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I n d i a n aa J o n e s a n d t h e 

W o r kk oF A r c h e o l o g y 
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andd the Work of Archeology \ 

Blsjtlittll Tint, Hlstiry, wtrli 
Thee adventures of doctor Henry Jones junior, alias Indiana Jones, 

whoo is engaged both in an academic career as a university professor 

andd in field research, cohere around his profession as an archeolo-

gist.. In the first film of the trilogy he is introduced as an accom›

plishedd scholar. As a professor of archeology, expert on the occult 

andd a collector of rare antiquities he is approached by intelligence 

agentss who have just tTaced a German communiquØ sent from Cairo 

too Berlin. The agents inform doctor Jones that Hitler is obsessed 

withh the occult and that the Nazis have teams of archeologists all 

aroundd the world searching for religious artifacts. They cannot deci›

pherr the message, nor can they understand where Hitler’s interest 

lies.. It is only when doctor Jones explains that "the staff of Ra" and 

"Tanis,"" mentioned in the communiquØ, are related to the "Ark" and 

thatt the army which carries the Ark before it is invincible, that the 

agentss begin to grasp the importance of the message. They want 

Indianaa Jones to find the Ark before the Nazis do and they are pre›

paredd to pay handsomely. 

Thee adventures take place in the mid 1930s, hence that 

periodd of history when the Nazis were actually in power. In the third 

filmm of the trilogy Indiana’s adventures take him to a Nazi rally in 

Berlin.. It is a scene where book-burning is in process, flags and ban›

nerss displaying the swastika are waved euphorically (scene 1). Hitler 

iss himself present, surrounded by a crowd of children who are push›

ingg their autograph books at him in order to obtain his signature. 

Havingg retrieved his father’s Grail diary, Indiana is trying to get away 

fromm the hysteria of the rally. Suddenly, he finds himself face to face 

withh Hitler (shots 3-12). Hitler mistakes him for one of his followers, 

takess the diary, opens it to the first page and signs his autograph. 

Here,, a layer of history is added to the fabula, whereby reality 

becomess entangled with the story. To establish a connection 

betweenn the man who signed the Grail diary and Hitler, we have to 

relyy on extra-textual knowledge. Visual resemblance between the 

characterr in the film and the actual historical figure triggers a name. 

Thee information based on the iconic relation is immediately con›

firmedd through the indexical sign - his signature (shot 10). The con›

firmationn of identity based on indexicality yields more than just a 

furtherr qualification of the character-image, it also helps us to give 

meaningg to the interaction between Indiana and Hitler. Hitler’s sig-



naturee has scarred the Grail diary, just as Hitler himself has corrupt›
edd history. The indexical relation furthers the process of semiosis 
andd enables us to disclose the symbolic value of the interaction: 
Indiana’ss repossession of the diary figures as a promise for a future 
history.. This episode, 1 would suggest, emblematizes the "work of 
archeology"" in the trilogy. It enables us to conclude that even 
thoughh arche is tied to the past it can be reconstructed through the 
presentt of meaning production. 

Ass in Back to the Future, the rescue operation will prove co-
dependentt on the re-structuring of the geschiedenis, implying that 
thee re-vision of the fabula will have an immediate effect on the 
tellingg of history. Unlike Marty McFly, however, or Elliot and ET, 
whoo are interpellated in the process of telling through the structures 
off focalization, as well as action, Indiana’s main function is to pro›
pell action. In ET-The Extraterrestrial the character-image is decom›
posed,, in Back to the Future it is doubled; in the trilogy, the charac›
ter-imagee can be defined as an action-image, not so much in the 
Deleuziann sense, but rather in the vein of Greimas, hence as an 
actantiall position.1 One of the aspects of understanding the fabula, 
accordingg to Greimas, is the subdivision of actoTS into classes. In this 
modell the classes of actors are called actants.11 The elements of the 
fabulaa play a crucial role here, or more precisely, the relationship 
betweenn the events, the actors and time does. We can trace three 
generall actants in the trilogy: 1) the good: Indiana Jones as Moses 
thee son/Short-Round/Indiana Jones as the Arthurian Knight; 2) the 
evil:: the Nazis/the Egyptians/Kali worshipers/the British colonial 
empire;; and 3) the object of archeological quest: the Ark/ Indiana as 
Mosess the father/Sivalinga/lndiana as the father-figure to Short-
Round/Holyy Grail/Henry Jones senior. 

Thee actual oppressor from our recent history who functions 
ass the villain in two films of the trilogy inevitably brings about a 
sensee of preposterous history.1" More importantly, however, the dis›
tortionn of the fictional world is reconfirmed through the preposter›
ouslyy structured relations in the narrative. As in Back to the Future, 

thee disordered geschiedenis puts pressure on the offspring. The 
analysiss will show that the rescue remains dependent on the son’s 
capacityy to re-generate his father. That is, the inversed generational 
orderingg is required to order the world. In Indiana Jones and the 

LastLast Crusade, for example, Indiana’s structural position as actant is 





dependentt precisely on his capacity to exchange positions with the 

actantt who is at the same time the object of his quest - his father. 

Inn Indiana Jones and the Temple of Doom, Indiana himself functions 

ass a father who is brought back to life by the Chinese boy Short-

Round.. In Raiders of the Lost Ark as the analysis will show, he func›

tionss as "Freud’s Moses" - the Egyptian son who is at the same time 

thee father of the Jewish race.,v When we take into account the rela›

tionshipp between the actantial positions, we can note that the 

accomplishmentt of the archeological quest is bound up with Indi›

ana’ss capacity to function as both the origin and the trace, the son 

andd the father, the subject and the object of his quest. The 

exchangeabilityy of actantial positions makes it possible to set the 

temporall sequence in order. Through the process of telling governed 

byy the structure of diffØrance, the temporal sequence of both the 

fabulaa and history will come into being. The new Hollywood’s 

"time-out-of-joint"" is not new. We see it in the films’ pre-texts such 

ass in Philip K.Dick’s novel by the same title published in 1959, not 

too mention Shakespeare’s wordplay and structural play from the six›

teenthh century which insinuates a similar disruption of orders based 

onn linearity, sequence and place, most famously expressed in Ham›

let’ss words that "time is out of jo int ."v Derrida also discusses Ham›

let’ss assertion in detail. He relates the dis-jointing of time with his›

toryy and the world: 

Inn the "time is out of joint," time is either le temps itself, the 

temporalityy of time, or else what temporality makes possible 

(timee as histoire, the way things are at a certain time, the 

timee that we are living, nowdays, the period) or else, conse›

quently,, the monde, the world as it turns, our world today, 

currentnesss itself, current affairs: [...] Time: it is temps, but it 

iss also 1’histoire, and it is Ie monde, time, history, world. (Der›

rida,, 1994: 18-19) 

Thee world and time join in history but also in the fabula; the pre›

posterouss world is characterized by a specific temporal structuring 

or,, more precisely, an (dis)order where the effect precedes the cause. 

Thee analysis of the trilogy will demonstrate that the disjointed time, 

worldd and history ultimately structure our understanding of issues 

suchh as ethnicity and race. It is my contention that such positioning 
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orr ordering of the elements where the preposterously structured 

relationss between time and the world come to infer a troubled histo›

ry,, and by extension a troubled subjectivity, is the most prominent 

strategyy of the new Hollywood cinema. In ET-The Extraterrestrial the 

absencee of the father provokes a crisis of Elliot’s subjectivity. In 

BackBack to the Future, the father is elaborated as suffering a crisis of 

subjectivity.. Moreover, while this father comes to personify the crisis 

off the authority which exceeds the fictional world, the son, with his 

prospectivee and retrospective vision personifies the agency who has 

thee capacity to affect a future history. 

Withh respect to this, 1 would suggest, Indiana personifies the 

urgencyy to prevent the arche from being snatched, scarred or erased. 

Thuss he works through his competence as an arche-ologist. This 

workk of archeology, as 1 have mentioned earlier, is dependent on the 

exchangeabilityy of actantial positions. As in Back to the Future, 1 

willl read the conceptual process reflected in this structure as dif-

fØrance.fØrance. 1 will argue that in the case of the trilogy, the insertion of 

Indianaa into the structure of diffØrance conditions his function as 

thee son who is also the father of racial, ethnic and religious identity. 

Thee Work of Arcioologv: Strietorlio too Nirntlve 
Thee implied intertwinements between fabula and history as they are 

relatedd to the specific work of archeology in the trilogy evoke the 

conceptss of Michel de Certeau rather than those of Michel 

Foucault.v11 The difference between the two concepts of archeology 

impliess in the first place a distinction between two concepts of his›

tory;; history as a series of silenced discourses, and history as a nar›

rativee structure.^1 While Foucault is examining the archeology of 

discourses,, in The Writing of History, de Certeau focuses on the 

archeologyy in a discourse: 

Perhapss it is a question of giving a specific content already to 

thee "archeology" that Michel Foucault has surrounded with 

neww prestige. For my part, born as a historian within religious 

history,, and formed by the dialect of that discipline, 1 asked 

myselff what role religious production and institutions might 

havee had in the organization of the modern "scriptural" soci›

etyy that has replaced them by transforming them. Archeology 

wass the way by which 1 sought to specify the return of a 



repressed,, a system of Scriptures which modernity has made 

intoo an absent body, without being able to eliminate it. This 

"analysis"" allowed me also to recognize in current labors a 

"past,, accumulated" and still-influential labor, (de Certeau, 

1988:: 14) 

Inn de Certeau’s view the historian’s discourse is always in fact a pro›

ductionn of fiction, a fabrication of former interpretations, implying 

thatt ultimately, historiography is dependent on narrative structuring. 

Accordingg to de Certeau, fiction in any of its modalities - mythic, 

literary,, scientific, or metaphorical - is a discourse that informs the 

reall without pretending either to represent it or to credit itself with 

thee capacity for such a representation^111 Historiography on the 

otherr hand has the ambition to speak the real and it is this ambition 

thatt "turns into a mythic structure whose opaque presence haunts 

ourr scientific, historical discipline" (de Certeau, 1986).1X Hence, de 

Certeau’ss archeology presupposes that (the writing of) history is 

dependentt on the modes of telling, and conversely, that the process 

off telling can inform us about history. 

Thee recurrence of the Oedipus myth in the new Hollywood 

films,, or rather the recurrence of a corrupted version of the myth 

havee come to symbolize a sense of a distorted historical present. 

Throughh our own indexical relation with this cultural myth which 

conditionss historical coevalness, we can interpret the implied distor›

tionn as related to our historical present.x Traditional history, in con›

trast,, "thrives on distancing the past from the present in order to 

graspp it better" (Bal, 151). In Back to the Future, the preposterous 

historyy is indexed through the preposterously structured relations in 

thee Oedipal scenario. Similarly, in the Indiana Jones trilogy, particu›

larlyy in the last film of the sequel, the wrongs of history can be 

apprehendedd through the urgency to reverse the chronological 

sequence.. But contrary to the Oedipal scenario, the father will be 

repaired,, rather than killed. 

Inn Indiana Jones and the Last Crusade, Indiana is invited to 

goo on a mission to recover the Holy Grail. It appears that the man 

whoo had been engaged in the project has disappeared and Indiana is 

askedd to take his place. When he mentions that it is his father who 

shouldd rather be invited since he is the expert on the subject, lndi-





anaa is informed that the missing person is precisely his father Henry 
Jones.. Hence, Indiana’s search for the "Cup of Christ" becomes in 
factt a search for his father. In order to force Indiana to guide the 
wayy to the temple where the Grail is hidden, Nazi stooge Walter 
Donovann shoots Henry. Since the healing power of the Grail can 
savee his father, Indiana seems to have no other option but to face 
thee final challenge of the Crusaders. Once he is in the Well of Souls, 
ass a true knight he chooses the right chalice. He delivers the water 
fromm the Well of Life to his dying father and thereby undoes his 
deadlyy wound (scene 2). 

Thee story does not end here, however. Elsa, the German 
archeologistt who had managed to seduce both the father and son, 
ignoress the warning of the guardian Knight, snatches the Grail and 
rushess out of this sacred place. When she steps on the edge of the 
Greatt Seal, the ground beneath her starts to shift and then splits 
open.. Indiana’s attempt to save her is without success because 
insteadd of reaching out for Indiana’s hand, Elsa stretches in the 
oppositee direction reaching out for the cup. As a result of this res›
cuee attempt Indiana ends up on the verge of the abyss, moments 
awayy from losing his own life. His father grabs one of his hands, but 
hee cannot pull him out because Indiana, just as Elsa did, is trying to 
reachh the Grail. The father finally manages to save his son by calling 
outt his name. We have to remember that throughout the entire film 
thee father keeps calling his son "Junior" even though the son wants 
too be called "Indiana." The father (who is himself re-created through 
thee work of archeology of the son) is about to bring the son back to 
lifee and, in accordance with biblical narrative this act of (re)creation 
occurss through the act of naming.*1 

Paradoxically,, the name the father utters is "Indiana," the 
namee the son had chosen for himself in the future. Therefore, 
throughh the "work of archeology" of the son, the father is brought 
backk to life, but this in turn secures the son’s own existence because 
thee father is the one who can teach him what arche is really about. 
Throughh this work of archeology the past is both re-named and re-
framedd through the present; that is, the arche is generated through 
thee present of the meaning production. Unlike Ulysses, Agamemnon, 
orr Oedipus, who are tied to the archaic levels of the reign of their 
predecessors,, Indiana as well as his alleged predecessor is generated 
throughh the "now" of the process of telling. 
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Wieii Telliig is All Tfttrt Is 
Thee work of archeology (as doctor Jones tells his students) presup›

posess that myths cannot be taken at face value. Nevertheless, the 

biblicall myth about the Ark [Raiders of the lost Ark), the Hindu 

mythh about Sivalinga [Indiana Jones and the Temple of Doom) or 

thee Arthurian myth about the Holy Grail [Indiana Jones and the Last 

Crusade)Crusade) are taken to account for the origin of invincibility, fortune, 

gloryy and eternal life. By positing Hitler as a threat to the 

artifact/origin,, and by inventing the savior of the endangered ori›

gin/artifactt (chiasmus intended), Spielberg’s trilogy reinforces the 

importancee of arriving at, and re-producing the origin. Apart from 

introducingg the actual historical figures who pose a threat, the 

sequell simulates scientific explanations (provided by the experts) and 

archeologicall quests (traveling to far-away places). The result of this 

strategyy of confusing history with fiction, replacing explanation with 

story,, is that the trilogy is ultimately sending off its own myth. As 

thatt myth has it, the archeologist, Henry Jones junior, alias Indiana 

Jones,, manages to protect and thus preserve the series of arti-

facts/"origins"" from the forces of evil and darkness. 

Thee problem of interpreting a narrational mode where histo›

ryy is fictionalized and fiction is historicized is comparable to Freud’s 

workss on origins, Totem and Taboo and Moses and Monotheism. 

Althoughh both texts can be read as examples of mythical discourse, 

orr as Freud called them himself, theoretical fictions, they need to be 

consideredd separately, especially in terms of considering Freud’s own 

stakess in the writing of his history of the Jewish people in Moses 

andand Monotheism. But before we can make the distinction between 

thee creation of the Oedipal myth as in Totem and Taboo and the 

refiguringg of Jewish history as in Moses and Monotheism, it is first 

necessaryy to point to the features which principally define the realm 

off mythical discourse. In a later section of this chapter 1 will bring 

too the fore de Certeau’s discussion of Freud’s writing of history. In 

thiss section Totem and Taboo will be taken as a point of departure 

forr a discussion of mythical discourse. According to Bal, this work 

exemplifiess mythical discourse in that it constructs an argument 

whichh tries to explain structures by stories, and consequently, it 

replacess articulation with origin (Bal, 1991). 

Thee emerging issues are relevant for an examination of 

Spielberg’ss trilogy, because what the trilogy obscures is the same 



thingg which myths in general try to conceal - the subject of vision. 

Thee story by which Freud accomplishes his narrative explanation of 

humann phylogenesis, appears as a rendering of a universal truth. Bal 

explainss that the universalism of myth allows the subject to obliter›

atee its contingent nature by obliterating itself (Bal 1991: 98): 

Thee idea of myth allows this illusion to be entertained and 

alsoo the need for it to be repressed. [...] Thus conceived, myth 

cannott be defined but as an empty screen, a structure that 

appealss to the individual subject because of its pseudostabili-

ty,, a stability that helps overcome the feeling of contingency. 

(Bal,, 1991: 98) 

Accordingg to Bal, this illusion of the stable signified allows the user 

off a myth to project more freely, because s/he can hide behind a 

supposedlyy stable, eternal and hence, undisputed truth. Bal distin›

guishess Freud’s Totem and Taboo, as a paradigmatic case of mythi›

call discourse, "where fantasy and primal fantasy come together in a 

pseudohistoricall escape from history," as a staging of an "explana›

t ion"" through the conflict between universalism and historicity: 

Thee utmost universality is in this view equal to the utmost 

historicality,, via the assumption that the further removed from 

thee present, the older, the truer the story is and the more 

generall its range of application. Within this line of thought, 

originn counters - replaces - articulation. (Bal, 1991: 111) 

Whenn origin replaces articulation, Bal notes, "ideas and fantasies get 

aa father and become sons" (Bal, 1991: 111). But the father con›

structedd through mythical discourse only obscures the actual 

"father"" of mythical discourse. This discursive strategy whereby ideas 

acquiree the status of a father-origin can be compared to a Platonic 

schemaa that assigns the origin and power of speech, of logos, to the 

paternall position. In fact, Plato privileges speech over writing 

becausee in his view, writing, unlike speech always needs a "father" 

too attend it. In "Plato’s Pharmacy" Derrida argues that Plato comes 

too his explanation precisely through recourse to mythical discourse, 

thatt is, through the myth of Theuth as the father, the inventor of 

writingg (Derrida, 1981). Moreover, the fact that speech or logos does 
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nott need a father implies according to Derrida, that the paternal 

positionn is already invested in logos. In his view, this fatherly posi›

tionn of logos ultimately discloses the blind spot of idealist philoso›

phy.. Accordingly, the recourse to the myth about the origin of writ›

ing,, which produces the origin, or the inventor-father of writing, at 

thee same time tries to cover up the actual "father" of Plato’s own 

logos. . 

Thee expression "father of logos" cannot be understood as a 

simplee metaphor. One must rather proceed to undertake a general 

reversall of all metaphorical directions, "no longer asking whether 

logoss can have a father but understanding that what the father 

claimss to be the father of cannot go without the essential possibiliy 

off logos" (Derrida, 1981: 81). By pointing to the fact that the rela›

tionshipp between logos and its father is conditioned through dif-

fØrance,fØrance, Derrida is indirectly pointing to the interdependency 

betweenn the subject in the text and the subject of the text. The nar›

ratedd content can only be known on the account of the narrator. 

Thee father-as the origin produced through the process of telling 

dependss on the father of the discourse, the narrator.X11 The problem 

off accounting for the subject of the text is particularly acute when 

mythicall discourse is at stake: 

Iff the meaning of the myth is unstable, it is because of this 

veryy split between the subject who tells the story about itself 

andd the subject it tells about [...] The story is virtually nonex›

istent,, and the telling of it is all there is to it. The telling in 

turnn is different each time, so that the meaning is unfixed. 

(Bal,, 1991: 98) 

Becausee the telling is all there is, we tend to forget that the narrat›

edd content is always inextricable from the narratorial authority 

responsiblee for the framing of this content. The geneological break 

whichh is obscured through this process, that is, the occurring 

absencee of the "father" (of the text) needs to be supplied through 

thee process of analysis. The absence is supplied by those who attend 

it,, "who are present with the presence of a father." This is a supple›

mentationn conditioned through diffØrance.xm Consequently, the 

responsibilityy for logos, for its meaning and effects goes to those 

whoo are involved in the production of meaning: 

Bljll l 



Thee importance of telling reassigns responsibility, taking it 
fromm the teller, who disposes of the means to propose his or 
herr own view, and assigning it to the viewer, reader, listener, 
whoo takes over by processing the work. In this light, myth 
becomess a pre-text and a pretext that is, in both senses of 
thee word. (Bal, 1991:127) 

Criticall discourse based on the narrative fallacy intrinsic of mythical 
discoursee whereby origin replaces articulation, appears quasi-objec›
tive.. It is precisely this narrative fallacy, however, that conditions the 
restorationn of origins in the trilogy. As it so happens, the trilogy 
stagess a conflict between universalism and historicity not only to 
generatee its own myth, but to put the origin into place. As in mythi›
call discourse, the geneological break or the estrangement from the 
originn which occurs in the act of telling is covered up. In my own 
archeologicall quest, 1 will demonstrate that it is possible to "recover" 
thee subject of vision; and, that the process of disclosing the subject 
off vision is dependent on fabulation, that is, on the ideological and 
personall concerns which inform the vision of the fabula. It is on this 
levell that we will be able to trace the interdependency between the 
subjectt in the text and subject of the text. If in Totem and Taboo 

originn replaces articulation, in the Indiana Jones trilogy, articulation, 
orr a specific mode of telling, is required both to produce and to 
erasee the origin. As 1 have suggested, it is through diffØrance that 
archearche is ultimately re~produced. What needs to be examined then is 
thee rhetorical and historical specificity of this signifying structure. 
Throughh the play with the split of the paternal position, underscored 
throughh the exchange of actantial positions, both the origin and the 
fatherr are put into place. 

Freudd has suggested that the semantic structure emerging 
fromm his analysis of a primal society in Totem and Taboo is the 
Oedipall structure; he concludes this work with the assertion that 
"thee beginning of religion, morals, society and art converge in the 
Oedipuss complex," (Freud 1990: 219). The production of an origin 
off a particular race through the erasure of that very origin, or the 
refiguringg of both the fabula and the father traceable in the Indiana 

JonesJones trilogy, however, is comparable to Freud’s discursive strategy 
inn his later work, Moses and Monotheism. In Freud’s Moses, Judaism 

TerminableTerminable and Interminable, for example, Yosef Hayim Yerushalmi 
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givess an account of Freudian psychoanalysis by drawing a relation 

betweenn psychoanalysis based on ethnicity and Freud’ Jewish her›

itage: : 

Thatt Freud should have turned to history to solve his Jewish 

riddless comes as no surprise. Historicism of one kind or 

anotherr has been a dominant characteristic of modern Jewish 

thoughtt since the early nineteenth century, while the histori›

call bent of psychoanalysis itself is, theoretically and therapeu›

ticallyy part of its very essence ...Predictably, the only Jewish 

historyy that could be of moment to him was the history of 

thee Jewish psyche, and it was not through the scrutiny of an 

endlesss series of texts and documents that it could be fath›

omed.. In order to recover it, Freud the historian employed a 

blatantlyy ahistorical, and even anti-historical method, at least 

ass we ordinarily conceive the rules of the game. (Yerushalmi, 

1991:: 19) 

Evenn though it may be far-fetched to claim that Spielberg’s turn to 

thee "history" of the late 1930s serves to solve his own Jewish rid›

dles,, it is not far-fetched to contend that Spielberg’s turn to history 

echoess a re-turn of Freud’s Jewish riddles.xiv The repairing of histo›

ryy through the reinvention of the fabula in the trilogy will turn out 

too be comparable to the strategies Freud deploys in Moses in 

Monotheism.Monotheism. My contention is that much like Freud who is preoccu›

piedd with the refiguring of Jewish history, the narratorial authority 

off the films in question intervenes into the fabula in order to "cor›

rect"" both the past and the future. The concealing of the geneologi-

call break in mythical discourse provides the geneological foundation, 

forr it elicits the "origin" of a particular group of people. 1 will argue 

thatt mythical discourse as it is bound up with the re-structuring of 

thee fabula reveals a preoccupation with the preservation of racial, 

ethnicc and religious identity. 

Inn the three films of the trilogy Indiana Jones is successively inter›

pellatedd into the myths of Judaism, Hinduism and Christianity. 

Unlikee the forces of evil who want to cannibalize peoples’ origins, 

andd thereby erase "otherness," Indiana Jones radicalizes the possibil-



ityy of existing as both different and the same.^ The fact that Indi›

anaa is nairativized through diffØrance implies that he thematizes the 

decompositionn of the sign and the splitting of the origin. Compara›

blee to the paradox implied in Freud’s "Moses the Egyptian," the 

decomposedd image of Indiana Jones is predicated on "making room" 

forr difference. 

Whilee in the first and third film of the trilogy Hitler repre›

sentss the force of evil, in the second film Indiana’s adversaries are 

nott the Nazis but Kali worshippers. The problem of race is temporar›

ilyy replaced with the problem of colonization expressed through the 

dominationn of a religious cult. Due to the evil practices of Kali wor›

shiperss the people of a village in India are faced with draught, 

hungerr and death. The Kali worshipers are stealing the children from 

thee village and, as we soon find out, the worshipers of evil have set 

upp work-camps in the Pankot Palace where the imprisoned children 

aree digging away in search for the two missing Sivalinga stones. 

Althoughh the film does not deal with the Nazis, the year is 1935, 

andd we know that at this time in history, the "world is out-of-

jo in t . " x v ll In 1935 the Nazis were already in power, but even more 

pertinentt to this film is the fact that India was still colonized by the 

British.’0"11 The film does not take the actual colonizers as the repre›

sentativess of evil - this is displaced onto the Kali worshipers. The vi l ›

lagee chief explains to Indiana that the maharaja has taken the 

Sivalingaa or the sacred stone from the village shrine, because the 

peoplee in the village refused to pray to the evil god. As an expert in 

archeology,, Indiana is familiar with the Sankara legend in which five 

rockss with magic properties are mentioned; the one who succeeds in 

puttingg all five rocks together will acquire infinite fortune and glory. 

Thiss time Indiana is accompanied by a courageous street›

wisee Chinese boy, Short-Round and the spoiled but attractive club-

singerr Willie, who became involved in the adventure by accident, 

thatt is, against her will. Short-Round was orphaned when the Japan›

esee bombed Shanghai, and in that respect he is a direct victim of an 

actt of colonization. Willie, on the other hand can be understood as 

aa personification of the Western obsession with fortune and glory in 

far-awayy lands.^1" It is in the company of this woman and this 

childd that Indiana will depart on an elephant journey towards the 

Pankott Palace. The threesome symbolizes a nuclear family which 

conditionss the development of familial relations especially between 
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Indianaa and Short-Round. As an eminent archeologist, Indiana is 

cordiallyy received upon arriving at the palace and be is offered the 

pleasuree of dining with his royal host. At dinner we find out that the 

maharajaa is actually a young boy who is utterly bored with the con›

versationn of his adult guests and that the figure in charge is Chattar 

Lai,, the maharaja’s prime minister. Apart from doctor Jones, the 

otherr prominent guest introduced here is Captain Blumbart, a British 

officiall who came to inspect the state of affairs in Pankot. Doctor 

Joness commences a discussion about the Thuggee cult or the prac›

ticee of Kali worship with human sacrifices. It existed in Pankot in 

thee past, but Captain Blumbart proudly asserts that the cult has 

beenn dead ever since the British army did away with it. With this 

commentt Captain Blumbart is implicitly perverting the role of the 

Britishh army in India, for he is leading us to believe that the British 

aree liberators rather than colonizers. Because he does not seem to 

understandd his own relation to the people of India, it is quite clear 

thatt he is not the one who can help them. 

Whenn doctor Jones attempts to establish a connection 

betweenn the sacred rocks of the Sankara legend and the doomed vi l ›

lage,, he is again told there is nothing to worry about; the prime 

ministerr contends that any implications of the revival of the cult are 

basedd on mere misunderstanding. But already during the first night 

off their stay in the palace Indiana and his companions will realize 

thatt if something is not done immediately, the people from the vi l ›

lagee will disappear. The spectacle that Indiana, Willie and Short-

Roundd secretly observe is rather disturbing; as an expert on the 

occult,, Indiana will identify it as a Thuggee ceremony, which con›

sistss of ripping a victim’s heart out and, while he is still alive, throw›

ingg him into a fire pit. Indiana also notices a human skull with three 

rockss inside it. He reminds his companions of the legend that states 

thatt when the rocks are together the diamonds inside glow - imply›

ingg that in this particular instance, the sacred rocks are energizing 

thee ceremony of evil. As soon as the ceremony is over, Indiana rush›

ess to take the rocks from the shrine of evil and thereby to disem-

powerr his adversaries. But just as he is about to proceed with the 

missionn in search of the imprisoned children, Indiana is captured by 

thee guards. The master of evil ceremonies, Mola Ram has a special 

plann to punish his new prisoners. Short-Round will be chained up in 

thee catacombs with the other children, Indiana will be forced to 



drinkk human blood and become hypnotized and fall into the "black 

sleepp of Kali Ma," while Willie is to be sacrificed during Indiana’s 

initiationn ceremony. 

Thee condition for the installment of an evil force is the 

arrivall at the origin. The "work of archeology" in which the Kali 

worshipperss are engaged echoes the work of archeology of the 

Nazis.. Both forces of evil presuppose the wiping out of whole races: 

theyy presuppose an effective absence as a condition for the install›

mentt of their evil presence. Captain Blumbart, juxtaposed to the 

childd maharaja, underscores the patronizing role of the representa›

tivee of the British colonialist empire. Precisely because he is a colo›

nizerr who sees himself as a liberator, the people’s doom escapes his 

view.. Indiana is elaborated in the exact opposite way: he appears as 

thee answer to people’s prayers and he will come to personify their 

ownn endangered origin. Indiana ends up hypnotized, with no control 

off his actions. He is about to tie Willie up and throw her into the 

firee pit. Hence, the only one who can change the order of things is 

thee little Chinese boy, Short-Round. Short-Round manages to free 

himselff from the chains and interrupts the Thuggee ceremony. He 

burnss Indiana with a torch which causes him to snap out of the 

hypnosis,, and bringing Indiana back to life. 

Thee "father" is re-born via the "son." This reversal condi›

tionss a restoration of the "family." This is clearly an inter-racial fam›

ily;; in the closing scene of the film Indiana and Willie are function›

ingg as parent figures, not only to Short-Round, but for all the chil›

drenn who have safely returned to the village and now surround 

them.. Hence, Indiana figures as the father of a nuclear family as 

welll as the father of a race. He is able to act out his role as the sav›

ior,, because unlike the colonizer in the film, he enters an exchange 

wheree the oppressed, in the guise of a chained child could save him. 

Titt Overlipplig el Areheoleglcsl Fields 
Thee question of race as it is related to the endangered origin is elab›

oratedd in a somewhat different manner in the first film of the trilo›

gy,, Raiders of the Lost Ark. The force of evil is Hitler and the arti›

factt he wants to acquire, the Ark, is directly related to the genealogy 

off the Jews. The connection between the Ark, the Jews, and Hitler is 

establishedd in a scene from the film’s opening where the intelligence 

agentss come to the university to seek help from doctor Jones in 
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interpretingg the German communiquØ. While explaining 

too the agents the significance of the Staf of Ra in 

locatingg the Ark in which the Ten Commendments were 

deposited,, doctor Jones makes use of a picture from a 

book.. It is a very vivid drawing of a group of people 

carryingg the Ark. We learn here that these people are 

thee Hebrews, which implies that the artifact Hitler 

wantss to obtain belonged originally to them. 

Ass the story goes, doctor Jones is asked to go 

onn a mission and find this artifact before the Nazis do. 

Hiss mission takes him to Egypt where the Nazi diggings 

havee already transformed the landscape and where 

thousandss of natives are engaged in heavy labor under 

thee surveillance of German officers. The visual means 

employedd to depict this "archeological field," the 

desert,, the pyramids, people wrapped up in their tradi›

tionall robes, construction posts spreading in all direc›

tions,, in combination with the extremely wide angle 

whichh emphasizes the monumentality of the action, 

transformm the geographical location into a historical 

site.. The comment coming from the local archeologist 

andd Indiana’s friend, Sallah, underscores all that is 

insinuatedd via the images, "It looks as though the 

pharaohss have returned." Due to the collapse of arche›

ologicall sites a similarity is established between the 

menn in uniforms from the 1930s and the mighty 

oppressorss from another, mythical time. 

Iff the pharaohs have returned it means that 

thee Hebrews are suffering a life in bondage. Evocation 

off this mythical site is an evocation of the biblical nar›

rativess which are constitutive of Jewish identity. Bibli›

call narratives are deployed from the outset. As we 

knoww from the explanation of the experts, doctor Jones 

andd his older colleague Marcus Brody, the Hebrews put 

thee crushed pieces of the tablets in the Ark and when 

theyy reached Canaan, they put the Ark in the Temple of 

Salomonn in the city of Jerusalem. The Ark remained 

theree for many years until it suddenly disappeared 

withoutt a trace. As Marcus Brody informs the agents, 



inn 980 B.C. an Egyptian pharaoh invaded the city of 
Jerusalem,, took the Ark and hid it in secret chambers 
calledd The Well of Souls in the city of Tanis. About a 
yearr after the pharaoh had returned to Egypt, the 
wrathh of God came over the city; Tanis was consumed 
byy a desert storm that lasted an entire year. 

Thee analogy between the pharaohs and the 
Nazis,, which is made in the conversation between doc›
torr Jones and the intelligence agents, is reconfirmed in 
thee scene where the two "archeological fields" come to 
overlap.. But there is more than simply an iconic rela›
tionn at work here, because what appears as the repeti›
tionn or the collapse of historical sites will condition an 
indexicall relation. As Bal has it, "an indexical relation 
betweenn the screen and the myth is obscured by the 
illusionn of an iconic relation" (Bal, 1991: 128). In the 
trilogy,, the visual resemblance between the past (of the 
pharaohs)) emerging in the present (of the Nazis), or 
rather,, the iconic relation between the two historical 
sitess produces the indexical relation. The iconic relation 
enabless us to see the similarities between the sites, but 
thee indexical relation urges the connection between the 
pastt and the future. Because the Ark as well as a life in 
bondagee are constitutive of Jewish identity, the 
attemptt of the Nazis to seize the Ark signifies that 
bondagee from the past is coming back from the future. 

Therefore,, the affirmation of the "origin" is 
urgentt because the old oppressors in the guise of the 
neww despots are threatening to erase it. Hitler’s obses›
sionn with that which the Jews possess, is radicalized in 
aa scene from the film’s closing where the theft of the 
Arkk by the Egyptian pharaoh is restaged. The sequence 
beginss with a procession of Nazi soldiers and officers 
whoo are carrying the Ark to a special place where the 
Arkk is to be opened and where the archeologist Bel-
loque,, employed by the Nazis, will "test" its magical 
powers.. Even though the film has established a relation 
betweenn the Nazis and the pharaohs, there is another 
analogy.. The image from doctor Jones’s book from the 
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film’ss opening which represents the Hebrews carrying the Ark, over›

lapss with the image of Nazi soldiers carrying the sacred artifact 

whichh belonged to the Hebrews (scene 3 A). 

Thee Hebrews are absent from the scene but their presence is 

conditionedd through the Nazis who have come to take their place. 

Theree is a contradictory analogy at work here: on the one hand, a 

connectionn is established between Hitler and the Egyptian Pharaoh; 

onn the other hand, however, the Nazis come to figure as the 

Hebrews.. The information coming from the future compels me to 

questionn the implications of the exchange. Considering that we pos›

sesss information from the future, where Nazis will kill six million 

Jews,, we can interpret the scene as a premonition of the future 

whichh has already taken place in the past. With respect to this, 1 

wouldd suggest, the scene thematizes the paradox involved in treat›

ingg the sign as the origin of meaning. This paradox echoes the 

absurdityy of Hitler’s obsession to seize the Jewish "origin." By 

investingg the sign with a contradictory meaning, by supplying the 

imagee of the Hebrews via those who attempted to exterminate them 

inn the future, the subject o f vision radicalizes the possibility of pro›

vidingg effective presence of an origin precisely through this very 

impossibility.. Having come into possession of the Hebrew artifact, 

thee Nazis have also taken the place of the Hebrews in the mini-nar›

rative.. Spielberg’s trilogy reconfirms de Certeau’s discussion: the 

arrivall at the origin is essentially not related to a return to the dis›

tantt past, because the production of the origin as well as arche 

occurss through its simultaneous erasure, that is, through the present 

off meaning production.x1x Paradoxically then, having arrived at the 

originn of Jewish identity, the Nazis have become that which they 

wantedd to erase from the face of this Earth - Jewish. 

Strietirligg the Subject of Vlsloi 
Inn The Raiders of the Lost Ark the Nazis need to find the head-piece 

off the Staff of Ra, because the head-piece holds the crucial informa›

tionn for locating the Ark. When the staff is placed on a given spot in 

thee Well of Souls at a precise time of day, the sunlight beaming 

throughh the head-piece will point to the place where the Ark is rest›

ing.. I f the staff is too long or too short, the location marked by the 

sunn will be a faulty one. As it so happens in the film, the French 

archeologistt Belloque who is engaged by the Nazis, acquires a false 



head-piecee and as a consequence, the archeological diggings he 

instigatess prove futile. Unlike Belloque, Indiana Jones knows how to 

tracee the genuine head-piece. 

Hiss retrieval of the head-piece is related to an Oedipal 

dramaa which is embedded into the fabula. He first makes a detour 

too Nepal to restore contact with his former professor and father-fig›

ure,, Abner Ravenwood who invested his entire life and professional 

expertisee in finding the head-piece of the staff of Ra. Even though 

Ravenwoodd is dead, as Indiana discovers, the head-piece is still safe, 

forr Ravenwood’s daughter Marion is wearing it on a chain around 

herr neck. Correspondingly, before we are confronted with Indiana 

Joness dressed up in a Moses-like manner - with a prototypical head›

dresss and holding a staff as he walks across the desert leading his 

ownn crew of Ark-diggers - a transgenerational relationship is estab›

lishedd between Indiana and Ravenwood as the "father of the head›

piece."" From the conversations between Indiana and Marion we 

learnn that Ravenwood had broken off all contact with his student 

whoo was "more than a son to him." The reason why the "son" 

becamee alienated from the "father" was Marion; that is, Ravenwood 

wass not ready to give Marion up to Indiana. Now that Ravenwood is 

dead,, however, Indiana can take his place as both the holder of the 

head-piecee of the staff of Ra, and as the holder/the father of Marion. 

Itt seems, then, that the "return of the pharaohs" through 

thee Nazis calls also for the return of Moses via Indiana Jones. In 

termss of the film’s narrative, however, the Moses-like outfit also 

appearss to be a logical necessity. Considering that Indiana Jones 

needss to operate undercover while digging for the Ark, the Moses-

dresss works in the first place as his disguise.xx This discursive pro›

creationn of Indiana Jones as both the son and the father serves as a 

preparationn for the figure of Moses that he soon comes to represent. 

Inn other words, the filial and the paternal position acquire yet 

anotherr function when they are brought into relation with the 

Egyptiann son Moses who is at the same time the father of the Jew›

ishh race. 

Indiana’ss function as representative of the Mosaic tradition 

iss confirmed in the scene where the Ark is finally opened. Belloque 

wantss to see what is inside the Ark and he wants to be sure of the 

presencee of its divine content. In the company of the Nazi officers 

Belloquee stages a spectacle with a traditional Hebrew prayer. Instead 
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off witnessing a spectacle, however, the Nazis themselves become a 
spectaclee (scene 4). Their eyes suddenly pop out of the sockets, their 
fleshh melts, their heads explode and body parts fly in all directions. 
Thosee who attempted to exercise their power over the Ark through 
thee power of the look are destroyed by their own scopic desire. 
Meanwhilee the Nazi prisoners, Indiana and Marion obey the Second 
Commandmentt and keep their eyes shut (shot 25). 

Inn the Old Testament the name of God is too sacred to be 
uttered,, as his presence, is too sacred to be imaged. The prohibition 
againstt image-making from Exodus can be seen as a precursor of 
thee critique of the metaphysics of presence: similarly, the Nazi 
attemptt to open the Ark and "check" whether the Hebrew God is 
"present"" results in their own destruction. As Francoise Meltzer 
assertss in Salome and the Dance of Writing: "The prohibition against 
image-makingg rests upon both God’s ability to assume any manifes›
tationn he chooses, and upon the repression of sensory representa›
tion.. God’s very name, of course, means ’Present One.’ The name, 
tooo sacred to be uttered, is like God’s presence, too sacred to be 
represented"" (Meltzer, 88).XX1 Spielberg’s film critiques the attempt 
off the Nazis to see the Hebrew God, and at the same time distances 
itselff from this act. Before Belloque opens the Ark, we notice a Nazi 
cameraa crew preparing to film the entire event. The Angel of Death 
willl destroy all the observers, but it is especially interesting to note 
thee manner in which it blinds the cameraman (shots 33, 34). The 
angell enters into the camera via the lense, flows out through the 
viewfinder,, and burns the cameraman’s eyes. Most importantly, this 
cameraa is marked by a swastika, which emblematizes the relationship 
betweenn the focalizor and the focalized content. Spielberg is 
expressingg a critical view here, albeit in a shot that lasts only a 
moment.. This intervention reminds us that the subjectivity of the 
cameraa is always implied, that there is no such thing as the objectiv›
ityy of the camera. Even when the subject of vision is not symbolized 
ass conveniently as in Spielberg’s film, what the camera sees is deter›
minedd by a subjective framing. 

Inn terms of the structures of focalization in the scene itself, 
wee can gather that not one focalizor is able to survive the act of 
looking.. Indiana and Marion remain alive because they refrain from 
focalizing.. The film draws on the contradiction between the prohibi›
tionn of images and fascination with images; telling seems to be 





allowed,, while imaging is prohibited. Yet the text in which this is 
"told"" is itself visual. This paradox is comparable to the tension 
betweenn iconicity and indexicality which resides in mythical dis›
course.. The prohibition of image making is, as Meltzer asserts, a 
prohibitionn of mimesis. But if mimesis is necessary to memory, and 
Meltzerr quotes Derrida here, "we remember that which we mentally 
re-representt to ourselves" (Meltzer, 10). Because there must always 
bee a time lag between the event and its memory, mimesis is neces›
saryy to thought itself: 

Representationn quite obviously means to present again. This is 
certainlyy the crux of mimesis. But it also means to bring 
beforee the mind, to display to the eye, to symbolize, to stand 
inn the place of. The word "representation," then, tied as it is 
too the notion of mimesis, is also and equally tied to that of 
thought,, or at least to the way in which we represent thought 
too ourselves. Consciousness is thought brought before the 
mind;; mental concepts are mimetic of our experience; words 
themselvess can stand in the place of thoughts, objects, peo›
ple;; writing may stand in the place of speech (or vice versa). 
Evenn the biblical tradition that prohibits representation, or 
image-making,, serves to increase its power by virtue of 
acknowledgingg the potential seduction of the image. (Meltzer 
10) ) 

Whatt the scene evokes is a discourse on the Second Commandment. 

Indianaa knows the Law, and he respects it. According to Meltzer, the 

Mosaicc Law which on the one hand, prohibits image-making, but on 

thee other hand, remains oblivious to the production of images 

throughh discourse, secures the power of the One who has instituted 

thee Law precisely through his implied invisibility, and irrepresentabil-

ity.. This Law, issued via the Word, affects pictorial representation. 

Theree are three issues to be considered here: 1) the potentially 

regressivee nature of the Law which governs representation; 2) the 

potentiallyy productive value of the Law in the case when the image-

makerss are evil forces such as the Nazis, who are threatening to 

insertt their own symbols in the place of God’s image; and 3) the 

paradoxical,, visual representation of these issues. 

Thee reference to the Second Commandment in the scene 



fromm The Raiders of the Lost Ark is also a reference to 

thee roots of Judaism; and the confirmation of the 

powerr of the Law is accordingly an affirmation of the 

Judaicc tradition. The affirmation of the tradition is 

urgentt because the Nazis are threatening to erase it. 

Preservingg the tradition and the Law in this particular 

casee requires, paradoxically enough, a disobeyance of 

thee Law. In other words, the Law is redeemed through 

filmicc images, hence precisely through disobeying the 

Commandment.. The three issues listed above have 

becomee particularly acute in the discussions and con›

troversiess regarding Spielberg’s Schindler’s List.xxu As 

Miriamm Hansen points out in "Schindler’s List Is Not 

Shoah:Shoah: The Second Commandment, Popular Mod›

ernism,, and Public Memory," the most difficult objec›

tionn to this film is that "it violates the taboo on repre›

sentationn (Bilderverbot), that it tries to give an ’image 

off the unimaginable’ (300)." Hansen adds that the cri›

tiquee of Schindler’s List, in high-modernist terms, 

reducess the problem of representing the unrepre›

sentablee to a "binary opposition of showing or not 

showing-ratherr than casting it [. . .] as an issue of 

competingg representations and competing modes of 

representation"" (202). According to Hansen, we need to 

understandd the place of such a popular film in the 

contemporaryy culture of memory and 

memorializing:**111 1 

Whetherr we like it or not, the predominant vehi›

cless of public memory are the media of technical 

re/productionn and mass consumption. This is 

especiallyy exacerbated for the remembrance of 

thee Shoah considering the specific crisis posed 

byy the Nazis’ destruction of the very basis and 

structuress of collective remembering. (Hansen, 

1996:: 310) 

Therefore,, paradoxical, visual representation of the Sec›

ondd Commandment is a strategy which ultimately helps 



too preserve the memory of that which according to this Command›

mentt must not be represented. In Thomas Etsaesser’s view, the speci›

ficityy of Spielberg’s films generally is that they enable us to recognize 

aa typically postmodern hubris, that is, the faith that cinema can 

redeemm not only the past and the real, but also that which was never 

reall (Elsaesser, 1996). There is just so much that cinema can repair, 

however.. The first film of the sequel ends in Washington D.C. where 

Indianaa and Marcus Brody are arguing with the government officials 

aboutt the Ark. Even though both archeologists insist that more 

researchh needs to be done, they do not manage to remain in charge 

off the archeological artifact. As we learn from the last shots of the 

fi lm,, the Ark is marked "top secret" and just as in the old times when 

itt was snatched by the Egyptian pharaoh, it is placed in the "secret 

chambers."" The Ark is in a safe place, but the year is 1936 and 

Hitler’ss quest for the "origin" of the Jewish race has just begun. 

Freed,, Spielberg aid tbs Restorative Faictioi ef Myth 
Inn order to demonstrate the ways a myth can be subverted, and to 

showw that through mythical discourse both the father and history 

cann be refigured, we need to recall that even when they appear con›

juredd up by themselves, myths are always "fathered." As 1 have sug›

gestedd in the earlier sections, Indiana Jones personifies this natator›

iall authority who is preoccupied with setting history in place. The 

preposterouss ordering of events in each Indiana Jones film points to 

aa dis-jointed history, requiring an according reversal. In other words, 

thiss type of structural play with history presupposes the need to "set 

thingss in order." Moreover, the disjointed history puts pressure on 

thee characters. Indiana can act as a savior because he is elaborated 

ass both different and the same. The despotic adversary loses the 

contestt for the origin because Indiana Jones is elaborated as both 

thee origin and the trace. As such, he urges us to establish a connec›

tionn between contradictory poles, the oxymoron implied in joining 

"Indiana"" and "Jones." 1 will suggest that this oxymoron is compara›

blee to the contradiction implied in the notion of "the Egyptian 

Moses." " 

Dee Certeau begins his analysis of Freud’s historical novel 

MosesMoses and Monotheism by pointing to the oxymoron "the Egyptian 

Moses"" which unites two contradictory poles, the Jew and the 

Egyptiann (de Certeau, 314). This strategy of Freud works to interior-



I n d i a n aa J o n e s and the W o r k of A rcheo logy 

izee the division which has until then figured as a "distinction" with 

respectt to others. "Separation from the Egyptian had been the 

foundingg act of the election of the Jews, its doublet being the act 

thatt instituted Yahweh as unique and as creator through his separa›

tionn from the world" (314). By installing two in place of the one, 

Freudd is annihilating the self-identity "that has been acquired 

throughh the elimination of a "remainder." "Identity," as de Certeau 

asserts,, "is not one, but two. One and the other" (314). De Certeau 

describess this strategy as the principle of writing, of analysis (which 

iss division, decomposition), and of history. 1 have suggested earlier 

thatt this strategy is comparable to the narrative modality of dif-

fØrance,fØrance, which is the structure at work in new Hollywood films such 

ass the Indiana Jones trilogy. 

11 have brought the structure of diffØrance into relation with 

aa disjointed history, and demonstrated that the repairing of this his›

toryy is predicated on the geneological break or the discursive depen›

dencyy between the father and the son. The historical period in which 

Freudd was writing his theoretical fiction of history is that period 

whenn Nazi anti-Semitism already took hold. Freud himself was a vic›

timm of racial hatred and he was eventually forced into exile. The 

questionn he posed regarding the rising tide of anti-Semitism was not 

thee obvious question, "why do they hate the Jews?" Rather, his 

pointt of departure was, "how did Jews come to attract such 

hatred?"" Slavoj Zizek describes this attitude as a historical gesture: 

Itt is precisely here that, for the sake of democracy itself, one 

hass to gather strength and repeat the exemplary heroical ges›

turee of Freud, who answered the threat of Fascist anti-Semi›

tismm by depriving Jews of their founding father; Moses and 

MonotheismMonotheism is Freud’s answer to Nazism ... by way of an 

almostt masochistic inversion, Freud targeted Jews themselves 

andd endeavored to prove that their founding father, Moses 

waswas an Egyptian. Motwithstanding the historic (in)accuracy of 

thiss thesis, what really matters is its discursive strategy: to 

demonstratee that Jews are already in themselves "decentered," 

thatt their "originality" is a bricolage. The difficulty does not 

residee in Jews but in the transference of the anti-Semite who 

thinkss that Jews "really possess it,"... the anti-Semite is the 

onee who "believes in the Jew," so the only way effectively to 

ma a 



underminee anti-Semitism is to contend that Jews do not pos›

sesss "it." (Zizek, 1995: 220) 

Sincee an in-depth analysis of Freud’s work is beyond the scope of 

thiss chapter, 1 will limit the discussion to a consideration of the 

work’ss nanative strategies as they are related to the intertwinement 

off history and myth. 

Ass 1 have already noted, by joining "Moses" and the "Egypt›

ian,"" Freud erases the constellation which symbolized the opposition 

off Israel and Egypt. Secondly, there is an inversion Freud fore›

grounds,, which served to Judify the Egyptian Moses, and which 

Freudd explains through the structure of "family romance." Freud 

drawss on Otto Rank’s The Myth of the Birth of the Hero, as a model 

forr this structure. In the stereotypical myth there are two families, 

thee royal family and the modest family. The royal family abandons 

thee hero, the poor family adopts him and they take care of him until 

hee takes vengeance upon his father and supplants him. Freud takes 

recoursee to this myth to argue that the family romance traceable in 

thee Biblical text is in fact an inversion of the original structure, and 

thatt this inversion serves a concrete purpose. In Exodus, a modest 

familyy of Levites abandons Moses, the noble family of the Pharaoh 

raisess him, and when he grows up, he returns to his true family.x x l v 

Whilee the structure in the pre-text glorifies the hero, the bibli›

call inversion, according to Freud, obliterates the Egyptian origin of 

Moses.. De Certeau comments on Freud’s strategy in the following way: 

Inn fact, this detail is secondary in respect to the fact that, 

becausee it is produced in a Jewish place, the legend establish›

ess the same (the Jewish place) as an origin: the Jewish birth 

functionss here as a noble origin, and it legitimizes the place 

byy classifying foreignness in the (apparently) noble exteriority, 

wheree the hero of the family was provisionally adopted, (de 

Certeau,, 1988: 334; italics in original) 

Thee two in the same place, which in the model myth signified the 

singlee place occupied by both the son and the father, is transformed 

inn the biblical legend into one existing in two places. The operation 

yieldss a profit, as de Certeau suggests in his interpretation of Freud’s 

narrative,, foT it saves the identity of the place where the legend is 
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produced.. It saves the place where the legend was "fathered," for 

thee "father" of the discourse is ultimately the one who produces the 

"son,"" and in this particular case, it is the father who needs the son 

too construct his own origin, that is, "noble place." By evoking the 

biblicall inversion of the family romance, by demonstrating that the 

discoursee in question is a construct, Freud is simultaneously engag›

ingg in a re-construction, or re-fabulation of the legend. 

Anotherr move Freud takes is to reexamine the opposition 

betweenn monotheistic and iconoclastic religion in ancient Egypt; his 

argumentt is that monotheistic religion is in fact a displacement of 

iconoclasticc religion. He distinguishes an Egyptian Moses and a Mid-

ianitee Moses; the former Freud compares to a mythical figure by the 

namee of Akhenaton who, akin to Moses, abolished the cults and 

idolss of Egyptian polytheism and established a monotheistic worship 

off the new god Aton. In the place of Aton, Freud contends, the 

Midianitee Moses introduced Yahweh, the volcanic demon of the 

Midianites.. According to Freud’s narrative, the Jews rebelled against 

thee Egyptian Moses, personified in the figure of Akhenaton, and the 

rebellionn resulted in murder. They repressed this murder and conse›

quentlyy they only remember the Midianite Moses as their founding 

father. . 

Inn his Moses the Egyptian: The Memory of Egypt in Western 

Monotheism,Monotheism, Jan Assman asserts that with this inversion Freud is 

ablee to practice diffØrrance: to reverse the traits of Aton and Yah›

weh,, whereby all the imperfections of the biblical God and his Law 

comee to be attributed to Yahweh,, the God of the Mididanite Moses, 

whereass the Egyptian deity comes to stand for the true and perfect 

religionn (Assman, 1997: 155). 

Theree are several important reasons why Freud’s historical 

novell is pertinent for this study: first, as 1 have already suggested, it 

iss exactly this type of structure, the structure of diffØrance, or the 

productionn of origin through erasure that is projected onto the field 

off archeology in the Indiana Jones trilogy. The archeological field as 

aa screen for transference comes to bear the mark of the Freudian 

de-centering,, the racial bricolage, the filial production of the father 

throughh alienation, or through the preposterous ordering of events. 

Historyy seems to be out-of-joint because the mnemic archive is out-

of-joint;; and Freud’s intervention into the myth from the past is 

boundd up with the attempt to "correct" both the present and the 

1 1 



future.xxvv In that respect, the issue of ethnicity needs to be taken 
intoo consideration not only in terms of the mythical content, or the 
subject/protagonistt in Moses and Monotheism, but in terms of the 
splitt between the subject in the myth, Moses, and the subject of 
vision,, Freud. 

Freud’ss historical novel demonstrates the ways history can 
bee renegotiated through mythical discourse. This is precisely my own 
contentionn in relation to the mythical discourse at work in the Indi›
anaa Jones trilogy. Freud’s history of the Egyptian Moses is an exem›
plaryy case of narrativizing diffØrance. This structure is comparable to 
thee oxymoron implied in joining "Indiana" and "Jones." Indiana is 
conceivedd according to the image of the fortune hunter whom 
youngg Henry encountered as a scout. He is an adventurer who can 
jumpp onto a moving train, drive a car, ride a horse. Jones is con›
ceivedd according to the image of the father; he is a book-worm who 
doess nothing, but study. 

Thee structuring of the new Hollywood narrative implies a 
refiguringg of the Oedipal myth, and this refiguring can be observed 
ass analogous to the decentering of the origin, the racial bricolage 
traceablee in Freud’s Moses and Monotheism. Thanks to Indiana 
Jones,, a place for difference is created, for he is constructed through 
aa simultaneous decomposition into the multiple elements structuring 
thee tension between the son/the father, Indiana Jones/Henry Jones, 
Indiana/Moses,, or Indiana/Arthurian Knight. 

Too understand that history can be renegotiated through 
mythicall discourse - and it is in this respect that Bal’s discussion on 
thee "fathers of myth," and Derrida’s critique of LØvi-Strauss’ struc›
turall analysis of myths confirms its relevance - we need to take into 
accountt the present of meaning production.xxv1 The arche, to put it 
dee Certeau’s terms, emerges through the process of division, through 
itss simultaneous death and birth, through negation and affirmation, 
throughh science and fiction. "It is the historiographical equivalent of 
thee Egyptian Moses: science-fiction is the law of history" (347). In 
thiss manner, archeology, just as history, becomes more than simply a 
processs of re-counting and re-telling, it becomes a process of repair›
ing.. One of the crucial conditions for the restorative function of his›
tory,, as we learn from Spielberg’s Indiana Jones and Freud’s Egypt›
iann Moses, is precisely mythical discourse. The room for the other, 
thee place of difference needs to be marked in mythical discourse, it 
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needss to be fabulated; only then can it affect memory and accord›

ingly»» cultural history. 

Thee productive aspect of this perspective is that a place for 

differencee is created. 1 will explore this potential of mythical dis›

coursee further in chapter seven where 1 discuss Spielberg’s 

Schindler’sSchindler’s List. The aspect which requires critical investigation, 

however,, is the investment of this cinema in the already prominent 

preoccupationn of Western culture with fathers and sons. De 

Certeau’ss definition of Freud’s project as a "theoretical fiction" can 

shedd some light on the problem 1 am announcing: 

Thee text initiates a play between religious "legend" [Sage) and 

Freudiann "construction" [Konstruktiori], between the object 

underr study and the discourse performing the analysis. This 

playy takes place in the fuzzy area of an ambivalence, in what 

givess "f ict ion" the meaning both of a production [fingere, to 

fashion,, to fabricate) and of a disguise or a deceit. Everything 

iss unraveled in the field of relations between the labor that 

constructss and the ruse that would "make us believe" in the 

fictionn - a mixed terrain of production and lure. What history 

createss and what narrative dissimulates will meet in that very 

place.. Moses and Monotheism is situated at this intersection 

off history and fiction. But its elucidation does not escape 

whatt it is elucidating. In the fashion of a fantasy, it tells a 

storyy of what is produced in a tradition. This theory of fiction 

iss indeed a "theoretical fiction." (308-9) 

Whatt Freud’s narrative reveals then, are the strategies by means of 

whichh theoretical fictions are generally produced. It will suffice to 

mentionn the women in the trilogy: Marion, the daughter-figure 

patronizedd by Indiana; Willie the combination of vamp and spoiled 

bratt as well as a personification of the fortune hunter; and Elsa the 

treacherouss female scholar and Nazi collaborator. While they are 

productss of the same fabulation as Indiana Jones, they unfortunate›

lyy constitute only a residue in the production of a future history. 

Thee effect of theoretical fictions on the construction of female char›

acterss will be the particular focus of chapters five and six. In the 

nextt chapter 1 will examine the new Hollywood’s preoccupation with 

redeemingg the father in relation to the son’s capacity to give both 

^ ^ ^ 



thee father and history a new face. 1 w i l l suggest that mythical dis›

course,, which plays a crucial role when i t comes to repairing the 

fatherr and history, in the case o f female characters, sti l l needs to be 

reinvented. . 

fettMtes s 

11 Deleuze distinguishes between action-image and time-image. The analysis 
demonstratess that Indiana cannot be constrained by this division. Even 
thoughh he functions as an actant, hence as a structural position, the analysis 
demonstratess that his character-image is overlaid with grains of time. In that 
sensee he can rather be understood as an action/time-image. Indiana func›
tionss as a frame of reference, a slot to be filled. This may give the impression 
thatt everything about these films is extremely banal, too obvious and overtly 
simplistic.. 1 would suggest, however, that precisely the fact that Indiana 
Joness has the capacity to function as a frame of reference gives rise to a play 
off historical sites, and persons, that come to overlap in a single screen. When 
hee is not outfitted in a suit and a bow tie, which indicates his role as an aca›
demic,, the accessoires of Indiana Jones point to a man-of-action. He appears 
ass a combination of cowboy, lion tamer, and explorer. He refuses to ride a 
camell but, as a typical hero of the westerns would, insists on a horse. Thus 
whenn he takes off on a chase after a Nazi truck, it is the horse of the hero 
fromm a western that becomes counterposed to a Mercedes. The self-referen-
tialityy of cinema in these evocations of generic stereotypes works not only 
towardss a confusion of historical periods, but the conflicting relations 
betweenn these stereotypes also condition the exchange of history and myth. 
"" Bal explains that the model starts from a teleological relation between the 
elementss of the story: "The actors have an intention: they aspire toward an 
aim.. That aspiration is the achievement of something agreeable or favorable, 
orr the evasion of something disagreeable or unfavorable [. . .] An actant is a 
classs of actors that shares a certain characteristic quality. That shared charac›
teristicc is related to the teleology of the fabula as a whole. An actant is 
thereforee a class of actors whose members have an identical relation to the 
aspectt of telos which constitutes the principle of the fabula" (1997: 197). 
"  In her article on the preposterous events in the works of William Shake›
speare,, Patricia Parker explains that the word preposterous comes from pos-
terousterous (after or behind) and pre (in front or before), that it connotes a rever›
sall of "post" for "pre," back for front, second for first, sequel for beginning 
andd that more generally, the term alludes to the inversions that disrupt a 
"proper"" or "natural" sequence (Parker, 1992). The notion of preposterous 
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historyy is discussed in more detail in Bal’s Quoting Caravaggio: Contemporary 
Art,Art, Preposterous History. 
"^^ 1 am referring here to Yerushalmi’s discussion of Freud’s Moses and 
MonotheismMonotheism in Freud’s Moses, Judaism Terminable and interminable. 1 will 
deall with both works in the subsequent sections of this chapter. 
vv In "Nostalgia for the Present," Fredric Jameson takes Dick’s novel in terms 
off its "paradigmatic value for questions of history, representation, and his›
toricityy in general...Historicity is neither a representation of the past nor a 
representationn of the future (although its various forms use such representa›
tions):: it can first and foremost be defined as a perception of the present as 
history:: that is, as a relationship to the present which somehow defamiliarizes 
itt and allows us that distance from immediacy which we call historical" (523). 
^^ What Foucault called "archeology" are those histories which are excluded 
fromm history; in Madness and Civilization, The Birth of the Clinic and the The 
OrderOrder of Things he is disclosing a transgressive history which emerges as a 
disorderr within the order of things. 
v nn In the third volume of his Time and Narrative, Paul Ricoeur also discusses 
thee interweaving of history and fiction; while de Certeau insists that fiction 
andd history are quasi-identical, Ricoeur asserts that fiction is quasi-historical 
justt as much as history is quasi-fktive, "History is quasi fictive once the 
quasi-presencee of events being placed ’before the eyes o f the reader by a 
livelyy narrative supplements through its intuitiveness, its vividness, the elusive 
characterr of the pastness of the past, which is illustrated by the paradoxes of 
standing-for.. Fictional narrative is quasi-historical to the extent that the 
unreall events that it relates are past facts for the narrative voice that 
addressess itself to the reader. It is in this that they resemble past events and 
thatt fiction resembles history" (190). Although theorized from different 
pointss of departure, de Certeau’s and Ricoeur’s views can be said to coincide 
onn those points where the overlapping of history and fiction concerns the 
refigurationn of time. 
^ ^^ De Certeau’s view on history can be brought into relation with his con›
ceptss of popular culture. In his Practice of Everyday Life, he argues that the 
popularr has a transhistorical constancy. The popular has the capacity to 
inscribee displacements into ordinary language which scientific reason has 
eliminatedd from operational discourses in order to institute "proper" mean›
ings.. According to de Certeau it is precisely in the popular that we can trace 
responsess to the distributions of power in socioeconomic and symbolic for›
mations. . 
** De Certeau takes the notion of the real from Lacanian psychoanalysis; by 

reall he implies a world of unmarked space and time that cannot be mediated 
byy language or signs. The object-universe, like the unconscious dimension of 
historyy is impervious to language. 
xx 1 am drawing here on Bal’s ideas from Quoting Caravaggio: Preposterous 
History,History, particularly her discussions on the deixic relation between the sign 
andd the analyst which is predicated on indexicality. 1 have dealt with this 
relationn in the previous chapter in connection to "the image of the second 
person." " 
1010 Recall for example Benjamin’s discussion on the creation through the act 
off naming in his "On Language as Such and on the Language of Man." In 
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xnxn What Derrida questions in Plato’s Pharmacy is precisely the idealist propo›
sitionn that truth or nontruth can be discovered in ourselves by ourselves, or 
thatt knowledge can be sought in oneself by oneself. 
x " 11 Derrida explores the association between writing and pharmakon in 
Plato’ss Phaedrus. He explains that "one and the same suspicion envelops in a 
singlee embrace the book and the drug, writing and whatever works in an 
occult,, ambiguous manner open to empiricism and chance, governed by the 
lawss of magic and not the laws of necessity." Hence, Derrida examines the 
oppositionn Plato sets up between books, dead and rigid knowledge shut up 
inn biblia, recipes and formulas, and pharmakon as the living knowledge, or 
simplyy pharmakon as it is opposed to medical science. "In dealing with Plato, 
whoo knew so well on occasion how to treat myth in its archeo-logical or 
paleo-logicall capacity, one can glimpse the immensity and difficulty of this 
lastt opposition. The extent of the difficulty is marked out - this is, among a 
hundredd others, the example that retains us here - in that the truth - the 
originall truth - about writing as a pharmakon will at first be left up to a 
myth.. The myth of Theuth..." (73). 
x " vv The relation between Freud’s heritage and his work but also Yerushalmi’s 
"dialogue"" with Freud is discussed in Derrida’s Archive Fever: A Freudian 
impressionimpression and Richard J. Bernstein’s Freud and the Legacy of Moses. 
ww This will be discussed particularly in the following chapters in relation to 
thee cinematographic apparatus. 
XVII In Cinema without Walls, Timothy Corrigan discusses the Indiana Jones 
trilogyy as an example of "cartoon narratives’* which bring about the recycling 
andd remaking of the classical. He also describes it as a case where heavens 
aree made out of historical hells. "As in Spielberg’s Indiana Jones cycle 
(beginningg 1981), hell in many of these films becomes an unrecuperable his›
toricall moment like the holocaust of World War 11 and heaven becomes the 
mythh of an archeologist’s prehistory. Mediating between the two and often 
replacingg narrative logic itself is usually the spectacle of technology. Thus, 
thee counterpart of Spielberg’s transcending narratives is Claude Lanzmann’s 
ShoahShoah (1985), [. . .] epic of hell put in place by a fascist technological appa›
ratuss whose shattering of human subjectivity and motivation (in the name of 
aa Christian teleology of heaven on earth) counterpoints Spielberg’s techno›
logicall heaven" (164). Corrigan announces the debate which will actually 
emergee with Spielberg’s Schindler’s List. 
x v "" In fact, the film begins in a Shanghai nightclub, in a spectacular scene 
whichh brings about a clash of Chinese and American culture. See for example 
CinemaCinema and Urban Culture in Shanghai 1922-1943, ed. Yingjin Zhang. In 
thosee years the films produced in Shanghai were very much influenced by 
Hollywoodd productions. With respect to this, Spielberg’s staging of a clash 
betweenn cultures can be understood as an attempt to forge the space for 
othernesss in his new Hollywood film. Making a Chinese version of the theme 
songg from the Hollywood musical Anything Goes from 1936 can be under›
stoodd as a new Hollywood way of refraining the act of colonization. 
x v " 11 Willie is introduced as a singer but she is also the girlfriend of a power›
full but corrupt local man. All Willie cares about are diamonds and finding a 
richrich husband. Her disappointment when she finds out that the maharaja is a 
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youngg boy reminds us of Marilyn Monroe’s disappointment in Gentlemen 
PreferPrefer Blondes when she learns that the millionaire is just a kid. 
x " cc In his critique of Spielberg’s Schindler’s List, "Toward a Theory of Spiel›
bergg History,"Armond White contends that this film is submerged by hege›
monicc criticism and that his earlier films are actually much more "historical." 
Hee mentions the example from the Last Crusade where Adolf Hitler auto-
graphs’ss Indiana’s father’s personal diary. "It unexpectedly summed up the 
psychic,, historical imagination... Such clever business didn’t necessarily iden›
tifyy Spielberg as Jewish, or as a history scholar, but it evidenced the wit, the 
politicall preoccupation and the sensibility of an auteur...The Last Crusade’s 
self-reflexive,, accordion like compression of the Indiana Jones series play 
withh history, anthropology, and colonialist lore." Miriam Hansen would dis›
agreee with this; she asserts that in Schindler’s List, Spielberg uses the devices 
off classical Hollywood style "in a relatively more intelligent, responsible, and 
interestingg manner than one might have expected, for instance, on the basis 
off Spielberg’s earlier work." in "Schindler’s List Is Not Shoah" (306). It may 
bee important to add that Spielberg himself has expressed regret for the way 
hee dealt with Nazis in the Indiana Jones trilogy. BBC documentary on the 
occasionn of Saving Private Ryan. 1 will return to these opposing views in 
chapterr seven. 
x xx It is important to recall scene 1, where in order to perform his work as 
arche-ologist,, Indiana must first survive the interaction with Hitler. The only 
wayy he can do this is under false pretenses. He must be a master of disguise, 
aa magician, a master of presentation; in effects premonition of the character 
whoo can perform the miracles of history, such as Oscar Schindler, as 1 will 
demonstratee in chapter seven. 
x x ’’ Relevant here is W. J. T. Mitchell’s "What Is an Image?" in Iconology: 
Image,Image, Text, Ideology, particularly his reformulation of the question "what is 
ann image," into "how do we transform images, and the imagination that pro›
ducess them, into powers worthy of trust and respect," or yet more precisely, 
"whatt interest does the split between images and words serve?" Bal explores 
thiss problematic in her work, she addresses this question for example, in 
"Readingg Caravaggio Basic Instincts and Their Discontents," in her Quoting 
Caravaggio:Caravaggio: Contemporary Art, Preposterous History. 
x x nn At this point 1 am only introducing the discussion that I will deal with 
specificallyy in chapter seven. 
x x " 11 In "Subject Positions, Speaking positions: From Holocaust, Our Hitler 
andd Heimat to Shoah and Schindler’s List," in The Persistence of History, 
Thomass Elsaesser sets up a distinction between internal and external limits of 
representationn which coincides with Hansen’s notion of popular modernism. 
5 0 " vv This is according to Freud’s narrative. 
x x v ll am drawing here on Derrida’s Archive Fever: A Freudian Impression. 
X X V II I am referring to Derrida’s "Structure, Sign, Play" from Writing and Dif›
ferenceference where he critiques LØvi-Strauss’ structural study of myth. Derrida 
arguess that in the work of LØvi-Strauss there is a neutralization of time and 
history. . 


