
The Horror Film and the Horror of Film 

 

I  w i l l   suppose  not   that  God,  who  i s  most  good  and   the   founta in  

o f   t ruth ,  but   rather  some ev i l  gen ius ,  a t  once  very  powerfu l  and  

cunning ,  has  bent  a l l  h i s  e f fort   to  dece ive  me.   I  w i l l   suppose  

heaven,  a i r ,  earth ,  co lors ,   shapes ,   sounds  and  everyth ing  

externa l  are  noth ing  but   the  de lus ions  o f  dreams that  he  has  

contr ived   to   lure  me  into  be l ie f .   .   .   .   I  w i l l   reso lute ly  guard  

aga inst  assent ing   to   fa l s i t ies  and  aga inst  whatever   th is  dece iver  

can   imply   to   t r ick  me.  

René  Descartes ,  Meditat ions  

 

The  eyes  o f   the  crow and   the  eye  of   the  camera  open  

Onto  Homer 's  wor ld ,  not  ours .  F i rs t  and   last  

They  magni fy  earth ,  and   the  ab id ing  

Mother  o f  Gods  and  men;   i f   they  not ice  e i ther  

I t   i s  on ly   in  pass ing :  gods  behave,  men d ie ,  

Both   fee l   in   the i r  own smal l  way ,  but  She  

Does  noth ing  and  does  not  care ,  

She  a lone   i s   ser ious ly   there .  

W.  H .  Auden,  "Memor ia l   for   the  C i ty"  

 

I  

"The   t rad i t ion  of  horror ,"  wr i tes  Frank  McConnel l   in  The  Spoken  Seen ,   "as  we 

are  coming  now to   rea l i ze ,   i s  one  of   the  o ldest  and  most  cont inuous  of  c inemat ic  

genres ."  That   th is   i s   so  shou ld  not  surpr ise  anyone who has  even  a  min imal  

acqua intance  with   the   imag inat ive   l i fe  o f   the  West ,   s ince   terr i fy ing   ta les  are  among 

the  most  anc ient  and  most  pers i s tent  s tor ies   in  our   inher i tance ,  perhaps ,   indeed,   in  

the   inher i tance  of   the  human subconsc ious ."   In   fact ,  McConnel l   conc ludes ,   "a  psych ic  

h is tory  o f  cu l ture   .   .   .   cou ld  be  wr i t ten  very  e f f i c ient ly   f rom the  morphology  of   i t s  

monsters ,   the  h is tory  o f   those  person i f i cat ions  o f   the  vo id  which  success ive  

generat ions  have  se lected  as   the i r  centra l  n ightmares"   (136‐37) .  

Paradox ica l ly ,  any  "morphology"  o f   those  monsters  which   the  movies  have  

unve i led  shou ld  now  inc lude   the  movies   themselves  among poss ib le   threaten ing  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forms.  For   the  movies ,   i t   seems,  have  conv inced  at   least  one   theoret ic ians  o f   the  art ,  

Roger  Munier ,   that   the i r   impact  on  human percept ion  wi l l  be   to  d isp lace  mank ind  

f rom  i ts  pos i t ion  of  preeminence  over   th ings ,   rep laced—oh horror!—by the  wor ld  

i t se l f ,   that   i s ,  by   the  "vo id"—for   the  "vo id"   to  which  McConnel l  a l ludes   i s  mank ind 's  

name  for  a l l  he  cannot  contro l ,   for   that  which  "a lone   i s   ser ious ly   there ."  

I  would   l ike   f i r s t   to  put   in  context  and   then   to  exp lore  Munier ' s  

s tart l ing  concept ion  of   f i lm.  Us ing   i t  as  a  v iewf inder ,   I  w i l l   then  

examine  a  s ing le   i l lust rat ive  example  of   the  horror  genre—Nicho las  

Roeg 's  Don’t  Look  Now   (1973)—as  a   f i lm  whose  horror  spr ings   in  part  

f rom a  horror  o f   f i lm.  

 

I I  

In  a   sense ,   the  genre  of   the  horror   f i lm—if  we def ine  such   to  

be  a l l   f i lms  whose  pr imary  e f fect   i s   to  surpr ise ,   terr i fy ,  or  a l ienate  an  

aud ience  by  means  of  a  narrat ive  and  c inemat ic   techn iques  which  are  

d isor ient ing  and  aggress ive ,  v io lent  or  d iscomfort ing—is  coequa l  

w i th   the  h is tory  o f   f i lm   i t se l f .  For  when the  Lumiere  brothers  opened 

the   f i r s t  mov ie   theatre  on  December  28 ,  1895   in   the  basement  o f  a  

Par i s  ca fe ,  a  "horror"   f i lm  was  on   the  

b i l l ,   though  unexpected ly .  One  of   the  

Lumieres '   shorts   that  day ,   L 'ar r ive  d 'un   t ra in  en  gare ,  a  

s imple  shot  o f  a   ra i l road   t ra in  pu l l ing   in to  a  s tat ion ,  

e l i c i ted   f rom that   in i t ia l  aud ience  shr ieks  o f   fear  as  

they  ducked   to  avo id   the  menace   they  perce ived   to  be  

hurt l ing  d i rect ly  a t   them.  

Such   fear  s temmed  in  part   f rom the  s imple   fact   that   the  populace  had  not  yet  

learned   to  watch  movies  and  was  unprepared   for  w i thstand ing   the i r   rea l i sm.  

However ,  as  Noel  Burch  has   reminded,   the   react ion  of   that  

f i r s t  aud ience  was  no  mere  aberrat ion:   for  movies  have   f rom 

the i r   incept ion  been  perce ived  as  a  k ind  of   threat ,   "a  ver i tab le  

pub l ic  menace" :  hence   the  ear ly  and  pers i s tent  demands  

throughout   the i r  h is tory   for  censorsh ip  o f   them—for  

protect ion  of   the  pub l ic  aga inst   the i r  aggress ion .  And  such  a   react ion   i s ,  Burch  

observes ,  hard ly  groundless .  For  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Whatever  h is   leve l  o f  c r i t i ca l  awareness ,  a  v iewer  s i t t ing   in   the  dark  a lone  and  

suddenly   face   to   face  with   the  screen   i s  complete ly  at   the  mercy  o f   the  

f i lmmaker ,  who may  do  v io lence   to  h im at  any  moment  and   through  any  

means .  Shou ld   the  v iewer  be   forced  beyond the  pa in   thresho ld ,  h is  defense  

mechan isms  may  wel l  be  ca l led   forth  and  he  may  remind  h imse l f   that  " i t ' s  

on ly  a  movie"   .   .   .  but   i t  w i l l  a lways  be   too   la te   .   .   .   the  harm wi l l  a l ready  have  

been  done;   in tense  d iscomfort ,  and  perhaps  even   terror ,  w i l l  a l ready  have  

crept  across   the   thresho ld .   (125‐25)  

 

Movies ,   then,  are  a lways ,  a t   least  potent ia l ly ,  horror  movies .  

As   the  soph is t icat ion  of   the  aud ience   increased,  as  we 

learned  how to  see   in  a  c inemat ic  way ,   the   thresho ld  o f  

terror   rose ,  o f  course .  By  1929,  a   t ra in  pu l l ing   in to  a  s tat ion  

was  no   longer  perce ived  as  a  menace,  and  Buñuel  and  Da l i ,   in  

Un Ch ien  Andalou ,  had   to   resort   to  a   razor  b lade  s l i c ing  an  

eyeba l l   to  push   the  v iewer  past   the  pa in   thresho ld .  Now 

many  soph is t icated  1980s  moviegoers  cannot  even  be  scared  

by   the  numerous  pro ject i les  and  appendages   thrown at   them 

by  a  demented  s lasher   in  a  movie   l ike  Fr iday   the  13th ,  Parts   I  

through  V I I I ,  even   though   the  e f fect  o f   the  assau l t  on   the  

aud ience   i s  he ightened  by   the  baroque dev ice  o f  3D.  

I t  was  not ,  however ,   just   the   image  of  a  phys ica l   threat  which  surpr ised  and  

d iscomforted   the   f i r s t   f i lm  v iewers .  Sadoul  has   recounted   that  aud iences  were  

powerfu l ly  moved  by   the   f i r s t  c inemat ic  presentat ions  o f  a l l   sorts  o f  natura l  

movements :   the  s ight  o f   smoke  ascend ing   into   the  sky ,  waves  break ing  on  a  shore ,  

leaves   t rembl ing   in   the  wind.   In  an  essay  ent i t led  "The  Fasc inat ing   Image,"  Roger  

Munier  has  at tempted   to  exp la in   the   t rue  source  of   the  power   those   f i r s t   images  had  

to  a f fect  an  aud ience:  

 

Up   to   that   t ime one  sa id :   the  smoke   i s   r i s ing   into   the  b lue ,   the   leaves  are  

t rembl ing ;  or   the  pa int ing  suggests   such  movements .   In   the  c inema,  however ,  

the  smoke   i t se l f   i s   r i s ing ,   the   leaf   rea l ly   t rembles :   i t  dec lares   i t se l f  as  a   leaf  

t rembl ing   in   the  wind.   I t   i s   l i ke  a   leaf   that  one  encounters   in  nature  and  at  

the  same t ime  i t   i s  much  more ,   f rom the  moment  when,   in  add i t ion   to  be ing  

rea l ,   i t   i s  a l so ,   indeed  pr imar i ly ,  a   represented  rea l i ty .   I f   i t  were  on ly  a   rea l  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lea f ,   i t  would  wai t   for  my observat ion   in  order   to  ach ieve  s ign i f i cance .  

Because   i t   i s   represented,  d iv ided   in   two by   the   image,   i t   i s  a l ready  s ign i f ied ,  

o f fered   in   i t se l f  as  a   leaf   t rembl ing   in   the  wind.   (90‐91)  

 

Th ings ,  as   seen   in   the  movies ,  a re   thus  "photogen ic ,"  Munier  exp la ins  

(he  borrows   the   term f rom Lou is  De l luc ) ,   the  "photogen ic"  be ing  " the  

se l f ‐express ion  of   the  wor ld   in   the   image,"  " that  appea l  coming   to  us  

f rom the  ob ject  v ia   the   interpretat ion  of   i t s   imag inary   rep l ica  

whereby   i t  des ignates   i t se l f  as  an  ob ject ,"   " the  sense  which   th ings  

g ive   themselves"   (Munier  90) .   In  De l luc/  Munier ' s  concept  o f   the  

photogen ic ,   I  would   l ike   to  suggest ,   l ies   the  bas is   for  not  necessar i ly  a   theory  o f   the  

horror   f i lm,  but   rather  a   theory  o f   the  horror  o f   f i lm.  For  Munier ' s  essay   i s  

misnamed;   i t  m ight  better  be  ca l led  "The  Terr i fy ing   Image."  

 

I I I  

That   in   the  movies   th ings  have   the i r  way  with  us ,   that   the  movies  dep ict  an  

a lmost   inhuman wor ld ,   such   f i lm  theor is ts  as  André  Baz in ,  Amadee Ayfree ,   Jean  

Mitry ,  Maur ice  Mer leau‐Ponty ,  and  Stan ley  Cave l l ,  each   in f luenced   in  some way  by  

phenomenology ,  have  a l l  agreed.  To  Baz in ,   the   rea l   force  of   the  movies  was  

"centr i fuga l , "   focus ing  not  on  man but   rather   throwing  h im outward   into   the  

f ront iers  o f   the  wor ld  beyond the  screen   (105‐107) .  To  Ayfree ,   the  movie   image   i s  a  

seed  which  produces   f ru i t   in  man on ly   in  order   to   fert i l i ze   that  which  or ig ina l ly  

produced   i t—the  wor ld   (Andrew 253) .  For  Mitry ,   the  "c inema  i s  a  wor ld  which  

organ izes   i t se l f   in to  a  narrat ive"   (Andrew 208) .   In   the  v iew of  Mer leau‐Ponty ,  mov ies  

exh ib i t  a   form of  percept ion  which  enab les  us   to  " red iscover  a  commerce  with   the  

wor ld  and  a  presence   to   the  wor ld  which   i s  o lder   than   inte l l igence"  and  which  he lps  

us   to   reestab l i sh  " the  un ion  of  our   l i ved ,  embodied  ex is tence   in   that  wor ld"   (52) .  And  

to  Cave l l ,   the  background of  a l l   f i lms   i s   the  "promise  of   the  wor ld 's  exh ib i t ion"   (159) .  

However ,   to  Munier  a lone,  who shares  w ith   them a l l   the  centra l   conv ic t ion   that   f i lm  

i s  a  means  of  access   to  a  wor ld  unknown to   rat iona l ,  anthropocentr ic  mank ind ,   the  

prospect  o f   such  c inemat ic   reve lat ion   i s  we l l ‐n igh   terr i fy ing .  As  Dudley  Andrew has  

observed,  Munier   sees   the  movies  as  a  destruct ive   force ,   someth ing   l ike  atomic  

energy ,   the  e f fect  o f  which ,  once   introduced   into   the  wor ld ,  cannot  be  undone  (248) .  

S ince  movies  are  not   rea l ly   "p ic tures"  at  a l l ,  not   rea l ly   shaped  by   the  

" int imate  and  reassur ing  sense  we g ive   th ings ,"   they  e f face  man,  Munier  exp la ins  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(90) .  By  present ing   for  our   inspect ion   the  "pre‐ face"  o f   the  wor ld  which ,   " resuming  

i t s  ancestra l  ascendancy ,"   takes  on  "cosmophonic"  power ,   the  movies  seduce  us   in to  

becoming  "sh ipwrecked"   in   the   image  and  under   the  sway  of  a  new  logos—the 

wor ld 's  and  not  our  own—which  contro ls  us   (89) .  A l though   in   the  movies ,  as  Andrew 

summar izes ,  

 

We t ry  w ith  our  pathet ic   f i lm  syntax ,  w i th  our  ed i t ing  and  camera  p lacement ,  

to  organ ize  d iscourse  or  a t   least  a  v iew of   the  wor ld .   .   .   .   i t   i s  a lways   the  

wor ld  which  has   the   last  word .  Forever  opaque,   i t  out l ives   the   t ransparence  

of  human speech.  We have  created  mach ines  and   too ls  which  no   longer  serve  

us  but  which  serve  a  wor ld   that  now commands  us .  

 

The  movies ,  Munier  c la ims,   take  us   to  "other  s ide  of   th ings ,"  but  on ly   in  such  

a  way   that  we come to  witness :  

 

the  wor ld   .   .   .   in   i t s  pure  s tate ,   in   the  pure  pro ject ion  of   i t s  essence ,  beyond 

a l l  prehens ion .  The  wor ld  such  as   i t   i s  would  be ,   i f   i t   cou ld  be  set  up  as  a  

"wor ld ,"  outs ide  of  any  d ia lect ica l   rapport  w i th   the  human.  Such  as   i t  would  

be   i f   i t   cou ld ,   in   such  a  so l ips i s t ic  pred icat ion ,  exc lude  us   f rom  i ts  domain .  

(87)  

 

We might  prof i tab ly  contrast  Munier ' s  po int  o f  v iew with  Cave l l ' s  

summary  exp lanat ion  of  h is   "onto logy  of   f i lm"   in  The  Wor ld  V iewed :  

 

A  wor ld  complete  without  me which   i s  present   to  me  i s   the  wor ld  

o f  my  immorta l i ty .  Th is   i s   the   importance  of   f i lm—and a  danger .  

I t   takes  my  l i fe  as  my haunt ing  of   the  wor ld ,  e i ther  because   I   le f t  

i t  un loved   ( the  F ly ing  Dutchman)  or  because   I   le f t  unf in ished  bus iness  

(Hamlet ) .  So   there   i s   reason   for  me to  want   the  camera   to  deny   the  coherence  

of   the  wor ld ,   i t s  coherence  as  past :   to  deny   that   the  wor ld   i s  complete  

without  me.  But   there   i s  equa l   reason   to  want   i t  a f f i rmed that   the  wor ld   i s  

coherent  w ithout  me.  That   i s  essent ia l   to  what   I  want  o f   immorta l i ty :  nature 's  

surv iva l  o f  me.   I t  w i l l  mean  that   the  present   judgment  upon me  i s  not  yet   the  

last .   (160)  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IV 

As  an  ep igraph   to  "The  Fasc inat ing   Image,"  Munier  quotes   these  words   f rom 

Orson  Wel les ,  which  he  ev ident ly   sees  as  a  cogent  presentat ion  of  h is  own v iew on  

f i lm:  

 

The  camera   .   .   .   i s  more   than  a   record ing  apparatus ,   i t   i s  a  means  whereby  

messages   f rom another  wor ld  come to  us ,  a  wor ld  not  ours ,   lead ing  us   to   the  

heart  o f   the  great   secret .   (85)  

 

Don’t  Look  Now   i s   certa in ly  a   f i lm   in  which   the  mot ion  p ic ture  camera  d iscovers  

"messages   f rom another  wor ld ."  A l l  o f   i t s  v iewers  and  most  o f   i t s  c r i t i cs   f ind   i t  a  

terr ib ly ,  even  need less ly  en igmat ic   f i lm.  For   the   f i lm 's  centra l   character ,   John  Baxter ,  

however ,   these  messages—captured  and  revea led   through  crypt ic  ed i t ing  and  

consummate  photography—do not   lead   to   the  heart  o f  any  great   secret ,   though  every  

image   in   the   f i lm  h ints  a t   i t s  ex is tence ,   though  h is   f ina l  encounter  w ith   the  secret ' s  

emissary  at   the  movie 's  c lose  causes  h is  bruta l  death .  

I f  we  use  Huss  and  Ross '   c lass i f i cat ion  scheme  for   the  

horror  genre ,  we  might  be   tempted   to  character ize  Don’t  Look  

Now  as  e i ther  "goth ic"   (certa in ly   i t s   set t ing—Venice—and overa l l  

a tmosphere  qua l i fy   i t  as   such)  or  as  "psycho log ica l"   (on   the  

s t rength  of   i t s  demented  mass  murderer  and   the   importance   to  

the  p lot  o f  parapsycho logy) .  However ,   le t  us  des ignate   i t   instead  

as  a  "Munier ian"  horror   f i lm.  For   the   rea l  horror  o f  a   f i lm   l ike  

Don’t  Look  Now   i s  not  mere ly  goth ic  or  psycho log ica l ;   i t   spr ings  

f rom the   impress ion   that  an   inhuman  logos   i s  a t   loose   in   the  

wor ld ,  a   logos  which  shapes   the   f i lm—is ,   in   fact ,   i t s  narrat ive  energy—but   to  which  

our  percept ion   i s  not  geared.   I t   i s   th is   force  which  

makes  us  unab le   to  " look  now."  

"The   far ther   I  go ,   the  more  Byzant ine   i t  gets ,"  

John  Baxter   remarks   to  h is  w i fe  Laura ,  as   they  s i t  

together  at   lunch   the   f i r s t   t ime we see   them  in  Ven ice .  

I t   i s  not   just   the  pro ject  o f   restor ing  a  16th  century  church   to  which  he   re fers ,  

however .  H is  percept ion   i t se l f  has  become Byzant ine ,  and   the  v i s ib le  wor ld   i s  

consequent ly   t ransformed  into  a  mosa ic  he  cannot   in terpret .  The  wor ld   in  which  he  

moves   throughout   the   f i lm,  even  before  he   journeys   to  Ven ice ,   seems utter ly  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susp ic ious—imminent .  Ra in   fa l l ing  on  a  pond,  a   smashed  mosa ic   t i le ,  a  b ishop 's  

handkerch ief ,   ra ts  c rawl ing  out  o f  a  cana l ,  a  ch i ld 's  do l l ,  a  bucket  o f  water   thrown 

into   the  s t reet ,  a l l   seem numinous ,  a l l  appear   to  h int  o f  a  "great   secret ."  

John  Baxter ,  however ,   i s  unwi l l ing   to  admit   the  ex is tence  of  any  such  secret .  

Though  he  possesses—in   the  est imate  of   the  b l ind  psych ic  w i th  whom h is   fa te  seems 

i r revocab ly   in tertwined—ESP,  "a  g i f t   f rom the  good  lord  who g ives  a l l   th ings ,"  he  

remains ,   t rue   to  h is  profess ion  as  an  art   restorer ,   t rapped   in   the  maintenance  of  o ld  

ways  o f   see ing ,  mired   in   the  "p ic turesque,"   seek ing   to   restore   i t  and   the  wor ld  v iew 

of  which   i t  partakes :  a  comfort ing ,  ordered,  humanly  secured,  known,  past ‐ tense  

rea lm.  But  Baxter   l i ves ,  and  d ies—as   the  aud iences  knows,   for  we see  h im see  and  

see  what  he  does  not  understand—that  he  never   just   " looks  now" but  sees   through  

t ime as  wel l  as   space;   that  he  sees  under   the  sway  of   the  photogen ic ,  not   the  

p ic turesque.  

 

In   the   f i lm 's   f i r s t   scene,   in  which   the  

Baxter 's  daughter ,  Chr is t ine ,  drowns   in  a  pond,  we 

see  Laura   read ing  a  book  ent i t led  Beyond the  P lane  

Geometry  o f  Space  and   inqu ir ing  o f  her  husband 

about   the   rea l i ty  o f   the  curvature  of   the  ocean 's  

sur face .  Absentmindedly  he   rep l ies—as  he  

concentrates  on   inspect ion  of  a   s l ide  o f   the  

Venet ian  church  he  has  been  h i red   to  

reconst i tute—that  "Noth ing   i s  what   i t   seems."  The  s tatement   i s  not  a   test imony   to  

h is   sense  of  wonder ,  however .  Cartes ian  doubt ,  not  wonder ,  gu ides  h im.  He  wi l l  not  

be   lured   into  acceptance  of  anyth ing  he  cannot   rat iona l ly  understand.  Though  with in  

seconds  of  h is  dec larat ion  he  senses—informed by  h is  own second s ight   (as   the  

ed i t ing  makes  c lear )—that  h is  daughter   i s   in  danger  and  rushes  out  o f   the  house   to  

t ry   to  save  her   ( though   too   la te) ,   i t   i s  we,  not  he ,  who understand  how he  knew to  

come to  her  a id .  Th ings  speak   to   John  Baxter—almost  every  aspect  o f   the   f i lm 's  

decoupage  revea ls   the i r  d iscourse ;  yet  he  does  not  a lways  know that  he  hears  or  

reads   the i r   logos .  

On ly   in   the   f i lm 's   las t   sequence  does  Baxter ,  now a lone   in  Ven ice ,   shaken  out  

o f  h is  normal   skept ic i sm by  a  ser ies  o f  eer ie   inc idents  and  co inc idences  —inc lud ing  

see ing  h is  w i fe ,  who  i s   supposed   to  be   in  Eng land,  on  a   funera l  barge—begin   to  

be l ieve   that  he   i s   in   fact  be ing  contacted  by  some  i r rat iona l   force  and   thus  seeks   i t  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out .  He  even  comes   to  suspect—as  do  h is  w i fe  and   the  b l ind  psych ic—that  h is  dead  

daughter  may  be  summoning  h im.  

 

At  a  screening  of  Don’t  Look  Now ,   I  w itnessed  a  k ind  of   terror   I  have  se ldom seen  

before   in  a  movie   theatre  sweep through   the  aud ience  dur ing   the   last   sequence  of  

the   f i lm.  As   John  Baxter   runs   through   the  maze‐ l ike ,   fog‐shrouded s t reets  o f  Ven ice ,  

hard  on   the   t rack  o f  what  he  be l ieves   to  be  h is  daughter   returned   f rom the  grave ,  as  

he   f ina l ly  catches  up  with   the  smal l   f igure   in  a   red   ra incoat—ident ica l   to   the  one  

Chr is t ine  was  wear ing  when she  drowned—only   to  d iscover   that   the  be ing  he  has  

sought   i s  a  grotesque  dwarf  w i th  a  butcher  kn i fe ,   the  aud ience  became near ly  

f renz ied .  A  veteran  of   the   f i lm  myse l f ,   I   found   i t  more   interest ing   to  watch   them than  

the  screen,  and   I  was  aston ished  by  what   I   saw.  Per fect   s t rangers—the woman on  my 

le f t ,   for   instance—were  reach ing  out   for  comfort   to  each  other   in   the  packed  

theatre ,  actua l ly  grabb ing  onto   the  nearest  poss ib le  person   in   the  hope   that   the i r  

terror  might  so  be   re l ieved.  

I  do  not   th ink   i t  was   the  content ,   the  p lot ,  or   the  monster  o f  Don’t  Look  Now ,  

wh ich  provoked  such  a   react ion .  Don’t  Look  Now   seemed a   t rue  horror   f i lm  that  

even ing   for  much   the  same reason   the  L 'Arr ive  d 'un   t ra in  en  gare  momentar i ly  

terr i f ied   the  Lumieres '  aud ience:  because   i t  h inted  of  another  way  of   see ing ,  and  

hence  of  another  wor ld ;   i t   spoke  of  a  v i s ion  and  another  s ide  of   th ings   to  which  we 

are  not  yet  adapted.  And  Baxter 's  bruta l  murder  brought  screams  f rom that  aud ience  

because   they  unconsc ious ly  understood   i t  as  a  movie  metaphor   for—as  Munier  would  

say—being  "sh ipwrecked"   in   that  other  wor ld ,  a f ter  hav ing   f i r s t  been  seduced   into  

go ing   to  sea   (see?)  by   the   fasc inat ing ,  photogen ic  appea l  o f   the  movies .  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I t   i s   the  essence  of   the  horror   f i lm,  R .  H .  W.  D i l la rd  has  observed   to   teach  "an  

acceptance  of   the  natura l  order  o f   th ings  and  an  a f f i rmat ion  of  man's  ab i l i ty   to  cope  

with  and  even  preva i l  over   the  ev i l  o f   l i fe  which  he  can  never  hope   to  understand.   .   .  

. "   In  order   to  accompl ish   th is ,   i t   "sets  out   to  purge  us  o f  our   fear  o f  death  by  

expos ing  us   to  death  as  we have  never  seen   i t  before ,  by  d is tort ing   the   fact  o f  death  

into  a l l  poss ib le  contort ions   to  he lp  us  see   i t s   s imple  and  natura l   rea l i ty"   (65) .  Such  

acceptance  and  a f f i rmat ion ,  however ,  a re  

prec ise ly  what  Don’t  Look  Now—and the  

Munier ian  horror   f i lm—does  not   teach  us .  

For   i t   impl ies   instead   that  we can  on ly  

preva i l  over   that  which  we understand,   that  

anyth ing  beyond the  human  i s  potent ia l ly  

ev i l ,   that  we must  not  confront   the  wor ld  

beyond the  humanly   imposed  "natura l"—for  

beyond  i s  death ;   i t   teaches   that   the   image—and hence   the   imag inat ion—ki l l s ;   that  

the  "photo‐gen ic"   i s   "photo‐ letha l . "   I t   conv inces  us   that  Cartes ian  vo ice  we s t i l l  hear  

admonish ing  us  w ith in  not   to  be  dece ived  or   t r i cked  by   the  wor ld   i s   the  one  we must  

heed—for   i f  we  do  not ,  we  might  come  face‐to‐ face  with   that  ev i l  gen ius  who  lurks  

w ith in   the  v i s ib le  wor ld ,  w ie ld ing  a  butcher  kn i fe .  

 


