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Introduction
The premiere screening of Pearl Harbor (Michael Bay, 2001) in May 2001 took place aboard a US Navy aircraft carrier, moored in the naval base of the ﬁlm’s title. This production, commemorating the sixtieth anniversary of the attack which prompted America’s entry into World War II, represents one of the most recent and explicit linkages of national, naval and cinematic history. This is by no means an isolated example of the mutually beneﬁcial connections between the US Navy and the American ﬁlm industry, and the promulgation of preferred national images and histories via the war ﬁlm genre. During the past four years, the US Navy has collaborated on several feature ﬁlm pro- ductions, which in their subject matter have embraced many aspects of the service’s activities and roles in the present as well as the past. Men of Honor (George Tillman Jr., 2000) depicted the career of Carl Brashear, the ﬁrst African-American to enter the Diving and Salvage arm of the Navy. Behind Enemy Lines (John Moore, 2001) offered a simpliﬁed dramatisation of the American military’s involvement in the former Yugoslavia in the 1990s. Tears of the Sun (Antoine Fuqua, 2003), portraying the evacuation of American citizens and foreign civilians over- seas in the wake of a military coup, showed the Navy’s humanitarian role and support for special forces operations. At time of writing, Stealth (Rob Cohen, 2005), offering a depiction of the future of naval aviation, is in production, and ﬁlming aboard another US warship. The US Navy’s long, creative and occasionally troubled relationship with Hollywood, and its reluctance and willingness by turns in collab- orating with ﬁlmmakers, have been described in meticulous detail by Lawrence Suid.1 At present, no comparable study exists of the Royal Navy’s collaboration (of similarly long standing) with British ﬁlmmakers. The ﬁlms blessed with cooperation from the US Navy have emphasised and championed the service’s role in the formulation and execution of national policy and, as a consequence, have played a signiﬁcant part in the deﬁnition of national identity on screen in peace and wartime. They TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 2
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 have also clearly been intended to serve vital propagandist, recruitment and public relations functions, during and after the US Navy’s involve- ment in the wars of the twentieth century. Where the reception of Pearl Harbor became connected in an unenvisaged way with another surprise attack upon America in 2001, the current topical string of productions seeking Navy cooperation can be linked to the higher proﬁle of the American military in general during recent presidencies and the current ‘Global War Against Terrorism’. While these ﬁlms do suggest the potential variety of naval topics for ﬁlmic treatment (carrier aviation, surface ships, submarine operations and amphibious landings), and the auspiciousness of these recent, synergistic treatments deserves scrutiny in itself in the light of contem- porary American politics, in isolation they do not provide an insight into the development, and textual properties of, naval war ﬁlms per se. The peculiarity of naval combat, in comparison with the familiar action and iconography of land war ﬁlms, suggests the necessity more than just the topicality of an appraisal of naval ﬁlmic treatments. The focus of the present study will be concentrated upon narrative ﬁlms depicting naval matters and activities, including but not limited to combat, in order to explore their characteristics, acknowledge their signiﬁcance in relation to the military history they portray, and the socio- cultural history they address, and establish their possible conventional distinction from the overarching genre of the war ﬁlm. Films depicting naval warfare have co-existed with, but seldom been distinguished from, cinematic narratives of war on land or in the air since the period of World War I. For the purposes of this study, the greatest emphasis will lie on the ﬁlmmaking countries to whom naval forces have been most crucial and emblematic in their military history, and which consequently have depicted their navies’ activities in ﬁlm most frequently: Britain and the United States. Additionally, the war ﬁlms produced by these countries have also been the most extensively stud- ied, and this critical heritage facilitates the distinction of naval-oriented texts from this body of ﬁlms. If a cluster of textual features justiﬁes the categorisation of a naval war genre or sub-genre, then the working generic deﬁnition will require further consideration in the light of the circum- stances, characteristics and preoccupations of these speciﬁc national cinemas. From this study, an appreciation will emerge of the similarities and dissimilarities of naval war ﬁlms from the recognised conventions of the war ﬁlm, along with a recognition of the productive relationship between naval history, national imagery and narrative ﬁlm. The ﬁrst requirement for this examination is an analysis of previous critical evaluations of the war ﬁlm, and a delineation of its textual TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 3
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 features as identiﬁed in earlier genre deﬁnitions. This is also justiﬁed by a resurgence in the production of war ﬁlms in recent years, and the current crop of naval-oriented narratives must be appreciated within this contemporary trend, as well as in relation to a possible historical, evolutionary pattern for their development. However, war ﬁlms released over the past twenty to thirty years have embodied substantial modiﬁ- cations to and reorientations of the genre’s accepted conventions. These changes have been most conspicuous in portrayals of the Vietnam War, and in this case are precipitated by the problematic perceptions of that conﬂict. Such alterations can also be attributed to the quotation of war ﬁlm conventions in other circumstances, the crossing of generic boundaries, and cumulative processes of generic hybridisation. So, while Vietnam War ﬁlms such as Platoon (Oliver Stone, 1986) and Hamburger Hill (John Irvin, 1987) allude to but signiﬁcantly alter the depiction of land warfare inherited from ﬁlms of World War II, the trans- plantation of the cross-sectional, representative platoon format to the science ﬁction genre in Aliens (James Cameron, 1986) and Starship Troopers (Paul Verhoeven, 1997) can serve equally complex (and con- tradictory) ideological ends. Similarly, the war ﬁlm’s examination of the experience (and perpetration) of war’s evils can be further articulated by the union of the war and horror genres. The Keep (Michael Mann, 1983) offers a retrospective conﬁrmation of Siegfried Kracauer’s thesis on the prophetic convergence of German Expressionist cinema and the Final Solution, while The Bunker (Rob Green, 2001) gauges and dis- places the psychological torment of front-line soldiers through reference to the supernatural. The malleability of the war ﬁlm’s meaning is further illustrated by the rewriting of Vietnam in terms of the morally uncontentious World War II ﬁlm (We Were Soldiers; Randall Wallace, 2002), the abstruse revaluation or devaluation of World War II from a post-Vietnam perspective (The Thin Red Line; Terrence Malick, 1998) and the satirical, subversive imagining of the Gulf War as a heist movie (Three Kings; David O. Russell, 1999). Given this variation in the con- ception and interpretation of the war ﬁlm, and the protean nature of a supposedly stable genre, the attempt to isolate the naval war ﬁlm as a viable type necessitates as a preliminary a return to critical precedents.
Deﬁnitions of the war ﬁlm: narrative, characterisation, theme The genre of the war ﬁlm has been the subject of exhaustive study in Britain and America, because of the speciﬁcity and signiﬁcance of its production in relation to World War II. In Britain, the representation of the war during and after the conﬂict has formed an integral part of TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 4
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 several authoritative studies of wider British ﬁlm history. War nar- ratives have been valued and interpreted as both manifestations and articulations of stylistic and thematic continuities in British ﬁlm- making: the dedication to realism in ﬁctional as well as documentary ﬁlm; the forthright portrayal of class and regional difference; the celebration of social unity; and the designation of reticence and self- sacriﬁce as pervasive and admirable national characteristics. Both as a representation of the ongoing conﬂict, and as a eulogising reﬂection upon war experience after its end, the wartime and war-depicting cinema has been seen as the high-water mark for aesthetic accomplishment and cultural authenticity in British ﬁlmmaking. However, critical responses to the British war cinema have concentrated on its creation and asser- tion of images of British-ness rather than simple spectacles of combat. By contrast, the World War II combat ﬁlm has been identiﬁed and endorsed as an exclusively American type. Subsequently, the format of the ‘standard’ American war ﬁlm has been applied to and contrasted with representations and experience of other wars. In his extensive consideration of the convergence between Holly- wood cinema and American history and culture, John Belton offers a broader reading of the war genre, allowing the incorporation of ﬁlmic treatments from the silent period to the present. Within the context of Hollywood production, Belton reads the war ﬁlm as a genre like any other, with its own conventions and appeals, and with the spectacle of combat functioning as an equivalent to the textual emphasis upon song and dance routines in the musical.2 While it may appear to be a highly conservative genre, in re-asserting societal values and roles in the deﬁnition and defence of national principles, Belton sees the war ﬁlm as an extreme and peripheral Hollywood product, which highlights the structural and ideological precepts of Hollywood narrative through its repeated transgression of them.3 Belton identiﬁes four consistent areas of concern within the war ﬁlm, which reﬂect its divergence from the formal and ideological staples of narrative cinema: the suspension of civilian morality within the environment of war; the primacy of group activity and goals over personal motivations, with individualism being characterised as an indulgence; rivalry and oedipal conﬂicts between men in predominantly male groups, which lead to the peripheralisation of women, the potential for homo-eroticism in the representation of military hierarchies, and (in the cliché of two comrades-in-arms in love with the same girl) the valuation of women as tokens of homo-social exchange; and the representation of problems on the home front, in the separation of family members and the difﬁculties of re-integration experienced by returning veterans.4 These common narrative clusters unite TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 5
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 disparate war ﬁlms, from The Big Parade (King Vidor, 1925) and South Paciﬁc (Joshua Logan, 1958) to The Deer Hunter (Michael Cimino, 1978), across pro- and anti-war stances and the boundaries of other genres, such as comedy and the musical. This approach offers the valuable recognition of ﬁlmic features which embody and convey responses to war in American society. Above all, American war ﬁlms seek to provide an unequivocal justiﬁcation for the involvement and loss of its citizens in violent conﬂicts. This is particularly evident in ﬁlms made during and about World War II, and distinguishes them from British ﬁlms of the same period, and American ﬁlms portraying more prob- lematic conﬂicts, such as the Vietnam War.5 The dynamising principle of defence, of American people, territory and values, can be expanded to embrace ‘an idealized portrait of American democracy’, which conﬂates the values to be defended with the utopian objectives of an improved post-war society (for example, in relation to racial equality).6 Like any other genre, the war ﬁlm is available for the afﬁrmation or contradiction of cultural, political and moral precepts underpinning American society. As a reﬂection of generic consistency, and Holly- wood’s responses to contemporary events, audience tastes and public perceptions of conﬂict, this categorisation of the war ﬁlm is revealing and persuasive, but inevitably does not distinguish speciﬁc eras or types of war ﬁlm for detailed, sub-categorical analysis. In concentrating exclusively on American ﬁlms of and about World War II, other commentators have identiﬁed additional areas of formal and institutional importance. Kathryn Kane’s evaluation emphasises the substantial similarities between the war ﬁlm and the classical Western, by noting the orientation of their themes around a range of binary oppositions, which in some cases are shared by both genres. The oppositions of war versus peace, civilisation versus savagery, which characterise the East in contrast to the West and distinguish settlers from indigenous peoples in the Western, are paralleled by the war ﬁlm’s frequent incorporation of peacetime scenes in ﬂashbacks, and its differentiation between the innate brutality of the forces of the totalitarian Axis, and the inherent decency of soldiers of the Allied democracies.7 However, where the landscape of the Western can repres- ent the antipathy of an untamed wilderness, an untapped potential for progressive settlement and civilization, or an idyllic retreat to freedom, the territory over which war is fought is seen to lack any intrinsic value, and rather serves as a vacant arena for contest between ideologies embod- ied by the combatants themselves. The similarity of the war ﬁlm to the standard format of Hollywood narrative is emphasised by its linear pro- gression and its insistence on characterisation (the ﬁctional incarnation TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 6
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 of social values) being expressed and tested through action, rather than rationalised via dialogue.8 In examining the production proﬁle of the American war ﬁlm, Thomas Schatz traces a symbiotic relationship between popular entertainment and contemporary newsreel ﬁlm- making during World War II.9 He discerns the inﬂuence of docu- mentary ﬁlmmaking and viewing in the emergence of a consistent and increasingly realistic treatment of the war from 1943 onwards, replac- ing a pre- and early war pattern of espionage thrillers and home front dramas with unsentimental, down-beat representations of (principally Paciﬁc-based) combat.10 In contrast to Belton’s broader examination of the war ﬁlm in American cinema, the formal and institutional analysis of World War II cinema undertaken by Kane and Schatz underlines the pragmatism within Hollywood’s propaganda role, in assimilating and capitalizing upon the currency of wartime documentary ﬁlmmaking, and in rendering war narratives within the idiom and imagery of existent genres. In com- parison with Belton’s labelling of the war ﬁlm as an ‘excessive’ or ‘extreme’ form in American cinema which highlights the norms of conventional cinema through transgression, Kane’s and Schatz’s evaluation reveals ﬂexibility belying conservatism, in institutional opportunism (in respond- ing to contemporary events) and formal dynamism (in incorporating documentary realism) combined with continuities of genre ﬁlm pro- duction.11 War ﬁlms of World War II epitomise generic ﬁlmmaking of the classical period as much as they respond to particularities of war audiences, or of the war itself. This accumulation of critical com- mentary provides an informative contextualisation of the war ﬁlm in Britain and America, but lacks a clear delineation of its conventions, evolution and iconography. By narrowing the focus of textual analysis to a smaller ﬁeld of ﬁlms, a more detailed mapping of the conventions of the war genre becomes possible. In attempting this enquiry into a clearly demarked group, Jeanine Basinger’s critical commentary on the characteristics and development of the American war ﬁlm remains the deﬁnitive categorisation of the genre.12 Basinger’s focus does not rest upon the representation of World War II, or the wider war genre within American cinema, but on the emergence of a speciﬁc sub-genre, the World War II combat ﬁlm, which epitomises the ﬁlmic treatment of armed conﬂict. In her evaluation, the ‘hard core’ combat ﬁlm, composed mostly if not entirely of representa- tions of military action, appears in 1943, once the experience and newsreel images of the early part of the Paciﬁc War have been digested by ﬁlmgoers and ﬁlmmakers.13 Basinger assembles a robust working model of the combat ﬁlm through the tracing of consistent characteristics in TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 7
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ﬁlms of the late war period, again identifying the precedents or parallels for the war ﬁlm in pre-existing genre formats. Basinger contends that twelve ﬁlms released in 1943 are crucial to the emergence of the combat ﬁlm, as they concretise the conventions, themes and narrative concerns of the wartime war ﬁlm. Notably, ﬁve of the twelve are based on naval subjects, but of these only three receive brief analysis, and are used to illustrate the pervasiveness of patterns of narrative and characterisation established in ﬁlms portraying war on land and in the air.14 Basinger advocates a hierarchy within combat ﬁlms, with those depicting infantry combat representing the ‘truest and purest’ form, followed in order by ﬁlms about submarines, ships and aircraft.15 This ranking is based not only on the quantity and graphic- ness of combat which the ﬁlms encompass, but on factors related to its depiction: the potential for distance from the enemy; space and time available for reﬂection by the protagonists on the experience of com- bat; and the opportunity to return home for encounters with loved ones. The purest infantry combat ﬁlms, portraying isolated, platoon-sized groups in near-constant action, display the fewest of these factors, while ﬁlms about air force operations, showing ﬂights to and from action, life on bases and fraternisation with civilians, exhibit the most. The combat ﬁlm’s essential group is composed of representatives of the full range of American communities and ethnicities, with the cross- sectional symbolism of the military society-in-miniature being height- ened by additional modiﬁers of age, experience and action. Basinger notes the character types and their suggested narrative functions: the senior ofﬁcer father-ﬁgure, who is killed unexpectedly at an early stage to open the way for a true, resourceful, pragmatic hero (certainly of lower rank, sometimes of lower class) to emerge; a rival or adversary for the hero within the group, who questions his decisions before recognising and accepting his authority; representatives of youth and age (new recruits and old hands), immigrant communities and minorities, who serve as more or less willing subordinates, comic relief and early casualties in the platoon’s operational odyssey.16 The sequence, manner and signiﬁcance of deaths within the group is as predetermined as rank and personality by stereotypical characteristics of ethnicity, class and religious belief, just as the group’s composition and characteristics also represent a deliberate and compelling contrast to the often dehuman- ising treatment of the enemy.17 The narratives which contain this emblematic group prove equally predictable within Basinger’s formula- tion of the typical combat ﬁlm: the narrative events are located more or less precisely and factually within the geography and history of a speciﬁc campaign; the group is assembled, either purposefully or TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 8
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 haphazardly, for a speciﬁc mission; this objective may be modiﬁed by new developments, and its achievement threatened by internal dissen- sion; the journey to the objective gives opportunities for expanded characterisation, including reminiscences of home and peace; and the accomplishment of the mission provides the active conclusion to pre- ceding, contemplative debates within the group as to the validity of their task, and, either implicitly or explicitly, the conduct of the war itself.18 Although this nexus of narrative and character functions is best deployed and applied within American wartime war ﬁlms, its key features are already evident in pre-war cinema. Basinger’s deﬁnitive text, Bataan (Tay Garnett, 1943) is closely modelled on The Lost Patrol (John Ford, 1934),19 while another key example, Air Force (Howard Hawks, 1943) follows patterns of individual characterisation, group deﬁnition, masculine loyalty and professional identity already embedded in its director’s oeuvre (cf. Only Angels Have Wings; Howard Hawks, 1938).20 In effect, the deﬁnition of the Hawksian group of elite males, and Ford’s exploration of men’s reconciliation to their fates, antic- ipate and facilitate the formulation of the World War II combat ﬁlm. The appearance of Basinger’s combat ﬁlm genre represents the timely recruitment and redeployment of popular ﬁlm’s apposite textual resources, to suit circumstances of war production. Within Basinger’s hierarchy, the submarine ﬁlm (in which the crew serves as the group, far from home and often permanently in close proximity to the enemy), comes second, as the closest equivalent to the infantry combat ﬁlm. However, this similarity is undermined (and, by implication, the combat less intense) because the boat itself functions as both a weapon of war, and a communal and private space away from conﬂict, in which peacetime life can be replicated as well as recalled. In distinction from the infantry ﬁlm’s concentration on com- bat, Basinger characterises the navy ﬁlm as ‘about domestic strife’, detectable in both the biological family left behind on land and the ﬁgura- tive family assembled on board.21 This atmosphere of domesticity is even more marked in the case of ﬁlms set aboard surface ships, which avoid the submarine’s associations of claustrophobia. In Basinger’s estimation, this tendency separates ﬁlms based on naval operations from those representing land war, not simply in offering an alternative interpreta- tion of war’s spatial boundaries, but also in reconceptualising relation- ships between characters. Although she suggests that a ship’s crew is characterised as a ‘family’ prone to soap-operatic disputes, Basinger does not follow the logic of this analogy, to consider its repercussions for the distribution of power and authority: if the infantry platoon is depicted positively as a largely democratic ‘band of brothers’, the ship’s company TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 9
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 is often seen as a troubled, patriarchal dictatorship.22 Challenges to naval authority, directed against the father-ﬁgure of the captain by subordinate ofﬁcers, assume a more marked Oedipal dimension than is suggested by Basinger’s description of conﬂict between the hero and his adversary in the infantry ﬁlm. This area, where disputes over the disposition and dependability of authority are handled differently in land and naval war ﬁlms, represents a relevant distinction which belies further, signiﬁcant divergences. Where Oedipal struggles exist in land war ﬁlms, they may reinforce conservative power relations through comparisons between biological fathers and service patriarchs, noting the similarity of (or the necessary, dutiful distinction between) their principles and sacriﬁces. The devotion of the platoon father to his charges is answered by the acknowledge- ment of their debt to him, reﬂected in the conduct and justiﬁcation of service. A key illustration of this is The Sands of Iwo Jima (Allan Dwan, 1949), in which resentment of the harshness of Marine Corps Sergeant Stryker ( John Wayne) towards members of his platoon is gradually alloyed with an appreciation of the necessity of his training regime for their survival in combat. After Stryker is killed, the platoon members learn of his sacriﬁce of a relationship with his biological son in pursuit of his career, and their zeal in perpetuating his example after his death pro- vides a stoical conﬁrmation of his leadership.23 While the ﬁlm suggests that a different kind of parenthood will be required for peace, it assumes that it will be have been formed by inﬂuential contact with war, and warrior father-ﬁgures. By contrast, Steve Neale’s examination of the war ﬁlm’s repeated elucidation of Oedipal conﬂicts reveals its tendency to invalidate rather than reafﬁrm structures of institutional (and narrative) author- ity. Neale’s isolation of problems in narrative agency, and the often arbitrary nature of plot development in popular ﬁlm, identiﬁes a convergence of ﬁlm form and diegetic development in matters of authority. The attribution of arbitrary, disruptive power to the enemy, to set narrative events in train and precipitate an individual and national response, is an important facet of the war ﬁlm’s personalisation of war’s causes, and its propagandist function in audience mobilisation.24 How- ever, Neale also proposes that the unequal apportionment of knowledge upon which hierarchic, military authority is based can lead in the war ﬁlm to unsympathetic representations of institutional power. Using Objective Burma! (Raoul Walsh, 1944), A Walk in the Sun (Lewis Milestone, 1945) and Paths of Glory (Stanley Kubrick, 1957) as examples of arbitrariness in military command and narrative develop- ment, Neale exposes a drift towards anti-war and anti-establishment TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 10
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 representation, even in wartime propagandist productions. Establish- ment authorities, ‘headquarters’ and ‘high commands’ cited as the source of obscure orders, can appear as faceless and impersonal as the enemy, in the effect of their unpredictable and unaccountable decisions on their own soldiers. This can prove the case either with or without the effects of dramatic irony, where omniscient narration may reveal more information to the viewer than is available to the protagonists themselves. Neale’s observations of the war genre prove that ‘issues of knowledge and power’25 are central to the representation of masculine action in the war ﬁlm, and are explored through ‘alignments, re- alignments, discrepancies and dislocations in the scales of narrative knowledge possessed by command, the [enemy], the men, and . . . the spectator’.26 While the nature of war and its representation in ﬁlm provide a focus for deﬁnitions of masculinity, including the probing of Oedipal conﬂicts and concomitant considerations of autonomy and power, the naval variant of the war ﬁlm offers a more pointed portrayal of the symbolic order via the characterisation of the ship’s captain. The threat of insubordination and the questioning of authority (though common to the war genre in general) lead in the naval ﬁlm towards the threat of outright mutiny: the displacement and replacement of patriarchal authority not simply in terms of command, but in ownership of a mythologised female entity, the ship herself. Further to this exaggeration of Oedipal conﬂict, naval ﬁlms also share an arbitrary, impersonal and ineffable power and authority, in symbolic and narrative terms, in the element of the sea. The perceived majesty and menace of the ocean, as an arbitrary narrative and symbolic power, twins the naval ﬁlm unexpectedly with the disaster movie, and its frequent representation of a threat to human society from an indifferent or judgemental natural world. This textual aspect segregates the naval ﬁlm incontestably from other examples of the war ﬁlm, and their interpretation of the battleground, since the maritime environment itself can be agent, enemy and arbiter. The unchanging hazards of sea travel, and the timeless peril of the sea itself, introduce a mythic element to naval narratives which overﬂows the merely military and temporal speciﬁcities of other war stories. The importance of accuracy and authenticity in the war ﬁlm’s depiction of military history illustrates its peculiar status, as a genre prop- agated from propaganda but persisting in popular entertainment, which exhibits the inﬂuence and impetus of documentary ﬁlmmaking within a conventionalised, ﬁctional form. In envisioning, dramatising and ostensibly recreating historical periods or personages, feature ﬁlms have been welcomed or dismissed as persuasive, accessible, simplifying TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 11
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 or erroneous versions of the past, capable of reaching and inﬂuencing audiences otherwise unsusceptible to historical discourses.27 Past objections raised by historians, to the biased, inaccurate or anachro- nistic historical representations in ﬁctional ﬁlms, have given way to an acknowledgement of the post-modern possibilities of visual renditions of history:
In a postliterate [sic] world, it is possible that visual culture will...change the nature of our relationship to the past. This does not mean giving up on attempts at truth, but somehow recognizing that there may be more than one sort of historical truth, or that the truths conveyed in the visual media may be different from, but not necessarily in conﬂict with, truths conveyed in words.28
Clearly, mainstream narrative ﬁlmmaking rarely essays post-modern revisions and subversions of ofﬁcial history, especially in relation to sources of public record and national pride such as military history. Satires of war ﬁlm conventions and their attendant ideologies – such as The Dirty Dozen (Robert Aldrich, 1967), How I Won the War (Richard Lester, 1967), Play Dirty (André de Toth, 1968) and Three Kings – may be defused and dismissed as inevitable parodic developments in the genre’s lifecycle. Popular cinema will seldom undermine and more often reiterate consensual values, and the conservative ‘master narratives’ of social, cultural and military history upon which they are based. In this ideological climate, the repetitive, inculcatory force of a popular genre can be instrumental in the promulgation of persistent preconceptions about the past.29 However, the documentary ﬁlm does not necessarily represent a ﬁction-less corrective to the feature ﬁlm’s limitation of perspective and embellishment of emotion in representations of history. Fundamental similarities in their attempts to structure and elucidate past events, to narrate them in terms of signiﬁcant protagonists, obstacles, actions and resolutions, underpin the superﬁcially discreet undertakings of his- torical writing, documentary recording and feature ﬁlmmaking: ‘to rationalise and shape in dramatic terms is to edit out in documentary terms’.30 Therefore, despite certain scholarly prejudices, pseudo- documentary and quasi-ﬁctional ﬁlms are major components within a ‘set of phenomena which constitute the historical culture, or rather the historical mentality . . . this diffuse sense of the past which recognises in the productions of the imagination one of the principal expressions of historical reality, and notably of the way people react to their past’.31 Although its approach may appear comparable to the licence frequently exercised by the period- or ‘historical’ drama, the war ﬁlm is often at TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 12
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 pains to stress its connection to the real. Many examples attempt to integrate documentary or library footage of actual ﬁghting, to con- textualise and authenticate their staging of combat. The location of narrative events and characters within identiﬁable theatres, campaigns or individual battles is a factor equal in importance to the cooperation of the represented armed services (usually proclaimed in the credits) in a ﬁlm’s credible recreation of combat, and becomes a consistent generic feature.32 After this initial placement, subsequent complexities of timing, movement and geography may be signaled by the frequent use of maps and titles, either in expository scenes, explanatory voice-overs or captions, or omniscient, extra-diegetic insertions. While in the case of wartime war ﬁlms these reiterative and clarifying measures may be seen to be derived from newsreel practice, their inclusion in more recent produc- tions indicates not only a generic continuity but also a convergence between the ﬁctional feature ﬁlm and the televisual documentary-based drama. In portraying combat within a conventionalised World War II setting, the war ﬁlm can anticipate or mimic the documentary drama format (which uses ‘an invented sequence of events and ﬁctional pro- tagonists to illustrate the salient features of real historical occurrences’), or that of the drama-documentary (which adopts ‘events from a real historical occurrence or situation and the identities of the protagon- ists to underpin a ﬁlm script’).33 In terms of television production and programming, these ﬁlmed dramas are associated with journalistic investigation, in promising to discover and broadcast crucial, unknown details or facts behind stories which are already familiar to the prospective audience. Audience pre-knowledge of relevant individuals and events is important not simply in currying curiosity in an exposé, but also in providing a parallel to audience acquaintance with (and documentary drama’s espousal of) the narrative trajectory and formal traits of popular ﬁctions: the detailed depiction of characters overcoming obstacles and achieving stated, conclusive objectives. Coincidentally, this also mirrors the conceptual stance of history scholarship, in surveying completed action and offering a predicted conclusion:
The historian’s account is always produced from a point in time after the sequence is completed; otherwise, the end of the sequence could not be securely identiﬁed . . . this explains why there can be no history of the present, but only of the past, why all aspects of history are constructed ex post facto. That we, now, always know more than they did, then, is a premise of modern historical knowledge and part of its justiﬁcation.34
Although epic, drama-documentary recreations of land war form a signiﬁcant sub-set within the genre (The Longest Day; Andrew Marton, TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 13
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Ken Annakin, Bernhard Wicki, 1962, The Battle of the Bulge; Ken Annakin, 1965, A Bridge Too Far; Richard Attenborough, 1977), the majority of war ﬁlms, and most of Basinger’s combat ﬁlms (Wake Island; John Farrow, 1942, Bataan; Air Force; Sahara; Zoltan Korda, 1943, Guadalcanal Diary; Lewis Seiler, 1943), accord with the principles of documentary drama by using historical events as an authenticating backdrop to ﬁctional narrative. While contemporary naval ﬁlms co-opted into the combat genre (Destination Tokyo; Delmer Daves, 1943, Action in the North Atlantic; Lloyd Bacon, 1943) exhibit this balance of ﬁctional and historical materials, more frequently naval representa- tions have ﬁtted the drama-documentary mould, in dramatising and over-stating speciﬁc historical incidents, precedents and personages. This concentration is visible within wartime and post-war ﬁlmmaking, across both British and American genre production, in some of the most critically and commercially successful naval ﬁlms, and persists into recent examples. In Which We Serve (Noel Coward, 1942) and San Demetrio, London (Charles Frend, 1943) offer faithful re-enactments of the career of HMS Kelly and a famous convoy action respectively. They Were Expendable (John Ford, 1945) is derived from the ﬁrst-hand accounts of Motor Torpedo Boat Squadron Three’s operations during the fall of the Philippines. The Gift Horse (R. Compton Bennett, 1952) recreates the raid on St. Nazaire, and The Battle of the River Plate (Michael Powell, Emeric Pressburger, 1956) includes ﬁlming aboard ships involved in the action in 1939. Tora! Tora! Tora! (Richard Fleischer, 1970) and Midway (Jack Smight, 1976) attempt to encompass all the combatants and complexities of decisive battles of the Paciﬁc War. Since the end of the Cold War, accidents aboard Soviet nuclear submarines have received detailed drama-documentary treatment in Hostile Waters (David Drury, 1997) and K19: The Widowmaker (Kathryn Bigelow, 2002). In addition, the deﬁnitive ﬁctional accounts of both sides of the Battle of the Atlantic, The Cruel Sea (Charles Frend, 1953) and Das Boot (Wolfgang Petersen, 1981) are adapted from novels by writers personally involved in the conﬂict.35 While this list does not contain all or even a majority of a hypothetical naval war genre’s texts, it does represent a group of strong candidates for a putative canon. As such, the recreation and commemoration of recognizable historical events in these ﬁlms represents a distinguishable textual feature, which potentially endows the naval war ﬁlm with a markedly different form of address. While in popular entertainment ﬁlm ‘the spectator is sucked into the frame through the cathartic power of identiﬁcation with a ﬁctional “other” ’, and in documentary the viewer is ‘positioned as a “person- to-be-addressed” and held at a distance as a dispassionate observer’, in TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 14
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 drama-documentary an alternative rhetorical approach amalgamates these constructions of spectatorship.36 Impetuses towards both ident- iﬁcation and interrogation emanate from the spectatorship of drama- documentary, as a result of its peculiar fusion of conventions and its particular focus upon recollection and documentation:
Dramadoc/docudrama has almost always set out to do one or more of the following: (a) to re-tell events from national or international histories, either in reviewing or celebrating these events; (b) to re-present the careers of signiﬁcant national or international ﬁgures, for similar purposes as (a); (c) to portray issues of concern to national or international commu- nities in order to provoke discussion about them.37
Although allied to and resembling land war ﬁlms in many respects, the naval war ﬁlms identiﬁed above accord more closely with these identiﬁable dramatic and documentary objectives. Wartime and post-war British and American ﬁlms embrace (a) and (b), while the post-Cold War treatments of Soviet nuclear accidents conform to (c). Rather than offering a conventionalised war story or spectacle of combat, naval war ﬁlms address their audience across a familiar historical, textual land- scape (or seascape), evoking documentary solemnity and invoking national honour in their retelling of pre-known narratives. Several signiﬁcant consistencies emerge from this preliminary isolation of naval ﬁlms within the wider war ﬁlm genre. The characterisation of ships’ companies as families, and ships themselves as domestic spaces, requires broader and deeper consideration in order to compare these features with, and distinguish them from, the delineation of the staple combat ﬁlm platoon as a representative national cross-section. The exploration of challenges to hierarchical authority, and the recognition of arbitrary and impersonal forces at work in the war ﬁlm (in diegetic and narrational terms), lead in the naval war ﬁlm towards more palpable representations of the Oedipal struggle, and to associations with the disaster movie via the image of the sea as an overarching, symbolic, antagonistic element in nature. In contrast to this mythic digression, and the conventionalised ﬁction of the land war ﬁlm, the naval war ﬁlm reﬂects a strong commitment to historical re-enactment, via a drama-documentary format. A recog- nisable history, frequently a record of abiding defeat, and particularly a recognition of enduring danger, embodied in the sea as much as in the human enemy, bind naval narratives together and offer important distinctions from other forms of war spectacle. TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 15
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This initial description of the characteristics of naval narratives within the wider war genre requires further consideration, for justiﬁ- cation of this selection of textual features, and expansion through assimilation of the characteristics displayed by other naval-oriented narrative ﬁlms. Three examples are considered below in order to trace these textual consistencies, extend the range of identiﬁable generic features, and extract the signiﬁcance of naval representations, in the light of their previous lack of differentiation from other war ﬁlms, and their potential progenitive status for a naval war genre.
Battleship Potemkin: ‘the only lawful war’ Battleship Potemkin (Sergei M. Eisenstein, 1925) has been addressed most frequently as a canonical example of Soviet Montage, rather than as a naval, historical or combat-related text. D.J. Wenden’s analysis of the ﬁlm concentrates on its credentials as a historical representation, of dubious accuracy but obvious contemporary political signiﬁcance and clear ideological intent.38 Eisenstein’s manipulation of the ﬁlm medium in the service of Communist ideology results in the embellishment of actual events, and an exaggeration of the violence they encompassed. Examination of the ﬁlm, and the subsequent renown it has achieved in the canon of ﬁlm history, have been concentrated almost exclusively upon its most famous montage sequence, the ‘Odessa Steps’. However, within the context of the current study, other montage sequences within the ﬁlm deserve scrutiny, as they not only perform the same ideological function, but also promote consideration of Battleship Potemkin as an amalgam of polemical political discourse, documentary record and war genre text. In fact, the rhetoric of war and the docu- mentary detail of life aboard ship are central to the ﬁlm’s narrativisa- tion of Communist ideology. Battleship Potemkin begins, like Eisenstein’s ﬁrst Montage feature Strike! (1924), with a quotation from Lenin, which acts as the keynote within the ﬁlm’s strident political address. The inter-title, which appears between the introduction of the ﬁrst section’s title (‘Men and Maggots’) and shots of waves breaking over a seawall, bears the following maxim: ‘Revolution is the only lawful, equal, effectual war. It was in Russia that this war was declared and begun.’ What is signiﬁcant in this prefatory statement, articulated verbally and visually, is not simply the symbolic usage of the natural element, but its initiation of a pattern of such usage in the ﬁlm. In Mother (Vsevolod Pudovkin, 1925), the second ﬁlm commissioned by the Party to commemorate the unsuccessful revolution of 1905, forces of nature are TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 16
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 also used metaphorically to suggest the inexorability of revolutionary change. Shots of a burgeoning crowd of proletarians, marching on jails where political prisoners are detained, are inter-cut with images of ice ﬂoes thawing on a river, and the resurgent waters moving for- wards with mounting force and speed. Through recourse to images of natural, cyclical movement, Montage ﬁlmmakers validate revolutionary change as inevitable and righteous, but in Battleship Potemkin this expression is connected purposefully with the abiding, destructive power of the sea. Despite their heroic status, the battleship and her proto-Bolshevik crew are as much subject to the sea, representative of the ﬂow of history in the Marxist-Leninist view embodied in the inter-title, as they are to their Tsarist commanders. The opening shots of the breaking waves are succeeded by images of the battleship at anchor. Below decks, members of the off-duty watch sleep in densely interlaced hammocks, their stillness epitomising a slumbering body politic, placed in dialectic opposition to the preced- ing shots of the restless sea. However, the amorphousness of the human bodies in hammocks also parallels the undulations of the waves. The inert crew is disturbed ﬁrst by an example of unjust discipline, and then roused by Vakulinchuk, one of the leaders of the subsequent mutiny, reading aloud from an agitational pamphlet. As the crew is stirred by the speech, the crowded, static space becomes active, and the con- nection between the sailors and the natural element is reafﬁrmed. Next morning, after the confrontation over the rancid meat brought on board to make bortsch, the crew is seen completing its daily tasks (polishing capstans, cleaning the guns, and preparing the mess tables). Gilyarovsky, the senior ofﬁcer who later shoots Vakulinchuk, watches the unattended mess tables swinging in time with the ship, when the crew refuse to eat their soup. His wistful expression belies the signiﬁc- ance of this image: even in the crew’s absence, the ship, the sea’s motion and the revolutionary spirit are seen to be attuned. During the second section (‘Drama on Quarterdeck’), this textual construction of the ship and her company as an entity is contrasted with the ship and its hierarchy as a mirror to the unjust Tsarist regime. The confrontation between ofﬁcers and men culminates in the isolation of a group of sailors, who are threatened with execution by ﬁring squad. At this point, the appearance of the ship’s priest initiates a small montage sequence which encapsulates the repressive regime, by identi- fying symbols of naval and religious authority as synonymous with state control. As the ﬁring squad comes to attention, the priest starts to tap his cruciﬁx into the palm of his hand. This rhythmic movement, seen in close-up, is immediately juxtaposed with a close-up of an ofﬁcer’s TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 17
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 hand caressing the hilt of his sword. The rhyming together of these authori- tarian symbols is cemented later, when the cruciﬁx is dropped in a scufﬂe and embeds itself in the wooden deck. In the ﬁnal seconds before the order to ﬁre is given, further images are juxtaposed with an equal duration and weighting. Shots of the ranks of riﬂemen are followed by another close-up of the tapping of the cruciﬁx. This short montage is concluded by a shot of a lifebelt bearing the ship’s name, another of its bow crest (the Tsar’s double-headed eagle) seen from below, and a ﬁnal close-up of a bugle, silent in a sailor’s hand. David Mayer considers the isolation of these ‘indifferent’ parts of the ship as simply an elongation of the scene for purposes of dramatic tension, but the selection of symbols is far from inconsequential.39 This series of icons, suggestive of Russian Imperial and naval authority, are redolent of the power structures which contain and control the sailors’ lives, but contrarily the resonance of the ship’s name provides a key to the crew’s identity, and a (retrospective) focal point for revolution- ary spirit. An indication of the contradictory use of such symbols is the appearance in the ﬁlm of the Imperial Navy’s ensign, the Cross of St Andrew.40 This is prominent in the scenes on the quarterdeck, ﬂying from the jack staff behind the captain and lines of ofﬁcers. In this instance, it appears to act as a reinforcing element in the symbolic landscape of authoritarian control (though it is notably absent from the montage), which is ﬁttingly displaced by the red ﬂag which streams from the masthead after the mutiny. However, the naval ensign is also used to drape Vakulinchuk’s body, when it is taken to the port of Odessa, and the ﬂag is also seen being lowered at dusk before the meeting with the squadron in the ﬁnal section. Although the new Communist ﬂag enjoys primacy (being hand-tinted red in some prints), it does not replace the naval ensign, which remains an integral part of the ship’s rituals and the crew’s identity. That this symbol is allowed to remain, as a reinforcement to rather than detraction from the crew’s functional and political unity, may appear remarkable within a Communist text, but is indicative of the sailors’ institutional integration, which rather serves to further the Party’s cause. When Matyushenko rallies the sailors in passive resistance, he musters them at the after gun turret. The gathering at this location underlines the crew’s combat role in manning the ship’s armament, yet without an indication of violence at this stage, in contrast to the aggressive portrayal of the ofﬁcers. Crucially, this focal point in the mutiny also anticipates the mutineers’ control and coordination of the ship’s vital systems (propulsion, communications, and weapons), notably without the need for commands from ofﬁcers, in the ﬁlm’s ﬁnal section TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 18
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(‘Meeting the Squadron’). The characterisation of the united, efﬁcient and egalitarian crew during the mutiny is reﬂected in the harmony between classes and ethnicities of the population of Odessa, and its euphoric communion with the battleship, in sections three and four.41 The ﬁnal montage sequence, which details the readying of ship and crew to meet the other ships of the Black Sea Fleet still loyal to the Tsar, can appear anticlimactic after the formal and ideological peak of the Odessa Steps sequence. Yet this series of images is an equally valid example of Eisenstein’s theoretical principles, and also forms a unique record of action aboard a pre-dreadnought warship. Just as the ‘drama on the quarterdeck’ is constructed from images of the symbols and victims of institutional (political, military and religious) repression, so the conclusive sequence itemises the ship and her crew as a cohesive and dynamic entity, representative of the subsequently realised Communist state. The passive resistance of the ranks on the quarter- deck is succeeded by the violent chaos of the mutiny, but the true revolutionary objective and embodiment of the new state’s principles is consummated in the well-drilled efﬁciency, resolution and comradeship of the ship’s company as it prepares for action. The sequence begins with shots of ‘stormy meetings’ (recalling the ﬁlm’s ﬁrst metaphor) aboard the battleship, during which different courses of action are debated. While some sailors vote for disembarkation and arming of the crew to support the citizens of Odessa against the Tsar’s troops, others insist that they must ﬁrst face the rest of the Black Sea squadron, which has sailed to intercept the Potemkin. The consensus that is reached, and the unconditional unity of the crew and ship in their purpose is signalled by a slow dissolve which magically depopu- lates her decks. As night falls, in another echo of the ﬁlm’s opening section, the ship is seen at anchor. Some of the crew rest, while others stand watch: the tension of their preparedness is suggested by the juxtaposition of their restless bodies with shots of steam gauges and engine room telegraphs reading zero. Compositional echoes across the ﬁrst part of the sequence rhyme together the circular dials and gauges, the ship’s searchlights, and the men’s apprehensive faces. Lookouts and armed guards, seen in silhouette on the upper decks, are inseparable from the ship’s superstructure when they climb funnels and davits to see the advancing squadron. When the approaching warships are sighted, the tempo of the sequence begins to increase, in concert with rhythmic, dialectic and connective juxtapositions of images. The tubu- lar rangeﬁnder through which the squadron is ﬁrst sighted is echoed in the gun barrels that swing out to meet it. The bugle, stilled at the mutiny, TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 19
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 calls the crew to action stations. The unity between bridge and engine room, the men and their ship, is emphasised by the harmonising of the telegraphs which indicate the ship’s increasing speed, and the gun crews racing to their battle stations are compared to the pistons of the ship’s engines. As Matyushenko was pictured lining up his cigaret- tes while waiting for news, the sailors are seen arranging shells and propellant cases in rows on the deck, as they prepare to open ﬁre. The billowing black smoke that issues from the ship’s funnels contrasts with the foaming bow wave and white wake she leaves behind. The circular compositional matches from the start of the sequence return in the climactic image of the mouths of the gun barrels, elevated and trained on the squadron. Rather than the armed, but chaotic overthrow of ofﬁcers during the mutiny, and the brutal effectiveness of the Tsarist Cossacks (and of the complex montage, employing rhythmic, graphic and intellectual linkages to portray it) during the ‘Odessa Steps’ sequence, the gradual, escalatory force of the ﬁnal montage realises the promise of the Lenin quotation. In place of the ‘Odessa Steps’ sequence’s jarring juxta- positions, whose impact is manifested in incongruities (children and Cossacks, civilians and soldiers, stone steps and human ﬂesh), the cumulative, persuasive force of the montage of the meeting with the squadron is apparent in rhythmic editing and analogous details (men working at their stations in the ship’s weapons, propulsion and com- munication systems). The ship is readied, controlled and driven forward by her proﬁcient and motivated manpower. The sailors’ mission is realised through their shipboard tasks, just as the ship’s motive and military power embodies and facilitates a revolutionary destiny. Although ultimately no shots are ﬁred, the ﬁnal montage insists that the Potemkin’s crew are prepared for a military confrontation, and as a result, are shown to win a just, revolutionary war. From manning their action stations, the crew swarm back onto every deck and platform to greet their new comrades in the other ships. Where the ship’s crest had appeared in the ‘Drama on the Quarterdeck’ section, in an overbearing composition redolent of the forces of repression, the ﬁnal image of the ﬁlm echoes this image in a moving shot which scans the jubilant crew on the upper deck before abasing itself under the bow of the ship. The ship surges forward, with an inexorable momentum, to ﬁll and overwhelm the screen in a conclusive imagistic equation of naval and revolutionary power. After the rising tempo of the preceding montage, the inexorable ﬂuid- ity of this camera movement, matched by the forward motion of the ship herself, represents the visual fulﬁlment of the prophetic Lenin quotation. The unity of crew and ship, and ship with city, coincides TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 20
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 with and articulates political ideals, as do the director’s principles of montage: All the action develops from the individual to the crowd, from the part to the whole . . . the individual is never concerned with himself, but ﬁghts for the sake of others, excluding himself, and thereby annihilating himself as an entity. Eisenstein treats ﬁlm form in the same way: he ﬁlms not the individual but the people, and he edits the sequence of frames, not the individual frame.42 Richard Taylor questions the individual or collective identity of the hero in Eisenstein’s ﬁlm, since the heroic role may be assumed by the crew, the ship or the townspeople of Odessa.43 The methodology of Montage cinema and its revolutionary subject may appear antithetical to such criteria of characterisation, but Eisenstein’s editing technique within the second and ﬁfth sections promotes a communal, revolutionary and speciﬁcally navalised hero, formed from the amalgamation of the bat- tleship and crew. The vessel and her complement achieve their full potential through and because of their integrated and efﬁcient operation. (This unity is spawned by a uniquely naval event: a challenge to auth- ority culminating in mutiny.)44 Recognition of this artistic and political unity is vindicated by the ﬁlm’s documentary elements, which delineate how the sailors’ drills fulﬁl the revolutionary purpose as much as they depict the hardships which provoke it. The Battleship Potemkin contains several important narrative features and themes from the putative set of naval textual consistencies: the pronounced historical basis for its events; the documentary bent of many of its images; the expression and exploration of relationships between men and their ship, and between communities at sea and on land; the deﬁnition of the ship’s crew as a uniﬁed entity – and as a class model and troubled hierarchy via the occurrence of mutiny. The amal- gamation of factual, dramatic and polemical elements in Battleship Potemkin serves to an equal extent as a canonical example of art cinema, and a prototype of a genre of naval representation.
Forever England (1935) C.S. Forester’s Brown on Resolution, ﬁrst published in 1929, has served as the basis for two ﬁlm adaptations: Forever England (Walter Forde, 1935) and Sailor of the King (Roy Boulting, 1953). The repeated adaptation of this novella, by one of the most famous writers of naval ﬁction (also responsible for the Hornblower stories), and the exaggeratedly patriotic titles of these inter- and post-war productions, are indicative of the story’s appeal to and articulation of notions of TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 21
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British-ness, self-sacriﬁce and naval tradition. The potential propa- ganda value of Forester’s writings was not exploited during World War II. A ﬁlm based on the Hornblower novels was proposed in 1940, but an adaptation (with an American bias in casting) was not completed until 1951.45 However, in being produced for Gaumont by Michael Balcon, Forever England anticipates the wartime propaganda efforts of Ealing Studios under Balcon’s headship. Forester’s novella, and both ﬁlms, offer retrospective and stirringly traditional visions of naval war, with the World War I setting of the book and Forever England being updated to World War II for Sailor of the King. The implications of this nostalgic perspective are that, as a national surrogate, the Navy is a re- assuringly conservative institution, and that naval service continues to demand and rely upon Victorian values and Nelsonian virtues. Forester’s story begins with Able Seaman Albert Brown’s death, on the island of Resolution in the Galapagos Archipelago, after his heroic lone effort to delay repairs to a German raiding cruiser. The German ship had been damaged in a battle in which Brown’s ship was sunk, and by pinning down the German ship’s crew with riﬂe ﬁre, he is able to ensure she is caught and sunk herself by another British ship. This ship is commanded by Brown’s father, but both men remain ignorant of each other’s existence, identity and achievement. Brown dies in despair, thinking the German ship has escaped, while his father receives credit for the sinking of an enemy ship made possible only by the efforts of his unknown son. Subsequently, Brown’s conception (during a brief affair between a junior naval ofﬁcer and a young middle-class woman), his childhood (dominated by his mother’s inculcation of naval tradition and insistence on his joining the Navy) and his brief career appear in ﬂashback, as the formative principles that produce the predicted end. While the ﬁlm versions depart from this prophetic structure, their linearity and documentary elements suggest a similar inevitability in Brown’s destiny. An awareness of naval heritage, and an acknowledgement of its centrality to conceptions of British character and history, are constantly emphasised in Forester’s story. Albert’s father, Lieutenant-Commander Richard Saville-Samarez (whose name echoes that of a nineteenth- century admiral), can trace his family’s naval history through four generations to an ancestor who fought at the Battle of the Nile.46 Albert’s mother Agatha is maternal rather than passionate towards Richard, and refuses his proposal of marriage in order not to impede his career. While she raises her illegitimate son to be a sailor, she follows his father’s progressive appointments via the Navy List.47 She also reads widely on naval subjects, including Howe’s tactics, Mahan’s theories of sea TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 22
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 power, and Fisher’s fervent advocacy of dreadnought battleship con- struction.48 Her dedication to her son is matched by a zealous devotion to the Navy, with the combination of maternal and national pride reafﬁrmed in a stoical religious faith: Agatha believed that self-sacriﬁce was the primary duty of mankind; that man (and much more so woman) was born to sorrow; and that she should give up her child seemed to her right and proper, especially if the Navy beneﬁted. The British Navy was to her the noblest creation in the world; it was the outward and visible manifestation of the majesty of God.49 Her premature death, before Albert is old enough to join up, is comforted by euphoric and soothing visions of the symbols of the Navy’s power: ‘Agatha’s life went out of her as she ﬂoated above a vast grey sea tinted with opium, while around her loomed up the immense beetling silhouettes of the battle squadrons, the grey, craggy citadels of England’s glory and hope.’50 Less imaginatively but no less dedicatedly, Albert personiﬁes his mother’s devotion and his father’s lineage during his own naval service. His unknown bravery, described by the omniscient narrator as his ship HMS Charybdis falls victim to the German cruiser Zeithen, gains credit only for the Navy, ‘the tremendous institution which had trained and disciplined him’,51 rather than for the youthful sailor himself. Having been picked up by Zeithen with other survivors, Albert deter- mines to escape from the ship when it hides at Resolution Island, and harass its repair crews for as long as possible. When he has been mortally wounded, he recalls the face of a young German sailor whom he had shot earlier in the battle.52 Their close kinship in youth and death is conﬁrmed by the conclusion, in which Zeithen is caught and sunk, by the ship commanded by Saville-Samarez. The relentlessness of tradi- tion and exacting nature of duty, crystallised in the sacriﬁces of Charybdis and Agatha and Albert Brown, are also ingrained in the Zeithen’s men, who meet their fate unﬂinchingly: A young navy cannot afford to begin its traditions with a record of [surrender]. German sailors must ﬁght to the death, so that those that follow after might have at least a glorious failure to look back upon. Four hundred men must die for that sole purpose; let it be recorded that they died not unwillingly.53 Forever England maintains but modiﬁes Forester’s insistence on the recog- nition of the resonance of naval history, and the relevance of tradition to present duty and service. A title informs us that the lovers ﬁrst meet on 11 July 1893, the day of the opening of the Naval Exhibition at the Crystal Palace. Their cab drive past Nelson’s Column prompts a TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 23
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 discussion of family links to the Navy. The Saville-Samarez character is renamed Summerville (evoking the name of another famous admi- ral), and his parting gift to Elizabeth Brown is his great-grandfather’s pocket watch, given to him by Nelson in 1803. Their romance is ended by a fade to black as they part at a railway station, and the fade up joins Albert as a naval cadet several years later, receiving a boxing prize from the now Captain Summerville at his training establishment. Summerville, sporting a beard reminiscent of the naval monarch George V, gives the boys a stirring speech on the life and traditions of the service. A succeeding montage, accompanied by martial music, shows the boys’ instruction in swimming, semaphore, boxing, gunnery drills and riﬂe shooting, during which Albert (now played by John Mills) comes of age. This documentary-like condensation of Albert’s training, allied to later battle sequences shot at sea, illustrates the Royal Navy’s coop- eration in the production. Before posting to his ﬁrst ship, Albert returns home for a visit with his companion Ginger (Jimmy Hanley). When he expresses disap- pointment at his allocation to the 2nd-class Cruiser HMS Rutland, Elizabeth corrects his underestimation of the ship’s armament, and proves herself right by referring to Jane’s. Before he leaves for South America, Elizabeth gives him Summerville’s watch, but evades his questions about his father’s identity. At Valparaiso, Rutland meets the Zeithen, and the diminutive Albert ﬁghts a vain boxing match against Max, a much larger sailor from the German ship. After the bout, Max com- pares his biceps with Albert’s, and jokes that his superiority is reﬂected in the armament of their respective ships: ‘Zeithen 6-inch [guns] – Rutland 4.7!’ The camaraderie between the two ships (shown on the lower decks and in a meeting of the captains) is shattered by the declaration of war. Captain Von Lutz receives the news in a message delivered by his son, who is also one of his junior ofﬁcers. Sadly, the ofﬁcers and crews of the two ships part company. When Rutland sights Zeithen, her desperate attempt to reach full speed and close the range on her more powerful opponent is shown in a mont- age of the stokers, pressure gauges, pistons and engine telegraphs reminiscent of Potemkin. Before their ship is destroyed in the unequal ﬁght, Ginger and Albert man a gun and are responsible for the single hit on Zeithen which necessitates her hasty repairs. They are the only survivors picked up after the battle, and Ginger covers for Albert’s escape once Zeithen reaches Resolution. Max brings food to the British sailors in the sick bay, and in letting slip that Zeithen must make repairs before HMS Leopard arrives, inspires Albert’s attempt to delay her. Max is also the ﬁrst member of the repair crew to be killed by Albert. He TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 24
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 hesitates for only a moment on recognizing Max’s singing voice, but shoots nonetheless: he refrains from ﬁring at the retreating landing party, which fails to recapture him, but is fatally wounded by a last speculative shot before Zeithen departs. In a signiﬁcant change to Forester’s ending, Albert is able to witness Zeithen’s destruction, and Summerville learns of Brown’s action from Captain Von Lutz (who is rescued, although his son is killed). A search of Resolution reveals Brown’s body, and the pocket watch which is returned to Summerville. Albert is seen referring to the watch frequently while on the island, to see how long he has delayed the German ship and to stiffen his resolve by looking at its engraving. Summerville recognizes his heirloom, and Elizabeth’s photograph inside the case, as he receives congratulations for Zeithen’s sinking from the Admiralty. The ﬁlm ends with a series of cross-fades, linking the cross marking Albert’s grave on Resolution, a close-up of Albert’s face, and British warships at sea. The ﬁlm’s divergence from the novel’s ending is signiﬁcant in its insistence upon recognition and honour for the achievements of father and son. Where Forester’s heroes remain ignorant of each other, and Agatha is dead before Albert goes to sea, Elizabeth is still alive but is dismissed from the narrative once Albert joins the Rutland. Her ﬁnal recollection by Summerville merely reinforces her status as a facilit- ating vessel for a male lineage, and the fulﬁlment of a naval destiny. In Forester’s story, personal sacriﬁce is demanded and enacted as a hallowed, national truth, but retains its spiritual purity by remaining unacknowledged and unappreciated. In Forever England, Brown’s self- sacriﬁce is still an expression of an unbroken line of naval tradition, but this heritage also exists as an explicit, common frame of reference for both ﬁctional characters and audience alike. The plethora of mythic references and documentary images are fused in the narrative into an accepted source of national pride, and a resource for the formation of individual character. When tested against an evolving deﬁnition of the naval war ﬁlm, Forever England exhibits relatively few of the suggested characteristics, in relation to the depiction of history, the questioning of authority, the characterisation of ship-board communities, or the contest with the sea itself. Its status as an adaptation from a famous author’s work provides a notable link with later naval ﬁlms, but derivation from source novels is equally common among other war ﬁlms. Forester’s narrative dovetails with actual events surrounding the Battles of Coronel and the Falklands in 1914 in a documentary drama pattern, but no speciﬁc con- nection between ﬁction and history is made in Forever England’s ‘quiet and honest tribute to the navy’.54 While there is no conceptualisation TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 25
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 of the ships’ crews as families, the notion of familial ties and resem- blances is of crucial importance to the narrative. However, the separa- tion, bereavement and loss which the narrative spans are destined and welcomed, and, in comparison with Basinger’s assertion of domesticity in ship-board life, untouched by melodrama. Albert’s life and deeds are dictated by nature and nurture, determined as much by genetic predisposition as by upbringing and nationality, and are consequently experienced and represented without doubt or ambiguity. Although his only signiﬁcant relationship is with his mother, his life and home (as Summerville’s speech to the cadets prophesies) become the Navy and the sea. Both mother’s and son’s sacriﬁces are made for the nation via the Navy, and for the Navy in the person of the remote patriarch, expected and endorsed by centuries of tradition. Given the reverence with which naval institutions and traditions are represented in the ﬁlm, any challenges to patriarchal authority are unthinkable. The sea does not register as a hostile element either, and the kinship between sailors of different nations, albeit overshadowed by demands of duty, strengthens the portrayal of naval life as a unique, patriotic calling. The narrative emphasis on defeat (in the loss of Charybdis and Albert’s death), though offset by ﬁnal victory, is in keeping with later naval ﬁlms, and can be related to the insistence on the importance and inﬂuence of tradition. The avowal of the importance of tradition can be seen as a conservative accom- paniment to the historical and documentary facets already identiﬁed as signiﬁcant in naval ﬁlms. The assertion of the persistence of naval history, as an accepted and inﬂuential component of national images and identity, is particularly marked in British examples, but also lies behind the adoption and redirection of naval tradition detectable in Battleship Potemkin. A textual reliance upon, and quotation and cele- bration of, overlapping naval and national traditions can therefore appear as an additional or reinforcing characteristic of the naval war ﬁlm.
Morgenrot (1933) Morgenrot/Red Dawn (Gustav Ucicky, 1933) represents a contem- porary German example to compare with Forever England. As another ﬁlm set in World War I but released shortly before the outbreak of World War II, it displays a comparable even-handedness and humanism in its consideration of the waste of war, and respect due to the enemy. The ﬁlm follows a U-boat patrol late in the war, during which the sub- marine torpedoes a British cruiser, survives depth charges, duels with an armed, disguised merchant ship (a Q-ship), and becomes trapped on the seabed after an attack by a destroyer. TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 26
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The ﬁlm incorporates some of the characteristics of submarine and naval ﬁlms identiﬁed by Basinger (there are scenes of concerned family members and relatives ashore, awaiting news of the boat’s safe return, and recollections of loved ones by the crew at sea), and staples of the wider war genre. Both Captain Liers (Rudolf Forster) and his second in command Lieutenant ‘Fips’ Fredericks (Fritz Genschow) are in love with Fips’ cousin Helga (Else Knott). The ﬁlm offers a realistic and unsen- timental representation of the patrol, incorporating footage shot at sea of the boat submerging and surfacing, the crew at cruising and action stations, and the captain’s view through the periscope. Anticipating Run Silent, Run Deep (Robert Wise, 1958), the crew are frustrated when Liers passes up easy targets because he is seeking a speciﬁc quarry.55 Scenes of the boat running to intercept the cruiser, the torpedo attack and subsequent depth-charging are interrupted by the insertion of scenes back home, in which relatives of the crew seek news of the patrol, and the sequence ends with the ofﬁcers conferring in the captain’s cabin. Unaware that Fips is devoted to Helga, Liers admits that he reciproc- ates her love for him, and the jubilation aroused by the successful attack is dispelled by Fips’ careful hiding of his anguish. The mood of despondency returns when news of the submarine’s success is broadcast. Local dignitaries come to congratulate the captain’s mother (Adele Sandrock) and a cheering crowd gathers outside her home. She chastens them with a reminder of the dangers and losses endured by both sides:
I am glad that my son’s men are well – but there is no reason to be proud! They have only done their duty, and it was a bitter one. Why rejoice when men who have only done their duty have sacriﬁced their lives? Let us thank God that we have been saved such sorrow this time. The crowd is silenced by her imposing appearance at an upstairs win- dow: the men remove their hats and begin instead to sing a respectful hymn. The insistence on honour in the war’s conduct is maintained in the sequence showing the encounter with the Q-ship, which foregrounds the U-boat’s strict observance of the prize rules.56 The ofﬁcers are suspicious of the schooner which ﬂies no ﬂag, but know that they are forbidden to attack neutral shipping. Although the ambush by the Q-ship is defeated, the British ship calls a destroyer. A rapid montage shows the emergency dive, but the boat is fatally damages by depth- charges, and settles on the bottom. (This calamitous situation is left in a fade to black, to return once more to the women awaiting the men’s safe return). Only ten members of the crew have survived, and progressive TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 27
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ﬂooding will kill the rest unless they can escape using the new tauchretter (life-savers), but only eight sets of equipment are available. At ﬁrst Liers orders the sailors to use them, while he and Fips remain behind, but the crew insist that ‘all or none’ of them will escape. To allow the others to survive, Paul the helmsman (having no ties to shore) and Fips (know- ing he has lost Helga) commit suicide, sure in the knowledge that they will have ‘eight eternal friends’. The kinship amongst U-boat men is encapsulated in their becoming ‘life-savers’ for each other, although Liers understands that their comrades’ sacriﬁce, like their national duty, will drive the survivors on in unending service: ‘Our lives are no longer ours. We must sail as long as we have breath, again and again, until God gives us leave.’ The ﬁnal scenes show news of the men’s escape, the welcome in their hometown, and their departure on another patrol, with the last image being of the naval ensign accompanying a boat at sea. Morgenrot exhibits the continuities in style, narrative and charact- erisation which come to deﬁne the submarine ﬁlm in later decades. A claustrophobic mise-en-scène, the representation of submarine attacks and depth-charge reprisals, and the stoical endurance of submariners are present in its impartial rendering of the patrol. Although the enemy is not entirely unseen or anonymous, and in spite of the constant reference to home and loved ones, the ﬁlm’s representation of the U-boat men’s existence and peril is redolent of insularity and detach- ment. Lacking a long tradition, the hardships of submarine service nonetheless confer an elitism on U-boat crews, which is upheld by later ﬁlms, such as U-Boote Westwärts! (Günther Rittau, 1941) and Das Boot (Wolfgang Petersen, 1981). The crew’s kinship, maintained up to and beyond death, surpasses emotional connections on shore, and compels the German sailors to honour the dead members of the shipboard family in ceaseless service.
A naval genre? The foregoing consideration of possible members of a sub-genre of naval war ﬁlms reveals a broad but consistent set of themes, tropes, constructions and characterisations, which distinguishes and unites them in deﬁance of all-embracing deﬁnitions of the war ﬁlm. Formal consistencies, giving rise to predictability and demarcation of audience expectation, and the potential for an established, harmonized but evolving list of conventions recognisable to ﬁlmmakers and viewers alike, are reliable indicators of the existence of a generic ﬁeld. However, the stasis of generic consistencies is balanced by the ﬂux of genre development. The production and interpretation of particular TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 28
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 genres vary across time, and across different national cinema cultures (for example, the classical versus the post-classical Western, the post- classical versus the Spaghetti Western, the Spaghetti Western versus the Samurai ﬁlm). At the same time, the potential exponential change of genre evolution, mutation and hybridisation is counteracted by institutional as well as textual durability: if the staples of Hollywood narrative form represent the most predictable and pervasive format, then individual genres are, by comparison, merely sub-types and minority manifestations within its orthodoxy. The isolation of naval war ﬁlms as a consistent and identiﬁable group may contribute to the diversiﬁcation of the war ﬁlm genre, which has been fragmented by critical concentration upon ﬁlms depicting World War I, World War II, and Vietnam. Further compartmentalisation (for example, within the Vietnam War ﬁlm, of treatments of training, com- bat, the home front and returning veterans) compounds this problem of successive subdivision. The designation of any genre grouping is imple- mented by this contradictory expansion and contraction of textual eli- gibility, opposing ‘an inclusive list’ with ‘an exclusive canon’.57 My initial enquiry, into the peculiarities of representations of naval combat within the war genre, has altered to encompass a much broader consideration of naval subject matter, across several eras and ﬁlm cultures and in rela- tion to several wars. Narrowing down from the war ﬁlm to naval war ﬁlms in particular, and then widening out from naval combat to naval ﬁlms in general, conforms in principle to the identiﬁcation and inter- pretation of adjective-noun combinations in generic titling: ‘when a descriptive adjective becomes a categorical noun, it is thus loosened from the tyranny of that noun’.58 In Rick Altman’s hypothesis, a syntactic framework (the war ﬁlm) is overlaid by a speciﬁc semantic pattern (war at sea), until audience acceptance of the latter allows it to assume the status the former.59 Although this adjective-to-noun shift may appear natural and inevitable, in this case the extraction of naval war ﬁlms leads to the segregation of a corpus of ﬁlms, a naval ﬁlm sub-genre whose existence may not have been previously acknowledged. While the speciﬁcities of naval representations may be recognised (the iconography of uniforms, warships, and submarines, the latent threat of the ocean, the re-enactment of documented history, the weight and expectation of tradition), they may appear as no more than the coincidental conver- gence of semantic and syntactic elements (from war, disaster, historical and documentary ﬁlms). Certain characteristic features (conﬂicts in com- mand authority, enunciation of the importance of history and tradition, the symbolic, antagonistic status of the sea) are not predetermined by the incidence of war, and their occurrence is revealing as to the TNWA02 16/11/06 11:28 AM Page 29
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 ideological endowment of genre ﬁlms, in the imposition of doctrinal values by ﬁlm upon audience, or the conformity of ﬁlm to audience beliefs in ritualistic satisfaction. Naval ﬁlms, embedded within or overlaid by the discourses of the war ﬁlm, the documentary, propa- ganda and history, require deﬁning and reﬁning within the critical re- sponses to popular entertainment and national cinema, and factual and ﬁctional ﬁlmmaking. In succeeding chapters, the tracing of the occur- rence and relevance of consistencies will work to discriminate within an inclusive list, in order to determine an exclusive and illustrative canon of naval representation, which navigates and negotiates its place within deﬁnitions of genre, discourses of nationality, and delineations of history.
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British naval ﬁlms and the documentary feature
The sea was in our blood, and our blood was in the sea.1
The generic war ﬁlm’s frequent resemblance to documentary drama, and the naval ﬁlm’s tendency to assume the form of drama documentary, are characteristics of special signiﬁcance in relation to British wartime ﬁlmmaking. During World War II, a fertile and complex relationship developed between the ideals and practices of documentary ﬁlm- making, the narrative and aesthetic staples of the commercial feature ﬁlm industry, and the demands for and control of positive propa- gandist content in ﬁlm entertainment made in cooperation with the Ministry of Information. The redirection of the documentary movement’s zeal for social reform towards the bolstering of the nation’s resolve, and the enhancement of feature ﬁlmmaking with the attributes of realism, have been ‘celebrated as the foundation of a new, progressive and genuinely British school of cinema’.2 The consequences of this relationship for the form, production and reception of wartime ﬁlmmaking, have been deﬁned and discussed in subsequent analyses, in terms of the particular characteristics of scripting, casting and shooting displayed by ﬁlms made during and portraying Britain’s war. The documentary and propagandist emphases result in distinctive national modiﬁers to the accepted conventions of the war ﬁlm. In British wartime ﬁlmmaking, the recognition of differences across social classes, the incorporation of regional diversity in national representa- tion, and the informative worth of factual images encapsulate the judicious assimilation of documentary materials and meanings within feature ﬁlm production, in a parallel to the American war ﬁlm’s redeployment of the staples of pre-war genre cinema. In working to accommodate the documentary and entertainment ﬁlm strands, early war productions often foregrounded naval and maritime activities, because the focus of ﬁghting to date provided topical and propagandist examples: TNWC01 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 33
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Of the three armed services, it was the Royal Navy which was most fre- quently represented in serious war ﬁlms between 1940 and 1943. The concentration on naval subjects by ﬁlm producers can be explained partly through the traditional affection and respect in which the British held the senior service, and partly through the nature of the war at sea which gave ample scope for action and drama at a time when the British Army had not yet won any major victories . . . The balance of conventional narrative forms with aspects of the documentary technique in these ﬁlms was uneven, but they can all be seen as attempts to combine patriotic drama and realism in order to ﬁnd a formula for the war narrative that would prove acceptable to both audiences and critics.3 The choice of naval material for early wartime features seems appropriate in the light of the nature of preliminary battles, and the predisposition on the part of audiences and producers for naval settings and stories suggested above. However, it is equally clear that the conﬂict at sea dominated British representation as it did national strategy because the survival of the country was utterly dependent on its outcome. While naval ﬁlms of the early war period adopt some facets of documentary ﬁlming, in order to inform as well as inspire the home audience with images of the Navy’s ships, crews and operations, these ﬁlms can also be seen to rework staples of pre-war cinema (and re- present aspects of pre-war society, such as the hierarchy of social class). In tandem with the concerted and consensual characterisation of the nation and its ideals which the wartime cinema offers, a pattern for the appropriate portrayal of the Royal Navy can also be seen to emerge, which is both complimentary to and at times inseparable from the deﬁnition of British-ness.
Ships With Wings: ‘the ﬁrst epic of the Fleet Air Arm’4 Sergei Nolbandov’s Ships With Wings was one of the earliest examples of wartime naval representation, similar in its upbeat propagandist conception to The Lion Has Wings (Michael Powell, 1939). Preceding productions depicting naval subjects (For Freedom; Maurice Elvey, 1940; Convoy; Penrose Tennyson, 1940) had evinced the absorption of documentary inﬂuences, in their incorporation of newsreel footage, ﬁlming at sea and the casting of serving naval ofﬁcers, and Nolbandov’s ﬁlm employed some of the same techniques and personnel.5 Although it has since been viliﬁed for its stereotyped and class-bound representation of the Navy and the nation, and the ‘indelible aura of phoniness’ conferred by its model work, the popularity of its simple, patriotic narrative at TNWC01 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 34
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 the time of its release underlines the dissimilarity of retrospective intellectual appraisal and contemporary cinema-going.6 The focus of the documentary footage rests upon the aircraft and opera- tions of the Fleet Air Arm, and especially upon the Navy’s most famous aircraft carrier, HMS Ark Royal. The ﬁlm opens with an aerial shot along the length of the ship, with the credits being accompanied by images of ﬂying operations. As well as being mentioned in the ﬁlm’s dedication to the Fleet Air Arm, the ship is listed in the cast, playing the role of HMS Invincible. The dates of the ﬁctional Invincible’s launch and commissioning accord closely with those of Ark Royal, and the details of the ship’s wartime career (being the subject of frequent news reports and the target of special attention from the German Air Force), also register in the ﬁlm.7 Ironically, the ﬁlm received its premiere in the same month as the ship fell victim to a U-boat in the Mediterranean.8 Marcia Landy identiﬁes within the ﬁlm a characteristic wartime ‘nar- rative of conversion’, in which a ﬂawed or reluctant hero is redeemed through timely commitment to the national cause.9 Lieutenant Stacey (Dick Clements) is a dashing but impulsive ﬁghter pilot. Although pur- suing an affair with glamorous singer Kay Gordon (Ann Todd), he competes for the hand of an admiral’s daughter, Celia Weatherby (Jane Baxter) with his fellow pilots Grant (Michael Wilding) and Maxwell (Michael Rennie). Celia’s brother Micky (Hugh Burden), a junior naval ofﬁcer in awe of the Fleet Air Arm pilots, is killed in a crash when Stacey takes him up in an unsafe aircraft. Stacey is court-martialled and dismissed from the service, but after Kay is killed by German spies, he returns to his carrier and intervenes at a crucial moment in battle, ﬂying on a decisive but suicidal mission. This resolution, of personal and national conﬂict in self-sacriﬁce, represents a redirection of the ﬁlm’s roots in pre-war ‘imperial melodrama tradition’10 to serve a unifying purpose in the wartime cinema:
The romance in this ﬁlm serves as the catalyst for [Stacey’s] conversion, signifying his total immersion in the war and his abandonment of per- sonal desire. Romantic love functions to dramatise the necessity of loss. Women disrupt the male community and are eliminated, and the initial conﬂict over possession of Celia is the vehicle for generating the events that separate the three aviator comrades ...the ﬁlm’s melodramatic excessiveness . . . exposes the tension between wartime service and personal desire.11
If comrades in arms competing for the same woman becomes a cliché, so does the characterisation of the womanising sailor, ofﬁcer or naval aviator (from Forever England to Follow the Fleet, Stand By For TNWC01 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 35
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Action, Crash Dive; Archie Mayo, 1943, We Dive at Dawn; Anthony Asquith, 1943; The Baby and the Battleship; Jay Lewis, 1956, and Top Gun; Tony Scott, 1986). However, far from being simply ‘eliminated’, the disposition of the woman is crucial in the deﬁnition of the hero’s service and its tradition, as well as to his destined role. Celia accompanies her father, Admiral Weatherby (Leslie Banks) to the launching of the new carrier HMS Invincible, and names the ship herself. The Admiral is an old-fashioned advocate of the battleship, and is unconvinced of the worth of the carrier, despite the conviction of her ﬁrst commander, Captain Fairfax (Basil Sydney). Celia is also present when the three pilots are introduced, and the Admiral recalls serving with Stacey’s father at Jutland. Although Stacey’s disgrace means that he loses Celia, the harm he causes the ship, the service and the Admiral is compensated by his selﬂess acts. Celia marries Grant, and teaches their son to say ‘aye aye, sir’, in preparation for his own inevitable naval career. This dedication of offspring to the service, and willingness to lose them, seen in the ofﬁcer corps through the Stacey, Grant and Weatherby families, is also matched in other ranks. In a parallel with Micky Weatherby, the son of a petty ofﬁcer is shown to be anxious to join the Fleet Air Arm. When the Invincible’s ﬂight deck is damaged by German bombs, Stacey’s civilian plane mechanic thinks ﬂying off the carrier will be impossible. The petty ofﬁcer replies, ‘Nelson struck “impos- sible” out of our signal book’, and his son is amongst the aircrew who die in their attempts to take off before Stacey, Grant and Maxwell are successful. As Fairfax has foreseen, when battleships are rendered powerless, the aircraft carrier proves her worth. The persistence of tra- dition in the service, and in service families, is characterised as a self- perpetuating reinforcement to the execution of duty. While the loss of romantic attachments may inspire heroic action (in Kay’s death pro- voking Stacey to revenge), the ﬁlm asserts a convergence of rather than a tension between naval service and personal desire, in an echo of Forever England. Celia is wedded to the service communally and familially, if not to Stacey personally, and it is rather his desire to return to the carrier and to naval ﬂying which is satisﬁed by and subsumed within the climatic battle. Duty to the admiral, the cause and his colleagues predominates. In the relationships depicted in this ﬁlm, and in the person of Celia in particular, traditions in service and family, and inevitabilities of duty and loss, are merged and accepted unquestion- ingly, as the obligation and the preserve of a naval and social elite. Despite its datedness and artiﬁciality on many levels, the principle espoused and expressed by Ships With Wings (the necessary commitment and unavoidable sacriﬁce of a select few, who are prepared for their TNWC01 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 36
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 destiny by a service whose traditions they imbibe, learn and replicate) becomes a commonplace of later, realist naval war narratives.
We Dive at Dawn
Enemy submarines are to be called U-boats. The term ‘submarine’ is to be reserved for Allied underwater vessels. U-boats are those dastardly villains who sink our ships, while submarines are those gallant and noble craft which sink theirs. (Winston Churchill)12
The valorising depiction of another speciﬁc arm of the ﬂeet, the submarine service, is undertaken in We Dive at Dawn (Anthony Asquith, 1943). In wartime, representations of the activities of Allied submarines required careful contrast from those of the enemy, as Churchill’s disingenuous distinction suggests. Instead of attacking mer- chant ships like German U-Boats, British (and American) submariners are shown almost invariably engaging unquestionably legitimate tar- gets: enemy warships or ‘raiders’ (armed merchant ships disguised as neutral merchant ships). In Asquith’s ﬁlm, HMS Sea Tiger is ﬁrst seen returning from a fruitless patrol, envious of other boats’ sinkings, before being despatched into enemy waters on a difﬁcult and hazardous mis- sion. Evading detection, the submarine ﬁres torpedoes at a German ship, but under a depth-charge counterattack is unable to conﬁrm any hits. The sub is reported missing and relatives at home assume the crew is lost. The sub’s crew improvise a daring commando raid on a Danish port to get fuel for her voyage home, and on their return to base, it is revealed that their target, the battleship Brandenburg, has in fact been sunk, rewarding their resourcefulness and endurance.13 Basinger suggests that within the combat genre, the ‘submarine movie’ represents a separate type of war ﬁlm recognisable to audiences, with its own conventions and tropes solidifying in war-time ﬁlmmak- ing.14 These can be seen in certain repeated situations: submarines are shown negotiating mineﬁelds or torpedo nets; raiding parties must be put ashore on enemy coasts; a delicate repair, the defusing of an unex- ploded bomb, or a medical operation, must be completed while the boat sits on the seabed. Basinger’s example embodying these features is Destination Tokyo (Delmer Daves, 1943). We Dive at Dawn shares some of these situations, and others appear and recur in subsequent sub- marine dramas: a dive may be ordered with someone still on deck, either by accident or in an emergency in order to save the boat; oil, debris and dead bodies are jettisoned from a cornered sub to convince enemy ships it has been destroyed; and in completing their mission, the boat TNWC01 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 37
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 and crew are pushed to the limits of endurance, in yet longer patrols, ever deeper dives and endless depth-charge attacks. Being a later-war production, We Dive at Dawn exhibits a more rep- resentative (though not necessarily more realistic) range of character types in the boat’s crew. The commander, Captain Taylor RN (John Mills), appears at ﬁrst as the stereotypical upper-class philanderer, who re- quires the assistance of his valet to juggle numerous female acquaint- ances ashore. Taylor’s junior ofﬁcers reﬂect wartime unity in diversity, coming from the Royal Naval Reserve (RNR) and Volunteer Reserve (RNVR). The leading hands consist of English, Irish, Scots and Welsh sailors, with a commonwealth representative nicknamed ‘Canada’. During the ﬁrst shore leave, in a parallel to the captain’s complex man- oeuvres, Torpedoman Corrigan (Niall MacGinnis) jilts Coxswain Dabbs’ (Reginald Purdell) sister at the altar. Again, soap operatic tensions (with comedic undertones) unite and divide the shipboard and shore- based families. The most serious disruption is incarnated by Leading Seaman Hobson (Eric Portman). His fragile marriage is threatened by the intervention of his brother-in-law. When he ﬁnds his home empty, Hobson tracks his wife and son to his brother-in-law’s shop and causes a disturbance. The model submarine he had made for his son is broken in the affray, and Hobson returns to sea resignedly when the crew are suddenly recalled from leave. However, on board, Hobson proves vital to the completion of the sub’s mission. His language skills allow him to learn the location of the Brandenburg from captured German airmen, and his local knowledge facilitates the refuelling in Denmark, countering the captain’s original plan to scuttle the boat when fuel ran out. Although he risks being shot as a spy, Hobson goes ashore in a German uniform to lead the raid. On the safe return of the Sea Tiger, Hobson is welcomed by his repentant wife, and presents a model of the Brandenburg to his son, and Corrigan is also reconciled to his ﬁancée. Basinger’s observation that the internal spaces of ships, and especially submarines, become domestic spaces and settings for soap operatic narratives, would appear to be borne out by the emphasis in We Dive at Dawn upon familial conﬂicts.15 However, references to and consid- eration of circumstances at home are strictly limited within the ﬁlm, while the activities of the ship-board family are devoted almost exclu- sively to their mission. Rather than occupying an interlude between voyages, the scenes on shore precede the war mission (and are point- edly curtailed by it). Taylor’s interview with Hobson while in port, prompted by a letter he has received from Hobson’s brother-in-law, merely underlines the inability of the bachelor captain to advise the married TNWC01 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 38
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 sailor. He does nothing to dissuade Hobson from a separation. Unable to council him emotionally, initially the captain refers instead to pro- fessional matters (Hobson’s poor service record and bad attitude aboard ship). While Hobson is advised not to seek out his family, Corrigan begs the captain to repeal his leave so that he cannot get married, and Taylor is indulgent of Corrigan’s cold feet. In both cases, the captain’s intervention, though sympathetic, is ineffective (Hobson’s drunkenness precipitates a family confrontation, and the coxswain changes the leave to ensure that Corrigan cannot escape the wedding). In both cases, stable family relationships are shown to be incompatible with the life and duty of the submarine and its crew. During the mission, the emotional problems of home are either translated (into comedic situations and practical jokes played by Corrigan and his friends on his future brother-in-law) or dismissed (in Hobson’s vital contribution to the mission, as sonar operator, translator and leader of the raid). The documentary aesthetic of the earlier scenes (shots of the submarine at sea, returning to base, and provisioning for the new mission) is succeeded by a concentration upon realist mise-en-scène and editing in the twilight attack on the Brandenburg. The submarine is seen manoeuvring towards the German ship and carrying out its attack in a tense, rapidly edited and under-lit sequence, set in the sub’s control room. The principal focus, via close-ups of the captain’s face and con- nected point-of-view shots, is on the captain’s succession of views of the ship through the periscope, and the orders he issues to create and exploit an enemy weakness. Lacking any incidental music, the sequence is accompanied instead by Taylor’s brisk orders, with his instructions repeated by subordinates shown in cuts and his impatience (with delays in targeting and the failure to trim the boat accurately) mimicked by his ofﬁcers. This gripping depiction of submarine combat, showing the captain solely responsible for planning of the attack, and the crew, though charged with its execution, remaining ignorant of the speciﬁcs, encap- sulates the wartime convergence of propaganda and the techniques of feature and documentary ﬁlmmaking.16 Although the implausibilities of the climactic commando raid recall the climax of Ships With Wings, the realism of the torpedo attack sequence offers some compensation, and also exempliﬁes a representational convention (of the tension of a torpedo attack) of the submarine ﬁlm. The paramount importance of the mission, and its successful completion through the efforts of the entire crew, bears comparison with the unquestionable extrapolation of duty from breeding in Ships With Wings. Although Captain Taylor may seem to embody the same rareﬁed ofﬁcer class as the ﬂyers of Nolbandov’s ﬁlm, his nonchalance TNWC01 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 39
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 appears rather to come from the proximity of living conditions aboard the submarine and close contact with other ranks (especially Hobson and Corrigan), rather than from effortless social superiority. The un- conventional, even anti-authoritarian nature of the submarine service is also shown in Taylor unwittingly insulting an admiral during his brief shore leave.17 The emotional distance and physical seclusion of the sub- marine during its mission disavows a soap-operatic connection with and contemplation of home. This impression of detached professionalism is only altered by Hobson’s fatalistic comment that he ‘won’t be missed’ if he is killed during the raid. When Lord Haw-Haw announces the sinking of the Sea Tiger to the British public, the hostility aroused by the shore leave evaporates: the sailors’ slate at the pub is rubbed out, and Ethel Dabbs (Joan Hopkins) puts Corrigan’s discarded ring back on. As a result, the submarine’s return encompasses two belated vindications, when the crew and captain learn of the sinking of the Brandenburg and the relationships of Hobson and Corrigan are restored. Hobson’s gift of the model of the Brandenburg to his son conﬁrms this validation of the mission: the crew members’ previous faults are exonerated by their war service, and the reproaches of shore fam- ilies are overturned by recognition of the shipboard family’s achieve- ments. Instead of being remembered whilst at sea as an inspiring reason to ﬁght, the shore families of the submarine’s crew appear to be barely recalled at all, and the criticisms of loved ones are demoted, dismissed or reversed through an appreciation of the demands of sea service. This sacriﬁce of the shore family, as much if not more than of the shipboard family, assumes a greater relevance in the most important naval ﬁlm of the war, In Which We Serve (Noel Coward, 1942).
In Which We Serve: ‘above all victories, beyond all loss’ Received on release as ‘the ﬁnest war drama produced yet’,18 Noel Coward’s production has been lauded in subsequent analyses as the pre-eminent wartime feature production, and ‘the deﬁnitive ﬁlm trib- ute to the Royal Navy’.19 The ﬁlm portrays the career of the ﬁctional destroyer HMS Torrin, from the laying of her keel to the dispersal of her surviving crewmembers in the wake of her sinking, and typiﬁes the trials of the Navy in the ﬁrst half of the war through her varied missions.20 The ﬁlm’s characterisation attempts a balanced view of the Navy’s classes and ranks, from Captain Kinross, played by Coward himself, to Chief Petty Ofﬁcer Hardy (Bernard Miles) and Able Seaman Blake (John Mills), with the ‘story of the ship’ being told through their connection to it, to each other, and their respective families. TNWC01 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 40
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The inﬂuence of documentary ﬁlmmaking upon the ﬁlm’s conception (apparent from the opening voice-over, accompanying a rapid montage of the ship’s construction and launching, and the subsequent incor- poration of newsreel footage of destroyers at sea) is balanced by its personalised narrative elements. The main body of the ﬁlm consists of ﬂashbacks attributed to the three main characters which begin after Torrin’s loss in action, and which are used to explore their and the ship’s service life. She is ﬁrst seen in action at night against boats carrying German troops during the Battle for Crete, and is sunk by bomber aircraft the following day. In other episodes, she barely survives a tor- pedo hit and is towed back to port under air attack, engages enemy destroyers, and is also involved in the Dunkirk evacuation. This panorama of the war at sea illustrates the full range of wartime operations. The ship’s many actions (seen via the ﬂashbacks out of their chronological order) exemplify the Navy’s constant activity in the conﬂict. However, rather than functioning simply as scripted demon- strations of the Navy’s exploits, the Torrin’s deeds derive from a clear and contemporarily known base; the actual career of HMS Kelly, and her ‘21 months of intensive activity’ under the command of Louis Mountbatten.21 The private links between Coward and Mountbatten, the ready approval of the Admiralty, and the active lobbying of Mountbatten in the face of opposition from the MOI, were crucial to the deﬁnition of the director-star’s personal homage to the Navy, which was based purposefully on the well-known story of the Kelly.22 In addition to depicting key incidents from the ship’s life, the ﬁlm visualises and adopts the phrasing of Mountbatten’s own recollections of them. Entire scenes and their dialogue are based on Mountbatten’s memories and writings, showing his predilection for addressing the crew informally, his observation of German soldiers ‘jumping into the water in full marching order’ when their boats are sinking, his insistence that the gunners keep ﬁring until they are washed from their positions when the ship capsizes, and his treatment of an anonymous young sailor (Richard Attenborough) who deserts his post in action.23 Mountbatten’s sentiments after the loss of the Kelly, in bidding farewell to the survivors and taking up the battle with ‘stronger heart’ in the next ship, are also faithfully transcribed in the epilogue.24 Coward’s portrayal of the patriarchal captain, and the associated patronisation of subordinate classes in the crew in other areas of the ﬁlm’s characterisation and performance, have been particular targets for retrospective criticism. In Neil Rattigan’s estimation, the offence offered by the clichéd representation of the lower classes is magniﬁed by the misguided celebration of the ﬁlm’s ‘authenticity’.25 TNWC01 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 41
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In comparison with more inclusive representations of the ‘people’s war’, seeing unity of purpose as a prerequisite for an egalitarian post- war society, Coward’s ﬁlm reafﬁrms the necessity of a hierarchical social organisation, which structures and mobilises an obedient nation for its own defence: In Which We Serve makes no attempt to ignore the realities of class division in Britain . . . it is also one of the most blatant examples of upper- class hegemony in action . . . the social hierarchy is impeccably mirrored and maintained in the naval hierarchy. It is more than likely that this was a reﬂection of the literal conditions in the navy.26 Such criticism of the instinctive conservatism evident within the ﬁlm’s depiction of the Navy, as a microcosm of the nation at war, gives both an accurate categorisation of Coward’s ideological position, and an unintentional identiﬁcation of its speciﬁcally naval inﬂection: There is no desire on Coward’s part to do away with the class system . . . Signiﬁcantly, the seamen in the ﬁlm are not conscripts but regular navy. The service, duty and discipline are their life even before the war, a war which both Captain Kinross and CPO Hardy as seasoned professionals believe is inevitable.27 It is not so much that the nation and its social organisation are mir- rored in the ship and her crew, but rather that the Navy’s harmonious hierarchy is seen as an ideal to which the country should aspire. As the senior service, the Navy presupposes its own superiority, presumes the devotion of its community, and assumes the majority of the nation’s burden. The only marked embellishment of Kelly’s career in the life of HMS Torrin (her involvement in the Dunkirk operation) serves to assert the Navy’s seniority to the other services even in such an example of unity of effort. Kinross’s acceptance of the responsibility which attends pre-eminence is expressed when he tells his crew that the success of the evacuation will be ‘measured by the smallness of the military casualties, not the naval ones’. While the Captain talks nonchalantly to Army ofﬁcers on the bridge, Blake and others tend the rescued soldiers below decks. The devotion to and integration with the ship which is exhibited by Kinross, Hardy and Blake is also expected of their families. This is shown in scenes of the succession of domestic gatherings at Christmas, which contrast but unify the family groups. After some verbal sparring with his uniformed brother-in-law, Blake offers a toast to the Royal Marines, which is matched by one to ‘all destroyers, and the Torrin in particular’. Hardy’s affectionate speech, apparently directed to his wife, concludes in another toast to the ship. In the Kinross household, Alix TNWC01 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 42
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(Celia Johnson) proposes a toast to the ship which she recognises as her ‘permanent and undefeated rival’, holding ‘ﬁrst place in her husband’s heart . . . before wife, home, children, everything’. However, the absorption of all relatives into the family and existence of the ship overrides any jealousy: Blake weds Hardy’s niece Freda (Kay Walsh); Kinross’s ﬂag lieutenant becomes engaged to one of the captain’s relatives; the death of Hardy’s wife and mother-in-law is caused by the bombing of their home port; and the outright assimilation of the shore family into the service is signalled by Kinross labelling his wife’s attack on the ship as ‘mutiny’. Paradoxically, the ﬁlm’s ﬂashback structure also afﬁrms a com- monality of experience and commitment. The apparent inconsistency of the subjective narration (with some ﬂashbacks beginning with a close-up on one character, but ending with a close-up on another) has puzzled some commentators.28 What the ﬁlm’s superﬁcially uneven or illogical ﬂashback structure (evinced to a lesser extent, but to a similarly conservative end, by the attribution of subjective narration in Saving Private Ryan; Steven Spielberg, 1998) proclaims is an equalisation of experience rather than equality in representation. Ryan’s (and the audience’s) inheritance of Captain Miller’s ﬂashback, via the use of heightened subjective realist techniques in Spielberg’s ﬁlm, asserts a debt to, a commonality of experience for, and an equally honoured and earnable citizenship with, the generation of World War II combatants. In In Which We Serve, the seamless convergence of events and perspectives across families, classes and ranks, rather than denying differences between them, maintains a broad tradition of naval service, built upon a shared knowledge of the past and a common experience of the contemporary war, which reafﬁrms macrocosmic and microcosmic traditions (Nelson’s navy and Kinross’s previous and future ships). The opening and closing voice-overs of the ﬁlm declare that this is the story ‘of a ship’, not of a crew, and though both are emblematic of the Navy and the country at war, the service is predominant as the defender of the nation. The Navy, as valued by the closing voice-over, appears to be the more durable and conservative institution, whose history is co-opted by the home- land, rather than the Navy being engendered by the nation: ‘There will always be other ships, and men to sail in them . . . in spite of changing values in a changing world, they give to us, their countrymen, eternal and indomitable pride.’ In Which We Serve forms the naval contribution to a Holy Trinity of British war ﬁlms which enshrine the efforts of the individual armed services. The title of the Army’s ﬁlm, The Way Ahead (Carol Reed, 1944), TNWC01 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 43
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 encapsulates the country’s transition from peace to war, from prelimin- ary defeat to ﬁnal victory, just as the ﬁlm depicts the transformation of stratiﬁed pre-war citizens into trained, classless soldiers. This evolu- tion is posited as necessary in war, but also essential to an equitable, future peacetime society. The Way to the Stars (Anthony Asquith, 1945), evoking the motto of the RAF (‘Per Ardua ad Astra’), is sug- gestive in its narrative as well as its title of a transcendent movement to spiritual grace and enlightenment, through a saintly and stoical for- bearance of pain and loss, again incorporating tolerance of differences in class and nationality. In contrast, the title of In Which We Serve (words taken from the naval prayer read aboard Torrin during her ﬁrst Christmas in commission) is redolent of obedience to a service and hierarchy, reaching via the Captain (D) and their Lordships (of the Admiralty) to the Lord God, and of anonymous obeisance to that service’s overarching and unquestioned tradition. Torrin’s constant engagement in operations, which is interrupted only by damage and ended solely by her sinking, provides a condensation of the Navy’s crucial role and inevitable attrition in the early war years. At a time when the Army (after Dunkirk) and the Air Force (after the Battle of Britain) declined in importance, the Navy’s role in the Battle of the Atlantic remained essential to the country’s survival. Although such depictions of the Royal Navy’s ceaseless activity reﬂect contemporary purposes and perceptions of British sea power, the acknowledgement of the indispensability of the Merchant Navy, and of the danger to national survival posed by the U-boat campaign, occupy an equally signiﬁcant textual sub-set within wartime ﬁlmmaking, which co-exists with and shares the characteris- tics of representations of the ﬁghting Navy.
The convoy war and the Merchant Navy Britain’s fundamental reliance upon sea-borne trade, and the likelihood of naval defeat by the U-boats in the Atlantic leading to overall German victory, resulted in multifaceted representations of the convoy war in documentary-inﬂuenced features. Earnest recognition of the selﬂess sacriﬁces made by Merchant Navy civilians, in the face of surprise submarine attacks characterised as callous, cowardly and underhand, had to be balanced against a positive, propagandist assur- ance that the U-boats would eventually be defeated. These complementary or contradictory emphases can be traced through factually-based and ﬁctionalised depictions of the Battle of the Atlantic. Clear distinctions, and deﬁnite similarities, emerge from comparisons between British and American ﬁlms devoted to this subject. TNWC01 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 44
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Early wartime propaganda ﬁlms establish the negative portrayal of U-boat crewmen as stereotypical Nazis, whose cunning and brutality are as inevitable as their defeat and death at the hands of their outraged victims. The desperate odyssey made across Canada by marooned U-boat personnel in 49th Parallel (Michael Powell, 1941) is marked by cruelty, barbarism and violent internal conﬂicts which presage the inevitable fall of the Reich. A similar characterisation of Nazi U-boat crewmembers, in close, parabolic proximity to their civilian victims, is found in Lifeboat (Alfred Hitchcock, 1944). In Hitchcock’s ﬁlm, survivors from a torpedoed ship pick up a survivor from the U-boat, which has also been sunk by gunﬁre from its target. The moral conundrum for the group in the lifeboat is how to judge their enemy: the barbarity of the sinking and machine-gunning of the lifeboats is set against debate over their own ship’s status as a legitimate target, as an armed ship in a convoy. Their pity for the German sailor, who ‘only obeyed orders’, and reliance upon his skills for their survival at sea are overturned by the discovery that he is really the U-boat captain, who has monopolised the emergency rations and sailed the lifeboat to a rendezvous with a German supply ship. Once proof of his duplicity and contempt for human life is established, the survivors react instinctively to beat him to death and toss his body overboard. Read alongside other ﬁlms exploring the Atlantic campaign, the moral ambiguity probed in Hitchcock’s ﬁlm is lost within depictions of righteous, retaliatory violence on behalf of merchant seamen against enemy submarines and their crews. Despite the British-ness of its director, Lifeboat resembles American treatments of the convoy war, which share many of the conventional features of contemporary war ﬁlms. The American merchant sailors in Action in the North Atlantic (Lloyd Bacon, 1943) assert and display their equality with men of the armed services. First Mate Joe Rossi (Humphrey Bogart) suggests that merchant sailors know more than others about the reasons for ﬁghting, since they have been ‘hanging around Axis ports for a long time, and we’ve seen what they do’. After the loss of their tanker to submarine attack, the typical American cross-sectional group (including members of various immigrant and regional com- munities) heads back to the hiring hall without hesitation to ﬁnd a new ship. The only man who refuses is treated with disdain by the other survivors. Pulaski (Dane Clark) is soon to become a father, and does not want to die for nothing and for no recognition, especially in com- parison with men of the Army and Navy. Abrams (Sam Levene), whose own son is also in the service, asks him: ‘So you want a safe job? Go ask the Czechs and the Poles and the Greeks . . .’ O’Hara (Alan Hale) TNWC01 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 45
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 describes their National Maritime Union badge as ‘the only uniform we got’, and removes Pulaski’s from his coat. Chastened, Pulaski rejoins his shipmates aboard a new Liberty ship bound for Russia. This sequence is followed by scenes at the US Merchant Marine Academy. Cadet Ofﬁcer Parker (Dick Hogan) is told that, in comparison with the traditions of West Point and Annapolis, their newly-established institution actually has the longest history, stemming from the example of the merchant ships which brought supplies to Washington’s troops in the War of Independence. As a counterbalance to this valorisation of the merchant sailors, the group’s mockery of the ‘sea scouts’ (a US naval detachment assigned to their ship to man its defensive weapons) is stiﬂed when they are informed that the star and medal stripe on a youthful recruit’s uniform record his service aboard USS Lexington, recently lost in the Paciﬁc. In the course of their voyage to Murmansk, naval and merchant seamen, old hands and young cadets unite to ﬁght off aerial attacks and destroy the submarine which sank their tanker. Although Parker is killed in action, Polaski is inspired by his example, and borrows his text books to begin studying to become an ofﬁcer. Despite its focus upon an escort vessel and crew rather than a merchant ship, Corvette K-225 (Robert Rosson, 1943) follows a very similar pattern. Although it is an American production, it places emphasis upon two overlooked contributors to the Battle of the Atlantic: the Royal Canadian Navy and its unglamorous corvettes. After the opening credits, a title informs us that ‘the ofﬁcers and men of the Royal Canadian Navy . . . have made the name corvette a byword for endurance and sacriﬁce among the submarine lanes of the North Atlantic’. The survivors from a sunken Royal Canadian Navy corvette (only twelve men out of a crew of sixty-ﬁve) are then introduced, aboard the destroyer which rescued them. The survivors’ civilian clothes (their uniforms having been lost in the sinking) increase their resemblance to other shipwrecked merchant seamen. Once ashore, Lieutenant Commander MacClain (Randolph Scott) seeks another corvette com- mand immediately, despite his rescuer’s advice to ask for a destroyer next time, and all the other survivors volunteer to serve with him again. MacClain also visits and offers condolences to Joyce Cartwright (Ella Raines), the sister of a young ofﬁcer drowned attempting to capture a U-boat on the captain’s orders. In the Canadian shipyard, he picks another corvette from six under construction: the old hand Stooky O’Meara (Barry Fitzgerald) boasts to other crewmembers that he appreciates and shares the captain’s discernment between apparently identical, mass-produced ships. Joyce also claims to understand his choice: ‘I’m a Nova Scotia bluenose. Since I was a baby I’ve been watching men look at ships. It’s TNWC01 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 46
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 easy to tell the ones they like, the ones they want.’ MacClain returns to the Atlantic with his untried ship (HMCS Donnacona, K-225) and inexperienced crew, including Joyce’s other brother Paul (James Brown) as his new anti-submarine ofﬁcer. On another convoy, they encounter the U-boat responsible for sinking MacClain’s last command, and destroy it (with depth-charges ﬁred by Paul Cartwright) in a battle which tests and proves the new ship and her company. Several consistencies are apparent in these representations of the battle against the U-boats. Submarine attacks are condemned not simply because they are aimed at civilian sailors and passengers rather than combatants, but because they are executed without warning. The U-boat’s treachery is compounded by the frequent depictions of attacks upon survivors in the water or in lifeboats.29 In consequence, the com- bating of the U-boat is conceptualised as a foreshadowed, vengeful act, undertaken by sailors who have lost ships and shipmates to previous submarine predations. (The recognisable, guilty submarine as a target for revenge exists in pre-war ﬁlm treatments of U-boat warfare in World War I, in Mare Nostrum; Rex Ingram, 1926, and U-67; William Nigh, 1931.) The U-boat’s unheralded attacks are viewed with revulsion, and their laying of traps (sending false distress signals in Convoy, and lurking near survivors in lifeboats in Western Approaches; Pat Jackson, 1944, to torpedo ships which come to the rescue) is treated with abhorrence. Conversely, subterfuge in countering them on the part of Allied sailors (stopping engines and hiding in fog in Action in the North Atlantic, luring U-boats to a captured German tender and supplying them with booby-trapping torpedoes in The Navy Comes Through; A. Edward Sutherland, 1942) is celebrated as resourceful and successful. Recognisable U-boats, which have been responsible for earlier sinkings and atrocities, are encountered again and destroyed retributively by their erstwhile victims. This attribution of villainy and victimhood, leading inevitably to the closure of revenge, narrativises and melodramatises the otherwise impersonal, attritional realities of the convoy war. The U-boat’s ﬁring upon or ramming of lifeboats is answered by merchant ships ramming or sinking U-boats with gunﬁre on a one-for-one basis. This pattern combines a uncomplicated moral satisfaction (by making the merchant sailors, rather than their naval escorts, responsible for aveng- ing ship losses) with factual obfuscation (of the disproportionate rate of sinkings in relation to U-boat losses, and the infrequency of successful engagements between merchant ships and submarines).30 Moreover, the repeated propagandist portrayal of U-boat atrocities (and by inference the labelling of unrestricted submarine warfare as an atrocity) overlooks identical operational practicalities (such as attacking without warning TNWC01 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 47
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 and not stopping to help survivors) pertaining to Allied submarines, and also disregards the lack of factual evidence of such acts being committed by U-boat crews.31 The propagandist simpliﬁcation of the convoy war seen in these American examples, which display debts in characterisation and nar- rative structure to the contemporary combat ﬁlm, is also present in British representations of the Merchant Navy’s experience. In the American ﬁlms, the characterisation of ships’ crews as cross-sectional platoons, and the extension of combatant status to merchant sailors, underpin a recog- nition for their war roles equal to that of the armed services. While Lifeboat problematises the reciprocal violence provoked by the particu- lar circumstances of the U-boat campaign, Corvette K-225 and Action in the North Atlantic provide an earnest justiﬁcation for retributive and self-defensive action. Irrespective of the inclusion of combat, both ﬁlms also embody traits of the naval war ﬁlm, in their emphasis upon the importance of inheritance and tradition, in terms of biological family (the Cartwrights in Corvette K-225) and ship and service as surrogate family (in crew and union loyalty in Action in the North Atlantic). While diverse individuals are integrated in purpose and experience, in new ships under current combat conditions, the distant and recent pasts are also united: a history of Canadian shipbuilding connects with Joyce’s personal memory, which in turn informs the contemporary reputation of the corvettes; American maritime history provides the foundation for the Merchant Marine Academy; young naval recruits already embody a new tradition, inaugurated by the present conﬂict; and throughout, recent sacriﬁces inspire renewed efforts in the present and future. As examples of the integration of documentary practices and principles into British wartime features, San Demetrio London (Charles Frend, 1943) and Western Approaches (Pat Jackson, 1944) offer different depictions of the merchant marine and its dedication to the present conﬂict. In contrast to the upper-class emphasis of Ships With Wings, San Demetrio London has been lauded as the ‘quintessential Ealing war ﬁlm’, with a documentary basis and aesthetic ‘very much in line with the MOI’s requirements that war ﬁlms should be treated realistically and without sensationalism’.32 Frend’s ﬁlm, which is dedicated to ‘the ofﬁcers and men of the British Merchant Navy’, details the crippling, abandonment, successful salvage and safe return of a tanker attacked in convoy by a German surface raider in 1940. The story of the San Demetrio, like that of the Kelly, was publicised and well-known during the conﬂict, not least because of the connected fate of HMS Jervis Bay, an armed merchant cruiser which sacriﬁced herself in a delaying action against the German raider TNWC01 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 48
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 to allow the convoy ships to escape.33 (In the ﬁlm, the Jervis Bay is identiﬁed before the arrival of the raider, when her deck log is seen in close-up). When the tanker is hit and set on ﬁre, her crew expect her to explode and abandon ship. As they await rescue, they re-encounter their ship, still aﬂame but also still aﬂoat, and elect to re-board her in the hope of saving her and her invaluable cargo. After an epic voyage across the Atlantic, with no instruments and next to no provisions, the survivors bring the ship into a British port under her own steam. The ﬁlm is composed of two sections: the shorter ﬁrst part covers her loading in America, the signing-on of hands and sailing, the attack on the convoy (including the sinking of the Jervis Bay) and the ship’s abandonment. As with the opening of In Which We Serve, this sequence assumes a documentary style, with a musical accompaniment to images of taking on oil at the reﬁnery. The second, longer section shows the recovery of the vessel and her difﬁcult voyage to safety, and though not marked by further combat, this part of the ﬁlm embodies the convergence of naval and national representation in the documen- tary feature. The small group of survivors includes Second Ofﬁcer Hawkins (Ralph Michael) and Chief Engineer Pollard (Walter Fitzgerald). Although he is senior in age and experience, Pollard cedes command to Hawkins since he is not a deck ofﬁcer. When their ship is sighted, both ofﬁcers suggest the idea of re-boarding her, and the whole group reaches a democratic decision. When Hawkins presents their options to the crew, the decision to take the ship home combines pragmatic seamanship with dedication to the war effort:
‘If we hold our course for the Clyde, we’re heading for U-boats, mines, bombers and all that. If we turn around and head west, we’ll probably be safe from them, but we’ll be steaming into the weather instead of running before it, and we’ve got a hole in the bows, remember.’ Thereafter during the voyage, a tactful balance of democracy and hier- archy, inclusiveness and authority, maintains the morale and progress of ship and crew. Although he leaves navigation and command to Hawkins, Pollard rigs a rudimentary system of lights to pass engine commands below decks. The Chief reproves the Mess boy Jamieson (Gordon Jackson) when he tries to light the range to make tea, as petrol fumes are permeating the ship, but later takes the chance of lighting it himself as he accepts that the crew will not survive without warmth. Later he uses steam from the engines to cook vegetables for the same reason, taking the opportunity to instruct Jamieson too, who aspires to working in the engine room after the Chief’s example. An American TNWC01 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 49
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 hand, who has been the butt of jokes before the attack, proves his worth during the salvage operation. While the crew nurse the ship, Jamieson also cares for a fatally injured crewmember, who dies and is buried at sea (the only occasion on which the ship’s red ensign is lowered). The only diversion from this concentration upon the crew as a community is contained in a brief scene ashore, when shipping representatives express concern that the crew will lose the salvage money to which they are entitled if they accept a tow for the last leg into port. However, Pollard answers the tug which offers the tow with a two-ﬁngered salute, as he knows even his damaged ship is faster. The ﬁnal scenes show the crew awarded their money as salvers of their own ship. Their quiet vindication in court is alloyed with grief for their lost shipmate. The isolated, and essentially self-sufﬁcient, community of seamen pre- sented in San Demetrio London is also present in Western Approaches, which modiﬁes the image of self-defending merchant sailors seen in other depictions of the Battle of the Atlantic. Produced by the Crown Film Unit, Jackson’s ﬁlm can be seen as a more direct descendant of pre-war documentary, in its focus on ordinary citizens, its employment of real seamen to play the parts of shipwrecked sailors, and its extensive location shooting. Difﬁculties with shooting at sea, and the unusual choice of Technicolor stock, severely delayed the completion of the ﬁlm (whose narrative really relates, like that of Frend’s ﬁlm, to an earlier part of the convoy war).34 These aesthetic and ideological choices pro- duce an alternative authenticity to the reticence and spareness of production and performance in San Demetrio London. The concentrated austerity of Jackson’s ﬁlm is leavened by its use of Technicolor, which can be read as veriﬁcation of the at-sea locations, but contrarily also adds to the ﬁctive nature of the ﬁlm’s suspenseful plotting. In comparison with the action of San Demetrio London (where the irruption of the convoy attack is redressed by the measured, com- munal response in saving the ship), the balance in Western Approaches is between a physical and mental mobilisation. The sailors adrift in a lifeboat, who are used as bait by a U-boat, are helpless while they await rescue. Although most members of the group are ordinary sailors, they defer instinctively to the authority and wisdom of their older captain. Initially, there is dissent against the captain’s decision to row away from the rescue ship, since he is the only one to spot the periscope of the lurking submarine, but once its presence is conﬁrmed the group attempts to warn the approaching ship. Therefore, despite its origins in the documentary movement’s observation and celebration of the work- ing class community, Western Approaches (like Ealing’s San Demetrio London) actually reafﬁrms the status quo in validating paternalistic TNWC01 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 50
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 authority ﬁgures. As in In Which We Serve, the class- and rank-based hierarchy of the sea services is portrayed as normal, natural and beneﬁcial to all. The balancing of episodes in the lifeboat with scenes inside the hidden U-boat seems to outstrip and undermine the emphasis and doctrine of documentary ﬁlmmaking, but contrarily the ﬁlm’s creation of suspense and resolution of action connect it strongly with the revenge-narrative U-boat ﬁlms discussed above. When the rescue ship is torpedoed, its crew abandon ship, but its ofﬁcers remain aboard, hoping to entice the sub to the surface to ﬁnish her off. When the U-boat appears, the merchant sailors man their guns, sink the U-boat and pick up their comrades in the lifeboat. The neatness of this denouement celebrates the merchant service through the conventions of the war ﬁlm rather than through the liberal perspective of the documentarist, with the key decisions and actions being the preserve of the ofﬁcers.35 Although these ﬁlms distance themselves from American examples (and are equally connected to contemporary British productions) in their documentary bases and approaches and the realism and restraint of their performances, they also share with them useful aspects of the war ﬁlm format: the varied but stratiﬁed crew, the personalisation and justiﬁcation for action, and the valorisation of establishment auth- ority. If in ﬁlms depicting the convoy war, the U-boat threat becomes emblematic of the mentality and menace of Nazi Germany, then the corresponding representation of the Allied merchant navies equates decency and the defence of democracy with respect for tradition, and traditional authority.
Conclusion The coming together of documentary and ﬁction is a coming together of intentions. The feature ﬁlm sacriﬁced some of its concern to entertain and embraced – to some extent – the documentary’s concern to inform, to act as a channel of communication between the state and the people.36 British naval ﬁlms of World War II reﬂect continuities within the genre of war ﬁlms, and also respond to the exigencies of the conﬂict in their particular national emphases: recognition of qualities within national character which are both worth preserving and are vital to the war effort; celebration of unity in regional diversity and class distinction; emotional restraint and forbearance in the face of adversity and loss. Within the wartime cinema, the convergence of naval and national traditions, and the idolisation of the ﬁgures of captains (whether naval and upper-class or mercantile and lower middle-class) suggests the persuasive equation TNWC01 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 51
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 of and synonymity between the image of the Royal Navy and the deﬁnition of British-ness. The political conservatism of In Which We Serve, also implicit in the ordered community of San Demetrio London, appears more overtly in the conﬁrmation of command auth- ority in Western Approaches, revealing the representation of the naval war to be particularly conducive to the hierarchical unity sought and celebrated in the wartime feature. If the amalgamation of the feature ﬁlm and the documentary in Western Approaches may be seen to ‘challenge the very deﬁnitions of both’, then the possible deﬁnition of the naval ﬁlm that emerges from these wartime examples suggests its condensation and reﬁnement of generic and national elements.37 The factual bases for In Which We Serve and San Demetrio London, and the realism of Western Approaches and We Dive at Dawn, reﬂect dif- ferent ideological and aesthetic responses to documentary inﬂuences, though to similarly conservative ends. Even the least realistic example, Ships With Wings, adopts location shooting and assumes topicality via its ‘star’. Within both British and American treatments of the con- voy war, respect for tradition and traditional authority predominates, despite their conventionalised and melodramatic treatment of the battle against the U-boats. In contrast to this viliﬁcation of the enemy, the deﬁnition of national character (or rather the exploration of the naval community, synonymous with the nation) is most marked and successful in propagandist terms in examples where the enemy is essentially absent and largely unseen: In Which We Serve and San Demetrio London. The fundamental importance of the maritime effort to the nation’s survival means that the dedication of ﬁlms to the Royal and Merchant navies registers more as a debt which the state owes, to greater insti- tutions and older traditions. The wartime national cinema draws on both contemporary narratives and cultural traditions of the sea, in recogni- tion of its centrality to deﬁnitions of British-ness: the potential coherence and unity of a national cinema depends upon an afﬁrmation of self-identity: a cinema is national in so far as it draws on already existing, indigenous cultural traditions . . . It takes the form of a concern to represent what is imagined to be the national past ...in a mode of representation which can itself be understood as national, and as traditional.38
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Post-war British naval ﬁlms and the service comedy
The war ﬁlms of the 1950s together constitute the assented-to record of the emotions and moral judgments called upon to set in order those dis- orderly events. Absolutely true to the feelings of the 1950s, sufﬁciently true to the facts of 1939 to 1945, they now serve as an extraordinarily detailed as well as compact encyclopaedia of these facts and feelings.1 The treatment of World War II in British cinema persisted and even extended in the post-war period. The insistence of British ﬁlms of the 1950s and 1960s on promoting and prolonging the war, as a common experience and familiar subject within the popular national conscious- ness, has been examined and explained in subsequent accounts of cultural and cinematic history. During the 1950s, the recent war underwent revision and romanticisation in literature, biographies and magazines as well as within the national cinema.2 This return to past glories may honour ambiguous or contradictory ‘feelings’ about the war, and has been read as a contemporary distraction rather than a simple celebration, ‘as if the British had entered a phase of self-congratulation about their victory while they were suffering the post-war difﬁculties and drabness of the late forties and early ﬁfties’.3 As in the case of the war period, particular ﬁlms showcased the roles and speciﬁc famous missions undertaken by the individual services and their distinct arms. The Dam Busters (Michael Anderson, 1954) and Reach for the Sky (Lewis Gilbert, 1956) mythologised the deeds of Guy Gibson and Douglas Bader in their depictions of the RAF, while Dunkirk (Leslie Norman, 1958) and Ice Cold in Alex (J. Lee- Thompson, 1958) illustrated the resourcefulness and endurance of the Army during the defeats of the early war years. However, portrayals of the Royal Navy outnumber the ﬁlms dedicated to the other services during this period, and cover the varied branches of the service: the surface ﬂeet (The Gift Horse; R. Compton Bennett, 1952; The Cruel Sea; Charles Frend, 1953; The Battle of the River Plate; Michael Powell and Emeric Pressburger, 1956), submarines (Above Us the TNWC02 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 55
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Waves; Ralph Thomas, 1955), and even clearance divers (The Silent Enemy; William Fairchild, 1958). Other ﬁlms incorporate pre-war (Morning Departure; Roy Baker, 1950) and post-war (Yangtse Incid- ent; Michael Anderson, 1957) stories and the activities of the Royal Marines (The Cockleshell Heroes; José Ferrer, 1955) to provide the full panoply of activities at sea. The post-war ‘war cinema’ draws both on historical incident and on the aesthetic precedent of the wartime documentary feature, to suggest a continuity of experience, representation and ideological positioning in national popular culture. The incorporation of authentic newsreel footage, and the post-war economies of black-and-white stock and traditional ratios (even where epic stories might have justiﬁed colour and widescreen formats), maintained the ‘traditional look’, which was ‘consciously adopted so as to make postwar [sic] ﬁlms look like ﬁlms made during the war years, deliberately obscuring the passage of time’.4 In assessing the post-war depiction of the Royal Navy (including its portrayal in American ﬁlms and co-productions), the service’s representation must be compared with its appearances and functions in wartime ﬁlmmaking, contrasted with the characterisation of its enemies (principally the German Kriegsmarine), and seen in the context of the contemporary revision and revaluation of the recently ended conﬂict.
Post-war submarine ﬁlms The heroic activity but hunted existence of British submarines and their crews seen in We Dive at Dawn (Anthony Asquith, 1943) are maintained in post-war representations. One of the earliest post-war submarine dramas, Morning Departure, portrayed the submarine service in a pre-war context. The ﬁlm dramatises the peacetime disaster of HMS Thetis, which sank off Liverpool during her trials (the story had been treated previously as a play and in television drama). Despite a long and complex salvage operation, the submarine could not be brought to the surface, and while four men were able to escape, the rest of those aboard drowned or suffocated when rescue attempts failed.5 In Morning Departure, the growing awareness among ofﬁcers and crew that escape will be impossible leads to an exhibition of stoical and restrained courage on the part of the trapped men. In contrast to the sense of national commitment and war duty which motivates the cornered crew in We Dive at Dawn, the men led by Commander Armstrong (John Mills) assume a saintly acceptance of their fate. Again, within the submarine environment and under the pressure TNWC02 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 56
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 of adversity, distinctions of class and rank are broken down. Con- tinuities in casting (John Mills appearing again as the submarine commander, as he would for a third time in Above Us the Waves,6 and Richard Attenborough reprising his role from In Which We Serve, of the sailor who cracks under pressure), which come to characterise many of the post-war naval ﬁlms, reinforce the narrative and ideological con- sistencies on display: a commitment to duty until death, a resignation to a fate predetermined by service, and the derivation of comfort from the stratiﬁed harmony of the crew structure. Above Us the Waves mimics many of these aspects of narrative and characterisation in its portrayal of the operations of the Navy’s midget submarines (two-man human torpedoes or ‘chariots’, and the later four-man ‘X-craft’). The volunteers for special duty with Commander Fraser’s (John Mills) group include a young recruit, a former steward and a stoker who knows the commander from Mediterranean service. The target for their attacks will be the battleship Tirpitz. At the brieﬁng meeting which opens the ﬁlm, Fraser and other ofﬁcers are informed that large naval forces are being kept back from convoy duty to counter the threat posed by Tirpitz breaking out into the Atlantic. Fraser ﬁrst suggests the use of chariots against the battleship in her Norwegian anchorage after he sees newsreel footage of the destruction of under-protected convoys: in this context, the documentary footage also acts as a reminder for the audience of the recent U-boat peril. Fraser’s crews train enthusiastically for their chance to disable Tirpitz, but when they announce their readiness, Admiral Ryder (James Robertson Justice) dismisses the ‘toy submarines’ as untried and experimental. To prove their viability, Fraser’s men attach mines to the Home Fleet at anchor while he endures a comically embarrassing interview with the admiral on his ﬂagship. The explosion of the dummy charges proves Fraser’s point. The tone of schoolboy heroism is tempered by recognition of the group’s responsibility, and the risks attendant on their mission. Two divers, attempting to reach their target ﬁrst, are incapacitated by diving too deeply under the defensive nets. Fraser reprimands the young chariot pilot, not just because individualism and unnecessary risk threaten the goal of the team, but because his companion is a married man and father. Consideration of relationships and families endangered by their service arises in discussions between Lieutenants Duffy (John Gregson) and Corbett (Donald Sinden) on two other occasions. Duffy’s bluff assump- tion that they will be ‘bored stiff’ in peacetime after the excitement of war is dismissed by Corbett, who looks forward to family life and safety. Former steward Smart (Michael Medwin) confesses his fear of diving TNWC02 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 57
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 to Fraser, who reassures him with his understanding of the different types of courage: ‘one fellow’s brave because he doesn’t know what fear is, the other fellow’s brave because he’s afraid and ﬁghts it and doesn’t show it’. This conventional exchange is made more poignant by its accom- paniment by a night air raid in progress in the background, which places the demanding, secret and exclusive activities of the submariners in the context of communal, national resilience. This unusual acknowledge- ment of the impact of the war and the demands of naval life, outside of the closed community of submariners, runs counter to the image of separation and superiority found in We Dive at Dawn, but the group’s professional detachment is forcefully restated in the scenes of their attack on the Tirpitz using the ‘X-craft’. The mission is introduced by a sequence which recalls the opening newsreel footage. The admiral’s brieﬁng, which includes showing ﬁlm to the assembled crews, dissolves into expository, documentary images accompanied by the admiral’s voice-over. The three craft tasked with disabling Tirpitz are commanded by Fraser, Duffy and Corbett. The difﬁculties of reaching Tirpitz’s remote anchorage and operating the cramped craft are shown at length. Corbett has to free a mine caught in his craft’s tow line; Duffy’s X-2 suffers numerous equipment failures, and loses it periscope in collision with a German ship; Fraser’s X-1 is seen from the deck of Tirpitz when it porpoises accidentally; having placed its explosive charges beneath the target, X-3 becomes trapped under the battleship as the tide ebbs.7 Duffy orders his crew to stop their craft on the bottom. Its charges are ﬂooding and are likely to explode pre- maturely, but he decides they must stay hidden to allow the other crews to complete their attack. After their explosives are in place, Fraser’s and Corbett’s crews are captured and mustered on the deck of their target, where they are saluted for their bravery by the German captain. After their charges go off and cripple the battleship, they see the explosion and wreckage from X-2 as they are taken away to captivity. This subdued ending is reminiscent of the celebration of defeat seen in In Which We Serve, and the honouring of inevitable sacriﬁce in Morning Departure. Despite the successful completion of the mission, the ﬁlm’s last images are of the immolation of X-2 (which represents a substantial addition to the known facts of the attack and fates of the craft) and the beginning of the survivors’ journey to imprisonment. From the re-invocation of national peril in its ﬁrst sequence, to the resigned acceptance of personal loss in the achievement of a higher goal in its last, Above Us the Waves registers a regret for the exigencies of the war comparable to The Dam Busters, and quite antithetical to the post-war cinema’s supposed celebration of victory. TNWC02 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 58
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The ﬁlm’s muted climax is picked up in another treatment of the X- craft missions, Submarine X-1 (William Graham, 1967). Commander Bolton (James Caan), a Canadian RNVR ofﬁcer, is given responsibility for preparing and leading a virtually suicidal X-craft attack on the battleship Lindendorf.8 Compared to Fraser’s volunteers, Bolton’s men are deprived of information on the target, denied the chance to back out once they have joined the team, and are forbidden leave until the mission is complete. He endures the animosity of his men because of his relentless training, and because some of them are survivors from his earlier command, a submarine lost with most of her crew when Bolton prosecuted a dangerous attack on the same German ship. His second-in-command in both cases, Lieutenant Davies (David Sumner), eventually accepts Bolton’s inﬂexibility when their mission is underway, and comes to understand the impossible choices confronting comman- ders in action. When two of the three craft on the mission are lost, Davies must continue the attack alone. He rescues Bolton when his craft is forced to the surface, but the rest of Bolton’s crew are taken prisoner aboard the Lindendorf. Davies faces a comparable conundrum: to break off the attack, or kill their comrades on board the Lindendorf. When he cannot give the order to place the charges, Bolton steps in and completes the destruction of the target. The inexorability of tragedy and the debasement rather than ennoblement of command in Submarine X-1 (which seems to cancel out the narrative clichés of the obsessive leader and the junior ofﬁcer’s rite of passage through hard decisions and death) exaggerates the inference of failure within apparent success seen in Above Us the Waves. In both ﬁlms, the unquestionable hero- ism of the X-craft missions is complicated by the anxiety and anti- cipation of personal and professional loss, which haunt the dangers of training and are fully realised in action. Such an insistence on the acknow- ledgement of tragedy and misfortune also pervades more conventional, contemporary naval ﬁlms based on historical events.
Death and shame The early post-war productions of The Gift Horse and The Cruel Sea provide representations of the routine operations of escort ships, and complement the varied exploits of HMS Torrin in In Which We Serve. Like Coward’s tribute to the Navy, both ﬁlms draw on well-founded historical precedents and incidents, with The Gift Horse dramatising the war service of elderly American destroyers transferred to Britain in 1940, and The Cruel Sea (adapted from Nicholas Monsarrat’s novel) encapsulating the author’s experience in corvettes on convoy escort duty. TNWC02 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 59
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However, in place of the diverse and dashing exploits of Torrin/Kelly, the stories of the escort vessels are dominated by the rigmarole of routine, and frustration born of impotence and failure. The Gift Horse opens in Halifax, with the formal transfer of USS Whittier to the Royal Navy, and her renaming as HMS Ballantrae. The romantic aura surrounding the donated American destroyers, which are intended to boost escort numbers during the worst months of the convoy war, is quickly dispelled: seeing the former World War I ship for the ﬁrst time, Seaman Daniels (Richard Attenborough) thinks ‘Churchill has been done’. Misgivings over the ship are matched with doubts about the captain, Commander Fraser (Trevor Howard), who is also a ‘dug out’ from the previous conﬂict, rescued from obscurity on shore by the need for experienced ofﬁcers. Uncertainties over the ship are magniﬁed by Fraser’s crew, which exhibits a marked disunity in its diversity: the First Lieutenant Jennings (James Donald) feels he should have his own command in the Canadian Navy; Flanagan (Sonny Tufts) is an American mysteriously signed up in the Royal Navy; and the newly-enlisted ship’s navigator, Lieutenant Grant (Robin Bailey), is inexperienced and uncommitted. Ballantrae’s service is remarkable in its disreputability. In contrast to Torrin’s heroic, episodic narrative, the destroyer’s career is tainted by a series of humiliating failures. While some are merely comic (she suf- fers breakdowns of her engines, ‘springs a new leak every time she hits a wave’, and fouls the boom when entering port), others compromise her contribution to the war (another engine failure prevents Ballantrae catching a U-boat on the surface, and Grant’s incompetence runs the ship aground while hunting a mine-laying U-boat, allowing the submarine to escape), and one is tragic, when Fraser’s orders during a search for convoy stragglers seem to result in the torpedoing of a merchant ship.9 The ill-starred ship becomes a target for contempt amongst other ships and their crews. Sailors from the Ballantrae ﬁght on shore with crewmembers of the lead ship of their group, while Fraser’s actions are questioned by the ﬂotilla commander (Hugh Williams) onboard his gleaming new destroyer. The present failings of Fraser’s ship add to an already painful past between the two ofﬁcers: Fraser was relegated to shore duties before the war because of a court martial which found him culpable in a collision with his present superior’s ship. As an additional insult, the ﬂotilla leader claims an enemy aircraft shot down by Ballantrae’s gunners. Paradoxically, these failures meld the ship and company into a successful unit. Fraser’s early reprimands for the inefﬁciency of ofﬁcers and crew give way to leniency, when he takes responsibility for the loss TNWC02 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 60
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 of the straggler, expresses faith in Grant during the enquiry into the grounding, and placates the owner of a pub wrecked by the crew in a ﬁght in defence of the ship’s name. In consequence, the next submarine contact is pursued, rammed and sunk, but celebration of their success is quashed by the news that Fraser’s son, himself a junior naval ofﬁcer, has been killed in action. As in Above Us the Waves, this inﬂiction of loss outside the ship (though still within the service) is redoubled across the crew: Daniels asks for leave to visit his terminally-ill mother, and Flanagan goes AWOL when his family is killed in a bombing raid on Exeter. Personal grief precedes and predetermines the crew’s dedication to a ﬁnal, suicidal mission. The recognition of individual loss becomes subsumed within the group’s ultimate, willing bereavement, when Ballantrae is selected to be used in a commando raid on the German base at St. Nazaire.10 The mission will entail loss of the ship, and the likely death or imprisonment of those aboard. Fraser calls for volun- teers, and no member of the crew backs out, with Jennings turning down the chance to command his own corvette to stay with the captain. Fraser’s ﬁnal speech to the Ballantrae’s crew maintains the tones of melancholy and irony:
No doubt people will say she’s been chosen for this operation because she’s old and expendable, or perhaps because we’ve had some experience of ramming, but I hope you’ll believe, as I do, that it’s an honour. The group is thus united and vindicated during the attack. Daniels mans the ship’s gun when its crew are killed, and Grant makes a crucial, last-minute adjustment to their course to ensure that they ram the dock gates perfectly, but Ballantrae’s explosives fail to detonate. When the survivors are captured, Fraser is mocked by the German commander for the failure of the raid. However, the ship blows up as the crew is marched away, and Fraser and Jennings exchange wry smiles. In a last acknowledgement of the destroyer’s peculiar life, the ﬁnal shot shows the ship’s bell, with a crack in the label Ballantrae revealing her ori- ginal name beneath. Doubts about ships and crews mobilised in the desperation of wartime are also evident in The Cruel Sea. In centring on the life of a Flower class corvette, Monsarrat’s novel and its ﬁlm incarnation accept the inadequacy of these ships for the role of Atlantic convoy escort, recognise the apparently hopelessness of their battle against the U-boats, and as a result champion a down-beat endurance of hardship in place of an uplifting heroism.11 The ﬁlm’s opening voice-over (which adapts Monsarrat’s ‘Before the Curtain’ and is spoken by Jack Hawkins) gives TNWC02 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 61
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 a bald reckoning of the narrative’s constituents (‘one ocean, two ships and a handful of men’), and the moral distinctions between them (‘The men are the heroes. The heroines are the ships. The only villain is the sea’). The novel declares itself to be a ‘true story, because that is the only kind worth telling: the ﬁlm is ‘a story of the Battle of the Atlantic’, whose man-made inﬂuence makes the sea ‘more cruel’. In comparison with previous treatments of the convoy war (such as Action in the North Atlantic and Western Approaches), the absence of dramatically ironic underwater shots which reveal the presence of lurking U-boats exag- gerates the impotence of the escorts against their unpredictable attacks, and heightens the sense of the ocean as the true adversary. The life of the corvette HMS Compass Rose is traced, like Torrin’s from her construction to her sinking. Her captain Commander Ericson (Jack Hawkins) and her junior ofﬁcers, including Lieutenant Lockhart (Donald Sinden) join the ship while she is ﬁtting out near the end of 1939. Despite her odd design and her crew of reservists, her ﬁrst trip under her own power marks her assimilation into the close-knit family of the ﬂeet: similarly, the horriﬁc details of her loss become known through- out the closed community.12 Once the ship takes on convoy duty, she and her crew are detached from the land and enter an elite within the naval family: the Battle of the Atlantic becomes a ‘private war’ for those engaged in it, in which the U-boats ‘are not the only enemy’. A succession of cross-faded documentary images, showing sinking and burning ships, lifeboats and burials at sea, stand for the eleven convoys the ship protects during 1940, as the deepening conﬂict ‘stains’ and ‘poisons’ the sea ‘mile by mile’. With the escorts overwhelmed by the U-boat attacks, the corvette is engaged mostly in rescuing the survivors from the sea. Again, as in The Gift Horse, the undersea enemy remains essentially unseen until the mass surrender of U-boats in 1945.13 The rhythm and repetition of convoy sailings engenders an episodic structure shared by ﬁlm and novel. Ericson courts disaster by stopping at night alongside a blazing ship to rescue her crew.14 Later, a mechan- ical fault leaves the ship adrift and alone while emergency repairs are effected. While the ﬁlm shows the endless and vain activities of the corvette, in failing to stop attacks and being reduced to rescuing shipwrecked survivors, it eschews the representation of the worst, timeless recollections shared by the novel’s characters (‘the time of the dead helmsman’, ‘the time of the burnt man’, ‘the time of the skel- etons’, and ‘the time of the burning tanker’).15 In place of these horriﬁc events (which are unrepresentable in terms of the contemporary popular cinema), a much greater, and entirely cinematic, emphasis is placed on a deﬁnitive sequence, which becomes TNWC02 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 62
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 the ‘emotional heart’ of the ﬁlm.16 Convinced by Lockhart’s reading of the sonar that a U-boat is submerged beneath some survivors in the water, Ericson orders a depth-charge attack. In close-up, both men’s faces (Lockhart’s in the dark of the ASDIC compartment, Ericson’s in the open on the bridge) are marked by heavy shadow. As the ship closes on the shipwrecked men, a ﬂurry of cuts and varying compositions (echoing the ‘Meeting the Squadron’ sequence of Battleship Potemkin) show Ericson’s point of view, the waving swimmers, the ship’s engines and her bows slicing through the water, and the faces of the crewmembers who must deliver the attack. Sound is also an integral part of the sequence, from the quickening of the pings from the sonar which matches the editing tempo, to the explosions and succeeding calls of seagulls ‘screaming with excitement and delight’ over the remains.17 Ericson is later absolved of his ‘necessary’ action by a chorus of rescued merchant navy captains. Lockhart also attempts to assuage his guilt by taking the blame for identifying the U-boat target, but the captain can only rationalise the event as the responsibility of ‘the war’ itself. This amorphous entity, a partner in violence to the sea, presents the captain and ship with compensation in the form of a U-boat they catch and destroy, but this victory is succeeded by the sinking of Compass Rose herself. The cries of crewmen trapped in the sinking ship, transmitted to Ericson on the bridge via the voice-pipes, seem to emanate from the ship herself. Monsarrat describes her demise through an allusion to the naval prayer: ‘moving at almost full speed ...she was . . . mortally torn by the sea as well as by the violence of the enemy’.18 Only eleven of the crew survive, including Ericson ‘because he under- stood – though now he hated – the sea’.19 Although empowered like the punitive natural element of a disaster ﬁlm, the cruel sea represented in the ﬁlm and novel appears irrational and indiscriminate. While the ﬁlm replicates most of the novel’s incidents, it alters the sequence in which they occur in order to stress the novel’s key emo- tional conﬂict: the antagonism between life ashore and life aﬂoat, and its consequences for lasting heterosexual relationships. The most sig- niﬁcant change involves Lockhart meeting Wren ofﬁcer Julie Hallam (Virginia McKenna) before rather than after the sinking of Compass Rose. This reordering of the narrative creates a poignant scene, in which Julie hears the loss of the corvette reported dispassionately in the opera- tions room. Given Lockhart’s conviction that emotional attachments are a mistake in wartime, the timing of the sinking of the ship after their ﬁrst romantic evening could appear as a punishing vindication of his views. Alternatively, loving and being loved by someone outside the ship motivates Lockhart to survive the sinking and the war. The TNWC02 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 63
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 connections and relationships between men and women, the ship and the land which the novel explores are problematic in terms of the sup- port they offer and the distraction they represent: Ericson’s marriage is sustained by complementary rather than competing ﬁdelities, to his wife and the profession of the sea;20 Seaman Gregg is crushed by his wife’s inﬁdelity;21 Ericson seeks to divorce the death of Lieutenant Morell entirely from the image of his faithless wife ashore;22 Lockhart explains his idol- isation of Nelson to Julie in terms of his hero’s passionate but dutiful love: ‘He loved three things – the navy, England and Lady Hamilton. He loved them all very much – overwhelmingly, sometimes – but he always loved them in that order.’23 The ﬁlm softens the novel’s bleakness, by allowing Lockhart to look forward to a life with Julie in peacetime. (In Monsarrat’s version, she is taken from him by the sea, being drowned in an accident which recalls the image of Wrens killed during a convoy to Gibraltar.)24 However, this future remains out of sight, as the ﬁlm ends abruptly (with Lockhart and Ericson still on the bridge of a warship) with the cessation of hostilities. Instead of the het- erosexual relationship, both ﬁlm and novel elevate the kinship and mutual support exhibited by the captain and ﬁrst lieutenant, the partnership of leader and subordinate which Lockhart compares with ‘David and Jonathan’. Concluding in this way, the novel’s naval family is reduced to a professional couple. Both texts champion the solidity of the male- to-male relationship, but consign it to the distant wartime past. The uncertainty of the post-war world and the return to shore are confronted in another adaptation from Monsarrat’s stories, The Ship That Died of Shame (Basil Dearden, 1955). Though not belonging to the war genre as such, this ﬁlm mimics and ironises its conventions, while exhibiting characteristics in common with other naval ﬁlms. Like The Cruel Sea, the ﬁlm foregrounds the importance of love for sea- and shore-based life, but in place of competition between women and ships for the affection of sailors, The Ship That Died of Shame suggests an equivalence in signiﬁcance and inﬂuence which connects them to each other and to the hero’s fate. The ﬁlm’s ﬁrst images, of the hero Bill Randall’s (George Baker) command, Motor Gun Boat 1087, suggest the autonomy, power and liberation which the ship represents in war. In contrast to the shots of an empty, seething ocean which open The Cruel Sea, these shots seem to conﬁrm the accusations of romanticism and nostalgia against the post-war war ﬁlm, but the beginning of the hero’s voiceover recalls the troubled introspection of the earlier ﬁlm, in the acknowledged inadequacy of rationalising experiences of loss and guilt. The omnipotence with which the gun boat seems to endow her cap- tain becomes compromised, ﬁrstly by the self-serving First Lieutenant TNWC02 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 64
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Hoskins (Richard Attenborough), who keeps an ungentlemanly score of their battles and decorations, and secondly by his wife Helen (Virginia McKenna). She asks him to promise to never to ‘do anything silly’ with his boat. He jokes in reply that he has a higher obligation: ‘I’ve already promised the Admiralty!’ Helen’s untimely death leaves Randall with ‘only the ship’: although together they provide the means and the motive to ‘hit back’, this simply represents the fulﬁlment of his promise to the service. This commitment vanishes when the sea war ends, as it did in The Cruel Sea, with the ship coming to rest and the ensign being lowered. The blankness of this conclusion in the earlier ﬁlm suggests the inadmissibility of any peacetime occurrence to remove or replace the experience of the Battle of the Atlantic. In going beyond this end- ing, The Ship That Died of Shame re-emphasises the loss of the war rather than the gaining of the peace:
 instead of victory celebrations there is a long scene of 1087 going to her last anchorage – a ‘funeral’ at which all due rights are observed and which seems in some way to stand in for the repressed memory of Helen’s death.25 When unemployment and malaise prompt Randall to accept Hoskins’ offer, to refurbish 1087 and engage in cross-channel smuggling, the absence of responsibility to the Admiralty reinstates Helen’s admoni- tion. Her injunction coincides with or is manifested in the ship’s refusal to accept its new role, in which criminality is equated with betrayal of the war effort. Hoskins tempts Randall to join him on the basis that their employ- ment will be ‘more like the real thing’ than ‘living in the past’ with former colleagues at the Coastal Forces Club. However, the inap- propriateness of reminiscence or attempting to recapture the past is crystallised in their ﬁrst brush with the law. During a river trip which reminds Hoskins of ambushes off the Dutch coast, they are themselves surprised by a customs boat. The customs ofﬁcer who boards them (Bernard Lee) recalls being rescued from the sea by an MGB, but says ﬁrmly, ‘That’s all over now.’ Later evocations of the war become more negative, as criminality becomes indivisible from Nazism. The ship carries to Britain a consignment of counterfeit currency, made in Germany during the war to undermine the country’s economy. Hoskins uses a German gun (‘a memento from the good old days’) to scare off competing smugglers. As business becomes tougher, Hoskins and his land-based associate, a former Army major, are provoked to utter the unthinkable: that they may have fought for the wrong side after all. Just as the Hoskins-Randall relationship taints the Lockhart-Ericson ideal from The Cruel Sea (with the lieutenant supplanting the commander, TNWC02 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 65
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 and duty, loyalty and friendship being perverted into selﬁshness, acrimony and betrayal), so the Major (Roland Culver) appears as the antithesis of Helen, who via Hoskins embroils Randall and the ship in sin and death. The ship’s revocation of her role and redemption of the hero unites the wishes of the deceased spouse, the will of the anthropomorphised ship and the arbiter of the sea itself. While carrying the most dis- reputable human cargo, the ship’s engines fail in a storm and she runs aground, casting Randall adrift but drowning Hoskins. Where Monsarrat’s hero, recalling events from his prison cell, admits he did not try to sabotage their smuggling, in the ﬁlm the ship’s will appears to reveal and realise Randall’s better nature, in honour of his love of the ship, his wife and his country.26 The last images of the ﬁlm recall the ﬁrst, with the sight of 1087 miraculously restored to her appearance in the war, effectively excising the facts of the present and replacing them with the comfort of ‘a good past’.27 The recalling of the wartime ship, rather than the wartime wife, indicates that the ship and its associations are more enduring and supporting. Through the exercise of her own will the ship has helped the husband to be true to his wife’s entreaty, and in being swallowed by the sea she re-attains her former purity. The connection of the land (which the shipwrecked Randall is never seen to reach), associated with the pain of bereavement, the incongruity of the retired boat high and dry, and the post-war crim- inality of the Major, is expunged by this unsullied memory. The emphasis on loss, regret and personal failure evinced by The Gift Horse, Monsarrat’s writings and their ﬁlm adaptations, comes to characterise the experience of the naval war as dehumanising and emasculating, but also as offering a strong and sympathetic male community which supports the wounded heroes. Even when this community fails (in The Ship That Died of Shame), it is the ‘heroine’ of the ship herself which delivers the fallen hero through the recollec- tion of the honourable sacriﬁces of wartime. In each of these ﬁlms, the sinking of the ship appears as an unendurable loss, as an unimaginable sacriﬁce offered willingly, like Abraham’s, and (except in the case of The Cruel Sea) as a purgative and redemptive act. It is noticeable that the enemy’s responsibility for the loss of the ships is downplayed, being bypassed in the conscious expenditure of HMS Ballantrae, merged with the malignity of the sea itself in the case of Compass Rose, and entirely absent from 1087’s immolation. Such metaphorical and interrogative treatments of the naval war, which probe the national peril contained in the Battle of the Atlantic via the examination of personal loss, stand in contrast to more frequent, simplistic and old-fashioned depictions of naval warfare in the post-war cinema. TNWC02 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 66
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Gentleman heroes
The manifestation of the psychologically wounded and willingly ostra- cised hero in naval war ﬁlms in the early 1950s stands in marked contrast to more conventional, untroubled heroic ﬁgures which appear later in the decade. In comparison with the aspirational national unity of wartime productions, these ﬁlms ‘tend to revert to the stock ofﬁcers- as heroes and other-ranks-as-comic-ﬁgures’ more typical of pre-war ﬁlmmaking.28 An early example of this conspicuously old-fashioned characterisation, which recalls the quaint class representation of Ships With Wings, can be seen in Sailor of the King (Roy Boulting, 1953). This ﬁlm is based, like Forever England, on C.S. Forester’s Brown on Resolution, but transposes the action from World War I to World War II. This alteration does not change the narrative of individual gallantry, within its context of unbreakable familial and institutional tradition, which directs and predicts the hero’s actions, but the setting of the novel and the earlier ﬁlm at the start of the twentieth century underlines the unwavering conservatism of this second ﬁlm adaptation. Despite the overwhelmingly British nature of the subject matter, the American origins of the production entail the casting of Jeffrey Hunter as ‘Canada’ Brown. The change in historical setting means that the affair between Brown’s mother Agatha (Wendy Hiller) and his father Lieutenant Saville (Michael Rennie) takes place during World War I. Where Forester’s Agatha becomes assimilated into naval culture after the tryst, in this version she is already well informed. Because her father’s shop is in Portsmouth, she knows that Saville’s gunnery training must have taken place at Whale Island. In World War II, Captain Saville commands a cruiser squadron, tasked with hunting a German surface raider in the Paciﬁc. Because the ﬂagship is short of fuel, Saville is forced to send HMS Amesbury (on which Brown serves as signalman) to engage the enemy ship. Father and son, though ignorant of each other’s existence, exhibit the same selﬂess commitment: despite his riﬂe pro- ﬁciency, Brown accepts his role in signals because ‘you can’t always do what you want in the service’; Saville accepts that he must pass up the opportunity to engage the raider himself with words which proph- esy his son’s sacriﬁce: ‘a sailor’s service . . . is his only memorial’. Amesbury is sunk in a one-sided battle with the raider, and after he is picked up, Brown escapes from the ship when she anchors to repair her damage, and succeeds in delaying her long enough for Saville’s ship to arrive. The inescapability of the hero’s destiny, and the assurance of victory, are again encapsulated in a conspicuous emphasis on naval tradition. TNWC02 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 67
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An opening title contains a quotation from Nelson, the words of which are also later repeated to Saville by another ofﬁcer to underline the Navy’s preferment by divine providence. Where Saville’s cabin is decorated by a portrait of Nelson, the German captain’s quarters contains pictures of more recent and ephemeral leaders: Dönitz and Hitler. Brown’s sig- nals become crucial to the battle when Petty Ofﬁcer Wheatley (Bernard Lee) tells younger sailors that three battle ensigns will be ﬂown to make sure the enemy never assumes their surrender: ‘In the Royal Navy, we never strike our ensign, see? So you’d better make up your minds to be ruddy heroes.’ Despite his determination to delay the raider for as long as possible, Brown does not shoot at the German sailors who tend their wounded under a red-cross ﬂag. The ﬁlm’s conclusion, in Brown’s sacriﬁce assuring the destruction of the raider, and Saville discovering the identity of the dead sailor respon- sible for his victory, follows Forever England rather than Forester’s story, and extends the narrative to include scenes of Brown’s parents meeting at Buckingham Palace. Saville is promoted to Admiral, and Agatha receives a posthumous Victoria Cross for her son. An alternative end- ing, in which Brown survives and is rescued by Saville’s ship, shows father and son receiving their honours together, and the Admiral requesting that Brown be posted to his next ship. The family is united, either in grief or ‘unquenchable devotion to duty’, and maintains a genetic and national predisposition towards service and sacriﬁce. The old-fashioned perspective and values on display in Sailor of the King are also discernible in The Battle of the River Plate. The opening voice-over attempts to bridge the distance between the present and the ﬁrst year of war, while insisting upon the sea war as an immutable arena. Whereas the Blitzkrieg has given ‘the world a new word and the generals a new idea of battle’, at sea ‘the problems’ and the principles ‘were still the same’. Essentially, the recapitulation of World War I sea combat seen in Sailor of the King mirrors the actual circumstances of the Battle of the River Plate, which, in taking place early in the war and in the southern hemisphere, was an action unaffected by any of the modern complications of submarines, aircraft or radar. The con- sequent reliance upon traditions of seamanship and gunnery, without any additional technological innovations, colours accounts of the battle and affects its ﬁlmic representation. Details of the raiding career of the Admiral Graf Spee are contained in early scenes, showing the sinking of the tanker Africa Shell and the imprisonment of her master Captain Dove (Bernard Lee) aboard the German ship. Dove’s interviews with Captain Langsdorff (Peter Finch) emphasise their kinship, and acknowledge the German commander’s high TNWC02 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 68
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 principles: ‘Believe me, captain, I don’t like sending ships to the bottom – what sailor does? – nor do I like making war on civilians.’ The melancholy nobility with which Langsdorff is endowed, and the consequent admiration he is accorded by his opponents, is connected to his afﬁliation to the old Imperial Navy rather than the new Nazi state. (A similar recognition of the enemy’s bravery and losses is present in The Silent Enemy). Disdain for party and Gestapo representatives is registered in the captain’s use of the naval, not Nazi, salute:
Dove had already noticed that very few people in the ship gave anything but the regular Naval salute. As a matter of fact, it was not only uncommon, but highly unpopular, in the German Navy to give the Nazi salute at all.29 Langsdorff’s adversaries are also characterised as men of tradition. The commander of the South Atlantic cruiser squadron, Commodore Harwood (Anthony Quayle) convenes a Nelsonian ‘council of captains’ to outline his plan for engaging the raider. Captain Bell (John Gregson), whose ship HMS Exeter is severely damaged in the action, is described as ‘the kind of ﬁghting man that stood beside Nelson’.30 As in the case of the narratives of In Which We Serve and San Demetrio London, the audience may be expected to know the out- come of the battle, but the predestination of events is also attributed to the traditions which lie behind the participants. In Powell’s view, Langsdorff is handicapped because he belongs to a navy with ‘so short a tradition of sea service behind it’, whereas Harwood has ‘three hundred and ﬁfty years of battle experience behind him’.31 Corelli Barnett’s account suggests a similar preordination in Harwood’s tactics and leadership, ‘based on four centuries of victory in close quarters attack’, and Langsdorff’s indecision and failure, arising from ‘a naval tradition barely forty years old, and with brief and rare exceptions, one of raiding and evading and ultimately of defeat’.32 The honourable battle ends inconclusively, but with Dove’s respect for Langsdorff intact and the German captain expressing admiration for the British ships he fought. The ignominious scuttling of the Graf Spee is attributed solely to a pernicious political leadership, which betrays the heroism of the German Navy.33 Perhaps because of the breadth and the even- handedness of its historical representation, a contemporary response to the ﬁlm criticises its lack of a ‘ﬁrm dramatic centre’, and notes its nostalgic depiction of a battle ‘conducted by gentlemen who observe the rules of the game’.34 The magnanimity of the production, evident in conferring honour on the noble enemy, responds to and reinforces a naval institutional history of supremacy, which also becomes an integral part of popular cultural perceptions of the war. TNWC02 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 69
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A similar depiction of the honourable adversary is found in Under Ten Flags/Sotto Diece Bandiere (Duilio Coletti, 1960), which recreates the cruise of the raider Atlantis. Captain Rogge (Van Heﬂin) conducts a conscientious campaign against Allied shipping, and in evading British ships for two years, earns the admiration of Admiral Russell (Charles Laughton). In return, Rogge respects and fears British deter- mination in the hunt for his ship, being acquainted with the ‘bulldog’ spirit from his rowing days at Cambridge. The only war-crime repres- ented is committed by the captain of an intercepted merchant ship, who orders his crew to open ﬁre on the raider after raising a white ﬂag. When forced into action against an enemy warship, Rogge addresses crew and prisoners alike as ‘your captain’, and instructs his men to help the civil- ians ﬁrst if their ship has to be abandoned. A zealous junior ofﬁcer informs Rogge that there is a Jewish couple among the captives, but Rogge insists that all prisoners will be treated equally, and sends congratulations to the couple when their child is born onboard. Although he is eventually trapped by a British warship, Rogge does not return ﬁre, maintaining his disguise and depriving his adversary of the knowledge that the raider has ﬁnally been run to ground. As the ship sinks, a captive merchant navy captain praises the German commander’s idealism in an echo of Dove’s admiration for Langsdorff. A closing title reveals that Rogge is now a senior NATO ofﬁcer in the post-war German Navy. The armour of decency is worn as conspicuously by HMS Amethyst in Yangtse Incident, which recreates the ship’s entanglement in the con- ﬂict in China in 1949. The story of the frigate, victim of an unprovoked attack by Chinese Communist forces while ‘on her lawful and peaceful occasions’, was well known to contemporary audiences, and was ﬁlmed on board the ship herself with extensive Admiralty co-operation.35 After being damaged by the initial bombardment, Amethyst runs aground and is trapped by Chinese forces, which prevent her from escaping or being towed to safety. Most of her ofﬁcers are dead or wounded, and Commander Kerans (Richard Todd) is despatched to take over the ship and negotiate her withdrawal. Before the attack begins, the community and routine of the ship is illustrated in an informative and slightly sentimentalised fashion, with a tour of the bridge, radio compartment, engine rooms, galley and ship’s store which introduces some members of the crew and the ship’s cat. A similar montage details the ship’s condition after the attack, show- ing the damaged upper decks, hammocks and pin-ups in the messes, and the crew (with the cat) listening to a report on the incident from the BBC overseas service. A third analogous sequence reveals the ship’s preparations to escape under cover of night, showing readiness in the TNWC02 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 70
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 engine room, sandwiches being made in the galley, and shells for the guns in ready-use lockers. Shadowed low-angle shots illustrate the bridge, wheel house, damage control teams, the sick bay, the gunners – and the ship’s cat. Taken together, these three sequences punctuate and direct the narrative, while evoking a national pride via their documentary style. The order and banality of the ﬁrst sequence suggests a safety in continuity, which is shattered by the shock of unexpected action. In revealing the ship’s damage and the crew in retreat below decks, the second sequence is evocative of the depiction of wartime endurance seen in Kinross’s tours of the lower decks in In Which We Serve. The pessimism of the radio broadcast heard in voice-over re-emphasises this correspondence. Upon his arrival, Kerans musters the crew on the quarterdeck, beneath the ship’s crest. He re-instils a sense of purpose, telling them ‘we’re working normal routine again’, and initiating plans for the break-out in the dark. After the failure of negotiations ashore, the third sequence evinces the renewed war footing for operations and conﬁrms the preparedness of the ship and crew. Kerans’ stratagem for escape (which he communicates to his super- iors through ‘seamanship jargon’), proves effective, and the ﬁlm ends with an image of a tattered and blackened white ensign, accompanied by a title carrying King George VI’s congratulatory reply to the com- mander’s reticent announcement of success. The documentary tone of the sequences which illustrate life on board ship (in addition to the real- istic treatment of the initial attack), reﬂects the deliberate maintenance of a wartime aesthetic in the representation of a post-war subject. The persistence of the documentary feature style in this production may be dismissed as an unimaginative observance of representational conven- tion, ‘a reluctance to overstep the bounds of what has become a sacro- sanct tradition’,36 but instead represents the recognition of the ongoing effectiveness of that visual tradition for the portrayal of naval subjects. The representational and ideological conservatism of Sink The Bismarck! (Lewis Gilbert, 1960) may appear even more marked, in light of the ﬁlm’s release in the second post-war decade. Its re-enactment of the sea chase which culminated in the sinking of the German battleship Bismarck assumes an audience acquaintance with the historical facts (including the sinking of HMS Hood, Bismarck’s disappearance into the Atlantic, and the lucky torpedo hit which disabled her steering and brought about her destruction), and presents them in a drama-docu- mentary form, elucidated by historical ﬁgures and ﬁctional characters. As with The Cruel Sea and The Battle of the River Plate, the national peril within the period the ﬁlm portrays is mitigated by contemporary TNWC02 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 71
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 knowledge of victory. In compensation, the German ship is shown inﬂict- ing more damage (such as sinking a destroyer in a night action) than she actually did, and her menace is described hyperbolically: ‘as long as Bismarck could maintain herself in the Atlantic England’s commerce would be disrupted, and the British people, shattered and shaken already by the Blitz, would starve’.37 The drama-documentary treatment is anchored by the management of the pursuit of Bismarck by Captain Shepard (Kenneth More) from the Admiralty citadel near Whitehall. Shepard’s overview of the battle contextualises the episodic narrative (the shadowing of Bismarck in the Denmark Strait, her encounter with Hood, and the attack by aircraft from Ark Royal which seals her fate). In their headquarters far from the action, Shepard and the naval staff receive news of national and personal traumas: the loss of the Hood, the embodiment of the Royal Navy, and Shepard’s son (a member of the Fleet Air Arm) going miss- ing during an aerial search for the Bismarck. Like Fraser in The Gift Horse, Shepard’s dedication disguises and results from previous personal sacriﬁce: like Ericson, Shepard temporarily loses control, being unable to contain his emotions on hearing that his son has been rescued from the sea.38 After the near dissolution of his family, the ﬁlm ends on the suggestion of a renewed emotional relationship for Shepard, though still integrated in service life, through his afﬁnity with a Wren ofﬁcer (Dana Wynter) who has assisted him through the Bismarck operation. The ﬁlm’s characterisation of British naval ofﬁcers amalgamates the class stereotypes of Sailor of the King and The Battle of the River Plate with the examination of trauma seen in The Gift Horse and The Cruel Sea. Oddly, this balanced portrayal is contrasted with a reductive and inaccurate representation of German naval ﬁgures. The commander of the Bismarck’s sortie, Admiral Lutjens (Karel Stepanek) is portrayed as an ardent Nazi supporter, in contradiction to the depoliticised image of the German Navy and the Admiral’s reputation as a fatalist and traditionalist, like Langsdorff, with a background in the old Imperial Navy.39 Rather than providing an accurate and sympathetic portrayal of the enemy, after the pattern of The Battle of the River Plate, Sink the Bismarck! offers a stereotypical and demonised characterisation, which may be linked to the sinking of the Hood and the desire for revenge that it provoked.40 As such, the ﬁlm emerges as a peculiar synthesis of war-time and post-war cinema characteristics: the more complex emotional characterisation is still limited to the ofﬁcer class; the drama-documentary approach is strangely embroidered for belated propagandist effect; the longer screen time given to the Kriegsmarine actually produces a less even-handed representation. As the latest TNWC02 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 72
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 post-war production to depict the wartime navy, Sink the Bismarck! reproduces the approach and style of the documentary feature, and like Yangtse Incident, underlines the convergence between this established British ﬁlm aesthetic and the representational strategies of the naval war ﬁlm.
Naval comedies The characteristics of the war ﬁlm undergo a transformation in the post- war trend of service-based comedies. The production of numerous post-war comedy ﬁlms using military settings is unsurprising, given the continuance of compulsory national service until 1959.41 However, their topicality may also be related to a surfeit of war ﬁlms in circula- tion, leading to the genre’s evolution into a phase of spoof and satire. Ramsden recognises this in asserting that Carry On Sergeant (Gerald Thomas, 1958), functions more as a ‘direct parody of a single ﬁlm’ (the celebrated portrait of the Army, The Way Ahead; Carol Reed, 1944) than later Carry On ﬁlms.42 The service comedy applies a basic unit of humour (inappropriate or incongruous behaviour) to the regulated environments and forms of conduct demanded within the military. While the disruptive activities of non-conformist individuals ridicule and satirise the re- gimentation of the military establishment, they are also frequently shown to augment and improve the capabilities of the unit or service in question by confounding or outstripping conventional training. The dissenting individualist (like Fraser in Above Us the Waves, and Lieutenant Crabb (Laurence Harvey) in The Silent Enemy), who overcomes ofﬁcial inertia to implement unconventional but successful tactics), is in any case a staple of the war genre. The useful rebellious- ness of the innovator in the war ﬁlm becomes in the service comedy the chaotic inﬂuence of the eccentric, the raw recruit, or the national serviceman. The traditionalism which dominates the naval ﬁlm forms a ﬁtting target for the disruptive conduct of newcomers, and as with Carry On Sergeant, the aptness of the satire provides proof of the recognition of generic convention. Wry comedy is present in some of the most bleak post-war repres- entations. The many embarrassments suffered by Fraser and his ship in The Gift Horse provide examples of this incorporation of humour. His commanding ofﬁcer asks about the old destroyers: ‘What do they call them? Four-pipers?’ Fraser’s reply, ‘Four-pipers, amongst other things’ is accompanied by the mocking whoop of a ship’s siren. This sound also accompanies Jennings’ ﬁrst reprimand for the slovenliness TNWC02 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 73
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 of the crew, and is also heard when Ballantrae fouls the boom on enter- ing port. In noting the casting of Sid James, star of later Carry On ﬁlms, in The Silent Enemy, Christine Geraghty suggests that the integration of comedy offers ‘scope for the criticism of bureaucracy’, and ‘widens the war ﬁlm’s range’ while providing ‘the common-sense moments of relaxation that underpin the drama’.43 Sailors Three (Walter Forde, 1940) illustrates the usefulness of improper behaviour to the Navy and the war effort, and the presence of recognisable features of naval representation alongside and reinforcing the comedic elements. During their liberty in a South American port, Tommy (Tommy Trinder), Doc (Claude Hulbert) and Johnny (Michael Wilding) from HMS Ferocious live up to the stereotype of drunken, amorous sailors. When they attempt to rejoin their ship, they board a German pocket battleship by mistake, and try to blend in with the crew. When they have a medical examination, Tommy hastily alters the tattoo of Nelson on Doc’s chest to resemble Hitler, but the image on his back (the Union Jack and the words ‘Rule Britannia’) still give them away. The distinction of the German Navy from the Nazi state is evident even in this wartime production: the captain of the battle- ship seems to use a record of Hitler’s speeches to help him sleep! The British sailors try to take over the ship and sail it to Britain, but the German crew reassume control. When Ferocious intercepts the German ship, the British sailors change the swastika painted on the deck into a Union Jack to aid recognition. Documentary images show the British ship preparing for action. With the help of prisoners from a merchant ship, they disable the enemy vessel’s engines, communications and weapons in parodies of correct drill. The farcical but effective behaviour of regular sailors recurs in The Baby and the Battleship (Jay Lewis, 1956). An assignation between ‘Knocker’ White (Richard Attenborough) and his Italian girlfriend in Naples is interrupted by a ﬁght started by his shipmate ‘Puncher’ Roberts ( John Mills). The girl’s infant sibling is abandoned in the fracas, and Puncher has to take her aboard his ship for safety. Knocker is left behind when the ship leaves on exercises, and Puncher’s messmates lend a hand with the babysitting. Parental care is organised like ship-board routine, with a rotor of watches. Milk is borrowed from the ship’s cat, and Puncher learns to knit in service idiom: ‘push through – slack off – make fast’. When the nursery in the brig is nearly discovered, the national serviceman Evans (Bryan Forbes) distracts a sus- picious petty ofﬁcer by beginning an explanation of ‘Nelson’s tactics at Jutland’. This travesty of tradition infuriates the petty ofﬁcer, who tells Evans he ‘ought to get some service in’ before embarking on a proper TNWC02 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 74
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 rendition of history. Although the baby’s presence on board cannot be concealed indeﬁnitely, the sailors’ parental care actually aids the forces of democracy, when the captain’s refusal to open ﬁre during an exercise for fear of disturbing the baby earns the respect of a visiting dignitary from an unnamed Eastern bloc country. In Watch Your Stern (Gerald Thomas, 1960), the incompetence of the national serviceman appears unremarkable amongst the eccentri- city and inefﬁciency displayed by the regular navy. Trials of the new, secret ‘Creeper’ homing torpedo go disastrously wrong, with the weapon doubling back to sink the ﬁring ship. Plans for the torpedo are held aboard HMS Terrier, but the inept captain and ﬁrst lieutenant fail to lock them in a safe. Able Seaman Blissworth (Kenneth Connor), who dreams of becoming an electrical rating, accidentally burns the plans when he tries to ‘correct’ them, and drawings of the ship’s refrigera- tion plant have to be substituted when a US Navy ofﬁcer comes to collect them. Thereafter, Blissworth is forced to assume several disguises and pose as the bofﬁn who invented the weapon, but is consequently mistaken for a spy intent on stealing the plans. He avoids punishment for himself and his captain by declaring that he knows what is wrong with the torpedo, and works with the real scientist to perfect the design. On the second test ﬁring, the torpedo circles around again and sinks Terrier, and a ﬁnal cross-fade shows Blissworth, the captain and the ﬁrst lieutenant transported instantaneously out of the service and back to civvie street. Women aboard warships often appear as the most disruptive elements, which can upset present routine and offend time-honoured tradition. The tone of bedroom farce seen in The Baby and the Battleship is repeated in Girls at Sea (Gilbert Dunn, 1958), when young women accidentally leave port aboard a Royal Navy ship. By contrast, Petticoat Pirates (David MacDonald, 1961) shows a deliberate confrontation with the Admiralty’s patriarchal traditions, when a group of Wrens capture a frigate and take it to sea. A precedent for ﬁlmic treatments of the female assumption of combat roles can be found in the wartime production The Gentle Sex (Leslie Howard, 1943), but Petticoat Pirates is in the main a comedy vehicle for its male star, Charlie Drake. His incom- petence and unsuitability to naval life (despite coming from ‘a long line of navy men’) initially stands in contrast to the efﬁciency and enthusi- asm of the Wrens, who bypass institutional prejudice to prove they are capable of sea duty. Charlie’s absorption of naval tradition is signalled by a series of cuts before the titles, in which he appears in various positions around TNWC02 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 75
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 a warship (at voice-pipes, looking out of a porthole, ringing the ship’s bell) reciting Nelson’s famous signal: ‘England – Expects – Every -Charlie – To Do – His -Duty!’ In his shore job, running the generators in the Wrens’ quarters, he gazes at a row of distinguished portraits (of Captain Bligh, Nelson, and Francis Drake) hanging in the boiler room, and dreams one day of being hailed as ‘Sir Charlie Drake’. After the Commander-in-Chief (Cecil Parker) has turned down the latest request for the Wrens to be allowed to go to sea, Wren ofﬁcer Anne Stephens (Anne Heywood) endures a barrage of patronising remarks from the captain of HMS Huntress. She decides to take over the ship and join in the current NATO exercises. Charlie gets caught up in the plan (after observing the girls’ callisthenics through a periscope from the cellar) and goes aboard the hijacked ship in drag. The male skeleton crew is quickly overpowered: on the lower decks, a conversation about mana- tees being mistaken for mermaids because of sailors’ ‘baser instincts’ is interrupted by the appearance of a member of the assault party, a Wren scuba diver. The efﬁciency with which the ship is seized is undermined by the sexist portrayal of the Wrens whilst at sea. They are shown sunbath- ing on deck, painting their nails, listening to music and fraternising with the male crew. Laundry is hung from the signal halyards. When Huntress is overhauled by another frigate, the Wrens need Charlie’s help to ‘man’ the guns and shoot down the other ship’s mast. Although, under Anne’s command, the ship surprises and torpedoes the American ﬂagship in the exercise, all the Wrens are incapacitated by seasickness in the storm that follows, and the male crew takes over for the voyage home. Instead of the expected scandal, upon their return they ﬁnd the Commander-in-Chief has been congratulated for his decision to allow the Wrens to participate in the exercise, and in future he will make renewed representations to ‘their Lordships’ to allow full sea duty for women. While Petticoat Pirates confronts the institutional prejudice and conservatism of the naval establishment (and anticipates the extension of sea duty to Wrens by more than twenty years), the ﬁlm’s own instinctive, contemporary sexism devalues any potential iconoclasm or innovation. The characterisation of male ofﬁcers as ineffectual chauvinists, and the offering of the Wrens as objects for Charlie’s and the viewer’s gaze, are mutually contradictory as well as uncompli- mentary to all branches of the Navy. The ﬁlm’s espousal of feminism is perfunctory, and its actual reinforcement of tradition registers in the Commander-in-Chief’s concluding toast to the Royal Navy. TNWC02 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 76
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Conclusion
In afﬁrming a detectable solidity in the relations of history and more-or- less historical ﬁlms, there is implied a no-nonsense theory of representa- tion in which a ﬂat screen, black-and-white photography, a family parade of extremely familiar and gloriously indistinguishable theatrical heroes and stars playing unknown warrior-heroes, and the direct gaze of unself- consciously English directors combine to tell true enough stories about real enough events.44
The perceived authenticity of and connection between post-war war ﬁlms and their audience belie their (re)manufacturing of war history for varying contemporary purposes. Through a decade of post-war cinema, and subsequently through repeated television broadcasts, British war ﬁlms of the 1950s became some of the most successful national ﬁlm products, and also entered the national consciousness as the common frame of reference on the conﬂict, particularly for later generations who did not experience it ﬁrst hand.45 Where some ﬁlms produce heroic, uncomplicated retransmissions of accepted versions of known events (The Battle of the River Plate, Sink the Bismarck!), others offer a painful, private and subjective vision of war experience which emphasises the compartmentalisation of the conﬂict, particularly in naval terms (The Gift Horse, The Cruel Sea). The categorisation of post-war war ﬁlms as self-congratulatory celebrations of victory is inadequate in view of this range. The remarkable aura of defeat and loss (seen in Bader’s personal struggle against injury, Gibson’s responsibility for the losses in the Dam Buster squadron, and the ignominious retreats which drive the narratives of Dunkirk and Ice Cold in Alex), is magniﬁed in some naval examples (The Cruel Sea, The Gift Horse, Above Us the Waves, The Ship That Died of Shame), and yet downplayed, dismissed or exulted in heroic terms in others (Sailor to the King, The Battle of the River Plate). Within this cycle of production, the ﬁlms addressing naval subjects display remarkable consistency, despite tonal differences. A continued convergence between the stylistic and structural characteristics of the wartime documentary feature and the drama-documentary basis of many naval ﬁlms is evident in several productions. Most embrace and examine the repercussions of the loss of a ship. Many equate this loss with defeat, irrespective of the outcomes of the operations the ﬁlms depict or of the war as a whole. The naval family, as deﬁned within the complement of a ship or by serving generations of a biological family, appears to be almost sustained by the losses it endures, as they register a commitment and continuity of service. As a result, the naval community becomes both emblematic of the nation, and detached from TNWC02 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 77
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 it as an experiential elite. What is seen to steel the individual pro- tagonist, and steer the entire naval community (even in examples of naval comedies) is the continuity of tradition, which is presented as a common cultural ground for the national cinema’s audience. HMS Huntress’ exasperated ﬁrst lieutenant unwittingly recognises Anne’s aspiration and motivation, when he describes her as ‘that lunatic woman on the bridge who thinks she’s Lord Nelson’. This consistency of cultural reference, which extends from the pre-war cinema to the early 1960s, unites naval representation in British national cinema. This unity of reference is all the more noticeable because of the virtual disappearance of the Navy and naval history as a subject of the British cinema in later decades.
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Hollywood and the one-ocean war
The contribution of the American ﬁlm industry to the war effort can be divided chronologically between preparatory propagandist ﬁlms made before the attack on Pearl Harbor, and combat ﬁlms made after it, and formally between non-ﬁction (newsreels, documentary and instructional ﬁlms) and feature ﬁlm productions. As in Britain, a con- voluted relationship between the propaganda arm of government and the ﬁlmmaking establishment was wrought to mobilise and exploit the entertainment industry for national purposes. Although factual ﬁlms occupied the majority of the industry’s wartime output, it was the feature ﬁlms which constituted the most visible, accessible and inﬂu- ential product for home and international audiences, and the ‘most potent weapon of war in Hollywood’s arsenal’.1 Consideration of the naval war ﬁlms produced in Hollywood both during and after the conﬂict must accommodate several formal, theoretical and historical issues. The proﬁciency of Hollywood in the production of genre ﬁlms was an advantage for the delivery of formu- laic war ﬁlms, which were in any case derived from pre-war generic staples. The suggested evolution of the combat ﬁlm, as an assimilation of documentary inﬂuences, a representation of early war incidents and a modiﬁcation of existing generic materials, is indicative of Hollywood’s adeptness and responsiveness, but the assumption of uniformity in the depiction of all the armed services presupposes a concomitant rigidity and standardisation. The difference of the Navy and naval war implies a representational subset. That said, despite the inclusion of all arms of the Navy (surface, sub-surface, aerial and amphibious) in ﬁlms depicting World War II, there is an overwhelming bias towards narratives relating to the Paciﬁc theatre, with few ﬁlms addressing the Navy’s (substantial) role in the Atlantic. Hollywood’s wartime war ﬁlms may have been ‘disposable as art’ at the time of their production, and appear ‘dubious as history’ in retro- spect.2 Considered en masse, and in concert with post-war productions, TNWC03 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 81
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 they nonetheless represent the American ﬁlm industry’s most prolonged and committed engagement ‘in documenting, and making, American history’.3 Representations of the US Navy’s war need to be extracted from this cycle of production, and distinguished from the combat ﬁlm model proposed by Basinger, in order for an estimation of their difference from the combat ﬁlm, and their similarity to British naval ﬁlms, to be reached and read.
The naval family As two of the ﬁlms at the core of Basinger’s deﬁnition of the combat ﬁlm, Stand By For Action (Robert Z. Leonard, 1943) and Destroyer (William A. Seiter, 1943) deserve closer examination in terms of their candidature for a naval war sub-genre. Within the discussion of wartime ﬁlmmaking and the distillation of the combat ﬁlm format, Basinger refers to Stand By For Action as little more than a vindic- atory exhibition of recurrent textual features displayed more consum- mately in ﬁlms about the other armed services (such as challenges to hierarchical authority; the depiction of a representative, cross-sectional military community; and the undertaking of a mission as a formative and informative journey, which reveals how and why the men and the country must ﬁght). Leonard’s ﬁlm shows the experiences of three naval ofﬁcers in the early months of the Paciﬁc War. Lieutenant Masterman (Robert Taylor), a blue-blooded Harvard graduate, enjoys his easy posting as an aide to Rear Admiral Thomas (Charles Laughton), who is in charge of the repairing and re-commissioning of warships in San Diego Navy Yard, until he meets Lieutenant Commander Roberts (Brian Donlevy).4 Masterman fails to act promptly on Roberts’ request for urgent repair work to his battle-damaged ship. Mischievously, he advises Roberts to ignore protocol and speak to the Admiral directly. Desperate to return to sea duty himself, and recognising Roberts as a veteran and former shipmate of World War I, Thomas gives him command of USS Warren, a decommissioned destroyer being refurbished in the yard, and assigns the reluctant Masterman as executive ofﬁcer. Thomas presents him with the challenge of gaining shipboard experience: ‘You’ve missed a lot of fun, a lot of Navy, the real Navy that doesn’t ﬂoat on salt water but on a man’s blood stream.’ When Roberts and Masterman ﬁrst visit the destroyer, they meet her sole occupant, former Chief Yeoman Johnson (Walter Brennan), who served on the Warren from her ﬁrst commission in 1916 to her (and his) retirement from service, and has remained on board as a civilian TNWC03 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 82
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 caretaker. Against Roberts’ advice, Masterman encourages Johnson to re-enlist despite his age, in order to serve aboard his ship again. Masterman disobeys Roberts again when Johnson is injured in a storm, reducing speed without permission in order to aid Johnson’s recovery and making Warren late for a rendezvous with Thomas’ ﬂagship. Although Masterman makes mistakes in his new role, his humane approach softens Roberts’ rigid discipline, just as the commander’s lead- ership instructs and inspires him in turn. When Roberts is wounded, Masterman takes command during an engagement with a Japanese bat- tleship, and saves a convoy and Thomas’ damaged cruiser. Stand By For Action opens with images of the Pearl Harbor attack, which are followed by scenes of increasing war production of ships, planes and tanks, and the recruitment and training of new servicemen. The girding of the nation for war is matched by Masterman’s edu- cation in duty at the hands of Roberts and Thomas, but this process is balanced by his unorthodox inﬂuence upon them. Conventions iden- tiﬁed by Basinger, such as the presence of an antagonist for the hero, the cross-section of ages and backgrounds among characters, the com- pletion of a mission/voyage as learning experience and the exploration of conﬂicts in authority, are thus present in modiﬁed forms. Although its incorporation of such generic features is used as conﬁrmation of their signiﬁcance in the combat ﬁlm, Stand By For Action also provides evidence of the dissimilarity of naval ﬁlms from Basinger’s deﬁnition. It exhibits an exaggeration of the noted tendency towards domestic activity and familial interaction aboard ships and submarines, through the contrivance of the Warren picking up survivors from a torpedoed ship, including two pregnant women and twenty children. Basinger notes that, in contrast to the emphasis upon ﬁghting in the platoon-centred combat ﬁlm, this episode epitomises the naval ﬁlm’s punctuation of combat with domestic interludes:
The sailors have to feed babies, rig cribs for them to sleep in, diaper them, and of course deliver the two new recruits . . . [giving] a clear statement about removing the men of the destroyer from their traditional military concerns and restoring them to the concerns of the American home front.5
Within Basinger’s analysis, Stand By For Action is distinguished as a naval ﬁlm from the purer examples of the combat genre by such domestic distractions, and a related decrease in the depiction of combat. However, reading the scenes involving the women and babies aboard USS Warren as substitutes for combat, and references to peacetime and civilian life, overlooks their allusive function. TNWC03 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 83
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The presence of women and children aboard ship gives rise to some farcical scenes, as Masterman has to arrange their accommodation, and sailors with experience of childbirth and child care are sought amongst the crew. Roberts uses the occasion to test and tease Masterman, by pointing out that the executive ofﬁcer is responsible for all the ship’s company, including their unexpected guests. However, the addition of the women and children to the crew is not so much a reassertion of the domestic sphere as an extension of the deﬁnition of navy personnel, and the symbolic service ‘family’. The women and children are refugees from Honolulu, and are in fact the spouses and offspring of Navy servicemen. The assault on Pearl Harbor referred to in the opening scenes is thus reconnected with both the threat to America and American families in general, and with the damage caused to the Navy in particular. Consequently, the incongruity of the presence of women and children aboard the Warren is overridden by recognition of their status within a broader naval community. Admiral Thomas, who takes a keen interest in the survivors, endorses fully the Warren’s expanded deﬁnition of a ship’s company, by offering advice during the second mother’s difﬁcult labour: he recommends the custom of naval midwifery from the days of sail (when women often travelled on ships with their husbands) of ﬁring the guns to leeward to help get the ‘launching’ underway. The Admiral’s recitation of naval tradition, ﬁrst seen in his nostalgic interview with Roberts, is expressed fully in the re-commissioning ceremony for the Warren. In his speech, Thomas evokes the example of the US Navy’s greatest hero, John Paul Jones, and his famous action aboard the Bon Homme Richard, and calls upon Warren’s crew to match this example with their own ship:
You make up its crew: regulars, reservists, recruits. As you pull together, as you become a smoothly functioning machine, as through your spirit you make this ship live, so will our country live. The inspiration of such precedents is seen to be necessary, to unite the disparate crew members (Roberts and Johnson, who were retired from service in the interwar period, reservists like Masterman called up for the new conﬂict, and inexperienced recruits like Lindsay [Richard Quine], the ship’s young ensign) and to rejuvenate the Warren, a ship from the last war whose service record (which Johnson knows by heart) is enshrined on a plaque. The honouring and resurrection of the old (sailors and ships of the past) becomes instrumental in the induction and education of the new (instructing young recruits in past traditions and inspiring them for the present conﬂict). Masterman remains sceptical, TNWC03 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 84
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 but his captain also uses the example of John Paul Jones, only half- ironically, to galvanise him. Emulating previous generations becomes the key to bringing the Warren to readiness, and proving her in battle. The potential for Oedipal conﬂict between the ofﬁcers is sidestepped, when the Warren defends the convoy and Thomas’ ﬂagship from attack by a Japanese battleship. Masterman objects to Roberts’ plans for a torpedo attack, as this poses a risk to the survivors aboard the Warren, but when Roberts is wounded, Masterman takes command, overrules similar objections raised by Lindsay, and succeeds in sinking the enemy vessel. Under the gaze of the grandfather (Thomas) and father (Roberts) ﬁgures, and aided by Johnson (who, delirious because of a head wound, believes he is re-ﬁghting the Warren’s World War I battles), Masterman honours the examples of the past, and meets the demands of the present. The ﬁlms ends with Roberts, Masterman and Johnson receiving the Navy Cross from Admiral Thomas, and the latest battle honour being added to Warren’s plaque. Within this thematic framework of tradition facilitating education, the dismissal of the inclusion of the women and children on domestic or comedic grounds ignores the signiﬁcance of their identity (their belong- ing on board as part of an extended naval family) and the parallels of nurturing, education and induction into tradition present in the ﬁlm’s narrative (as Thomas tests Roberts, Roberts challenges Masterman, and Masterman acts in the same way towards Lindsay when he assumes command). Numerous generations, from Thomas and Johnson to the offspring of current navy ﬂiers and from the Bon Homme Richard to the Warren, are recalled from the past, engaged in the present, and projected into the future of the Navy’s existence. A similar two-way process of education operates in Destroyer. A new destroyer, USS John Paul Jones, is ordered to replace another ship of the same name recently lost in action. Steve ‘Baldy’ Boleslavski (Edward G. Robinson), a shipyard welder who served on the ﬁrst John Paul Jones, badgers his co-workers to build the ship to the highest possible standard, to honour the name and reputation of its predecessor (earned in action against the Germans in the previous war, and against the Japanese in the current conﬂict). He watches his daughter Mary (Marguerite Chapman) christen the new ship, and is inspired to re-enlist himself, but has to pull strings in order to be assigned to ‘his’ ship. His obsessiveness leads to conﬂict, as he reassumes his old rank but his traditional outlook and training prove out of step with the modern navy. He clashes with the younger sailor Donohue (Glenn Ford), who TNWC03 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 85
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 would be Chief Boatswain’s Mate but for Baldy’s intrusion, over his ignorance and bluster, and the ship’s inefﬁciency. Donohue also courts Mary, who asks him to help her father overcome his arrogance, to avoid his being put off the ship. However, the conﬂict between the two men worsens, the ship fails its trials and Baldy is demoted, but he prefers to serve under Donohue than leave the ship. Despite his humiliation, he forestalls a group of young sailors transferring off the ship by recounting the hallowed story of their namesake. Their renewed commitment is rewarded when the ship is damaged in action. Baldy’s welding skills save the ship, and in return she sinks a Japanese sub- marine and shoots down six aircraft. With failing health, he is now forced to accept a posting ashore, and ruefully passes the care of the ship (and his daughter) into Donohue’s hands. Stand By For Action and Destroyer may appear to be incomplete examples of the contemporary combat ﬁlm genre, but their divergent characteristics (emphasis upon domesticity, inspiration from history and the importance of ongoing traditions) reﬂect their proper cate- gorisation within a naval war ﬁlm sub-genre. Far from distancing the destroyer’s men from their service life and reclaiming the domestic space of the ship for the home front, the presence of the survivors aboard the Warren reafﬁrms the insularity of the naval community and the continuity of its tradition, with the threatened families of the present war recalling the shipboard population of the honoured past. In com- parison with Johnson in Stand By For Action, Baldy displays the same intense emotional connection to his ship, but without any humility of service. He is forced to recognise, as is Donohue, that it is his spirit rather than his skills which are useful to the new navy. Emphasis upon the importance of naval tradition, in comparison with a similar stress in British examples, emerges as a highly-relevant component in the naval war ﬁlm. Naval history is seen to be synonymous with national history in terms of its unifying, patriotic functions, but at the same time serves to distinguish a naval community as a naval cognoscenti, fully formed and informed by privileged access to a speciﬁc history and heritage. Where in land war ﬁlms, ﬁghting new wars on old battlegrounds (as seen in Go Tell the Spartans; Ted Post, 1977, and The Big Red One; Samuel Fuller, 1980) is redolent of futility and defeat, in naval ﬁlms to serve in a renowned ship (or in a ship which perpetuates a renowned name) connects its crew with an ennobling heritage. Reclaiming Stand By For Action and Destroyer from the combat genre, and re-commissioning them as naval war ﬁlms, adds appreciably to the sense of what constitutes a uniquely naval text. TNWC03 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 86
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They Were Expendable (1945): ‘spirited episodes in a brave losing battle’6
In production before the end of the war but not released until after the cessation of hostilities, John Ford’s They Were Expendable bears comparison with In Which We Serve as the deﬁnitive naval war ﬁlm and tribute to the US Navy. Like Coward’s production, Ford’s ﬁlm recreated recognisable historical ﬁgures and events, centred on a story of abject defeat, and beneﬁted from the director’s unique relationship with the service. His privileged status as a ﬁlmmaker in navy uniform granted him unique projects and cooperative arrangements with the US Navy.7 He was specially commissioned to make a ﬁlm about Lt. John Bulkeley, commander of Motor Torpedo Boat Squadron 3, and his unit’s heroic actions during the defence of the Philippines.8 Bulkeley became a national hero because of his part in the campaign, and the record of the squadron’s operations was published during the conﬂict.9 Robert Montgomery, himself a navy reservist, starred in the ﬁlm as the ﬁction- alised John Brickley. The ﬁlm recounts the exploits of the squadron’s six PT-boats from the start of the Paciﬁc war to the evacuation of key personnel before the fall of the Philippines. In line with the thematic frameworks of education and institutional orthodoxy apparent in Destroyer and Stand by For Action, the ﬁlm shows the condescension with which the ‘new’ PT-boats are treated, and their unexpectedly crucial contribution to operations when conventional forces are ineffective or unavailable. The bravado of the boats’ exercises after the title sequence is dispelled by the disregard of a watching admiral.10 Although he is disappointed by the admiral’s disdain, Brickley’s belief in the boats’ potential, and their future as upholders of naval resistance and tradition in war, is encapsulated in a close-up of his face and a connected point-of-view shot which shows PT-41 with the ‘Old Glory’ ﬂying from her jackstaff. The dismissal of the new also accompanies the injudicious discarding of the old. The Admiral’s indifference also prompts Brickley’s subordin- ate ‘Rusty’ Ryan (John Wayne) to apply for a transfer out of the unit. Mulcahy (Ward Bond) proposes a toast to the retiring ‘Doc’ (Jack Pennick), who is held up as an example for the young sailors because of his thirty years of ‘tough and good’ navy service. The newest recruits imbibe this tradition as they toast Doc with milk rather than alcohol. When news of Pearl Harbor is announced, unity is reasserted: Ryan screws up his application form and Doc returns to full service. Although the events it portrays occurred only four years earlier, the ﬁlm is characterised by a melancholy retrospection, as if the distance TNWC03 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 87
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 from which history is reviewed exaggerates the perceived loss of insti- tutions and values that support the navy men, as well as the loss of their lives. This sense of bereavement is made palpable by Larsen’s (Harry Tenbrook) and Brickley’s repeated longing for the Arizona to ‘come steam- ing up the bay’ to their aid. The similarity of the ﬁlm to In Which We Serve, which depicts comparable losses and defeats in the more recent past, underlines its unsuitability to the mood of the post-war audience, and its coincidence with the emphasis upon tradition and retrenchment in the auteur’s canon:
What could have seemed more perverse than Ford’s celebration of gallant defeat in the aftermath of glorious victory? It was as if the director had become nostalgic for certain values he felt slipping away irretrievably in the noisily opportunistic postwar [sic] world. Indeed, there was something anachronistic back in 1945 in Ford’s invocations of unquestioning self- sacriﬁce, a dogged devotion to duty, an ingrained sense of responsibility, and a transcendental faith in a nation’s worthiness to accept the fearsome sacriﬁces of its expended individuals.11
Although the sailor’s stoicism and professionalism are matched by the beleaguered medical personnel on Corregidor, the boats’ actions appear remote from the rest of the war through their treatment in vignettes. In noting the continuities in ideology and deﬁnitions of masculinity which They Were Expendable shares with other Ford ﬁlms, Joseph McBride and Michael Wilmington also identify the detachment of the sailors (from the rest of the Navy, the country they ostensibly represent, and even the depersonalised enemy) as a monkish solipsism, and the attendant elevation of their struggle to a spiritual plane.12 During their extended delaying action against the Japanese advance, the PT-boats are seen to perform miracles, shooting down attacking air- craft, torpedoing cruisers many time their size, and evacuating General MacArthur with his staff and family.13 Their achievements presage ultimate victory, but their futility in contemporary terms increases the group’s remoteness from all other units in the conﬂict. As in The Cruel Sea and In Which We Serve, the squadron’s missions constitute a private war, recorded dispassionately via the steadily lengthening squadron scoreboard and the episodic narrative structure. Their sorties accumulate victories, but also increase their losses, through a steady attrition of boats and crews. The unity of the group and unanimity in their cause is strained by Ryan’s discontent under Brickley’s leadership, which demands the same patient obedience from his men as he displays to his superiors. Ryan’s individualism and dissatisfaction at being kept from action by TNWC03 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 88
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 a hand injury (caused when the wheel of his boat ‘metaphorically spins out of control’14) are more aggressive displays of frustration than Brickley allows himself, even in private conversation with the admiral. Instead, orders and opinions are transmitted with the same reticence and understatement exhibited by the scoreboard. The crews of boats excluded from missions react with banal indifference to the tall tales brought back by the victorious sailors, and Brickley’s response to Ensign Gardner’s (Marshall Thompson) contrition at the loss of his boat is as concise and emotionless: ‘Couldn’t be helped. Paid off.’ Where stoicism and euphemism meet is in the ﬁnal congregation of squadron members around the hospital bed of a dying comrade: they pretend not to know he is dying, and he pretends not to notice their act, but he admits to Brickley alone that he knows and is at peace with his fate. The trauma of loss, which is central to the narratives of British wartime naval ﬁlms, haunts They Were Expendable in the repetition of boats grounded, bombed and destroyed. While the loss of PT-31 is contained in a brief and shocking scene, the destruction of Ryan’s PT-34 absorbs an entire, symbolic sequence. Running aground after being strafed by aircraft, the boat bursts into ﬂames while the wounded Larsen is carried ashore. As Larsen dies, the boat explodes, showering Ryan with lachrymal spray as he stands dejectedly on the beach, while Gardner retrieves the Stars and Stripes from the wreckage. The ﬁlm’s frequent repetition of scenes of severance and grief leads inexorably towards the ﬁnal act when, once the sole surviving boat (Brickley’s own PT-41) has been handed over to the Army, Brickley and Ryan are ordered to make what is, paradoxically, the greatest sacriﬁce: to be evacuated from the islands and leave their men to death or imprisonment. Just as their sacriﬁcial service to date has been no more than a ‘job’ they must do, so Brickley’s and Ryan’s evacuation is part of the greater ‘job’ of preparing to return and retake the islands, which must take precedence over personal choice. The departing plane, seen from the ground by the abandoned crewmen, seems to carry the ofﬁcers heavenwards, to the accompaniment of the ‘Battle Hymn of the Republic’. Loyalty to the naval family can demand not only sacriﬁce, but the annihilation of the family to save the service. The other notable ﬁlmic treatment of the PT-boats’ war is PT-109 (Leslie H. Martinson, 1963). The sainted individual in this case is again the boat’s captain, Lt. John F. Kennedy (Cliff Robertson). The ﬁlm crafts an idealised picture of the future president, who exhibits Brickley’s virtues of paternalistic care, courage and patience combined with the attrac- tive youthfulness and irresponsibility of the PT ‘jockeys’. Kennedy’s war TNWC03 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 89
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 record is depicted in an episodic format similar to They Were Expendable, including his last-minute rescue of a trapped patrol on Choiseul, and his resourcefulness in saving his crew after PT-109 is rammed by a Japanese destroyer. Ford’s model of age nurturing and instructing youth is reversed in Kennedy’s clashes with the older Commander Ritchie (James Gregory), a World War I veteran responsible for the boats’ maintenance and readi- ness. Just like ‘Baldy’ in Destroyer, Ritchie is upbraided for his failure to understand the new navy which the young PT-boat crews represent. What lies behind Ritchie’s intolerance is the secret of his failure to ever see combat, in either war: ironically, it is through his presence on Kennedy’s boat that he gets his chance, shooting down an enemy plane. In return, Ritchie refuses to give up hope for the return of PT-109 after she is reported missing, and bridles at younger ofﬁcers who assume she is lost with all hands. In a reversal of his previous anxiety for the craft at the hands of her young captain (and in contradiction of the emotion with which ships are generally invested), he declares: ‘Those boats have a deck on ’em, and men stand on those decks ...I don’t want the deck back, I want the men that were standing on it.’ This treasuring of the human resource, evinced in Kennedy’s cherish- ing of his men and mirrored in Ritchie’s faith and guardianship, runs contrary to the mythology (of ships before men) which characterises They Were Expendable and nearly every other naval war ﬁlm. This can perhaps be explained through recognition of the ﬁlm’s manipulation of the stature enjoyed by ship’s captains in ﬁlms, in the light of Kennedy’s political persona: ‘Ask not what your captain has done for you; ask what you can do for your captain.’ The distinction between regular and wartime navy personnel in PT-109, with the older generation reaching it full potential through the inﬂuence of the new, has more in common with the egalitarianism of army ﬁlms, and reverses the predominant conservative emphasis in naval ﬁlms generally and Ford’s elegy in particular:
It is interesting that both Ford and Hawks (Air Force) dealt with profes- sional soldiers whereas Wellman and Milestone (A Walk in the Sun) dealt with citizen soldiers . . . It was the difference between believing that the war had conserved the old values, and afﬁrming that the war had created new ones . . . between going back and going forward.15
In its overwhelming conservatism, and its catechism of the qualities, duties, commitments and sacriﬁces inherent in naval service, They Were Expendable represents the quintessential naval war ﬁlm. TNWC03 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 90
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‘We are the Fleet’: Task Force (1949)
The history of US naval aviation, from its inception to the arrival of jet aircraft, is recounted through documentary footage and ﬁctional characters in Task Force (Delmer Daves, 1949). Authentic ﬁlm of the development of the aircraft carrier over a quarter of a century (beginning with USS Langley in the 1920s, and incorporating colour newsreels for World War II), forms the background to the story of Lt. (later Captain and Admiral) Scott (Gary Cooper), and his experience in and advocacy for carrier aviation in peace and war. Scott’s career takes him from shipboard service to postings ashore, from Washington to the Naval Academy at Annapolis, and his voice-over accompanies the factual footage which paraphrases the battles of Midway and Okinawa, providing a personal and institutional history. Although the events of World War II are the deﬁnitive experiences of his service, every aspect of Scott’s life (and that of his wife) is related to naval projects, parlance and personalities. As a junior ofﬁcer in the early 1920s, Scott is sent to Washington with Commander Pete Richards (Walter Brennan) to plead the case for the Navy’s aviation arm. Instead of being presented to the Secretary of the Navy as planned, he meets up with Mary (Jane Wyatt), the widow of a fellow pilot, and clashes with Bentley (Stanley Ridges), an isolationist newspaper mogul, who promises to block any attempts to increase funding for naval aviation. After a chastening shore job, Scott is allowed to return to sea, but has to re-qualify as a carrier pilot, having lost time to the younger ﬂyers. After marrying Mary, he is sent to be an instructor at Annapolis, where his attempts to spread the gospel of aviation incur the wrath of surface ship ofﬁcers. Their married quarters at Annapolis boast a portrait of Admiral Dewey, hero of the Spanish-American War. Scott wonders if he ever lived here: Mary’s prophetic belief prompts her to declare, ‘some day, they’ll say Admiral Scott lived here!’ As a Navy wife, Mary epitomises the extension of uniformed service to spouses and families and the shared status this infers. At an Annapolis ball, a junior ofﬁcer remarks, ‘there’s not a midshipman at the Academy who wouldn’t like to serve with your husband,’ to which she replies, ‘I’m sure if I were a midshipman I’d feel the same way, I’m lucky enough to be his wife.’ When Scott is tempted to leave the service and take a better-paid civilian job, she expresses anger and shame, knowing that they will ‘lose more leaving the Navy’ than they will gain outside it. He relents, and after seeking reassurance that nothing has changed (‘we’re still in the Navy?’), she demands he give her an order, TNWC03 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 91
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 so that she can respond with an ‘aye aye sir’. Her enlistment is matched by the absorption of other spouses into the service’s cause, conﬂicts, and mannerisms. Another ofﬁcer’s wife dies at Pearl Harbor, and while she waits for news after the Battle of Midway, Mary is joined by another Navy wife worried about her husband. Mary asks her to lend a hand with making up beds so they can wait together, to which the other woman answers, ‘Wilco’. The unwavering support the spouses offer, and the risks they share with their husbands, demonstrate the pervasiveness and uniformity of the naval family. If Mary ﬁnally has a rival for Scott’s affections when he is given command of his own carrier, naval aviation is shown to have more than just its wartime adversaries to conquer. After Midway but before the ﬁnal battles in the Paciﬁc, Scott and Richards again face political pressure when they represent their service to a Senate Armed Services committee. Bentley, now a senator, points out that all of the Navy’s carriers bar the Enterprise have been sunk in the war to date, and insists he will oppose any further construction. Scott and Richards maintain that only the carrier can win the war against Japan: ‘the only trouble with carriers is we don’t have enough of them’. This episode maintains the ﬁlm’s missionary devotion to its subject, through the placing of the US Navy and its carriers as constant underdogs. At the end of the 1920s, Scott’s voice-over laments that there are ‘twenty million cars’ in America, but only ‘78 ﬁghter planes in the Navy’. Aboard the Yorktown before Midway, when Scott asks Richards ‘When do we rendezvous with the ﬂeet?’, the Admiral points out ‘we are the ﬂeet!’ At Okinawa, the task force which can muster only ‘600 ﬁghters against 2000 enemy planes’, and Scott’s ship is virtually destroyed by kamikaze attacks. However, this general emphasis on the beleaguered Navy, and the scene of the clash in the senate committee in particular, owe more to the politics of the post-war world than the circumstances of 1943. Rather, the scene connects with contemporary controversies, relating to the reshaping of America’s armed services in the nuclear age. Both the Navy and the Marine Corps were declared obsolete by proponents of a nuclear-armed US Air Force, who eventually caused the cancellation of the Navy’s ﬁrst post-war ‘super-carrier’. These attacks on the Navy from within the American military establishment led in 1949 to highly public resignations, and the so-called ‘Admiral’s Revolt’.16 Given that the ﬁlm offers strong support for the Navy’s cause, and that because of its reliance of location shooting and docu- mentary footage, it required extensive Navy assistance, the topicality of the scene showing an admiral’s revolt with a wartime justiﬁca- tion becomes obvious. It has even been suggested that the ﬁlm’s release TNWC03 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 92
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 date was altered to coincide with the Navy’s congressional battles over its future.17 The dissenting voices in this scene cannot challenge the chorus of voices in favour of naval aviation which run through the ﬁlm. Besides Scott’s voice-over, additional commentaries are given by Mary, by pilots at Midway and air controllers at Okinawa. These voices are not arranged in a hierarchy of discourses, but instead insist upon the discourse of the Navy’s hierarchy, propounding the twin creeds of the continuity of tradition and the evolution of technology. The ﬁlm’s use of ﬂashback adds to this sense of predestination. Despite the threats to its existence contained in the narrative, the ﬁlm’s history of naval aviation follows a natural, and inevitable progression, in concert with Scott’s marriage and career: all are devoted to the Navy’s cause, and are combined in an equivalent to the pre-eminent collaborative naval team identiﬁed in the title. The appearance of jet aircraft, heralding the next stage in carrier development, as Scott retires, pro- vides an assurance of the Navy’s continuity as a service and a community in tradition and change.
The rule of the father The appearance of dissent against natural leaders in the combat ﬁlm which is noted by Basinger, and the potential for Oedipal conﬂict in the war genre identiﬁed by Neale, assume a special signiﬁcance in the portrayals of opposition to patriarchal authority in the naval ﬁlm.18 Any criticism aimed at the venerated ﬁgure of the captain is destabilising, and the escalation of insubordination to the threat of supplanting the captain through mutiny threatens the order and reputation of the establishment itself. In both British and American examples, there may be some tentative testing of the boundaries of the captain’s authority (in the wardroom complaints in The Gift Horse, or in Ryan’s chaﬁng against Brickley’s restraint in They Were Expendable). However, some notable post-war American ﬁlms (The Caine Mutiny; Edward Dmytryk, 1954; Mister Roberts; John Ford and Mervyn LeRoy, 1955; Away All Boats!; Joseph Pevney, 1956; and In Harm’s Way; Otto Preminger, 1965) foreground the contestation of the captain’s rule (and right to rule) to varying ways. In Task Force, Scott’s travails against the establishment throughout his career lead ultimately to his vindication, promotion and assimilation within the hierarchy. By contrast, these ﬁlms locate discontent and inefﬁciency within the ofﬁcer corps and aboard individual ships, and by holding the captain responsible appear to encour- age and justify conspiracy against him. The fact that all these ﬁlms (even TNWC03 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 93
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Dmytryk’s, despite the titular inclusion of the abhorred word ‘mutiny’) received the Navy’s cooperation in production, prompts an analysis of their interrogation, undermining and eventual vindication of symbolic naval authority.19 The concentration on a junior ofﬁcer’s encounters with different embodiments of captaincy, carried over from novel to ﬁlm, makes The Caine Mutiny an apt example for Oedipal interpretation. Ensign Keith’s (Robert Francis) spurning of maternal authority in his private life runs parallel to his search for admirable father ﬁgures during his active service. His ﬁrst impressions of USS Caine and her captain are unfavourable: he is disillusioned by her physical state, and by the casual indifference of Commander De Vriess (Tom Tully). After eighteen months of active service, the Caine has been relegated to the ‘junkyard navy’. Lt. Keefer (Fred MacMurray), another war-service ofﬁcer, is even more caustic, describing her as an ‘outcast ship, manned by outcasts’ who must do ‘penance’. When Keith suggests that Keefer does not like the Navy, Keefer lays the blame on the ship, and by implication the captain’s leadership: ‘Who called the Caine the Navy?’ The captain’s denial of responsibil- ity for the state of his command is contained in his gift from the ship’s company upon his departure, a watch he says he will run half-an-hour slow to remind him of the Caine’s crew. In contrast to the laxity of De Vriess, Captain Queeg is a disciplinarian, who impresses Keith (‘He’s certainly Navy’) but worries Keefer (‘So was Captain Bligh’). However, during a target-towing exercise, Queeg forgets his own helm orders while reprimanding Keith and Keefer over the crew’s poor appearance. The ship steams in a full circle and cuts its own tow line, but Queeg denies responsibility and also refuses to turn back to recover the lost target. During an amphibious operation, as the Caine escorts landing craft to the beach, Queeg orders the ship to turn away under ﬁre, abandoning the assault craft too early. The captain’s increasingly erratic and repres- sive behaviour destroys morale aboard the ship. The ofﬁcer’s make up a song about Queeg’s cowardice, and the crew fail in drills. Following Keefer’s suggestion, the executive ofﬁcer Lt. Maryk (Van Johnson) keeps a diary of Queeg’s psychotic episodes, but when the ofﬁcers resolve to take their complaints to Admiral Halsey, Keefer backs down, saying that the Caine is not the ‘real Navy’, and their claims will never be believed. When Maryk, supported by Keith and Keefer, relieves Queeg of command to save the ship in a typhoon, a court martial ensues. On the stand, Keefer betrays Maryk, and the defence council, Lt. Greenwald (José Ferrer), is forced to ‘torpedo’ Queeg by calling the captain’s sanity, rather than his courage, into question: TNWC03 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 94
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The defence assumes that no man who rises to command a United States naval ship can possibly be a coward, and that therefore if he commits questionable acts under ﬁre, the explanations must be elsewhere.
Queeg reveals his mental collapse in testimony, but the vindication of the Caine’s ofﬁcers evaporates under Greenwald’s contempt. He scorns them for abandoning Queeg, failing to support him in the ‘family’ of the ship and also, most damningly, forgetting that regular ofﬁcers had protected the country before the war, while the other ofﬁcers were pur- suing proﬁtable civilian careers. As Keith comes to recognise their guilt, Greenwald advocates putting Keefer, the ‘author of the Caine mutiny’ who hated the Navy ‘from the beginning’, on trial in place of Queeg. The ﬁlm’s condemnation of the captain and the exercising of irrational and unjust authority is defused by the redirection of blame onto the irresponsible intellectual Keefer, the non-conformist and fundamentally uncommitted ex-civilian. The symbolic storm, the embodiment of the Oedipal struggle, is also rendered impotent by the sympathy evoked for Queeg in the court, where he is condemned by his subordinates but forgiven if not absolved by his peers. Although the narrative spans Keith’s progression to maturity, his admission of guilt and indebtedness after the trial is succeeded by his obvious satisfaction in being posted to De Vriess’ new ship. Rather than shattering the order of hierarchy, the mutiny and Keith’s experience reconﬁrm it, as he recognises and welcomes his permitted position within it. The blaming of wartime civilians in uniform for the failings of naval ofﬁcers is also detectable in Mister Roberts. Despite an even more unsympathetic portrait of command in Captain Morton (James Cagney), and the equation of his vindictive authority with the ‘malig- nant growth’ of fascism, the Navy as an institution is exonerated because he is described as an ex-merchant navy captain who uses naval service for self-aggrandisement. By contrast, the titular character Lt. Roberts (Henry Fonda) represents the ideal ofﬁcer, embodying personal courage, consideration for the crew and commitment to the conduct of the war. The stores ship Reluctant excels in its menial role in rear areas because of Roberts’ dedication. Roberts’ death off-screen ensures that the utterly isolated captain constitutes the only visible adversary, for Roberts and for Ensign Pulver (Jack Lemmon), inspired by his example. Again, the institutional critique suggested by the demonisation of the patriarch is disarmed by the positive portrayal of the service as a whole (in the skylarking crew) and in the person of the ﬂawless, self-sacriﬁcial ofﬁcer. TNWC03 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 95
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The unglamorous occupation of the Reluctant is mirrored in the vital but auxiliary troop-transporting role of USS Belinda in Away All Boats! The unmilitary appearance of the ship and the background of her ofﬁcers in the merchant marine contrast with the combat experience and aspiration of her commander, Captain Hawks (Jeff Chandler). His unstinting demands on ofﬁcers and crew are comparable with Richard Widmark’s characterisations of war veteran captains in Hell and High Water (Samuel Fuller, 1954) and The Bedford Incident (James B. Harris, 1965). In an echo of Destroyer, the Belinda is introduced through a con- versation between an old timer (John McIntire) who helped to build her and Lt. MacDougall (George Nader) who is joining her crew. The old timer recognises him as a former merchant navy captain who has given up ‘two stripes’ to be in the Navy and serve on this ship. The inexperienced ofﬁcers gall Hawks with their mistakes, and cause tensions in the wardroom. The captain is aware of MacDougall’s sacriﬁce of status, but seeks to exploit it to improve the ship’s efﬁciency, by moving him from his post controlling the ship’s landing craft to allow him to supervise the training of the deck ofﬁcers. When MacDougall protests, Hawks offers his own disappointment (he wanted command of a cruiser) for comparison, but through the Belinda excelling at what she does, he hopes to earn the ship of his choice. Imperceptibly, Hawks’ jealous guarding of authority gives way to trust and pride in his ship, though life aboard becomes strained by an unbroken string of landing operations without liberty. When the captain diverts resources and man-hours to the construction of a sailing boat for himself, the crew and ofﬁcers react angrily to his selﬁshness, but MacDougall understands and explains that Hawks has deliberately created a target for the crew’s hatred, in order to stop them ﬁghting amongst themselves. Later the men are proud of the sailing boat when Hawks takes it around the ﬂeet anchorage to arouse the jealousy of other captains. However, Hawks’ sacriﬁce of everything for the ship’s efﬁciency and reputation also engulfs MacDougall, when the captain admits he has blocked his chances of a command, in order to keep him on the Belinda. Following an accident, Hawks’ failing health compels him to hold MacDougall, but he is motivated now by his love of the ship rather than the desire for advancement through it. During the ﬁnal landing operations of the war at Okinawa, the ship is hit by kamikaze aircraft and Hawks is mortally wounded. MacDougall’s leadership keeps the ship aﬂoat, but the captain’s obscure words, that the ‘children must help the mother’, give him the idea to use the ship’s boats to tow her to safety. Hawks dies only when the ship drops anchor. TNWC03 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 96
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The ﬂeeting maternal characterisation of the ship is critical to the Oedipal drama the ﬁlm contains. Hawks’ domineering and utilitar- ian ownership of the Belinda transforms into the same devotion MacDougall has for the ship. This permits a voluntary relinquishing of control, rather than a destructive supplanting of the father in order to validate the son. Hawks in effect performs the paternalistic role of Sergeant Stryker (John Wayne) in The Sands of Iwo Jima (Allan Dwan, 1949), in creating an ethos and an arena in which his subordinates can prove themselves. MacDougall’s preferred status is shown in his posi- tion as translator of the patriarch’s will (in relation to the building of the captain’s sailing boat, and his acquisition of a pet monkey), to his disgruntled and imperceptive peers. Because of the son’s efforts, and the father’s last symbolic instruction, the ship is saved and the rule of the father is maintained, in the transfer of traditional authority. The patriarch’s vindication in offering an example in sacriﬁce is mirrored in In Harm’s Way. The ﬁlm spans the ﬁrst two years of the Paciﬁc War through the experiences of three Navy ofﬁcers. Because of his wife’s inﬁdelities while he is at sea, Commander Eddington (Kirk Douglas) squanders his career through alcoholism. Lt. MacConnell (Tom Tryon) distinguishes himself in taking his ship to sea without her captain and sinking a Japanese submarine on the morning of Pearl Harbor. Captain Rockwell Torrey (John Wayne) loses his command when his ship is torpedoed, but recognition of his worth leads to his promotion to ﬂag rank, his leadership of an island invasion, and his command of a task force in a crucial engagement. The sprawling narrative is illustrative of the ‘soap operatic’ tenden- cies of the naval drama, and its scope and melodramatic emphases anticipate later epics such as Battle of Midway (Jack Smight, 1976) and Pearl (Hy Averback, Alexander Singer, 1978). The prolonged character studies and non-combat related conﬂict compartmentalise scenes of battle, and endow them with a moral or metaphysical value which differs from their nationalistic justiﬁcation in wartime productions. War is shown to be the beadle and vengeance of character faults revealed or indicted in private life, just as it is the proof and substantiation of courage and professional virtue. Torrey’s respectful courtship of Maggie (Patricia Neal), a mature navy nurse, is juxtaposed against his estranged son’s clumsy attempts at seducing her roommate Anna Lee (Jill Haworth). Similarly, his perceptive reading of the current strategic situation from his desk job leads to his promotion to admiral, in order to correct past mistakes with his leadership. Other parallels and con- trasts (such as Torrey being pilloried for the damage his ship sustains at Pearl Harbor, but congratulated, despite the loss of the same ship, TNWC03 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 97
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 for his climactic Pyrrhic victory) evince not only a pattern of predesti- nation, but also a cumulative validation of his life and career. The certainty and righteousness of Torrey’s path is placed in higher relief next to the failings of others. Despite Torrey’s patronage, Eddington proves irredeemable when he rapes Anna Lee in a sublimated revenge against his wife. When Anna Lee commits suicide, Eddington undertakes as unauthorised reconnaissance mission, providing a vital sighting of the Japanese ﬂeet. Although he is killed on this suicidal mission, Torrey, aware of the circumstances, refuses to recommend him for a posthumous decoration. Torrey’s son Jere (Brandon De Wilde) earns his father’s contempt, since he has joined the Navy only with thoughts of post-war advancement. However, after seeing his father in command, Jere abjures his self-serving superiors, volunteers for a combat posting, and is killed in the ﬁnal battle. Again, as a parallel to The Sands of Iwo Jima, Rockwell’s failure in a familial role (divorcing Jere’s mother because her family wished him to leave the service, and being unaware that his son was in the Navy) is more than compensated by his punitive, professional exemplary role, which, though demanding their deaths, redeems both Jere and Eddington. If the rule of the father is Rhadamanthine for wayward sons, it is equally rigorous for women, in the virtual execution of Eddington’s wife in the Pearl Harbor attack, the expurgation of Anna Lee and demotion of Maggie to loyal camp follower. Although the ﬁnal battle costs Torrey his son and most of his peers, MacConnell not only survives but rescues Torrey from his sinking ship. MacConnell (a former pupil of Torrey at Annapolis) and his devoted, long-suffering wife represent the ideal to which the naval family should aspire, and he is set to replace Eddington (and Jere) as Torrey’s right hand for the rest of the war. The contestation of the father’s will and judgement with which the ﬁlm opens (in the crippling of Torrey’s ship, the questioning of his judgement and the condemnation of his parenthood) is more than offset by the conclusive vindication of his professional prin- ciples, and their extension to several real and surrogate sons. Taken together, these ﬁlms (with the exception of Mister Roberts) deliver a resounding reafﬁrmation of the patriarchs they initially question, and (without exception) display an unambiguous declaration of support for the Navy as patriarchal institution. The deﬁnition and acceptance of roles for subordinate males and females within the hierarchical order, encompassing the expulsion of the unworthy and the elevation of the rightful inheritors of authority, treat aberrations such as Queeg and Morton as the effects of civilian and non-naval contamination. Rather than criticising manifestations of the father’s unreasonable expectations, TNWC03 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 98
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 dutiful sons should learn to appreciate, labour to alleviate and prepare to assume the burdens which occasion them. Even the confused crew of the Reluctant come to understand Roberts’ tribulations, and reward his selﬂessness with the ‘Order of the Palm Tree’ which he values more than the Medal of Honour. Far from weakening the position of the patriarch and the institution which he symbolises, the questioning of authority contained in these ﬁlms leads to an unequivocal endorse- ment of the scope and maintenance of their authority.
The Enemy Below (1957) In a search for examples to ﬁt the perceptions and putative conventions of the naval war ﬁlm, The Enemy Below (Dick Powell, 1957) might appear as an obvious nominee. Its reduction of naval combat to a per- sonalised struggle between a U-boat commander (Curt Jurgens) and the captain of an American destroyer escort (Robert Mitchum) produces an even-handed, unsentimental but still idealised representation of the war at sea. Like contemporary British ﬁlms and international co- productions such as The Battle of the River Plate (Michael Powell and Emeric Pressburger, 1956) and Under Ten Flags (Duilio Coletti, 1960), its contrasts in national character (the fatalistic professionalism of the non-Nazi German sailor, versus the American commander’s stolid and pragmatic attitude to the ‘job’ of war), illustrate the revisionist perspective of Cold War politics, but the positive, human presence of the German enemy in the Atlantic contrasts with the anonymous enemy in the Paciﬁc. The ﬁlm’s concentration on the professional contest between the commanders highlights the bareness and simplicity of its conception in other areas. While the capabilities of the ships and skills of the cap- tains are explored in detail, the contest itself is divorced from the circumstances of the convoy war, since the events take place far from the shipping routes in the South Atlantic. In contrast to the portrayal of U-boat warfare in wartime British and American ﬁlms, the enemy is not anonymised or dehumanised, but equally the hardships of the weather and the uncertainty of the night are absent from this battle con- ducted in daylight on a calm sea. Instead, the equivalence of the two men is stressed by their intuitive prediction of each other’s actions, which previews their mutual respect and kinship when they meet face to face. The concealed nature of the enemy is ﬁrst credited to the American captain, who goes unseen by his own ofﬁcers and crew for several days after joining the ship. When he emerges, the captain is revealed to be a previous victim of the U-boat war, and he galvanises the ship for one purpose only: to prosecute their submarine contact. As a merchant sailor TNWC03 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 99
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 he has been torpedoed and shipwrecked before, with his English wife being killed in the sinking of his ship. (In parallel, the U-boat captain laments the loss of his two sons in the war.) However, in another conspicuous departure from wartime representations, he eschews revenge, even when it is suggested that the submarine they are chasing could be the guilty one: ‘this isn’t my private war . . . I’m just doing what I have to do, like that German captain out there. I don’t like the job, but maybe he doesn’t either.’ In the battle that follows, respective tactics and capabilities are depicted, as are the inevitable responses of the adversary.20 The escort’s use of sonar to pinpoint the submarine for depth-charge attack prompts the U-boat to change depth at the last moment. Both vessels observe a simultaneous silent routine, to seek and evade. The subma- rine discharges oil and debris to decoy the hunters, and when the destroyer is torpedoed, her captain exaggerates the appearance of her damage to tempt the submarine to surface. The torpedoing by the submarine is followed by the ramming by the destroyer, so that both ships are lost in the encounter. However, despite their mutual insight, the American captain tries to re-establish the anonymity of the enemy commander throughout the combat: ‘I have no idea what he is, or what he thinks. I don’t want to know the man I’m trying to destroy.’ Such concentration on combat within a ﬁnite time span reﬂects the convictions of both captains. In the U-boat captain’s opinion, ‘good warriors’ should ‘never think’ beyond the present, while the destroyer commander thinks of pre-war experiences as belonging to ‘another planet or another century’. Where the submarine’s commander has lamented the leeching of honour and humanity from this war, in comparison with the last, the encounter with the American destroyer revives these qualities, the American captain offering a salute which he returns, and helping him to bring a fatally injured shipmate off the submarine before it sinks. The captains’ kinship on the quarterdeck of a rescue ship produces another anomaly in comparison with previous examples: the loss of both ships appears beneﬁcial rather than traumatic, in facilitating the recognition and comradeship between adversaries.
Conclusion Once the war was over, the war ﬁlm tended to slide in social signiﬁcance from a cause to a genre, from a statement of principles to a set of platitudes.21 American naval war ﬁlms from both wartime and post-war phases of production exhibit characteristics in common, and can also be seen to TNWC03 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 100
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 share signiﬁcant textual features with contemporary British treatments. Sarris’s suggestion of an increasingly stylised and unchallenging repres- entation of the war in ﬁlms made after its end overlooks Basinger’s identiﬁcation of the war ﬁlm’s generic foundation in pre-war cinema, and its highly formulaic construction (in the distillation of the combat ﬁlm format) by the middle years of the conﬂict. Rather than seeing the wartime naval ﬁlms as inferior versions of the combat ﬁlm paradigm, and the post-war examples as part of a degeneration of the topical war ﬁlm into a ‘genre’ of predictable morality, action and characterisation, it is possible to see the accumulated American naval ﬁlms as debtors and contributors to a form of conventionalised representation. Admittedly, certain continuities among the naval ﬁlms (such as the questioning of authority) are comparable with elements identiﬁed within the combat ﬁlm format (challenges to the hero’s right and capa- bility to lead). However, since the characterisation of naval command authority also stresses arbitrariness (in the discipline of Hawks and Torrey as much as in the psychosis and vindictiveness of Queeg and Morton), it encourages examination of its Oedipal basis, as a means to inter- rogate the war ﬁlm’s critiques of masculinity and establishment auth- ority. The emphasis on tradition (in the foregrounding of John Paul Jones and the earliest history of the US Navy) in American ﬁlms made in wartime closely resembles the pervasive references to Nelson in British wartime features. However, the connection of this historical reference of the ships and sailors of World War I suggests also a recognition of tradition as a continuity, to which recent and current actions can also contribute. The likelihood and acceptance of loss (of comrades and the ship), which are reduced in signiﬁcance in Destroyer and Stand By For Action, appear instead in full force in They Were Expendable, the most clearly historically-based, elegiac and aesthetically and tonally ‘British’ naval war ﬁlm of the group. By comparison, The Enemy Below displays divergences in the signiﬁcance of consistent elements (for example, loss of the ships, and the revenge motif attached to U-boats), but stresses a ‘kinship’ of the sea between combatants seen in contem- porary British ﬁlms. The appearance of the enemy in Powell’s ﬁlm underlines the virtual absence of a recognisable human enemy in American (and British) exam- ples discussed above. In the majority of cases, the enemy is a ship or plane viewed from a distance. The representation of ﬁghting in the naval war ﬁlm is therefore stylised and sanitised in comparison with the infantry combat ﬁlm. The explicit racism, contained in characterisations of the Japanese in land combat ﬁlms, does not arise in naval ﬁlms.22 Enemy action is treated as a function of deeper, cyclical and predestined events TNWC03 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 101
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(the enemy acting as scourge in In Harm’s Way, the kamikazes which kill Hawks and cripple his ship ensuring that MacDougall will gain his command in Away All Boats!). This is not a betrayal of the wartime war ﬁlm’s ‘cause’, or a ‘slide’ from newsreel-inspired realism into predictable drama, but the emergence and concretisation of a distinctly conventionalised, identiﬁable and cohesive naval war ﬁlm format.
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The submarine war and the submarine ﬁlm
The United States submarine was destined to be one of the most devast- ating weapons in the Paciﬁc . . . Nearly one third of all Japanese combatant ships destroyed and nearly two thirds of merchant tonnage sunk was the work of United States submarines.1 The campaign conducted by US Navy submarines against enemy shipping in the Paciﬁc was a crucial (and according to some accounts, decisive) factor in Japan’s capitulation.2 For the purposes of ﬁlmic representation, this aspect of America’s naval war has the virtue of outstanding success (Japan’s merchant ﬂeet totalled 6 million tons in 1941, but despite the addition of 4 millions tons of captured shipping, by August 1945 barely half a million tons remained aﬂoat).3 It also enjoys the beneﬁts of the portrayal of an elite arm within the Navy, which also suffered higher casualties (22%) than any other branch of the US military.4 Yet the principal employment of American submarines against merchant shipping (often in ‘wolf packs’ modelled on German practice), and the campaign’s achievement of the same objective aimed at by the U-boats in the Atlantic (crippling of the war economy and starvation of a civilian population) are fundamentally unsuitable to the conventions, intentions and morality of the American war ﬁlm. Samuel Eliot Morison notes America’s concordance with the London Naval Treaty of 1930 (which prohibited surprise attacks on merchant ships) and the pre-war doctrine of the submarine ﬂeet, based entirely on striking enemy warships, before admitting: Treaty and doctrine alike went by the board on the ﬁrst day of the war . . . The enemy, by his calculated breach of treaties and international law at Pearl Harbor [sic], had absolved the United States from observing any rule restricting methods of naval warfare ...After 7 December 1941 combatant ships were still considered prime targets, but the employment of submarines to lance the arteries of enemy trade now became of major importance.5 TNWC04 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 104
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American submarines could not be shown to espouse the same tactics, to the same ends, as those employed by the viliﬁed U-boats in the unrestricted submarine warfare of the Atlantic, when America’s war was conceived and represented as a just one, conducted honourably in defence and devoted solely to the defeat of aggression. (Inevitably, the same concern bears on the depiction of the Royal Navy’s submarines in World War II.) Consequently, the representation of the wartime role of US Navy submarines is dominated by their attacks against warships, thus allowing the incorporation of the victimisation of submariners by enemy countermeasures, and their employment in clandestine opera- tions, heightening the importance of their contribution and the aura of elitism. Filmic representations of American submarine operations reveal marked consistencies, in the characterisation of crews and commanders, stock situations and representational conventions, as well as being governed by the overarching ideological imperatives suggested above. The recognisable conventions and clichés of the ‘submarine movie’ have encouraged its categorisation as a ‘genre’ in its own right, and the similarity (or dissimilarity) of these characteristics to the continuities of wider naval representation must be considered for a generic or sub-generic classiﬁcation.6 As with Stand By for Action and Destroyer, which are otherwise subsumed within the deﬁnition of the ‘combat ﬁlm’, a close reading of examples of the submarine ﬁlm will reveal their common, and unique, characteristics.
Submarine soap opera: Destination Tokyo; Crash Dive Two early war submarine ﬁlms feature in Basinger’s deﬁnition of the combat ﬁlm, and, after the fashion of Destroyer and Stand By for Action, require analysis within this framework as well as extrication from it. Like The Enemy Below (Dick Powell, 1957), Crash Dive (Archie Mayo, 1943) represents an unusual depiction of US naval operations in the Atlantic, though unfortunately of an entirely fanciful nature (q.v. U-571, Jonathan Mostow, 2000). Although its portrayal of action (including a commando raid on a secret German base) was useful in recruitment for the submarine service, and extensive use was made of location shooting at the Navy’s submarine base at New London, the scenario, unlike that of the later Destination Tokyo ‘had no basis in history’.7 The narrative is dominated instead by conventional charac- terisations and predictable narrative situations (the philandering ofﬁcer versus the dedicated professional; two ofﬁcers being in love with the same woman; an old hand who wishes to stay with the boat despite TNWC04 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 105
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 failing health), which can be related to the inﬂuence of generic preced- ents and contemporary propaganda requirements. The ﬁlm contrasts the differences of class and service experience between the debonair, blue-blooded Lt. Stewart (Tyrone Power) and the dutiful Commander Connors (Dana Andrews). Stewart is introduced as the dashing captain of a PT-boat, responsible for the rescue of survivors of a U-boat attack, and the sinking of the submarine responsible. Because of this achievement, he is summoned to New London by his uncle, an admiral in the submarine arm. The admiral overrules Stewart’s passion for the PT-boats, and explains the shortage of trained ofﬁcers for submarine duty. He evokes family tradition to convince his nephew of the present needs of the Navy: ‘Stewarts have been in the Navy for three generations. They’ve been happy in any branch of the service. You’re being assigned where you’re needed.’ The reluctant Stewart, in a parallel to Stand By for Action, becomes executive ofﬁcer on Connors’ boat, the Corsair. The lieutenant’s introduction to the submarine branch through Connor’s mentoring also serves to enlighten the audience: documentary footage early in the ﬁlm of activities in the base is followed by humor- ous scenes showing the ofﬁcers’ use of sunlamps to revive their skins and their enthusiasm for fresh milk, fruit and vegetables after long patrols. The close collaboration between the ofﬁcers in their professional capacities contrasts with their rivalry over Jean (Anne Baxter). The character of the amorous ofﬁcer, and competition between comrades for a woman, connect the ﬁlm with the pre-war production Dive Bomber (Michael Curtiz, 1941) and with Minesweeper (William Berke, 1944), while the theme of mutual education seen in Stand By for Action and Destroyer is also present in Stewart’s re-orientation. On their ﬁrst patrol, an encounter with a disguised raider nearly ends in disaster. Unsure of the suspect vessel’s identity, Stewart is despatched in a dinghy (in an ironic attempt to observe the prize rules), which leaves the submarine on the surface under the German ship’s guns. However, a combination of subterfuge (when Connors dives and releases oil and debris to simulate their sinking) and offensive spirit (when Stewart takes command of the boat after Connors is injured, and destroys the raider on the surface with torpedoes), completes the victory. Later, on a commando raid to destroy the raider’s secret base, Connors restrains the ex-PT-boat captain’s aggression. Instead of sinking the next raider they meet, they submerge and trail it through the boom defences. Stewart leads the demolition party ashore, and Connors, though under ﬁre from shore, gives the order to dive and guides the boat out alone with the ﬂooded conning tower awash. TNWC04 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 106
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This integration of their efforts is notable and necessary, as prior to the raid, Jean’s decision to marry Stewart rather than Connors (who has delayed proposing to her until he gains promotion), has threatened their professional interaction. The false colours under which Jean has sailed can be seen to connect thematically with the duplicity of the ﬁrst raider’s neutral appearance. In comparison, Stewart and Connors show themselves capable of both open bravery and cunning stratagem in their operations, in the destruction of the duplicitous raiders and their base. The brother ofﬁcers are reconciled before the raid commences, and upon their return Jean becomes fully assimilated into the naval family. Stewart marks their engagement by putting his Annapolis ring on her ﬁnger, and introduces her to his uncle as his ‘new executive ofﬁcer’. When his uncle asks if he still wishes to return to PT-boats, Stewart closes the ﬁlm with a speech (accompanied by a montage of docu- mentary images) extolling the virtues and exalting the efforts of all the ship types which contribute to the Navy’s mission. In contrast to the ﬁctional bias of Crash Dive, the Warner Brothers production Destination Tokyo (Delmer Daves, 1943) was intended as a tribute to and summary of the submarine service’s Paciﬁc operations.8 This covered details released on submarine war patrols to date, includ- ing activities such as intelligence gathering and attacks on ships in enemy- controlled waters, the landing of shore parties, and the collection of meteorological data to assist the Doolittle raid. A remarkable factual inclusion, derived from contemporary sources, is the scene in which an appendectomy is performed by the boat’s corpsman while the submarine is submerged.9 Destination Tokyo is analysed at length in Basinger’s assemblage of the combat ﬁlm paradigm, because of its commonality with many infantry combat ﬁlms. Aspects of the ﬁlm’s narrative organisation and characterisation are illustrative of the coalescent combat ﬁlm format. The sub’s voyage into Tokyo Bay is centred on a speciﬁc mission (the landing ashore of the meteorologist); the length of the journey offers frequent opportunities for reﬂection on the war, and recollections of home and family; the cross-sectional crew of new recruits, old hands, and varied ethnic types exhibits a gathering unity of purpose; and several punctuating crises, such as the death of a ship- mate, an unexploded bomb on the sub’s casing, the surgical operation, and a lengthy depth-charge assault, test the boat and crew. From Basinger’s perspective, the particularity of the service setting does not outweigh the occurrence and general relevance of these formulaic elements: TNWC04 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 107
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In closely observing Sahara (desert tank warfare against the Germans and Italians), Guadalcanal Diary (jungle war against the Japanese), and Destination Tokyo (undersea war against the Japanese) one can see how the basic deﬁnition [of the combat ﬁlm] has no difﬁculty remaining constant whether on land or sea, in dry or wet climate, based on a real event or an imaginary one, against Germany or Japan.10 What distinguishes the ﬁlm, and in turn motivates Basinger’s descrip- tion of submarine and naval ﬁlms as ‘domestic’ dramas rather than combat ﬁlms, is the deﬁnition of the crew as a family. The shipboard family is headed by an idealised paternal ﬁgure, a youthful but authoritative captain who is also a husband and father. Captain Cassidy (Cary Grant) of the USS Copperﬁn combines command authority with a (literal) pastoral sensitivity. For the mission’s comple- tion and the crew’s welfare, he is made into: the unifying force . . . [with] a sacerdotal aura, so that he becomes a skipper-priest with a sailor-ﬂock. As a result, the whole crew of the Copperﬁn seems to be a Christian: everyone knows the Lord’s Prayer and can sing ‘It Came Upon a Midnight Clear’.11 While these aspects are clearly related to contemporary propaganda requirements (in the idealistic portrayal of American personnel and the related demonisation of the enemy), they also accord with the Biblical dimensions of the naval commander’s characterisation in both wartime and post-war examples, such as They Were Expendable, Away All Boats and In Harm’s Way. Cassidy matches recollections of the boat’s victories with familial episodes (spending time with his son, and his ﬁrst haircut), and even extends a paternalistic concern towards the enemy. When a downed Japanese pilot stabs a sailor from the Copperﬁn who tries to rescue him, Cassidy uses the sailor’s burial service as an occa- sion to condemn militarism as a system which trains Japanese children to kill from an early age, and which they must labour to stamp out for the beneﬁt of future (American and Japanese) generations. Cassidy’s fatherly role is most evident in his relationship with Adams (Robert Hutton), the crew’s youngest member. On watch, he misidentiﬁes a bird as an approaching aircraft. When he requests permission to grow a beard on patrol, Cassidy asks if he really can. Since he is the thinnest and nimblest sailor, Cassidy orders him to defuse the unexploded bomb which lodges in the sub’s casing, but warns him if other enemy planes appear, he will submerge without him to save the boat. Adams becomes the focus of all the crew’s familial emotion when he requires the appendectomy while the boat is on the bottom of Tokyo TNWC04 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 108
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Bay. This episode connects the Captain’s care explicitly with God’s providence, as Cassidy administers the anaesthetic while Adams recites the Lord’s prayer, and the pharmacist’s mate marvels at the miraculous operation. When the submarine returns from its successful mission, Cassidy’s wife and children await him on the dockside, and he swaps care of the shipboard for that of the biological family. Although the family emphasis and the domestic environment of the submarine set Destination Tokyo apart from depictions of isolated male groups in infantry ﬁlms, the speciﬁcities of submarine warfare (in representational and narrative conventions) distinguish the ﬁlm and imply its separate categorisation. These include the possibility of abandoning a crewmember when diving (on purpose or by accident); the exacerbation of existent tension and claustrophobia by additional crises (the bomb and the operation); the strain of silent routine; the avoidance of mine and boom obstacles; the endurance of depth-charge attacks; and the framing of torpedo attacks through the commander’s periscope. This staple of the submarine ﬁlm, allied to external views of the submerged boat negotiating obstacles and enduring depth-charges, acts as a reinforcement of the commander’s omnipotence. Through these devices, the Copperﬁn is shown following an enemy ship through harbour defences, sinking an aircraft carrier which is driven from its base by the Doolittle raid, suffering reprisals with depth-charges, and then torpedoing the tormenting destroyer before escaping. The inclusion of the omnipotent view through the periscope, and the omniscient views of the boat, mean that the commander’s vision and control of the submarine (from which the crew is excluded) is shared with the audience. In Destination Tokyo, the union of these staples of the submarine ﬁlm’s representation to the unparalleled patriarchal ﬁgure of Cassidy links the ship- and shore-based families, in an assurance of eventual victory. The consideration of these ﬁlms under the heading of combat ﬁlms involves a denigration (since they lack the infantry ﬁlm’s quantity and extremity of action), although it does account for the overtly pro- pagandist elements they display (documentary images, idealised char- acterisations, calls to arms, celebrations of the services, and promises to prevail). The ﬁlms’ emphases on domesticity and emotional distrac- tions from combat (romantic and comic scenes ashore in Crash Dive, reminiscences in Destination Tokyo) distance them from the ‘hard core’ infantry model. With its unlikely plot, romantic emphasis and stereo- typed characterisations, Crash Dive could be compared to the early wartime British production, Ships With Wings (Sergei Nolbandov, 1941). However, where they may appear to fall short of current land TNWC04 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 109
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 war ﬁlms is where they converge with contemporary naval ﬁlms, in their insistence on familial connections onboard ship and on shore, the characterisation of naval command, and references to tradition. Rather than being inadequate examples which conﬁrm the combat paradigm by default, they can be seen as members of a consistent, convention- alised form of naval representation.
Contesting the rule of the father Unlike the idealised portrayal of submarine command seen in Destination Tokyo, but contemporary with ﬁlms about the surface navy which problematise patriarchal authority, post-war submarine ﬁlms foreground conﬂicts in command within the conﬁnes of sub-surface craft. While the same restraints on the representation of the submarine arm’s operational activities can be seen to apply, the questioning of auth- ority which these post-war submarine ﬁlms undertake is more searching and potentially damaging than that seen in examples depicting sur- face ships. Run Silent, Run Deep (Robert Wise, 1958) typiﬁes this examination of the submarine commander’s motivation and leadership, and exem- pliﬁes the redrawing of war ﬁlm’s hero-rival antagonism identiﬁed by Basinger in the contest for control between captain and executive ofﬁcer. The opening of the ﬁlm depicts the sinking of Commander Richardson’s (Clark Gable) boat in the Bungo Straits, apparently at the hands of a recognisable Imperial Japanese naval captain nicknamed ‘Bungo Pete’. How Richardson survives his boat’s destruction is unclear, but he is next seen at Pearl Harbor a year later, plotting his revenge. Obsessively, he replays the encounter with the Agikaze, Bungo Pete’s destroyer, using models on his desk. In the interim, four more submarines have been lost in the area, and Richardson resolves to return with the next boat sent on patrol, in order to exorcise the growing superstition (within the ﬂeet and himself) regarding ‘Area 7’. The assigned boat is the Nerka, which executive ofﬁcer Lt. Bledsoe (Burt Lancaster) believes should now be his command. In his casual rapport with the crew, he has already been accepted as the boat’s captain. When he discovers Richardson’s plan to take command of the boat, and resenting the implication he is not yet ﬁt to do so, Bledsoe visits Richardson’s home to request a transfer and warn him of the crew’s ill-feeling: ‘They had me decked out as the groom – now that you’re taking my place I’d rather not go to the wedding.’ The metaphorical language of heterosexual competition is maintained by Richardson, who reassures him that he will ‘take good care of the bride’, but is then TNWC04 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 110
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 unexpectedly re-orientated into a suggestion of Richardson’s inﬁrmity, when secretly Richardson’s wife asks Bledsoe to ‘take good care’ of her husband. If the expository shore scenes suggest an Oedipal belligerence between the executive ofﬁcer and captain, the succeeding patrol deepens the dislike, with factions emerging amongst the ship’s company.12 On their way to the patrol area, Richardson drills the crew relentlessly in rapid diving and ﬁring procedures for no obvious purpose. During an attempt to dive even faster, one crewmember barely survives being accidentally left on deck. Richardson earns the contempt of the crew when he refuses to engage a Japanese submarine detected on the sur- face, but he regains their respect when he orchestrates an attack on a tanker and her escort. The destroyer is sunk with a rapid dive and an unavoidable bow shot with torpedoes, which reveals the purpose of the rigorous drills.13 The celebration is short-lived, as Richardson passes up a chance to attack another convoy, and Bledsoe extrapolates from their course and the preparation of the drill that they are heading (in deﬁance of their orders) into the Area 7 to take on the Agikaze. He confronts Richardson with his prognosis: that Richardson is seeking to overcome his guilt over his lost boat and crew, but he also quashes the stirrings of a mutiny by other ofﬁcers: ‘This boat – any boat – has one captain.’ Their ﬁrst attack on a convoy escorted by Bungo Pete ends with the sub damaged and Richardson incapacitated, and Bledsoe is forced to decoy the destroyer with oil and dead bodies expelled from the tubes. Bledsoe initially counsels returning to base, but once ‘Tokyo Rose’ reveals that the Japanese believe the submarine has been destroyed, he follows Richardson’s plan to return to the Strait, where he copies the captain’s tactic and sinks the Agikaze. Richardson has to listen to Bledsoe’s victory from his bunk, but returns to the control room to order a deep dive to evade torpedoes from a lurking Japanese submarine, which is the real cause of American losses in the area. Bledsoe stages an attack on a convoy of merchant ships purely to lure out the enemy sub, but hands command back to Richardson to launch the torpedoes which sink it. The ﬁlm ends with Richardson’s burial at sea, and Bledsoe’s eulogy: ‘Let no one here, no one aboard this boat, ever say we didn’t have a captain.’ A captain’s mental breakdown, and the qualiﬁed accomplishment of his goal, are also seen in Torpedo Run (Joseph Pevney, 1958). Aboard USS Greyﬁsh Commander Barney Doyle, who has been under intoler- able strain since his family were captured by the Japanese, pursues the Japanese carrier Shinaru. The Shinaru is described as the ‘US Navy’s TNWC04 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 111
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 number-one target’, since it led the attack on Pearl Harbor, but she is accompanied by a transport carrying Allied prisoners of war, which denies Doyle a clear shot with torpedoes. Doyle resolves to attack anyway, but when it is revealed that Doyle’s wife and daughter are onboard the transport, his executive ofﬁcer Archie Sloan (Ernest Borgnine) begs: ‘if we must shoot, let me do it’. The torpedoes sink the transport while the carrier escapes, and Doyle’s privileged view through the periscope shows the survivors in the water.14 This torturous vision connects with the captain’s ﬂashbacks (recalling his courtship of his wife, which Archie chaperones, and his daughter’s third birthday in Manila), and drives him to defy his orders and pursue the carrier into Tokyo Bay.15 When his ﬁrst attempt to sink the Shinaru is frustrated by fanatical defence by destroyers (which pursue the Greyﬁsh into ‘friendly’ mine ﬁelds and interpose themselves between the carrier and the sub’s torpedoes), Barney collapses, and is unconscious for three days on the way back to Pearl Harbor. No news is received on the survivors from the transport, but Barney is concerned only with returning to destroy the carrier. Archie is offered his own command if he will reveal the truth about their last patrol, but he elects to remain as Barney’s XO. In their second attempt, Barney’s impulsive attack leaves the sub crippled, and they ﬁre their torpedoes towards the Shinaru on a sound bearing only. After he and his crew are rescued by USS Blueﬁn, Barney is treated to the sight through the periscope of the carrier exploding and sinking. In Up Periscope (Gordon Douglas, 1959), it is the observance rather than contravention of procedure which induces the submarine com- mander’s guilt and leads to questioning of his authority. Commander Stevenson (Edmund O’Brien) safeguards USS Barracuda by waiting several hours, ‘in accordance with orders’, for a Japanese task force to sail over his damaged submarine, but an injured crewman dies of his wounds because of the delay. The crewman’s widow and Stevenson’s executive ofﬁcer criticise his judgement, and the captain reﬂects on the difﬁculty of maintaining control: ‘One man lost his life – I lost an entire crew.’ When Stevenson is ordered to transport Lt. Brayden (James Garner) on a secret mission to a Japanese island base, his orders, which specify no ‘reckless endangerment’ of his submarine, breed conﬂict again. Brayden is an underwater demolition expert, who is transferred to the Barracuda from his training in San Diego, curtailing his romance with Sally (Andra Martin). She turns down his proposal of marriage before his departure, and an ofﬁcer at Pearl Harbor reveals to Brayden that their affair had been planned so that Sally, an agent of naval intelligence, could give him a security screening. His bitterness at the TNWC04 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 112
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 manufactured liaison is leavened by the discovery that she had not pretended to love him. Sally’s cryptic observation, that in war ‘other people make your mind up for you’, is borne out not only by their courtship, but by Brayden’s experience on the Barracuda. Stevenson dismisses Brayden’s ﬁrst draft of the operational plan, as the request for the submarine to approach the enemy island, to make his swim with heavy equipment shorter, exposes the boat to the risk of detection. While Brayden reformulates his plan, Stevenson’s stock continues to fall with the crew. Discontent grows over the boat’s record, the postponement of leave and with surface running in daylight to reach their destination quickly, and their misgivings are justiﬁed by the death of the executive ofﬁcer. He orders the boat to dive while he is still on deck, having been mortally wounded by an attacking aircraft. The leaving of an ofﬁcer on deck (an even more critical event in the duty of submarine ofﬁcers in Hellcats of the Navy; Nathan Juran, 1957), is in this case simply further proof of the bad judgement and luck ascribed to the captain. Brayden is caught between the crew and the captain when he is ordered to effect underwater repairs to the boat while it is surfaced, knowing that Stevenson will dive without him if the plane returns. In the event, Stevenson overturns his earlier decisions, and takes extra risks to support Brayden’s mission. He takes the boat into a lagoon to shorten Brayden’s swim, and stays on the bottom beyond the agreed deadline, and to the limits of the boat’s air, until the diver returns. On the return voyage, the commander dictates a letter detailing his hazarding of the boat and crew by the intentional violation of his orders, and requesting a board of enquiry. As they enter harbour, Brayden tells him that the letter has been ‘lost’ by the crew, whose conﬁdence is restored by the successful mission, just before he sees Sally (now in uniform) waiting for him. Under close examination, several interesting consistencies are discernible in these ﬁlms. One is their commonality of setting in the middle of the war (1942–43), before the US Navy had gained full ascendancy in the Paciﬁc. In this period, and in the ﬁlmic conceptualisation of American boats opposed by expert anti-submarine forces, the impression of the US submarines as underdogs can be maintained. However, the types of operations portrayed in these ﬁlms (actions against convoyed shipping, and penetration of the Inland Sea by American submarines) are more typical of the later war period, between 1943 and 1945.16 Although the mission contained by each ﬁlm is concluded and conclusive in itself, the setting of these post-war ﬁlms in the earlier war period stresses the possibility for defeat, rather than the retrospective assurance of victory. The danger to the establishment posed by defeat may be exacerbated TNWC04 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 113
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 by the failures of those in authority, which might actually precipitate it. The macrocosmic repercussions of failure (such as the likelihood of heavier casualties if Brayden’s mission is unsuccessful) are, however, generally overlooked in comparison with its personal consequences (communally, boats and crews require success, while individually, the captains require at least not to fail, or better to succeed in order to eliminate past failures). The recurrence of challenges to authority in these examples of the submarine ﬁlm may be read as a straightforward parallel to similar narrative circumstances explored in contemporary surface ship ﬁlms (e.g. The Caine Mutiny, Away All Boats!). Yet the fact that the insubordina- tion appears more serious, and comes closer to outright mutiny, in the submarine ﬁlms may be related to their representational speciﬁcity. The close (and closed) spaces of the submarine mise-en-scène, which suggest domesticity and camaraderie in Destination Tokyo, are redolent of discontent and conspiracy in Run Silent, Run Deep and Up Periscope, and symbolise the mental turmoil and withdrawal of the com- mander in Torpedo Run. The conﬁnement of the submarine’s internal spaces, allied to the boat’s remoteness from the chain of command, may make the narrative and military authority of the commander appear more arbitrary, and as a result more likely to provoke confrontation. The conﬂict between the commander and his subordinate (and would-be equal) in Run Silent, Run Deep appears ambiguous, inasmuch as the ‘unnatural’ supplanting of Bledsoe is corrected by his subsequ- ent natural accession to Richardson’s command, and the justiﬁable questioning of Richardson’s authority, in the light of his contravention of orders, is contained without turning into mutiny. Bledsoe’s defence of Richardson’s command against the challenges of other ofﬁcers is remarkable, given his disregard for rank in his own verbal clashes with Richardson. In Up Periscope, Brayden shows a similar disrespect of protocol, in criticising Stevenson’s obedience to regulations, but also in disposing of the captain’s self-incriminating letter. The vulnerability expressed by Doyle in Torpedo Run provokes pity rather than insub- ordination, and seems to warrant the censure of higher commanders rather than the captain’s own crew. Ultimately, it is the approbation of their crews, including junior ofﬁcers (earned by Richardson in saving his boat, by Doyle in sinking the enemy, and by Stevenson by saving Brayden) which revalidates the individual captains and the authority they represent. As in the ﬁlms which treat surface ships, the Oedipal threat is never fully realised, and the subordinate ofﬁcers accept their institu- tional roles, or achieve command authority themselves, if only when the patriarch bequeaths it. In Bledsoe’s case, this entails a completion TNWC04 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 114
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 of the senior ofﬁcer’s objectives, and mimicking his tactics to do so. Brayden’s successful mission conﬁrms Sally’s ﬁtness report, and his reward is (literally) a Navy wife. The implied rebellion is not only contained, but ultimately reversed, to produce a picture of appropriately distributed, exercised and inherited authority, which reinforces rather than challenges the patriarchal naval establishment.
Submarine movies and naval comedies The challenge to command authority vested in the rebellious executive ofﬁcer also recurs in comedy ﬁlms set aboard submarines. In line with the contemporary examples of British service comedies discussed earlier, these ﬁlms turn on the humour of incongruity, and unmilitary conduct within the context of regulation- and tradition-bound institu- tions. Another feature shared with the British examples is the stereotype of the incongruous naval situation being the presence of women aboard ship. The most famous example of this format is Operation Petticoat (Blake Edwards, 1959), in which a group of Army nurses, left without transport during the fall of the Philippines, become the comedic, disruptive presence on board a ramshackle submarine. The accom- modation of women and children refugees aboard warships, also included to comic effect in Stand By for Action, has a basis in fact, and had been treated earlier in the ﬁrst post-war submarine ﬁlm, Operation Paciﬁc (George Waggner, 1950).17 The similarity in the ﬁlms’ titles suggests that Edwards’ ﬁlm was conceived as a parody of the heroics contained in Operation Paciﬁc, which was another war genre star vehicle for John Wayne. Operation Petticoat begins conventionally, with the visit of Admiral Sherman (Cary Grant) to the USS Sea Tiger. The submarine is going to the breaker’s yard in the morning, and Sherman goes aboard his ﬁrst command to recall her wartime operations. His journal, related in a wry voice-over, introduces the principal events of the ﬁlm in ﬂashback. These begin with the sober scenes of the sub being bombed and disabled in harbour at Cavite. Rather than scuttle the boat in situ, Sherman resolves to complete makeshift repairs and escape to Australia, but he is unable to ﬁnd the necessary supplies. Lt. Holden (Tony Curtis) joins the boat as ‘supply ofﬁcer’, and acquires all the required spares through theft and barter. Holden, a former Admiral’s aide with ‘no experience in navigation, gunnery, communications or torpedoes’, is portrayed as an exaggeration of the effete, amorous and unwarlike ofﬁcers seen in Dive Bomber, Stand By for Action and Crash Dive, who undergo a conversion when brought into contact with TNWC04 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 115
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 the real navy. In facilitating ‘Sherman’s march to the sea’, he remodels the boat (with the addition of unlikely spare parts, such as a truck’s steering wheel), and begins the transformation of its crew, by forcing the captain to adopt his criminal associate (a Marine escaped from the stockade). When the nurses join the submarine, the machinist’s mate quotes the superstition that women aboard ship bring bad luck. The addition of the nurses to the sub’s complement accelerates its alteration, despite Sherman’s insistence that it was not designed to be ‘co-educational’. A shortage of red lead to complete the repairs leads to the crew using a mixture of red and white paint, and ‘Tokyo Rose’ gleefully reports the ‘silly pink submarine’.18 The clumsiness of Nurse Duran (Dina Merrill) leads to their attack on an enemy tanker in port actually ‘sinking’ a truck on the beach. However, the donation of the crew’s uniforms for the nurses begins an opposite transformation, of the women into active and useful naval personnel. The women learn that the thirteen buttons on Navy trousers are a traditional feature, symbolising the original thirteen states. When the submarine is attacked in error by an American destroyer, the usual trick of dump- ing oil fails, and Holden suggests instead that they jettison the nurses’ underwear to forestall the depth-charging. The conclusion of the ﬂash- back shows Holden now as a career ofﬁcer married to one of the nurses, with Sherman’s wife being the still accident-prone Duran. The perfunctory television movie remake of Operation Petticoat, Petticoat Affair (John Astin, 1977), reuses some incidents from the original but exacerbates the submarine’s dilapidated state. Rather than recovering from damage caused by the enemy, the Sea Tiger is shown to be inherently decrepit and inefﬁcient. Her diesel engines backﬁre constantly, leading Commander Sherman (John Astin) to remark that they should submerge to ‘get some fresh air’. The recreation ofﬁcer Lt Holden (Richard Gilliland) runs a sweepstake on which component on the boat will be the next to break down. Her armament consists of one torpedo with a bent propeller and rusty ammunition for her deck gun. Where Cary Grant’s captain accepted Holden’s dubious expedients to get his submarine back in the war, in this version the captain seeks a war role to which his submarine is unequal. Where the submarine and its crew are mutually improved, and the naval family extended, by the unconventional additions in the original ﬁlm, in the remake the improvement is negligible and the boat’s successes accidental. The sub’s incapacity due to damage in the ﬁrst ﬁlm is replaced by anachronistic associations of old age in the later remake. Ironically, this connects with the deteriorating material condition of the Navy’s ships, and its poor reputation and morale, in the 1970s under the Carter administration’s TNWC04 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 116
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 post-Vietnam restrictions on defence spending.19 The openended-ness of this version (which may have been intended as a pilot for a subsequent series), enhances the topicality of this Sea Tiger’s journey from ‘no- where to futility’. A latter-day submarine comedy, Down Periscope (David S. Ward, 1996), produces a surprisingly positive depiction of the Navy from the same unprepossessing elements. The ﬁlm appears to be based in part on another service comedy of incongruity, The Wackiest Ship in the Army (Richard Murphy, 1960), in which Lt. Crandall (Jack Lemmon) assumes command of a neglected sailing ship, crewed by men with no sailing experience. Although he has been shown to be incompetent aboard ‘real’ ships, and initially resents his posting, Crandall manages to instil spirit and skill in his crew, and carry out a secret mission which is shown (with the addition of documentary footage) to be crucial to the outcome of the Battle of the Bismarck Sea. In Down Periscope, Commander Dodge (Kelsey Grammar) is handed command of the USS Stingray, a World War II-vintage diesel boat. Dodge has been passed over for command of a nuclear submarine because of a collision with a Soviet submarine earlier in his career, and his nemesis Admiral Graham (Bruce Dern) punishes him with the only captaincy he is allowed. Dodge is also set up to fail in his command, as the Stingray is intended to mimic hostile submarines penetrating American waters during a series of exercises, in which she will be hunted by the modern nuclear boat on which Dodge served as XO. However, Dodge is offered redemption by Admiral Winslow (Rip Torn) who promises him a command worthy of his talents if he can evade his pursuers and complete his mission. Dodge’s crew is composed of the dregs of the Navy, but in conven- tional style their unconventional skills and Dodge’s unpredictable tactics confound Gates and Dodge’s former captain on USS Orlando. The boat’s sonar operator does impressions of whales to fool their pursuers, and can tell when someone on the Orlando drops ‘45 cents’. The chief engi- neer thins the diesel with whisky to give them an extra knot of speed. Echoes of previous submarine dramas and comedies abound. When Dodge contravenes his orders, a mutiny is instigated by the executive ofﬁcer (Ron Schneider), but the crew of the ‘pirate sub’ make him walk the plank. Although female sailors were at sea by the time this ﬁlm was made, they were excluded from submarine duty, but Dodge is assigned a female dive ofﬁcer, Lt. Lake (Lauren Holly). Under Dodge’s leadership, the crew not only surmount their individual problems, but win the war game and qualify to serve with their captain on a brand-new nuclear boat. Lake’s overcomes her inexperience and lack of conﬁdence, by conning the boat in a crucial manoeuvre. The most disruptive crewmember, TNWC04 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 117
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Stepanak (Bradford Tatum), who is revealed to be Winslow’s errant son, becomes a true sailor when he saves the boat from ﬂooding. The unexpectedly positive nature of this picture of the modern navy is revealed and reinforced by the end titles, which include a remake of the video for The Village People’s 1970s chart song, ‘In the Navy’. This up-beat exhortation to self-fulﬁlment and positive discrimination from an earlier era underlines the ﬁlm’s function as a recruitment vehicle by default, since it depicts the Navy as an institution distinguished by inclusiveness, which rewards difference and personal accomplishment, while still performing its tradition role in defence of the nation. The redemption of the World War II era sub in its adversarial role provides as unlikely an invocation of tradition as the reprise of The Village People’s afﬁrmative anthem.
Conclusion The tendency to subsume submarine ﬁlms within the combat genre does not credit their recognisable narrative and representational differences, even where (as in the case of Basinger’s isolation of the theme of domest- icity) they are properly identiﬁed. These differences distinguish the ﬁlms in this chapter, not only from other wartime productions, but also from other naval war ﬁlms in matters of degree if not detail. There are obvious similarities between wartime sub and ship ﬁlms which are dominated by propagandist elements, which are borne out by the consistencies in characterisation and narrative incident in Crash Dive and Stand By for Action. However, the saintly portrayal of the captain found in Destination Tokyo, despite its description as the deﬁnitive example by Basinger, proves the exception rather than the rule in comparison with the ﬂawed characterisation of command found more frequently in submarine ﬁlms. The ﬂawed commander is inherently linked to the more frequent and serious examples of insubordination and mutiny which recur in sub- marine dramas. The domestic associations of shipboard spaces, seen on surface craft and in Destination Tokyo, are overturned in the dramat- isation of the displacement and devaluation of patriarchal authority, which dominates ﬁlms such as Run Silent, Run Deep and Torpedo Run. However, as in contemporary examples of ﬁlms set aboard surface ships, the mutinous threat of younger ofﬁcers rebelling against and seeking to supplant the commander-father ﬁgure is defused in combat. Defeat of the enemy supervenes, as a redirection of aggression, a conﬁrmation of the patriarch’s plans and skills, and an afﬁrmation of the subordinate’s right to his eventual inheritance. The American submarine movie’s ﬁxation TNWC04 16/11/06 11:27 AM Page 118
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 with Oedipal clashes may in itself stand as a redirection or sublimation of conﬂict. The indulgence but eventual containment of internal conﬂict in these narratives stands in place of any moral questioning, articulated in the diegesis or encouraged in the audience response, of US Navy submarines adopting the role and tactics of German U-boats. The move towards understanding, emulating and surpassing the father’s example reasserts the disposition of authority and accreditation of leadership. In this respect, the comedies (with the possible excep- tion of the self-denigrating example of Petticoat Affair) are equally congratulatory and conservative, with both Operation Petticoat and Down Periscope averring the inclusive expansion of the naval com- munity as a family and a career. With this in mind, the limited but notice- able stress on tradition which remains in these ﬁlms (in the nurses’ adopted uniforms in Operation Petticoat, and the portrait of the Stingray’s old captain which Dodge regards thoughtfully in his cabin) connects them with the constant conservative evocations of the past seen in serious naval ﬁlms. (The only tradition evoked in Petticoat Affair is a weak and anachronistic post-modern reference, when Holden uses a ploy from ‘an old Robert Taylor movie’ to confuse a Japanese ship). From this analysis, submarine ﬁlms emerge as a distinctive group, which can be seen to share characteristics with war ﬁlms in general and with naval ﬁlms in particular, but which is also distinguished from both by more than speciﬁcities of setting and representational convention. Representational conventions, such as periscope views and associations of stealth or duplicity, can become signiﬁcant narrative and thematic elements in themselves, as in Crash Dive and Torpedo Run, while areas of commonality (the stress upon tradition, confrontations over author- ity, and afﬁrmations of the service overall) emphasise the submarine ﬁlm’s similarity in tone and intent to depictions of the surface navy. This commonality, which highlights their shared differences from the com- bat ﬁlm and wider war ﬁlm genre, bolsters the evidence and the need for a separate naval genre.
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American ﬁlms of the Cold War
Representations of naval operations, up to and including actual com- bat, in ﬁlms made during the Cold War appear as varied and problematic as the political and operational complexities afﬂicting the navies them- selves in that period. The moral clarity and narrative certainty sought in the war ﬁlm genre, as it had evolved during the Second World War (in the clear delineation of goals, the unity to be sought and the enemies to be defeated in order to achieve them), were not readily or universally applicable to the circumstances of political confrontation, military posturing, or wars by proxy in which the United States found itself engaged after 1945. In any case, even though these uplifting con- sistencies had appeared within the war ﬁlms produced in wartime, their reassurances of unity and ultimate victory were often vitiated by other contradictory, and recurring, textual features. If wartime certainties (in the necessary qualities of national character and unanimity, which facilitate ﬁnal victory) are re-stressed within British ﬁlms about World War II made in the 1950s, then American ﬁlms of the same period can be seen to desire the insertion of the wartime cinema’s conventions into Cold War narratives, in order to safeguard similar ideological and entertainment values. Steve Neale’s consideration of the irruption of arbitrary, dislocating events in war ﬁlms of the 1940s, which can be attributed as often to a distant, indifferent command as to an unpredictable or dehumanised enemy, can be extended in application to ﬁlms of the following decade.1 The externalisation of control and arbitrariness of authority over the fates of individuals in uniform, who remain ignorant and, occasionally, resent- ful of the machinations of higher command despite their loyalty and dedication, is apparent in famous wartime examples. Basic probing of the reasons for and conduct of war increases in signiﬁcance (in diegetic terms of plotting and in the detail of characterisation) in ﬁlms made during the Cold War, just as the Cold War conﬂicts in which America became embroiled focused debate and dissent within wider society. TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 121
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In the post-war period, and particularly at the nuclear threshold precipitated by Cold War crises, the threat to peace and the potential for arbitrary, disruptive events induced by unassailable powers (at home as much as abroad) is readily apparent. Consequently, while the strategies of narrative and characterisation adopted in the ﬁlms of the Cold War period vary considerably, in their attempts to accommodate the contemporary conditions of suspicion, espionage, blatant enmity and covert combat in which the armed forces of the superpowers and their allies operated, the key motivational aspects noted by Neale assume a heightened signiﬁcance. Arguably, the frequent staging of the war at sea rather than on land within Cold War ﬁlms recognises the ﬂuidity and geographical uncertainty of conﬂict in the period: the apparent neutrality of the ocean as a battleground, lacking the speciﬁcities of a landscape over which to lay claim, throws the questioning of the ideological conviction and the choice to ﬁght into sharper relief, while increasing the potential for escalation to full-blown war. The Korean War (1950–53) provided an opportunity for the recreation in ﬁlmic terms of the narratives and images of World War II, particularly in the Paciﬁc theatre. In many cases, the ships (and, for that matter, the men, as attested by The Bridges at Toko-Ri; Mark Robson, 1954) involved in the later war were the same as those which had fought in the Paciﬁc campaign. Rick Worland notes an impressive total of ﬁfty ﬁlms which portray aspects of the Korean conﬂict, but also comments on their relative critical oversight, commercial failure and audiences’ unease with this subject matter, in comparison with positive contemporary and retrospective treatments of World War II.2 For the US Navy, the decade of the Korean conﬂict encapsulated contiguous reversals and advances, with a return to a war footing in terms of mobilization accompanied by rapid technological progress:
For the West, the Korean War was a turning point for two reasons. First it elevated the communist threat to that of a clear and present danger, prompting the reversal of the disarmament that had taken place from 1945 to 1950. Second, in the United States, it demonstrated the importance of sea power . . . and prompted such a reversal of the existing American shipbuilding policy that the early 1950s would see a renaissance in US shipbuilding . . . Because of the technological progress that was develop- ing, the period from 1950 to 1956 stands as the most signiﬁcant period in post-war naval development. All the major problems concerning aircraft carriers and submarine nuclear propulsion systems were solved, thus assuring that these would remain as the two most important naval systems . . . [and] the advances the US Navy made in these two systems would assure it decisive naval superiority for the next decade.3 TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 122
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As such, the recapitulation of the submarine patrols and carrier operations against the Japanese which feature in ﬁlms portraying the Korean War (such as Submarine Command; John Farrow, 1952, Torpedo Alley; Lew Landers, 1953, Hell and High Water; Samuel Fuller, 1954, and Men of the Fighting Lady; Andrew Marton, 1954), signiﬁes an imagistic, generic and political simpliﬁcation of the ﬁrst outright battles of the Cold War. In some respects, the enemies and conﬂicts are characterised, necessarily and persuasively, as the same as previous ones, while American material and ideological superiority does not necessarily defeat or distract from present and future dangers. How- ever, the presence and perception of the Navy and its function, and the representation of naval matters appear in examples of documentary-drama (The Bedford Incident, James B. Harris, 1965) and science ﬁction (It Came from Beneath the Sea, Robert Gordon, 1955) and texts combining the characteristics of both (The Final Countdown, Don Taylor, 1980). These ambiguous or openly critical ﬁlms anticipate the difﬁculties encountered in representing the roles and the relevance of the Navy in the popular cinema in later years, in which an even greater divergence from the staples of the war genre becomes apparent, despite the existence of a factual war, in Vietnam, to represent. As America’s presumed moral and technological superiority of the Cold War’s ﬁrst decade were eroded by the defeat and self-doubt experienced in its second, so those ﬁlms seeking to demonstrate or question the Navy’s contemporary signiﬁcance adopted increasingly heterogeneous repres- entational strategies. The genre of the naval war ﬁlm underwent further change in the 1970s, in assimilating the characteristics of contem- porary, epic disaster movies, and enacting another substantial shift in the perception and representation of the US Navy, and its operations in the past and present.
The return of the few: The Bridges at Toko-Ri The Korean War writings of James A. Michener inspired two feature productions, which detailed and gloriﬁed the Navy’s part in what was otherwise a remote and unpopular conﬂict. Men of the Fighting Lady entered production and was exhibited before The Bridges at Toko-Ri. The former was based on Michener’s newspaper articles written dur- ing his time aboard an aircraft carrier off the Korean coast, while the latter was an adaptation of the later short novel derived from the same materials.4 Both ﬁlms received extensive service assistance for their detailed tributes to the Navy’s contribution (particularly through naval aviation), and evoked the examples of the World War II to validate the current TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 123
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 conﬂict: the title of Men of the Fighting Lady deliberately recalls that of the wartime carrier documentary The Fighting Lady (Louis de Rochemont, 1944), while the novel and ﬁlm of Toko-Ri both invoke the precedent of the Paciﬁc War through the recollections of the principal characters. However, the unquestionable necessity, sacriﬁce and victory of the earlier conﬂict cannot be translated unproblematically into the circumstances of the Korean War, which had ended shortly before the ﬁlms’ releases in ceaseﬁre and stalemate. Consequently, these ﬁlms provide an occasionally ambiguous rendering of the motivation and prosecution of a war they were originally intended to eulogise. Michener’s novella is divided into three elemental acts (‘Sea’, ‘Land’ and ‘Air’) which deﬁne the existence of the carrier, her crew and her planes. It follows the last days of Harry Brubaker, a Navy pilot and veteran of the Paciﬁc recalled unwillingly from civilian life to serve again in Korea. Each of the three sections is also deﬁned by the gathering peril which Brubaker faces, in anticipation of his ﬁnal mission against the strategic target of the title. At the opening of the novel Brubaker is forced to ditch when trying to land, and is lucky to be rescued. Later in Japan, he endangers his brief leave with his family to rescue the helicopter crewmen who saved him from the sea, who are in trouble with the military police. When they return to sea, Brubaker barely survives another hazardous landing on the carrier, before being shot down during the raid on the bridges. The same helicopter crew, Mike Forney and Nestor Gamidge (in the ﬁlm played by Mickey Rooney and Earl Holliman), attempts to rescue him again, but all three men die on the ground when enemy soldiers surround them. Admiral Tarrant, the commander of the carrier taskforce, who has taken a special interest in Brubaker and his wife, laments and lauds the sacriﬁce of such men in a spoken epilogue, which the ﬁlm reproduces, and extends:
I’d like to write Brubaker’s wife, but what can you say? How do you explain this to the mother of two little girls? Where do we get such men? They leave this ship and they do their job. Then they must ﬁnd this speck lost somewhere on the sea. When they ﬁnd it, they have to land on its pitching deck. Where do we get such men? The ﬁlm varies very little from this narrative series, and places a similar emphasis upon the enlightenment of Harry Brubaker (William Holden) and his wife Nancy (Grace Kelly) to the necessity of this nation- alistic Passion play. Nancy is stripped of her protective ignorance of the dangers her husband faces, and despite his anger at the injustice of his situation and his fear of ﬂying the fateful mission, Harry recognises the inevitability of his sacriﬁcial role at the moment of his death: TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 124
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The hidden communist . . . with one carefully planned shot sped a bullet directly through the right hand that covered the American’s face. In that millionth of a second . . . Harry Brubaker understood in some fragment- ary way the purpose of his being in Korea. But the brief knowledge served no purpose, for the next instant he plunged face down into the ditch.5 This revelatory moment, robbed of signiﬁcance even for the pilot himself, is gifted omnisciently to the reader instead for full comprehen- sion of the lamentable but essential sacriﬁce which Brubaker and his family have made. The depressing sight of the three abandoned and over- whelmed Americans, and the unsparing report of their deaths delivered to Admiral Tarrant (Fredric March) aboard the ﬂagship, provides a problematic validation of the Navy’s (and nation’s) efforts in Korea. This again prompts consideration of the narrative organisation and progression of novella and ﬁlm, as the assertions of the former and images of the latter do not always achieve generic and ideological harmony. Rick Worland’s reading of the ﬁlm attributes this unconvincing stance towards the war, and the fatalistic representation of Korean War com- bat, to the ﬁlm’s incorporation of features from the family melodrama. The unpopularity of the Korean War places severe strains upon the war ﬁlm’s generic precepts, particularly in comparison with ﬁlms por- traying World War II. The intended function of Michener’s writing and the ﬁlms derived from it was to justify the commitment to war through the respectful representation of the sacriﬁces of the servicemen and families involved. However, Brubaker’s story, which champions his commitment rather than his consent to the war, offers a meagre justiﬁcation which must sufﬁce for the pilot and his widow as much as for a non-combatant home audience. Brubaker’s resentment is focused and vindicated by references to normal, civilian life continuing at home, and the realisation by the pilot, his wife and the Admiral that the American public is ignorant of and indifferent to the conﬂict. Dance music from Chicago on the radio draws a rueful smile from Brubaker before his ﬁrst interview with the Admiral, but sports commentary from Los Angeles on the night before the ﬁnal mission provokes bitter anger: Holden’s non-verbal response . . . is a darkly inward turn – a surprising reaction considered within the genre’s usual ideological terms in which soldiers at the front ﬁght unquestionably for the physical security as well as the everyday life of the folks back home . . . This is a consequence not only of the conduct and public perceptions of the Korean War itself but narratively, of the way the ﬁlm keeps family relationships with their inevitable ties to individual, domestic concerns on a nearly equal footing with the military mission described in global, strategic terms.6 TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 125
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The disillusioned pilot, who to a degree remains a civilian in dress and attitude, is treated to Admiral Tarrant’s speeches justifying the war, and as such serves as a conduit for the rallying address to the audience.7 Tarrant is unstinting in his pronouncements: the true enemy is Communist Russia, not Korea, and Americans must dedicate themselves to the preservation of their way of life as previous empires and civilizations have done.8 Although of strategic value, Tarrant sees the raid on the bridges more as a proof of commitment, which will attest to America’s resolve: ‘that little mission will convince them that we’ll never stop, never weaken in our purpose. And that’s the day they’ll quit.’ Despite becoming a focal point for Brubaker’s fear and resentment, the bridge raid conﬁrms the pilot’s professionalism and patriotism, as his plane is crippled attacking a secondary target after the bridges have been destroyed: ‘in an effort to add that extra degree of pressure which might help beat back aggression, he turned away from his easy target and picked out a supply dump’.9 When Brubaker abandons his wife during his leave to help the helicopter crew, Nancy is also targeted by the Admiral speeches. He criticises her hatred of the war which has claimed her husband, and counsels her that she must face and accept the same dangers as the pilot himself if she is to survive their separation, and the likelihood of bereavement. His warning is based on the experience of his own family: the attempted suicide of his daughter-in-law, and the institu- tionalisation of his grief-stricken wife after the loss of both their sons, who were Navy pilots in World War II. This forceful contrast between Navy service and the emotional ties of family life is maintained throughout ﬁlm and novel. Brubaker has to bail Forney out of jail after a brawl precipitated by his Japanese girlfriend, who has jilted him for a sailor from another carrier. Nancy is ashamed at her weakness after hearing of the Admiral’s family, and steels herself to discuss Harry’s mission against the bridges on his return from Tokyo. Next morning the Brubaker family bathes in the hotel pool, and is joined unexpectedly by a Japanese family, a mirror image of father, mother and two daughters. Brubaker is unable to write a farewell letter to Nancy, as the sounds of catapult launches from the ﬂight deck interrupt and remind him of the next day’s mission. Most shockingly, in an incident omitted from the ﬁlm, a Korean family of identical composition to Brubaker’s is mistaken for a group of soldiers and killed by an American plane trying to protect the pilot on the ground after his crash landing.10 This event is indicative of the indiscriminate involvement of non-combatants, but sustains the necessity of familial sacriﬁce to the demands of the Cold War. TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 126
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Worland suggests that the ability of Toko-Ri ‘to justify and rally support for the global containment policy’ is undermined by the ﬁlm’s incorporation of the ‘emotionally excessive, ideologically ambiguous dynamics of Family Melodrama’.11 In addition to the inferential inclu- sion of the melodramatic staple of the hysterical, ‘fallen’ woman (in Tarrant’s sketches of his wife and daughter-in-law, and his prophesy for Nancy), Worland notes the similarity of the Admiral’s ‘symbolic father/son relationship’ with Brubaker to the exploration of com- plex masculine roles in Rebel Without a Cause (Nicholas Ray, 1955) and Written on the Wind (Douglas Sirk, 1956). Tarrant’s special interest in Brubaker springs from his resemblance to his dead son. From this perspective, Tarrant’s ﬁnal speech registers personal and familial bereavement, rather than national and military loss: ‘the emo- tional devastation Tarrant conveys in the ﬁnal scene seems less related to the war (the vital mission has been accomplished) than to the numbing realisation that once more he is without a son to continue his legacy’.12 Worland’s interpretation of this abundance of melodramatic material, which Toko-Ri shares with other Korean War ﬁlms, leads to the reading of the ﬁlm as failed propaganda, despite the commercial success attendant on its negotiation of two popular generic ﬁelds. The key scenes placing emphasis upon Brubaker’s family in the ﬁlm’s middle section, Tarrant’s memories of his own family and the casting of Grace Kelly underline the loss Brubaker suffers and represents, and his ignoble end detracts from the success of his mission:
Brubaker’s death offers no spiritual uplift. The image of Brubaker lying face up in the mud, with his executioner standing above him, produced a feeling the Korean war had been a tragedy, Michener’s writings notwithstanding.13 However, Admiral Tarrant calls the war a ‘tragedy’ not because of its saddening losses, strategic uncertainty or unpopularity, but because of its misapplication of military resources. Although it is ‘the wrong war in the wrong place’, it is the one which must be fought by those who are ordered to do so, ‘the few’ whose efforts and sacriﬁces have always been necessary for ‘progress’. Brubaker’s ﬁnal acceptance of his status as one of the ‘few’ is based on his kinship with others who are lost (Forney, Gamidge, the Admiral’s sons), rather than with those who suffer the loss: his wife and children. Initially, Brubaker had been a disruptive member of the carrier’s crew because of his resentment of the draft. Forney is also a troublemaker, whose antics result in his post- ing off the carrier to the dangerous duty of rescuing pilots from behind TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 127
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 enemy lines. Nonetheless, Tarrant watches approvingly when Forney brawls with men from another carrier on the dockside, ‘and all the sailors aboard the Savo and the ofﬁcers too were a little more proud of their ship’.14 Ultimately, the efforts and sacriﬁces of both Brubaker and Forney are devoted to the country’s cause, but they are particularly committed to each other. Forney comes to Brubaker’s crashed plane to attempt a vain rescue, as Brubaker, to Nancy’s disappointment, had rushed to Tokyo, preferring Mike to his children. Tarrant’s fatherly concern for Brubaker is mirrored in Forney’s gruff stewardship of Nestor. The sidelining of their other emotional ties (Brubaker’s to Nancy and Forney’s to his Japanese girl Kimiko) in the ﬁnal section of the ﬁlm underlines the func- tion of the ship and crew as the true, not surrogate, family. Where Michener reveals Brubaker’s ﬁnal thoughts of his family, and provides the veiled suggestion of the pilot’s insight to the necessity of the war, the ﬁlm imparts only his realisation of his duty and kinship with Forney: ‘You ﬁght simply because you’re here.’ No subsequent view of Nancy (receiving news of her husband’s death, and either collapsing in line with Tarrant’s paradigm or rallying before adversity), is allowed, and this omission conﬁnes the signiﬁcance and mourning of the pilot’s death to the naval family alone. The ﬁnal image of Brubaker’s body cross-fades not to the family home, but to the carrier task force at sea. Tarrant acknowledges the loss as an inevitable component of the war, and the Navy’s role within it. When he confronts the air group commander, who led the attack on the bridges, and criticises him for the loss of Brubaker, the ‘CAG’ re-emphasises and extends the symbolic father-son bonds which permeate and facilitate the Navy’s operations: It was a good mission. We did everything just right. And it was your boy who helped destroy the bridges. Admiral, if my eyes are red it’s for that kid. Because he was mine too. And I lost him.15 ‘Harry’ may be Nancy’s husband, but ‘Brubaker’ belongs to the Navy, and he and Forney belong to each other. Victory is wrested from defeat, not just in the mission which Brubaker dies accomplishing, but in an enduring tradition, and a tradition of endurance permeating the service. Tarrant’s sons, lost in World War II, are invoked not only by Brubaker (the Paciﬁc veteran), but in the continued presence and nomenclature of war-built ships – the historical Hornet and the ﬁctional Savo in Tarrant’s force: It was strange, and in some perverse way resolutely American, that these two carriers . . . bore names which memorialised not stirring victories but humiliating defeats, as if by thus publishing her indifference to TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 128
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 catastrophe and her willingness to surmount it, the United States were defying her enemies.16
This foregrounding of loss connects with the reverential treatment of defeat and death in the key American naval ﬁlm, They Were Expendable (John Ford, 1945). Despite this similarity, Toko-Ri’s propaganda value appears compromised by its dubious valuation of combat and the society in whose name war is waged. Where wartime ﬁlms depict society’s values embodied as unproblematically by those the servicemen protect as by the war ﬁghters themselves, the melancholy emphasis upon the danger and resonance of loss which Worland detects in Korean War ﬁlms evinces an uncertainty in the deﬁnition, as much as the defence, of consensual values. Experiencing difﬁculty in explaining and justifying the conﬂict, Korean War ﬁlms have recourse to the staples of previous ﬁlms portraying the Paciﬁc War, and the embellishments of contemporary melodramatic materials. However, Toko-Ri sidesteps the war as much as it circumvents emotional excess, by downplaying the success of the bombing mission, and ignoring the family’s reactions to the hero’s death. The consistency of loss, and the maintenance of value which the ﬁlm endorses are connected with the life of the naval family, and its tradition of enduring endless and inevitable losses, against which marital, parental and familial bereave- ment are irrelevant. Its tradition equates victory and defeat in death, since peril is ever present in simply ‘doing the job’ (as evidenced by the successive dangers encountered by Brubaker, and described by the Admiral in his eulogy). Tarrant’s concluding speech differs from Michener’s ver- sion, which begins ‘Why is America lucky enough to have such men?’17 Most signiﬁcantly, the ﬁlm changes tenses, from ‘Where did we get such men?’ to ‘Where do we get such men?’ to encapsulate a continuance of tradition rather than grief-ridden retrospection. This epitaph better reﬂects the immersion of Tarrant, Forney and Brubaker in their exact- ing service, and reﬂects upon the requirement, rather than the luck, of the Navy to have them, create them and keep them, beyond war service and beyond death as examples of an unbroken tradition.
Cold warriors
The inevitability of loss and the necessity of total commitment in the ideological confrontation of the Cold War are evident in Hell and High Water (Samuel Fuller, 1954). This narrative of clandestine submarine operations, though closely modelled on precedents from World War II, is an oddity in many respects, being a submarine ﬁlm shot in a wide- TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 129
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 screen format (Cinemascope), and by a director better known for uncompromising ﬁlms of land-based combat set in Korea and World War II (The Steel Helmet; 1950, Fixed Bayonets!; 1951, Merrill’s Marauders; 1962, The Big Red One; 1980). Cynicism and individual- ism characterise a variegated crew, inhabiting a boat whose interior spaces appear paradoxically professional and domestic, capacious and claustrophobic by turns. Using a refurbished war-time Japanese submarine, an international team of scientists investigate reports of a secret nuclear base on an uninhabited Paciﬁc island. The covert operation is not sanctioned by any individual country but conducted on behalf of the free world, and funded by independent thinkers, statesmen and businessmen from America, Europe and Japan. However, the group’s superﬁcial resemblance to an ad hoc United Nations is undermined by its secrecy and its hiring of a highly-paid ‘mercenary’ submarine crew. The dubious motivations and loyalties of the disparate group members are highlighted and questioned constantly during the dangerous voyage, which degen- erates from a scientiﬁc expedition to a series of commando attacks launched from the submarine. From the outset, the leader of the scientists, Professor Montel (Victor Francen), intends to conduct a legal investigation in international waters, so that ‘the truth’ about the ‘identity and intentions of the aggres- sor’ can be made public. Far from being predisposed to serve again, Adam Jones (Richard Widmark), the former American submarine com- mander hired as captain, is cynically dismissive of the scientist’s ideals, and the likely signiﬁcance of their ﬁndings. He has been recruited because of his expertise, and his wartime experience in Japanese waters. A Japanese member of the group compliments Jones on his successes there when he fought his country: Montel insists that ‘this time the enemy is different, though the waters are the same’. While Jones will be well paid for his skills and will command the boat at sea, overall authority will remain with Montel, who will lead the team on land. Jones’ brusque- ness leaves it unclear whether he prefers this covert mercenary employ- ment to his previous duty as a loyal serviceman: ‘last time my price was $650 a month, and I had to buy my own uniforms’. Such ambiguity in loyalty and motivation persists through the mission, through conﬂict between the idealistic civilian and professional military authority ﬁgures. Montel’s repeated maxim, and challenge, to Jones is that each man must have ‘his own reason for living, and his own price for dying’. Tension amongst the multinational crew becomes focused upon, and to a degree defused by, the presence of Montel’s assistant Professor Denise Gerard (Bella Darvi). An old hand immediately insists that a woman is TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 130
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 bad luck aboard a ship, and the crew quickly becomes distracted and riven with sexual rivalry. However, Professor Gerard is the only one aboard who can converse with all the crewmembers in their own languages, and she also saves the boat during an uncontrolled dive when she is able to translate the Japanese controls. Jones contests her ability, and suitability, for the task just as he baulks at operational interference from Montel, but his own attraction towards her also threatens their mission. As the voyage continues, the identity of the unnamed aggressor becomes obvious. A ‘Red’ (Chinese) submarine intercepts the ex- Japanese boat on the surface, and opens ﬁre to drive it away from the secret island. Montel, in an inversion of the earlier scene in which Denise saved the boat, endangers them all when he traps his hand in the hatch as they crash-dive. In a brutally pragmatic display of his authority on the boat, and a violent parallel to Professor Gerard’s academic solution to the earlier crisis, Jones cuts off Montel’s thumb to secure the hatch and prevent the sub from ﬂooding. The ex-Japanese boat has no functioning torpedo tubes, so Jones is unable to ﬁre back. He decides to wait out the ‘Reds’ by lying silently on the bottom, but he is forced to surface sooner in order to allow proper medical attention for Montel. (Again, this is not a compassionate decision, but rather one based on the promise of payment if the scientist is returned safely.) Jones out-manoeuvres the other submarine, and rams and sinks it before escaping to the surface. Investigating the remote islands, the expedition uncovers a Com- munist plot to wreck the Korean peace talks and incriminate the United States by dropping an atomic bomb on Korea or Manchuria, using a replica American aircraft. This discovery galvanises Jones, who prepares to stop the plane’s ﬂight by force, while Montel is adamant that as civilians they cannot commit a unilateral act of war. Jones plans to hide on the island, and signal his submarine when the plane takes off so that it can use all its guns to bring the aircraft down. However, Montel pre-empts him, and steals ashore ﬁrst, but when the crippled plane crashes to earth, the detonation of its bomb annihilates the island. Grief-stricken, Gerard reveals that Montel was her father. The circumstances of the Cold War frame Hell and High Water as an unusual but not atypical example of the submarine drama. The equivocal nature of the group’s engagements (tense manoeuvring and evasion while submerged, compared to uncomplicated commando raid tactics on land) underlines the contemporary contradiction of covert activ- ity and outright combat (the narrative events apparently taking place near to or just after the end of the Korean War). Without the submarine’s TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 131
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 signature weapon of the torpedo, the war-like, but ofﬁcially non- combatant, activity of the Captain and the crew as a whole is frustrated. In this context, the desperate attempt to bring down the bomber and the detonation of the atomic bomb appear consummative more than simply conclusive. This actual ﬁghting, which is suggested by Jones, but instigated by Montel (converted from civilian to combatant status by Jones’ example), also resolves the Oedipal struggle for authority over the boat, and Denise. Montel’s symbolic castration and displacement by Jones (and by Denise, who takes his place on the second trip ashore, and shoots a Chinese soldier when cornered) is completed by his sacriﬁce to Jones’ plan, and the inevitability of armed action. The apparent neutrality of the mercenary captain and crew (composed of former adversaries, now allies) is also revised, being replaced with a renewed sense of duty determined by present circumstances and enmities. As such, in this case the resolution of conﬂicts and rivalries within the crew ‘family’ is true to the genre ideal but is also reﬂective of the Cold War realignment of loyalties. The terseness and ambiguity which marks Widmark’s performance as Jones is maintained but modiﬁed in his character of Captain Finlander in The Bedford Incident. James B. Harris’s ﬁlm bears comparison with Dr Strangelove: Or How I Learned to Stop Worrying and Love the Bomb (Stanley Kubrick, 1963). Harris had worked as a producer with Kubrick on his earlier ﬁlms. The Bedford Incident, while mimicking the black-and-white, documentary detail of Dr Strangelove, departs from the latter’s satire and absurdity, and more closely re- sembles Fail Safe (Sidney Lumet, 1963). Taken together, Lumet’s, Kubrick’s and Harris’ ﬁlms form ‘Columbia’s disaster trilogy’.18 The ambitious liberal journalist Ben Munceford (Sidney Poitier), and reactivated reservist Doctor Potter (Martin Balsam) are taken by helicopter to USS Bedford, on anti-submarine patrol in the Denmark Strait. Both encounter hostility from Captain Finlander: his running of the ship on a war footing, involving near-constant action stations in the hunt for Russian submarines, makes Munceford a security risk, and Potter an irrelevance. Finlander points out that he refused a replacement doctor but was sent one anyway: Potter has no function to perform as the zealous crew exhibits no illness or malingering, and because the ship is likely to be destroyed instantaneously in an all-out exchange. The rejection of peace-time non-alignment from Hell and High Water is reinforced: Munceford notes that many of the Bedford’s sailors have turned down lucrative civilian electronics jobs to stay with the ship and ‘the hunt’, and Finlander shows contempt for Potter’s return to sea duty for purely ﬁnancial reasons. At the same time the shifting TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 132
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 of post-war loyalties is personiﬁed in the presence of Commodore Schrepke (Eric Portman) of the West German Navy, a former U-Boat commander acting as advisor for the anti-submarine patrol.19 When questioned by Munceford, he asserts that he was a member of Admiral Dönitz’s navy, not Hitler’s. Schrepke calls for moderation in the face of Finlander’s increasingly fanatical pursuit of a Soviet submarine into Greenland’s territorial waters. The Captain is convinced that the submarine is seeking to penetrate NATO defences, and identify positions for launching missiles against the American mainland. He stalks his target relentlessly, keeping the ‘unidentiﬁed’ submarine submerged so that its crew use up their battery power and air supply, while asking for permission to force it to the surface. While he has accomplished this feat in the past ‘off Cuba’, on this occasion the high command refuses Finlander’s request.20 When permission is ﬁnally granted, Finlander proceeds even though the submarine is now back in international waters. When the submarine still refuses to surface, the Bedford sets a course to ram, despite Schrepke’s protests, but Ensign Ralston (James MacArthur), who has been berated by the Captain throughout the patrol, misinterprets an order and launches a nuclear ASROC missile. The doomed submarine ﬁres nuclear-tipped torpedoes back, and both vessels are annihilated. By adopting an understated, documentary drama style, Harris’ ﬁlm emphasises the inevitability of aggression in Cold War confrontations. Where Fail Safe and Dr Strangelove identify the causes for accidental nuclear exchanges in computer failure and communal madness re- spectively, The Bedford Incident capitalises upon the dehumanised, unseen menace of the submarine, and the unchecked authority of the ship’s captain, to portray the potential for escalation at sea. In this sense, the ‘Columbia disaster trilogy’ contradicts (through drama and pathos as well as satire and comedy) the positive depictions of nuclear deterrent forces made in the 1950s.21 However, in comparison with Fail Safe and Dr Strangelove, The Bedford Incident’s naval bias incorporates a generic accentuation of the individual ideological conviction (and arbitrary auth- ority) of the captain, the distance from an uninformed or unsympathetic higher command, and the unanimity of the crew family. Notably, the unity and obedience of the crew (‘as impersonally efﬁcient as the advanced electronics gear they handle’) mean that the captain’s authority is only questioned by outsiders: the ex-submariner, the journalist and the ship’s doctor.22 None of the regular crew, includ- ing the victimised Ralston, question Finlander’s handling of the ship in response to the perceived threat. In this respect, the characterisation of Finlander is in line with Widmark’s role as a necessarily demanding drill TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 133
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 sergeant in Take the High Ground (Richard Brooks, 1953), set in the Korean War. During an interview, Munceford seizes upon the Captain’s commitment to active defence (‘Our purpose is deterrence, to prevent by threat a certain course of action by the enemy’) and suggests that this overly aggressive attitude has caused Finlander to be passed over for ﬂag rank. The Captain’s anger and frustration are focused as much upon the reluctance of his superiors to prosecute the submarine as on the attempt by ‘Big Red’ to humiliate the US Navy. Potter’s remarks on the Captain’s expectations of the modern ship’s crew (‘give him a plain, humble, scientiﬁc genius, but don’t stop there, make sure that he can stand watch, and he can navigate, and that he can man a battle station’) are prophetic with regard to the failings of two key ﬁgures: the mental collapse of sonar man Quefﬂe (Wally Cox) after more than 24 hours at his post, and the over-eager Ralston’s ﬁring of the fatal shot. Crucially, these faults are due to over-commitment, rather than dissen- sion against the Captain’s orders. The Executive Ofﬁcer’s guarded disapproval of Ralston’s treatment, Munceford’s baiting of Finlander in interview, and Potter’s refusal to allow Quefﬂe to return to duty, become cumulative criticisms of the Captain’s personal and professional qualities, but in a comprehensible if not justiﬁable context. Although it reﬂects a 1960s trend towards negative depictions of the military, The Bedford Incident does not attribute a likely apocalypse to inevitable technological shortcomings or pervasive insanity in author- ity.23 Instead, the institutional and environmental imperatives of the Cold War at sea are indicated, and perhaps indicted, as the structural determinants of disaster.
Heading for disaster The grouping of The Bedford Incident with other representations of nuclear disaster underlines the indelible relationship between the war ﬁlm and the disaster movie. While representations of apocalypse encompass various eras and genres of production (science ﬁction ﬁlms of the 1950s, but also ancient and Biblical narratives from the silent period to the 1960s), the disaster movie as a convention-bound type is distilled speciﬁcally in the 1970s, through examples such as Airport (George Seaton, 1969) and its sequels, The Poseidon Adventure (Ronald Neame, 1972), The Towering Inferno ( John Guillermin, 1974), Earthquake (Mark Robson, 1974), and The Hindenburg (Robert Wise, 1975). The underlying principle, of hubris meeting nemesis, in the genre’s concentration on technological, social and moral failures within human structures, ﬁnds its most resonant manifestation in numerous TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 134
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 depictions of a maritime disaster: the sinking of the Titanic. In disas- ter movies and naval war ﬁlms alike, the sea appears as a force of nature opposed to human control, distinct from, perhaps analogous but ultimately superior to human antagonisms which endanger the ﬁlms’ representative communities. Maurice Yacowar’s categorisation of the disaster movie stresses the maritime link, generally by noting how destructive forms of nature can play the antagonistic role, and speciﬁcally by labelling the model of a group undertaking a perilous journey the ‘Ship of Fools’ type.24 Yacowar qualiﬁes the recruitment of examples of war and historical ﬁlms into the disaster genre. The former is eligible when ‘the imagery of carnage and destruction predominates over the elements of human conﬂict’, while the latter, despite sharing the ‘doom imagery’ of widespread devastation, may distract from the true disaster ﬁlm’s ‘sense of contemporaneity’.25 In both cases, destruction is usually delayed to form a spectacular, cataclysmic climax indistinguishable in emphasis and effect from the endings of contemporary disaster movies. Under this deﬁnition, The Bedford Incident epitomises the congruence between naval and disaster ﬁlms: the ship and captain confront both elemental and human, albeit dehumanised, adversaries; the group on the brink of disaster is both representative of and isolated from its society; and in emphasising conﬂict between generations, ideologies and (in Poitier’s character) races, it articulates contemporary tensions in terms of a day of judgement.26 Although it ﬁts many of the requirements, Tora! Tora! Tora! (Richard Fleischer, 1970) is speciﬁcally excluded from the disaster movie category by Yacowar.27 Its scrupulous recreation of history (of a disastrous event dramatised as often as the sinking of the Titanic) is matched by an equally even-handed approach to the crucial (and in Japanese terms, disastrous) encounter in Battle of Midway (Jack Smight, 1976). Both ﬁlms climax with extensive scenes of devastation, as the undefended Paciﬁc ﬂeet base at Pearl Harbor is attacked pre-emptively by Japanese carrier planes, and the Japanese ﬂeet is caught and destroyed by US Navy aircraft. The ﬁlms’ resemblance to the disaster genre is heightened by these anticipated and doom-laden spectacles, but is in any case established by other textual and contextual features. Both ﬁlms detail the cumulative effects of arrogance and negligence on both sides in the countdown to disaster; they ground historical narratives in characterisations based on recognisable star personae (for example, the casting of Charlton Heston, star of Biblical epics and disaster movies such as Earthquake, as the ﬁctional Captain Matt Garth in Midway); and Midway’s connection to contemporary disaster movies is strengthened TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 135
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 by the employment of Jack Smight (director of Airport ‘75, which also starred Heston) and use of the Sensurround special effect process used previously for Earthquake. The connection between epic treatments of military subjects and the contemporary disaster movie had already been established by the time Tora! Tora! Tora! was conceived. The clearest precedent for this combination of aesthetic and historical imperatives was The Longest Day (Ken Annakin, Andrew Marton, Bernhard Wicki, 1962), an epic dramatising the D-Day landings. In line with the later disaster movie format, Darryl F. Zanuck cast large numbers of internationally recog- nisable stars, who in some cases incarnated key historical ﬁgures and in others played peripheral, ﬁctional characters. This casting strategy promoted the ﬁlm through the broad-based appeal of its various stars, and provided clariﬁcation and shorthand in characterisation, through the marriage of a recognisable star’s persona to a factual or ﬁctional character who the audience must follow through a lengthy and complex historical reconstruction.28 Zanuck’s combination of history and conventionalised narrative anticipates the war-disaster hybridisation seen in Tora! Tora! Tora! and Midway. In comparison with the degree of licence exhibited in the dram- atisation of the Normandy landings in The Longest Day, Tora! Tora! Tora! and Midway are exacting in their commitment to historical accuracy.29 Midway resembles The Longest Day in its incorporation of a ﬁctional subplot, concerning the forbidden romance between Captain Garth’s son Tom (Edward Albert) and a Japanese girl interned on Hawaii. Both ﬁlms trade substantially on the associations of their stars in the characterisation of central historical ﬁgures. In Midway, Henry Fonda plays the American commander Admiral Chester Nimitz as a wise, national patriarch opposite Toshiro Mifune, the pre-eminent Japanese actor of the 1960s, as Admiral Isoroku Yamamoto, initiator of both the Pearl Harbor and Midway operations. Glenn Ford plays Admiral Raymond Spruance, the victor of Midway promoted to command on the recommendation of Admiral William Halsey (Robert Mitchum). Ford’s performance emphasises Spruance’s sombreness and commitment to halting the Japanese advance, in contrast to the apprehensiveness of his co-commander Admiral Fletcher (Robert Webber). In Tora! Tora! Tora!, Admiral Husband E. Kimmel, the naval commander at Pearl Harbor and scapegoat for the attack, is played sympathetically by Martin Balsam as a victim of circumstance, while Jason Robards takes the role of the irritable Army commander, Major-General Walter Short. A unique joint production, using directors, actors, crews and technical advisors from both America and Japan, Tora! Tora! Tora! TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 136
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 telegraphs its intention to give an impartial representation of the build- up and aftermath of the infamous attack. Its opening title insists that ‘all the events and characters depicted are true to historical fact’. Major, minor, ironic and comic details are included for authenticity: the incoming Japanese planes encounter civilian aircraft over the islands; Honolulu Radio broadcasts through the night as a homing beacon for American planes inbound from California; the Japanese planes are spotted on radar but mistaken for a ﬂight of B17s; USS Ward detects and destroys a Japanese submarine several hours before the carrier planes arrive; the ship’s band plays on the quarterdeck of USS Nevada as the bombs begin to fall; a spent bullet cracks a window in Kimmel’s ofﬁce as the attack comes to an end, causing him to reﬂect: ‘It would have been merciful had it killed me.’30 Signiﬁcant characters, locations and events are introduced with explanatory titles, and clariﬁed with expository dialogue. For example, General Short’s decision to range Army aircraft in rows at Hickam and Wheeler ﬁelds, defending them against sabotage but leaving them more vulnerable to air attack, is discussed on three occasions. In electing to use torpedo-carrying planes to attack the American battleships, Yamamoto brushes aside objections based on the shallowness of water in the harbour by recalling the Royal Navy’s successful attack upon the Italian ﬂeet at Taranto. In the preceding scene, Kimmel and his predecessor discuss the same details (but reach the opposite conclusion, that such an attack is impossible) when he ﬂies into Pearl Harbor to assume command. Scenes of Japanese planning, in which the requirements for the mission are discussed (the need for aircraft carriers and for an attack on a weekend), are followed by a scene in Kimmel’s ofﬁce in which such details for a likely assault on Hawaii are predicted. The misgivings about the attack voiced by Admiral Nagumo (Eijiro Tono) at the development stage are contrasted with the eagerness and efﬁciency of Lieutenant Commanders Genda (Tatsuya Mihashi) and Fuchida (Takahiro Tamura), who plan and execute it. Nagumo’s pessimism anticipates his later ruling to break off the attack, against the advice of his subordinates, and this is represented as a disaster in Japanese decision-making to parallel the breakdowns in communication on the American side.31 The ﬁlm’s representation of Kimmel’s and Short’s puzzled responses to hedged orders from Washington, and their deliberate exclusion from vital intelligence on Japanese plans, functions to partially excuse both men of their responsibility for the attack. The powerlessness of both commanders in the face of externally-induced circumstances (Short’s inability to site air-warning radar in the best locations because of concerns for local wildlife; the unavailability of aircraft to carry out TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 137
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 the necessary reconnaissance ﬂights to protect the base; Kimmel’s loss of ships to the Atlantic Fleet because of the threat of German U-Boats) devolves guilt for the attack upon higher authorities. The Chief of Naval Operations Admiral Stark (Edward Andrews) is seen to delay warning Kimmel of the likelihood of an attack in order to discuss matters with the President. The Chief of Staff General Marshall (Keith Andes) ﬁnally issues a long-winded warning message which, like the delayed Japanese declaration of war, is not received until the attack is in progress. The ﬁlm’s accumulation of historical detail increases the sense of inevitability, and the ﬁlm’s resemblance to a disaster movie, in which destruction and loss of life are heralded by complacency, incompetence and error at all levels of authority. The most devastating part of the attack, the destruction of USS Arizona (which became iconic in the documentary record), is isolated and emphasised in the ﬁlm by a rapid montage showing the devastation caused by the explosion of the ship’s magazine, and miniature work mimicking contemporary footage. The bombing of the Arizona, previewed in Japanese training and pre- destined by the bomber responsible carrying a recognition photo of the ship, becomes symbolic of the attack as a whole, and receives sim- ilar emphasis in Pearl Harbor (Michael Bay, 2001). By comparison, American victories are depicted in a muted fashion: Ward’s report of the submarine is dismissed, while the counter-attacks upon Japanese planes by the few American aircraft to escape are not shown through to their conclusion. Notably, Dorie Miller (Elven Havard), who was decorated for his part in the battle, is not identiﬁed by a title, and is only glimpsed in a non-speaking role. Another unidentiﬁed and wounded American sailor, seen shooting down enemy planes at the Kaneohe naval air base, may be intended to represent John Finn, who also received an award for his bravery during the attack.32 Representation of the Japanese in the ﬁlm compliments and mirrors that of the American side, and exhibits a marked divergence from the characterisation of the Japanese military as barbaric seen in wartime ﬁlms. Japanese politicians and military commanders foresee the inevitability of conﬂict with the United States. Like the American authorities, the upper echelons of the Imperial Japanese Navy are seen to be divided, with rivalry between those in favour of naval air power, and those still devoted to the battleship as the pre-eminent force at sea. The fullest characterisation is reserved for Admiral Yamamoto, who receives a remarkably sympathetic treatment. Despite instigating the surprise attack, Yamamoto is characterised as a noble ofﬁcer opposed to war, who con- tests the Army-led government’s case for an alliance with Germany and conﬂict with America, and constantly holds out hope for a diplomatic TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 138
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 solution. Within the conventions of the disaster movie and the war ﬁlm, Yamamoto is represented as a hero tragically aware of the failings of his superiors and the institutions they serve, and committed to combat only by default. Having been educated in America, he also warns against underestimating their prospective enemy. In one scene, he angrily threatens to dismiss any ofﬁcer who disobeys an order to call off the attack, if last-minute diplomacy prospers. His response to the eupho- ria that the attack’s success induces is to remark that, ‘I fear all we have done is to awaken a sleeping giant and ﬁll him with a terrible resolve’, and these words form a ﬁnal title at the ﬁlm’s conclusion. Yamamoto’s characterisation and the inclusion of his melancholy prescience complicate the representation of the Japanese side. Despite the Navy being the perpetrator of the under-hand attack, the Army-led government, symbolised by War Minister General Tojo (Asao Uchida), is blamed for the outbreak of war. Despite the zeal of Fuchida and Genda, Japanese fanaticism is limited to the deliberate crashing of one dam- aged plane: in comparison with Pearl Harbor, there are no scenes of planes attacking civilian targets.33 Ironically, Nagumo’s curtailing of the attack is included for criticism. Paradoxically, what begins as a disaster from an American perspective is concluded, as Yamamoto foresees, as a disaster in Japanese terms, as an unwanted and hopeless war.34 This serves to extend and share the portents of disaster among all the narrative’s participants, but also helps to further exculpate American failings at Pearl Harbor. The ﬁlm’s even-handedness culmin- ates in this retrospective forgiveness, when the aggressor nation has been defeated and rehabilitated as a Cold War ally. The formal and narrative characteristics of Battle of Midway follow the pattern of Tora! Tora! Tora! in foreshadowing disaster in combat. What threatens to be an American disaster (in the Japanese plan to lure the smaller American ﬂeet into a trap) ends as a decisive and traumatic Japanese defeat, again presaging the conclusion of the war itself. In introducing a crucial battle, which is concluded in Allied victory, as a potentially disastrous defeat, Midway follows the dramatic precedents set by The Battle of the Bulge (Ken Annakin, 1965), and The Battle of Britain (Guy Hamilton, 1969), in which an over-conﬁdent enemy with superior numbers is defeated through a determination indicative of moral ascendancy. The ﬁlm’s inclusion and accentuated narration of signiﬁc- ant historical details (through titles, expository dialogue and prophetic ponderings voiced by key participants) echoes the style and intention of these productions (although its stated commitment to integrating wartime documentary ﬁlm for the battle sequence is devalued by its obvious over- reliance upon additional action footage from Tora! Tora! Tora!).35 TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 139
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Midway represents the intricacies of the battle faithfully. Admiral Nimitz is shown to be reliant upon secret intelligence provided by American code-breakers to identify the Japanese objectives and plan an ambush. The failure of Japanese reconnaissance to detect the presence of American carriers is exacerbated by Admiral Nagumo’s fatal hesitation in the handling of the Japanese strike force. The characterisation of Nagumo (James Shigeta) repeats the pessimism exhibited by the same character in Tora! Tora! Tora!, but is also endowed sympathetically with the melancholy foresight with which Yamamoto is gifted in the earlier ﬁlm. He questions the assumptions on which Yamamoto’s plan is built, condemns the lack of ﬁrm intelligence on American deployments, and admires the bravery and sacriﬁce of American pilots attacking his ships. The good and bad fortune experienced in the attacks and counter-attacks by the planes of both sides are also rendered in detail. However, the predictions of disaster are equally conspicuous: Yamamoto’s mammoth battle plan is heavily criticised by the commanders who must execute it, while he insists (in another echo of Tora! Tora! Tora!) that the operation represents Japan’s only hope for lasting security. The ﬁlm’s enunciation of Japan’s fated defeat is encapsulated in the representation of the second attack upon Fletcher’s ﬂagship, USS Yorktown. The ﬂight leader, Lieutenant Tomonaga, has insufﬁcient fuel to return to his own carrier, and crashes his plane into the American carrier deliberately. The ﬁnal attack of the battle, in which the last Japanese carrier is sunk, follows immediately afterwards. In bombing his target, Matt Garth’s plane is critically damaged, and he is killed when he tries to land aboard USS Enterprise. This ﬁctional, personal loss, mirroring Tomonaga’s sacriﬁce, concludes the ﬁlm’s action: the attempts made to save Yorktown before her torpedoing by a Japanese submarine are not shown. Yamamoto’s ignominious retreat with the rest of the Japanese ﬂeet is matched by Nimitz’s welcome for the return of Spruance’s ﬂagship. The textual similarities shared by Tora! Tora! Tora! and Midway are more signiﬁcant than the superﬁcial distinctions to be drawn between their representations of battles lost and won. The structural and ideological emphases of the contemporary disaster movie (the insistence on the culpability of arrogance and complacency, foreboding pro- nouncements made by key ﬁgures of both sides, the anticipation of scenes of catastrophic damage and loss of life) endow these ﬁlms with tones of melancholy and loss, even when depicting American victory. This is unsurprising in the case of Tora! Tora! Tora!, but Midway’s historical success is marred by the sacriﬁces of the ﬁctional Garth family. Tom’s training as a Navy pilot is undermined by his controversial association TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 140
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 with a Japanese woman, and Matt’s intervention on his son’s behalf harms his reputation too. The back history of the father-son relationship (alienation through parental divorce being aggravated by their Navy post- ings) resurfaces on their meeting at Pearl Harbor, and persists through the scenes of preparation for the battle when both embark on USS Yorktown. This soap-operatic material (reminiscent of In Harm’s Way) provides a counterpoint to the count-down to combat, echoing the disaster movie’s portrayal of social and familial tensions prior to scenes of destruction.36 The Garth family’s sacriﬁce (Tom’s injuries sustained in air combat, and Matt’s death at the moment of triumph) embodies a unity of effort and endurance of loss which reﬂects the martyrdom required to secure victory at Midway. In this light, the homespun paternalism evident in the ﬁlm’s portrayal of Nimitz (who is always aware of the need to ‘defend the home folks ﬁrst’) accentuates the family’s value, as well as its obligation. However, in this case, the duty of the emblematic family (which in war ﬁlms and disaster movies alike, is to unite to drive a threat or an enemy away from the hearth) is doubled and contradicted, by national obligations to drive the Japanese back and moral imperatives to welcome them into the family. Just as post-war characterisations of the German enemy seek to distinguish between Nazis and non-Nazis, so the portrayal of the Japanese across Tora! Tora! Tora! and Midway strives to distance the Imperial Japanese Navy from the Army’s aggression and barbarism, and herald the post- war rehabilitation of a democratic Japan.37 The redemption of Japan which these ﬁlms suggest (through the com- monality of disaster, and the sympathetic characterisation inﬂuenced by hindsight) forms a parallel to their attempted rehabilitation of the American military itself during and after the Vietnam War. Both ﬁlms cast the US Navy as the victim of and defender against overwhelming Japanese attacks. Producer Walter Mirisch conceived Battle of Midway as no more than a patriotic contribution to Bicentennial celebrations in 1976, and as a popular history lesson for audiences less knowledgeable about the Navy’s role in the Paciﬁc War.38 Nonetheless, the ﬁlm’s delineation of the American ﬂeet as the underdog strengthens its depic- tion of the luck and loss involved in the ﬁnal victory, which remains guaranteed historically and generically. Similarly, the circumstances of material inferiority and under-preparedness, exacerbated by poor polit- ical and military leadership, which are seen to precipitate disaster in Tora! Tora! Tora!, also offer an exculpation of the American armed forces, seen most recently as numerically and technologically superior aggres- sors in Asia. Tora! Tora! Tora! may be seen as a war ﬁlm connected as much to World War II productions as to recent epic recreations, in TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 141
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 portraying a military excused of failure by the machinations of the higher authorities, ennobled during the attack by valiant, vain defence, and absolved by its endurance of defeat and loss before ultimate victory. Alternatively, its disparaging portrayal of a divided, ineffectual and culpable military establishment can be read as a pertinent critique of the armed forces in the Vietnam-era. The adoption in both ﬁlms of disaster movie motifs, which are crucial to a positive reading of Midway and the negative interpretation of Tora! Tora! Tora!, is conﬁrmed by Yacowar’s recognition of the convergence of war and disaster movies in the 1970s: War ﬁlms are at a peak during periods of war and express nationalistic conﬁdence. Disaster ﬁlms express the triviality of human differences in the face of cosmic danger . . . The disaster cycle of the 1970s followed the slow ending of the American presence in Vietnam. The subsequent cycle of war ﬁlms was possibly spurred by the fervour of the Bicentennial, but it continued the successful elements of the disaster ﬁlm: suspense, spectacle, formulaic characterization, and the drama of a divided society seeking vital reconciliation.39 While acknowledging a contemporary textual and contextual connec- tion, Yacowar’s lack of differentiation between Vietnam-era war ﬁlms portraying combat on land and combat at sea undervalues the particu- lar relevance of historical and familial emphases, disaster, defeat and loss in these naval examples. Arguably, the Navy was a safer subject for portrayal of the military during the decade of American engagement in Vietnam:
The Navy was the only service ﬁlmmakers even considered using as a setting for major home-front military stories before the war ended. Although naval aviation contributed to the destruction of Vietnam and the Navy’s riverboat patrols received television coverage, Navy personnel did not usually get involved in ground combat, and the service did not suffer the media attention My Lai brought to the Army or Khe Sanh to the Marines. As a result the war seemed to damage the Navy’s image less than that of the other services.40 The tone of disaster which reigns over the inevitable loss of the ﬂeet at Pearl Harbor in Tora! Tora! Tora!, and the foregrounded famil- ial enmity and sacriﬁce in Midway, renders the historical events in contemporary terms, in accommodating the disaster genre, and acknowledging, by default, the national ‘disaster’ of Vietnam. The aptness of naval subjects to disaster movie treatments is illustrated further by Gray Lady Down (David Greene, 1978), also produced by The Mirisch Corporation and starring Charlton Heston TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 142
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 as Captain Paul Blanchard. Blanchard’s submarine USS Neptune is return- ing from its last voyage under his command when it collides with a Norwegian freighter, and sinks to the sea bottom close to the edge of an underwater canyon. Rockslides from the canyon walls and ﬂooding of the submarine’s damaged compartments hinder the crew’s attempts to communicate with rescue ships. On the surface, Captain Bennett (Stacy Keach) clashes with Captain Gates (David Carradine) over the equipment and procedures for the rescue. Gates has been ordered to use his own prototype submersible Snark to clear the Neptune’s escape hatches, so that the Navy’s dedicated rescue vehicle (the Deep Submergence Rescue Vehicle, or DSRV) can dock and recover the Neptune’s crew. Gates resents Bennett insisting on putting one of his men aboard Snark in place of Gates’ co-pilot Mickey (Ned Beatty), which leads to a wasted dive and a violent public argument between the ofﬁcers. Although the escape hatches are cleared, a rockslide tips the Neptune over at such an angle that the rescue submarine will not be able to connect. Blanchard decides to blow all the ballast tanks on one side of the submarine in order to right the boat. He orders the compartment evacuated before he blows the tanks, but the control room starts to ﬂood rapidly. The executive ofﬁcer Commander Samuelson (Ronny Cox), and Lieutenant Murphy (Stephen McHattie), a junior watch ofﬁcer who feels guilty for the collision, blow the tanks as Blanchard seals the hatch to the control room. The captain nearly collapses after watching the executive ofﬁcer drown through the hatch window, but the manoeuvre works and the crew are taken off by the DSRV. As the last group is rescued, another rockslide dislodges the submarine, but Gates, having dived in Snark alone, rams his sub under the Neptune to stabilise the wreck. When all the survivors are safe, Neptune rolls over and crushes the Snark, and both submarines slip into the depths of the canyon. Similarities to Midway, in casting, the narrative anticipation of catastrophe and the climactic sacriﬁce of Gates, underline the ﬁlm’s grounding in the disaster genre. However, the portrayal of the accident and the subsequent rescue complicate this categorisation. In the after- math of the accident, Samuelson blames Blanchard for the collision, because his vanity prompted the order to surface for the run into port. With Blanchard’s promotion, Samuelson would have assumed command of the Neptune but for the accident. Samuelson’s Oedipal aggression seems to trigger the ﬁrst rockslide, and tensions between the ofﬁcers become symbolised by the water seeping gradually from the over- strained hatch in the control room. Samuelson’s bitterness seems to spring from the frustration of his chance at command, a selﬁsh misdirection of the individualism displayed by Gates. When the hatch fails before TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 143
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Blanchard can blow the ballast tanks, the executive ofﬁcer’s sacriﬁce, though perhaps born out of a renewed sense of duty and penitent respect for Blanchard, becomes another recrimination for the captain. Gates’ selﬂessness in saving the last members of the crew is simply the last in a series of deliberately insubordinate acts, which have challenged Bennett’s command during the rescue operation. The highly public and acrimonious disagreements between ofﬁcers responsible for the collision and the rescue bid threaten to outweigh any positive representation of the Navy, its hardware and expertise. In addition and contradiction to the ﬁlm’s adoption of disaster movie conventions (the alleged arrogance and culpability of authority ﬁgures, tensions reﬂected in the endangered, cross-sectional group, brief scenes of the captain’s wife receiving news of the sinking), the ﬁlm champions the Navy’s submarine service, its safety and its rescue technology. After the collision, the Neptune comes to rest at over 1450 feet, well beyond her ofﬁcial crush depth of 1200 feet. When Murphy remarks ‘Thank God’, Blanchard corrects him: ‘God and General Dynamics!’ In meetings between the Secretary of the Navy and senior naval ofﬁcers, unwavering assurances are given that the wreck of the Neptune repres- ents no danger to the environment: ‘Crushing will not cause a nuclear accident . . . There will be no radioactive seepage. The system design will not allow that to happen, sir.’ Interspersed through sequences aboard the rescue vessels and the Neptune are documentary scenes of the DSRV leaving its base in San Diego, being loaded on a plane for transport to the site, and arriving aboard its mother ship. After ﬁnal images of Neptune’s crew and captain safe on the surface, an ending title reafﬁrms conﬁdence in the Navy’s unique rescue system: ‘The United States Navy’s DSRV is today a reality. It is capable of rescuing men from US submarines in any of the world’s oceans.’ At the time of the ﬁlm’s pro- duction, the DSRV was new in service. Having been designed in response to two fatal submarine accidents suffered by the Navy in the 1960s, the DSRV entered service in the early 1970s, and was ﬁnally ready for rescue duty in 1977.41 Its ﬁrst years of operation were marked by international exercises, the success of which was trumpeted within Navy publications.42 The awe with which the DSRV is introduced in Gray Lady Down, and the success of the rescue operation might justify the ﬁlm’s dismissal as ‘an ironclad hymn to technology’ and an ‘elaborate recruitment/ promotion effort.’43 However, the mutinous challenges to command authority above and below the surface, and the eventual accomplish- ment of the rescue by virtue of insubordinate individualism, complicate such pigeonholing. As in the cases of the preceding, combat-oriented TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 144
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ﬁlms of the 1970s, Gray Lady Down introduces criticism and questioning of the Navy’s and nation’s patriarchs, but like Midway (and unlike Tora! Tora! Tora!), it concludes with the conﬁrmation of the senior male, which forms part of a wider endorsement of the Navy itself. The sacriﬁces of the younger men (Samuelson and Gates) work to reafﬁrm the authority of Bennett and Blanchard. The captain of the lost Neptune, the last passenger of the DSRV, still receives salutes from the crew of the rescue ship when he steps aboard. Similarly, Nimitz’s salute for the returning Spruance conﬁrms the faith in delegation of authority exhibited earlier by the ﬂeet commander and Admiral Halsey. Only in Tora! Tora! Tora! are the efforts of the younger rank and ﬁle of the military shown to be hamstrung in advance by the authority of an older generation. The avoidance of combat may be understandably uncon- tentious in the post-Vietnam era, but results in a ﬁlm portraying both the inherent vulnerability and the technological superiority of a Navy which exists only to ﬁght internally, and rescue itself. With rebellious junior ofﬁcers atoning for their shortcomings by willing self-sacriﬁce, and the success of the rescue attributable to the Navy’s provision of high-technology solutions, the blame for the collision can be returned to the incompetent captain and crew of the merchant ship, and rever- ence for the Neptune’s captain can be restored. In contradiction to Yacowar, Tora! Tora! Tora! can be seen as a true disaster movie, because of its insistence upon the depiction of cumulative incompetence and irresponsibility, redolent of widespread, institutional deﬁciencies, and punished by a national catastrophe. By contrast, Midway and Gray Lady Down evoke the precedents of disaster movies and war epics in their ultimately positive depictions of the Navy in history and in the present. In essence, all three ﬁlms emerge as variations on the naval war ﬁlm, which accommodate elements of the disaster movie in their evasion of and allusion to the wider military and political disaster of Vietnam. More properly, perhaps, the key narrative and thematic features of the naval war ﬁlm (debating authority, isolating and endangering a socially representative group, recognising the omnipresent, elemental threat of the sea, acknowledging the loss of a ship as a personal, professional and familial catastrophe) can be seen to anticipate the conventions of the disaster movie.
Drawing the Navy’s claws The earlier Cold War ﬁlms’ problematisation of civilian and military authority, and the often perplexing generic diversiﬁcation of the Navy’s representation in the later Cold War period, is reiterated in The Final TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 145
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Countdown (Don Taylor, 1980). Via a freak storm, a modern aircraft carrier is transported back in time, and presented with an opportunity to intervene against the Japanese surprise attack on Pearl Harbor. While this ﬁlm appears to belong within the categories of science ﬁction (by centring on a Bermuda Triangle-like occurrence of time-travel) and disaster movie (‘Ship of Fools’ type), it also strives to function overtly as a positive public relations document in its idolisation of its techno- logical centrepiece, the recently completed, nuclear-powered aircraft carrier USS Nimitz. The construction of the ﬁlm around the image and reputation of a single ship echoes the place of HMS Ark Royal in Ships With Wings. Lawrence Suid has recorded the ﬁlm’s genesis and the extent of the Navy’s cooperation, particularly in the signiﬁcance of the involvement of the Navy’s newest carrier and the appearance in the ﬁlm of many members of her crew: The executive ofﬁcer of the Nimitz heard through the grapevine that [Peter] Douglas’ production company was looking for a ship to feature in the ﬁlm. Douglas recalled that the ofﬁcer thought that using the ship as a loca- tion for the movie would build crew morale as well as serve the navy in recruiting and retention . . . Although the movie’s ad campaign in the United States did not highlight the navy’s hardware as a selling point, the Navy apparently received the beneﬁt for which it had hoped. According to Douglas, the retention rate went up 23 or 24 percent following the release of The Final Countdown. Moreover, whatever problems the ﬁlm had commercially, the producer felt that in the end he had captured the Navy’s love of its ships: ‘The star of the picture was truly the Nimitz.’44 The Navy’s hardware and its intricate operational procedures are present from the title sequence, in which elements of Nimitz’s airwing are seen departing from their shore bases to join the ship as she leaves Pearl Harbor. The voice and vocabulary of the air trafﬁc controller heard over these images are simply the ﬁlm’s ﬁrst instance of the valorisation of Navy preserves of jargon, tradition and drill. The ship herself is intro- duced by a long aerial travelling shot, which tracks along her wake, runs parallel along her length (below ﬂight-deck level, to emphasise her size and speed) and then rises in front of her bow to frame a full portrait in long-shot. Subsequently, all aspects of the ship’s operations are included and emphasised within the narrative. The landing of the air group com- mander’s ﬁghter aircraft is shown in detail, as are helicopter rescues at sea, air-to-air refuelling and other aspects of ﬂight operations. When a violent, unexpected storm blows up, which threatens the recovery of the aircraft aboard, Nimitz’s commander Captain Yelland (Kirk TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 146
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Douglas) orders her smaller escort ships back to port. Once the ship has survived the disorientating time-warp ‘storm’ and found herself alone in a silent and calm sea, the crew are shown to react swiftly to the call to General Quarters, and the last aircraft is brought aboard in a faultlessly executed crash-barrier landing (initiated by a piped order which, consciously or unconsciously, echoes the ironic call to action on the morning of the Pearl Harbor attack: ‘This is not a drill!’). The captain fears that the strange weather conditions are actually the after-effects of a nuclear attack. He orders a reconnaissance ﬂight over Pearl to assess damage, and again all aspects of the aircraft’s launch, ﬂight and recovery are painstakingly represented. From intercepted radio broadcasts and the reconnaissance ﬂight’s photographs, it becomes obvious that the ship has been transported back in time to 6 December 1941, the day before the Japanese attack. Once this fact is digested, the ship’s commanders are forced to choose between two courses of action: to intervene to prevent the attack, inevitably changing history, or to shun action and let events unfold naturally. This conundrum leads to insoluble questions as to the validity of the chain of command, and the ship’s proper role. At ﬁrst the captain admits that ‘we’re at General Quarters because I don’t have any idea what’s happening’. When the Japanese threat is identiﬁed, the executive ofﬁcer declares desperately ‘we are in a war situation: this is a United States warship – or at least it used to be, or will be . . .’ When the captain ﬁnally determines that the ship must ﬁght to defend the country ‘in the past, present or future’, and take orders only from ‘the Commander in Chief’, Warren Lasky (Martin Sheen), a civilian systems analyst from the ship’s builders who is to report to the Defence Department on her operations, asks whether he is ready to obey Franklin D. Roosevelt. The eventual move to action is also shown with a meticulous and persuasive itemisation of the Navy’s equipment. When they encounter two Zero ﬁghters from the Japanese carriers, two of Nimitz’s Tomcats at ﬁrst toy with the enemy planes in displaying their speed and manoeuvrability, before shooting them down with ease. The jet pilots report this one-sided victory in the idiom of the Paciﬁc War: ‘Splash two!’ Survivors from a yacht destroyed by the Zeros (Senator Samuel Chapman [Charles Durning], a member of the Armed Services Committee, and his secretary) are rescued by one of the carrier’s helicopters. When an all-out attack is ordered against the approaching Japanese ﬂeet, the rapid preparation of aircraft in the hangar, the loading of munitions and the launch of the planes are all shown in detail. However, the time-warp storm reappears and seems to pursue the ship, TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 147
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 leading to the cancellation of the attack. The images of the ship pass- ing through the storm for a second time are interspersed with stock footage of the Pearl Harbor attack taking place. The planes are recalled and return safely to the ship back in 1980, in another comprehensive depiction of the ship’s ﬂight operations. At work within the ﬁlm’s representation of high-technology and abortive combat, is a contradictory mixture of overt propaganda and acknowledged impotence. The failure of the ship to intervene meaningfully in the past is matched by embarrassing questions for the captain about her ‘disappearance’ for two days upon her return to the present. In this regard, the presence of the civilian observer provides a revealing con- temporary criticism. As noted by Basinger, the presence of the cynical group member or sceptical observer/commentator within war ﬁlms serves to focus debate upon the justiﬁcation and conduct of combat operations.45 Whereas the conventional war narrative shows the scep- tic ﬁnally convinced of the necessity of ﬁghting for the greater moral and ideological good, in this case Lasky argues for the commitment of Nimitz to the war before it has actually begun, and in deﬁance of the caution and indecision of the ships’ ofﬁcers. While the ofﬁcers may appear to be stymied by the fracturing of the chain of command, the presence aboard of civilian and political ﬁgures (Lasky and Senator Chapman), who may exercise authority over the ship and her actions, proves at ﬁrst inconvenient and ultimately perplexing for Captain Yelland. When ﬁnally stirred to act against the Japanese ﬂeet, Yelland’s orders (for the safe departure of Chapman and an all-out attack by the carrier’s planes) are conclusively frustrated. Lasky represents the business concern behind the revolutionary design of the Nimitz, headed by the mysterious Mr Tideman. (Tideman himself may appear as a veiled allusion to the close ties between the American military establishment and the secretive millionaire Howard Hughes, who was allegedly involved in classiﬁed, high-technology naval projects in the 1960s and 1970s).46 When the ship returns to Pearl Harbor, Tideman is revealed to be the air group leader Commander Owens (James Farentino), who was left behind in 1941 by accident and who has been responsible for the ship’s construction. This ambiguous characterisation within the ﬁlm of the scientiﬁc/industrial complex which supports the American military appears unintentionally ironic, given the recognition in the closing credits of the technical assistance given to the production by the Grumman Aerospace Corporation. Lasky’s specula- tion on the opportunity for history to be changed by Nimitz’s interven- tion at Pearl Harbor exacerbates the indecision among the ship’s ofﬁcers. In effect, his circuitous reasoning serves as the counterpart to the TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 148
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 aggressive demands made by Chapman, for action against the Japanese if the attack is certain to take place. Lasky’s presence aboard, and the portrayal of undue civilian inﬂuence upon the conduct of military opera- tions, foregrounds signiﬁcant contemporary issues. Politically-driven civilian analysis of service effectiveness was a feature of the post-Vietnam American military. Where Pentagon systems analysts had been able to demonstrate the utility and cost-effectiveness of carriers during the Vietnam War, by the late 1970s their role within a nuclear war against the Soviet Union was open to question.47 Budgetary considera- tions and the increasing inﬂuence of civilian analysts under the Ford and Carter administrations intensiﬁed the debate upon the future (and future construction) of aircraft carriers in an era of diplomatic and ideo- logical, rather than straightforward military, confrontation:
The Carter administration did see that there was a global competition with the Soviets, but believed that this should be fought using US strengths in the economic and political ﬁeld. The Soviet Union would not be able to match US aid, investment, trading potential or expertise. Its political sys- tem would prove unattractive by comparison with the US system . . . Military power seemed to be largely irrelevant to this picture. Power projection from carriers could not reverse tides of history.48
In an echo of the defence of naval aviation seen in Task Force (Delmer Daves, 1949), the battle the Nimitz has to ﬁght, both in the narrative of and through its appearance in The Final Countdown, is not to avoid a humiliation of the past but to stave off a defeat of the present. The positive depiction of Navy equipment, personnel and capabilities can be seen to be undermined by hesitation in the military command struc- tures with the authority and responsibility to direct them. Conversely, the inﬂuential political and civilian ﬁgures who seek to wield the military power vested in the carrier cannot ‘change history’ by doing so, either in 1941 or 1980. Political and military leaderships seem markedly out of step: while the ship (and ﬁlm) can display a series of faultlessly conducted procedures, these do not amount to meaningful, operational intervention, and hardly constitute combat. As in the case of Gray Lady Down, the image of the Navy is of a service which seems to operate in ﬂawed, even irrelevant ways, with the performance of its duties being subject to internal dissent and a convoluted command structure, leading it to endanger and rescue itself in the absence of worth- while missions. The apparent professionalism and proﬁciency of the Nimitz within the ﬁlm may well have constituted a beneﬁcial image to support Navy recruitment and retention, but the arbitrary forces affect- ing the crew are redolent of paralysis at executive level. After overhearing TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 149
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 the ofﬁcers listening to a radio report of Russian and German forces ﬁghting on land (in 1941), a young crewmember tells his colleagues that their commanders appear frightened and hamstrung by the prospect of a real war. Such tentativeness and the lack of clear orders and objec- tives appear more representative of the Commander in Chief of 1980:
The carrier force retained its utility in the view of the White House – indeed for a President who sought to build peace and one who found decisions on the use of force difﬁcult, carriers may have actually seemed attractive . . . the very mobility of carriers allowed the President to respond without total commitment – a virtue that ﬁtted President Carter’s needs and was reﬂected in the way he sometimes changed carrier orders en route.49
The Final Countdown has been read as a fantasy of vindicated aggres- sion which anticipates and, like other ﬁlms of the 1980s, helps to endorse the American military build-up under Reagan, speciﬁcally by recalling an indisputable justiﬁcation for action: the Pearl Harbor attack.50 However, the powerlessness of the ship and the service it symbolises are redolent of the preceding decade and presidency. Ironically, the combat operations which could provide justiﬁcation for the carrier’s existence are frustrated, despite its ﬂawless operation, by both internal and arbitrary forces. Equally ironically, one of the last carrier deploy- ments authorised by President Carter, was in support of ‘Operation Eagle Claw’, the attempt to rescue American hostages from the Tehran Embassy in 1980. The aircraft and helicopters involved in this abortive mission, which suffered several setbacks from equipment failure and fatal accidents before ﬁnally being recalled, ﬂew from the deck of the Nimitz. President Carter welcomed the Nimitz in person upon her return to port, after ‘the longest continuous-at-sea deployment in the history of the peace-time Navy’,51 and a voyage hampered by vacillation and eventually tarnished by failure to act. From the 1950s up to the beginning of the 1980s, naval ﬁlms can be seen to maintain, but also continue to complicate, the framework of characteristics established in the combat ﬁlms of wartime production. After Korea, and both during and after Vietnam, actual combat is frequently elided in internal conﬂict, the tropes of the disaster ﬁlm and pervasive criticism of military and establishment authority. The record and popular memory of World War II, evoked for comparative purposes in Korean War ﬁlms and recreated as contemporary allusion and dis- traction in the Vietnam era, constitute inadequate analogies to Cold War complexities. The prevalence of disaster imagery in Cold War naval ﬁlms, from Hell and High Water to The Final Countdown, represents the dis- placement, denial or frustration of actual combat (or at least combat TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 150
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 concluded in victory) in view of the Vietnam War’s ‘incompatibility’ with popular ﬁlmmaking.52 Coupled with the motifs of disaster, the naval war ﬁlm’s repeated examination of questioned and compromised authority assumes greater signiﬁcance in Cold War narratives. The uncertainty of ﬁlmic repres- entations of the Navy in this period stands in marked contrast to the celebration of naval roles and traditions in other media, such as the Star Trek television series of the late 1960s. New conceptualisations and employments of American military force would precipitate more assertive and assured depictions of the Navy in the last decades of the Cold War. If the last debacle of the Carter administration is previewed in the impotence and indecision of The Final Countdown, then it is perhaps ﬁtting that the uncompromising use of the Nimitz and her planes against Libya in 1982 should form the narrative basis of the next ﬁlm to concentrate on the role of the Navy, in a comparable decade- and presidency-deﬁning way: Top Gun (Tony Scott, 1986).
Notes
1 Steve Neale, ‘Aspects of ideology and narrative form in the American war ﬁlm’, Screen vol. 32n.1 (Spring 1991), 35–57 (pp. 36–40). 2 Rick Worland, ‘The Korean War Film as Family Melodrama: The Bridges at Toko-Ri (1954)’, Historical Journal of Film, Radio and Television vol. 19n.3 (1999), 359–77 (p. 359). 3 Bruce W. Watson, The Changing Face of the World’s Navies: 1945 to the Present (London: Arms and Armour Press, 1991), pp. 63–4. 4 Lawrence Suid, Sailing on the Silver Screen: Hollywood and the US Navy (Annapolis: Naval Institute Press, 1996), pp. 97–105. 5 James A. Michener, The Bridges at Toko-Ri (London: Corgi, 1984), pp. 103–4. 6 Worland (1999), p. 361. In the novel, references to America at peace are limited to Nancy’s sad report of normalcy in the town where they got engaged, Brubaker’s recollection of his apathetic acquaintances in Denver, and a snapshot of his indifferent home town at the time of his death. Michener (1984), pp. 27, 55, 68, 103. 7 Michener (1984), p. 25; Worland (1999), p. 361. 8 Michener (1984), pp. 31–3, 41. 9 Ibid., p. 88. 10 Ibid., pp. 97–8. 11 Worland (1999), p. 360. 12 Ibid., pp. 364–6. 13 Suid (1996), p. 109. 14 Michener (1984), p. 58. 15 Ibid., p. 105. TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 151
American ﬁlms of the Cold War 151
16 Ibid., p. 3. 17 Ibid., p. 106. 18 Penelope Houston, ‘The Bedford Incident’, Monthly Film Bulletin vol. 32n.382 (1965), 160. 19 The character’s name echoes that of Joachim Schepke, U-Boat ace and com- mander of U-100. 20 The details of the Bedford’s submarine hunt and Finlander’s previous actions mirror the confrontations between American warships and Soviet submarines during the Cuban Missile Crisis; Gary E. Weir and Walter J. Boyne, Rising Tide: The Untold Story of the Russian Submarines That Fought the Cold War (New York: Basic Books, 2003), pp. 90–8. The potential dangers of naval encounters are also shown in Thirteen Days (Roger Donaldson, 2000), a dramatisation of the Cuban Missile Crisis. 21 Mick Broderick, Nuclear Movies (London: McFarland, 1988), p. 25. 22 Houston (1965), p. 160. 23 Joyce A. Evans, Celluloid Mushroom Clouds: Hollywood and the Atomic Bomb (Oxford: Westview Press, 1998), p. 157. 24 Maurice Yacowar, ‘The Bug in the Rug: Notes on the Disaster Genre’, in Barry Keith Grant (ed.), Film Genre Reader (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1986), pp. 217–19. 25 Ibid., p. 222. 26 Yacowar lists key conventions of disaster movies, including: spectacular destruction; contemporaneity; the representation of a social cross-section, incorporating the potential for class conﬂict; the isolation of the threat- ened group, and the necessity of unity for survival; pervasive complacency, and the failure of the establishment to respond effectively (pp. 224–30). 27 Ibid., p. 219. 28 Stephen E. Ambrose, ‘The Longest Day (US, 1962): “Blockbuster” History’, in John Whiteclay Chambers II and David Culbert (eds.), World War II: Film and History (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996), pp. 98–9. 29 Ibid., pp. 99–102. 30 Carl Smith, Pearl Harbor 1941: The Day of Infamy (Oxford: Osprey, 2001), pp. 35–41, 49, 55. 31 Shigeru Fukudome, ‘The Hawaii Operation’ and Mitsuo Fuchida, ‘The Attack on Pearl Harbor’, in David C. Evans (ed.), The Japanese Navy in World War II 2nd edn. (Annapolis: Naval Institute Press, 1986), pp. 36–8, 69–70. 32 Smith (2001), pp. 61–2. 33 The sympathetic treatment of the Japanese Navy, comparable to that of the German Navy in post-war ﬁlms and distinct from negative portrayals of the Japanese Army, is remarkable given the evidence of Japanese naval war crimes. The perception of naval ofﬁcers as honourable traditional- ists, even in the cases of former enemies, seems to preclude associ- ations with atrocities except in the (largely unjustiﬁed) portrayal of war crimes perpetrated by U-boats. See Samuel Eliot Morison, The Two Ocean War (Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1963), p. 500; Robert E. Barde, TNWC05 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 152
152 American ﬁlms of the Cold War
‘Midway: Tarnished Victory’, Military Affairs vol. 47n.4 (December 1983), 188–92; Bernard Edwards, Blood and Bushido: Japanese Atrocities at Sea 1941–1945 (New York: Brick Tower Press, 1997). 34 The disastrous nature of the Pearl Harbor attack for America has been brought into question, given the reparable damage inﬂicted on the ships at anchor, the destruction of obsolete aircraft, and the Japanese neglect of important shore targets. Conversely, the attack can be called a disaster for Japan, and by extension America, in precipitating the Paciﬁc War. John Mueller, ‘Pearl Harbor: Military Inconvenience, Political Disaster’, International Security vol. 16n.3 (Winter 1991–92) 172–203. 35 Bill Graves, ‘You’re Going To Be In Movies: The Midway Story’, All Hands n.713 (June 1976), 18–23 (p. 23); Suid (1996), p. 195. 36 The synonymousness of Pearl Harbor with disaster, and the pairing of war narratives with the family crises of disaster movies, are further illustrated by the television movie Pearl (Hy Averback, Alexander Singer, 1978), which also features a relationship between a young naval ofﬁcer and a Japanese American girl. The climactic argument between an ofﬁcer and his estranged spouse is described by the embittered wife as ‘Pearl Harbor: my version’. 37 Ambrose (1996), p. 105. 38 Graves (1976), p. 23; Suid (1996), p. 196. 39 Yacowar (1986), p. 227. 40 Suid (1996), p. 185. 41 John Bentley, The Thresher Disaster (London: New English Library, 1975), pp. 340–3; John Moore (ed.), Jane’s Fighting Ships 1984–85 (London: Jane’s, 1984), p. 741. 42 Scott Day, ‘DSRV – Constant training in case of emergency’, All Hands n.738 (July 1978), 4–9; Chris Christensen, ‘Proving DSRV’s Mobility: “I didn’t even get my feet wet” ’, All Hands n.753 (October 1979), 32–5. 43 Richard Combs, ‘Gray Lady Down’, Monthly Film Bulletin vol. 45n.533 (1978), 114. 44 Suid (1996), pp. 214–15. 45 Jeanine Basinger, The World War II Combat Film: Anatomy of a Genre (New York: Columbia University Press, 1986), pp. 54, 65. 46 See Clyde W. Burleson, The Jennifer Project (London: Sphere, 1979). 47 John Pay, ‘Full Circle: The US Navy and Its Carriers, 1974–1993’, in Geoffrey Till (ed.) Seapower: Theory and Practice (London: Frank Cass, 1994), pp. 125–6. 48 Ibid., p. 127. 49 Ibid., p. 129. 50 Michael Ryan and Douglas Kellner, Camera Politica: The Politics and Ideology of Contemporary Hollywood Film (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1990), p. 212. 51 Bob Rucker, ‘Nimitz Battlegroup: A Day to Remember’, All Hands n.762 (July 1980), 12–15 (p. 12). 52 David E. James, ‘Rock and Roll in Representations of the Invasion of Vietnam’, Representations n.29 (Winter 1990), 78–98 (p. 83). TNWC06 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 153
6
‘Damn the photon torpedoes!’ Star Trek and the transﬁguration of naval history
‘If any enemy planes appear, shoot ’em down in a friendly fashion.’ (Admiral William Halsey, 1943)1
The science ﬁction navy While the US Navy’s varied and controversial roles in the Cold War received partial, negative, evasive or allegorical representations in the feature ﬁlms of that period, a positive and celebratory depiction of the Navy’s activities and traditions can be found in the contem- poraneous television series, Star Trek. Initially broadcast in America over three seasons between 1966 and 1969, the series then considered insufﬁciently successful to be re-commissioned has become a ubiquit- ous popular cultural phenomenon, encompassing supplementary sequel and prequel television series and an additional feature ﬁlm franchise. The iconography, phraseology and self-spawning mythology of the Star Trek ‘megatext’2 have become pervasive and well-known, but the omnipresence and audience recognition of Star Trek’s imagery and vocabulary need to be reinterpreted in the light of their conscious espou- sal of an additional common frame of reference: namely, the entirety of US naval history. A precedent for the union of contemporary naval history and science ﬁction is found in It Came from Beneath the Sea (Robert Gordon, 1955), an example of the cycle of 1950s science ﬁction ﬁlms featuring gigantic monsters created by experiments with atomic power. The ﬁlm narrativises the contemporary navy, as part of its representation of an alien threat to the United States. The appropriateness of war ﬁlm materials to the science ﬁction format is evident in the adoption of some key features of Basinger’s combat genre by these ﬁlms, within their illus- tration of the mobilisation of modern military technology to combat an unimaginable menace. For example, in The Thing from Another World (Christian Nyby, 1951), Basinger’s platoon is replicated in the group of TNWC06 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 154
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US Air Force personnel and scientists isolated in the Arctic, who con- front and destroy an alien enemy. These ﬁlms portray nuclear testing to be responsible for the awakening and/or mutated development of a variety of creatures bent on the destruction of national landmarks (a revived dinosaur is cornered on Coney Island in The Beast from 20,000 Fathoms; Eugene Lourie, 1953, and giant ants attack Los Angeles via the storm drains in Them!; Gordon Douglas, 1954).3 Removal of the threat to authority and society is accomplished through a resolute and united politico-military- scientiﬁc response, leading to the development of new weapons and the destruction of the monster. In line with the genre’s B-picture origins, these ﬁlms make frequent use of library footage of military hardware, and function as reassuring advertisements for the technological superiority of the American armed services. In contrast to the war genre, once the threat to order is manifested there is no doubt that combat is necessary, and there is no room for dissent against establishment authority. The combination in these ﬁlms of pervasive references to atomic power, images of the destruction of recognizable national landscapes, and calls for vigilance and robust action to repel attacks upon American territory and institutions, has led to their interpretation as articulations of atomic anxieties and examples of anti-communist propaganda, in many ways more conspicuous and strident than Korean War ﬁlms which actively foreground Communist aggression.4 The threat in It Came from Beneath the Sea (an octopus grown in size and ferocity, because of its exposure to radiation from nuclear testing in the Paciﬁc) remains largely unseen for the majority of the ﬁlm’s length, and registers instead as an invisible and potent menace to life on land and sea. Unlike other science ﬁction ﬁlms in which nuclear experimentation is held responsible for creating the danger to humanity, It Came from Beneath the Sea contains no images of test explosions or mushroom clouds to mark the occurrence of disruption in nature. Instead, the ﬁlm’s representative of atomic power is intro- duced before the title sequence. A voice-over, accompanying newsreel footage of the launch of USS Nautilus, the world’s ﬁrst nuclear-propelled submarine, proclaims ‘the atom-powered submarine’ to be a marvel of modern military technology: She was designed to be Man’s greatest weapon of the sea. Her engines were to be a miracle of speed and power, her sides strong enough to withstand any blow, her armament and ﬁrepower of greater force than the worst enemy she might encounter . . . The mind of Man had thought of everything – except that which was beyond his comprehension. TNWC06 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 155
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The submarine is characterised from the outset as the worthy goal which made the unrepresented but culpable atomic tests necessary, rather than as a provocative landmark in the nuclear and naval arms races of the Cold War. As a result, the submarine appears as both victim of and solution to the monstrous octopus: the sub is followed and attacked for no reason by it during its record-breaking shake- down cruise, but is on hand to torpedo the monster when it threatens San Francisco. The ﬁrst meeting between the submarine and the creature encompasses the anxieties and dangers of underwater warfare in the Cold War. An unidentiﬁed sonar contact is detected dead astern of the submarine. Caught at a disadvantage, the Captain orders increasingly drastic evasive manoeuvres, increasing speed, diving deep and zig-zagging to lose the shadower. Eventually the unseen adversary collides with the submarine, and seems to hold it fast before breaking away. A radiation warning prompts the Captain to order an inspection of the shielding of the sub’s reactor, but the radioactivity comes from outside the hull. While he tries to dismiss the incident publicly, the Captain conﬁdes to his executive ofﬁcer that the next time he cruises in these waters, he will have torpedoes on board, ‘and warheads on them’, voicing the escalatory potential of submarine operations on a constant war footing at a time of putative peace. The captain’s bellicose response to what he takes to be aggression from another submarine is tempered by his meeting with a mixed team of scientists, who have analysed the remains of a tentacle found attached to the submarine’s casing. Their assertion that the adversary is non-human provides the motivation for the ﬁlm’s narrative progres- sion. As the octopus’s attacks increase in number and seriousness, and its physical appearance is gradually revealed, so the military authorities are galvanised to defend the West Coast cities. While the octopus may lack the exoticism and menace of giant insects or dinosaurs, its distinc- tion in its elemental environment, its scale and its chosen opponent open the possibility for a pertinent contemporary reading of the ﬁlm, which anticipates Star Trek’s manipulation and allegorisation of naval traditions within the science ﬁction genre. While contemporary monster ﬁlms (The Beast from 20,000 Fathoms, Godzilla; Inoshiro Honda, 1955, and Gorgo; Eugene Lourie, 1960) show a similar progression in the monster’s attacks from distant seas to human centres, It Came from Beneath the Sea is distinguished by the unalterably aquatic nature of the threat (the octopus damages waterfront property, and mauls the Golden Gate bridge, but is quickly driven back into the sea). Essentially, the characterisation of the TNWC06 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 156
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 monster adversary remains not only aquatic but submarine. Suspense is generated in these ﬁlms by the gradual revelation of the monster’s actions, powers and physical appearance: in this example the monster’s unseen-ness is inherent in its nature and environment, and it is only revealed in its entirety during its ﬁnal duel with the atomic submarine, underwater in San Francisco Bay. Where the monsters of such ﬁlms have been associated retrospectively with fears of Communist subversion, the undersea menace of It Came from Beneath the Sea can be equated speciﬁcally with contemporary rumours of the staggering post-war development of the Stalin’s submarine ﬂeet:
While the Soviet policy of projecting a maximum threat to the West was meant to hide her weaknesses, it prompted a Western reaction which only exacerbated that threat. The Western response often exaggerated the Soviet submarine force’s size, with some sources predicting an eventual force of more than 1,000 modern submarines.5 The stock footage of military manoeuvres in other science ﬁction ﬁlms is, in the case of this ﬁlm, devoted to images of naval units patrolling and engaging the intangible underwater menace. The anti-submarine analogy is reinforced by the naval ‘quarantining of the North Paciﬁc’ (providing an ironic prophecy of the activity and terminology of the Navy and the Kennedy administration during the Cuban Missile Crisis), and by the mine barriers used to defend San Francisco from the octopus’s incursions. While it remains true to the conventions of the 1950s science ﬁction cycle, this ﬁlm can also be seen as a crystallisation of the anxieties and aspirations behind contemporary submarine developments. The construction of USS Nautilus was marked with pride in and aspiration for the US Navy’s submarine service, and its innovations in designing vessels as ‘hunter-killers’ capable of destroying other submarines.6 However, the commissioning of Nautilus also ushered in a period of intense military and technical competition between the superpowers, pursuing the ‘holy trinity’ of submarine design: greater speed, deeper diving capability and quieter operation.7 The enormous octopus, driven from abyssal depths by the effects of nuclear testing, embodies topical fears of Soviet advances, by already being difﬁcult to detect and exhibiting greater speed than the American submarine. This is ‘beyond comprehension’, just as the exact extent of the Soviet submarine threat, exaggerated by self-serving propaganda, was as yet without conﬁrma- tion. In this light, the ﬁlm’s opening acclamation of the atom-powered submarine, as an example of ascendant American military technology, and the unnerving encounter with an unidentiﬁed, hostile and apparently TNWC06 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 157
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 superior underwater adversary which quickly follows, encapsulate the paranoia of the period. A reading of It Came from Beneath the Sea on the basis of its contextual naval allusion enhances its contemporary, science-ﬁctional relevance. In comparison, the appropriation of naval history by Star Trek represents a more conscious and conspicuous commandeering of a cultural framework. The timeliness of the series’ rejuvenation of a positive military heritage, pre-dating in its reference and post-dating in its setting the taint of Vietnam, needs to be read in tandem with its creation of parallels with modern naval missions. The problematic purposes of contemporary, Cold War military missions are obscured by the recollection of the incontestable victories of World War II, and the envisioning of a vindicated future of military-scientiﬁc exploration. However, Star Trek’s appropriation of naval history can also be compared to other, more conducive, contemporary currents connected to the propagation and preservation of national and naval history. The Star Trek series and ﬁlms encompass many of the textual characteris- tics associated with the genre of naval narratives, exhibit a fascination with the terms, myths and traditions of naval lore, and incorporate these cultural touchstones in support of their master narrative of mani- fest destiny on an interstellar scale. As well as being a collection of national, aspirational narratives of migration, colonisation and civil- isation, the Star Trek chronicle also represents an anthology of recog- nisable naval references and recollections. Noting and interpreting the occurrences of these inclusive rather than exclusive allusions assists the appreciation of comparable historical citation in naval feature ﬁlms, but also reveals the contemporary signiﬁcance and recognition of the US Navy’s activity and heritage in post-war society.
Roddenberry’s Great White Fleet: missions of exploration and colonisation ‘Go tell the Bashaw of Tripoli and the people of your country that in the future they may expect only tribute of powder and ball from the sailors of the United States.’ (Lieutenant Andrew Sterett, USS Enterprise, 1801) The ‘ﬁve-year mission’ of the starship Enterprise as portrayed in the original television series represents an explicit union of scientiﬁc explo- ration, military forward deployment and territorial expansion. The creator of the franchise, Gene Roddenberry, admitted in his proposals for the original series that the most direct inspiration for and equivalence with the journey device and its ideological function lay in the frontier myths of the American West: ‘the format is “Wagon Train to the Stars” TNWC06 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 158
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– built around characters who travel to other worlds and meet the jeop- ardy and adventure which become our stories’.8 Despite the accessibil- ity granted to Roddenberry’s concept by this analogy to the Old West, the series also sought to exploit attractive associations with the contemporary American space programme, and the audience’s acquain- tance with the present-day Navy. The ‘familiar locale’ for the series was USS Enterprise, ‘a naval cruiser-size spaceship’ which Roddenberry’s notes described in terms of ‘gross’ tonnage for comparison with mod- ern warships like USS Forrestal: she was built in ‘what is still called the San Francisco Navy Yards’, and was commanded by an ‘Academy graduate’, ‘a space-age Captain Horatio Hornblower’.9 This apparent conservatism in characterisation, narrative detail, retrospective com- parison and assumed ideology links the underlying imperialism of naval exploration with the overt nationalism and inherent racism of the Western myth:
The Enterprise is drawn from and extends the history of the American wagon train. Like the starship, the wagon train conveys both an adven- turous tone and a Puritan ethic ...A dominant myth retold and recast in the science ﬁction genre in general and in the Trek features in particu- lar involves the United States’ deep obsession with the frontier, or the untamed wilderness that continues to be ‘our’ civilisation’s imagined future.10 In this fashion, the speciﬁc national discourse of territorial expansion on the frontier is replicated and bolstered by the enduring imperialist practices of initial, armed, acquisitive exploration succeeded by possessive patrol, colonial policing, protection of trade and gunboat diplomacy. In essence, Star Trek represents a forward projection of the roles of the warships of the Great Powers from the Renaissance to the present day. The apparent inevitability of employing warships as national repres- entatives on such voyages of discovery follows the example of Charles Darwin’s journeys aboard HMS Beagle, and perhaps more speciﬁcally the historical precedent of the ﬁve-year expedition undertaken by HMS Challenger, during which samples of innumerable, previously unknown aquatic species were collected:
When you consider it, the Enterprise is doing the same kind of job naval vessels used to do several hundred years ago. In those days ships of the major powers were assigned to patrol speciﬁc areas of the world’s oceans. They represented their governments in those areas and protected the national interests of their respective countries. Out of contact with the admiralty ofﬁce back home for long periods of time, the captains of these ships had very broad discretionary powers. These included regulating trade, TNWC06 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 159
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ﬁghting bush wars, putting down slave traders, lending aid to scientiﬁc expeditions, conducting exploration on a broad scale.11 The images of the starship and its captain are able to meld the questing curiosity of the distant explorer with the autonomous, colonial authority of the locally-dominant warship commander. Despite the stated egalit- arian, democratic and multicultural principles espoused by the United Federation of Planets, its navalised representatives embody a perpetu- ation of the colonial mindset:
The contradiction here . . . is that while the Federation and the U.S.S. Enterprise represent pluralism and individual rights . . . their pluralism and individuality are humanocentric, Western: white.12 This symbolic whiteness extends from the ethnicity and concomitant ideology of the crew to the appearance of the ships themselves. Although the white colouration of man-made space craft was established a decade before the conceptualisation of Star Trek’s vessels, their pure white appearance seems more than coincidental when seen alongside the overwhelming whiteness of the crew. If the model of eighteenth- and nineteenth-century European imperialist voyages seems inapplicable to a latter-day colonial power like the United States, then a different embodiment of whiteness can be incorporated in its place. The US Navy’s ‘Great White Fleet’, despatched on a highly-publicised world cruise by President Theodore Roosevelt in the ﬁrst decade of the twentieth century, stands as a nationally- and navally-speciﬁc reference within Star Trek’s narratives of starship diplomacy. The circumnavigation undertaken by Roosevelt’s ﬂeet was conceived with several interrelated goals in mind: as well as providing realistic training and experience of distant operations, it gave evidence of the Fleet’s readiness to electors and critics at home, and potential enemies abroad:
The cruise, ﬁrst and foremost an exercise of a naval war plan, evolved into a tool of domestic public relations: it would popularise the navy. Only after the test of its military capabilities was completed did foreign policy considerations assume preeminence [sic] in determining the ﬂeet’s course. The ﬁrst half of the cruise was an exercise in naval contingency planning; the second half, an exercise in naval diplomacy, at home and abroad.13 Although the courtesy visits made by the ﬂeet were conducted scrupu- lously, the niceties of diplomacy disguised a quasi-imperialist tour of territories recently wrested from Spain, South American countries owing America their allegiance, and Far Eastern rivals to be deterred.14 The Fleet’s cruise constituted a display of manifest destiny extended from a continental to a global scale, and Star Fleet’s presence in deep space TNWC06 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 160
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 merely represents its logical extension to the new frontier. While in retrospect the cruise of the Great White Fleet can be read as a symptom rather than a cause of the arms race (especially the com- petition in battleship construction) which precipitated World War I,15 its signiﬁcance in the technological development and strategic deploy- ment of the US Navy, as the military ‘big stick’ at the disposal of its political leaders, cannot be underestimated:
More than any other military technology of the day, battleships lent weight to the nation’s foreign policy and supported its standing as a great power . . . Roosevelt recognized the critical place of these ships in the national defense [sic], and the importance that he placed on their design, arma- ment, and other features underscored his belief that the commander in chief had to push continually for the most modern military technology if the United States were to remain a great power in a competitive world.16
The despatching of the Great White Fleet appears as a relatively belated imperialist usage of American naval power, in comparison with the colonial employment of the warships of European empires dur- ing the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, but does preview the rise of the US Navy to prominence and eventual dominance in the twentieth century. The ‘Great White Fleet’ of Star Trek gains its status from this precedent, but principally beneﬁts from the US Navy’s contemporary proﬁle, derived from the popularisation of its ships and battles in World War II, and its frequent and conspicuous activities during the Cold War (from Korea to Cuba, the Mediterranean and Vietnam). The Enterprise’s journeys to ‘new worlds’ and contact with ‘new civilisations’ might appear to epitomise non-aggressive exploration, but the principle of non-interference in indigenous life (the Fleet’s ‘prime directive’) is undermined by frequent confrontations with rival colonial powers. De facto colonial wars are threatened or in evidence during clashes between Federation Star Fleet vessels and those of the Romulan and Klingon empires. These peripheral conﬂicts in disputed territories and infractions of agreed ‘neutral zones’ in space provide clear parallels to the ‘brush-ﬁre’ and proxy wars of the Cold War era. Star Fleet’s characterisation, as a multinational and primarily ‘maritime’ armed force representative of a group of planets and races bound by treaty obligations, is thus indistinguishable from that of NATO, the West’s principal post-war naval coalition. Obvious analogies to contemporary political tensions and their military repercussions can be seen in episodes of the original series: ‘Balance of Terror’ from 1966, and ‘The Enterprise Incident’ and ‘A Private Little War’, both originally televised in 1968. In these stories, the possibility of a hot war conﬂict precipitated TNWC06 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 161
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 by Cold War posturing is explored through the future Enterprise’s varied missions in a period of fragile peace.
Star Fleet and its enemies ‘We have met the enemy, and they are ours.’ (Admiral Oliver H. Perry, 1813) In contrast to the avowedly inquisitive, explorative missions of Star Fleet, which embody the inclusive and tolerant principles espoused by the Federation of Planets, the Fleet’s adversaries are the armadas of hostile empires, which are openly committed to acquisitive and antagonistic goals. The other civilisations encountered are characterised as being either unpredictably non-aligned, as in the case of the Romulans, or instinc- tively bellicose, like the Klingons. The militarism and belligerence of opponents in the early series have been replicated in the characterisa- tion of the aggressor races encountered in later series, such as the Cardassians and the Borg. Whereas the Enterprise’s complement has included African-American, Russian and even non-human represent- atives, the Federation’s enemies appear intolerantly mono-cultural. This quality achieves its most extreme expression in the characterisation of the Borg, a rapacious alien collective which operates as a nightmarish analogy to communism, in absorbing and annihilating difference in the other cultures it conquers. If the ranks of its adversaries display a dehu- manised uniformity, Star Fleet’s recruitment actually anticipates the policies of inclusiveness espoused by the US Navy in the post-war period. Recruitment policies of the 1970s, instituted by the then Chief of Naval Operations Admiral Elmo Zumwalt, used positive discrimination to increase enlistment from ethnic groups previously under-represented in the Navy.17 The Klingons, as one of the most enduring foes within the Star Trek narrative, have been depicted as the antithesis of Federation and Star Fleet principles. The social organisation of the Klingon race appears based on a feudal system, with the highest respect offered to the warrior caste and the greatest honour to death in battle. These cultural aspects, taken together with the stereotyped Asiatic appearance of Klingons (particu- larly in the early series) provoke an inevitable comparison between them and America’s foes of the Paciﬁc War, the Japanese. The characteristics ascribed to the Klingons correspond to the simpliﬁcation and negativ- ity of wartime Japanese stereotypes, with the addition (in the earlier series) of a caricatured oriental inscrutability. The samurai mentality of the Klingons elevates self-sacriﬁce and cheapens the ‘life’ which the Federation is committed to seek out and defend, just as later adversaries TNWC06 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 162
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 such as the Borg threaten to destroy the individuality within diversity which the Federation community embraces. (The appearance of parallels with the Paciﬁc War in the universe of Star Trek is mirrored by similar analogies in other examples of science ﬁction, viz. the ‘kamikaze’ attacks seen in the climactic ﬂeet battles of Battlestar Gallactica; Richard A. Colla, 1978, and Star Wars: The Return of the Jedi; Richard Marquand, 1983.) The design of Klingon ships furthers this distinction, and the analogy to the US Navy’s past and present adversaries. Whereas traditionally US naval vessels are built for versatility, long range, seaworthiness and habitability, Klingon designs give primacy to speed and ﬁrepower above endurance, comfort and safety. (The classiﬁcation of the ﬁrst Klingon vessels encountered by the Federation as ‘battle- cruisers’ is indicative of this discrepancy in design.) In these preferences they reﬂect the design philosophy of the Imperial Japanese Navy of the 1930s and 1940s,18 but are also comparable with the nuclear-propelled and armed ships and submarines joining the Soviet Navy in the 1960s.19 These distinctions are translated further into aesthetic dissim- ilarities between the opponents’ ships (the angularity of Borg and Klingon designs contrasting with the curves of Federation dishes, discs and domes), in another analogy to differences between Eastern and Western traditions of naval architecture. The status of the Klingons in the original series, as an adversary race encompassing the characteristics of past and present Eurasian enemies, is complicated by their gradual rehabilitation in the later series and feature ﬁlms. In a parallel to the collapse of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War, the existence of the Klingon empire on a constant war footing is shown to bring about its self-destruction. The explosion of the Klingon planet Praxis in Star Trek VI: The Undiscovered Country (Nicholas Meyer, 1991) provides an obvious analogy to the Chernobyl nuclear disaster, itself symbolic of the Soviet system’s reckless exploita- tion of technology, and of that system’s imminent demise. However, the annihilation of Praxis also parallels a catastrophic accidental explosion in the Soviet Northern Fleet’s arsenal in 1984.20 Subsequent rehabilitation of the former adversaries (in the appearance of Klingon and even Borg crew members aboard Federation vessels in the later television series) corresponds to the expansion of NATO in the 1990s to include former Warsaw Pact nations, just as the Federation’s peacekeeping missions, such as intervening between Bajorans and Cardassians in Star Trek: Deep Space Nine, appear analogous to the contemporary NATO role in Bosnia. Parallels with contemporary events are matched by equivalences to naval practices, which are discernible in the exterior detail and TNWC06 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 163
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 internal layout of Star Fleet vessels. Federation vessels display their names and identifying pennant numbers on their hulls. On the Enterprise D of Star Trek: The Next Generation, the captain’s ready room is adjacent to the bridge (to hasten his presence in emergencies), while on all the marks of Enterprise the stern of the ship (devoted to stowage of ship’s boats and spotter planes in wartime USN cruisers, and to helicopters in modern ships) is given over to the hangars and launch pads for shuttle craft. The concentration of controls for the ship’s propulsion, sensors, weapons and communications equipment on the bridge follows the installation of centralised ‘combat information centres’ on board Navy vessels in the post-war period. Where these compartments were situated below decks for safety on modern warships, the bridge remains the favoured location for symbolic command in battle in Star Trek vessels. This traditional depiction of the captain’s authority is reinforced by the use of deliberately archaic naval jargon throughout Star Fleet, ‘which helps to link our own “today” with Star Trek’s tomorrow’.21 Such anachronisms include a fossilised rank structure (maintaining roles such as ‘navigator’ and ‘helmsman’, titles such as ‘lieutenant’, ‘ensign’, ‘yeoman’, and the demeaning term ‘mister’ addressed to junior ofﬁcers); the piping whistles of the ship’s internal communications and its external ‘hailing’ frequencies, and the constant pinging sounds on the bridge reminiscent of a ship’s echo-sounder or sonar; the termino- logy of the ‘helm’ and speeds ‘ahead’, and the delegation of ‘the conn’ from the captain to his subordinates; the ship’s detention area being referred to as ‘the brig’; and the adoption of a relative horological measurement (‘star dates’) comparable to seafaring ‘zulu time’.22 Individual incidences of these cultural and linguistic relics distinguish the ﬁlms in which they appear, and offer a relevant, thematic rein- forcement. The conﬂict of authority between Captain Decker (Stephen Collins) and Admiral Kirk (William Shatner) aboard the modernised Enterprise in Star Trek: The Motion Picture (Robert Wise, 1979) becomes focused in the moment when Decker countermands Kirk on the bridge: ‘Belay that phaser order!’ The mutinous survivors of the ﬁrst Enterprise return to Earth in Star Trek IV: The Voyage Home (Leonard Nimoy, 1986) aboard a captured Klingon ship renamed HMS Bounty. In Star Trek V: The Final Frontier (William Shatner, 1989), the Enterprise ofﬁcers’ encounter with their personal fears and their mortality is heralded by a glimpse of an antique wooden ship’s wheel, paired with a compass binnacle, enshrined in the ship’s observation room. When seen in close-up, the wheel has a plaque which bears the Star Trek maxim: ‘To Boldly Go Where No Man Has Gone Before’. TNWC06 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 164
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In each of these examples, the signiﬁcance of the scene is augmented by the navalised reference. Kirk’s desperation to regain command of the Enterprise results in an humiliating Oedipal struggle with Decker: his unfamiliarity with the modernised Enterprise prompts Decker’s correction of his order, but the self-conscious, seafaring terminology used ironically reinforces the institutional framework which sustains and is sustained by Kirk’s subsequently validated skills of captaincy. The insubordinate crew’s vindication, in defying orders to rescue their ship- mate, is encapsulated in the evocation of the most famous mutiny of all in The Voyage Home. In Star Trek V, the ageing ofﬁcers of the Enterprise face the traumas of their pasts together, and support each other on the basis of their long service and friendship, symbolised by the ship’s wheel which embodies the history of all the Navy’s ships named Enterprise. The conclusion of the spiritual search they undertake, that for ‘men like them’ the meaning of life and the notion of family reside exclusively within the kinship of their shipmates, is also staged next to the ship’s wheel, the embodiment of the traditions from which Star Trek feeds and to which it continues to add.
History and nomenclature Although in retrospect, the name of the ‘Starship Enterprise’ may appear inseparable from the mythology of the Star Trek universe, this name was not the ﬁrst choice for the ship which would form the hub of the ﬁrst television series, and yet was already endowed with a long and pertinent history in the annals of the US Navy. The conspicuous selection process discernible in the nomenclature of Star Fleet vessels represents in itself a recollection and celebration of naval history, both American and inter- national. Roddenberry’s ﬁrst choice of a name for the starship was the USS Yorktown.23 This name, though only given to two preceding Navy ships to date,24 carried a special relevance, since it recalled not only the famous battle of the War of Independence, but also the World War II aircraft carrier which ﬁrst bore the name. The ﬁrst USS Yorktown, which was ordered as part of the Works Progress Administration to create jobs in the wake of the Depression and was launched by Eleanor Roosevelt in 1936, is best remembered for her part in the Battles of Coral Sea and Midway.25 The initial christening of Roddenberry’s starship as Yorktown suggests the assumption of an American audience’s imme- diate recognition of this name, and of its immortalisation of American military and naval history into the distant future. However, the even- tual selection of the name Enterprise strengthens the connection of the series to the Navy of both past and present. TNWC06 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 165
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In all, seven ships have borne the name, with the ﬁrst (a sloop of 1775) actually predating the formal creation of the US Navy.26 The most famous was the sixth Enterprise, the sistership of the Yorktown, which participated in almost every major engagement of the Paciﬁc campaign, and survived to become the most decorated ship of the war. Her sur- vival, after the sinking of her sisters, and the losses her planes inﬂicted upon the Japanese ﬂeet, became mythologised in contemporary accounts, which described her as the ‘workhorse of the war’, ‘the only carrier to get into action at Pearl Harbor’, and ‘the ﬁrst ship to strike offensively at the enemy’.27 When every other US carrier in the Paciﬁc had been sunk or disabled, Enterprise remained in service, with a sign added to her hangar deck by her crew reading: ‘Enterprise vs. Japan’.28 Given her famous record, she was an obvious candidate for preser- vation in the post-war period, but fundraising efforts to save her as a museum ship were unsuccessful, and she was scrapped between 1958 and 1960. However, her name was immediately transferred to the ﬁrst nuclear-propelled aircraft carrier which was then under construction, and which commissioned in 1961.29 The seventh Enterprise went on to participate in the blockade of Cuba during the Missile Crisis of 1962, to circumnavigate the world non-stop with an all-nuclear-propelled task force in 1963, and then to deploy in action for the ﬁrst time off Vietnam in 1965.30 The signiﬁcance of these two historic Enterprises must be credited with the eventual selection of this name for the emblematic Star Fleet vessel. Given the fame of both real and ﬁctional vessels, the com- memoration and veneration embodied in the sharing and perpetuation of the name now appears to be mutual and reciprocal. A lengthy sequence near the beginning of Star Trek: The Motion Picture (the ﬁrst feature production made a decade after the cancellation of the series) indulges Kirk’s and the audience’s reintroduction to the beloved ship, through a tantalisingly fragmented revelation of its structure, lines and name.31 A later scene in the same ﬁlm features a gallery in the crew rest room aboard the Enterprise, which depicts previous vessels which have shared the name. An image of the World War II carrier is included, as is one of the 1980s Space Shuttle Enterprise, which was christened in recognition of its Star Trek predecessor.32 When the crew of the Enterprise travel back to present-day San Diego in Star Trek IV: The Voyage Home, they visit their ship’s name sake (portrayed in the ﬁlm by USS Ranger) in the navy yard. In 1995, the return of the Navy’s Enterprise to service following a reﬁt was marked by the ship receiv- ing Star Trek memorabilia assembled for a national fan convention in Norfolk, Virginia.33 To commemorate the carrier’s fortieth birthday in TNWC06 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 166
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2002, members of her crew appeared as extras on the latest Paramount spin-off series, Star Trek: Enterprise, which recommences the self- mythologisation of the Enterprise within the ﬁlms and television series by backdating the renowned name to an earlier starship.34 The idolisation of the Enterprise within Star Trek can be seen to have embedded and extended the signiﬁcance of the name and its history within popular cultural memory. However, the nomenclature of Star Fleet vessels in general represents a further cooptation of naval (and wider historical and cultural) references into the Star Trek mythology. The Enterprise is said to belong to the Constitution class of starships: the names of her sister-ships appearing in the original series further enshrine American naval tradition (in the USS Lexington, Intrepid, Farragut, Constellation, Republic and Yorktown) but also acknowledge British and even Soviet naval history (in USS Exeter, Hood and Potemkin). The class name itself represents the strongest evocation of an American naval tradition underpinning Star Fleet. USS Constitution is a nineteenth-century sail frigate which fought against the Royal Navy during the War of 1812. After more than a century of service, she was fully restored in the 1920s via public donations, and toured ports along both seaboards in 1931. In 1941, she returned to the active list, as the Navy’s oldest warship in commission, and in 1954 an Act of Congress made the Secretary of the Navy responsible for her upkeep.35 The reputation and history of USS Constitution, an eternally active warship which symbolises the Navy’s place and relevance within national history, is therefore inherited by the Federation’s foremost class of ships, and the starships themselves add to the unending honour roll with their own histories. The Constellation and Deﬁant are lost in battles against overwhelming odds in the episodes ‘The Doomsday Machine’ from 1967 and ‘The Tholian Web’ from 1968, and a similar fate overtakes the Enterprise C, which the Enterprise D, despite the oppor- tunity to change history, must not alter in ‘Yesterday’s Enterprise’ from 1990. The growth of the Federation through subsequent series and ﬁlms has entailed a steady expansion of the ﬂeet, and the incorporation of addi- tional, referential names in its inventory. Contemporary and historical US Navy names populate the order of battle either seen or referred to through later episodes and features.36 These include starships called USS Essex, Kearsarge, Roosevelt, Ticonderoga and Valley Forge (all names recalling World War II aircraft carriers, though reused in the 1980s and 1990s), USS Maryland and Wyoming (echoing wartime battleships), USS Merrimack and Monitor (named after the adversaries of the Battle of Hampton Roads), and USS Tripoli and Okinawa (evoking both Navy TNWC06 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 167
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 and Marine Corps landings and the ships named after them). Less well-known Navy names, such as USS Charleston, La Salle and Pegasus coexist with names which recall the early space programme (USS Grissom and Armstrong), the ﬁrst nuclear submarine (USS Nautilus) and historical names from the Royal Navy (USS Repulse, Fearless and Victory). In keeping with the rehabilitation of former enemies within Star Fleet personnel, later Federation vessels adopt the names of opponents from the distant past of the Indian Wars (USS Lakota and Crazy Horse) and sunken warships of the Imperial Japanese Navy (USS Akagi, Musashi and Yamato). The increasing integration and further extension of the allusiveness and signiﬁcance with which Star Fleet nomenclature is imbued, coin- cides with and serves to strengthen the insistence within the Star Trek ‘megatext’ of an indelible and irremovable connection, in cultural, iconographic and ideological terms, between a hallowed past and an aspirational future. In Star Fleet, as in any other navy, the persistence of nomenclature functions alongside other rituals of dress, address, rank and practice to sustain and share traditions amongst the community of its personnel, at once preserving the past and yet eradicating its difference from the present.
The persistence of tradition ‘The colours must never be struck.’ (Captain William Burrows, USS Enterprise in action with HMS Boxer, 1813) Combat between starships maintains the aura of the days of sail dis- cernible in other areas of Star Trek terminology and characterisation. Vessels exchange broadsides, launch torpedoes and evade mines like the warships of previous ages. Such ritualistic exchanges of ﬁre reinforce the trial of combat (and the entire ethos of Star Fleet operations) as a professional display and competition between latter-day post captains. In Star Trek III: The Search for Spock (Leonard Nimoy, 1984), Star Trek VI: The Undiscovered Country and numerous other occasions when the Enterprise is disabled in combat, Kirk receives signals from oppos- ing captains calling for his surrender. Ships are also frequently boarded and taken as prizes as in the days of sail. Kirk’s responses to threats of boarding and the slur of surrender are also instinctive emulations of US naval precedent: either a redoubling of offensive effort (in the style of John Paul Jones’ ‘I have not yet begun to ﬁght’), or ordering the self-destruction of his ship to destroy his enemy simultaneously and avoid the disgrace of capture (recalling the burning of the frigate Philadelphia by Stephen Decatur at Tripoli in 1804). TNWC06 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 168
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The apparently archaic threats of boarding, capture and internment of warships in Star Fleet’s volatile area of operations can also be seen to connect to contemporary Cold War scenarios. The deliberate hazarding of Kirk’s command in an exercise in brinkmanship in ‘The Enterprise Incident’ alludes directly to contemporary international maritime ‘incidents’ involving the US Navy. In addition to the long- running, largely covert and ofﬁcially unconﬁrmed series of hazardous Cold War confrontations between US and Soviet submarines, several American surface vessels were involved in controversial ‘incidents’ in the same period.37 During the Six-Day War in 1967, USS Liberty was attacked (apparently in error) by Israeli aircraft and ships while operating in an intelligence-gathering role on the fringes of the war-zone.38 In 1968 off the coast of North Korea, USS Pueblo was attacked and boarded, and eventually interned in Wonsan harbour while her crew were imprisoned on charges of espionage.39 The title of the episode in which Kirk feigns a dereliction of his command and infringes Romulan territory for an intelligence-gathering coup clearly alludes to the Liberty and Pueblo incidents. However, equally obviously this story seeks to erase or rewrite these humiliating occurrences, since the Enterprise ‘incident’ is concluded as a daring success. The euphemistic term ‘incident’ was subsequently institutionalised in the deﬁnition of pro- tocols for the conduct of operations at sea (ﬁrst proposed in 1968, but not ratiﬁed until the early 1970s) between the US and Soviet governments.40 The revisionist incorporation of contemporary Cold War events alongside the recollection of the oldest and highest traditions from US naval history indicates Star Trek’s real ‘mission’: the bolstering and re- statement of American national and speciﬁcally naval superiority in a period of challenge, anxiety and retrenchment. In retrospect, both the technological positivism and the bellicose militarism of the 1960s series can be seen to be closely attuned to the politics and the naval operations of the period, albeit also inﬂected by the persistent memory of victory in the Paciﬁc. In this respect, the impotence of Star Fleet, the Enterprise and her captain against the threat to Earth in Star Trek: The Motion Picture are coincident with the indecision and inaction seen in The Final Countdown (Don Taylor, 1980), and the return to aggressive defence and forceful restatement of tradition in the Star Trek ﬁlms of the 1980s matches the resurgence of the US Navy under the Reagan administration. The ﬂuidity as well as the topicality of naval tradition in politics as well as the popular media underpins the success and acces- sibility of Star Trek, with past precedents co-existing with contemporary ‘incidents’ in an open and ongoing dialogue with its viewers. TNWC06 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 169
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Conclusion
Star Trek’s adaptation of naval history and imagery to science ﬁction can be read in the light of that genre’s conservative stance, particularly in relation to the depiction of scientiﬁc and military responses to alien threats. However, the omnipresence of parallels and references to naval history, and the self-conscious integration of naval imagery and vocabulary within the Star Trek diegesis, provide more than a familiar foothold in a narrative of the future. In their deliberate evocation of a known, shared, naval heritage (which in itself is cumulative and reca- pitulative, as the customary endowment of new ships with proud names of the past acknowledges), the Star Trek ﬁlms and series create a unchallenging, incontestable ‘space’ for pride in national history and naval prowess. The accessibility and expansion of the Star Trek format in its ﬁlms and spin-offs (combining a diverse crew of characters, engaged in variety of scientiﬁc, peacekeeping and war ﬁghting missions, with a recognisable, conservative, naval framework of reference) underpin its relevance and prompt its replication in another, more speciﬁcally navalised, post-Cold War science ﬁction series, Sea Quest DSV (Amblin/Universal TV, 1993–95). Like the Enterprise, the titular vessel represents a benign multinational organisation (the United Earth Oceans or UEO), and polices the ‘inner space’ of the high seas, tackling environmental disasters, piracy and rogue dictators. This re- invocation of naval history and heroism in science ﬁction is not simply an American prerogative, as illustrated by the Japanese animated series and ﬁlms which portray the adventures of Space Battleship Yamato (Yoshinobu Nishizaki and Leiji Matsumoto, 1974–75). This vessel, built from the remains of the sunken World War II battleship, defends Earth against alien invaders. The ship, bearing an ancient, poetic name for the nation and land (similar to HMS Albion), was lost on a suicidal mission in 1945.41 The poignancy of this vessel and her name as a sym- bol of Japan, is further enshrined by her self-destruction to save planet Earth in Yamato yo towa ni/Be Forever, Yamato (Toshio Masuda and Leiji Matsumoto, 1980). The persistence of a US naval tradition in ship names connects the Star Fleet of the future with origins of the Navy in the War of Independence, the most famous vessels of the recent World War, and the contemporary ﬂeet of the Cold War period. Signiﬁcantly, the period of Star Trek’s re-inculcation of US naval tradition and supremacy has accompanied a preponderance of former Navy men as US presidents since 1960.42 That the relevance, let alone the supremacy, of the pre- sent-day Navy could be in doubt during the Cold War, makes Star Trek’s TNWC06 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 170
170 Star Trek and the transﬁguration of naval history
 unstinting reafﬁrmation of an unbroken line of naval triumph and victory all the more pertinent. The recognition of reference and allusion this demands of its audience, and the reassurance it offers in return, appear as palpable as those felt by the homeless crew of HMS Bounty when they ﬁnd solace in the form of another Enterprise, moored in the San Diego of the twentieth century.
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Popularising the navy, rewriting the past: contemporary naval ﬁlms
World War II holds a celebrated position in the benign meta-narrative of American foreign relations. This narrative holds that the United States is a benevolent nation whose foreign policy is based not on pure self- interest but rather on the greater good of all humankind . . . World War II was designed to defeat the evils of Nazism and Japanese expansionism . . . the Cold War was pursued in order to defend the rights of free peoples everywhere against totalitarian aggression and subversion; and the New World Order and more recently the ‘War on Terror’ were estab- lished to defend civilised people the world over against the uncertainties and dangers of the post-Cold War era.1
The return of the war ﬁlm to popular cinema over the past decade has been accompanied by the continued revision (and in some cases retrenchment) of the genre’s conventional and ideological facets. After several years of avoidance, the Vietnam War underwent repeated rep- resentation in American cinema during the late 1970s and 1980s. The ambiguous treatment of this particular conﬂict in American ﬁlm (with the war conceived as metaphorical Dante-esque journey in Apocalypse Now (Francis Coppola, 1979), as purgative morality play in Platoon (Oliver Stone, 1986), and as arena for wider institutional critique in Full Metal Jacket (Stanley Kubrick, 1987) ) may have affected the subsequent representation of other wars (such as World War II in A Midnight Clear (Keith Gordon, 1991)). Since the mid-1990s, there has been a resurgence in war ﬁlm production in America. Treatments of recent conﬂicts in Europe (Behind Enemy Lines (John Moore, 2001) ), the Middle East (Three Kings (David O. Russell, 1999) ) and Africa (Black Hawk Down (Ridley Scott, 2001) ) have appeared alongside new ﬁlms about the Vietnam War (We Were Soldiers (Randall Wallace, 2003)) and four major releases depicting aspects of World War II (Saving Private Ryan (Steven Spielberg, 1998), The Thin Red Line (Terence Malick, 1998), U-571 (Jonathan Mostow, 2000), Pearl Harbor (Michael Bay, 2001)). Between the ﬁrst and second Gulf Wars, the reappearance of World War TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 174
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II as a feature ﬁlm subject can be seen to converge with the ﬁnal rehabilitation of the US military after Vietnam, and an insistence upon connection and comparison between the America’s unimpeachable involvement in ‘the good war’ against Germany and Japan, and its present interventionist policies.2 Yet the re-emergence of the war ﬁlm as a consistent element of the popular cinema is problematic from a variety of critical perspectives. The heterogeneity of recent productions in terms of their perceived ideological stance (for example, the divergent readings of American military intervention overseas in Three Kings and Black Hawk Down) underlines the process of conservative revisionism and radical reappraisal to which the war genre has been subjected. At the same time, in narrative, morality and effect, war ﬁlms made in the post-Cold War period have in some cases become undifferentiated from formulaic, revenge- driven ‘action’ ﬁlms. Within this context, recent ﬁlms which include naval material may appear indistinguishable within an amorphous group of contemporary war ﬁlms. It remains to be established how ‘naval’ contemporary war ﬁlms involving the US Navy can be, in comparison with the unequivocally naval-oriented ﬁlms of the wartime and post- war periods.
The commando ﬁlm With regard to Belton’s itemisation of individualism subsumed in collective action within the American war ﬁlm, contemporary ﬁlms portraying conﬂicts which are not really wars centre on individualistic adventure as the symbol (either positively or negatively, intentionally or accidentally), of high-minded and high-handed American action. Conﬂicts whose complexity lies in questions of their legality, of com- batant and non-combatant status, or even the perceived need for American involvement at all, appear to lend themselves in their ﬁlmic treatments to locating and vindicating unilateral American action, with the hero’s display of insubordination towards his equivocating com- manders standing for decisive American intervention, in arenas where other countries are shown to fear to tread. The soldier’s recognition of the right thing for America to do in such situations, in accepting the role of ‘the world’s 911’, represents a reconﬁguration of the World War II ﬁlm’s interrogation and conﬁrmation of ‘why we ﬁght’.3 The politically-complex and undeclared wars of recent times involve the use of small, selected armed forces in place of the larger, nationally- representative armies of the past. As such, the cross-sectional platoon of the war ﬁlm is distilled in the action ﬁlm’s elite commando unit, in TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 175
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 the light of the covert and controversial insertion of American forces into volatile situations. Such an evaluation embraces a diverse range of texts, including Universal Soldier (Roland Emmerich, 1992), Clear and Present Danger (Phillip Noyce, 1994), and Executive Decision (Stuart Baird, 1995). Films depicting naval commandos may appear to have few credentials as naval war ﬁlms in this context. In Navy SEALs (Lewis Teague, 1990) and Tears of the Sun (Antoine Fuqua, 2003), the unin- vited presence of the American armed forces within the borders of other countries goes unquestioned: even though members of the commando units may lament the ambiguities and restrictions of their orders, their mandate and their deeds remain above reproach. In Navy SEALS, the admission of complexity in Middle Eastern politics and allegiances (in the commando unit using intelligence provided by a reporter of American and Lebanese descent) is forgotten in the climactic exterm- ination of ‘rag-head’ terrorists. In Tears of the Sun, an African-American soldier supports his team-leader’s decision to rescue African refugees as well as American citizens from a civil conﬂict in Nigeria, as a com- pensation for all the years they have been told to ‘stand down and stand by’. Beyond the iconography of uniforms and insignia and the narra- tive details of insertion and extraction by ships, submarine and aircraft, these ﬁlms do not relate their characters to a speciﬁcally naval context, validating their actions instead in terms of the camaraderie and unity of an elite male cadre. By contrast, Under Siege (Andrew Davis, 1992) places stress upon a naval community, hierarchy and tradition that provides alternative justiﬁcations for action. When the battleship USS Missouri, a veteran of World War II and on her way to decommissioning after active duty in the ﬁrst Gulf War, is hijacked by a terrorist group, a disaffected Navy SEAL goes into action to save the ship and her nuclear arsenal. The mercenaries are led by Strannix (Tommy Lee Jones), a former CIA oper- ative who plans to ofﬂoad the ship’s cruise missiles onto a rogue North Korean submarine, and ﬁre two nuclear-war-headed missiles at Hawaii. The ﬁlm’s ﬁrst images are of the Missouri at sea, on her way to Pearl Harbor to attend a commemorative ceremony. During a telecast which includes a visit to the ship by President Bush, she is described as being built to ‘avenge the attack’ on the ﬂeet, and it is recalled that the war was brought to an end by the signing of the Japanese surrender on her quarterdeck. Veteran crewmembers from World War II are also on board for the celebration. Chief Petty Ofﬁcer Casey Ryback (Steven Seagal) dismisses the ceremony as a political photo-opportunity, and despises all the ship’s martinet ofﬁcers, except for the severe and reserved captain, who is the only one acquainted with Ryback’s past. After poor TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 176
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 intelligence resulted in the massacre of his team in Panama, Ryback’s insubordination led to his demotion to ship’s cook. Captain Adams (Patrick O’Neal) has kept Ryback aboard in the ship’s galley in recog- nition of his record, to allow him to ﬁnish his service. With the rest of the crew imprisoned by the mutinous executive ofﬁcer Commander Krill (Gary Busey), Ryback recruits the veterans to prevent the ship’s nuclear missiles being stolen. They man the Missouri’s guns to sink the submarine, and the missiles are destroyed seconds before hitting Honolulu. Although Under Siege is conceived in the vein of similar action ﬁlms pitting a lone hero against a criminal army (such as the Die Hard trilogy, John McTiernan/Renny Harlin, 1988/90/95), its naval setting adds several signiﬁcant details to plot and characterisation. The ﬁlm opens with and is punctuated by idolising aerial shots of the ship. After the remembrance of World War II and the attack on Pearl Harbor, the Navy’s circumvention of a second, potentially more devastating attack on Hawaii offers a positive rewriting of history, which contrasts with the impotence and vacillation of The Final Countdown (Don Taylor, 1980). However, the attack is essentially home-grown, emanating from a deranged covert operative seeking revenge on a duplicitous intelligence community and, by implication, directing political system. An interest- ing reversal of expectation occurs when Strannix and Ryback ﬁnally meet. Instead of the villain undermining the hero, by insinuating that their skills and experiences make them identical, the hero Ryback points out the kinship between the spy and the special forces soldier, as they have both worked for the same puppet-master, who is ‘a lunatic’ and ‘ungrateful’. Yet in the Pentagon room where the situation is being monitored, a clear distinction is drawn between the intelligence community and the naval service ‘family’. Both Admiral Bates (Andy Romano) and Captain Garza (Dale A. Dye) know Ryback’s history, and vouch for him when other analysts suspect he may be part of the plot. Amongst the assembled experts, there is universal loathing for Tom Breaker (Nick Mancuso), the CIA chief responsible for Stannix’s recruitment. In contrast to the duplicity and evasiveness of Breaker, Bates and Garza are presented as rational, honourable and apolitical patriarchal author- ity ﬁgures, forced to act to remedy the crisis created by the intelligence community. (This distinction is maintained in Under Siege II (Geoff Murphy, 1995), in which Ryback, Bates and Garza confront another uncontrollable Agency-inspired plot.) The assault on national defence which the hijacking of the ship represents arises from an unaccount- able internal force rather than an external enemy, and as such the ﬁlm TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 177
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 again casts the Navy in the role of repository of traditional values, and a service dissociated from the excesses and cynicism of other politico-military institutions. The reciprocal loyalty evident in naval relationships (between Adams, Ryback, Bates and Garza) distinguishes them from the CIA representatives, with Krill’s anomalous rebellion appearing as an extreme form of the Oedipal challenge encountered elsewhere in war and naval ﬁlms. The two-tier tradition instated at the ﬁlm’s opening (with recollections of the Missouri’s role in distant and recent wars) is paralleled by ship’s decommissioning ceremony and the appearance of the captain’s ﬂag-draped cofﬁn at its conclusion. Ryback, who refused to appear at the ‘photo-opportunity’, is seen on deck in full-dress uniform to honour his dead captain. Unlike other commando and action ﬁlms, which depict and seek to justify American interventionism through unilateral heroic action overseas, Under Siege offers an image of the Navy as an institution and community which embodies inviolate national principles, and is consistent with its conservative representation in more conventional naval war ﬁlms.
Naval aviation ﬁlms Films depicting naval air arms are less common within this study overall, despite the special cases of Ships With Wings (Sergei Nolbandov, 1941), Dive Bomber (Michael Curtiz, 1941) and The Final Countdown. In truth, Nolbandov’s and Taylor’s ﬁlms foreground ships rather than aircraft, while Dive Bomber offers a narrative of preparedness, resolve and personal transformation for pre-emptive propagandist effect, prior to America’s entry to World War II. In these examples, representation of aviation vies with the naval and ship-based elements for emphasis and screen time. Likewise, more recent ﬁlms which address the environment and ethos of naval aviators (Top Gun (Tony Scott, 1986), Flight of the Intruder (John Milius, 1991), Behind Enemy Lines (John Moore, 2001)) have sought to balance these areas, while also persisting with the conversion and redemption narrative emphases seen in Nolbandov’s ﬁlm.4 All three may also be contextualised in terms of their sources and inﬂuences: Top Gun inspired a series of recapitu- lative ﬁlms centred on jet pilots and their avenging acts (Iron Eagle (Sidney J. Furie, 1986) ); Flight of the Intruder can be linked to the contem- porary trend of Vietnam War ﬁlms; and Behind Enemy Lines can be compared with both The Bridges at Toko-Ri (Mark Robson, 1954) and BAT-21 (Peter Markle, 1988) in its exploration of the justiﬁcation of American involvement in unpopular conﬂicts, through the experiences of an emblematic downed airman. TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 178
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Top Gun’s popular success vindicated the extensive support offered to the production by the US Navy, and validated the ﬁlm as a power- ful recruiting tool. While it may appear to be a sequel to the depiction of the training of naval aviators seen in An Ofﬁcer and A Gentleman (Taylor Hackford, 1982), ironically the Navy’s failure to cooperate on that production may have inﬂuenced the service’s decision to assist with Scott’s ﬁlm.5 The ﬁlm centred on the intensive training in dog-ﬁghting of the Navy’s elite ﬁghter pilots, personiﬁed by the gifted but impulsive Lt. Pete ‘Maverick’ Mitchell (Tom Cruise) and his navigator ‘Goose’ (Anthony Edwards). After a dangerous encounter over the sea with Soviet MiG ﬁghters operated by an unnamed country, Maverick and Goose are sent to the Navy’s ﬂying school to hone skills and tactics. The competition between pilots is overseen by Commander ‘Viper’ Metcalf (Tom Skerritt), a Vietnam veteran who provides a link to Maverick’s and the Navy’s past, and offers support to the young pilot (notably within his family home) when Maverick’s misjudgement leads to Goose’s death. Although he drops out of the training programme, Maverick redeems himself in battle against the hostile MiGs. Although the emphasis upon ﬂying may distract from the naval aspects of the ﬁlm, Top Gun can be seen to capitalise on the Navy’s positive contemporary proﬁle, as much as the service (under the direc- tion of Secretary of the Navy and reserve aviator John Lehman) sought to popularise and rehabilitate itself in the post-Vietnam era through memorable media images.6 Even though its producers Don Simpson and Jerry Bruckheimer saw the ﬁlm’s military connections as no more than context and metaphor for its narrative of personal transformation and realisation, details of the screenplay can be seen to foreground the naval ﬁlm’s basis in historical incident. The unprovoked aggression towards US aircraft in the ﬁlm’s prologue, which becomes an outright attack in its climactic dogﬁght, evokes the 1981 Gulf of Sidra Incident, in which Navy aircraft shot down Libyan ﬁghters.7 While they can be seen to allude to this example of the Reagan-era Navy’s bellicose activities, the details of Maverick’s encounter with the MiGs emphasise his personal growth (as he corrects earlier mistakes, in recovering from a spin and not leaving his wingman unprotected) but also recall and redeem other aspects of the Navy’s controversial past. Maverick’s trick of opening his airbrakes to force a pursuing opponent to overshoot, ﬁrst used in training and employed in earnest in combat with the MiGs, was used by America’s ﬁrst (and the Navy’s only) ﬁghter ace in Vietnam. Top Gun graduate Lt. Randall ‘Duke’ Cunningham exploited this tactic in a mass combat with North Vietnamese MiGs in May 1972.8 Top Gun’s purposeful rehabilitation of the Navy’s Vietnam record can be gauged TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 179
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 from the identiﬁcation of Maverick’s pilot father as ‘Duke’ Mitchell. Maverick struggles against his father’s reputation as a failure in the Navy. Following Goose’s death, Viper reveals the details of the engagement in which Maverick’s father died. In what he describes as ‘the worst dogﬁght’ of the war, Viper saw Duke save other American pilots and destroy several enemy planes before being shot down himself. Again, this recollection speciﬁcally evokes the details of Cunningham’s engage- ment. However, Viper says because the battle was politically embarrassing (taking place over ‘the wrong line on some map’), Maverick’s father has never received due recognition. Top Gun unites this recollection of a Vietnam action with Maverick’s transformative battle, pairing the manufactured, vindicatory Gulf of Sidra Incident with an explicitly under-appreciated source of pride from the past. The ﬁlm’s ‘conversion’ narrative does not so much exorcise the ghost of Vietnam as contradict the negative perception of that war, by suggesting it as a precedent and prerequisite for the positively con- cluded battles of the present. Maverick and the Navy overcome the family taint of Vietnam by repeating an unacknowledged victory, for what is now a more appreciative establishment. Although the unspeciﬁed enemy state may not admit the engagement occurred, the community of pilots can be exonerated and celebrated, both retro- spectively and contemporarily. A comparable rehabilitation of the Navy’s role in Vietnam, realised with similar service support but not gaining equivalent commercial suc- cess, can be seen in Flight of the Intruder. Comparisons were also drawn between this ﬁlm and They Were Expendable, recognising an intended parallel between the valiant naval rear-guard in Ford’s ﬁlm and the cour- ageous Navy pilots hamstrung by politicians in Vietnam in Milius’s.9 However, the inevitability of war and entailed sacriﬁce, which are cen- tral to the conceptualisation of World War II and valorisation of the Navy in They Were Expendable, cannot be matched by the dubiety of the Vietnam conﬂict and futility of death in combat in Flight of the Intruder.10 Ford’s ﬁlm enshrines vain heroism devoted to an unques- tionable cause, whereas Milius’s attempts to isolate his pilots’ bravery from the cause to which it was dedicated, and perhaps to redeem the cause through their sacriﬁce. Despite a superﬁcial similarity, this constitutes a different intention, politically as well as textually, from the dedicatory treatment of sacriﬁce, wedded to a tradition of naval endurance, which characterises They Were Expendable. Ford’s navy men, in deferring to authority, accept the war must be fought wisely, whereas Milius’s protagonists (as created in Flight of the Intruder and his screenplay for Apocalypse Now), insist on ﬁghting it too well. TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 180
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Despite the suggestion of the familial connection of Navy personnel in the close community of naval pilots, the ﬁlm’s characterisation hardly distinguishes them from disillusioned members of the other armed forces involved in the conﬂict. As in other Vietnam War ﬁlms, the divisiveness and national self-loathing provoked by the conﬂict ﬁnd narrative expression in scenes of self-destruction. In Flight of the Intruder, this can be seen in the willing suicide of Cole (Willem Dafoe), who calls down a ‘friendly’ air strike on his own position to allow Grafton (Brad Johnson) and their commander Camparelli (Danny Glover) to escape after being shot down. Although nearly all the Vietnam War ﬁlms of the 1980s and 1990s have fore-grounded acts of willing self- destruction (the Russian roulette of The Deer Hunter, and murder and suicide of Full Metal Jacket), and accidental or intentional ‘friendly ﬁre’ (mistaken identity in Born on the Fourth of July (Oliver Stone, 1994), and misplaced air attacks in Platoon and Hamburger Hill), Flight of the Intruder is unusual in its expression of loyalty through immolation. The extremity of this sacriﬁce, to rescue the image of the war as much as individual comrades, embodies a conservatism which outstrips that of Ford the wartime feature director, but is comparable to that of Ford the post-war documentarist.11 If Top Gun seeks to concoct a ﬁtting Reagan-era conﬂict, and Flight of the Intruder to redeem an earlier, lost one, then Behind Enemy Lines can be seen to appropriate, simplify and win a war in which American involvement can appear voluntary and moralistic. The similarity of the narrative situation to The Bridges at Toko-Ri (American pilot shot down in hostile territory) serves rather to highlight the difference between the ﬁlms’ political and ideological situations. Where Toko-Ri presents Korea as a national Passion play, in which the inevitability and neces- sity of the losses sustained connect with the tradition of service and sacriﬁce of the naval community, Behind Enemy Lines appears to threaten similar losses for less tangible gains, in a conﬂict even more distant and opaque to the American public. Following the prologue and titles there is an imagistic re-invocation of Top Gun, with a rapidly-edited sequence showing activities onboard ship and preparations for the launch of a reconnaissance ﬁghter from an aircraft carrier, policing the skies over a fragile cease-ﬁre. These, and later scenes such as close-ups of the functioning of the aircraft’s digital recording equipment and ejector seats, seem to document and eulogise superior American military hardware. However, in a frustration of expec- tation aroused by the sequence’s glossy appeal, the launch and the rock music soundtrack are aborted together. The indecision that the termin- ated launch represents is apportioned to NATO, rather than the Navy, TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 181
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 and is shown to be deleterious to the discipline and professionalism of the servicemen involved. With his mission postponed, Lt. Burnett (Owen Wilson) plays jokes on the ﬂight deck, and ‘launches’ a football into the sea instead. Burnett’s lack of commitment and decision to leave the Navy attracts the interest of Admiral Reigart (Gene Hackman), in command of the American task force. In an interview reminiscent of Admiral Tarrant’s justiﬁcation of American resolve to Brubaker, Reigart dismisses the navigator’s objections to being a cop ‘walking a beat no-one cares about’. In answer to Burnett’s frustration with peacetime routine, Reigart insists that in fact the ship and crew must maintain a war footing whenever and wherever they are at sea. Where Tarrant strives to make Brubaker reconnect with the ethos of his wartime naval service, Reigart rejects Burnett’s claim to have served his country already, since no service short of active duty can approach true commitment and sacriﬁce. When Burnett’s reconnaissance ﬂight detects forbidden movements of armoured vehicles, the Navy plane is ﬁred upon and brought down by Serbian ground forces.12 Though both aircrew escape the crash, the pilot is shot dead by a Serbian guerilla, who then pursues Burnett through the emblematic landscape of civil war: amongst ruined buildings, into besieged towns, and over killing ﬁelds. While he struggles to survive, Burnett also receives a combat education, not only exhibiting the skills and professionalism which Reigart demands of him over the emerg- ency radio, but also coming to comprehend the necessity of American commitment. In encountering normal, beleaguered citizens (who are noticeably knowledgeable about American popular culture), Burnett ﬁnds a worthwhile cause to ﬁght for, and becomes worth rescuing himself in Reigart’s estimation. Just as Reigart ignores NATO authority to launch his own successful recovery mission, the navigator delays his rescue to recover the reconnaissance data which will incriminate his pursuers. While aboard the carrier, Burnett laughs at the delusions of his fellow servicemen, who believe they will have the chance to intervene meaningfully and ‘punch some Nazi in the face’ within the convoluted context of the Balkan civil war. However, this disparagement of a naive American response to foreign politics, like others within the ﬁlm, becomes overwhelmed and contradicted by the ﬁlm’s imperatives of resolute and resolving action. The NATO commander Admiral Piquet (Joaquim de Almeida) questions how Burnett can be sure his pursuers are Serbs, when he cannot tell the warring factions apart, even after ﬁve years in the country. Yet Burnett is proved right, with his recon- naissance information reconﬁrming the media image of the war arising from Serbian aggression. Piquet also countermands Reigart’s attempts TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 182
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 to launch a strictly American rescue mission, and substitutes the unsuccessful French attempt. The American admiral subverts the NATO commander’s news blackout on the incident through recourse to press release to CNN, the highly-inﬂuential organ of American popular opinion which insists Burnett’s rescue should supersede the peace process. Piquet offers Reigart a back-handed compliment, suggesting that the conﬂict needs an ‘uncomplicated man’ like him, but Reigart’s actions prove the truth of Piquet’s allegations: that America really does care only about the safe return of the airman, and will risk everything to rescue him. As such, the individualistic actions of the American ofﬁcers become divorced from the speciﬁcs of the civil conﬂict, even as they are made central to the resolution of the narrative conﬂict. Reigart’s Marine rescue team massacre the pursuing Serb forces, while Burnett recovers the data disk. Closing titles inform us that the naval family endures: Burnett does not resign from the Navy, the Serb war criminals are prosecuted using his evidence, and rather than be demoted from sea service for his disobedience, Reigart chooses retirement, with the ‘respect and gratitude’ of his subordinates intact. Although this conclusion offers some parallels with Cold War exam- ples (such as the Navy saving itself, after Gray Lady Down, in absence of a real enemy to ﬁght), it can also be seen to manipulate the prece- dent of Toko-Ri to suit the contemporary context. Reigart’s ‘mutiny’, like that of more junior ofﬁcers in other ﬁlms, serves a highly conser- vative end. The ironic placement of an American admiral in an inferior position is redressed by his disregard for the indecisive and ineffectual NATO command, leading to the reconﬁrmation of traditional, patri- archal naval authority. Burnett assents to an on-going duty in life (unlike Brubaker’s acceptance of commitment to death), in which the endanger- ment of American lives supersedes rather than justiﬁes the deployment of US forces to protect local civilians. The nomination of America’s armed services as ‘the world’s 911’ is both conﬁrmed and effaced, as the embroil- ment of Navy aircrew in the Balkan conﬂict is on one level accidental, and on another inevitable and justiﬁed. The US Navy’s supposedly impar- tial status in the Balkan conﬂict is altered by the airmen’s objective discovery of a civil war crime, and then transformed altogether by their victimisation at the hands of the Serbian militia. This unsophisticated redrawing of the conﬂict allows for righteous intervention, to save a tangible American life and defend a more abstract principle which motivates the presence of and risk to American personnel in the ﬁrst place.13 The ﬁlm’s acknowledgement of the risks entailed in American involvement in contemporary conﬂicts, and the consequent questioning of the modern Navy’s role, are nulliﬁed by the rescue scenes and their TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 183
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 attendant, vindicatory violence. In comparison with Toko-Ri, the dedicated pilot still has to be ‘found’ to fulﬁl the Navy’s role, yet his death is no longer demanded because of the superiority of the American military: Navy and country will never have to ask ‘where to get’ such men, or run short of reducible, winnable conﬂicts into which they can be inserted.
Improving the Good War The validation of intervention is Behind Enemy Lines, and the revalu- ation of Vietnam at work in Top Gun and Flight of the Intruder, can be seen to parallel contemporary treatments of World War II which also reappraise the past, rewrite history and reverse defeat. If Saving Private Ryan (Steven Spielberg, 1998) is at base an old-fashioned, platoon- centred combat movie, then the conventionalised rendering of World War II incidents in U-571 and Pearl Harbor rework familiar and formulaic narratives (the former following the format of the submarine movie, the latter revisiting the eponymous naval disaster) to conserva- tive commercial and ideological ends. In responding to ﬁlmic rather than historical precedents, these productions courted controversy because of their injudicious treatment of the past. U-571 provides a ﬁctionalised account of the recovery of Enigma machines and secret documents from U-boats captured during the Battle of the Atlantic. The ﬁlm’s major alteration to the historical record, and the focal point for criticism of its Americentric perspective, is the attribution of the capture of Enigma materials to the US Navy, rather than the Royal and Royal Canadian Navies: ‘History is not just simpliﬁed and embellished, but turned on its head, as other countries’ histories are subsumed into America’s.’14 Although they note U-571’s licence with historical fact (which is acknowledged in the ﬁlm’s end credits), Trevor McCrisken and Andrew Pepper rather stress the like- ness of both Mostow’s and Bay’s ﬁlms to the Spielbergian ‘theme park’ style of ﬁlmmaking, which induces passivity before a spectacle rather than engagement with a representation.15 Although they share this similarity in simpliﬁcation, in other respects the ﬁlms diverge from each other, and yet connect with patterns of previous naval representation. U-571’s cavalier treatment of historical fact sets it apart from many of the naval ﬁlms considered so far, but it maintains a strong con- ventional connection to submarine movies from previous decades. Although in World War II (and other subsequent conﬂicts) submariners delivered commando groups or secret agents, they rarely engaged in commando-style operations themselves. By contrast, submarine crews TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 184
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 on screen have often been involved in daring landings, in examples such as Destination Tokyo, Crash Dive, We Dive at Dawn, Hell and High Water and The Battle of the Coral Sea (Paul Wendkos, 1959). In U-571, the S-33’s mission to inﬁltrate the U-boat force is similar to that given to a captured German boat in Mystery Submarine (C.M. Pennington- Richards, 1962).16 The events which succeed the capture of the U-boat (such as meeting a small German aircraft and a destroyer in mid-Atlantic) are no more unlikely or less spectacular than those of earlier submarine ﬁlms. One clear area of recapitulation is the ﬁlm’s portrayal of a U-boat atrocity (the machine-gunning of lifeboats) and, in an echo of Lifeboat (Alfred Hitchcock, 1944), a cunning and dangerous U-boat captain. Mostow’s ﬁlm is most conventional in the area of characterisation, and its narrative of conﬂict and conversion centred on the executive ofﬁcer Lt. Tyler (Matthew McConaughey). Tyler is passed over for command because his commander Captain Dahlgren (Bill Paxton) withholds his recommendation. He tells Tyler that to be a submarine captain, he must be ready to take life-or-death decisions with his men. The XO is humiliated further by his discovery that Chief Petty Ofﬁcer Klough (Harvey Keitel) and other members of the crew were aware of the captain’s decision before Tyler. Tyler’s fraternisation with the lower ranks during their liberty vindicates the Captain’s verdict, as it is seen to be one of several lapses of judgement which undermine his authority. When the mission results in the S-33 being ambushed by another German submarine, the survivors of the boarding party assess their options aboard the crippled U-boat, and Tyler admits he does not know what to do. In private, the Chief rebukes him, saying that a hesitant captain will ‘kill a crew deader than a depth-charge’, but Tyler’s weakness inspires near-fatal insubordination from Mazzola (Erik Palladino). Later, Lt. Hirsch (Jake Weber) also warns Tyler that he must take responsibility for the secrecy of their mission, and ensure that none of them survive to be captured and interrogated. In order to escape from the pursuing German destroyer, Tyler has to lead and drive his crewmen rather than placate them. When Mazzola is killed by the U-boat’s captain, Tyler orders his body to be dumped along with oil and debris to deceive the hunting destroyer. He reprimands Rabbit (Will Estes) for replying to a command with an equivocal answer similar to his own admission of weakness, and has to order Trigger (Thomas Guiry) to his death in order for a vital repair to be completed. Tyler’s tactics result in their sinking of the German ship, and successfully recovering the Enigma machine. In its portrayal of Oedipal conﬂict between the commander and XO, U-571 mimics predecessors like Run Silent, Run Deep to a similarly TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 185
Contemporary naval ﬁlms 185
 conservative effect. During the state-side liberty, Tyler signals his infer- iority by socialising with the lower ranks before seeking out Dahlgren, and greeting the captain’s young daughter ﬁrst. Dahlgren, whose name recalls an American admiral of the nineteenth century, is positioned as a judgemental patriarch, who denies Tyler power until he has overcome his failings. Dahlgren’s death leaves the way open for the XO to prove himself, and this delegates the Chief, as the other institutional patri- arch, to conﬁrm Tyler’s completion of the rite of passage. The proof of Tyler’s prowess is encapsulated in the extravagant explosions of the torpedoes he launches against the ambushing U-boat and the destroyer. Just as Paul Melling recognises the identiﬁcation of ‘phallic technologies’ with confrontational Cold War politics in Apollo 13 (Ron Howard, 1995), so the post-Cold War reafﬁrmation of American power and war- ﬁghting ability in U-571 is symbolised by eagerly-anticipated torpedo explosions, which function as the ‘money shots’ in the submarine ﬁlm’s veriﬁcation of masculinity.17 Although U-571 appears highly conventional, and conforms to patterns of characterisation established in wartime and post-war submarine ﬁlms, its re-rendering of these formulaic elements ﬁts the trend for formally and ideologically conservative World War II ﬁlms inspired by Saving Private Ryan, and suits the contemporary conﬁdence expressed in and by the American military. Given the frequency with which the attack on Pearl Harbor has been represented on screen, it might be imagined that the production of Pearl Harbor would prove as indebted as U-571 to previous examples and conventions in its recreation of events. However, Bay’s ﬁlm proved as controversial for American viewers because of the inaccuracies of its portrayal, as U-571 had done for British audiences. The degree of dramatic licence exploited by Pearl Harbor excludes the possibility of ‘even a reasonable facsimile of history’, with the range of details altered or ignored being so extensive that ‘viewers have no basis for knowing what actually happened and why it happened and so may well conclude that historical accuracy remains unimportant’.18 Not least because of its emphasis upon Air Force rather than Navy personnel (although its representation of the former service’s operations is equally suspect), Pearl Harbor cannot illustrate the signiﬁcance of the attack from the Navy’s perspective, let alone offer a drama-documentary recreation of events comparable to Tora! Tora! Tora! (Richard Fleischer, 1970). Although reduced to a subsidiary role, in comparison with its main narrative concerning the friendship and rivalry of two ﬁghter pilots, the ﬁlm’s treatment of the naval aspects of the attack centres on a genuine historical ﬁgure: Ship’s Cook, Third Class (not, as the ﬁlm suggests, Petty Ofﬁcer) Dorie Miller (Cuba Gooding Jr.). TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 186
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The inclusion of the character of Miller appears as a reference to, rectiﬁcation or repetition of the tokenistic presence of African- American stewards in earlier examples of the naval war ﬁlm, such as Crash Dive and Up Periscope. A similar (ﬁctional) character appears in U-571, and Gooding’s portrayal of Miller anticipates his performance in Men of Honor (George Tillman Jr., 2000). While the ﬁlm’s incar- nation of Admiral Kimmel (Colm Feore) can exculpate the Navy by blaming Washington for incomplete warnings and interference in the days before the attack, the few scenes in which Miller appears are sufﬁcient for a limited criticism of the institutional racism of the Navy’s rank structures. The Stewards branch was the only area open to African-American recruits in the Navy, until the end of racial segregation in the service after World War II. Miller represents his ship (the battleship USS West Virginia) in boxing competitions against sailors from other vessels in the harbour. After one bout, he complains to a Navy nurse about his humiliating position aboard ship. However, his commander Captain Bennion (Peter Firth) tells Miller the ‘ship is proud’ of him, and the irruption of the attack conﬁrms Miller’s loyalty, whilst also revealing his potential. Miller tends his dying captain before manning a gun and shooting down a Japanese aircraft.19 Miller’s involvement in the attack allows him to witness the destruc- tion of the Arizona which, though symbolic of the raid in other repres- entations, is especially emphasised in Bay’s ﬁlm through the beneﬁt of its special effects. As in Tora! Tora! Tora!, bomb aimers in the Japanese aircraft are seen to carry photographs identifying their doomed targets. The fatal bomb is followed down after its release, giving us the weapon’s perspective as it pierces the ship’s decks. The bomb passes another steward, who was one of Miller’s ringside supporters, before detonating in Arizona’s forward magazine: from the deck of his ship, Miller witnesses the massive explosion and convulsion of the ship, which lifts it from the water and severs its bows. However, this attempt to represent the raid’s most spectacular success, and the single greatest loss of American lives that day, is quickly swamped by the ﬁlm’s infatu- ation with destruction, including the capsizing of USS Oklahoma which appears to echo the prolonged demise of the eponymous liner in Titanic (James Cameron, 1997). The ﬁlm’s representation of the Japanese motivation for and execu- tion of the attack is broadly sympathetic, but the expository scenes are perfunctory in comparison with the balance incorporated in Tora! Tora! Tora! In common with the depiction of the Japanese Navy in previous ﬁlms, Pearl Harbor shows its leaders (especially Yamamoto) as fulﬁlling their national duty with profound foreboding. When a TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 187
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 subordinate describes Yamamoto’s plan of attack as ‘brilliant’, the Admiral replies, ‘a brilliant man would ﬁnd a way not to ﬁght a war’. The proﬁciency of the Japanese pilots is tarnished by the ﬁlm’s repres- entation of planes straﬁng civilians, and the ﬁlm also revives spurious wartime propaganda (seen in Air Force; Howard Hawks, 1943) describing a Japanese ‘ﬁfth column’ of spies and saboteurs active in Hawaii. Curiously, though the damage and loss of life caused by the attack are shown at greater length and in more detail than any pre- ceding production, it fails to stimulate a sense of tragedy or outrage. There is no hatred expressed for Japanese aggression, or blame attached to American unpreparedness, and instead the attack is shown to inspire the unity (between its Air Force heroes) and sense of national purpose (within the politico-military establishment) which the spread of the world war should have engendered beforehand. The ﬁlm’s closing voice-over, which accompanies images of the wreck of the Arizona as it appears today, rationalises the attack and World War II as a period of suffering from which America drew strength, and a trial it overcame. Perhaps ﬁnally the ﬁlm’s limited grasp of history, as a series of inevitabilities and ultimately positive outcomes, endows it with an ironically prophetic, and opportune, use value in the light of America’s second experience of surprise attack in 2001. Men of Honor perpetuates the sense of history as inevitable, sequen- tial progression, in its combination of naval ﬁlm and biopic. The ﬁlm relates the life and career of Master Diver Carl Brashear (Cuba Gooding Jr.), the ﬁrst African-American to qualify in the Navy’s elite Diving and Salvage arm. The ﬁlm’s recreation of Brashear’s career uses familiar docu-drama techniques: while the circumstances in which Brashear is injured are rendered faithfully, his part in the recovery of the H-bomb missing off the coast of Spain is embroidered (no Soviet submarines were nearby at the time, and Brashear was not responsible for the discovery of the bomb).20 Similarly, the character of Master Chief Sunday (Robert De Niro) represents an amalgamation of actual ﬁgures and condensation of the institutional racism encountered by Brashear. In personalising the conﬂict and enforcing a comparison of the two characters (Sunday’s example inspires Brashear to seek diving training, and Brashear’s determination chastens and redeems Sunday), the ﬁlm simpliﬁes and ultimately defuses the narrative’s criticism of racial prejudice, and creates a conservative portrait of the Navy in a formu- laic tale of sacriﬁce and success. The ﬁlm’s opening juxtaposes Brashear’s zenith (being seen in television coverage about the salvage operation) with Sunday’s nadir (watching the reports while under arrest for going AWOL). The TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 188
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 succeeding scenes of Brashear’s childhood reinforce this sense of their linked destiny: the young Carl falls asleep reading Navy recruiting adverts in Life magazine, and listens to radio reports of the Battle of Leyte Gulf (in which, he learns subsequently, Sunday was involved in an extra- ordinary dive, attempting to rescue men from a sinking carrier). Carl’s frustration, on ﬁnding that his ‘big future’ in the Navy is limited to being a cook or ofﬁcer’s valet, ﬁnds expression in insubordinate acts which nonetheless gain him the attention and patronage of his white captain (Powers Boothe). Soon afterwards, Carl witnesses Sunday’s disrespect to a junior ofﬁcer when he tries to rescue another diver. This incident preﬁgures the rest of the narrative, in establishing Brashear’s ambition to become a diver and reach the rank of Master Chief, and identifying the ﬁgure of nemesis for both men in Lt. Hanks (David Conrad). On reaching Dive School, Brashear endures greater prejudice and injustice. Sunday’s hatred is formalised in the determination of the school commandant that Brashear will never complete the course. His rescue of a fellow student is credited to another diver, and his ﬁnal test is sabotaged, but his successful completion of the task means Sunday allows him to pass. Again, Brashear’s triumph is contrasted with the punishment and demotion Sunday suffers for his disobedience. During training, Brashear meets and marries Jo (Aunjanue Ellis), who seems predeter- mined to join the naval family because of her father’s previous service, and who supports Carl’s single-minded ambition despite the demands made of her and her son. The sacriﬁces made by his family are evoked by Brashear when he strives to return to active dive duty following amputation of his leg. The now-Captain Hanks heads the Medical Review Board which seeks to invalid him out of the service. Sunday intervenes on Brashear’s behalf, blackmailing Hanks to allow him time to prepare for his ﬁtness test, but Hanks retaliates by demanding Sunday’s retirement too if Brashear fails. Both divers ﬁnd a common enemy in the transformation of the modern Navy, epitomised by Hanks: ‘he’d trade you and me and every other old sea dog in the Navy for one glass-eyed electronics technician’. Hanks attempts to bar Sunday from the Board’s proceedings, but he is recognised as the diver who saved men aboard the St Lô. His rehear- sal of diving commands drives Brashear to complete his tests, and Brashear humbles Hanks by evoking the ‘traditions’ of the Navy on which he has based his career. The transformation of Sunday from a symbol of prejudice to Brashear’s patron and supporter can be connected with Brashear’s apparent abandonment of his familial and ethnic heritage in pursuit of professional ambition. While he acknowledges the sacriﬁces made by TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 189
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 his loved ones entailed by his personal desires, he asserts that he has only succeeded because of the sense of honour – ‘our greatest tradition of all’. In promoting (and with Sunday, preserving) the traditions of the Navy as the primary supports and beneﬁts of a service career, Brashear appears to overlook the individual application extolled by his father, and the familial support offered by Jo. Likewise, Sunday, who has been as frequent an institutional victim as Brashear, is rehabilitated as the African-American diver’s colleague and sponsor when opposed by a desk-bound martinet rather than a ‘real’ sailor. Both are placed in the service of a ‘tradition’ which has discriminated against them, but here their insubordination serves a higher purpose, preserving tradition even in the breach of contemporary policy. The manipulation of history and the negotiation of popular forms (the conventional war adventure in the ﬁrst case, the effects-laden spectacle in the second and the predictable bio-pic in the third) that these ﬁlms exhibit, suggest the ways in which naval material can persist in contemporary ﬁlms. U-571 and Pearl Harbor display more debts to past ﬁlmmaking than past history, but in so doing recognise representational consistencies (such as the demonisation of the U-boat, and the encapsulation of Pearl Harbor in the fate of the Arizona) which suggest a common, speciﬁcally naval, frame of reference for ﬁlmmakers and viewers. This is more evident in the emphasis and reliance upon tradition as narrative elucidation (seen in the acknowledgement of Sunday’s record, and the reception of Brashear’s speech to the Review Board) and conventionalised characterisation (the testing and proving of Tyler). Just as Saving Private Ryan can be read as both a reverential evocation of the past war and a politicised allegory of present inter- vention, so these ﬁlms can be interpreted as unrelated examples of the popular cinema, and as collective proof of the essential conservatism of naval subject matter.21
Modern submarine ﬁlms The abidingly conservative view of the Navy and its history and its convergence with contemporary politics, which is discernible in naval ﬁlms of the late 1990s and early 2000s, stands in contrast to the Navy’s depiction in modern submarine ﬁlms. The key example of an anti- establishment stance explored in a submarine ﬁlm (embodied in the pursuit of the mutiny motif to a radical rather than conservative end) is Crimson Tide (Tony Scott, 1995). Given its pedigree (director and producers had collaborated on the popular service portrait Top Gun), Crimson Tide might be expected to supply a positive image with TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 190
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 recruitment potential for the US Navy’s submarines, but Scott’s ﬁlm exists as a latter-day parallel, and contradiction, to The Caine Mutiny (Edward Dmytryk, 1954). The Navy’s refusal of cooperation with Crimson Tide indicates the extremity of its portrayal of mutiny and, unlike Dmytryk’s ﬁlm, the impossibility of ﬁnding a recuperative value in its challenge to authority. The realisation as well as the threat of mutiny is ubiquitous in modern submarine ﬁlms. The questioning of the health and sanity of submarine captains, and the subsequent subversion of their authority to command, dominate the narratives of ﬁlms from the 1970s (Assault on the Wayne (Marvin Chomsky, 1971)) and every subsequent decade (The Fifth Missile (Larry Peerce, 1986), Sub Down (Alan Smithee, 1997), Danger Beneath the Sea (Jon Cassar, 2001)). Where patriarchal auth- ority (both lying behind and symbolised by the captain’s command) is reinstated and reafﬁrmed in some of these examples, in others the brinkmanship of the Cold War (and the maintenance of an aggressive stance in the ‘New World Order’) produces a substantive establishment critique. The accidental mental disablement of the crew of a Trident submarine in The Fifth Missile merely highlights the inescapable aggression of the deterrent policy of Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD): in this respect, the ﬁlm shares the message if not the aesthe- tic of the Cold War ‘Columbia trilogy’. In Sub Down, an American nuclear submarine is detailed to support environmental research under the Arctic ice-pack, but despite this redeployment of naval assets to peacetime roles, the captain’s instinctive belligerence towards a Russian submarine provokes a Cold War-style collision and a life-threatening disaster. Danger Beneath the Sea provides an at once highly conventional and extremely problematic exploration of command conﬂict and the Navy’s role in the post-Cold War world. Captain Shefﬁeld (Caspar Van Dien) takes USS Lansing to sea, despite reservations expressed about his style of command displayed in training, and the belief of some crewmembers that the more experienced executive ofﬁcer Lt. Commander Kenner (Stewart Bick) should really be in charge. Shefﬁeld’s caution, in keep- ing his boat and crew safe and awaiting orders rather than using his initiative and exceeding them, incenses Kenner when communications are lost off the Korean coast. An electro-magnetic pulse, caused by the failure of a North Korean nuclear test, blacks out cities across Asia and forest ﬁres produce a cloud of ash which resembles radioactive fall-out. When Shefﬁeld fails to act, and is incapacitated by radiation sickness, Kenner assumes command and prepares to launch the submarine’s Tomahawk missiles against Russian targets. When it is suspected that TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 191
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 the crippled submarine may initiate a nuclear exchange, the Navy’s command reaches an equally rapid decision to destroy it. The warlike representatives of the Cold War Navy are eventually overcome by new recruits loyal to Shefﬁeld: in condemning an over-zealous patriotism, the ﬁlm appears to celebrate an obedient inaction, which defers to the stern patriarchal authority embodied by Admiral Justice (Gerald McRaney). The television movie Danger Beneath the Sea shares many similari- ties with the earlier Crimson Tide, which also questions the utility and safety of the submarine-based nuclear deterrent. When a rebel Russian nationalist leader threatens to strike Japan and America, the USS Alabama is despatched to deter and if necessary destroy the missile menace with a pre-emptive strike. Captain Ramsey (Gene Hackman) is a veteran of Cold War patrols, who sees the mission as a return to the Navy’s normal ‘business’ after a brief peace. The executive ofﬁcer Lt. Commander Hunter (Denzel Washington) questions Ramsey’s drills, which endanger the boat in preparing the crew for war: his morally ‘complicated’ conception of nuclear war affronts the captain’s simplistic Cold War mentality, leading to inﬂammatory and undigniﬁed exchanges between the ofﬁcers. In its casting and characterisation (ascribing a liberal perspective to the African-American ofﬁcer and a hawkish stance to the white captain), the ﬁlm restages the racial and ideolo- gical conﬂict seen in The Bedford Incident (James B. Harris, 1965). (Gene Hackman’s Ramsey is also criticised on the same basis as the same actor’s Reigart is vindicated in Behind Enemy Lines.) When contradictory orders are received, and interrupted, during preparations to launch, the ofﬁcers’ philosophical differences become further mired in the observation and contravention of operational procedures: what follows is not so much a mutiny as a doctrinal schism, as the crew community divides into warring factions. Behind the ideological conﬂict carried by its characterisation, the ﬁlm rehearses the submarine ﬁlm staple of the executive ofﬁcer’s rite of passage. When Hunter displaces him, Ramsey questions his readiness to command. Hunter passes the test, when he successfully evades and then destroys an attacking Russian submarine, and orders a ﬂooding compartment to be sealed (trapping men inside) in order to save the boat and crew. However, the conventional nature of these scenes does not distract from the rancorous and unbridgeable divide opened across all ranks within the boat. The domesticity of the submarine ﬁlm, and the Oedipal force of the conﬂict, are signalled in a scene prior to the schism, in which Hunter and Lt. Ince (Viggo Mortensen) discuss Ramsey’s authoritarian approach. With Sweet Home Alabama playing TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 192
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 in their cabin, Ince irons his uniform while Hunter complains about the captain’s hostility. The peripheralisation of the junior ofﬁcers, into domestic spaces and tasks, suggests their subordination to the profes- sional father within his ‘home’. As the conﬂict worsens, control of the crucial sites and symbols of authority (the boat’s command centre and the missile launch keys) become paramount for the threatened captain and the subverting executive ofﬁcer. Like The Caine Mutiny, the epilogue to the scenes of violent conﬂict is a sequence showing the subsequent board of enquiry, which exoner- ates and condemns both ofﬁcers. Hunter’s election to command status, and Ramsey’s decline into retirement suggest, like Harris’ ﬁlm, the out- datedness of simple patriotism, the instability of aggressive deterrence, and the necessity of complicated, non-traditional approaches. In this ﬁlm, the challenge of mutiny cannot be defused or redirected in order to reinforce patriarchal authority. Perhaps uniquely amongst submarine ﬁlms, and naval representation as a whole, Crimson Tide depicts a destabilising conﬂict in authority (which the retrospection of admirals cannot amend), and a genuinely problematised institutional portrait, recog- nising generational and racial discord.
War without battles: Soviet submarine ﬁlms The reconsideration of the Cold War, the treatment of mutiny and the rehabilitation of former enemies coalesce in a loose trilogy of ﬁlms depict- ing the Soviet Navy. The Hunt for Red October (John McTiernan, 1990) is an adaptation of Tom Clancy’s best-selling novel, and largely replicates the hawkish portrayal the US Navy’s Cold War adversary.22 By contrast, Hostile Waters (David Drury, 1997) and K19: The Widowmaker (Kathryn Bigelow, 2002) are scrupulous drama-documentaries based on historical submarine disasters, the details of which only entered the public domain after the end of the Cold War.23 Since all three emanate from British or American production contexts, their rehabilitation of the Cold War enemy is a primary motivation in at least two of the exam- ples, but the inﬂuence of Battleship Potemkin is also detectable in these ﬁlms’ negotiation of divided state and shipboard loyalties. The most famous precedent for the complex but ultimately sympa- thetic portrayal of a former adversary in contemporary international cinema is Das Boot (Wolfgang Petersen, 1981). In the context of the current study, Das Boot may be perceived as both a generic war ﬁlm (with its predictable elements of characterisation, war and mission as physical and mental journey, recollections of home and peace, and inevitable loss), and as a unique text, because of the circumstances of TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 193
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 its circulation and reception. On its ﬁrst release in the UK, as a feature presentation of two and a half hours’ duration, the ﬁlm was criticised for its conventional approach:
The Germans have produced, out of their side of the last conﬂict, a ﬁlm acceptable to their ex-foes by playing into the values and stereotypes of something like the 1950s British model. To avoid dealing with the speciﬁcs of who was a Nazi and what constitutes Fascism, the ﬁlm makes do with an old-fashioned adventure yarn about the exploits of a U-boat over which hangs the pall of sacriﬁces nobly made and the ultimate futility of war.24
Since Das Boot originated as a television production, Thomas Elsaesser separates the ﬁlm from the artistic and oppositional stance of the post-war New German cinema, despite its international success as a commercial and art cinema release. However, in eschewing the explora- tion of wartime nationalism and politics in favour of acknowledging and celebrating the duty of the common man, the ﬁlm can be seen to be in keeping with the cultural climate of Germany in the 1980s.25 Initial criticism has generally given way to retrospective praise for the ﬁlm, though this approbation appears based on the favourable recep- tion of varying versions of the text (the original ﬁve-hour, six-part tele- vision series from which the theatrical release was derived, and the later three-hour director’s cut) by different viewers (the television audience for BBC broadcasts of the series, and the home video market for numerous dubbed and subtitled versions). Petersen’s work exists in a range of forms, simply in terms of the renditions and translations of its dialogue and voice-over, which differ in detail from the source novel by Lothar-Günther Buchheim.26 The national and international success of Das Boot, received para- doxically as a non-English language art ﬁlm and as a generic war ﬁlm, has tended to obscure its connection to and derivation from previous German ﬁlms addressing the U-boat war. In addition to pre-war and wartime ﬁlms such as Morgenrot (Gustav Ucicky, 1933) and U-Boote Westwärts! (Günther Rittau, 1941), several post-war features have also approached the sensitive subject of the U-boat campaign. Haie und Kleine Fische /Sharks and Little Fishes (Frank Wisbar, 1957) offered a com- parable depiction of honourable and patriotic submariners (the ‘little ﬁshes’) abused and betrayed by their political leaders (the ‘sharks’). In U-47: Kapitanleutnant Prien (Harald Reinl, 1958), the historical U-boat ace Günther Prien receives a revisionist characterisation as a troubled commander who has lost faith in the Nazi cause. The factual background and documentary inﬂuences apparent in preceding productions are more strongly emphasised by Das Boot. TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 194
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Buchheim’s novel and other writings are based on his experiences on U-boat patrols as a naval war correspondent. Buchheim’s foreword insists upon the historical accuracy of his work, which is ‘a novel but not a work of ﬁction’. The commitment of the production to realism is equally apparent in the creation of a replica U-boat for shooting at sea, the identiﬁcation of the boat as U-96, the submarine on which Buchheim sailed, the use of wartime U-boat pens at La Pallice for location shooting, and the recruitment of the U-96’s commander, Heinrich Lehmann-Willenbrock, as technical advisor.27 The ﬁlm’s attempt to represent the circumstances and duration of a U-boat patrol prompts and justiﬁes the length of the original television series. The three-month sortie includes long periods of inactivity, a storm which last over three weeks, abortive and successful attacks on Allied shipping, a clandestine refuelling in neutral Spain, and a disastrous attempt to transit the Straits of Gibraltar. The ﬁlm, like the voyage, becomes an endurance test: in the television series the depth-charging which follows the successful convoy attack lasts over seventeen minutes on screen, while the ﬁfteen hours of emergency repairs on the bottom when the sub is crippled off Gibraltar occupy another forty-ﬁve minutes. In encompassing so much of the U-boat’s operational regime, the realism of the patrol depicted in its entirety becomes symbolic of the campaign as a whole, with the conditions and events of the U-boat war truncated into a single, harrowing journey. In this light, the timing and tone of Buchheim’s text is highly signiﬁcant, since the great losses sustained by the U-boats and their ultimate defeat are previewed in the reversals (including the loss of the aces Prien, Kretschmer and Schepke) suffered in late 1941, and mentioned in war correspondent Lt. Werner’s (Herbert Grönemeyer) opening voice-over. Buchheim’s criticism of the campaign is equal to his recognition of the crews’ hardships, and in particular he draws atten- tion to the youth of the sacriﬁced sailors.28 The boat’s commander ( Jürgen Prochnow) who is known as Der Alte or ‘the Old Man’, compares the campaign against British shipping to a ‘children’s crusade’.29 However, the assertion that many seamen and some commanders were only teenagers or in their early twenties by the later stages of the war is con- tradicted by demographic research, and is also undermined by the ﬁlm’s and novel’s setting comparatively early in the war, at the end of 1941. Analysis reveals instead that, by selecting on the basis of skills and social classes, the ‘elite’ U-boat arm was a truly nationally-representative service.30 The Type VIIC U-boat, of which U-96 was an example, was the most common class used in the Battle of the Atlantic, being responsible for the majority of sinkings, and also being the type which suffered the TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 195
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 heaviest losses. The emblematic status of Das Boot is enhanced by such recognition, but the fatalistic tone of novel and ﬁlm exaggerates and backdates the vulnerability and obsolescence of the Type VIIC to inten- sify the crew’s sacriﬁce in the face of overwhelming odds. The tide of the battle is shown to be turning against the U-boats at the end of 1941, with new countermeasures, additional convoy escorts, aircraft and radar detection, against which the submarines have no defence.31 The scrupulous realism of the sets used for scenes in the U-boat’s inter- ior was dismissed in initial reviews as an irrelevance, in the face of the ideological conservatism of the production.32 Yet it is during Werner’s introduction to the boat’s layout and community that the production’s documentary credentials (as retrospective reportage) and affective style (in the use of handheld cameras allied to authentic but tonal lighting effects) are established. Werner’s tour is a prerequisite to grasping the internal divisions (between ordinary seamen quartered in the bow com- partment and petty ofﬁcers berthed between the galley and control room) and associations (between the Commander and the wireless and sonar operator, whose close cooperation in action is reinforced by the proximity of the sound room to the captain’s cabin) which deﬁne the boat and crew. The tour concludes with Werner’s ﬁrst meeting with Johann ‘the Phantom’ (Erwin Leder), who appears physically and mentally withdrawn from the rest of the community in the conﬁnes of the diesel compartment. Johann’s contented appearance within this environment reinforces the sequence’s combination of immersive real- ism and jolting alienation, and also previews the junior engineer’s estrangement as the only sailor to succumb to blechkoller (‘tin can frenzy’) during the depth-charging.33 Our sharing of Werner’s orientation facilitates our observation of the elite and their environment, but he remains an outsider within the boat: he is the butt of jokes made by seamen and ofﬁcers alike, but he is also pointedly not privy to certain scenes (such as Der Alte asking the sonar man to play a record of French music while the boat rides out a storm beneath the surface) in which a rank-transcending unity emerges amongst the crew. Music also serves as a point of unity against the other alienated individual aboard the boat. The First Watch Ofﬁcer (Hubertus Bengsch), who is despised by ofﬁcers and men because of his Nazi afﬁliations, is forced to put a favourite British record on the sound system.34 While in Buchheim’s view, the functionality of the U-boat means that it cannot ‘provide the crew with a home’, Das Boot’s incorporation of social detail alongside operational routine in its long running time suggests the mundanity and self-sufﬁciency of the crew in isolation.35 TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 196
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The unity displayed against the First Watch Ofﬁcer is a component of the sympathetic portrayal, individually and communally, of the ofﬁcers and crew, and by extension of the U-boat arm and entire Kriegsmarine. The rejection of the minority Nazi presence amidst a com- munity of elite sailors represents the same retrospective rehabilitation seen in The Battle of the River Plate and The Enemy Below. The pity expressed by Der Alte for ordinary sailors caught in the Atlantic storm, and his stated abhorrence for the sinking of ships (and the sanitised, propagandist spin placed on the U-boat campaign) re-emphasise the distinction drawn between the traditionalist navy at sea and the polit- ical state ashore.36 Though not entirely anachronistic, the many seditious comments made by Der Alte during the voyage, and by Thomsen (Otto Sander) before their departure, also serve to render the non-Nazi German crew as sympathetically as possible. The establishment and reinforcement of audience identiﬁcation with the crew accompanies but is also reliant upon the spectacle of the crew’s subjection to escalating levels of torment and danger. The realism of the representation converges with the didacticism of this approach at numerous points through the narrative, with an early example being the ordeal of depth-charging after the ﬁrst abortive attack. Subsequently, lighting effects incorporated on the basis of realism enhance the hellish depiction of the patrol. Red lighting used in the control room to accustom the lookouts’ eyes to the darkness previews the pyre of the torpedoed tanker which they discover on the surface. The infernal associations are heightened by the discovery of sailors still aboard the sinking vessel. The afﬂicted pallor of the men’s faces under minimal emergency lighting as they struggle to repair the boat on the bottom justiﬁes Combs’ comparison of the mise-en-scène to Bosch’s depictions of Purgatory.37 The absence of any respite for the crew (from storms at sea, from surprise attacks by aircraft, and from the conse- quences of their own attacks, both in the sights and sounds of the ships they hit and in the escorts’ reprisals) is maintained even by contact with the shore. Connections with land are shown to be equally torturous: the First Watch Ofﬁcer’s ﬁancée was killed in an air raid; the Chief Engineer (Klaus Wennemann) fears his wife has suffered the same fate; Ensign Ullmann’s (Martin May) French girlfriend is pregnant and in danger from the Resistance. At the moment of greatest desolation, in which it appears the boat will never be able to surface again, Werner confesses to the captain that prior to the voyage he had been intoxicated by the propaganda image of the U-boat men’s heroism. His experience of the patrol has eradicated this falsehood, but the Herculean efforts of the crew (led by TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 197
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 the Chief Engineer) to restore the boat complete the ﬁlm’s displacement of national politics by naval nobility. It is therefore within this pattern, rather than in disconcerting subversion of it, that the boat’s return to base heralds its destruction in an Allied bombing raid, and the death of many of the crewmembers. Again, Werner is little more than a passive witness, who observes the bodies of Johann and Ullmann, and the death of Der Alte, which coincides with the boat’s last dive out of sight. The intimations of imminent defeat which the text has indulged throughout the patrol are realised on the boat’s return, as ties to land again entail bereavement. Willing and heroic self-sacriﬁce, motivated by duty and camaraderie in Morgenrot and U-Boote Westwärts!, becomes in Das Boot simply a fatalistic and resigned dedication to a cause accepted as lost several years before the occurrence of historical defeat. The achievement of Das Boot is the telescoping of six years of struggle (during four of which the Kriegsmarine could be considered to be in the ascendant), into one voy- age encompassing ennobling hardship, unity in suffering and dignity despite degradation. Its anachronistic insistence upon defeat within its setting of 1941 constitutes both an expiatory national retrospection, and a celebratory naval revisionism. In this respect, it emerges as the com- panion volume to the admissions of defeat seen in In Which We Serve and They Were Expendable. Although arising from a different national cinematic context, Das Boot illustrates and conﬁrms the pervasiveness and appeal of ‘generic’ naval materials. The historical credentials of Petersen’s ﬁlm, its elegiac intonation and consecration of loss, connect it categorically with the key naval narratives of other countries, and with succeeding representations of retrospectively honoured adversaries. The conception of the Cold War seen in The Hunt for Red October recapitulates the paradoxes of American defence policy in the Reagan era. The ﬁlm’s opening credits include a title backdating the narrative to a point in history before Gorbachev and glasnost, by way of justiﬁcation for the negative portrayal of Soviet aggression which the ﬁctional titular submarine, conceived as a ﬁrst-strike weapon for a nuclear war, comes to represent. In both Clancy’s novel and the ﬁlm adapta- tion, US naval vessels and aircraft (Tomcat ﬁghter planes, Los Angeles class submarines, the carrier Enterprise and the DRSV) are shown in fetishistic detail, reminiscent of The Final Countdown and Top Gun. While they provide a triumphant showcase for the superiority of US Naval hardware and personnel, the novel and ﬁlm also give a contra- dictory representation of the Soviet Navy, whose ships and submarines are on one hand characterised by inferior technology and manned by untrained conscripts, and on the other demonised because they embody TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 198
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 secret and threatening scientiﬁc advances (the Red October’s silent propul- sion system, the ultra-high speed of the Alfa submarines). The endowment of Soviet submarines with arcane abilities in the novel and ﬁlm derives from highly speculative late-Cold War analyses, used to justify the American naval build-up supervised by Reagan and Lehman.38 It is the Red October’s ability to remain silent and undetectable which promotes her use in a pre-emptive nuclear attack, and provokes her captain Marko Ramius (Sean Connery) to defect to the United States with his loyal ofﬁcers. As the submarine is pursued across the Atlantic by Soviet aircraft and submarines, American fears that they face an unau- thorised missile launch from a renegade commander are replaced by the desire to acquire the submarine, facilitating the defection but keeping it secret so that its intelligence value is preserved. Superior American sonar tracks the invisible vessel, allowing contact to be made and a plan concocted to aid Ramius’ escape. The US government, CIA and Navy conspire to convince the Soviet authorities that the sub is lost at sea, but hard-line elements (a KGB agent hidden in the Red October’s crew, and an Alfa class submarine captained by Ramius’ nemesis) attempt to destroy the Red October before she can reach the American coast. As in portrayals of the German and Japanese navies, the ﬁlm’s char- acterisation of the Soviet Navy privileges it over the distant, directing state authorities. The submarine’s party representative, Political Ofﬁcer Putin (Peter Firth) is murdered by Ramius as an prerequisite to the defection. Although a mutual respect binds together the American and Russian submarine captains, Ramius views with suspicion the naval academic and CIA analyst Jack Ryan (Alec Baldwin) who uncovers the defection: pointedly, Ramius rubbishes Ryan’s writings on the history of naval warfare. Kinship with the Americans is sealed by the mixed crew that mans the Red October in its battle with the Alfa, and Ramius’ evocation of Columbus on arrival in the ‘new world’. Crucial to this convergence, and revealed as the motivation for Ramius’ action, is the Party policy of aggression which the Red October symbolises. This represents a departure by the ﬁlm from the novel base, in which state culpability in the death of his wife provokes Ramius to ‘make the state pay’ through the loss of the submarine.39 Instead, the ﬁlm’s Ramius laments the loss of his wife in a conversation with Captain Borodin (Sam Neill), which foregrounds the Cold War’s perpetuation of animosity and service for brother sailors, and the extension of sacriﬁce to the wider naval family: ‘Forty years I have been at sea. A war at sea: a war with no battles, no monuments, only casualties. I widowed her the day I married her.’ This speech occurs as Red October and USS Dallas circle each other blindly, in another covert Cold War TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 199
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 confrontation. However, this melancholy seems reserved for the unwilling aggressors in the ranks of the Soviet Navy, who circumvent and correct their state’s actions and (prophetically in the backdating of the ﬁlm’s action) hasten the end of the Soviet Union. In common with portray- als of the German and Japanese navies in retrospective ﬁlms about World War II, the men of the Soviet Navy are credited with more nobility in defeat than their states exhibit while in being, while the US Navy appears as an omnipotent force in the vanguard of American defence. Hostile Waters maintains the wistful characterisation of Soviet sailors, but shows their victimisation at the hands of their suspicious and aggressive American adversaries as well as their subjection to an unforgiving, authoritarian state. The ﬁlm offers an interpretation of events surrounding an explosion aboard Soviet submarine K-219 off the American coast in 1986, which resulted in her sinking and the deaths of some of her crew.40 Although inherent dangers caused by faults in missile and reactor design are shown to contribute to the loss of the boat, the ﬁlm alleges that the explosion and ﬁre were caused by a collision with an American submarine. This was denied ofﬁcially at the time of the ﬁlm’s release, but subsequent studies have detailed numerous collisions and near-misses between opposing submarines throughout the Cold War period.41 The polemical, journalistic stance taken by this drama-documentary is consistent with the liberal scrutiny of nuclear safety, military and governmental secrecy and the contem- porary American presence in Europe explored in other works by Hostile Waters’ director (Defence of the Realm, 1985) and screenwriter (Edge of Darkness, 1986). The portrayal of Soviet sailors from ofﬁcers downwards maintains a prescient, melancholy tone consistent with their doom, which is ﬁxed by the ideological circumstances of the Cold War, the indifference shown by the Communist state for human life, and the inadequate, unsafe technology with which the state equips them. Captain Britanov (Rutger Hauer) leads a relaxed and apparently rank-less crew with the persua- sion of a sentimental patriarch, in marked contrast to the tension and rigour displayed by his American opponent (Martin Sheen). Britanov appears to mock and pity rather than fear the Political Ofﬁcer Pshenichny (Colm Feore); as a result, Britanov’s subordinates show no respect for the zampolit, who is an ofﬁcer but not a sailor. Ironically, the isolation of the submarine’s compartments from the control centre by ﬁre leaves Pshenichny in control of the rescue and repair operation, and he orders one of the conscript ‘kids’, Sergei Preminin (Rob Campbell) to undertake the fatal task of shutting down the sub’s reactors. Throughout the crisis, Britanov’s extreme measures to quell TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 200
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 the ﬁres aboard the boat, before an accidental missile launch or nuclear explosion take place, are misinterpreted by the US Navy captain as preparations for an attack on America. In a unique rewriting of the mutinous conﬂict between submarine captains and their second- in-commands, the Executive Ofﬁcer of the American submarine ( John Rothman) contradicts his captain’s interpretation of events, showing understanding and sympathy for the Soviet commander’s desperation. At the headquarters of the Soviet ﬂeet, Britanov’s actions appear egotistical and treasonous, while American leaders resolve to sink K-219 if the Eastern seaboard is endangered. The defusing of the crisis, with the rescue of K-219’s crew and the ‘safe’ sinking of the submarine in deep water, is tainted by the persist- ence of suspicion and aggressive posturing in the Atlantic on the part of the US Navy, and the certainty of punishment for Britanov on his return. Pshenichny begins his investigation for the KGB on the plane home, but when he is asked for his Party credentials, Britanov pretends wryly to have left them aboard his boat. The state’s cheapening of the crew’s sacriﬁce, and the ﬁnal distinction between land-based authority and ship-board comradeship, is shown by Admiral Chernavin’s (Max von Sydow) announcement of a medal for Preminin, who Britanov observes is ‘still on patrol’. The ﬁlm’s ending titles and voice-over relate Britanov’s dismissal from the Navy, the dispersal of K-219’s crew amongst other ships, and the continuing military and ecological threat posed by nuclear submarine operations in the Atlantic. K19: The Widowmaker extends the tragic and sympathetic treatment of the Soviet Navy within the drama-documentary form. It recreates the nuclear accident aboard a prototype nuclear missile submarine, rushed into service in 1961 to balance the American threat. Its treatment of the disaster is based on the most authoritative sources available (including the testimony of survivors and the memoirs of the K-19’s captain), and succeeds in portraying the self-sacriﬁcial crew as victims of the wider Cold War as well as of the negligent and callous Soviet state. Where the ﬁlm exceeds the existent sources is in its portrayal of a mutiny aboard the submarine, a formulaic command conﬂict being manufactured in the ﬁlm’s ﬁctionalisation by the replacement and demotion of the submarine’s original commander Polenin (Liam Neeson) by the perfectionist Party man Vostrikov (Harrison Ford).42 Contemporary tension is also heightened by the ﬁlm’s depiction of the submarine conducting its missile test in the Arctic (something which the nuclear accident prevented from taking place) and the close proximity of an American warship, offering assistance to the irradiated crew. Rather than limiting the crew’s efforts to prevent a melt-down to a sacriﬁce TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 201
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 for their comrades and a symbolic battle against the Communist state’s contempt for human life, the danger that the American warship will be destroyed if the submarine explodes turns the reactor repair into a mar- tyring and altruistic effort to avert a nuclear war. The retrospective American accounts of Soviet naval accidents express a similar admira- tion for the sacriﬁces made by their doomed Cold War adversaries, devoted to a lost cause and handicapped by their own equipment.43 In the replacement of Polenin, and the series of drills Vostrikov conducts to bring the submarine to readiness, the narrative parallels that of Run Silent, Run Deep. Polenin’s empathy with the crew is reﬂected in his understanding of their superstitions (bad luck has cursed the boat since its construction), his assumption of a fatherly role with his ‘boys’ on their mission, despite the humiliation of his demotion, and his under- taking of the torpedo loading himself, when several sailors are injured in the ﬁrst drill. In placing ‘his boat and his men before the Party’, Polenin earns the distrust of his superiors. Although, in common with Red October and Hostile Waters, special opprobrium is reserved for Political Ofﬁcer Suslov (Ravil Isyanov), Vostrikov is also assumed to have risen through his Party connections rather than professional ability. However, in serving his Party super- iors in meeting the schedule for readiness, Vostrikov’s patriotism is called into question by Polenin, who sees risking the boat as endangering the Soviet citizens they are intended to defend. The captain’s tendencies are revealed during the reactor accident: he accepts the inexperienced engineering ofﬁcer against Polenin’s advice; he orders the ship’s doctor to lie to the sailors with radiation poisoning about their condition; and he mimics the senior staff ofﬁcers (who require a name to blame for a drill failure at the ﬁlm’s opening) when he demands to know who is responsible for the reactor failure. Just as he volunteers his own in the ﬁrst instance, Polenin forwards Vostrikov’s in the second, insisting that the captain-father recognise his responsibility. The ﬁnal instance of Polenin’s insubordination (and kinship with the crew), when he overrules Vostrikov in ﬁghting the ﬁre in the torpedo compartment, provides the example and opportunity for Suslov and Demichev (Steve Nicholson) to mutiny. Polenin’s reaction, interpreting their loyalty to him or to the State as ‘betrayal’ of the shipboard family, also reprimands Vostrikov, who in emulation of the former captain, asks for and receives the dedication of the sailors towards their shipmates and countrymen. The captain’s conversion and rite of passage is completed by the accomplishment of his intended rescue without help from the Americans, and Polenin’s defence of his actions (which again echoes Run Silent, Run Deep) in the interrogation which follows. TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 202
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Where the settings of American submarine ﬁlms are characterised domestically, these Soviet examples imply alternative valuations of space. Literally, in the case of Red October’s mutiny, and ﬁguratively, in the distance and dissension from the state noted in Hostile Waters and K-19, the Soviet submarine space is characterised as defective (technologically inferior) and defecting (politically oppositional). The ‘tradition’ of mutiny established for Communist purposes in the narrative of the Potemkin is furthered (if politically reversed) by these latter-day depictions of the Soviet Navy, in which the shipboard community evinces loyalty to itself and to a patriotic principle, while denying devotion to the unworthy political state. (As these ﬁlms emanate from an American perspective, this validation of the Soviet sailors bears comparison with Flight of the Intruder’s rehabilitation of the Vietnam-era Navy.) Ironically, this characterisation of the Soviet Navy can be related to the historical incident which inspired The Hunt for Red October.44 The mutiny interpreted as a defection aboard a Soviet warship in 1975 was in fact a patriotic attempt to overthrow the corrupt Communist authorities, in order to recreate a true egalitarian, revolutionary state.45 Just as the mutineers’ action was diminished into an attempted defection for internal and external con- sumption, so the depiction of the Soviet Navy contained within these Western ﬁlms serves a conservative rather than radical aim (with the exception of Hostile Waters). In foregrounding sacriﬁce and loss, which ﬁgure prominently in such positive examples of naval representa- tion as They Were Expendable and In Which We Serve, these ﬁlms can safely attribute nobility to the Cold War enemy in defeat, and ascribe a traditional, conservative function to the challenge the navy represents to the Communist state. The conventions of the naval war ﬁlm (the loyalty of the crew family, the safe questioning and restatement of authority, the foregrounding of loss, and the upholding of service tradition) ﬁnd a conservative usage in representation of the most recent enemy, defeated in ﬁgurative rather than literal battle.
Conclusion
If, from a conservative political point of view, the period of the ‘post-Vietnam War syndrome’ was characterised by national self-doubt, military vacillation, and a failure of will to intervene overseas, then the appropriate counter in the ‘post-syndrome’ period of national revival was a triumph of the will, a purgation of doubt through action, and an interventionist military stance.46 TNWC07 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 203
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The preponderance of military representation in American cinema since the 1980s speaks to a (re)militarisation of the state and populace, correcting the defeat and defeatism of Vietnam. The pervasiveness of war ﬁlms, war toys and popular images of conﬂict is noted by Patrick M. Regan, as a prerequisite for the heightening of patriotism, the identiﬁcation of enemies, and the propagation of ideological norms.47 The fetishistic treatment of US military hardware in Reagan- and Bush-era cinema (Top Gun, Red October, Behind Enemy Lines and even Crimson Tide) ﬁts this pattern. The fabrication of an adversarial relationship can be seen in the title of Behind Enemy Lines, as it implies factors non-existent in the Balkan War (an identiﬁable enemy and a recog- nisable frontline), which are necessary to narrativise and rationalise an otherwise indecipherable, recalcitrant war. Reintroduction of such features transforms the civil war and the presence of the reluctant American hero into a scenario in which American forces can intervene clearly and decisively, and reconﬁrm their superiority in the process. The recreation of World War II serves a supplementary purpose in this regard. The recollection of the ‘good war’ has taken on a greater contemporary signiﬁcance, in calls for the present War on Terror to mobilise a new ‘greatest generation’, equivalent to that which fought World War II.48 Such equivalence and emulation are detectable in Maverick’s recovery and mimicry of Vietnam dogﬁghts, and the youth- ful sailors of U-571 asking the Chief what it is like to be depth-charged. The odd double perspective on the past that this instance introduces (in acknowledging the attempt to recapture and enter a historical moment in the midst of a facsimile of history) underlines the use value of such popular representations. Their departures from history (as much as the ﬁdelity ascribed to in other productions) should not be criticised on a factual basis. Rather, ‘this disjuncture needs to be under- stood as the manifestation of particular discursive and ideological strategies’.49 The repetitious history of Pearl Harbor, the rewritten history of U-571, the redeemed history of Flight of the Intruder and the revalued recent history of Behind Enemy Lines, all evince such contemporaneous values and encodings, with the conservative idiom of the naval war ﬁlm facilitating the expression of the traditional as the current, and the ‘then’ as the ‘now’.
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There is debate over whether visual images serve as additions to textual sources of historical knowledge or whether they overwhelm and transform traditional texts, thereby transforming the practice of history.1 Clear consistencies, and signiﬁcant differences, are discernible within the ﬁlms addressing sea warfare and other naval operations considered in this study. What remains to be accomplished is an interpretation of their consistencies, an overall accommodation of any divergences, and a deﬁnition of the naval ﬁlm, as an operable and recognisable set of conventions, both within and apart from other representations of com- bat and the armed services. A series of motifs, narrative concerns, aspects of characterisation and speciﬁcs of representation have been noted throughout. While these communal features suggest a kinship with and extrapolation from the form and meaning of the generic war ﬁlm, the apportionment and conﬁguration of characteristics changes the ‘uniforms’ of these ﬁlms from military to naval, and their reference and signi- ﬁcance from the all-purpose to the precise. While the overlap between the war ﬁlm and the naval ﬁlm might be noteworthy, it is not unvarying throughout the period under consid- eration. As such, the timing and the extent of variation also require analysis. The notable consistencies within and between American and British naval ﬁlms examined so far are also found in ﬁlms from other national ﬁlm industries, as evinced by Battleship Potemkin, Morgenrot and Das Boot, suggesting a pervasiveness and uniformity of popular perceptions and representations of naval narratives, histories and traditions. An investigation of ﬁlms representing maritime or naval activ- ity from the eighteenth or nineteenth centuries (which might otherwise be labelled historical adventure ﬁlms or swashbucklers), would be an obvious next step to take, though one which lies beyond the scope of this work. The recent phenomenon of Master and Commander: The Far Side of the World (Peter Weir, 2003), illustrates the popularity of a traditional swashbuckling adventure with contemporary audiences. The TNWD01 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 209
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ﬁlmmakers’ challenge to create an accurate and convincing historical representation of the Nelsonian period endured more scrutiny because of the ﬁlm’s basis in Patrick O’Brian’s highly regarded historical novels. Speculation during production was succeeded by expert analysis after release, which sought to establish the credentials and authenticity of the ‘naval history’ depicted in the ﬁlm.2 The commitment to historical accuracy is summarised in Peter Weir’s admiration for the documentary ethos and ‘time-travelling’ achievement of his ﬁlm crew, which he christened ‘the Admiralty Film Unit’.3 The ﬁlm’s recreation of a period dominated by emphatic patriotism and hallowed tradition suggests a further continuation of the naval ﬁlm’s characteristics to other maritime representations, irrespective of the period setting. The detectable consistencies in naval representation traced within this study allow for identiﬁcation of the shared characteristics which deﬁne the naval war ﬁlm. These are: recognition of the crew and its associ- ated community as a naval family; the derivation of naval narratives from authentic historical incidents; the articulation of history through a docudrama approach and episodic form; the acknowledgement of tradition; the foregrounding of conﬂicts in the apportionment and exercise of command authority; and acceptance of defeat and loss of the ship. Acknowledging and accounting for the persistence and rele- vance of these features will establish how these characteristics compare or contrast with those of the staple war ﬁlm, and deﬁne the naval war ﬁlm’s function and form across divisions of era and nationality.
The naval family A naval ship’s crew may appear to offer the clearest and least prob- lematic analogy to Basinger’s representative platoon. In both American and British examples, the full variety of regional, accentual and ethnic diversity is embraced in the crews of warships and submarines. (British examples also add representatives from Commonwealth countries.) Inevitably, characterisation of the crew is subject to further national inﬂection or stereotyping (as in the companionable, wistful and melan- choly Soviet submarine crews of Hostile Waters and K19). In addition, Basinger’s contention that the living areas of both ships and submarines can become domestic spaces is supported by the naval examples included in the 1943 combat ﬁlm cluster (Stand By For Action and Destination Tokyo). The enshrinement of fatherly ﬁgures and roles predominates among characterisation of crews: this analogy is implied in Stand By For Action and Run Silent, Run Deep, made implicitly clear in Destroyer and U-571, and explicitly stated in K19. TNWD01 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 210
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However, the naval family is at once simpler and more complex than the crew-family analogy suggests. The women and children taken aboard in Stand By For Action are already part of the wider ‘Navy family’. Similarly, the ﬁancées and spouses of ofﬁcers seen in Task Force and Up Periscope are willing and co-opted members of the naval institution, in rank and ﬁle as well as emotional attachment. In Destination Tokyo, the submarine captain’s fatherhood at sea is seen as an extension of his married life ashore, where we might expect shore and sea life to be mutu- ally exclusive. Rather, the land-based biological family must be absorbed into and become subservient to the navy family, and the life of the sea service. This is articulated most poignantly by the admission by the cap- tain’s wife of her rivalry with the ship for her husband’s affection in In Which We Serve. Further to this, we can see the ship and shore fam- ilies intermingling through marriage, as the Torrin’s existence comes to dominate the lives of all the characters: Blake weds Hardy’s niece, and Kinross’s ﬂag lieutenant is engaged to one of the captain’s relatives. The relatives of naval personnel are seen to be knowledgeable, sacriﬁcial and supportive (like Albert’s mother in Forever England, and Captain Kinross’s wife), or ultimately forgiving and forgiven even when they are ignorant and unsupportive (Hobson’s wife in We Dive at Dawn). Far from insisting upon the gap between shore and naval families, and on problems of integration (in line with the narrative concerns identiﬁed in Belton’s survey of the war ﬁlm), such instances do not differentiate at all, since the shipboard crew’s numbers are simply increased by those of navalised loved ones ashore. Emphasis upon successive, sacriﬁcial generations of sea service even inﬂects peripheral treatments of naval material, as in musicals such as Follow the Fleet (Mark Sandrich, 1936) and Anchors Aweigh! (George Sidney, 1945).
Historical basis All war ﬁlms adopt a pseudo-historical setting, placing their ﬁctional narratives within the context of larger campaigns or commonly-known events. Expository voice-overs or titles generally serve to conﬁrm this orientation. Naval ﬁlms go further in transcribing actual, and recog- nisable, events into the popular feature, and in so doing predate (and outlast) the epic, factually-based war ﬁlms of the 1960s and 1970s. HMS Kelly’s name may be changed in In Which We Serve, and some episodes in the ﬁlm (for example, her involvement in the Dunkirk evacuation) may be more illustrative than historically accurate, but most of the events of her career and sinking are included verbatim (and are expected to be recognised as such by the audience, as is Coward’s TNWD01 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 211
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 impersonation of Mountbatten) in the story of the ﬁctional Torrin. Similarly, They Were Expendable draws its narrative and title from the publication of ﬁrsthand testimony of PT boat personnel evacuated after the fall of the Philippines. (The familiarity of this title can be gauged from its quotation in dialogue in Up Periscope.) The representation of submarine disaster in Kathryn Bigelow’s ﬁlm is also based on the recollections of survivors, speciﬁcally the memoirs of the captain of the real K19. Speciﬁc (and for wartime audiences, familiar) historical events are re-rendered in recognisable forms in many naval examples (such as San Demetrio London, The Battle of the River Plate, Yangtse Incident, and Hostile Waters). While, in the case of British naval ﬁlms, this may appear as an exaggerated espousal of documentary prin- ciples at work in war-time and war-depicting cinema, the apparently unencumbered re-enactment of history in these examples serves a conformist, consensual and conservative ideological end in reiterating an ‘ofﬁcial’ history, in contrast to the liberal scrutiny of social constructs seen in pre-war British documentary. In this way, the consciousness of recent or contemporary history, and the inculcation of a single view or version of it, can be seen to be instrumental in the foregrounding and development of the thematic treatment of tradition.
Docudrama approach Although a documentary aesthetic may be implied by a reliance on or the reconstruction of historical events, the narrative structure of the feature ﬁlm will still tend towards clear causality, character-driven action, and unequivocal resolution. Paget’s deﬁnition of docudrama identiﬁes a mode of journalistic investigation or exposé which seeks a different relationship to its subject matter, and its audience, which is relevant to the naval ﬁlm’s historical emphasis.4 Its re-telling, reviewing and celebration of events and the careers of signiﬁcant ﬁgures of national importance, displays a docu-dramatic intention unusual within a genre of popular entertainment. The recognition of signiﬁcant events (key naval battles, and the voyages of famous ships) and relevant persons (Mountbatten and Bulkeley) within the naval examples of the war ﬁlm outstrips the undeveloped geo-historical location of ﬁctional narrative in the generic war ﬁlm. This docudrama stance is also indicative of a more signiﬁcant distinction of the naval war ﬁlm in narrative form or visual style, even in the light of the widespread adoption of a documentary ﬁlm aesthetic in both British and American feature production during World War II. The recollection and reconstruction of recent events in naval wartime TNWD01 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 212
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 productions anticipates the documentary approach to history in nostalgic and reverential productions (The Dam Busters; Michael Anderson, 1954; The Longest Day; Ken Annakin, Andrew Marton, Bernhard Wicki, 1962) in the post-war period. However, rather than simply setting an agenda or a tone which is developed in post-war cinema, naval war ﬁlms enjoy a consistency of treatment in historical reconstruction which assumes the audience’s acquaintance with the ﬁlms’ factual bases, promotes a consensual, national history, and treasures an agreed cultural, traditional underpinning.
Episodic structure The spatial/temporal gap between the crew and the enemy created by the ship or submarine setting serves, in Basinger’s categorisation, to reduce the combat quota of the naval ﬁlm in comparison with the land war ﬁlm, and increase the scope for scenes of domesticity. However, the nature of the sea voyage, in comparison with the platoon’s journey-mission, can lead towards the dissolution of the standard melodramatic narra- tive structure. (This can be seen to work to an ironic end in Master and Commander, where the reduction of the narrative to nothing but a sea chase actually produces an extended series of vignettes, revealing character traits and historical details which become of greater sig- niﬁcance, despite the illusive paring down of the ﬁlm to action alone.) Instead, the naval narrative can be composed from an occasionally dis- located chain of events, including scenes from a single voyage or events from a series of sorties, which may also allow the incorporation of occur- rences ashore. This is apparent in Stand By For Action and In Which We Serve, but is most marked in naval ﬁlms which are epic in scale or intention. In The Cruel Sea, the punctuation of convoy battles with moments of introspection is derived from the rhetoric of recollection of its novel base. In They Were Expendable, the actual life-span of Motor Torpedo Boat Squadron Three (barely eight months, and only ﬁve of combat, from pre-war commissioning to the loss of the last boat) is less relevant than the insistence upon unending commitment seen in the repetition of missions and losses. Das Boot is similarly exhaustive in the detail and duration of its portrayal of the three-month U-boat sortie. The foregrounded sense of endurance (of individual voyages and the campaign as a whole) in these examples matches the sequential sacriﬁce and loss which is emphasised in In Which We Serve and They Were Expendable, and the months of strain upon the raider captain in Under Ten Flags. No single climactic battle or generic ‘spectacle’ dis- tinguishes these representations of naval combat: rather, a remorseless TNWD01 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 213
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 process of mental and material attrition marks the naval narrative as both an illustration and an example of a test of character.
Naval combat Although not all the ﬁlms addressed in this study include scenes of combat, the particularities of the depiction of naval warfare warrant the inclusion of this area within the distinctiveness of the naval ﬁlm. Differences between land, aerial and naval warfare produce inevitable distinctions in their representation, and consequent qualiﬁcations of the meaning of war on ﬁlm. Land combat, within Basinger’s combat genre, is marked by the close proximity of and physical contact between com- batants. This personalises the conﬂict through the depiction of injury and death, the inﬂiction and suffering of wounds, the empowerment of weapons and the emasculation of fear, the transcendence of circumstances through bravery and duty, and the retrospective revaluation of battle in the perception and memory of survivors. Commonality of experience is shown to engender equality and camaraderie between members of the platoon, and between soldiers of opposing sides. Individual instances of combat may be visceral and vindictive, but the war ﬁlm’s use of combat produces an image of unanimity, asserting the brother- hood between soldiers, and their agreement (between themselves and between them and the audience) that war is both a diabolical necessity, and their real enemy. The experience, and ﬁlmic depiction, of naval combat differs signiﬁcantly from this model. While the complement of a ship or sub- marine is many times greater than the infantry platoon, particular action stations may be manned by small, specialised and exclusive units (crews of guns, engine room artiﬁcers, ofﬁcers on the bridge, radar and sonar operators), establishing a paradoxical isolation within the larger group. Although all these groups may be vital to ﬁghting the ship, few engage in any activity which could be described as combat. While anti- aircraft gunners often have visible adversaries, crews ﬁring weapons against another ship engage largely anonymous and dehumanised targets. Similarly, hits received from another ship become random explosions not necessarily attributable to an enemy, and almost equivalent to the arbitrariness or animosity of the sea itself. The most striking exception to this conception of naval combat as ‘clean’ and ‘noble’ is the personalisation and vindictiveness of combat between U-boats and surface ships.5 The earliest slur upon the submarine, as an ‘underhand, unfair and damned un-English’ weapon is perpetuated by ﬁlmic repres- entation, at least of the boats belonging to the enemy.6 The U-boat and TNWD01 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 214
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 its form of warfare become synonymous with the ruthlessness and inhu- manity of Nazism, and are shown to be held in contempt by the naval and merchant sailors who encounter them. In British and American wartime ﬁlms, the identity and malignity of the submarine enemy are never in doubt, and stand in contrast to the characterisation of kinship between sailors of all nationalities who share an enemy in the sea. The marked differences in the representation of naval combat in ﬁlms con- cerning the U-boat war (including civilians engaging submarines in combat, and the personalisation of taking ‘revenge’ against speciﬁc submarines) are redolent of the peril which the Battle of the Atlantic represented for the Allied cause, and of the contemporary need for reassurance of the campaign’s successful resolution. The connection between war and disaster ﬁlms can be particularised by the similarities between sea stories and disaster narratives, in which the natural element assumes the adversarial role. This can be seen in the battle to save the ship from ﬂooding, which is greater than the combat against the aircraft which cause the damage, in Away All Boats, the sea’s personiﬁcation of antagonism and war itself in The Cruel Sea, and the ocean’s persecution of the U-boat crew, through storms on the surface and pressure beneath it, in Das Boot.7 In action, few crewmembers other than ofﬁcers (and usually only commanding ofﬁcers) are shown to be able to comprehend and direct the combat. The mystique of the captain’s mastery reaches its zenith in the control of the ship as a personal, uniﬁed weapon. It is therefore understandable that Kinross views a seaman leaving his post in action as the captain’s, more than the subordinate’s, personal failing, in deed and responsibility. Naval combat, then, is inseparable from and is enacted as another demonstration of command authority, exercised emblematically through the captain’s privileged view on the bridge, or the submarine commander’s observation at the periscope. Where the drive for realism has produced graphic spectacles of injury and death in recent ﬁlms depicting the infantryman’s war (such as Saving Private Ryan), the naval ﬁlm avoids the explicit depiction of the mutilation and dismem- berment which attends on naval combat as on any other form. Where the human body is usually spared injury and disﬁgurement in the naval ﬁlm’s formal reticence, violence is enacted instead upon the bodies which form the essence of naval life, the physicality of the ships themselves.
Loss of the ship The danger entailed by combat, and the greatest sacriﬁce and test of captains and crews on screen, is the sinking of the ship. Since the TNWD01 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 215
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 inevitability of loss is inscribed in virtually every war ﬁlm (either as a prerequisite of commitment and an assurance of ultimate victory, or as the embodiment of war’s futility and inhumanity), its acknowledge- ment in the naval variant should be unsurprising. However, the loss of the mythologised and anthropomorphised ship is often endowed with greater signiﬁcance than the death of individual sailors. The status of the warship in the naval ﬁlm as symbol of the nation and state makes the depiction of its loss appear dangerously defeatist in propaganda terms. Misgivings on this score, despite support from Mountbatten and the Admiralty, led to ofﬁcial opposition to In Which We Serve.8 In this light, it is signiﬁcant how many of the ﬁlms mentioned above dwell on moments and images of abject defeat. This is seen in the commemorative ‘cele- bration’ of the Royal and US Navies’ losses in In Which We Serve and They Were Expendable, but also marks the traumatic demise of HMS Hood in Sink the Bismarck!, the spectacular and symbolic destruc- tion of USS Arizona in Tora! Tora! Tora! and Pearl Harbor, and the heroic self-sacriﬁce of Soviet sailors in Hostile Waters and K19. Although acceptance of the inevitability of sacriﬁce, and the necessary endurance of loss en route to victory, are staples of the war ﬁlm, naval ﬁlms concentrate on examples of defeat, to an extent which may threaten a propagandist purpose despite the acute ideological conservatism that they exhibit. (This is superﬁcially similar to, but must be distinguished from, a culturally and historically-speciﬁc emphasis upon sacriﬁce to the point of suicide seen in Japanese wartime ﬁlms, including those depict- ing naval pilots dedicating themselves to kamikaze missions.)9 Loss of life is superseded by a greater cause for grief, the loss of the ship, which can represent shelter for the crew-family, symbolise the nation in miniature like the emblematic platoon, but also embody key aspects of naval tradition and history, both discrete from and complimentary to consensual national ideology. However, under other circumstances, loss of the ship through scuttling by her own crew can be seen as the only way to uphold tradition and preserve the honour of the ﬂag. Despite an emphasis upon the harmonious hierarchy which binds the representative crew members, the opening voice-over states that In Which We Serve is, above all, ‘the story of a ship’. Even when that ship and majority of her crew are lost, the closing oration assures us ‘there will always be other ships, and men to sail in them’. The ship ﬁnally becomes more representative of the service to which it belongs than of the crew that mans her or the country which produces them. The maintenance of tradition appears ﬁercer in the face of bereavement, as the memory of ships and shipmates is carried on, as the ﬁnal voice-over avers, ‘above all victories, beyond all loss, in spite of changing values TNWD01 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 216
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 in a changing world’. Paradoxically, the assault on the establishment which loss of the ship seems to personify, actually provides proof of its longevity, the assurance of its endurance, and the survival of its creed.
Command conﬂict As with the portrayals of death and the loss of a ship, conﬂict with and disrespect for authority might appear anathema to the conserva- tive ideology and aims of the war ﬁlm, particularly for productions during wartime. Yet it is not just post-war, anti-war and anti-militarist representations which include conﬂicts in command. Basinger’s combat ﬁlm paradigm recognises the staple of the older, patriarchal leader ﬁgure, who is frequently killed in action or otherwise displaced by a more pragmatic hero. This everyman hero is himself also subjected to the questioning of his authority by an alternative or anti-hero character. Not until proof of the hero’s wisdom and prowess is available does the anti-hero offer his allegiance, with his conversion operating as an elucidation of the genre’s instructional, ‘why we ﬁght’ ethic. Conﬂict in command operates in a similar, but different fashion in the naval ﬁlm. The patriarchal ﬁgure of the ship’s captain enjoys a god-like omnipresence and omnipotence, wielding the ship and all her complement as his own, single weapon in combat. In so doing, he directs and owns their efforts, at once denying their own individualism whilst simultaneously rarefying his own charismatic leadership. (This represents a peculiar negotiation of Belton’s recognition of individualism abdicated or subsumed in unity within the war genre.) The devotion due to the captains seen in Destination Tokyo and In Which We Serve reinforces the socio-political status quo, upon which military authority is both modelled and reliant. Questioning such authority would appear counter-productive to propagandist objectives in wartime, and to the aims of recruitment and public relations, which provide the motivation for military co-operation with ﬁlmmakers, in peacetime. Yet in naval ﬁlms, when authority is questioned and undermined, it induces the greatest naval taboo, mutiny. Some of the best-known naval narratives are centred on rebellions against factual and/or ﬁctionalised authority ﬁgures tainted by weak- ness, sadism or cowardice: the many ﬁlm versions of the mutiny on the Bounty; the proto-revolution aboard the battleship Potemkin; the ﬁctional Caine and Red October mutinies. What has emerged from the current study is the frequency with which mutiny is portrayed in naval feature ﬁlms, especially those of the submarine variety. Despite the titles of The Caine Mutiny declaring that no US Navy ship in TNWD01 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 217
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 history has experienced such an event, the relief or replacement of a ﬂawed or failing captain occurs in many American submarine movies, including Run Silent, Run Deep, Torpedo Run, Crimson Tide, Down Periscope and Danger Beneath the Sea. The portrayal of rebellion against authority in these ﬁlms is complex. The assumption of a post-war, anti-authoritarian stance in these productions is contradicted by their positive representation of the naval establishment and hierarchy. In nearly all cases (Crimson Tide may be the sole exception), the commander is either reinstated, or the dead, departed or displaced captain is retrospectively revered, with his authority (and that of the service) reafﬁrmed by those who previously sought to subvert it. To return to Neale’s examination of narrative and military authority, it can be seen that naval authority, vested entirely in a captain who is distant from his crew and who, whilst at sea, may be separated physically from his own superiors, can appear the most arbitrary. This may be truer still of the submarine captain’s authority, which must be exerted over claustrophobic, communal spaces. Unexplained orders from submarine captains (which may suggest cowardice or recklessness, endangering the boat and crew) provoke insubordination and mutiny in Run Silent, Run Deep, Torpedo Run, and Up Periscope. That in each case the suspect captain is subsequently vindicated is indicative of the resilience of establishment authority, and the consistency of its depiction in popular ﬁlm. The representation of mutiny in American ﬁlms about the Soviet Navy (K19 and The Hunt for Red October) changes the internal compart- ment of the submarine from a domestic to political space, facilitating mutiny against a corrupt and negligent state. The danger embodied by Soviet submarines (either to the West through their superior weaponry in McTiernan’s ﬁlm, or to their own crews because of their inferior technology in Bigelow’s) transforms them from domestic to defective and/or defecting spaces, in which a critique of Communism can be enacted. These narratives prefer the naval captain to the political ofﬁcer (the Communist Party representative present aboard all Soviet warships), showing him to be devoted to a higher calling (either his patriotic duty, the traditions of the service, or the professionalism and brotherhood of sailors from all nations) than the short-lived, iniquitous authority of the state. This rehabilitation of the honourable, defeated Cold War enemy follows the redemptive characterisation of the German Navy (distinct from the Nazi Party) and the Japanese Navy (driven unwillingly to war in the Paciﬁc, unlike the Imperial Army) in post-war cinematic examples, such as The Battle of the River Plate, The Enemy Below and Tora! Tora! Tora! (The contrast between the naval TNWD01 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 218
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 line ofﬁcer and the state political representative or zampolit aboard Soviet vessels forms a parallel to the distinction drawn between true sailors like Der Alte and graduates of the Hitler Youth like the First Watch Ofﬁcer in Das Boot.)10 Ironically, perhaps, but in keeping with the conservative intent behind the foregrounding of defeat in the sinking of ships, command conﬂict and mutiny actually emerge as amongst the most reactionary ideological elements within the naval ﬁlm, which work to restore rather than undermine ﬁgures of authority.
Citation of tradition If loss is inscribed in the naval ﬁlm as a personal and national trial, the audience is also tested on its historical knowledge and recognition of reference. In part, this may act as an expansion of or substitute for the enactment of ritual which Basinger notes in the combat ﬁlm, where social rites of peacetime (the observance of Christmas, or burials of the dead) or professional practices of wartime (mail calls, drills, tending of weapons) interrupt the narrative to connect the civilian audience with the military representation.11 The peculiarity of the naval war ﬁlm’s reliance on speciﬁc historical incidents, in comparison with the gener- alised settings of land war ﬁlms, is enhanced by the explicit enunci- ation of more distant and reverenced historical precedents in dialogue and other forms of overt commentary. In ﬁlms based on the Royal Navy, this is manifested in ubiquitous references to Nelson and the Trafalgar spirit. Quotations and allusions in Forever England, Ships With Wings, Sailor of the King, The Cruel Sea, and In Which We Serve stress the idiomatic and symptomatic recourse to a frame of historical reference and associated national and cultural values, which viewers are expected to recognize and with which they are presumed to concur. In San Demetrio London, the example of Nelson is recalled for the beneﬁt of the American sailor onboard the British tanker. The score of one hundred and eleven in darts is described as ‘a Nelson’ as an illustration of native perseverance: ‘One eye, one arm, one ambition!’ The evocation of Nelson and the incantation of his words work to inspire ofﬁcers and men when they are presented reverently (in Forever England and Ships With Wings), or sardonically (in In Which We Serve). Master and Commander: The Far Side of the World (Peter Weir, 2003) perpetuates this instinctual reference, enshrining the Nelson myth even at its point of origin, by encompassing both irony and idolisation in Captain Aubrey’s anecdotes. American ﬁlms make comparable reference to a US Naval hero of similar standing, John Paul Jones. His example is cited half-jokingly to TNWD01 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 219
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 inspire the reluctant Lieutenant Masterman in Stand By For Action, but is presented with unabashed veneration in Destroyer (William A. Seiter, 1943). The disgruntled crew of the titular ship, USS John Paul Jones, are ﬁnally united in spirit and purpose by hearing the zealous old hand tell the story of the battle between Jones’ USS Bon Homme Richard and HMS Serapis. The citation of the US Navy’s origins in these examples previews the seamless integration of naval tradition, in organisation, rank structure and nomenclature, in the future ﬂeet imagined by Star Trek. The inclusion of more obscure examples assumes more detailed knowledge in the prospective viewer. A portrait of Admiral Dewey, the hero of Manila Bay, which hangs in the married quarters at Annapolis, prompts an explanatory comment in Task Force. The rigging of a broom at the masthead after a successful engagement (following a custom said to have been initiated in the Anglo-Dutch Wars of the seventeenth century) is seen or referred to in Crash Dive, They Were Expendable and Up Periscope. The traditions of the US Mercantile Marine, going back to the War of Independence and thus predating the creation of the US Navy, are recalled in Action in the North Atlantic. The assault on the nation, as well as the institution of the Navy, and the threat to the traditions and survival of both, is encapsulated in the remembrance of the Arizona as an ubi sunt motif in They Were Expendable. In Follow the Fleet, Connie (Harriet Hilliard) evokes a famous recruitment poster when she confesses to her naval boyfriend (Randolph Scott): ‘If I were a man, I’d be a sailor.’12 In Crimson Tide, the hawkish Captain Ramsey laments the complexity of the New World Order (personiﬁed by his reticent executive ofﬁcer) in comparison with the simplicity of the Cold War: ‘Rickover gave me my command ...a target and a button to push. All I had to know was how to push it. They’d tell me when. They seem to want you to know why.’ Although few viewers may recognise the name of Admiral Rickover, the father of the US Navy’s nuclear submarine programme, the context of the reference is sufﬁciently clear to underline the focal points of the ﬁlm’s drama and characterisation: the conundrum of caution versus aggression, deterrence in place of pre- emptive attack, political will versus naval authority. In this example, the forthright self-belief and apparent autonomy engendered by the recent naval ‘tradition’ of the Cold War appears ambiguously, with the exclu- sivity of the naval community being both championed and criticised for its dismissal of political equivocation. Whether these allusions appear commonplace, recruiting a rudi- mentary cultural-historical knowledge and concomitant national pride via reference to Nelson or Jones, or are more esoteric, demanding an TNWD01 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 220
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 acquaintance with speciﬁc areas of naval history and tradition, the reliance placed on such references in the naval war ﬁlm underlines the assump- tion of a conservative cultural consensus, shared and transmitted between texts and viewers.
Last word Never forget that the present is the site of all past representation and knowing.13 The naval war ﬁlm shares signiﬁcant features of narrative construction, characterisation, representational strategy and ideological intent with the war ﬁlm depicting land combat. War ﬁlm speciﬁcities noted by Basinger, such as representative, cross-sectional groups and the ‘safe’ questioning of authority are shared by naval ﬁlms, as are the tenets of dominant ideology which these features support. Belton’s areas of narrative concern within the war ﬁlm are also present in the naval examples used here, albeit in signiﬁcantly altered forms. However, a ‘hard core’ of naval war ﬁlms is discernible within the genre, equal to the ‘pure’ infantry combat ﬁlms identiﬁed by Basinger. Certain recurrent and revealing motifs (the replaying of the loss of the ship, the defused threat of mutiny, the historical, docudrama approach and the instinc- tive citation of tradition) suggest an assumed commonality of address and interpretation between ﬁlmmaker and ﬁlm viewer: in other words, a conventional articulating framework, constituting a consistent ﬁeld or sub-genre. These characteristics underline the conservative stance of the naval war ﬁlm: authority is questioned in order to be reafﬁrmed, ships are lost so that they can be remembered, tradition and history are cited in order to be recognised as a shared cultural currency, embody- ing a consensual national heritage. There are no naval war ﬁlm equiv- alents to How I Won the War, Catch-22 or Three Kings, and even naval comedies evince a reverence for institutions and traditions. In this respect, the narration of naval history appears to suit conservative ideological ends, and the deﬁnitive naval ﬁlm (In Which We Serve on one side of the Atlantic, They Were Expendable on the other, Das Boot across the North Sea) emerges as the war ﬁlm’s most conservative manifestation. The naval war ﬁlm exists as a recognisable, and highly traditional, popular narrative form, created by a community of personnel which exhibits its own continuities. Charles Frend directed the documentary- inspired features The Cruel Sea, and San Demetrio London. Un- surprisingly, given his service connections, John Ford’s contribution spans comedies and dramas as well as pre-war features and wartime documentaries. The collaboration between Delmer Daves, Jerry Wald TNWD01 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 221
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 and the US Navy lies behind three celebratory depictions: Action in the North Atlantic, Destination Tokyo and Task Force.14 The work and inﬂuence of John Ford’s associate Frank Wead, a former Naval avi- ator who became a vocal proponent of the Navy and naval aviation through screenplays for silent and sound pictures, also spans pre-war and post-war American naval ﬁlms. The creation of this body of ﬁlms by a contingent of ﬁlmmakers with links and afﬁnities to naval services is unsurprising in context, and the naval ﬁlm’s celebration of tradition is an equally predictable element in scripts produced under wartime conditions, for propagandist ends or by ex-service personnel. Yet the naval war ﬁlm has re-emerged, along- side other examples of the war genre, as a popular form in American cinema (though not so in British ﬁlmmaking) in spite of the disappearance of this generation. The absence of British examples throws recent American releases, such as Men of Honor and U-571 (which continue to navigate the key thematic areas of history, family, defeat, loss, and tradition), into sharper relief. The persistent, and persistently conservative, treatment of naval matters in feature ﬁlms also needs to be seen in the context of the reappearance of World War II as a feature ﬁlm subject in the 1990s, and the marked increase in the memorialisation of warships in the United States in the post-war period. Up to 1960, the number of historic warships preserved in America (including the special case of USS Constitution) did not achieve double ﬁgures, but this museum ﬂeet had more than trebled by 1970. The preserved vessels now number over forty, with up to a dozen more in various stages of salvage, reclama- tion and display.15 This vastly increasing rate of warship preservation, which includes comparatively ‘young’ ships of the Cold War period rather than the World Wars, is indicative of the interest and esteem with which the Navy is viewed, and the contemporary revival of interest in mil- itary history provoked by the anniversaries of past conﬂicts, and the declaration of new ones. Ships function as museums and memorials even when in service through their perpetuation of historically renowned names, and lend tangibility and physical presence to the commemoration of conﬂict after their retirement as public exhibits and national symbols. In the light of this expanding and accelerating preservation of naval history, the persistence of naval subjects (both historical and contem- porary) in American feature ﬁlms is unsurprising, especially in view of the spontaneous memorialisation of other recent military operations (such as the mythologisation of American martyrdom in Black Hawk Down; Ridley Scott, 2002). Given the conservative and conventional bent of recent war ﬁlms, it is worth noting the number of apposite naval TNWD01 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 222
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 historical episodes as yet unmade as ﬁlms. The Battle Off Samar (though ﬁctionalised in In Harm’s Way) would seem to offer a perfect example for ﬁlmic treatment, of heroism displayed and loss sustained by outnumbered US Navy ships. The attack on USS Liberty could furnish a naval ﬁlm in the disaster movie mould to rival the numerous treatments of Pearl Harbor and the Titanic. The sinking of HMS Ardent during the Falklands War mimics that of HMS Kelly, but the con- troversial nature of the conﬂict, as much as the likely cost and scale of any production depicting the Royal Navy’s part in it, probably precludes its representation. The career of the most famous Royal Navy submarine of World War II, HMS Upholder, may have been passed over as a sub- ject in the 1940s and 1950s because her commander received the Victoria Cross for the sinking of Italian troopships.16 It is also remark- able how two of the Royal Navy’s most celebrated operational commitments (the evacuation of Dunkirk and the defence of Malta, both redolent of sacriﬁce and defeat) received ﬁlmic treatments in the post- war period which downplayed the Navy’s role and emphasised the expe- riences of the Army and Air Force respectively in relation to these events.17 Because the naval war ﬁlm pervades the enduring war genre, there is no deﬁnitive moment for its emergence to compare with Basinger’s small group of key combat ﬁlms released in 1943. However, a ‘hard- core’ of naval war ﬁlms, spanning several decades and embodying the consistencies of history, documentary, loss, defeat, family and tradition, can still be identiﬁed as an exclusive canon within a broader continu- um of naval representation (see Appendix I). From the British side, these are: Forever England; In Which We Serve; The Gift Horse; The Cruel Sea; Above Us the Waves, and Sink the Bismarck! On the American side, the outstanding examples are: Stand By For Action; Destroyer; They Were Expendable; Task Force, The Bridges at Toko-Ri and Men of Honor. To these can be added Das Boot, Hostile Waters, Crimson Tide and K19: The Widowmaker as more recent exam- ples (notably all submarine ﬁlms) which maintain these thematic and formal elements. Interpretation of the occurrence of the nine narrative and thematic areas reveals a range of trends. Conﬂict in command authority, and consequently the threat and incidence of mutiny, are more common in submarine ﬁlms. Although the identiﬁed areas appear more frequently in British ﬁlms, their inclusion in examples such as They Were Expendable and Das Boot points to an international consistency in the treatment and reading of naval stories. The synonymousness of the naval war ﬁlm with the stoical, documentary-inspired British war ﬁlm is challenged by these historically-indebted, tragic docudramas from TNWD01 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 223
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America and Germany. The importance of these characteristics (particu- larly the basis of a narrative in history, its episodic construction, the exploration of the naval family and the citation of naval tradition) means that some predictable candidates for a naval genre (e.g. The Enemy Below) are excluded and demoted to the level of ‘war ﬁlms set at sea’, while other less obvious candidates (Battleship Potemkin, The Ship That Died of Shame, Gray Lady Down) exhibit a signiﬁcant naval iconography, depict a discrete naval community, and derive sufﬁciently from factual bases to warrant their election. The appearance of these features in naval ﬁlms which eschew combat allows the generic classiﬁcation to extrapolate from adjective to noun, to identify the strat- egies, themes and articulations of the naval ﬁlm from the naval version of the war ﬁlm. For countries with coastlines (and particularly those that are also islands) the sea forms a natural, national border, which marks the limit of state terrain while simultaneously embodying the potential for expansion. It has a denotative value in defence, and a contrary con- notation of territorial aggrandisement, along with associations of world-wide exploration, peaceful trading, regulatory policing and the honouring of altruistic moral responsibilities overseas which are cen- tral to the deﬁnition of national (especially British) identity. In British naval ﬁlms (e.g. Forever England, In Which We Serve) and representa- tions of British naval heritage made by ﬁlmmakers of other national- ities (e.g. Master and Commander), national characteristics, which are in any case inseparable from naval qualities, are shown to be more zealously expressed in spite or because of the distance between the ship and her crew and their homeland (Jack Aubrey tells his men: ‘This ship is our home. This ship is England’). As well as a symbol of the state and repository of national values, the warship can be construed as an extension of cultural identity, as well as the continuation of state policy, by other means. The repeated description of modern US Navy aircraft carriers as ‘four-and-a-half acres of sovereign territory’ under- lines the lack of distinction between the warship and the country beyond the horizon it represents.18 However, this interchangeability between vessel and country makes the American warship in ﬁlm the arena for contemporary politico-military debate, and the location for both positive and negative treatments of aggressive defence and inter- ventionist foreign policy (The Bedford Incident, Top Gun, Flight of the Intruder, Crimson Tide). Conversely, where narratives suggest the separation of state ideology from naval tradition (in the distinction between the German and Soviet Navies and the Nazi and Communist Parties), the nobility with which the naval service is endowed and its TNWD01 16/11/06 11:26 AM Page 224
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 seditious stance towards iniquitous, land-based political authority are related to and strengthened by the severance of the sea. In the ﬁrst case, kinship with the sea implies an ownership of it, with the ocean becom- ing an extension of national territory: in the second, kinship with the sea symbolises an active denial of politicised nationality (though not patriotism) in the ship-board community. In Hostile Waters and K-19, naval ships and crews seek to save national principles and human qualities from political machinations, by being better (more rational, honourable and humane) than the political leaders who command them. Naval communities, by being seen to be better than their coun- tries, come to represent the best examples of their countries’ virtues. This is true of ﬁlms emanating from the national context to which they relate (such as In Which We Serve and They Were Expendable), as well as of those offering eulogising, stereotyped portrayals of former adversaries (Hostile Waters and K-19). Rather than being simply a discrete and reﬁned form of the war ﬁlm, the naval ﬁlm can be deﬁned as a particularly conservative form of national, ideological expression. It draws on, propagates and reinforces a range of nostalgic, romantic and patriotic readings and appeals, closely associated with both naval tradition and national identity, in the construction of a consensual popular history. In this way, it is the polar opposite of what Robert Rosenstone deﬁnes as the post-modern history ﬁlm, in that, far from opening up past events for alternative interpretations, they reafﬁrm authorised, conclusive readings of history for normative ideological purposes. These ﬁlms aim at an ‘integration, synthesis and totality’ of ‘History’ rather than a problematic frag- mentation of ‘histories’, and engage not in a ‘continuous playing with the memory’, but a replaying of the memory’s ofﬁcial meaning.19 The obvious utility of this framework and address for wartime propaganda should not distract from its recurrence in other eras of political con- servatism (the Cold War in The Bridges at Toko-Ri and Flight of the Intruder, the New World Order in Behind Enemy Lines). While the time of the British naval ﬁlm, which elucidated a particular national and imperial association with the sea, may have passed, the tonal, textual and traditional features of naval ﬁlmic representation will have an endur- ing signiﬁcance for conservative ﬁlmmakers, as long as warships and navies serve conservative political ends.
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Appendix I: Comparison of narrative elements in naval war ﬁlms
Comparison of narrative elements in naval war ﬁlms (RN)
Forever England In Which Above Us The Gift The Cruel Sea Sink the We Serve the Waves Horse Bismarck!
Historical basis N Y Y Y Y** Y Docudrama N Y Y Y Y Y Episodic structure N Y Y Y Y Y Naval family Y Y Y Y Y Y Citation of tradition Y Y Y N Y Y Command conﬂict N N Y N N N Mutiny N N N N N N Defeat Y Y Y* N Y N Loss of ship Y Y Y Y Y Y
* This is based on the last images of X-2, rather than the successful completion of the mission ** This is justiﬁed by the novel’s and ﬁlm’s bases in Monsarrat’s war experiences TNWD02 16/11/06 11:25 AM Page 228
228 Appendix I , the most heavily damaged ship to survive war, but which was Franklin Comparison of narrative elements in naval war ﬁlms (USN) Stand By ForAction Destroyer They Were Task Force The Bridges at Men of Honor Expendable Toko-Ri Historical basisDocudramaEpisodic structureNaval familyCitation of traditionCommand conﬂict NMutiny YDefeat YLoss of ship N Y Y* This is justiﬁed on the basis of Michener’s writings ** The documentary images of Okinawa show the carrier N Y Y Y N N Y Y Y N Y Y Y N Y Y N Y N Y Y Y Y N N Y Y Y* Y Y N N Y** Y Y N Y Y N N N Y Y Y Y N N N never repaired TNWD02 16/11/06 11:25 AM Page 229
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Warships in feature ﬁlms
The Abyss: Special Edition (James Cameron, 1993) Documentary footage from the Falklands War, of the sinking of HMS Antelope, is used to represent damage to a ﬁctional Soviet warship, caused during the naval confrontation precipitated by a submarine rescue operation. This sequence was deleted from the original release in 1989.
Air Force (Howard Hawks, 1943) Included in the ﬁlm’s representation of the Battle of the Coral Sea is library footage of the sinking of the Austro-Hungarian battleship Svent Istvan. The dramatic capsizing of the battleship, following an attack by Italian torpedo boats, was captured on ﬁlm in June 1918.
Apollo 13 (Ron Howard, 1995) Scenes of the recovery of the astronauts after splash-down were ﬁlmed aboard USS Iwo Jima.
Attack Force Z (Tim Burstall, 1982) Set in World War II, this ﬁlm shows a commando team being delivered ashore to a Paciﬁc island from an Oberon class submarine belonging to the Royal Australian Navy.
Away All Boats (Joseph Pevney, 1956) USS Mount Vernon appears as the ﬁctional attack transport USS Belinda. The destroyers USS Robinson, Sigourney and Healy appear in the climactic sequence showing the landings on Okinawa.
The Baby and the Battleship (1956) The ﬁctional HMS Gillingham is portrayed by a Town class cruiser. HMS Whirlwind also appears in the ﬁlm. TNWD03 16/11/06 11:25 AM Page 232
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The Battle of Midway (Jack Smight, 1976) USS Lexington plays the roles of all three American carriers involved in the battle (USS Yorktown, Enterprise and Hornet), and in one shot also represents the Japanese carrier Hiryu (the image is reversed to show the ship’s island on the port, rather than starboard, side).
The Battle of the River Plate (Michael Powell, 1956) Five warships appear in the recreation of the battle: USS Salem as KMS Admiral Graf Spee, HMS Jamaica as HMS Ajax, HMS Shefﬁeld as HMS Exeter, HMINS Delhi (formerly HMNZS Achilles) as HMNZS Achilles, and HMS Cumberland as HMS Cumberland. Before the battle takes place, the meeting between Graf Spee and her supply ship Altmark is represented by an underway refuelling undertaken by a Royal Navy tanker and a Crown Colony or Town class cruiser, possibly HMS Jamaica or Shefﬁeld.
Battleship Potemkin (Sergei Eisenstein, 1925) Scenes on the Potemkin were shot aboard the elderly cruiser The Twelve Apostles. This ship is sometimes referred to, inaccurately, as the sister-ship of the Potemkin. As The Twelve Apostles was inactive, and used as a store ship for mines, scenes below decks were ﬁlmed aboard another cruiser, the Komintern (the former Tsarist Pamyat Merkuriya). The ‘Meeting the Squadron’ section features shots of Marat class dreadnought battleships, the largest ships remaining in the Soviet ﬂeet from the former Imperial Russian Navy. It has been suggested that these images, along with others of warships at sea, were taken from World War I or pre-World War I newsreels.1
The Bedford Incident (James B. Harris, 1865) Without US Navy cooperation, the ﬁctional ‘DLG 113’ USS Bedford is represented via miniatures which show her to be modelled on a Coontz class destroyer. Scenes of the arrival by helicopter of the journalist and ship’s doctor, and exterior shots of the crew on deck, were ﬁlmed aboard a Royal Navy ship, HMS Wakeful.
Behind Enemy Lines (John Moore, 2001) The aircraft carrier USS Carl Vinson appears in the ﬁlm.
The Bridges of Toko-Ri (Mark Robson, 1954) USS Oriskany represents the ﬁctional USS Savo Island. The destroyer USS Putnam and LST 827 also appear in the ﬁlm. TNWD03 16/11/06 11:25 AM Page 233
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The Caine Mutiny (Edward Dmytryk, 1954) USS Kearsarge and USS Richard B. Anderson appear in the ﬁlm. Two unidentiﬁed Livermore class destroyer-minesweepers portray the ﬁctional USS Caine.2
The Cockleshell Heroes (José Ferrer, 1955) HMS Flint Castle and HMS Leeds Castle appear in the ﬁlm.
Corvette K-225 (Richard Rosson, 1943) Documentary footage of HMS Walker (as the ﬁctional HMCS Yukon) is included near the beginning of the ﬁlm. HMS Walker served during the Atlantic convoy war, and was responsible for the sinking of Otto Kretschmer’s U-99.3
Crash Dive (Archie Mayo, 1943) USS Semmes appears in the ﬁlm.
Crimson Tide (Tony Scott, 1995) Although the ﬁlm’s subject matter precluded cooperation from the US Navy, location shooting took place aboard the French aircraft car- rier Foch (seen in the prologue and epilogue). While the majority of the underwater sequences use miniatures, the scenes of USS Alabama’s departure from harbour feature the submarine herself on deployment. The ﬁlm crew were able to learn of the secret sailing of the submarine, and to ﬁlm her on the surface, without ofﬁcial permission.4
The Cruel Sea (Charles Frend, 1953) HMS Compass Rose is portrayed by HMS Crocus. HMS Saltash Castle is represented by HMS Portchester Castle.
Destroyer (William A. Seiter, 1943) The ﬁctional destroyer USS John Paul Jones II is portrayed by USS Hobby. (The real USS Paul Jones survived the war, and the name has also been used in two succeeding generations of US destroyers.)
Divebomber (Michael Curtiz, 1941) USS Enterprise, and her air group in pre-war colours, appear in the ﬁlm.
The Enemy Below (Dick Powell, 1957) USS Whitehurst appears in the ﬁlm as the American destroyer escort. TNWD03 16/11/06 11:25 AM Page 234
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Exodus (Otto Preminger, 1960) HMS Undine appears in the ﬁlm.
Forever England (Walter Forde, 1935) A destroyer ﬂotilla leader (either HMS Codrington, Exmouth or Faulknor) plays the part of HMS Rutland. An unidentiﬁed Leander class cruiser appears as HMS Leopard, and SMS Zeithen is portrayed by a C or D class cruiser.
F.P. 1 Antwortet Nicht / F.P. 1 Doesn’t Answer (Karl Hartl, 1932) This early German sound ﬁlm, produced in three different language versions, imagines a mid-ocean ﬂoating platform constructed to facilitate trans-Atlantic passenger ﬂights. Flying Platform 1 closely resembles the Mobile Offshore Bases proposed by the US Navy in the 1990s to sup- plement or replace its aircraft carriers in long-term deployments.5
The Final Countdown (Don Taylor, 1980) USS Nimitz appears as herself. Prior to the time-warp storm, her escorts (including USS California and USS Biddle) are ordered to return to base.
The Gift Horse (Compton Bennett, 1952) HMS Leamington (formerly USS Twiggs) played the role of the ﬁc- tional ‘four-stacker’ HMS Ballantrae. The ship is expended in a ramming attack, as was her real-life sister-ship HMS Cambletown in the St Nazaire raid in 1942.6
Golden Eye (Martin Campbell, 1995) The French Navy frigate La Fayette appears in the sequence of the theft of a prototype military helicopter.
Gray Lady Down (David Greene, 1977) The submarine rescue scenes feature USS Pigeon, USS Cayuga and DSRV1 ‘Avalon’.
The Hunt for Red October (John McTiernan, 1990) USS Enterprise, USS Dallas and USS Reuben James appear as themselves in the ﬁlm.
In Harm’s Way (Otto Preminger, 1965) USS Saint Paul, Capitaine, Cassiday, Braine, O’Bannon, Philip, Renshaw and Walker appear in the ﬁlm. TNWD03 16/11/06 11:25 AM Page 235
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In Which We Serve (Noel Coward/David Lean, 1942) Documentary footage of HMS Kelly is used frequently in the ﬁlm, and other wartime destroyers (including sister-ship HMS Kashmir) also appear.
It Came from Beneath the Sea (Robert Gordon, 1955) The historic launch of USS Nautilus, the ﬁrst nuclear-powered sub- marine, is shown with library footage from 1954 in the title sequence, but thereafter the ‘atom powered submarine’ is played by USS Cubera, a war-built diesel submarine. During searches for the giant octopus, the carrier USS Franklin D. Roosevelt and destroyer USS Twining are shown on exercise in the Paciﬁc Ocean.
K19: The Widowmaker (Kathryn Bigelow, 2002) The Hotel class nuclear submarine K19 is represented by a Juliet class diesel submarine, a deactivated vessel leased for the production and modiﬁed to resemble the larger boat. Filming in Canada facilitated co- operation with the Royal Canadian Navy. An Improved Restigouche class destroyer escort plays the part of an American ship which sha- dows K19, and a decommissioned Oberon class diesel submarine appears as Soviet submarine S270, which comes to the aid of K19.
Kind Hearts and Coronets (Robert Hamer, 1949) The depiction of the mistaken orders given by the ﬁctional Admiral Horatio d’Ascoyne, leading to a collision between two Royal Navy battleships and the drowning of the Admiral, represents a virtual tran- scription of the events precipitating the fatal collision between HMS Victoria and HMS Camperdown in June 1893.
Men of Honor (George Tillman Jr., 2000) USNS Navajo appears in the ﬁlm.
Navy SEALS (Lewis Teague, 1990) The aircraft carriers USS Forrestal and John F. Kennedy appear in the ﬁlm. An Agosta class submarine of the Spanish Navy is featured in scenes of the SEALs’ covert insertion into Beirut.
Operation Petticoat (Blake Edwards, 1959) USS Wren and USS Queenﬁsh appear in the ﬁlm.
Pearl (TVM, 1978) USS Vance, and the crew of USS Badger, appear in the ﬁlm.7 TNWD03 16/11/06 11:25 AM Page 236
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Pearl Harbor (Michael Bay, 2001) USS Lexington appears again in a ﬁlm about World War Two, on this occasion playing the role of the Japanese ﬂagship Akagi. Aerial footage of modern aircraft carriers (USS Constellation and USS Abraham Lincoln) is used to represent the attacking Japanese ﬂeet. Scenes of the attack on ‘Battleship Row’ in Pearl Harbor were shot on board USS Texas, a museum ship of similar vintage to the battleships sunk in the attack, and USS Missouri, now moored in Pearl Harbor as a museum ship near to the Arizona Memorial. Decommissioned warships stored in Pearl Harbor were also used to represent the target vessels (e.g. Knox class frigates and Spruance class destroyers, including USS Ingersoll). Footage of a Royal Australian Navy live torpedo-ﬁring exercise from 1999, showing the explosion and sinking of HMAS Torrens, is included in the ﬁnal montage of images of the attack and its aftermath.
Petticoat Pirates (David MacDonald, 1961) HMS Huntress is represented by HMS Grafton and HMS Pellew. During NATO exercises near the ﬁlm’s conclusion, American ships appear- ing include USS Salem (in footage from The Battle of the River Plate), and USS Coral Sea. The storm sequence uses shots of HMS Crocus from The Cruel Sea. As HMS Huntress returns to port, she is saluted by HMS Bermuda, HMS Diamond and HMS Alcide.
Philadelphia (Jonathan Demme, 1993) USS Olympia, Admiral Dewey’s ﬂagship at the Battle of Manila Bay, is seen brieﬂy in the credit sequence in her berth at Penn’s Landing in Philadelphia.
The Right Stuff (Philip Kaufman, 1983) The aircraft carrier USS Coral Sea appears during the sequence showing the recruitment of Navy pilot Alan Shepard to the space programme.
Sailor of the King (Roy Boulting, 1953) HMS Cleopatra, HMS Glasgow and HMS Manxman appear as the ﬁctional HMS Amesbury, HMS Stafford and KMS Essen.
The Ship That Died of Shame (Basil Dearden, 1955) HMS Whelp appears in the ﬁlm.
Ships With Wings (Sergei Nolbandov, 1941) HMS Ark Royal, which is listed as part of the cast, and is also mentioned in the ﬁlm’s dedication to the Fleet Air Arm, appears as HMS TNWD03 16/11/06 11:25 AM Page 237
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Invincible. HMS Renown, and Town and Arethusa class cruisers are also seen in documentary footage.
The Silent Enemy (William Fairchild, 1958) HMS Diadem, HMS Tremadoc Bay and HMS Delight appear in the ﬁlm.
The Spy Who Loved Me (Lewis Gilbert, 1977) The ﬁctional American submarine USS Wayne bears the hull number of USS Thresher (SSN 593), lost with all hands in 1963. HMS Fearless appears in the ﬁlm’s ﬁnal moments.8
Stand By For Action (Robert Z. Leonard, 1943) Although the convoy action involving the ﬁctional ‘four-stacker’ destroyer USS Warren is created via model work, the newsreel images at the ﬁlm’s opening include a shot of the launching of USS Gudgeon.
Star Trek IV: The Voyage Home (Leonard Nimoy, 1986) After travelling back in time to present-day San Francisco, the crew of the starship Enterprise ﬁnd their ship’s namesake and predecessor USS Enterprise in the naval yard, represented in the ﬁlm by the aircraft carrier USS Ranger.
Star Trek: Generations (David Carson, 1994) The sail frigate USS Enterprise is recreated on the holodeck of the starship Enterprise, to mark Lieutenant Worff’s promotion. The holo- graphic programme is presumably intended to represent the third ship to bear the name in US Navy service, which was built in 1799 and served until 1823.
Taskforce (Delmer Daves, 1946) USS Langley, the US Navy’s ﬁrst carrier, is shown in library footage. USS Saratoga, USS Antietam and USS Zeilin are also seen in the ﬁlm.
Top Gun (Tony Scott, 1986) USS Enterprise appears in the ﬁlm, as the carrier on which Pete Mitchell’s squadron is based in the Indian Ocean. Other scenes were ﬁlmed aboard another aircraft carrier, USS Ranger.9
Tora! Tora! Tora! (Richard Fleischer, Ray Kellogg, Toshio Masuda, Kinji Fukasaku, 1970) USS Nicholas is seen in the ﬁlm, and USS Ticonderoga appears as Admiral Halsey’s ﬂagship, USS Enterprise. USS Farquhar plays the role of USS TNWD03 16/11/06 11:25 AM Page 238
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Ward. Following superﬁcial modiﬁcations, smaller escort carriers were used to represent the Japanese aircraft carriers from which the attack was launched.
Under Siege (Andrew Davis, 1992) The decommissioning battleship USS Missouri appears as herself in some aerial shots at sea. Scenes on deck and with the ﬁctional North Korean submarine intended to receive her hijacked cruise missiles, were ﬁlmed aboard the museum ships USS Alabama and USS Drum, which are preserved together in Mobile, Alabama.
Up Periscope (Gordon Douglas, 1959) USS Stembel appears in the ﬁlm.
Watch Your Stern (Gerald Thomas, 1960) The ﬁctional HMS Terrier is played by HMS Chaplet. HMS Jaguar is also seen in the ﬁlm.
The Wackiest Ship in the Army (Richard Murphy, 1960) USS Bennington, USS Fletcher, USS Brister, USS Finch, USS Lansing and USS Durant appear in the ﬁlm.
We Dive at Dawn (Anthony Asquith, 1943) Two submarines, bearing the pennant numbers P61 (the ﬁctional Seatiger) and P211, appear in the ﬁlm. Both numbers belonged to HMS Safari at different points in her career, but it seems unlikely that either of the boats seen in the ﬁlm belong to the S class. P211 may be a ‘U/V’ class boat, and P61 an L class boat used for training.
The Yangtse Incident (1957) HMS Amethyst, HMS Concord and HMS Consort appear as themselves in the ﬁlm’s re-enactment of historical events.
Notes 1 See D.J. Wenden, ‘Battleship Potemkin – Film and Reality’ in K.R.M. Short (ed.), Feature Films as History (London: Croom Helm, 1981); Richard Taylor, The Battleship Potemkin: The Film Companion (London: I.B. Tauris, 2000); Birgit Beumers, ‘Bronenosets Potemkin/Potyomkin (The Battleship Potemkin)’ in Jill Forbes and Sarah Street (eds.), European Cinema: An Introduction (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2000). 2 Lawrence Suid, Sailing on the Silver Screen: Hollywood and the US Navy (Annapolis: Naval Institute Press, 1996), p. 123. TNWD03 16/11/06 11:25 AM Page 239
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3 Andrew Williams, The Battle of the Atlantic (London: BBC, 2002), pp. 120–3. 4 Jeff Dawson, ‘Cut to the Chase’, Empire n.78 (December 1995), 74–83 (p. 80); Ari Posner, ‘The Princes of Tide’, Premiere US vol. 8n.10 ( June 1995), 96–100, 124 (p. 100). 5 See www.globalsecurity.org/military/systems/ship/index.html. 6 Anthony Preston, Destroyers (London: Hamlyn, 1977), p. 90. 7 B. Pease, ‘Pearl’, All Hands n.743 (December 1978), 39. 8 Commander James Bond’s naval career, and the many appearances of real and ﬁctitious Royal Navy ships and submarines within the Bond ﬁlm series, are examined in considerable detail at The Bond Film Informant website: www.mjnewton.demon.co.uk/bond/navy.htm (Accessed 14.11.01). 9 Suid, (1996), p. 233. TNWD04 16/11/06 11:25 AM Page 240
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