (including myself) choasedpeatedly view horror and physical mutilation
films, at stake here is the many and varied nuangags sound and music generate particular
responses which, | suggest, are too frequentlyrgghdor the sake of simply stating some music is
‘eerie’ and some sounds make us jump. | would atbaé the ways in which sound may generate
physical and affective responses is far more coxnfllan some biological hardwired response and
hope to demonstrate as such in this chapter anaetkte
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highlighted in the above opening quote — that soumdtions only to enhance the

image.

Dismembered limbs, severed heads and exposed baveelsonic images for films
well-known for constructing fearful and anxious sfag¢orship; it is equally accepted
that sound effects increase the precision and teféaess of these visuals. As was
explored in Chapter Onéjostel (Eli Roth, 2005) andsaw Il — 3D(Darren Lynn
Bousman, 2005, 200@007,David Hackl, 2008, Kevin Greutert, 20()10)follow
on from the trend of violent and sometimes baniiletsffrom the 1960s, 1970s, and
1980s (from directors such as Lucio Fulci, Umbdrmémzi, Ruggero Deadato, JOrg
Buttgereit and Herschell Gordon Lewis) by suppletimgnthe image with the
expected accompanied sound. The texture of glisgemtestinal membranes is
made more tactile by the squelches on the sourdtide pain of a scalp slowly
torn from a skull is enhanced by an abrasive rigpsound effect. The image,
therefore, is often dominant as it lays the fouimfadf a physical construct on which

the soundtrack continues to build.

In contrast to the cultural dominance of visuafftysome theorists have suggested

that sound has the greater potential to constiugsipality. As Anthony Storr states

8 Robert Jitte, inHistory of the Sensesrgues that the hierarchy of the senses is aralltu
construction as well as a ‘product of the phylogieneevelopment of the human species’ and
technological changes. The hierarchy where sighbisinant is, he states, ‘classical’ and originates
with Aristotle (to the extent it is on his authgrithat we have only five senses), although this
hierarchy has never gone altogether undisputed5(280). Constance Classen also writesMaorlds

of Sensgthat sight as dominant is a ‘standard’ rankingegi authority by Aristotle, although not
entirely constant (1993: 3). Although far from coete, this hierarchy has been inadvertently
articulated through the privileging of the imagefilm studies for many decades before sound was
considered important enough to be the main focustwdy. Early writers on the topic who helped
draw attention towards the significance of sound awusic in cinema include Michel Chioithe
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in Music and the Mindit is not possible to dispel sound as easilyhasitage; the
latter can quickly be shut out with closed eye99¢t900-01). The image, therefore,
presents a clearer and more precise boundary betveeer and film. Similarly, in
‘The Sound of Silence,” Reni Celeste, identifies thterior and invasive nature of
sound as it ‘seems to originate from within. Visimesents the world at a distance,
as outside your body, whereas sound penetrateyontobody’ (2005: 115). A focus
on sound, then, is pivotal for an exploration ithe ways the physical mutilation
film blurs the notion of film as object and viewas body in the theatre. Kim
Cascone’s analysis of the soundscapes created wd Daynch and Andrey
Tarkovsky inspires the same notion of interioritithwva description of them as a
‘viral contagion’ with an ability to ‘infect’ (‘Vial Space,” 2003: 1). With an
emphasis on viruses and disease the implicatidnais while sound may penetrate
the body, it is essentially alien and threatenmthe self. Such an inference, | would
suggest, comes from the disturbing tendency of @donprobe and subvert the
hierarchy of viewer as subject and film as objé&ttis chapter and the next explore
how particular physical mutilation films utilise wad to generate certain physical

responses that threaten the notion of viewer aarapto and outside the text.

Understood only in visual terms, as a supplemethéamage, sound might seem to
have no physical qualities of its own. However,tteaund can cross the senses
towards touch has been recognised by perhaps tkeinfluential writer on sound

and cinema, Michel Chion in his bo&km: A Sound Art’l call tran-sensorythose

Voice in Cinemal994, Audio-Vision,1994,Film: A Sound-Art,2009), John Belton and Elizabeth
Weis Film Sound,1985), and Claudia Gorbmatrtheard Melodies1987, who also translated a
number of Chion’s works). Studies of cinema cam @& an understanding of cultural differences
relating to the hierarchy of the senses, as Laueak® shows through her study of intercultural
cinema,The Skin of the Filnf2000) where touch is a ubiquitous and poignanseestimulated in
order to create meaning and memory.
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perceptions that belong to no one particular sens¢hat may travel via one sensory
channel or another without their content or thdfea being limited to this one
sense’ (2009: 496, original emphasis). In thisestent, Chion is freeing embodied
modes of existence from singular concrete obje@s when we talk about the
effectiveness of sound, the discussion is notiotstl to the sense of hearing. Nor
must we assume that how sound is perceoreginateswith the sense of hearing. In
Chapters One and Two | explored how the image @ergtood through the sense of
touch as the viewer's corporeality is mimetic oé tmutilation on-screeff. This
chapter continues to analyse film’s potential tthb@onnect and traverse the senses
with an emphasis on sound. | will focus on one fitnparticular -Dans Ma Peau
(Marina de Van, 2002) to question what ways do doronstruct physicality that is
not dependent on or merely an accompaniment tamhage? How might sound be
considered affective? How does the physical natfisound interrogate the notions

of spectator and viewer and threaten the fraggeainility of film spectatorship?

Marina De Van'sDans Ma Peau(2002) won an award at the Fant-Asia Film
Festival in 2003 for Best International film, initgpof audience reactions at the
Edinburgh Film Festival 2003 where, according b ftritic Peter Bradshaw writing
for the Guardian the film ‘had people staggering for the aisleshands clamped
over mouths, cheeks ballooning’ (2003). The maskisy aspect of this film isn’t
that it won an award or caused a mass walk-outfHautthere is something about it

that resulted in both the highest of praise andldiagest of criticism. The disparate

% This argument principally assumes the originsarporeal mimicry lie in the sense of seeing, that
is, the forceful effectiveness of the image tragsrthe senses from sight to touch. In Chapter Five
will be exploring the potential for the physical titation film to subvert this hierarchy and generat
an embodied perception of the image that doeseusgsarily originate in the sense of sight.

114



reception ofDans Ma Peauwould continue within critical circles and academi

debates’

It is undoubtedly the themé&ans Ma Peatengages with that have sparked off such
mass debate and controversy. With representationssetf-harm and self-
cannibalism,Dans Ma Peaus indeed a difficult film to sit through. With shic
violent subject matter, it is unsurprising tHaans Ma Peaus considered by a
number of theorists to be situated in a recentreate phenomenon labell@hema
du corps(Tim Palmer, 2006) and the New French Extreme é&a@uandt, 2004).
For Palmer, the ‘agenda’ of these films (otherdude Trouble Every DayClaire
Denis, 2001) DemonlovelOlivier Assayas, 2002)rréversible(Gaspar Noé, 2002)
and Twentynine Palm¢Bruno Dumont, 2003)) ‘is an on-screen interrogatuf
physicality’ (2006: 171). This is, | would arguégtpreoccupation with all physical
mutilation films, not just those emerging from FeanWhere de Van's film stands
out and differs from the films that were the foafsthe first and second chapter,
however, is that it is not a graphic fascinationhwhe look of mutilated flesh that
alerts us to its ‘on-screen interrogation of phabig’. Instead, with the use of split-
screens, point-of-view shots that reveal the bturend unstable vision the
protagonist has of the world around her, and textusounds (such as ragged

breathing and ripping skin), along with teeggestiorof mutilated skin rather than

% Film scholar Tim Palmer thinks critically and aytadally aboutDans ma Peauplacing it in a
contemporary phenomenon he terms cinéma du cargnge of the body) (2006, 2007). Film scholar
Carrie Tarr considers it to be an ‘impressive’ fiand carefully analyses its aesthetics to argue the
film artfully engages both male and female specsat@006). However, scholar James Quandt
considers it to be ‘occasionally gruesome and uraida intense,” and describes the film's director
and lead actor, Marina de Van, as ashen and im@gaé®004: 128); and film critic Stuart Jeffries,
after meeting with the director, remarks that fire tflesh, Marina de Van is as blankly feral as her
character in the film’ and suggests to her ‘yowreelf-absorbed woman who has made a sickening
film’ (2004). See also Palmer, ‘Style and SensatR0d06, where he provides a summary for the
critical and scholarly reception of the cinéma dyps (pp 26-27).
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the clear depiction of flesh being stripped off thedy, the film forcefully and
aggressively generates a physical response thdgdwithe theoretical distance

between viewer and film.

The protagonist oDans Ma PeauEsther, seems at first to live a life filled with
work, friends, and a loving relationship with hayfriend Vincent. The couple are
planning to move in together, and Esther is makinogress in the company she
works for. She is a young, attractive, intelliggmaman who is on the threshold of
success in both personal and professional sphiaerese scene early in the film, at a
party, Esther walks out into an unlit garden alo®®imbling through the dark she
falls, and later realises that she has badly idjimer leg. This wound precipitates a
series of self-inflicted injuries that increase saverity as Esther mutilates and
devours her own flesh. This chapter will exploosvithese actions are an attempt to
define herself against others while irreversiblyagimenting, destabilising, and
ultimately losing her sense of self. | suggest,thatthis way, Dans Ma Peau
presents the story of Esther’s self-harm as a powapproach to thinking about
selfhood that is defined by a physical engagemetwéen the viewer and the film.
How this is constituted by the more conventionalses of cinema — sight and sound

— will be the focus of this chapter.

From the opening creditBans Ma Pealhnints that the idyllic life described above is

not quite what it seemd.he film begins by introducing a city that is aesthetically
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disjointed® This is done through the use of split-screenseext close-ups, and the
juxtaposition of photographic positive and negatinages, thereby presenting an
unstable setting that creates a connection withythieal narrative trajectory of the
horror film, with one significant difference. Theornor film typically begins by
setting up a world with certain structures and llauies that are about to be
threatened by an outside force; here the bordatsctintain the world ilbans Ma
Peauare already compromisddee fig 3.1) Although split-screens may present a
desire to separate one thing from another, they afgicipate the imagery of split
skin that subverts the boundary between inner aneroand causes them to bleed
into one another. In this walpans Ma Peaylike all mutilation films, engages with
the notion of the abject. However, in contrasthe tlaims film scholar Cynthia
Freeland makes regarding the abject — that itnsteon that has become so broad so
as to lose meaning (2002: 20) — these films attete nuances that can be found in
a study of abjection in film. For example, as | &areviously argued;losteland
Saw Il — 3Darticulate the anxiety that the body can be redtwcedject matter; here,
Dans Ma Peaiplays with the anxious desire and threat of thgemilbecoming lost
within the abject. As long as the abject is forgiptesent, there is a danger of the
subject becoming lost in the abjétfThe imagery of blood and broken flesh shifts
the subject into the realm where ‘I' no longer &xisThis shift parallels Esther’s
slow deterioration as she loses herself to thecabjeret the film’'s introduction

suggests thddans Ma Pealbegins with a sense of abjectifthrough fragmentation

L Tarr, in her article ‘Director's Cuts,” describéise world presented at the start of the film as
‘slightly out of kilter’ (2006: 87) that she conriecto a double vision, split perception and
schizophrenic subjectivity. Both Tarr's study anthey therefore, make connections with the film’'s
aesthetics and Esther’s state of mind.

%2 Cowie refers to the enjoyment of the Other, of akhive are in danger of disappearing into,
‘jouissance.” She states that anxiety is a defagegnst this (2003: 32).

% Dans Ma Peathas, therefore, a linear trajectory of disintegratsimilar to mutilations films such
aslrréversible Antichrist(Lars von Trier, 2009), oBrpski Film(Srdjan Spasojevic, 2010) and unlike
those for which the visual detail of mutilationdeminant Hostel, Saw Il — 3[Dwhere a circuitous
trail of anticipation and cessation of unpleassriavoured).
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of the screen) and this threat (continued througgrhentation of the body) is not

expelled by the end.

Figure 3.7: Dans Ma Peau: Split screens anticipate the imagery of split skin and present a world
where something is 'not quite right'.

Despite the very visual focus of Barbara Creedslgtof the abject and the horror
film (1993), fragmentation is not represented tigtodhe visual alone. In Chapter
One, | drew on Laura Marks’ work to suggest tha thutilating wound-image is
haptic because they are experienced through setts&sthan sight. In this chapter, |
suggest that sound also has a haptic capacithainittis felt as well as heard. | am
not referring here to extremely low frequencies reht@e vibrations of sound waves
are felt before, or instead of, being heard (seap@ Four for a discussion on this
topic). Rather, | am suggesting that certain soumage a texture that generates a
sense of physicality in the listener. The prominesample inDans Ma Peaus

Esther’s grating breath that is often placed owenss of self-harm. The sound of
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breathing is haptic because it inspires the sersmmary of air moving across the

skin and points to the viewer's own corporealityadsreathing subject.

Dans Ma Peauwalso generates a physical response that | considez the affect of
anxiety by frequently displacing or separating sbfmom the image. The anxiety
that the sound inspires therefore (such as thengppf flesh) appears to originate
from within the viewing subject, creating a phys$itgathat both defines and
interrogates the engagement between viewer and linmer chapter, ‘The Lived
Nightmare’, film theorist Elizabeth Cowie uses gsyanalytic theories of anxiety
and trauma to explore different ways an audienceaged by the horror film. Cowie
distinguishes emotion from affect by arguing therfer comes fronaesthesisthat

is, knowledge that comes from the senses togetitér vodily sensations and/or
responses. An example is the fear response duforginstance, the famous
transformation film inAn American Werewolf in Londomhere each change (the
growing hair, the stretching hands, the promin@mey is painstakingly scrutinised
(John Landis, 1981). For Cowie, this would potdhjtiae an emotional response. In
contrast, affect recognises how this response eanrbe detached from the object
(2003:30). As a result, anxiety is always ‘unrewdie’, ‘excessive’, and
‘inappropriate’ ‘because it exceeds the responsper to the circumstance, or
because it is experienced even where there is ilgmo cause for fear or its
anticipation’ (30). What Cowie describes here cobél related to the responses
generated by any horror film, including the examgieen above. One of the oft

asked questions of horror is why we experienceeayxar fear when we know there
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is nothing actually threatening B5Therefore, our responses are always going to be
excessive and inappropriate while watching a hdrhor. What Dans Ma Peawoes

is extend the unreasonable nature of the respgnesanioving the object (the image)
of horror, potentially intensifying the anxiety felnd displacing it from the film and

onto the self?

The film begins with a series of shots of a citgtthhrough the use of stills, has been
brought to a standstill. Cars and people are swuggEm their commute along busy
highways and crowded escalators. Isolated roofsffife blocks are set against a
blue and white sky that is neither bright nor diach of these shots lead into one
another through a slow dissolve, and the pacetibysa steady repetition of chords,
on top of which plays a gentle and calming meloblye overall effect is of a city
that is winding down, at rest from what would nolijmaresent a lively scene. In the
midst of all this, Esther is introduced. Her presers indicated before her character
iIs shown, via a soft but abrasive sound that ischeat by the image of her writing.

Her character is presented as separate to theafatine city shots that precede her.

% In his bookPhilosophy of HorrorNoél Carroll provides a detailed and comprehensixaview to

the approaches to this paradox. He begins wittoaght experiment that contests the theory that we,
as human beings, are naturally and generally emaitiomoved by the situations of other people — if
we were told a sad story, on being told that it ws lie, presumably this would relieve our fegh

of sorrow. Therefore, he concludes, there is a birkween belief and emotions, which furthers the
problem of why we feel something towards fictioridfins. After considering and critiquing the
illusion theory of fiction (where we do actuallylieze what is happening), the pretend theory of
fictional response (where we only pretend to fesfithing towards fiction), he posits and favours the
thought theory of emotional responses to fictionsliéf is not actually necessary for an emotional
response). He states that there are drawbacksstthttory that ‘may raise fundamental philosophical
quandaries for some’ (1990: 87) it is preferable¢hi idea that audiences make up their emotions or
actually believe in fictional monsters. Althoughstithesis does not propose to provide an answer to
the dilemma of why things are felt towards workdiction (that we know to be fiction), considering
ways in which film engages the viewer, not onlyhwiext, but with their own corporeality, could
potentially add to ongoing debates in this area.

% In this, Dans Ma Peathas something in common with horror films such abdt Wise'sThe
Haunting (1963) which capitalise on the power of suggestion. Whierdiffers from such films,
however, is through its preoccupation with mutithflesh rather than a threatening and supernatural
presence.
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During her brief interaction with Vincent she baréhkes her eyes off her studies.
The pace of her work is mentioned, and it is ingplhe will be working all night

while the rest of the city sleeps. The discord leetmvEsther and the outside world
anticipates her future actions as her self-harme&d as an attempt, in part, to

communicate, and to connect, to a world outsidecofelf.

The cinematography of the prologue and the opeaiadits create a metonym for
the journey Esther will embark on throughout tharse of the film. The city shots
are presented in split-screens that depict two @mdbat are always related to one
another in some way. Often the same image is slimama different angle, whereas
other shots are more loosely connected e.g. onetdeje exterior of an office
block while the other shows a perspective fromitisgde of a building. Always the
right image is a negative to the left. This introdsl a juxtaposition of aesthetics:
clean, hard lines and blurred, less focused oretdehd Carrie Tarr to consider that
sexual difference may be an issue in this film @Q&B). | would suggest that these
contrasted images are a metaphor for the sphetlsrisust traverse. These spheres
may indeed be considered in terms of sexual diffe¥e (i.e. the personal and
professional spheres). This is further suggestedutfh the narrative as Esther
struggles to get a report written for her male kas$ she is accused of flirting with a
male superior to advance in her job. Her career dtome a motivation for her
self-harm later on in the film and it is a parttbé outside world that she is never
able to fully connect to as she is torn betweenrbkss as friend, lover, employee

and her relationship with self-harm.
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In a style which prefigures the later treatmenEsther’s body, the camera explores
the exterior of buildings and interior office objgdo a point where they can no
longer be recognised as anything intelligible. Tisgs of close-ups serve to highlight
the distortion that occurs when the desire to becaloser to something, to delight
in its detail, overrides and fragments the apptemaof the whole. Extending this
fragmentation to the human body, the camera coesina examine Esther’s skin. In
the prologue, during a close up of Esther's cdlg tamera tilts up to reveal its
superficial imperfections. The lighting does nothito flatter the skin as goose
bumps and stretch marks are apparent. The skinaeppérasive: tough enough to
bear the testimony of Esther’s life so farOans Ma Peapthefeelof skin and flesh

is strained against the overriding sense of logkasgEsther must hide her self-harm
from otherg(see fig 3.2)This results in a sensory organ that has beettisa@ to its
limits in regards to its ability to feel, yet it iendered something impossible to bear

witness to.

Figure 3.2: Dans Ma Peau: The feel of skin is strained against the overriding sense of looking.
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The representation of self-harmDans Ma Peauarticulates the paradoxical nature
of both the act of self-mutilation and the concepthe abject. It can be read as a
way for the subject to separate the self from thea even as it increases the
connection. Similarly, if it is used as a form ahguage it can only ever render the
subject incomprehensible. In her article ‘CarvedSkin: Bearing Witness to Self
Harm,” Jane Kilby describes self-harm as a ‘pla..social recognition’ (2001:
124). Although Kilby is analysing personal accouotspeople who have suffered
with self-harm,Dans Ma Peawexpresses this argument through its narrative.dgsth
tells her best friend Sandrine of her first actself-mutilation, only to be met with
confusion and ineffectual attempts of censoringi(adpone scene where Esther stays
at Sandrine’s house the latter demands to be aflamte the bathroom with Esther
and promptly removes all sharp objects). Here, \thiee’ of self-harm is ‘so sheer
that it is virtually impossible for anyone to beaitness to’ (2001: 124). Kilby
references Judith Butler who, in her boBkcitable Speechwarns against the
dangers of speaking in a language that is unigtelé to others, ‘not the least of

which is the erasure of the subject’ (Kilby, 20Q26);

If the subject speaks impossibly, speaks in wayd ttannot be
regarded as speech or as the speech of a suljectthat speech is
discounted and the viability of the subject caliet question (Butler,

1997: 136).

Butler's argument is played out through Esther'soms of self-harm. Critical to

Kilby’s article is that self-harm is a languagemade of communication that has a
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voice. However, as is often the case in ‘real-I8guations, Esther’s self-harm is a
paradox as she does all she can to hide it. Tol&dfout could cause her to lose her
friendships, her relationship, her career and waitety herself as a recognised
subject. Yet, once she begins to self-harm, thidacomes the only way with which
she can both connect (through her own language)desd a line between herself
and others in order to define herself as a substothers pull away from her
throughout the course of the narrative, the sevefither self-harm increases. Yet it

also serves as a constant reminder and eventuse cdither deterioration.

During the scene following the credit sequence,revliesther and Sandrine attend a
house party, Esther’s fate of exploration, fragragah and abjection continues to be
anticipated. As Esther and Sandrine approach thedyd&Gandrine points out a man
who is a friend of their boss. She tells Esthet thavould help her progression
through the company if she were to exploit her femty, only to claim that it was a
joke. Yet it introduces the importance of sexuaffedence and recalls the
photographic positive and negative images durirgdpening credit sequence: for
Esther, as a woman, it is an entirely differentldian regards to how she perceives,

and how she is perceived by others.

The separation of masculinity and femininity is gested again by the presence of
two pictures that Esther observes after she haandisd herself from her friend at
the party(see fig 3.3)Both pictures are split down the middle and aptared in

such extreme close-up they are impossible to defihe one on the left contains a

bright yellow angular structure with sharply definees that make it clearly distinct
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from the dark and contrasting background. The @malght hand picture shows
pinkish-red cell-like objects, with softer less-Wwdkfined borders, the colours of
which bleed into the background. They continue latéions of masculinity and

femininity begun by the positive and negative spliteens, yet not only are they
split from each other, they are split in themselvésgether they represent the

ambiguous role Esther has to play in her own sealflerhorror film.

Figure 3.3: Dans Ma Peau: Pictures continue notions of masculinity and femininity begun by the
contrasting split-screens in the credit sequence.

As both victim and perpetrator of the violencehrstfilm Esther is linked by her
self-harm to both Creed’s ‘monstrous-feminine’ (3p@nd Carol Clover’s ‘female
victim-hero’ (1992). Clover argues that the androggf the ‘Final Girl” allows for a
male masochistic identification — an identificatisormally reserved for the female
spectator. Because Esther is placed in the pogifiboth sadist and masochist, Tarr

argues she ‘invites recognition on the part of bo#ie and female spectators’
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(2006: 80). The pictures, then, not only repreberth roles occupied by Esther but
also the role of both male and female spectatathereof which may escape the
fragmentation of the self into subject and objpeticeiver and perceived that occurs

from the process of a visceral engagement.

Esther’s viability as a subject is called into digsthree times as a result of her
accident. First, her own discovery of her woundgasgs that her bodily possession —
as defined through the sensuality of flesh — iskw&ae only discovers the severe
result of her accident when she visits the bathreome time latefsee fig 3.4)

Even here she takes herself away from other pd@o@ecend a dark staircase in
search of separate facilities. Once she walks a¢h@sunlit room to turn on the

light, she turns her head slowly and notices somgtbn the floor. The film cuts to
reveal marks discernible against the light colowragbet: footprints stained with
blood. The camera shows Esther’s point-of-view fatfidws the footprints away

from where she stands, creating a moment of héordyoth Esther and the spectator
as the possibility arises that someone — or somgthis in the room with her. This
moment quickly dissipates as the film then cutkladsther who follows the trail

of footprints with her eyelacktowards herself as it slowly dawns on her thatasw
she who made the marks. Through the use of potatest shots the film creates an

identification with Esther’'s unawareness and detaatit from her sense of self.

The sequence that reveals the extent of Estheawanmeness of her own actions and
injury condenses a narrative seen frequently ierdilms that finally present a clear

explanation for on-screen violence with the rexea split personality or a ghost
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e.g. Haute Tension/ Switchblade Roman@dexandre Aja, 2003fFight Club

(David Fincher, 1999Janghwa, Hongryeon/ A Tale of Two Sis{@isVoon Kim,
2003)The UninvitedCharles and Thomas Guard, 200&gther’s identifications
here are split between the ‘good’ (her personal@ntessional ambitions, her role
as victim-hero) and the ‘bad’ (her desire to cet, Imk to abjection and the
monstrous-feminine). As with many films, the ‘bawust be rejected in favour of the
self, but Esther cannot proceed down this conveatimute. Her subjectivity, that
has so far been repeatedly shown as split throplifsssreens and mise-en-scene, is
too fragile to be able to expel the abject: be&ire can do this she must seek to
connect herself to, and define herself from, othiews in doing so she loses herself

completely.

Figure 3.4: Dans Ma Peau: Esther only discovers her severe wound when she sees it.

The threat the abject presents to Esther’s bodigsession is reinforced when she is

shown visiting her doctor. The doctor does two dgkif significance for Esther’s
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already fragmented state: he questions her, andhbeests her. As the wound is
severe and Esther professes to not have feltht agay, the doctor jokingly implies
that the leg is not hers. The expression on Estliace reveals that she has not taken
it as the joke it was intended to be. For Esthiee, possibility of splitting into
multiple parts she cannot contain or possess is t&&l and horrifying. The doctor
then tests Esther’s ability to respond correctlphgsical stimulation. He pretends to
prick her and when she does not react he claintstitieawas the correct response.
Both the question and the test are framed by tltode expectations of how she
should experience her own body. That he testeddherake sure this leg is indeed
hers raises the question of what would have hagpkaé she respondéattcorrectly.
Would her leg be determined ast hers and consequently be taken away? This
scene suggests that if the leghers, it only remains so tentatively, and on the

condition that she acts and reacts in the manmeraad and accepted by others.

The question of Esther's bodily possession reachesirning point when her
boyfriend discovers her injuries. During a sceneemghEsther is in the bathroom (a
private space) Vincent walks in on her as shensxkeng her bandages. Later at the
breakfast table he, like the doctor before him,stjoas the normality of her
subjectivity as defined through her ability to fede also tests her ability to feel: by
penetrating her with his fingers he seeks to indugdysical response and he asks
her if she can feel it. Although she replies in ttregative, because of her physical
reaction to the initial penetration it is clearttt@s reply is not a direct answer to the
question, nor is it an attempt to make him stopeithis encounter Esther will begin
her own exploration of her body in an attempt teg@ss it on her own terms. By

saying ‘no’ she is reacting to the attempts of h® question and control her
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bodily experience. The accident triggered in Estrerawareness of her own lack

that she situates within her body. It is hers tplese and no-one else’s.

A lack represented by an overly present yet abbedy (Esther’s body is overly
present first through the camera’s treatment ofrtadeed form and later through her
self-harm, yet absent through her inability to feain) is a theme that may be seen
in other physical mutilation films. For examplegthody of the main protagonist in
Srpski Film(Srdjan Spasojevic, 201Yjilos, is a dominating feature that causes a
substantial amount of damage by means of rape amward. The film constructs
close ties with Milos through both narrative (as heturn into the porn industry is
followed) and visual strategies (such as the uddwfed point-of-view shots and a
shaky camera) and is thereby implicated in thecétes Milos undertakes. However,
Milos’s culpability is diminished due to the faat is heavily drugged at the time of
committing these acts. This reduced responsibidityeplicated for the spectatorial
position via the use of flashbacks. A large numifeoloody and disturbing images
follow each other in quick succession, denoting dhdistic acts of sexual violence
that have occurred, yet they are interjected whihts of Milos stumbling through a
wooded area that indicate he is only now, days,l&s evidenced by a well-placed
radio alarm clock) becoming aware of the carnage lilas already taken place. The
events are witnessed only as they unfold in Mitasivalescing memory; neither the
spectatorial position nor Milos are fully presenthae time brutal rape and torture are
actually being committed. Thus an overly preserd dominant body is in fact
absent for both character and spectator. In thes glaysicality, constructed through
anxiety-inducing low bass and nauseating and abjeepes, stands in for the

displaced body.
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As well as the displacement of her embodiment thinololer inability to feel, Esther
also chooses to detach herself from others. Hexctien of intrusion is indicated
through the many scenes where she is shown intprsfaces, most notably the
bathroom. Shortly after she visits her doctor, EsiB shown in the bath. An high
angle shot provides a clear view of Esther’s bedyich is presented as a whole and
in stark lighting — rather than being fragmentedabseries of close-ups or obscured
and complimented by shadow. Further, although ifréguently shown naked,
Esther’s body is not sexualised; instead it istssed and explored. In his discussion
of the films Trouble Every Day Irréversible and Twentynine PalmsPalmer
describes a recurring motif that is also foundDans Ma Peau‘we see bodies
displayed in emphatically nonsexual ways, repegtedthe context of cleaning and
hygiene: under flat fluorescent lighting in bathm® vigorously scrubbed in
bathtubs, bathed in sprays from showers’ (2006: Ba)mer mentions this in order
to foreground the juxtaposition between two vefffedent styles used in all the films
he analyses — one clean, bright and unobscureathiee dark, disjointed and caked
in blood — however, at this point Dans Ma Peauthis ‘hygienic’ aesthetic stands
up on its own to present Esther in a process oéaification. As she observes
herself, Esther pulls at her skin drawing it awmant her bodysee fig 3.5)The skin
appears false and unnatural as she is able tatsiteto far away from herself. This
plasticity of the skin creates a sense of artifiigiaand inhumanity around Esther’s
body, as though it were alien to her. The notiohafskin as an alien object is again
suggested as Esther is seen perched on the edhge bath taking off the dressings
round her leg. A close-up reveals the bandageste fused onto her skiisee fig

3.6). These act as a prosthetic skin that has bouetf its Esther, and in doing so
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they serve not only to blur the boundary betwednesi and object, but also to form
it. This scene signals the beginning of Esthertenapts to negotiate between the

need to contain herself, and the need to removenhiah contains her.

The sight of Esther’'s bandages forming an inhumpawsthetic skin recalls a striking
shot in Roman Polanski's narrative of a young gidescent into catatonic despair,
characterised by her revulsion of the objects shatound herRepulsion(1965). In
one telling scene the anti-heroine of the film, @arstands in her flat taking off her
gloves. As the camera’s unbroken gaze on Caroleiasiher concentrated attention
on the material peeling away from her skin, andingtg the shape of her fingers,
there arises a surreal possibility: the glaseactually her skin and she is not
removing a superficial object, but instead strigpaway a part of herself. Similarly,
Esther sheds her bandages, as well as layers awreskin that have fused to the
woven fabric, further raising the question of whaer internal self ends, and the

external world begins.

Through close-ups of inanimate objects in the ampriequence — such as pens,
pencils, and paperclips — and non-subjective sbibEsther's bodyDans Ma Peau
creates an unstable spectatorship that shiftsgdyribetween a detached view of
Esther’s body and an identification with her phgtity. As Esther oscillates between
observing herself, and seeking to connect to Hersehn embodied sense, the
spectatorship shifts from ocular-specular, vergingvoyeuristic (when she is in the
bath) to one that engages with the film through edivbent, thereby calling into

question the distinction between viewer and filnhjlevat the same time splitting the
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viewer between subject and object, perceiver andepeed. Visual strategies
generate fragmentation and de-subjectivity and tcoctsa powerful physicality;
how sound in particular continues to build on thi8 be explored in the analysis of

the following scenes.

Figure 3.5: Dans Ma Peau: Esther's skin appears unnatural as she pulls and stretches it.

The following three scenes show Esther hurting diersignificantly, each one

increasing in severity. The fact that Esther’'s-balfm goes from cutting, to tearing
off pieces of skin with her teeth, to removing ag& section of skin to preserve,
indicates the double nature of these actions. Heper Esther delves into her own
flesh to know, own, and define herself, the cloger gets to disintegrating entirely.
The potential for these scenes to produce a pHysesponse blurs the boundary
between film and viewer. The space that is trarssge between Esther and the
viewer serves as a reminder of Esther’s graduakttihg out’ as subject and other,

for both Esther and viewer, become one.
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Figure 3.68: Dans Ma Peau: Bandages fuse with Esther's skin, both forming and blurring the
boundary between her and others.

Esther commits her first act of self-harm in thedraent at her work. Before this she
is shown to be sitting at her computer, distra@ed unable to think of anything to
type. The film then cuts to her entering a dimtyspace, little bigger than a corridor,
with concrete stairs and walls lined with files.eTimage is claustrophobic, but the
hollow and grating sound of her footsteps serves¢ate a space around Esther far
bigger and more hostile than the mise-en-sceneestggThis technique is evident
earlier in the film where particular diegetic soanare foregrounded to create a
distance between Esther and the physical world rardwer, and to present this
physical world as harsh and impenetrable. As simoves her trousers, her crouched
foetal position is centrally placed in the one slodfight coming into the scregsee
fig 3.7) The wound on her leg is clearly visible and appesaft, malleable, and very
penetrable, unlike her surroundings. As Esther xasder shoe, the tearing sound
of its zip placed on top of the image of her gapamgl vulnerable flesh anticipates
what is to come.
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Figure 3.7: Dans Ma Peau: Esther's first episode of self-harm occurs at her work. Her leg appears
permeable and vulnerable.

This is the most detailed mutilated flesh visugligsented in this scene. For most of
the duration of Esther’s self-harm the camera fesus her face, while the noise of
ripping and tearing, this time of flesh (we assungeplayed on the soundtrack. This
does not undermine the potential for Esther’s astito generate a physical response,
however, as the sounds of her tearing her skinhardheavy and grating breath
recall the image of flesh. It is a sound-image, like ttederred to in Chapter One,
however the sound is not finally reconnected toolgect — the mutilating wound-
image. Apart from the blood that has appeared onwaeind between two shots,
nothing is seen of the mutilation. The displacen@ndound from its object causes
the physicality of ripping flesh to arise in thdfsethe spectatorship constructed in
this scene constitutes the body of the viewer tijnoanxiety. In contrast, Esther’s

searching eyes that look away from the image apaéapdetached from the sound

134



signal a loss of her own ability to feel. The fisnSpectatorship has this lack by

generating a physical response that both coverseaifirms Esther’s loss.

Esther’'s disintegration of self is marked by heitifg ability to feel. The film
continues to present Esther with more examplesnobxreme lack of physical
awareness of her own body providing herself withihfier evidence that her body is
not her own. One scene shows her to have slepeoarm and she wakes up to find
she has lost all feeling of it. She pulls it oubrfr beneath her as if it were
disembodied. Another arm reaches from behind hehird arm within the shot
while the audience can only see Esther. It is mbit ber boyfriend’s head emerges
from behind her that it is clear which arm belobtgsvhich character. Extremities in
Dans Ma Peaware detachable and interchangeable; like prosthehe human body
becomes an object that can be broken down andltebhis is played out to the

extreme immediately prior to her second major asetf-harm.

The scene is set in a restaurant where Esthervimdhainner with her business
associates. The setting of the restaurant is inted by low level panning of the
tables as if attributing the point of view to thanks that rest there. Later, as Esther
eats her dinner, her hand begins to act as ifdtehenind of its own, much like the
hands inMad Love(Karl Freund, 1935 he Beast with Five FingefRobert Florey,
1946) anddle Hands(Rodman Flender, 1999). She has to use her o#imef to stop
herself from clawing at the food on her plate. As does so, the camera pans down
her forearm to reveal it to keetuallyremoved from her upper ar(eee fig 3.8)She

taps at this removed hand as if it has no feelmgl, when it is once more connected
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she massages her elbow as if checking that shegais all in one piece before
proceeding to stab at it with her steak knife aredvihg blood. This forces Esther to
confront her worst fear in a public setting ance#tiens her with the possibility that
her lack of subjectivity will become apparent thes. If, as Kilby suggests, the act
of self-harm serves as a substitute for a langulagiehas failed, it is a substitution
that remains unintelligible to her colleagues asytBhow no sign of noticing her
actions. Thus the language is discounted, and iability as a subject is called into

guestion.

Figure 3.8: Dans Ma Peau: Esther's arm completely detaches itself, symbolising her lack of affect.

Her actions that follow both in the restaurant &atdr, at a hotel, indicate a primal
desire that further connects Esther with the abjdgth begins with the taste of her
own blood. Once she put her blood-stained fingerser mouth, there are shots of

her looking off camera that are cross-cut with onsi of rich food that fill the
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restaurant. Juice soaked fingers dig into the gtigklp of moist fleshy fruit. Fat
slices of steak are dipped and smothered in thlokingus sauces. The images
represent a decadence that Esther refuses. Incdme ghat follows she displays,

instead, a desire for herself: her own blood, hen ekin.

After checking into a hotel, Esther is drawn deeptr the abject as she tears off her
skin with her teeth and tastes her blood. She tbjerself and then devours her
own abjection, drawing the other inside herselfldhé boundaries that separate
them have all but disappeared. As she cuts hehn #ng brings it towards her face,
her leg, shrouded in black, takes the place ofrarlooming down towards their
partner in bedsee fig 3.9)There is an over-the-shoulder shot as she big@sacks
her arm, tearing away pieces of skin with her teetbm this angle, her arm is again
presented as detached. If a unified subject isgmted on-screen as a ‘clean and
proper body’ then Esther has regressed almosedniitto the realm of the
unsubject, what Tarr calls the ‘inhuman, abjectyb@darr, 2006: 81). Tarr is

tracing Esther’s narrative trajectory into the neaif the abject through the
representation of her body. However, Esther’s kaldg acts as defence against the
sameln what can be read as a resistance against tive fmsthe abject, Esther
keeps the skin she has removed as an object to kewéack of unification. Through
creating an ‘other’ to keep separate from hersél, attempts to retain the
unification she has risked through her abjectioet this defence comes at a price: a

piece of herself.
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Figure 3.9: Dans Ma Peau: Esther pulls her cut leg towards her as if it were a lover.

Esther fails in her attempt to preserve this skina scene where she and Vincent
stand at a cash machine, she removes the skinHesmvallet. Finding that it has
dried out, she mourns her loss as Vincent, angheaisible distress, invades her
private space. Esther tells Vincent that she isngrjpecause she cannot remember
her pin number, so he attempts to resolve the tBtudy typing it in himself.
Vincent cannot understand her distress for, to hienJoss does not mattéte could
remember the pin number thereftrecould retain what Esther had lost. This comes
before Esther and Vincent's final scene togethegre/tVincent turns away from her
completely, unable to understand her actions. Esth@ow completely detached
from the possibility of defining herself throughrhrelationship with other characters
in the film. Through tearing away a piece of hdrsbke has crossed the line into the

realm of the unsubject. Any possible chance ofrnitig to a subjective state lies in
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her next attempt to contain herself, to define élés separate and thus desirable to

others. The next time she tries to remove a panedself, she must not fail.

Before Esther’s final self-harm scene, a certauell®f anxiety is created for both
her and the viewer through mise-en-scene, soumder@amovement and lens focus.
In the scene where Esther walks through a shopmial she is distracted by the
neon lights. Close-up shots and point-of-view amglee used to signal her
disorientation and construct a spectatorship thatligned with her state of mind.
The camera shifts dizzyingly between shots of Essiqeinting and shots of bright
lights, giving the impression the lights are shinin Esther’'s eyes. The space is
further confused by close-ups of the ground thek mut details such as dirt and
cigarette ends. As the camera moves to Estherig-pbiview it becomes unfocused
and sways sickeningly from side to side. It corgmto make its way slowly through
the shopping centre while other shoppers, theieddidurred, speed past. When the
film cuts away to show Esther leaning against d Yealsupport, these images are
replaced by focused close ups of everything thajoislg on around her: people
packing their shopping, paying for goods, sortinmney. The sound of bags rustling,
people talking, tills beeping are foregrounded plated on top of each other. The
locus of action and layering of sounds overwhelhes genses as three shots reveal
Esther’'s solution to the chaos: a knife amongstesabothing; her gloved hand

holding a credit card; and her face reflected tamera lens.

During the scene that follows, Esther displaysrameased desire to see herself. A

shot-reverse-shot sequence shows Esther lookirgg antmirror and out at the
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spectator (where the spectator is a substituteddrer’s reflection) as she twists and
contorts her body into shapes that for Tarr makeappear ‘subhuman, even insect-
like’ (2006: 82). By creating an insect-aesthetiese images further speak to
Esther’s confused sense of 9askée fig 3.1Q)She also regresses into a childlike state
as she tests out her body’s movement and peegs atflection from behind a chair.
But this child is monstrous: a fragmented versibrwbat once was a unified self.
The screens are split down the middle and objeuatslianbs are obscured by the
frame as further indications of the fragmented aliehated self. At the beginning of
this scene, sounds from the street could be headtearly from the hotel room, the
film’'s spatial construction is distorted. This tinieis the blurring of inside and
outside spaces through the bringing together ofgemand sound that signals

Esther’s final collapse into herself.

The following scene is interrupted twice as thenfduts to a black screen. As Esther
begins her self-harm, the screen cuts to blackthedutside noises disappear. All
that can be heard (and felt) is Esther's breathingspite of the aggravation the

sound of Esther’s breathing can cause, it can@aksate meaning for a black screen:
through the foregrounding of only one or two souti@swhole of the scene is lost to
darkness. Thus the sound of breathing acts asradbmeditation that relieves both

Esther and the viewer of the chaotic jumble of fnagted images and sound. After a
short period of this, the outside noise and thebjenof the split-screens come back
only to fade again as her breathing becomes mae and the twitching of her leg

stops. The camera again cuts to black. At the sameethere is a sound of a door
slamming loudly against the chaos of noise, peopie objects. Esther and the

viewer are treated to the sound of silence. Thendaf a door shutting not only
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provides relief from what was, for Tarr, the ‘mdesting’ sequence of the film,
(2006: 84) it also symbolises Esther’s state gression. The ‘doorway’ between
subjectivity and regression has, for the time bahdeast, closed as Esther shows

signs of handing herself over to the abject conepfet

Figure 3.10: Dans Ma Peau: Insect aesthetics further speak to Esther's confused sense of self.

Esther removes a large section of her skin ingbene which she seeks to preserve
by tanning it. Her fetishisation of this objectsdge handles it lightly and cradles it to
her breast indicates that this is the object thdk pvotect her from complete
abjection’® Once Esther has taken this piece of skin and glicat her breast, she
leaves the hotel quickly, coat and handbag in hBwes this mean that Esther has

succeeded in her attempt to define herself? Hadalred a way to return, albeit

% Again, my own reading overlaps many observatioas Thakes in her analysis, as she questions
whether the detached skin enables Esther ‘to fonotiith the abject kept at bay, just beneath the
surface’(2006: 85). She concludes that the finalt sbf the film presents a ‘more productive’
perspective as it offers alternative representatmfrfemale physicality. More important to my focus
however, is that Esther remains fragmented, yehately distanced from the viewer.
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scarred and bruised, to a state of unified subjegtafter a brief foray into the

abject? The following and final scene suggestsrotise.

The film ends with a repetition of a shot which imsgas a close up of Esther’s face
that slowly pulls out to reveal her lying stretchmat on the hotel bed. Yet it is not
the image of a ‘body as a whole’ as Tarr suggeX¥9q: 81). If it were, the final
image would provide a clearly defined sense ofratirg for the film, as a body that
has been continuously fragmented is re-integrateld\ahole.’ Instead, the image is
of Esther's face, hand and ankle dispersed ovelaakbspace(see fig 3.11).
Surrounding her is the green of the wallpaper dred ytellow of the bedspread:
colours of sickness. The wallpaper is patternech wépeated vertical lines that
create bars to hold Esther in her state of regradsr which self-harm was her only
cure and eventual downfall. These lines are coatinby folds in the bedspread
which reach out of the scene towards the threshetdieen film and theatre, yet
Esther is pushed right back into the wall. She isody that is not working as it
should, a body cut up and off from itself. Her dieliite stare is re-enforced by the
camera that repeatedly pulls out from a close upesfeye in a circular motion,
referencingPsychos famous shower scene (Alfred Hitchcock, 1960). Shmaught
in this repetition, an endless cycle of reachingHerself only to be pulled further
away. A line has been redrawn between viewer and dis Esther is finally and

entirely dead to feeling, and dead to herself.

To understand the discomfort in watchidgns Ma Peaul have suggested that the

difficulty in watching this film lies in the constction of a spectatorship that
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interrogates the distinction between film and viewExperiencing the physical
responses as an affect produced by Esther’s seti-heeates an anxiety regarding
the distinction between subject and object thatemes Esther as a particularly
powerful figure of the abject. Kilby writes that rpeiving other’'s self-harm
‘threatens to expose the fragility and permeabildl the reader's own skin
boundary’ (2001: 130). In a similar waans Ma Peaiconfronts the viewer with
the permeability of their own embodiment and tlagility of the distinction between
the self as subject and film as objectDiins Ma Peauvere to follow a similar
narrative conclusion as to the films consideredhapters one and two, this threat of
permeability and objectification should be relies®dthe end of the film, when the

abject is finally expelled. Of course, this does mappen irDans Ma Peau.

Figure 3.11: Dans Ma Peau: The final image shows Esther fragmented.

For Tarr, the end of the film, the skin Esther press and the photographs she takes
of her mutilated body serve to ‘maintain traceshef abjection and jouissance for
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others’ (Tarr, 2006: 86). | suggest it does so simailar way the mutilated wound-
image in stasis functions to reinstate the distdmeveen viewer and film while
leaving a reminder of physicality. The abject iptkat a distance: instead of sound
and image that has created the sense of touch mnudi@ of spectatorship defined by
embodiment, the photographs of her wounds lie Tlaey are objects to behold as

vision returns to its masterful state, no longetding to the object that it sees.

Yet the final image of Esther pushed back againstwall and gazing out at the
camera invites us to cross that distance that wikerrenders Esther’s testimony
meaningless. Analysing another declaration of satfn, that of a cartoon drawn by

a self-professed self-harmer, Kilby states;

The lack of closure refutes a simple license fomessing, indeed it
makes such reading a difficult task .... Here etentestimony of skin is
empty in the sense that it does not have the #gnife of its own and
can only make sense if the reader is willing t& thse decision to jump,
and whether the testimony is alive or dead hangbkenbalance of that

decision (2001:141).

The dilemma that plagues the self-harmer, thatylere describes, is also painfully
relevant for Esther. Where the photographs of hetilated body and the distance
between film and viewer in the final scene serveumglermine the embodiment

created previously and thus render the viewer *daben the threat of abjection, it

144



also removes the possibility of finding meaningBEsther’s actions. Her testimony
that creates such extreme disturbance lies empitg.fihal shot ofDans Ma Peau
invites the viewer to jump,’ to once more bearneiss to that which threatens their

own subjectivity.
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Chapter Four: Extreme Freguencies

The very first stage of the organism’s reactiorstionuli and the very first elements
in retrieval are affective. It is further possibteat we can like something or be

afraid of it...without knowing what it is (R. B Zamri980: 254).

This chapter continues my discussion in Chapteed&@laf how sound can generate
physical responses. However, whereas in the prewbapter | focused on a mode
of spectatorship formed through sound separated the object it signifies (i.e. self-
harm), here | want to explore sound that does mettlly signify something within
the filmic world and, further, pushes at the limdk what is perceptible as film
sound. To do this, | focus on very high and lowgfrencies to question how these
soundscapes complicate notions of viewer and sjpeci&/ith close textual analyses
of two mutilation films —Irréversible (Gaspar Noé, 2002) and lintérieur
(Alexandre Bustillo, Julien Maury, 200A this chapter aims to examine aural

perception in relation to modes of physical speciip.

The use of low frequencies is a common conventfahe mutilation film and, as a
result, these films draw on a longstanding conoacth Western media between

deep sounds and the threat of dargeétccording to sound theorist Bruce Johnson,

" In his article ‘Quick and Dirty’, Johnson referescthe composer Wagner as exploiting this
connection in his use of a ‘long low E’ in the opento his operdDas Rheingold2008: 6). The
horror film has also undoubtedly exploited and dbuoted to this connection with frequent uses of
low sound. In his bookThe Horror Film,Peter Hutchings includes a chapter on the sountisrobr

in his bookThe Horror Film,and frequently references moments in the genreenoer registers are
used; however, he does not comment on the conndmtittveen deep sound and the evocation of fear.
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low register sound in cinema has become ‘a standaydal of imminent and
immanent power, to the point where some musicagnients are instantly
recognisable shorthand for “Watch out” (Johnso@Q& 6). A famous example of
this is the shark’s leitmotif in Steven Spielberdans(1975): ‘a simple pulsating
semitone figure in lower strings’ (Cooke, 2008: ¥6lhis sound is heard before the
shark is seen, supporting Johnson’s suggestionthibadssociation created between
low frequencies and danger across a period of edntewide range of media results
in the evocation of anxietyeforethe sound is linked to any particular object (eath
than anxiety arising from the separation after linis has been madé§.Effectively,
because of an extensive use of low registers taifgighreat, the shark’s leitmotif
creates an identification with the danger the micis in from the beginning of the
very first attack sequenc¥isually, the film’s spectatorship shifts alignmeapidly
between the impending victim Chrissie (through elaps) and the shark (through
point-of-view shots, although it is not yet knowrmavor what's point-of-view this
is) thereby creating a close tie with the scenenotitsolely with the victim (unlike
the strong victim-identifications established ie first stage of the assault sequence
in Hostel and Saw Il — 3D. Rather, it is sound that ultimately creates an
identification with the peril Chrissie is in. It wgorth noting that the Latin root of the
word ‘identify’ means ‘to make the same’ (Elizabe&@lowie, 1997: 72). With low
frequencies, therefore, the film constructs thectter as vulnerable (or, they are

‘made the same’ as Chrissie), yet it is arguald tthis is only achieved through the

For example, the ‘booming noise’ ihhe Haunting(Robert Wise, 1963) and ‘deep and echoing
reverberations’ of voices ifihe Keep(Michael Mann, 1983) an@andyman(Bernard Rose, 1992)
are anxiety-inducing, he argues, because theynamnsistent with certain expectations the film has
built through set, environment and the physiquthefmonster (2004: 130, 132). | would not disagree
that the juxtaposition of sound and image createertain level of unease, however | would also
argue that the pitch of the sounds serve to iner#fds effect.

% Adding to the sense of danger the low frequenegtes is also the rhythm of the semi-tone — the
longer hold on the first note conjures up ideasasheone creeping up on someone else — and the
tension generated by a lack of melody and tonalluéen.
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viewer's cultural experiences of film and other maedrhe use of sound, in this
instance, constructs an extra-diegetic identifazgtimeaning not just that which is
outside the filmic world (the viewer’'s knowledgedaaxperiences) but that which
also disrupts a clearly defined interiority/exteityp of film/viewer. Both this
structure of identification, and the anxiety-resp®nt generates, problematises a

theoretical distinction between a textual constamcéind a pre-existing viewer.

The shark’s leitmotif inJaws sets up a sense of danger that is consequently
recognised and thereby evokes anxiety which isicoafl and affirmed by the
appearance of the shark. According to this ideandaloes not generate anxiety, it
only points to something else which is capable eriegating affect. Aurality is still
undermined, therefore, by an image, act or padrc(dangerous) circumstance. Yet
scores are often relied upon to ‘guide’ the viewsrotionally through a film. In a
discussion ofVolf Creek(Greg Mclean, 2005}’ composer Francois Tétaz refers to
what he calls the ‘emotive metaphysical score’ thdluences the viewer by
prompting a relevant emotion for a particular motnen the film (quoted in
Hayward, 2009: 243). Tétaz is not explicit aboutatvexactly constitutes such a

score® nor does he suggest whether the music pointsretsing else (the relief

% Wolf Creekis included in David Edelstein’s review of contermgoy horror which he dubs ‘torture
porn’ in which he questions an apparently new dppdbr sadism in film (2006). With its
preoccupation with the pursuit and mutilation ofrfan flesh, and intense anxiety generated by a
largely unconventional score (see Philip Haywaf%® in which the composer @olf Creekoffers

his insights into how he constructed such a scamd)editing that creates a spectatorship stromegly t

to the victim (a juxtaposition of very long and yeshort shots mixed with strong cuts — meaning the
camera moves 180 degrees a number of times inra 3dod, see Chapter One for an exploration
into how the mutilation film creates anxiety thrbugamerawork), this film is among the many that
have been released over the past decade and tadtalfconsider to be mutilation films and, as such
notions of sadism and masochism are far more contbé:n Edelstein’s article allows for.

1% However, he does state that it is something henstto towards the end Wfolf Creek Towards

the end of the film, particularly as one of the reltders, Ben, makes a successful escape from where
he had been held, extensive use of an orchesstaliment family, the strings, helps engender &bitt
sweet sense of relief as he survives yet his tiemdis have met tragic and torturous deaths. We can
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of escape, for example) and thereby evokes emationhether the soundtrack itself
creates relief. Both could be said to ‘guide’ th@wer; and both can evoke responses
that blur the distinction of spectator and vieweh#&t might be referred to as an
immersive spectatorship) while firmly grounding thiewer in an embodied film
experience — for example, an increased heart-thée eruption of goose bumps,
irrepressible tears (also important indicators fimersion into or belief of the
film as ‘reality’). How can we distinguish partiam sounds that directly generate
physiological affects, how can this be theorisedd dow would this impact on
considerations of the notions of viewer and spectat relation to the mutilation

film?

The notion that low frequencies incite anxiety thigb a cultural association with
danger is, as explained above, an argument pobyedound theorist Johnson.
However, he goes further to suggest that low frages also affect the body
physically before they are cognitively processexhn¥on cites the work of Joseph
LeDoux who, by conducting an experiment that untdeis the auditory chain as ear
> auditory midbrain > auditory thalamus > auditayrtex, found that the cortex
‘played no part in producing the symptoms of fsarthat the auditory stimulus does
not have to proceed to the auditory cortex’ (208&t).This means that it may be
possible for sound to impact on the body — in otiwerds, generate anxiety —

without depending on a particular object in thenfilor previous knowledge and

perhaps safely assume, therefore, that for Tétégpieal ‘emotive metaphysical score’ is generally
orchestral as oppose to a reliance on sound effhatsrepresent the film’s setting (i.e. crashing
waves, screeching seagulls) and experimental ims&tnis such as metallic wires (see Hayward, 2009:
244 for further discussion of these particular sbtethniques).
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experience on the part of the viewer. It also mahat sound can generate anxiety

without being perceiveds sound.

The examples given above, of low frequencies intycanxiety through a
connection with danger, are dependent on the sbaimd) perceived aurally. Certain
sounds escape human aural perception, however.lifftis of human hearing
generally range from 20hz to 20,000hz (20khz). &eegies just above 20hz are
known as sub-bass and those below 20hz are calietound. These are very low
frequencies made up of vibration waves slower th@®vps (vibrations per second)
and, as Suzanne Cusick states in her article ‘Masi¢orture / Music as Weapon,’
are ‘meant to produce effects that range from ‘ling or lethal” (2006}°~. Sounds
of various frequencies and decibels have been usedisperse crowds and
interrogate subjects, emphasising the capacityséamd to affect the body and to
destroy subjectivity (2006: 6). Less ominously, $ass has also been experimented

with in the mutilation film°2

101 Cusick is quoting a contract ‘authorizing now defuSynetics Corporation to produce’ such a
weapon (2006). Cusick states that the contract cabe found at
https://www.armysbir/com/awards/sbir_fy99 phaseimpany.htmhowever this page is no longer
available.

192| focus onlrréversiblein this chapter to explore this phenomenon; howestiter mutilation films
use low frequencies to induce anxiety. For exampljchrist (Lars von Trier, 2009)s full of
indiscernible sounds, usually low register soutiaat could be distant traffic, wind, thunder, oesv
the sound of silence. In her article ‘Chaos RaiBsdil Maria Stavning Thomsen attributes the sound
to ‘demoniacal grunting’ to support her readingtlodé film within the philosophical framework of
Friedrich Nietzche’'sThe Anti-Christ(1988) (2009, journal website states that page musare not
for citation purposes). The sound’s lack of fanitiaor origin necessitates what Chion calls ‘regllic
listening’ which ‘focuses on the traits of the sdutself independent of its cause and of its meginin
(Chion 1994:29). One particular scene directly tedathis sound to anxiety that is powerfully
embodied: a montage of close-ups present variodyg parts affected by anxiety, such as the throat
visibly gulping thus indicating a dry mouth, trenmg hands, and a vein pulsing. Low rumbles, high
pitch frequencies and arrhythmic beats are heaged this montage, both representing and constituting
corporeal states of anxiety. This scene is onehefvery few in this film to provide an object of
anxiety — the body — that is related directly te thewer’s potential film experience. It also speék
expanding theories of spectatorship, as it begiitis $hots of the eye and the ear (sight and sound
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When Irréversible was screened at the Cannes Film Festival in 2B@2ysweek
predicted that it would become the most ‘walked-@utmovie of 2003 (Ansen,
2003). Such a prediction adds to the film's notyriglready established by a nine
minute long rape scene, a homosexual sado-masochightclub as one of its
settings, and the seemingly out-of-control roamaagnera that is distinctive of
Noé'’s directing stylé®® Adding to the discomfortrréversible creates) suggest, is
the intense physical engagement that arises betwiearer and film as a result of
the use of sound. The confrontational experieneefilm affords — meaning the
viewer is confronted by the filmic violence to tdegree many choose to leave the
theatre — is inextricable from the ways in whiclk fim’s spectatorship constitutes

the viewer’s corporeality and threatens the disitmcbetween self and film.

Throughoutirréversiblethere is a sub-bass frequency on the soundtratkuimdles
uncomfortably underneath a more easily audible,stilitvery low, pulsating tone.
Film theorist Tim Palmer points to the former sodretuency in his article ‘Style

and Sensation’:

Most strikingly, Irréversibleuses, for sixty minutes of its running time, a
barely perceptible but aggravating bass rumble Wed recorded for

Noé’s purposes at 27 hertz, the frequency useddbypolice to quell

being the primary senses through which film is gs@d) before continuing on to other areas and
indicators of physicality that a spectatorship canstruct.

193 Noé uses a similar style in his segment ‘We Fulnd’ for the compilation of erotic films titled
Destricted(2006),andEnter the Void2009), which is a full length film made up of thisual point-
of-view of the main protagonist.
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mobs by inducing unease and, after prolonged exppptysical nausea

(2006: 29).

Palmer does not specify how he determined this faathile the sound is audible
(ust) it is incredibly difficult to pinpoint a figuency by listening alone (although
certainly not impossible for those who are traind®)) running a DVD of the film

through a frequency analyser, however, | have tmoed that the particular
frequency used in this film is between 27 and 28hzis frequency has been
mistaken for infrasount™* however it is only sub-bass. Infrasound is inalsgib
whereas the frequency used Iméversibleis a very low but audible frequency;
therefore, unlike frequencies under 20hz, it ighenthreshold of identification. Sub-
bass frequencies may thus be recognised as siggifianger which consequently
causes anxiety (and disrupts the definition of tsgedviewer); but they also
generate anxiety and nausea through a physiologge&tion to the slow vibrating
sound waves. These sounds, therefore, have a powepacity to disturb the

listener; they provide one answer, at least, to wigyfilm received predictions of
such strong and protesting audience reactions sedin 2003. This chapter aims
to explore further the extent that sound can phsHiinits of cinematic identification

by asking, how does the (barely aural but powerfuitceral) perception of sound
complicate notions of viewer and spectator througtwéversible? What modes of

identification does this noiS¥ generate?

194 An online source claims thatreversible contains infrasound, frequencies below 20hz, howeve
the frequency analyser | used showed no activitpvbe?7-28hz: http://geeknizer.com/secrets-of-
infrasound-below-20h4/ast accessed 19.10.2011

195 've used noise and sound interchangeably heraeter, | am aware that there is a critical
distinction between the two terms. For examplehen article ‘Considering Sound,’” Khadijah White
argues that two processes in sound orientatioreaatuation and response and it is at these points
where sound can become noise (2012: 233). Whehkelotv frequency heard (and felt) throughout
much oflrréversibleshould be theorised as sound and noise is a pertjpestion; however, it is not
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As well as extremely low frequencies, extremelyhhfgequencies may also have
strange and disturbing effects on the listeners Hlais been explored by sound artists
since the 1960s, where sound installations intetethe intersections of bodies and
technologies® In her albumSound Characters (Making the Third Ealjaryanne
Amacher uses very high pitch frequencies to credi@ she calls ‘Third Ear Music’
which occurs ‘when our ears act as instrumentseand sounds as well as receive
them .... sounds that will seem to be issuing tirefrom your head’ (1998).
Aggressive and penetrative, these tones appediltyour head so much so that
Amacher finds it necessary to warn the auditontat be alarmed! Your ears are not
behaving strange or being damaged! (1998). Altloédgnacher’'s warnings are
somewhat hyperbolic, the use of such frequenciesparticularly disturbing irA

I'intérieur for reasons | will be exploring in the followingxtual analysis.

When ears emit sounds as well as receiving thems itermed ‘otoacoustic

emission’. In his research into sensory hearingainmpent, ‘Otoacoustic Emissions,’
David Kemp argues that they occur as a result efdbchlea’s sensory hair cells
responding to auditory stimulation (2002: 223). sshun effect, moves backwards;
rather than moving from the outer ear (the visdde, auditory canal and eardrum)

through the middle ear (a small space in whichelse the three smallest bones of

one | consider here as it is the pitch and conswqpleysiological properties this chapter explores,
rather than the critical implications of the choaféerms used.

16 see Gascia Ouzounian’s article ‘Embodied Soun@062, for an examination of two particular
installations:Sound Characters (Making the Third Eg¢Mlaryanne Amacher, 1999), ak@pfraume
(Headscapes]Bernhard Leitner, 2003). Ouzounian offers a peas@xperience of the installations
that foregrounds the self-aware and self-consciistisner. Ouzounian’s aim is not to describe the
sound itself, but rather to recognise how her bisdsealised ‘through its interface with sound and
space’ (78). Although | will be presenting an exptaon of high frequencies through an in-depth
textual analysis, | share the concern with the veysd constitutes the body, sometimes painfutly, a
the intersection of bodies and technologies.
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the body) and into the inner ear (the cochlea)yatibns are instead transmitted from
the cochlea to the middle ear. In spite of expenitmevith this phenomenon in sound
installations and in clinical studies looking atahieg impairment, it is not often
made use of in filmA lintérieur is fairly unique in this respect, as high frequesci
are used at particular intervals throughout thm fib generate these ‘backward’
sounds. Therefore, after exploring low frequendaieselation tolrréversible, | will
move on to an analysis @& lintérieur, in particular questioning how, if at all,

otoacoustic emissions are utilised to create ifleations with the protagonist?

Irréversible consists of 12 scenes that are presented in revedse, ending in the
bright sun where Alex, the heroine of the film (md by Monica Bellucci) lies
stretched out on the grass amongst happily plagimigiren. The narrative follows
Alex and her boyfriend, Marcus, as they attend réypaith their friend Pierre. Alex
leaves the party early and on her way home is kdthand raped. When Marcus
finds out what has occurred he drags Pierre ardh@dtreets of Paris in search of
the perpetrator. They end up in a homosexual saakmahist club called Le Rectum
where Marcus has his arm broken and Pierre at@o#tills the wrong man. They
are arrested and the film opens in a dark room &/heanan confesses to committing
incest with his daughter. The violence throughbid film is therefore intensified by

a narrative that resists placing each scene iregaff

97 |n a contributory chapter to Susan Hayward’s b&oé&nch National CinemaWwilliam Higbee
suggests that the reverse narrative decontextsatise violence in the film and consequently
enhances it. See Chapter One where | argue thahtetualisation and its effects are also apparent
in the torture sequence narrative seen througHostelandSaw Il — 3D.
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The credit sequence starts in reverse, and thencolf red and white nhames and
words begins to rotate on the screen before fowp deotes played on brass
instruments abruptly break the silence. After thi®re names and titles continue to
appear on-screen in bold white letters separateshbys of black and underscored
by a steady strong drumbeat on the soundtracknétferutwo minuteslirréversible
has recalled Alfred Hitchcock¢ertigo (1958), the credits of which overlay rotating
dynamic graphics, Hammer Horroracula (Terence Fisher, 1958), which begins
with red credits and very similar drumbeats undatimerashing symbols and brass
instruments, and the ominous music heard in th@iogeof Stanley Kubrick’sThe
Shining(1980) (see fig 4.1) Consequently, before the film begins, the titlahe
film and the names of those involved are inflectgtth a sense of danger and threat
arguably generated both by physiological respors@s this instance, the startle

effect®® and low sounds — and cultural associations wigpense and horror films.

Figure 4.1: Irréversible: During the credit sequence, Irréversible recalls Hitchcock, Kubrick and
Hammer Horror.

198 By this | mean the process where a film makesviewer literally jump. One of the most famous

and early examples of this was in Val Lewtofat People(1942, directed by Jacques Tourneur)
when a bus enters the frame just as it is expethatl a character is about to be attacked.
Consequently, this technique became known as ‘sussethe ‘Lewton Bus'. See Robert Baird’'s

article, ‘The Startle Effect,” (2000) for an expdtion into the cognitive processes of this effect.
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As well as creating a tie with the danger that ¥etim is in, sound can also
effectively veil the mechanics of cinema that theeato be exposed as a result of
cuts that occur throughout the film. In this wagusd makes it possible to identify
with the film's temporal and spatial spheres. Apadinted out in Chapter Two,
certain filmic structures, such as shot/reversd-sbquences, allow the spectatorship
to reassume a relationship within the film that baen threatened by the limitations
of the screen. However, in his article ‘Notes onugei, Stephen Heath argues that
theories of suture should not be restricted tosthat/reverse-shot formation (1977:
66). To extend Heath’s argument, | suggest thaheeishould it be restricted to
systems of looking® Certain uses of sound can hide the seams of fijm b
connecting images to one another in a similar wagditing techniques such as
shot/reverse-shot. For example, in an early scdn@ntichrist (Lars von Trier,
2009) a number of jump cuts are used that represent idteess of the female
protagonist who has recently lost her son. Howetre, film upholds the fragile
connection between spectator and film through aigtent low rumble that provides
continuity over these jarring cuts. Not only doless uphold the connection between
film and self by disguising the seams of cinemdgiites dependency on the sound
to defend against the threat of loss. Yet, as haady been discussed, this sound
induces anxiety by creating an identification withnger that is dependent on the

viewer's exposure to particular media. In this wAwntichrist constructs a visceral

199 |1 their book Film Theory, Thomas Elsaesser and Malte Hagener suggest thdatdhgnuity

system bases itself primarily (if not exclusivety) looks’ (2010: 91). | would argue that this ised

to analytical limitations, not cinematic ones. Iis Ipioneering bookAudio-Vision, Michel Chion
describes the prologue sequence to Ingmar Bergniersona(1966) where disparate shots are
connected through the use of sound. It is a testatoehow well sound is able to cover the cracks in
spectatorship, created by the limits of the canamch the frame, that it so frequently goes unnoticed
(1994: 3-5).
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engagement that simultaneously covers and induceasty, as well as complicating

the distinction between spectator and viewer.

The sub-bass frequency irréversible begins during the opening sequence and is
over-laid by a higher, yet still very low, pulsajirand distorted sound that is
extraordinarily intense due to the sheer lengthirog it is played, but in itself is
recognisable as a conventional horror film soundheW®as the latter may be
identifiable as sound, however, the former is ld®sy to be aurally perceived. As a
result, anxiety generated by these sounds are noliyxseparable and recognisable,
therefore it is not a threat that is ‘made the sahreugh the film’s spectatorship (as

it was in the case of Chrissie’s vulnerabilityJawg. Rather, the distance between

viewer and film is further bridged as affect origies within the self.

The use of the term affect in this thesis so fas leen influenced by the
psychoanalytic work of Cowie; here | am drawingaotheory of affect proposed by

social psychologist R. B. Zajori® The commonality that runs through both their

110 Affect is a difficult concept to pinpoint, both ¢ause it is so widely theorised, and because, as
Melissa Gregg and Gregory Seigworth state in thduction to their edited collectioihe Affect
Theory Readerthere is no ‘originary state for affect’ (2010: &)always arises through interaction.
Because of this difficulty, however, affect is aifl notion that lends itself to theorisations of/pical
spectatorship. The most recent revival of affeetly, they state, came from the publications, in
1995, of Eve Sedgwick and Adam Frank, ‘Shame inGlbernetic Fold,” and by Brian Massumi,
‘The Autonomy of Affect,” which forged two areasioterest. Sedgwick and Frank influenced ‘quasi-
Darwinian’ approaches - which, | suggest is closelated to my approach to affect in this chapter,
due to its concerns with the way we, as biologictghnisms, have evolved to hear and perceive — and
a Deleuzian ‘Spinozan route’ that ‘locates affecttie midst of things and relations’ (2010: 5-6).
With my references to Cowie and Zajonc, | am natppsing either theory of affect to be ‘placed
onto’ the mutilation film, or concepts of physicgdectatorship, nor am | suggesting these are tlye on
lines of enquiry available to explore affect and thutilation film. The physical responses thatVéa
distinguished, defined and attempted to theoripeals strongly to the work of Cowie and Zajonc,
allowing me to formulate a language with which ttcalate the bodily sensations generated by the
mutilation film. Further research into physical s@dorship, and affect, might hopefully broaden
avenues of thought in these areas that will helyatds an understanding of films that strain against
certain configurations of key concepts in cinemalits.
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research is that affect is a bodily response. Tdr&alble component is the extent to
which this involves cognition or ‘mental work’. FQowie, affect is the result of ‘a
mental and (perhaps unconscious) process of tho(®(3: 30). In other words,
cognition is needed to produce affect, even if cffimay be detached from the
original experience and/or objett. Zajonc, on the other hand, describes affect as
“pure” sensation’, it is “pure” sensory input’ & is not cognition (1980: 28732

He goes further to make the claim that ‘i]t isther possible that we can like
something or be afraid of it before we know prdgisehat it is and perhaps even
without knowing what it is’ (1980: 254). It is this fin&xplanation of affect that
clearly describes the experience of perceivinglalmss frequency such as the one
that is played throughout most bféversible Through the use of this noise, that
could be best described as situating itself withienbody of the viewetrréversible
constructs a physical spectatorship that disrupés dominance of the gaze and

resists a reading of the representation of ragrissspectacle.

Often when rape occurs in a film, typical questisoged by cultural critics include:
is this necessary? Is this gratuitous? Why didfitheneed to include this? Why do
we need to watch this? What is being said, if angthabout the ethics of witnessing
a representation of rape? Can we learn anything ftus? Can it tell us anything
about the significance of rape and its represamtsatio Western culture? In her

book, WatchingRape Sarah Projansky makes a persuasive argumendréat on

"1 See Chapter Three for an exploration of this thedmffect in relation to Marina de Van3ans

Ma Peau,(2002).

12 1n the introduction toAffect Theory ReadeGregg and Seigworth point out that ‘affect and
cognition are never fully separable — if for no esttreason than that thought is itself a body,
embodied’ (2010: 2-3). With this turn to Zajonad not want to place a definitive boundary between
affect generated birréversibleand cognition; however, | suggest this particulapraach to affect
will help formulate ideas around certain bodilytetathat might arisévefore entering conscious
perception, rather than attempting to separatectaffem cognition after it has been consciously
perceived.
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Laura Mulvey’s foundational work on visual pleasuf@rough a reading of Ridley
Scott’'s Thelma and Louis€1991), Projansky links rape with male control ove
language and the gaze. Projansky provides a cleswial analysis of camera
movement, editing, and character acting and arguais control over the gaze is
subverted — albeit ineffectually — with final clipé ‘women looking at and being
with women.” (2001: 132) To a certain extent th#rg damage caused by looking
(as the gaze is linked to assault) is finally ammhmantarily relieved by looking. At
the end of the film, Thelma and Louise have a gerdanount of control over the
gaze, although this is limited by the isolated shadtvery short duration that restrict
their bodies and bind their gazes to a particulahgrt, and posthumous, moment in
time. The question remains: if the gaze is clodelked to sexual assault, as
Projansky argues, how can an analysis of the sitmegtof the gaze interrogate

cultural representations of rape?

In her book,Public Rape Tanya Horeck asks the pertinent question ‘carkitap
cure the damage done by looking?’ (2004: 97). faremce to Projansky’s analysis
of Thelma and Louiséhe answer would be no. Yet the privileging ofhsign this
question underlines the need for attention to hd paother senses: hearing and
touch in particular. In her bookolor of AngelsConstance Classen states that the
sense of hearing has historically been secondtortlyat of sight in its connection to
an intellectual — therefore ‘high’ — status (199®). If this is true, then why has
music, sound, and noise been so frequently neglent¢he study and research of
film? Analyses of the representation of rape imfiincluding those cited by Horeck
and Projansky, rarely if ever consider the impaotinel has on the film's

spectatorship. Concern is almost always with whasat-of-view is privileged, if
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the camera positioning invites a voyeuristic specship, and with how explicit the
rape is in terms of the visual representation gtigeviolence. Could the neglect that
music, sound, and noise in cinema have sufferedugepartly to the connection
between hearing and feeling, sound and touch?ghtss the ‘highest’ sense with
hearing coming in a close second, touch is cextaim ‘lowest’ sense being the
most associated with the body and corporealityq§&#a, 1998: 66). The collapse of
hearing into touch shifts music, sound, and nante the realm of the body rather
than the mind, irrationality rather than reasond aphysicality rather than
intellectuality, leaving sight as the sole indicatof rationality, culture, and

intelligence.

In the simple yet evocative first sentenceQGylor of AngelsClassen states that
‘Modern Western Culture is the culture of the e(#998: 1). This culture is, as
stated above, one of reason, of intellectualitythef mind. Certain terms that are
used by scholars in the study of film reflect thir example, to ‘read’ a film

suggests a detached study of the text that avoigsederence to its physicality. In
her book,Carnal ThoughtsVivian Sobchack calls attention to the dispabigfween

film critics and film scholars, stating that reviewill often focus on the physical act
of watching a film whereas scholars will shift ameaning extracted from this
process onto language (2004: 57-58). Yet, as antiRga points out in his book
Moving Viewersunderstanding arising from an analysis that takis account the

body of the viewer is not separable from, or patdt, that which is gleaned from a
study of the dialogue, narrative structure and alisstyles. Instead, they are
intertwined, each having an effect on the otheraddition, a misunderstanding of

the physiological aspect of film spectatorship megd to a confusion of the
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‘thematic workings of a film, and perhaps eveine story itself’ (2009: 4). | am not

convinced of the extent to which a film may be ‘umderstood’, or even how this
would be measured or who has the final say, noddvbwant to suggest that those
who walked out of the theatre wheéméversible was screened at Cannes Film
Festival in 2002 were in some way wrong to do sowebver, | would suggest that
the extreme variations of response to this filmg ather mutilation films, indicate

cracks within critical and scholarly discourse imthich the body of the viewer has

fallen.

Before | move on to a textual analysis lo€versible in which | shall argue that
sound is used to disturb the dominance of the V/smas to allow for a critical and
resistant reading of its representation of rapés itecessary to ask: what mode of
spectatorship is constructed during the rape sicelmgéversible? When Horeck asks
the same question to illustrate her key concehespptions given are either witness
or voyeur; ‘[aJre we bearing witness to a terrilsktme or are we participating in
shameful voyeuristic activity?’ (2004: vi) Thisascritical question, not only because
one position implies innocence and the other gbiltt also because each has a
varying level of complicity. A voyeuristic positias a detached vantage point from
which the rape may be spied on, in secret, in otdederive (often sexual)
gratification. Plantinga rejects the notion thay form of film viewing is voyeuristic
due to its lack of secrecy, (2009: 23-25). Howevewould argue that both the
darkness of the cinema and the feelings of guit si,ame at being seéoking at

(and potentially enjoying) a representation of regpeoyeuristic.
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During the rape irrréversiblethere is a fixed camera position at ground lekat t
frames the violent act as if an unseen person wrexeching and spying; this type of
camera-work invites a reading of a sadistic andevogtic spectatorshifsee fig
4.2)™3 Both Horeck’s analysis 6fhe Accuseq@Jonathan Kaplan, 1998) (2004: 91-
116) and Sarah Projansky’s readingTdfelma and Louis€2001: 121-153) have
suggested the act of rape is strongly connectdutivé act of looking. More overtly,
Yoko Ono and John Lennon’s document&gpe(1969), where a young woman is
followed with a camera until she is reduced togesr no unsubtle terms implies that
to be the object of the gaze is to be raped. Theeca placement as described above
thus creates a position that is complicit with tape through the desire to control;
although not actually involved with the act of rapenplylooking as Horeck notes
is suggested througfihe Accused’ narrative, is bound to the law. Alternative
spectator positions are offered by certain camecations that disrupt voyeuristic
gratification, for example in Lukas Moodyssot'ya 4-Ever(2002) when Lilya is
forced into the sex-trade her encounters are filewttely from her point of view.
However, the voyeuristic position is one thitéversible constructs through

dialogue and camera movement/positioning and yague, it is disturbed by noise.

Through the use of noise lrréversible,the viewer, to borrow Horeck’s term, bears
witness to the rape. To witness something is toitseée bear witness to it suggests

one must also endure it, go through it, and suffdn her article, ‘Carved in Skin:

113 Noé is also, again, referencing Kubrick who makes of ground level shots s Clockwork
Orange(1971) during a scene where a homeless man istbegatby the main protagonist (also called
Alex) and his followers. Further to this, thereais inclusion of a poster depicting Kubrick801: A
Space Odyssefl968) in the final scenes afféversible Noé continues to pay his debt to Kubrick
with his extraordinary manipulation of the soundkiaboth A Clockwork Orangeand Irréversible
make use of sound (in the case of the formerthésuse of the songingin’ in the Rairrather than
sub-bass frequencies) to construct a highly distgrtape scene.
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Bearing Witness to Self-Harm’, Jane Kilby argueattto bear witness to another
person’s acts of self-injury means to look at tleim ‘painful, if not aggressively
compelling, desire to testify to their own traumg®001, p. 125) What would
constitute as trauma to a viewer of a filingversible, like all physical mutilation
films, questions the position of viewer as the paiag subject and instead blurs the
notions of self and film thereby rendering the v@ewulnerable in the reversibility
of the film-viewer dynamic. Through a number ofhejues already described, of
which the sub-bass frequency is, | argue, domintduat,representation of rape in
Irréversible is a testament to these very traumas. To bearesstrio it is to be
confronted with one’s own fragility and permealyilit to bear witness to it is to

yield to one’s own rape.

Figure 4.2: Irréversible: A voyeuristic camera angle invites a reading of a sadistic spectatorship.

Up until the rape scene, the style of cinematograpls mentioned above, is very
distinctive to Gaspar Noé as it moves freely anglrgegly randomly through the

world of the film. Its erratic movements inhibitetispatial positioning in terms of the
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film’s construction of spectatorship, while alsotgu@tially generating nausea as a
result of motion sickness. Such responses have tegmnted as a direct result of
prolonged shaky or overly dynamic camera moveni&hasd they speak directly to
the split nature of the film-viewing subject. In &iter One | referred to Richard
Rushton’s re-reading of Christian Metz’s theoriéspectatorship where he explains
that, to be a spectator, he is ‘encouraged to fdtgeexistence of [his] own self in
its bodily form’ (2002: 112). Rushton parts wayshniletz’ theories when he argues
that the spectator, rather than being ‘filled up’dinema, is insteacemptied of all
contents’as they are ‘unencumbered by the clumsiness ...heir[town bodies’
and, in rare moments ‘unshakeattlglievesin the reality of the screen world in
which one is engrossed’ (2002: 113, 114). Yet thenpmena of motion sickness
during film-viewing suggests that the body is notgbtten, and that spectatorship
cannot be ‘unencumbered’ by embodiment at the sameeas movement within the
film world is readily believed in. The viewer’'s bgdtherefore, lies uncomfortably

and nauseated at the intersection of these twomigepositions.

In a scene where Alex walks through the city ahhignd descends into a subway
tunnel, the camera follows her at a close distambe. stalker-position shifts to one
of a voyeur once her rapist, Le Tenia (meaningvape) pushes Alex onto the
concrete and the camera settles at a medium lootg-ashground level. Such camera
movement and positioning suggests both alignmetit aipotential attacker and

sadistic voyeur respectively. Predictably the ob@dhe camera’s gaze is a female

114 See Chapter Five for a discussion of motion sis&re relation tc€Cloverfield(Matt Reeves,
2008).
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who is highly sexualised in a revealing white drésasirréversiblethus constructs
what may be read as a sadistic voyeuristic spestafothat, if male, upholds hetero-
normative structures of male/female, subject/objectivity/passivity. After forty
minutes of generating anxiety and nausea througinds@nd camera movements,
Irréversible creates a position that momentarily reinstatesdisénction between

self and film.

The voyeuristic camera positioning throughout taperis subverted in two ways
however. The first is through the return of theegaand the second is through the
connection of the senses of hearing and feeling disaupts the dominance of the
gaze. Firstly, during the rape, a figure appearanrextreme long-shot walking into
the tunnel. The figure is so far away it remainblared silhouette; however, it
pauses momentarily, looking down the tunnel towadlts rape and the camera
before leaving(see fig 4.3) The figure disrupts the secretive voyeuristiceyay
returning it; the rape is no longer private betwesgpist, victim, and viewer. It is thus
made public and forces awareness onto the spectéterfigure serves as a reminder
that voyeurism is not just watching an act butwilg the act to happen. In this

way, Irréversiblelinks the gaze with the act of rape and criticisg®e as a spectacle.

115 The female victim dressed in white further conadaéversibleto the history of horror cinema;
however, this may be due to a cultural consciousnéshe genre rather than the victims in the films
themselves. In his bookhildren of the NightRandy Loren Rasmussen argues that this particular
visual stereotype, and the virtues it implies (irmocent, helpless, virginal) are pure fictiorgtistg
instead that heroines ‘come in a variety of temmenats, capabilities and dramatic functions’ (1998:
7). However, the fact that the female figure in t@hs a popular conception of the horror film wviati
means that this particular iconography strains resjaseparate notions of spectator and viewer by
drawing on cultural knowledge and experience.
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Figure 4.3: Irréversible: The shadowy figure disrupts the secretive, voyeuristic gaze by returning it.

| have already argued that the viewer becomes bijecioof anxiety because they
have no object to which to link the affect as soimbarely audible and is not linked
to any particular object on-screen. However, o rape begins, should this not
form an object onto which anxiety is placed? Simila the assault narrative
sequence, the film has created anticipation of dangthreat (yet it is unclear as to
what this might be, as opposeSaw Il — 3DandHostelwhere it is clear that torture
is threatened). The rape, therefore, fulfils thmgicpation, effectively satisfying

expectations as well as providing an object on Wwhie anxiety may be placed.
However, speaking from a subjective viewpoint, tiyge inlrréversibledoes neither

of these things. One possible response to thisygaé#hough certainly not the only
one, is that the sub-bass frequency, as well asipding the construction of a
voyeuristic spectatorship through camera placenasd, inhibits the extent to which
the film may be understood as separable from tlieesen after an anxiety-object is

provided.
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So what does this nature of analysis offer in teofngerceptions of rape in film? |
have argued that it creates a spectatorship tlaas bdtness to the rape and creates
an identification with the rape victim rather thidwe attacker. | have also argued that
it disrupts mastery over the image and subvertsitileinance of seeing over hearing
and touch. How does this contribute to the ethickath creating and spectating
representations of rape? How can one justify theesmty of including a
representation of rape in a film? By returning torétk’s questioning of the act of
looking at the portrayal of rape, the possibilitisas that the representation of rape
has the potential to cure the damage done by tdyaeve already argued that through
the analysis of camera angles and points of viewmealhis particular potential is
limited. Does physical spectatorship, and the useotse, change this? Can it be
argued that it has a reparative value that malesegpresentation of rape necessary?

To answer these questions attention must be tumée final scene.

The final scene shows Alex laid out on the grasteuthe sun. The shot frames her
entire body, once beaten and bloody, now intactcesh. By providing an image of
her clean and proper bod¥ this scene articulates the horror of her assahltew
denying its reality. It acts as both an ominousinel@r of what is to come and a final
pay-off for the viewer who has been subjected & ghevious rape and nauseating

and anxiety-inducing sub-bass frequendg=e fig 4.5) This sound ceased before

18 Earlier to this scene, Alex is naked in bed witarbus; both their unblemished bodies are in stark
contrast to the violence that occurred before fhéxording to the film's running time) at the same
time as mimicking positions that are formed by Alnd her rapis{see fig 4.4) These ‘matching
juxtapositions’ likewise serve to remind the viewaéithe horror that has occurred while also denying
its reality; this disavowal is further helped by tteverse narrative i.e. the attack has alreadpdrega
and these unmarked bodies still exist, implyingréahevere no consequences to the brutality seen
previously.
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this scene and in its place plays Beethoven's SympiNo. 7 in A Major!’ The
classical music is as soothing as the image of 'Alegcovered body, yet its
reparative value is disrupted by the final soundheficopter blades, which is
acousmatic (that is: there is no image to attasbuace to this sound}® The film is

an oscillating soundscape between nourishing marsicdevastating noise that acts
as a reminder of the transience of Alex’s peacesafiety. Thus, through the reverse
narrative and the shift from noise to music, Alestescaped her assault, yet these
techniques cann@ndassault nor can they ever fully cure the damage dy rape.
To borrow from Projansky’s analysis of Thelma anduise’s suicide, Alex is
‘caught on the precarious brink between death #ed(R001, p. 133) — between
resistance to the assault and the inevitabilityhef assault. Physical spectatorship
does not, and cannot, cure the damage done by Bapday studying rape’s noise
rather than just its image it becomes possible,dvew to change the way such

representations are experienced and perceived.

71n Conventional Wisdort2001), Susan McClary suggested that Beethoventk imspired notions

of sexual difference through perceived phallic sting that crushed weak female cadences at the end
of the symphony. In this respect, the music reitderthe gaze upon Alex’s clean, unmarked body by
situating the woman as a passive object to be bakdy the active male. It could also be seen as a
further reference to Kubrick, as Alex’s favouriteisic (inA Clockwork Oranggis Beethoven.

118 In his book,Audio-Vision,Chion suggests that acousmatic sound ‘draws oantih to sound
traits normally hidden from us by the simultanesight of the causes — hidden because this sight
reinforces the perception of certain elements efsbund and obscures others, The acousmatic truly
allows sound to reveal itself in all its dimensio(994: 32). The abrasive sound that is heard afte
the Beethoven excerpt is unsettling for the vert fhat we cannot see its source — arguably, iethe
had been a helicopter present on the screen, thisrving effect of the sound would have been
inhibited. Chion disagrees with Pierre Schaeffeow®hion states, considers the acousmatic situation
to encourage reduced listening, a practice whegetriits of sound is focused on over its source.
Schaeffer argues that reduced listening, therefm@/okes one to separate oneself from causes or
effects in favour of consciously attending to soteigtures, masses, and velocities’ (summarised by
Chion, 1994: 32). Chion suggests the acousmatimtsin initially createamore attention to the
source of the noise, as one tries to discover WwiatThere is potentially an element of this whka
helicopter-like sound emerges at the endrdversible | would also suggest that because of this
sound’s harsh texture, iecalls the viewer back to their bodily state, eatthan create a form of
separation from the self.
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Figure 4.4: Irréversible: Alex and Marcus - unblemished bodies are matching juxtapositions of the
earlier violence and rape.

Figure 4.5: Irréversible: Alex's unraped body serves as both a reminder and disavowal of the
violence she is to face.

Alexandre Bustillo’s and Julien MauryA l'interieur, released in 2007, emerged

from France around the time critics were notinglethora of films marked by
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violent representations of sex and attacks on theam body*® Although A
I'interieur is similarly explicit in terms of its preoccupatianth bodily mutilation, it
has been suggested that it belongs less to the Bdrmreme’, theorised as being an
isolated phenomenon that is currently disappedfihgand more to general
contemporary French horr&f: Attempts to place it within or outside of styles,
trends and/or genres distracts from the most netagpect of this film that it shares
with all the films analysed in this thesis — thengeation of intensive and
uncomfortable physical responses. In this nexti@eodbf the chapter, | want to
explore what responses are evoked througHolitnterieur, and how these form
particular identifications that enhance the disngb nature of this film’s

spectatorship.

The opening shot ok I'intérieur is a computer-generated baffyclose-up and still

in the womb. Dialogue is heard on the soundtradk,itis muffled, thereby linking

119 For explorations into this contemporary trend dames Quandt (2004) whose review of Brian
Dumont’s Twentynine Palmgurned into a wider critique of what he considerde a French trend
dependent on shock tactics over depth of meaniing; Ralmer (2006, 2007) who coins his own
rubric cinéma du corpgo highlight the aggressive and confrontationalcterships these films
construct; Martine Beugnet (2007) who draws on Date Merleau-Ponty and Bataille to consider the
transgressive nature and sensory impact of cinamdKendall and Horeck (2011) who are the first
to bring together a compilation of articles on thpic.

1201n a follow up piece to his original article ‘Fleand Blood’ Quandt suggests that giving a name to
the pattern of films that appear preoccupied withient mutilations and sex effectively sounded its
death knell. What ‘it'’ (New French Extremity) wasstill up for debate. Quandt suggests it would be
inaccurate to call it a movement because the fdnestoo distinct, and that perhaps it was simpéy th
‘wilful imposition of thematic pattern on a disptgaand disconnected group of films’ (2011: 213).
Primarily because | argue many of the films thatehdeen suggested by critics and scholars to
represent the New French Extremity share a coneémbodily mutilation with films outside of this
particular group of texts, | suggest that thisas the case. | consider the New French Extremityeto
part of a wider concern with the intersection oflies and technology that cinema in particular is
currently experimenting with.

121 Quandt makes this distinction between French hana ‘its art-house confraternity’ that is, he
suggests, often confused by film critics and safsoldt is a distinction, he concedes, that is
complicated by films such asl'intérieur andMartyrs (Pascal Laugier, 2008) (2011: 210-211).

122 | choose to use the term ‘baby’ over ‘foetus’ hesmalthough it is shown as still being in the
womb, it is fully formed and recognisaldsa baby, whereas the term foetus lends notions @émin
development.
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an aural and visual position inside the womb. Suobdea screech of tyres and
sounds of broken glass erupt and the baby propelartls the screen, seemingly
hitting it/ the uterine wallsee figs. 4.6 and 4.7)ike the brothel scene iHostel,
this shot acts as a metaphor for a spectatorshtpghmmersive at the same time as
it holds the spectator/viewer at arm’s length. Audisual correlation creates strong
ties with the world of the film, yet the movemean( aesthetics) of the computer-
generated image re-establishes the divide betwi#anahd viewer constituted by

screen, camera and technology.

The sounds and images following the above operog serve to, again, create a
position strongly tied into the world of the fillfthe camera moves along a road at
ground level and reveals a car that has suffefealdacrash — its bonnet is crumpled,
windows smashed and smoke emits from the engineordinuous unbroken high

pitch tone is heard, overwhelming all other souradgin producing a soundscape
that envelops the viewer and extends the filmiclévarto the theatré®® Here, the

main character, Sarah, is introduced, sitting nexter husband, Matthieu, who died
in the crash. Sarah is pregnant, and resolves éadsghristmas Eve on her own
before her baby is born. The rest of the narratakes place over this one night,
during which time the barrier Sarah attempts toaterebetween herself and the

outside world is entirely obliterated.

123 See Robert Walker's article ‘Cinematic Tinnitug2012) for an exploration into different ways
tinnitus has been represented in film. He drawfimk Altman’s work (1992) to argue the point-of-
audition is ‘directly analogous to the more familgint-of-view’ shot (163). Walker also arguesttha
the representation of tinnitus creates a link ®‘thst’ silent cinema (meaning that cinema wasenev
actually silent therefore sound films are perhagiselb equipped to portray silence). Further to, thés
suggests that tinnitus is more akin to emotion tpagsical affliction. | would suggest that the
biological phenomenon of tinnitus serves to blw Boundary between emotion and physicality as it
disrupts the sense of self as defined by a detatmistructure of interiority/exteriority, makingat
particularly poignant element to the soundscapbephysical mutilation film.
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Figure 4.6: A Vintérieur: Audio-visual correlation creates strong ties with the world of the film...

Figure 4.7 A Pintérieur: ... yet the movement of the computer-generated image re-establishes the
divide between film and viewer constituted by screen, camera and technology.
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The high tone continues through the credit sequehaing which a massive amount
of blood mixed with rain covers the cinema screea slides across it, as if washing
down a windscreen, again rendering the screen factiee barrier reinforced by
graphics — this time, the names of the cast anda (3ee fig 4.8) The film has twice
now created a tie only to subsequently redrawitieedetween viewer and film. The
initial bloody image gives way to a foetus, clogg-at first resembling ill-defined
viscera. Adult hands can just be discerned amahisimess of blood and fledt
thus disrupting notions of interiority and exteitprthat the film has twice now
subverted and reinstated. This oscillation betwsemersion and reinstating of
boundaries is continued throughout the narrativehagrotagonist, Sarah, attempts
to barricade herself from those trying to get inew house, her body, her womb. No
matter what she does, the threat keeps comingpiageeloser and closer at the same
time as her baby threatens to emerge. Sarah istdrgection where the definition of
interiors and exteriors is interrogated and destoyThrough the use of high

frequenciesA l'intérieur creates the same position for the viewer.

After the credit sequence, and its spectacularyafavarious vibrant red tones, the
colours become muted and Sarah is presented asoserméo is, on some level,
detached from everything that is going on around ke is often slow to react to
the conversation of others, her movements are ulyrverging on sluggish, and
her face betrays very little emotion. It is, forwaf a better term, an expression that

is absent. Repeatedly, visuals and audio are wsegntbolise her mental state: the

124 The hands that search through the blood for thy laae initially confusing because in the next
scene the protagonist, Sarah, is shown still preigaad having an ultra-sound. However, by the end
of the film this is explained — the woman who ingadarah’s house was in the other car that is only
revealed later through a flashback. Unsurprisinghe was pregnant and lost the baby in the crash.
The hands, however, also point to one of the fswdnes where the invader, known only as La
Femme, cuts into Sarah’s womb to retrieve her umbaby.

173



camera gazes at a door slowly closing; later,tieats slowly from the exterior of
her house, showing only one isolated light shinfrggn inside (see fig 4.9) the
sounds of multiple locks secure her front door frtme outside world; and the
position of the camera gazing down at Sarah fraerdhding of her house, banisters
in the foreground, ties the spectatorial positimio the world of the film but separate

from Sarah and the space she creates for herself.

-|ﬂ' co. ‘_B.\é_puqnou__awwu,

Figure 4.8: A l'intérieur: The film twice creates strong ties before reinstating the boundary
between viewer and film.

Like many mutilation films, some form of viewing dlia is part ofA l'intérieur’s
narrative. Sarah is a photographer; this characheice shows a certain self-
consciousness of the generic concerns of the hgeare in particular and film
spectatorship in general. Brpski Film(Srdjan Spasojevic, 2010) the protagonist,
Milos, finds out the extent of his atrocious actseluding rape and murder — when
he views video recordings of them. Jennifer, theecqirl and victim inCaptivity
(Roland Joffé, 2007) is forced to watch recording®ther women who have been

similarly terrorised before the same thing is doemener. Estherjans Ma Peau,

174



Marina de Van, 2002) takes photos of her self-hand the tragic protagonist of
The Human Centipede Il: Full Sequerf@em Six, 2011), Matrtin, is a security guard
who obsessively watchd$e Human Centipede: First Sequetem Six, 2009) as
well as idolising a scrap book full of celebritychires from the film and presiding
over an underground car park, observing customamsugh monitors. Torture,
therefore, becomes a process of the gaze, suggestioritical stance towards
cinematic spectatorship. However, in every ondnesé examples, the mastery of the
gaze is undermined. Milos is watching himself casty torturous deeds, Jennifer
gazes at her own fat& Esther is the woman on both sides of the camataviartin
becomes an actor in his own version of the origiial as he strives to create a
human centipede. Like the mutilating wound-imagese examples collapse notions
of sadism and masochism because the protagontstivie both subject and object

of the gaze.

Figure 4.9: A Vintérieur: Visuals are used to symbolise Sarah's mental state.

125 Jennifer watches a video of another girl havinig @oured onto her face before she is subjected to
liquid being thrown on her. In the following sceméjen she removes her bandages, it becomes clear
that acid wasiot poured onto her as her skin remains unharmed; hewwésr both the character and
viewer, at the moment where the liquid met hertflekennifer was taking on the role of the girl she
had previously gazed upon.
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Sarah plans to take photographs of burning caesrésult of ongoing riots, thereby
contextualising the film and linking Sarah’s desweshut herself away with
contemporary socio-political concerns) when shediélost her husband in a car
accident, and with it her future as she knew aadmed it. Rather than her being
placed in the image that she had previously gaped,uwith photography Sarah is
removing herself from the picture. During one scevigere she sits motionlessly on
a bench and watches a young couple play with gmedall child, she then takes out
her camera and starts capturing their image. Tihreeamremoves her from the
tragedy she suffered while allowing her to contraind regain something of what
she has lost. Later, Sarah takes herself awayhegrtdark room, surrounded by
photographs, all featuring eyes staring out at fmest of them of herself and
Matthieu(see fig 4.10)Under the watchful gaze of a life she once kneava®
closes her eyes as arms begin to curl around hist twehold her heavily pregnant
body. Matthieu has appeared and, for a short wEéeah gives way to an emotional
embrace before a shot of very short duration iopgsrthe trance and, in flashback,
transforms the screen once more into a windsheeiiing Sarah off from her

fantasy.
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Figure 4.10: A l'intérieur: Sarah fantasises of her late husband under the watchful gaze of a life she

once knew.

A Tintérieur pays a debt to another film that articulates amesesurrounding

interiors and exteriors of the body through thehimg scene with an unmistakable
reference to Ridley ScottAlien (1979) and James CameroiBens(1986). Sarah

wakes abruptly from her sleep and finds it difftctd breath. Falling forward onto
the ground, she coughs up a milky substance andab@owers, yowling in a close-
up shot, as a baby forces its way out of her thapat mouth. If it was not clear at
this point that Sarah was dreaming, she proceedske up again to the sound of
the doorbell. By referencing thdien franchise A l'intérieur brings to the fore ideas
regarding monstrous births and anxieties concertiegreproductive capacity of
women(see fig 4.115*° However, for Sarah, this scene points to anxigtegrds

her own permeability and position as a boundarwéeh the outside world (that her
baby will ultimately be born into) and her womb @vé her baby currently resides).

As this analysis has already established, Sarattosed off from others and has

126 see Barbara Creetihe Monstrous Femininé1993) for her reading of the famous chest-bugstin
sequence as a reworking of the primal scene wheramiale body is made grotesque by taking on
female attributes (19).
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created a safe place that is defined by the separatt herself and the outside world,
both emotionally and physically. Giving birth thteas to tear this boundary (in

other words, Sarah herself) irreparably apart.

The intersection where interiors and exteriorsideland are consequently blurred to
the point of being indefinable is a positign l'intérieur creates for the viewer
through the use of sound l'intérieur uses low frequencies as well as high ones.
When Sarah’s intruder, known only as La Feniflefirst appears outside her
window, a low pulsating beat begins, emulating bibidn heartbeat and threatening
approach of a predator. High frequencies do notrgenentil La Femme first attacks

Sarah, at which point loud and high-pitched faastcito notes explode like rapid

1271 a Femme may be read as relating to the archaibengparticularly in regards to Roger Dadoun’s
formulation of the concept where, in ‘Fetishisnthie Horror Film,” he suggests the figure of Dracula
links to the ‘omnipresent and all-powerful totalitf the archaic mother as his penetrating look and
rigid posture renders him substitute for the mdthphallus (1989: 54). Béatrice Dalle, as La Femme,
has a striking physicality in this respect and tharacter links to vampirism in more ways than
aesthetics. No longer able to give birth hersélé sesolves to steal the life of another. Altenslti,

the figure may not substitute her inability to memte but rather her powers to destroy. Creed,
drawing on Susan Lurie (1981-2) suggests thatriaher's phallus-fetish’ (to the extent we accept
that La Femme’s actions and aesthetics preserdasharsubstitute for the phallus) covers not hee lac
but her powers of castration (1993: 22). Equallye sould be understood as the archaic mother
herself — her ability to enter the house silenilyig never revealed how slaehieves this) and the
eerie shots where she lurks ghost-like in the bamkyd lend her a mystical and omnipresent aura.
She could also serve as a starting point for aud&on of female fetishism, representing the mother
who cannot let her child go — see Mary Kelly's @di‘Woman-Desire-Image,’ for her reading of
Freud’s ideas on castration fears for women (1884: Such readings may speak to the unnameable
thrills of horror and the seductive terror embodidDalle’s haunting portrayal of La Femme and
therefore revealing of how this film constructseseply unnerving spectatorship, however it dode litt
to shed light on the ways this film engages witig disrupts the notions of, the viewer by genegatin
intense physical responses.
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Figure 4.11: A l'intérieur: The film brings to the fore anxieties concerning reproduction by
referencing Alien and Aliens.

gunfire, underscored by continuous white noisesTiirepeated at short intervals,
whenever another attack occurs, eventually regulim another tone that, as a
viewer, seems to fill your head and press against gkull whilst this particular
frequency is played. At this point, the viewer'sypitality constitutes the film’s
spectatorship as they are rendered instrumentrilootihg towards, and existing as,

a filmic element.

The film ends following La Femme’s final and moss$tdrbing act, where she cuts
into Sarah’s flesh and womb with a pair of scisqakile Sarah is still alive) and
removes her baby. This scene is a climax to amsiite array of mutilating wound-
images;A lintérieur in no way omits the process of mutilation. Howeweithout
the sequence of anticipation, there is no circgitoarrative pattern that ends with an

element of release. Each wound serves as a fuattemrk for a spectatorship that is
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stretched to its limits as both sound and imageicoally and persistently splits the
viewer as subject/object, perceiver/perceived, bodlyument. The final image
shows La Femme and baby — Sarah’s interior andriexte brought together
through the obliteration of the boundary that sefet them (the fact that Sarah’s
waters broke when La Femme first entered the handeattacked Sarah reinforces
the idea of two opposing forces collapsing and thibiserating that which would
define them as separate). Through an identificafmmed dominantly by high
frequencies, the film has excruciatingly placed thewer at the intersection of
notions of embodiment and technology, subject drjdob, body and text. The only

relief is when the film ends.

Figure 4.12: A l'intérieur: By omitting circuitous narrative sequences of repeated climax-release,
the spectatorship is stretched to its limits.

With the use of sound that pervades the film, ladists a connection with a
particular image)rréversible and A l'intérieur articulate the fates of their victims

with a physical spectatorship that penetrates,dasand emerges from the viewer to

180



the point where the reversibility of the film-vieweynamic is made painfully
explicit. With low sounds, an identification is nmednot with what the sound
signifies, but with what it generates. Anxiety amausea, as a construction of the
film’s spectatorship, are grounded in the viewdxgly while also tying the viewer
strongly to Alex’s status as raped. With high freqces, the viewer identifies
themselves as instrument as they emit sounds, mgtswubverting distinctions of
spectator and viewer, but the mechanics of film #edflesh-and-blood body in the
theatre. Although these films’ soundtracks fall opposite ends of the sound
spectrum, they both displace the burden of objeatibn onto the viewer and

destabilise (or overthrow entirely) the distinctiogtween film and self.
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Chapter Five: The Gut

A psychologically barren ENS becomes implausibleenwiwe consider one
noteworthy aspect of the gut: that it is one ofrti@st important means by which the

outside world connects with the body (Wilson, 2Q{844).

A tall slim man in a white doctor’'s coat and kneghhleather boots is striding
around a leaf-strewn lawn as mist rolls acrossgitess and around his legs. The
wide-angle medium-long shot transforms the spate anstage, placing the camera
and spectator in the distanced position of an awegien the theatre that belies the
forceful visceral response this particular scenmkes(see fig 5.1)Central to this
stage is a twelve limbed beast made of three pesbteare attached to each other
by their mouths and anuses. Just prior to this nmbyriee front segment, Katsuro,
had begun, much to his despair, to defecate. Vlaifge in Katsuro’s face and neck,
as medium close-ups show his strained resistareiesighe inevitable. The camera
moves down his back to bring into frame Lindsag thiddle segment, who, with
moist bloodshot eyes widened in terror, pusheshhed against Katsuro’s bandaged
backside in a vain attempt to avoid the human wimseis slowly making its way
towards, and into, her mouth and gullet. The tawgeman continues to pace around
the sorry creature, gleefully ordering in a deegd anthoritative voice for the front
section to ‘feed her’, and for the middle segmentstvallow it'. Wet tactile sound

effects provide a soundtrack for the bowels ovedioma close-ups of Lindsay’s
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throat convulsing, her body helplessly defying tdi as she ingests what would

ordinarily be expelled.

As | watch the scene described above for the fiims¢, my fingernails scratch the
surface of my desk, and my body rocks back and forta futile attempt at self-
soothing. | hear the distant whine of a voice uttgagain and again, ‘I don’t want
to, | don’t want to’, before | realise it is my owhinally, in a mixture of horror and
relish, my back arches, my shoulders hunch forvead my chest heaves as | retch

once, twice, three times.

Figure 5.1: Human Centipede: The wide angle shot transforms the space into a stage.

| begin this chapter with a description of the mmos scene in Tom Six'§he
Human Centipede: First Sequen@®09, hereafter referred to ldsman Centipede

and a personal account of my own viewing experigbeeause it serves as an entry
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point to my concerns at various levels. Firstly,r@aviews, discussions and videos
posted onliné?® this particular scene is continually reproducerbuigh various
accounts of audience reactions and, as such, @ftetions as an avenue along
which the film is discussed. Further to this, itfiequently the deciding factor
amongst those yet to see the film (‘I must watdb tim’ or, ‘I must avoid this film

at all costs’). Second, in methodological termss this scene (and my reaction to it)
that affirmed my decision to includduman Centipeden my thesis as a case study
(along with its sequelThe Human Centipede Il: Full Sequen@®m Six, 2011))
and pushed me to consider the part my gut playsngmaging with film. Finally,
theoretically, this moment in the film, and the pioal response it generates, is the
point at which primary concerns of this project etions of spectator and viewer,

subjects and objects, and interiors and exteri@e-at their most complex.

So far in this thesis, | have interrogated modespefctatorship that problematise the
distinction between viewer and spectator. The distig nature of films such as the
Saw Il — 3D(Darren Lynn Bousman, 2005, 2006, 2007 David Ha2&D8, Kevin

Greutert, 2009, 2010Hostel, (Eli Roth, 2005),Dans Ma Pea(Marina de Van,

128 |n discussion boards online, people who both liked hated the film debate the notorious scene
where Lindsay is forced to swallow faeces; concaraside whether it is evidence of the director's o
audience’s perversity, whether it is necessary, ahdther it was actually shocking or just boring:
http://www.imdb.com/title/tt1467304/board/ http://uk.gamespot.com/forums/topic/27307454
Reviews often consider that one big ‘gross-outaide not enough to make up for an otherwise
disappointing film, while also detailing the def@oa film and providing diagrams (stills from the
film) of it: http://www.cinemablend.com/reviews/The-Human-Cegdig-4594.html
http://blog.moviefone.com/2010/05/07/beyond-angiiisirhuman-centipede-review/
http://www.dvdtalk.com/reviews/43497/human-centipdde/
http://rogerebert.suntimes.com/apps/pbcs.dll/atialD=/20100505/REVIEWS/100509982

Reaction videos film people who are watching thensc Recording the reactions of people watching
disgusting or scary videos are fairly common pratihe most famous example being, arguably, ‘2
girls, 1 cup’: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=53I8NHT40HA
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GL7DEsCIIDY

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=j2 QtSEIOY:dChttp://www.youtube.com/watch?v=o0NKaMyWm-
kA All last accessed 10.03.2013.
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2002), Irréversible (Gaspar Noé, 2002) amdl l'intérieur (Alexandre Bustillo and
Julian Maury, 2007)ljes not only in the mutilated body that is so @ewt in these
texts, but also in the way various assumed strastand dichotomies are ruptured
and subverted by the physical responses they gendémaone of the more climactic
moments inHuman Centipedewhere Dr Heiter's dream of joining separate
organisms together by way of the digestive systemm ithe process of becoming a
possibility, the subject is mutilated not throughgmentation or dissection, but by
the obliteration of the defined body. Regression doxieties about it), to a pre-
unified subjectivity, is powerfully expressed thghuthe flesh conjoined rather than
the flesh disintegrated. As a consequence, each imxbmes a segment, incomplete
in itself and objectified. Orifices of the body le&ce enclosed networks, more akin
to the stomach or intestines than mouth and arwshét, these body parts that are
normally distant, in this moment meet in both spaweé function: the anus provides
nutrition as well as waste, and this is passedutfitahe mouth as both excrement
and food. Finally, exteriors and interiors collajpsene, the gut of the viewer, as the
burning taste of bile, and unnerving tremors of stgmach, make visible to me
those organs that ordinarily escape consciousteghis chapter, | aim to theorise
that which often escapes analysis in relation Ita Bpectatorship: those body parts
that make up the gastrointestinal tract, or the tnat are brought into play in films

designed to revolt.

What exactly do we mean when we talk about the @nd, why is it so frequently
absent in film analysis? Firstly, this term does just refer to the concrete body.

Rather, the gut blurs notions of physicality withsaact feelings, frequently thought
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of as instinct or intuitiont® It is a feeling that is inexplicable, to the extémat it is
difficult to capture in language, evades conscidbsught and confuses the
distinction between the cerebral and corporeal, Yetoncrete bodily terms, the gut
makes an appearance in populist discourses ofviiBwing. A film may make a
viewer feel ‘shit-scared’ or make them claim theguld ‘shit their pants’.
Alternatively, it may arouse the anxiety of anddasire to vomit (and, in rare and
extreme circumstances, the act of vomititf)in these instances, film is inviting a
consciousness of a system that extends beyonddbhthrand anus that, on a general
day to day basis, usually escapes noticeln her exploration of the gut in
Psychosomatic: Feminism and the Neurological Bdglizabeth Wilson explains
that although the entire digestive tract, from nhotat anus, is encased in a network
of nerves called the enteric nervous system (EN),parts that are ‘most often
available to consciousness’ (the upper portionghef stomach, oesophagus and
anorectum) is innervated by the central nervoutesy$CNS) (2004: 37). Therefore,
although it is not unusual to be aware, or everehygware, of the need or desire to

vomit, defecate, or the discomfort of an upset sidm it is rare for the lower

1291n her bookTactile EyeJennifer Barker also comments on the dual mearfitigeogut, which she
refers to as viscera in order to capture the vagumessions we have of our internal organs. She
states ‘[b]y our “visceral” reaction to a film wdten mean our “gut reaction,” a general feeling tha
begins deep inside but makes its way to the sutfé@@09: 122). | would suggest that focus is, more
often than not, on the reaction that has made &g to the surface; | aim to explore this response
before it enters our conscious thought.

130 By this logic, film may even induce the anxietyamt of defecation (as it does fictionally Tine
Human Centipede 2: Full Sequend@m Six, 2011), although | have never experiendes hor
heard of any such accounts. | have, however, ta@xperience of anxiety that a film may cause me
to urinate. While watchin@aranormal Activity 3Henry Joost, Ariel Schulman, 2011) at the cinema
| desperately needed to urinate but did not wamits any of the film. As it is a film that delighin
making the viewer ‘jump’, and | am happily suschklgtito this reaction, | feared too violent a jolt
would cause the tensed muscles that were keepingrynend socially decent to momentarily loosen
their grip. This anxiety was further strained aghaimy reluctance to disengage from the film
sufficiently to avoid enjoying its ‘startle effetthis is, of course, not a physical responserelgti
generated by the film, as it was the result of noydgical state prior to the screening; howevedidt
have the effect of making me hyper-aware of tha'filmanipulations of my physical state and the
extent to which | was able (or unable) to conthid Engagement.

31 n the introduction to this thesis, | referencealita Marks (2000) who observes that, were we to
be acutely aware of everything that occurred inlmdies, we would not be able to function fully on
a day to day basis. This chapter explores howHinman Centipedélms momentarily capture this
state of hyper-bodily awareness by signifying ahting the filmic gut in the body of the viewer.
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portions of the stomach, small intestine and umodon (those parts innervated by
the ENS and also involved in the sensation of rmasel the acts of vomiting and
defecation) to enter conscious thought, unless @neyalled to our attention through
ill health. Even as these organs are stimulatethbyfilm, because the ENS can act
independently of the CNS (Wilson, 2004: 34), ituslikely for the viewer to
consequently become conscious of these particaldrosis of the gut. In this way,
the ENS and CNS speak to theories of the uncons@od conscious mind, with
nausea and vomit arising as hysterical symptoms dfidden turbulence. This
chapter aims to look further than the hyperbolaiok described above to question
if, and how,Human CentipedandHuman Centipede bring to the fore less visible
sectors of the gut, and in what way this interregathe relationships between

spectator, viewer and film.

Although | began this chapter with a narrative oy mwn personal viewing
experience, there are often underlying reservatinonglacing too much import on
such an individual and specific account. Howeverwduld argue that it is
particularly apt for discussions attempting to griight onto and into the gut. In the
introduction toCarnal ThoughtsVivian Sobchack criticises the notion of talking
about the body as if it were ‘an abstracted olipetdnging always to someone else’,
referring instead to the lived body, meaning ‘witas to be “embodied” and to live
our animated and metamorphic existences as theatenextroverted, and spirited
subjects we all objectively are’ (2004: 1). It last lived body that | attempted to
express with ‘tactile foresight' rather than ‘visuhindsight’ to construct an
understanding of the processual logicthiman Centipedé€64). Sobchack argues

‘that autobiographical and anecdotal material’ rawe‘merely a fuzzy and subjective
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substitute for rigorous and objective analysis’ instead provide the ‘premises for a
more processual, expansive, and resonant matetais’ (6). With the inclusion of

my own ‘anecdote’, | explore the extent to whiclelswan account opens up film
analysis to allow for my own corporeal being. Farthoy drawing attention to the
equivocal nature of existence (metamorphic concragective subjects) we may
also consider the complications between notionspafctator and viewer that the

mutilation film highlights.

The Human Centipedé&lms are by no means alone, or even originalheirtability

to invoke the sensation of nausea and, potentitily,reflex of vomiting. Such a
physical response is highly subjective, althougttently, certain styles of film-
making have reportedly induced widespread nausgacacasionally, vomiting. For
example, Matt Reeve€loverfield(2008) caused audiences to feel nauseated and, in
some circumstances, vomit (to such an extent thedttes began to warn cinema-
goers before they entered the screenings). Thast@ars have since been put down
to motion sicknesCloverfieldis filmed entirely with a handheld caméra.Similar

to nausea and anxiety induced by the use of sub-fsaquencies irrréversible
(Gaspar Noé, 2002), feeling sick and/or throwingdue to prolonged exposure to

shaky camera-work is, to a degree, a non-objeate@lresponse, to the extent to

132The following links are a sample of the large anto@views, reports and medical and pseudo-
medical explanations of audience responses to Cloverfield.
http://www.webmd.com/brain/news/20080122/whats-bétdloverfield-illness
http://articles.cnn.com/2008-01-24/health/movi&ks&ss 1 motion-sickness-vertigo-

viewers? s=PM:HEALTH http://floridaventureblog.com/2008/01/1st-cloveldigeview-it-will-
make-you.htm| http://www.thatsfit.com/2008/01/23/did-you-get-sialatching-cloverfield/
http://digitaljournal.com/article/249299%accessed 04.12.12) More recently, there have been
complaints of nausea and vomit from viewers of Pa&éekson’'sThe Hobbit(2012) when played at
48 frames per second (as opposed to the contempooarention of 24 frames per second). See
http://www.businessinsider.com/the-hobbit-causiagsea-and-dizziness-2012-Ehd the response
made by Warner Broshttp://blastr.com/2012/12/what-nausea-wb-resporugst Last accessed
08.03.2013.
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which the method of filming may escape consciousquion as the action and
suspense narrative takes central focus. In thimncs, the affect of nausea (as it
becomes detached from its source: the cinematogyaplperceived as arising from
within the self. The film’'s spectatorship is thuenstituted as the viewer and
undermines the distinction between text and auéiemtowever, this chapter is
concerned with the nausea and vomit-reaction gesebfay a very specific object:
faeces®® This chapter asks: how do faeces generate theigahyssponses of
sickness and throwing up? How do these responseglicate the notions of
spectator and viewer, and viewer and film? Do thesponses constitute a viewer
that extends beyond the everyday consciousnessdilfylexistence? How does the
gut push us to consider, extend or break the pdeameet on film-viewing (seeing,
hearing and, more recently, touching)? With thasestjons in mind, | turn to a close

textual analysis adfluman Centipedavith reference ttHuman Centipede .l

Human Centipedéas an altogether singular premise. The protagonhithis film,

Dr Heiter, is a retired surgeon, famous for hisngiering work on the separation of
Siamese twins. Having grown tired of splitting sdtg, he now desires to create a
new creature by joining humans together. He thubagks upon the notion of a

human centipede, an organism connected via thestdigesystem. By kidnapping

three unsuspecting victims, and performing surgergonnect them mouth to anus,

133 Another film | considered including in this chapte Feed(Brett Leonard, 2005) because of its
nausea-inducing spectatorship. Like Hiegman Centiped&Ims, disgust is, in part, generated through
the ingestion of something which, culturally, shibulot be ingested (in this instance, liquefied
corpses). However, | think the more dominant obgdalisgust in this film is food. It follows a man
who has an obsession with feeding women until theyof complications with obesity (and thereafter
liquefying their bodies and feeding them to histnéggtim). The women are, up until the end, willing
victims, and take great pleasure in the food theygiven. There is something disgusting about the
excess of food (and desire for it) that | consigitys an important part in generating feelings of
nausea. This would best be considered in relatoconcepts of socio-moral disgust that is deeply
entwined with physical disgust. As such, it doesqute fit into the remits of this chapter.
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he is able to give birth to his vision. The climaiboth the film and his triumph
occurs when the front segment of the centipedertsetl to defecate into the mouth
of the second, thereby unifying each section inte whole subject. In spite of the
association with human excrement and hideous disfigent (besides the obvious,
the victims are further mutilated because, in otdeattach a mouth to an anus, the
teeth and lips have to be removed and the buttoukst be carved into to create
attaching folds), the film is presented as striginglinical. The colour palette is
made up of stark whites, muted browns, cool grews laght and dark blues. An
abstract painting of Siamese twins, in Dr Heitdiveng room, that glows hues of
pink, red and orange in the fire it reflects, de only colours and warmth that throw
this cold atmosphere into reliédee fig 5.2) Long, slow tracking shots and zooms,
along with the doctor's measured movements andcmietis personal presentation,
complete a calm, soothing and composed tone thettigely contrary to the events

that unfold.

Figure 5.2: Human Centipede: The warm tones of the painting throw relief onto the otherwise
muted palette.
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Human Centipede lis the antithesis to the original. Whereas thst film is in
colour, the second is shot almost entirely in blasid white. WhereHuman
Centipedehas a muted and washed out palette, its sequeleeply textured,
oscillating between high contrast lighting and loantrast that blends murky and
grainy shades of grejdluman Centipedés filmed with a steadicam, creating a calm
and controlled atmosphere befitting of the protagfowho lives in immaculate
surroundings.Human Centipede lis filmed entirely with a hand-held camera,
corresponding with the disarray of the protagosife and mental state. As already
stated Human Centipedes clinical in its presentation — the sharp edgas straight
lines of the surgeon’s home emphasise the cleabaundary of the cinema screen.
Human Centipede Iblurs these edges with dark shadings in the cermiethe frame
(see fig 5.3)The style of editing in the sequel further letal#s surreal atmosphere;
frequently, shots are not seamlessly tied togethtrin the filmic space. Although
subtle, this strength of cut serves to create algdyeen each image that suggests
instability at the very structure of the film. Raththan creating movement, such a
style fabricates cracks in the materiality of tilexfand in the perceived reality of
(and spectatorial investment in) the film world.sipite of these distinctive aesthetics
and, in particular, the different audio-visual teicfues that represent the gut during
the climactic defecation scene in the original @adequel, both films bring the gut
into being by an affective response to a genexhlsed unconscious embodied

shock. How this is done will be explored througé tbllowing analyses.
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Figure 5.3 Human Centipede II: Darky grainy textures blur the edges of the image and frame.

Human Centipedbegins peacefully with a slow sideways trackingtshat presents
a highway under the bright sun. On the side ofrtied, in a car, sits Dr Heiter,
dabbing his eyes while holding a photograph ofdghidegs lined up with their noses
pushed up against each other’'s backs{des fig 5.4) The camera follows a truck
driver who, holding a roll of toilet paper, entéhe outskirts of the forest that lines
the motorway. As he pulls down his trousers, the @iuts to the doctor, who is now
standing in an intense shaft of sunlight and ainairrgle at the driver. This opening
scene presents itself as both strange and fanfiiara number of reasons. A
motorway under the bright sun does not ordinaghdl itself to a setting for murder.
The photograph of the dogs remains, for the timedyeunexplained. The roll of
toilet paper, which points towards the truck drivexeding to relieve his bowels,
adds an almost childish humour to the scene thatsharp contrast with the danger
he finds himself in. Yet, the doctor's charactdima is a familiar one. His

movements are calm and measured, and he trackwdyssilently and slowly; he

192



does not need to rush, suggesting his confidenceisinability to command the
situation. His disposition recalls killers akin kichael Myers Halloween,John
Carpenter, 1978), one of the original silent stakéihat consequently became so

influential for the horror genre’

Figure 5.4: Human Centipede: This strange photograph is initially left unexplained.

The film continues to pay its debt to the histofyhorror cinema in a variety of
ways. After the opening sequence, the film folldwe North American teenagers,

Lindsay and Jenny, who are travelling across Eumypholiday. Tourists have been

134 Although Michael Myers is arguably the most famsteslking killer, andHalloweenis often the
film credited with beginning the slasher genre whiapawned films such as ti@iday the 1%’
franchise (the original directed by Sean S. Cunimamg, 1980),My Bloody Valenting(George
Mihalka, 1981),Hell Night (Tom DeSimone, 1981The House on Sorority Ro{ark Rosman,
1983), andSilent Night, Deadly Nigh{Charles E. Sellier Jr., 1984) amongst many othiers
inarguable that these films hold a great debt tive#ll Hitchcock'sPsycho(1960) due to the self-
consciousness many slasher films have of psychgioal (film) theory. Further, Bob Clark'Black
Christmas(1974), where a house of sorority girls and theinde mother are picked off one by one by
an unknown killer, precedesalloweenby 4 years. In her boddlen Women and Chainsaws: Gender
in Modern Horror Film(1992), Carol Clover credits Michael PowellBeeping Ton{1960) as the
original slasher film. With the characterisationiaf Heiter,Human Centipedéhus pays its debt to a
long and complex history of horror cinema.
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falling prey to an extensive array of killers an@maters for many decades; this
continues to be a staple of contemporary horrogrm and is frequently seen in the
mutilation film (the Wrong Turn franchise (Rob Schmidt, Joe Lynch, Declan
O’Brien, 2003-2012)Hostel, Hostel II(Eli Roth, 2005, 2007)Nolf Creek(Greg
Mclean, 2005) Manhunt (Patrick Syverson, 2008Break (Matthias Olof Eich,
2009) Hostel Il (Scott Spiegel, 2011)). Lindsay and Jenny are ptedeas naive,
scantily clad young women and provided with what oaly be described as forced
and contrived dialogue and narrative. On their Wwag party they get lost, their car
breaks down, their phone loses signal and theyugndtumbling through a wood
hindered both by high heels and torrential raine Hotors’ performances in these
scenes are entirely unconvincing, which complekes dtereotype of the (female)

135

horror film victim.” While stumbling through the forest they happenossran

isolated house. The house itself points to bothhi@bf horror, and the slasher

genre®*” The inhabitant of the house, Dr Heiter, is himselliché with his thick

13 The fact that their acting, and the film’s dialeglater greatly improves suggests that this was a
conscious decision on the part of the directohitndirector's commentary, Tom Six explains how he
used clichés such as a car breaking down and pHosieg signal to lure the viewer into thinking
they were watching a generic horror film before foomting them with the centipede, thereby
intensifying the film’s shock value. | suggest iteg further than this to create a sense of unease
through the mixture of strange and familiar, aslves underlining and amplifying the tension
between the notions of spectator and viewer.

1% |n his bookGothic, Fred Botting describes the settings of Gothic hotinas: ‘The major locus of
Gothic plots, the castle, was gloomily predomiriargarly Gothic fiction. Decaying, bleak and fufl o
hidden passageways, the castle was linked to atietieval edifices — abbeys, churches and
graveyards especially — that, in their generalipous states, harked back to a feudal past asedciat
with barbarity, superstition and fear (1996: 2-3)owever, as he goes on to argue, Gothic
iconography changed according to contemporary goscand the castle ‘gradually gave way to the
old house’ (3). As a highly modern and new house,getting for the horrors iHuman Centipede
firmly situates itself in the present day while the same time acknowledging its influences and
pulling the Gothic into the contemporary physicailtitation film.

137 Clover identifies particular elements of the stsfiim. The (usually male) killer is often notable
for lasting childhood issues, often with a sexu@hehsion (1992: 27-30). There is no overt
suggestion that Dr Heiter has any psychologicdladities stemming from his childhood or sexual
development; however, his bizarre obsession wittirgg people together by their mouths and anuses
call upon Freudian concepts of the anal and oagjestthereby aligning Dr Heiter with developmental
problems that he is transferring onto others. Onlh@ main differences here is that Dr Heiter does
not wish to kill, only to transform. This is an ginal idea over a well-known convention lends an
uncanny aura to the doctor's ambitions. Action maften occurs in what Clover calls the ‘terrible
place,” ‘most often a house or tunnel, in whichtivis sooner or later find themselves’ (30). She als
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foreign accent (recalling to viewers familiar withe history of horror film the
performances of Bela Lugosi in such iconic filmaacula (Tod Browning, 1931)
and Murders in the Rue Morgu@Robert Florey, 1932), and his position as a man
well versed in medical science harbouring delusiohggrandeur and desires to
manipulate nature (clearly a member of the ‘madatdclan, of which Frankenstein
is the most famousy® Finally, the eponymous centipede, although higitiginal

by the way very particular human parts have begchstl together, is not the first
creature in cinema created by an (arguably) inggmus in the basement of his
home. ThereforeHuman Centipedenay initially present itself as a new breed of
horror film, but is in actuality a bizarre assortmhef well-known, much loved and
thoroughly theorised horror sub-gent&sHowever, it is in their presentation that
Human Centipedgenerates a peculiar sense of uneasiness andwitaythe tension

between notions of spectator and viewer.

Various aspects afluman Centipedare only recognisable as Gothic horror film

tropes on closer inspection, such as the housexiheriment, the cellar and the mad

states that this place might initially ‘seem a daden, but ... once the killer penetrates them, the
walls ... hold the victim in’ (31). This pattern cae seen itHuman Centipedas Lindsay and Jenny
initially run to Dr Heiter’s house to escape frone tdark woods and the rain, only to find themselves
at the hands of a psychotic doctor. Clover alseples that the choice of weapon determines a level
of proximity between victim and killer — for exangpknives, needles and hammers are preferred over
guns (31-32). Dr Heiter's weapons (his needle atalpgl) and method of, not killing as | have
mentioned, but incapacitating, inspires closenies) between him and his victims and between the
victims themselves. There is also a final girl, dsay, who actively fought the doctor from the
beginning of her capture. Rather than emerging ftbe ordeal somewhat shaken but otherwise
intact, Lindsay is left disfigured and suspendetiveen two corpsedduman Centipedeherefore,
takes one of the more ‘positive’ or optimistic asgeof the slasher film, and renders it helples$ an
hopeless.

138 The ‘mad-doctor’ blueprint dates back in cinemalke Cabinet of Dr Caligar{Robert Weine,
1920) at least, and in literature to Robert LousvBnson'Dr Jekyll and Mr Hydg1886) and H. G.
Wells’ The Island of Doctor Morea(L896); however its remake in 2005 of the sameenfdirected

by David Lee Fisher) and films such &plice (Vincenzo Natali, 2009)The Skin | Live Ir(Pedro
Almodovar, 20114 loose remake of Georges Franju’s icdnés Yeux Sans Visag#960)) and, of
courseHuman Centipedesuggest that this is still a popular and much drawon formula.

139 As already stated, these include the ‘mad-dodilans, as well as early 20Century horror and the
slasher film.
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doctor. These iconic referents have had a veneerigihality placed over them by
being both unusual and very familiar. Ordinarifya ifuture horror film victim comes
across a place of residence in an isolated seititgyconventional to expect it to be
either classically eerie i.e. a huge castle wiblytathine corridors, locked doors and
shadowy crevices, or strongly evident of the pesrgiof its owner, perhaps a couch
made of human bones, a jar filled with eyeballstpses taking the place of
ornaments®° Dr Heiter's house is, in contrast, modern in stgensisting of clean,
straight lines and entire walls made of glass. ffam being dark, murky and
practically uninhabitable, it is bright, clean and, any other circumstance, a
welcoming atmosphere from which to find relief frahe rain. Dr Heiter conducts
his experiments in his basement, but this is noeas of laboratory equipment with
snaking tubes filled with bubbling liquids of unkmo origin, nor is it overflowing
with vapour or home to grandiose machines withtgewrers and switches controlled
by a bordering hysteric. It is well-lit and spo#eghe victims reside on hospital beds
with professionally applied drips and they are apeat on, under anaesthetic, with
sterile-looking scalpels wielded by the hands gfacticed and unruffled specialist.

Thus,Human Centipedbrings the Gothic into the present d4}.

Gothic fiction has long shown its proficiency in tating according to its era. Fred
Botting, in his bookGothic, claims that Gothic narratives ‘never escaped the

concerns of their own times’ (1996: 3), meaning thay are apt to change, where

10 For example, the rural estate Tie Ghoul(Freddie Francis, 1975), and the house filled with
human bones used as ornaments and furniturEhan Texas Chainsaw MassadfBobe Hooper,
1974).

1“1 In this, Human Centipedejn spite of its bizarre storyline, shares commomugd with
contemporary films that draw on Gothic themes ahography, for exampl&plice,and a number
of remakes that signal a revived interest in théh@®psuch aghe Skin | Live InThe Cabinet of Dr
Caligari, andThe Wolfmar{Joe Johnston, 2010)
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appropriate, from a dark castle to an old house,ef@mple:** However, in an
article published in an edited collection on Gothation in 2002, ‘Aftergothic,’
Botting laments that it has now become ‘too familiar aftes centuries of repetitive
mutation and seems incapable of shocking anew’)(298t | would argue that
Human Centipedbas succeeded considerably in its (clear) intertboshock® and
has done so partly by incorporating Gothic iconppres into a contemporary
setting. In her bookContemporary GothicCatherine Spooner questions whether this
is possible because Gothic ‘components can be esmdn infinite combinations,
because they provide a lexicon that can be pluddéwe a hundred different
purposes, a crypt of body parts that can be stitchogether in myriad different
permutations’ (2006: 156). This last notion is espléy true of Human Centipede
and to what Spooner terms Contemporary Gothicighaiore obsessed with bodies
than in any of its previous phases’ (2006: 63).1ioparticularly relevant téluman
Centipedeis when it articulates the ‘anachronistic survivalsthe past into the
present’ (2006: 155§* through its iconographies with a different styds, described
above. This is nowhere more prevalent than in thigisal scene, where Dr Heiter

gives birth to his creation.

The surgical scene illuman Centipedespeaks to well-worn and well-practiced
anxieties about subjectivity but expresses thera stightly, yet very significantly,

different way. Rather than tearing apart one persotringing together fragments

142 Botting states: ‘In later fiction, the castle gnatly gave way to the old house then: as both
building and family line, it became the site whézars and anxieties returned to the present. These
anxieties varied according to diverse changes:tipalirevolution, industrialisation, urbanisation,
shifts in sexual and domestic organisation, andndific discovery’ (1996: 3), implying that where
there are anxieties, there is room for the Gothic.

1431 am measuring this intention in terms of the cliog's comments and its success by reviews,
discussions and video responses referenced above.

144 As Spooner states, this is one of the theorigsatitampts to distinguish and define Gothic.
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of many individuals, the centipede is created byifg (almost) whole bodies in an
attempt to create one entirely new and originah@ein doing soHuman Centipede
takes elements of the Gothic and aesthetics ofra muntemporary cinema to create

a new breed of horror and fascination, unnervinigsistrange familiarity.

The scene begins with a low-angle shot, forcingsiectator to look up towards the
doctor as he stands above the camera in a positiomnipotencésee fig 5:5) This
effect is enhanced by his surgical outfit — a umifadhat inspires both respect and
fear as those who wear it often hold life and deatineir hands. Indeed, Dr Heiter’s
hands, and the blurred notions of life and deaguré predominantly in this scene.
The colours, like much of the rest of the film, anated, and restricted to shades of
white, blue and green, giving a clinical minimaligm the scene. The sound of
surgery is foregrounded with the slow beeping bkart rate monitor and the abject
noise of artificial breath; enhancing the distugoimature of these sounds that inspire
anxieties arising from the confusion of certainaoies (life/death, human/machine)
Is a quiet, echoing high pitch note resonating s&£and through the soundscape. The
lighting shows the imperfections and blemisheshenpatients’ skin, and renders it a
dull grey. This, along with the fact their eyes aggen yet they are unconscious,
provokes the idea that they are deadymitead, again playing on the uncertainty of

the boundary between life and de&th.

%% |n this way,Human Centipedspeaks to contemporary anxieties regarding dedthher book
Fear: A Cultural History Joanna Bourke argues that current fears towards deatre on the ‘actual
physical process’ of dying rather than its aftetmathich would have been a more prominent anxiety
in ‘past generations’ and, further, advances in in@dcare and technologies (such as organ
transplants and life-support systems) have produoedrtainties regardinghendeath occurs (2005,
315-316). The fate of being made into a human ped# calls upon these fears regardiogy one
dies, including the indignities that may come wttrandwhenone dies — does Jenny die at the end,
or is she already dead when the Doctor attemptifpher of her individuation?
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Figure 5.5: Human Centipede: Low angle shots construct the omnipotence of Dr Heiter.

Manipulating this now blurred and unrecognisablerutary is the doctor who, as if
he is a performer, makes slow theatrical hand gestbefore marking his patients
and making incisions. His performance takes cestege, overshadowing the
mutilation that occurs at his han¢isee fig 5.6) When the teeth, one of the more
sensitive parts of the bod§f are removed, the camera remains on the doctbratsti

a low-angle, as he reaches down below the frameeapdesses physical exertion
through narrowed eyes, hunched up shoulders andl grasps of breath. The

reverse-shot reveals no more detail of mutilatisrttee doctor’'s hands obscure the

spectacle and his groans cover the sounds of rippisg from flesh.

146 That representations of certain body parts geaearatporeal mimicry more readily, that is, they
are projected onto the surface of the viewer tokevthe sensation of discomfort or pain, is of seur
something that is capitalised on by a large nunobdifms across many genres. Three instances that
stand out particularly for me is the pavement sdangmerican History XTony Kaye, 1998)the
tongue-cutting scene i®ldboy (Park Chan-wook, 2003and, indirectly, the knife-dildo iise7en
(David Fincher, 1995)
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Figure 5.6: Human Centipede: Dr Heiter's hands are the point of fascination, rather than the

mutilation.

In spite of what occurs during the surgery, thidipalar scene is striking in its very
lack of affect. In contrast tHosteland theSawfranchise, processes of identification
relating to characters are inhibited largely thitotige mobilisation of generic clichés
(this will be discussed in more detail below). IRert even if this connection had
been developed, as Lindsay, Jenny and Katsuro meensacious throughout the
surgery, there would be little chance to invokeietyx panic or pain. However, it is
not always necessary to depend on character itatitins to produce or inhibit
affect. In a personal account of her viewing exgree ofThe PianoJane Campion,
1993) Sobchack suggests that we should think about ‘dorgsy engagement (and
the film’s) with the sense and sensibility of makitself’ (2004: 65). This has the
potential to create a detached spectatorship ash raacan immersive one. The
aesthetic is so cold and clinical it renders thdilation sanitised. Even bloody

images and fatty tissue being cut away from thdobks are normalised by the
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professional surroundindgd’ Most importantly, the typical fascination with
mutilated flesh is here displaced onto the docitve point of the scene is not the

spectacle of flesh but the doctor’'s ambitions.

The emphasis placed on Dr Heiter's hands and amniitis starkly contrasted in
Human Centipede Iwhere the spectacle of flesh is initially formedotgh the
visualisation of Martin. The actor who plays himaurence R. Harvey, has an
incredible physical presence that is capitalisedtfmoughout the film. Medium
close-ups reveal a chubby, baby-like face, hugbédud eyes and protruding ears
often distorted through the use of a fisheye e fig 5.7)In some scenes, he is
shown naked, except for a small pair of white updets, tucked beneath his striking
and imposing stomach. Lingering shots of his facd stomach are aligned with
revelations of Martin’s history — voice-overs thatall sexual abuse at the hands of
his fathet*® — thereby displacing the horrors of paedophilia @mcest onto his
corporeality (see fig 5.8) Adding to this repulsive, yet fascinating, coastron,
Martin is also an avid excretor. He sweats, coughphlegm, pisses blood, bleeds,
ejaculates and shits his own bed. During the syrgeene inrHuman Centipede I,
Martin clearly attempts to take the place of Drtele{who he idolises) as he calmly

flourishes his hand in preparation for the first. ¢towever, instead of immaculate

147 Fear, horror, anxiety and disgust may be greaflyénced by the surroundings of the emotion or
affect-object. In his bookhilosophy of HorrorNoél Carroll argues that disgust towards a monster
can arise from its association with disgusting gkin‘the association of such impure creatures with
perceptually pronounced gore or other disgustiagdings is a means for underscoring the repulsive
nature of the being’ (1990: 52).

148 'Stop them tears, you're just making daddy’s willgrder.” This line was actually read out by
Laurence R. Harvey, the actor that plays Martin.
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Figure 5.7: Human Centipede II: The actor who plays Martin has a striking physicality.

Figure 5.8: Human Centipede II: Martin's stomach is imposing.

tools and an operation theatre, Martin uses kitaltensils, duct tape and operates in
a rundown warehouse. These props and setting waierthe visual detail of teeth
being knocked-out, tendons cut, and fat and mudeleply hacked; unlike the

clinical images of the first film, these visualigats of mutilation overshadow
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Martin’s pseudo-scientific ambitions as the muitigt wound-image generates
corporeal mimicry, and the unrelenting screams kevgeneralised anxiefgee figs.
5.9 and 5.10§*° Although strong victim-identifications have notemeconstructed,
the surgery scene iHuman Centipede Iholds similarities to the torture sequences
in HostelandSaw Il — 3D It has been achieved through the style of tme jarring
cuts and blurred edges of the image) that alreadyablilises the film’s mode of

spectatorship by drawing attention to the mechaoifidm. **°

Figure 5.9: Human Centipede II: Martin's tools are far more crude and his operations far messier...

149 5ee Chapter One for a discussion on the screararaiety.

150 Corporeal mimicry is, as | have defined in Cha@ee, when the viewer becomes hyper-aware of
a particular body part that correlates with theikatibon on the screen, or, more generally, becomes
hyper-aware of their own corporeal vulnerabilityighhresonates in a general anxiety directly related
to the mutilation on the screen. | have argued, imatertain films, this is intensified through the
construction of close identifications with the v themselves. However, Human Centipede I

an identification with any character is inhibitddrely through its style that calls attention ke t
mechanics of film). It is not always necessarydentify with the victim of mutilation for physical
responses to be generated. Sobchack suggests hirgkrptocesses of identification to include, not
just ‘subject positions’ which she considers seeopdbut also a primary identification with the
materiality of the film itself (2004: 65). Sobchaekso references Laura Marks, who uses the term
‘ambient identification’, to refer to an identifitan with the image that is ‘not located in a sigl
subject position or self-displacements in narratiaracters’ (66). The mutilation image, therefise,
located in the corporeality of the viewer. Thisngensified inHuman Centipede With its jarring
cuts and blurred edges of the image, which indicaséeks in the spectator-film engagement and,
therefore, draw attention to the materiality of fi.

203



Figure 5.10: Human Centipede: ... in comparison with the clinical images of the original.

In his article ‘Vile Bodies and Bad Medicine’, Pd@ess identifies a trend in 1980s
contemporary cinema where surgical operations drecuent occurrence’ Boss
states that such scenes can provide cinema witkefrabfor single instances of
graphic gore’ (1986: 14). Unlikeluman Centipede liHuman Centipedeoes not
capitalise on this potenti&l’ The focus instead is on the performance of surdgbey
technical skill and intellectual aspect of carvimgo people and sewing/stapling
them together. In this way, it also differs fromafkensteinian ‘workshopl[s] of

filthy erection’; rather it is a ‘matter-of-fact dnroutine instance[] of physical

51 He references films such @ke HospitalArthur Hiller, 1971),Marathon Man(John Schlesinger,
1976), Coma(Michael Crichton, 1978), anBorbidden World(Allan Holzman, 1984). These films
take their cue from Gothic and Frankensteiniandross well as the surredin Chien AndaloyfLuis
Bufiuel, 1929and the poetit.es Yeux Sans Visages doegiuman CentipedéWith this selection of
films Boss covers a wide generic field and thugestahat he is not attempting to establish a new
theory of horror, rather, much as | am attemptingdb with the mutilation film, he offers an
‘exploration of what appear, sometimes, to be aegeally diverse phenomena chosen for their
shared articulation of what would appear to be @ufi@ly post-modern sense of dread, many of the
most fully-realised instances of which are to benfibin the horror film’ (1986: 15).

52 The director, Tom Six, states in the DVD commentar Human Centipede Ithat he restrained
from ‘gore’ in the first film because he wanted hisdience to get used to the idea of people being
attached mouth to anus. Once that premise waslisktd he felt free to embellish his visual style
the sequel.
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helplessness’ (15Human Centipedbas more in common with films such Rabid
(David Cronenberg, 1977) whiclBoss argues, presents its surgical scene ‘in a
privileged but wholly detached manner’ (16). Thecfaation is with the doctor’'s
work, with the surgery, with the scientific advanmmnts and how they might be
realised. The spectatorship is ocular-specularchvig partly how it achieves a
detached viewing position, whereas the sequel doatpk this spectator
construction by drawing attention to the mechaniésfilm. Although calling
attention to the mechanics of film arguably disesthe viewer from the film, it also
calls the viewer back to their status as body enttteatre, making the mutilation on-
screen forcefully and viscerally affective. Rath®an identify with the mutilation as
victim as they do irHosteland Saw Il — 3D they identify with the mutilation as

embodied viewer.

In spite of the lack of affect generated througle surgery scene itHuman
Centipede the film still holds ‘concern with self as bodyBoss, 1986: 16).
However,Human Centipedstandsapart from the films it takes its influences from
through its treatment of the human body. Boss stttat what is important in the
films he cites ‘is that [nerves, muscles, artersgsews] are recognisable signifiers of
the subject’s demonstrable physical limitationsngendicative not of a widespread
interest in human physiology but of a closing-off reduction of identity to its
corporal horizons’ (1986: 15-16). Yet the significa of the surgery scenektuman
Centipedeis not the limitations of physicality but its potah Although this is
strained against the intellect of the doctor arsl dmbitions — for him to achieve
scientific intellectual greatness he must redudeerst identities to their ‘corporal

horizons’ — the focus on his hands and his physgaltions confounds the notion
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that his skill is purely cerebral. Further, the tggede itself represents the possibility,
rather than limits, of corporeality. Identity hesenot reduced to the body, rather it is
innervated® by the physical modes of existenefuman Centipedé this scene is
not a cynical expression of the ‘closing off’ ofgsibilities, instead it is perversely
optimistic towards both the human condition andenia itself as the centipede
represents the film’s treatment of the horror gema@njoining various fragments
(and/or wholes) to create a new aesthetic rathan teducing it to its constitutive

parts.

By the end of the scene, the doctor is exhaustetlitee viewing position shifts from
looking up at him as if he were an omnipotent betagiewing him from a distance,
like a student behind the glass in a medical schAomedium-shot shows the
centipede on the operation table covered in a gsbeat. The doctor uses his elbows
to pull the sheet over the centipede’s head todanwrking it with his blood-stained
gloves. Part of the post-surgical image is obscimed doorway which encroaches
on the left-hand side of the frame, creating aibabietween the camera and what
has just occurredqsee fig 5.11) The doctor walks round the centipede, slightly

bowed and breathing heavily. The camera trackslgltmthe left, leaving the scene.

133 1n scientific terms, innervation refers specifigab body parts (for example, to stimulate a nerve
to action or supply an organ with nerves). By ustrigam attempting to complicate dichotomies that
would define identity as separate to bodily funesio
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Figure 5.11: Human Centipede: The doorway creates a barrier between viewer/spectator and the
surgical scene.

With its myriad of influences that render variousase of cinema virtually
unrecognisabléidluman Centipedbegins by arousing a sense of the uncanny, that is,
the presence of different cinematic trends, stgtte$ genres leads the viewer ‘back to
something long known to [them], once very familiéfreud, 1919: 1-2%** In this

first instance it leads back to the era of horrmema, where such iconographies
were at their most prolific. At a second removegioal iconographies (for example,
dark castles and megalomaniacs) were in and of dbkes referents to repressed
desires and infantile delusions of grandeur andipatence. The uncanny constructs
an ambivalent spectator who is both repelled arichced to the film. The

simultaneity of detachment or repulsion and imnuersiseduction or attraction is

% Freud is critical of Ernst Jentsch’s theorieshaf tincanny, which he outlines in his article ‘Oa th
Psychology of the Uncanny’ (1906). Freud stated, tfa Jentsch, the uncanny is related to
‘intellectual uncertainty .... The better orienthia his environment a person is, the less readllly

he get the impression of something uncanny’ (19)9:Jentsch’s theory does not articulate the
strange familiarityHuman Centipedénspires because, | suggest, this is dependentaoticylar
knowledge of the horror — in other words, the brettéentated a viewer is in the history of the loorr
film, the morethey will get the impression of something uncanny.
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evident throughout the film and its spectatorshifwe doctor is both deeply
emotionally attached to his creature but retainsaathoritative detachment as he
disciplines his ‘pet’. The centipede itself is tarbumans forcibly attached yet
clearly repelled from one another. The strangelyiliar settings and plot both
attract and repel the spectator bltman Centipedalso goes further to underline
the instability of the notions ‘spectator as comstion of the text’ and ‘viewer as

body in the cinema’.

In the scenes where Lindsay and Jenny are losteéirwbods:> the characters and
the situation they are in will be overly familiar &ny horror film viewer, and likely
familiar to any non-horror film viewer due to théché of bad acting and ‘dumb’
female victims. Such self-referentiality is agairwall-known trope of the horror
film that underlines the film’s consciousness ahlgegpart of the genre. However, the
self-consciousness on the part of the film is osignificant and relevant to the
extent that the viewer is conscious of these rafge (as blatant as they may be).
When we speak of the film being self-conscioustefuee, we are really referring to
the viewer's consciousness of themselves as a viefwmany films and a member
of society/culture in which tropes and clichés enigtside of the cinema and outside

of the text.

% Human Centipedéhus draws influence from horror’s (at times) mohéld-like yet often equally
disturbing relative, the fairy-tale, as Lindsay alehny recalHansel and Grete(Brothers Grimm,
originally published in 1812(see fig 5.12)
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Figure 5.12: Human Centipede: A modern twist on Hansel and Gretel.

The entire premise, as well as the stylddoman Centipede draws attention to the
fabrication of cinema, while also confusing thetidistion of film and notions of
reality. The protagonist, Martin, is a fan of thegmal film. The sequel, therefore,
takes place outside of the filmic world ldiman Centipedadts diegesis is paralleled
with the world conventionally considered to be ex#é to the text, where the body
of the viewer in front of the screen presides. Maig a parody of a certain idea of
the horror film fan, speaking to anxieties regagdthe mental health of horror’s
audiences, and the correlation between media a@madHlife’ violence™™® In addition
to this, frequent references to psychoanalysis #iMa psychiatrist, who quickly

makes up explicatory accounts for his patient’sdaies, sexually desires Martin and

136 Such fears were evident during the height of Hamirweror, as Peter Hutchings notes in his book
Hammer and Beyonds he references reviews that suggest horror isddists only (1993: 6). The
commentary foHuman Centipede Ishows the extent to which film-makers are conscimiuthese
readings and how the films themselves serve agalritesponses. For example, director Tom Six
refers to the fear that viewers will emulate wHsyt have seen. Actor Laurence Harvey adds that
certain reviews he has seen suggest that the ffukéartin is Six’s view of the horror film fan (an
idea Six vehemently denies, and argues that itagerm tune with mainstream perceptions of horror
audiences). The entire premise and extremity ofaitt®ons inHuman Centipede llas Harvey also
points outserve as a critique of these views.
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wears an over-sized beard (a reference to Frele)esign of the centipede, which
collapses theories of early developmental stages, (anal); Martin’s history of
sexual abuse at the hands of his father; and tesse hatred for, and consequent
murder of, his mother — all firmly, consciously amdlexively situate the film within

discourses of psychoanalysis and the horror genre.

Human Centipedeshares with its sequel blatant references thtt bontextualises
the film and draws attention to its status as regm&ation. This is further evidenced
in the fascistic figure of Dr Heiter, a German sog who revels in the illusion of,
and desire for, omnipotenc¥.Martin’s attempts to emulate this figure is seevstn
clearly once he has attached his segments togetherewhat crudely, with staples
and duct tape) and succeeds in getting his cemip@dand walking. The screams
from the surgery have now mercifully ceased. Theera is in a close-up of
Martin’s blood-spattered back and it tilts up toeal, over his right shoulder, a ten-
segment centipede (he originally envisioned twalegments, but two of his victims
apparently died during their operation¥)Both a low rumbling and high frequency
emerge simultaneously on the soundtrack, and theei@a follows Martin as he
walks down the line of people attached mouth tosais he continues to walk, the
screams become audible once again, slowly incrgasivolume, only this time they

are understandably muffled. In juxtaposition to grevious large number of high

57 Dr Heiter's clothes also align him with Germany&scist history: his knee high leather boots
recall the uniform of the SS, and his white docarbat recall the doctors who performed horrific
experiments. In the DVD commentary, Tom Six reveélads Dr Heiter’'s character was based on Josef
Mengele, the central leader of the experiments.

%8 | say ‘apparently’ because one of them, a pregmamnan, did not die. This contributes to the
climax of the film, when the character runs outtef warehouse as she goes into labour. The woman
runs into Martin’s car; as she sits in the froratsshe gives birth to her baby. As soon as thig chi
hits the floor of the car, she steps on the acatder simultaneously crushing her baby’s head and
making her escape.
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angle shots of Martin, the camera now looks up tdwdim, creating a God-like
figure. He waves his arms as if he is directingpashestra, while the screams of the
centipede distort into a political rally-like crgnhanced by correlating music. The
film cuts to reveal the centipede crawling aroundrfih in a semi-circle, taking the
form of his stage. At this point, Martin is at ttlenax of his fantasy, finally ready to

take position of Dr Heiter, of the omnipotent coradnd director.

Through its more blatant references to both thednofilm and its discourses,
Human CentipedandHuman Centipede linderline their status as representation.
In ‘Photography and Fetish’, Christian Metz argtlest the spectator ‘knows what a
representation is, but nevertheless has a straedmd of reality (of denial of the
signifier)’ (1985: 88). The point where the knowdedof film as a representation is
coupled with the strange feeling of reality is algloere notions of viewer as a body
in the theatre and spectator as construction ofakiebecome blurred. The ‘strange
feeling of reality’ is largely generated throughatis generally known as ‘classical’
editing™® that strives to remain invisible at all times. Tpectator is closely tied to
the text while at the same time being kept at an'satength.Human Centipede
employs this style of editirt§’ but undermines it by continuously referring tcelts
as a representation which, in turn, refers bacthéviewer as external to the text,
making it difficult to statel*shall accept this film as reality88, original emphasis).
By increasing the gap between film as represemtatiod the ‘strange feeling of

reality’, Human CentipedandHuman Centipede draw attention to the split nature

159 See Chapter One where | discuss this in relatioThomas Elsaesser and Malte Hagener's
conceptualisation of ‘ocular-specular’ (2010: 14).

180 Unlike Human Centipede llthe style of which continuously draws attentionit® status as
representation through its jarring editing and iegmthat are blurred and faded around the edges.
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of the film-viewing subject and the difficulty inamigating theoretically between

spectator and viewer.

Both Human Centipedeand Human Centipede Ifurther complicate boundaries
between viewer and spectator, and viewer and fitmough a climax created by the
scenes these films are famous for. One of the Ham@nating aspects of a human
centipede is how each segment is nourished sufflgiethe inevitable solution to
this dilemma is that, while the front segment id, fthe rest are forced to swallow
and digest the faeces of whoever is attached tortmuths™®* This results, I argue,
in a complex shift from unconscious to consciousntdications that blur, then
redraw, a line between viewer and film, and biol@nd technology. In order to
explore and define this processyill draw on ideas, developed by Wilson (2004),
that acknowledge the psychology of the gut. Firstiant to consider the visceral
impact of cinematic faeces on the viewer, and ifferdnt ways bowel movements

and faeces are represented in each film.

A number of questions are raised by the idea tbttHHuman CentipedandHuman
Centipede llachieve a particular visceral engagement betweeweri and film
through a representation of faeces. Why do faewethe suggestion of faeces, have
such affective power? How does this scene capgtabis the potential for the
representation of faeces to generate an inten$slyigal response? For me, even to

envisage faeces is enough to increase the produatisaliva in my mouth, and call

181 According to one of the original film’s taglinesis is ‘100% medically accurate’. Tom Six sought
medical advice to help him envision a creature tmatld potentially exist. However, the tagline for
the second film is ‘100% medicaligaccurate’.
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my attention to my throat that, in such a momeatdmes an expansive space, too
open and too ready to allow the matter into my bokdly my imagination, the
excrement is entirely other to my body that is, ahduld be, safely closed off from
the world outsidé® It is this illusion, and the fear of the desire dbatter the
illusion, that faeces threatens and invokes, aa Buisteva has famously explored in
her essayPowers of Horror:®® However, the extent to which the aversion to bodily
waste is a response to otherness has been queéstion&is book that explores
spectatorship from a cognitive-psychological stamay Carl Plantinga notes that
many researchers ‘agree that disgust has a univessgonent; visual, tactile, or
olfactory contact with rats, cockroaches, urineete and vomit’ (2009: 204) and
that this can, or should, be explored from an evahary standpoint, rather than a
psychoanalytical on¥* Such a view might explain why bodily waste feasuse
highly in films to generate disgust across a raofegenres, from Pier Paulo
Pasolini'sSalo(1975), through to ‘gross-out’ comedies suciNasonal Lampoon’s
Animal HousgJohn Landis, 1978) and tifemerican Piefranchise American Pie,
(Paul Weitz, 1999) American Pie 2(J. B. Rogers, 2001)American Pie: The
Wedding, Jesse Dylan, 2003)American Reunion(Jon Hurwitz and Hayden
Schlossberg, 2012)However, it does not account for the various waysvhich
these objects may be presented, handled or detinvifilm or why, under some

circumstances, the overwhelming response is tdhlaaigd in others it is the fear (or

%2 The repetition of the phrase ‘my body, my bodyaisattempt to reassert myself as defined, stable
and individuated; a lingual defence that emergesmexpon the mere thought of faeces.

183 Faeces is, according to this idea, decidedly abjgisteva defines the abject as that which ‘does
not cease challenging its master ... it beseeckdescharge, a convulsion, a crying out .... Not Met
that. But not nothing, either’ (1982: 2).

184 plantinga references Charles Darwin who, in th&0%8 ‘considered disgust to be an evolved
response to things that might harm human prosgectsurvival’, and the British researcher Val
Curtis who similarly concludes that resistanceubssances such as excrement and vomit protects us
against threats to survival, such as disease (22049). See also Gaia Vince, ‘Disgust Is Good For
You, Shows Study,’ published MewScientistwhere Vince examines an online study of over 40,00
individuals carried out by the London School of &yt and Tropical Medicine that concludes
disgust is more specific than a ‘response to “otess” .... i.e. to highlight danger from infection’.
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even act) of vomiting. What is it about the repreagon of faeces and bowel
movements irHuman Centipedand Human Centipede Hthat evokes nausea and,

potentially, vomiting®°

The faecal image irHuman Centipede ligenerates intense physical responses
because, | argue, it is an example of haptic viguahfter Martin unsuccessfully
attempts to manipulate and stimulate the centigedigiestive system by feeding the
front segment, he resorts to injecting the entieature with laxatives. The result is
explosive. It begins in a similar fashion to thelieglent scene in the original film:
digestive and bowel sounds overlay close-ups abuarsegments, as their throats
and stomachs convulse. When these sounds beconeeviotant, there is a medium
close-up of Martin’s sheer delighted face, his eyete with glee. Close-ups of the
various sections continue, along with the screants sounds of flatulence, until a
seam tears and faeces flies towards, and hitsletiseof the camera. The stool is
loose, coloured brown (the only colour in this Bland white film) and resembles
the texture of the food that Martin previously fedcupon the front segment. Its
glistening texture and depth of colour (relativethe rest of the film) seduces the
gaze. The image is haptic because it collapsesahtigwith the sense of touch;
however, whereas Marks describes the way her egassad as organs of touch that
brush against the surface of Beharry’s mother's (Seeing is Believingl991):%°

the connection that has been made between faeckdoad — both due to its

185 |n his article, ‘Toward a Poetics of Cinematic @ist,’” Julian Hanich categorises a number of
ways film-makers may generate disgust. He arguastthprovoke disgust is an art because, even
though it is readily generated, it is more compler to the fact that ‘movie theatre disgust comes i
an astounding variety of forms, and solicits a eanfjspectatorial responses’ (2011: 12). This thesi
agrees with this approach to cinematic disgust asdsuch, questions how thiman Centipede
films elicit the anxiety of nausea or desire to Vorather than asserting that the faecal image or
suggestion of faeces are, simply, universally ditigg.

186 refer to Marks's analysis of this film in thetioduction to this thesis.
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similarity to the food already mentioned and thet that itis food for the majority of
the centipede segments —connects this image teeties of touch, taste and smell.

In Human Centipede |the faecal image is visually ingest&d.

Visual detail of faeces is omitted Human Centipedehowever Instead, the film

capitalises on the embodied aurality of human wadtewel movements are highly
recognisable and identifiable sounds — and theesiyg convulsions of throats. We
identify, | argue, not with the characters’ nanratirajectories, but with their bodily
sounds and movements in a form of corporeal mimicay extends further than the
surface of the skin. As | noted in relation to fueeam in Chapter One, Arnie Cox,
in his article ‘The Mimetic Hypothesis’, argues ttHpart of how we understand
human movement and human-made sounds is in ternosirobwn experience of

making the same or similar movements and sound301(2 196). The visceral

167 Another example of this in a mutilation film is i8: Game Sayawng / 13: Belové@hookiat
Sakveerakul, 2006Where the protagonist, Phuchit, has to completéettn tasks for a life-changing
sum of money, each one increasingly challengindpisophysical, moral and ethical sensibilities.
There is a particularly disturbing image when heénisa restaurant, and a stainless steel dome is
removed to reveal faeces on a plate. Not only i dffensive because of the context, as it brings
together two realms that are often rigorously kepart (eating and defecating), but also for its
disgustingly seductive aesthetic. It appears $afpiring the imagination of delicate soufflé, het
same time its mucus glistens, both alluring andilsépe. In her bookThe Material ImageBrigitte
Peucker suggests that ‘substances that remind aigr @iwn materiality’ are ‘visually ingested’ (2007
189), thereby collapsing the sense of seeing Wik act of eating, making the faecal image
particularly repulsive. Further to this, food imagaso collapse the sense of seeing with the act of
eating, although often this is potentially enjoyaliowever, if the food image is associated with an
object of revulsion, it can become unpleasantijlytzaptic, rather than mouth-watering. Examples
of this are far more prominent ifeed,where food is made disgusting not just through sxdmut
with its connections to representations of obesithiere is also a striking example Human
Centipede Dr Heiter begins to eat a steak while sittinghie same room as the centipede. There is a
bird’s-eye shot of the steak, which is very largd &loody, spread out on a smooth white plate which
serves to intensify the food’s colour and consisyetUpset by the centipede’s hostility towards him,
Dr Heiter loses his appetite. The viewer, | suggesintifies with his action of refusing the foatht
because of the hostility of the centipede, but bseaf the steak’s connection with a creaturehibat
collapsed notions of eating and defecating, nooresfit and waste. The texture of the meat recalls its
origin as muscle which, in turn, recalls the viewerck to their own corporeality. Thus the steak is
associated with both faeces and canniba(see fig 5.13)
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sounds of digestion and bowel motions have a physacnd mimetic potential

because they signify the sensation of the viewass bodily functions.

Figure 5.13: Human Centipede: A steak associated with the object of revulsion becomes
offensively orally haptic.

The corporeal mimicry that arises from an iderdifion with the centipede’s
digestive sounds and convulsions is evident in Hiths; this representation of
faeces, bowel movements and the gut, and not tkeaffaimage, creates an
unconscious engagement between the viewer andltheAt this moment, there
occurs a ‘gap in the viewing experience’, whiclaisnoment in spectatorship that,
Richard Rushton argues, is defined by complete irsimie into the filmic world. In
his reworking of Metz's theories of spectatorsiiRpishton argues that the process of

watching a film takes place;

along the trajectory of the opposing poles of ‘saetfd ‘other’: at one
pole — the pole of ‘otherness’ — there is a spectaho is completely

swept up in and carried away by the film, the sm®ct who is
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completely lost in the film ... At the other pole tise spectator who

totally rejects what is projected in front of hirafi(2002: 115).

There are times in cinema viewing where the viegar overcome ‘self-ness’ to be
‘engrossed’ in the film, where ‘cinema gives riseatloss of self’ and the viewer is
delivered ‘into the arms of the other’ (2002: 11K).spite of the waysHuman
CentipedeandHuman Centipede He-inscribe a distance between viewer and film —
through self-reflexivity and editing/visual style they also stimulate, in these
defecation scenes, an intensely visceral engagetm&ttparadoxically, gives rise to
this loss of self that Rushton refers to by retugnihe viewer to an embodiment that
is ordinarily disavowed. | have mentioned that, lehwatching the centipede under
the throes of its bowel movement, | experiencedhd kf detachment from the self,
where | did not immediately recognise my voice gsawn. As my voice is a strong
signifier of my subjectivity and individuality, anth this moment it became
unrecognisable, the implication is that | was, hattinstant, detached from what |
consciously understand to be ‘me’. As Rushton hagieal, the spectatorship
delivered me into the arms of the other. Rushtoestions what this other is? |
suggest that the other is, in fact, the self tlzet &lready been othered; this moment
where my voice was displaced from my conscious goeimdicates not only a
detachment from the self, but a return to a modeeaig that is often placed in the

realm of ‘otherness’: the gut.

This moment in the films’ spectatorships is an ursoious identification; the viewer
engages with the film as a mode of embodiment thabutside of conscious

processes, in this instance, parts of the gaséstinil tract innervated by the enteric
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nervous system. I@arnal ThoughtsSobchack describes her experience of watching
The Pianowhere the first shot is of the protagonist's (A)afingers that are,
initially, unrecognisabl@s fingers. Instead of being surprised when the filitsdo
reveal definitively what the image is (was), Solmthatates that this moment
culminated in a confirmation of what her fingerseady knew. Sobchack’s fingers
had ‘comprehended that image’ and ‘felt themselvégfore this ‘carnal
comprehension was refigured into ‘conscious thou(@@04: 63). For Sobchack,
this move from unconscious, carnal comprehensioncdnscious thought was
constituted by a shot change, a progression shgidss pleasurable. For myself,
watching the scene described at the beginningiettiapter, this shift was provoked
by the emergence of the intense and overwhelmisgedéand fear of) to vomit(ing).
The grip of nausea, therefore, arises as umpleasurable ‘culmination and
confirmation of what my [gut] — and I, reflexivelfynot yet reflectively — already
knew’ (63). That | reflexively understood this idéication is evidenced by my
actions: rocking back and forth, scraping my naidsoss my desk, moaning. These
were not reflective acts; only after retching vidlg was | able to contemplate what
had occurred. Before this response, the voice rcheams mere sounds that, on
reflection, | was able to recognise as distinct sigdificant words. In this moment, |
suggest, my gut-identification aligned me with Lsagt — not with her character
trajectory, but her status as gut. As gut, | idesdi with Lindsay-as-gut. | was
swallowing, against my will, imaginary faeces. Maerds ‘I don’t want to’ indicate
an unwillingness to function the way | must, theywanevitably will. It signals a
strong reluctance to accept myself as gut; as s$uother’ my voice, and maintain a

divide between my subjectivity and my throat, stomand bowels.
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Nausea and vomiting are forms of rejection of tie’$ spectatorship. These
responses parallel Lindsay’s stance as Katsurmbedgidefecate: her hand pushing
against his backside is an attempt to redefinebthendary that faeces threatens to
subvert, as it blurs the margins of inside/outdioed/waste subject/object. Such
reactions serve to reject the film’s spectatordfypdisrupting the viewing process
and overwhelming the film’s manipulation of the ses These responses create a
hyper-awareness of the bodily state, and focussttonot vomiting, or reassurances
that it is not real in an attempt to soothe an upgemach. On the (admittedly rare)
occasions where vomiting does ensue, it is higfilgnsive to all the senses — the
bitter taste, burning sensation, acrid smell, ightsof part-digested food, the sound
of bodily fluids hitting the floor. The organic nae of vomit also redraws the line
between viewer as biology/ film as technology, fieaing the definition of subject
and object. These are not, of course, the only Wsg/spectatorship may be rejected.
This is the moment of the film that the viewer i®snlikely to steel themselves
against the inevitable. Like Lindsay’'s hand pushagpinst Katsuro, they might
tense their bodies and force their thoughts to [Fewhere; they may remind
themselves that it is only a film, that it isn’tatethey may vocalise their anxiety
with moans or shouts, thus disrupting the engagethahthe bowel movements on-
screen are making offensively visceral; they maw their heads, close their eyes,
place their hands over their ears, or walk awayent Those who refuse all these
ways of disengaging from the film’s spectatorshigyniind their body revealing its
autonomy, as their lungs expel air in a fit of reery laughter, or their stomach turns
and throat convulses, bringing up bile and a canstiess of the inner depths of the

gut.
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Intense physical responses that define the viegainat the film returns one to an
understanding and acceptance of subjectivity thetquled the text. In this way, the
Human Centipeddilms resemble the circuitous spectatorship | idi@t in my
analyses oHosteland Saw Il — 3D where the proliferation of dismembered body
parts reinstate the mastery of the gaze. At cerrmments throughout these films,
the viewer is ‘delivered into the arms of the otl{Rushton, 2002: 117), yet nausea,
vomit or the mutilated wound-image returns thentheir self. However, Rushton

argues that there can ultimately be;

no return of the self to itself because there issaif’ up there on the
screen to begin with. The experience, rather, ha® nm common with a
divorcing of the self from itself than a fulfillingeturn of the self to

wholeness (2002: 117).

This is true for Lindsay; ultimately, Lindsay hast theen returned to wholeness, she
has been rendered permeable, vulnerable, a fragohentvhole and divorced from
the self, or, rather, the idea of the self as wlaold stable. For the viewer also, as
identification moves from the unconscious to theaxsmoous of the gut, through
nausea, through retching and through bile, thendefin of the subject is reaffirmed,
yet, the lasting power of theluman Centipeddilms lies in the fact they have

underscored the absent and illusory nature ofdéldhsat was previously perceived.

By attempting to locate the gut in film analysigtions of inside and outside are

rendered meaningless. Although seemingly intertied, gut can be conceived as
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being on the outside of the body. As Wilson obs&rvihe gut is a tunnel that
permits the exterior to run right through us. Whateis in the lumen of the gut is
thus actually outside of our bodies’ (2004: 44kd the human centipede, the notion
of a separateness of mouth and anus of the viesnam illusion, it is connected via
the enteric nervous system and both are part ofdibestive tract. The human
centipede speaks to our anxieties that we areloséda off from the outside world
and from others, nor are we impermeable with alstazterior closing off and
protecting our interiors. Modelled on both an asffud (the ‘real’ centipede), and
non-arthropod (the worm, as faecal matter worksvdag through the long body like
soil through the worm), the human centipede harkskbto the primordial,
threatening the fabricated distance between hunmah amimaf:®® Therefore, by
signifying and locating the filmic gut in the vier® body, the human centipede
underlines the illusion that subjectivity is cotigigd as an interiority safely closed

off from exteriors, and thus becomes one of thetmpowerful and notorious figures

of horror in recent years.

1% The protagonist of both films also call attentimn and blur, the boundary between human and
animal as they recall the praying mantis (Dr Hgitand the slug (Martin) both in appearance and
actions. Dr Heiter’s tall, lean body, and largeusicising eyes, imitate the insect that is knownife
female decapitating the male during copulation.hér article, ‘Surrealism’s Praying Mantis and
Castrating Woman’, Ruth Markus notes that this pheenon combines death with the creation of life
(2000: 33); both Dr Heiter and Martin bring deaththeir victims literally (most of them do actually
die) and figuratively (in their attempts to mergawmber of individual subjects into one). Martin’s
excretions also connect him to creatures that oz mucus in order to move across the ground and
repel predators. Associations with faeces, inseas, molluscs distance the human subject from
illusions of elevation from their animalistic oni.
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Conclusion

With close textual analyses throughout this thdsi|gve demonstrated clearly that
the mutilation film generates concrete physicapoeses that blur the distinction
between notions of the viewer and spectator, ag lla@e been theorised in film
studies. My thesis contributes to theories of endambdpectatorship which have
become an analytical focus in recent decades,cptatly through the works of
Vivian Sobchack (1992, 2004), Laura Marks (2000)! dennifer Barker (2009).
These studies draw on phenomenology and Deleuzeamefvorks, as well as
personal accounts of their own experiences of filewing (this last approach is
certainly true of Sobchack, and, to a degree, Matksbring to the fore corporeality
and tactility in notions of film spectatorship. Netheless, the terms viewer and
spectator continue to be used interchangeably ésetischolars; | have argued that
the mutilation film constructs a spectatorship thatessitates an interrogation into

the relationship and dynamics of these terms.

In the introduction to this thesis, | highlightdaetcritiques of spectatorship theory
that argue it is not sufficiently clear what is meay the term spectator; at times
these are referred to as a textual constructiomtla¢rs they are given certain
attributes such as beliefs and regression (imp)ytimgrefore, a viewer that pre-exists
the film). Accordingly, | have attempted to keep ttharacterisation of spectator and
viewer at the forefront of my analyses, with a vié demonstrate how the

mutilation film refuses any enclosed and clearlyndecated definition of these

concepts. | have shown that these terms collaggeeeach other — meaning, not that
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the distinction between them is denied or bridgather this distance is not called
into question because their positions are pardl€elée use of either term, or the
more cumbersome spectator/viewer, is appropriate as such, they escape any
particular theoretical dilemma. This most oftenwscwhen referring to the ‘ocular-
specular’ spectatorship, a conceptualisation cedlinn Film Theory (Thomas
Elsaesser, Malte Hagener, 2010) that is associaidd ‘classical cinema’ and
distinguished for creating an immersive engageménle keeping the spectator at
an ‘arm’s length’ (18). The invisibility of the mieanics of film in these instances
produces a visual proximity that inhibits the gextien of a physical engagement.
This is an ideal analogy for the viewer as a sglibject, and for the mode of
spectatorship dominant during non-torture sequemce®stel (Eli Roth, 2005) and
Saw Il — 3D(Darren Lynn Bousman, 2005, 2006, 2007, David Ha2&D8, Kevin
Greutert, 2009, 2010): at the same time as becoenggossed in the film as a result
of the techniques used to conceal the seams ofaitie construction, they are still
sitting in front of the screen and, theoreticallpderstood as separate from the text.
Therefore, the ocular-specular spectator and tbeern are paralleled and, as such,

they are often neglected.

As | have demonstrated, during the course of tesis, this coupling of spectator
and viewer is not sustained throughout my analgééise mutilation film. Indeed, it

is the very disruption of these notions that engerslich uncomfortable viewing.
The torture narrative sequence, that | have catlesl assault’ and noted that it is
exemplified bySaw Il — 3DandHostel| produces a rare moment where the viewer
loses awareness of sitting in the theatre. RicRarshton theorises these moments as

a spectatorial construction that classical nareatinema always strives for. The
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spectator, in Rushton’s words, is ‘emptied of ahtents’ (2002: 113); they give
themselves over to the filmic world and believdyfuh its construction — its space,
time and movement. The term ‘spectator’ used ia thstance, | suggest, refers to
the viewer that sits in the theatre rather thaexéual construction, because Rushton
is discussing a subject that can forget, beliewklave a higher or lower degree of
awareness in terms of their bodily presence. Yethe process of forgetting their
position in the theatre, believing wholly in the nebof the film and a decreased
awareness of bodily presence, the concept of viewdody in the theatre disappears
into the spectator as textual construction. Thaonobf an ‘arm’s length’, the
distancing that defined the position of the spectaiewer in relation to the text, is
now called into question, and the gap between tbeer as body in front of the

screen, and spectator as construction of theitedéenied.

The moments in film spectatorship, where the vieweems to be completely
defined by the textual spectator, would perhapsbheoso notable iFosteland Saw

Il — 3D (it is a moment that is certainly not isolatedtie tnutilation film) were it not

for what occurs immediately after. During the climat the assault — the mutilation
— graphic representations of the process of fledisfigurement resonate in the
corporeality of the viewer as the sense of paricbbdy parts that correspond with
mutilation on the screen become heightened. Thaeriés, therefore, forcefully and
painfully returned to their position as a body he ttheatre, yet this position is
constituted by the film’s spectatorship, and themmains a construction of the text.
Neither the term viewer nor spectator sufficientiyptures who, or what, is the
viewing subject in this instance, because bothstate notions of interiority (textual

positions and roles contained within and made kg fihm) and exteriority (the
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viewer as separate from the film and perceivingratm an external position).
Thinking about these moments in terms of physig@ctatorship traverses this
dichotomy, by recognising and accounting for théglmened sense of the body
while remaining fluid as a concept to allow fordaacknowledge, the constitution of

this corporeality as a textual construction.

The discomfort engendered by the process of migtilas not simply a result of
viewing bodily disfigurement; rather it is the umvieg denial of distance and
distinction between the viewing subject and the fds viewed object. However, just
as it is the norm for films such &ostelandSaw Il — 3Dto always move towards a
sense of conclusion (whether this is achieved dantiy through narrative, or aided
through the score), they also repeatedly returnvibeiing position to the more
comfortable and less problematic (both experidgtiahd theoretically) ‘ocular-

specular’. This is achieved, | have argued, by ningilated wound-image. The
spectacle of this image centres on expulsion oflypadastes. The position of the
victim that constituted both an immersive spectdigr and corporeality of the
viewer is now in the process of objectification.eThiewer, who was previously
positioned at the collapse of a sadistic and mastichgaze, now moves to a
position of the voyeur as the body on the screembctified as a result of
mutilation. The victim’s wounds, severed limbs amgelled waste now lie under

the scrutiny of the gaze that inhibits affectivepenses.

As this thesis has shown, the spectacle of muiiais the key aspect of certain

mutilation films that are popularly known as toduporn. The return to the
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dominance of the gaze in the final stage of assdsit distinguisheblostelandSaw

Il — 3D from the films considered in Chapters Three andrFe films that have
previously been discussed in relation to what leenlktermed the New Extremism.
In the introduction to their edited collection cgcent films to come out of Europe
that are concerned with explicit representationseof and violence, Tanya Horeck
and Tina Kendall suggest that films popularly knoastorture porn do not situate
violence as means of interrogation into the filrawer relationship. | would suggest
that the dominance of visual detail of mutilationHostel and Saw Il — 3Dhas
engendered an assumption that these films upho&hmtic structures that privilege
the male sadistic gaze. In contrast, the analysesepted in Chapters One and Two
show that these films create identifications with victim rather than the torturt’
furthermore, certain images that suggest the cactgtn of a sadistic gaze (the
mutilating wound-image) direct this look towardsetkelf; in other words, the

bleeding wound returns the destructive gaze.

As | have argued throughout, physical spectatorsiap constitutes the corporeality
of the viewer through the representation of mutlatis formed, not only in visual
terms, but also through sound. As this thesis leasomstrated, sound is, arguably,
far more fitting for blurring the distinction betee spectator and viewer, and for
constructing a physical spectatorship, because otenpially undermines the
dominance of the gaze and situates itself in thaylwd the viewer. Sounds can be
haptic, meaning that they connect the senses byeaiag perceived only through

hearing but also by feeling. The most prominentngXa of this in the films looked

189 As | referenced in Chapter One, Dean Lockwood atskes this argument in his article ‘Al
Stripped Down,’ (2009: 40-48).
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at in this thesis is Esther’s breathindafs Ma PeauMarina de Van, 2002\vhich
not only creates an intensely textured soundscéyae t have described as
aggravating the skin of the viewer, but also rectllthe viewer their own status as a
breathing subject. The film's sound, therefore,k®ga sense memory that grounds
the viewer firmly in their own corporeality thattexds outside and beyond the text;
again, the physical spectatorship constitutes tduy lof the viewer but, with the use
of sound, it penetrates deeper than the surfacen@guimagined by the mutilating
wound-image. Instead, physical responses becomectiat from the object of
anxiety (mutilation) and appear to originate fronthim the viewer. In this way,

sound is central to the generation of affect inrthailation film.

Affect is defined in two distinct ways in this thes- first through the relationship
between sound and image and, second, through th&opdgical dimensions of
sound alone. Sound that is clearly perceptiblesbptrated from its image generates
anxiety that cannot be placed onto an object, mxthe process of mutilation is not
visually represented. Therefore, affect is sepdraflem its original source
(mutilation) and both arises in, and constitutas, body of the viewer. Sound that,
first, is not a signifier of any tangible, diegetabject, and, second, is barely
perceptible, both situates the viewer as the obpécanxiety and bypasses the
cerebral cortex by directly affecting the viewemarvous system. The limited levels
of perception that sub-bass frequencies allow sdovedisrupt structures of
identification that would normally situate the viewas separate from the film.
Finally, with the use of high frequencies that tesu otoacoustic emissions — a
phenomenon where sound travels outwards from theriear to the middle ear —

position the viewer as instrument, both perceived ereator of the soundscape. In
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Dans Ma Peau, IrréversibléGaspar Noé, 2002xnd A lintérieur (Alexandre

Bustillo and Julien Maury, 2007he viewer identifies with the fate of each victim

the self-harmer, the raped and the persecuted k-\e#ic a different use of sound.
Rather than create a circuitous sequence of nardiiat continuously bears the
threat of objectification, before returning the weg/spectator to an ocular-specular
position, the aural representation of mutilatiomates and maintains a viewing
position that painfully draws attention to its statas split between subject and

object.

Whereas the majority of mutilation films generatenfis of anxiety as described
above, whether generalised or focused towards &cyar body-part, a much
smaller number have been released in the past favsythat evoke another
significant response: nausea and, along withetfélar of vomiting and/or the desire
to vomit. Nausea cannot be entirely separated fiteenforms of anxiety theorised
through close analyses of mutilation films in CleaptOne to Four; however, certain
films evoke this response dominantly through regméstions of the gut. In relation
to these films, (for exampléeThe Human Centipede: First Sequend®mm Six,
2009) The Human Centipede: Full Sequeri€em Six, 2011)) mutilation occurs as
the human body is located at the point where cdscep eating and excreting,
nourishment and waste, collapse. The subject thatldfined by notions of
interiority/exteriority disintegrates both on anifl the screen as the viewer identifies
with the gut on the screen as an unconscious obleéore these identifications are
forced into consciousness through nausea and #reofélesire to vomit(ing). By
generating these responsesiman Centipedand Human Centipede Illpush us to

consider the guestion Rushton poses in his retur@hristian Metz’ theories of
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spectatorship: if film delivers us into the armgloé other, what is the nature of this
other? Like the torture narrative sequence, theee raoments in theHuman
Centipeddilms that can be defined as ‘gaps in the viewirgegience’, where the
viewer wholly and fully believes in the world ofetilm. These moments deliver us
into the arms of the other and, as such, generateisea-response that reinstates the
boundary between viewer and film. Close-ups of ciging throats and a soundtrack
of bowel movements construct a mode of spectatonshiere the viewer identifies
with the centipede, not with their gut bag their gut. The other that they have been
delivered to is themselves — with a preoccupation faecal waste and the
manipulation of existing orifices (rather than tleeeation of new ones with
penetrating weapons) tligentipeddilms momentarily destabilise the conception of

the subject.

I would like to return to Dean Lockwood’s theoryeferenced in the introduction to
this thesis, that films which engage the viewenrggty and viscerally in the position
of the victim of mutilation (Lockwood refers to matream torture porn; for my
purposes | am extending this to the mutilation fds) | have argued, these particular
preoccupations extend across genres) can be redldgsries of becoming. In other
words, the physical responses these films genpatmntially have a transformative
potential, as the structures of the subject armaiiled. Lockwood draws on the
narrative of thesawfranchise, which lends itself so well to this thedsecause the

70
|

entire premise is based on people who are notgititeir lives to the fulf® (we

could also, in this respect, think of SarabAifintérieur, Esther inDans Ma Peau,

10 The definition of this is incredibly loose in tieefiims, from immoral insurance brokers to women
stuck in abusive relationships.
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and the woman i\ntichrist (Lars von Trier, 2009)). The films themselves sdem
connect, in some way, mutilation and bodily semsetj with dilemmas of day to day
life, whether these can be argued to be contemporantherwise (for example, the
Sawfilms present troubled characters who turn to dugg and prostitution in a
modern, urban environment; however, these arepufse, not problems restricted to
recent years, cities, or the proliferation of thetihation film). Is it possible, then, to
conclude from this, that the engagement betweewitdveer and the mutilation film

necessarily culminates in a transformative expegén

Both Lockwood’s and Gabrielle Murray’s (2008) de seem to suggest that there
is a certain level of disengagement, of disaffémtaton the part of the audiences,
that the mutilation film is in some way addressihgckwood references Patricia
MacCormack, who suggests we ‘gift’ ourselves teetf{2005: 352). Affect, then, is
something with which we may award ourselves by gmgawith the mutilation
film. The idea of being closed off from affect halso been posited by the French
philosopher Bernard Steigler who, in his articleneT Disaffected Individual,’
suggests that ‘affective saturation ... disaffects slewly but ineluctably, from
ourselves and our others, disindividuating us psgily as much as collectively’
(2006). However, the proliferation of the mutilatidlm, it could be argued, is in
itself an example of such a saturation of affentteied, it does seem to be a short-
lived contemporary phenomenon (although the viscaeathetic it is notable for
extends beyond the mutilation film). Has the mutla film, initially some form of
response to a saturation of affect that has letldaffectation, now become a cause
of the very state it strained against? This rass@simber of questions: why torture,

self-harm and rape? Why not other modes of physigattatorship (as, | argue, it is
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a spectatorship that can be thought about in oslato physicalities other than
nausea and anxiety)? If, as Steigler suggestsrewlaisaffected;’* why do we all
not seek out the mutilation film? Why is it so ir@sting, fascinating, exhilarating,

amusing, boring and unbearable depending on theevk 2

The answer to these questions could be that therether ways of returning to
affect, and also locating physicality at the inéetgon of entertainment media and
bodies, that are not, perhaps, so anxiety-focu€eek way of thinking about the
mutilation film is as a participatory form of en@nment (particularly in the case of
such films asA lintérieur, where the viewer's ears contribute toward the

soundtrack). This aspect of the mutilation filnprevalent in a wide range of media

"1 He states that city-dwellers are saturated wilcafbut we are most, if not all, city-dwellersmo
172 Further research may also be done on the mutildilim and physical spectatorship in relation to

ideas surrounding anxieties of the flesh; in paféic the vulnerability and mortality of the human
body. This is often thought about in relation t@sce fiction, in particular, the cyborg. In heroo
Electronic ErosClaudia Springer discusses media representatiotie afyborg, which she defines as
the obvious fusion of flesh and machine, where raeids are crudely connected to skin and muscle
tissue. These figures are, she argues, a resutr@ased anxietigewards physical existence and the
mortality that such an existence implies. Springgues that increased dangers of nuclear warfare,
environmental disasters and diseases such as b@ ¥itus, have led us to a heightened awareness of
our own physical vulnerability. By replacing sqfenetrable flesh with solid, impervious metal ie th
form of cyborgs, science fiction cinema is proviglia way of distancing human life from the fact of
mortality (1996: 1-49). Springer is not alone iadeng the cyborg as an attack on, and solutiothto,
human body. Mark Dery considers the merging of math machine to be a ‘seductive alternative to
the vile body’ (2000: 43). This argument, howewidwes not explain the continued development of
cyborgs and androids to imitate humanity almostfgatlly in all its vulnerability, such as the
replicants and cylons @lade Runne(Ridley Scott, 1982) and the remake of the televiseries
Battlestar Galacticalvarious directors, 2004-200%imilarly, intense physical responses of anxiety
might seem to revel, rather than despair, in tkea iof mortality; however, it could also be argueat t

by repeating the assault narrative sequence neaffimmortality thus relieving such anxieties of the
flesh. We could suggest that physical spectatorsfigrs an escape from such anxieties, as Gabrielle
Murray describes in her article dtostel II; ‘[w]e forget ourselves — our cognitive subjectjvi— in

the immensity of physical feeling. Apprehensionti@pation and fear bring us back to the moment,
to the body, to the immediacy of the “perceptionfedling™ (2008). Physical spectatorship may,
therefore, be understood in relation to notiondeshporality, extricating fears for the future with
anxieties towards present corporeality. It is ckbat all of these ideas and hypotheses would benef
greatly from future research.
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and, as Mark Wolf states in his boBkilding Imaginary Worldsthis harks back to
childhood games of pretend, where toys allow th&ldb invent their own fantasy
world (2012: 138). In recent years, a significantnber of MMORPGs (massively
multi-player on-line role-playing game) have emekgeacludingWorld of Warcraft
(2010), Star Trek Onling2010), and_.EGO Universg2010), as well as non-game
virtual worlds such asSecond Life(2003) (Wolf, 2012: 143)"®* Engagement
between people is continually evolving — the mtitia film may be considered as

part of this process.

In his book As If, Michael Saler notes that the ‘modern West has b=sied
“disenchanted,” before suggesting that this it &f-truth’, and referencing escapist
behaviours that extend beyond perceptions of fgrfeass (or ‘geeks’) and includes
in-depth discussions of television shows and filthet betray an immersive
involvement (2012: 3-4). This raises yet anotheesgion: do these forms of
entertainment, including the mutilation film, shdwat the ‘modern West' is, in fact,
not disenchanted? Or, does it evidence the fact thetyexd of affect, role-playing
games, fantasy worlds and torture narratives dastaand extreme, resort? As stated
above, these questions that often lead to uniffesbries of both media and the
societies from which they originate, cannot be bhea from within one theory or
framework alone. A comprehensive exploration ifte motivation behind viewing

the mutilation film, and other media that reconfiggu notions of

% We coud add to this list of media that reformetat the
viewer/spectator/player/listener/participant’s badyrelation to the text: technological advanced an
experimentation in film, such as 3D, and increasimegamount of frames projected on the screen per
second; theatre companies that foreground thecpmation of audiences (such as Punch-Drunk
Theatre Company); and orchestras that highlight capitalise on the multi-sensual dimensions of
music, by inviting deaf children to sit on speakarsl touch the instruments while they're being
played.
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viewer/spectator/player/listener/participant, mteke a multi-faceted approach, to
embrace cultural theory, gender theory, feministotly, psychoanalytic theory,
cognitive theory, audience reception studies, andontinually interrogate not only

the media and its viewers, but the concept of pieas

Since | began researching this thesis, 8ew franchise has ended, the third
instalment ofHostelwas released straight to DVD, and James Quandt,obtiee
first scholars to write about the proliferation ‘ektreme’ cinema to emerge from
Europe, has suggested many of these films now ‘likekdesperate artefacts’ (2012:
213). What does this mean for the future of theilatian film and physical
spectatorship? The latter, of course, is not teetheé former; physical spectatorship
can be considered in relation to any number ofdibmfrom romantic comedies, to
crime thrillers, to epic fantasy films. But whataaib the human body that is visually
and aurally disintegrating? In recent years, hofilars have turned slightly more
towards the supernatural (includihgsidious(James Wan, 2010The Last Exorcism
(Daniel Stamm, 2010Paranormal ActivitOren Peli, 2007)Paranormal Activity
2 (Tod Williams, 2010),Paranormal Activity 3(Henry Joost and Ariel Schulman,
2011) Paranormal Activity 4(Henry Joost and Ariel Schulman, 2012)he
PossessiofOle Bornedal, 2012)and remakes, includingriday the 1% (Marcus
Nispel, 2009) A Nightmare on Elm Stre¢Samuel Bayer, 2010)Sorority Row
(Stewart Hendler, 2009nd The Last House on the LdfDennis lliadis, 2009).
Visual detail of the mutilated body is clearly estd in two of these films (iThe
Last Exorcism the young female protagonist, Nell breaks her ofwgers,
generating intensely uncomfortable corporeal miyiand inThe Last House on the

Left, the father of one of the raped girls explodesdtt@cker's head in a microwave
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— this appears overly excessive and jarring wighttime of the rest of the film, which
is slightly more akin to the gritty ‘realism’ of éhoriginal). Rather than evidencing
the continuing prominence of the mutilation filmhese moments are lasting
traces:’* The time of the mutilation film as we know it iswould suggest, coming
to an end;® but judging by the lasting strength of its predmsoes — the video
nasties, Italian cannibal and zombie films, theslsta film — it is only a matter of
time before we are presented with fresh and inmexdaind, hopefully, even more

disturbing) filmic attacks on the human body.

74| would suggest that, in the caseTdie Last House on the Leftwas an attempt to make a classic
film more appealing to contemporary audiences; amdhe case offhe Last ExorcismEli Roth
(director ofHosteland Hostel Il) was the producer. The technique of generatingareal mimicry
was very possibly an input from Roth, showing thewen though he has moved from non-
supernatural ‘gore’ to capitalising on the powersafjgestion, certain film-making tendencies die
hard.

17 However, | eagerly await the third instalmentted Human Centipedélms, scheduled for release
in 2013.
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