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Introduction


The First Men in the Moon (1964)

As soon as you put the moon on screen it is lost. This is equally true for a wide range of moon films, including the theatricality of Méliès, the incredulity of camp, the illegibility of footage shot by Apollo astronauts and the revisionary history of Transformers 3 (2011). For the moon appears in a quite realistic fashion when seen from a distance, yet when it is viewed from up close all sorts of fantastic things spring forth, from giant mushrooms and nude women to unattributable sounds and killer rocks. On the one hand this observation seems blasé, for the moon has been known to the naked eye for all of humanity’s history, while it was only zoomed in on in stages, with the help of Galileo’s telescope in the early 17th century, the Soviet Luna flybys of the 1950s, images taken with the help of lunar impact and lander craft, culminating in the recordings of the Apollo 11 crew on the lunar surface in 1969 and finally the more detailed images available today. Yet films centering on the moon can show that even after landing on the moon our nearest celestial neighbor has lost none of its aptitude for being made of green cheese. In fact, in some ways the moon gets even stranger the more of a known entity that it becomes.

Yet the fact that the moon becomes less known the closer we get to it is not disparaging; actually, it a great sign of hope. For, as paradoxical as it might seem at first, it is actually only when we “lose sight” of the moon that lunar truths begin to come forth. Put simply, this is because fantastic elements of the moon indicate, by their mere absurdity, non-fantastic elements. Thus when the lunar surface looks like a theatrical backdrop, or it is populated by Cat-Women or Nazis, what it is showing is that (as Scott Montgomery says of Galileo’s descriptions of his telescopic moon) what is really discovered on the moon is the earth.1 In this sense even when films seem to avoid the moon altogether, such as Cosmic Voyage (1936) or Destination Moon (1950), they actually have something to say about how the unknown is represented. In early pre-World War II lunar films the technique for representing the unknown is cubist in the nature of its multiple yet concurrent representations, in camp films the technique is one of blatant absurdity, in films made before the lunar landing an attempt to depict the moon as realistically as possible often involves not showing it at all, the technique of actually filming the moon on its surface is seen to be no guarantee of the infallibility of the image, while films made after 1969 deploy many of the earlier techniques of shooting the moon in order to expand the narrative potential of our celestial neighbor.

To illustrate one way that this “lost moon” functions, let’s look at three adaptations of H.G. Wells’ 1901 novel The First Men in the Moon. In the novel Dr Cavor is a turn-of-the-century scientist who has invented Cavortie, a substance which makes objects resistant to gravity, a fact which he exploits to go to the moon, taking his neighbor Bedford along for the ride. The first film adaptation is J.L.V. Leigh’s version from 1919, which is appropriately lost itself: it has not been shown since the beginning of 1920 and it is one of the earliest entries on the British Film Institute’s list of 75 most wanted films.2 Yet a well-publicized frame survives, showing a group of theatrically costumed moon-men with bulging brains who would look at home in one of Matthew Barney’s Cremaster (1994-2002) films.3 The Moon Men are surrounding Cavor (Hector Abbas), who seems to be trying to explain something to them. It is absurd to posit that anything literally resembling this image was believed to have ever existed on the moon by the filmmaker, for, as a contemporary reviewer of the film complained, “the landscapes of the Moon are too obviously canvas fakes.”4 In other words, its truth obviously lies elsewhere than realism.

This is a lesson lost on the most recent adaptation of the novel, made for BBC Four in 2010. This TV version offers a frame for Wells’ story: after the 1969 moon landing, the now elderly Bedford reminisces about having been on the moon first. Thus in an extended flashback the film can show all of the absurdities found in Wells’ novel, including the Selenites, moon cows and fields of gold, all of which are destroyed long before the Apollo astronauts make their landing. However, a final shot shows a Selenite observing the Apollo astronauts, although the alien is only seen by the audience. While this would seem to confirm the fantastic elements of Wells’ moon, this fantasy is actually negated by the fact that the Selenites are only seen by the extradiegetic viewer, and therefore the current understanding of the moon as a relatively barren rock remains undisturbed within the content of the film.

The most interesting adaptation is the interstitial one, Nathan Juran’s 1964 production, with Lionel Jeffries as Dr Cavor, Edward Judd as Arnold Bedford, and a new lunar passenger, Bedford’s fiancée Katherine Callender, played by Martha Hyer. This film also features a framing device: the United Nations launches a lunar mission in 1964. The flight and landing are shown in an attempt at realism, showing how the propulsion system functions and the softness of the lunar surface upon touch-down. However, soon the astronauts discover a British Union Jack and a note attesting that a Dr Cavor claimed the moon for Queen Victoria in 1899. This sets the scene for the discovery of a lunar-crazed Bedford in a sanatorium on Earth and a long flashback showing his fantastic adventures with Dr Cavor, which are full of underground cities, hive-minds, and stop-motion lunar cows that look like big caterpillars. Yet what is most striking about this version is what happens at the end. Returning to the contemporary setting of the frame story, Bedford watches the UN astronauts live on TV as they discover the Selenite city, although it crumbles to dust as they enter it, having long been desolate. (It is assumed that Dr Cavor, who remained on the moon, unintentionally wiped the Selenites out by spreading a common cold he had at the time.) Thus the current understanding of the moon as a desolate satellite is reconfigured: the moon is shown to have contained life, although now extinct, and this knowledge is germane for the characters in the film; in other words, the barrenness of the moon is no longer a sign that life could never be but rather that life once was.

Juran’s moon is a figure which is both known, as seen in the realistic depiction of the UN landing, and unknown, as seen in the confirmation of Selenite existence at the end. This fantastic element of the moon indicates a kind of lunar truth in that even pointing the camera directly at the lunar surface, as shown in the UN scenes, is no guarantee of the truth of the lunar image: the moon remains fantastic even when we know better, an idea unfortunately negated by the ending of the BBC adaptation. What is of interest here is not a preference for a realistic or fantastic lunar truth, but rather that the moon is an object which invites, or even demands, more than one truth at once. In other words, when multiple techniques of lunar presentation are used together, a difference, or gap between such presentations comes forth. It is through such a gap that the moon starts to become known, although only in an indirect fashion, for shooting the moon directly is no guarantee of truth. For in the words of Graham Harman, “When it comes to grasping reality, illusion and innuendo are the best we can do.”5 Thus fantastic or camp films can be seen to capture elements of the moon that actual footage shot on its surface lacks. In addition, films made after the moon landings can be seen as reinvigorating these techniques in their appropriations of the moon as a vehicle for understanding.


Part 1: Early Films


Chapter 1


Le Voyage dans la Lune/A Trip to the Moon (1902)

[Blackboard] The first time the moon appears in Georges Méliès’ classic Le Voyage dans la Lune (1902) it is a small, white circle drawn in chalk on a blackboard. The leader of a group of astronomers, Professor Barbenfouillis (played by Méliès), explains his idea of how to get to the moon; his theory is that a large cannon on the earth will propel a capsule to the lunar surface. The trajectory of the capsule is represented by a slightly convex dotted line, perhaps indicating the pull of the dense gravity of large celestial bodies.6 At the end of this line the capsule is depicted going “face-first” into the moon, indicating the crash landing that is, strangely enough, shown twice in the film: first in the eye of the Man in the Moon and then again on the fantastic lunar surface.7 While the moon on the blackboard is depicted as a small white mass (perhaps with the face of the Man in the Moon drawn on it), the earth is different: it has a number of geodesic lines which indicate an understanding of its curvature. Looking like a basketball, these lines point to a number of differences in how the earth and its moon are understood in the film: Earth is an entity which scientific understanding has encircled, while the moon remains a fuzzy blank mass, waiting to be filled with knowledge.

[Telescope] While the blackboard shows an image of a “fuzzy” moon, a prominent prop in the first shot of Le Voyage indicates how this fuzziness can be “filled in”: a large telescope is pointed out of one of the windows in the background of the astronomy hall, indicating what Marjorie Hope Nicolson calls “the telescopic moon,” referring to the shift in literary representations of the moon after Galileo first saw and described the lunar surface with something to aid the human eye.8 The connection between the moon and the telescope is also made by the composition of the shot. Both the trajectory of the capsule on the blackboard and the body of the telescope point from right to left, going out the window. Thus it could be argued that a comparison is being made: the telescope is a means (like the rocket ship) for seeing the moon more clearly. Or, because the moon had already been observed by telescope for centuries, yet still remains “fuzzy” on the blackboard, the rocket ship is poised to continue where the telescope leaves off, creating a “rocket moon” to replace the “telescopic” one.9

[Gun] When the launch of the capsule eventually takes place, the extension of telescopic vision into rocket vision is manifest in the shape of the gun used to fire the bullet-shaped capsule to the lunar surface. The images of the telescope and gun are connected in that both take the form of a diagonal rising from left to right, both are seemingly made from a similar metal, and both have been constructed out of multiple sections. Thus both telescope and gun can be read together as inventions which extend the limited range of humanity’s visual power, the former through magnification and the latter through projection. However, as these two inventions are read together an important difference between them comes forth: the shape of the telescope widens, from smaller to bigger, meaning that the eye-piece of the telescope is smaller than the other end, while the shape of the gun tapers, with the end for inserting the capsule into the chamber being “large” and the end aimed at the moon, through foreshortening, being considerably smaller, almost coming to a point. Although the extreme foreshortening of the gun is a part of the film’s style (because in a literal sense the barrel would have to be the same size as the chamber in order for the capsule to exit), the image of the gun could be said to form a counter image to the telescope.

This argument can be supported by a more abstract difference between the inventions in the film. The telescope is connected to the fuzzy image of the moon which appears on the blackboard in the astronomers’ hall. The astronomers have presumably already used the telescope to observe the moon and what is on the blackboard represents the limited nature of their observations. Therefore, a rocket has been built to improve them. This line of thought is supported by the image of the moon which appears in the launch scene, for it is depicted with a similar “fuzziness” to the moon on the blackboard; thus the rocket is aimed at obliterating a lack of understanding.10 However, connecting the telescope to limited knowledge and the trip to the moon to improving what is known by direct observation brings forth one of the paradoxes of the film, a paradox which will never quite be absent from the history of the moon on film, for landing on the moon is very often about the loss of knowledge. In this sense, as the astronomers get physically closer to the moon they lose sight of it, as seen by the film’s (and maybe cinema’s as a whole) most famous image—the Man in the Moon. Thus the images of the moon in Le Voyage are most accurate when the moon in shown from a distance, although this is a “fuzzy” kind of accuracy. At the same time, the trip to the moon does not resolve this “fuzziness,“ in fact it increases it.

[Approach] On the one hand it is naïve to state that because for most of its history humanity has known the moon from afar, film presentations of the “far away” moon will be more accurate than the lunar surface seen from up close. However, despite the surface validity of this argument, fictions which take place on the moon often surface a certain kind of truth (and a lot of hooey) that direct observation misses. This truth is due to the fact that because for so long it was impossible to see the moon “up close” multiple strategies for lunar representations had to be developed. Some of these strategies contain “lunar truths” in themselves. Once humanity landed on the moon the situation did not change; in other words, just because the surface of the moon was recorded from the surface of the moon, this did not mean that the use of multiple representational strategies together came to an end. In fact, it only increased.

The initial example of how such truth gets located in fiction can be see in the approach to the moon, which is shown from the point of view of the capsule coming in for a landing.11 There are three main elements in the representation of the moon in this scene: at first it is shown in a fuzzy manner, meaning a mainly white disc with a few marks roughly indicating what can be seen with the naked eye from Earth; then, as the capsule approaches, a dissolve replaces the fuzzy moon with one with a visible face; then the capsule is famously shown landing in the Moon Man’s right eye.

While in general the progression of these images can be seen as a “loss” of realism, there is also the chance that when taken together they can be read as an indirect approach to picturing “lunar truths.” This is because getting closer to the moon in the film does not bring about any attempt at showing a “true” moon. Rather, its face is a piece of theatricality (not an attempt by Méliès to show what he thought the surface of the moon really looked like). Yet it is through such theatricality that differences between a fantastic moon and a real moon become more apparent. In other words, the fantastic makes the real more visible because it becomes so apparent that the real is missing. This brings us to a discussion of the role indirectness plays in bringing about a kind of truth that direct observation misses.

[Indirectness] The moon is not just seen in one way but rather it undergoes a number of different presentational strategies. So far, in Le Voyage the moon has been put on screen in the following manners: a fuzzy circle on a blackboard; a fuzzy circle in the sky; and as the face of the Man in the Moon. What will be added to these is of course the actual landscape of the moon seen after landing, which in the case of Le Voyage takes the form of a fantastic stage set.

In other words the moon is represented as: a) an unclear scientific drawing; b) an unclear object seen in the night sky by the naked eye; c) an unreal moonscape when seen from close range; and d) a fantastic moonscape when seen from on the ground. This multiplicity of approaches indicates the structural nature of indirect representation: a single object, the moon, is presented through different strategies in the same film, in this case Le Voyage. Most important, however, is that this multiple presentation becomes an issue. These multiple strategies actually bring about a tension or conflict between the object of the moon and its own qualities. This was seen above in how the absurd Man in the Moon begins to indicate what the moon actually is (meaning, in the very least, that it is not a literal human face). This approach can be called indirect because the same object is shown in different ways (a-d above) in the same film. When the conflict between different presentations becomes an issue it can indicate some features of an object because, as Graham Harman argues (using a boat as his example), “This forces us to confront the tension between the unified haunted boat and its multitude of shifting features. Let ‘confrontation’ be the name for those sporadic cases where we come directly to grips with the difference between a thing and its slippery sensual traits.”12

Although Harman uses a number of terms in this quote which are developed below, here it can be said that he defines a number of different strategies for bringing about such an awareness throughout his work, but there are two which will have the most bearing on Le Voyage: a “vertical” strategy and a “horizontal” strategy. The first, in short, brings about a tension between an object as it is used “unthinkingly” in an everyday manner and the real, contorted, always-beyond-our-reach object hiding underneath the surface of everyday use. This gap is “vertical” because it is found between the way an object is experienced and the “real” object that forever lies veiled. In other words, it is present when “real objects forever withdraw behind their accessible, sensual presence to us.”13 In Le Voyage this kind of indirectness has been termed “fuzzy.”

The other kind of gap Harman denotes is a “horizontal” gap in which the hidden or veiled “real” object does not come in to play; instead, there is a tension between an “everyday” object and its own “everyday” qualities. This can be seen, for example, in a cubist painting where an image of a face is in tension with its cut-up and rearranged image: there is no “real” face involved here, everything takes place on the surface. For Harman this gap exits “between the relatively durable objects of our perception and their swirling kaleidoscope of shifting properties.”14 In Le Voyage this strategy has been seen in the multiple presentations of the moon taking place together: in other words, representations of the moon are put into tension with other representations. Horizontal gaps are important because theatrical representations of the moon, through their mere absurdity, have the potential to indirectly, or horizontally, indicate where gaps in lunar understanding lie.

Horizontal confrontations have been noticed in Méliès’ work in a number of ways, for what is traditionally called his “magic” (in distinction to Lumièr’s realism)15 actually stands for a gap between fantasy and reality. As André Gaudreault argues, “Méliès’ filmic system […] almost always establishes a relationship between spectators and the screen based on the recognition of the cinematic illusion.”16 For Harman, Martin Heidegger is a key figure in this recognition: not only is his thought important in becoming aware of the mechanism of a vertical confrontation of elements but it is also key for understanding the tense gathering of qualities in a horizontal confrontation; thus a brief tour through his thought and some of those who have thought after him becomes necessary.

[Gathering] Heidegger calls the horizontal structure of a confrontation of multiples das Geviert, meaning a quad or fourfold, and it plays a key role in “Building Dwelling Thinking,” a lecture he gave in 1951. Heidegger names the four elements of his gathering earth, sky, divinities and mortals.17 However, the details of why each of these terms is important for his thought are not germane here. Rather I am interested in the reason why he thinks that an experience of different elements together can allow for an indirect or horizontal experience of an object.18 Harman calls this experience a horizontal “confrontation” in that different aspects of an experience of an object are allowed to reside alongside each other in agitation or conflict, just like how the different cubist representations of a face are allowed to remain in conflict with the “everyday” experience of an image of a face. Thus for Harman there is a sense of violence attached to the fourfold. Heidegger, on the other hand, sees this relationship as something more reserved, calling the relationship between the four dwelling [Wohnen],19 indicating a kind of “living-with” rather than a struggling-with. However, the reason Heidegger is being brought in here is that this “fourfold” way of being with an object (through multiple representational strategies, for example) becomes a means of accessing a kind of truth about the object itself. One of the tasks for this book is to develop how this happens. While Heidegger calls horizontal tension a “building,”20 for Harman it is a coming to grips, as quoted above, “with the difference between a thing and its slippery sensual traits.”21

The difference created by the horizontal tension of multiple representations is a different way of having access to the totality of things: “we are left to encounter a realm of phenomenal presence, entirely different in kind from the underground zone of concealment. Human life is adrift in a sensual realm.”22 This horizontal tension is sensual, meaning it is removed from the real object, yet it is also a kind of “realism” because “Realism does not mean that we are able to state correct propositions about the real world. Instead, it means that reality is too real to be translated without remainder into any sentence, perception, practical action, or anything else.”23 In the context of the films under discussion here, contact with the moon comes about in the way the moon is always more than the presentations of it, a point which is forcefully made with the appearance of different presentational strategies gathered together in the same film.

[Attractions] One way to understand the position of Le Voyage in a discussion of a horizontal or indirect approach is to see how this reading of the film is both similar to and different from a “cinema of attractions” as developed by Tom Gunning. His classic essay from 1986, “The Cinema of Attractions: Early Film, Its Spectator and the Avant-Garde,” is first and foremost an attempt at reading cinema in a non-narrative manner.24 Gunning aims at restoring early silent cinema to an “exhibitionist confrontation rather than diegetic absorption.”25 This confrontation is reminiscent of Harman in how it aims at showing the integrity of the multiplicity of elements which make up a film, rather than focusing on their subservience to an overall narrative. This can be seen in Gunning’s discussion of close-ups in early cinema, which “differ from later uses of the technique precisely because they do not use enlargement for narrative punctuation, but as an attraction in its own right.”26 However, Gunning’s reading of early cinema diverges from an indirect approach in a major way: Gunning insists on a more traditional subject/object relationship when he states that “Every change in film history implies a change in its address to the spectator, and each period constructs its spectator in a new way.”27 While Gunning’s comment indicates an important gain in film studies (the work done to create a spectator by the structure of a film), when he locates film and spectator in such a web it denies a place for the object (a film, the moon) to exist apart from its observer.28 A similar criticism is leveled by Harman against New Historicism: he states that by taking context to be of foremost importance New Historicism is “turning everything into an interrelated cosmos of influences.”29 While New Historicism and a Cinema of Attractions are very different beasts, the criticism lodged against them is similar: it is not “enough” to locate a work within a network of influences, instead what needs to be shown is how the multiplicity of a network provides a separation from and thus access to an object. This train of thought can initially be developed through looking at the multiple landings which take place in Le Voyage. 30

[Landings] In Le Voyage this kind of “tension” or “confrontation” is seen in the fact that the landing is shown twice, and in two very different manners. This indicates one of the contributions that “filmic moon studies” can offer to a theory of indirect access, because we can map out a number of different ways in which an object is experienced.

The first landing in the eye takes place during the approach, which is mainly shown from the point of view of the capsule. However, when this landing actually takes place the capsule enters the frame, changing the focalization of the scene from that of the capsule to a more objective point of view, or something approaching zero-focalization. In this sense the first landing can be said to contain two points of view of the moon in that we shift from a point of view shot to that of something more objective. However, this objectivity is in tension with the crash of the capsule into the Moon Man’s eye, which obviously makes no claims to realism. Yet both of these events take place within the context of the landing. In this sense it is not a cut from one scene to another which causes “magic” to occur but rather what Mathew Solomon describes as the horizontal strategy of “Méliès’ reliance on substitution splices to create instantaneous and often imperceptible transitions or transformations within spaces.”31

The second landing shows the capsule crashing into a small part of the moon’s landscape, which does not seem to have any indications that it is part of an “eye.”32 This scene should be revelatory in the context of the astronomers gaining knowledge, since the surface of the moon has actually been reached: it is being stepped on, smelled and touched. However, the surface is theatrically fantastic, and not just according to standards imposed by those who have watched actual recordings of the lunar made by the Apollo 11 crew. This theatricality is an essential part of the film, as seen in the fact that the capsule lands more than once; for, as Gunning argues, “Clearly we are not supposed to think the ship actually landed twice.”33 Thus the dual landings have another purpose. If the first landing is about a fantastic experience of the moon, the second represents an effort to present a more proper lunar experience by differentiating what is found on the moon from the kinds of objects that are known on Earth. Thus the things found on the moon are bigger than those on Earth, or smaller, or a tree looks like a crystal, or a plant like a honeycomb. However, as in the first landing, verisimilitude is not the focus; it is rather the multiplicity and presencing of these different strategies of representation together. In other words, there is a tension created between both these strategies of vertical and horizontal gaps which then becomes a tension between the moon itself and its presentations on film. This is the essence of indirectness.

In other words, what is important in Le Voyage is that at the beginning of the history of the moon on film we can already see a multitude of strategies existing together on screen.34 This is what Gunning calls the film’s “collage-like space in which different modes of representation contend.”35 None of these representations are posited as potentially true (because their truth is negated by the others). Instead, this shifting indicates not only a multitude of perspectives, but also a multitude of possible modes of being for the object of the moon itself. As Harman argues, “Objects may change rapidly; they may be perceived differently by different observers; they remain opaque to all the efforts of knowledge to master them. But the very condition of all change, perspectivism, and opacity is that objects have a definite character that can change, be perceived, and resist.”36 In this sense the multitudinous moon in Le Voyage can be seen as a representation of the stable instability of objects themselves. This multiple core is then projected back on to the earth when it is seen from the lunar surface. In other words, techniques for representing the moon are seen as useful for representing the earth as well.

[Earthrise] These are big claims. Yet this is simply another way of saying that the moon’s presence in our sky becomes a lens though which to see ourselves. This leads Scott Montgomery to claim that “The moon provides a purifying distance from which to view all of human sin, which, as Lucian teases, apparently composes the whole of human existence. This is the lunar secret, this distance that tears the mask off the close and familiar. The lunar disk becomes a lens focused on terrestrial realities, magnifying by miniaturizing, allowing a greater span of vision by physically reducing the earth to a region ‘below.’”37 This mirroring is seen in images of the earth shown from the surface of the moon. In Le Voyage this view is the first thing that takes place after the astronomers exit the capsule.

When the earth is seen the astronomers raise their arms, as if in praise. Then the scenery making up the flora of the moon lowers, as if on pulleys, leaving the earth in all of its glory alone, on center stage. This is a performance, meaning theater. Influenced by the pantomime theater of the time, here “Méliès was not offering an inadequate approximation of realism but a different style, based on acknowledged theatricality and illusion—a fairyland with a sense of humor and irony about itself.”38 There is no pretense at anything “natural” in this moonscape. It is part of Méliès’ “magic.” As André Gaudreault argues, “Méliès’ elaborate sets are so stylized that there could be no doubt as to their patent artificiality.”39 At the same time, this performance is staged around a “real” object, Earth. In the Earthrise seen from the moon, Earth can be seen as depicted in a “realistic” fashion, meaning there is an attempt to escape the anthropomorphization involved in the moon man and other such fantastic presentations. This realistic earth in the midst of the moon-as-stage inserts a sense of verticality into the simultaneous presencing of different forms. This is what Murray Pomerance calls “the transitory image” in Le Voyage, meaning a double-figure which “merges two contradictory, two ‘distant’ states into a single moving—and thus emotional—experience.”40 One indication of the importance of seeing the earth from another celestial body for the film is signaled by the fact that the first thing the astronomers do after landing on the moon is to look up at their home planet. Immediately after this, they all lie down and immediately go to sleep, as if their work is done.

[Underground] The last aspect of Le Voyage to be discussed here also involves a doubling: because the moon is such a well-known figure of barrenness as seen from Earth’s surface with the naked eye, in order to justify any kind of strangeness on it there is often a need to remove the moon one more step from human understanding, by going underground. The moon in this sense is too close and needs to be made even more distant. On the other hand, going underground has an unexpected effect: it actually makes the similarities of the moon and the earth more apparent. While on the surface the moon is made up of some kind of theatrically crystalline leaves, when the astronomers go underground they find a world very similar to the earth, only comically bigger and more malleable, involving giant flora.

Yet despite all of its difference, this underground zone of the moon in Le Voyage is much more like the earth than the lunar surface. Here are what can be called tree trunks, large mushrooms and honeycombs. This is not otherness but strangeness in the sense that what is familiar is taken and made strange rather than any attempt at constructing the new (and hence invisible and impossible).41 This idea is supported by a later scene in which the capsule, on returning to Earth, plunges into the sea and then floats back up to the surface. This brief scene again takes place “under,” although it is underwater rather than underground. Both offer similar exaggerations on familiar themes in order to create a sense of oddity. This comparison of the lunar underground with Earth’s underwater world signals the role the underground moon scene has in the film: it is a place for objects of this world which are at the same time seen as estranged from this world. Thus in the underwater scene, “normal” jellyfish now take on a similarity to the giant mushrooms of the moon. In a sense, we are now seeing Earth from “below,” but from on Earth itself.

In this underwater underground of the earth, the flat black silhouette of the capsule floats up against a matte painting of an underwater landscape. The jellyfish which are a part of our everyday lives (even if just from books) are brought into their “proper” strangeness by being read along with the oversized mushrooms of the moon. This is also the function of seeing the earth from the moon: what is normal becomes strange (when seen from another celestial body). Thus when, in the scene following the underwater one, the moon is once again seen from Earth’s surface it is, just like the jellyfish, a familiar object now brought into an uncanny strangeness because. In other words, now both the earth and the moon are fuzzy.
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