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Abstract

The present work examines the presence of religious themes in Canadi:  film, and attempts to
relate these themes on a broad level to issues of Canadian identity. As a specific field of
research, “Religion in Canadian Film” =~  not yet been introduced into academic departments;
the intent here is to provide an initial tification for further study in the area, and for the
establishment of a scholarly sub-discipline within departments of Religious Studies. Toward
these goals, the thesis begins by placii  this new subject within the context of existing studies on
implicit religion, religion and popular cu re, and religion in film. The primary question of
Canadian religious identity in our natio  cinema will ultimately draw on links to Canadian
literature and history. It is also argued here that this religious identity as portrayed in Canadian
film focuses on the notions of family and community relations.
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Introduction

The present thesis examines the :nerally unexplored subject of Religion in Canadian Film.
There are currently no academic t itments specifically devoted to the topic, although there are
several | cursors, as well as works dealing with many of the important and preparatory
elements. A fair number of scholars have written on the diverse cultural p nomena of Canadian
film, as well as on the subject of religion in Canadian life. A small handful of Canadian films
with explicit religious themes, such  Jesus « Montreal (1989) or Black Robe (1991)" have
enjoyed thoughtful analyses, but seldom within the context of a directed and sustained academic
framework. A call for papers towards a conference at 1 al in 2001 ? lists “Religion and Film in
Canada™ as one potential option for research, but no resulting articles are recorded. The
suggestion of Canadian cinema as religion has been neatly put forward by authors such as
Margaret Miles, and is likewise implied  an advertisement for a panel discussion at the 2005
Canadian Heritage Film Fe wval, with tl tI ne of “Cinema as Sacred Si ™ The respective
keynote address by Colin Browne, “Preservit  Canada’s Film Herit: " hints at the idea that
Canadian film as a singular phenomenon should be | d as sacred an sich, if not necessarily
religious in content. Significantly, durir  final corrections of this thesis, the Journal of Religion

and Popular Culture released a special edition on religion in Canadian popular culture. While

' All citation information for Canadian films is provided in the Appendix. Other films listed in

Biblography.
A proposed joint panel at the Congress of the Humanities and the Social Sciences.”

Université Laval, Québec. 23-26 May 2001.”
https://hists.bethel.edu/pipermail/christlit/2000-December/006502 html  Internet: Accessed Feb 20 2009,

*“Cinema as Sacred Site: A Panel Discussion.” Canadian Heritage Film Festival. Feb. 18-25, 2003,
http://www.scls.ca/chft/program/events/sac  Isite.html Internet: Accessed Feb 20, 2009
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none of the included articles pertain to C adian film, Chris Klassen's introduction to the
volume contains important arguments regarding the larger discipline.*

These as well as other relevant themes and ideas are collected and synthesized here, with the
desired result being a relatively unique contribution to the wider field. A secondary goal is to
promote the idea of a new sub-discipline, or perhaps more humbly, a regular course to be titled,
“Religion in Canadian Film.” The process begins with the ‘:neral, in order to show both the
richness of the existing academic traditions that have informed the study, and to consider current
research in the wider contexts of Canadian Religion, Religion in Popular Culture, Canadian
Cultural Identity, and of course, Religion and Film. Under the wide umbrella thus erected, there
is no shortage of directions that might be taken up in future research. The particular themes
playing out in the ongoing studies of religion and film, such as liberation theology, gender-
construction, pilgrimage, and theodicy, if now inserted into the Canadian context, become all the
more fascinating to explore. One might approach minute details or grand vistas; examining the
religious symbolism of the hockey rink,” or searching for broader, more expansive religious and

cinematic themes that shed some light on the diverse national identities. There is also no lack of

* Chris Klassen, *Re” an d Popular Culture in Canada: Introducing t  Theme.” Journal of
Religion and Popular Culture, Special Edition: Religion and Popular Culture in Canadua: Introducing
the Theme Internet: Retrieved A st 19, 2009.

° Not necessarily a facetious idea: Ve analyses of such works as Roch Carnier’s The Hockey
Sweater (Toronto: House of Anansi Press. 1979) are now common, Guy Maddin’s expertmental film,
Cowards Bend the Knee/The Blue Hands (2003) may otfer more potential. The film is a tragic account of
a hockey player’s life, reminiscent of both the psychological and religious aspects of the Oedipus story.
and may likely have been inspired in part by John Barth's Night Sea Journey {in John Barth, Lost in the
Funhouse (Garden City, NY: Doubleday. 1969)]. The first episode of Maddin’s film is entitled “The
Sperm Players.” and the struggle of life and death, against fellow humans and apparently against the
divine. seems to be a key message. Many of the same themes, although in a lighter tone, are contained in
The Rhino Brothers (2001). Cowards also invites a more general Freudian critique. perhaps “Canadian
Civilization and its Discontents.™

C.t. also Tracy Trothen. “Holy Acceptable Violence? Violence in Hockey and Christian Atonement
Theories.” Journal of Religion and Popular Culture, Special Edition: Religion and Popular Culture in
Canada Internet: Retrieved August 19, 2009.




source material, The writings and t  ries of Pierre Berton and Northrop Frye, the thoughts of
Canadian Prime Ministers and Governor Generals (and their husbands), the political
correspondence of religious institutions such as the United Church of Canada, the contributions
of Canadian musicians, and undoubtedly the vast and intricate world of C 1Lit in general: these
are all avenues lined with promises of deep insights into how religion and Canadian film engage
in dialogue. The present thesis lightly touches on sor  of these, but also considers angles in the
opposite correlative direction: the v ys in which the interaction of film and religion informs
Canadian notions of family and community relations.

The original intention upon beginning research for this project was to pursue evidence for a
far more ambitious theme. It was first hypothesized that there were essential characteristics of
thought and behaviour common to Canadians as a general population, that these characteristics
were commonly reflected in the general body of Canadian cinema, and furthermore, that the
general sentiments behind these cha teristics were fundamentally of a religious nature. A
subsequent idea was that if one could structurally locate in Canadian film a national civi/
religion, one that was a synthesis of politics, culture, philosophy and spirituality, then one might
be able to pronounce a sweeping and singular statement about Canadian identity as reflected in
national cinema. Such a pursuit is certainly worthy, but to make the kind of connections
suggested, and to justify each step along the way, would require more space than is feasible for
the purposes here. It was also discour:  ng to confront the possibility that, while there may be
certain sentiments felt in common between Indigenous, English and French Canadians. not to
mention Canadians descended from nume us other cultures, it may nevertheless be impossible
to name these sentiments in a mutually  zeable way. One might discuss the common religious

themes in films that portray hockey. the beaver. or n e syrup. and still be able to engage the







The second chapter narrows the focus to Canadian film, beginning with its political and
cultural history, and continuing with an introduction and examination of the ways in which
religious discourse occurs in Canadian film, both implicitly and explicitly. The interplay between
this discourse and the larger ¢ ext suggests that there is a necessary continuity between
previous forms of Canadian culture, such as the literary, and the content and style of Canadian
film. The evidence seems to belie any real dichotomy between literature and cinema — in part
because of the nature of Canada’s overall relationship with literature, but also because of the
continuity of the primary themes involved.” At the same time, the existing scholarship on general
themes in Canadian film provides a framework through which one may discuss the films, along
with their directors and their potent  meanit .

The third chapter consists of a detailed analysis of three  adian films, each demonstrating a
variety of religious themes as pres in the earlier chapters. Their status as exemplars of what
is meant by “Canadian film™ may seem at first to depend on a circular ft  of reasoning, but the
more objective factor in their selection is that each film demarks a new epoch in our national
cinema. The final chapter presents thot its on the widest context, and attempts are made to tcasc

out some of the possible directions open to further pursuit, including some themes that were

7 Bruce Sweeney's Last Wedding (2001) deserves special mention here, with Tom Scholte giving a
successfully painful and truthful p rmance as a CanLit professor. As well. Sweeney's production log
in the special features section of the DVD describes his stn les with Telefilm Canada and the BC Film
Commission; the new point system for funding favoured tiims based on CanLit. but excluded original
screenplays written by Canadian directors. Sweeney notes that despite Canadian actors filling three of the
lead roles. despite other qualifications as being Canadian. and despite the film having “more references to

Canadian literature™ thz f...funding was initially denied. The CanLit references
were not token insert; essential to the character portravals. suggesting an
ofa™ | ple. t (in
on the kind 0 vou

want stories of alcohe d-nat ristic
stic.” The line we ces € ol humour, were

ot familiar with CanlLit.




regrettably neglected here. Many such themes will be suggested throughout the thesis in

footnotes; it is hoped the general content will inspire new vistas.



Chapter 1: Theoretical Framework, Methodology and Scope

One of the primary tasks of the thesis involves a quest for religious events, symbols and
themes within the body of Canadian f  the next step being to identify any underlyii patterns
of religious  spective. In the process, the significance of such patterns, whether to scholarship
or to contemporary civic and religious theory, is also discussed. With the exception of the
Canadian-based focus, each element of the q t has been performed under the oversight of
numerous disciplines, and through any number of diverse theoretical constructs. The major
dialogues on the interaction of religion and film from within a self-identified Reli; >us Studies
perspective have only recently begun to take methodological shape, but are still firmly rooted in
the wider theoretical contexts of “Implicit Religion™ and “Religion and Popular Culture™.* There
are other academic tributaries involved: the larger discipline of Film Studies, for example, along
with more remote precursors such as ...eology and Comparative Religion, has also notably
informed the current study. The v. us disciplines within the Social Sciences and Humanities in
general have likewise made contributions, just as they have to the larger field of Religious
Studies. Within this thesis, the merits of all of t  above will be acknowledged where relevant.

With respect to these contributions, it is worth suggesting how interdisciplinary
methodologies will be appropriate here.” The meta-the tical perspective in which the present

study is located is, loosely speakit  holistic and post-modern. “Holistic™ refers here to a

¥ In its most elementary stages. the study of religion and film predates the establishment of “Religious
Studies™ as an academic field in the 1960s. as do the first stages of the studies in Implicit and Pop Culture
Religion. There does seem to be initial period of time. however. during which these three modern
pursuits had to wait while departments of Religious Studies sought to establish themselves as legitimate

through a focus on more traditiona ts of consideration. Our chronol 1wy seem somewhat
inscrutable in this regard. but the key n the evolution is the marriage of t and framework.
%] . . . . . - . . . . . .
One of the more interesting discussions of the epistemol  :al issues involved is Isaiah Berhin. The

Fox and the Hedgehog (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 193.5).
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philosophy behind the quest for a comprehensive view of a given phenomena, a view that
incorporates the religious, cultural, historical, socio-political and the anthropological, believing
that each is not properly understood except in relation to the others.'? “Post-modernism” is more
elusive of attempts at definition; here it describes both a vague “mindset” behind the particular
Sflavour of holism practiced. It is presumed that mutual understanding between disciplines is most
effectively constructed when the * ious forms of knowle: : are first deconstructed."’ Post-
modernism also refers to a particular approach to the proble  of subject-object relations in
academia. Anthropology has been one of the disciplines on the cutting edges of both holism and
post-modernism, but other departments. = :luding Religious Studies, have lately demonstrated an
eagerness to follow suit. Most importantly for the context of the thesis, the early history of
commentary on religion and film precedes by a few decades the essentially modernist (i.e. pre-
post-modern) notions of disciplinary s ialization. While there is obviously some debate on this
last assertion, the imposition of disciplii 7 categories on the discussic of religion and film
seems somewhat counterproductive. Finally, along the lines of what has been said about post-
modernism, the conjunction of “interdisciplinary” with the above explanations of holism and
post-modernism presents a possible cont liction in thought. The ideal here is to move “beyond™

disciplines, and accordnn 'y, an interdisciplii approach is to this ideal as modernism is to

" While this selection of disciplines is not meant to be comprehensive, one sees that the scientific

fields arc notably absent. A larger thesis could likely demonstrate the relevance of science to the
questions at hand. In general, “holism™ should not be seen as an approach restricted to the humanities and
the social sciences. Occasional suggestions will be made below about what has in fact been borrowed
trom the sciences.

" Any discussions of pOSt-Ioc sm. or indeed deconstruction. will be contentious. as wus
discovered during the review process. “Deconstruction™. not unlike Rudolf Bultmann's idea of
“demythologizing™, carries with it some connotations that are unduly negative. and that result from an
over-literal understanding of what the words “should”™ mean. Holism and post-modernism are not the
same. but thev are also not opposed to each other. A similar issue of post-modernism’s relationship with
the meta-narrative might have been appr  ite towards understanding these points. but this would be all
too likely to further complicate the point. Challer s to this position are thus acknowledged with respect
and gratitude.



post-modernism: it is only a first step. What is demonstrated throughout this thesis, then, will
hopefully be a movement towards the ideal, rather than a perfect representative of it.

Some of the common fears of treading a razor’s edge between apologetics and scholarship are
reproduced surrounding the attempts to confront the socio-political, especially as it relates to
current events. The contemporary and popu” forms of Can 1 art — music, literature and film
— are, among other things, inherently and boldly political in content; there is rarely evidence of
any hesitance to address the structural foundations of current social concerns, or to express a
director’s viewpoints through means that are realist enough to be unavoidably recognizable.
Instead of being a tool to reframe a political issue in a lighter, more entertaining format,
metaphor is primarily used by Canadian filmmak« to encourage audiences to work outward
from the specific problem addressed in the film. Metaphor enhances the audiences
understanding of an issue rather than obscuring it, as is sometimes the case in American or
European films. Therefore, in order to  nain true to the language with which Canadian films
communicate, a high degree of ei :nt with the sociopolitical is cssential here.

In terms of application to the current topic, an ideal balance between the academic and the
sociopolitical (and on a few levels, the theological) is found in Mario ~ :Giglio-Bellemare’s
review'” of Caelum Vatnsdal’s book'* ¢ the history and content of the Canadian /horror genre.
The reviewer asks rhetorically, “V  at is a book review on Canadian horror cinema doing in the
Journal of Film and Religion?” His answer offers insight into the wisdom of loosening the

restrictions of disciplinary domain: his idea is to take us “beyond the conventional apolitical

= Mario DeGiglio-Bel . tew of ..oy Came From Within™ Jo i of Religion and Film
Online, http://www.unomaha.edu/~jrt/BookReviews/CameWithin.htm Internet: Accessed April 12, 2009,

" Caelum Vatnsdal, They Cai From Within: A History of Canadian H  r Cinema (Winnipeg:
Arbet  Ring. 2004). Vatnsdal is also a prolitic producer. cinematographer and screenwriter.

9



method, which seeks to identify rel” ‘ous themes and symbols, toward a more politicized
perspective related to issues of gender, race, class, sexuality, and neocolonial relations.”
DeGiglio-Bellemare writes as both a cinematographer and an academic, with a deep, personal
interest in liberation theology and post-colonial hermeneutics. For him, the content of horror
cinema is directly related to the political and the rel ous concerns in modern life; Canadian
identity and culture are also intrinsically linked in the subtext of these films through their mutual
relation to historical events such as the Quier Revolution and the Octrober Crisis. More
specifically, as DeGiglio-Bellemare seeks to show how God is “in the marginalized”, he also
suggests that horror films, in addition assigning a kind of martyrdom to the already-
marginalized, is in turn marginalized as an art form. In academic terms, the issue is onc of
advocacy — the reviewer is concurrently advocating on behalf of the art form, the victims
portrayed within the art, and also on behalf of the issue of advocacy in exegesis. This last
example of advocacy is not accidental, but  herall th  are essential to each other.

If the framework and methodology used here is somehow to be given a nominal designation,
the closest match might be ““sociopolitical literary criticism,” as it can be applied to the current
subject. This should include an ui " rs 1 that the sociopolitical and e literary necessarily
entail an historical perspective; perhaps most forms of criticism, in any case, require a manner of
thinking that is both historical as well as literary. The per  ctive is historical in the sense that
one must give up a pretension to anythir new under the sun, and literary in the sense that

J4
In a narrow sense. the

. . . . B . I
communication in the Western world is primarily about words.
sociopolitical might refer only to the fact " t social and political issues are a necessary context

for understanding even the literary aspects of the topic at hand, but here, the usage of the term is

" The silent nature of the early films discussed below should not necessarily detract from the method.
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somewhat expanded. There are also particular methodologies within Communication and Media
Studies, such as social discourse theory, which m" "it also be enthusiastically applied. Rather
than delve, however, into the esoteric nature of such an approach, the films will be primarily
interpreted in terms of the structure, style and content of what is being communicated.

Films communicate on several levels simultaneously: techniques of cinematography. whether
through light filtering, styles of panning, or jump shots, for instance, can successfully be used to
prime an audience to hear spoken mes es in the intended manner — such as in a literal or an
ironic fashion. This is likewise the case with soundtracks or with the pacing of dialogue and
silence. There is thus a legitimate argument put forth by scholars that film should be exclusively
analyzed in the language of film, and that one should avoid overwritii  one’s analyses of film
with potentially discordant methods, such ; the Biblical or the ]iteral'y.'5 Given the attention in
many branches of Canadian Studies to Marshall McLuhan, one can appreciate the need for an
awareness of how the medium has a  :ssage of its own,'® and to respect the lai 1age and the art
of that medium in its own right, rather than treating it as a step-child of literature. An answer, or
at least a compromise, can be ‘ven in the Canadian case with an ap] cation of the holistic
approach as defined above. Patrons of Canadian film are often equally devoted to Canadian

literature and to Canadian music. It v 1ld be rare, and perhaps nearly impossible. for an

'* Prime examples are Ernest Ferlita and John May. Film Odvssey: The Art of Film as Search for
Meaning (New York: Paulist Press, 1' ), and May and Bird (1982). both furth  discussed below. The
latter collection of essays is put tt ther as an “antidote to the anxieties created by an expanding universe
of approaches™, namely by “cultists™, “auteurists™, and “[literary] theme- and symbol-hunting critics™
(Preface by May, viif). The solution, or “antidote™ to these anxieties as suggested by May ¢r al. however,
seems far too dismissive of these other individual approaches. rather than merely targeting the
“proliferation of critical views™ (viti) in i

' McLuhan's formulation. ium ‘s the message. is admittedly different from the
formulation here, and is obviou nfp . than is really appropriate for the context in which it
is placed here. However. the i case ts that the ‘popular’ understanding of McLuhan is
often mistakenly used (as may May ¢r al) to as  t the ultimate primacy of the v lium.
[Marshall McLuhan, Undersias ¢ Extensions of Man (Toronto: McGraw Hill. 1965)].
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audience to interpret any one of these art forms without their appreciation having been informed
by the other arts. Likewise, it would be strange to presume that a director, cast or crew could do
so either. Moreover, there appear to be clear manifestations of camaraderie'” between Canadian
directors, authors, musicians and other artists who already speak a con >n language. What is
unique in the case of Canadian film, as opposed to some of the other arts and other national
cultures, is that it invites the general public to share in that language.

The scope of Canadian film under consideration has been altered relative to the beginning
stages of research for the thesis. As op sed to the original intention to focus on the modern era,
the hidden treasures of the early period were since discovered, particularly as they inform
subsequent films. Space is thus also devoted here to the larger context in which the early films
arose. It is unfortunate that many of these films only exist in written memory. in trade journals
and such. The most significant film from the early era of Canadian filmmaking, Back to God’s
Country (1919), has been not only preserved but also restored, and will be the subject of an in-
depth critique later in the thesis. However, an analysis of religion in additic " films from that
time-period would only be feasible through second hand information. The final choice, then, has
been treat Canadian film as an ultimately unified body, but to focus on presenting representative
examples from each of the three major eras of Canadian film, and to discuss the evolution from

the beginning of the early period to the beginning of the current one. The conclusion regarding

"7 The “alternate”™ spelling, comraderie, may be more suggestive of the nature of the community
implied. A tuture exploration ot Canada’s place. politically and socio-religiously. in the Cold War from
the late "40s to the early '80s. would certainly be in order. A Canadian-produced film that has not
received much treatment in the history below. The Grear Shadow (1919) demonstrates the very early
reactions to the “Bolshevik Menace.” or the post-WWI “red scare.” This was the year of the “Winnipeg
General Strike,” and for this reason alone, the film was of sufficient current relevance to be relatively
successful. The Canadian reactions during this first period of confrontation were to be on the side of
unions but against the interterence of the “Bolsheviks.”™ The film was also sponsored by the Canadian
Pacific Railway Company. however. and as explained below, the motives should be questioned in terms
ot how they relate to “Canadian™ values. As well, the lead actor was Tyrone Power, Sr.. an established
British/American stage actor (and father of the later Hollywood star).
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the coherence of Canadian film as an art form has depended on an extensive viewing of films
from all of these periods up until the present, and the ones chosen here are  ose that demonstrate
Canadian film’s stages of life.

A second attempt at defining “C 1adian film” will provide an additional set of boundaries,
followed by some restrictions on genre. This definition is less complicated than are the
government and industry guidelines. For the pi  dse of the thesis, the director must be a self-
declared Canadian, and the film must eitl - <e place in a Canadian setting, or explicitly portray
the main characters as being Canadian. The determination of eligibility for government funding,
or for the Juno awards, for instance, are based on a complex and evolvii  point-systt | which
rewards the various stages and levels of Canadian involvement. One of many factors is the
percentage of financing by Canadian interests. The definition used here may thus be charged
with leniency or exclusivity, dependit  on one’s perspective. It necessarily excludes many works
of prominent Canadian directors such  Cronenburg, Jewison and Haggis; their respective films
deserve credit in ~ ms of both quality and of stimulating pride in the talent that Canada exports,
but they do not say anything about Canadians, or about life in Canada. Any religious sensibilitics
in their films are meant to appeal to multinational audiences, rather than to speak directly to
those in the home country.

On the other hand, there would have been no risk under the present definition of excluding
Bruce Sweeney's Last Wedding (c.f. n. 7). From the start, then, a major premise is betrayed here,
namely that to be called “Canadian,” an art form must truly originate from Canada, and should
express something abour Canadian life or people. In comparison to other national cinemas. this
may scem either isolationist or elitist: as is di I below. Casablanca would be considered an

American film by many. regardless of the details of its . luction. Ratl than try to counter the
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objections to these restrictions, it may be merely noted that the intention of the thesis is to
discuss films that represent the home-grown and “home-remaining” talent, and the respective
products that are meant to speak to Canadians. It is to be assumed that future research can and
should stray from these boundaries.

The scope of films has also been narrowed to include only full-length, fictional feature films
that were intended for box-office release. The historical continuity that will be suggested, and the
continuity between the psychology of a general Canadian populace and the meanings of
Canadian film, requires a focus on what can be considered sufficiently “mainstream.” The use of
this term may represent somewhat of a dichotomy of purpose, but it might nevertheless be
understood in the relative context of the ©  sious qualifications. The differences between “art
films”, for instance, and those destined for box-office release seem to lie on an evolving
spectrum within the opus of Canadian film, certainly more so than is the case elsewhere. The
success of _uropean or American fi frequently depends either on the esoteric nature of its
message, or on its ability to entertain,  :ti y. One result of the Ca dian approach is that
the marketing of Canadian film within Canada is somewhat less dependent on genre
categorization.Ix As well, there is ide y no recognizably genetic distinction between the
commercial and the artistic; in practice, the line is drawn but in rather fluid ways. Thus. the
present definition of “mainstream” is plied only secondarily, and at the most would only
exclude those rare films intended mainly for the most “fringe” of fringe festivals. Also countered
here are some of the common assumptions that “Canadian mainstream™ is an oxymoron.
apparently with the exception of cases where Canadian directors such as Cronenberg and Haggis

produce films for American consumption. ..e depth of Canadian film history as described

" The obvious remark about the marketing of any Canadian film. and about the Canadian definition
of “commercial™. has been anticipated. but these will be addressed below.
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below, along with decades of cultural education in Canadian schools, has made it much easier for
modern Canadian films to draw fair-sized and sympathetic audiences — albeit in the sometimes-
small number of cities where they are distributed. In happily frequent circumstances, though, the
artistic, social, religious and/or entertaii :nt values of Canadian films have at the same time
appealed to international audiences.

In general, any further and extraneous distinctions have been avoided, since they are mostly
by-products of the above. The original intention was to exclude the horror and the teen-comedy
genres; however, the former have shown arkable ties to the larger corpus, and the latter were
unlikely to have been made inside of Canada anyway. Animated works were not included in the
research; this does unfortunately exclude the films of Norman McLaren, who was certainly a
normative figure in Canadian film history. It was felt, though, that such films and directors
deserved a whole other level of comprehension and comparison. When it comes to the
experimental filmmakers such as Guy Maddin, it would be presumptuous to assume that he did
not intend his films for wide release,  her than just for fringe festivals. More importantly, it
may be fair to say that Maddin tends le  to obscurity for its own sake, and more towards a desire
to bring the public along with him on his journeys. His use of metaphor appeals directly to the
collective unconscious of " inadians; it not a mat  of wi to “solve” the :taphors,
but of allow’ oneself to stop block tt n. His . are therefore part of the larger corpus
considered throughout the rescarch.

For the sake of clarity. a distinction is made here between three major epochs of Canadian
film history. The first extends from 1895 to 1939, when the National Film Board of Canada
(NFB) was founded. although the years between 1925 and 1939 are somewhat void of activity.

.w€ "Film Board™ years are usually ta as ex to the 1960s. although their dominance
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important NFB films from the period, as they are formative in their own right: Le Chat Dans le
Sac (Gilles Groux, 1964); Nobody Waved Goodbye (Don Owens, 1964); and Don't Let the
Angels Fall (George Kaczender, 1969). The last film, with novel and screenplay by Timothy
Findley, reestablishes the greater Canadian literature-film connection. At this late period in NFB
history, the directors had suffic’ t freedom to distinguish their films from the earlier philosophy
of the film board.

These three epochs each have unique characteristics, but may also be considered together.
Certainly, the last two cannot be appreciated or understood except in 2 context of the first.
There are as many hints of a post-modern Canadian outlook in the earliest films as there are in

those of the current century. The connections and themes involved should become clear below.

1.1: Defining Religion

..ie initial task is to work ' »n ° the process of defining the word “rel” ‘on™; while the
results of the process will be presented, the present concern is to demonstrate the methods used.
It will be discovered, both in this section and in the chapter on Canadian film, how the principles
inherent in the process of definii  religion are parallel to some of the foundational clements of
the resulting definitions. This may easily be interpreted in terms of the tendency to find precisely
that which one seeks, but a deeper source of the parallels is also to be sought. Particularly in the
case of the religious elements that are observed in Canadian film. there are matters of
epistemology at the core of how we view our place within our communities and institutions:
what are the means by v~ 1 we 1 know, for ins the nature of any reality that is external

to our own im  ‘nation? Our answers to this question will on occasion affect how we treat those
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around us.”’ The question also mirrors one’s speculations about a reality that is beyond sensual,
or even imaginative, perception; while such speculations should not be considered as necessary
qualifications for religion itself, they are likely sufficienr. Finally, the intellectual structures by
which we organize our communication with others —friends, family, or colleagues — and by
which we in turn create systems of semantic meaning, cannot be separated from the structures
through which we designate philosophii  or religious meaning in such relationships. In other
words, the primary obstacles to a consensus on a definition of “religion™ are parallel to the
obstacles faced by a person who wishes to live out the principles described by her own religion,
as well as to the obstacles she faces in forming bonds with those who surround her.

Many of the specific threads out of which these parallels are woven ¢  be extrapolated from
some of the comments above regarding holism and post-modernism. There are matters such as
orthodoxy and heresy™. inclusivity vs. exclusivity>, conflicts of interest that arise from both
apologetic and disciplinary loyalties, and the  :urring tendencies towa 3 Orientalism™. More
specifically, there is a paradox linked to the matter of “small-c” catholicism: does an all-
embracing system, theory, or definition ne sarily lead to the assimilation of everything that can
be assimilated, to the exclusion of any | :icular thing that cannot? Or, should we rather avoid

the opposite problem, that of denominationalism, which allows for independence but still

2 . . . ~ . . ~

- For instance, if we believe that the knowledge of others can be derived by extrapolation from or
association with our own feelings and ex  ence? A positive answer here would seem to make more
tacile the following of the Golden Rule.

= C.f. Walter Bauer. Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christianiry, Robert A, Kraft. trans.
(Philadelphia: Fortress. 1971). and H.E.W. Turner. The Pattern of Christian Truth: A Suedyv of the
Relations benween Orthodoxy and Heresy in the Early Church (London: Mowbrav. 1934),

** R.D. Laing’s discussion of the “Us vs. Them™ mentality could also provide insight into the
motivations behind this aspect of definitions. [R.D. Laing. The Politics of Experience and the Bird of
Paradise (Hammondsworth, UK: 1967, passin)].

' C.f. Edward Said, Orientalism: Western Conceptions of the Orient (New York: Pantheon. 1978).
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precludes effective communication between the different parties? A related issue, to be
confronted later in the film analyses, is that of “authority”: the authority to define words, or the
authority, either personal or structural, that defines one’s attitude towards religion. Again, these
questions apply not just to religious affiliations and sentiments but to the academic interests who
study them. The politics and the procedures of academia are not easily disentangled.

The search for a resolution to these problems begins with the principle that any definition
necessarily does — by definition — involve boundaries. To start with an obvious set of limits to the
meaning of the word “religion”, geared towards deciding what it “should” mean, we might first
consider tracing its etymology. It is usually agreed that the word descends from the Latin religio,
in turn deriving either from religare, meaning to reconnect, or religare, to bind or to tie fast. If
one imagines a mental flow chart, we can proceed with the idea that any phenomena which can
be described in terms of a line of descent on this chart, should be included in the definition of
“religion”. For example, what particular entities or phenomena are to be *“reconnected™? Does
the idea refer to connections between humans, between humans and the divine, or between
humans and nature? Each of these choices in turn then branches off into the various possible
agents of the reconnection — whether they must necessarily be personified deitics, or if humans
may instead act as agents who plt into a, c-existing collective unconscious.

On the opposite side of the chart, taking religare as “to bind” m™ "1t refer to one of the most
frequent connotations, that of a moral obligation: one is “bound” to perform a particular act, for
instance.” However. the religious obligation here might rather be. “to one’s own self be true.”
This same verb religdre might also be interpreted as another form of connection. albeit one that

may of necessity be externally imposed: here, the 1se 1s " atif one is rel” ously bound. she or

25 . - ~ s : - . .
=" This use of “bound™ may of course alsc  ve the sense of “destiny™ rather t 1 a moral choice.
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he cannot undo that bond without outside assistance. The obvious analogue is that of being
“wed” to God; the two partners have swomn oaths (or covenants) to each other, but the “duty’
arises because the partners have become “as one”: one can no longer choose not to fulfill the
requirements of the other half of his being.

Progressing one level further down, on both sides of the chart, we arrive at the hypothetical
line separating theory and practice: each of the possibilities already placed on the chart must be
tested for consistency against various circt stances. Any given theological doctrine, for
instance, should either withstand the test of application to a 1l life situation, or at the very least,
be consistent across the set of all possible  plications. It is feasible to conclude that any failure
to meet such a test would be cause for removing the given phenomenon from the chart; a more
flexible view might suggest that it < ain on the chart in parentheses™® until such a time as it is
found to correlate with an existii  phenomenon.

As one continues the search for a working definition, it is useful to analyze a different sct of
premises 1ind the system of classificatic In the process, many of * : issues described above
will reappear, in altered or even unique forms. Catherine Albanese, for instance, describes in a
different fashion the rypes of defin  n involved:

[1]t is assumed that definitions of religion can be divided into threc types:

substantive, functional, and for Substantive definitions of religion focus on the
inner core, essence, or nature of on ...they tend to emphasize a relationship with a

higher being or beings...and to be ravored by theologians and philosophers. Functional
definitions of religion emphasize the effects of religion in actual life. They stress the
systems of meaning-making that religion provic  and how it helps people deal with the
ills, insecurities, and catastrophes of living. Functional definitions are favored by
scholars in the social sciences. Lastly, formal definitions of religion look for typically
religious forms gleamed from ° : comparative study of religions and find the presence
of religion where such forms can be identified. Religious forms include sacred stories.

** Or with an asterisk. as is the case in Sport Halls of Fame.
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rituals, moral codes, and communities; and formal definitions of religion tend to be
favored by historians of religion.*’

These distinctions speak to the heart of some of the major challenges faced by scholars, such
as the degree to which preferred methods of organizing perceptions are to be challenged or
critiqued, and the question of whether it is at all possible to be free of /pological bias.® One
might speculate, though, against the implications of the associations made by Albanese between
perspective and profession,? that it is legitimate for an academic to take a substantive approach

to religion, and that the practice can be of considerable value. One of the obstacles in this regard

7 Catherine Albanese, America: Religions and Religion (Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Publishing
Company, 1999), xvii.

* A primary issue taken up by Kitz  ger [Ingrid Rosa Kitzberger, The Personal Voice in Biblical
Interpretation (New York: Routledge, 1999)] is the deceptiveness of “objectivity”™ in scholarship. The
lack of a personal voice in writing ist  n by the reader as a sign of ultimate authority, and represents a
kind of dishonesty: while the scholar knows that the removal of first-person pronouns from an essay does
not actually erase the presence of the first-pers:  there is nevertheless a pretence of disinterest, still
mentally associated with the missing pronouns, which blinds not only the reader but also the scholar to
the existence of personal bias. This problem is akin to, but not completely the same as. the above
problem of advocacy. The literal meaning of “bias™ is morally neutral. In reterring to the presence of any
degree of lean or slant, the word does imply that there is an ideal position from which a line of
perspective deviates, or that there is a per  t angle from which one’s line of st is level or parallel with
the physical or ideological lines of the object under observation. A line forming any other angle in
relation to the ideal is thus “biased”. The ultimate wisdom might be to accept the presence of bias and
merely make note of its angular relationship to the ideal — which begs the question, because if one could
make such a calculation of relationship, then one would be able to “correct” the bias.

If we assume that all these forr  or levels of bias as described above are inevitable, then all that
should be of critical importance is to declare it openly. However, it does seem strange to make a virtue
out of owning one’s bias, and thus many draw the conclusion that it is a virtue to disown it. However,
consider Albanese’s categories in this sense: seeing “religion”, or any other phenomena of life, as being
formal, functional, or substantive, is an act of bias. In addition, though. there are secondary und tertiary
forms of bias that are linked to the primary. First, in pronouncing judgments (morally neutral or
otherwise) as to whether an “undocumented” phenomenon can be defined as & religion, the functionalist
asks, does it serve an observable purpose? She then looks at the officially existing religions and makes
comparisons and contrasts based on their success in performing the respective functions.

This much is likely understood. as it probably is when the principle is applied from within formal and
substantive perspectives. There is a related matter, that of the link between doctrine and interpretation.

The multipie and intricate levels involvec - discu in Anthony C. Thiselton. The Hermeneutics of
Docirine (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Imans, 2007). The general principle is of course reflected

in Thomas Kuhn. The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1962).
but we will see below that there is probably no real “beginning™ to the concept.

“ It is not alwavs recognized that the preference is permitted to be situational. Members of various
professions might each claim that their perspectives are more “level™, in the sense of having no personal
bias. Applying a different category-set  the problem. however. is added the idea that in cach of these
professions, there are different situations allowing for the different types of approach.
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has to do with would normally be a difference between definii  the word “religion” in
substantive terms, and simply describing or o erwise discussing the appearance of substance
within a given religion or phenomena. The first, as described by Albanese, means that a
phenomenon must contain this substance in order to fall within the definition of “religion”. The
second would treat the substance of each phenomenon in its own right.*” These are two different
practices, but are frequently conflated — both within the practice and in the critiques of the
practice. The example given by Albanese of the rendency to “emphasize a relationship with a
higher being or beings” represents the first practice, in that the emphasis is applied to “religion™
as a whole, and thus it is most often practiced by theologians. However, as is seen below, the
academic avoidance of this practice does not just have to do with not wishing to be
discriminatory, but also involves the fear of discussing substance itself. The point at which the
conflation occurs is unclear, but it is argued here that it is nevertheless frequent. While only the
first practice would entail implications of the theological, there is an attribution of similar
leanings to the second, “by association.”"'

Considering the conflation from another perspective, one common occurrence in relation to
popular or modern phenomena is a denial of substance: for instance, the phenomenon is either
too new and has not withstood the test of time, or it is considered to be too casily understood by

30 - . - . . . - . . .
* With thanks to Chris Klassen for this explanation in the course of reviewing the thesis. See also the

following note.

™ This section of the thesis. alor  with some corresponding thoughts and conclusions throughout. has
proven to be another example of comention, beyond the contentions that have been directly referred to
and debated within the text. The difference between “substantive™ and “substance™. and the conflation
thereof as explained above. is certainly one factor that arose during the review process. Another problem
may arise from a disugreement about what the tendencies of many scholars has actually been. A resulting
misunderstanding would regard the difference between what the reviewer and the author agree can be
done by the academic. and what /s being done. Ultimately. the choice has been made here to largely let
the a iments stand as they are, with the exception of some clarification of the issue. Much of what
follows in the text. especially m the remainder ot this chapter. therefore, will either seem redundant or
contradictory, depending on one’s thor s on the foregoing.
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the masses, and so cannot possibly be substantial.*> On the one hand, this should not be a habit of
the academic who wishes to distance her- or himself from the discussion of substance, and yet in
the process, this other form of bias creeps in. Thus, the conscious approach is that it is safe, from
an academic point of view, to propose t.  the phenomena of Baseball, Coca Cola, Rock & Roll,
Star Trek, or Buffy the Vampire Slayer™, serve the functions, and display the forms, of religious
experience, but that a suggestion of substance should be left to theologians. The undertone,
however, is along the lines of, “no one, surelv, would grant substance to such a phenomenon.™ It
may be due to the fact that academic Rel’ ‘ous Studies departments have grown out of the
Western theological tradition, that this form of bias is still ubiquitous.

The most frequent solution to the | blem of substance is indeed avoidance: an academic
might grant to the phenomenon in qi  tion all the characteristics of a religion, without actually
making a final judgment. This meth-  often involves a line that is drawn between the literal and
the non-literal, through the use of the word “like”. In cases where this word is not used, readers
are guided either by subsequent schc s or professors to assume that the primary author was
“only using a metaphor™ (as opposed t¢c  simile?), ar are thus chided for “mistaking the finger
for the moon”. In a forthcoming anicle,34 Jennifer Porter describes and debunks such

distinctions, as well as the many other cri . by v ch contemporary or otherwise popular

32 . Ll H : : :

- Here the word may be translated as “deep.” While there is clearly some equivocation on the
meaning of “substance™ in the above. it is unfortunate that there 1s most often an attitude. conjoined to all
connotations of the word. regarding what should be taken “seriously.”

Y For examples. c¢.f. David Chidester, “The Church of Baseball, the Fetish of Coca-Cola. and the
Potlatch of Rock *n Roll™ in Bruce David Forbes and Jeffery H. Mahan. Religion and Popular Culnre in
America (Berkeley: University of California Press. 20005). 213-232: Jennifer E. Porter und Darcee L.
Mclaren, Star Trek and Sacred Ground: Explorations of Star Trek, Religion, and American Culture
(Albany. NY: SU $. 1999): Jany  2ss, What Would Buffy Do? The Vampire Slaver as Spiritual
Guide. (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 2004).

Y Jennifer Porter. “Implicit Religi  in Popular Culture: The Religious Dimensions of Fan
Communities.” Implicit Religion Nov. 2009 [Page numbers are also forthcoming].
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movements are delegitimized, by reorienting the mirror to face the traditional. According to the
common principles of this delegitimizing, a religion, in order to be truly “real”, would have to be
unconstructed, non-referential, overtly intentional, display no consumerist tendencies, and also
must not expose any hints of sympathy for the individual.® Not only are these criteria
“unwarranted”, says Porter, they would also likely exclude most of the larger world religions.

All of this does raise a question of whether one may attribute substance to any given religious
experience, or if we must otherwise accept that even the recognized religious institutions are
only form and function. This would be common Marxist critique of religion; it also seems to
suggest an “all or nothing” philosophy: if = form or function of a phenomenon can be
demonstrated, then the insubstantiality of religion is thus “proven.”” On the other hand, a similar
all-or-nothing argument might be made regarding, or even from within, an apologetic
perspective, for example from a Hindu theologian: either everything is maya (“illusion™), or

X C e
* In Albanese’s distinguishing of

everything is sacred at its core — fat tvam asi (“thou art that™).
the three types, it may be the case that formal and functional definitions are not necessarily
disclaiming substance, but are only avoiding it. However, it seems that the order of her list
mirrors what many positivists see as an “evolutionary process’™: the theological attribution of
substance behind a metaphor bel to the “p nitives™; functionalism is then seen as rc  essive

as compared to formalism. We have not yet come full circle to the post-modern perception that

the mountain. or substance. both is and is nor there, as it were.

S ihid.
* In this case. 1 must defer to the experts who have challenged my original interpretation. which
excluded the words “at heart™. | do not 2nd that the addition of these words will solve the problem. |
am letting the example stand in the text. but not as challenge to other interpretations. Rather. the point of
the example 1s not to suggest how the saying should be interpreted. but to show how the all-or-nothing
approach is not true to reality. The ¢ rested interpretation of “thou are that™ is “evervthing other than
‘that” is maya™ [Patricia Dold, correspondence via examination of thesis].
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Bruce Forbes also discusses the typology in terms of the complexity of its possibilities:
Personally, I find the applications of the term rel” “on increasingly more interesting
as we move through the kinds of definitions in reverse order from the outline in
Albanese’s summary: formal, functional, and substantive.®’
In the background is Forbes’ desire to justify the delineation of an “essence’ to a Disney religion.
Here, this essence or substance is that which underlies the means by which a particular event,
culture or community deals with the deep or substantial questions of our existence — for instance,
those regarding good and evil, life and death, and the codification of lifestyles that are
appropriate for humans as they strive to fulfill their purpose. Any given answers, if they are not
to be called trivial, must grow out of, or maintain roots in, some rhing or entity that has an
existence unto itself. This is a common premise behind substantive definitions of religion,
although it is not always the case that a scholar will attempt to actually name the substance in
question; in turn, the task of validating the phenomenon as religious is thus left unfulfilled.™
For Gary Laderman, one’s confrontations with death, evil, grief, and the “loving, transcendent

2239

family unit,”” in Disney films and in the wider American cultural religion are also of a
. . . . . .40 .
substantial nature. Laderman teases out the implications of the idea of authenticity™ by noting

that “the potencies of family relations and the desire to perpetuate the ties that bind individuals to

a family unit™ are “realities.” Also real “the evil forces in the cosmos that conspire to destroy

7 Bruce Forbes. “And a Mouse Shall Lead Them: An Lssay on the Disney Phenomenon as Religion,”
Paper presented at the Disney Conference at Florida Atlantic University (Ft. Lauderdale. FL. 2000). 4.

* Forbes himself limits his conclusion to saving that Disney is “possibly™ a substantial religion, but
his caution here may have less to do with any discomfort with the association, than with 2 desire not 1o
impose the definition from without.

u' Gary Laderman. “The Disney Way of Death.” JAAR March 2000: 27-46 (43).

* C.f. also Russell T. McCutcheon, “The Jargon of Authenticity and the Study of Religion.™ Refigion
and Theology 2001: 229-252,
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families.”™*' Their reality is in part due to their causal power in affecting ves and circumstance,
but also because the powers and forces s° ified by the films’ metaphors were historically real:
“the national and international conflicts” in which America was engaged.* Laderman is being
both descriptive and normative: his advocacy is on behalf of healthier social relationships as well
as for the substantive definition of religion. There is probably also a personal involvement on the
part of the author, if only implicit in s switch of the focus of religiosity to the relative
autonomy of humans in forming the relationships. The denial of substance by conventional
religion and scholarship to such an autonomy betrays the realization that Disney films do in fact
offer substantial answers to the deep questions of worldly, and otherworldly, realities, and are
thus a significant threat to the hegemonic institutions.

It may be argued that to designate a given phenomenon as “functional”, in order to distinguish
it from the substantial, is counterproductive. It is implied that function without substance
ultimately fails to fill deeper needs or to 1swer questions by way of ultimate truths(s). And yet,
success is also implicit in the attribution of function, and can thus no longer be valid as a point of
distinction. In a similar vein, the substance of a belief, the deeper essence which provides the
motivation for an act or function, may be located paradoxically wit/hin, or as that act or function.
There are various manifestations of this  :a throughout ous history, such as in the dictum
solvitur ambulando (“solve it by walking™), « conversely in the Taoist notion of wu wei
(literally “without action™): rather than being parallel to an act of devotion in other religions. in

which the act is means to an end. the Taoist (non)-action here is an end in itself.

41 -
Laderman, 43,
* Laderman, 44. This is very 1ch parallel to the comments abave from DeGiglio-Bellemare.
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This has been more recently expressed as the concept of the performative™: within the
performances of storytelling and other ritual actions can be seen that which has a causal effect
over people’s lives. On the most simplified level, one could say that the claim to substance is
meaningless unless witnessed in the act — to practice what one preaches; while this phrase is
common among observers or critics of religious leaders, it is also from the outside when
speaking of a lingering divide between thought and action. What is meant here instead is that the
thought or other form of substance becomes religious when it undergoes a literal metamorphosis
— or better yet, a transubstantiation.™ ...us, such instances as pilgrimage to sites of popular
inspiration, for example fan conventions, .  as legitimately substantial as religious events, both
through bringing people together for a common purpose, and through tak : those people outside
of the otherwise “mundane” parts of tI rlives. It is the fact of the pilgrimage as end in itself that

. .. . .. 5
in this instance defines rellg10n.4‘

** This term has been used in the context of analyses of Zen kdans, [for one recent example, ¢.f. Barry
Stephenson, "The Koan as Ritual or1  ce.” JAAR 73 No. 2, 2005:475-496]. and is related to the idea
that rituals, as they were based on the imitation of the animal/natural world, preceded myth as
aetiological explanations. Examples have included prayer — the praving mantis would thus have been
perceived by shamans as a way to understand the mind of nature, before there were mythical exhortations
to prayer. In martial arts, the roots of the “animal forms™ would also be more ancient than the philosophy.

* James Mackey, Modern Theologv: A Sense of Direction (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987),
speaks of something similar regarding Christian religiosity, in two particular ways: first, he says that the
post-crucifixion appearance of Jesus to the disciples was what primarily constituted the original
resurrection, rather than the latter being something that occurred separately and prior to the appearances.
Second. he says that Eucharist, each 1 that it is served/shared/performed. in turn constitutes a
recurring resurrection of Christ. Mackey's theology does not necessarily dismiss a historical Jesus, but
rather only that if the life, death and resurrection of Christ are the true substance of Christianity, then
Christianity can only have true sub  ce if Christians perform or re-enact these events. It is not difficult
for Christians to take this metaph  ly: what is difficult for many to accept is that it is the current
performance, rather than the history or theology of an earlier performance. that is the literal substance.

** C.1. also Jennifer L. Porter. *Pi  image and the IDIC Ethic: Negotiating the Sacred in a Secular
Context.” in Iniersecting Journevs: The Anthropology of Pilgrimage and Tourism. S. Roseman and E.
Badone. eds. (Chicago: Univers  of Illinois Press. 2004); Alexander Moore. “Walt Disney World:
Bounded Ritual Space and the Playtul Pilgrimage Center.” Anthiropological Quarterly 1980: 207-218.
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Further perspectives on the acti  aspects of substance are provided in many of the oft-cited
definitions of contemporary scholarship. Psychologist William James proposes, for example, in
the context of his Gifford lectures tI  religion is “the feelings, acts, and experiences of
individual men in their solitude, so far as they apprehend themselves to stand in relation to
whatever they may consider divine."* In relation to its time and place, this definition is also
significant in that it highlights the individuality of faith: not only in that it is experienced while
alone, but as well in the potential diversity of options available in the two main elements of the
last clause. James ultimately concludes that the test of religious value can only be given in terms
of its fruits. Whether one performs or is performed upon, the only subst ce that one is capable

of defining is that of the effect; causal power may be relevant in doctrine, but may not be of

. . . .. . .. Va7
P ¥ 18 caused, 1tion o on.
major consequence, as is the natt  of what is 1, to a definition of “religion

There are, admittedly. multiple variations on the attempt to locate substance in action, and

until one has a concise table of categories, there are limits to the ability to discuss the subtleties

* William James, The Varieties of Religious Experience: A Study in Human Nature, Martin E. Marty,
ed. (Harmondsworth, U.K., 1982), 31.

7 James. 15, passim. Martin Marty, in his introduction to Varieties, highlights the general point in
regards to James® words, “out of rel on in the sense that we take it, theologies, philosophies and
ecclesiastical organizations may seconaarily  »w.” Marty sugg that “‘these growths, to [James] are
highly secondary™, and that “they bore or o d Jar ™ [Martin Marty. “Introduction™ in James, xxi.
ciit - lames, 31].

utner contributions are significant. and althor 1rdly redundant. have not been treated he  For
example, Anthropologist Clifford Geert: nes on as,

(D) a system of symbols which acts to (2) establish powerful. pervasive, and long-lasting
moods and motivations in men by (3) f ilating conceptions of a general order of existence
and (4) clothing these conceptions with such an aura of factuahity that (5) the moods
andmotivations seem uniquely realistic. [Clifford Geertz, “Rehgion as a Cultural System™
(1966) in Michael Banton, ed.. Amthropological Approaches 1o the Study of Religion (New
York: Routle -, 2004)].

We might also consider a similar offering by John Coleman. in reference to ¢ivil religion:

[ TThe set of beliefs, rites. and symbols which relates a man’s role as citizen and Ins society’s
place in space, time. and history to the conditions of ultimate existence and meaning [John A.
Coleman. “Civil Religion.” Sociological Analvsis Summer 1970: 76].

While Coleman is defining only one icular manifestation of religion. the only words that would
need adaptation to make the definition more general are “citizen™ and “soctety.” The primary verb for
Coleman is “relates™. although “role™ and “place™ also imply some form of action. The substance.
according to his definition, must lie in the act of relating.
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All known religious beliefs, whether simple or complex present one common
characteristic: They presuppose a classification of all the things, real and ideal, of
which men think, into two classes or opposed ‘oups, generally designated by two
distinct terms which are translated well enough by the words profane and sacred
(profane, sacré). This division of the world into two domains, the one containing all that
issa 1, the other all that is profane, is the distinctive trait of religious thought.50

Mircea Eliade, on the other hand, saw the distinction not as two domains, but as “two modes
of being”, or “existential situations™'. One needs not make too much of the difference between
the two means of viewing the distinction — both Durkheim and Eliade acknowledge a paradox
inherent in the attempt to draw a line of separation — but a comparison between the two may still
offer some clarity. Eliade writes,

It is impossible to overemphasize the paradox represented by every hicrophany,
even the most elementary. By manifestii  the sacred, any object becomes something
else, yet it continues to remain irself, for 1t continues to participate in its surrounding
cosmic milieu. A sacred stone  nains a stc  ; apparently (or, more precisely, from the
profane point of view), nothing distinguishes it from all other stones. But for ose to
whom a stone reveals itself as sacred, its immediate reality is transmuted into a
supernatural reality. In other words, for those who have a religious experience all nature
. . . . . 2
is capable of revealing itself as cosmic sacrality.™

In some ways, Durkheim agrees: “Therefore, the sacred character assumed by an object is not
implied in the intrinsic properties of this latter: ir is added to them. The world of religious things
1s not one particular aspect of empirical 1 ure; it is superimposed upon TR

There are three prominent consequences of the subtletics involved; first, there will be

instances, as with Durkheim and Eliade, in v ch a basic sense of a dualism is evident, cven

where the authors realize that such dualisms are problematic. It is perhaps natural, to wish for a

* Emile Durkheim, The Elemental Forms of Religious Life, Joseph R. Swain, trans. (London: George

Allen & Unwin, Lid.. 1915), 37.
¥ Mircea Eliade. The Sucred and the Profane (New York: Harcourt Bruce, 1939), 14
ibid, 12
™ Durkheim. 229.
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distinction between what is religious and what is not; although the intention of the thesis is to
reveal religious thought and activity in places normally “described” as secular, the policy is not
to be indiscriminate and claim that anythi1  at all can be called “religious”. In general, though,
the goal is to challenge any and all dualisms that appear. For instance, as opposed to the
understanding of the religious as something “set apart”, one could respond to Durkheim and
Eliade by suggesting that the religious is any phenomenon that unires the sacred and the profane.
This would also be in keeping with both su; sted etymologies of religare or religare. It is
indeed conceivable that religion is that which confronts two and seeks to make one.™

The second consequence of the division has to do with the idea of categories, or more
specifically, with “category mistakes”, as defined by Gilbert Ryle.> One might take care to
distinguish between claiming that any particular content of a film is sacred in itself, and
suggesting that the content refers to a relationship between the sacred and the profanc.

The third result of the sacred-profane complication is of larger consequence, in that it
resembles the fact-value distinction. An idea  ributed to David Hume, usually in too facile a
manner, says that values exist in a domain s rate to one of facts. This is often uncritically
understood through a consideration of only one of Hume’s paragraphs regarding the “is™ and the

“ v 56 . . . . .
ov it”."" Both distinctions cor * ue to be problematic when taken as tests for the presence of

M Christian theology can be seen in this way, although with the exception of the mystic view. the
union between humans and God can never be complete: the “binding™ still implies a moral duty on the
part of the lesser party.

* Gilbert Ryle. The Concept of Mind (Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 1949), 171,

* C.f.. for instance. David Hume. Treatise of Human Nature Book 3 Part | Section |
http://www.gutenberg.org/dirs/etext03/trthn 10.txt Accessed Feb 21, 2009.

Hume's distinction is thus taken to be dualistic in the same way as Descartes” mind-bodyv distinction
(which Hume refuted), or as that between the ‘real’” and the “perceived’ - a separate issue. At the
beginning of the section Hume states, “It has been observed, that nothing is ever present to the mind but
its perceptions: and that all the actions of seetng, i ju  ng, loving, hating. and thinking, fall under
this denomination.”™ Hume places the reliability of moral senses in the same category as that of the
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what is religious: “metaphysical” and “supernatural”.*’ All three of these might in turn be subject
to an etymological flowchart of sorts, at the end of which the implied dualisms might be reduced
to their absurdities. For example, it might seem obvious that to transcend oneself or one’s own
existence is to depart to some degree from self or from life. And yet, as long as the non-mystic is
said to be capable of transcending anything at all, it would seem that in order for a person to
actually experience what is external to one’s own physical person, or external to what one can
perceive sensually, then it cannot be a matter of departure but of expansion. A person thcn
transcends by increasing the “surface area™ and “volume™ of one's own existence, until the
spatiality of one’s own being coincides with that of the external.

We thus come to the ideas of implicit or invisible religion, as defined by Edward Bailey and
Thomas Luckmann respectively. Luckmann begins by asking us to take seriously what has been
inherited from Durkheim and from Max Weber, in order to gain “awareness of the central
significance of religion for sociological theory.”™® His lament that in the sociology of his time,
“the definition of research problems and programs is, typically, determined by the institutional
forms of traditional church or; .ization,” connects with his desire to avoid the theoretical
identification of “church” and < igion”.** Luckmann argues that the definitions and mecthods

derived frc  the ic ificatic of ch I mc¢ ot e then ‘lves m an implicit

71t should be acknowledged that the words “transcendent™ and “transcendental™ do not necessarily
imply the same notion; philosophers such as Kunt. Hegel. and Hume. for instance. treat the words
differently within their own respective works.

* Thomas Luckmann. The /Invisible Religion: The Problem of Religion in Modern Sociery (New
York: Macmillan, 1967). 18.

" ibid. 18.
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belief that religion is “amenable to scientific analysis only to the extent that it becomes organized

and institutionalized.”®

Luckmann has his own interpretation of transcendence, and reorients the dualism from the
linear to the planar: “to transcend” may not necessarily mean to distinguish. Luckmann offers
that there are three levels of transcendence, progressing from the “common sense™ realization
that the world is larger than our individual selves and our awareness, through a recognition that
there is an “inner life” of others that we cannot see, to the “great” transcendences, which are “not
part of the reality in which things can be seen, touched, handled by ordinary people.”®" The
author suggests that the domain of transcendence is “shrinking”, somewhat due to the changing
role of the institution, but he denies that this is equivalent to ““secularization”:

The long-range consequences of institutional specialization of religion have been
customarily interpreted as a proc ; of secularization, of the shrinking and eventual
disappearance of religion from the modern world. This notion stems from an etiological
myth of modernity. In my view, the consequences of institutional specialization of religion
are more appropriately described as leading to another profound change in the "location”
of religion in society. This process n 7 be described as privatization of religion.®

“ibid. 22.
" Thomas Luckmann, “Shrinking Transcendence, Expanding Religion?” Sociological Analysis
Summer 1990: 128f. It is legitimate to ask whether anythi  ‘substantial™ can be found without adding a
third dimension to the linear or planar, but then th¢  woula no reason to stop at three.

% ibid. 132. Whether such problems are found in Hegel, Feuerbach. or Joseph Campbell, lay-readers
and scholars alike perceive the precise brand of transcendence that they wish to, and therefore attribute a
spiritual essence to the authors that may not reflect the original intent. This also happens in reverse.
Campbell, for instance, spoke of the dissolving of “*horizons™ in modern life. In some places “horizons™
refers to boundaries between civilizations: elsewhere it refers to boundaries in outer space that are
constantly being pushed outwards with the advance of exploration. In both cases. whether with the global
village or with the expansion of our consciousness. Campbell seems to relish the dissolution. On the
other hand. it is easy to understand why Campbell is often cited as supporting the 1 that boundaries are
necessary towards the appreciation of mythology — parallel to the idea that religion cannot be practiced
outside of a defined structure.

Bill Movers expresses this common interpretation:

In my youth I had fixed stars. They comforted me with their permanence. They gave me a
known horizon. And they told me there was lovi kind. and just father out there looking down
on me. ready to recetve me [...] | am today what 1 am because of those beli . | wonder what
happens to children who don't have those fixed stars. that known horizon - those myths? [Joseph
Campbell with Bill Moyers. The Power of Myt (New York: Knopf Doubleday. 1991) Excerpt
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This idea of a new location for religion also has more to do with how the experience is
constructed and communicated, instead of what the experience is: another version of the theory
of performatives. One may try to simply caregorize religious experience into the institutional and
the non-institutional, but this would still miss Luckmann’s point. Such specification is certainly
valid as a signpost in the distinction of worldviews, but instead of the idea of location being a
matter of the geography or structure of the institution, it is rather about the process; i.e. the
means by which one constructs a community and communicates a message. The location of
religion (that is, the search for and discovery thereof) in the supposedly secular is thus justified:

‘Religion’ is commonly taken to refer to a particular part of human existence, the
part that is concerned with the “supernatural,” with the ‘ultimate meanings” of life, with
‘transcendence.” However, no matter o how many different parts one divides human
life, it constitutes a single trajectory between birth and death, a trajectory which
normally has a certain elementary, pre-reflective, taken-for-grantc unity of meaning,
an identity. In human life the ‘supernatural’ is bound up with the ‘natural’; ‘ultimate’
meanings of life make sense only in the context of the significance of common
everyday affairs; and the ‘transcendent’ is only transcendent with respect to something
that is *immanent.”®

The last clause certainly allows for t  idea of two distinct phenomena which happen to
always be linked, instead of necessarily suggesting a complete unity. uckmann’s style also
provides an opportunity for opposing interpretations of his specific exam] s:

The *New / :’ movement la: stress on the ‘spiritual” development of each
individual. Sometimes it revives elements of older "religious" trad ons which had not
been canonized and which it intt _rets in unc 10dox (often far-fetched) ways. It
collects abundant psychological, therapeutic, magical, marginally scientific as well as
older “csoteric’ materials, repackages them, and offers them for individual consumption
and further private reassembly. The ‘New Age’ prc ammatically refuses organization
in te s of big institutions. Instead. it cultivates the notion of ‘networks.” This allows

trom conversation found at “Mvths-Dreams-Symbols: The Mvthic World of Joseph Campbell.”
http://www.mythsdreamssymbols.com/functionsofmyth.html Internet: Accessed June 8. 2009].
Campbell acknowledges the risks of havi  no mythology. but also savs that the boundaries must be
constantly expanded to fit the expanding worias of matter and knowledge. [Joseph Campbell. The Inner
Reaches of Quter Space: Metaphor as Myth and Religion (Novato, CA: New World Library. 1986)].

63

Luckmann, "Shrinking,” 128.
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the formation of commercially exploitable ‘cultic milieus’ which are characterized by
varied - generally weak - forms of institutionalization. The ‘New Age Movement’ may
serve as an example of the new social form of an ‘invisible’ rel on. It has no stable
organization, canonized dogmas, recruitment system, disciplining apparatus. This may
be a structural precondition for the successful maintenance of its vague ‘holistic’
approach. This approach meets, amor other things, the rising demand for a loose
overall hierarchy of meaning that ‘overcomes’ the specialization of those cultural
domains, such as science, religion, and art that had found reasonably firm functionally
specialized institutional bases. Instead of segmentation, it offers integration. Thus the
‘New Age’ and similar representatives of a ‘holistic,” magical world view supply
individual ‘searchers’ with the bricks, and some straw, for further individual bricolage.®*
As is frequently the case with usage of words such as “liberal” and “post-modern™, the label
“New Age” is used as often by adherents as it is by opponents; in any given instance, one needs
far more than the immediately surroundii  context to be certain as to whether it is being used in
a favourable or unfavourable way. Luc  ann’s abundant use of scare quotes leads, then, to some
ambiguity; given what these scare quotes would mean in the writings of a modern cynic. the
advocate of New Age philosophy might be insulted. We should probably assume, however, that
Luckmann’s problematizing of the terms is relatively free of value-juc ment: they are simply
phrases that may be new to the reader or are used in a new way. For instance, a recader who
wished to see all references to the  lividi ity and to construction inad Hgatory way will most
likely be missing Luckmann’s point. ..ie very process of “individual” bricolage is interwoven
with the establishment of the community networks: despite assumptions to the contrary, the
individuality that is endorsed by tI  : movements depends upon the very establishment of such
networks. Unlike the circumstance of dependir upon and thus being obligated to institutions

the individual who feels religious. moral. as well as political autonomy. will of necessity only

feel obligated to the community in terms of his or her own sense of well-being through the

“ ibid, 136,

63 . . - . . . . .
A conventional understanding of social economy that pervades conventional organizations, despite
the fact that such economic calculation is opposed by conventional doctrine.
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contribution. If this economy of exchange were only in material terms, then two results are
commonly predicted: either the members of the community would be continue to live their lives
void of “religious” sentiment, or they would find themselves dissatisfied with life and would
search for meaning outside of the material.

Luckmann believes instead that there is a third choice, precisely because of what he stated
above about the “single trajectory™: it is the members of the New Age or other invisible
movements who are more likely to feel religiously bound to their community. It is worth
emphasizing this point, to counter assum| ns that the process of establishing “privacy’ equates
to an endorsement of selfishness in the modern world. One of Luckmann’s more general
hypotheses, however, is that it is from within the  spective of the institutional religions that the
non-institutional aspects of religion are often expressed in a dismissive, if not necessarily
derogatory fashion. Of all the particular consequences of confessional and academic
subjectivities alike, the habit of being dismissive in this way, usually concealed by institutional
authority. is one that is most in need of exposure.*

In a similar vein, Edward Bailey's notion of implicit religion involves “the emancipation of
Western Religious Studies from its inevitable, or nal model,” i.e. from its “‘monolithic,

normative character,” and sugge  that,

* This may relate to what Luckmanr s is the usual alternative 1o privatization:

The - relatively - sudden loss of religious legitimations for everyday life seems to lead to
anti-modernist reactions among sub  tial segments of the population of ‘modemizing’
countries. But even in mod Western societies. Protestant and Catholic versions of
fundamentalism have chosen traditional models of *wholeness’ in reaction to the institutional
specialization, “immorality” of economic and political life. lack of obligatory controls for
private life. pluralism and thus lack of general cognitive support for one's own world view,
disorientation, and mass availability of “immoral’ products and behavior characteristic of
‘modernity.” [“Shrinking,” 137].

His optimism is apparent, though: “On the whole... privatized syncretism’ rather than fundamentalist
options seems to have a better chance to o1 2stablished as a social form of religion™ [ibid|.
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It is empirically possible (whether or not it is considered desirable) to be thank-full
[sic], without necessarily thankii  any personalized one or any particularized ing; to
pray, without formulating any concept of a being to whom one prays; to be at peace,
without even raisit  the question, let alone suggesting an answer, as to what one is at
peace with; to believe, without specific creed, to hope, without schematic soteriology,
to be loving, without fixed or focused object.67
Bailey opens doors here for the academic acknowledgement of non-formalized religious
experience, and also offers the terms of  gagement. One of the most important distinctions that
Bailey asks us to reconsider is between the objective and the subjective, interestingly enough by
linking this distinction to that between the roots of object and subject: paradoxically, again, it is
more “objective” in the academic sense to let go of the illusion that comes with subjectively
defining an object. The sense in which these words were taken earlier, regarding the ability of the
scholar to maintain personal distance from the topic, is not completely unrelated to what they
mean here. In a similar way to that of William James, one defines an implicit religion not by the
symbols, the rituals, or the object of worship, but by the perspective of the subject who creates or
responds to the symbols, performs the rituals, or who acts worshipfi y. Furthermore, thc
motivation of the subject to act is as valid a factor in determining the presence of the religious as
is the articulation of that motive.®®
Bailey’s work is in fact drawn from series of case studies on a cross-section of British
society, published a few years befc  Implicit Religion. Upon the analysis of the data from
interviews conducted for his first study, Bailey descril  three “scenes™, or places in a person’s

existence in which some kind of religious feeling might be located: the “inner™, the “outer™, and

the “other.” In each catt Hry is a list of the diverse “commitments™ by which individuals

"7 Edward L. Bailey. Implicit Religion in Con  orary Sociery (Netherlands: Kok Pharos Publishing
House, 1997)

N ibid. 47¢.
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structure their worldview. It is interesting that the development of explicit, conventional

20 69

expressions of religion occurs not on the “outer” scene, but on that of the “other.” ™ The makeup
of Bailey’s categories mimics in  strange way the psychological categories of Freud (id, ego,
superego), or of Eric Berne (child, adult, parent). If we were to extrapolate from this analogue, it
might be appropriate to say that the traditional, institutional religions, because they operate
primarily on the level of the “other”, are themselves at risk of being empty of inner substance.
The second study, conducted in a public house, reveals how powerfully “religious™ is the
notion of community, apart from the trappings and the rituals. Anticipating a theme which will
be central to Canadian cinema, Bailey looks beneath these rituals to discover the significance of
community-building. For example, inre ion to the rules surrounding closing time,

[I]t was clear that the regular customers’ desire was to out-stay whatever was the
legal limit. It is suggested that this was not in order to break the law, but in order to
‘prove’ the reality of their place within the community.”

This suggests a potential link between religious sentiment and transgressiveness;’ ' in Bailey's
case study, it is apparent that this does not so much occur on Luckmann’s privatized or
individual level, but instead on the level of the community. The individual establishes an identity
within the pub community by participatir with it in the (albeit soft) transgression against the
official rules of pub life. The pub cor "y as a whole also establishes an identity against the
larger society: this involves both tran ession against such a society, as well as a sense of

corporate privilege in establishing its own set of rules, by which its members measure their

existence. Within the sector of English society that Bailey documents. the identity formed is of a

“ Edward Bailey. “The Implicit Re  n of Contemporary Society: Some Studies and Reflections™.
Soctal Compass Dec. 1990: 483-497 (489).

M ibid. 491,

" A concept to be discussed below. A footnote was considered on the different usage. The context is
hopetully sufficient.
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transgressive nature, if only in the polite context of what has been mutually agreed upon. We
shall see later that American society commonly abides by similar mores. What makes all of this
religious instead of just socio-political or psychological is the degree to which a small act of
apparent defiance is involved in  ating one’s own existence to the larger structures, not just of
society but of the meaning of life itself.

Bailey’s third study was conducted in his capacity as a parish rector; his conclusions deal with
the relationship between implicit and explicit religion within the Anglican church community.
We discover anew that for the community in question, “[individualism] is its profoundest

0972

solidarity;”’~ and second, that the explicit, or “professed” religion of the populace, i.e. their
belief “in Christianity,” is only derivative, or secondary to the deeper and implicit commitments:

This way of life [...] is valued because some model of humanity, some aim in life,

some goals and standards, sc amme for that part of behaviour which is subject
to individual control, is esse this is the best one available. That is to say, it is
selected according to functic a, arisii  out of the culture itself; not on account

of its divine origin, nor on the authority of any kind of divinity, other than its apparent
functions and its intrinsic nature : a manifestation of value.”

One need not read too much into Bailey's use of the word functional, for it is only the explicit
expressions of religion that are di  1ed in functional terms. The substance appears to pre-exist
the formulated “way of life”, and the latter serves the function of a “pr¢  amme”, the content of
which is developed to suit the subs re[” ‘o1 needs, instead of the other way around. This

of course still begs the question of wl her the programme. or institutionalized religion is a

™ ibid. 492. Durkheim's analyses of ¢ iic and mechanical solidarity in The Division of Labor in
Socierv (Glencoe: The Free Press of GlencoesMacMillan. 1933, trans. George Simpson) contained many
uncomfortable implications, for instance in the context of specialized marriage duties. However. his
larger points on diversity vs. hom  neity  ould not be so hastily discarded.

" ibid, 492, Bailey's use of the phrase, a belief *in Christianity* seems deliberate; when the syntax is
properly understood by the hypothetical s ker, it should raise questions about the 1 | as opposed to
the explicit, object of faith.
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necessary construct, but at least we can still take care to distinguish the programme from the
information it reorganizes and interprets through a new code.

Bailey’s more concise expression of his theory might appear as rather obvious: “[Bleing
human, for the vast majority of human beings, seems to involve both being religious, in a secular
sort of way, and being secular, in rel ous sort of way.””* This calls to mind a similar attempt
by Michael Ostling to unite the ordinary and the extraordinary, while still trapped in the belief
that they are opposites.”> Ostling’s conci  was that the Harry Potter novels were guilty of
portraying the extraordinary as ordinary, rather than discovering the extraordinary in the
ordinary. It would seem, though, to be a false distinction, and reveals more about a potential
elitism on the part of Ostling. There are two issues, one being the dualism itself: the other is the
“us vs. them” mentality that aims to preserve the dualism. Bailey, however, prepares the reader

for the hermeneutical understanding that, “[Th]e study of implicit religion, then, takes the whole

4276

of a human context as its agenda, rather than any pre-determined segment of it.”"" To respond

further to Ostling with a paraphrase of © :kmann, Wizards only make sense in the context of the

_— 77
significance of Muggles.

M ibid, 48.

™ Michael Ostling. "Harry Potter and the Disenchantment of the World." Jouwrnal of Contemporairy
Religion Jan. 2003: 4. For a *ge lin ‘esponse to Ostling and to many others, c¢.f. Christopher
Yungblut. “Page One: Muggles.” ltine Mentis In Ponerum (2000),
http://www.cs.mun.ca/~christoy/pageone. html Internet: Accessed May 8. 2009.

" ibid. 49. emphasis added.
" See p. 35 above regarding “transcendent” and “immanent”. Expressed otherwise. a holy person
might not come down trom the mountain solely for the sake of tending to the world. but also to make it
clear how “ordinary™ a person she is — so that other “ordinary™ people are inspired to take their turn
climbing. Or, as expressed by mystics, “God became man so man could become God.”™ Ostling s not
necessarily incorrect in his sentiments. and we can understand what he might be trying to say.
Nevertheless. the distinction he makes still rings false.
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Working, then, within the full extent of the human (and perhaps meta-human and non-human)
context, we cannot be satisfied with definitions that contain even hints of isolationism or of
dualistic distinctions. Wittgenstein’s notion of family resemblance may be appropriate as we
canvass and reconstruct the definitions and arguments offered above. There are a number of
existential questions continually being asked in secular locations, which may also be recognized
as “religious questions”; there are issues of some complexity or controversy that might likewise
be dealt with in a “religious manner”. There are no particular tokens, or even types, of
experience or phenomena that can commonly be held as signifiers of religion: the labels
“religious” and ‘“secular” may be equally and arbitrarily ascribed to each and any of the
particular entities or events in question. However, the existence of a significant number of these
individual signifiers will at least justify the proposition that religion is present in the discourse:
either something religious is being cor :nted upon by the individual, the community, or the
work of art — or these latter are substantially religious entities unto themselves.

Thus, the family of questions and experiences to be considered under the umbrella of
“rel” "on” includes, but is not limited to, the followingm:
1) explanations of why we are he  how we got here, and where we go afterwards;
~" feelii  of duty towards one’s fellow inhabitants that transcend mere utility:;

3) the idea that the meanii  of life might likely extend beyond the practical or material
(although one is not necessarily obligated to forsake the material);

™ Two sets of objections have been raised regarding this list. First, that many of them can be as easily
treated in a functional or formal r as in a substantive way. Second. that some of the items on the
list imply that something is not re unless it necessary goes bevond the material. A response to the
{irst objection is that it is not the questions that  ermine function or substance, but the perspective of
the q  ioner. The response to the second objection is contained in the definition of “tamily defimtion”
as given in the text. Also in regards to the second objection. it may be impossible to discuss dualisms
without seeming to endorse another kind of dualism in the process. However. the discussions in the text,
especially regarding Luckmann. Bailey and Durkheim, were also intended to address this issue. Beyond
these responses. it is probably only a matter of assertions to the contrary. and no resolution is possible.
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4) discussions of the nature of consciousness and its relation to our physical body:;
5) the need for or display of ritual, pi image, sacred space, and metaphor;
6) conversations on the relationships between life and death;
7) concepts of divinity or consciousness not contained within a physical body;
8) questions surrounding the relationship between what is and what ought to be;
9) perspectives on salvation or a post-mortal existence.
Discussing Star Trek fandom in light of Bailey’s theories, Jennifer Porter has a similar list:
[A]n examination of the thii : on which fans spend vast amounts of time.
creativity, financial resources, and mental and emotional energy reveals a complex
picture of the nature of ind ity, community, humanity, and destiny that helps
shape the lives of, and is s oy, Star Trek fans. Multiculturalism, tolerance for
diversity, evolutionary prog uman potential, political non-interference, sexual
cquality, free will, scientific and techi logical progress, and a triumphant human
destiny that transcends biological limits are some of the dominant ideological
. [§
commitments of fans.”’
The effective results of this time, creativity, and ene 7, etc., are “support for the United
Nations, volunteering at food banks and soup kitchens, "ving blood to the Red Cross, donating
time and money to children’s charities, and st porting political candidates who embody [their]

“80° All of this of course reiterates the debate over whether humanism, let alone “‘secular

ideals.
humanism™ can be considered a rel" "»n. However, by the very standards of the conventional
religious | spectives on morality, virtues such as charity and compassion cannot, by their very
definition as religious values, exist outs” * of a religious framework. It is not only claimed from
this conventional perspective that atheists cannot possibly act morally, but even that to be

“spiritual” as opposed to “religious™ is also to remove oneself from the framework necessary to

foster a moral existence. Hence. if the fruits of individuals or communities demonstrate charity

" Porter. “Implicit Religion.”
" ibid.
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or other forms of altruism or moral virtue, then it would not be unreasonable to conclude that
these fruits are either motivated by religious sentiment, or are somehow only pretending to — for
an undetermined and apparently selfish purpose. However, the arguments here are restricted to
the notion that any phenomenon involvii  the above issues has some connection to religiosity,
and thus the potential religious aspects of such phenomena can be legitimately discussed.

There are also three questions that arise from what has been said in this chapter, and that can
be worked with in relation to the definition of “religion” and to the means of viewing the films.
First, how does one define the boundaries, if any, between ourselves and the apparent source of
the religious? Second, what is the nature of relations between individuals. such that they are able
to empathize as much with a stranger  with a member of their family? Are these relations
religious or “merely” psychological? © rd, when individuals congregate socially, why do even
the many apparently secular groups look to ‘“higher principles” when seeking the common
welfare? As the answer to this last question seems necessarily to be a religious one, it is worth
reconsidering the distinction betw n the rel ous and the secular: this distinction may be, as

Bailey seems to suggest in his own wor , just another category mistake.

1.2 Rel' ‘on and Film: The history of Scholarship

The history of commentary on the intersection of religion and film is i nost as old as the film

industry itself.*' Two factors make this fact almost inevitable: first. many of the carly narratives

*! For the purposes here. one may denote 1895 as the birth-year of cinema as we know it today. with
the w ding that in de: a’ Toos Lt full cof y child-development must
apply: conception was much earner, and coming-ot-age tar later. There had already been at the time
multiple public showings of films, in their variant forms, in France. the U.S., and Australia, each using a
different type of camera and projection system. As with the history of many inventions, developments
also arose simultaneously in various regions of the globe. In December of 1895. however, Auguste and
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produced by filmmakers were explicitly religious in content; the sacred, and in particular sacred
scriptures, have frequently provided a rich source of material for artists in general. Thus, in 1897,
the Parisian filmmaker Albert Kirchner (professionally known as Léar) took still photographs of
the landscape in Palestine and Cairo to incorporate into a filmed narrative of the Passion of
Christ.®* Other films from the era included .~ nson 'd Delilah (1903, Ferdinand Zecca); The
Life of Moses (1909, Charles Kent);** Jerusalem Delivered (1911, Enrico Guazzoni):™* Dante’s
Inferno (1911, Bertolini, Liguoro and 1 Jovan); La Vie de N.S. Jésus-Christ (1914, Maurice

André Maitre):* and D.W. Griffith's Judith of Bethulia in 1914.%

Louis Lumiére presented “the first com  cial exhibition of a projected motion picture to a paying
public in the world's first movie theatre - in the Salon Indien. at the Grand Cafe on Paris' Boulevard des
Capucines™. [Simon Popple, Joe Kember. Early Cinema: From Factory Gate to Dream Fuactory (New
York: Wallflower, 2004), 7, emphasis added]. 1t was the name of the Lumiéres’ projector, the

cinematographe, from which we deriv shortform “cinema.” The combination of paying audience,
projection technology allowing for a audience, and the dedicated space for theatres, are what
together define the new cultural phenomenon.

It 1s also worth noting here what will | discussed later, 1.e. Canada’s early contribution to the
content and commerce of international ci : of the most famous of pre-narrative film scenes was

The Kiss, starring Canadian-born May Irwin — the scene was taken from a Broadway production in which
she performed. It was Ottawa’s Holland Brothers who became agents for Thomas Edison’s Kinetoscope

productions, openi  the first Ki  asc arlor on Broadway, and rapidly opening others across the
continents. As notable “forefathers™ of Drabinsky, the Hollands thus affirm one of the great truths
of Ecclesiastes: nothing is new under th Thomas Edison himself was the great-grandson of a United

Empire Loyalist; his first job, at 14, was in Stratford, Ontario [Peter Morris, Embarticd Shadows: A
History of Canadian Cinema 1895-1939 (Montreal: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 1978)]. Canadian
actress Mary Pickford made her first af ! in D.W. Griffith’s The Violin Maker of Cremona in
1908. Jack Warner, the youngest of the four Warner Brothers, was born in London, Ontario.

%2 Bible Lands Films: Recently Found Films Shot in Palestine and Egypr in 1897, “Filmography of
Israeli  Films.”  htp://israeli.filmography.co.il/Articles/Entry_9/Bible_Lands_Films.html  Internet:
Accessed May 9. 2009. Many of the pre-1930 films cited throughout this work have been since lost:
their existence is only known through refe  1ces in trade journals. etc.

i Tvler F. Williams, The Old Testament on Filim: In the Beginning: Silent Films to “Talkies ™ (1900 1o
the 1930s), “Codex: Resources for Biblical Studies™ http://biblicalstudies.ca/pop/OT _on_filml.html

Internet: Accessed May 12, 2009.

“The Crusaders. or. derusalem Delivered. “The Film Database: The Complete Index to World Film
Since 1895, http://www.citwf.com/film75037.hum Internet: Accessed May 12, 2009,

** Kevin Lewis, “Rev. Herbert Jump and the motion picture™. Filim History tune 2002: 210.
* Williams. “Codex.™
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A second factor involves the ic . that the church community, particularly the North American
one, was always more or less bound by the need to respond to any phenomenon arising from the
“outside” world. In the more remote past, the ecclesiastical approval or disapproval of works of
art had mainly been a matter between the church and the artist. Most art that was to see the light
of day in the public forum would have been commissioned by the church, and neither the public
nor the audience opinion was consulted: the public only saw what had been approved in the first
place. By the time that cinema came into being, the church 1 1 already lost exclusive ownership
as well as the right of censorship (except among their own flock), and so a battleground of sorts
had been re-established for the “souls” of the public. The fact of such a battleground was not
new, of course; when the printing press had :  ved centuries earlier, the public gained access to
secular literature®’ at the same time as they 1iined access to mass-produced — and translated —
Bibles: this was undoubtedly a source of similar unease for the church. The rise of mechanical
technology, long prior to the Industrial I olution itself, as an influence upon Newton and his
contemporaries, led to the introduction of Deism as an enemy combatant. This had also likely

played out much earlier with dramatic productions.™

%7 Among the first three books to be published in English by William Caxton were Recuvell of the
Histories of Trove (1471, about the tale ¢ tes), Chaucer's Carrerbury Tales (1478/1481) and Morie
d'Arthur (1485). The English case may 15 not be the most exemplary of the issue. and within the
thesis, this is probably the one account of history most shamelessly reduced to clichés, There is no end,
however, to the manners in which one 1 read the events of the various European Reformations, and in
the subsequent chapter, the Canadian connection v 1 Calvinist thought will be discussed: this will have
particular bearing on literature as well as cinema, as they relate to the church.

* Another view on the background of such conflict between church and culture can be found in the
chapter/episode “"The Skin of Our Teeth™ in Sir Kenneth Clark’s Civilisation (London: BBC Books.
1969). Clark’s interpretation of the European Middle Ages is given in terms of how the knowledge.
culture and religion inherited from the Greek world was forsaken as the barbarians invaded. but was
preserved through two phenomena: the rise of Islam, and the exiled Irish monks who created the
docur s later known as the Book of Kells. C ks ion between the barbarians and the failures of
the Christian Church to preserve civilization is rather openly expressed throughout. “The carly Christian
Church had dissipated its strength by theological controversies, carried on for three centuries with
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Cinema, however, brought tc :ther all of these existential threats and more: drama, mass
reproduction, the technology to make visual . move, making for a dangerous combination of
fantasy and reality®®, and perhaps more impor 1tly, an economic engine behind the art that was
almost as powerful as the economy of rel on as a whole. The prize at stake in the battle was
now over the construction of a new national and international civilization; whether or not a
conscious form of spiritual warfare was waged, one can imagine through some of the evidence
that the stakes were realized at least subconsciously. The melodramatic tone may be justified,
though, by showing on just how large of a scale the new combination of technology and art could
compete. According to the musings of a journalist cited in George Anderson’s 1910 essay,

On an island 2000 miles out in the Pac ic Ocean, the exiled lepr ; of Molkai gather
daily before the flickering wonders of a screen that shows them the world of life and
freedom. Seated in the luxurious saloon of an ocean liner a group of travelers study the
lifelike pictures of the cour s for which they are bound. In Iceland excited Eskimos
applaud the heroism of the cowboy who rescues a captured maiden from the red-skins.
Halfway around the world in Northern Russia tearful peasants sorrow over the plight of
a forlorn French lover. The correspondents with the battleship fleet tell us that in every

corner of the globe they found those dimly lighted rooms where living comedy and
tragedy flash across the screen.”

incredible violence and ingenuity™ (pg. 4). The Crusades and the burning of Islamic libraries were further
instances of grief between western rel  n and art. Of course the point of Clark’s series is not to dwell
on these negative aspects of church history, but to celebrate the ultimate tenacity of civilization. His
interim message is only that civilizatic vays be fr  le as a result of its own potential for
stagnation. Other ways in which civi ecomes an enemy of itself are its production of lack of
confidence, cynicism and disillusionment.

*In the next chapter, arguments are presented for a particularly Canadian form of realism: the general
distinction can be made here between the 1t ism inherent in the p/ivsical technology of the art form. and
the “enhanced” realism resulting from artistic technique.

" George Anderson, “The Case for Motion Pictures: Part 1.” Congregationalist and Christian World
July 1910. Reprinted in Terry Lindvall. The Silents of God: Selected Issues and Documents in Silent
American Film and Religion. 1908-1925 (Lanham, MD: The Scarecrow Press. 2001). 33, As a modern
parallel of the power of film to bridge philos  ical distances. the Dalai Lama is said to have enjoved
watching Tarzan films. However, this should be taken ironically on the part of this thesis. There is a
rather horrendous tone of Orientalism in the journalist’s account - which also detracts from its credibility

and whether or not the reports of t  Dalai Lama are true, he would surely smile at Westerners who
express surprise at his taste.

However, this 1s likely part of Tom Robbins™ point 1n relating this fact about the Dalai Lama. [Tom
Robbins. Another Roadside Attraction (Garden City, NY: Doubleday. 1971)].
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While we must wonder if some of this is a futuristic ideal on the part of the journalist, what is
notable here are the implications to the church. Anderson himself notes  at “the moving picture
is rapidly taking its place beside commerce and foreign missions in making for world
brotherhood.”" Anderson’s own stance is decidedly in favour of church participation in the new
industry, but he may have provoked more concern than interest by including the dramatic
account of the journalist. Especially in the case of the third-world flocks, the church could hardly
not fear a loss of monopoly on bringir  culture, and theology, to the underprivileged. Thus. the
problem of domain was now becomii a rather existential one for the church, rather than being
merely theological or political.

The fact that various members of the church, both lay and professional, recognized these
potential dangers and reacted to them 1 atively, is well documented.” The new form of
entertainment was a threat to many within the established churches, first as an additional
“worldly” distraction, and secondly as a potential sacrilege. It was not ~wvays easy for an art
form to be ecclesiastically embraced if it did not have explicit precedent in scripture. Thus, films
that portrayed Biblical narratives were in particular subject to the censorious eyes of church
authorities, perhaps especially because the church knew how philosophically persuasive the films
could be. The more superficial arguments put forward as justification for such censorship were
the impropriety of having human actors pc 1y sacred person s, or the potential blasphemy of
having scripture interpreted by the non-ordained. What was really at stake, though, was the
potential for the new industry to develop talent and story-telling skills tt  would lead people.

not necessarily away from the religion, but away from the confines of the church’s own “theatre’.

“* Anderson, 33.

* Lindvall, Sifents of God. passim.
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There were others, though, who like Anderson took a more enthusiastic approach to the
budding industry, encouragit the church to embrace the technology both inside and outside of
church doors. Terry Lindvall notes in the introduction to his collection of historical documents,
“data indicate that many men and women of faith, both in the clergy and in the industry, sought a
union of art and religion.”93 Published around the t  : of Anderson’s article was a pamphlet by
the Rev. Herbert A. Jump, minister of a Congregational church in New Britain (Connecticut).
Jump begins by linking the artistic and moral values of film to those of Biblical parables. Jump
exposes a double-standard involved in the common prejudice of both congregants and leaders
against motion pictures — the usual suspects of violence and other forms of melodrama, by
pointing out that the same complaints could be made against the parable of the Good Samaritan:

Note some of the details of that sermon-story. It was not taken from the Bible, — the
Old Testament used as a Bible by Jesus' auditors, — but from contemporary
experience. It was the sort of thit  tI  might have happened any day and to any one in
his audience. Secondly, it was an exciting story. Robber-tales always thrill the
emotions...Thirdly, this narrative-sermon frankly introduces morally negative elements
and leaves them negative to the end of the chapter. Was it not dangerous to the church
establishment of that day to have its priest and Levite pictured as failing so utterly in
the grace of compassion, held up to ridicule as hypocrites and poseurs? And as for the
robbers themselves, not only did tt  story give a most realistic description of precisely
how they perpetrated the cowardly crime of violence, but it leaves them victorious in
their wickedness, scurrying off with their ooty, unrepentant of their sins...And yet,
despite these three dubious ¢ cteristics of not being Scriptural to the people who
heard it, of being excitii  and of havii realistic and morally negative features in it,
who dare assert that the story of the _ood San itan has wrought harm in the world?”...
Has it not exhibited in comple and convincing fashion the very heart of the Gospel?

* Lindvall, x. It cannot be stated enov  that Lindvall's collection is invalua  to the thesis as a
whole: external accounts were given of the writings of Jump e al. but prior to discovering Silents, it was
nearly impossible to access the original documents. In the process. a whole new world was discovered. It
is strange, though. that there is not much to add here about Lindvall himself or about his own theores,
except to say that he is himself a conservative Congregational minister and former president of Pat
Robertson’s Regent University. and is now the C. S. Lewis Chair of Communication and Christian
Thoughr at Virginia Weslevan College. Lindvall’s research on Lewis i1s an obvious qualification for
discussing the philosophy behind religion and culture: his theological affiliations. on the other hand. are
also rather explanatory of many of his statements below. The writings collected hv Lindvall were mainly
by Protestant Christians, in particular Episcopal. Baptist and Congregational.  is would normally be
cause to question the sense of balance here. but this account of history is not meant to be definitive.
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Has it not urged more men into lives of ministry and helpfulness than any piece of
literature of equal length which the race has ever known?”*

The import of these comments goes beyond the issue of whether or not the church was to use
a given technology as an evangelical accessory. We begin to see he the seeds of a more
scholarly approach to the analysis of religion and film. The simplest reason for the difference
may be in the decision to embrace a methodology external to his own prc :ssion. i.e. in this case,
a form of literary or dramatic criticism. This, along with a masterly use of analogy. also allows
readers to go beyond the apologetic. In the process, Jump is reasserting a particular interpretation
of scripture, challenging the basic authority of the elders, and by the end of his pamphlet, he
suggests that many of the films available at that time, whether scriptural or not, would do a better
job of spreading the Gospel than most Sunday sermons. If we can bracket Jump’s own religious
sensibilities,”” one might still note how he anticipates mo< 1 scholarship on religion in popular
culture, as well as the notion of findii religion implicitly: a recognition that some moral truths
and transcendental visions are readily found in secular sources. Some of the films he
recommends for his colleagues included Alice in Wonderland, Uncle ..m’s Cabin, and The
Night Before Christmas, in addition to historical and Shakespearean dramas.”
Jump also shows the kind of historical thinking necessary for an objective perspective:
The motion picture is as yet a rel _ us work. Hence it will be opposed
by some. But if there are conscientious scruples against adopting the motion picture as

one of the church tools, at least we may comfort ourselves with our reading of church
history. The disfavor which is now meted out to the motion picture was aime at the

™ Herbert A. Jump. “The Religious Possibilities of the Motion Picture.” Private pamphlet (New
Britain, CT: 1910). Reprinted in Lind 1. 54-78 (35).
" While Jump s hardly disinterested in the outcome of his arguments. there is a heightened
objectivity apparent in commentators who are more prone to optimism. One must be wary of “wishful
thinking™, but pessimism often reveals 1tsell 1 chip on the shoulder, and is itselt apt to cloud judgment.

“ Jump. 76. All films in Jump’s list are from 1910. The first two were published by Lidison and
Vitagraph. respectively. the publisher of the third is not specified.

50




stereopticon a decade ago, at quartet singing several decades earlier, at the pipe organ
before that, and still earlier at the Holy B le printed in the vernacular; and yet, in God's
own time every one of these religious agencies commended itself to the approval of
Christian people. So it will be in this case.”’

Athough the elders of Jump’s own congregation turned down his :quest, and may have
pressured him into leaving the charge, Jump was not alone, 1d seems to have had the support of
his  _er denomination.”® Jump cites the followii endorsement from the editors of The
Congregationalist, as they give their corporate reasons for embracing the use of motion pictures:

Not only because the moving pictt  has become so widespread an influence is it of
interest to us; but also because its possibilities have only begun to be uncovered, and in
this undeveloped and unknown future educational and religious agencies seem destined
to have a great share. While no one can be blind to the fact of its great possibilities for
evil, the moving picture has neither done so much harm nor deserved such imprecations
as have been put upon it by well-meaning but uninformed Christian people.w

Again, bracketing the talk of good and evil, this paragraph might easily have introduced a

scholar’s justification for exploring a new ph  »menon, one that is outside of the normal canon.

Ten years later, there appeared the article “*Motion-Picture as a Handmaid of Religion,™'"

which advocates on behalf of the larger moven 1t by various denominations in the United States
and England toward an albeit still-wary acceptance of film as a theological/pedagogical tool, to

be used more consciously as a  ans of evangelization. In the author’s words, the church was

" ibid. 73.

™ There are conflicting perspectives on the event. and there is no way to verify precisely how
“voluntary™ a resignation is in reality. 1t was, however. to Jump’s benefit. as he went on to implement his
ideas at the Congregational Church in Oakland. CA. His former church was then apparently “without a
settled pastor for two months™ [cited in Lewis. 214}. The Connecticut congregation’s statement of events
was attached as a preface to Jump’s article in subsequent publications. Kevin Lewis attempts to mediate
between the different accounts.

B

Jump. 13.

" Aponvmous, “Motion-Picture as a Handmaid of Religion.” Literary Digest May 1920, reprinted in
Lindvall. 235-239.
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“wresting another weapon from the devil and converting it to its own purpose.
movement proceeded, though, there was also a renewal of tense ambivi :nce: as congregations
began showing commercial films on Sunday mornings, theatres moved to jealously guard their
income.'” Presumably it would have been a moral dilemma for the proprietors of the theatres —
to extract a license fee from the cor  :gations would not have been an option, and yet charity did
not extend to writing off the rental as a donation.

The next wave of scholarship on the subject of religion and film appears in the 1950s. The
dialogues on social and religious values during this era would have found their source in much
that was occurring in post-war society, most ¢ inly in Britain and in North America. The
particular style of self-reflection at the time may have been inevital :, given the crisis of
meaning in the face of the fear and the political enthusiasms of the Cold War. Although the
semantic ironies of the word “nuclear” had perhaps not arisen — its use in describing the
conventional family was not common at the time — the internal conflict among people and
nations was nonetheless a result of anx ies over both meanings of the word. In both cases,
political and religious institutions would be the shelters of first resort, but there would again be a
need for the voice of a rhird party, one that would help cit  :ns relate to religion and politics in
ways that were not so accessible from within ei  zr of the existii  institutions.

This is witnessed in an article by F Elkin, reviewing the film The Next Voice You [lear
(1950)."" The social context behind the film is. according to Elkin., a growing type of

Christianity in America. predictably influenced by recent international affairs. as well as by a

"“ibid 7.
102 2.y 4
ibid. 238.

'"* Frederick Elkin, "God. Radio. and the Movies. Holivwood Quarteriv Winter 1950: 105-114. The
film is based on the short story of the sume name: George Sumner Albee. “The Next Voice You Hear.”
Cosmopolitan August 1948,
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new attitude towards the relationship between values and national culture. Elkin was himself a
film scholar and sociologist'” rather  n a theologian. He may thus be one of the first of the
“outside” scholars to address the interaction of film and religion, even if his own 1950s morality
shows some loose descent from 1950s theolc /. Elkin notes that Hollywood had already
acquired a reputation for godlessness:

Few who see the picture can remain unaffected by it. Some have been sharply
annoyed by the treatment of God and religion, and in England the picture was
temporarily banned. But thh ¢ tens of thousands who are acclaiming the film as one
of the greatest achievements of Hollywood. Many in the audience have felt pangs of
conscience and wept; others have been inspired to support their churches with a new
vigor: still others, with a ¢ ewhat more objective outlook, have suggested that
Hollywood has atoned for its sins.'®®

The movie itself seems to be nothing spectacu” by today's standards — a non-comedic version

106

of the George Burns O/ God! movies, in America’s Midwest, with members of the entire

global population hearing God’s voice instead of just one unfortunate man forced to defend
himself against charges of insanity. In tet  of cinematic technique and amatic style, it takes
after the Disnev movies of the era, through its references to contemporary events and a healthy
distaste for government bureaucracy.

Elkin critiques the religion within the movie as being essentially American:

This is a picture about religion, but it is not the rel” “on of a crusading St. Paul or of
a stern and serious Puritan or of a eply emotional orthodox Jew or of an ascetic
monastery monk. Rather, the igion of this picture suggests a friendly. sociable

"™ Elkin taught for a period at York University in Toronto. and his scholarship was a cornerstone of
research during the founding of the Vanier Institute of the Family [Elkin. “The Family in Canada: An
Account of Present Knowledge and Gaps in Knov  dge about Canadian Families.” Ottawa: Canadian
Conference on the Family, April 1964. C.f. also " A Short History: How the Vanier Institute of the Family
Began.” The Vanier Institute of the Family http://www . vifamily.cow/about/vit.html Internet: Accessed July
13. 2009]. Elkin also wrote on the “Quiet Revolutton™ in Canada [Elkin, “Ethnic Revolutions and
Occupational Dilemmas.™ International Journal of Comparative Sociology. 1972: 48-34].

" Elkin. “God. Radio.™ 105,

" Oh God!, dir. Carl Reiner. Warner Bros.. 1977. Oh God! Book i1, dir. Gilbert Cates. Warner Bros..
1980. O God! You Devil, dir. Paul Bogart. ¥ ner Bros.. 1984,
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relationship with God and « :’s neighbors. Man is not inherently evil; he is good and
has infinite possibilities. It is not necessary, or even advisable, to bemoan one’s sins, to
feel deep pangs of conscience, to proselytize, to worry about salvation and redemption,
or to be concerned with tragic aspects of life.'"’

In contrast to the comments above about Luckmann’s attitude towards the New Age religions,
Elkin does seem to be more dismissive of many of these modern religious sensibilities, although
neither does he necessarily appear to have been appreciative of the more conventional religious
perspective, which had conde 1ed Hollywood as “godless.” He is quick to realize the
implications of how a film explicitly about religion is probably more about the depiction of
God’s endorsement of an American way of life and family-construction, and this is as much of a
problem with a traditional religious polit . as it is with a modern politicization of religion. Elkin
may not be much of a socialist, as he d . also seem to maintain some respect for the values
hiding behind the American religious illusions, but his reading of the film is essentially a Marxist
form of criticism; he exposes the fact that “such expressions of dependency. with such magical
solutions of our problems, may be signs of a ¢y wing tendency within our society and within

2108 . .. . . .
"% The target of his critique is not so much religion itself. however: even when

ourselves.
discussing the utopian religion of the film, E n is far kinder to religion than would be a
Marxist. And yet, Elkin is certainly ref in his critique to the vc' s intruding on
America’s collective aural | ice, including the voices of ovi  sentimentality that have alike led
to overdramatic expressions on all sides.

The reference, prior to introducing Elkin’s article. to “the need for the voice of a rhird party™:

was not originally intended as a pun on the subject of his analysis. although it is possible that

Elkin had it in mind. There is little doubt that the voice of God in the film 1s an analogue for the

7 ibid, 108.

108 ., . ~
thid. 113,
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voice of the film; it replaces the voice of God for the audience as they try to sort through
society’s ills. The voice of God as portrayed by the film is morally inadequate for Elkin, but he is
sympathetic, especially as the audience is likely eager to respond to that voice in its search for a
better life. Again, if this is the case, Elkin is remarkably prescient on some of the deepest levels
of religion-film commentary. He does certainly anticipate the tone for subsequent scholarship.
particularly in his marriage of literary deconstruction with religious sensitivities. This will be
what, in the post-modern era, will allow for the  wrriage of advocacy and scholarship.

There are signs in 1965 that the o, nized church is moving to embrace a more critical
perspective on cinema, in a way that, rather than still somewhat confrontational towards the film
industry, involves more active participatic in the structure of the cinematic we d. The National
Council of Church’s Broadcastii  and Film Commission (BFC) would that year establish the
Film Awards Nomination Panel. The panel was set up as an anticipatory effort to reward the film
industry for producing films more conducive to Christian family viewing. F. Thomas Trotter
explains the history of the panel and their ruggle to be relevant.'” . vo things are interesting
here: first, their evolving criteria for what would qualify for a religious film award:

The Broadcasting and Film Con  ssion of the National Council of Churches may
make awards annually to American-produced films of outstanding artistic merit that,
within the perspective of the Christian fai and within one or more of the following
categories:

1. Portray with honesty and compassion the human situation in wi:h man is caught
in tension between his attempt to  lize s full potential of his humanity and his

tendency to destroy that humanity.

2. Portray human society and its cultural environment in such a way as to enhance
understanding of the family of man in its richness and variety.

"'k Thomas Trotter. “The Church Moves Toward Film Discrimination.” Religion in Life Summer

1969. Reprinted online. ReligionOnline,  hup://wwi.religion-online.org/showarticle.asp’title=3474
Internet: Accessed May 17. 2009.
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3. Treat religious subject matter, whether Biblical, historical, or contemporary, with
perceptiveness, accuracy, and pertinence.

4. Bring qualities of imagination, beauty, and honesty to subject matter appropriate
for children.

5. Provide exceptional entertainment value appropriate for family viewing.'"”
This was an evolution of the previous list, which had included the word “Christian™ in each
category. The second element to note is the list of films cited in the first years of the awards. For
the first two years of the awards, the only explicitly religious film to be considered by the panel
was The Greatest Story Ever Told (1965). The movie, however, was in the end not even
nominated to the board of directors. Even the panel had to admit that the quality of the movie
was sub-par. Whatever their original in  ions, then, the result of the pancl’s establishment was
that the church gained in the process an appreciation for artistic discernment, in turn meaning
that the quality of artistic vision in films would be rewarded over religious content alone.'"’

In considering these threads of religion/film commentary as they are later taken up by the
academic community, we face some difficult dilemmas. The year 1970 seems to be widely
recognized as representing a major cusp in the development of dialc 1e.'" in terms of that

dialogue having evolved through the s :trum from primarily confessional to primarily

academic commentary; many of the lines, however, havii  continued to remain blurred. The

U

" ibid.
11 . . . . . " . -
Certainly the church did not make this value judgment consciously at first, but it seems fairly
stgnificant that the panel members themselves were obviously chosen for their artistic sensibilities as
much as. if not more than for. their theological ones. A cynic might see this as a concession to the film
industry. but it does not seem a stretch to « .t as the coming-of-age of an American church community.

" This vear was also noted as a widely held beginning of the modern period of Canadian cinema:
there is no end to the number of similar parallels to be found at the time. nor an end to the number of
connected threads. While it may not be all that likely that Canadian filmmakers were reading the
scholarly literature on religion and film. o1 the  e-scholarly literature. both the filmmakers and the
literature certainly shared a common acceptance of the general zei  ist at the ume. The academic work
on film would have at the very least trickled down to the level of tim criticism in general (both artistic
and journalistic). and there would have been many other common threads between film and academics.
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various preludes to modern scholarship have been included above, not only because they are
seldom acknowledged in subsequent works, despite their significant influence on later scholars,
but also because some of them t 1 to outdo many later scholars in terms of the conventional
notions of “objectivity.” In relation to this circumstance, it will seem in the present work that
there is a lack of continuity between the different periods of history described above and those
which follow, and that in the works of scholars listed below, the degree of apologetics increases
rather than decreases. This is partly because little evidence is seen, prior to the 1970s, of
communication berween scholars on the subject; this in turn involves a problem brought to our
attention by Steve Nolan: “new writing is often considered to be pioneering.”'"*

This tendency of pioneering-bias, thor , while it continues in various Hrms today, is largely
set aside by scholars when they, or their disciplines, properly come of age; this may in fact be the
only real means of distinguishing the ea 7 from the later eras of scholarsh  in various fields. An
adherence to the practice of citations and bibliographies is a signpost for a char : in the depth of
communication and accountability. The dawn of this kind of adulthood for the academic
commentary on religion in film also coincides with the time that self-described Religious Studies
departments were being established in universities, which may be one explanatory factor.

Working backwards in time, we can see some revisionism of the history of such academic
evolution, but it is worth considerir  tI  connections as we try to establish the nature of the
“new beginnings™ in the 1970s. Terry Lindvall credits Ivan Butler and Ja 2s Wall as essential

. . R . . C .
founders of a new era of scholarship.” ™ but Lindvall’s criteria for the distinction are somewhat

"3 Steve Nolan, “The Books of the Films: Trends in Religious Film-Analysis.™ Literamure & Theology
March 1998: 2.

" Lindvall, viv n. 14. Ivan Butler. Refigion in the Cinema (New York: Tantivy. 1969): James Wall.
Church and Cinema: A Way of Viewing Film (Grand Rapids: W.B. Eerdman Publishing Co.. 1971).
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One of the other factors in defining the modern era of scholarship on religion and film is the
nature of the methodology. According to Steve Nolan, in his own comparative review of the
early scholarship, the criteria for the American shift from apologetic to academic treatment was
in the first use of “auture” [sic] theory in the 60’s, which highlighted the “vision of the

director.”""?

Modern textbook author Melanie Wright gives credit for this theory to Jean Epstein,
the 1920’s film critic and director.'*® Wall and Hurley may also both be given credit for their
respective contributions to the modern period: Wall offers a definition that can actually be used

and worked with in scholarship, and Hurley establishes a constructive methodology. They may

also be, in fact, the first writers to primarily self-identify as scholars of film and religion. Wall,

a different manner of viewing the issue. Cox is also widely known for The Silencing of Leonardo Boff
(Bloomington, IN: Meyer, Stone & Co, 1988), whose protagonist was an advocate of liberation theology.

"™ Cooper, Celiuloid, 89-106. It is worth noting the other contributors to Celluloid. although these
other chapters are rather specialized for the purposes. Aside from the editors, the other authors are Robert
W. Jenson, William Hamilton, Anthony Schillaci, William F. Lynch and Robert W. Wagner.

" Nolan, 1.

"** Melanie J. Wright, Religion and Film: An Introduction (London, UK: 1.B. Tauris & Co. 2007). 59.
More treatment could be given to Epstein above, althot  his works were more poetical than prosaic —
which is perhaps the reason for his being e to express the substantive from outside of a religious
perspective: Lpstein described the cinema as “offering spectators an ‘essentially supernatural’

experience, which reverberated t the  tire physique.” [in Wright, 59]. Two additional passages
trom Epstein are worth considerii
This gilded make-believe, t ving eloquence of the 7th art has not entirely succeeded in

hiding from us a few signs which warn us that the phantoms of the screen have something to say
besides their tales of laughter and tears: they speak of a new conception of the universe and of new
mysteries of the soul. The di  proval of the professionally virtuous, who are somewhat
scandalized. merely translates, in terms of current morality, a tremendous anxiety of long standing,
but which no longer knows how to express all its meaning. A few of those who represent the
present order are nevertheless aware t  their instinctive fear and indignation is not simply over a
richly sensual image. Their fears spring from something d  2r and encompass a great deal more:
they see the monster of novelty and creation. ¢ ving with it the whole transformist heresy of
continual becoming. [Quoted in René Ludmann. "Cinema as a Means of Ev  elization™. Cross
Currents Vol. 8 No. 2 (Spring 1958). 154].
And. from Wright's account:

Lipstein’s description at times comes close to classic articulations of the nature of religious
experience... “the memories and emotions, the projects or the r ets which we have attached to
these things for a more or less lengthy time...this is the cinematic mystery: an object...reveals
anew its moral character. its human and living expression when reproduced cinematically.™
|Wright, 171.]
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who also sat on the aforementionc Bl _ panel for religious film awards, defines a religious film
as “that motion picture which manages, through artistic utilization of its medium, to celebrate
what it means to be human.”'*! In other words, the vision of a film “can be said to be ‘religious’
in the Christian sense if it celebrates humanity or if it exercises with conviction a strong agony
over moments where humanity is actually distorted.”'** Although, as noted above, Wall (along
with Butler) still had his apologetic leanii , his definitions as constructed in Christian terms can
actually be utilized by scholars outside of Christianity.
Thus, as stated by Robert Johnston,

[Flor Wall, Who's Afraid of Virginia Woolf? was a religious film because it
celebrated humanity in a manner compatible with how Wall himself viewed humanity,
given his location within the historic Christian community.”'**

Wall also states that a film should not “m« 1, but ‘be;"24 this is a distinction between discursive
religious films, and those which present, and “implicitly” so, the director’s vision. The discursive
film, such as The Greatest Story Ever Told, it “instruct,” but it cannot be considered art:

The Biblical spectacular, theref is under od best as a " scursive film which
serves as an audio-visual aid but not as a work of art. An audio-visual aid imparts
information, but it does not convince or convict an audience. Art, on the other hand, is
interested only incidentally in infc  tion, and, by its very nature. is desirous of

. . ) : , . SO 125
sharing a vision of life which must ™ accepted or rejected by its viewer.

It is perhaps here that one sees a point of n  ors ifican to Wall's contribution, namely that

there is one more justification for scholars to  se out the  )/icitly religious elements in film:

121 RS - sz
James Wall, “Biblical spectaculars™, 35.

' ibid, 56. Quoted in Robert Johnston. Reel Spiritualitv: Theology and Film in Dialogne (Grand
Rapids. MI: Baker Acudemic, 2004, 35.

=% Johnston, 55.
' Wall, *Biblical Spectaculars.” 33.
"5 ibid. 54.
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the explicitly religious film simply “doesn’tcc ™, as it were, as an art form to be studied. While
this judgment should not be taken too literally, it 1y yet be a valid means of classification.
Neil Hurley’s methodology also sets a standard for future scholarship, in terms of both

comprehensiveness and simplicity. His prefacing claim that “movies are for the masses what

2126

theology is for an elite, is thus not merely a judgment about the democratic value of the art

form, but as an analogue also forms the premise for comparative evaluation in more neutral
terms.'*’ Although the analogue itself is rather simple, it is not naive. Hurley expands on this
idea not only to show how films can effectively present religious visions, but also to answer the
question of why motion pictures are inc ~ .ingly re sant to the post-modern world:

Postmodern man seeks greater understanding. If he is abandoning faith, it 1s often
because the traditional mode of representing religion does not aid understanding in our
‘jet-nuclear-space’ age. Thus faith nr o1 seems relevant to many people, even those
raised within a religious subculture.'

It is worth paying attention here to 2 category issues (that is, not necessarily category
“mistakes” on Hurley’s part). We m 1t be tempted to locate substance or content underneath
“religion”, as the word is used by Hurley, especially as it relates to the words “‘faith” and
“understanding.” In this case, “religion” would only refer to the form or function. However, it

certainly seems that the author is granting somethit  substantial to all of = words involved.'*

“° Hurley. Theology. ix.

7 Of course one could read this statement out of context as a denigration instead of an endorsement of
the art form of film. but the problematic ot both of the words “masses™ and “elite” is eternal. In
what follows. there is little ornore  ntc Hurley’s intentions. A predisposition to indiscriminatelv
see either word as derogatory. regardless of context. is a separate issue of epistemological and exegetical
cthics. One should be open to authors who use the word “elite™ as a value-positive t . and the potential
for positive value in the word should be recognized. It is not necessary even to presume a value judgment
either way on Hurley's part: his attempts may be descriptive rather than normative.

128 .
Hurley. ix.

129 wpz, g - : - : " . . :
‘Faith™ may of course either refer to a particular tradition or to a generic sense of hope in
“something more™, as it were, or somewhere in between. Hurley might be referring to both primary
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As well, “religion” accordii to Hurley is something “represented”, and so it might be
redundant, in this context, to define the word fc ally or func »Hnally. This idea of
“representation” will also be relevant to some epistemological concerns as they are presented in
the chapter on the context and themes of Canadian cinema. Hurley continues with some thoughts
on the compatibility of religious messa_ and messenger:

[F]ilm has become an outlet fort 1scendental concerns that are rooted in the human
spirit: conscience, 1ilt, freedom, and love [...]; to many people, [our best religious
thinkers| give the sense of deliv ng heady Kierkegaardian wine in musty Cartesian
bottles. This is unfortunate because I think that both motion pictures and theology work
with transcendence, with the difference that the latter is an elite enterprise and the
former oriented to the masses. While seeking recreation, diversion, and understanding,
moviegoers are often exercising transcendental faculties of insight, criticism, and
wonder that come remarkably close to what rel ‘on has traditionally termed faith,
prophecy, and reverence,'’

We still must juggle the various eli :nts of the analogue, namely “bottles,” *“‘wine,” and
“outlet;” this last concept might be imagined as a faucet or tap, from out of which substance
flows, but one still does not arrive at perfect ¢I ty. The proverbial wisdom of Jesus regarding
the analogue (MT 9:17; MK 2:22; * °" 5:37f) can be applied in alternate ways, depending upon
how one wishes to map the current questions of substance and vessel onto bottles and wine.
Thus, while acknowledging that such analc ies are risky, their usefulness will become apparent
below when the Canadian mode of usit  them  discussed. Perhaps it will also become clear
that this mode finds a special value in “mixed metaphors.” Even what seems to be of primary

substance or content according to Hurley, namely “transcendence.” is subject to the same

dilemmas. If we maintain the idea that this transcendence is something of substance. it is still.

senses when he talks of something being “abandoned™; the search for “greater understanding™. on the
other hand. implies in itself the generic kind of faith. According to scholars such as Luckmann und
Bailey. as well as others, the abandonment of the particular faith i1s actually seldom correlated with o loss
ot the generic.

130 4.
ibid. x.
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according to Hurley, “not a static quality in man but the dynamic piston in man’s movement
toward truth.”"*' Referring as well to McLuhan, Hurley potentially affirms that expression is
substance, not unlike the above t iy of performatives.'*?
So how can one be sure that Hurley is not just repeating the earlier i :a that the phenomena
and inspirations presented in motion pictures are not just “like” religion? Hurley answers:
Whoever sees through something, even thro1 1rel” “ous hypocrisy, Puritanism, and
pharisaic ‘legalism,” is exercising transcendence and, essentially, is borrowing critical
light from the same source as o nized religions and, we might add, as atheists and
agnostics...It is, then, this assumption which gives us hope for a genuine transcredal
belief-system free of partisanship and politics.'*
Hurley’s answer here may be that in addition to exercising, or perforr transcendence, we
might also witness the substance in the “critical light™ itself; or, perhaps it is rather the “source™
of that light which is of substance. In either case, the genuine nature of the “belief system” defies
any singular creed; we can then infer that there is no other “real” religion unto which this new
phenomena is “like”. The new or non-conventional phenomena is religious in its own terms; in

1y

particular, it is substantial precisely becau it will not be “seen throt " in the same way as the
transparent ‘“‘religions” to which t] va sometimescon _ ired.
What is also intriguing here is the idea of how “transcent  ce” is actually dependent upon the

upon the light as substance; the “transparent” conventionality might then not lend itself to

. .. . . 34 .
transcendence, because in no way does it interac  with the substance or the llght.l In terms of

"'Hurley. 8.
V2 ibid. 8. 12.
3 ibid. 8.

"™ The risk of making something appear more paradoxical than it may actually be is, can be seen in
this comparison: clarity of thought was “clearly™ not accomplished here, but ¢ 1ps the reader can
somehow intuit what was meant here in relation to Hurley's metaphors, and better express the thoughts.
Thus. the need for further “reflection™ is suggested.
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how cinema performs as a vehicle, or even perhaps in terms of how a film is a substantial vision
in itself, we might consider the literal cations of the play of light, shadow and transparency
as they appear on the screen. Typical charges against cinema include the notion that films are
“only” projected images, and are thus of less value even than false idols; parallel concerns have
to do with criticisms of celebrity. If we can speculate instead that the images and the actors have
even [ess pretense than do conventional icons to sacred substance, the more we can be open to
their power to act as truer vehicles of tran.  1dent thought.
Another issue that will arise later regards freedom and authority as applied to community:
[T]he freedom of individuals to ¢ ine their own ultimate loyalties ‘is beyond any

institutional authority’s competence’, thus allowing people on their earthly pilgrimage

to assess their transcendental commitments according as they judge the evidence of the

life process.'35
In part, these general notions of individu  freedom in relation to the community and to authority
structures belong to a worldview that p  2des attempts to define the word “religion™; even so.
one may always need to accept the fact of sertions to the contrary, nam« - that a phenomena is
simply not religious unless it is inherently institutional. While there are philosophical
justifications for sug :sting that religion experienced in a solitary fashion is of a lesser value to
the community — a tautology in the most obvious way — there is no :holastic solution in
countering such bare assertions. Another c f in ling Hu 'y here is that it is
precisely by seeing the anti-convention trans_ :ssiveness of film as an art forni that we can
successfully engage with the films® religious views, towards questioning not only freedom but

also the necessary commitment to  hority that allows for s 1l bonding.

5 . - . .. gy . . e
" ibid, 12. Hurley is approvingly citing William Hocking. and also endorses the latter’s belief in an
emerging “civilization in the singular.™
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This larger goal is suggested in Hurley’s chapter, “Teaching Theology through Cinema’:

“[P]eople will be in a position to begin to train their imaginations theologically so
that in their screen experiences, and hopefully, in real life, they will recognize the grand
religious themes of the human spirit.”"- 6

It seems that the compact nature of Hurley’s methodology overcomes any perceptions of
eclecticism or naive syncretism. One manner in which this is achieved according to Hurley is to
recognize the common etymologies of “image,” “imagination,” “magic” and *“magician”, and
hence to understand that multiple manifestations of religious substance are not evidence of
shallow or facetious construction, but are all the more proof that transcendence is really possible:

There is a profound relationship between images and human religious
aspirations...As a ‘compost of heaven and mire,” man needs to represent in human,
palpable ways the numinous, the transcendental, and the holy. 137

Such representations, as they appear implicitly in many popular art forms, are affirmations rather
than denials of religious meaning. As one works in reverse. and attempts to locate the numinous
in the image. Hurley recognizes the danger of idolatry, but assures us that his book:

...has sought to establish the positive value of the ‘im: ~...If the temptation to
idolatry has not been diminished by the advent of the camera, the motion picture’s
screen and the television set, there is still in these products of man’s technical genius a
yearning to give witness to the dee t aspirations of the human spirit and the larger
scheme of truth after which it thirsts.'™

Overall, Hurley’s process itself may distinguish him most as a scholar who desires that
scholarship be taken seriously, in offerii a curriculum of study for his readers that includes

works on film history, film humanism. ar film criticism, along with membership in a film

society and a subscription to various journals. The next steps are to “position the major directors

B ihid 177,
Y7 ibid, 191,
" ibid. 1911,
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of cinema in some philosophical school,” and/or to “situate a director’s film in the canon of his
works [which] also means the ability to  :ognize a certain consistent outlook consistent to that

director.” Finally, Hurley’s book delineates certain themes as having inherent potential for being

expressed as “theologies”;'* these themes ran; from “Religious Man in Secular Society,” to the

issues of freedom, conscience, death, evil, grace, love, the future, and even a “Cinematic

55140

Theology of Sex. Finally, in addition to his Jesuit training and a PhD in Political Science,

Hurley also combines the disciplinary insights of Freudian, Jungian as well as Rogerian and
existential psychology, humanist philosc fhy, and the social sciences. His largest contribution,
however, is a basic sense for tistic analysis: recognizii the deeper meaning of cinematic
techniques, and of the raw images that are cast onto the screen.

One of the major scholars on the subject to follow Hurley was John May, also a Jesuit priest.
whose first publication on the subject of r gion and film was Film Odvssey (1976) in
collaboration with colleague Ernest Ferlita. Resulting from an undergraduate course, their work
is an attempt to define the m ~  of film in humanist, existential and psychotherapeutical
terms, with the broader issue again beir that of the individual’s sense of self-worth in terms of
his or her relationship to the community. This initial search for meaning was nominally in

secular terms, examining films such as Alii s 1 ‘aurant, Easy Rider, and Slaughterhiouse-Five,

" ibid, 171-175. The use of the word “t  logy™ obviously seems problematic in light of what has

preceded. It is possible that Hurley is hoping to baptize this field as a new kind of “elite.” Or, it may just
be more equivocation.

" ibid. chapter titles. Another suggestive theme is in the title of another book. Neil P. Hurley. Soul in
Suspense: Hitchcock's Fright and Delight (Metuchen. NJ: The Scarecrow Press. 1993). Hurley followed
up in 1978 with a work devoted to the theme of liberation in cinema. While not directly theological. it
was very much in line with the general ideas of liberation theolt . Focusing in on this theme. Hurley
was able to further refine the techniques. |Neil Hurley. The xeel Revolution: A Film Primer on
Liberation (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1978)]. Hurley also re ;5 to an ominous statement by Time
magazine in its review of the 1976 remake of King Kong: “Time described the destructive binge of the
forty-foot ape atop Manhattan’s World Trade Center ‘as a projection of Western fears of what might
happen if the Third World should develop its potential power and strike back.™ (p. xi).
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although May’s own background was primarily theological, and many of their conclusions are
appropriate within the definitions of rel »sity ~sen within this thesis. Deriving a significant
part of their own thesis from the writings of Viktor Frankl, one of their main concerns was the
issue of hope in the face of suffering. Although May's own background perspective is still
largely theological, the authors explain their loyalty to critical analysis:

Our assumption throughout these analyses of films of quest has been that the
discussion of meaning is best  ried out in terms of the language of the film
itself...aside from the question of visual imagery related to journey, we have discussed
contemporary cinema’s view of man’s search for meaning in terms of composition of
frame, of movement of the camera and movement within the frame, of types of visual
continuity (i.e. narrative), and { lly of editing.""'

Although at first glance it may app ° that the authors are using cinema merely as a tool
towards expanding on a pre-existing theology.142 they earlier assert that:

The director of film like the pain s of course a critic of culture too: He criticizes
by creating a whole, though not wholly, new world of the imagination: the cultural
commentator analyzes the constituent parts of the artistic whole so  at the viewer will
be aided in experiencing and evaluating for himself the world of the work. We go
directly to the painting or the film, not of course to stay with the artist’s world, but to
allow his vision to direct ou to discover anew life’s meani en if we must in
Shakes] re’s words, *by indirectior  find " -ections out’ (Ham... o 1:65).1%

If their words here are sincere, it is rather  Hossible to remain within the confines of a prior
agenda. The authors divide films into three din sions of the journey: the personal, the social,

and tl religious. They note, however, that these are not truly separate domains, but are only

aspects that may “predominate™ in any given film; what ties all of the films together is that

"' Ferlita and May. 151.

"> Melanie Wright makes the general charge that for scholars with any tendency whatsoever towards
an apologetic perspective. “films exist to provide the theologian with yet more grist to his or her mill”
| Wright, 14f]. despite her own status of bei  a member of a Faculty of Divinirv. Many of her statements
are similurly subject to caution.

"3 Ferlita and May. 14.
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“implicit in every film are the three questions basic to man’s quest, rooted in human
consciousness: ‘Where do I come from? What am 17 Where am | going?”144

The diversity of May's follow-up, a collection of essays edited with Michael Bird,'*
demonstrates the almost-necessary me ng of the fields of Theology ar Religious Studies; the
book also gathers contributions from scholars in the disciplines of English, Cultural Studies, and

146 .. . . . .
> However, it is also worth considerit  some of the major defects to May’s own

Film Criticism.
analyses, perhaps having moved in retrograde from his writings in Film Odyssey, in that they
present a suitable target for the kind of academic critique that the authors would normally
endorse. For example, May restates in his introduction to this volume that analyses of films must
use the language of film, and should also be based on the harmony of the whole of structure and
content. And yet, there are s 1s that May as well his colleagues are taking great risks in
asserting particular themes that do not,  the end, honour that film language. and some rather
careless misunderstandings result. In his  alysis of the demon figure in American cinema,"™’
May’s folly here is in expecting the trea  nt of the demon in The Exorcist to follow a particular
theological model, not to mention a ¢« ventional one. The horror and comedic genres deserve
specialized treatments in the search for their religious meanings, and it seems that May’s
typology is inadequate for the task.

While the meanings in such fi ~ a not always insignificant. a scholar scts himself up for

raised eyebrows when making the following kinds of ¢ Dlaints: *“[The Exorcist] strains

1 o
ibid. 13,

"> May and Bird (1982).

“ Neil Hurley also contributes chapters on “The Cinematic Transformations of Jesus.” and essays on

the directors Charlie Chaplin and Lina Wertmiiller.
"7 May and Bird. 79-100.
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credibility so severely that one need not be particularly attuned to religious sensibility to be
offended.”'*® May attributes the main theolc cal defect of the film to “the presentation of a

1% missing the whole point of the artistic usage of personification and other

personalized demon,
forms of metaphor. While May is not :nerally blind to these concepts, he is strangely prone in
this essay to taking the metaphors litt  ly. His main comp nt is that,

[tThe film’s most reprehensible omission from a theological perspective...is its
failure to create a world in wh™ ~ there i1s any evil at all apart from the demon’s
possession of Regan. The child's mother...curses like a sailor, and Father Karras
doubts the existence of his faith. Yet neit r qualifies as evil. The former we are asked
to accept as reasonable lamentation...and the latter could obviously be taken in the
world of film as the understandable pena ' for Jesuit addiction to fine Scotch. (Father
Karras actually makes the ultimate Christian sacrifice; he gives his troubled life for
Regan’s freedom: the film’s saddest expectation of credulity. Karras® doubt is infinitely
more deservii  of life than Regan’s insipid adolescence.)'™

May’s decision to attempt the critique of an issue with which one is personally involved is not
necessarily a bad one, but it seems that ¢ isuw vare of the conflict. As well, although the issue
is debatable, the author’s use of the phrase “deserving of life” seems qu  ionable in the context
of Christian theology. May also rather quickly establishes an assumption that the mother’s
cursing. etc., is meant to be taken by the audience as acceptable, rather than as a source for the
audience’s own critique: in contrast to Hurley, May does not seem eager to give much credit to
the reader. The author may also :ex] ting that bad things shou/d more explicitly happen to

those who are explicitly “bad pe | e;” perha) this is one of the more obvious examples of

asking a film to provide resolutions for a personal, most likely psychological, need. One hopes.

Y ihid, B4
MY ibid, 83,
B ibid. 83
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at least, that May did not take the film’s portrayal of Jesuits and Scotch as literally descriptive on
the director’s part.

In the last two decades, studies on religion and film have been abundant. A few of the
scholars have achieved continuity with those who came before them, whereas others make either
explicit or implicit claims to be “pioneering.”""" Significant contributions of general analyses of
religion and film are given by Joel Martin and Conrad Ostwalt, Robert Johnston, Clive Marsh
and Gaye Ortiz, John Lyden, and Craig Detweiller. More specialized studies have been
conducted by Christopher Deacy, Christophi Gittings, Douglas Brode, Bruce Forbes, and
Jennifer Porter. Themes covered by this group include Christologies and other Judeo-Christian
issues in film, the apocalyptic imagination, film noir, sexuality and gender-construction, and the
larger phenomena of Disney and Star T for instance. These studies are situated variously in
relation to the sub-disciplines of Religion and Popular Culture, Media Studies, Cultural Studies,
Film Studies, as well as to some degree, Theolc .

The discussion of what scholarship has 1d to say specifically about Canadian film can now

proceed. still within context of the perspectives 1 methodologies as described above.

"' Such is Melanie Wright. who in 2007, cites Margaret Miles” work from 1998, yet claims that her
(Wright's) book “evolved independently.” (Wright, Religion and Film.29).
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Chapter 2: The World of Canadian Film: Themes and Historical Context

What follows is an introduction to Canadian film history, essentially focusing on the early
period from just before the turn of the 20th century through the mid-1920s. The subsequent eras
of film have been more extensively dealt with in the s  dard literature, particularly as regards
the history and influence of the National Film Board of Canada. While the NFB years are hardly
insignificant, a large part of the answer to the question of whence Canadian film received its
religious/philosophical foundations derives from its earliest history. It may thus be appropriate
here to explain some of the ways in which the approach of this thesis diverges from some of the
usual paths. A common procedure within this area of scholarship is to mention the first decades
of Canadian film history mainly in passing, acknowledging the respective context but still
somehow leaving an impression that the NFB developed in an artistic and histe :al vacuum, and
to misunderstand its influence, especially that of its first director, John Grierson. It is
indisputable that Grierson’s specialization 1d: istic flair within the documentary industry were
formative to many aspects of subsequent Canadian culture, but it is suggested here. somewhat
cautiously, that some elements of the feature film industry have developed in spite of the NFB,
particularly under the leadership of Grierson.™* The relationship discussed earlier between
politics, commerce and culture is frequently on the minds of Canadian artists and of the gencral

public. but also ever-present is some ambivalence, resulting largely from the broader cultural

"> As much of the large body of commentary on the NFB explains. Grierson remained influential over
the industry until and subsequent to his d  h in 1972 [C.f. for instance Gary Evans. In the Nuarional
Ineresi: A Chronicle of the National Film Board of Canada from 1949 10 1989 (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press. 1991)].

However. as Ted Magder points out. Grierson himself was opposed o0 the whole idea of Canadian
feature film, and ensured that the board would never be “a chal or antidote to Hollywood’s screen
dominance in Canada.™ [Ted M:  er, Canada’s Hollvwood: The Canadian State and Feature Films
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1993), 50].
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confrontations with authority. The intent here is to look first at some of the non-institutional
influences on Canadian film, to give a sense of what lies beneath the principles commonly
recognized as inherent to Canadian film.

A second departure in this work is that, rather than describing the history of Canadian film in
terms of a linear progression from tf b "anit to the dern peri , it is posited that the
characteristics of modern Canadian film descend through a line parallel, rather than subsequent
to, the Canadian filim’s respective period of evolution during the 40s, 50s and 60s. The analogue
of descent here is admittedly imperfect; it presumes that there were two lines of descent from the
earliest period, and the one that leads to the Canadian films discussed here involves either a
delayed or a silent generation. In general, though, the point here is that the development of
modern film has arisen in the context of an ongoing tension with institutional authority, and
hence involves a slow rebuttal of any « the industrial and cultural premises on which the

NFB’s productions from the s throi 1 the 60s were based. Althot '/ the Canadian film

industry has continued to depend on otl yvernment institutions,'™ for funding and for limited
promotion, it has also since embraced of principles derived from its first few decades. from

before there was a need for the Film Board. A fuller account of this assertion will follow below.

155

A clarification: Teletilm Canada (formerly Canadian Film Development Corporation} 1s a
funding/banking institution established to support the feature film industry. The National Film Board was
established as and contin =~ to be a production company. Magder’s statement in the note above about the
NEB may therefore seem a bit misleadin  in retrospect, but Magder’s point is still valid: Grierson saw a
Canadian feature film industry as redunaant, believing that Hollywood could do a better job.
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2.1 History

Peter Morris, one of the more holistic scholars on early Canadian film :lls us,

Almost certainly the first Canadian to produce his own films was James S. Freer, a
farmer from Brandon, Manitoba, who had purchased an Edison camera and projector
[...]. By the Fall of 18.., he was filming scenes of life in I nitoba, including
harvesting and the arrival of the CPR trains, and by April 1898 was on tour with his
films in Britain [...]. Freer's tour was sponsored by the Canadian Pacific Railway
Company[,] and his show, .c¢n Years in Manitoba’ included not only movies but

lectures on ‘the value of agricultural pursuits in Canada...the richness of the Canadian

soil and the large free nts of land which are given to emigrants by the Canadian

2154
govemment.

In retrospect, this may have been one of the defining moments in the Canadian intersection
between politics, economy, and cult The CPR had its own long an colourful narrative in
becoming a cornerstone in the fulfillment of the »Hals of Confederation; although the company
was a private syndicate, and only officially incorporated under Royal Assent the day after its
founders™ tender for construction had been approved, its interests as a corporation could not have
been more naturally in line with the government’s. British Columbia, having joined
Confederation in 1871, had now been connected by railway to Manitol and the other eastern
Canadian provinces since 1886, but Alb. 1 and Saskatchewan would not join the union until
1905. The CPR owned significant amounts of land in the latter provinces, and was able to use the
natural gas it discovered in the prairies, for instance, to power some of its stations.'™ but in order

for larger enterprises to be feasible — and bring revenue to the railway — the prairie provinces also

™ Morris. Embartied Shadeows, 30 |citing American film historian and producer Terrv Ramsaye. A
Mitlion and One Nights: A History of the Motion Picture Through 1925 (New York: Simon and Shuster,
1926). 88].

YA Brief History,” Canadian Pacific
http://wwwa8.cpr.ca/cms/English/General+Public/Heritage/History/A+Brief+History. htm
Internet: Accessed July 2. 2009.
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would get more enthusiastically on board, as it were, sponsoring Freer to conduct a second tour
of his films in Britain. Other means of selling Canada as a destination ight perhaps not have
been as persuasive; it would also not have hurt matters that the film tour itself could convince
potential immigrants that Canada had well-established systems of commerce and culture.'”’

Thus was born a symbiotic relationship between politics, commerce, and : — a relationship
that would in later years be imitated, although rather imp: 2ctly, by the NFB. Throughout the
ensuing years, each of the participants in the relationship would maintain iconic status unto
themselves, in terms of how Canadian identity would in the future be defined. while
simultaneously legitimizing the mythological >wer of the others. While commerce may be
instinctively seen by Canadians as an antagonist to government involvement in the arts, and the
Canadian arts themselves are sometimes dow1 aded to the status of a hobby, one that is only
reluctantly subsidized by commerce and >vernment as a make-work project. the nature of the
synergetic effort between all three is instructive. It is this synergy itself that defines a great deal
of our cinematic history, and the principle has in turn been transformati  upon commerce and
government. A form of religious attitude, . is noted further below, can also be seen behind the
corporate/political/artistic bonds: in te . of the principles further developed below, it is
religious in the sense that it is inherently linked to a deeper Canadian way of being with the
world and with the community. The ongoing relationship is hardly meant to be underestimated
here, despite what seem to be some of the modern efforts to restructure the relationship and to

reject some of the self-destructive premises of dependency.
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Knechtel, and sound engineer Dor “as Shearer. Talented Canadians it would seem,
made a far greater contribution to Hollywood than they did to Canada's own films.'®*

Canadians can, and should take pride in the knowle : that early Hollywood would not have
been what it was without the Canadian contributions, although there are reasons to lament
what might have been on our own soil. At the very least, the exploration of our artistic and
philosophical contributions, especially in the light of a comparison and contrast to the nature of
the Canadian film industry, would be helpful. For instance, it might be a natural assumption that
the Canadian artists and directors simply “became” American, as yet another demonstration of
reverse-colonization, but this is still an assumption, albeit an admittedly t icious one.'®

A cynical view is that the current state of the Canadian film industry has not progressed
beyond the pragmatics and tensions of government and commerce, nor have Canadians
demonstrated enough faith in their own .  professed enor  interest in Canadian culture, nor
advertised their films with enough enterprise and vigour to change the situation. Accordingly,
what might be called a “sell-out” by multiple parties to American interests has determined
subsequent and eternally recurring realit” , from which we have been unable or unwilling to
escape. We have certainly, albeit udgingly, accepted the only-sometimes-written trade
agreement that Canadian films will be “eligible” for international distribution — in exchange for
the American industry’sr 1t to n : box-office distribution within our own borders — with

the understanding that Canadian films first have to demonstrate an ability to fill the theatres.'*

'™ Morris. 28f.

t63

C.1. the latter half of n. 180 below.
ot esp. Magder. 4. although these details are widely covered throughout the literature. According
1o Magder. this was an ongoi  pr ss that was solidified by the 19307s. but based on the evidence. the
unwritten agreements may have been irrevocable far earlier. This was not only a problem with foreign
control. and it should be noted that ““vertical integration™ in general was another major culprit. According
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significant kind of buzz that would prime the following ger  tion. At first, the only significant
homegrown and successful efforts by Canadian film companies would be in the production of
newsreels during the Great War; although the Americans and British were even managing some
of these n: tives, Canada was at least participating more actively in the process,'® and the
memories of these productions would so be formative in later years. There were certainly
reasons for the general public to experience disappointment after each occasion of enthusiasm,
especially among those who were providing the funding: it would be as common for the sponsors

0 One of the first

to lose their money on films honestly as it was for them to be swindled.
Canadian entrepreneurs with both the c te sincerity and the personal faith to make
significant waves was George Brownbridge, who is credited by Morris for establishing, after
many false starts and failures, w : would be later known as the first “Hollywood North™ at
Trenton, Ontario'’" in 1916. In the end. Brownbridge too would be financially and artistically
beholden to American support, and he finally succumbed to the fatigue of feeling used.'”” And
yet, the proverbs dictating that thr  is no success without ior failure, while perhaps trite, arc

especially true in Canadian film. If ownbridge’s one apparent weak: s was perhaps some

professional naiveté, he had a remarkable enthusiasm as well that would leave its mark.

1% ibid, STHL.

" ibid. 63.

TV ibid. 64, Although the location seems an unlikely one. Morris explains:

Why Trenton was selected over other sites 1s a mystery. It was reasonably accessible to Toronto. It

had a range of scenery including mo bush. and lakes within easy reach. But otherwise it had littie
to offer. The most likely reason is t chance of one company building a studio there in 1916 and
the same studio offering convenient s to a continuing series of tfilm companies. The same kind of

"chance” lay behind the growth of Hollywood: its growth as the movie capital was dependent more on
circumstances than on deliberate choice [64].

2 ibid, T8t
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If Brownbridge had been a complete failure, it would have been several years longer than it
was before someone tried again to make a go of the industry. The man who did make such an
attempt, having benefited from the Brownbridge’s priming of the public, was Ernest Shipman,
Canada’s first director of both national and international renown and success. Ernest' " Shipman
himself fulfills all of the requirements that critics could demand, in the sense of being Canadian-
born, producing feature films in and about Canada, using Canadian talent, and maintaining the
correspondence between setting and location. At the same time as also being a financial success
in the United States, he was demonstrably patriotic towards his own country.'™ We can see in
the promotions for his films that this patriotism was in turn of great value to the marketers, and
was indeed capitalized upon: typical posters read, “Another Wonderful All-Canadian Picture.™' "

Along with his wife Nell Shipman, Ernest Shipman would admittedly do much work in
conjunction with Hollywood, but even thor "1 he too would be eventually “force[d...] out into the
cold” by American producers,'’® Ernest Shipman became what many schc s on the subject later
refer to as the first of his kind in Canada — cven those who ne' heless downplay his
significance. The ultimate rcason for his being “forced out™ of the Hollywood crowd was the
very sense of independence that prevented him from wanting to become part of the larger
machine, and from “playing nice™ with the major studios — who. again, controlled the theatre

distribution. This independence. taken to the point of alienation — imposed both by self and by

173 . . . . . : .
As per a reviewer's suggestion to compromise between convention and clarity. the names of Ernest
and Nell Shipman are written in full or h occasion.

74 . . . . . . . . . . .
YIf he had chosen to make it his mission. Ernest Shipman might easily have led a train of ex-patriots

back to their homeland. although he did not vet have sufficient support on that home front. in the form of
fellow directors, to justify the necessary persuasion. We can imagine him, though. at least in the early
stages of his career. to have had the nerve to tulfill the promise through blutf and trickery.

7 ibid. 122,

T ibid, 99.
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Quickies” being produced throi “iout the era.” From one perspective, the movement created by

Ernest Shipman ended with his own professional decline around 1926, d then remained more

or less dormant (but not at all “comatose’) until the 1960s, notwithstanding a handful of

181

exceptions.  In 1939 the National Film Board of Canada was established under the essentially

exclusive oversight of John Grierson. Between then and the mid-1960s, Grierson perfected the
Canadian art of the documentary, which was what would for a long time be held internationally
as synonymous with Canadian film in general. As was stated at the b¢ nning of this chapter,
Grierson’s influence was not inconsequent , but because the focus here is onon feature film, we
may now look deeper into what was happening culturally and politically in Canada during the
first eras of film as described above. It is the belief here that the modern Canadian film industry
picks up where Ernest Shipman left off, and that the journey of the intervening ycars of film

production took place on a separate, if parallel, track.

" To clarity, the system of quotas ' put in place by the British, but it applied to the current and
former colonies as well. Del Lord is essentially another Canadian export. but at least he went to work for
fellow ex-pat Mack Sennett’s comedy department. Lord is credited with creating the comic style of. and
directing, the Three Stooges series du ose same years. He has over 200 film credits to his name as
director alone. [*Del Lord.™ The I~ vie Database. hup://www.imdb.com/name/nm0520419/
Internet: Accessed July 10, 2009].

Slapstick comedy is of course an ot owth of the Vaudeville style. which as noted below was
apparently scarce in Canada. The fact of the overabundance of Ca an comedians who have gone south
to create their own particular niche — starting with Sennett and still continuing long past Akrovd and
Levy. deserves its own special study. V' le there has been no shortage of commentary on the fact of
their Canadian status. their influe is truly remarkable in terms of the southward colonization.
™" In the main body of Morris® work, he s rding the 1930s, “Only in the documentary did the
Canadian approach survive and even then only in an impure form™ [Morris 241].
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2.2 ..aemes and Context

In the Introduction was provided a technical definition of the Canadian films under
consideration: that the director self-identified as a Canadian, and that either the larger setting or
the in characters were pc 1yed 3, if not necessarily by, Canadians. A new set of
qualifications that might serve as a definition for _anadian film of a d _ _rent sort may now be
considered, a family of characteristics based on a distinct style and content in comparison to the
larger corpus of international cinema. W| | given a framework of such characteristics to watch
for, one can speculate that it might not t: : 1 1 for even a lay critic to be able to recognize a
film as Canadian, in the same way that someone with a musical ear and some rudimentary
training can quickly learn to discern Haydn from Mozart.'**

The conjecture that the source of 1y film can be recognized as such through the film’s
qualities alone is somewhat more difficult to prove than in the case of music, and perhaps must
rely mainly on a thought experiment. For the critic to detect a Canadian accent, identify physical
landmarks or have prior familiarity with the actors, for instance, would defeat the purpose of the
challenge. It would be necessary to im : that a film could be presented to that critic stripped
of such explicit signs of Canadi. origin. If one decided to mute the sound, photoshop the

landscape throughout. and, needless to 7, remove the credits. it is possible that an expert might

'* The differences between national . s are often as subtle. although there are some genres more
obvious than others. In classical music ire otten technical and aural means of distinguishing the
products of French. English. [talian, Ru nd German composers, for instance. The risk of category
issues in the analogue is also noted: ho apples and oranges may legitimately be compared within
the category of fruit. and the problem el to comparing American apples to Canadian oranges

(admittedly unlikely) does not arise as often as one might presume.

Within each of the national corpora. there is also a great range of variation. The works of Atom
Egoyan, David Cronenberg, Denys Arcand, and Patricia Rozema are also somewhat discernable from
each other, but there is enough holding them together t  we can still speak of a unity. The reader should
not asstme that Canadian film is referred to here as the relative Mozart of international cinema. ..
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set aside. The task of sorting out issues of Canadian identity, both actual and stereotypical, is
necessarily long and winding; it is hoped that the justification for this will be self-evident.

Two of the most prominent traits recognized in Canadian film are given by Bruce Elder:

It is something of a cliché that Canadian art tends to take on a realistic. often
documentary character. We see this in our cinema, for example, in the prevalence of the
tendency to formulate social purp« s for our films.'®*

As stated, the formulation of social purposes is just one example of the documentary character,
but it is also a distinct trait, and it is perceptive of Elder to link the two. Elder takes the *“cliché”
“seriously”, though, relating the rr  ism  d the sense of social purpose to a set of philosophical
and political and religious traditions which had begun their evolution in pre-Confederation
history; namely, to the intellectual and ¢ tic relationships that Canadian thinkers, amateur
and professional, have maintained with the concepts of dualism, ideali 1, and Calvinism. The
significance of these connections is initially re  iled in the fact that what is commonly treated in
a “documentary” fashion by Canadian feature Im — only sometimes between the lines — is the
evolution of the national identity itself — an evolution that involves, and is portrayed by mcans
of, a series of political and cultural events and achievements in Canadian history. If one may
speculate that most audiences generally interpret films through the lens of their collective socio-
historical development, then it seems all the more true in Canada.

While it would be rash to cle  that ( hadians audiences are gener ly more philosophical
than clsewhere. what may still be true is that we do tend to view and interpret films rather self- \
consciously."™ In a broad sense. then. the protagonists and their companions in Canadian film.

|

184 . . . . P
Bruce Elder. lmage and ldentity: Reflections on Canadian Film and Culture (Waterloo: Wilfred

Laurier Untversity Press. 19¥9). |. Elder’s language throughout is suggestive of deeply religious
implications, but while Elder discusses religious influence, he focuses more on ¢ implications of that
influence to secular interests. Much of what is labeled here as “religious™ is only implicit in Elder’s work.
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whether friend or foe, are far better understood and empathized with if they can be interpreted in
the context of the various cultural and historical archetypes of the Canadian collective
unconscious.'® This would be the case even were the archetypes themselves to be exposed as
clichés, whether “true” or “false.” Clichés are,  any case, not infrequently self-fulfilling.'®’
There are generally close bonds between the acts of thinking historically, religiously, and
artistically; a familiarity with one cannot help 1t to inform one’s comfort with the others. The
philosophical questions of epistemology, which form a significant aspect of Elder’s position, will
also link what was said above about “implicit” or “invisible” religion to the various aspects of
Canadian identity, and to how all of this plays out in our national cinema. Elder implics a
particularly Canadian means by which epistemology is approached by artists. and in the process

he suggests an identifiably Canadian exegetical method through which critics and scholars

"% Perhaps this is the place to clarify a problem of comparison: it is unfortunately true that audiences
of Canadian films are often comprised of a majority of “artsy” and “scholarly™ types, and we might want
to ensure that when we make comparisons, they are made with equivalent audiences elsewhere. One of
the earlier arguments, although it was asserted rather than really justified, was that art and commercial
films in Canada are on a spectrum. The belief here is still that even if the Canadian films have as yet only
a limited, “critically inclined™ audience, this is not because of the nature of the movies but essentially of
the distribution system. Canadian films are very much accessible to a general public. and are potentially
far more effective at communicati  to all levels of society without “down-talking™ than are American
“Art” films. Thus. the basic comparisons 1 ughout are still retained. Canadian films should obviously
not be compared to the category of American blockbuster action and adventure movies either.

" In this context, “collective™ does not  essarily mean “unified”, but the debatable nature of using
the phrase here is acknowledged. As well, some implications of Jung’s idea of the collective unconscious
might have been mentioned above in the ily definition of religion, but the path necessary in order to
take up the correlated idea of the mvstical is distinct from the intention of the present work.

¥ Thomas King. the renowned ab  inal Canadian author. gave a recent talk at St. Thomas
University [John McKendy Memorial Lecture on Narrative, sponsored by the Centre for Interdisciplinary
Research in Narrative. October 21. 2009], in which he emphasized the point that for the purposes of what
actually affects people’s lives. “all s are true”. or that “it doesn’t matter whether a story is true or
not: what matters is that it is behev \t least two audience members were put off by this. but the
larger point may be crucial. King was explaiming that it did not matter that the narrative of weapons of
mass destruction in Iraq was untrue, only that it was believed. The antidote to that untruth would not
have been the “true™ story. but rather a more effective one.




interpret film. While one can barely scratch the surface of the deeper philosophical and
theological traditions engaged in by Elder, a few of his points are worth considering.

The Canadian form of dualism that was originally present among early settlers, according to
Elder, was a result of a “Common Sense Philosophy” which not only “dominate[d] the
classrooms of our universities around the time of Confederation, but [...] was also widely
disseminated from pulpits, throt  + m zines and throi 1 newspapers.” More specifically, it
was held as “common sense” that “reality is made up of mental stuff and physical stuff entirely
different from each other.” However, the confrontation with this dualism would lead to a conflict
for “thoughtful people”, namely “how consciousness ¢ really know nature.” '™

The latter question was of course hardly unique to Canadians — ju one particular line of
response to the theories of Descartes involved the progression of cognitive and material theories
from Locke through Berkeley and Hume. Elder suggests, however, that 1ere was an especially
Canadian resolution to the question. Ins of addressit  the issue in abstract, conceptual terms,
as had been attempted by the English philosophers, the art of the image served for Canadians as
more of an immediate aid to understanc  the relationship between p :eption and reality. In
terms of the kind of image involved, Elder says that the expected quality was to be “as accurate a
representation of nature as possible, while still affording some scope for human expression.”"™ It
may be noted that the play between “accuracy” and “human expression™ within the production of

the artistic image quite clearly mirrors the play between the elements of the ¢ zinal question, i.e.

between the external reality as it exists theoretically, and the conscious interpretation of it.

" Elder. 1.
189 . . . . . . . . .
ibid, 2. Llder’s thoughts on the image have been antic  =d above, and will remain a recurring
theme; some repetition and restatement of his ideas are inevitable, although hopefully not redundant. The

obvious echoes of McLuhan are acknowledged, but Elder’s take on the issue remains somewhat unique.
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There is no end to the potential for continuous self-reference in these analogues, and perhaps
this is essential to Elder’s point. On the surface, the use of image as mediator would beg the
question: how 1s the means by which one can ‘know’ a representative image, any different from
the means by which one can know nature directly, given that both involve not only human
perception, but also the human expression thereof? The answer may be that a manufactured
image inherently contains a rational dialogue between the artist — who presumably has insights
into nature beyond the capacities of ordinary perception — and the product of his artistry and
insight. The insertion of “extra material”, as it were, into what would otherwise be a mimeograph
of the natural world, is the mediator between reality and the untrained :rception. A religious
perspective might attribute this “extra material” to a muse, to God’s grace, or simply to a
religious form of Gestalt.'”"

One might also suppose that a cyclii  development is involved: art is produced in order to
explicate the natural world, and to achieve the desired result the production utilizes a
combination of realism and pedagogic metaphor. As the understanding of the natural world
further develops, so does one's understanding of the language and other tools of art; one then
begins to interpret nature itself throt 1 a more sophisticated and informed lens...and so on. The
artistic lens through which one sees nature can appear either translucent or opaque, depending on
the extent of self-reflection involved — wheth on the part of the medium, the message. or the
interpreter. According to Elder. this  ocess of interaction between nature, art and audience in

turn would lead to a new intellectual tradition, a “philosophy of reconciliation that answered to

190 . . . . . . . .
It is worth considering, in any case. given the various conundrums involved. the idea that the

question of “how do we know™ Ta us one. in that the to 5 question are
almost necessarily “faith-based™. . . ___ugh. 15 an argument that cannot be resolved. Epistemology
is not necessarily a “religious™ field of study: it too can fall within a cognitive science framework of
understanding. However, to even po the ¢ tion suggests a skepticism about the presumed reliability
of empirical knowledge, and thus has at least “hints™ of the religious to it.
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the dialectical needs of accounting at once for e opposition between human beings and nature

and for the truly extraordinary intimacy b« een the two that developed.™"®"

Subsequently citing Canadian philosopher George Blewett, though, Elder describes one of the
more advanced conclusions of the new philosophy:

[W]e ‘receive and achieve our spiritual nature,” our very identity, through the series
of instructive interactions we have with nature.” Blewett claimed that it is not by
introspection that we find out about ourselves; ratl it is by practical experience, by
our give-and-take with objective reality, it we discover who we truly are. In the end,
Blewett proposed that there is a fundamental unity of mind and nature. There is,
Blewett argues, a rational self that reveals itself in both nature and human life. The
reason that structures our thought also constitutes the structure of reality.'””

If it seems that Elder is attributing too much to the ruminations of an audience, his point

. . ., 93 . . .
remains valid, that the growth of this fi 1'" of understanding in Canadian occurs through

encounters with images rather than through conventional tools of philosophy. Granting that this

YVibid, 5. Elder makes clear later (47) that the new tradition does not completely displace the old.
Also. the word “intimacy™ is appropriate as well for its implications of a religious connection that cannot
be explained by the physical, as well a< for its root meaning from the verb “to intimate.” The latter
literally means “to make known™, very ¢ n in a sensitive or indirect fashion. Thus, subject and object
enter into intimacy; when the object is an im  :, then the communication becomes even more “intimate™.
In marriage counselling, intimacy must involve reciprocity and transparency, among other things. but the
opposite may also be true: because intit 2 knowledge is always privileged. there must be a sense of
mystery in protecting boundaries. The tension in the question over opposition and intimacy with nature,
or with the image, may be one of the things that is h 1ly pronounced in the interaction between a

Canadian film and its Canadian audience. It cannot . p but be a religious experience.

Y ibid, 5. ..is seems to imply disa :nt with the comments above about self-retlection in the

construction of the lens. In relation to a Canadian solution to the problem of subject and object. however.,
both Blewett and Elder cite the descent of Canadian theory through Hegel, as opposed to the intelectual
traditions of Berkeley through Hume - hence the mystical undertones. We can also expect that even the
meaning of “self-retlection™ is not widely standardized any more than was “transcendence.”™ “*Common
Sense™ philosophies are often taken to imply anti-intellectualist tendencies. but whereas the Canadian use
of image 1s apparently contrary to the conceptualization by Berkeley. et al. it would seem that common
sense meets up with Hegel as they journey in opposite directions around the circle. Elder (47 ¢r passim)
also discusses the relationship between “C  imon Sense” philosophy and the belief that moral
reasoning was superior to that of the intellectual. The argument tor the superiority of “image-reasoning .
as it were. does not carry quite the same anti-intellectualist or over-apologetic fervour.
" We will later see more clearly how our cinema is also viewed through the lens of the experience of
CanL.it. and so clearly the means of understanding are not an “either-or™ issue. It is more accurate to say
that CanLit is appreciated because of the understanding of reality through in . and that the growth of
cogr  e/conceptual powers takes on a new and stronger life.
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implicit religious pedagogy in film as an art form. Second, if audiences have indeed been trained
to glean from the image an explanation of reality, then the visual depiction of human relations
with the natural world conveys to the audience a set of conclusions about their own nature. It
would not be amiss for a critic or scholar to analyze films with this in mind.

Elder suggests that the photograph, or moving series thereof, is the most effective form of
imagery, because of its peculiar blend of being an accurate replica of reality and containing the
moral perspective of the artist. ...e benefit of this use of photographic but expressive and moral
realism is that the audience of a film needs not struggle in order to discern the basic reality that is
being portrayed; this applies not only to the physical but also to the emotional and intellectual
sensibilities, even if sometimes uncons: Husly. In this kind of thinking we hear echoes of Rev.
Jump and George Anderson: the evangelical motives of these writers for screening films for their
flocks now receive intellectual affirmation of both purpose and effectiveness.'” The circle is
complete as the principles are applied in Canad™  cinema.

There is still work to do on the part of the audience — they are not permitted merely to escapc
and find meditative solace in the beauty of the art. This requirement may be a key distinction
regarding the Canadian relationship ~ ween image and intellect: in contrast to some other
national cinemas, the Canadian film does not allow the audience to get so lost in the beauty that
the conceptual message can only be nsmitted by osmosis. If the audience is also relieved, on
the other hand. from having to unwind esoteric or otherwise complicated metaphors. they are at
more leisure to ruminate on the implementation of insights. The art of Canadian film labours to

195

Llder partially qualifies his theory: "While a realistic image does not have the power to actually
solve the epistemological problems in  ent in the dualistic position. it does provide a model of the
reconciliation of opposition between thought and nature™ (47t). Caution is always required in interpreting
dualistic theory, let alone in interpreting interpretations of the ramifications and repercussions ol dualism
- and so on. Although Elder’s work is not e with Janus-like rhetoric as is that of the philosophers to
whom he refers, the understanding of his arguments cannot be pronounced with absolute certainty.
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prime the audience for understanding the mess: : by visually communicating the primary
insight of the connection between consciousness and external reality. The audience is thus
empowered to believe in the potential application of whatever insights they have gained.

More specifically describing the “social purpose” in Canadian film, Elder turns to evidence of
an interaction between Canadians and Calvinism. In referring to both e framework and the
content of Calvinist theology, one of the first things Elder considers is the tension in Canadian

196
" The nature

thought surrounding moral and spiritual attitudes toward the authority of the state.
of these attitudes may precede any attempts at reforming politics, society or religion. Underlying
the theology of any brand of Protestantism might be found a particular perspective concerning if,
or the extent to which, human authority is to be accepted; such a perspective informs a broad
spectrum of thinking. In the see " of reformative thought implicit within the Canadian
philosophy and film, one realizes that politi  and rel” ‘ous institutions arc the targets of
profound criticism. At the same time, they are criticized in a way that reflects a deep
commitment to politics and to rel” “on. It is neither anarchy nor atheism that is at the forefront of
the opposition, but rather it is the deconstruction of inward doors and outer limits, as far as
possible in either direction, that is apparent on the front lines of Canadian art and philosophy.

Both anarchy and atheism are fl :d with in Canadian film, but mostly for the sake of

- : . L1197
establishing a more meaningful dialc on law, order, and faith.

""" Elder. esp. 49ff.

"7 The opposing images of “inward™ and “outward” here are intentional. Whether or not one
und  nds this « 1y in terms of  ativity and space-time curvature, there are certainly attempts 1o
extend (mental?) boundaries outwards . perhaps in a civilized fashion, while simultancously crashing the

gates of physical authority. inas *° a7 1 as po  ble. An assault in only one of these
directions necessarily leads to vacuums of either thought or power respectively.
An enlightening example of how such  sions have often resolved in Canadian public life is given in

the events of the Summit of the Americas in Quebec City. April 2001, on the day the perimeter fence was
broken. Katherine Dwyer explains:
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fronts, retaining the luxury of attacking both Church and State simultaneously. Rather than
exploiting these opportunities for their own sake, however, Canadian film tends to make the most
out of the chance to confront both the political and religious aspects of our identity, always
keeping in mind the possibility of a more stable reformation of character.

There i1s a broad but closeted sense among Canadians, although certainly more openly
manifested in Canadian films, that despite one of our Constitutional mottos being *“peace, order,
and good government”,'” social justice is necessarily in conflict with each of the three in turn.
When Elder speaks of the Calvinist influence, he specifies that the form of Calvinism imported
into Canada is distinct from the An version. The former is “a pretty immoderate and
rough-hewn sort”, derived in part from John Knox's Presbyterianism:

There has not been a significant religious leader more violent. more wilful or more
zealous than John Knox[,] whose :sbyterianism had many followers among early
settlers. Calvinism emphasi 1 makii  the most of our natural gifts by industry, it
condemned idleness and materialis 1t taught that humans are creatures of fellowship.

It was probably just the sort of igious belief that could forge a community and
provide it with the values it required to sustain itself in a far from generous land.™
A fascinating relationship is seen here in the work-oriented yet anti-materialist value system,

regarding the need to retain a sufficiently materialist attitude, and to be motivated to harvest the

“ungenerous land.” The use of the word “forge” may also be indicative of a relationship between

" Department of Justice Canada, “The Constitution Act 1867, Constitution Acts, 1867 1o 1982,
http://laws.justice.ge.ca/en/const/c 1867 _e.html Internet: Accessed July 24 2008.

This phrase begins a section dealing with the different legislative rights of the federal and provincial
governments, and the circumstances under which the former may overrule the latter — the general nature
of such circumstances being the stability of | e, order and good government. Canada’s own history of
federal-provincial relations is an even stronger reason. especially tor non-Upper Canadians. to resent the
deeper implications ot the motto. attached as the federal laws are to the oppression of the regional.

“"" Elder. 49. The attempt to discern the subtleties of difference among Protestant denominations is far
more riddled with contradictions than the parallel task regarding Protestantism and Catholicism or
between Christianitv and other world faiths. There are obvious tions a ¢ mism filtered
through Knox and imported into Car 1. However. it is also a question ot global concern. evidenced by
the continued and strong presence ot an “Anglican™ church in post(?)-colonial Africa: it may not be all
that strange to consider the defense of Anglican principles by African Christians, but the attachment to
the name. at least. is a sufficient cause to examine the apparent source ot those principles.
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This brings us to the broader cor ct of understanding as regards of one of the standard
clichés of Canadian identity, one that may strike some as being out of tune with their own
experience. It is commonly said that the difference between Canadian and American identities is
a matter of the former’s regard for law and order. This may more likely be,”™* however, one
example of a stereotype originally det: :d from outside of our borders (more of which are
given below). This belief that Canadians do quite often hold about themselves is belied by
evidence from within Canadian art and mythology of a profound, if discreet, respect for the
social and legal scofflaw™” —aregi  tI on some levels far exceeds the reputed American love
for underdogs and rebels. This Canadian spirit of antinomianism extends beyond cultural and the

civil, to confrontations with all aspects of social existence, very much including the religious.

Canada is of interest regarding what was 4 above (n. 156) about colonialist attitudes, but relatively
speaking, the comparison is probably apt.

™ ~Likely” is used here, because even this element of the larger subject of Canadian identity is widely
disputed. In general, the notion of ( ac s’ love of government is reinforced in modern times by
American sociologists such as Seymour Martin Lipset, Continental Divide: The Values and Institutions
of the United States and Canada (New York: Routledge, 1989). Lipset’s appr  h in particular seems
rather Orientalist in tone, although t that Canadian pundits in turn so willingly embrace the
apparent flattery should give some cause for concern. Although the subject of the general differences
between Canadians and Americans seems to have been beaten to death, there is room for a full length
examination of the legitimacy of the ved dit ences, particularly in terms of discerning the
histortcal etymologies of the clict  as it were.
** A more precise word may perhaps be in order. The term “outlaw™, as found in the novelist Tom
Robbins” distinction from the word “¢i inal”™ [Tom Robbins, Siill Life With Woodpecker (New York:
Bantam Books, 1980)] comes to mind. but it lacks a particularly Canadian undertone of conscious
defiance. Robbins’ outlaw does not have a political motive except to be anti-political. “Rebel™ has too
much of a Southern U.S. connotation. A sense of being completely and holistically overtaken by the
instinct for rebellion is an essential characteristic of the Canadian personality in question.

Rarely will someone within the power structure represent this type. but Trudeau had his moments. The
proclamation of his own ultimate authority — “Just watch me™ — was obviously antinomian in its own

way. The signature “Trudeau Salute™ was l¢ tement against any other particular authority figure.
but was rather an assertion of how he felt ‘oper” behaviour. Most ¢ ificantly. his statement
“There is no place for the state in the be: “the - ion”™ — when he was as vet only a Justice

minister -- was not merely a promotion of civil rights, but due to the content of the bill being introduced
into law (dealing with abortion and homosexnality, among other things). wus also a statement against the
moral authority of his own Catholic faith. ...z visual and mental imagery in Canadian film. not to
mention the above understanding of the “scotflaw™, is highly indebted to Trudeau in these ways.
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On the deepest levels, howey  all of these are linked within Canadian film. If one were to
choose three specific antinomian “frontlines” in Canadian life, they would likely regard social
welfare, sexual liberties, and the nature of the power and authority of religious institutions. In
international, and no less in American films, these battles are frequently waged. Canadian films
are especially unique in their manner of dealing with the sexual and religious categories; few
national cinemas have confronted homophobia, for instance, or the role  religious institutions,
with as much of the necessary irrevi nce as the Canadian. What most distinguishes Canadian
film in this regard, though, is that the battles over social, sexual and religious concerns are linked
into a larger and common war. It seems that a protagonist in Canadian cinema, one that is meant
to be revolutionary on any front, would not be believable were she or he not to demonstratc
personal independence and concern in all th:  areas.

This is especially true when the p  agonist is meant to represent any kind of “‘redeemer™;
although this is not at all restricted to the conventional meaning of that word, the characteristic 1s
remarkably demonstrated in the C ¢« matic imples of the Christ figurc.z()(’ Whether
Daniel Coulombe in Jesus of Montreal (1989), or Phil Caracas in Jesus Christ, Vampire Hunter
(2001), the struggles over sexual freedom™ (both in terms of gender and orientation, and of
freedom of expression) cannot be divorced from the struggles over social v “fare (homelessness,

marginalization, and the structural problems that create them), and the power abuses of religious

20¢ L . . . . . . -
" An excellent beginning resource for considering the  Hader issue of cinematic portrayals of the

Christ figure is Christopher Deacy. Screen Christologies. Redemption and the Medivm of Film (Cardift:
University of Wales Press. 2001).
R N . - . . . -
T I Jesus of Montreal. this message is easy 1o miss. or to subconsciously ignore: ome of the
hypocrisies most frequently exposed by Canadian film is the tendency on the part of members of the
power structure to write laws against obscenity based on some apparent sense of morality, whiie
rivately holding the view that victims of rape are “asking for it.” Such attitudes are even apparent in the
P ) g p g PP
actual legal ordeals faced by victims (of all types of crimes). as opposed to what is publicly stated.
Thus. when the character Daniel does battle against pornographv in advertising, some viewers will
roject onto Daniel their own ignorance of the distinctions involved. _ s despite the fact that one of the
proje g p
rominent Christolc  cal themes in the filim is the issue of Jesus being both fullv God and fully human.
p £ ) 3
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are founded. It is not that Canadian film audiences are expecting accurate historical details,”" but
they do wish to see realistic portrayal of personal character. Accordi  to some of Brock’s
correspondence,’’” at least, he was unhappy in Canada, seeing it as a ackwater, and wished
instead to be in Europe fighting Napoleon. Canadian film directors would be most likely to
exploit this latter fact, not in order to tear down Brock's status as hero, nor for the mere sake of
tearing down conventional mythology. What would likely instead be deconstructed is the eternal
tendency for Canadians to be ashamed because people we admire do not seem to reciprocate the
affection. Canadians have no problem maintaining their self-esteem in relation to foreigners
being unable to handle the cold we¢  her, etc., because this is inherently s« -congratulatory.
Extrapolating from the trends of Car lian directors, though, we can guess that a film about
Brock, or even about Queenston Heights, wor | be less about the battle and more of a drama
with dark-comedic undertones about the reluctance of the hero. It might also deal with Brock's
apparent ambivalence towards the colonists themselves, and his preference (in military as well as
personal terms) for volunteers from the indigenous and other home-grown communities.”* The
possibility that Brock was in fact merely :ploiting these volunteers is not denied here, but there
would indeed be rich material fora fi  on Brock’s internal stni  zles amidst communal relations
— almost the very definition of religion in ways. It is in any case t| 1 deconstructing, cven

sometimes demolishing, the structures of Canadian pride itself that  deeper pride will be

" Many Canadians first became familiar with the “history™ of the Boer war from the tall tales told by
the eponymous ‘hero’ of Jake and the 1. [W.O. Mitchell. Jake and the Kid (Toronto: MacMillan,
1961)]. Some level of re-mythologizing is always present in historical accounts. but the Canadian

deliberateness is somewhat unique. in of the power of Canadian artists to construct national
identity. Likewise, Margaret Atwood’s Alius Grace and The Jouwrnals of Susanna Moodie were more
formative than the original accounts. [Marg:  Atwood. Alias Grace (Toronto: McClelland & Stewart.

1996). The Journuls of Susanna Moodie (Toronto: OUP. 1970)}.
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rdinand Brock Tupper. The Life and Correspondence of Major-General Sir lsaac Brock, K.B.
(London: Simpkin, Marshall & Co. 1845). esp. 46. 63, 75.

M0 ibid, 72-74.
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underlyir assumption that Canadian aud™ ces, at least in the context of the movie theatre, do
not wish to relive the stories in their o1~ "nal form, but to continually find new twists, even at the
expense of the conventional sources of national pride. TI myths and the biographies of the
characters are torn apart for potential signs of roguishness and other anti-social, anti-
authoritarian tendencies. In the offic :counts of Canadian psychology, endorsed by news
media, documentary, and dinner theatre.””® it is the apparent moral innocence of our Billy
Bishops that is to be preserved. The : nevertheless signs within the national psyche and
within our contemporary national art forms that Canadians crave the permission to identify
instead with Bishop's disregard for ““st: lard operating procedure.™

There is no reason not to have pr' = in the virtues of peacefulness, diplomacy and general
goodnaturedness; the international perceptions of Canadians, those that are based cither on fact
or myth (or both), have for many decades provided for the pleasant and safe experiences of

Canadian travellers abroad. However, the general but unofficial Canadian acceptance of

more pedestrian or “lowbrow™ forms of culture. [Iris Murdoch, Metaphysics as a Guide 1o Morals (New
York: Penguin, 1994)]. This may be most aptly explained in terms of the ease of being a holy person on a
mountaintop: Shakespeare takes its audience to the top of the mountain instead of asking them to move
it. Science-fiction also claims for itself. sometimes in less-than-humble terms. a distinctive type of

influence, primarily through the fact th >s the reader out of the restraints of a situation to which
she is too closely involved to be able tc effectively  the admittedly positive side of being on the

afore-mentioned mountaintop.

Shakespeare and Srar Trek, then, respectively representing the dueling influences of England and
America, are each free to tackle social issues, in the first case by developing the audience’s capacity for
empathy and the experience of life’s deeper emotions, and in the latter case by demonstrating the
absurdity of an ongoing, contemporary prejudice. They both avoid the risk of alienating the viewer
through too clear of a reminder of current reality. Whether or not these approaches are effective
elsewhere. the Canadian form of realism may be tar more provocative. in that the risk is openly
embraced. Precisely as Elder suggests. the realism is for Canadians as much of a national epistemology
as it is an artistic style. Canadians ~simply res  nd better to the documentary style out of preference.
but it may also be a legitimate source of pride in terms of cultural identity.

' [John MacLachlan Gray and Eric n.m > and lyrics. Billv Bishop Goes 10 War (Vancouver
East Cultural Centre, Nov. 3 1978)]. There is only so much justice a musical can do for these elements of
Bishop’s personality. Although his roguishness is not as contingent upon subsequent moral redemption
as 1s the standard case in American ms, he is stll subject to the limitations of how much
roguishness the usual dinner theatre audiences can “tolerate.”
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American draft-resisters during the Vietnam War may offer a better model of how Canadians
might rather perceive their true colours. The enthusiastic aspects of this acceptance were not
likely based on the professed belief in “peace, order, and good governn 1, as we are meant to
think, but instead on the subversion of those values. The Canadian government under Trudeau
gave no explicit welcome to the war resisters, although he did put an end, in 1969, to their
prosecution and deportation. By some estimates, half of the resisters who entered Canada
remained for varying lengths of time “officially”, if not socially, underground, despite later
amnesty on the part of the Canadian )vernment. Canadians who supported them and offered
sanctuary still did so contrary to the law of the land;** while the resisters themselves might have
sincerely pacifist values, it was the m¢  attractive and powerful notion of civil disobedience that
allowed Canadians to understand these immigrants on a deeper level. The large number of
Canadians who did shelter and support t n is a testament not to some dry notion of “peace,”
but rather of “sticking it to The Man” — an attitude which, although its e: ression is American in
origin, seems to find many Canadian sympathizers. This is an echo as well of Edward Bailey’s
cxample on the communal/religious tra  -essiveness of the English pub-goers at closing time.
Canadians, in the circumstances above, took the principle home with them from the pub.

This brings us to the broader questions of how “C  dian heroes™ are to be defined in film,
and how essential it may be for their heroism to be defined in broadly religious terms. In our
understanding of the events during the American Revolution, most Canadians are probably

familiar with the United Empire Lo: “sts,  t few could name any leaders of the movement.™!

“ Ninette Kelley and M. 1. Trebilcock. The Making of the Mosaic. A History of Canadian
Immigration Policy (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1998).

! Anne Mackenzie mentions “The Reverend Mather Byles |who| mused. *Which is better - to be
ruled by one tyrant three thousand mi  av or by three thousand tyrants one mile away?™
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Three persons identified as “Canadian heroes” during the War of 1812 are Laura Secord, Sir
Isaac Brock, and Tecumseh, although technically they were only honorary Canadians,™ and are
less significant examples of formative influence on how Canadians self-identify. The event in
Canadian history that seemingly should have done more than anything to define our political
identity is of course Confederation. Even here, however, Canadians know less about John A.
Macdonald and the other founders of Confederation than Canadians know about George
Washington. What Canadians do know, however, that at least shifts attention away from the
conventional expectations of mytholc /, is that MacDonald drank, and that the person having
the most cinematic potential in the process, either for heroism or for martyrdom, was Louis Riel.
Even the website of the National Library of Canada cites Louis Riel as one of the three “Voices

of the People” in Canadian history, above Madeleine de Verchéres and Poundmaker. 24

admittedly a famous textbook phrase, but few could name its source — and Colonel John Butler, who

would lead the Butler’s Rangers alongs native soldiers. [Anne Mackenzie, "A Short History of the
United Limpire Loyalists,” United Emp alists Association of Canada,
http://www.uelac.org/PDF/loyalist. pdf t: Ac ed June 7, 2009].

*** Granted, the category of “Canadi . for the purpose of retrospective accuracy, must be both
technically narrow as well as more flexible in implications. Comparing notes 147 and 196 above, the
potential for contradictions in the present work is apparent. In the case of 312, when almost all
inhabitants were considered as members of one of the colonizing powers anyway, we are at risk of
splitting hairs. However, in the context of the whole war, it does seem rather remarkable that no
Canadian-born heroes are remembered. In a context of military stature, the issue is somewhat circular,
because Britain had the power to determi who would serve us generals in the first place. This reaffirms
what has been said above about reverse colonization, etc., but in this case, there is a deeper reason to be
cautious about even our own conclusions.

“* “Heroes of Yore and Lore: Canadian Heroes in Fact and Fiction.™ National Library of Canada
(online). hup://epe.ac-bac.gc.ca/100/200/301 /nle-bne/heroes_lore_vore_can_hero-ef/1998/econtent.htim
Internet: Accessed May 28, 2009. Poundmaker was the would-be peacekeeper betore and during the
Northwest Rebellion. but was neverthel  executed due 10 his message of peace being unaccepted.

A stunning example of the “who are you trving to convince?” brand of apologetics is Ged Martin.
“John A. MacDonald and the Bottle.” Journal of Cunadian Studies Fall 2006: 162-185:

Many Canadians recall John A. Macdonald as a politician with an alcohol problem. This
view of a key architect of Con mion affects perceptions of national identity and inhibits
biographical analysis. Macdonald had a serious but intermittent drink problem for 20 vears trom
1856. It is unhelptul to relate this to the medical conc  of "alcoholism."” although he was a
recurrent binge drinker: however, he was not consistently drunk. Recognition of his problem
underlines the ability that enabled him to survive politicallv. A secure marriage plus growing
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It might thus be argued that Canadians do, after all, admire the rebels of history, and it is only
a sense of delicacy on the part of the textbook authors that prevents these elements from shining
through. Canadian artists generally overcome such scruples, and are more comfortable exposing
the symptoms of internal and psychological tensions in the process, weaving them into the
message. What is possibly the true crux of what Canadian film heroes must represent has been
said above (p. 97), regarding the believability of the characters through a holistic union of all
aspects of their character. Riel, as we know, was Catholic, and a sincere enough Catholic that he
wanted to reform the theology; he anticipated what the name Métis would come to mean for
Canadian identity; he did not seem to separate his political from his religious beliefs, and was
certainly in tune with his community. Regardless of one’s value judgments, it is to be believed
that Riel actually existed. In the case of a fictional hero, we do not need to believe that there was
a historical forerunner, but only that the character is plausible. In terms « our historical heroes,
it is a stretch to think that someone could identify in those holistic terms with MacDonald or
Brock. It is not enough to identify with ] cDonald’s human weaknesses, because we have no

myths or images related to him as a whole person.

public disapproval of inebriation in the 1870s  Hbably explain his changed behaviour [...] Two
incarnations of John A. Macdonald survive in Canadian popular memory: the creative statesman
ot Confederation, and the politician who could not handle his drink. Impressionistic evidence
suggests that, as many Canad’ > vague about their history and cynical towards their
politics, his achievements are torgc while his weakness is emphasized. Although a survey of
2001 found that barely half the adult population could name Canada's first prime minister, some
of those who identified him I lig} his failings [...] In popular history, the legend of an
inebriated architect of Confeacration has fed into the self-deprecating insecurity of national
identity: *Canada, like many a child. was conceived under the influence ot alcohol” [Martin.

I citing Will Ferguson. Bastards und Boneheads: Canada’s Glorious Leaders Past and
Present (Vancouver: Douglas and Mclntvre. 1999). 821,
It 1s rather hard to believe that M b the first few ser ces without a sense of irony. but alas

he does seem to maintain a straight face throughout. even as the next 14 pages of content are devoted to u
detailed analysis ot the “drinking problem™ and searching tfor all manner of clues to its source and
subsequent “justification.” However, Martin = main points are first the repetition of the idea that a drunk
Macdonald was at any rate preferable to a sober “anyone else™. and more importantly. that MacDonald
must have been super-human — or even a god — because no other human being could have drank so much
and yet maintained his “dignity.” It seems that Martin wishes, but cannot bring himself to actually
understand the religious implications that in M anald’s case would have to be of a Faustian degree.
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At the same time, Canadian film needs not seek out heroic figures with the legendary stature
of the Washingtons or the Ulysses Grants to depict; these latter are likely far more memorable to
Canadians than Brock, because there ¢ myths and images relating to their whole personas.
Instead, Canadian film achieves the unity of heroism and religion by having the protagonists
represent the “not-so-larger-than-life”, ev  yday heroes. They are believable because they are
realistically portrayed, but also because the audience can look up to them as complete humans.
These everyday heroes, however, are fightii  for the same grand goals of freedom as their more
spectacular counterparts, and this an additional distinction to Canadian heroes: they are everyday
people dealing with extraordinary circumstances. The quests undertaken in America by Susan B.
Anthony and Martin Luther King, Jr. are taken on in Canadian film by those whose existence is
also far deeper underground in other ways. They are frequently part of larger armics of
“unknown soldiers”, and their wish to remain unknown is inherently linked to the kind of
antinomian activity in which they are ei :«d. A portrayal of the “Lone Gunmen™ from the
American X-Files series, if it were to involve any real character development. could only occur
in a Canadian film, because it is the C: dian audiences who would understand the pathos.

This applies to explicit depictions of ous figures as well: Jesus of Montreal is rather
consciously set in opposition to the King « Kings: nc  however. in terms of “gentlenes. . but in
terms of an emotionally and sometimes .ysically aggressive opposition to both the status quo
and to the “powers that be.” The “King of Kit " f re, both scripturally and cinematically,
cannot logically represent the same spirit of antinc  anism: the Christ-as-King figure is meant to
have a higher power than earthly kings. but 1rough the very nature of the appellation still
legitimizes their existence. Arcand’s character, on the other hand, ts more true to the Jesus who

rejected the temptations in the desert rega " 1g a Kingly status over all the carth.
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There is also evidence in the commonality of language that Canadians are conscious on
diverse levels of a link between the state of the Canadian film industry and the Canadian cultural
and religious identity. The reasons for the connection may be obvious — there is a stereotyped set
of attitudes towards economics, enterprise and self-promotion that is necessarily reflected in the
ability of our industries to successfully f  10te themselves. The perception of Canadian films as
“low-budget”, “government-funded” — and, in the minds if not on the tongues of many,
effectively “‘non-profit”, may or may not be a true reflection of reality, but it nevertheless
contributes in the circular reinforcement of i 1tity. In tandem with ongoing resentment to
Canadian icons who “sell out”, particularly  “corporate American values™, it is almost
presumed that a film which fulfills the most strict definition of being Canadian cannot possibly
be commercially successful or achieve in national renown — precisely because the strictest
definitions of Canadian film have come to include the terms “low-budget™, etc.

In terms of cultural identity, these are not necessarily simplistic or derisive labels, but are
suggestive of moral issues, related to if not necessarily agreeing with the philosophies denoted
by Elder, and that have been identified above as religious.zz4 Within a broad cross-section of
Canadian mythologies —economic, political and cultural — there is a spectrum of sympathy for
these ideals. in both theory and practic I vs with Canadian ...m rectors reveal explicit

endorsements of these values, holding f 1 on the artistic  d social liberation that comes with

the withdrawal of pressure to compete fir icially — and the vanity of attempting to compete in

“* These self-images may be somew contrary to Clder’s theory about C  inism, as the latter s
often attributed to the promotion of capitalism in Europe. and to such things as the justification of usury.

The Canadian traits hsted above r ‘e Presbyterian in nature. which did have some origins in
Calvinism, but was perhaps even i :ablishment. If, on the other hand. these self-images are not
ingrained but are instead more re is. then it is difficult to determine their origin. It would
certainly be to other nations™ bent i tor Canadians to define themselves in this way. When

Americans, for instance, ridicule their ~“sociatist™ neighbours to the north, it 1s understandable but perhaps
beside the point tor Canadians to take it as a compliment. A fully free-market Canada (acknowledging
that the U.S. is also a mixed system) would probably be to America’s detriment in the long run.
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the first place is accepted with a mix of Solomonic and Stoic resignation. Atom Egoyan, one of
Canada’s most prominent directors, expresses these sentiments in his Introduction to Katherine
Monk's thematic survey of Canadian film.”* These economic: 1 philosc ical values are also a
significant subject of discourse within film, both in earnest and in jest.

The degree of such consciousness on the part of audiences is not as clear. Whether or not the
stereotyped element of insecurity in Canadian identity is to blame, audiences are somewhat self-
conscious in their need to find statements abour Canadian identity in the films. It is feasible to
thus see Canadians as rather “self-absorbed”, compared to other audiences who tend to seek out
morals that apply more universally to human nature.”® However, as long as Canadians define
themselves in such terms as given above, then their motivations to act upon any social issue. or
the degree of comfort felt in verbally naming the religious source behind the motivations, will be
directly dependent on the larger cultural pronouncements on, and affirmations of, their identities
as Canadians. If a Canadian strug ‘es betwee passion for a social issue and her or his own
tendency towards non-asserti 'ss, for ins  ce, then his or her perception of self- and
collective identity, particularly as perta s the implicitly religious notions behind economy and
politics, will be particularly relevant. A fi ~ might thus have an enormous normative influence,

ifonly itfi engagesthe 1di n nsof pe »Hnaland religious = tity.

== Katherine Monk. Weird Sex and Snowshoes and Other Canadian Film Phenomena: A Trek
Through the Canadian Cinemaric Psvche (Vancouver, B.C.: Raincoast Books. 2001).

226 . . . . . .
Acknowledging the obvious o n that one should not necessarilv gr  this trait to American
audiences, it can be argued that A s do interpret everything universally. precisely as a result of

their belief that other international audiences should subscribe to the universality of what Americans
consider to be universal values. This too. though. would be taking gross liberties with our own
stereotypes of Americans. On a more j  Jable level. though, it is probably true that Americans are
educated to be more culturally and politically self-confident (exceptions granted). and thus see no need to
seek affirmations of self-identity in their films.
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There are more basic yet just as questionable ways in which the Canadian philosophies, and
artistic or religious sentiments in film ¢  subject to comparison, primarily to their American or
European counterparts. Critics and audiences :nerally are expected to judge films alternatively
in terms of success or of artistic merit. The standards by which artistic value is measured are still
overwhelmingly European. while the American definitions of success — whether in terms of
profit or mass appeal — are taken for anted in an almost circular fashion. One of the most
common criticisms from within Canada’s borders is that our culture and identity have not
developed a recognizable existence unto themselves, but only consist of negative statements
about not being like others. It may be countered, however, that as long as one chooses to use
mirrors produced elsewhere and etched w . foreign logos. then the image that is reflected will
still not be of our own making,

In this sense, the real culprit is the choice not to develop one’s own standards. The Canadian
poet, pundit and Order of Canada recipic  John Robert Colombo famously said,

Canada could have enjoved:
English government,

French culture,

and American know-how.
Instead it ended up with:
English know-how,

French government,

- »227
and American culture.

Thus did one of our own define Can: “"an identity with foreign standards. and in the implications

of stasis and inevitability within his statement. Colombo seems to have been rather traitorous to

=" John Robert Colombo. *O € da™ (1963) in John Robert Colombo. ed. The Penguin Treasury of
Popular Canadian Poems and Songs (T ot Penguin. 2002). Colombo’s merits as a raw anthologist of
all aspects of Canadian life are somewha ndary, but mostly so in the “in his own mind™ manner of
speaking. according to Robert Fulford, Jsonn Robert Colombo.” Glohe and Mail April 17. 1999,
Columbo has since taken up the  k of anthologizing all aspects of his own life and work.
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our political, cultural and intellectual self-esteem. Not only had we done nothing “right”; we
were also been robbed of any sense of agency in the establishment of government, culture and
know-how: the verbal phrases “could have enjoyed” and “ended up with” are passive. It is
unlikely that Colombo could have inserted “religion™ into the formula had he wanted to, but the
effect upon the national psyche was undoubtedly of a sacrilegious nature. The good news is that
Canadian filmmakers have since reacted by falsifying both Colombo’s conclusions as well as his
premises, exposing the stereotypes and properly reducing the  to their component fallacies.
There are indeed more legitimate means by which national comparisons might be performed,
allowing for the import of some scales but insisting that they subsequently be attuned to local
realities, employing terms that are m  value-net and content-based. One method is to
explore the nature of the artistic environment in which Canadian film was raiscd. Peter Morris
explains for instance that in the United States and England, there were long-established traditions
of “music hall, vaudeville and theatr[e]”, traditions that were relatively absent in Canada.”® The
development of the American cinematic art, Morris says, was directly dependent upon these
stage traditions. Canadian film, howe' . descends through other arts; some had indeed been
cxported from Europe, but they were rapidly establishing roots in the local soil. In terms of
p orman  art, the main stage eve s v e 7 'y classical drama or llet, and dramas that
developed here would themselves have been r  er Victorian in tone in comparison to the more
liberally modern American productions. C: dian literature especially was rapidly increasing as
a source of national identity. By the time Canadians were making their own fictional/feature
films. Canada had already given birth to authors of fiction such as Stephen Leacock and Louis

Hémon. as well as poets William Henry mmond. Louis-Honoré Fréchette. Pauline Johnson.

208 . . . - . .
=% Morris, Embattied Shadows. 28. Not completely absent. although mainly thriving in places like
Saskatoon, Vancouver. and the Yukon.
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Bliss Carman, John McCrae, James Mc yre, and Robert Service. Most importantly, although
the ancestors were European, we can see before the turn of the 20" century that Canadians are
taking on both responsibility and  ncy for the new cultural identity of their products.

The claim here is not that Canadians were more literate than others, during that or any other
era, but only that Canadian lite ure was a major principal at the time in expressing the
knowledge and the symbols that had apparently already been determined through the art of the
visual image. The literary expression itself was indeed more image-based than conceptual, but
whether in poetry or in prose, written literature was nevertheless crucial in legitimizing the
symbols for a wider public. One of the earliest examples of such influence was Susanna
Moodie’s Roughing It in the Bush;*>* although originally suggested by the publisher as a tool for
promoting immigration from Britain, it 1 vittingly inspired a new trend « self-reflection for the
reading public.”* What is most remarkable about the book. owever, in the context of its original
purpose is that Moodie laments the fa  promises given to potential immigrants in previous
decades, and her selling points of Canada :  precisely the harsh conditions of climate and soil
that were concealed from previous tra lers. Moodie wishes to attract the Kind of person who

already recognizes that adversity builds character, but her volumes are also notably persuasive to

¥ Susanna Moodie, Roughing It in the Bush (London, England: Richard Bentley, 1852. Toronto:
Hunter, Rose & Co. 1871). Also a lable online at “Roughing It in the Bush,” University of
Pennsylvania  Digital Library, http://digi  library.upenn.edu/women/moodie/roughing/roughing.html
Internet: Accessed July 18, 2009.

= Another literary source of identity came in 1908, of no little significance at the time. and equally
formative on other levels. The same year in which Canada would lose Mary Pickford to the American
film industry. L.M. Montgomery published the first volume of Anne of Green Gables an immediate
success throughout North America.  en this. however. would for a long time remain an example of the
Canadian export of talent rather than product: Montgomery originally published with L.C. Page of

Boston. who would maintain « ix of the Anne books. Montgomery switched to
a Canadian pub in 1917 just after her death, Anne of Green Gables
itself was first published by a Canadian comnanv (Ryerson Press). Also ot interest are the novels of
Canadian author and Presbyterian mnor, which would soon be translated into film by
Ernest Shipman’s new Canadian p . after his success with Buck to God's Country,
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those who do not yet recognize the :t. In Moodie’s style, this morality reveals its more
organically religious roots, as opposed to being of the obligatory type.

Aside from the (perhaps undeterminable) degree of Moodie’s influence on Canadian
novelists of later years, what is of significance is her prescience; she not only understood that
geographical and meteorological conditions provided a backdrop against which to sharpen one’s
moral teeth, but she also seems to have established that the subsequent moral identity would be
organically intertwined with a national, cultural and religious one. She probably also understood
the future dilemmas of how this identification would play out: to be identified as people of a
northern climate and harsh landscape is a source of chagrin, in part because we must respond to
the inevitable punch lines with some of our own - to show that there are no hard feelings. At the
same time, Canadians crave to be allowed to embrace the kind of character-building Moodie
spoke of, except that after a few centuries of foreign commentary on how someone came to
Canada to fish and all they caught was a cold, the attempt to truly identify with the land has
become a cliché; if only others could understand how much character we could have built over
the years if we did not have to keep responding to jokes.

One contemporary author (amor  innumerable others) who has understood the tension, the
angst, and the dark humour of being caught between religious experience and the feeling of
being soiled by clichés, is Canadian author M wret Atwood. In 1970 Atwood published The
Journals of Susanna Moodie™" a collection of poems inspired by Atwood’s dream about an
opera she herself had written about Moodie — despite not having rea the books until later.
Atwood works with a somewhat-imagined _ohy of Moodie, speculating on the kind of

internal psychological struggles that lay beneath the actual content of Rowughing It and its

- Margaret Atwood. The Journals of Susanna Moodie (Toronto: Oxford University Press, 1970).
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sequel. ™ Atwood’s collection was a formative influence on subsequent Canadian literature, and
in a certain sense, CanLit after 1970 must be read in the context of both Atwood and Moodie.

Atwood resurrects the writings of Moodie again in 1996, through the historical novel Alias
Grace,” but it is two of Atwood’s other books that lay out in study-guide form the literary
themes originally anticipated by Moodie: Survival, and Strange Things.™ These themes, along
with those in Katherine Monk’s Weird Sex and Snowshoes, involve the usual fare that were only
touched upon above, such as the character-building of climate and landscape,™ the specific
Canadian attitudes towards sexual freedom (in all of its forms), and more specific aspects of
social concern, such as the roots of Canadian healthcare, etc., and issues of self-esteem in
relation to Europe and America. Further, the Atwood books listed above may be the ultimate
bridge to understanding the links between CanLit and CanFilm, even though they were written
exclusively about literature. While it has been important here to discuss the existence of such
links, they are also of distinctive interest, and have been capably handled elsewhere.™® We may
thus return to the issue of image and its other sources of inspiration in Canadian art.

Affirming the theories of Elder on “image”, there is indirect evidence as well that Canadian
film derives some of its character from the visual arts, especially painting. Consider an excerpt

from the Ontawa Citizen in 1896:

2 Susanna Moodie. Life in the Clearing Versus the Bush (London: Bentley, 1853).

233 . 5
=7 Margaret Atwood. Alias Grace (Toronto: McClelland & Stewart. 1996). The novel can also be read
in the context of the theme of transgressiveness in religion.

o Margaret Atwood. Survival: A Thematic Guide to Canadian Literanre (Toronto: House of Anansi,
1972): Atwood. Strange Things: The Malevolent North in Cunadian Literature (Oxtord: OUP, 1993).

235 . e - . N
= Guy Maddin’s films are also an excellent resource for understanding these themes.
236 . . . . . . . . 5 . .

* Recommended in particular is or Dickinson. Screening Gender, Framing Genre: Canadian

Literature into Fihn (Toronto: U of T Press. 2007): “Canadian film narratives in general owed little to
Hollywood codes and conventions and more to Canadian literat " [Morris, 24
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RE."” 'SM ON CANVAS

Marvellous Exhibition of the Vitascope at West End Park

Out at West End Park last night was given the first exhibition in Canada of the
marvellous production of the Vitascope, Edison's latest creation. With this wonderful
invention spectacles of life and occurrences are reproduced in a most vivid and realistic
manner, and those who wi ssed the views projected last evening were not only
pleased with the sight, but were enthused to a high degree over the creative genius
which made it possible for life-like movements to be depicted on canvass [sic] with
such extraordinary effect. One can imagine just how wonderful the invention is when it
is stated that with the Vitascope it is possible to _ oduce every movement in a
pugilistic encounter where the motions of the combatants, both in attack and defense,
are of lightning rapidity. The neces _ adjunct to the Vitascope is, of course, the
process of instantaneous photography, whereby these >tions are faithfully depicted as
they occur. Forty-two photc aphs to the second preserve an accurate record of the
most minute detail of every physical >vement and even the facial expression. It is the
application of this same process which depicts the very movement of the water in their
precipitation. And the transfer of these effects to canvass by means of the Vitascope
gives a perfect representation of the cataract in its downward course or the billow as it
curls into foam and dashes upon : beach. Such were some of the delights spread
before the spectators at West End Park at a private view last evening. Public exhibitions
of the Vitascope will commence this evenii  and will be given during the week. The
Holland Bros. have the Canadian control of this marvellous invention.™"

The subtleties of this description are as likely indicative of the talents  the reviewer as those
of the filmmaker (whose nationality is not revealed). Nevertheless, the la1 1age of the revicw, if
intended to resonate with a broad read¢  p, may indicate the sensibilities of a discerning public.
Canada had also been cultivating :nerations of native-born painters; by the end of the first
decade of the 20" century. the seeds fi Group of Seven were being sown by the works of
Tom Thomson. This idea as well is noted by Bruce Elder, again linking the “image™ to the
concepts of realism. dualism (oppo L. in this case), and social purpose, aithough here he is
speaking of later Canadian painters:

Sometimes realism is used for metaphysical ends. as it is in the work of
Newfoundland artist Christopher Pratt. The harmony of the geometrical structure which

“7 Morris. 1f. The exhibition was spons 1 by Canada’s Holland brothers. who. again. had already
established major ties with the American industry on the level of distribution and theatre-building.
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Finally, of course, all these factors— liberal economics, regionalism, naturalism—
stem from the same roots. These roots are identifiable with the Canadian ethos and
represent both its strength and its limitations. If, on the one side, that ethos worked to
prevent the Canadian film from capturing international markets, on the other, it may
have created a model of what a more democratic film industry might be. If, on the one
side, Canadian film makers have rarely made story films that captivated international
audiences, on the other, they have offered a reflexive gentleness, a meditative feeling
that is often not far removed from the Zen mood of mono-no-aware. In the end. the
apparent weaknesses of Canadian film are not inconsistent with its parent strengths.
In the end, they are the dialectic of the Canadian ethos.**

Morris’s keen perceptions are clear in the first few sentences; the situ; on with international
audiences has now radically changed, and it has also been apparent how the “ethos™ has been
challenged. The only real alteration one might make is that the “Zen mood”, while definitely a
major factor in the tone of Canadian films, is at the same time a mask (as Zen usually is) for
deeper undercurrents of the tensions d transgressions that result from confronting the
implicitly religious in Canadian life. Audiences certainly do engage in "™ :n-like confrontations
with Elder’s concept of the “image”, perhaps with flower in one hand 4 sword in the other.

Our next chapter will demonstrate the  ideas with material examples.

“regionalism”™ of one of Amei 5 atest narional poets. Walt Whitman. that made him successtul.
Perhaps related to the comments above about seeking universal vs. local themes in film. it may be said
that all great art 1s regional, just as “all politics are local.™

240 . .
Morris, 241f.
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Chapter 3: Films to Consider

In order to place the film analyses in a more direct context of Canadian thought, we can now
consider two ideas from the previous chapter. First, in response to Bruce Elder’s theories, it was
suggested that “if audiences have indeed been trained to glean from the image an explanation of
reality, then the visual depiction of human relations with the natural world conveys to the
audience a set of conclusions about their own nature.”**' Adding to this the thoughts of Peter
Morris, the last chapter concluded with a picture of “Zen-like confrontations with Elder’s
concept of the ‘image’, perhaps with flower in one hand and sword in the other.”™** A pair of
more descriptive metaphors for the character traits of Canadian film, ones that apply as aptly to
Ernest Shipman’s films as they do to tho of I' yyan, Maddin, or Stopkewich, for instance, are
two phrases used to describe Chopin’s music. In the words of Liszt, in the music “is to be heard
every sentiment and emotion of a people which had participated in its own funeral.” Schumann
said that “if the tyrants of the North suspected what dangerous enemies 2  lurking in the Chopin
Mazurkas, they would forbid their being | yed, for they are cannons concealed by flowers.™*"

Whether politically or culturally, these are perhaps rather dramatic analogues to apply to
Canadian re "'t . although the read is u to keep them in mind as they view Canadian

films in the future. Both Liszt and Schumann would have been speaki in terms of Poland’s

recent history as a “kingdom™ under Russian rule and effective oppression, and the “funeral”

.95

242

p- 121,

¥ Both from “Music Here and There.” New York Times (Drama, Resorts, Music) June 25, 1911
http://query.nytimes.com/gst/abstracthtml  =9DO3E3DF1539E333A25756C2A9609C 946096 D6CF
Internet: Accessed July 19, 2009.

122




likely referred to the unsuccessful outcome of the November Uprisit in 1830/31.7** The
political and cultural circumstances in ( 1ada, such as the minority government, or the “greatly
exaggerated demise” of Canadian cultural independence, would not quite qualify on the same
level of national tragedies or burdens of oppression — even if it might sometimes feel that way. A
sense of empathy and kinship with these sentiments of national turmoil is in any case
demonstrated in Canadian film; while the d¢ ees of traun may not be comparable, there are
two important elements of the analogues that are nevertheless appropriate.

First, there has been a sense of agony felt by Canadians in the last few decades, over what
seems at times to be the slow death of national identity. A poll taken last year for the Canadian
Dominion Institute, towards compilit  a list of “101 Things Canadians Should Know About
Canada,”™™ is at once heartening and heart-breaking; while the bulk of the list is both expected
and appropriate — the top five are the M »le Le:  Hockey, the Canadian ] g, the Beaver and the
CanadArm — with the obvious redundancy — at one point during the voting (July 25, 2008),
Queen Elizabeth was at number four (ahead of hockey), while “*Aboriginal Canadians™ had to be
added to the list as an afterthought, placed as “#1( " 1t is difficult to say whether the subsequent
and Orwellian erasure of Aborginals »m the list is a greater insult than the originally implicit
Orientalism. What is most evid  beneath the rhetoric of the website, as well as of the various

national newspaper articles on the subject, is that tl list’s creation was likely an atte )t at the

“ A Brief History of Poland: Part 9: The 19" Century — Polish Wars and Uprisings.” Polonia Today
hitp://www.poloniatoduy.com/history9. htm Internet: Accessed July 18, 2009.

101 Things Canadians Should Know Aboutr Canada. http://www.101things.ca/ Internet: Accessed
June 10, 2009, Also published as Rudyard Griffiths, ed. /01 Things Canadians Should Know About
Canada (Toronto: Key Porter Books. 2008). C.f. also the poll results themselves, with the unwieldy title,
DEFINING CANADA: A NATION _..OOSES THE 101 THINGS THAT BEST DEFINE THEIR
COUNTRY: Unprecedented. Definitive National  Survey  ldentifies Top People. Places, Events,
Accomplishmenis and Symbols thar Define Canada As Chosen By Canadians. June 30, 2008
hup://www. 10 1things.ca/101ThingsJune30.pdf Internet: Accessed July 10, 2009.

123



mollification of critics, whose common target has been the government’s increasingly desultory
attitudes and policies towards national culture. The larger travesty is that the poll was conducted
by what was once a Canadian-owned company (Angus-Reid), but that has since been sold to the
French Ipsos corporation. With these and other travesties in mind, many Canadians feel as if they
have been witnessing their own slow death, if not necessarily their funeral.

One aspect related to Schumann’s words — if they only suspected — is a large degree of
transgressiveness in Canadian film, often if not always beautifully concealed by the softness of
production styles, described by Morris as a “reflexive gentleness.” It is not only the acts of
transgression — against authority, against cult 1 norms or pretenses — that are cannon-like in the
films, but it is also the very nature of the Canadian form of artistic realism. The implications of
the term “realism™ as have been discussed above. involve the predictable meaning, i.e. the artistic
portrayal of people, places, thit  and events in ways that are normally described as “accurate™,
or “truly reflecting” how we see the above phenomena directly, as opposed to through the
frequent distortions of artwork. It is in this sense that the realism in film counters the normative
obscurity of religious orthodoxies, and prevents the audience from escapism: the more real, the
less likely the audience can deny that something is really happening in the world. ™ If our
premises are at least somewhat accurate, then we may discover a paradox within our own
conclusions: is the transgressiveness concealed, or is it not? If there were ever a case in Canadian
life when freedom of speech would be under attack, and were there a system of authority cven
capable of effective censorship. then how dangerous to the srarnis guo would be the content of
Canadian films? It was said above that the essential messages are not obscured by metaphor, so

how might one claim that the films are e to hide their s :stions of sedition?

¥ Again. this premise is rather theoretical. and is to be taken in the larger context of the debate in the
latter part of n. 218 above.
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The precise content of the Chopin Mazurkas that makes Schumann’s statement more than a
colourful metaphor is the cultural content. When a people of lesser numbers is threatened by a
larger one, whether by military power or by the overwhelming assimilative power of its culture,
the most defiant action available is an expression of its own culture. The singing of La
Marseillaise in Casablanca is the most obvious cinematic example, but « a less melodramatic
level, Canadian films are filled with such acts of cultural defiance, each time that a Canadian
icon is presented to the audience in a non-comedic or non-sarcastic manner. In most films, they
are rarely obvious icons such as the maple leaf or the b ver, and just as ir :quently are hockey
or beer the most significant symbols. Such symbols can and have been subject to dismissal,
precisely because they are so obviously recognized. Occasionally it will be a recognizable
skyline, a subtle highlighting of accent, a 1 mailbox, or a provincial license plate, that will first
attract the audience’s attention. It is enot "1 at first to say, without saying it, that “this movic is
Canadian.”

Every subsequent statement of , cultural, or religious value in a film will be associated
for the audience with the initial defiance of “this movie is Canadian.”*’ Once this association is
made for the audience, then even the most gentle expression of an opinion contrary to social and
cultural norms, either those of our southern neighbours, or of a government even less
democratically elected than the previous American one, becomes a reminder that we do have a

unique culture. and that it cannot be claimed except by being defiant enough to name it.

7 The slogan of the beer commercial seems to have been somewhat counterproductive, as it was 100
obnoxiously presented. The likely effect was that Canadians would feel even less independent than
before: the actors reminded us too much of the ¢ ant that we have been sleeping next to. They were
also an anticipatory slap in the Canadian face. given the subsequent buyvouts of our breweries.
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primary novelist previously commissioned by the CPR to write immigrant-seducing stories about
the Canadian north. The resulting narratives were “h r masculinized adventure stories about

">0 and Curwood was thus a key player in establishing the initial

Canada and Canadians,
mythologies of Canadian life. However, although the author had himse travelled to northern
Canada for inspiration, and maintained a degree of geographical and physical accuracy, his
stories were directed towards an  merican and British readership; the action and adventure
elements, along with a romanticized aphy, were essentially the sole intent. It is unlikely
that either Curwood or the CPR had Sus.  a Moodie’s idea of “character-building™ in mind.

In what follows, the ways in which the process of mytholc "zing was co-opted in turn by Nell
and Ernest Shipman are revealed, tho "1 a significant degree of control of the production of
Back to God's Country. Ernest Shipman would remain the producer, and because he had a strong
and forward personality — albeit one that was not always attuned to Hollywood norms — he
insisted on a great deal of overs™ "it. It would also help that he was on personal terms with the
lcad actress and screenwriter, i.e. Nell ¢ pman.251 In having selected Curwood’s short story
Wapi the Walrus for feature-length treatment. Ernest Shipman was necessarily accepting the
involvement of Curwood himself, who had been accustomed to producing his own films; as well,
the strength of a producer’s char na i :If does not always win over the odwill of everyone
else involved. This film was to be Ernest Shipman’s “baby”, though. and he saw himself as a

loving parent. We can thus easily anticipate the kind of tensions that would arise between the

parties involved.

250 ey
 Gittings, 21.
“*! Born Helen Foster-Barnham
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Peter Morris suggests that Ernest Shipman’s role as entrepreneur was significantly “creative”,
in that he “brought together the right talents in terms of the author and cast.”**> Ernest Shipman
had been under no obligation to choose Curwood’s story, although Curwood had already become
well-known in Canada; we might guess, then, that Ernest Shipman initially endorsed the
Curwood-designed mythologies. Nell Shipman, however, was assigned immediately as
screenwriter; it is not clear, therefore, how much of Curwood’s interpretation of Canada Ernest
might have accepted were it not for Nell’s intervention. She herself had already become a
producer and director in her own right, and was thus an additional force to be dealt with by the
author and director. Born Canadian but having received her training — as was necessary at the
time — in the United States, Nell Shipman had previously starred in and co-produced with
Curwood the film God's Country and the Woman (1915), of which Back to God's Country was
the sequel. She had also established herself as part-owner of the Shipman-Curwood film
company, and was therefore in a unique position to play a major role in the transformation of
Wapi, from a nominally to an essentially _.nadian story. Even amidst the many objections to her
alterations of the story, Nell Shipman's effective control over the screenplay was not rescinded,
and she subsequently rewrote the plot and dialogue to reflect her own experience and values. By
the end of production, the changes so displea | Curwood that he would later sever his ties with
both Shipmans. with a year still remaining on the contract. ™

In addition to having changed Wapi frc  a walrus to a canine, Nell Shipman also altered the

- - L 254
whole framework of the plot, so that her own character Dolores was now the main protagonist

=2 Morris. 108.

“ibid.

M Kay Armatage. The Girl from God's Counmrv: Nell Shipman and the Silent Cinema (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 2003), 78. This book was discovered in the late stages of research. and it is
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the part of the film’s creators that while good and evil may clearly exist. e usual categories in
which they are set are obsolete. To begin with, Wapi the dog had descended, over forty “dog-
generations”, from a Great Dane named Tao, a companion of the “Chinaman™ Shan Tung, who
was killed by tavern prospectors/bullies in the Yukon. Tao would then be captured by “white
men”; generations of both humans and dogs would ensue until Blake, a white seal-hunter who
fiercely abused all of his dogs, was now in possession of Wapi. This information, given in the
prologue, confronts the audience :diately with issues of race. Shan Tung is, on the surface, a
token in the film as “the Yellow Man”; while ¢ the one | 1d this is presumably the la: 1age of
the film’s production team, the fact that Shan Tung’s murder can in no way be interpreted as an
isolated incident leads us to think that  ative to the original tenor of the story, Nell Shipman is
making a point with her screenplay.
The immediate segue from the murder, after which Tao runs away, is the naming of Wapi as,
*Wapi the Killer’, a throw-back of fc y dog generations, a white man's dog in a
brown man's land. An alien wi it friends, hating the men who understand nothing of
the magic of kindness and love. but whose law is the law of the whip and the club.

Curwood’s prose was intermingled with Nell Shipman’s in the inter-titles, so he may deserve
credit for the idea in his original story, but a point is nevertheless made about whose land it is
and who are the intruders. While the “C  naman™ had been a strar  r amidst white men in the
prologue, it seems that all of the catc »  are being toyed with, and that there is a reason for the
film portraying the white man as current custodian of the North — possibly hoping for the
audience to see the consequences of the displacement of aboriginals. While this is all rather
speculative. and there is no further evi ace in the film of this message. there are hints of other

means by which theu " premi  will be dis 1. As a descendent of the “Chinaman’s™ dog.
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father but obviously a woman of some general independence, shows her as a Mother Nature in
human form. Among many other animal companions, for instance, she swims with a bear cub
and has a porcupine as a bed companion. While Dolores’ nude bathing scene was subsequently
exploited to market the movie, the only purpose of the scene within the film — in which her
nudity was in fact only implicit — was to immediately oppose Doli :s’ internal blend of
innocence and strength to the cowardice and lechery of Rydal as voyeur. Rydal is also shown
throughout the film as someone who could have never survived in the North without his weapons

257 1

or without his “half-breed” guide. -ause Dolores is not portrayed as invulnerable, however,

she will eventually be held captive by ydal, and while she is able to outdo Rydal in strength of
character — she fends off his advances Hstly through exposing him as a moral coward — she is
still essentially at his mercy. Fortunately, it does not end this way, as Dolores proves hersclf to
be the only one in control of the outcome. She must eventually gain her own rescue by
threatening the villain with his own weapon; she still may not have escaped were it not for the
heroism of Wapi. Nevertheless, the ultimate outcome is that Dolores once again becomes Queen
of her surroundings, with Wapi as her most trusted companion. and it is rather clear that her love
of Peter, now that they are married, will not take away from her subsequent rule over all life. ™

There is no doubt a high d :e of potential Orientalism. in its « rous form and in its

=7 As this might have been obvious to the audience, it could be taken as evidence for the theory above.
If both the ‘good’ and the ‘evil’ characte in the fi  are “half-breeds™. then the audience 1s forced to
confront a deeper source of good and evil  while audiences may not have been so unsophisticated as to
attribute evil to a mixed ethnicity, they y 1we made parallel attributions based on secondary
characteristics. This element of the film, then. would be one step towards the dissolution of siereotypes.

“* The original production of God's Countryv and the Woman. of which Back 10 God's Counirv was
the sequel. ts not available, but Curwood’s novel can be read online. tor instance at James Curwood.
“God's Country and the Woman.” The Gurenberg Project. http://wwsw. gutenberg.org/etext/4585 Internet:
Accessed July 17, 2009. The novel, at least. is unbearably of the Harlequin genre. containing all of the
more disturbing gender stereotypes. including a total vulnerability, on all levels, on the part ot Dolores.
This makes it all the more clear how radically Nell Shipman altered her ¢ wcter for the sequel.
Armatage (2003) give a balanced set of perspectives on this and other gender issues.
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manifestation in the gender-rels equivalent. Wapi would have remained a killer by nature
except for “A new miracle of understanding roused by the touch of a woman's hand [...] the
white woman - the first friend Wapi the Killer has ever known.” In return, Wapi “fight[s] at last
the greatest of all his fights - for a woman.”

There is a third sub-plot, though, that of Rydal and his companions. Rydal murders and steals
the uniform of the NWMP officer who had come to arrest him, and for half of the film pretends
to be the officer himself. While the auc :nce knows that he is an imposter, it is inevitable that
Peter and Dolores do not, and the audience cannot help but come to a conclusion that even the
uniform itself cannot be held sacred. It would be normal for such an event — the impersonation of
a trusted official — to induce fear in the audience, a fear that would be carried back into their own
lives. The film’s transgression here, however, is not to cause the audience to distrust authority in
itself, or to wonder if it is deservedly held, but rather to inform the audience that personal
identities and moralities ought to be cloven from the uniform that one wears. This 1is
transgressive not because of any actual risk of subsequent insurrection, but because a smooth
society depends on uniforms — not only for purposes of authority but for a manageable social
psychology. Because religious institt  ns depend on uniforms for simil  reasons, it would not
be strange for an audience, at least subconsciously. to transpose the themes from one to the other.

Another rel” ‘ous issue in tl  fi is I of justice. Some crimes in the story will go
unpunished; there had been no. _ icit justice »r the killing of Shan Tung, an for much of the
film there are crimes, against people and  nst the natural world, that similarly pass with
neither retribution nor reform — hence the only law of the land apparently being of “the whip and
club™. There is no evidence until the very  d that other NWMP officers were “onto the crime™

most recently committed by Rydal. had it not been for events set in motion by Dolores. The land
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seems not only lawless, but — despite the title of the film — godless as well. At the same time, the
foreshadowing of Wapi’s “destiny” is clearly of some kind of divine origin — more akin indeed to
a native Canadian or to a Taoist™’ religion. Justice seems to be achieved only by one human and
by her animal companion; only as an afterthought do the NWMP come to report that they are “on
the trail” of Rydal: since it is clear that Rydal is now friendless and without any real survival
skills, however, this is a rather moot point.

Considering justice on a higher level, we come to the question of redemption — of the world
and of humanity. This too seems to be achieved by Dolores, although possibly through the
implicit “grace” of Mother Nature. Thus, while the : are encounters and symbols in the film that
may described as Christian, there is nevertheless a sense that at least one major premise of the
Christian account of creation is meant to be overturned. If we speak in these terms. then when
Dolores and Peter do return to “Eden”, “Eve” has redeemed humanity from the consequences of
“The Fall”, and has also made it fairly obvious that it was “Adam’s” fault in the first place. This
redemption does not, fortunately, occur on a cross but through Dolores™ manner of living.

In connection with the theme of paradise or Utopia, it is not difficult to perccive in the film
and in its production a potential for an analysis of the strt  1le for a Canadian civil religion — in
the sense that one’s national pride is incorporated into a complete worldview that explains one’s
own existence. The first obstac  would be the stereotype of what was meant by “the North™;
while the description of the Canadian Northwoods as “God's Country™ was primarily common
among Americans. there would have | 1 an obvious need felt by Canadians to reclaim for
themselves. or at least to prove the accuracy of. the appellation. The carlier film. God'’s Couniry

and the Woman. although apparently ser in the  1¢ locale as the sequel. was filmed entirely in

259 . S . . .
* Many pardons requested. Yin and Yang symbolism is quite possibly present  the film. and further
exploration thereof is encouraged — perhaps in tandem with a conventional structuralist approach.
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California. Back to God’s Country at least had many of its scenes filmed in Canada (Lesser Slave
Lake, Alberta), but these scenes were 1inly of the frozen tundra. The cottage and forest scenes
were still filmed in California. How would Canadian audiences at the time, then, with or without
this prior knowledge, have reacted to the apparent stereotypes?

The promotions for the film — although relying on the deceptive promise of the risqué — had
also hyped the Canadian elements of its production. While Canadians would have been as aware
of Curwood as were the the CPR’s American and British targets for immigration in earlier years,
they also knew that the Shipmans were Canadian. We can only speculate that the Shipmans’ co-
opting of Curwood’s story might have led to a great deal of public gossip and anticipation on the
part of potential Canadian audiences. It n 7 be fair to say, though, that audiences were well-
primed to associate the general reclamation of Canadian identity with what they knew about the
aspects of a film’s production. In  : process, if the public did have at least basic awareness of
the biographies of author and producer, they might also have realized that the Shipmans’ acts of
reclamation were an opportunity for the audience itself to look beyond the obvious clichés of
Arctic life, to the deeper elc  :nts of what it meant to be Canadian. In line with the premises as
outlined above, these attempts at reclamation, and the means by which they are performed. may
be links in the Canadian consciousness between cultural and religious identity.

A bacl _ ound question on the isst  of justice — one that is also inherently rel” "ous — is what
to make of the consequences of ht  an activi  in terms that cannot be attributed either to the
laws of physical nature or to human systems of punishment? When we consider Dolores™ need to
lead her world towards justice — in the absence of men who are borhr powerful and righteous. and
without any obvious presence of an omnipotent God — we are forced to also consider the

ineffable and preternatural bonds she | with the natural world. While through much of the
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archetypes, the battles are of wits as well as of strength. and even the gods can be fooled. In Back
to God’s Country, we might imagine that the first generation of gods has died off and left chaos
in its wake. The fate of existence t 1 rests on the shoulders of the subsequent goddesses, in this
case either Mother Nature or a descendent of Athena. In contrast, we can work with a Gnostic
myth, perhaps seeing the goddess as preexistent and the gods who allow | evil to slip past their
watch as only the foolish children.

These hypotheses would also belatedly, or perhaps redundantly, explain what may be the
“cannons” of the film, i.e. the tran essive undertones of challenging the status quo. The
presence of “flowers” in the film is at least obvious  terms of Dolores and her connection with

nature, but the question of their effects is still an open one.

2.2: Nobody Wa 1 Goodbye (1964)

One of the films on the forefront of t  first wave of the modern era, Nobody Waved Goodbye
is also one of the first feature films produced by the National Film Board. It would not, however,
have achieved its status were it not for on Owen’s decision to forgo the protocol of his

L 262 . . . . . . . -
commission;™ " as mentioned above, * : .. J was simply not interested in feature films. Even

262

C.f. esp. Gary Evans. In the National Interest. There is actually some dispute about the reality of
this account. Most authors take I Owen at his word. in his statements to the press about the lack of

cooperation on the part of the NFB. a out how he had to “pull the wool over their eyves.™ The claims
to the contrary on the part of certa sloyees on the Board may have had 10 do with the fact that
Owen’s statements led to a “Parliame tallout™ and “tor e lashing™ ofthe M 3 (Evans. 102).

Two earlier films officially endorsed by the NFB were wrvlanders (1963) and Pour la suite du monde
(1964). Evans (81, 83, 871) defi as feature films. but here the classification is complicated. In

technical terms, they were examples of ¢ nua direct: Drvlanders. at least, was scripted and used
professional actors. Both were also originally intended for television. They are likely better classified as
“docudramas™; while they are both fictionalized accounts. they are essentially meant to portray historical
events, focusing more on the accuracy of the events than the meaning of them. In any case. the two sets
of films. one endorsed and the other not, were undoubtedly representative of an internal conflict tor the
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also 7 " ly stale. These policies were a reflection of the older generation’s confusions regarding
its role in history; the film thus confronts the policies’ I timacy in both production and content.

These challenges are first witnessed through an ongoing confrontation between the art of the
film and the apparent content. On its own, the ct that the supposed “delinquent™ in the film is
more clean-cut, well-dressed and gentle than James ™ :an would ever be.”™ would normally have
given audiences a false impression of ¢ 1adi identity, by attributing to Canadians a Beaver
Cleaver lifestyle that Americans were already outgrowing.”® Meanwhile, the audience is
subjected to the following set of lyrics that run through the opening credits:

Onh love is tender, and love is kind, fair as a jewel when it first is new;

. : . . 266
But love grows old, and itv  es cold, and fades away like the Sumr.  -’s dew.”

In the first few minutes, then, the ai >e is lulled into (false) expectations of a particular
kind of encounter with beauty: the delinqu :y will be romanticized and poeticized, and will be
no more disturbing than the ruffians in the musical version of Les Miserables. The film would
also appears to be exactly what one would expect from a government film board: it initially has
the feel of an after-school special. When the film was shown in tandem with Lonely Boy, a
documentary about Paul Anka, the openi-  scenes of Nobody would have been a natural segue.

The broken promise of love as portra; | in the o 1ing song, however, is not just about

romantic love, but about a larger promise of life, a theme that will be fur  2r revealed in pieces

th

throughout the film. The 17" century English ballad actually begins with the verse,

Y Rebel Withour a Cause (1955) could not have been unfamiliar to Canadian audiences: the

promotions tor Nobodv Waved Goodbvye would certainly have given an impression that the same Kinds of
themes would be presented — which they w but with an obviously different interpretation.
203 - . 5 : :
“ The final episode of Leave it to Beaver was in 1963,
256 . . . . . ..
“ Both the sentiments and the musical | luction may admittedly seem quaint to sophisticated

audiences today.
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The water is wide, I can’t cross over, but neither have I the wings to fly;
Give me a boat that can carry two, and both shall row, my love and 1.

At first glance, the song represents tensions between the hope and despair of love; if we transfer
this tension to the level of the religious, we get a more accurate picture of the conflicts that will
be involved in the film. The imagery of river and boat frequently have to do with one’s approach
to death. The idea of a Promised Land, across the River Jordan, for instance, does represent for
oppressed populations the hope of a better world during this life, but yet there is a common
undertone of resignation; the deeper belief is that it will more likely arrive in the afterlife. In the
folk revival of the 1960s, we see conscious effort to reinterpret the lyrics to reflect a revival of
social consciousness. Instead of this meani-  that the songs are now interpreted in a secular way,
however, the effect is that a sense of religious yearning for a “final” end to human struggles
becomes associated with the sense of u :ncy to fix real-world problems. "’

Thus, the critic need not choose between secular or religious interpre! ion of the song, or of
the film, but may seek for the means by which both participate. For the audience, the metaphors
will not be consciously apparent. Instead, much of the above is a perfect demonstration of
Elder’s theories, regarding image, dualism, common sense, and Calvinism. In order for the
audience to recognize the deeper ar st beneath the surface of the cha s’ gentility, it must
first be confronted on the level of sensual perc  ion. If the film had visually and aurally

presented the James Dean typology. then e ¢ 1lisms held by the audience beforehand would

267 . — . . . . . L
" The Peter, Paul and Mary version of River of Jordan is a good example. in that 1ts religious view is

relatively pantheistic (or panentheistic, perhaps): lis s can choose to avoid the religious if they like.

This is not a new connection between art and religion: rather. one often sees Canadian film in the
same way that the folk revival is seen: as a sort of secular Marxism. It might be seen instead that the
particular dualism between justice in this life and the next is one that Canadian film. like its folk song
forebears, tries to overcome. While few Canadians, or even filmmakers, would express this in theological
terms. there is a special ease with which Ca films dissolve the lines between the two realms. Even
European films show some awkwardness w /ing to make such connections for the audience. This
ease may actually be one of the traits inherited from CanLit — Mitchell's Who Has Seen the Wind is still
the best example.
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have been preserved. In Nobody Wa ' Goodbye, they cannot be preserved, because the
philosophical content of the remainder of the film — a questioning of 1d confrontation with
authority — does not initially gel, on the subconscious or the aesthetic level, with what the
audience sees and hears. The more the i 1ge and the content are mismatched with each other,
the deeper the audience is drawn into each of them separately — and the less the audience is able
to maintain an unquestioning relati ~ hip with the dualisms it had previously presumed.

The construction of the film’s plot is also very much erited m Canadian literature, in
that it is less about what happens than ¢ ut how the actions affect other people around them.
Peter’™ Marks, the film’s 17-year old protagonist, does get himself into numerous troubles, and
there is often some narrative tension for the audience regarding what decisions he will make.
Normally, though, the audience expects there to be some kind of logical relationship involved in
the process. Peter’s behaviour, however, is unpredictable and he does not conform to type. More
than anything, he reminds us of many an Old Testament personality, whose stubbornness and
bad behaviour is key to the story, but who is initially incapable of doir  otherwise, all of it being
part of their Hd’s plan. In some ways, Jonah: s to have as little free will as did the Pharoah —
they are both merely tools for some divine me. Likewise, the audience will wonder if Peter is
even free to make good choices. However, the question for the audience is not whether or not we
have free will, but rather it has to do with how we are to reconcile the concurrent presence and
absence of free will; materially as well, Peter has to struggle with how much it is right to reject
his parents’ lifestyle while still taking responsibility for his own errors.

We might also wonder about how mu ~ freedom a filmmaker has while working within the

confines of government mandates; the issue was partially addressed above in regards to Don

208 - . .
** The lead characters first names are eponymous of those of the actors.
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Owen, but what is to be considered now is not whether that freedom exists or not, but has to do
with the proper attribution of n  ning. Owen’s production of the film involved open acts of
transgression, but in terms of the transgressiveness that is claimed for the content of Canadian

film, does the fact that the NFB allowed the film to be shown in theatres negate the power of that

?2()9

transgressiveness The basic premise here relates again to Schumann’s hints of “if they only

s 270 . . . .
knew™.”” While Canadian censorship has not been geared towards preventing statements of

political ideology, a government-funded .  ncy would normally be expected to obscure the most
socio-politically radical of ideas.

On the surface, then, the film m 1t seem to present how emotiona ’ unsustainable is the
upper-middle class lifestyle; this mess :, however, would not have been conceived by an
organization that depended on maintaining the relationship between government. commerce and
art.”’' We know that the basic intent of that o nization was undermined by Owen, but it is not
clear how well the organization knew of Owen’s ideas. Considering the film’s original intention,
i.e. a documentary about teenage deling s, it would ordinarily have been an example of the
conventional (“square’™) culture’s perennial attempts to come to terms with, and potentially be

“hip to”, the struggles of youth. The reason that a critical audience might speculate that film’s

“% A fellow pussenger on a bus once suggested that astute authorities allow transgressive films to be
shown, precisely because they distract the public’s attention from the root causes of inequality and of
war. This idea belongs with the discussion above (n. 218) about Murdoch and the influence of art on
morals, and may not be resolvable. The argument may not apply to Canadian films if, as is suggested
throughout the thesis, the root causes are exposed.

U C.A pp. 122,124 above.

"' This relationship is. in itself. an essentiallv middie-class construction. although arguments against
this position are acknowledged. especially  rarding the complexity of such relationships under u
governmental philosophy of a mixed economy. It appears possible that were the administrators of the
NFB at particular time to be of a socialist bent, t a film produced by that institution deriding
middle-class values would not involve any apparent contradictions. However. while most government
employees in Canada depend on the mixed v. they are essentially bound to preserve middle-class
values i order to preserve the exis 2 institutional emplovers. Thus, any anti-conventional
viewpoints in NFB films exist only 1. ‘e of the institution.
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whole original purpose was unde  ned by Owen is that the film itself seems somewhat self-
conscious of these social discrepancies. There is almost certainly a great deal of irony on the part
of the director and of many of the actors; we g the feeling that everyone involved is toying with
the foundational premises of the institution that commissioned the film, and is surreptitiously
inserting statements about authority that were assumed to be over 2 heads of the NFB
administration. Absent such ironies, the film could as legitimately be interpreted as an exposé on
the follies of youth, as it could be described as an attack on the middle class.

For example, Peter, the male protagonist, outwardly expresses to his girlfriend a desire not to
get into the “rut” his parents are in, involving the niceties of “‘a comfortable house...gold fixtures
in the bathroom...a good school, your shoes are good, your pants are always pressed”, but
without a sense of what is really happening to people in the world, particularly to himself and to
his girlfriend. His suspicions of such »  ce on the part of both their sets of parents are later
confirmed. This was hardly a radical new outlook for a youth to take; if the director’s sole intent
was to present this message, then the fi .t have become indistinguishable from parallel
American films. In this case, though, tl ironies again cannot be avoided, and so instcad of just a
socio-political meaning to the film, one must begin to search for something deeper.

Peter himself, despite the content of his speech to Julie, ©  a rather suave and persuasive
personality, unmistakably upper-middle ¢ s in his personal presentation. He is also somewhat
proud of himself, and the audience may have a hard time completely sympathizing with him.
When we place his character in a comj “son with that of Dolores in Back to God'’s Country.
Peter appears to be another example of someone who is conscious of his power over others. in
the context of an otherwise oppressive system of rules and other antagonisms. but without

Dolores’ sense of control over herself. If  re is an archetype that Peter initially fits. it is of an
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Anakin Skywalker, so resentful of authority that he wants to be in charge himself. Peter, though,
is still walking the line. We see this in an early scene: having answered the door for Ron, his
sister’s boyfriend and a practicing dentist, Peter begins to interrogate Ron on his goals and
personal values in life, under the guise of asking advice from an older, future brother-in-law.
Peter resurrects the gist of his earlierd « 1e with Julie about wanting something “more” out of
life than financial success, except that now I er’s questions appear to be only rhetorical:
Peter: I want to ask you, are you happy with the set-up, like, the way things are
going for you now? Have you got what you want, are you satisfied?
Ron: No...no, I'm still working for it.
Peter: Well, I mean what exactly are you working for? You've been through
college, you’ve got a great practice, you’re makil a lot of money, you're putting teeth
in people...is that what you — is that what the whole thing was for?

Ron: I'm doing what 1 want to do 1d I'm making a good living at it...what’s wrong
with that?

Perer: 1 mean, did you ever stop to look at what kind of life you were leading? Did
you ever stop to, sort of consider it, and consider your values and the things you were
living for? Did you, really? I mean did you, or did you just sort of live, without any
goal or without any reason for it? I bet th: s the kind of life you live, 1sn’t it? I mean,
why are you going to Cleopatra ton™ "it, and wastii  seven bucks on it...just because
everyone else is?

Ron: Peter, do you know you™  ting a little obnoxious?

Ron had appeared rather bemused at first, but when he starts being put out by Peter’s
interrogation, we are not sure if it is because he is affected by the truth or is just perturbed at
Peter’s lack of “respect” for how tt  wor™ * works. Peter persists. though, insisting that he is not
trying to insult Ron, but only that he di . not “understand guys like you.” When Peter goes too
far, he seems surprised at Ron’s anger, d storms off to his own bedroom: this is the first
display of any real emotion. but the ¢ rast between his dispassionate interrogations and the

passion of his ultimate frustrations are cor sing. and so once again. the audience must look

deeper into Peter’s character. His quest  ito Ron t "» tot" heart of the religious. but
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do see a mix of motives on Peter’s part — he is obviously not rejecting chores for religious
reasons, but perhaps what we witness instead is a religious vacuum of sorts behind the
avoidances on the parts of both father and son.

[t is certainly possible to analyze this religious vacuum in conventional or moralist terms;
Peter is then interpreted as rebelling  1inst religion, and his particular questions are only an
excuse for being a “smart-aleck™. When he later leaves the house in anger, “borrowing” his
father’s car and taking Julie for a spin, his reckless driving would be a demonstration of his
rejection of all authority, includit  that ¢ the conventional God: death has no meaning for Peter,
and likewise, he sees no reason to hold | as sacred. The juxtaposition of the final words of his
parents’ argument, however — regarding whether or not there is anything “to worry about™ — with
the subsequent argument between Peter and Julie on the very same subject, is too deliberate for
us to take the easy, conventional way « of the conflict. It cannot be a matter of religious vs.
non-religious any more than it can be an :er of responsibility vs. carelessness, for the moral of
the story has to be gleaned by acknowlc ring the bad behaviour of authority figures as well. and
by sorting out what degree — and what s« — of disobedience is proper. After all, disobedience in
regards to the chores proves to be ineffective, and allows his parents to neglect the real problems.

After Peter calms down and is (temporarily) driving at a responsible rate. the audience can
now tune into more of the conversation betwcen himself and Julie; Peter is discussing his
mother’s plan for a “Refc  ation”, involving “takii matters into her own hands.” Presumably
this refers to the control of the household. but ber 1se Peter is not taking this seriously. we might
wonder whether the audience is m  t to take it seriously either. Peter then asks Julie. however.
“Don’t vou ever get the feeling that your parents are. sort of. working on the opposite team —

from you?” Julie’s response, “Yes. | know they are!” poimnts more precisely to the distinctive
y p y p p y

146






case of Peter’s dissatisfaction with life, however, the religious cannot be separated from the
secular, even without the explicit presence of a church in their lives. There is an inevitable
connection between a lack of a healthy relationship with his parents, and the lack of such a
relationship with any other “source” of existential solace.

Peter tells Julie that he has decided to write his exams, for his parents’ sake, but will then start
living for himself. If we were to see at the end of the film that he would be finally content with
this philosophy, we would be able to conclude that he, and hence the film, was devoid of religion
after all. However, when he is trying to persuade Julie to run away with him and look for a job.
he explains that he is ok with the chance that sI might have to work nights, because she would
be working for a higher purpose: for the sake of “us.” Peter is charged with rejecting the values
of his parents, but what is at stake for I 1 under the surface is that his parents do not share his
values on togetherness. His desire for familial bonds is also displayed in a negative fashion;
when he becomes careless again with his  iving and is eventually arrested, Peter cxpects that his
father will bail him out immediately, d is surprised at his father’s refusal to do so. This too
cannot be taken as being “obvious”, as the conventior  view might prefer: the father’s actions
are not based on any notion of “tot ' love”, bt because he considers Pt to be “worthless”,
His putative motives are to “‘teach Peter a lesson”, but we now learn that when he claimed earlicr
that there was “nothing to worry about™ r. rding Peter’s behaviour, he meant this literally: it
was none of his concern. If any character  the fi ~ has shown himself to be “without religion™,
it is thus the father.

Peter’s brief but only superficial transformation into someone far more callous and uncaring
may be. in the simplest psychological terms. a reaction based on the perception of being rejected

by his father, and he may indeed temporarily be concluding that nothing matters anymore except
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survival, And yet, what is the audience to conclude about the nature of authority, or about the
discrepancies in the morals of those Peter is meant to look up to? The audience will surely not
have expected Peter’s father to let him off the hook, and will also be disappointed in Peter’s
descent into further crime. The isonableness — and indeed kindness — of the police and parole
officers will prevent the audience from labeling all authority figures as « :mies, but perhaps the
effect is that there is a desire for these authorities to achieve a more effective and more
progressive kind of influence. Peter is not yet of age to have a license, and yet is told by his
mother to move out of the house; whi C ad 1s will always have son level of ambivalence
towards government social programmes, there is nonetheless a desire for those social
programmes to effective umbrellas . iinst isfortune. The audience craves for Peter to have a
chance to form community bonds, but knows that this chance will not occur without more
powerful leaders — if not necessarily authorities — in place in his life.

Peter’s next form of “rebellion™ is also an attempt at bonding — an all-night party at a friend’s
house, sittit  quietly and singing folk so1 ., apparently perfectly sober. While we do not know
what place these friends held in his la ' life, the audience does have to wonder why he could
not have been more proactive in forming a community with them, but then considering his
situation at home, he would not have normally been able to attend such parties. When he returns
home late and is confronted by his mother.: 2 does not believe the truth he tells of where he has
been: she cannot be completely blamed for her suspicions, but it becomes all the more apparent
that there can be no deep reconciliation  ween her and Peter.”” Furthermore. she has at the

same time dismissed his need for bonding (with others. not with herself) altogether.

“ While the Oedipus issue is admittedly complicated. Peter shows far more signs in the film of
having rejected his mother from early on. While his relationship with his father has also clearly been
unhealthy for some length of time. it is the latter that Peter is doing his best to nurture. It onc defines

149







disappointments inherent in the opi ng ballad, now instrumentally reprised as a serenade
overtop of their lovemaking. The audience senses that grief will even come to this relationship if
they cannot reconcile their duties to each other and those to their individual futures. As Peter and
Julie contemplate their love for each « 1er, the deepest sense of religious despair is revealed in
the ballad’s second and third verses, the meaning of which comes through for the audience most
effectively in the visual sense: it is written across Julie's face as Peter sings,

I leaned mmy back up against an oak, I thought it was a trusty tree
but first it bent and then it broke, and so my love did unto me.

A ship there is and she sails the sea, she's loaded deep as deep can be,
But not so deep as the love I'm in, I »w not if I sink or swint.

In terms of Edward Bailey’s notions of implicit religion, no element of experience, if genuinely
felt, can be separated from the religious. From one perspective, Peter and Julie’s love for each
other is religious, and their understanding of religion is likewise based on their belief in love.
Once this basic equation is made, however, then one realizes that whatever happens to one’s love
life cannot help but affect one’s relationship with whatever one determines the ground of his or
her existence to be, and vice versa. If love rc |y is fleeting, as the song implies, then so 1s the
object of one’s general faith. It is good 1< :mber at this point, however, that it is up to Pcter
to determine whether the song that has played throughout is life will have the last word. One
conventional interpretation of the situation is that, religiously speaking. it is actually necessary to

recognize that love is fleetit  but “religion™ is not, and perhaps this is also part of Peter’s angst.
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Peter’s isolation at the end of the film is undoubtedly the greatest tragedy, relative to the
desires he has expressed — and relative to his demonstrated personal ability to have fulfilled those
desires, if he had learned to know himself better.””’ He wished to form human bonds that went
deeper than the levels of convenience and economic transactions, but this was the only language
of interaction he had learned. The tragedy can obviously be moralized  being a result of his
youth and foolishness, and it can also | attributed to the lack of ofticially recognized religion in
his life. However, what has been intended here was to reveal the ways in which the religious was

very much present, if primarily in the form of yearning instead of fulfillment.

2.3:! i of Kin (1984)

During the period between Nobody Waved Goodbye and the early 1980s, there is a plethora of
contributing voices to Canadian cinema; there seems to be no one film that breaks new ground
on its own. There were some major contributic  durit  the 1970s; in a ition to Goin" Down
the Road (1970) and Mon Oncle A »ine (1971), The Apprenticeship of Duddy Kraviiz (1974)
was the first major film since Don't Let the rels Fall (1969) to be directly taken from a
prominent Canadian novel. The la :r t ds of Canadian film during 1s 1 were geared
towards the comedy. horror and science fiction :nres; the talents of David Cronenberg and of
Ivan Reitman were already in their early bloc  but again are best discussed in the context of the

kind of specialized findings such as  ose of Caelum Vatnsdal.”™® The modern trends of

*" This tailure to know oneself is certainly a big part of the Oedipus story, and Peter’s failure to do so
is also implicit here. However. the point of the film is the communiiv’s failure in this regard: Peter is
shown to have been making the attempt from the beginning: any provocation from the Sphinx would
have already occurred.

M C.f.on. 13 above.
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Canadian film may be better picked up where Nobody left off, by considering the first of Atom
Egoyan’s feature films. Egoyan himself has long been comfortable on both sides of the
hypothetical line between the mainstream and experimental modes of Canadian film, and there is
no doubt that he has been a major influence, in diverse ways, on many of the most prominent
Canadian directors to come.””

Next of Kin has a special kind of boldness about it; Egoyan had only produced four

short/experimental films between 1979 and 1982, and he was 24 when this first feature film was

released. Egoyan chose actors for the lead parts who had never acted in any films that can now

80
none of them went on

be discovered — and aside from Patrick Tierney and Arsinée Khanjian,”
to subsequent film careers. Egoyan 5o chose his production team for their talents more than for
their experience — Next of Kin was a first for them as well — but most of these also went on to
highly successful careers in the Canadian and international industry: a testament to Egoyan’s
vision, not only of his art but of the people surrounding him.™" Aside from all of the film’s
artistic and technical accomplishments, one of the challenges was to take s plot and develop it

into a film that, albeit somewhat comedic, had an abundance of serious dramatic moments. Much

of the humour was dark, but darkness itself turns out to have been one « Egoyan’s trademark

™ There really are too many too mention:  * following names are listed merely as somewhere for the
future critic to start: directors such as Guy Maddin, Patricia Rozema, Anne Wheeler. Lynne Stopkewich,
Camelia Frieberg. Bruce Sweeney. Carl Bessai. Denis Arcand, Thom Fitzgerald. Bruce MacDonald. and
Sarah Polley. For a few of these. Next of Kin was their first real experience: the film itseff was not their
“big break”. but did obviously set a chain of events in motion.
= Tierney went on to do Speaking Parrs (1989) with Egoyan. and Khanjian has starred in multiple
Egoyan films and has become a prominent film and television actress in her own right.

281 . . . . . . . .
For the sake of clarity, Egoyan was born in Cairo. Egypt to Armenia parents. moving with his

family to British Columbia when he was anj s born in Beirut. Lebanon. also to Armenian
parents. the family moving to Montreal wi >w_. . They met shortly betfore I yan was 10 begin
production on Nexr of Kin. and have since married. There s no paradox here in Lgovan’s status as

Canadian film pioneer: it is rather appropriate for someone who has come to embrace his own ethnic
roots but is nevertheless devoted to Canadian life and to the industry.
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specialties, allowing him to bring an ironic tone without disturbing the gravity of the emotions.
The plotline, under anyone else’s direction, might ] /e turned into a cliché or slapstick farce,
and from this first film alone we get a sense of Egoyan’s particular grasp of life’s tragedies as
well as its absurdities. This trait will also be one of the many contributions that Egoyan passes on
to future directors, and will be a general factor in the definition of Canadian film. Egoyan’s films
would be comparable to, and show in 1ence from, European cinema; the former, however, are
far more effective in allowing the : lience ) identify with the person who embodies the
philosophies on-screen, rather than with the abstract concepts behind the characters.

The first impressions of the prot. Hnist do in fact give us the feeling at we have picked up
where we left off, specifically on a path eerily parallel to that of Peter in Nobody. The heroes
appropriately share their first name.™ and even the two sets of parents are alike in appearance
and behaviour. An additional irony is pointed to, if not defined, in an essay on the film by Batia
Boe Stolar.™ Citing Donald Masterson’s use of the t 1 “doubles™, Stolar points to “two

. . Vs 284 . . X R .
families, two therapists, two sons, two cultures™; % she is referring to the film'’s narrative, but the

282 W

Peter”, it may be remembered, was also the husband ot Dolores in Back to God's Country. Canada
has many historical Pierre’s, but no Peters cc to mind. There may be something archetypal in how an
audience responds to certain names, butt e appears to be no other connection.

! Batia Boe Stolar, “The Double’s Choice: The Immigrant Experience in Atom Egoyan's Next of

Kin,” Monique Tschofen and Jennifer Lise Burwell, /ma  and Territory: Essavs on Atom Egoyan
(Waterloo: Wilfred Laurier University Press, 2007).
4 ibid. 177. One of the larger issues essed by Stolar is the idea of a “split subject™ (179) who
confronts two different cultures and mu wose between thent: her thesis involves the relationship
between reality and replica within personal identity: although the focus here is on a different aspect of
this film, it would be well to read Stolar’s essay along with Elder’s book.

Although the followi  problem is not addressed within the body of the work. it is necessary to

respond to some common interpretations of . van’s films. An ongoing trend in modern criticism and
scholarship in many departments - is to discuss the meaning of a film’s perspective on the

technological. Usually. this form of analysis occurs in the context of a modernist tryving to understand a
post-modernist. Several contributors to limage and Territory, tor instance. including the editors. discuss
issues of identity in terms of how we react 1o the technological recreations of our self-image.

Thus. the editors™ first chapter is titled: “Artifice and Artifact: Technology and the Performance of
Identity™ [21-27]. The second, by Elena del Rio. is “Fetish and Aura: Modes of Technological
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his pretending. Likewise, the audience must now see Peter as being split, wondering how much

of him will instead be travelling with — or inside of — the afor:  :ntioned suitcase.™

6 is that they are attending

The next thing the audience le 5 about Peter and his parents
sessions of family therapy. We . all  2d to witness the first appo :nt, during which the
therapist instructs them that they should individually view the video-recordings of each session
and reflect on what they see and on how each of them is behaving. While Peter has already been
engaging in such reflection, he becomes further fascinated by the whole process of recording and
of subsequently becoming an audience of himself. We can anticipate that his parents’ approach
will be an example of the opposite extreme, as they seem rather incurious by nature. Although
we know what his mother means when she con ains to the therapist that Peter “docsn’t want to
do anything with himself”, we can still realize the irony of her perception and take it as a
metaphor for her own life: she won’t  lerstand what is involved in bringing Peter out into the
world if she fails to see what he truly is doing “with himself.” She cannot admit, as Julie’s
mother did in Nobody, that ““ just don’t understand what is happenit  to you anymore.”

While this may seem to make Peter Foster’s parents somewhat of a caricature of any rcal
persons, I' Hyan is still getting at the ultimate truth of the barriers faced by the son; his mother’s

incuriosity about his life has driven him further away from her.  d hence,  ther away from the

society for which she claims to s; k. At least the th  )ist seems reasonable: after enquiring

“ 1t would be an interesting experiment to read many subsequent Canadian films in light of these
analogues: the character Daniel in Jesus of Monreal (1989), for instance, faces a different kind of dual
existence as an actor, manag _ a cast of a  -disciples as he himself plays Jesus: he is also a mirror of
the actor Lothaire Bluteau and director Denys Arcand. While these and the above concepts of doubles are
not unique to Canadian film, there may be a p  ularly Canadian way in which we understand dual
identities. on an endless number of levels.
1t was speculated at first that Thomas Tierney. playing Mr. Foster. could be the real-lite father of
Patrick, but no confirmation of this was found. Another actor, Aidan Tierney. plays a role in Lgoyan’s
Family Viewing (1987). Neither Stolar nor the other contributors to Image and Territory mention a
connection, so it may be a mere coincidence.




into Mr. Foster’s life, learning about his habit of getting up at 6 a.m. to go to a job he enjoys and
works hard at, taking “a certain pride ’ what he does, the therapist asks,
“then how is it that you’ve managed to raise a son that doesn’t want to work, has no

pride, and...pretends that he’s somebody else all the time?" [...] Maybe Peter’s trying

to reject your values. Is that it, Peter? You don’t want to be like your parents?”
While Peter claims to have “nothu  against™ his parents, he must be prc led by his mother into
telling the therapist that he loves them. Peter is then recognized by the therapist as undergoing a
familiar quest: he craves some kind of meaning for his life, and no amount of pretending can
satisfy it for him. There is no evidence that he has too actively tried di ince himself from his
parents, but at this point, after his parc sl ‘e continued to demur in response to his attempt at
dialogue, he must seek for his meaning and fulfillment elsewhere.

As with Peter Marks, we can specula  on how engaged with his emotions it is possible for
Peter Foster to be; his very philosophy of pretending is, by definition, insincere. He 1s also
reminiscent of Chance the gardener incey Gardiner) in Being There (1979); we are hesitant
to attribute to Peter a special, mystical wis  m only to find out that we have been fooled. At this
first therapy appointment, Peter increasingly becomes engrossed in the video-camera. not even
being able to see the screen as of yet. V ile he is clearly performing at the momcnt, his ultimate
excitement is that he will be able to watch b 1self later. The negative side of this, i.e. the
narcissism, or even a potential degree of shallowness, is not denied, but this should not be scen
as a defect of Peter’s character, but rather as an unfortunate result of his parent’s own
disengagement from psychic realities and of a lack of encouragement of other options for him.

As for shallowness. an earlier image of Peter at the sw ai pool may actually show his own

" Mrs. Foster's interim response, “ls it essary to be so blunt about all of this?™ (it has been noted
already that she has a habit of answering tor others) is not all that much of a caricature, considering the
kind of behaviour documented in M. Scott i k. People of the Lie: The Hope for Healing Human Evil
(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1983).
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depth relative to others; as with the initial scene of the film, Peter may be most emotionally
secure when he is under the cover of blankets or water, but it is the results of these explorations
in solitude that he wants to bring to his imagined audience.

One dilemma that “sophisticated” a liences will face with Canadian film is that there is often
a lurking “simplicity of life” message that needs to be both confronted and absorbed. The irony
in Canadian film is too prevalent for  to worry about the over-simplification of life, but the
films also are rather vicious in their destruction of pretence. Forrest Gump (1994) was dismissed
by many for this apparent defect. While such dismissal of American films is not endorsed here,
there are elements that make Next of Kin i 1 other Cai lian films different, and in some ways,
more “complex”, from Being There or Forrest Gump. The most prominent elements, again, are
realism, and the manner in which met ors and dualisms are presented to the audience. On the
most basic levels, the presentation is t asp. 1t it is not the conceptual part of the brain, the
part that is used to unravel riddles, that is meant to be stimulated; the audience is not meant to
discuss the films afterwards in the manner of the critic or scholar, but to -imarily reflect upon
the moral implications. Knowing the le  hs to which Peter Foster has to go to find meaning in
life, the obstacles he faces, and knowi  that his actions would in the long term be unsustainable,
we can neither accuse him of simplicity nor can we deride him for the complications — the
tangled webs — that he weaves for h self. Once the audience acknowledges that Pecter’s
problems are real, then that audience is primed to note the complexities in their own lives.

More importantly. we are encouraged to discover in our own lives the kind of meaning that
Peter craved. and to milk it for all of the (implicitly) religious value it contains. Demonstrating to
the audience that he is most likely conscious of the kind of speculations that have been made

here. and that he wants his thoughts to be as transparent as possible. Peter brings us a full turn
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around the circle when he reflects — rather notably in the presence of Egoyan’s own continued

cameos at the airport conveyor:

Looking back on our sessions at the family clinic, I've come to realize something: |
envy therapists. I mean, what can be more exciting than getting to know another
family...trying to solve their problems? What can be more satisfying than — than giving
directions to other people’s lives?

Given that their therapist has been using a mix of introspective, psychoanalytical and cognitive-
behaviorist techniques, we should understand how ich the therapy depends upon
fictional/mythical constructions in order to arrive at a semblance of a practicable truth — which as
we will see later, will still essentially be recc 1ized as implicitly religious. Hence, when Peter is
conscious of wishing to emulate that therapist, he will also be incorporating at least a variation of
McLuhan’s wisdom: Peter will use the fictional/mythical constructions and other techniques, but
he will also go on to preach the foundational insight of the technique as a message in itself.

One rather simple manner in which Egoyan makes this possible for the audience is to have
Peter narrate his own life; as is the case 1 any film, of course, the narration is in tandem with the
audience’s privile :d position of being able to see the other character’s reactions to Peter, and
not just the reactions as Peter perceives th This does not erase the possibility that what the
audience sees is only aresult of Pe ¢ :ense. but the audience is nevertheless free to come to
their own conclusions, [ icularly as 2y are given so many different angles from which to

. S . IRE . . . e
view the information.”™ One element of Canadian realism as applied to Next of Kin is an

attention to the smallest of details, further drav g the audience in to the actualities of Peter’s

* It can be argued that in American, and even in many European films. this freedom - whether as a
richt or as a privilege — is taken away fi  the audience by the brute force of the director’s will. There
are thus two ways in which a director can be tvrannical: over his cast and crew, and over his audience.
Without continuit  to belabor the issue of circularity. this ¢ entially the nature of the religious
quest. as 1t relates 10 character. audience and critic: if one is to have a privileged eno 1 position 10
discover religious meaning. one must be willing to step both out of and into the diverse boxes of
conceptual and non-conceptual tho .. This is. again. why Canadian films are effective in provoki  the
audience. because they are not constrained to stay either on the inside or the outside of such boxes.
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life: the two airport employees, for instance, sitting at the edge of the conveyor, were obviously
told by Egoyan not to “act’” but to carry on as usual. While more commercial understandings of

729 would still make use of such extras, the cameras would be careful not to focus too

“realism
closely on their faces or on their natu  idiosyncrasies. The Canadian form of realism, above all
clse, allows for another unique religious aspect of this film, and of others 1at follow its trends. If
the audience becomes drawn as a community into the film, even if this is not technically
reciprocated by the actors, then the 1est for religious meaning becomes something for the
community, rather than for the hero alone, to achieve. Ultimately, if the audience decides that
there is merit to Peter’s perspective on life, they will be less likely to question their own sanity in
trying to engage emotionally or morally with a fictional character on the screen. After all, many
audience members will be feeling precisely the lack of community that the Peters have felt, and
are thus justified in gathering whatever internal, if seemingly fictional, resources are necessary to
reach out to each other. In the process, audiences will be less likely to question the discovery of
religious value in their own non-traditional locations.

Returning to the content of the film, the remainder of the premise is as follows. Peter is
visiting the clinic for his weekly viewing of the recorded session; after charming his way past a
new receptionist, playing along with her belief that he is a doctor, Peter tells us, “For 23 years
I've been raised as my parents’ pride and joy. Thi s got to change; 1 want control now.”™ The
tone of absolute conviction with which Peter makes the statement is not unlike that of a religious
conversion. and the content is no less so: for the fortunate among us. the fact of one’s
independence from parental decision-making is a matter of course. Conversely. elements of

explicit religion are likewise taken for granted by those who have been raised in the respective

“* Le.. conventionally meaning the opposite of “far-fetched™ or absurd.
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environments, and the devotion is never questioned. Peter, however, is discovering such
principles for the first time, in both directions, and he cannot possibly take them for granted.
Almost on cue, Peter finds the means to take control, naturally suggesting that the “source™ of
the meaning that he seeks endorses his decision: Peter discovers the recording of another family
who have been attending the same clinic, wcorge and Sonya Deryan, ¢ | their daughter Azah.
Upon arriving in Canada, George and Sonya had been forced to give up their son Bedros for
adoption; when three years later they found themselves in more stable ¢ :umstances, they gave
birth to Azah. George, however, has been unal : to let go of his regrets over Bedros, and Azah
has since borne the burden of George’s shi .. She is unable, and finally unwilling, to be the son
that George cannot have. The Deryans’ therapist asks a form of the question that was earlier
asked of Peter’s parents: perhaps Az  “rejects the values you believe your son would have
accepted?” Values in general are not ne ily religious, but the passion with which they are
rejected by Azah, and the passion with which that rejection is felt by the parents, is at least

* Family and relationships will therefore often involve

indicative of a rel’ '« sentiment.
religious values, regardless of whether they e cor :iously embraced. What we have in Next of
Kin, however, is a conscious reconstruction of t| historical perspecti  on such values. The

rights of the first-born son, as well as the nature of relations between child and parent. are written

into the codes of several world rel” “ons: the codes for the human relations in general will also be

“ An additional point that could be explored: it a system of belief is to be distinguished as
religious based on its “fruits”, then we look deeper into the secondary fruits of a value system:
how fiercely they are maintained or re: 1inst. Again, the concept is nothing new, but the issue is
degraded by muking it a question of = or not value systems. such as “personal fitness™. for
example. are of any religious substance. This supposed distinction between religious and non-religious
values 1s again an example of lo substance in the wrong place. It may beg the question to
suggest that fitness is a religion fc people. if the suggestion is only based on the content of the
activity, because it ignores the bac srinciples of why it means so much to the participant. On the
other hand. Mens sana in corpore sano. 1s also not sarily a religious principle, but it does point to

the possibility of a religiosity behind the belief.
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built upon an understanding of human-divine relations. Without asking the families to reject their
religious systems, the therapists in the film encourage them to retell the inherited or habitual
narratives, but with fresh scripts. Peter, ready writing the screenplay for his own life, will now
help to edit that of the Deryans.

After his own family’s next session, having been asked by the therapist to keep an aural diary
of a trip he is about to take — the audience does still not ¢...cially know where — Peter starts to
re-narrate the parts of life he has already told us. He begins by repeating the same words but with
different inflections, and then continues by providing updates. This wi in turn be a valuable
technique towards the re-writing, or even just e re-interpretation, of the religious scripts that
have been inherited. This time, in talk 3y >Hout his envy of therapists, the “getting to know
another family™ turns into “getting involved” with the family. Onto the end of this reflection,
Peter adds, ““it must give one a  eat sense of purpose in life.”” Several elements are back in play
here: the director’s involvement with his film and with its cast and crew, the audience’s
involvement with the characters, and most in Hrtantly, as we are abc  to discover, Peter’s
involvement with the Deryans. We could extend this further to ourselves  critics, coming back
in a circle to the subject-object r :ions disc sed irlier, especially as Peter's new role as
therapist to the Deryan’s will be a lesson for us in the balance of inside and outside perspectives.

If there was any previous doubt abc goyan’s in 1itions, they vanish here: Egoyan is back
in his cameo appearances, paying particular attention to. almost “watching over™ Peter’s
reflections: viewing Egovan’s cameos here simply as a “cute” comment about his role as director
is insufficient. As much as Peter has deci¢ " to take “control’ of his own life. the religious moral

is clear: this control will not be learn  without appropriate. and experienced. guidance from
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The potential of parallels with existing world mythologies is endless,””* but this is left up to
the reader’s own judgment. What is of greater concern here are the actual conclusions arrived at
by Peter/Bedros, by the Deryans and by the Fosters. For instance, as we observe Peter’s
emotional and moral progress throughout the film, we see him occasionally returning to the
themes by which he introduced himself to the audience. Peter’s reflection on the facility of life as
“two different people”, when repeatc * in his m 1, is now a source of existential grief rather than
of a positive “game plan”. While at this point Peter is hardly ready to give up the experiment, he
has tasted what it might be like to have a “real” father, and is saddened at the thought that he was
only able to achieve this by pretense. At the same t :, he begins to realize that as close as
George will become as a father, George will not, as of yet, satisfy Peter’s craving for a resolution
of his more general angst.

A parallel risk for Peter, but with a positive outlook, is entailed in his realization that he
“almost couldn’t tell which side of me was tal 1g which part; and that was a bit scary at first.
But I'm b nning to like it.” The first part of one’s self that must be sacrificed is the part that
insists on moral, emotional and psy ol ‘cal divisions. This is the only way one can be
successful with a role-play: by admitting that the mask one wears is actually, if unwittingly,
more revealing of one’s true charac - In turn, Peter advises Azah to take a similar approach

with her father, and the paradox is reinforced: “It takes more effort to speak what’s on your

" The most explicit of the implicit examples, perhaps. appears during the Deryans saying of grace:
while George dedicates the prayer to "God's son, who was kiiled....” he is looking at “Bedros™. When
Peter subsequently asks George and Sonva  Hout “any other children™ they may have had. he is thus
deliberately provoking the audience into reconsidering the gender balunce in Christian history. The
Deryan’s initially claim to have had no other children. but the audience knows al 1 with Peter that this
1s not true. The logic of this interpretatio seem somewhut convoluted; Peter had been “long-lost™.
although not “killed™, and vet Azah had | xplicitly “dead to™ her tather. F s attempt to resurrect
her status in the family, ultimately above his own. is clear. Azah is the only “true” child of the Deryvans.
This would have nothing to do with  on  cting Christian history except that ¢ rge’s link between
the two, and his errant denial of his daughter, makes it relevant.
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mind, than to say, ‘Yes, Dad.””* ,.atis, Az must pretend to be someone else, someone who
has the nerve to stand up for her existence, in ¢ ler to say what she thinks; more importantly, she
has a religious duty to put on this mask, because if she is not true to her principles, then any other
form of “honesty” is meaningless. True to the nature of any great therapeutic methodology, this
one also involves an apparent contradiction: part of Azah's acting job will involve agreeing with
her father on the things that do not matter — in this case, on the taste of the dinner wine. Azah has
told “Bedros™ that she used to be the “spitting image” of her father; now that she no longer is,
she must put on that mask too — the « y way he will recognize her will be as his own image.
Ultimately, though, she will be the one in control.

Peter does eventually have to confront his feelings about “home™, and in the process, he must
also confront whether or not he will be honest 10ugh with himself to name his feelings at all.
He will obviously have doubts about 1eth his “pretending” was not in fact a rather foolish
enterprise, especially as he senses the need to confess everything to the Deryans. In some of the
most tragic-comic ways, Peter Foster is actually the one who will reflect the Oedipus story: he
appears to have almost killed his (surrc ite) father, and from the beginning, he has clearly fit in
more aptly with Sonya and Azah than with George. Most obviously Oedipal is the degree of self-
reflection involved, exposing the very risk of intellectual incest that scares many a person a way
from exploring subject-object relationships in the first place.

Instead of having torn a family ap: howe' . Peter has brought one together: it may have

been destined that it would take George's near- ith experience for the reconciliation between

“* In addition to the contlict between  1er and di  ter, and the gender issues involved for Azah in
relation to her status as “second-rate.” it is clear at one point that t  patriarchy is more directly being
challenged. As George witnesses Sonva’s power as protector of “Bedros™, he realizes that it is no longer
the “man’s world” that he grew up with. Peter is also playing into a role of sensitivity and gender-
balance. if not reversal. This appears to be an additional disturbance for George, aftirmed later when
“Bedros™ will not act in a sufficiently do:  1ant manner while being entertained by an exotic dancer.
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him and Azah to occur, in which case | er does and does not deserve credit: he may have been
just another tool of some divine plan. Peter Foster’s participation in this plan has involved a far
greater attunement with his place in the world than was possible for Peter Marks. This does seem
to be the ultimate irony, given the very premi . of pretence and detachment that allowed Peter
Foster to live up to what was expected of him.

One of Peter’s penultimate narrations summarizes much of what is seen in the film: “When
you start with nothing, every bit you earn fills you with pride. It is yours. No bribes. no lies, no
fear.” These were originally Geo: :'s words, describing his experience as an immigrant to
Canada. Peter, however, is transforn 1g the words into something more. Peter started with
nothing — no knowledge of himself, no real relationships, and essentially, with no actual
existence. The “earning”™ of these thii  was achieved, just as it was with George, through a
“bootstrap” method of sorts; while acknowledging the necessity of external contributions,
material and otherwise, Peter wanted to rebuild his character from scratch — meaning that his acts
of pretending were in the end a constructive project. Ultimately, though, the purpose of that
construction is the hope of bonding, bc 1 with family and with the sense of destiny that secms

to have cooperated with Peter at each st of his journey.
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Chapter 4: Conclusions

The thesis began by offering a set of ingredients towards a definition of “religion”,
ingredients that might be found imp ‘itly in the contexts of film and other forms of cultural
expression. In the sections that followed were addressed a number of themes, described in terms
of their various manifestations as issues of social, political, cultural and psychological
importance, and as they have been portrayed in Canadian film. Some of these themes had to do
with transcendence and the resolution of false dualisms, the use of images to convey
philosophical or religious meaning, and the relevance of these and other issues to the structures
and norms of authority. Through observing the various family and other social relationships in
the film analyses, it was suggested that varic . acts of commitment to, or transgressiveness
against, the diverse norms upon which  itional and non-traditional  ationships are based,
might represent a particularly Canadian way of confronting the issues. This task. however, is not
yet complete, and so some of these connections ay hopefully now be solidified.

It may be helpful to review two of the issues v dealt with in the first chapter: first, it was
suggested that occurrences of any c« ation of the following would constitute the presence of
rel” ‘ous sentiment or activity:

1) explanations of why we are here, how we got here, and where we go afterwards;
2) feelings of duty towards one’s fellow inhabitants that transcend nv  utility:

3) the idea that the meaning of life might likely extend beyond the practical or material
(although one is not necessarily ob ted to forsake the material):

4) discussions of the nature of consciousness and its relation to our physical body:
5) the need for or display of ntual ~~ nage. sacred ] :. and metaphor:

6) conversations on the relationships between life and death:
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7) concepts of divinity or consciousness not contained within a physical body;

8) questions surrounding the relationship between what is and what ought to be;

9) perspectives on salvation or a post-mortal existence [above, 40f].
This list was offered primarily in order to provide a broad enough framework for locating
implicit religion, and only a few of e items were directly addressed in the film analyses.
However, it is contended here that all of them can be discovered, m / of the explicitly, in
Canadian film, and that they are also i erently in the background of what was found in the three
particular films in the third chapter,

The reader was also asked to keep in mind the particular theme of soci  relationships:

First, how do we define the boun -ies, if any, between ourselves and the apparent
source of the religious? Second, what is the nature of relations between individuals,
such that they are able to empathize . much with a stranger as wit a member of their
family? Are these relations rel” ">us or “merely” psychological? Third, when
individuals congregate socially, why do even the many apparentlv sccular groups look
to “higher principles” when seeki:  the common welfare? [above.

What follows might more clearly show how one m™ t connect the factors in the above
definitions of religion, to the questions of social development and participation. For instance,
aside from the issues of transgression and commitment, the chapter on religion dealt with matters
such as the privatization of religion and the issue of whether or not religion can be experienced
without a corporate institution of fellowship. Two further problems rela 1 to this and to cach
other were the disputes over the notions of orthodoxy and heresy, and over whether or not a
definition of religion should tend towards inclusivity or exclusivity. Also related to cach other
were the dilemmas over “is™ and “ought”, and the etymological traces of the word “religion™,

traces which revealed seemingly opposite connotations such as voluntary or involuntary bonding

and reconnection. It was debated whether or not the religious should refer to something that 1s set
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apart from “the rest of” what we experience, and it was asked whether one might locate the
religious in the performative, in a way that does not suggest a behaviorist viewpoint. Most
importantly, if not most thoroughly discus 1, the search for a definition of “religion™ was placed
in the context of epistemology: “iow we know™; the question of how one can know anything at
all seems to clearly broach the matter of the religious as much as does any other kind of question.

This question was also connected to the issue of subject-object relations: if the scholar
attempts to maintain a strict wall of separation between the subjects and objects of religious
studies, then it becomes all the more difficult to discover religion implicitly. First, the scholar
will be insistent upon discovering an object, not just an object of his or her own research, but an
object that i1s worshipped by the su »sed religious subject. Second, although it was not
expressed in these terms, the research might ultimately result in an absurdity: the personal
distance the scholar maintains from the object is necessarily reflected in a distance maintained
from her or his own direct experience. What was suggested in this regard, albeit indirectly, is that
the rrulv £t ed scholarship is that which deviates furthest from the parallel: i.e., the scholarship
that refuses to engage on the same level as the object of study.

Again, these challenges were faced through the attempts at constructing a definition of
“religion™; the family definition of the n items listed above was = de possible by these
deliberations. It should already be somewhat clear now how all of the above debates are related
and/or parallel to the process of answ 1 the set of three questions about family relationships.
The means by which one attempts to define “religion™. and the ultimate content of that

definition. will very much relate to how one sees the purpose and framework of one’s

relationships with others. whether family. friends. col” res or strang . It may certainly be
noted right away: is this not circular mit ? After 7 if the search for a definition of
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“religion” was modeled in terms of relationships, then the connection is inevitable. Even a claim
that all we did was adhere to the various derivations of etymology, which naturally suggested
bonding and reconnection, might not be sufficient to dispute circularity; we would then have
succeeded only in highl" "iting the obvious, and thus no really new connections have been made.
However, without being able to deny the circularity, it is still maintained here that in the context
of the larger field of implicit rel” "on. specially as it plays out in the sub-discipline of Religion
and Popular Culture, it is still worth the time to emphasize what may be  :ady obvious.

Another problem was confronted in irds to defining the word “rel” ‘on™ in human terms,
namely the problem of religious :anii  being “degraded”. However, rather than religion being
secularized or robbed of the sacred I definii it in terms of human relationships., it is more
likely that in order for any phenomenon to retain its status as “religious™, it must be defined in
terms applicable to how our lives are actually lived. Repeating the words of Thomas Luckmann,

In human life the ‘supernatu ' is bound up with the “natural’; “ultimate’ meanings
of life make sense only in the context of the significance of common everyday affairs:
and the ‘transcendent’ is only t 1scendent with respect to something that is
‘immanent. *%

From the opposite perspective, it also needs to be shown how human relationships really are
based on some of these higher prin . rather than just on instinct, intellect and evolution. In
light of what Bruce Elder had to offer, it is so submr d here that the answers given by
Canadian films to the questions of how one is meant to form relationships, are very much based

. .. . . . 296
on issues of epistemology. cor  ntations with dualism. the attempts to understand nature,”” and

even more so on the many varieties of religious experience. It was @ apparently “higher”

285 " . . -~ N

Luckmann, "Shrinking.™ 12§,
296 . . . - . . .
It may be a particularly Canadian phenomenon that instead of audiences being simply admonished
to “reconnect with nature”, they are rather encouraged to model their hives upon what should “come
naturally™ the is is what owghr 10 be.
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cravings of the two Peters — Marks and Foster — as well as those of Dolores, that ultimately
might have provided a better guide for healthy human relationships than did the codified norms
and “knowledge” of their social contexts.

Thus, to Elder’s

...philosophy of reconciliation t|  answered to the dialectical needs of accounting
at once for the opposition between human beings and nature and for the truly
extraordinary intimacy between the two that developed,®®’

should be added, or at least re-empha  d, that Elder is after all referring to a “philosophy™ and
to a “dialectic.” What the religios in Canadian film demonstrates for us is that the
reconciliation between humans, akin to that between humans and nature, must be based on
principles that are strong enough to ov. >me di  ism. However, they also cannot be based on
an unthinking monism, such as are some of the common interpretations of the Gaia principle:
there must be a large degree of tran essiveness and of other forms of opposition and
confrontations with dualism, and th ust be a place for individual autonomy rather than a
blind commitment to the community. e struggle to define boundaries in one’s relationships —
for the purposes of building both walls and doors  must be a conscious struggle with all that is
presented to us by the world as “realities”. Elder’s link between Canadian realism and Calvinism
only enhances this connection: just as Luther’s “focus on the family™ v  a thorn in the side of
the institutional church, so must Canadian relationships, if they are in tune with what has becn
stated about the Canadian religiosity, 1 sarily show “attitude™ tow: s the authority of the
state — and hence to any authority that th s to deny one’s desire to fc  n social bonds.

Some of the = zer principles involved in the film analyses may be now discussed in more
detail. beginning with the ideas of  plicit and invisible religion. None of the three films
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involves a constant struggle for survival, it is not a stru; "e against death, but against those
persons or philosophies who would try to  ake us afraid of bot/h death and life. While Rydal is
twice a murderer, it is not the death of his victims that matters so much, as do the consequences
for the living. Rydal has tried to rob Dolores of her : :ncy in her quest for life, by attempting to
make her afraid of him. Dolores does not fear death, but rather the virus of cowardice that infests
Rydal’s whole existence. The religious meanings herec are of course open to opposite
interpretations; the dualisms in the standard interpretations of Genesis may be retained, but if
death and life are consciously recc  zed as only existing in tandem with the other, then one
does not form in one’s mind the analogue Good : Evil = Life : Death. As well, Rydal would most
likely not represent the serpent in the creation story, because he is denying rather than offering
the knowledge of good and evil, or of life ar death. By disguising himself in the clothes of
justice, he shows himself to lack the forthrightness and honesty of the serpent.

Similarly, implicit religious s_  olism was sought in Nobody Waved Goodbye and Next of
Kin. In the former, there was again no mention of “God™, or of a church of any kind, but the
lyrics of the theme song could still be dissected to see what connections might be made between
human and religious love. The various connc ions of the word “worry”, as used by Peter Marks
and his father, were also analyzed in « ler to glean the word’s opposii  religious perspectives.
Peter and his father worried about different things, social and materially respectively, but Pcter
seemed to worry more and for lor :r periods. We remember that Frederick Elkin seemed to
complain about one aspect of 7/ Next Voice You Hear, namely that the kind of religion
supposedly endorsed in the film promoted the avoidance worry or concern.®® There was likely

nothing explicit in the film that I = 77~ e precise conclusions, even though “religion™

B C.f. p. 54 above.
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and “God” were explicitly present in their obvious forms. Thus, in the films that were considered
here, it was necessary to look for the ir  licit, i.e. for the passing or “throw-away” remarks. This
practice, along with the extrapolation a secular comment or event to a more deeply
religious one, are the hallmarks of finding religion implicitly.

This was the same process that was used when the meaning of a suitcase in Next of Kin was
deconstructed: a physical object takes on religious significance, not because it is a religious
“icon”, but because it performs in the same way that Peter Foster perfc s. The conclusions
need not be limited to saying that the suitcase is a metaphor for an aspect of Peter’s life; rather,
one can m¢ ~ate on the meaning of e suitcase itself, and examine not just its function, but its
substance.’® Egoyan of course placed the suitcase in the film to sig A some other larger
principle, but this placement is only effective because the suitcase itself is substantially sacred. It
does not just represent for us our diverse expericnces of travel, but must actually contain those
experiences — and not just on the level of the literal.

Not all such themes and meanii  are directly avai Hle to the audience, and even with all of
the information at hand for the critic, the effort to link the images and events with religious
significance still requires imagination and speculation. That is to say, ' critique of this kind
involves drawing links that will be, for some, “quite a stretch™; we might be left with the
question, thercfore, of the degree to which the spectrum of meaning between the lines has been
expanded by the critic. With this question in mind, one can be more certain that the academic
search for religious symbols in an external thing or event is parallel to the examination of the

religious quest itself: the connections between seemingly unrelated phenomena depend upon

reading between the lines of the aca c's own religious mind. As long as the two quests
** This may be a somewhat confusi uivocation on the meaning of the word relative to its use in

the bulk of the thesis: however, each aspect ot its meaning may be essential tour  rstanding the others.
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remain parallel, rather than “the same”, then the scholar is at no risk of jeopardizing the
appropriate distance.

The chapter on defining religion so dealt with the concepts of transgressiveness and
transcendence, and it can now be shown how these two are also related. A great deal of
moralizing, on the part of both convel onal and non-conventional religious literature, regards
the idea that we as humans oughr to “transcend” — to get beyond our daily and “secular’” needs or
desires. We are meant to focus on s« 1ething either outside of or higher than what we can
perceive with our five senses. Very often, even the non-material senses of intellect or reason are
considered to be more mundane than 1 us. The subsequent step, however, is where the
traditional and the non-traditional dive :: standard interpretations of Christianity, for instance,
tell us — at the same time as they are asking us to transcend something — that we are not actually
capable of doing so. There is a wall between human potential and the divinity of God. To
actually attempt a full transcendence would 1 to transgress upon the territory of God, cven
though to act as humans act is simultaneously viewed as a transg ssion in itself. From the
“alternative’ perspective, on the other hand, it is almost required that one transgress consciously
— against the boundaries and norms of society as well as against t  boundaries and the
(expected) norms of the “heavens”, as it were — in the process of transcendence. Moreover, as
there was in some of the early Gnostic c.ristian texts. there is a sense in Canadian films that the
“original™ transgression, i.e. the theft of the fruit in the Garden. was the ultimate proof of
humanity’s right to a religious existence. Adherents of “New Age” religions, for instance. may

more blatantly claim such prerogatives. but the point of  igious transgressiveness in Canadian

179



film is more subtle: the targets of both transg ssion and transcendence here are the “inward

doors and outward limits.”*®

There are parallels here with the story of Prometheus, and both are subject to dispute between
standard and progressive interpretations. The conventional view, at least according to the kind of
juxtapositions given by Luckmann and Bailey, is that once the fruit and fire were stolen, they
were secularized, privatized, and perhaps even desecrated by humans, and so were no longer of
religious importance: once these gifts were brought to humans, then the conventional kinds of
transcendence were no longer necessary, but the humans would still charged with repeating the
transgressions of Adam or Prometheus. What has been stated to be the religious attitude of
Canadian film (and of general Canadian philosophy), however, is that humans must constantly
grab, for themselves, consciousness of religious meaning; the breaking of rules — ie. the
transgressiveness — is synonymous with the act of transcendence itself. In the context of the
conventional, one of the attitudes of the ascetics may indeed have been that it was a beautiful act
of transgressiveness to deny one’s 1 h  the Christian God in this case was scen as the
underdog who was enlisting us to f "1 inst the “powers and the principalities”™ of the world.
When religion explicitly treated in ( 1adian film, thoi ", the churches and other authorities arc
equated with the worldly powers; is a divine pr :nce in our lives, we must tran  ess
and transcend even the context of the church in order to grasp that presence.306

An example of the relationship betw 1 transgressiveness and transcendence is also witnessed
in Next of Kin. Peter Foster is in a str e place at the beginning of the film: he is both trapped

inside of his own existence. isolated 1 almost everything that is outside of him. and vet the

% See p. 96 above. esp. n. 197.

*% Such is the case in Jesus of Montreal (1989) and Jesus Christ, Vampire Hunmer (2001).
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material world seems to be the least of his concerns: he lives in his imagination. There is a
paradox involved in asking what he needs to transcend and what he is meant to discover on the
“other side.” The transgressiveness is obvious; running away from his own family, deceiving the
family psychologist, and even just the act of “pretending” in general, are all transgressions
against what we would normally consider “appropriate behaviour.” Just one way in which the
transgressiveness and transcendence rela in this film is in Peter’s encounters with the
videotapes, both the process of recordi : them and the experience of viewing them. Peter needs
to be able to observe himself, from outside of and from above himself,  order to come to the
transcendent realization that he is m¢ 1t to have a more significant purpose in life than just
pretending on his own. The la st di : of transgressiveness should be clear in his illicit
viewing of the Deryan’s tapes and subsequent impostorship.307 Here, subsequent to having
transcended the inside of his own mind, he has given himself (or, has been given, depending on
one’s view of destiny in the film), the authority and the privilege of God's 1" and 3™ person
omniscience: Peter is still narrating his own life, and he also has complete knowledge of what is
happening for the Deryan’s. This knowledge will in turn suffer a limitation when Peter inserts
himself — and is initially perceived as resurrected “son of God” — into their lives; this is
especially significant in that havit  been to the mountaintop, Peter will ultimately come back “to
earth” as a more recognizably human character, better able to relate to his human family. He has
performed the transgressions of both stheus and Adam; at the same time as he achieves
transcendence, he shares it with the Deryan's. Peter thus transcends himself, and at the same

time. he truly becomes himself.

0 -
07 Apparently not a legitimate word. | thus transgress boldly.
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The surface transgressiveness is more obvious in Nobodv Waved Goodbyve, although it is
more difficult in this case to see how transcendence is connected to it. Peter Marks did not
actually succeed in achieving the transcendence he wished for, and so of course he could not
present it as a gift to Julie, as did Peter Foster to Azah. He was neither Adam nor Prc  :theus,
and yet was still cast out of the Garden for his transgressions. From a conventional
interpretation, Peter is here seen as someone who defied authority, both human and divine, and
thus must ¢ Hent” in order to be able to return to society. From this perspective, the film is
rather a depressing one, because none of the adults are punished for their own mistakes. The true
redemption of Peter, however, has to . ive in a deeper form. The alert audience will have no
doubt that life would have no meaning r Peter, or for the world in general, if he were the only
one to repent. Since his parents show no remorse, then there must be another solution. Peter’s
transgressiveness cannot be in vain, and there are certainly no hints of nihilism in this film as
there are in other films about the teenage  »el.

One possible conclusion that can be . wn, then, is that when Peter sits in his car at the end of
the film, friendless and homeless and with nothii  to return to but a likely jail cell, his
opportunity for transcendence is still on the horizon. The reason we know that Peter will be
redeemed — although this know course speculative and based on the implicit — 1s
precisely because he transgressed: he is the o1/ one who shows potential for transcending the
static quality of his character. As opposed to the case with Peter Foster. we cannot see in the
story of Peter Marks a direct and transcer " 1tal reward for his transgressiveness. but we may
also speculate that this prod” d will be more joyfully welcomed to his transcendent home in the

end. than will the denizens of his earthly one.
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It is more difficult to discover these particular connections in Back to God's Country; the
transgressiveness and transcendence @  more recognizable in the context of the biographical,
commercial, political and cultu * systems that colour the fi s interpretation. Outside of the
content of the film, we have seen how two Canadians transgressed against an American, and
how, in the process, they snubbed s 1e of the major premises of Canadian industry and
government. When Curwood had been commisioned by the CPR to write about Canada, and the
Canadian government essentially « lorsed this transaction, st Canadian participants in the
film industry were either working for Hollywood or had simply taken their financial and creative
talents south of the border. While the thea  distribution networks had not yet suffered control
by the Hollywood-connected companies, the ambivalence that would lead to such arrangements
was already being well-practised by those involved, and the general circumstances were tacitly,
if not enthusiastically, accepted by t! v lian popu e.

In terms of personalities, Ernest and Nell { ipman were colourful characters, but on some
levels, they could most accurately be described as Canadians who beat Hollywood producers at
their own game. However, it is the con  ation of their strong personalities, with the fact that
they reclaimed Canadian mythology from an American. that gives audiences a sense that there
was a fierce cultural identification as Canadians underneath the surface of the film’s production.
To complement this transgressiveness, it is initially hard to see what is “transcended™ within the
film — except for the odds against survival — unless we remember how 'olores really i1s doing
battle against a heavenly patria vy as well as a; 15t a would-be earthly one: by gaining the

victory in both, she achieves for hers " a subtle kind of apotheasis.>®®

308 . . . . . s .
The gender-switch here may be unnecessury, but the intention is to remain consistent with the

alternate mythology that was suggested in the tilm analysis.
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One issue that seems to be left hanging for us is that of the formal, functional and substantive
means of defining religion, as described by Albanese and elaborated upon by Forbes er al. It was
argued that it is legitimate to discuss the substance, as opposed to just the forms and functions, of
religious experience. In the case of conventional or large world-religions, this substance is taken
for granted, precisely through a particular divinity that has existence unto itself, rather than
merely being an icon created by humans to serve a functional need or to give a sense of history
to a communal ritual. In the case of m lern religious movements, popular culture, or simply of
individual experience, this substan. needs to be argued for; again, tI problem of advocacy
arises for the scholar of such phenomena.

If it were not for the arguments that have £t 1 made on behalf of substance. however, almost
everything that has been said in the thesis could be passed off as formal or functional exegeses.
Nothing is directly denoted in the thesis as « religion to which substance should be granted. nor
was it suggested that the phenomenon of Canadian film is *“a” religion. Rather, the only mtent
was to claim that Canadian films reve  a uniquely Canadian rel ous perspective — a
perspective that nevertheless reflects something of substance. One potential solution may be
found in the difference between *“is” and “is about.” In the family definition of rel” “)n given in
the first chapter, each of the nine possible i1 edients might be taken, in a ncutral way, as
referring to the possibility that any ™ occurrence represents a conversation or symbol that is
“about” religion. The musings 1d behaviour of Peter Marks, for instance, might reveal
something to do with religion. rather than being. in themselves. religious. Although this
distinction is again. in itself, rather questiot "~ le. it may be acknowledged that it is nevertheless a
valid component of the arguments that attempt to deny substance to the unconventional. To some

degree, it can even be suggested that the preser  work has not in fact demonstrated religious
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experience or substance in the films, but has only talked about it. Int  stingly enor 1, this
distinction could be easily applied as an argument against the whole premise of finding religion
implicitly: if a character in any given film does not explicitly mention Hd. church, spirituality,
or any other artifact describable within a traditional vocabulary, then one may not claim that to
have discovered anything that is in fact religious. Hints or suggestions of religion are not
sufficient.

The rebuttal to this can only be ass [. While the langu : throughout the thesis may have
been that of the “about”, it is still su; :sted here that the films themselves have expressed an
“is”. Thus, as Peter Foster plays the part of Bedros, and one witnesses the passing equation
seemingly made by George between ros and “God’s Son,” the charac  in the film -
Peter/Bedros — is substantially “God’s _ »n” for all relevant purposes. The film neither uses the
word “like”, nor does it express a verbal metaphor. Rather, it also fulfills the requirement of
James Wall, that in order for a film to be religious. it should not mean. but be.** The substance
in Nobody Waved Goodbve is the craving of Pc :r Mar  for something “more™. If this is related
to the above discussions about the implicit, then it can still be said that it is precisely because
neither of the Peters nor Dolores talk abour religion, that the occurrences and content of their
strivit  can be taken for wt  ° / are. Dolores, in her activities with the anin s, is not
functioning as “Mother Nature”, nor -¢ we ‘:ant to think that her cha :ter is about “Mother
Nature”. Rather, we are meant to see that substantially. she simply is.

The example cited above. regarding the difference between the worship of love and the
worship of its application. was used to suggest an altc  itive to the need for religious substance

to be located in an external object. In light of this. the first of the three opening questions about
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relationships seems to betray a bit of uncertainty in this regard: a “source” is being posited, one
whose existence might provide answers to the second and third questions. However, the
implications were also left open, through a suggestion that the boundaries between ourselves and
this “source” are left undefined. Ultimately, it 1y be the case as shown in Canadian film is that
this lack of definition between ourselves and the “source”, is what not only makes human
relationships possible — i.e. that allows us to interact with other human beings on levels beyond
form and nction — and also what makes those same relationships complex, confusing, and
entertaining. To frame this in a different way, the words used above®™ regarding intimacy and
boundaries are reprised:

We like the word “intimacy”...for its implications of a religious connection that
cannot be explained by the physical, as well as for its root meaning from the verb “to
intimate.” The latter literally means “to make nown”, very often in a sensitive or
indirect fashion. Thus, subject and obje. enter into intimacy; when the object is an
image, then the comm cation becomes even more “intimate”. In marriage
counselling, intimacy must involve reciprocity and transparency, among other things,
but we also think the opposite n 7 be ue: because intimate knowledge is always
privileged, there must be a sense of mystery in protecting boundaries. The tension in
the question over opposition and intimacy with nature, or with the image, may be one
of the things that is highly pronounced in the interaction between a Canadian film and
its Canadian audience. It cannot  p but be a religious experience.

What is to be highlighted here is the opposition, in all human relationships, between pushing
and | tecting boundaries: there is  mething to share, something to protect. some hidden
treasure to unearth if one engages in transgressiveness. In Canadian film. these three activitices
must coexist synergistically if any one of them is to hold meaning for the participants. As well.
the barriers between subject and obje st constantly be at risk of dissolution. If one now re-

reads the nine items in the family def ition of “religion™, it can be seen how none of them can

be answered without this dual nat  of intin  y — the m:  ng known of something that at the

e p- 94 above. n. 190.
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same time must remain privileged. Ii  gion involved the idea that something was fixedly “set
apart” from our experience, then we could not build meaningful relationships with other humans.
If there was no boundary at all between ourselves and others, then there would be no
relationship, because there would only be one homogenous whole. If there were no common
rules about transcending boundaries, then knowledge would have no place to take root before
being shared. Finally, if these rules were not regularly transgressed against, then the motivation
to transcend would not be discovered. ~ 2 interplay between the above is mysterious enough, but
what we might truly say is “religious” in Canadian film, in at least one conventional sense of
obligation or binding, is that humans :e a cons tstri :le to get the combination “right”. A
bare lack of concern for the balance is what leads in the films to tragedies and other negativitics.
It has not been possible or even desirable to lay out a neat correspondence between these
principles and what occurs in Canadian film, but some examples are still illustrative. In Back to
God'’s Country, Dolores is obviously only one to get the balance right — to know when to
remain within her boundaries and when to venture beyond them. W n we sce her at the
beginning of the film, in the presumably nude scene while bathing with the animals, one can
speculate that Dolores has already tasted of the fruit of the knowledge of “good™ and “evil™, but
not in the same way as Genesis is ust ly int reted. First, when Rydal appears and espies her
bathing, she is not ashamed of herself ut is | :rfectly aware that her nudity is a source of shame
among the society which bred Rydal. She is not “innocent™ in terms of knowledge (in the
modern sense of the word)., because she is also clearly aware of Rydal's lechery. When he
threatens her in the later scenes. she is not shocked by the knowledge of evil. but only angered by
it. The contrast, in regards to human in  :tions, then. is between Dolores™ knowledge of what

intimacy is meant to be, and Rydal’s ignorance of it. Rydal’s decision to dress himselt in the
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clothes of justice is also a sign of his incomplete knowleC : of good and evil. While he can only
use a gun to kill, and has no knowledge of how to survive in the wilderness without his guide,
Dolores has knowledge of what the gun is capable of, and thus only wields it in the end to protect
herself.

In terms of the relationships she tries to maintain, we get the feeling that she has transgressed,
with the cooperation of her father and husband, against the Western norms and notions of
patriarchy and of the differences of power between the sexes. Her ultimate goal in convincing
Peter to return with her to the North is so that she can return to the world in which she, as a
woman, is in charge of circumstance and reality. She knows what the boundaries are between
what is to be protected and what is to be sl ed. primarily because of the fact that she has also
transgressed against the authority stru  res of the world in which she was originally raised.

In Nobody Waved Goodbye, Peter 1 rks longs to form relationships in which boundaries are
both respected and transcended — with his family and with some undefined principle for which
he seeks. Because his parents have shown no respect for his boundaries 1d yet have refused to
acknowledge him when he lets down own walls, he is misled into ineffective forms of
transgressiveness; this is perhaps an excellent symptom of a child’s actions towards attention-
grabbing; he wants into a series of  ationships in which secrets are both shared and kept
privileged, and he is willing to be an jual partner. He steals a car as an act of not just
transgressing against rules, but because he wants to gain entry into the world of the adults. He
senses the relationship between transgression and transcendence. but he has not mastered the
details. Peter also beliey  that there is a higher purpose to life. and he wants all those around
him. especially Julie and his © " . to sh :in it. He wants his human relationships to model the

relationship he seeks with h  self. and with the “s¢  :thing more™. In the end. it is pc  ble that

188







Monk’s language is clear enough for its religious sentiments to be recognized; it is rather
surprising that these thoughts were not already translated to a larger work on the present subject.
In any case, what has been started here will hopefully be picked up by others and more
effectively developed. That this field is still new is sufficient reason for excitement, and there is
no end to the different roads down which it can lead. The author of the present thesis believes,
again, that a sub-discipline or course of study in Religion and Canadian Film is something for
departments to consider. It is hoped that additional evidence for this proposal will be gathered by

many others to come.
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