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Cleanth	  Brooks	  (writing	  with	  Robert	  Penn	  Warren),	  Wayne	  Booth,	  Norman	  Friedman,	  

Percy	  Lubbock,	  and	  Franz	  Stanzel.	  The	  discussions	  of	  point	  of	  view	  undertaken	  by	  these	  

other	  commentators	  all	  failed	  to	  make	  the	  same	  fundamental	  distinction,	  which	  

Genette	  resolved	  before	  continuing	  with	  his	  own	  project.	  	  The	  following	  is	  probably	  one	  

of	  his	  most	  reproduced,	  celebrated	  quotations:	  	  

	  

	  

However,	  to	  my	  mind	  most	  of	  the	  theoretical	  works	  on	  this	  subject	  (which	  are	  

mainly	  classifications)	  suffer	  from	  a	  regrettable	  confusion	  between	  what	  I	  call	  

here	  mood	  and	  voice,	  a	  confusion	  between	  the	  question	  of	  who	  is	  the	  character	  

whose	  point	  of	  view	  orients	  the	  narrative	  perspective?	  and	  the	  very	  different	  

question	  who	  is	  the	  narrator?	  –	  or,	  more	  simply,	  the	  question	  who	  sees?	  and	  the	  

question	  who	  speaks?	  (186)	  

	  

For	  the	  purpose	  of	  a	  general	  poetics,	  this	  distinction	  is	  important	  because	  it	  

parses	  two	  separate	  phenomenon	  which	  had	  been	  erroneously	  grouped	  as	  one.	  From	  a	  

more	  practical	  standpoint,	  the	  clarification	  enables	  the	  analyst	  of	  a	  particular	  text	  or	  

texts	  to	  better	  define	  the	  narrator	  by	  not	  confusing	  them	  with	  characters	  whose	  

perspectives	  they	  are	  only	  representing	  or	  channeling.	  While	  this	  is	  certainly	  a	  useful	  

insight,	  two	  problems	  exist	  as	  it	  is	  expressed	  above.	  The	  first	  is	  the	  overly	  narrow	  focus	  

on	  ‘who	  sees’.	  As	  will	  be	  illustrated	  below,	  point	  of	  view	  can	  take	  forms	  other	  than	  sight.	  

The	  second	  difficulty	  is	  the	  implication	  that	  the	  narrator	  speaking	  and	  the	  perspective	  
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being	  channeled	  might	  not	  be	  tied	  to	  the	  same	  person.	  This	  is	  often	  the	  case	  in	  first	  

person	  retrospective	  narratives	  in	  which	  the	  narrator,	  as	  ‘narrating	  I’,	  distinct	  from	  the	  

‘experiencing	  I’,	  may	  nevertheless	  channel	  information	  in	  the	  way	  Genette	  is	  here	  

describing	  as	  a	  ‘regrettable	  confusion’.	  	  

Having	  imperfectly	  clarified	  this	  point	  Genette	  goes	  on	  to	  indicate	  the	  possible	  

informational	  relations	  that	  can	  hold	  between	  narrator	  and	  characters.	  His	  explanation	  

unfolds	  in	  a	  spiral	  fashion,	  the	  first	  pass	  describing	  the	  relations	  in	  the	  vocabularies	  of	  

other	  theorists,	  the	  second	  naming	  them	  in	  his	  own	  technical	  vocabulary.	  	  

	  

The	  first	  term	  corresponds	  to	  what	  English-‐language	  criticism	  calls	  the	  narrative	  

with	  omniscient	  narrator	  and	  Pouillon	  calls	  “vision	  from	  behind,”	  and	  which	  

Todorov	  symbolizes	  by	  the	  formula	  Narrator	  >	  Character	  (where	  the	  narrator	  

knows	  more	  than	  the	  characters	  knows,	  or	  more	  exactly	  says	  more	  than	  any	  of	  

the	  character	  knows.).	  In	  the	  second	  term,	  Narrator	  =	  Character	  (the	  narrator	  

says	  only	  what	  a	  given	  character	  knows);	  this	  is	  the	  narrative	  with	  “point	  of	  

view”	  after	  Lubbock,	  or	  with	  “restricted	  field”	  after	  Blin;	  Pouillon	  calls	  it	  “vision	  

with.”	  In	  the	  third	  term,	  Narrator	  <	  Character	  (the	  narrator	  says	  less	  than	  the	  

character	  knows);	  this	  is	  the	  “objective”	  or	  “behaviourist”	  narrative,	  what	  

Pouillon	  calls	  “vision	  from	  without.”	  (189)	  

	  

The	  odd	  thing	  about	  this	  passage,	  actually	  a	  major	  problem	  as	  we	  will	  see,	  is	  that	  

it	  does	  not	  synthesize	  or	  elaborate	  on	  the	  characterizations	  originally	  laid	  down	  by	  
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others.	  In	  these	  moments	  Genette	  recalls	  Dr.	  Frankenstein	  in	  the	  cemetery,	  digging	  up	  

and	  stitching	  together	  various	  bits	  and	  pieces	  from	  others	  so	  that	  his	  own	  creation	  may	  

one	  day	  walk	  with	  their	  help.	  Genette	  goes	  on	  to	  name	  these	  three	  terms	  and	  illustrate	  

them	  with	  literary	  examples.	  

	  

So	  we	  will	  rechristen	  the	  first	  type	  (in	  general	  represented	  by	  the	  classical	  

narrative)	  as	  nonfocalized	  narrative,	  or	  narrative	  with	  zero	  focalization.	  The	  

second	  type	  will	  be	  narrative	  with	  internal	  focalization,	  whether	  that	  be	  (a)	  fixed	  

–	  canonical	  example:	  The	  Ambassadors,	  where	  everything	  passes	  through	  

Strether;	  or,	  even	  better,	  What	  Maisie	  Knew,	  where	  we	  almost	  never	  leave	  the	  

point	  of	  view	  of	  the	  little	  girl,	  whose	  “restriction	  of	  field”	  is	  particularly	  dramatic	  

in	  this	  story	  of	  adults,	  a	  story	  whose	  significance	  escapes	  her;	  (b)	  variable	  –	  as	  in	  

Madame	  Bovary,	  where	  the	  focal	  character	  is	  first	  Charles,	  then	  Emma,	  then	  

again	  Charles;	  or,	  in	  a	  much	  more	  rapid	  and	  elusive	  way,	  as	  with	  Stendhal;	  or	  (c)	  

multiple	  –	  as	  in	  epistolary	  novels,	  where	  the	  same	  event	  may	  be	  evoked	  several	  

times	  according	  to	  the	  point	  of	  view	  of	  several	  letter-‐writing	  characters;	  we	  

know	  that	  Robert	  Browning’s	  narrative	  poem	  The	  Ring	  and	  the	  Book	  (which	  

relates	  a	  criminal	  case	  as	  perceived	  successively	  by	  the	  murderer,	  the	  victims,	  

the	  defense,	  the	  prosecution,	  etc.)	  was	  for	  several	  years	  the	  canonical	  example	  

of	  this	  type	  of	  narrative,	  before	  being	  supplanted	  for	  us	  by	  the	  film	  Rashomon.	  

Our	  third	  type	  will	  be	  the	  narrative	  with	  external	  focalization,	  popularized	  

between	  the	  two	  world	  was	  by	  Dashiell	  Hammett’s	  novels,	  in	  which	  the	  hero	  
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performs	  in	  front	  of	  us	  without	  our	  ever	  being	  allowed	  to	  know	  his	  thoughts	  or	  

feelings,	  and	  also	  by	  some	  of	  the	  Hemingway’s	  novella’s,	  like	  “The	  Killers”	  or,	  

even	  more,	  “Hills	  Like	  White	  Elephants,”	  which	  carries	  circumspection	  so	  far	  as	  

to	  become	  a	  riddle.	  (190)	  

	   	  

	   These	  classifications	  can	  apply	  to	  the	  text	  in	  two	  ways.	  On	  the	  one	  hand,	  

they	  can	  be	  used	  to	  describe	  individual	  passages.	  They	  can	  also	  be	  used	  to	  describe	  the	  

work	  as	  a	  whole.	  Nonfocalized	  and	  external	  focalization	  seem	  to	  imply	  no	  change,	  while	  

two	  of	  the	  subheadings	  contained	  under	  internal	  focalization	  address	  how	  the	  degrees	  

of	  information	  will	  change	  over	  time.	  Fixed	  indicated	  virtually	  no	  change.	  Variable	  

suggests	  that	  multiple	  characters	  orient	  the	  narrative.	  Multiple	  also	  has	  different	  

characters	  focalizing	  in	  turn,	  but	  with	  the	  added	  condition	  that	  they	  focalize	  the	  same	  

object.	  Combining	  this	  elaboration	  with	  the	  previous	  paragraph	  on	  the	  different	  kinds	  of	  

restrictions	  results	  in	  the	  following	  summary:	  	  	  
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Consolidated	  Summary	  of	  Genette’s	  Narrator	  Positions	  	  

	  

Non-‐focalized/Zero	  Focalization	  	  

After	  Todorov:	  Narrator	  >	  Character	  

After	  Pouillon:	  ‘vision	  from	  behind’	  

After	  English	  Language	  criticism:	  Omniscient	  narrator	  	  

Examples:	  ‘classical	  narrative’	  	  

	   	  

Internal	  	  

After	  Todorov:	  Narrator	  =	  Character	  

After	  Blin:	  Restricted	  field	  	  

After	  Lubbock:	  point	  of	  view	  

After	  Pouillon:	  ‘vision	  with’	  

Examples:	  	  

a) Fixed:	  The	  Ambassadors,	  What	  Maisie	  Knew	  

b) Variable:	  Madame	  Bovary,	  Stendhal	  

c) Multiple:	  The	  Ring	  and	  the	  Book,	  Rashomon	  	  

	  

External	  	  

After	  Todorov:	  Narrator	  <	  Character	  

After	  Pouillon:	  ‘vision	  from	  without	  

Examples:	  Dashiell	  Hammett,	  The	  Killers,	  Hills	  Like	  White	  Elephants	  	  
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	   The	  problem	  with	  Genette’s	  taxonomy	  is	  that	  the	  formulations	  put	  

forward	  by	  Pouillon	  and	  Todorov,	  while	  potentially	  overlapping,	  refer	  to	  different	  

aspects	  of	  narrative	  fiction	  that	  in	  many	  cases	  cannot	  exist	  at	  the	  same	  time.	  The	  term	  

‘point	  of	  view’	  refers	  to	  the	  different	  ways	  a	  character	  can	  see	  the	  world,	  literally	  but	  

also	  in	  terms	  of	  subjective	  thoughts	  and/or	  feelings.	  This	  aspect	  is	  well	  represented	  by	  

the	  ‘from	  without’,	  ‘vision	  with’,	  and	  ‘vision	  from	  behind’	  terms	  imported	  from	  Pouillon.	  

The	  more	  informational	  formulations	  of	  N>C,	  N=C,	  and	  N<C,	  pulled	  from	  Todorov,	  may	  

connect	  to	  aspects	  of	  character	  experience,	  but	  may	  also	  refer	  to	  the	  regulation	  of	  

narrative	  information	  which	  does	  not.	  For	  example,	  a	  narrator	  may	  have	  and	  share	  

knowledge	  of	  a	  pending	  storm	  or	  incoming	  comet,	  things	  that	  are	  not	  human	  in	  nature.	  	  	  

	   	  An	  imaginary	  game	  scenario	  helps	  crystalize	  the	  differences	  between	  

these	  two	  categories	  of	  information,	  between	  degrees	  of	  information	  about	  the	  story	  

and	  degree	  of	  access	  to	  a	  character’s	  subjective	  outlook.	  And	  it	  does	  so	  without	  

assuming	  that	  other	  aspects	  will	  play	  along.	  The	  purpose	  here	  is	  only	  to	  more	  rigorously	  

illustrate	  the	  problem	  with	  Genette’s	  formulation.	  The	  example	  could	  be	  expanded	  to	  

include	  an	  actual	  game,	  perhaps	  with	  dramatic	  effects,	  but	  that	  might	  only	  obscure	  the	  

essential	  point.	  Similarly,	  various	  instances	  could	  be	  culled	  from	  literary	  or	  cinematic	  

works,	  but	  a	  useful	  device,	  very	  common	  in	  the	  sciences,	  is	  to	  build	  small	  scale	  models	  

which	  test	  and	  elaborate	  upon	  a	  given	  theory.	  	  

	   Imagine	  two	  characters	  are	  playing	  a	  card	  game	  in	  which	  they	  have	  to	  

add	  to	  their	  own	  hand	  by	  taking	  a	  card	  from	  a	  facedown	  deck	  (Rummy	  for	  example).	  
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This	  situation	  could	  be	  represented	  in	  four	  ways.	  In	  the	  first	  possibility	  we	  are	  not	  

provided	  any	  details	  on	  what	  cards	  the	  character	  sees	  or	  what	  the	  concealed	  card	  is.	  

In	  the	  second	  scenario	  the	  narrator	  could	  reveal	  what	  one	  character	  sees	  in	  their	  own	  

hand	  but	  not	  reveal	  the	  hidden	  card.	  	  In	  the	  third	  case	  the	  narrator	  could	  see	  the	  

hidden,	  face	  down	  card	  but	  not	  know	  the	  player’s	  holding.	  In	  the	  fourth	  possibility,	  the	  

narrator	  could	  know	  both	  what	  the	  character	  sees	  and	  the	  face	  down	  card.	  	  Again,	  

because	  this	  is	  a	  model,	  the	  cards	  seen	  by	  the	  players	  could	  represent	  what	  they	  see,	  or	  

as	  thoughts	  or	  feelings	  originating	  in	  their	  own	  heads.	  Similarly,	  the	  hidden	  card	  could	  

be	  an	  external	  narrative	  event,	  such	  as	  the	  storm	  or	  comet	  mentioned	  above.	  The	  four	  

possibilities	  regarding	  what	  the	  narrator	  knows	  about	  the	  characters’	  and	  hidden	  card	  

are	  show	  in	  table	  form.	  

	  

	  

Situation	  	   	   	   Character’s	  card	   	   Hidden	  Card	  

1.	  	   	   	   Unknown	  	   	   	   Unknown	  	  	  

2.	   	   	   Revealed	  	   	   	   Unknown	  	  

3.	   	   	   Unknown	   	   	   Revealed	  

4.	   	   	   Revealed	   	   	   Revealed	  	  	  

	  

	   Each	  of	  these	  ways	  of	  representing	  information	  are	  legitimate	  

possibilities	  which	  correspond	  to	  the	  kinds	  of	  situations	  we	  encounter	  in	  narrative	  

fiction.	  The	  problem	  is	  that	  only	  the	  first	  two	  situations	  are	  well	  captured	  by	  Genette’s	  
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taxonomy.	  The	  first	  example	  works	  as	  zero	  focalization	  because	  we	  have	  access	  neither	  

to	  the	  character’s	  subjectivity	  or	  to	  privileged	  aspects	  of	  the	  world.	  The	  second	  example	  

is	  a	  good	  instance	  of	  internal	  focalization	  because	  we	  see	  with	  the	  character	  and	  have	  to	  

live	  with	  the	  same	  restrictions	  as	  they	  do.	  	  

	   The	  third	  example	  is	  not	  adequately	  described	  by	  any	  of	  the	  above	  

classifications.	  It	  cannot	  be	  nonfocalized	  or	  internal	  because	  we	  do	  not	  know	  the	  

character’s	  card,	  while	  our	  knowledge	  of	  the	  hidden	  card	  precludes	  use	  of	  external	  

focalization.	  	  Similarly,	  the	  fourth	  case	  cannot	  really	  be	  called	  non-‐focalized.	  While	  the	  

narrator	  knows	  more	  than	  the	  character	  (N>C),	  because	  of	  the	  hidden	  card,	  the	  

narrative	  is	  also	  being	  filtered	  through	  that	  character’s	  perception	  (‘vision	  with’),	  in	  that	  

we	  see	  that	  character’s	  cards	  with	  them.	  Once	  again,	  this	  game	  situation	  attempts	  to	  

show	  the	  problem	  with	  Genette’s	  formulation	  though	  modeling	  and	  analogy.	  The	  

hidden	  card	  could	  be	  some	  informational	  aspect	  of	  the	  world,	  while	  the	  character’s	  seen	  

cards	  could	  correspond	  to	  the	  character	  based	  subjectivity	  in	  the	  story	  world.	  While	  

Genette’s	  terms	  could	  refer	  to	  each	  of	  these	  sides	  without	  contradiction,	  the	  problem	  is	  

that	  he	  used	  his	  categories	  to	  cover	  to	  both	  of	  these	  areas	  at	  once.	  	  	  

David	  Bordwell	  and	  Kristin	  Thompson,	  in	  Film	  Art,	  An	  Introduction	  (1979),	  offer	  

helpful	  terms	  that	  work	  towards	  resolving	  this	  confusion.	  Their	  framework	  rests	  on	  the	  

distinction	  between	  story	  and	  plot,	  which	  is	  a	  recast	  of	  fabula	  and	  syuzhet,	  terms	  utterly	  

compatible	  with	  Genette	  (who	  used	  narrative	  and	  story).	  In	  any	  case,	  the	  terms	  are	  

range,	  which	  corresponds	  to	  the	  part	  derived	  from	  Todorov,	  and	  depth,	  which	  links	  up	  

with	  the	  vision	  metaphor,	  taken	  from	  Pouillon.	  
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	   They	  write	  that	  the	  “plot’s	  range	  of	  story	  information	  creates	  a	  

hierarchy	  of	  knowledge,	  and	  this	  may	  vary	  somewhat	  depending	  on	  the	  film.	  At	  any	  

given	  moment,	  we	  can	  ask	  if	  the	  viewer	  knows	  more	  than,	  less	  than,	  or	  as	  much	  as	  the	  

characters	  do”	  (84).	  Because	  Film	  Art	  does	  not	  posit	  that	  film	  has	  an	  extradiegetic	  

narrator,	  but	  rather	  describes	  narration	  as	  a	  process,	  their	  use	  of	  viewer	  is	  a	  necessity.	  

The	  problems	  with	  this	  position	  were	  argued	  for	  in	  the	  section	  on	  voice.	  Also,	  rather	  

than	  talking	  about	  a	  narrator,	  they	  refer	  to	  a	  viewer.	  While	  this	  is	  different	  from	  

Genette,	  who	  obviously	  does	  speak	  of	  a	  narrator,	  their	  general	  approach	  is	  still	  

compatible	  with	  his	  framework.	  	  	  

	   Rather	  than	  working	  with	  mathematical	  symbols	  (<,	  >,	  =)	  along	  a	  

horizontal	  line,	  they	  place	  the	  viewer	  positions	  along	  a	  vertical	  spectrum	  of	  restricted	  to	  

unrestricted.	  Characters	  who	  know	  more	  than	  the	  viewer	  appear	  above,	  characters	  who	  

know	  less	  than	  the	  viewer	  appear	  below.	  	  In	  North	  by	  Northwest,	  for	  example,	  the	  

viewer	  knows	  more	  than	  Thornhill	  but	  less	  than	  the	  agency.	  In	  Birth	  of	  a	  Nation,	  the	  

viewer	  knows	  more	  than	  all	  the	  characters.	  The	  Big	  Sleep	  binds	  the	  reader	  to	  the	  

protagonist.	  The	  following	  chart,	  from	  Film	  Art,	  shows	  three	  examples	  from	  Hollywood	  

cinema.	  	  

The	  Birth	  of	  a	  Nation	   	   The	  Big	  Sleep	   	   North	  by	  Northwest	  
	  
(unrestricted	  narration)	   (restricted)	  	   	   (mixed	  and	  fluctuating)	  	  
	  
viewer	  	   	   	   viewer-‐Marlowe	   the	  Agency	  
	  
all	  characters	   	   	   	   	   	   viewer	  
	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   Thornhill	  
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	   These	  terms	  recall	  Genette	  in	  a	  number	  of	  fairly	  direct	  ways.	  Their	  

category	  of	  unrestricted	  narrative	  is	  describing	  something	  very	  similar	  to	  zero	  or	  non-‐

focalized	  passages.	  A	  restricted	  narrative	  is	  effectively	  the	  same	  as	  internal	  focalization.	  	  

That	  said,	  a	  major	  advantage	  that	  the	  formulation	  put	  forth	  in	  Film	  Art	  has	  over	  that	  in	  

Narrative	  Discourse	  is	  that	  is	  makes	  immediately	  clear	  that	  the	  informational	  relation	  

will	  depend	  on	  the	  character	  to	  which	  we	  are	  comparing	  the	  narrator.	  In	  the	  case	  of	  

North	  by	  Northwest,	  the	  category	  of	  mixed	  can	  be	  expanded	  by	  saying	  that	  it	  is	  

unrestricted	  in	  relation	  to	  Thornhill	  but	  restricted	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  agency.	  	  

	   To	  address	  what	  Genette	  termed	  point	  of	  view,	  Film	  Art	  uses	  depth	  to	  

indicate	  “how	  deeply	  the	  plot	  plunges	  into	  a	  character’s	  subjective	  state”	  (85).	  Film	  Art	  

outlines	  three	  types	  of	  depth.	  Objective	  depth	  is	  no	  depth,	  technically	  speaking	  not	  

really	  a	  type	  at	  all,	  and	  limits	  viewer	  perception	  to	  the	  outside	  of	  the	  character,	  

something	  which	  would	  overlap	  with	  external	  focalization	  in	  Genette.	  Sound	  

perspective	  and	  perceptual	  subjectivity	  indicate	  hearing	  and	  seeing	  with	  a	  character.	  

Finally,	  we	  might	  “hear	  an	  internal	  voice	  reporting	  the	  character’s	  thoughts,	  or	  we	  might	  

see	  the	  character’s	  inner	  images,	  representing	  memory,	  fantasy,	  dreams,	  or	  

hallucinations”	  (85).	  These	  would	  constitute	  examples	  of	  mental	  subjectivity.	  	  

	   An	  overlapping	  but	  terminologically	  refined	  typology	  can	  be	  found	  in	  

Narrative	  Fiction,	  where,	  working	  from	  categories	  originally	  laid	  out	  by	  Boris	  Uspensky	  

in	  A	  Poetics	  of	  Composition,	  Rimmon-‐Kenan	  proposes	  three	  facets	  of	  focalization.	  The	  

perceptual	  facet	  includes	  character	  perceptions	  related	  to	  time	  and	  space,	  and	  would	  

include	  seeing	  and	  hearing.	  The	  psychological	  facet	  includes	  the	  cognitive	  and	  emotive	  
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components,	  which	  would	  cover	  mental	  subjectivity.	  The	  primary	  advantage	  to	  this	  

framework	  is	  that	  it	  both	  groups	  the	  visual	  and	  aural	  under	  one	  umbrella	  heading	  while	  

also	  further	  breaking	  down	  subjectivity	  into	  two	  usefully	  distinct	  categories.	  	  

	   When	  dealing	  with	  Genette’s	  original	  three	  part	  typology	  of	  

focalizations	  which	  variously	  categorizes	  texts	  as	  zero,	  internal,	  or	  external,	  the	  primary	  

decision	  is	  weather	  the	  terms	  should	  refer	  to	  aspects	  of	  range	  or	  depth,	  since,	  as	  has	  

been	  demonstrated,	  their	  differences	  are	  sufficient	  enough	  to	  preclude	  categorizing	  the	  

simultaneous	  presence	  of	  both	  aspects	  with	  one	  term,	  even	  if	  this	  might	  work	  in	  some	  

situations.	  The	  conceptualization	  here	  uses	  external	  to	  refer	  to	  Rimmon-‐Kenan’s	  

perceptual,	  and	  internal	  to	  denote	  the	  psychological.	  	  Focalization,	  as	  an	  umbrella	  term,	  

references	  the	  evocation	  of	  character	  subjectivity.	  	  

	   The	  focalized	  objects	  of	  the	  perceptual	  will	  tend	  towards	  greater	  

material	  presence	  than	  those	  of	  the	  psychological,	  which	  as	  thoughts	  and	  feelings	  will	  

be	  more	  abstract.	  Bal	  introduced	  the	  terms	  perceptible	  and	  non-‐perceptible	  for	  these	  

characteristics	  of	  the	  focalized,	  terms	  that,	  in	  conjunction	  with	  Kennan’s,	  map	  well	  onto	  

the	  subject/object	  nature	  of	  the	  situation.	  	  Taking	  these	  terms	  together,	  we	  can	  say	  that	  

the	  perceptual	  facets	  will	  have	  perceptual	  focalized,	  while	  the	  psychological	  facets	  will	  

have	  non-‐perceptible	  focalized	  objects.	  That	  said,	  the	  difference	  between	  perceptible	  

and	  non-‐perceptible	  (expressed	  as	  ‘p’	  or	  ‘np’)	  should	  not	  be	  overly	  insisted	  upon.	  A	  

character’s	  way	  of	  looking	  at	  something	  could	  be	  heavily	  directed	  by	  non-‐perceptible	  

features,	  if,	  for	  example,	  aspects	  of	  their	  thinking	  effect	  how	  they	  see.	  Conversely,	  
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thoughts	  and	  feelings	  could	  be	  strongly	  based	  on	  sharply	  etched	  mental	  images	  which	  

are	  effectively	  perceptual	  to	  the	  character.	  	  	  	  

	   Combining	  these	  aspect	  of	  range	  and	  depth	  yields	  the	  following	  

reconceptualization.	  Depth	  has	  been	  replaced	  with	  focalization.	  Unlike	  depth,	  

focalization	  has	  the	  advantage	  of	  the	  derivative	  terms	  focalizer	  and	  focalized,	  and	  has	  

therefore	  been	  retained1.	  For	  range,	  the	  descriptive,	  if	  somewhat	  clinical,	  terms	  are	  

greater,	  equal,	  and	  less.	  While	  these	  two	  areas	  will	  often	  overlap	  with	  each	  other	  within	  

the	  context	  of	  a	  given	  story,	  and	  we	  will	  have	  an	  example	  of	  this	  below,	  they	  have	  been	  

split	  into	  separate	  categories	  because	  of	  their	  distinct	  natures.	  	  

	  

Range	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

Greater;	  Viewer	  >	  Character	  	  

Equal;	  Viewer	  =	  Character	  	  

Less;	  Viewer	  <	  Character	  	  

	  

Focalization	  	  

Internal	  –	  (Non-‐perceptible;	  Cognitive	  –	  Emotional)	  

External	  –	  (Perceptible;	  Relating	  to	  the	  Five	  Senses)	  	  

	  

While	  range	  and	  focalization	  are	  two	  distinct	  aspects	  of	  narrative,	  they	  will	  often	  

work	  together	  in	  the	  overall	  regulation	  of	  narrative	  information.	  An	  example	  of	  how	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  Genette	  did	  not	  like	  this	  revision,	  which	  was	  introduced	  my	  Mieke	  Bal.	  	  See	  
Narrative	  Discourse	  Revisted,	  pg	  42.	  	  
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they	  can	  work	  together,	  and	  how	  such	  cooperation	  can	  produce	  a	  humorous	  effect,	  is	  

found	  in	  the	  opening	  of	  Hitchcock’s	  Shadow	  of	  a	  Doubt	  (1943).	  The	  film	  opens	  with	  two	  

detectives	  following	  uncle	  Charlie,	  a	  serial	  killer	  on	  the	  run.	  The	  three	  men	  duck	  and	  

weave	  though	  vacant	  streets,	  until	  we	  see	  the	  two	  officers,	  from	  a	  high	  angle	  shot,	  give	  

up	  and	  reluctantly	  accept	  that	  they	  have	  lost	  their	  target.	  At	  this	  point	  we	  have	  no	  idea	  

where	  Charlie	  is,	  and	  so,	  in	  terms	  of	  range,	  are	  equal	  to	  the	  officers.	  So	  far	  there	  has	  

been	  no	  character	  focalization.	  The	  camera,	  however,	  then	  pans	  slightly	  to	  the	  left,	  

revealing	  uncle	  Charlie	  looking	  down	  on	  the	  officers	  from	  his	  raised	  perch.	  This	  is	  an	  

example	  of	  external	  focalization,	  because	  we	  are	  experiencing	  what	  Charlie	  does,	  and	  

that	  is	  the	  perceptible	  sense	  of	  sight.	  It	  also	  changes	  the	  range	  dynamics,	  as	  we	  are	  now	  

equal	  to	  Charlie	  and	  know	  more	  than	  the	  officers.	  The	  joke	  here	  seems	  to	  be	  that	  the	  

officers	  are	  wondering	  where	  Charlie	  is	  and	  thinking	  he	  must	  be	  far	  away,	  when	  he	  was	  

in	  fact	  very	  close.	  It	  is	  also	  a	  play	  on	  the	  audience	  who,	  like	  the	  officers	  from	  a	  moment	  

ago,	  might	  have	  suspected	  Charlie	  to	  be	  long	  gone	  when	  he	  was	  in	  fact	  very	  close	  to	  

them.	  Indeed,	  he	  could	  not	  have	  been	  closer.	  Just	  as	  mise-‐en-‐scene	  and	  camera	  work	  

conspire	  in	  this	  moment,	  aspects	  of	  story	  range	  and	  character	  focalization	  function	  in	  

concert	  in	  the	  creation	  of	  cinematic	  effects.	  	  

	  

As	  was	  mentioned	  earlier,	  Genette’s	  categories	  can	  refer	  to	  individual	  passages	  

or	  to	  an	  entire	  work.	  That	  said,	  Genette	  allows	  a	  degree	  of	  looseness	  when	  applying	  

these	  terms	  to	  a	  narrative	  as	  a	  whole.	  	  Responding	  to	  critics	  who	  debated	  his	  ideas,	  

Genette	  offered	  the	  following	  in	  Narrative	  Discourse	  Revisited:	  	  
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In	  her	  debate	  with	  Bronzwaer,	  Mieke	  Bal	  denies	  I	  admit	  the	  existence	  of	  

“nonfocalized	  passages”	  and	  claims	  I	  specify	  that	  such	  a	  category	  is	  applicable	  

only	  to	  narrative	  taken	  as	  a	  whole.	  That	  obviously	  means	  that	  the	  analysis	  of	  a	  

“non-‐focalized”	  narrative	  must	  always	  be	  reducible	  to	  a	  mosaic	  of	  variously	  

focalized	  segments	  and,	  therefore,	  that	  “zero	  focalization”	  =	  variable	  

focalization.	  (…)	  Instead,	  therefore,	  the	  right	  formula	  would	  be:	  zero	  

focalization=variable,	  and	  sometimes	  zero,	  focalization.	  Here	  as	  elsewhere,	  the	  

choice	  is	  purely	  operational.	  This	  looseness	  will	  undoubtedly	  shock	  some	  people,	  

but	  I	  see	  no	  reason	  for	  requiring	  narratology	  to	  become	  a	  catechism	  with	  a	  yes-‐

or-‐no	  answer	  to	  check	  off	  for	  each	  question,	  when	  often	  the	  proper	  answer	  

would	  be	  that	  it	  depends	  on	  the	  day,	  the	  context,	  and	  the	  way	  the	  wind	  is	  

blowing.	  (74)	  

	  

	   It	  is	  difficult	  to	  know	  how	  to	  take	  this	  looseness.	  If	  the	  goal	  is	  to	  

construct	  a	  highly	  structured	  theory	  of	  narrative	  and	  focalizations,	  it	  could	  seems	  a	  bit	  

imprecise,	  but	  at	  the	  same	  time	  also	  suggests	  a	  wise	  aversion	  to	  too	  tight	  categories	  and	  

overly	  rigid	  frameworks.	  It	  is	  unlikely	  to	  be	  a	  problem,	  however,	  when	  we	  are	  engaged	  

in	  the	  analysis	  of	  a	  particular	  work.	  Narrative	  Discourse	  is,	  after	  all,	  an	  impressive	  

analysis	  of	  an	  individual	  work,	  and	  no	  one	  could	  credibly	  say	  that	  the	  focalizations	  in	  

Proust’s	  masterpiece	  are	  not	  adequately	  captured	  therein.	  Also,	  a	  more	  drawn	  out	  and	  

nuanced	  list	  of	  how	  works	  can	  be	  categorized	  in	  their	  entirety	  would	  very	  likely	  become	  
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unnecessarily	  cumbersome,	  the	  narratological	  equivalent	  of	  the	  human	  genome	  project.	  

If	  such	  a	  categorization	  of	  entire	  works	  is	  to	  be	  fruitful,	  it	  would	  seem	  most	  at	  home	  in	  

something	  like	  a	  historical	  poetics,	  where	  we	  can	  identify	  trends	  and	  proclivities	  within	  

genre	  or	  delimited	  timeframes.	  In	  short,	  Genette	  seems	  correct	  and	  circumspect	  to	  

allow	  a	  degree	  of	  looseness	  when	  dealing	  with	  all	  narrative.	  	  

	   Genette	  cited	  one	  term	  and	  coined	  another	  to	  describe	  changes	  in	  the	  

text,	  which	  he	  calls	  alterations.	  	  

	  

The	  two	  conceivable	  types	  of	  alteration	  consist	  either	  of	  giving	  less	  information	  

than	  is	  necessary	  in	  principle,	  or	  of	  giving	  more	  than	  is	  authorized	  in	  principle	  in	  

the	  code	  of	  focalization	  governing	  the	  whole.	  The	  first	  type	  bears	  a	  name	  in	  

rhetoric,	  and	  we	  have	  already	  met	  it	  apropos	  of	  completing	  anachronies:	  we	  are	  

dealing	  with	  lateral	  omission	  or	  paralipsis.	  The	  second	  does	  not	  yet	  bear	  a	  name;	  

we	  will	  christen	  it	  paralepsis,	  since	  here	  we	  are	  no	  longer	  dealing	  with	  leaving	  

aside	  (-‐lipsis,	  from	  leipo)	  in	  formation	  that	  should	  be	  taken	  up	  (and	  given),	  but	  on	  

the	  contrary	  with	  taking	  up	  (-‐lepsis,	  from	  lambano)	  and	  giving	  information	  that	  

should	  be	  left	  aside.	  (195)	  

	  

While	  there	  were	  problems	  with	  the	  way	  Genette	  collapsed	  story	  information	  

and	  character	  point	  of	  view	  into	  one	  category,	  paralipsis	  and	  paralepsis	  can	  apply	  to	  

focalization	  and	  range.	  Regarding	  paralipsis,	  this	  could	  be	  a	  shift	  from	  fixed	  to	  zero	  

within	  focalization,	  or	  a	  move	  from	  the	  viewer	  knowing	  more	  than	  a	  character	  to	  the	  
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viewer	  knowing	  less	  than	  a	  character,	  within	  range.	  Or	  there	  could	  be	  a	  paralipsis	  within	  

one	  category	  or	  a	  paralepsis	  within	  another.	  Breaking	  up	  Genette’s	  original	  use	  of	  

focalization	  terms	  expands	  the	  utility	  of	  his	  other	  contributions,	  which	  remain	  

considerable.	  	  
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Chapter	  3,	  Hitchcock,	  An	  Analysis	  of	  Frenzy	  

	  

One	  of	  the	  most	  easily	  grasped	  functions	  of	  suspense	  is	  to	  create	  dramatic	  

tension.	  There	  is	  an	  event	  that	  may	  or	  may	  not	  occur.	  Usually	  we	  have	  hope	  for	  one	  

outcome,	  aversion	  for	  the	  other.	  Being	  suspended	  between	  the	  possibilities	  

produces	  a	  kind	  of	  anxiety	  that	  is	  resolved	  though	  disappointment	  or	  relief	  which,	  

either	  positive	  or	  negative,	  will	  return	  the	  viewer	  or	  protagonist	  to	  a	  state	  of	  

equilibrium,	  or,	  in	  the	  case	  of	  the	  fictional	  character,	  existential	  termination.	  

Because	  of	  the	  highly	  structured	  nature	  of	  suspense	  and	  the	  limited	  outcomes	  it	  

affords,	  the	  creation	  of	  this	  effect	  is	  not	  difficult	  and	  is	  often	  based	  around	  very	  

simple,	  psychologically	  flat	  situations.	  In	  the	  hands	  of	  competent	  storytellers,	  

however,	  the	  straightforward,	  easy	  nature	  of	  suspense	  will	  be	  connected	  to	  other	  

thematic	  concerns	  in	  a	  way	  that	  both	  amplifies	  those	  concerns	  and	  elevates	  the	  

effects	  and	  affects	  of	  suspense.	  	  

	   This	  is	  what	  Hitchcock	  does	  in	  Frenzy	  by	  mapping	  two	  types	  of	  suspense	  to	  

the	  voyeuristic	  and	  sadistic	  pleasures	  of	  a	  psychopathic	  killer	  who	  obtains	  pleasure	  

by	  withholding	  and	  revealing	  the	  damage	  he	  plans	  on	  delivering	  to	  his	  victim.	  What	  

he	  does	  to	  his	  victims	  within	  the	  film	  parallels,	  in	  a	  patterned	  way,	  certain	  structures	  

of	  suspense	  experienced	  by	  the	  viewer	  outside	  it.	  The	  killer	  in	  this	  film,	  Rusk,	  rapes	  

and	  murders	  two	  of	  the	  main	  characters,	  and	  in	  both	  cases	  plays	  a	  game	  of	  

information	  management	  with	  himself	  and	  his	  victim.	  Regarding	  the	  withholding	  of	  

information,	  Rusk,	  in	  different	  ways,	  first	  takes	  a	  kind	  of	  voyeuristic	  pleasure	  in	  
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knowing	  that	  the	  victim	  will	  soon	  die,	  mainly	  because	  the	  target	  in	  his	  presence	  

does	  not	  yet	  know	  this,	  and	  then,	  moving	  into	  something	  closer	  to	  sadism,	  he	  takes	  a	  

follow	  up	  pleasure	  in	  the	  revelation	  of	  his	  intentions	  to	  his	  victim	  and	  the	  audience.	  

Both	  of	  these	  horrific	  forms	  of	  pleasure,	  in	  terms	  of	  information	  

management,	  correlate	  in	  a	  repeated	  way	  with	  two	  forms	  of	  suspense	  defined	  by	  

Susan	  Smith,	  in	  Hitchcock;	  Suspense,	  Humour,	  and	  Tone.	  The	  first	  of	  these,	  which	  

connects	  to	  voyeurism,	  is	  called	  vicarious	  suspense,	  and	  is	  defined	  in	  the	  following	  

terms:	  

	  

Suspense,	  according	  to	  Hitchcock’s	  definition	  of	  the	  term,	  requires	  the	  

audience	  to	  experience	  anxieties	  and	  uncertainties	  on	  behalf	  of	  a	  character	  	  -‐	  

i.e.	  vicariously	  –	  following	  receipt	  of	  crucial	  narrative	  information	  of	  which	  

that	  character	  is	  unaware.	  Yet	  while	  this	  type	  of	  suspense	  can	  generate	  

intense,	  extreme	  emotions	  for	  the	  character	  threatened,	  the	  epistemic	  

privileging	  that	  is	  also	  entails	  precludes	  ‘the	  sharing	  of	  consciousness’	  that	  is	  

necessary	  for	  the	  attainment	  of	  a	  fuller	  form	  of	  identification.	  In	  vicarious	  

cases,	  therefore,	  the	  intellectual	  and	  emotional	  strands	  inherent	  in	  all	  

suspense	  become	  separated,	  resulting	  in	  an	  ambivalent	  viewing	  position	  

consisting	  of	  both	  distance	  from,	  and	  involvement	  with,	  the	  character(s)	  

concerned.	  (19)	  	  

	  

The	  result	  this	  form	  of	  suspense	  has	  on	  the	  viewer	  connects	  to	  Rusk’s	  

inability,	  as	  a	  psychopath,	  to	  feel	  anything	  for	  his	  victims	  despite	  being,	  in	  a	  tragic	  
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sense,	  deeply	  involved	  with	  them.	  For	  both	  Rusk	  and	  viewer,	  there	  is	  a	  sense	  of	  

removal,	  an	  inability	  to	  connect,	  though	  in	  his	  case	  it	  has	  to	  do	  with	  a	  psychological	  

condition	  and	  is	  not,	  as	  it	  is	  for	  the	  viewer,	  a	  side	  effect	  of	  narrative	  information	  

management.	  Nevertheless,	  the	  viewer	  is	  put	  into	  a	  frame	  of	  mind	  that,	  very	  

generally,	  echoes	  Rusk’s.	  	  Paralleling	  his	  sadistic	  urge,	  which	  requires	  that	  he	  inform	  

his	  victims	  of	  their	  pending	  demise	  before	  it	  occurs,	  so	  that	  he	  can	  enjoy	  their	  

horrified	  recognition,	  is	  the	  second	  type	  of	  suspense	  defined	  by	  Smith.	  This	  is	  shared	  

suspense,	  and	  it	  arises	  when	  both	  the	  viewer	  and	  the	  character	  in	  the	  fictional	  world	  

are	  aware	  of	  the	  possibility	  of	  harm	  or	  escape.	  The	  main	  difference	  between	  Rusk’s	  

sadism	  and	  shared	  suspense	  has	  to	  do	  with	  who	  the	  information	  is	  being	  shared	  

with,	  which	  is	  a	  diegetic	  character	  in	  the	  latter	  and	  the	  viewer	  in	  the	  former.	  In	  both	  

of	  Frenzy’s	  attack	  scenes,	  though	  in	  slightly	  different	  ways,	  the	  stages	  Rusk	  puts	  his	  

victims	  though	  corresponds	  to	  a	  shift,	  regarding	  narrative	  strategy,	  from	  vicarious	  

to	  shared	  suspense,	  or,	  put	  differently,	  from	  a	  state	  of	  not	  knowing	  to	  a	  state	  of	  

knowing.	  In	  the	  second	  of	  these	  attacks	  the	  revelation	  happens	  offscreen	  and	  is	  not	  

directly	  witnessed	  by	  the	  viewer,	  although	  by	  that	  point	  in	  the	  film	  we	  know	  enough	  

about	  his	  approach	  to	  imagine	  how	  events	  will	  unfold.	  While	  both	  attacks	  share	  this	  

aspect,	  they	  also	  mobilize,	  as	  we	  will	  see	  below,	  the	  two	  different	  aspect	  of	  mood,	  

which	  are	  range	  and	  focalization.	  	  

Rusk	  stages	  horrific	  suspense	  scenarios	  for	  his	  victims	  which	  are	  also	  

perceived	  by	  the	  viewers,	  but	  the	  relations	  between	  the	  viewer’s	  degree	  of	  

knowledge	  and	  that	  of	  the	  character	  undergo	  shifting,	  complex	  relations.	  Having	  

broadly	  sketched	  out	  the	  general	  relations	  between	  the	  structures	  of	  suspense	  and	  
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how	  it	  relates	  to	  Rusk’s	  staging	  of	  death,	  it	  is	  now	  possible	  to	  look	  at	  how	  precisely	  

this	  unfolds	  within	  the	  two	  murders	  in	  Frenzy.	  This	  complexity	  is	  something	  missed	  

or	  brushed	  over	  in	  Smith’s	  discussion.	  She	  writes:	  

	  

Shared	  suspense	  can	  take	  place	  on	  a	  highly	  sustained	  basis	  (as	  in	  Rebecca	  

and	  Suspicion),	  intermittently	  (as	  in	  Rear	  Window,	  where	  it	  culminates	  in	  our	  

waiting	  with	  Jeffries	  for	  Thorwald	  to	  arrive	  at	  his	  apartment)	  or	  can	  be	  

concentrated	  into	  a	  relatively	  short	  period	  of	  time	  (often	  serving	  to	  bring	  us	  

into	  an	  intense	  but	  only	  temporary	  involvement	  with	  a	  character,	  as	  during	  

the	  rape	  and	  murder	  of	  Brenda	  Blanley	  in	  Frenzy).	  (20)	  

	  

	   While	  it	  is	  true	  that	  the	  rape	  and	  murder	  of	  Brenda	  contains	  moments	  of	  

shared	  suspense,	  to	  imply	  that	  the	  scene	  is	  limited	  to	  this	  mode	  is	  to	  miss	  the	  

complexity	  and	  horror	  of	  the	  scene.	  Rather,	  it	  contains	  two	  forms	  of	  suspense,	  and	  

moves	  though	  three	  epistemic	  shifts,	  the	  first	  being	  a	  lack	  of	  suspense.	  	  

While	  each	  of	  these	  beats	  within	  the	  scene	  are	  discussed	  in	  detail,	  an	  

overview	  of	  the	  situation	  can	  first	  be	  represented	  by	  summarizing	  the	  shifts	  in	  

knowledge	  that	  occur	  between	  the	  characters	  and	  viewer.	  In	  the	  table	  below,	  R	  and	  

M,	  displayed	  in	  brackets,	  represent	  rape	  and	  murder,	  and	  are	  placed	  before	  the	  

characters’	  knowledge	  of	  these	  events.	  The	  representation	  of	  range,	  or	  what	  each	  

character	  knows	  vis-‐à-‐vis	  each	  other	  and	  the	  viewer	  is	  displayed	  following	  the	  

method	  laid	  out	  in	  Film	  Art.	  Characters	  above	  the	  viewer	  know	  more,	  characters	  

below	  less.	  Rusk’s	  pleasure	  is	  described	  as	  voyeuristic	  or	  sadistic,	  though	  I	  hope	  to	  
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avoid	  all	  of	  the	  psychological	  implications	  these	  can	  imply.	  Rather,	  the	  definition	  can	  

be	  kept	  fairly	  surface	  level,	  with	  voyeurism	  meaning	  a	  pleasure	  in	  observing	  

someone	  who	  does	  not	  know	  they	  are	  being	  observed,	  and	  sadism	  a	  pleasure	  in	  

harming	  another.	  Finally,	  viewer	  suspense	  displays	  the	  type	  of	  suspense,	  as	  defined	  

by	  Smith,	  which	  is	  at	  work	  in	  the	  scene.	  As	  can	  be	  readily	  observed,	  Rusk’s	  

voyeurism,	  once	  the	  scene	  is	  in	  play,	  links	  with	  vicarious	  suspense,	  while	  his	  sadism	  

correlates	  with	  shared	  suspense.	  	  

	  

Relations	  of	  Character	  Pleasure	  and	  Viewer	  Suspense	  and	  in	  Frenzy	  

	  

Beat/Aspect	   Range	  	   	   	   	   Rusk’s	  Pleasure	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Viewer	  Suspense	  	  

	  

1)	  R/M	   	   Rusk	   	   	   	   Voyeurism	  	   	   	   None	  

	   	   Viewer	  =	  Brenda	  	  

	  

	  

2a)	  R	   	   Viewer	  =	  Rusk	  /	  Brenda	   	   Sadism	   	   	   	   Shared	  	  

	  

	  

2b)	  M	   	   Viewer	  =	  Rusk	   	   	   Voyeurism	   	   	   Vicarious	  

	   	   Brenda	  

	  

	  

3)	  M	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Viewer	  =	  Rusk	  /	  Brenda	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Sadism	   	   Shared	  	  
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Beat	  1,	  R/M;	  	  The	  scene	  opens	  with	  Brenda	  applying	  makeup	  in	  her	  

matrimonial	  agency,	  an	  action	  interrupted	  with	  Rusk’s	  entry.	  Our	  suspicion	  is	  

immediately	  raised	  when	  she	  reluctantly	  acknowledges	  him	  by	  saying	  “Oh	  Mr.	  

Robinson,	  it’s	  you	  again”.	  While	  the	  first	  letter	  matches	  the	  ‘R’	  on	  his	  tie	  pin,	  a	  

previous	  scene	  had	  two	  people	  refer	  to	  him	  as	  Mr.	  Rusk,	  one	  of	  his	  employees	  at	  the	  

fruit	  stand,	  and	  a	  constable,	  who	  uses	  his	  name	  twice,	  and	  asks	  him,	  as	  a	  man	  with	  

contacts,	  to	  put	  the	  word	  out	  for	  women	  or	  boyfriends	  who	  might	  have	  information	  

about	  men	  with	  violent	  behavior.	  In	  response	  to	  her	  greeting,	  he	  looks	  up	  and	  says	  

“I’m	  afraid	  so”,	  something	  which	  subtlety	  suggests	  that	  he	  is	  aware	  of	  the	  menacing	  

nature	  of	  his	  visit,	  and	  is	  making	  a	  joke	  to	  himself	  which	  also	  heightens	  his	  

voyeuristic	  pleasure	  in	  regarding	  a	  victim	  who	  does	  not	  yet	  know	  the	  brutal	  

purpose	  of	  his	  visit.	  	  The	  scene	  continues	  with	  him	  opening	  and	  closing	  file	  cabinets,	  

suggesting	  a	  dangerous	  comfort	  with	  another	  person’s	  property	  that	  implies	  rape,	  

and	  the	  revelation	  that	  he	  had	  waited	  for	  Brenda’s	  secretary	  to	  depart	  before	  he	  

entered.	  The	  scene	  moves	  closer	  to	  it’s	  conclusion	  when	  Brenda	  provides	  exposition,	  

saying	  to	  Robinson/Rusk	  that	  “certain	  peculiarities	  appeal	  to	  you	  and	  you	  need	  

women	  to	  submit	  to	  them”,	  an	  observation	  that	  correlates	  to	  an	  analysis	  of	  the	  

sexual	  nature	  of	  the	  necktie	  murder’s	  MO	  provided	  earlier,	  by	  two	  men	  in	  a	  pub.	  

While	  not	  yet	  fully	  aware	  of	  the	  pending	  grave	  danger,	  both	  the	  viewer	  and	  Brenda	  

are	  led	  to	  a	  state	  of	  general	  discomfort.	  	  	  

	   Beat	  2,	  R/M).	  Rusk	  reveals	  that	  he	  is	  not	  visiting	  to	  have	  her	  reopen	  his	  file	  

for	  others,	  but	  rather	  to	  be	  with	  Brenda.	  Her	  comportment	  immediately	  changes	  
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from	  hostility	  to	  fear.	  Rusk	  shares	  an	  expression	  from	  the	  fruit	  business,	  don’t	  

squeeze	  the	  goods	  until	  they	  are	  yours,	  which	  expresses	  his	  approach	  to	  women,	  

and	  that	  he	  by	  now	  considers	  her	  to	  be	  his	  woman.	  She	  reaches	  for	  the	  phone.	  He	  

takes	  the	  receiver,	  telling	  her	  not	  to	  call	  the	  police.	  From	  this	  point	  a	  struggle	  ensues	  

and	  it	  becomes	  clear	  to	  Brenda	  and	  viewer	  alike	  that	  she	  is	  going	  to	  be	  sexually	  

assaulted.	  The	  viewer	  is	  now	  in	  a	  position	  of	  shared	  suspense	  with	  her	  regarding	  the	  

rape.	  However,	  at	  this	  point	  she	  is	  not	  aware	  of	  the	  possibility	  of	  murder,	  so	  the	  

viewer	  simultaneously	  feels	  vicarious	  suspense	  with	  regards	  to	  this	  second	  crime.	  

The	  viewer,	  like	  Rusk,	  is	  aware	  of	  this	  possibility.	  Our	  greater	  awareness	  comes	  

from	  three	  main	  sources.	  First,	  we	  can	  strongly	  hypothesize	  that	  the	  necktie	  

murderer	  will	  be	  a	  major	  character	  in	  the	  film,	  and	  that	  this	  is	  therefore	  very	  likely	  

that	  person.	  That	  this	  is	  going	  to	  be	  that	  character	  is	  also	  reinforced	  by	  the	  attention	  

that	  is	  drawn	  to	  his	  tie.	  From	  Brenda’s	  perspective,	  the	  likelihood	  that	  one	  attacker	  

will	  also	  be	  London’s	  most	  notorious	  could	  seem	  like	  a	  remote	  possibility.	  Our	  third	  

indication	  of	  the	  pending	  murder	  is	  our	  knowledge	  that	  we	  are	  watching	  a	  

Hitchcock	  film,	  where	  women	  are	  often,	  though	  not	  always,	  sadistically	  victimized.	  	  

	   Beat	  3,	  M).	  The	  transition	  to	  the	  third	  stage	  occurs	  when	  Rusk	  is	  finished	  and	  

begins	  to	  slowly	  remove	  his	  tie.	  Brenda	  screams,	  and	  a	  full	  knowledge	  of	  the	  

situation	  is	  now	  shared	  by	  her,	  Rusk,	  and	  the	  viewer.	  For	  the	  viewer,	  vicarious	  

suspense	  regarding	  the	  murder,	  at	  the	  moment	  of	  this	  scream,	  transitions	  into	  

shared	  suspense.	  	  

	   These	  changing	  states	  allow	  us	  to	  more	  vividly	  experience	  the	  scene	  

from	  the	  perspective	  of	  both	  characters.	  During	  the	  first	  beat,	  we	  share	  Brenda’s	  
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position,	  as	  we	  do	  not	  know	  what	  is	  going	  to	  happen.	  When	  it	  becomes	  clear	  she	  is	  

going	  to	  be	  raped,	  we	  experience	  shock	  and	  horror	  with	  her.	  For	  the	  remainder	  of	  

the	  scene,	  however,	  we	  occupy	  Rusk’s	  position.	  For	  the	  reasons	  mentioned	  above,	  

we	  may,	  unlike	  Brenda,	  strongly	  suspect	  that	  after	  the	  sexual	  assault	  she	  will	  be	  

murdered.	  Having	  this	  knowledge	  puts	  us	  in	  something	  closer	  to	  Rusk’s	  position.	  

The	  main	  difference	  here,	  of	  course,	  is	  that	  while	  we	  occupy	  the	  same	  privileged	  

position,	  from	  an	  epistemic	  standpoint,	  our	  response	  to	  this	  knowledge	  is	  not	  

pleasure	  but	  horror.	  Our	  response	  is	  an	  inversion	  to	  Rusk’s,	  but	  nevertheless	  shares	  

the	  quality	  of	  being	  a	  powerfully	  rendered	  emotional	  state.	  The	  scene’s	  impact	  

comes	  from	  the	  different	  ranges	  of	  information,	  or	  focalizations,	  to	  use	  Genette’s	  

original	  term,	  but	  cannot	  be	  adequately	  described	  by	  any	  one	  of	  his	  categories	  

because	  the	  overall	  situation	  must	  be	  categorized	  differently	  depending	  on	  whose	  

point	  of	  view	  we	  adopt.	  The	  displayed	  chart,	  taken	  from	  Film	  Art,	  solves	  this	  

problem.	  	  

	   Rusk’s	  game	  of	  reveling	  in	  a	  character’s	  lack	  of	  ignorance	  regarding	  their	  

pending	  rape	  and	  murder	  is	  also	  played	  out	  in	  the	  demise	  of	  Babs,	  the	  film’s	  second	  

victim.	  By	  this	  point	  in	  the	  film,	  we	  obviously	  know	  Rusk	  is	  the	  killer,	  and	  that	  

Richard,	  Bab’s	  lover	  and	  Hitchcock’s	  ‘wrong	  man,’	  continues	  to	  be	  falsely	  suspected	  

by	  the	  police	  as	  the	  necktie	  murderer,	  something	  of	  which	  Rusk	  is	  also	  aware.	  Seeing	  

Brenda,	  who	  is	  temporarily	  on	  the	  run	  from	  the	  cops,	  he	  offers	  her	  safe	  haven	  in	  his	  

apartment.	  As	  they	  walk	  towards	  his	  place,	  his	  comments	  reveal	  a	  delight	  in	  his	  own	  

privileged	  knowledge.	  First,	  he	  encourages	  Brenda	  to	  think	  about	  how	  she	  is	  young	  

and	  still	  has	  time	  to	  see	  the	  world	  and	  enjoy	  all	  the	  great	  experiences	  that	  might	  still	  
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be	  in	  store.	  While	  she	  listen’s	  to	  Rusk’s	  evocations	  of	  a	  better	  life	  with	  a	  smile,	  it	  is	  

obvious	  to	  him	  that	  the	  possibility	  of	  any	  future	  experiences	  will	  soon	  come	  to	  a	  

horrible,	  violent	  end.	  At	  one	  point	  he	  says	  that	  “I’d	  travel	  too	  if	  I	  were	  not	  so	  tied	  

down	  here”,	  a	  comment	  which	  constitutes	  a	  clear	  joke	  to	  himself	  about	  his	  method	  

of	  killing	  and	  motivation	  for	  staying	  in	  a	  city	  that	  provides	  ample	  cover.	  Once	  again,	  

his	  sadistic	  pleasure	  derives	  from	  a	  game	  he	  is	  playing	  with	  the	  range	  of	  information	  

available	  to	  him	  vis-‐à-‐vis	  his	  victim.	  	  

	   The	  forms	  of	  suspense	  during	  the	  walk	  of	  Babs	  and	  Rusk	  is	  conditioned	  by	  

previous	  scenes.	  Most	  explicitly,	  our	  knowledge	  that	  he	  is	  the	  necktie	  murderer	  

results	  in	  a	  vicarious	  suspense	  for	  Babs,	  just	  as	  the	  extremely	  graphic	  

representation	  of	  Brenda’s	  murder	  crates	  a	  high	  degree	  of	  tension.	  Almost	  as	  though	  

to	  relieve	  the	  viewer	  of	  this	  possibility,	  Hitchcock	  has	  the	  murder	  and	  rape	  occur	  

entirely	  offscreen.	  	  As	  Rusk	  and	  Babs	  reach	  his	  door,	  the	  camera	  lingers	  outside	  and	  

we	  hear	  Rusk	  say	  to	  Babs,	  as	  he	  did	  to	  Brenda,	  that	  she	  is	  his	  “kind	  of	  woman”.	  	  The	  

camera	  then	  backtracks	  down	  the	  stairs	  which	  they	  climbed,	  and	  out	  onto	  the	  street	  

which	  led	  up	  to	  Rusk’s	  apartment.	  	  	  

While	  we	  know	  that	  Babs	  will	  die,	  Smith	  makes	  a	  comment	  on	  this	  scene	  that	  

misses	  an	  important	  aspect	  contained	  within	  the	  decision	  to	  pull	  the	  camera	  out	  of	  

Rusk’s	  apartment.	  Regarding	  this	  scene,	  she	  writes	  the	  following:	  	  

	  

An	  even	  more	  extreme	  instance	  of	  direct	  suspense	  emerging	  out	  of	  vicarious	  

suspense	  occurs	  during	  the	  two	  scenes	  dealing	  with	  Rusk’s	  murder	  of	  Babs	  in	  

Frenzy.	  What	  is	  most	  striking	  here	  is	  the	  way	  that	  we	  are	  prised	  away	  from	  



	   85	  

the	  character	  whom	  we	  are	  meant	  to	  fear	  for	  so	  intensely:	  the	  epistemic	  

distance	  created	  by	  the	  privileged	  knowledge	  that	  Rusk	  is	  the	  neck-‐tie	  

murder	  is	  even	  translated	  into	  spatial	  terms	  as	  the	  camera	  retreats	  from	  the	  

site	  of	  the	  murder,	  down	  the	  stairs	  and	  out	  across	  the	  other	  side	  of	  the	  street.	  

In	  requiring	  its	  audience	  to	  project	  an	  imagined	  scenario	  of	  what	  is	  going	  on	  

inside,	  the	  film	  renders	  the	  character	  herself	  somewhat	  redundant	  (having	  

effaced	  her	  completely	  from	  the	  scene	  both	  visually	  and	  aurally).	  Her	  

traumatic	  experience	  thus	  becomes	  rather	  disconcertingly	  divorced	  from	  our	  

own	  suspense	  which	  instead	  functions	  as	  an	  end	  in	  itself.	  (23)	  	  

	  

This	  passage	  seems	  to	  miss	  the	  significance	  attached	  to	  the	  way	  the	  camera	  

leaves	  Rusk’s	  apartment	  which,	  rather	  than	  effacing	  Babs,	  focalizes	  her	  desire	  to	  

avert	  death	  in	  one	  of	  the	  only	  two	  ways	  possible,	  both	  of	  which	  were	  also	  exhibited	  

by	  Brenda	  during	  her	  murder.	  The	  first	  of	  these	  would	  be	  to	  remove	  herself	  from	  

Rusk’s	  apartment,	  something	  Brenda,	  in	  a	  different	  location,	  attempted	  to	  do	  by	  

accepting	  Rusk’s	  invitation	  to	  lunch	  and	  indicating	  that	  he	  could	  have	  his	  way,	  but	  

that	  it	  would	  be	  better	  if	  they	  first	  went	  to	  her	  place.	  	  This	  avenue	  of	  escape,	  

presumably	  on	  Bab’s	  mind	  during	  her	  assault	  and	  murder,	  would	  be	  to	  escape	  from	  

Rusk’s	  apartment	  and	  the	  only	  way	  to	  do	  this	  would	  be	  to	  exit	  the	  way	  she	  was	  lured	  

in,	  via	  the	  stairs.	  That	  the	  camera	  does	  what	  she	  likely	  desires	  inscribers	  her	  

subjectivity	  into	  the	  scene.	  In	  the	  terms	  proposed	  earlier,	  this	  would	  be	  an	  example	  

of	  external	  focalization	  (perceptible),	  because	  we	  see	  what	  she	  would	  want	  to	  see,	  

but	  also	  internal	  (non-‐perceptible),	  because	  it	  is	  not	  what	  she	  actually	  sees,	  but	  



	   86	  

rather	  a	  projection	  of	  a	  kind	  of	  hope	  or	  fantasy.	  In	  this	  way,	  Hitchcock	  complicates	  

an	  easy	  demarcation	  of	  focalization	  types.	  Against	  this	  desire	  for	  escape,	  her	  

experience	  of	  death	  is	  also	  evoked	  by	  an	  auditory	  track	  which	  goes	  silent,	  thereby	  

evoking	  the	  slipping	  away	  of	  life.	  	  

	  The	  second	  way	  in	  which	  Babs	  would	  presumably	  attempt	  to	  save	  herself	  

would	  be	  to	  scream	  and	  have	  people	  from	  the	  street	  come	  into	  Rusk’s	  apartment.	  

This	  defense	  was	  attempted	  by	  Brenda	  when	  she	  told	  Rusk	  that	  her	  secretary	  would	  

be	  returning	  at	  any	  moment,	  and	  also	  by	  her	  brief	  efforts	  to	  scream	  during	  the	  

murder.	  When	  the	  camera	  exits	  the	  building,	  the	  sound	  of	  a	  bustling	  street	  comes	  

sharply	  into	  focus	  and	  it	  slowly	  pulls	  back	  to	  display	  Rusk’s	  second	  floor	  apartment,	  

with	  it’s	  blood	  red	  roses	  and	  drawn	  curtains.	  During	  this	  held	  shot,	  it	  is	  hard	  not	  to	  

be	  aware	  of	  how	  close	  help	  may	  physically	  be,	  even	  if	  there	  is	  no	  hope	  of	  accessing	  

that	  help.	  An	  awareness	  of	  close	  but	  unavailable	  assistance	  is	  reinforced	  by	  the	  

composition	  of	  the	  people	  on	  the	  street.	  	  With	  the	  exception	  of	  one	  older	  woman,	  

dressed	  in	  all	  black	  as	  though	  going	  to	  or	  from	  a	  funeral,	  all	  the	  people	  are	  strong	  

looking	  fruit	  vendors	  who	  would	  have	  no	  trouble	  dispatching	  Rusk.	  	  

After	  the	  offscreen	  murder	  of	  Babs,	  and	  an	  light	  interlude	  scene	  in	  which	  the	  

lead	  detective	  is	  forced	  to	  eat	  some	  of	  his	  wife’s	  horrifying,	  presumably	  designed	  to	  

punish	  French	  cuisine,	  Rusk	  dumps	  Bab’s	  body	  in	  a	  potato	  truck	  outside	  his	  

apartment,	  from	  where	  it	  will	  be	  transported	  out	  of	  the	  city.	  After	  placing	  the	  body,	  

and	  returning	  to	  his	  lair,	  he	  realizes,	  after	  attempting	  to	  pick	  his	  teeth,	  that	  his	  tie	  

pin	  is	  missing.	  While	  viewers	  may	  have	  been	  grateful	  that	  this	  second	  murder	  was	  

not	  explicitly	  drawn	  out	  in	  the	  manner	  of	  the	  first,	  Hitchcock	  nevertheless	  replays	  
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fragments	  of	  Bab’s	  murder	  from	  Rusk’s	  subjective	  point	  of	  view.	  Some	  of	  these	  

scenes	  are	  shown	  from	  her	  visual	  perspective,	  so	  that	  we	  see	  her	  hand	  reach	  out	  and	  

remove	  the	  pendant.	  In	  this	  moment,	  though	  a	  subjective,	  projected	  flashback,	  she	  

again	  is	  presented	  as	  alive	  when	  she	  is	  actually	  dead.	  Overtly	  motivated	  by	  Rusk’s	  

practical	  need	  to	  see	  things	  from	  Bab’s	  perspective,	  his	  act	  of	  looking	  at	  this	  event	  

from	  her	  optical	  viewpoint	  also	  evokes	  part	  of	  the	  pleasure	  presumably	  derived	  

from	  his	  abominable	  actions,	  in	  this	  his	  pleasure	  relates	  to	  the	  other	  person’s	  

horror.	  Again	  we	  have	  a	  kind	  of	  displaced	  focalization.	  Incidentally,	  the	  scene	  is	  not	  

an	  example	  of	  paralepsis	  because	  the	  narrative	  is	  not	  actually	  moving	  back.	  Rather,	  

a	  previous	  moment	  is	  being	  replayed	  in	  a	  character’s	  head.	  He	  returns	  to	  the	  truck,	  

which	  then	  drives	  off	  with	  both	  of	  them	  in	  the	  back.	  	  

As	  the	  truck	  bounces	  along,	  Rusk	  has	  great	  difficulty	  retrieving	  the	  

incriminating	  tie	  pin.	  Regarding	  this	  scene,	  Smith	  wrote	  that	  “shared	  suspense	  can	  

also	  force	  the	  viewer	  into	  close	  involvement	  with	  a	  character	  whose	  earlier	  actions	  

provoked	  revulsion	  and	  outrage	  (as	  during	  the	  potato	  truck	  scene	  in	  Frenzy)”	  (21),	  

and	  that	  this	  “uneasy	  sense	  of	  being	  entrapped	  in	  a	  character’s	  pathological	  state	  of	  

mind	  is	  often	  reflected	  externally	  by	  the	  use	  of	  claustrophobic,	  confined	  settings	  (as	  

in	  the	  Frenzy	  example)”	  (22).	  While	  it	  is	  certainly	  possible	  that	  otherwise	  well	  

adjusted	  viewers	  would	  identify	  with	  Rusk	  because	  of	  this	  aspect	  of	  shared	  

suspense	  –	  will	  he	  or	  won’t	  he	  retrieve	  the	  incriminating	  pin	  –	  Smith’s	  

interpretation	  does	  not	  factor	  the	  way	  Babs	  continues	  to	  exist	  as	  though	  alive	  from	  

beyond	  the	  dead,	  something	  we	  similarly	  witnessed	  in	  the	  way	  the	  camera	  pulled	  

out	  of	  Rusk’s	  apartment,	  and	  which	  continues	  in	  this	  scene	  and	  is	  discussed	  below.	  
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Because	  of	  this	  presentation	  of	  Babs,	  the	  viewer	  allegiances	  in	  the	  scene	  are	  more	  

complicated	  than	  would	  be	  the	  case	  if	  were	  simply	  aligning	  ourselves	  with	  a	  

character	  for	  whom	  we	  find	  revulsion.	  Rather,	  we	  are	  aligning	  ourselves	  against	  our	  

better	  judgment.	  	  

The	  choreography	  of	  the	  potato	  truck	  scene	  further	  develops	  the	  impression	  

that	  Babs	  is,	  in	  some	  sense,	  still	  alive.	  This	  happens	  over	  four	  distinct	  moments,	  two	  

of	  which	  stem	  from	  behaviors	  of	  her	  body,	  and	  two	  from	  context.	  	  After	  the	  truck	  

leaves,	  she	  kicks	  Rusk	  in	  the	  face	  twice.	  It	  is	  as	  though	  she	  were	  alive	  and,	  literally,	  

kicking.	  While	  it	  is	  the	  moving	  truck	  on	  a	  country	  road	  that	  results	  in	  these	  

movements,	  they	  still	  resemble	  something	  close	  to	  what	  she	  would	  presumably	  be	  

doing	  if	  alive.	  This	  impression	  of	  being	  alive	  is	  further	  aided,	  in	  the	  second	  instance,	  

by	  Rusk’s	  tendency	  to	  talk	  to	  her,	  even	  to	  ask	  her	  a	  direct	  question,	  as	  he	  says	  “You	  

bitch,	  where	  is	  that	  pin?”.	  	  As	  with	  this	  direct	  address,	  her	  impression	  of	  being	  alive	  

is	  reinforced,	  for	  a	  third	  time,	  when	  the	  potatoes	  spill	  out	  the	  back	  of	  the	  truck	  and	  

the	  driver	  must	  pull	  over	  to	  refasten	  his	  truck’s	  back	  door.	  While	  they	  have	  spilled	  

out	  because	  of	  Rusk’s	  fumbling,	  the	  impression	  is	  a	  mix	  of	  the	  two	  modes	  of	  escape	  

discussed	  above,	  that	  she	  is	  attempting	  to	  remove	  herself,	  like	  the	  potatoes	  with	  

which	  her	  body	  is	  closely	  aligned	  (our	  first	  glimpse	  is	  off	  her	  toes	  among	  the	  

potatoes),	  or	  that	  she	  is	  attempting	  to	  create	  a	  signal	  which	  will	  result	  in	  others	  

coming	  to	  her	  postmortem	  rescue.	  The	  latter	  almost	  occurs,	  as	  the	  driver	  pulls	  over	  

to	  stem	  the	  spillage,	  but	  does	  not	  notice	  the	  new	  cargo.	  The	  desire	  to	  obtain	  outside	  

help	  is	  something	  that	  the	  film	  had	  already	  suggested	  by	  the	  above	  discussed	  

camera	  movement.	  	  
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The	  fourth	  way	  this	  scene	  creates	  the	  impression	  that	  Babs	  is	  alive	  resides	  in	  

her	  refusal	  to	  give	  up	  the	  pin.	  Rusk	  discovers	  that	  it	  is	  in	  her	  hand,	  but	  also	  that	  this	  

is	  not	  a	  place	  from	  which	  it	  can	  easily	  be	  removed.	  Indeed,	  he	  has	  to	  snap	  three	  of	  

her	  fingers	  before	  he	  is	  finally	  able	  to	  loosen	  her	  hand	  and	  retrieve	  the	  prize.	  While	  

Babs’	  death	  grip	  is	  the	  result	  of	  rigor	  mortis,	  her	  determination	  to	  keep	  the	  pin	  is	  

again	  something	  she	  would	  presumably	  attempt	  if	  she	  were	  alive.	  Like	  the	  truck	  on	  

the	  country	  road,	  the	  fact	  of	  her	  death	  does	  not	  change	  behavior	  which	  would	  unfold	  

in	  life.	  The	  way	  in	  which	  the	  pin	  is	  revealed,	  working	  in	  an	  opposite	  direction,	  helps	  

bind	  our	  allegiance	  to	  Rusk.	  He	  looks	  somewhat	  hopelessly	  at	  Babs	  body,	  but	  the	  

shiny	  pin	  is	  clearly	  visible	  to	  the	  viewer.	  There	  is	  an	  almost	  involuntary	  urge	  to	  tell	  

Rusk	  about	  the	  location	  of	  this	  pin,	  a	  urge	  which	  seems	  to	  exist	  virtually	  

independent	  of	  our	  feelings	  about	  him.	  This	  vicarious	  suspense	  about	  the	  location	  of	  

the	  pin	  moves	  into	  shared	  suspense	  once	  Rusk	  does	  notice	  it,	  a	  few	  seconds	  after	  the	  

viewer	  has	  been	  given	  a	  chance	  to.	  	  While	  it	  is	  possible	  to	  simultaneously	  feel	  

suspense	  for,	  or	  look	  at	  things	  from	  the	  perspective	  of	  two	  characters	  who	  have	  

directly	  opposing	  goals,	  as	  the	  revelation	  of	  the	  pin	  might,	  the	  continued	  life	  given	  to	  

Babs	  in	  this	  scene	  works	  to	  undercut	  any	  association	  or	  identification	  we	  might	  have	  

with	  Rusk.	  

In	  addition	  to	  the	  physical	  movements	  of	  a	  dead	  body	  which	  align	  with	  those	  

the	  same	  body	  would	  be	  making	  if	  alive,	  aspects	  of	  the	  narrative	  also	  contribute	  to	  

the	  impression	  that	  Babs	  lives	  on.	  More	  specifically,	  it	  not	  actually	  she	  who	  is	  alive,	  

that	  much	  is	  very	  clear,	  but	  rather	  the	  possible	  fulfillment	  of	  her	  objective	  continues	  

to	  exist	  after	  she	  herself	  has	  expired.	  Earlier	  in	  the	  film,	  she	  expressed	  strong	  
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affection	  for	  Richard	  and	  a	  desire	  to	  see	  his	  good	  name	  cleared.	  Her	  decision	  to	  take	  

the	  pin	  while	  she	  was	  being	  murdered	  had	  everything	  to	  do	  with	  that	  aim	  and	  

nothing	  to	  do	  with	  her	  own	  survival.	  People’s	  impressions	  of	  and	  affections	  for	  

others	  outlive	  those	  people’s	  physical	  presence,	  and	  it	  is	  common	  to	  honor	  the	  

memory	  of	  someone	  by	  continuing	  traditions	  they	  valued	  in	  life.	  Her	  physical	  

movements	  in	  the	  truck,	  and	  again	  the	  camera	  movement	  out	  of	  Rusk’s	  apartment,	  

derive	  their	  power	  from	  this	  basic	  fact	  of	  human	  attachment.	  	  

The	  nature	  of	  both	  of	  the	  murders	  covered	  in	  this	  paper	  bear	  traces	  to	  

strategies	  Hitchcock	  employs	  in	  other	  works,	  and	  can,	  moreover,	  be	  considered	  

technical	  advances	  of	  them.	  Regarding	  Brenda,	  a	  character’s	  transition	  from	  a	  state	  

of	  not	  knowing	  to	  knowing	  about	  their	  own	  pending	  death	  can	  easily	  be	  observed	  

elsewhere.	  A	  famous	  example	  of	  this	  occurs	  in	  a	  scene	  in	  Notorious	  (1946)	  when	  

Alicia	  is	  offered	  a	  glass	  that,	  like	  many	  before	  it,	  contains	  poison.	  When	  a	  visiting	  

doctor	  inadvertently	  attempts	  to	  drink	  from	  her	  cup,	  and	  her	  husband	  and	  mother	  

in	  law	  panic	  and	  make	  sure	  he	  drinks	  from	  his	  own,	  she	  realizes	  that	  they	  are	  

attempting	  to	  slowly	  kill	  her…while	  also	  being	  too	  weak	  to	  escape.	  For	  the	  viewer,	  

this	  produces	  a	  shift	  from	  vicarious	  to	  shared	  suspense.	  The	  situation	  in	  Frenzy	  is	  

broadly	  similar	  to	  this,	  but	  is	  considerably	  more	  sophisticated	  because	  it	  sets	  up	  a	  

situation	  in	  which	  the	  viewer	  makes	  this	  sort	  of	  shift	  regarding	  what	  is	  happening	  

before	  the	  character	  does.	  In	  other	  words,	  the	  shift	  Alicia	  undergoes	  within	  

Notorious	  parallels	  that	  which	  the	  viewer	  experiences	  in	  Frenzy.	  The	  result	  is	  a	  

deeper	  identification	  with	  the	  victim.	  	  	  
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The	  depiction	  of	  a	  character	  operating	  as	  though	  from	  beyond	  the	  dead,	  as	  

was	  the	  case	  with	  Babs,	  is	  similarly	  easy	  to	  spot	  in	  the	  Hitchcock	  canon.	  In	  Rebecca	  

(1940),	  such	  a	  notion,	  a	  staple	  of	  gothic	  works	  generally,	  is	  a	  guiding	  principle	  of	  the	  

entire	  film,	  and	  obtains	  specific	  embodiment	  at	  different	  points.	  Perhaps	  most	  

memorably	  when	  Rebecca	  is	  tricked	  into	  wears	  a	  gown	  that,	  she	  learns	  the	  hard	  

way,	  was	  also	  worn	  by	  the	  late	  Mrs.	  de	  Winters.	  In	  other	  instances,	  Hitchcock	  

employs	  the	  device	  in	  a	  more	  localized	  way,	  as	  when,	  in	  Suspicion	  (1941),	  Johnnie	  

raises	  a	  glass	  to	  the	  portrait	  of	  his	  wife’s	  late	  father,	  and	  toasts	  to	  him	  for	  winning	  

from	  beyond	  the	  grave	  by	  denying	  is	  daughter	  an	  inherence	  he	  was	  looking	  forward	  

to	  spending.	  The	  depiction	  of	  someone	  operating	  from	  beyond	  the	  dead,	  however,	  is	  

more	  fully	  brought	  to	  life	  with	  Babs	  than	  in	  any	  other	  work,	  both	  in	  terms	  of	  

pervasiveness	  and	  importance	  to	  plot	  and	  within	  individual,	  vividly	  rendered	  

scenes.	  While	  it	  is	  easy	  to	  admire	  Hitchcock’s	  development	  and	  technical	  virtuosity	  

in	  Frenzy,	  the	  horrific	  contents	  of	  his	  last	  film	  produces	  a	  resistance	  to	  allowing	  

oneself	  to	  do	  this.	  Presumably	  this	  is	  a	  discomfort	  the	  late	  direct	  would	  be	  savoring	  

from	  beyond	  the	  grave.	  	  

The	  two	  Frenzy	  murders	  discussed	  in	  this	  chapter	  illustrate	  the	  importance	  

of	  the	  distinction	  made	  earlier	  regarding	  the	  two	  dimensions	  of	  which	  Genette	  

included	  under	  the	  single	  heading	  of	  focalization,	  which	  were	  the	  amount	  of	  

information	  revealed	  (termed	  range	  in	  this	  thesis)	  and	  the	  representation	  of	  

character	  subjectivity	  (termed	  focalization).	  As	  is	  hopefully	  clear	  after	  the	  above	  

analysis	  of	  these	  moments,	  each	  of	  these	  scenes	  operate	  along	  different	  lines	  and	  

derive	  their	  power	  from	  each	  of	  these	  potentially	  overlapping,	  but	  fundamentally	  
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distinct	  areas.	  In	  the	  case	  of	  Brenda,	  the	  scene’s	  impact	  comes	  from	  a	  carefully	  

orchestrated	  arrangement	  of	  differing	  degrees	  of	  narrative	  information.	  With	  Babs,	  

much	  of	  the	  power	  comes	  from	  the	  manipulation	  of	  subjective	  focalization.	  	  

Trying	  to	  describe	  what	  happened	  in	  both	  of	  these	  instances	  with	  one	  set	  of	  

terms	  would	  have	  been	  more	  difficult	  than	  was	  possible	  with	  the	  two,	  parsed	  terms.	  

These	  scenes	  were	  also	  selected	  to	  show	  how,	  in	  practice,	  the	  manipulation	  of	  such	  

elements	  can	  connect	  to	  other	  areas,	  such	  as	  suspense	  or	  the	  mind	  of	  a	  killer	  or	  dead	  

person,	  to	  dramatically	  come	  to	  the	  fore.	  Narratology,	  pursued	  in	  the	  abstract,	  can	  

seem	  dry.	  Looking	  at	  how	  aspects	  of	  storytelling	  function	  in	  an	  actual	  story	  reveals	  

how	  they	  are,	  in	  fact,	  anything	  but.	  	  	  
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Conclusion	  	  

	  

The	  goal	  of	  this	  thesis	  has	  been	  twofold.	  On	  the	  one	  hand,	  the	  task	  was	  to	  

explore	  the	  ideas	  of	  Gerard	  Genette	  to	  help	  promote	  a	  useful	  set	  of	  terms	  that	  can	  and	  

have	  be	  applied	  in	  the	  analysis	  of	  narrative	  texts.	  As	  we	  saw,	  a	  number	  of	  his	  ideas	  could	  

be	  productively	  adapted	  with	  the	  help	  of	  other	  theorists.	  The	  second,	  related	  task	  was	  

to	  illustrate	  their	  descriptive	  power	  by	  analyzing	  an	  individual	  text.	  The	  hope	  is	  that	  both	  

of	  these	  tasks	  have	  been	  executed	  with	  clarity,	  and	  that	  the	  reader	  will	  leave	  this	  paper	  

with	  a	  good	  sense	  of	  what	  they	  are	  and	  how	  they	  can	  be	  employed.	  Having,	  again	  

hopefully,	  accomplished	  this	  task,	  this	  paper	  concludes	  with	  a	  brief	  statement	  about	  the	  

primary	  advantages	  of	  this	  approach.	  

These	  concluding	  remarks	  relate	  to	  something	  said	  by	  David	  Bordwell,	  in	  Making	  

Meaning	  (1991),	  a	  work	  which	  is	  at	  once	  a	  robust	  analysis	  and	  detailed	  history	  of	  

interpretive	  practice.	  While	  slightly	  dated	  now,	  given	  that	  it	  was	  a	  polemic	  clarion	  call	  

for	  a	  reorientation	  of	  the	  discipline	  of	  film	  studies,	  a	  number	  of	  the	  observations	  put	  

forth	  still	  seem	  to	  apply	  to	  the	  discipline’s	  current	  state	  while	  also	  laying	  out	  a	  more	  

timeless	  notion	  of	  what	  interpretation	  should	  be.	  Bordwell	  takes	  issue	  with	  forms	  of	  

criticism	  that	  indulge	  what	  might	  be	  described	  as	  flights	  of	  fancy	  which,	  in	  some	  cases,	  

are	  only	  tangentially	  related	  to	  their	  putative,	  fundamentally	  neglected	  object	  of	  study.	  	  

He	  states	  a	  perceived	  problem	  with	  critical	  practice	  in	  the	  book’s	  preface:	  	  
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For	  now,	  I	  simply	  suggest	  that	  film	  interpretations	  do	  not	  conform	  to	  the	  

“testing”	  model.	  Unlike	  a	  scientific	  experiment,	  no	  theory	  can	  fail	  to	  confirm	  the	  

theory,	  at	  least	  in	  the	  hands	  of	  the	  practiced	  critic.	  Criticism	  uses	  ordinary	  (that	  

is,	  nonformalized)	  language,	  encourages	  metaphorical	  punning	  redescription,	  

emphasizes	  rhetorical	  appeals,	  and	  refuses	  to	  set	  definite	  bounds	  on	  relevant	  

data	  –	  all	  in	  the	  name	  of	  novelty	  and	  imaginative	  insight.	  These	  protocols	  give	  

the	  critic	  enough	  leeway	  to	  claim	  any	  master	  theory	  as	  proven	  by	  the	  case	  at	  

hand.	  (4)	  	  	  	  

	  

To	  be	  clear,	  Bordwell	  is	  not	  saying	  that	  every	  interpretation	  needs	  to	  be	  

verifiable	  in	  the	  way	  described	  above.	  Like	  a	  defensive	  politician	  talking	  about	  cherished	  

entitlement	  programs,	  he	  promises,	  in	  the	  book’s	  last	  chapter,	  that	  the	  reforms	  he	  is	  

calling	  for	  “would	  not	  push	  the	  ascription	  of	  implicit	  or	  symptomatic	  meanings	  out	  of	  its	  

central	  place	  in	  practical	  criticism”.	  (263).	  	  

	   One	  main	  advantage	  of	  narratology	  is	  that	  it	  will	  take	  individual	  works	  of	  

criticism	  closer	  to	  the	  empirical	  basis	  and	  texture	  of	  the	  individual	  works.	  One	  aspect	  of	  

this	  approach	  is	  well	  captured	  by	  Jonathan	  Culler	  who,	  in	  his	  forward	  to	  Narrative	  

Discourse,	  states	  that	  in	  this	  work	  students	  will	  find	  “terms	  to	  describe	  what	  they	  have	  

perceived	  in	  novels	  but	  also	  be	  alerted	  to	  the	  existence	  of	  fictional	  devices	  which	  they	  

had	  previously	  failed	  to	  notice	  and	  whose	  implications	  they	  had	  never	  been	  able	  to	  

consider.”	  (7).	  This	  aspect	  of	  narrative	  analysis,	  and	  something	  implicit	  in	  Bordwell’s	  

proposed	  approach,	  is	  also	  captured	  in	  Susan	  Sontag’s	  memorable	  observation	  about	  



	   95	  

interpretation	  being	  the	  revenge	  of	  the	  intellect	  on	  art.	  It	  is,	  in	  other	  words,	  an	  

approach	  that	  seeks	  to	  make	  more	  clear	  those	  properties	  which	  are	  immanent	  to	  the	  

artwork,	  rather	  than	  the	  critics’	  creative	  imagination.	  	  

	   That	  said,	  not	  all	  interpretations	  will	  or	  should	  fall	  into	  the	  category	  of	  a	  provable	  

observation,	  certainly	  many	  of	  Bordwell’s	  don’t.	  	  It	  is,	  rather,	  like	  certain	  ideals,	  

something	  we	  strive	  towards	  but	  know	  will	  always	  remain	  partially	  out	  of	  reach.	  That	  

said,	  when	  these	  more	  interpretative	  approaches	  are	  grounded	  in	  a	  narratological	  

approach,	  the	  founding	  evidence	  will	  be	  all	  the	  stronger	  for	  it.	  	  
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