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ABSTRACT

A RHETORIC OF BLOOD:

CINEMATICALLY DEPICTING THE DUEL

This thesis examines the duel as a pivotal narrative event in three casg Shell ife
and Death of Colonel Blimf1943),Barry Lyndon(1975), andrhe Duellist1977). | begin by
introducing the duel historically and rhetorically. | argue for its ingrat as a cornerstone of
each narrative that lends it strength to stand. In my subsequent andlysék the duel into its
parts: the insult and challenge, role of seconds, and, finally, the combat. Anatyssrefult
and challenge offers insight into the structure of narrative equilibrium angpheft
transformation at work, while also delivering keen visual metaphors for varides sfa
narrative. Subsequently, | turn to the seconds of each film as rhetoricalspiixéeseconds
elaborate a unique deliberative and metaphorical rhetoric that argues docémance of the
narrative’s form. Lastly, | examine the phenomenological implicationseo€dmbat as it frames
the filmic body’s interaction with a viewing subject, typically referred4dhe audience. | argue
that this relationship forms a consubstantial bond through identification of viewingtsulbje
the end, | offer the duel as a substantive way of understanding the narrativdsfdfreand the

experience offered by each film.
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Chapter 1

Throwing the Gauntlet

Then a soldier,

Full of strange oaths and bearded like the pard,

Jealous in honour, sudden and quick in quarrel,
— William Shakespeards You Like It

T

FIGURE 1.1: The opening shot in Stanley KubridB&ry Lyndon(1975)

Consider the death of a man by gunfire. This event transpires in the opening scene of
Barry Lyndon director Stanley Kubrick’s 1975 adaptation of the (1844) William Makepeace
Thackeray novel of the same title. Two individuals meet to settle a question of honuedkina
extreme long shot they appear as tiny figures against a pastoral backdropheattees clearly
defined persons with distinguishable features. [FIGURE 1.1] In the filmtsshust, these two

characters form a symmetrical balance, mirroring each other's mavame position within the



frame. Like Caravaggio’Blarcissugcirca 1597-99), they reflect one another and seem to hold a
mutual, almost spellbound, attention. The task set before them dictates thedttidigh and
maintain a concomitant bond. This bond is a dualism of style and being. It marsfaststitzetic
in its stylistic reflexivity, and ontological in the participants’ being+rds-the other—in other
words, their mutual purpose and intention. Thus, in unison they cock their pistols, aim, and fire.
This final action, which results in the death of one figure, unsettles the synoh#igyscene
and, from a distance, appears bloodless. The balance of form is thus shattered, and the bond
broken. The vanquished figure has defended his honor, but his life-story ends. Handel’s
Sarabandg€1733) plays as the transition into the scene, serving as an aural cue for whaemight b
the most grisly ordeal of punctuality the Western world has known. This is the duetsAnd i
depiction in fiction—both filmic and literary—is the heart of this thesis.

It is significant that this first scene of a film often characteriaedrliics as being “cold”
and “distant” (a standard response to Kubrick’s filmmaking style) presergsal barrier to the
viewer. A grey stone wall in the foreground separates the spectator from taetersaand
action. This is the first metaphor in a film filled with symbolic deploymentsaterial and
visual elements. Characterized by our innate distance from the practioalttserves as a
representation of a contemporary stance toward the duel, one that regards dwdated,”
archaic practice. In other words, it reflects the way that the duel iedraga “history,” as
something consigned to the past. We are foreigners to the practice, sepatateddsywell as
changes in manner, civility, and social expectations. The wall serves asieapirynscribed
means of disconnecting audiences from a practice that is a capital offéhs® social
sanction. But history, in the hands of Kubrick and cinematographer John Alcott (who won an

Oscar for his efforts) “comes alive.” Indeed, the filmmaker, like mahgratreators of fiction,



performs this trick poignantly, and by following the scene more closely, tagcns further
unraveled.

The distance at which the characters stand from the audience is tellingtefsesarlier,
Kubrick positions them far away from our viewing position, and the details of thes dace
demeanor are indiscernible. The essence of the act remains and iataditwlus by an off-
screen, non-diegetic narrator. Two young sons of a genteel family, as tealgsaribes them,
stand their ground at the ready to exchange fire. Because this is theeinstad the film, it
strikes a chord immediately and demands scrutiny for the way it frames thegedisama. It is a
meaningful point of narrative entry for the audience, whetting the viewer’s heutieal
interest. Simply put, the duel offers the first symbolic lens to the audiéwckrst point of
reference for how they will make sense of the ensuing narrative events, nvemglopivot on
subsequent duels that likewise draw acute attention to themselves, standing out rative nar
progression. However, the scene simultaneously distances the viewer froml tinecdigsh its
cinematic arrangement of setting and character. Kubrick invites the eeidito an immediate
relationship with the duel while also blocking that audience from the act, divgfriam the
process. In doing so, he creates a representation of the duel’s conflictiegvilan fictional
narratives: As | shall elaborate throughout this thesis, in many films ant$ tlogeluel is both
an integral part of the unfolding drama and a completely distinct event with itsmetusal
integrity, metaphorically registering the audience’s own divided expegias involved yet
distant participants.

This scene is remarkable in its symmetrical arrangement of objegtsde that articulate
the idea of harsh opposition—a visual component of the duel. For example, positioned on either

side of the frame are two trees, which serve to frame the action and cailbatte an



oppositional effect. Visually, this reflects the duel’s own binaristic charaand, ultimately, the
structure of the narrative itself. Although one tree is situated in the éenedjispace and the

other is located in the background, both appear to flank the duelists, indicating the combatants’
fixed (and logical) positions within the frame. Additionally, in the distanaehills are visible,

their tops rising up and mimicking the paired opposition of duelists. Besides visttading the
curved line of the wall in the foreground, these hilltops mark off boundaries, senspgteas
metaphors for the way in which narrative itself is structurally dedithiT hus another opposition
presents itself, and a further juxtaposition of form is unraveled. The framing@adangement

of objects in space can consequently be understood as a formal expression ofetbecenéent.
Indeed, aduel of formbecomes apparent in this opening image, one that is commensurate with
the formal duel that is the narrative “content” of the scene. Like the individuas farthe scene
and their momentary ascendency, the duel stands out in the narrative as somejbm@nuhi
captivating, and it creates a distinctive space almost independent of itsseagsidence.
Ultimately, it is the fulfilment of what the duel demands—the action of itsqiaatnts—that
shatters this space and symmetry.

As the narrator makes clear, one combatant (the protagonist’s father) isddmoame
early grave. Kubrick shows us the opposition of death and life through reliance on visual
metaphors. Dominating the right side of the frame is a field of lush, verdant ghads reflects
the position of the forthcoming victor. Conversely, drawing the viewer’s attention defttio
the screen is a patch of dead grass, with only a hint of life; consequently, iogcingyleft side
of the frame is the less fortunate of the two adversaries. By shooting in {hiKkwaick and
Alcott have revealed the essence of the scene through visual metaphor. Altroungtuides

with a disruption of equilibrium and the sense of wholeness that such an arrangemesdtsf obj



in space suggests, the scene’s balanced visual schema will continue tofesgrte on the
audience’s (perhaps romantic) understanding of the duel as an elegant, sebloduhgss
meeting of equally poised gentlemen. One additional visual flourish is the omioads,cl
which hover over the participants and speak to the bleak state of the ordeal and sheafikar,
thanatological themes. The scene is tragic in its finality, yet beawstdsti{etically “pleasing”),
and—thanks to the narrator—a bit droll. In thirty-seconds of screen time, & stidgmbols
demands interpretive satisfaction.

In this short scene, Kubrick paints a picture and brings it to life. He has encapsh#ate
duel in fiction, using cinematographic means to express its archetypaltehiatams. Through
visual distancing, he has turned the duel into an object of contemplation—an approaah that c
effectively catalyze, or kick-start, critical engagement withigaiBcance as a narrative event
and its suggestiveness as a rhetorical metaphor. Following Kubrick’s ¢tea@tiag his
“challenge,” | seek to capture and make sense of the duel in fictionBhikg Lyndon(a text
that both demands critical engagement and offers interpretative satisfattte following pages

affirm the narrative and rhetorical force of the duel.

The Significance of the Duel in Fiction
BesidesBarry Lyndon two other films that feature the duel with near equal narrative
vigor, Ridley Scott’'sThe Duellistg1977), and Michael Powell and Emeric Pressburgéres
Life and Death of Colonel Blim1943) (henceforth referred to @slonel Blimyp), will also be
examined in this thesis. Wherdaarry LyndonandThe Duellistsaare unique because the duel is
crafted into the narrative as a device to move the story forward, Powell astuPges’s duel is

unique not only because it acts as an early plot motivator, but also because itefubeat



ritualistic aspects of this social phenomenon clearly, giving the upmodttddiaiv the
protocols of the late modern duel would unfbehrough their film, Powell and Pressburger
demonstrate in fine detail the process under which two parties would have m#éta desfpute
of honor. In historically accurate fashion, they exhibit important conceptual points f
understanding how the duel worked. The insult develops clearly, such that an aggrigved par
feels the need for “satisfaction” (an important term in both the histories diodgievritten on
the duel). Next, the filmmakers capture a meeting of the “seconds” (friénids combatants
who serve as mediators for the dispute, opting to meet each other in lieu of theigsiinwar
combatants) in which the rules of the next meeting are discussed and the represerithoth
parties judiciously agree upon all necessary points of concern. Finally, Pod/&ltressburger
reveal what were considered proper customs during actual meeting of thearus)lzatvering
details from rules of attire, to the neutral parties involved (in this case @ énct Swedish
officer who serves as a referee of sorts), and the proper form of the Gsabsanmatch or
mensur’ The major difference betwe@olonel Blimpand the other films is that it presents the
duel in only one scene, but this does not diminish its overall centrality to the sttay or i
elucidative qualities.
In fact, | argue that each film, includit@plonel Blimp features the duel so prominently that it
becomes a “narrative cornerstone.” This means that narrative progressach fiira is both
arrested by, and facilitated through, critical moments centered on the duel.

Moreover, like a cornerstone these cinematic representations of the duel stanith@ut
narrative structure, such that the narrative would fall apart without themaevwebster
defines a cornerstone as “a stone forming a part of a corner or anglalin specifically: such

a stone laid at a formal ceremony,” or “a basic element: foundatiortfie latter respect, the



duel functions as a basic, foundational element of each of the films. We oftemrssstones
marking particular buildings as a sort of signature of the architects or pedpiel the
building’s history and construction. In this respect, the cornerstone acts @watigte signifier,
as a unigue mark of the building’s place in its urban setting. Likewise, the duésimas a
unique signature by the auteur in each film. Stylistically it functions a®paach film’s form,
giving it a unique set of functional operative qualities. These cornerstonespheserd distinct
points of the film that are nonetheless embedded in an overall structure. In ottigrtivarugh
their unique nature and basis as cornerstones, they belong within the narrativdf Saagra
while maintaining their own independence as individual form—an idea | alluded to above.

As seen in the aforementioned referenc€atonel Blimp cinema paints something of a
broad historical picture of the duel, which allows viewers a momentary glimigsa now
extinct social phenomenon. However, rather than provide a purely historical attab/pioject
will venture into rhetorical analysis, concentrating on the themes and motifatgredee
selected films, while also focusing on the logic of the duel as it fits intathaistructures.
Broadly speaking, the duel as an operative communicative metaphor—itsvedrattions and
rhetorical solicitations—will be uncovered.

Before proceeding any further, it is important to distinguish the honor duel from the
common usage use of the term, and extend some of the exposition developed earlier with
reference t&Colonel Blimp The colloquial use is rooted in the simple notion of combat or
struggle between two adversaries or opposites. Reasons for these types of gnahgles are
broad and may vary, but they generally do not pertain to the idea of honor, as was understood
throughout the honor duel’s history. Nonetheless, the word’s straightforward egycabloot

excuses a colloquial rendering of the word. The term “duel” derives from timedueellum



which is a hybrid ofluoandbellum or two and war. The root detonates a battle between two
adversaries, and this broad definition and origin make it a versatile term.

Indeed, the word finds a healthy and diverse life in common parlance. Commentators
often speak of participants in sport contests or games (such as tennis and chady, gleyeal
as one-one-one competitions) as being engaged in “duels.” Historians readityo$ historical
struggles, such as the half-century struggle between the United States ahd)&iovieas duels,
undeniably a simplistic metaphor or figurative image that nevertheless cajhteiressence of
complicated geopolitical struggles. As many fans of Steven Spielberg KnmMs the title of
his 1970 film about a struggle between a traveling salesman and crazed thekecys is on
the truck as the driver is unseen). The film’s title once again underscoreséwith which the
term has been applied to a variety of different scenarios in popular cultuterdtute, cinema,
and video games, protagonists, fulfilling their role in a hero-versus-villamasoe frequently
face off against their antagonist in order to fulfill requirements of a quesbvinall struggle is
a duel, as are the direct confrontations that erupt between the two. For instangzdijlthe s
comprising George Lucas®tar Warsseries feature many such matchups, Luke Skywalker
versus Darth Vader being the most famous. These examples, however, lack the gennotati
undercurrents of thieonor due] which has a complex, specifically European history rooted in
trial by combat and competitive jodstinlike the general deployment of dueling metaphors in
the abovementioned sport competitions, geopolitical scenarios, and fictional tegiseltioé
honor has a specific purpose, and it pertains to an individual’s reputation, virtue, and social
standing. Put simply, and as drawn out in the analystotafnel Blimp the aggrieved party
sought satisfaction from his adversary for some perceived insult or sldreleled being that

one could satisfy one’s honor (and uphold it), by standing ground against the insulteill As | w



briefly address, this centered on the notion of honor and dictated the life of many individual
during the long span of the honor duel’s existence. Although abridged, the distincakre | m

here between the simple colloquial use of the term and the honor duel demands consideration in
order to lend terminological precision to the claims made in this thesis.

Through the duel, these narratives are able to explore timeless themeaitikand
ambition (inBarry Lyndor), anxiety and death (ifhe Duellist}, and pride and friendship (in
Colonel Blimp). These themes adjoin with a sense of the “real” fiction creates, and thhysre t
instrumental insofar as the story effectively creates verisudditor a perceived authenticity. As
Cleanth Brooks and Robert Penn Warren state, “With fiction, in so far as it issutdbe
imagination creates a world, characters and events which exist, as,iirwaeir own right
The power of successful fiction encourages its audience to treat its woelal ,aand invites their
interpretive faculties to consider the themes they explore. This invitation dewHap8rooks
and Warren will articulate a “sense of deepening discovery” and “the lgahvatwvareness and
appreciation.® To be sure, films present a unique potential for engagement through their visual
aspects related to framing, shot composition, mise-en-scéne, and so on.

The visual components of the cinematic medium can have a powerful effect on sparking
the spectator’s involvement and offer a bounty of symbolic references and imterpret
opportunities. For instance, in all three films violence undergoes an erasatehervery least,

a glossing over. The cinematography and the refined nature of the pars@panbn occasion,
counteract and deflect awareness of the ritual’s spilt blood and brutal naturenaltuiél of

Barry Lyndonis brutal even when contextually imbalanced by the serenity of the church. The
frequent duels iThe Duellistsare absurd even when grafted to realistic iconography, historically

verifiable social conventions, and so on. In short, the narrative’s ability to bring ther idava



world and present this world beautifully can belie the violence of the act.dtkiynthe duel
can unveil a sophisticated and manipulative facade. While the absurdity and violdreewé|
is developed, concomitantly so are its romantic and idealistic qualitiesu@e; no two films
are the same, and each of my selected case studies utilizes the duel in upsy @ \eement
that will be explicated over the course of this thesis.

We can extract much from the narratives of these films thematipagksg. However,
what is especially exceptional about them is their structure. | argué¢haarratives reflect a
structure identical to the edifice of the duel. In other words, the films opent@pand conclude
in a way that is suggestive of the duel’s formulaic protdgatry Lyndonis a perfect example of
this. The death of Redmond’s (Ryan O’Neal) father in the first scene isshalemnge, or
demand for satisfaction. Redmond must then fill the void his father’s death hasslefentity
depends on him proving his worth, and this becomes the recurring basis of his stBgties.
story’s conclusion, Redmond has fulfilled the challenge thus inscribing finality sewise of
closure both for him and for the narrative. Moreover, if we push this metaphor furticanwe
perceive Redmond as issuing his own broad challenge throughout the narrative, a challenge
aimed at his fate. In essence, from the onset Redmond must “demand satistdion”
tumultuous but malleable world, and when the world matches his demand he is satisfigal, eve
defeat’ In other words, the film opens with Redmond’s challenge to the world and concludes
with the challenge fulfilled. Notably similar to thiEhe Duellistglays out a single challenge
that spans the careers of the two lead characters: D’'Hubert (Keith Gajradd Féraud (Harvey
Keitel). The film’s narratives Féraud’s enigmatic challenge. D’Hubert must contend with this
challenge throughout the narrative or be perceived as ignoble. Even if he nigvendelstands

or commits himself to the basis of the challenge, D’Hubert’'s stubborn adbdcesacial

10



convention dictates his actions. The film transforms into a duel itself, one that \»é&biasclear
challenge and concludes with satisfaction. Structurally speaking, thenthrets, shapes, and
dictates the narrative as a whole, transcending from its place as aglotglevice. As opposed
to Barry Lyndon The Duellistcenters on one challenge that manifests in multiple duels over
time. Despite their surface dissimilarities, the two films share an&sigbn satisfying a need
for closure, which renders as both a function of the duel and a function as the narrative.
Likewise, the predominant theme®blonel Blimpis honor or, more precisely, the honor of
nations in modern warfare. Candy begins as an idealistic young officer dugagE3itain’s
engagement in the second Boer War. In the style of a duel, he tests his méttdédengog the
viewpoints of his German counterparts whom he has perceived as slandering his haton’
Candy, as with Redmond, throws himself against and into the world in an effort to wtiehhis s
in the guise of preserving his nation’s honor. In effect, the narrative is determi@zhty’s
issuing of a challenge and its slow becoming or unfolding. This is also indicattandy’s
own becoming, and it is not until the end of the film that this challenge—Candy’sngisilste
realization and fulfillment—is satisfied. Thus, each film ultimately usesduel not only as a
narrative cornerstone but also as a meta-textual moment conducive to spépiaticipation.
The films end satisfactorily when all points of issue are reconciled. Yem@nd to show in
this project, this satisfaction is a double-satisfaction, satisfyingrative demand for conclusion
and an audience demand for a distinct ending that reflects a change in thespnogries
narrative events.

Thus, the duel becomes what can be termed a “meta-duel,” a moment in which the duel
appears to stunt the flow of narrative only to spark progression (and audiencigrefthrough

its privileging of storytelling, or the distinct forms (such as the duehiwihe wider narrative.
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In this manner, the narrative is a duel, as a rhetorical indication of how dialéetisions are
staged and resolved. Consequently, each film communicates its own narratigethrough
its utilization of the duel as a dominant feature. | will analyze thesarésatpaying particular
attention to the duel as the central operating metaphor of the films themsetl/efzeir
structure.
Furthermore, | will trace out how these features occupy a unique spaae téhi
narrative. Thus, not only do the films foreground themes native to the human condition, but they
also reveal how one can understand narrative operation through an interface with tdeahdivi
often formulaic, set piece of the duel. | argue that analyzing how the plots fumctedation to
the protocols of a duel offers new insight that may be formative in future cineanatisis. |
hope to shed new light on how the tropes, plot devices, and forms present in narrative can serve

as illuminating measures of how cinematic storytelling functions.

Toward a Rhetorical Understanding of the Duel

As | suggested earlier, the duel has its own rhetorical quality within thetivas: But
how is the duel rhetorical? And how do the films function as rhetoric? This projectoaims
demonstrate the inherent rhetorical quality of the duel and the way in whichhthdunction as
rhetoric. Borrowing from Edwin Black’s averment that “It is the task dfotsim not to measure
.. . discourses dogmatically against some parochial standard of rationalityduihgafor the
immeasurable wide range of human experience, to see them as they e¢&llyacan
understand how a phenomenon like the duel communicates its function and discourse through
fictional depictions. Further, the persuasive ability of the films lies inrtifid avay they

construe reality, as referenced in Brooks and Warren. Therefore, by examinthepkictosely
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in its narrative home we are better able to understand the aim of Black’s taskniovsthe
discourses in these narratives function.
The duels operate powerfully as a rhetorical language that strengthelasétsn
narrative. Ernesto Grassi proffers the idea that rhetoric can move beyond amalyising texts
for persuasive quality and towards understanding the rhetorical languagéehaatt of human
understanding. This supposition relies on metaphor:
But we must go a step deeper than the "literary" plane. The metaphor liesoalt thie r
our human world. Insofar as metaphor has its roots in the analogy between different
things and makes this analogy immediately spring into "sight," it makes a fantidm
contribution to the structure of our world. Empirical observation itself takes place
through the "reduction” of sensory phenomena to types of meanings existindivinthe
being; and this "reduction” consists in the "transferring” of a meaning to gensor
phenomena. It is only through this "transference" that phenomena can be recognized as
similar or dissimilar, useful or useless, for our human realization. In orderk® ma
"sensory" observations we are forced to "reach back" for a transposition, fta@hore
Man can manifest himself only through his own "transpositions,"” and this is theeessenc
of his work in every field of human activify.
Extending Grassi’s work will garner insight into how the duel operates taphoe and
expresses or unfolds human realization. Furthermore, exploring the duel eeveglls of
human activity in which metaphorical understanding takes place. The duel becoim&siace
in which its participants (and the audience) can “reach back” for a metaghorderstanding of
its form and action—metaphor accordingly provides a means to understand the duedtas obje
Thus, the duel concurrently operagéssmetaphor. The task, therefore, is to understand how the
duel operates rhetorically, through its metaphorical unfolding in narrativesvisiethe duel
functions as a rhetorical object that expresses, through its fictional peeaatistinct human

countenance. Arguably, this reveals that the duel is a unique, hermeneuticabitdeabject

that contains a rhetorical language based in metaphor.
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The director’s lens discloses the rhetoric of each film. For instance jshetorical
force in the horrified expression on Captain Quin’s (Leonard Rossiter) facegmoRd’s staid
resolve, in the duel between the two. The cinematography of each film provideshaagiel
for analysis of the duel’'s rhetorical and metaphorical function. Indeediaichef blood is
evident in scenes in which the combatants actually spill the blood of their opponent. In these
scenes, the audience experiences the visceral aspect of the duel: the pioysied. The
Duellistsstands as another example of this rhetorical offering. When D’Hubert and Fétideid ba
ferociously in an old church, each of their clothes torn and soaked with blood, an argument for
the brutal nature of the act and the absurdity of their plight manifests, and isarcedel f
through cinematic depiction. Scott exhausts his viewers with the beastlyevalgdracters clash
metal and tire from combdal.This is opposed to the mastlirectly visceral aspect of the duel:
the anxiety experienced by the duelists. The anxiety and apprehension thattlygoreeedes
the combat is a theme that each filmmaker taps into and captures in distinct maysed only
watch Redmond’s first duel BBarry Lyndonto see the way in which Kubrick wants to
communicate the physical anxiety present in the occurrence and, succefis&vbgcoming or
change the act produces in Redmond’s character. These two small exantpigisthige ways
in which the cinematic medium can uniquely capture thematic certainties, amohioratally
articulate anxiety or the visceral, among other aspects of the human condition.

Uncovering the duel in fiction is a hermeneutical project. In this regard, thescuel
rhetorical device that bends distinctions and test audience assumptions, Whdeopiosing
themes against one another in order to work out new understandings of these themes, while
simultaneously working out its own ontology. Accordingly, the duel operates wialtyit

revealing its own inner workings and thus acting as its own, self-containedneernmal object.
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Similar to this, the violence and blood prevalent throughout the films can be seemdmbhafy
the self'sbecomingand the tension that surrounds the self’'s navigating of social norms and
opposing ideas. The duel, conceptually framed in this way, becomes a metaphor fagrthe inn
struggle involved in the process of interpretation or sense-making. In essentepugh the
films’ sanguine struggles that the characters come to a deeper undegstdradihtheir inner
self, a significant, if not revelatory, realization that runs parallel to théagpes own search for
meaning. Unraveling these rhetorical implications and possibilities, whednemuently cloaked
in metaphor is a central aspect of this project.

In the following section, | outline the modern duel by examining some of its key
historical concepts. Fortunately, the recorded history of the duel is exte8siveral historians
have contributed a greater understanding to its cultural and social sigreficaich that a
rhetorical and narrative analysis need not worry about repeating such a tagqueotly,
chronologically relaying this history, as interesting as it is, argihe abundance of anecdotes
related to the duel would lead to redundancy for a rhetorical project. Still, lardBng some of
the key concepts which define the duel in history will be helpful for a project focusesd on

depictions in fiction.

A Neo-Aristotelian History of the Duel
In introducing rhetoric, Aristotle gestures delightfully toward the moderh tuact, |
argue thaDn Rhetoricelucidates the very first ontological basis of the modern duel, even if
inadvertently. | base this in Aristotle’s claim that rhetoric is the copateto dialectic. The duel
is intrinsically a dialectic experience, at its heart it is based in thenrnibiat two beings can

come together to “work out” a difference; in other words, it has the ability to workrsibhes
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both literally and figuratively. And, if it is dialectic by Aristotledefinition it must also be
rhetorical, or, at the very least, it must express certain rhetoricaliesiiAn added example of
this comes directly from Aristotle’s notion of judicial rhetoffristotle postulates that judicial
rhetoric is based in the idea that one must “defend themselves and &tfEiok.duel follows the
same logic. Indeed, some researchers have argued that the duel wasliofietnaanifestation
of, or allusion to, the court of public opinion. Ryan Chamberlain makes this connection clear in
his Pistols, Politics, and the Press: Dueling in”lébntury American journalisnHis analysis
relates that journalists and politicians of this time were often pulled into kdoets because of
their public statement$.Barbara Holland, itGentlemen’s Blood: A history of dueling from
swords at dawn to pistols at dualso relates countless political and rhetorical anecdotes
surrounding politicians and other professionals who took policy arguments to a grave leve
The duel found itself manifest in political as well as judicial argumentatdhgetextent that
these authors make it known that it, at times, directly affected deliberegiv@entation and
thus policy making. History shows that when the barriers of civility weykdn, and the best
available means of persuasion failed, a distinct, violent, and visceral “mszgehe apparent to
all gentlemen who gave themselves to dueling’s honor code. That is, all men who could be
considered “gentlemert® Thus, | will connect Aristotle’s notion of rhetoric directly to the duel,
and show how hi®n Rhetori¢in league with higoetics can aid in fictional analysis.

| will attempt to trace out Aristotelian rhetoric and its relationsbifhe fictional
depictions of duels in film. In order to better understand the duel and its significaneepfsibra
key historical concepts which informed dueling must be reviewed. However, | effiépthis
review of the historical literature through a traditional neo-Aristaetritique, in which I will

identify the logos, ethogndpathosof the duel as made evident through its key historical
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concepts. Specifically, I will cite some major texts which articudabeoad historical view of the
duel. Understanding that a chronological recounting of the duel’s history @i to this
project, | will instead focus on some of the important concepts these texts coveraadtihem
into a rhetorical understanding of the duel, leaving the reader to trace out, @wihetihe

duel’s rich history—with these texts as viable starting points.

While there is an abundance of historical accounts of the duel’s significance, its
theoretical implications have largely been overlooked. Moreover, littitsesoncerning the duel
in fiction, especially filmic fiction. Therefore, to strengthen the conordietween the duel and
rhetoric we can base a broad history of the duel in Aristotle’s rhetorigatprBurthermore, |
would argue that drawing out this rhetorical component of the duel and theorizing oniits role
fiction is salient because it may uncover, through its focus on the reflexivaeguafispecific
forms in fiction, a greater understanding of narrative structure and ria¢tineory. But to start |
base a rhetorical understanding of the duel in terms of logos, ethos, and pathos, in order to
convey a fundamental understanding of its rhetorical qualities. Ultimatahgr that building
this connection can help strengthen my supposition: that the duel is rhetorieal wiléfocus
on how it is rhetorical not from its essential basis in dialectics, or from ibédimg of human
experience through metaphor, but because of its connection with Aristotle’s modes of proof
Moreover, this model will help weave a history of the duel into a broader rhetoongttpr
What follows is a broad review of some of the relevant historical literatareefl as the duel
relates to the modes of proof.

The logosof the duel resides most firmly in the code of honor that governed duelists
through history. V.G. KiernanShe Duel in European History: Honour and the reign of

aristocracystands as a seminal work in the history of the duel, Kiernan positions honor in a
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purely Marxist paradigm, underlining the classist nature of the institutioardies that
“Behind all the doings of the higher class lay the code of honour which supported itenoafi
in itself and in its capacity to rule. A sense of ‘honour’ could be thought of as de arae, or
as conformity with stereotyped rules of conduétli this fashion, Kiernan assesses the duel as
an inner logic with which duelists made sense of the outer-world, and which iegditheir
aristocracy, even dividing it as a legitimate space from the monarchies tife’® Honor fused
into the duelist as an essential part of his being and mettle. For Kiernan, tisérelietl on an
inner ideal:
It is part of what makes man human that he should be capable of a conviction, or at any
rate of being impressed by it in others, that life is not worth living at ang.gtie needs
the assurance—illusory it may be—of an impregnable inner self that the outer world
cannot tamper with . . . the point of honour . . . is its boundary-$tone.
In summary, Kiernan’s historical assessment of the duelist is basedsraadialysis. Douglas
Allen and Clyde Reed take a similar approach, arguing that the duel functionedesnaos
social capital, ultimately allowing for social movemé&hBoth works argue that honor made up
the essential logos of the duel. In other words, honor dictated how the duel was imnbézed
and how its justification was “argued” to society as a whole. Honor became ondafahe
ways of making sense for individuals tied to its codes, and one of the focal meapsesiex
this sense-making in their social habitus. Holland also gives detailed acobhotg honor
became a paradigm in itself from which to make sense of the ftdBidcurring from this was
the formulation of strict codes of honor which directly manifested the duel’s logosodike
physically manifested as dueling manuals or written codes of honor—reminisacaodern
texts on civility and manners. As honor became codified the duel’s logos was nahanher

way of making sense, but also the outward expression of this inner logic. And, as an akde, whi

works like Kiernan’s focus on the duel in its broadest European scope, many studiesrtfencef
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cited study it in its various national iterations. Each, however, provides in-depykigwdl
many of the universal truths and themes present in the duel across national borders

This assessment leads to the idea that the written codes that governedishaldoel
represented the duel’s logos in print. These codes developed through the history of éinel duel
articulated the mentality and ontology of hofidThey also served as pedagogical tools for
aspiring gentlemen. In his woBkueling: The cult of honor in fin-de-siécle Germakgvin
McAleer, who provides a comprehensive account of the duel in Germany, notes thaitv®ver f
thousand works on dueling had appeared worldwide” since the invention of the printin® press.
Written notions of honor and the procedures for securing it were practically ubiquitese T
codes served as rulebooks and guidelines for how one would recognize insults, andgrepare t
protect his honor. Markku Peltonen arguedire Duel in Early Modern England: Civility,
politeness and honouthat codes dictated that a gentleman must defend himself if insulted, lest
his honor be “diminished or destroyed altogetféiri a chapter wholly devoted to conceptions
of honor Peltonen shows how theorists of honor surmised honor’s inherent reflexive quality,
arguing that honor had to be defended or else lost entirely, and was therefoigecomn the
individual’s preserving/maintaining 7. Similarly to logos in discourse, if honor was challenged
it needed to be defended—and, extending the metaphor, this could happen point by point with
rapiers, as it would point by point with words in an argument. As shown, the reflexive gfialit
honor stipulated that honor could be called out, impugned, and slandered such that a gentleman
was forced to defend it lest he risk losiné’iThis occurs in the same way as the denied or
disputed argument. Corresponding with the analogous relationship of honor and argumentation,
Jennifer Low’sManhood and the Duel: Masculinity in early modern drama and cufiosgts

that honor was aligned with the veracity of one’s statements:
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In contrast to the trial by combat, the duel of honor defended one’s overall r@paisati
much as it defended the actual value of any given statement. While the popular
understanding was that the test of truth was essentially a test of eharactMany
guarrels of extraordinary triviality led to the duel. Combatants intended not to prove
another man wrong but to prove themselves the “better” man . . . . what mattered was
public opinion?’
The duel served as proof of the merit, or veracity of character, of the indjaguaell as his
statements (both verbal and socially enacted) in society, much like tsstges as the
rational proof or validity of an argument. What the literature crystalgzearn notion that the
duel essentially represented a logos which the duelist operated under, ang ekmetssed to
society. Honor was his argument, reasoning, and raison d'étre, it was also the @htiodsigc
for his status as gentlemen. Concomitant with this logos was the ethos of the duelftoe how
character of the duelist expressed the lagfdke duel.

The ethos of the duel is acutely tied to the logos of the duel and the codes which
communicated this logos. The duelist is, obviously, the participant in the duel;|e tisea
individual responsible for communicating the duel. Therefore, following Aristibideduelist
must depend on an ethos. The etlvas both an ethos of the duel and an ethos of the duelist.
This ethos weaves itself deeply into the duelist’s code of honor. Consequently, thefcodes
honor and dueling manuals became representative of a greater duelisechanactake on a
larger importance with regard to ethos. According to Steven Hugliadifits of the Sword:
Dueling, honor, and masculinity in modern Itahe duelist was immersed in a vast litany of
codes that “refined and sharpened sensibilities to insult while dictating prd@afiddeamong
‘gentlemen.”®® Furthermore, dueling manuals, which shaped the duelist's ethos, became “prized

possessions> These codes, therefore, contained not only the innate logos of the duel, but also

directed and expressed the ethos of the duelist.
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The individual regarded as a duelist exhibited particular traits, which asested the
duel’s ethos. The predominant of these traits was a sense of masculinity. RayextoNg with
a few of the authors previously mentioned, makes this assessnamcalinity and Male
Codes of honor in modern Franaghere he argues that honor was tied directly to masculinity:
Honor codes, with their exacting and often brutal exigencies, afford us a chance to
glimpse the challenge that faced any man who aspired to honorability. The rproble
honor, as | hope will emerge in this book, is that it was never secure, required constant
reaffirmation, and was always open to challenge. Ironically, in a sociegyrged by
honor, masculinity is always in the course of construction but always fixelhsahat
men experience as a necessary but permanently unattainabie goal.
The duelist’s constant bid to construct and tailor his masculinity evokes an ifre&age o
intractable individual, willing to stand their ground time after time. Accaydd Nye, this may
be one of the reasons the duel existed as long as it did. The duelist’sestedsn masculinity
and the notion of the gentleman. According to James Landdalegihast Duel: A true story of
death and hongmotions of the perfected gentlemen, or the proper decorum extended to the
realm of style and was often reduced to disputes concerning dress codes suitatleefdrin
this manner, duelists had to affix to standards of gentlemanly and masculine bettjusiing
their outward comportment as necessary.
Despite the rigid codes of the gentleman and ancient standards of honor, Landale shows
how honor degenerated into baseless peer pressure by the late nineteentfi’cerguajly,
this was because the various codes, although modified and edited throughout history, held
significant sway over individuals. This attachment to codes exhibited by dupl&its to the
notion of social malleability and peer pressure, strengthening Landale’s blanetheless, the
notion of honor persisted as the basis for a gentlemen, and even when pretexts for these

encounters were dubious, honor was the stock concept behind them. Many historians show that

honor remained an important concept up until the duel went out of vogue. In Germany’s Second
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Reich, for instance, honor held considerable sway, even as university students turneld the due
into a game. The duelist expressed his character through his disciplined adteerers and
social expectation. Thus, the duelist’'s ethos (and the efttbe duel itself) was intertwined

with the logos of the duel, and both were embedded in the notion of honor. Finally, | turn to
examining the pathasf the duel, by looking at its cultural impact through fiction.

The duel established its pathos through the manner in which it affected the sacidtie
cultures in which it resided. According to Dick Stewardigels and the Roots of Violence in
Missouri the duel had the capacity to mold fundamental ideas of heroism, and create its own
mythologies. Although Steward’s work is specific to duels in Missouri and the éanernestern
frontier, it reveals the manner in which dueling could emotionally captivate thie padlmold
ideologies of individualism and self-determinatfGrina Reyfman’s account iRitualized
Violence Russian Style: The duel in Russian culture and literatakes the Russian ideal
explicit:

A gentleman, he is always true to his honor; he elegantly challenges his offender f

some equally elegant indiscretion, behaves courageously and magnanimously at the

dueling site, and shows fortitude in the face of possible punishment afterward . . . . He
cannot live if he is dishonored and he never deviates from the honor code. Russians still
take pride in this figuré®
Reyfman’s description takes into account a general cultural attitude or outlook. Tihadazel
fundamental effect on the Russian soul. And Reyfman shows how writers such as Pushkin,
Chekhov, Lermontov, and Turgenev created this effect through the emotion they poured into
their depictions of the duel. In this way, the duel solidified notions of heroic figndes a
demonstrated a clear pathos appeal to existing social orders by showingehaézations,

through fictional accounts and characters, which resonated emotionally and guétsitatique

and worth a measure of blood. Likewise, as it was often the target of legalgpumgasures
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through its long history, the duel established a notion of individuality. Historicadlyjubl
appealed to the desire to be free. The duel carved a space for the individuas taract a
individual existing separate from the st&t@hese authors show how the duel maintained an
emotional cultural weight that affected wide social orders and built ideologisywaen mixed
with fiction, the duel was able to create a dominant cultural pathos.

The pathos of the duel is most explicit in its fictional depictions and draneednthis
arena has proven the best able to set the parameters of the duel as an emp#inaatexn the
publics’ consciousness. Reyfman pays particular attention to literagysanalf the duel in
Russian literature, showing how Russian identities were formed throughualuriterpretation
of the duel in fictior™® Andrew Wisely approaches the duel in fiction from the perspective of a
thoroughly anti-duelist, in his study of the Austrian writer Arthur Schnitziatled, Arthur
Schnitzler and the Discourse of Honor and Dueli@ghnitzler positions the duel as a socio-
political problem, using its violent emotional qualities to argue against it. SestorGs article
entitled, “Conrad and the Asymmetrical Duel,” suggests Conrad intended “Thet®bela
direct analogy to Napoleon’s campaigns and trials in Europe, which hoped to conjure the
emotions present in an archetypal struggle of individual versus the wider world dighfétom
Kathleen Leicht’'s “Dialogue and Duelling in Restoration Comedy” risvieaw comedy of
Restoration England often utilized the duel in order to belie the more seriouslaidtoates
surrounding the practic&.In this case, the duel represented as containing both humorous and
morose qualities. Through their refusal to acknowledge the established practices wé!
many narratives in Russian literature demonstrate this elementefdamwelf® Consequently,
fiction utilized the duel in numerous ways, which established a unique pHttieesduel. These

depictions ranged from the dramatic to the comedic, highlighting everytioimgthe savage to
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romantic characteristics of the duel. Indeed tragedy and fiction depictidgée¢hecpeatedly
proved to be an effective source for a general working through of sociabesf8ti
Many of the historians previously mentioned also recognize the duel’s inheneatoal
drama. Kiernan echoes this sentiment most closely:
Irrational as it might be, it was no more so than a great deal that is inex@licaié
human condition itself, that strange medley of the fascinating and the hidegedytra
and obscenity and romance. It was because of this heterogeneity lying beliorchtde
logic or neat insanity of the duel that it could find analogies or stir echoes in o man
other provinces of human life. Imaginatively presented in drama or fiction d coul
become an emblem of man’s struggle with fate, or with heaven or hell, or witlbvg-f
men, or with himself, an epitome of his whole desfiy.
Simply put, the duel fascinated people. It became a measure of humanness for lleesmém
society who held most closely to it, through either their participation in its dpeatitice, or
their adulation of the duelists they read about in fiction and news outlets. The doaltbésis
is to not explore the rich history of the duel, but rather to capture its role asalsy narrative,
as well as its inherent rhetorical qualities in order that we may be ablésto understand how it
informs both narrative theory and rhetorical theory. Ultimately, theteffabis could very well
be a small contribution to understanding the duel’s role in history.
Aristotle argues that rhetoric is a techné. Following its other connettioghstoric, |
will add that the duel is likewise a techné. Moreover, as Aristotle maps oubeadletheory
based on rhetoric’s definition as techwé, can build a theory of the duel. Simply put, Aristotle
sought to elaborate on the idea that rhetoric was techné, and from this show how /| as$ a skil
could be learned, developed, and classified. The duel is also a skill or art thapcafolnel our
own theorizing. If we are able to understand its place in fiction as well astwieant both

ontologically and rhetorically speaking, we may be able to utilize iteshaé that will help

discern ways in which we interpret and understand. The duel, when treated thiamsgne as
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a tool for future, broad hermeneutic projects. Therefore, by understanding teevodnof the
duel, we can build it into a broader applicable theory, or model for interpretatitws manner,
the duel is a techrtéat can aid future theoretical work.

This theory is based in our capacity to understand, borrowing again from Atigbotl
understand the paths others take, and to observe their atiivhis aligns with his broad
rhetorical project; it is, at its heart, a classification of rhetoric andhter. Equally, we can
perform a classification of the duel, one that concentrates on its depictioctsom father than
its historical trajectory. Having established rhetoric as an art, Aedietieves the first function
of rhetoric should be inherently revelatory. He states,

That rhetoric, therefore, does not belong to a single defined genus of subjectidaut is li

dialectic and that it is useful is clear—and that its function is not to persuade beat to s

the available means of persuasion in each case, as is true also in all thextfar a

neither is it the function of medicine to create health but to promote this as much as

possible®®
In this case the emphasis should bewmsee The study of rhetoric should reveal what is
available for the individual at any given when the individual is actively involveliscourse.
Likewise, the duel can reveal new conceptual paradigms that could very wedhaiclg
interpretive projects. In this case too should any theorization of the duel in fictiendiatory.
Just how does the duel work in fiction? How does it situate itself in narrative? How is
rhetorical? These are the questions | will address in my study on the dukisceheole and
narrative function in fiction. If Aristotle is our first “duel theorist” he isubtle teacher. His
knowledge of the duel and of fiction and rhetoric in general is not like our own, eventifat is

basis of much of this theory. However, Aristotle lends insight into the function of botinichet

and narrative, insight that can lead to a greater appreciation of the dyeifieance in fiction.
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Review of Relevant Literature

As both narrative theory and rhetorical theory are important aspects of tieistproyill
proceed to review some of the vast amount of ink that has spilled on both subjects and that |
employ in this study. Essentially, | focus on three aspects of the relggeature: the
narratological, rhetorical, and phenomenological. Through these paradigtesptato uncover
what the duel offers to the texts and how it formulates some fundamental understandieg
texts. Here | give the texts | draw from or that offer some better uaddnsg of the literature |
use. Thus, even if | do not work with them in detail, they constitute the basis of my study and
will be mentioned in what follows.

Aristotle’s Poeticsoffers the first attempt at systematically addressing the form and
function of fiction—poetry in ancient Greek terms. As in@is Rhetori¢ his goal is to give a
detailed classification of the subject, in this case tragedy and comedytlAriseats plot as a
whole and the most important part in tragedy. In his scheme plot must adheradaadig
logical beginning, middle, and end, in order for it to resonate with an audfeadstotle
succinctly surmises the plot functions as a structural whole consistingin€tpsirts.

Aristotle’s summary of plot helps us understand the first notions of the struchaerafive, and
the ways in which individual forms function within that structure. Perhaps mosgt&ilhis
privileging of plot structure is the subordinate position of characters in his thdoch ae

posits as being less important than the plot as a whole. His theory breaks down thg workin
mechanisms of plot, thereby elucidating the first systematic approau fianiction of distinct
elements in fiction.

Narrative theory is a vast field to which many disciplines and theorists batrédbated.

Vladimir Propp’s work on narrative is one of the initial attempts (beyond Aestatldistilling
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foundational elements of a story. He postulated that Russian folktales could be brokentdow
discrete units he termed functions, and analyzed accordmBhppp cleared a path for the
classification of narrative forms. Others, like Tzvetan Todorov and Claude Lré&wisSt

challenged Propp’s argument. Todorov, who is credited for creating the tematotagyy,”

avers that not all functions in narrative are equal, and that stripping certaiorfigrat of a
narrative does not eliminate its recognition as narrative. Therefore, Todor@ssitigat a

working narrative must contain functions or elements that are more important than othe
allowing narrative theory to form hierarchi€sSimilarly, Lévi-Strauss departs from Propp’s
favoring of theform (termed in narrative history as “formalism”) of narrative over the unicerly
and concretstructureof narrative, which Lévi-Strauss deemed as the more insightful aspect of
narrative analysi$’ Instead, Lévi-Strauss posits that narrative analysis should focus on the deep
structures of narrative rather than abstractions of its surface{dvevertheless, Propp’s

attempts at analyzing the form of narrative and organizing it into distinctiduns marked a turn
towards an analysis of form, or the mechanisms that make narrative workq@emibg this
opened the door for theorists such as Todorov and Lévi-Strauss to extend the strudygial ana
of the narrative.

Through critical frameworks like structuralism and formalism these itedurned
discussions of narrative into a kind of anatomical projedildmatology: Introduction to the
theory of narrativeMieke Bal distinguishes further the various components of the structure of
narrative. She finds that narrative is best broken down into three component dspé&stss,
the text, the story, and the fabdfeBal’s goal is to delineate a narrative system from which
critics could more easily break down the essential functions of a narratigkneation that |

borrow and utilize in this thesis. Essentially, her project extents the work of Rro@mdorov,
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but pays closer attention to the discrete, smaller mechanisms of namaitnes than the broader
conceptual terms Todorov outlined. Bal's work is a diverse attempt to pinpoint the many
dimensions of narrative; essentially, it is a dissection of story, but in thectisss an extensive
theoretical understanding of narrative becomes manifest, one that goes beyond Propp’s
“simplistic” formalism. Similarly, Seymour Chatman, $tory and Discourse: Narrative
structure in fiction and filmanalyzes narrative structure, while giving a broad historical
overview of narrative theory. Whereas Bal recognizes the narrativeiegiafinon-textual
sources, Chatman specifically addresses film, utilizing medium-spésifminology in the
process. For example, he evaluates how the position of the camera itseligtaanhisie
dramatic qualities of a narrative, accentuating certain moods or¥bi&s. Bal, Chatman’s
work culminates in a detailed account of the various parts of narrative, specfidcalsing on
the story, or chain of events, and the diverse elements within the story, such agrsharac
settings, and so fortt.Both Bal and Chatman offer broad views of narrative theory, and, in
many ways, follow Todorov’s hierarchical model, as well as favor LéviaSéfa emphasis on
deep structure. These narratologists proffer astute, almost mechasicgits into the structure
of narrative, which will prove helpful in explicating the unique position and functioralitye
duel in narrative. Individual forms within the narrative—such as the duel—are bettestonde
through a focus on the minute details of narrative that both Bal and Chatman proffer.né4ele t
theorists will prove a crucial part of the narrative theory used in this prdjedt, be wise to
touch briefly upon other texts that demonstrate the elasticity of narratmg tidese theorists
study both narratives innate qualities but also demonstrate its wider ingplgcat

Theorists of the poststructuralist stripe have challenged and deconstructed¢nesde

hegemony of narrative authority. Jacque Derrida challenges the assumgtinarthve must
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dictate story. IDeconstruction & CriticismDerrida puts forth the idea that narrative is violently
thrust forward with precedence over story. He states, “What is judiciodkdy tae question-of-
narrative covers, with a certain modesty, a demand for narrative, a violenggatthe-
question.? Derrida distinguishes between narrative and story, and is concerned with the
logocentric favoring of narrative over story. For Derrida, there eXistpassibility that both
narrative and story can have distinct discourses in fiction, and that narrative sbbbé

implicitly favored over story. Thus, Derrida offers unique insights into the problehe
narrative/story dichotomy.

Rhetoric and narrative theory have had a strong, if occasionally uneasy, alliance
throughout their history. Among other things, rhetoric is the study of discourseh ktlassifies
discourse and reveals the way it operates. Obviously, Arist@leRhetorigposits many of the
foundational blocks for any study regarding rhetoric, and as previously mentiohbd s
important aspect of this study. However, work has been done to connect rhetoric angenarrat
Wayne Booth’s broa&hetoric of Fictionargues that rhetoric is always present in fiction through
devices like telling; Booth argues that the author’s rhetorical function islispsayed through
telling, or directing the audience’s attention to details, beliefs, and pointeshtBooth pays
particular attention to the supposed death of the author by defending the authopesemue
in the story, “We must never forget that though the author can to some extent choose his
disguises, he can never choose to disappear,” ultimately choosing not to effaaéhtir from
the text entirely® Most interesting is Booth'’s basic assertion that narrative is a formtofide
Both works attempt a “freeing” of narrative in rhetoric and, consequently, paffeerful insights
into rhetoric’s role in narrative. Likewise, Chatman offers terms for such amstzaging in his

Coming to Terms/herein he posits a rhetoric of fiction based on the fundamental ways a
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narrative discloses and makes believable, even enticing, its basic formatelyint use
Chatman’s terminology exclusively, but because Chatman is explicitly irb&bEooth, | cite
both here. Finally, Gilles Deleuze offers some insight into the symbolicenaittine
structuralism, in the case of this thesis the narrative structure, in &ys“éksv Do We
Recognize Structuralism?” Borrowing terminology from his discussion of stalisim, the
rhetoric of fiction is further elaborated on by considering how the elemethis fetion work
in tandem to position each other on a symbolic level. This means that the suasiiesaqialit
work of fiction come from how the work is laid out, how the parts articulate the whole.

Finally, Vivian Sobchack’s formative workddress of the Eye: A phenomenology of film
experience&éombining phenomenological theory with the filmic experience offers a useful
vocabulary for conceptualizing the duel as an experience. Furthermore, Givistmattempts
to understand narrative in phenomenological terms as a closed-sequence of temipisral eve
Film Language: A semiotics of the cinerivetz’s contribution for this study lies in the potential
discursive understanding of film to audience that Sobchack develops in her work., Enally
relationship of both spectator and text culminates in work from Kenneth Butlftoric of
Motiveswherein identification is established between viewing subject and viewedtsfiipe).

| have attempted to highlight some of the foundational literature on both narratiwe theor
and rhetoric in this section. In addition to the work | previewed in prior sectioagh#éary will
constitute the bulk of my analysis. The sea of work on both topics is vast, but theszlseldst
will prove helpful in elucidating how the duel functions in film and expresses its ovorithet
within narrative. What follows are the goals of this project and the genaravirark theoretical

framework | will follow.
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Framework and Goals

The cinematic texts chosen for this thesBarry Lyndon Colonel Blimp, and the
Duellists—not only solicit spectatorial activity/interpretation but also servegasfisant case
studies for adducing the effectiveness of rhetorical-narratologicadagpes to film. Although
these films can be analyzed through a strictly structural lens (looking, fances at the
relationship of parts to the whole), as duel-filled texts they “stagealliigerd figurative conflicts
in ways that foster audience participation. This regards them as edteityva to
poststructuralist critiques, revealing how they are sufficientgxifile” to allow negotiation on
the audience’s part. | argue from the outset that, like a duelist, the narratigeashalenge,
one that—if accepted—can lead to insight. However, this challenge adheres tol@otbis
enacted in a structural unit—the narrative. A type of “hermeneutic duel” tisueg Moreover,
because the texts behave as structural wholes, they have no recourse but tsigieecsato
their audience. Therefore, the complexities of the narrative lie withitrutstisre and the
audience’s involvement with that structure, and not in any attempt to force a hegesaoling
on the audience. This relationship reflects the duel’'s place within structar@oas within the
narrative that simultaneously ruptures or wounds the narrative, calling@ttémttself.

At the most fundamental level, the case studies are fictions with heatttboantiful
interpretive potential. Because of this, such a seemingly esoterigydikalithe duel is fair game
for a critical hunt. As Walter Benjamin notes, fiction gains power in beingofkexi

There is nothing that commends a story to memory more effectively than thi cha

compactness which precludes psychological analysis. And the more natural tiss proce

by which the storyteller forgoes psychological shading, the greater bsdbmstory’s
claim to a place in the memory of the listener, the more completely isgtatee into

his own experience, the greater will be his inclination to repeat it to someene els
someday, sooner or lat&.
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Benjamin believed the story should avoid forceful (hegemonic) messages. Agdortim, if
the story avoided psychological-laden content it would have a longer life span actlomiae
reader. Ultimately, moving away from “psychological analysis” allowgdeat deal of
flexibility for the reader. In turn, 1 would argue Benjamin believed stowere structural
wholes, and got their interpretive value from an author gtoseto let them remain open. In
doing this, the stories are flexible throughout time and culture, and the critimisagsto life by
poststructuralists seem to reconcile with the original structuralistgirdjhus, even in its
structural whole the narrative is challenging the audience by leavingoits dpen, so to speak. |
believe the duel presses this issue through its position in narrative. In other veardmediacy
(and nature) causes a rupture that supersedes both narrative structurbaiel antent. |
explore this major issue in what follows. Benjamin, nonetheless, gestureds@ayaotential for
bridging structuralist and poststructuralist criticisms, which precludiisan audience nor
author.

As | have indicated, my goal is to determine how the duel is as a unique point of rupture
within the filmic narratives, and how these narratives reflect a steustonilar to the procedure
of the duel. Furthermore, | will explore the duel’s rhetorical languageasoped through the
films—a language that lends it its strength and unique aesthetic. | basemewbk in both the
narratology and rhetorical theory | have cited. Narratology offers usgfuinology for defining
and conceptualizing the diverse parts of the narrative structure. Therefdhas fstudy | will
borrow many of the tools these theorists have provided. The rhetorical theorigtsolutiened
will be the basis for understanding how the duel is rhetorical and how it createraceh

language. Finally, the contribution of phenomenology adds to the narrative anccebetori
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discussion. Thus, while the texts | have reviewed provide helpful terminology, mgrprim
analysis will come from a few key works.

The duel is a particularly exceptional point in storytelling. For a modernraxgie
draws much of its uniqueness from the distance it has from us historically spéd&neover,
the authors of each piece of fiction offer it as a singular moment within theatiaes, relying
on it to disrupt and restore equilibrium, all the while giving it a unique aesthgimc{aly
apparent in its cinematic renditions). These qualities alone warrantrfumtlestigation, and can
reveal some of the overarching communicative elements of both the duel anditalfict
renderings. Essentially, the duel’s distinctive and substantial position enrtagstives invites
theoretical work. The fundamental aspect of this type of work lies in drawing cdiietie
distinctive elements and implications—an aesthetic taxonomy of sorts. Rakyaspeaking,
what is the discourse of the duel in these narratives? How does it express its uaitjlibess
broad questions constitute the realization and basis of my study.

This thesis consists of five chapters. The first | present here as my ottooguvhich is
in fact my own challenge and outlines the texts and theory from which | approactethe du
Following this there are three analysis chapters, each treat the broadftdpesluel | have
introduced here. | have chosen to organize these chapters topically and in a shykzeaitnof
the duel. More precisely, | organize this thesis in a style mirroring this guetocol. Because
the duel is a rigidly organized social ritual, it provides a solid paradigm for aegem and
conceptualization. In other words, understanding how the duel operates is a potactiially
method for thinking and organizing. Each part of the duel from the challenge, meeting of the

seconds, combat, and aftermath, are exceptional individual pieces in the ficéweschiosen,
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exceptional even when absent or implied. As discrete conceptual units, they pronnde a f
foundation for theory building.

In chapter two (my first chapter of analysis), | concern myself witlclladenge of the
duel. I use the term “challenge” as both a verb and noun. | explore how the duel irfdisraof
challenge to the audience, the way in which the actual challenges unfold in #iv@aand
finally how the narrative structure revolves around the idea of a challentgebbth the insult
and challenge that follows as exemplary of the actualization of narratigediis. Specifically,
my focus applies Aristotle’s terminology on actualization to the Todorov framkeod
equilibrium and narrative transformation.

In chapter three, | work out the representations of seconds in the texts, and thg meet
between them that ensues after a challenge. Some of the texts gloss arexchmgference to a
meeting but nonetheless feature seconds. | demonstrate how seconds sastardeonditions
or the “rules of the game.” They act in as symbolic indicators of the narsitivcture and
disclose its rhetoric. Furthermore, in acting rhetorically they invitatigkence’s own rhetorical
engagement with the text. Essentially, seconds serve as functionarieskéat rhatorical
argument for the narrative’s form and invite spectatorial engagementhdtoeic they employ,
to disclose narrative form, is based in metaphor and | treat them as metdghoxies for both
the narrative and viewer.

While the preceding chapters deal with the duel, chapter four focuses on the.¢ombat
treat the duel experience in terms of the phenomenology of film. By examininthe@embat
of dueling is framed and exhibited, | propose ways in which the film as a body eaténdsd
to the audience. In doing so, | argue that it calls attention to the relationshgebhetinema and

spectator, and reflects this relationship through oppositions. The duel, theref@atsemtr
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discursive understanding of the text. The audience is engaged with the filmlaasrthe film
engages the audience. The duel provides another metaphorical understanding atiahshigl
of my selected case studies to the audience which consumes them. Ultihzatglg, this
contributes a level of identification and consubstantiality between audiencexand te

Finally, chapter five stands as my conclusion. Here | attempt to offer smmokiding
remarks based on Derrida’s challenge of narrative. Can the duel demonstratédha way
fundamental elements of narrative challenge narrative’s hegemoay®dy, the narratological,
rhetorical, and phenomenological aspects of the duel argue that it is its avemeseparate
from narrative but contributing invaluable meaning to narrative. In being singataripelling
within each narrative, the duel has the potential to upset, even break, the narsathet tiend.
Finally, | offer some cursory remarks aimed at satisfying the ipmest analysis, and position
the duel within analytic endeavors by elaborating how the spilling of bloodtsedlietical and
spectatorial engagement with a text. Simply stated: can the egtigain satisfaction? |
conclude with these remarks hoping this study may compel me further bygfferne
introductory thoughts on the complex subjects of narrative, rhetoric, phenomenolofjymand
In the end, satisfaction may not be gained if it implies absolute resolution. Hpasweas the
case with the climatic duel between Lord Bullingdon (Leon Vitali) and RedmoBdriy

Lyndon it is up to the audience/reader to accept this satisfaction.
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Chapter 2

Insult and Challenge as Narrative Disruption

It was a gentlemanly letter,
A challenge or cartel he’'d penned;
Polite and cold and to the matter
He sought a duel with his friend.
Eugene’s immediate reaction
To this demand for satisfaction
Was swift enough. Discussion spared,
He said he’d ‘always be prepared'.
Zaretsky rose without explaining,
Not wishing to prolong his stay,
For household business claimed the day,
He left forthwith; Eugene, remaining
Alone, encountering his soul,
Was not contented with his role.

— Alexander PushkirEugene Onegin

Having established the historical framework and assessment of relésttifie in the
preceding chapter, | wish to approach the aforementioned cinematic depittioasioel (on
view in The Life and Death of Colonel Blinif943],Barry Lyndon[1975], andThe Duellists
[1977]) with a focus on the instrumentality of its introductory elements. Foremasiggathe
duel’s introductory elements is the challenge—the moment when a summons to uphold one’s
social position and honor by means of confrontation is issued. | propose that every scene
featuring a challenge in these three films serves an important nagreabloinction that extends
beyond mere plot device. Each film handles the reasons for the challengendiffeand treats
the depiction of the challenge in unique ways. By examining consistencies amsagadberes
and among the films as well, | hope to reveal that the challenge is al cemyponent of the
duel’s narrative logic and rhetorical force. It is also a defining chenatic of each film’s

narrative as a whole; its operations, its organization, and, perhaps most impattantly
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solicitations to audiences, who are invited to participate in the storytellinggsraad to reflect
on the ways in which narrative employs actualization in order to disclose itaisihéidden
functions.

Rooted in Aristotle’s notion anergig that actualization process—at least within a
cinematic context—depends on the filmmaker’s ability to harness the visual ans ofie
“showing” and bringing to life discourse’s invisible “other,” the story (or, in RusBrmalist
terms, fabula) conceptualizing both the visual and the notion that the visual begetsyattimn b
way it reveals and brings to light. In what follows, | will argue thatctiedlenge does both
things and acts in the same way as Aristog@ergiaand coincides with the notion of metaphor
and visualization he develops in book three ofdnsRhetoricApproaching the duel as a
visually persuasive stylistic device that enlivens what at first siglgteagp be “distant,” “cold,”
treatments of story material. In other words, works ostensibly lackingiar{er the
“enlivening” force of visualized discourse)—are shown to rely on their visuathpelling
components to reveal their narratives to an audience.

The challenge is one aspect of the duel. The duel is, in turn, one aspect of eacte narrat
However, the narrative hinges on the successful elaboration of each of its asyEltteyase
the duel does not exist without a challenge. Reasoning from this the duel is asntrgppe# of
the narrative as the challenge is a part of the duel. That is to say, the tiwtedwined and each
of these narratives relies on the duel in order to be sensibly communicated. Thedibgl (a
extension the challenge) holds a part in the very basis of the narrative. In othertia®rds
challenge occupies a position of inextricable importance as a processdmytie narrative
comes to fruition. In narratology, these “parts” or “processes” are tetmaddlula, or the

“material” that needs to be arranged into a series of events to congtarcagve> Typically,
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the act of arranging these processes is termed the syuzhet. HoweverBdlighaces special
importance on fabula, while further defining its dimensions:
A fabula may be considered as a specific grouping of series of events. The $abula a
whole constitutes a process, while every event can also be called a proceleast, a
part of a process. Three phases can be distinguished in every fabula: the fyassibili
virtuality), the event (or realization), and the result (or conclusion) of thegzce
For Bal, the fabula persists as the most elementary way to understand tirgarlevents in
narrative, and therefore extends to an understanding of the challenge (and thealpedcass
within narrative. Accordingly, the idea of fabula closely matches the conetruaftthe duel in
the sense that both are ordered and resolved in similar manners With regard to hioaaiuisl
always impending is social situations, and in the film the dialogue is craftedcorake this
felt. In terms of fabula, the notion that honor governs possible action would link it to the
possibility Bal ascribes as the first phase of the process of fabula. Thevexgdte when the
insult happens and a challenge is issued, from there combat or reconciliation would be the
realization of the possibility. Finally, the conclusion is the satisfaction af¢ehend to answer
for the impugning of honor. It is the result of the initial process. Hence, fabulauiios is
representative of the process of the duel. Furthermore, fabula is what conk& urciisat
challenge to the spectator because fabula demands ordering, and that itibeokaugbherent
narrative, otherwise it would be a senseless collection of events or a dry oggsoant not a
complete narrative. Bal’s attention to processes as the basis of the fabuksefsl way of
understanding how an ornamental part of narrative such as the duel, which opemaitsdwn
rules of process, connects deeply with narrative structure. In fact, wHaaiguie for

throughout this thesis is the idea that this process, and, therefore, fabula yitdefiss the

narrative and establishes its form and logic by virtue of its role as an indipiecal of the
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fabula (as a function or process of narrative). Accordingly, the narrative dethahdse told,
and it argues for itself through the unraveling of its form.

Tzvetan Todorov contributes another fundamental understanding of how the structure of
the duel might inform the structure of the narrative, and therefore will be antanppart of
this chapter. For Todorov, narrative is governed by two principles. Specifitabe principles
are the “rules” of succession and transformation. Succession and transforntatoartl guide
how the course of narrative’s equilibrium operates, another important narrathenele
However, transformation is most important in Todorov’s eye because understandiagemisy
transform within narrative leads to an understanding of a narrative’s orgamiZaidorov
breaks transformation down into three organizations: mythological (nagdistated by a
change in action), gnoseological (narratives dictated by a search fotygmrad knowledge),
and ideological (narratives dictated by a governing ideology or set of.tlleshis chapter, |
will attempt to connect ideological transformation to these “duel narrataresexplicate what
relationship to equilibrium exists. Once more, we will find that the duel imgedrms and

dictating how the narrative functions through its nature as a vital part of itstiope

Honor and the Challenge
There are a few remarkable differences to note in how each film foregrandds
explores the idea of a challenge and ho@Gotonel Blimpdeals with the honor of nations, which
seems like a matter that could more easily capture the audience’oattardilend credibility to
the challenge due to the immense gravity of the situation, that is, the honor and reputation of
whole nations. This is especially pertinent when one considers the historicat adribes film

in 1943 war-torn England. Conversely, some issues as the basis of duels migtd aliena
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contemporary audiences because they might seem too unusual or nonsensicabtthiegiieath
over. Most people will not challenge somebody to a potentially deadly arrangemetiteohess
of a lover to another. Yet, love forms the basis of the first duel (the first condpletleinBarry
Lyndon and is ultimately the cause that spirals him into a lifetime of adventure andefortun
seeking. Even still, this might breed more attachment to the charaetécasnal figure, the
audience might be more willing, knowing that Redmond is not real, to attach thentedlies
plight and journey because they feel sympathy for a young, scorned lover waly Istaod up
to the other courter. Finally, the reasons for a duel may be so intensely perstegped g1 an
indescribable type of madness that it confounds both the historical figures who eremhunte
witnessed, or took part, as well as contemporary denizens of society. Thigirdéne case
with the duels inThe Duellistsand director Ridley Scott enhances the uneasiness and anxiety
surrounding the conflict with chilling music at each peak of violence, to makeadelihe duels
were no trivial matter. The young French maiden screams in horror wherd ki@zales his first
victim, presumably running home in shock at such a grisly event. D’Hubert is puzzled by
Feraud’s indifferent attitude towards the duel when he asks him, in the Madaror;srdather
he fought a duel that morning, to which Feraud ruminates on (as if a sane man cotisufdrge
an event) momentarily and finally answers with a nonchalant response. The tondistnad sty
imperatives of each director alter and shape the manner in which the chalikbger@ayed
and the duel fought. All of these differences are enticing bits of aesth#iction that call for
further investigation. However, my aim is not to perform a comparative analysinstead to
focus on the underlying currents that help determine narrative traits.

While the reasons behind the duel in each narrative might vary, digging deeper

illuminates many consistencies in how the duel embeds itself into narnativeow narrative
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fosters a symbiotic relationship with the duel. Building from a set of seemingigrgforward,
“simple” questions concerning how it affects, directs, and structures thevegrvat can begin
to understand how the duel demarcates the individual elements that constituteicinemat
storytelling, including introduction and exposition, development, transitions, ¢liamalx
denouement. In what follows, | examine the challenge as one part of the duel—eaallgspe
significant and revelatory aspect of the duel—to shed light on the introduttorgres of both

the individual event and the overall narrative that “contains” it.

The Insult and Challenge as Revealing Equilibrium

| wish to begin my investigation by making a simple claim: arguably, the peoghsive
element of a traditional work of fiction is its insistence on drawing in its auglié@cgue that
the duel in each of my three case studies operates at this level. Furthénetcballenge,” a
constituent feature of the duel, has a twofold meaning and context. In therfsst seefers
directly to the challenges made by characters in the narratives thattad@aracters to fulfill
their sense of honor (giving these plot points historical justification) anchcentie plot (which
gives the challenge a unique role in the narrative). In this sense, it isyechp®a noun, or,
more precisely, an event that takes place in the narrative and, in the casatfersrelying on
duels, an event on which the narrative hinges. Second, the challenge is what the oéeesive
the audience and what the characters must fulfill in order to maintain a cgbletefiberefore,
this latter sense of challenge is a verb, or more akin to an act that must urdoghtut the
narrative, and which invites the audience’s participation in its laying downrthe td the
engagement between audience and text. This definition moves it beyond an event and into a

more transformative or engrossing action that helps fulfill fiction’s needpture its audience.
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There is always something at-hand, or pressing, that provides the reasorofotaacti
come to fruition. The duelist, grasping sword or pistol, is a useful bit of imagenyrihgs this
idea to life. With sword or pistol, the duelist must resolve to act, to perform sometlurager
to evade death or usher it along. Elementarily, this cause brings forth an eftetie#\ these
causes run deep in social thinking. With regard to the duel, this is the idea of honor, which both
governs and mediates every encounter that is termed an “honor duel.” Moreover, fur beere
an honor duel there must be a challenge. The challenge is the invitation for the erantdirge
the precursor to the setting of terms and the combat itself. It is also thesitnopl of a
conclusion. When the challenge is issued it must be resolved in some fashion, whether it be
through apology, combat, or cowardice. Thus, in the process of witnessing an individual uphold
his honor, spectators are privy to the means by which the initial insult mightddead: a
resolution “in miniature” that mimics the larger narrative’s imperatvilfill its own challenge
(one that is issued to the audience).

The challenge puts something into question and demands action from both participants.
Thus, the term “demand for satisfaction,” as historically employed, sesealething about the
nature of the activity. What must be satisfied? Put simply, honor. However,dagbef a film
removed from both the reality of the conflict and its historical time and plasejeéhand as the
idea of upholding one’s honor is mediated byrttise-en-scenas well as concerns for plot and
character development. Indeed, the idea of honor transforms into an object for nartaiple¢o
move the plot forward, a trope employed as dramatic device. That is not to say, howatver
honor is removed from the story or is not the reason the characters engage in thetir conf
Rather, | merely point out that honor is no longer as pertinent or pressing in a wotioof fic

removed from the real events of history, whether these events be contempthraing \&uthor
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or not. Nevertheless, the demand exists in these films, removed or fictional. dhis demand
leveled at the audience as a demand for completion or resolution of the narrativiealtai
the duel can satisfy the narrative, or that the narrative reflects its owrdiradielements in the
duel is a crucial point of interest in this chapter.

The duel obliges the narrative in the same way that Todorov’s notion of equilibrium
explains narrativé® Todorov speaks of narrative equilibrium as the focal point of succession and
transformation; both govern how the stages of equilibrium operate. Essentialyiviearonsists
of an established equilibrium, the unsettling of that equilibrium, and, in the end, the
reestablishment of equilibriufi.The challenge both highlights the equilibrium by pointing out
the calm status quo that has come into question, and disrupts the equilibrium by puttiag fort
demand for satisfaction or proposing an action that must be resolved. For inst&acey in
Lyndonthe equilibrium is established with short scenes involving the romance between
Redmond and Nora Brady (Gay Hamilton) and is disrupted with the introduction of Captain
Quin. However, it is not so easy to demarcate this disruption if one remembers that the f
opens with the death of Redmond’s father in a duel, a bit of foreshadowing that hdifishesta
the overall tone of the film. In other words, disruption occurs at the moment equilisrium
broached. The challenge is both a reminder of the equilibaarnt was and a marker of its
disruption. Therefore, the duel (the whole event, from beginning to end) begins to looks
something like this:

Insult > Challenge> Combat-> Satisfaction
Where the insult occurs Barry Lyndonis a matter warranting further consideration. Redmond

fumes at the thought of Nora with Quin and directs his anger with Nora at Quimuhdse
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deemed the insult. However, Redmond'’s challenge of Quin is more explicit than whasithe
occurs and Quin’s hand is forced into action lest he risk looking like the coward.

Arguably, the challenge acts as both an indicator of what stood before and/st ¢atal
what will unfold throughout the narrative. Through challenging the other, the chalb#figas
the status quo by demanding some acknowledgement or redress. Rather than dasimingea
challenger desires that the other party recognize that the status dpeehatisrupted in some
way and that a return to that status quo is the best outcome, especially for gregehaiiho
stands to lose something be it reputation, a lover, honor, and so on. Despite a desire to uphold the
status quo, the very act of pressing the issue pushes action further, and, in edgais fiif, t
irrevocably alter the course of the plot away from the initial equilibriume. dhallengers have
no recourse but to press the issue and therefore propel the narrative forward. Howevsr, what
crucial for narratology is that the act of affirmation of the equilibriumnaiiein the challenge is
also the disruption of the equilibrium because it brings the plot to a turning point. In shthrg f
characters involved the attempt to uphold the status quo results in a breaking bfiequillhe
duel is unique precisely because it intends to keep things as they wererayaalieak in social
grace into question, but inevitably, it creates an irrevocable tension or effdotoRe@ seeks
equilibrium through retaining Nora, but in order to do so must break this equilibrium bpdight
for Nora. In contradictory fashion, the narrative establishes certainty intordash it away and

bring action to life.
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FIGURE 2.1: Producing the insult that will lead to a challenge.

In Barry Lyndon Redmond enacts this contradictory sequence of equilibrium through visual
metaphor by breaking his glass on Quin’s face in order to produce an insult from which a
challenge would be issued. [FIGURE 2.1] Earlier, Redmond proclaimed to Nora hefightl

Quin in order to prove himself, “If ever should | meet him again, you will find out who is the

best man of the two. I'll fight him sword or pistol, captain as he is.” At thigstagdmond

seems resolved to prove himself because the initial insult was directed fabim Nora not

Quin. His lover rebukes him. However, Nora’'s aim is not to provoke Redmond but to calm him
down and dissuade him from pursuing violence (as would result from the perceived insult).
Equilibrium has been destabilized and Redmond proceeds with his plans, though they dre not ye
fully known to the audience he seems to foreshadow them. Redmond reaches a point in which in
attempting to affirm the status quo will prove to be the catalyst that propelstatvea

forward. He disrupts equilibrium through his affirmation of the narrative’s i@gailibrium, for

the story this is his desire to stay with Nora. Thus, the physical insult of Quapmoetcally
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represents the call to equilibrium to provoke a challenge, and it disrupts the equilibugingca
“the reestablishment of the initial equilibriuffiin order to complete narrative’s demands.

The insult and challenge as precursors to combat is important becauselg titthe
narrative’s equilibrium and reveals events in the narrative. Scenes which touchepotian
of a challenge, or which make the challenge manifest serve as a means of gptiheyin
narrative integrity of what is to come, they also serve as a direct visigalipathe narrative as
a flow-of-events. What | mean by “narrative integrity” is simply how plaesdol event seems
based on what has come before. Following Bal, we can call these events thedabuénts
within narrative that must be arranged into a cohesive unit, this arrangingesiteyuzhet and
together they form a narrative. Furthermore, narrative must be understood notrasetliexa
but as the parts of text that concern the progress of events within tAelpléim, a particular
point of departure from the events may be shots of setting, or sequences that sexeuteint
characters but do not, in a strict sense, progress the events in the narrative.

As an example, a character’s costume may have no direct effect on eventsarmdhiee
but focus on, for instance, their shift into formal attire may set the tone of ateeédees move
along events. It may also lend the audience a better understanding of thetrechareharacter
may be described as well dressed and befitting of his or her place in sokistiypE of
characterization would lend credibility to the idea that this person is a genttertealy, which
would open a wide string of plausible plot developments (the gentlemen may be moved to duel,
for instance). The challenge is a visualization of this fabula, and it brinightaHe necessity of
progressing events for the narrative while simultaneously revealingafamis characters,

settings, or the rules that dictate the choices these characters makehislladds to the
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progression of plot and belongs, again, in the strict sense, to the series of eventsithatfcons

the heart of narrative.

Visual Metaphor and Equilibrium

Fundamentally, film depends on the visual to express its narrative and repsekeict;
in other words, film as a medium “speaks” through visual metaphor. Noel Carroll has dcme m
to link visual metaphor in film to the wider arts, and posits the simple notion that ir@ges
what dictate the screen of cinema:

The screen is a mindscape . . . The coherence of film is not derived via a consistent

perspective on the nature of thought, but instead coherence emerges through the

succession of imagery that proposes different images that proposes differges of

the mind, though not manifestly reconcilable or&s.”
Essentially, film depends on our manipulation of images that relate to our abitépstate how
images relate to our understanding of phenomena. If they are not clear, metaghbes
difficult to understand and may be lost in not being easily reconcilable. In $feostjdcession
of imagery depends on metaphor through proposing different images that stand in for various
meanings or narrative functions. A single metaphor can carry a lot of weigaymg a simple
narrative proposition. Unsurprisingly, the sequence of events in film are adgttwiaually, plot
moves forward only when the audience can perceive visually what is happening, aad/or he
what is happenin@’ The idea of the visual helps to develop the ontological qualities of the
challenge in these films.

Aristotle’s notion ofenergiaapplies directly to the discussion of Todorov’s equilibrium |
have elaborated upon, the relationship rests in the idea that visual metapharescthali

establishment and destabilizing of equilibrium: the audience “sees” thesfbastion of

narrative, according to Todorov. In effect, the challenge is a moment of vadigdizather than
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merely an exchange of words that precipitate violence. The challengesragahpse of the
narrative structure, but also pushes the audience from its bareness through atgzhistoal
metaphors. For Aristotle, people desire to learn easily and the best way tabmiuidearning in
an audience is through metapfibtikewise, an audience follows the various functions of
narrative (introductions, plot progression, conclusions), but must be smoothly brought into a
relationship with these functions through engrossing aesthetics and compeliieg; $th other
words, the audience wants to learn easily the parts of narrative but also seghisogbisito the
narrative—they do not want the knowledge that what they are experience ig thienpl
mechanics of narrative—they want story. Thus, compelling visualizationyisaaic and active
process that brings the audience into the narrative fold, and enlivens seeifalegly harrative
functions that constitute the narrative’s logic. Following Aristotle, the aadigearns through
seeing something in a new light, with the added effect that they are absorbée iotoduct of
visual metaphor.

In order to explicate this idea, Aristotle relies upon Homeric metaphdrsrése
activity, such as describing an arrow as flying or a stone rolling upord&¥iétistotle argues
thatenergiahelps make things otherwise lifeless clearer by imbuing them wittkéfglialities
and activity. They become more pleasing and easier to perceive and understnas bf the
selected texts, the challenge operates at the leeslesgiaby making visible the fundamental
functions of narrative. Thus, narrative relies on actualizing itself througthtikenge.

The challenge is an exceptional point of storytelling because it serves@slmate in
the larger narrative scheme, one that demarcates the point in which returninonittetretate of
equilibrium is impossible. Furthermore, it is an actualized point in narrativaraes for the

events to follow. The challenge visualizes the entry point of narrative we rerght t
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“introduction.” These scenes are not introductions to the text, that is to say they darktten
chronological beginning point of a text (they are situated at many points viightaxt’'s fabula),
but rather they are introducing the notion of “introduction.” The narrative &ittze challenge
in order to visualize the establishment and destabilization of equilibrium. This inegothe
need to reestablish equilibrium and, consequently, introduces the imperative fologdgtdut
in order to return to initial equilibrium. In Aristotelian terms, the challaage“bringing-before-
the eyes” this fundamental function of narrative, and it visualizes a point of ewntthénactive
narrative.

The challenge also acts as part of the narrative’s beginning in that ipiseaaetation of
a point of no return. Even while other events unfold during the first scenes of eachdilphgtt
reaches a turning point when the duel begins. As Aristotle writeeetics

A beginning is that which does not itself follow anything by causal necessityftéut a

which something naturally is or comes to be. An end, on the contrary, is that which itself

naturally follows some other thing, either by necessity, or as a rule, bootiasg

following it.”®
Before equilibrium is broken, the narrative arms the audience with the visual vagabula
necessary to build from a chain of causal relations. These opening scenes providmibdckg
and exposition necessary to understand what is to follow. The challenge situttafetsthe
beginning, at a point of causal necessity with what has come before. Introductics atdte
point in which further action is causally required by what has happened and thus not at the
beginning which is not dictated by causal necessity but instead by whetghbewants to
begin. Accordingly, the introduction motthe beginning of the film but rather it is the point at
which equilibrium is established and broken.

What the insult and challenge actualize is the first point of causal necEsqiosition

occurring before them establishes the justification for their existendes\eerything that follows
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subsequent to them is based off them having existed. In a few short scenes, tiee dudits

that Redmond is smitten with Nora and that Quin presents a rupture in this pict@elpNets
Redmond’s love and his sense of honor when the narrative introduces Quin. But where do we
find the causal beginning to all of this? It does not exist in the text. The namags not

present it to us but instead implies its existence. We learn of Redmond’s love daduMimg
another ritualistic scene: card playing. This is the first scene flegteedmond and has no

direct link to any previous scene; therefore, this scene is presented asiinengexf the

narrative. Only later, when Redmond insults Quin and awaits his challenge (indagtogan,
serving as Redmond’s second, who eventually issues a challenge on Redmond’s behalf), do w
find a semblance of causal necessity directly in the film. This point of causaisactualized
visually in the early scenes of challenge. Thus, the beginning is the set optisasran

audience draws from, assumptions tied to what has come before the fictional getare

which justify what is unfolding in the narrative. Introduction, on the other hand, approbehes t
chain of causally linked events in the narrative and makes clear a point of enthginto t
narrative’s active equilibrium.

Therefore, when Redmond breaks his glass upon Quin’s face in order to insult and usher
in a challenge, he is pronouncing a keen visual metaphor for introdfictidimat is being
introduced is the establishment equilibrium based on the affirmation of whatidsestee,
namely his love for Nora and the status quo, and the destabilization of that equilibritnis that
affirmation inevitably brings about. Also, while being a look into narrative’s equilibthis
insult is the introduction to the duel as an event within narrative and point of intgrestthe

plot. In this way, it could be argued that the glass-on-face operates a®dudntm because it
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actualizes the notion of an entry point into the story. Redmond’s entire staiy/l@gsuse of
this particular action.
Similar to Aristotle’s claim about Homer, “He makes everything move aedadnd

energiais motion,®®

so too does Kubrick bring the idea of inevitability and pending violence to
activity and life. The metaphor also displays the degree of urbanity or soglastiegain
borrowing from Aristotle, the filmmakers demonstrate. For Aristotle, “Ditis . . . come

through metaphor and from an added surprise; for it becomes clearer [to the] libierie

learned something different from what he believed, and his mind seems to sayrudpant |

was wrong.”™® Aristotle speaks of moments of public address when the speaker can enlighten or
persuade the audience on some new point by demonstrating a felicity wigharetghis in turn
adds a degree of urbanity to their argument which impresses the audiencalaildea“to

see” something new. But the idea of making something clearer through seeinggehaitir &nd
figuratively, can be applied to a wide milieu of social interaction and momentigioagon. In

the case of Redmond’s challenge of Quin, which follows almost instantaneously friorsulitis
Kubrick has chosen to edify his audience through metaphor.

Scott’'sThe Duellistoffers further evidence of this utilization of the challenge as visual
metaphor for the concept of introduction. The similarity between the openirgedduellists
andBarry Lyndonis noteworthy in that both begin the narrative with dueling scenes. In the
latter’'s case the duel is between two characters the audience neveebémanhar with, while
in the case of he Duellistghe first duel serves as exposition of the primary antagonist of the
film: Feraud. However, if a spectator proceeds through the opening sequencelof,the &r
she witnesses Feraud’s call to answer for his earlier duel. This segsi@gmpeitant in terms of

introducing the film’s establishment of equilibrium and disequilibrium. The filpnigagonist
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d’Hubert is tasked with ordering Feraud to report to his commanding officer tordioswes
duel. D’Hubert is forced to pull Feraud away from a prominent local Madame’s sal@aud-
begins to perceive d’Hubert’s presence as an insult and the two begin to quarreketupong
to Feraud’s quarters, the verbal exchange escalates and at the insitsTe®id, a duel ensues.
Because this scene springs from the causal necessity of prior scenest ihesbeginning, but it
is an introduction. They key distinction is that it introduces the tensions in thaveasrat
equilibrium.

Again, the filmmaker relies on visual metaphor to enact a break in narrativigunl
In the aforementioned scene, the conflict reflects an opposition of reason as wellpture in
the narrative’s equilibrium. Feraud appears as a madman (d’Hubert inghasch) while
d’Hubert attempts to retain a level of calm. Feraud imposes a duel while d’Hubetisdest
to laugh it away. All of this takes place in Feraud’s lodging which also refidxdlity to set the
terms of the scene. When Feraud blocks the door and rebukes d’Hubert’s attempt to exit
d’Hubert undergoes a shift in comportment. No longer is d’'Hubert as calm as he was, he
surrenders to Feraud’s terms and relents to an improper duel (d’Hubert’'s adnesritathno
seconds are present undermines the act, but both proceed regardless). In fact, id’Mishaily

transformed from confident officer to a man resigned to a duel [FIGURES 2.2 and 2.3]:
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FIGURE 2.3: The once calm officer becomes despondent




In the first image, d’'Hubert reacts and argues with Feraud, attemptiegsonrwith him. The
subsequent image occurs after Feraud blocks the door and captures d’Hubeidis upact
hearing Feraud’s challenge. D’Hubert has no recourse but to accept teagdalut of honor
and this precipitates his fall into Feraud’s world. The entire narrative ktasH on this break in
equilibrium wherein d’Hubert must eventually escape Feraud’s honorable tyramiybddt,
unable to leave the residence despite Feraud no longer blocking the door, surrersader hes
the other's demand. Honor holds d’'Hubert. Thus, d’'Hubert’s insult and Feraud’s challenge
constitute the actualization of the disruption of equilibrium. D’Hubert will spencetiteof the
story overcoming this and attempting to reestablish equilibrium. MirroringlzB’'s
expressions, Feraud shifts from gloating and prodding to a realization of insolattioene he

all along desired. [FIGURES 2.4 and 2.5]

L 1Y % . N

_4 : “ ) )
FIGURES 2.4 and 2.5: Feraud hears d’Hubert’s insult, visually transforming from
instigator to the subject of instigation.

Visual metaphors such as facial transformation allude to the films’ tonaligsialihe initial
insult and challenge dathe Duellistsdlemonstrates as much. Throughout the scene, from the
Madame'’s salon to Feraud’s lodgings, the audience is given a bevy of visutiatuess to
strengthen the tonal aspects of the film. For instance, the comportment of thetertgfacial

expressions actualizes their characterization and function within the vestiticture because it
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underlies their intent and motives. As | previously mentioned, d’Hubert undergoeasting
shift in expression. In addition, Feraud accentuates his attitude with pielaiag,gn both ways
The Duellistgelies on distinct facial expressions to add to its tonal quality. Ferauddresitsg
as a game of sorts (and idea d’Hubert alludes to in the salon) and this atfikeicts his
madness and is reflected by his looks of wild eyed excitement and forebodingimkiermat
the first hint of insult. Contrary to Feraud, d’'Hubert's comportment is repréisentd his calm,
even offhand, attitude and his adherence to protocol and regulation.

D’Hubert is truly the opposite of Feraud, and their comportment is symbolically
significant. While Feraud treats d’'Hubert’s incursion as an insult, d’'Hub&gsthe whole
thing off, even attempting to convince Feraud that he is thinking too deeply intoanaltes,
Feraud’'s madness is opposed to d’Hubert’s reasonability, however, when insattd fly
challenges are issued the situation quickly dissolves. Facial expressiongses metaphor for
their symbolic position within the narrative, and another example of how the active visua
qualities of film actualize and make well known the intent and functions of narrativiiisi
particular case, they make known narrative’s tonal qualities. The audiente siequence
following the insult and challenge between Feraud and d’Hubert, is given reasonve thelie
their rivalry is justified (even if based in the madness of both to follow honor in aageadf
manner).

Thus, through visual metaphor and energia, the challenge expresses and introduces the
tone of the film. The scene develops the idea that this is a film less about honorabte dnel
more about a blood feud that runs at a level deeper than social convention—the madness of
Feraud. This madness rests on the pretext of the gentleman’s duel but nurtures pffahthéu

“villain.” The duel offers an aesthetically urbane way of articulatingotbeand establishing the
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central tenets that will govern the logic of the narrative. In the coirgceBtablishment and
destabilizing of equilibrium of the narrative, it is through the challenge that thachieves this

in TheDuellistsas inBarry Lyndon With regard to the former, the scene communicates that the
plot will be centered on the rivalry of the two characters, but, more spegifictad

representative of Feraud’s madness and d’Hubert's commitment to upholding his honor eve
when nonplussed by the origins of their duel.

Similarly, Clive Candy’s visit to Germany Dolonel Blimpoffers more evidence for the
claim that the challenge serves as a visual metaphor for the flow of eqguiliéand introduction.
However, introduction in this scene is distinct from “beginning.” Candy’s objewatine in
Germany is to find and call out a German officer named Kaunitz (David Ward) Wwaom
suspects of spreading propaganda about British action in the Boer War, therehying is)
nation’s honor. At this point in the story, Candy is blinded to the atrocities Kaunitzcagnm
happening. His stalwart standpoints and established principles reflect theattahiof
equilibrium, and establish his willingness to engage Kaunitz over the matter reveasingstde
uphold the status quo, similar to Redmond’s desire for Nora and the expulsion of Quin from her
life, which he feels might come about through direct confrontation. Ultimately,y&Gand
blindness, which resolves itself with his awakening at the end of the film, furogs
destabilize the narrative equilibrium through his attempt to uphold the status quo, ibriaquil
And while Candy cannot see what is evident, his actions reveal the flow ofveagatiilibrium
to the audience.

To achieve his ends, Candy accompanies Ms. Hunter (Deborah Kerr, who plagé eac
Candy’s three female companions throughout the film) to a drinking hall. Whereteythe

hall, Candy reveals that he intends on backing out of the arrangement for féds tugderiors
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will catch wind of his plan and punish him. However, upon noticing Kaunitz his mind changes
immediately. Instead of withdrawing from the plan, he escalates thenengidorces the break

in equilibrium by provoking Kaunitz through a musical duel. He requests the ensenytde pla
piece Kaunitz would recognize from his time as a British prisoner. This infuKatenitz and

what follows is a humorous exchange of musical requests. This exchange is ahit of li
foreshadowing of the much more serious exchange that is to come. Accordinghyimg plith

a musical duel, Powell and Pressburger mimic the oppositional nature of Caalaytsship to
Kaunitz. Consequently, Candy’s exchange with Kaunitz in the drinking hall emlibdies

transgression of narrative equilibrium and sets the course of Candy’s engagéméms plot.

Todorov’s Narrative Principles

In the exchange between Candy and Kaufltdpnel Blimpundergoes Todorov's third
narrative organization: ideological transformation. The narrative hing€swody’s decision to
provoke his adversary into action. At first glance, however, the transformationiongaaorthis
scene aligns with what Todorov calls mythological transformdfiythological
transformation is concerned with the logic of succession and the question of what hagpens n
based on the actions, choices, and intentions of the chardodsrie seems forced into making
a decision that will compel further action, ostensibly Candy works out the waisati
mythological transformation based on conflicts that arise for him to meet. Mesa&ames
him and Ms. Hunter as opposites at their table, divided by a large metalhg dish at the
same time he expresses reservations about their plan. [FIGURE 2.6] Simplia,eh@ifyaming
visualizes the conflict between the two. Ms. Hunter is dismayed that Candy prapesest,

while Candy explains his position. At this point Ms. Hunter forces Candy into arddeand
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this indicates the presence of a mythological transformation in the narhatshert, this type of
dilemma represents what Todorov describes as the “passage from A to non-A,"impllee s
evolution of causal eventé Essentially, Candy is poised to move the plot from A to non-A on
his own volition (as far as such independent volition can exist in a narrative).
However, by introducing Kaunitz Powell and Pressburger thwart this expectation and
shift from a seemingly mythological transformation into ideologicasi@mation.
Furthermore, they do this through another active visualization akin to an act odgimeedfect,
they bring a seemingly lifeless governing rule of narrative tdhifeugh actualization. As
Todorov tells us, the important distinction between mythological and gnoseological
transformation is the fact that:
The relation of the propositions among themselves is no longer direct; one no longer
moves from a negative to a positive version, or from ignorance to knowledge. Instead,
actions are linked through the intermediary of an abstract formula . . . . Thesmrule
turn refer to the organizing ideology of the work as a whble.
In these films, the duel forms the abstract rule of the narratives becaefsecisrhonor and the
themes that guide actions and ultimate resolution of narrative. Because Katirdzo Candy's
notions of honor due to his anti-British propaganda, his appearance in the drinking hal trigger
Candy’s action and progresses the narrative. Candy can only look on as he redéguirtz,
and forces the issue through the aforementioned musical duel. [FIGURE 2.7] Kaenitance
breaks Candy from his doubts by forcing him to uphold his beliefs. In this scene, not only does
Candy’s resolve to withdraw from confrontation erode, but so does the film’s eaqualibri
Having been insulted, the German officers issue Candy a challenge and djsiliiptiem on
the basis of ideological transformation. [FIGURE 2.8] No longer does Candy traivel @and

the narrative progresses toward reestablishing equilibrium only when Gasadys self-

awakening in the final moments of the film. Therefore, the challenge sd&sitiefor the
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narrative, breaks equilibrium, and plays out the oppositional themes that will gandg Gack

to equilibrium.

FIGURE 2.6: Candy and Ms. Hunter sit divided as Candy ponders retreat. Hismilseisins
to align wth a mythological transformatic

() . s

FIGURES 2.7 and 2.8: Kaunitz’s entrance upsets narrative equilibrium and Cisuytss
driven by an ideological transformation based in honor.

o Fo 15 10
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This transformation is borne out of opposition that eventually instigates the duel.
Opposition is a prevalent themeQ@olonel Blimp Candy opposes the Germans and the new
warfare that both sides perpetuate (although he is blind to his own side). Thibasithef
Candy'’s story. D’Hubert and Feraud face off psychologically and physeradl\this opposition
allows the audience a way into their psyches, opening up wider themes of theedresily,
in Barry Lyndonwe could say Redmond’s biggest opposition is his own ambition. These
ambitions lead to his rise and eventual fall. Therefore, Aristotle’s notion ofiapéags a
crucial role in the filmmakers’ ability to shift audience expectatiomsr(fthe expectation of
mythological transformation to ideological transformation), while also detmadimg) to them,
with a degree of urbanity redolent of the Kubrick analysis, the framework oathative:
ideological transformation.

The narratives in each film are examples of ideological transformationdeetize
feeling of insult that springs from an ideology of honor dictates charaetgishs and thus
unravels the conflicts making up plot. The need to decide on a course of action isntreleva
because the code of honor does not allow for decision, it only warrants ‘Aiamilarly, the
protagonists of each film are not allowed to decide, but instead are flunggadb an honor
bound tradition. Reflecting the needs of narrative to create conflict (wiadalvplot) that will
compel it towards closure (at least in the sense that the narrative ¢oadgs to a
completion/end) the characters of these narratives are likewise cedijmedittempt to create
closure through the duel. Both the narrative and the challenge reflect one amtithéthey

imply and arrange the terms of their own satisfaction:
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Narrative—> (dictates/impliesy>» Completion
Correspondingly:

Challenge~> (dictates/impliesy> Satisfaction
Furthermore, the duel was a way of preserving the status quo and maintaining honaog standi
one’s ground infers that one already holds that ground and consequently has the rightto defe
it. Equally, because the duel supplies the narrative with aesthetic (in ifshmtaand cinematic
dimensions) and logical foundations, it justifies its coherence and its clamyrass the
audience. Therefore, the duel is a way that the narrative establishes theftésnexplication
and its completion/satisfaction. Thus, the idea that the logic of narrativerisvinied with the
logic of the duel becomes a bit clearer.

These differing types of transformation may find their way into various soeties film
or parts of the narratives. As Todorov notes, “It is clear that individual narratte@splify more
than one type of narrative organization . . . but the analysis of a specific typeeis@ipful for
the comprehension of a particular tektIh other words, simple progressions of causal change
(whether through negation or intention) do seem to occur in the narratives. Foranatamsay
take Redmond’s resolution to fight Quin as a transformation of intention in that Redmond
decides to fight Quin and then proceeds to insult, challenge, and fight him: action A to action B
to action C. However, interpretation of this mold undercuts the importance of his exchédgmge w
Nora wherein she calls out his manhood and where he first upholds his honor. Because his honor
is at stake and therefore forms the basis of his decision to act (in fact, comp#isaat) the
narrative falls back on ideological transformation.

Ultimately, this ties analysis back into ideological transformation, arel Teaorov’'s

point is simple: understanding the text through understanding how one type of tratisforma
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makes understanding the narrative much easier because it allows one to build cattvesirthan
collapse inward.. Where collapsing inward is the specific application ofpaié tgf
transformations and narrative organizations to one text, building outward focuseetaten
on the text elaborates itself at the most fundamental level. One migtdliyriiimit their
analysis by feeling obliged to apply each level of transformation to a teeteas the careful
elucidation of one level of transformation may garner much deeper insight intotthedex
therefore explain how the narrative functions at the most elementary legkévebfurther study
of each text would support Todorov’s exhortation to limit analysis of a particataformation
to a particular text. However, | limit myself to some cursory inspections oéxtie and leave
this open to further investigation.

In this chapter, | have demonstrated that the challenge serves as a viapalomghat,
following Aristotle’senergig actualizes introduction through its establishment and
destabilization of equilibrium. In a strict sense, this notion of introduction isetefeom a
narrative’s causal beginning (as described by Aristotle) or simpleséion of plot, characters,
and setting; although, those aspects of narrative may be included as a pestiatiin. Visual
metaphor and actualization, as described here, also reveals the logic ofeydtndher
demonstrating how active visualizationeagergiaunfolds the intentions of the authors and the
functioning of narrative. Thus the challenge, and the insult that precipitedes iitot only
important aspects of storytelling, but, and in actuality because of theilicagoe as pieces of
storytelling, they signify deeper implications of the narrative. Fronréasoning, the narrative
relies on them to articulate its discourse and reveal the way it positionsantpsymbolic

points in order to express its thematic, tonal, and overall meanings. Through closgansgec
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the challenge, we see how it, as a constituent part of the duel, explains thentragpéats of

narrative, thereby offering a paradigm into understanding the logic otimarra
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Chapter 3

The Rhetorical and Symbolic Position of Seconds

‘My second? Yes, let me present him,
He’s here Monsieur Guillot, my friend,
| do not see what should prevent him,
He’s someone | can recommend.
Although he’s not a well-known figure,
He is an honest guy and eager.’
Zaretsky bit his lip, appalled.
Onegin then to Lensky called:
‘Shall we not start now?’ ‘If you're willing,’
Vladimir said. Behind the mill
They went. At some remove, meanwhile,
Zaretsky solemnly is sealing
A contract with the ‘honest guy'.
The two foes stand with lowered eye.

— Alexander PushkirEugene Onegin

Having explored the significance of the challenge as a rhetoricat @neas an act that
foregrounds processes of spectatorship and actualizes the narrative fuhotongyish to
investigate the role of the seconds in each film by focusing on the rhetorentipdyy to
disclose narrative form. By “seconds,” | mean the attendants to the duel what@aiioderate,
and, to a certain extent, govern the boundaries of the narrative event. Seconds are istappleme
characters in relation to the main protagonist(s) and antagonist(s), but sesgergtiakrole as
narrativizing agents establishing the “rules of the game.” In addition tossiltyjesome of the
narrative concerns introduced in the preceding chapter, | hope to elaborate hegotits s
dictate and reflect those “rules,” not only in relation to the duel itself but alsoegard to
narrative processes. It would be easy to dismiss or gloss over the importaacerafs—to
push them to the background as minor actors within the overall story. In fact, thev@arrat

processes within each of my case studi@ége-Life and Death of Colonel Blintp943),Barry
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Lyndon(1975), andrhe Duellistg1977)—actively promote this type of reading as a clever way
of disguising their aims and manipulating audience attention. Such an approach temongis
fabula (story) construction, which entails a willing submission (among audiember® to
preexisting syuzhet (plot) structures, or the narrative’s ordering of epeesented in such a
way as to promote coherence and believability. Therefore, in what follargsi¢ that the
seconds are rhetorically significant narrative functionaries who estahk discourse of the
story-events (like the duel) but also outline the general tendencies of thtveatn short, the
seconds are rhetorically important because they are agents within thevedhattifacilitate the
spectator’s involvement with and understanding of narrative.

The seconds manage the protocols and technicalities concerning the duel, leaving t
primaries to their pre-fight reflections and apprehensions. They inspect thensend dictate
the etiquette of the dueling grounds. In essence, after the challergee, iseconds bring the
duel to life. If they are not present, the event is undermined or impossible to desigadirue
duel. Therefore, the seconds in these films are a direct manifestation ofrtieveéa structural
imperatives; in each text they serve a consistent role as mediators of bdyirégylated and
involved processes: the duel and the narrative. Their absence makes the duégiloengeid
little more than an excuse for brutal murder, and likewise limits the na’'sasibility to be fully
comprehended. In short, they have an active role in fabula construction becauggedbey
audience attention and symbolic meaning making. Thus, the seconds fulfilt &ivieasles
within the given case studies and, by extension, other films revolving around the duel a
narrative event. Simultaneously, they reflect a text’s ability to ei¢ted terms of its own
unfolding while serving a role as a plot device that ushers the narrative alongiaatka

spectatorial agency in fabula construction.
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Historically, a duel without seconds was deemed illegitimate, not onlyelyyatticipants
but also by society as a whole. Seconds brought sophistication and order to the fiights, w
were lent a degree of “justification” by their presence. In they eiays of the duel (roughly
speaking, medieval ages and into the renaissance) seconds would at timeshengapesing
sides’ seconds if properly instigated, thus joining their primaries in the tffdefend the
latter's honor. Even into the nineteenth century, seconds could and would be called on to fight in
place of their primary if he was judged ill-fit or a poor swordsman because wouwnrdtaying
an obvious poor swordsman would do little for one’s honor. Indgeay Lyndonfeatures a
scene in which Redmond stands in for the chevalier (Patrick Magee) in ordélettheetlder’s
gambling disputes. Even if not physically present at the event, the secondsbov@dilans
maintain an important role as confidants and friends to the primaries and &sliorphff-screen
arbiters. This is true of the opening duels in i®dihry LyndonandThe Duellistsin which the
seconds appear as passive onlookers rather than active accomplices.

As a dyadic presentation of a generally violent yet socially acceptephgsically
circumscribed or “governed” event, the onscreen duel—presided over by seconds—can be
mapped onto the narrative operations linking “author” and “spectator.” That is, ikeich |
duelists who agree to the terms of honor, cinematic auteurs and film audiencebesubshe
language and logic of the duel, which demands a certain visual presentatiotairaveay of
being seen (on the screen). As explained in the previous chapter, the visual ntianifesthe
event is redolent of Aristotle’s notion ehergia However, by asserting its autonomy, the duel,
which is rendered in a consistent fashion in each of the three otherwise distiistically

varied films, both challenges and supports the notion of authorial imprint.
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Authorial presence permeates each film and warrants an understanding ekeashat
rhetorical object, much less the individual devices in the narrative as rhettavees. This
poses the question whether the fictive goals of the authors are rhetoalsattgt exist through
seconds. According to A.L. Kennedy the stylistic and moral predilections of Pawekl|
Pressburger are evident through@alonel Blimpand inform much of the text’s narrative form.
As he states, “Because this a moral film, a Powell and Pressburger film vath a human
centre . . .. Powell and Pressburger have already established a tone for therhjmleds light
and warm, inviting, but there has always been a threat of something darker, vifmk&ingh.”®
Certainly, Kennedy has begun to detect, from both the directors’ biographiesisinz art
productions, a consistent vestige of their collective self in this wartimeTonally speaking,
Kennedy begins to detect that presence throughout the narrative, even when so cauight up i
flow to become enamored or ensnared by thoughts of mortality. Referring tefdwe&” for the
duel in which Candy is about to partake (a figure who announces, “Now you, alone, will come
with me, please”), Kennedy explains, “That’'s how Death works and this script khows i
Suddenly events speed, become so plainly irreversible that they are both trifyynigoaind
truly ridiculous.”” The horrifying and absurd nature of the dueling scene turns Kennedy to
thoughts of death and the finitude of human existence, yet he still can brackedlihation and
his own absorption in the text to appreciate and take notice of the authors’ presence.

Similarly, several critics have noted the “cold” and “distant,” at $ipenterly,
tendencies in Kubrick’s body of work, and have labeled him as a director more dependent on t
visual articulation of shots than on character-guided dialGtimeleed, this implies that
Kubrick, not his characters, guides the narrative along. By this reading, rastens are rather

like golems who, as automatons, assist their master who shaped and molded thieis wallfit
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Even a cursory look at the extra-textual discourse surrounding his productions eeveal
consistent claim about Kubrick’s stylistic proclivities, his penchant forseveooms,
symmetrical shot compositions, and long shots and extreme long shots in which humans are
often dwarfed by natural or industrial surroundings. Similarly, Scott seemsrtorgeight on his
audience’s reception of his texts. The film critic Roderick Davis explawnsthe opening scene
of The Duellistswhich, through the eyes of a young maiden, captures Feraud dueling,
encapsulates the primary themes of the film succinctly. That scene dikeathers, fosters a
careful attention to detail from Scott as he reveals Feraud’s madness assi@fscination
with honor and duel. Thus, the director encourages a certain way of seeing, and doesuths t
multifarious aspects of the narrative. Notably, seconds come to stand in for ther disez
proxy, and, by extension, they serve a role as proxy for the audience adlltheytfe authorial
intent. For Davis, Scott’s direction makes the film more emotionally afedtis direction
consistently ferrets out the dominant tonal moods of the film and points them toward the
audience? In the end, each filmmaker allows the audience in by making the narrative
compelling, but simultaneously allows them a critical out through making tlesepce felt.
Arguably, each of these case studies features the strong style and voicerebpeaitive
authors, making them, in many ways, rhetorical.

So too are the seconds manifestations of authorial intent in each film. In @iczbl
terms, they exist for the sole purpose of pointing out symbolic referencesindiaedience
attention, and establishing the terms of the narrative’s disclosure. Even more éatalbmthey
reveal that the narrative is always dictating the terms of the amamgeand progressing to
serve the ends of its believable form. The seconds give legitimacy to not only lthetdalso

the sequence of functions in the narrative itself. When the seconds are missimgjafare, or
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fail to conform to the rigid dictates, codes, or historical precedents of thelduaheasy tonal
gualities of the scene play out. The tension between d’Hubert and Feraud is on fullaisplay
Feraud calls out d’'Hubert and despite the latter’s protest a duel proceeds. Thasotius serve
a function similar to the challenge. In reality, they are an extension ofitharp’s intent to

duel, and in fictive terms, they are an extension insofar as they areystdatathe duel event.

In many ways, therefore, they serve to actualize, akin to the challengeoteelures of
narrative.

If the challenge issued by one character to another is a manifestatiomafriie/e’s
challenge to the audience, or an actualization of this challenge that is imliat start of the
text, then the seconds operate to unfold, relay, and set the rules of the game, and Sexefor
as rhetorical manifestations of authorial intent. The seconds, though “sec¢dodae/primary
participants, are nevertheless instrumental and central to the argumetntenarekes for
acceptance of its form and structure; in other words, how believable, entertamingracious
it is. Structurally speaking, seconds operate within the positional terms iagdty Gilles
Deleuze. Deleuze explicates the concept of the positional by nature of tlaeyafrentities in
structural space. As Deleuze states, “places in a purely structuralaegarimary in relation to
the things and real beings which come to occupy them, primary in relation to tlys alwa
somewhat imaginary roles and events which necessarily appear wheretbegaied ¥
Perhaps paradoxically, the duel is rendered a “primary” site of sigrofichy virtue of the
emplacement of theecondsnot the primaries. Moreover, seconds infuse these structural spaces
with meaning by rhetorically directing spectatorial engagement withciee, and by
elaborating the focus of authorial intent. In other words, in designating zomepaftance

within the narrative, seconds come to embody the manner by which the narraote dir
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audience attention. As central components of the event, they transform its locatomnitbiot
space and within narrative) into a “positional” vector. The preeminence of seg@hetaents in
a narrative, best symbolized by seconds in texts featuring the duel but ap@lsableere,
operates through a relation with the position they occupy within a structure. iTatvea
structure emphasizes certain elements and seconds become their instrun@ngfeo; that is
to say, “Structuralism cannot be separated from a new transcendental plyjasaeptch the
sites prevail over whatever occupies thémifi moving into position, seconds value the
particular sights of the structure. Translated to cinematic narrativesy¢heypy and produce

meaning in the scenes that feature them.

The Duel: Between Dialectics and Rhetoric

Ostensibly, the duel fits under a dialectic paradigm because it featureslesseeking
resolution. However, this interpretation is misleading when one considers the duel’
manifestation in fiction where it exists as a creation distanced fromtitsiba roots. Arguably,
the duel in fiction is rhetorical because it reveals an aspect of nartetiveds once unseen.
Within narratives, exposition is in a permanent state, the audience is neaghpsition to
perform dialectic because the terms are rarely ever settled. Thus titesearonstantly evolves
and unfolds. As George Kennedy notes, “Dialectic progress by question and, antdy\es
rhetoric does, by continuous expositi§A Fiction operates similarly, not by a continuous
examination of premises to be tested out through question and answer but through a séquence o
proposed truths, which are ultimately interpreted by an audience in a vanedy®{for their
aesthetic merit, verisimilitude, morality, and so on). Through exposition, nagatifer a bevy

of truths that will be interpreted and judged by its audience. Essentiallyariings through
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propositions about a believable world they create, and their propositions are ethtforatgh
various functions of storytelling (characters, plot, setting, and so forthp¥ ehetoric, like
dialectics, deals with opposites so too does a narriitifiee seconds, therefore, proceed to
expose and demonstrate the various ways in which the narrative finds “the avakals of
persuasion® Through exposition of its always-unfolding form, the narrative rhetorically
employs seconds.

Seymour Chatman offers a succinct definition of the rhetoric of fiction when héssarm
“The expression ‘rhetoric of fiction,” | believe, best refers to a ficB@uasion that its unfolding
formbe accepted® Furthermore, Chatman argues that rather than subsisting at the level of a
taxonomy of grammar or definition of technique, the rhetoric of fiction shows howxtie ¢nd
is revealed and submitted to the reader (or viewer, as the case maints#ort, the nature of
this rhetoric is “to accept the form of the narrative as most appropriate to gsc8hfictions
create enticing and believable worlds, they seek to attract an audiencesaradipehem that
their enticements are the most desirable or fitting for their endstitifics to be rhetorical then
it must rely on rhetorical devices to properly persuade and reach its airefrh@rmust find
the available means of persuasion in order to truly capture an audience. In &actindd
selected films, the seconds serve the invaluable role of persuading an audibraganfative’s
form by directing spectatorial engagement to the narrative’s avaitadas of persuasion.

In addition, Chatman bases the notion of aesthetic rhetoric in the epideittdiicrbé
ancient Greece. Epideictic rhetoric evolved from praise or blame aimesahpe@r institutions
and into the formal qualities of a téXtTherefore, a critic can give a rhetorical account of what
is sound and noteworthy about the form of narrative, just as the Greeks praised or cast down

persons in public life. The individual functions of narrative form the languagesaépidictic
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account of narrative, namely elements such as seconds inform the ways in whichseer
blame narrative form. In effect, the narrative dictates the measuseovtntjudgment. However,
within the narrative seconds exist not on the epideictic level but on the delibdrataese they
form the basic propositions from which the audience will either accept or ttegecarrative’s
form. Narrative make deliberative arguments based on what is to occur in theidtetiesf an
audience accepts its form or not) and the viewer in turn makes the epideictidaaagves
make the case for whether accepting their form in epideictic fashion isblgossimpossible
for us to do.?® This differs from the social or political implications of deliberative rhetfui
Aristotle, but still addresses a need for future action and thus fundamentainseataliberative.
Kennedy writes that Aristotle believes the “the actuality produced by teatity of
rhetoric is not the written or oral text of a speech, or even persuasion, but theseeirg” how
persuasion may be effectetf. Thus, rhetoric consists eteingwhat exists, which would imply
that the audience thexwceptdts existence through seeing. Rhetoric makes what might seem
elusive, ineffable, and even invisible into sight. The rhetoric of fiction is delibenasofar as it
proposes that its form be accepted, and it argues for this through a visual ahktogaage
based in metaphor in which the audience is asked to believe in the proposition. Aestlweiec rhet
is the belief (pisteis) in the narrative, or in the text as a whole. Moreover, theaaleargument
is based in the functions or elements of the narrative, such as the secondse Arngtat that
“the subjects of deliberation are clear, and these are whatever, by thes; aa¢ within our
power and of which the inception lies with us . . . . we limit our consideration to the point of
discovering what is possible or impossible for us to®d@he epideictic ability of the audience
to accept the narrative’s form is precipitated by the deliberative qaalitide narrative. As the

narrative’s rhetorical functionaries, seconds attempt to direct atteattbe tinfolding narrative,
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inform us of its “reality,” and persuade us of its believability. They direchdsuege us to
accept the cohesiveness of form, and direct our attention where it needs to bd dilalet
simultaneously acting as elements of the constructed fabula. Seconds neddédtrative
propositions and the audience makes the epideictic judgment.

Powell and Pressburgei®lonel Blimpoffers possibly the most detailed account and
rendering of deliberative rhetoric through a direct exhibition of delilweraln the film, the
seconds meet to perform their duty, which is to set the rules of engagement age treaduel.
The scene displays the deliberative process and therefore exists as\dagliedenetaphor for
the deliberative quality of the narrative. Furthermore, the prominent secoingssaeine reflect
audience participation in this deliberative process through their directisppeleargumentation.
The seconds from each side put the deliberative process on full display, exchamniging v
rules, proposing the conditions of the duel, and eloquently exchange in a dyadic maheer all
necessary points of honor and involvementCdronel Blimpdeliberation is rendered as an
entire scene and as a dominant aspect of the duel, making it a unique example aat@vgnt
each of the films. However, in each film, seconds serve the needs of thevaargsliberative
rhetoric by establishing its terms, calling attention to important systhphnd serving as
proxies for audience involvement, or as concomitant withnesses to the duel-event.

Playing out opposition, the scene introduces two stern German officers as theyntaa
a British embassy to an irreverent piece of music. The two officers inquire @andy’s
position in the military, and when answered, inform a helpless diplomat that Caadeis t
involved in a duel, to which the shocked diplomat exclaims, “Duel?!” The diplomat’s
exclamation is the punctuation to the scene and excites our investment with the dyedtidgs

it as an extraordinary event. While the German seconds have yet to make thatoaibe
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propositions, they establish the groundwork for where the sequence will lead, thaeis to t
meeting room and the formation of the duel. Their stoic nature in juxtaposition witkcitexe
British embassy (the very next scene depicts the spreading news indictaskion) also sows
the groundwork for the opposition inherent in the film, and thereby positions the audience in
between the two sides. The goal is now to argue for the duel and situate the audence int

believing its relevance and importance in the narrative.

FIGURE 3.1: A dueling manual establishes the deliberative nature of the sce

As the scene opens, Powell and Pressburger direct attention to the uniformitycand str

procedural tone of the scene with an opening shot of a dueling manual. [FIGURE 3.1] The scene
is governed as one concerning rules, and these suspicions are confirmed whenrthéakase

in a large conference room, round table, and even attendants seeing to the taiitshieg a

deliberative setting and tone. Indeed, the subsequent shots position the audience in close
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proximity with the deliberation. Now the audience is another member of the progeedi
[FIGURE 3.2 and 3.3] The Germans gesture toward the British by presenting the toahaal
counterparts, signaling the beginning of deliberation to the audience. Soon dteistelie
Germans invest a high degree of attention and meaning into rules and protocols; bkttasise
the audience is brought closer to the world the narrative is establishing. Irsttmttee German
severity, the British offer commentary on the affair by stating it gt to fight a duel for two
who have never met. The British seconds seem beleaguered by the process srgbsimpl
through the motions, while they understand the rules and implications. The audience, on the
other hand, learns the protocol of the event. In this exchange, the seconds seem to reath outwar
and meticulously cover every detail for the audience. In effect, theyaat@rig. With the
knowledge the viewer gains from this scene, the duel seems less alien. Thérefscene plays
out as a didactic exchange between the seconds and the audience. Not only do the seconds
perform their role but they also inscribe the vocabulary necessary to unddtstaviolence that

will follow.

FIGURES 3.2 and 3.3: As the two sides deliberate, the audience is positioned in close
proximity with the proceedings, as if a participant.
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The question of the duel's merit, as posed by Candy’s second, is a deliberative one. In the
first moment of oppositional exchange, the Germans ask whether Candy has fougltba duel
which the British respond no and counter with the same question. As the Germans reveal tha
their duelist does not actually believe in the idea of dueling, the British aghjs'iéght really
necessary?” In sharp response, the foremost German second coldly st&ebutworff (their
chosen duelist) knows his duty and will disavow his personal objections because of this.
[FIGURE 3.4] The fact that the objection is raised at all begets its impertanthe deliberative
aspect of the scene. Up until this point, only cordial settlement of the fines pbithie duel
have been proposed and brought into agreement. The exchange of rules and procedures,

proposition and counter-proposition are symbolic indicators of the deliberative process.

FIGURE 3.4: The German second reacts coldly to British objections.
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However, a question must be raised for consideration in order for the discourse to be
deliberative. In a positional relationship with the question of the duel, these symidatators
point out its significance and establish the scene’s meaning. By raisiqgekgon, the British
seconds pose the duel as a deliberative question needing to be resolved. On the otls hand, t
guestion makes no sense to the Germans who simply assume the duel is warranted out of honor.
While the Germans accept the duel without thought, the British demand further cormidaurat
are ultimately bound to honor. From the standpoint of honor, the duel is inevitable from this
standpoint and the film transitions, after a few perfunctory last statemem®ath sides, into
the duel. The Germans propose the duel and the British are framed as opposed to the event. The
scene revolves around the deliberative question: is the duel necessary? By the@aantres
answer with an appeal to honor. With the justification of the duel established, the seconds
therefore validate, in part, the duel as a part of the narrative form.

Not only are the differences and attitudes and ideologies obvious, but the position of
scarring in the scene denotes the opposition present in the scene. Scars aratmpveximity
with the clash of ideology and are “marked in the structure following . . . topalagider of
proximities.® The shots of the Germans emphasize their military attire and dueling scars
Earlier in the film, during the insult and challenge stage of the duel, Ms. Hamf#rasizes the
importance of scars for Germans. After the duel is brought to a closure, Cdagls scars out
of embarrassment by growing a mustache, and time and dialogue are givemiarexghis
seemingly trivial detail, implying its importance for the story. On the dthad, the German
seconds proudly wear their scars during the meeting in stark opposition to the Briitlear
no such traces of violence and don civilian garb. Thus, the zeal with which the Gerguans ar

for the duel (first broached in the challenge scene) and propose to the audiendsethat it
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accepted as part of the narrative’s unfolding form is countered by the relBatastit envoy.

Ultimately, this reluctance culminates in their questioning the event to witiclsexup, with

scar on full display, captures the German’s response and highlights the oppositeenksisy

Germans and British. To be sure, this opposition would be relevant for the audience of 1943.
In this deliberative scene, seconds perform an essential role as nauativenaries,

meaning the elements of narrative come to regulate its disclosure. AsdDhatgues,

“Narratives entail both transformation and self-regulation. Self-regulatieans that the

structure maintains and closes itséff Seconds facilitate this self-regulation and indicate

important points of the structure’s symbolic positional nature. Furthermoremthiley the

narrative’s argument for itself clear through what amounts to a metephlanguage, ultimately

underscoring their role as rhetorical devices for an aesthetic theisrwith the insult and

subsequent challenge, seconds demarcate boundaries of transformation and equilibalsm, but

work further to express the narrative’s deliberative stance that its foatckeeted. Ultimately,

this constitutes their role as rhetorically enabled narrative functemarhe ability of seconds to

speak or argue for the narrative lies in the emotive and metaphorical langaiagjeeh them

their rhetorical quality.

The Metaphorical Foundation of Rhetoric
The rhetorical language of seconds exists not through direct rhetoricalsappasl
easily recognizable moments of logos, ethos, or pathos but through visual metaghor. Thi
rhetorical language is a metaphorical language that informs @oposymbolism, fabula
construction, and, ultimately, the organization of the syuzhet or plot. Metaphor offers the

emotive language necessary to bind the audience with the narrative. Fpieexamseconds of
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Colonel Blimpare merely metaphorical representations of the narrative making lisrd¢ive
proposition that its form be accepted and the scars they present representvanveondt In
true metaphorical fashion, and in following the primary function of secondsstdwey infor the
narrative structure. Moreover, they are most believable as operating fundtimnsplot; in
other words, they are characters who enhance the believability of thersdargrainuously
unfold exposition. Not only do they serve as metaphorical markers of the delibpratess,
but also they serve as metaphors of persistent themes in the narrative. Roejritaaud’s
second haunts d’Hubert at every turn in the story, and comes to represent d’'Heaedfs
death and his dread at returning to the dueling grounds. D’Hubert attempts to avoid him but
finally admits, “If he wants me, he’ll find me.”

Ernesto Grassi argues for this type of metaphorical structure assthe@behetorical
language. Essentially, he claims that in order to understand the governinglgsiot
rationality one must understand the language of images it employs to artitsgdHté&xtended
to narrative we might say that to understand its governing principles we musttandets
language. This language, for Grassi, is metaphorical and thus rhetoridagrfate, if film is a
narrative structure that desires to enunciate its own form, the visual meggh®way in which
it achieves this end. If the governing principles of narrative could be apyeddaectly there
would be no need for it to express itself through visual metaphor as its form woule ipeiam
given. Consequently, Grassi’s rhetorical language informs an understandeupiods as
rhetorical devices because it understands them as visual metaphors.

Grassi notes that the type of speech that expresses certain nondedusttidsdrtions is
purely indicative rather than demonstrative. This is because these primantyoas rest at the

basis of everyday knowing and speaking, but cannot be proven themselves becausdltbey are
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first assertions and thus cannot be reduced any furthePbeckther words, by nature of being

first principles they are irreducible and thus one cannot find something further leagkam

them with, lest they begin a chain of infinite regression. Grassi is arguingyshassertions can
essentially only be indicated and not deduced based on some other, more fundamental, premise
(theyare the fundamental premises).

In order to speak about these fundamental principles, in order to express the first
assertions, Grassi argues for a speech based in images and that is nobratibvesbrical. Such
a speech would be the only way to account for the first assertions becausemedtha s
“provides the framework within which the proof can come into existefidadeed, rather than
being purely rational or demonstrative the archai, or first principles, acatiei. Additionally,
first assertions cannot be deduced rationally because as first princgfessr¢ nondeductible.
The question arises as to how we can make sense or employ them at all. To thiassnd, Gr
argues for their rhetorical character rather than rational charHatestoric is traditionally
considered separate from the rational domain of philosophy, then it is what givas todige
seemingly unreachable first principles. Grassi intends to bind rhetoric not wstrapem, but
with rational thought:

If the image, the metaphor, belongs to rhetorical speech . . . we also are obliged to

recognize that every original, former, “archaic” speech . . . cannot haveralaiut

only a rhetorical character. Thus the term “rhetoric” assumes a funddipeeiv

significance; “rhetoric” is not, nor can it be the art, the technique of anaxteri

persuasion; it is rather the speech which is the basis of the rational tFfought.
This is not to argue that rhetoric does not deal with persuasion, but that it, as tragitional

understood, deals with the image and metaphor and because every original or peeltdidss

predicated on the indicative or visual in order to be uttered, then this originaharcapeech is
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rhetorical and not rational. Thus rhetoric forms the basis of reason becausesiss in its
character to being able to indicate the original, first assertions.

The foundation of Grassi’'s connection of rhetoric to the first premises is built on
metaphor and images. Extending this line of thought, we begin to see how powerful the images
of dueling are for disclosing the importance of story in a story versus uampatiadigm. At the
most fundamental level, narrative is not an image or metaphor but a series & andge
metaphors. This series of images and metaphor indicates the presenceoncexikharrative.
Thus one could say, borrowing slightly from Grassi, that this series of images taphans
provide narrative with its rhetorical language. | alluded to this in thedagbs. Moreover, these
images and metaphors are not isolated instances, nor are they individwalipgless. Rather,
they have their own significance and importance in the overall narrative. In attas, they tell
their own stories. The duel is such an instance of a metaphor that indicates theepoése
narrative.

Rhetoric employs imaginative language, and the duel is rhetoricalability to
communicate through images and ultimately indicate the presence of the naftas\adbility
lets it transpose its symbolic positionality; that is to say, it allows thetdwarrest and facilitate
narrative, call attention to itself, and break the ties that bind, allowing itsopas relation to
other subjects in narrative to become apparent and, perhaps, more important thaatthie narr
which contains it. How else do specific points in the texts we consume stand out to ud@ Why
particular elements of the narrative stick out to us, or become more memorahleetharrative
itself? Simply stated, because they carry significance that extenoisdothye narrative.
However, if narrative’s goal is to use its functions and elements to artiaskifeit seems

strange that these elements would have any place of importance above narrative
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Seconds as a Rhetorical Language

The seconds bring attention to the metaphorical significance of weaponrpifilieaas
they are the individuals responsible for the maintenance of these td®&ryn_yndonthere is a
pronounced cinematographic as well as metaphoric relationship with pistols. \&therRd is
robbed by highwaymen, he is seen to be literally and figuratively devoid of his magcohly
allowed to keep his shoes so that he may walk with his shame to the next town) becguss, his
horse, and money are stripped from him and he is left at the bandits’ mercy. lIroastapture
some semblance of his former self and to regain not only some fortune but alssdusmtg,
Redmond joins the British army, which offers a way of hiding from the authah@éesnay pay
for his individual upkeep. This leads him to regaining his confidence and a senséeludtself
comes to fruition after his victorious fistfight with a fellow soldier. Redmguehds the rest of
the story seeking out guns, horses, and money. The guns he finds are represented iranid duels
army experience, the horse returns with the death of his son, and he is reacqudintezhest
when he marries Lady Lyndon (albeit far more than he ever had before theyyobber
Accordingly, weaponry symbolically positions Redmond within the narrative steuctur
However, they are most direct when dealt with by his seconds in each dueling sagher A
times, they recede into the background mainly in his time as a solider whep®tie)
Redmond’s destiny more than he controls them, as he does in each of his duels wheregthey se
as tools of his success and expressions of his self.

Redmond’s seconds represents Kubrick’s most careful attention to weaponry and
therefore call attention to their significance for Redmond. The very firstRearhond partakes
in (against Quin) highlights this point. In this scene, Kubrick employs reverse zoom not to

introduce us to the duelists but rather to their weapons [FIGURE 3.5]:
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FIGURE 3.5: Pistols and weaponry are metaphorically significant indicators
of important narrative events.

The seconds denote opposition through the symmetrical arrangement and mandergaiah
inspecting of the pistols. Here the audience is witness to the first ingtanbech the seconds

will literally point out and demonstrate the workings of the narrative’s forfmléfRedmond

and Quin will ultimately maintain a dominant position in the scene in order to ftdfilinction

for the plot, the seconds command our attention in the opening shots to the weaponry, thereby
acknowledging the importance they have not only for this individual scene, but for itikevear

as a whole. The pistols enact a metaphorical significance because tteytloee'emotive
framework which creates the tension within which . . . actions . . . acquire their peessiona
significance.?” At their essence they are what Grassi terms emotive words thatthéect
audience through their directné&©nce again, this is laid out in plain sight by the seconds who
draw spectatorial attention to the rhetorical language of the pistafmugglh Redmond will out-
duel Quin through these tools, they will eventually lead to his downfall and banishment. In

addition, this rhetorical language infused with the emotive word elicits theuaf@ding form
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of the narrative, suggesting that the first rhetorical qualities of fictimngeh the secondary,
denotative functions; in other words, the seconds of the duel, as it exists in these sekts.

In Redmond’s second duel (against Lord Bullingdon), seconds are pronounced withesses
to the event. Beginning with them being situated as background accompaniments tu&uk
challenge, they reflect audience attention on the event transpiring. [FIGIBREresumably,
the challenge is simply Bullingdon transgressing the boundaries of Redmoistémes and
influence. However, as the challenge implies forthcoming gunfire, the secondsnas s
Redmond’s first duel, seem to bear witness to Bullingdon’s transformation. Tésénge, as in
all scenes where they are witness, denotes a climactic point of progredsiin the narrative.
Just as Redmond was thrown into the world and his adventure began, Bullingdon is ushering
forth a dynamic shift. Seemingly, captive spectators, seconds serve to @ ginaspunctuate
these pivotal points in the text. And as they exist in the peripherals or backgrourskeheto
stand-in for the audience’s own perception of these events. In other words, theyrtiféar fu
exposition, and point out this exposition to the audience they reflect. Ultimategudience
follows the trace of the seconds as they demarcate important points of meaniiggidicdrce.

In this way, the seconds are important rhetorical indicators of narratigeepston that
serve the disclosure of its form and reflect the position of the spectator ereaswo the event.
However,Barry LyndonandColonel Blimpreveal that not only do seconds exist as passive
reflections on the audience’s involvement with a text, but also they come to spreias in a
way similar to their duty as seconds on the dueling grounds and befBrynLyndon this
occurs during the climatic duel between Bullingdon and Redmond wherein Bullingdon has
grown up and gathered the courage to oust Redmond from Lady Lyndon’s estatgdBall

challenges Redmond based on his public humiliation during a piano recital. AfteigBafi
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finds Redmond drunk and asleep at a social club, he calls him out in front of the jestézs's

(peers that appear as seconds in the subsequent duel).

FIGURE 3.6: As Lord BuIIigdon issues challenge, the seconds silently observe.
In this duel, Kubrick parallels the narrative qualities of Redmond’s first dueleiswthe tone
is markedly different. The first duel featured a reverse zoom that betiathevloading of
pistols and proceeded to establish the combatants neighboring a flowing rimgralscinny
afternoon. The tone of the scene is arguably adventurous and optimistic; thepresents
movement and a sense of progression while the daylight offers a feeling of opensbsst, |
there is a feeling of romantic grandeur and an idyllic peace that negaightthof violence?
This scene is positioned in the beginning of the narrative; the openness of thisris ¢orsti@ast
to the climactic final duel. As opposed to Redmond’s first duel, the final duel occurs in an
enclosed and isolated space, cordoning off the feeling of optimism and opennessdbelfirs

established. Furthermore, it occurs in an abandoned church occupied only by restbess pige
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This foreboding symbol denotes finality and abandonment, the same abandonment Redimond wi
endure by the film’s end. Therefore, Kubrick is keen to parallel feelingptohism and

romance with a generally enclosed and final tone. The scene establigtasdifference in tone
from the first and signals the close of the narrative. Where one duel was open, tie cdsed.
[FIGURES 3.7 and 3.8] And in both images the seconds preside, watching events unfold. The
chronology suggests that this may be the end for Redmond, and the narrator and the
intermission’s brief quote support this claim. Kubrick allows the viewer to be ardeetbe

witness to this event through the point of view of an imagined second. In contrast tstthe fi
duel, he creates a sense of immediacy by focusing the first shot at graMeseel of the gut,
aligning the audience as another perspective. [FIGURE 3.9] The point of vieviptbgexists

as one of an active witness rather than passive onlooker. The audience now flanks dee shoul
of one of Redmond’s seconds and watches as, once again, they manage the duel’'s weaponry.
Ultimately, this creates the feelingleéinga second, or functioning as a direct witness to the
event, which was a significant role of the second historically. Thus, the secondgatieena

proxies for the audience.

FIGURE 3.7: Seconds perform the same function, even in duels
thal contrast in tone and meani
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FIGURE 3.8: Seconds play the same role in different duels.

While the scene does not open with the same attention placed on the dueling pistols, they
remain the centerpiece of the opening shots. In truth, the audience is at almosethestare
from the guns and the attention of all participants is firmly invested in theiinpand
inspecting. This attention is rhetorical because it is an elaboration of theamgmdf the pistols
for the characters in the plot and for the disclosure and evolution of the narragettadr. The
seconds guide Redmond and Bullingdon through the procedure, thereby reminding the viewer of
the importance of the selection of pistols and ordering of fire. Not only does this lerctais
precision to Kubrick’s imagining of a duel, but it also situates spectatoriatstadding of the
importance of this scene as it pertains to the overall narrative. Pistblaranegers of death and
finality. Thus, as the pistols (as part of the iconography of weaponry in the film) once
represented Redmond’s luck and rise they now mark his fall and the concluding scenes of the
narrative, just as they marked the opening. The parallel in scope and narratioa pasivell as
the juxtaposition of tone is underscored by the presentation of the pistols to Redmond, where
once he was at the mercy of his cousin’s pistols and therefore more exposed to thefiditey
and luck, he now has choice. His ability to choose is in contrast to his helplesshed&#h t

duel, and the coin toss demarcates the final turn of luck. The seconds facilitpieiat®n and
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understanding of this scene and ultimately reflect Redmond’s mercy to thedhdatsand his

social order. In effect, the seconds are the narrators of the scene.

Y

FIGURE 3.9: Similar to the deliberative scen€imlonel Blimp the spectator positioned
as a participant in the event.

Drawing Boundaries and Demarcating Rhetoric

In this final duel, the rhetorical imperative of the seconds as narrativeohsroes
comes to a head when Bullingdon’s second literally draws the boundaries of tamality
opposition. Seconds bring to bear the implications of the scene through emphasizingssymboli
building tension, and directing audience awareness. For Chatman, the primaryi@hstihah
“aesthetic rhetoric” is “whether it engages the implied reader more fadhyeéhan does normal
discourse.*® Therefore, the question remains whether the seconds, as rhetorical devices, impos
the fictive world more forcefully than traditional discourse or exposition. Thenence of

pistols, the framing of shots, and the emphasis placed on the seconds as arbitecepnétak s
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suggest that they are intended to impress a greater emphasis on the audietizeghthora/ard
propositions of didactic narratives. For Chatman, “Nondidactic fictions . . . mayyonoha

imply propositions . . . . But to ensure their own self-consistency, even they usehati@est
rhetoric.”®* Fundamentally, the seconds serve two roles simultaneously, that of plot device and
rhetorical instrument. As Bullingdon’s second begins to mark the ten paces bygaalkdugh

the church the tension of the scene grows, the audiealsandseeghe inevitable through what
amounts to a countdown. In addition, the second’s paces actualize the image of finality and
further augment a sense of immediacy with which the scene opened. Bullingammd se

reaches the end of the line, so to speak, and, with his cane, draws out in the dirt and hay the
grounds for the duel. In rhetorical fashion with this act, he declares the boundanesaére

and implores consideration of its importance to the narrative’s form. If, am@hasserts, the

basis of an aesthetic rhetoric rests in its ability to persuade the autiehtie form of narrative

IS most appropriate to its content, then the second’s role increases the efiedagrte and

invites audience involvement with the form that is discld$etltimately, this is the

fundamental role of any rhetoric. Thus, it is almost as if the second’s questior,;yidon, will

you take your ground?” aims not at Redmond, but at the spectator involved, through the seconds,
with the scene. Here, the narrative declares an imperative to the auttiaske.whether we

will accept the form offered, and if we are willing to stand within the naeralongside the

duelist.
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Chapter 4

Combat as a Phenomenological Event

‘Now march,” came the command. And readily,
As if the two had never met,
The erstwhile comrades slowly, steadily
Advanced four steps, not aiming yet,
Four fatal steps the two had taken.
And then, advancing still, Onegin
Raised by degrees his pistol first.
Five further paces they traversed.
And likewise Lensky calculated,
Closed his left eye, as he took aim—
But, with a sudden burst of flame,
Onegin fired . . . the moment fated
Had struck: the poet, with no sound,
Let drop his pistol to the ground.
— Alexander Pushkin, Eugene Onegin

In this thesis, | have broken the duel into its parts and discussed each as thetedlabora
upon different aspects of narrative and rhetoric. | attended to the chakeageactualization of
narrative equilibrium, and, as such, a device that divulged insight into the operabiog yoef
the narrative. In the previous chapter, | discussed the rhetorical implicatithressgfconds by
examining their deliberative quality that argues for narrative form ancmtarepideictic
judgment of the text on the part of the audience. If the duel is a process, its signttere
combat. Typically the duel is acknowledged not so much for its introductory compornghts (s
as the challenge and arrangement) but for its combat. Essentially, | haed Hragt the duel is a
unique experience. In this chapter, | will elaborate upon this claim by demgrited duel
through a phenomenological lens. In other words, this chapter seeks to understand the
phenomenological underpinnings of the duel as an embodied experience within the filmic body

as it extends toward the viewing subject.
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Indeed, in one way or anothéne Life and Death of Colonel Blipiarry Lyndon and
The Duellistdisplay combat as the binding element of their plot8army Lyndon Redmond’s
two pistol duels respectively begin and end his adventure (even his rapier duelsnobing
debts serve as transitions between Act | and Act Il in that they bring tmmafthapless youth to
a wealthy gentlemen, ultimately changing his character betwedwthacts)The Duellists
features scene after scene of saber combat and culminates in thecimsémtduel that frees
d’Hubert of Feraud's terror. The only times we are not witnessing a duel betvecsvotare
scenes when d’Hubert is avoiding Feraud and his seconds, or contemplating witkds pliéar of
honor is doing to his humanity or psychology. Unsurprisingly a film tifleel Duellistsorbits
around the duel as a combat experience, but one that features all components of tkeiscexperi
(that is the challenge and seconds). Fin&lylonel Blimpbegins by introducing combat through
a few brief exchanges of saber blows but fades it into the background, insteatgféverafter-
effects and the friendship that developed from the shared wounds and spilled blood of the event.
In this text, the duel as combat foregrounds the rest of the narrative, dictatingamtiegsof
the military career of Candy as he traverses multiple wars, his lovestgeand a friendship
with an enemy officer. Similar to RedmondBarry Lyndon Candy is presented with moments
of combat that transition him into new modes of understanding, and eventually trigger his
awakening to the realities of modern warfare. In all three films, the dwelsiportant features
of narrative-disclosure.

Because the duel exists as a highly governed ritual, it dictates its ovenakedsclosure.
In other words, rendering the duel cinematically means following its hideboundtmesthe
duel sets its own terms and the consistency of its presentation in each film oregetisic

notion. As a diacritical narrative event, the duel, even if it must be rigidigdtaffers the
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viewer a point of entry into the narrative and, conversely, it offers nareatuasive gesture
toward the viewer. This dichotomous relationship is predicated upon the intentionalithof
viewing subjects. As | will show, the duel serves film (and by extension itstiva) by
reflecting its intentions as a viewing subject. Chiefly, this occurs aeted df framing. The
duel, seemingly, reveals itself in two distinct and primary ways, both of whichyebeapeak
the intention of film as viewing subject. The consistent portrayal of the duel takediby the
duel, is captured at the level of mirrored-gazes and symmetry. Thisiamalies exclusively on
Vivian Sobchack’sAddress of the Eye: A phenomenology of film experiandéorrows in part
from Christian Metz'd=ilm Language These approaches to understanding the experience of
cinema as immediately present guide my study’s understanding of thedsigdisdemands. In
addition, Kenneth Burke’A Rhetoric of Motiveprovides useful vocabulary to describe the
effect of the duel’s visual demand as it pertains to the phenomenological sobjéned by

Sobchack.

The Duel Intending Toward the Audience

The notion of intentionality foregrounds any discussion of the phenomenological activity
of consciousness. Moreover, it encapsulates the duelist’'s experience $uddihen one
pictures the duelist and his adversary (another duelist) presented imnyaditielidea that
these two entities inevitably “reach out” toward the other. In addition, theirsgbath literal and
figurative in that they must position their sword or pistol in order to stand their ground and,
presumably, overcome the other. Thus, at the literal level they aim for theghlpyssence of
the other with the hopes of survival. Figuratively, however, their attention is (or shyuld be

focused on the other, conscious only of their presence as the tension builds toward the act.
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Therefore, both duelists’ intentionality is fixed on the phenomenon that is the otian Vi
Sobchack explains Edmund Husserl’s notion of intentionality:

For Husserl, thenntentionalitywas a term that described the invariant directedness of

consciousness, its always correlational character or structure. ;Tihat ihhenomena of

our experience (theoema or intentional objects of consciousness) are always correlated

with the mode of our experience (theesis or intentional acts of consciousness).

Intentionality is the invariant correlation that structures and directs ouriexpe and,

from the first, infuses it with meanirtg’®
This means that our intentionality is always attentive to some other objeate\abvays
conscious of something else. Husserl maintained that consciousness wascahgaj@isness of
something. When the duelist stands his ground, his consciousness is therefore aimed at the
opposing duelist, the stake of honor and blood forces this level of attention.

The Latin prefixdug, the prefix ofduellumor the modern duel, denotes the activity of
two. Despite the presence of seconds and the social implications of dueling, thecdaitithe
duel does not vary from the dichotomy implied by its root prefix. In effect, the duelased
experience or sequence. Moreover, the duel, as the twofold aim of intentionalgy, @ al
discourse of intentionality. To be sure, the fact that the duel is based in honor addasehes
measure of one’s willingness to stand for their honor in society argues fpothisThe duelist
stands in opposition in order to make a claim. By tending toward the other, the duelist
discursively proclaims their honor. And just as the narrative is a discourseshetuibor and
audience, the duel experience is a discourse between its combatants. Furilieentlurel exists
through the exhortations and demands of its participants. It is a social naryatiaite of it
being proposed by those who attend to honor. Christian Metz argues that discoursdamather t
being a “natural” phenomenon,deeatedand bears the imprint of human experience. As Metz

states, “What distinguishes a discourse from the rest of the world, and by thmkame

contrasts it with the ‘real world’, is the fact that a discourse must sextlgsbe made by

93



someone . . . whereas one of the characteristics of the world is that it is uteedrie.*** By
pressing a demand for satisfaction, the duelist creates the duel. The antotlow is the act of
uttering a discourse, or its first stage. There is an intentional link between thduatsi that
forms discourse, and the duel is this discourse in action.

The temporal nature of the duel as it progresses from insult to challengetiamately,
to combat and resolution suggests that the duel is a narrative. As a definitiviedglroat event
within the text, but still existing under the wider pretexts of honor and sogpications which
render its origins and presence as open, the duel exists as “not a sequence ofehtsdadiea
closed sequence of event§>This is what Metz offers as the basis of a narrative. Therefore, the
duel is a type of narrative. Strangely enough, this narrative exists &g patory, as a piece of
the fabula arranged in order to fulfill a narrative end. From this perspective, theewms © be
a narrative within a narrative, rather than a story within a narrative. Howbeeatuel is only a
narrative in that it progressively enacts the intentionality of its twacgaahts. Simultaneously,
it is akin to but different from the narrative within which it is enclosed. The na&ras a whole
is authored, while the duel is issued from the authors and through the charactefalflthe
The distinction, therefore, is one of direct authorship and indirect authorship, wheraithbe
creates the world in which the duel occurs. Yet Metz engages the narratives @®desxists in
reality than with any notion of authorship, “But one should not hastily assume an authwog, for t
notion of authorship is simply one of the forms, culturally bound and conditioned, of a far more
universal process, which, for that reason, should be called the ‘narrative pro¥&Bsus, the
duel is not a relationship of intention between audience and author, rather, it is between the

experience of cinema as the dichotomous relationship between viewing suijecad
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spectator. The concern is for the experience of what might be called a closewtseaxflevents,
the entity that exists on the screen, in the case of film, and that utters a tesegaeicé’’

The duel as closed sequence extends outward to the audience through symmetry and
mirroring. As | previously mentioned, the duel dictates its terms of diselo§he stylistic
tendencies of symmetry and mirrored-gazes are consistent through eachaskensyudies.
Furthermore, these tendencies, as they reflect the duel’s demand, offerebgangtools for the
film-body to extend metaphorically its intention outward toward the viewing sulijeshort,
the film’s correlational intentionality is directed at the spectatonash as the spectator’'s
intentionality is directed at the duel. By configuring the “aim” of its @lisse at the audience,
the duel, therefore, comes to reflect the film-body’s own intention. This coastthé first

phenomenological understanding of the duel experience.

Mirrored-gaze and Close-up

Put another way, the on-screen duelist is a projection of intention toward the audience. As
Sobchack argues,

Thus, the lived-body serves to animate the static reversibility of the ¢radesatal

structure of consciousness intdieected trajectory This trajectory and its movement as

a directed choice of consciousness functions to diacritically mark antydish an

origin and destination as the boundary conditions aft@mtional act and to mark off

poles of that act in aintentional objecaind arintending subject®®
In other words, the lived-body adtsvard something and this constitutes the boundaries of an
existential relationship between the subject and object. Each film acsbegthis through
imaging of reflection and symmetry. Reflection is largely borne out of themmages of shots

constituting facial expression. That is to say, each flmmaker framestmebatants through

close-ups in one way or another. Predominantly, the close-ups that occur in concés witblt
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scenes are caught in passive stances, meaning the duelists are chosénstante rather than
for their action. In other words, the “stare-down” which occurs between duedkire the duel
is the primary way of building up the tension that will foreground the drama of comIs&iot,
this is the mirroring-effect. Moreover, this mirroring effect (or reftactis also at the heart of
the filmic experience. It forms a diacritical moment when the experiaiden can directly
reach out to the viewing subject. Thus, it forms a subject to subject (viewen)}odiationship
that defines the essential meaning of the duel experience in its cinelpétttahal rendering.
This viewing stance at the heart of the duel and expressed through mirroriedl@cttbn best
situates the duel as a unigue phenomenological experience that explains iksnopertance
for the narrative in which it is contained.

Symmetry produces a similar effect by nature of its striking retavéor cinematic
depictions of the duel. As a presentation of identical reflections, symmetusefid way of
conceptualizing the heart of the duel experience in which two sides, praatedkdtting one
another, stand apart while simultaneously coming together. Moreover, synamstry
spectatorial understanding of film’s intentionality. The manner by whithmes the scene
inevitably directs our attention to certain experiences within the framesyhimmetrical framing
of the duel provides thesynopticcenterof the film’s experience of the world it sees; it functions
for the film as the field of our bodies does for &8.Symmetry provides a visual vocabulary
from which to understand opposition as it exists as the basis for dueling. This opposition is
refined and highly mannered. It could be argued that symmetry exists Evisis in each of the
films. This division would be based pure symmetrandreflexive symmetnAs it pertains to
dueling, pure symmetry is the exact, geometric mirroring of an image. Unéedsector

duplicates an image and poses it in opposition to itself, there is no exact synmegining the
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viewer is never offered any pure geometrical figures that perfectlyxaatyematch on another.
However, when the duel presents the two sides of the contest in opposition to one another it
could be called a symmetrical arrangement. Conversely, we find reflepavmetry at any point
in which the existential or emotional experience of the duelist is opposed througb-shot-
composition of facial expressions. Even this shot-to-shot composition reflexadedpies the

duel as the camera exchanges “fire” back and forth, from one shot depictinglikietdwaze
mirroring shot depicting the adversary. Both pure symmetry (the inexacspommetry that
cinema offers) and reflexive symmetry persist through each film aras actlicators of the

duel’s presentational demand.

Reflexive Symmetry

The ability of the duelidib lookpronounces his importance for the cinematic experience
of the duel and represents the type of reflexive symmetry consistent with thexdaeénce.
Reflexive symmetry, moreover, is depicted through the act of viewing in eachAtilditionally,
the mutual locked gaze connotes a close temporal sequence and indicates theediseassire
of the duel. This discourse is aimed at the spectator as viewing subject frolmthg ¥iewing
subject and the language of this discourse is the imaggeaBom both sides. This mirrored-
viewing that is characteristic of cinematic duels succinctly eluesdahat Sobchack ascribes to
the film apparatus in general,

For it is only in the act of viewing that the film is given to our experienceeaingful,

and it is only in the act of viewing that the film possesses existencedibagsvell as

for us. A film can’t be seen outsidear act of viewing it, and a film canlie outside ofits

ownact of viewing . . . . Therefore, it is the act of viewing that links the spectaor
film and the filmasspectator-*°
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Sobchack means to explain film as a spectator by analyzing the film apEsatlised body
that engages the world. For Sobchack, the act of viewing between these twe hidgect
explains the unique relationship between film and viewer. Subsequently, the onscrestn duel
presents an eloquent rendering of this viewing relationship. It presentsraystxample of
film’s ability to view out toward the audience thus becoming its own viewing duljeather
words, the filmic duelist enacts a gaze that reaches out (intends) towareviiee &s a reflection
of the filmic body’s own tendency to extend out and view the viewing subject.

Reflexive symmetry is simply the mirroring of this active viewing her$hot-to-shot
cinematic exchange of the duelists mutual gazes as they aim towardteachnothis way, the
duelists come to metaphorically represent the relationship film has to tttatepand the
spectator has to film. What is more, the reflexivity of the duelist indicatekitheole for the
film apparatus is the same as the challenge was to the narrative’s aquilind fabula
construction and the seconds were to narrative’s rhetorical implications. Téekearay,
Sobchack’s claim that, “Seeing presents itself as the seen, it points to thendaerg@esents
the seen to and for an other who s&€sesonates with the notion of the viewing duelist as he
reflects the viewing film. As the duelist exists on screen to be seen,rksaris the seen and
directs what will be seen and who is intended to see. This “pointing out” is not thesstme a
second’s deliberative pointing out (but neither is it in opposition to this action), ra¢xésts
closer to the level of filmic experience than narrative intent.

The distinguishing feature of the act of seeing (active seeing) ibtcaute stare and
counter-stare of the duelists as they brace for blood. Take for instanasthed between
Quin and Redmond iBarry Lyndon The first close-up shot of a duelist captures best the

intentional structure of seeing and defines our understanding of the scenerabdterent of a
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seeing object. [FIGURES 4.1 and 4.2] After Redmond refuses a brief appeal bgolnid, se
Grogan, to reconsider the fight and take a small stipend from Quin in exchangepaiayy,
the camera proceeds to the establish, and focus on, the duelists’ views. Quin miymenta
escapes the nerves that seem to plague him and promises an honorable and blamdtess res
if Redmond apologizes. However, upon Redmond’s refusal he transforms back into his original
anxious countenance. From here, the camera establishes the view as it intends edwendR
and the audience. Quin’s gaze implies an organizing principle, and it structufiéa’'hgaze
within (Quin toward Redmond) and outward (film toward spectator). Sobchack anggies t
implicit act constitutes what might be called the personal or filmic “toudehtion has with the
world as it delimits perceptions of existence,
However, what is usually invisible to us as spectators and to the film’s own vision (both
usually intent on constituting the visible image), isdbming into beingf visual
organization, thetructuring activityof our vision engaged with a world. This is a vision
as an inflection of existence, as a personal description of our contingenbimgentivard
that world**2
Thus, Quin’s active view is representative of the ontological nature of the doelisema.
Through his gaze, one finds that what is usually invisible and implied becomes visible and
explicit. However, Quin’s stature is not directly correlated to the filpigaratus, as a fictional
accoutrement within narrative his active view is at best a metaphoricatirepdewhat film
aspires to do. Thus, through close-up of the act of viewing the film’s intending tdveard t
spectator is made manifest, and the duelist offers the visual language tdanutigrs
fundamental relationship between film apparatus and spectator. Ultimheefint argues for its

own position as spectator by revealing its intentions toward an object (spetttatogh use of

the duelist.
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FIGURES 4.1 and 4.2: Quin’s comportment shifts and articulates a filmic expressi

Complicating matters a bit more, we find Quin’s view as insignificant vigféalone. As
| previously suggested, there must be an element of counter-view. Alone, Quin’s view
establishes the tone of the scene, but in tandem with his adversary, they coauthor the
phenomenological (perhaps ontological) significance of the scene. Thus, the coantana
evidence for the scene’s metaphorical importance. Similar to Quin, the oastedrhshes
Redmond as viewing subject with a mid-level close-up that shifts into a mordiatenclose-
up. [FIGURE 4.3] As Redmond’s cousin (presumably serving as Quin’s second) givesetise ord
to cock, aim, and fire the pistols the camera exchanges shots, figurativelyg bavward the
pending drama. Moreover, there is a marked transformation in Redmond’s comportment, as he
evolves from trepid youth to a confident, emboldened gentleman. The pensive and nervous
Redmond transforms into an active viewing subject with absolute direction—dttrgéther
fitting for the victorious side. As Redmond grows from impetuous youth, Quin erodes into a
shell of his military self, his wracked nerves fully divulged through cigseAs if performing
and staging a cinematographic “duel,” Kubrick exchanges shots of fapralssion and
direction as his duelists exchange fire. Their pistols literally reach outtkoaugh extreme
close-up, thus demarcating the dueling experience as something that demands to be

extraordinarily immediate to the viewing experience. [FIGURES 4.4 and 4.5]
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FIGURE 4.3: Redmond readies himself, transforming from nervous youth to confident man.

— ! “r F \ 3
FIGURES 4.4 and 4.5: The duelists reach out and take aim, extending toward each other and
seemingly beyond the filmic boc

What this framing entails is the intentional direction of the duelists not onlydoxeah other

but out toward another viewing object. Essentially, they aim both at one another and at the
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audience, metaphorically “reaching out” or “taking aim” as a reflectigheofilm’s outward
intention.

The single duel it€olonel Blimpaccentuates the effect of synchronic viewership. This
act of viewing from both sides of the screen is another noteworthy examplesgivefl
symmetry. Remarkably similar to Kubrick’s exchange of shots, Powell andbBrgss shift
between mutual glances. In addition, they employ shot establishing tre stbthe duelists
redolent of Redmond before he looks down his sight and takes aim at Quin. Yet, the duel here
differs from the one seen Barry Lyndonfor the weapon of choice is the saber as was
fashionable for German mensur. [FIGURES 4.6 and 4.7] With sabers, the duelaiy liézrch
out for one another and exchange blows. The lead-in shots, composed as medium long-shots,
reveal the attention given to hearing the rules, but the duelists seem tant@mtheir
opponent than on the mediator—the outside voice cannot transgress the correlated act. Powell
and Pressburger’s framing of the scene coincides with the correlated natueatdnality, as if
the duelists’ locked gazes are metaphorically representative of comsseuwss it extends
toward some “other.” Reflective of the active view, Candy gives a wryesanil Schuldorff
responds nonplussed. [FIGURES 4.8 and 4.9] Because intention cannot be without activity (the
act of extending consciousness toward an object signals some kind of act), tlegdaenge

actualizes the correlated gaze by capturing mutual acknowledgement:

FIGURES 4.6 and 4.7: The duelists are framed as central fi
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FIGURES 4.8. and 4.9: Close-ups of the duelists interlocking gaiés. Candy offeles, a sm
breakina the tension and confusinchuldorft.

These are active, intentional views. As Sobchack argued, their vision is ananftefct
their existence within the film, they are forced by the nature of dueling emerane another,
and, furthermore, their views reflect the tonal implications of the sceneggivdrama and
tension. Close-ups of the interlocked duelists bring the audience closer to thssiexsrand
intentions of the film as viewing subject. This emphasizes a relationship of posxasnnuch as
visual effect, and implies that film is embodied through its gazes rather timgnabieanscendent
purveyor of images. Sobchack makes this point clear by arguing,

Whether human or cinematic, vision is informed and charged by other modes of

perception, and thus it always implicatesghted bodyather than merely transcendental

eyes. What is seen on the screen by the seeing that is the film has aatectsoédity . .

.. It not only understands the world haptically but also proxemically, that is, ia téran

spatiality that is lived as intimacy or distance in relation to the objedsiafentions:*
The object of film’'s intention is the audience. Further, as this analysidsefiea has the
unique ability to capture its own viewing gaze. The camera literally pountand directs the
object of film’s intention to the act of intentionality, to the extension of filnaiigg as it tends

toward the audience. Sobchack insists that film is a lived-body alwaysngnidncs

phenomenological role. However, the signature or diacritical moments ofv#dsgkperience
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are best captured through the individual functions of the cinematic experlemseehes and
images themselves offer moments of revelation. The duel and duelists siggldti@ship
between viewer and object. In short, the fundamental comportment of the dudieshasd to
fixate their view in order to reach out and “aim” reflects the film's owediand intentional
activity. Moreover, it signifies the type of relationship it has with its olgéetew, the spectator
as she reaches out towards film.

Thus, the reflection of the duelist and the cinematic situating of their view aliois f
existence as a lived, viewing body to be seen by the other, namely the audienceeiVéigs
not transcendentally located, however invisible it is in vision. It is only throeftgctionthat
the viewer can be ‘seen,’ that is, intended as an object of viSibftierefore, the mutual
exchange of gazes between duelists demarcates the audience as the olgject loy veflecting
the role of film as viewer extending toward an object. Moreover, this mirroriagt skets the
tone of the scene and establishes interpretive grounds. As a reflection ewke @lm) the
scene likewise reflects what the film intends the viewer to see, it$rassdf and elaborates its
narrative. In botiBarry LyndonandColonel Blimpthe duel is consistently framed through
mirrored images wherein the duelists mirror each other in anticipationiofigine. The final
duel ofBarry Lyndondemonstrates once more, what can be seen when viewing the duel’s views.
Redmond (now styled Barry Lyndon) prepares to stand his ground against Bullingdan’s fi

[FIGURE 4.10]
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FIGURE 4.10: Redmond can only watch as Bullingdon takes his turn to fire.
He offers his gaze toward the other.

However, the reflexive moment of Bullingdon’s own counter-gaze is undone by Bullisgdon’
ineptitude with his pistol. Bullingdon misfires and misses his chance atghslfot. Essentially,
because of this misfire Redmond'’s active view becomes the permanent tonalahénke

scene. Redmond becomes the scene’s arbiter and looks upon Bullingdon with pity after
Bullingdon vomits out of fear knowing he must now stand his own ground. [FIGURES 4.11 and

4.12]

FIGURES 4.11 and 4.12: Redmond articulates a pitiful vision toward Bullingdon, who now
stands his ground.
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Redmond’s look is notably different in this shot, but is framed in exactly the same
manner as the first shot. This unique framing enactsgitbmisedor perception as expressed
experience ° Redmond’s emotive glances reflect how the film wants to be seen and essablishe
the tonal implications of the narrative. Reflexive symmetry as a franewigelelucidates how
the spectator experiences the active view of film. In many ways, ith&eterms of the affective
nature of narrative, making the filmic body a body attuned to narrative imphisaif its
viewing body. Finally, Bullingdon has no choice but to look away. He cannot meet Redmond’s
gaze because he is a coward. Figuratively, he cannot match the affecnanoesof the film’s
gaze as it brings to light the dramatic implications of the narrative. Retlestablishes the tone
of the scene, and is in the position of setting the terms. Thus, out of pity he trésiground
in order to spare his stepson. Bullingdon takes full advantage of Redmond’s mercy aristake
satisfaction by firing on the now utterly hapless Redmond. Once the consummaterappor
Redmond is wounded, his leg amputated, and he is cast into exile as a debilitated shell of his
former self. Bullingdon’s rise to manhood is predicated upon questionable honor (diteoriRe
purposefully fired away) but he is left in the position of victor. The scene inditaethe active
view intends toward an object when it sets the terms for the act of viewing. Redmohe has t
upper hand and forces his gaze on Bullingdon, but after he purposefully misfiresgdBurilin
seems to gain the edge, looks excitedly down his pistol sight, and vanquishes Redmond. The
framing remains the same, but the reflexivity of the scene’s expregsedesce fluctuates

between duelists, ultimately culminating in one clear winner.
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Consubstantiality, Identification, and Pure Symmetry

While the reflexive gaze of the duelists metaphorically render the dicbatom
relationship of active viewing between film body and spectatorial body, the manadich the
film frames its view signifies a relationship between film and spectatough pure symmetry.
Sobchack argues that the film’s frame translates film’s view from cons@ssisnto conscious
experience. It dictates a level of deliberation by encapsulating how thithgsok.

Finally, the frame—that “invisible” trace of the activity of the fisrseeing—actualizes

both the film’s operational and deliberative desire to see and to show, to perceive and

express—at its “highest level,” actualizing the reflective vision or daliive

intentionality that transforms the operative and signifying experiencensiciousness

into the signification of conscious experierite.
While reflexive symmetry captures the act between correlated objaatention, pure
symmetry frames an appeal to the audience based on a direct depiction of bandg tbe
other. The purely symmetrical frame, in one shot, captures both sides of the duel. Nornger a
the duelists depicted from one shot to the next, rather they appear as engtidmegxioward
each other in a single shot. Similar to reflexive symmetry, pure symeasgds intention to
the audience but in a manner less direct. The film does not rely on the looks of the dtledigt as
seem to look past the film, or at each other. Instead, the intention of the filmic bodgt® &
sense of identification occurs through symmetrical presentation of both sides ailsahey are
configured together and at the same time in dyadic opposition. The use of symnbeth
cases brings the spectator closer to the intention of film. The method diffeesydroMoreover,
as symmetrically framed, the duel calls attention to its ontologidal st@pposition. From

opposition, the frame, as it captures pure symmetry, configures the audiencestamaliieg of

the filmic body. Consequently, the symmetrical portrayal of acting togathttre duelists raise
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their weapons and prepare to fight reflects mutual intentionality of both vieulyjgcts, and
thereby delineates the relationship between viewer and film through iderdificat

Kenneth Burke argues that the act of two disparate entities’ inteygstg)jon some
mutual ground constitutes identificatioH. The notion of finding “ground” is the vital
prerequisite for identification. Arguably, the dueling grounds set the wiset@phor for the
mutual grounds necessary for identification. As reflexive symmetry ideait@mbapture this in
entirety, relying instead on the shot-to-shot composition of facial exchasgéey reflect and
extend outward, pure symmetry offers the framework for visualizing groundkeFRudre, if as
Burke argues, “In being identified with B, A is ‘substantially one’ with aperother than

himself*'®

then the duelist appears to play to this end, his common ground is the dueling ground.
His opponent even appears in similar garb and with the same weapGatore! Blimp for

instance, the duelists are made to dress identically, aftfaeiuellistshey must be of the same

rank and social position. With this in mind, the duel seems to manifest a wide rangereht
identifications. Moreover, framing it through pure symmetry operatesasiynih that it frames

these identifications as they appear together, positioning them to be wdtiredgect

opposition. In this way, pure symmetry reaches out to the audience with intent alaxve
symmetry; it depicts identification through opposition in order to identify witlatltkence.

Pure symmetry is prevalent in each film because the duel demands this manner of
representation. By its nature, the duel is a mandate of one upon another, an oppositenal forc
that demands resolution. To stand one’s ground entails doing so against some other lindividua
Framing the duel in terms of its symmetry is also an effective way of comating a level of

identification with the audience. The act of viewing is critical to understgritbw the audience

relates to film and how film relates to audience. Sobchack makes this point cieag, w
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“Indeed, what | am suggesting here is that the power of the medium and its ability t
communicate the experience of embodied and enworlded vision resides in the egperienc
commorto both film and spectator: tlaet of viewing as experienced from withi® An
audience must be made witness to the act of viewing as experienced from thiein.dosa
word, viewing must be made accessible through view/views. And this occurs atehef le
framing and shot selection because these mechanisms establish the commonfrgnoundgh
the film-body can identify with its viewing object, the spectator. Thus, limeldddy posits
symmetry as a means of communicating the act of viewing metaphorasalynirroring the
relationship between film and audience as one of oppositional gazes.

Film then recognizes the existence of an outside active viewer extnagahe mutual
act of viewing. Sobchack refers to this as a kind of replication wherein film digglittee
structure and activity of the spectator’s vistéhThe cinematic text seems to put on display the
type of viewership it seems to want to attract (the reflexive gaze of thetdugieir mutual
oppositional presence flanking the sides of purely symmetrical shots), angpunetsy is the
means of framing and making the relationship between spectator and film consaib#tant
seems as if film, therefore, acts with the spectator in order to creatgue welationship where
both are individually present and intending towards the other. In the progression of shots, the
duelists act together, raising their pistols or sabers and awaiting tineacwhor first blow. As
Burke notes, the outcome of acting-together inevitably precipitates mupeiences, “A
doctrine ofconsubstantialityeither explicit or implicit, may be necessary to any way of life. For
substance, in the old philosophies, wasetnand a way of life is aacting-togetherand in
acting together, men have common sensations, concepts, images, ideas, disitudake them

consubstantial?! If the experience of film and spectator are identical in that theyitiethdto
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view and realize each other through active viewing, then they act togetieach these ends
and are therefore consubstantial. Pure symmetry, therefore, is thedgrainlentification. In the
shots of pure symmetry, the duelists act together and gesture, on behalf of filrd, tteevidlea
of a consubstantial relationship based in viewership. Ultimately, this servesrpgose of
resolving terms of recognition so that the film can approach the spectator, anccth®spe
approach the film. Identification through consubstantiality allows this mwgagnition.

Pure symmetry underscores the spectatorial engagement with the filprabhddyames
the active view of the duel. As previously mentioned, the duel demands this typseritatien.
Arguably, the very nature of symmetry, as two sides reflecting one anothegsriyai
relationship from film to spectator. Pure symmetry allows both a mutual langoagevhich to
understand each other. In addition, pure symmetry frames the aesthetic resdrthacscene
where reflexive symmetry draws out the emotional resonance. In the twoxamoples, Quin
devolved into a nerve-wracked mess while Redmond seemingly “grew up” or became
emboldened by his love. Moreover, Candy flew a smile at Schuldorff, a gdstirecognized
the absurdity of the moment and foreshadowed their lifelong friendship, however shlstly. T
emotional resonance indicative of reflexive symmetry along with theedestbsonance of pure
symmetry helps buttress the duel’s place in the film as viewing subjeetlessvit as a text that
delivers a compelling narrative. As | argued in the previous chapter, theregiea deopenness
inherent in Redmond’s first duel. The tidy organization of this feeling is frantadgure
symmetry in the following image: [FIGURE 4.13]

In opposition to this, Kubrick “bookmarks” his use of pure symmetry at both ends of the
text. In the church image, the duelist’s are never quite as perfectlypesitas reflecting

images. Instead, the walls of the abandoned and overbearing church weigh down on the
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participants as if signifying a bad omen. [FIGURE 4.14] In this shot, the film anthsgeseem
to look down into some sort of tunnel with a faint light at the end. This of course is Redmond’s

fate, he will not die but he will not really ever live again.

s n A e TP ,,";"t » A s g
FIGURE 4.13: Redmond’s first duel captures a pure, but imperfect, symmetrical
arrangement.

FIGURE 4.14: The church is arranged in pure symmetry.
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Perhaps the most revealing point of pure symmetry in all the duels of eachdiirs ot
The Duellists Scott is able to capture the essence of extension not through reflexivetsymme
which calls for the glances as they reach out, and “look” at the audience and ong aobthe
through pure symmetry. More cunningly, he frames extension through swordp@yRE!
4.15] The duelists nearly meld into one entity, their sabers close to touching and positioned i

opposing angles.

FIGURE 4.15: The duelists size each other up, becoming consubstantial as thelyeawai
reaction of the other.

The scene is quickly paced and has a starkly apprehensive tone. The music builds and
adds to this tone, ultimately culminating with the woman in the background vicidtastkiag
and scarring d’Hubert. The aesthetic resonance of pure symmetry adds to thedbnes of

each duel. Furthermore, pure symmetry comes to frame our understanding of@pgdoséws
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and begets the recognition of the inherent identification at the heart of thatspexfilm
relationship. Much like the frightened viewer in the background, the audience wstiaedsgree
of consubstantiality that this striking visual offers. Their blades form togathe measure of
their intentionality toward each other. They await a strike and plan their dilectirey
interpretive and spectatorial tendencies of the viewing subject as it exteradd the filmic
body. Finally, the filmic body matches this exchange, and reflectsldt®nship with its own
view, as captured through the cinematic lens.

Through the duel, each film extends toward the viewing subject that is the @pectat
audience. Likewise, as an audience we reach out to understand the visions of theefitiuelT
comes to reflect this relationship through intentionality and symmetricalgegment. In many
ways, the intentionality of film is captured metaphorically through the dhel.camera lens
“captures” the duelist just as much as the viewing subject does. Thisantdityi evolves into
recognition and this recognition is literally and figuratively embodied in thistkithrough
varying symmetrical renditions. Symmetry, therefore, actualize$ moihe film experience and

translates the visual resonance to the realm of identification.
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Chapter 5

The Duel's Fundamental Challenge

What happens if your young companion
Is slaughtered by your pistol shot
For some presumptuous glance, opinion
Or repartee worth not a jot,
Insulting you while out drinking,
Or if, in fiery pique, not thinking,
He calls you proudly to a duel,
Tell me the feelings that would rule
Your soul, when without motion lying
In front of you upon the earth,
Upon his brow the hue of death,
He slowly stiffens, ossifying,
When to your desperate appeal
He is insensitive and still?
— Alexander PushkirEugene Onegin

In each of my case studiedhe Life and Death of Colonel Blingp943),Barry Lyndon
(1975), andl'he Duellist1977)—the duel features as a prominent story-telling delice.
addition to being an important aspect in the development of plot, the duel resolvels critica
elements of the cinematic text. Furthermore, because of its procedural th&t duel can be
analyzed by its parts. Each part of the procedure contributes to the evolution of@ahieenand
the communicative ability of the film. My analysis began with the insult aniéeolge, wherein
the challenge “calls out” equilibrium by visually actualizing the adnéws of narrative
progression, as developed by Todorov. Upon issuing a challenge, both parties proceeekto resol
how the duel will play out. Subsequently, this duty falls to the seconds, and my focushifts t
ascertaining their relevance in the narrative. Secondary to their @&nseconds facilitate and
establish the rules and terms of engagement. In fiction, they serve a shgilas narrative

functionaries, meaning they facilitate audience engagement with tHaytexetorically directing
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and elaborating thiarm of narrative. Once the protocols and terms have been established,
combat ensues. | argue that this point of the duel brings the audience into ireratdraion
with the filmic body through the framing of the duelist’s active view. &séhscenes, it is as if
the film reaches out to the viewer. Metaphorically speaking, the duelistalghEmselves
outward toward the audience, reflecting the film body’s gaze, and ultinfedetyng the
spectatorial experience. In each phase of the duel, the language emgplotaphorical in that
parts or functions of narrative “speak” through the duel.

Each aspect of the duel contributes a fundamental role to the narratiiskstg the
film experience, they argue for a way of understanding the structural whalglthits parts. In
other words, as the duel exists as one part of a whole, it contributes a logioaihi The duel
often dictates its own terms; simultaneously, however, it is simply anotlver gfi¢he fabula to
be arranged and fit into a plot as the narrative demands. Fittingly, the dielesxésduality
because it seems to operate on two levels: dictating terms of narratlesulis@nd being
dictated by narrative. In what follows, | will distinguish the duel as an indil/fdaation of
narrative and film that forms its own logic as a part within a whole. Furtherrhwill offer
some broad implications for the further research and study of film and narratect drathe
observations | have made concerning the duel in these few texts.

Jacques Derrida points toward a way of understanding the duel’s logic by posi
narrative as a demand, stating:

What is judiciously called the question-of-narrative covers, with a ceragesty, a

demand for narrative, a violent putting-to-the-question, an instrument of tortureng/orki

to wring the narrative out of one as if it were a terrible secret, in watysghao from

the most archaic police methods to refinements for making . . . one talk that are
unsurpassed in neutrality and politen&3s.
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Arguably, Derrida implies the “one” who endures this terrible torture is getself. Certainly,
this interpretation makes sense when considering the engagement an individvith bay text
that offers the prospect of narrative. The viewing/reading subject malegsamnd on the text to
divulge its narrative simply in the act of reading or viewing. The narrative i® utestion,
governed by the terms of the reader/viewer. Happily, the individual raises muéstarrative,
one to be resolved, seemingly, on the narrative’s own terms. However, the indsvgtaate
toward narrative is disingenuous because the narrative is disclosed on the terms of the
reader/viewer. This relationship posits duel-themed terminology wherein th&liralj as
challenger, makes a demand of narrative. Thus, the individual questions (or “cls)lénge
narrative and, according to Derrida, the narrative has no recourse but to dnswait.t

The audience forces a demand for narrative. But a narrative expredédwdsgh its
own demands. These demands are made on its parts, or elements, the demand press®s fabula
syuzhet into the service of narrative. These parts, or elements, rendextt@eaomplete and
give it significance and meaning. Consequently, the narrative puts thesmt@nfull display
to be meaningful. The duel in these cinematic texts is one such elementgallsdattention to
itself through its forceful symbolic position within the narrative structuneisT the narratives
attempt to make their own demand on their parts, in order to overshadow them. The duel is
significant because it forces awareness of itself. Arguably, it Sasés own story within the
narrative, calling attention to its role in narrative, and imbued with its owifisance. In other
words, the duel in these texts is memorable.

At times individual elements, distinct scenes, characters, and dialogue odosvsha
totality of the narrative. Yet these individual elements still reside imrathee whole, and each

one is dependent on the other. The individual elements make sense, work fluidly when in
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position with each other and when clearly articulated and developed. Essetilly, t
development is the role of any narrative, to bring the parts into cohesion with eaclbethida
remarks on this relationship in terms of a mutual comprehension and recognitidmirfBlades
the other, comprehends the other, which is to say that neither comprehends the other. Each
‘story’ (and each occurrence of the word ‘story’, each ‘story’ in the ssopwit of the other,
makes the other a part (of itselff* The “other” being narrative, the two enjoin audience
involvement with a text by fluidly developing each other. Nonetheless, therenreramorable
points in the narrative that seem to supersede their place within the strlibeicuel, for
example, works by a logic all its own, founded in history and depicted in fictiora Ktsry
separate from the structures that depict it, yet it constitutes a vitalfghe narrative while
simultaneously being tied to it for its own revelation. In short, the duel-stdojd in each
narrative and conversely lends itself to the narrative’s self disclosure

Through the distinction of story versus narrative, the duel stands out in each text as a
viable way of understanding their narratives. In effect, the texts come tlubktéxts,” or
narratives as dependent on one particular element as to be dictated and akyrdmien by
this element. The duel gives the text meaning. For example, the comingsitbagrecessarily
denotes certain story aspects that make it recognizable as such. A youtvisithio the world
in order to overcome challenges and learn something about himself or herseléss pinat
generally leads to a transformation. In addition, love stories in their mang amploy
definitive elements that give them their narrative resonance. The univense tedaring two
lovers together through many recognizable forces: friends, family, tiegiens, a chance

encounter, and so forth. In these stories the matchmaker, existing in multifariogs
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(personal, divine, or inanimate), serves an elementary role as a Derstiagn Within
narrative that brings the latter together and forms its recognizablaegual

In many ways, the duel serves a similar function in all three filmSolanel Blimpthe
duel precipitates the friendship between Candy and Schuldorff, and this friendshiginaisdée
tumultuous geopolitical situation that both officers will endure throughout their lifesately,
their oppositional relationship as dueling adversaries compels them into frgntstdugh
physical combat, they recognize a point of identification—even the discoursarslinrg their
scars indicates thiBarry Lyndonplaces the duel as a means of the individual challenging the
governing social order. Interestingly, this means that a piece of that@a=althe duel) is used
to facilitate the individual’'s maneuvering and challenging of that order. Redmuad ne
challenges or upsets the order, but rather attempts to enter it and fullyeasdmn pursuing
wealth and titles. Through the duel, he succeeds and fails. The social order hmtnpeoves
too large for his ambition and stymies his hubris. Symbolically speaking, thi$ satgais
dictated by “fate” and the duel is a tool used to challenge that fate. Thusthehdeel offers a
positive change to Candy @olonel Blimpby giving him a friend that will help him come to
terms with his own misunderstandings and place within a changing world, the Baety
Lyndonproves to support a pessimistic tone. Ultimately, Redmond cannot exceed his giace in t
social order and Lord Bullingdon (holding the gentry title Redmond pursued) wounds him.
Finally, the many duels dathe Duellistscomplicate notions of honor with individual freedom.
D’Hubert struggles with the angst wrought by Feraud’s constantiags&éeraud cannot move
beyond the limits of honor and insult. He is fully controlled and governed by the duel, in much
the same way, as the narrative is recognizable as a narrative only thoelghAg the duel

controls Feraud, d’Hubert attempts escape and finally uses the logic of hdrtbealuel to end
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Feraud’s oppression over his life. As suthe Duellistputs forth a kind of “discussion” about
honor and the self. In each film, the duel lends meaning to the narrative and forms thengove

themes of the latter in support of a story-based logic as opposed to the oveatillenatructure.

Implications

This study argues that the duel is a formative event within these texts.rifntbe
breaking down the duel into its procedural and constitutive units—the challenge, secohds,
combat—can lead to greater insight into the various ways it operates. If thexghtielas a
singular element within narrative that forces consideration of itself, thewvognust the
individual procedures that make up the duel force the same consideration. To be sure, each
aspect of the duel resides in the narrative as a piece of the fabula. The insuitsllandes
consistently operate to break the status quo, upset the equilibrium as it ekistsedihning of
the narrative, and force events along in order to form a plot. The seconds oftemrésede i
background of narrative events, passively spectating as events unfold or rertheding
protagonists of their duty. Finally, the combat is framed in such a way as to reacid @ingage
its audience directly as a reflection of the way duelists engage oneratothese scenes, the
text comes closest to affecting the spectator-body. In rhetorical, tdrensombat seems to be a
direct pathos appeal based in a mutual affirmation of duelist and witness (audience

The significance of the insults and challenges within each text is howieffgsuch
events can actualize narratological necessities. Every narratives lvath an established norm
that can be visualized as a scale in perfect balance; once the scale |ghtippedm is
destabilized and a plot arises that must be resolved. In each film, the challemmggly the

visualization and actualization of this destabilization. The insult tends to brirgtdHe
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potential of disrupting the status quo and the challenge enacts this potentiah Asewit
historical duel, once a challenge is issued, there is no going back. It mustlvedehrough
cowardice or honor, and either route leaves an indelible mark on the participants. Gbwisl, it
be argued the challenge of the duel, or of any significant elements withiraavealis to speak
through a metaphorical language that the audience can grasp, and to visualizpeetobf a
narrative progression so that the spectator finds the narrative believdlddifymg. The
challenge exists as one such instance. It is necessary for there to betdtéhds itself in
every narrative as those events that introduce problems that need resolutiosrupéatio
narrative’s status quo.

As background spectators, seconds mimic audience engagement, even standing in as
proxies within the narrative for the audience. Therefore, they are seconds foryribieonl
principals within the story but for the outside spectators. They also play a poletal the
progression of the plot as minor characters that assist and direct the prirmggnests. Outside
of the dueling grounds, they hold the same burden. They guide the primaries along, give advice
and comment on the progression of events. Describing the terms of engagement is only one
direct instance of the role they play in narrative. At any time they aseptthey serve a
secondary role similar to their responsibilities in a duel. In short, theiasofunctionaries can
be found in almost any narrative when considering the secondary elements thagdenro
what are casually termed main events or primary characters. Titethke narrative its most
direct rhetorical tools. As secondary elements, they exist to estabingioly indicators and to
intimate the importance of the primary functions of narrative.

Finally, combat serves as the most direct expression of the duel to the audiehce. Ea

film frames their combat in ways that are made to resonate. Moreover, tiseeins to elicit

120



two distinct ways of being viewed. In a manner of speaking, the duel reflects tbktkge
camera as it extends outward to the spectator. Inviting the spectator ing ttieeeys its guest to
its own viewing nature. Thus, the duelists are consistently poised against drer asa
reflection of the cinematic text’s ability to look and engage its audiencedUdiests facing one
another in shot-to-shot composition is a way of communicating mutual attention to thecaudi
on the metaphorical level. The duelists represent the filmic body’s own viewtng n&/hen
captured in totality, the duelists are positioned on extreme flanks of the frathis.rendering,
they embody a closed sequence. As if reflecting the binary relationship ehegdo film, they
face off against one another. Their stance implies pending violence, and the sutbsetipre
communicates the tenuous relationship of spectator to film. At times, thatspéesiengrossed,
sees what the film sees, and therefore understands that the film is pointirgd)wdwas it wants
to be seen. At other times, the spectator is violently worked upon, even repelled, mayed aw
from the filmic experience. Combat signifies the type of relationship aerealhas toward
film. While engaged with the medium they are bound in a closed sequence, unlef®tisgy/to
look away. However, within this closed sequence they are constantly in a seterafiling

with the film. In this “struggle” the audience negotiates the filmic bodgigours and comes to
understand the film as a viewing body. Eventually, this brings the viewing subjettion to
the film’s expression, which is ultimately the narrative, or whatever thesfipresses. Any
filmic experience directs the spectator toward its own expressions, whiclk trengudience
into immediate involvement with the functions and elements of the text. These, inlawrtha!
audience a language with which to understand the text, its filmic and narrativesyua

completing the cycle.
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Each aspect of the duel is representative of almost any aspect aveammashort, the
duel experience within cinema aides spectatorial involvement with the texdramsithe
underlying means of understanding the filmic experience. These types eh&daran be found
in any cinematic text that features a narrative. Every narrativedexains elements that help
establish and disclose itself for an audience. The duel is simply one compedimpgle of this
function. Because the duel is so mannered and rigidly ritualistic, it entneetisedacile way of
making sense of these elements. The logic of honor and dueling forms a stnagyickfoeadily
available means of making sense. The duel, therefore, can be taken as a methodolegaika
fundamental ways a text operates. In this study, | have focused on three esSpeeta: the
narratological, rhetorical, and phenomenological. In effect, | have borrowteddas
terminology and fictional depictions of the duel in order to gain insight into how spesédic
texts operate. Ultimately, my aim has not been to understand the ways in which tvertétael
but to understand the ways in which it reveals greater truth(s) about theh@@ihesriploy it. As |
implied earlier, understanding the individual parts lends greater understandingvtootbehat
depends on them. Thus, the duel is a means of understanding the text, and, perhaps, the text can
be used to understand the duel. We might understand it as a duel that sees the parts against the
whole, individual elements against a totality, and the story against theveargasttisfaction
arises not out of the nature of these oppositions, as it did not arise out of combat or death, but
rather it comes forth out of the simple act of standing one’s ground, an act that cambe put
theoretical terms: satisfaction comes about through taking up the chalfesngetext and
standing one’s ground as it manifests through the act of analysis and criSciggesting, at

last, that a duel of sorts is at the heart of theory and thinking.
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The Rhetoric of Spilt Blood and Satisfaction

D’Hubert is desperate to avoid Feraud, but ultimately cannot and endurésree |dé
wounds. Redmond fires away from Lord Bullingdon and is subsequently forced to endure the
young Lord’s wrath. Candy hides his scarring and therefore fails to unwkth&@implications
of the event in which he participated. His adversary is scarred but weastitesomes to an
understanding. In all instances, the duelist is forced to spill blood, to give sometbinlgr to
be resolved. D’'Hubert frees himself of Feraud through the duel. The young Redmond who threw
himself at the world is humbled and forced into a conclusion by the very means he used to make
his challenge. Candy stares into a fountain and sees his scars figurativelyaict thie comes to
an awakening, a realization of how he misunderstood his self and his world. The dudisilgive
in order to be honorably blessed.

Ultimately, the spilling of blood, or the implication of this act, is the affeatheans of
the completing the image of the duelist. Likewise, as characters withiryasgiiing blood
completes some aspect of their role in the narrative. Through the tearing ptHeodyelist
manifests a tearing of the text. At this point, the witness is allowed in and nag&oghe
gruesome details and inner workings of the text, and the audience invited in to fil\aithoi
their interpretation. The romanticized duelist is brought down to a viscerigy wead the
imagined spectator realizes the illusion of this romanticism. Blood works los#sa the
gravest manner. D’Hubert is struck in a split second, and as quick as he is impaled the due
dissipates, becomes untenable, it must be resolved another day. [FIGURES 5.1 and 5.2] Equally,
at the point one ascertains a “truth” of the text, resolution is pushed back. Like honor and
dueling, critical analysis seems to spill more blood, to wound and delay, and to bring up some

other point of honor and demand resolution. The work is never finished, honor never fully
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resolved, only upheld, maintained, and perhaps heightened. D’Hubert finds resolution, not in

overcoming honor or the duel, and not in beating Feraud’s demand, but by making his own. At

the end ofThe Duellistshe figuratively wounds Feraud by taking away Feraud’s initiative.
Ultimately, critical work may be resolved by similar means. Innsegthe critic

demands that the ineffable reveal itself and stand its ground. In a quick exchaog¢henether

is left bleeding, and forced to be resolved another day. Nevertheless, in makingamel dine

critic gains ground and comes closer to understanding. The critic strivgan® diut the ways he

or she can make the demand, force the ineffable to his or her own terms. Thus, the rhetoric of

blood is tenuous and always in flux. It reflects the critic’'s work and simediasly provides

meaning to the texts that house it. Spilling blood offers the chance of seekipgtom In this

way, spilled blood is an expressive paradigm that enjoins the critic to the tekieaaubience to

the narrative experience.
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FIGURE 5.1: Feraud strikes d’'Hubert and draws his blood.
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FIGURE 5.2: D'Hubert spills blood to acknowledge his pursuit of honor.
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