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Abstract	

Films	are	a	form	of	art.	And	though	they	share	several	aspects	with	other	art	forms,	e.g.	painting,	

photography,	and	literature,	films	are	not	a	mere	composite	of	these.	Films	are	unique	in	the	way	

they	are	structured	and	composed	and	have	a	totally	different	appeal	than	the	other	arts.	Films	

have	the	ability	to	show	development	in	time	and	space	at	the	same	time.	The	structural	elements,	

the	language	if	you	will,	that	filmmakers	use	in	order	to	represent	time	and	space	in	films	are	

many,	and	the	combination	of	them	is	practically	limitless.	The	structural	elements,	what	is	also	

called	the	elements	of	style,	make	up	the	basic	structure	of	films	and	are	therefore	at	the	very	

centre	of	the	art	form.	It	is	through	the	combination	and	manipulation	of	these	elements	that	

filmmakers	express	content;	the	story	of	the	films	comes	to	life	through	the	control	of	the	

elements	of	the	images	and	sounds.	The	film	style	that	is	most	widespread	in	today’s	films	is	called	

the	classical	continuity	system	-	the	roots	of	which	reach	as	far	back	as	the	early	20th	century.	

While	it	was	founded	in	American	cinema	the	classical	continuity	system	is	seen	in	virtually	any	

film	today.		An	understanding	of	the	actual	elements	of	style	that	make	up	the	most	used	

structural	templates	of	classical	continuity	is	important	in	any	understanding	and	reading	of	film.	It	

is	through	the	reading	of	the	style	of	a	film,	whether	it	is	conscious	or	not,	that	much	meaning	is	

constructed	as	the	audience	make	sense	of	the	images	and	sounds	that	make	up	the	film.	

				In	this	thesis	I	have	focussed	on	two	stylistic	elements	and	their	connection	to	how	a	central	

theme	in	a	film	is	represented.	I	have	looked	at	the	use	of	mise-en-scene	and	long	takes	in	M.	

Night	Shyamalan’s	Unbreakable	from	2000,	and	how	the	theme	of	hero	and	villain	is	represented	

through	the	use	of	the	two	elements	of	filmic	language.	Long	takes	are	shots	that	are	lengthy	

compared	to	other	takes,	enabling	the	audience	to	delve	on	the	little	details	of	the	scene.	Mise-

en-scene	refers	to	the	actual	composition	of	the	elements	within	the	image.	Though	these	are	two	

separate	elements	of	filmic	style	they	are	highly	interconnected;	the	more	detailed	and	careful	the	

staging	and	composition	of	the	mise-en-scene	is,	the	more	time	–	the	longer	takes	-	the	audience	

need	in	order	to	appreciate	and	take	in	all	the	information.	In	Unbreakable	mise-en-scene	and	

long	takes	are	used	in	moments	that	play	a	vital	role	in	the	unfolding	of	the	story	as	well	as	making	

several	underlying	messages	more	salient.	What	is	really	only	apparent	at	the	very	end	of	the	story,	

is	hinted	at	and	shown	through	symbols,	colours,	and	pictorial	information	in	the	film	throughout.	

Shyamalan	manages	to	let	the	real	story	of	the	film	shine	through	in	the	use	of	long	takes	and	

mise-en-scene,	but	not	only	that,	Shyamalan	creates	a	film	that	stylistically	sets	itself	apart	from	

other	contemporary	films.	
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				In	Shyamalan’s	other	films	we	find	the	same	preference	for	long	takes	and	mise-en-scene.	

Though	his	other	films	are	not	looked	at	in	great	detail	here,	they	still	show	a	director	keen	on	

using	a	certain	style	to	represent	his	themes	–	a	particular	type	of	language	in	which	to	tell	his	

stories.	As	is	the	case	in	Unbreakable,	the	two	elements	of	film	style	analysed	are	used	at	key	

moments	in	the	unfolding	of	the	stories	in	the	films,	and	the	long	takes	influence	the	looks	of	the	

films	in	general.	In	all	of	his	films	Shyamalan	uses	long	takes	to	a	great	extend	–	something	that	is	

not	only	obvious	when	watching	them,	but	also	apparent	when	compared	to	other	films	of	

contemporary	Hollywood.	For	example,	the	total	number	of	shots	in	Shyamalan’s	Unbreakable	

makes	up	only	10%	of	the	total	number	of	shots	in	several	other	contemporary	Hollywood	films.		It	

is	as	if	Shyamalan	has	found	a	personal	style	of	preferred	structural	elements	and	therefore	

succeeds	in	making	his	films	his	own.	His	films	become	personal,	through	their	characteristic	look	

and	way	of	dealing	with	their	respectable	stories.	His	films	work	as	a	unified	body	of	art,	all	related	

in	style	and	themes.	The	individuality	of	the	whole	of	his	works	is	strengthened	by	the	fact	that	

Shyamalan	functions	as	the	writer,	director,	and	–	to	some	extend	-	producer	of	all	of	his	films.	

They	are	the	products	of	his	artistic	merits.	

				Film	criticism	has	long	worked	with	a	term	that	encompasses	such	artistic	individuality,	namely	

the	term	of	an	auteur.	An	auteur	is	seen	as	a	filmmaker	who	manages	to	pull	an	artistic	and	

personal	view	over	all	of	his	or	her	films,	and	therefore	it	is	my	claim	that	the	creative	control	can	

be	attributed	to	Shyamalan	in	Unbreakable,	and	in	his	other	films.	His	films	can	be	looked	upon	as	

a	whole,	all	sharing	several	themes,	ways	of	dealing	with	the	themes,	and	stylistic	elements	–	all	of	

which	is	a	sign	of	Shyamalan’s	personality.	And	even	if	the	actual	term	‘auteur’	has	evolved	to	not	

just	include	the	director,	but	anyone	who	brings	(artistic)	value	to	a	film,	it	is	my	claim	that	M.	

Night	Shyamalan	is	an	artist.	It	is	his	personal	and	artistic	choices	that	make	up	the	heart	on	his	

films.	He	is	a	contemporary	auteur.	
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Why	should	we	inquire	into	style	at	all?	Isn’t	content	–	the	story,	or	the	film’s	larger	

significance	–	finally	more	important?	Why	plunge	into	the	formalistic	niceties	of	lenses	and	

shot	lengths?	And	even	if	style	is	worth	studying;	is	concentrating	on	the	concrete	and	

practical	decisions	made	by	filmmakers	the	most	fruitful	way	to	do	so?	[…]	

Film	style	matters	because	what	people	call	content	comes	to	us	in	and	through	the	

patterned	use	of	the	medium’s	techniques.	Without	performance	and	framing,	lens	lengths	

and	lighting,	composition	and	cutting,	dialogue	and	music,	we	could	not	grasp	the	world	of	

the	story.	

David	Bordwell1	

	

1	Introduction.	

Film	is	an	art	form	-	a	fairly	new	one.	Over	the	course	of	the	century	that	films	have	existed	several	

technological	advances	have	occurred	which	have	influenced	the	look	of	films;	the	silent	film	has	

been	replaced	with	‘the	talkie’;	the	analogue	black	and	white	films	of	old	replaced	by	the	colour	

films,	which	again	are	being	replaced	by	films	shot,	edited,	and/or	exhibited	in	digital	form.	But	it	

is	not	just	the	technological	advances	that	have	changed	the	look	of	films.	Several	stylistic	and	

artistic	ways	of	creating	films	have	also	contributed	to	the	changed	look	of	the	moving	pictures.	

Advances	in	one	area	make	for	advances	in	another.	Since	the	beginning	of	narrative	film,	style	–	

the	manner	in	which	stories	in	films	are	told	–	has	developed	a	great	deal	and	filmmakers	have	

often	been	judged	on	their	ability	to	conform	to	the	norms	of	the	day,	or	on	their	skill	in	making	

the	norms	of	filmmaking	techniques	work	for	them.		In	this	thesis	I	will	first	argue	for	the	

importance	of	style	in	films	as	a	fundamental	means	of	expressing	content	and	developing	the	

narrative,	before	analysing	the	use	of	two	stylistic	elements	in	M.	Night	Shyamalan’s	Unbreakable	

from	2000.	As	the	reader	will	see	in	upcoming	sections	of	this	thesis,	Unbreakable	sets	itself	apart	

from	the	norms	of	modern	American	films	with	respect	to	the	two	elements	of	film	style	analysed	

here;	namely	that	of	mise-en-scene	and	long	takes.	These	two	elements	of	film	style	are	used	in	

the	film	to	underscore	the	hero/villain	theme	–	a	theme	that	is	not	salient	before	the	very	end	of	

the	story	–	and	thereby	helping	the	audience	towards	a	specific	reading	of	the	film.	What	

Shyamalan	manages	to	do	in	Unbreakable,	and	to	some	degree	in	his	other	films	too,	is	not	only	to	

create	an	involving	narrative	and	a	unique	look	through	the	extensive	use	of	mise-en-scene	and	

long	takes,	but	also	to	create	a	heightened	interplay	between	story	and	style.	The	significance	of	
                                                
1 Bordwell 2005, 32. 
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an	analysis	of	Shyamalan’s	use	of	stylistic	elements	is	stressed	by	the	fact	that	all	his	recent	films	

have	been	characterised	as	having	surprising	endings	and	by	the	fact	that	Shyamalan	uses	the	

aforementioned	elements	of	film	style	to	a	far	greater	extend	than	his	contemporaries.	The	

individuality	of	Shyamalan	as	a	director,	in	terms	of	a	personal	preference	for	certain	elements	of	

film	style	and	his	dealing	with	certain	themes	in	his	films,	is	discussed	towards	the	end	of	the	

paper.	That	said,	contrasting	and	comparing	his	films	film	to	the	bulk	of	American	cinema	would	

simply	be	too	great	a	task,	an	impossible	task	if	one	was	to	do	this	with	the	ever-expanding	world	

cinema,	so	the	focus	of	this	thesis	will	be	on	Unbreakable	and	its	relation	to	stylistic	elements	of	

modern	American	cinema	in	general	–	what	is	referred	to	as	classical	style	or	classical	continuity.	

For	the	purpose	of	the	conclusions	drawn	here	American	cinema	is	looked	at	as	an	art	form,	but	

obviously	modern	American	cinema	is	also	a	money	machine,	involving	many	specialised	people.	

However,	throughout	this	thesis	I	will	focus	on	cinema	as	an	art	form;	an	art	form	where	the	

products,	the	films,	are	created	by	the	filmmaker(s),	the	artists.	Only	by	doing	this	can	I	

concentrate	on	the	stylistic	norms	of	modern	cinema	and	of	an	individual	filmmaker	and	his	films.		

				By	analysing	two,	highly	interconnected,	aspects	of	film	style	I	will	try	to	demonstrate	that,	in	

cinema,	form	is	and	has	always	been	‘the	foremost	means	of	expressing	content’	(Sharff	1).	Some	

would	argue	that,	unlike	e.g.	literature,	there	is	another	dimension	to	cinema:	films	can	tell	a	story	

on	the	surface,	just	as	literature	can	(narrative),	but	they	can	also	deepen	or	even	tell	other	stories	

by	the	way	the	narrative	is	expressed	through	differences	in	and	a	clever	use	of	style.	The	concrete	

example	used	in	this	thesis	is	an	analysis	of	the	use	of	the	long	take	and	mise-en-scene	and	the	

way	these	two	aspects,	unique	to	cinema2,	help	in	exploring	the	hero/villain	theme	in	Unbreakable.	

This	theme	is	predominant,	though	only	vaguely	hinted	at,	in	Unbreakable	and	it	is	my	claim	that	

the	theme	is	mostly	exposed	through	the	use	of	the	two	elements	of	film	style	and	not	through	

points	and	twists	in	the	narrative	story	of	the	film.	In	order	to	comprehend	and	appreciate	all	this,	

one	must	first	understand	the	historical	and	artistic	backgrounds	of	film	language	–	especially	with	

mise-en-scene	and	the	long	take	in	mind.	It	is	also	important	to	outline	the	influential	trends	of	

the	cinema	of	which	Unbreakable	is	part	of,	namely	contemporary	Hollywood	cinema.	In	section	4	

and	4.1	I	have	tried	to	sketch	out	the	stylistic	norms	of	Hollywood	cinema	both	in	terms	of	classical	

Hollywood	cinema	and	modern/contemporary	Hollywood.	An	insight	into	this	is	vital	as	a	

                                                
2	Mise-en-scene	is	also	used	in	theatre,	this	is	in	fact	where	the	terms	comes	from,	but	here	I	will	only	focus	on	its	
filmic	use	–	it	is	my	opinion	and	the	opinion	of	several	scholars	that	mise-en-scene	in	film	may	just	be	one	of	the	most	
influential	cinematic	devices	when	creating	meaning	in	film.	More	on	this	later.	
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fundamental	understanding	leading	up	to	the	analysis	of	Unbreakable	before	finally	examining	the	

film’s	place	in	cinema	today.	I	will	not	focus	on	narrative	elements	of	film	story,	other	than	focus	

on	the	direct	impact	style	has	on	it,	since	style	is	at	the	core	of	the	analysis	and	theoretical	

sections	below.		

				There	are	several	reasons	why	Shyamalan’s	Unbreakable	is	the	focus	of	this	thesis;	primarily	

because	it	is	a	prime	example	of	the	importance	of	style	in	that	it	exemplifies	how	important	the	

manner	in	which	a	story	is	told	can	be.	Secondly	because	Unbreakable	is	interesting	in	its	way	of	

using	film	language	(style),	and	it	is	in	several	ways	complemented	by	Shyamalan’s	other	films	and	

exceeds	them	in	terms	of	the	use	of	style	to	tell	the	story.	Shyamalan	himself	usually	functions	as	

both	director	and	writer	and	sometimes	producer	as	well3	–	all	enabling	him	to	give	his	films	a	

special	and	personal	touch.	Though	looking	at	one	film	in	close-up	does	not	do	justice	to	his	other	

films	or	Shyamalan’s	abilities	as	a	filmmaker	as	a	whole,	looking	at	the	entirety	of	his	work	would	

be	impractical	for	a	thesis	of	this	size.	That	said	Unbreakable	is	in	several	ways	his	finest	work,	I	

would	claim,	and	I	will	be	drawing	my	conclusions	on	the	basis	of	my	analysis	of	the	one	film.	My	

analysis,	though	I	have	tried	to	make	it	as	extensive	as	possible	with	respect	to	mise-en-scene	and	

the	long	takes,	is	not	a	full	analysis	and	anyone	wishing	to	look	at	Unbreakable,	or	any	of	

Shyamalan’s	films	in	close-up,	may	look	at	different	things	or	simply	at	scenes	that	are	not	

highlighted	here.	Any	analysis	and	interpretation	will	always	be	a	matter	of	debate.	

				Shyamalan	had	made	films	before	his	1999	breakthrough,	the	Sixth	Sense,	but	for	the	sake	of	

space	and	my	claims	later	on	in	the	thesis	I	will	only	refer	to	the	films	that	he	has	been	the	director	

of	since	1999,	including	the	Sixth	Sense.	The	main	reason	for	this	is	that	all	of	these	films	share	

several	elements	dealt	with	in	detail	in	this	thesis,	and	that	they	all	have	common	features,	both	

story-wise	and	stylistically,	which	will	strengthen	my	claims	in	the	end.	One	of	the	things	all	of	

Shyamalan’s	films	share	is	their	surprising	endings	-	it	has	almost	become	the	thing	one	expects	

and	looks	for	when	watching	a	Shyamalan	film:	in	the	very	last	scene	of	the	Sixth	Sense	(1999)	the	

audience	learn	that	Dr.	Crowe	(Bruce	Willis’	character)	is	actually	dead,	changing	everything	that	

has	happened	in	the	story	of	the	film;	in	Unbreakable	(2000)	we	learn	that	the	two	characters	are	

opposites	leading	us	to	conclude	that	they	are	hero	and	villain	in	a	comic-like	world;	in	Signs	(2002)	

the	characters	and	the	audience	come	to	realise	that	nothing	is	left	to	change	and	that	there	is	

reason	behind	even	the	most	tragic	of	events;	in	the	Village	(2004)	the	audience	are	as	shocked	as	

                                                
3	In	all	of	the	films	I	am	referring	to	here	Shyamalan	worked	as	writer,	director,	and,	with	the	exception	of	the	Sixth	
Sense	(1999),	producer.	
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the	main	character	when	she	finds	that	her	entire	life	has	been	one	great	big	hoax;	and	in	Lady	in	

the	Water	(2006)	everything	falls	into	place	for	the	characters	of	the	story	in	the	last	minutes	of	

the	film.	In	short,	the	films	all	deal	with	a	search	for	personal	identity,	and	the	twist	of	the	stories	

come	in	the	fact	that	several	narrative	events	of	the	films	are	tied	up	in	this	search.	So,	as	the	main	

characters	find	their	true	selves,	in	one	way	or	another,	all	the	pieces	of	the	puzzles	fall	into	place.	

The	films	also	share	a	film	language/style	that	is	atypical,	with	respect	to	the	elements	analysed	

here	at	least,	given	raise	to	the	claim	that	they	show	Shyamalan’s	personality	in	a	preference	for	

certain	stylistic	ways	of	telling	stories.	All	five	films	are	as	mentioned	written,	directed,	and,	with	

the	exception	of	the	Sixth	Sense,	produced	by	M.	Night	Shyamalan	himself.	There	can	only	be	little	

doubt	and	discussion	–	if	any	at	all	-	of	Shyamalan’s	creative	influence	on	his	films.	He	fills,	after	all,	

the	role	of	both	the	writer	who	comes	up	with	the	ideas	and	as	the	director	who	translates	the	

script	into	moving	images	and	thereby	puts	himself	in	charge	of	the	whole	production	from	

beginning	to	end.	Shyamalan’s	role(s)	in	the	production	of	his	films	is	vital	-	is	it	too	much	then	to	

call	him	an	auteur?	An	auteur	whose	films	all	have	similarities	in	style,	stories,	and	themes	–	a	

general	look	influenced	by	the	personality	of	the	creator	himself;	Shyamalan.	These	issues	are	

dealt	with	in	section	3	and	6	and	its	subsections.		

				Section	2	of	this	thesis	deals	with	film	style,	uniquely	cinematic	elements,	and	the	importance	of	

film	style	in	relation	to	the	story	told	in	the	film.	It	is	a	section	that	is	introductory	in	manner;	the	

purpose	of	which	is	to	justify	the	focus	the	rest	of	the	paper	will	have	on	an	analysis	of	style	and	its	

connection	to	a	film’s	thematic	points.	In	order	to	understand	the	importance	of	style	one	needs	

to	be	aware	of	what	constitutes	style	and	how	the	actual	elements	can	be	combined	and	

manipulated	almost	endlessly.	Section	3	deals	with	the	actual	two	elements	of	film	style	that	will	

be	the	focus	of	the	analysis;	mise-en-scene	and	the	long	take.	What	are	they?	What	are	their	

potential	uses	and	what	is	their	connection	to	each	other	and,	in	the	case	of	Unbreakable,	to	a	

film’s	central	theme(s)?	This	section	of	the	thesis	has	several	functions:	to	try	to	explain	just	what	

these	two	elements	are	and	to	make	clear	that	they	are	in	many	ways	contrastable	to	modern	

Hollywood	filmmaking.	Section	3	also	deals	with	the	notion	of	auteurism,	and	its	direct	connection	

to	film	style	–	especially	mise-en-scene.	Section	4	and	4.1	deal	with	Hollywood	filmmaking	and	the	

classical	style	of	filmmaking	that	is	most	widespread	in	films	and	cinemas	around	the	world.	

Hopefully	the	reader	will	get	an	understanding	of	just	how	the	extensive	use	of	mise-en-scene	and	

the	long	takes	in	Unbreakable	differs	from	this	school.	The	actual	analysis	of	Unbreakable	is	

broken	up	into	different	parts	(section	5	and	subsections),	arranged	and	grouped	together	
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according	to	their	influence	and	impact	on	the	hero/villain	theme	in	the	film.	When	reading	

through	these	sections	it	is	important	to	remember	that	this	is	not	a	full	analysis	but	only	a	look	at	

how	mise-en-scene	and	the	long	take	help	explore	the	central	theme	of	hero	and	villain	in	

Unbreakable.	It	is	important	to	remember	that	the	two	elements	of	cinematic	style,	the	long	take	

and	mise-en-scene,	are	highly	interconnected	and	drawing	a	clear	line	between	them	is	almost	

impossible.	The	reader	will	also	find	that	some	of	the	scenes	examined	in	one	subsection	will	also	

be	dealt	with	in	another,	simply	because	these	two	elements	are	so	highly	interrelated.	One	

cannot	fully	function	without	the	other.	In	the	appendices	there	are	screenshots	of	the	scenes	

analysed	along	with	approximate	time	codes.	Section	6	and	its	subsections	deal	with	Shyamalan	as	

a	filmmaker	in	general,	on	the	basis	of	the	conclusions	made	in	the	analysis:	in	section	6.1	

Shyamalan’s	other	films	are	looked	at	briefly,	and	in	sections	6.2	I	have	tried	to	look	at	Shyamalan	

as	an	artist	(the	central	filmmaker)	in	creative	control	over	his	films.	The	conclusion	to	all	this	is	

found	in	section	7.	

	

2	The	importance	of	film	style.	

	

Most	often	in	film	studies	the	concept	[of	style]	is	used	to	define	the	special	characteristics	

of	a	specific	director’s	work	–	the	type	of	plot,	camera	technique,	mise-en-scène,	editing,	

sound,	and	acting	that	occur	in	individual	works	and	from	work	to	work.	In	this	respect,	style	

is	ultimately	the	personal	stamp	and	vision	of	the	director	imposed	upon	the	subject	of	film.	

Definition	of	‘style’	in	The	Complete	Film	Dictionary4.	

	

Since	the	Lumière	brothers	displayed	the	first-ever	film	in	March	of	1895	(Cook	10)	cinema	has	

come	a	long	way5.	The	technological	developments	have	been	many	and	the	advances	in	style	–	

the	way	films	are	told	through	images	–	have	been	equally	so.	New	ways	of	telling	the	story,	new	

ways	of	showing	the	elements	of	which	the	story	consists,	come	about	constantly.	It	is	important	

to	remember	that	cinema	has	unique	qualities	to	it	that	it	shares	with	no	other	art	form.	Indeed,	

like	painting	or	(still-)	photography	cinema	relies	on	visual	information	and,	like	literature,	

                                                
4	Ira	Koningsberg	(399	–	400).	
5	In	this	paper	I	will	not	be	distinguishing	between	film	and	cinema	as	a	‘form	of	expression’	(Sharff		3),	since	the	two	
terms	overlap	and	can	often	be	used	interchangeably.	I	will	not	be	dealing	with	the	actual	material,	the	film	roll,	and	
thus	films	and	cinema	will	be	used	to	refer	to	the	pieces	of	cinema	–	the	films	or	moving	pictures.	That	said,	there	is	an	
important	distinction	when	analysing	films	as	pieces	of	art:	‘…	the	term	[cinema]	has	more	aesthetic	and	artistic	
connotations	than	the	term	“film”,	“movies”,	or	“motion	picture”	(Koningsberg,	55).	My	input	[	].	
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(narrative-)	cinema	does	tell	a	story	while	being	built	like	theatre	with	actors	performing	before	a	

crowd	(or	a	camera).	But	what	cinema	does	is	not	just	combine	these;	it	can	present	the	story	as	it	

unfolds	in	different	ways,	depending	on	the	manner	(style)	in	which	it	is	told,	emphasising	

different	things.	Through	manipulation	of	the	medium,	the	moving	images,	story	and	plot6	points	

can	be	distinguished	and/or	hidden	and	in	return	reveal	several	layers	of	the	story.	In	that	way	

cinema	can	do	more	than	literature,	theatre,	and	still	photography	and	is	therefore	not	a	mere	

composite	form	of	the	other	arts	(Sharff	5).	Films	have	a	life	of	their	own	expressed	in	the	way	

they	are	made	–	their	style7.	Jean	Mitry	sees	a	film	‘first	and	foremost’	to	be	comprised	of	a	

system	of	images	‘whose	purpose	is	to	describe,	develop	and	narrate	an	event	or	series	of	events’	

(Mitry	15).	In	other	words	a	film,	the	medium,	is	a	string	of	several	(moving)	images	the	point	of	

which	is	to	tell	a	series	of	events,	a	story.	When	the	medium	of	film	does	so	one	might	call	it	

cinematic	art	–	implying	the	contrast	to	still	photography	since	still	images	cannot	tell	a	tale	of	an	

event	unfolding	in	time.	Through	the	way	in	which	the	series	of	events	are	told	films	can	represent	

both	space	and	time,	‘[s]o	film	syntax	[style]	must	include	both	development	in	time	and	

development	in	space’	(Monaco	172).	Editing	and	montage	can	tie	strings	of	events	unfolding	in	

time	together,	and	the	composition	of	the	space	can	show	the	space.	The	ability	to	show	both	

time	and	space	at	the	same	time	is	unique	to	cinema,	and	one	of	the	techniques	used	to	do	this	is	

mise-en-scene	dealt	with	later.	

				According	to	David	Bordwell	style	is	‘a	film’s	systematic	and	significant	use	of	techniques	of	the	

medium…	Style	is,	minimally,	the	texture	of	the	film’s	images	and	sounds,	the	result	of	choices	

made	by	the	filmmaker(s)’	(1997,	4).	In	this	view	cinema	should	not	be	regarded	as	a	composite	art	

or	looked	upon	as	if	it	was	another	of	the	art	forms	–	cinema	is	unique	and	should	be	looked	upon,	

critiqued,	and	credited	from	a	cinematic	point	of	view.	Sharff	puts	it	in	the	following	terms:	‘While	

stressing	the	primacy	of	form	in	cinema	as	the	foremost	means	for	expressing	content,	I	shall	

endeavour	to	distinguish	between	film	as	a	medium	of	mass	communication	and	cinema	as	a	

potential	art	form’	(1)8.	Film	style	-	the	way	the	images	are	composed,	the	scenes	shot	and	edited,	

the	use	of	sound	(diegetic	or	not)	–	tells	more	about	the	story	that	is	unfolding	before	us	than	
                                                
6	Bordwell	and	Thompson	distinguishes	between	the	two	terms:	the	plot	is	’the	arrangement	of	material	in	the	film	as	
it	stands.	We	create	the	story	in	our	minds	on	the	basis	of	cues	in	the	plot’	(63).	I	will	mostly	be	referring	to	story	since	
this	will	be	at	the	core	of	any	interpretation	and	understanding	of	film,	but	for	the	sake	of	the	issues	at	heart	here	in	
this	dissertation,	I	will	only	vaguely	distinguish	between	plot	and	story.	
7	Different	scholars	use	different	terms.	What	one	calls	style,	another	calls	form	or	system,	and	yet	another	structural	
elements.	The	terms	all	deal	with	the	way	cinema	represents	the	plot,	how	the	story	is	told.	
8As	mentioned,	in	this	thesis	I	will	only	be	concentrating	on	cinema,	or	films,	as	an	art	form	–	not	as	a	medium	(the	
actual	material	on	which	the	images	are	recorded).	
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could	ever	be	read	in	a	novel,	ever	be	painted	on	a	screen,	or	shown	on	stage.	Through	the	

uniquely	cinematic	elements	–	a	film’s	style	–	a	whole	new	dimension	to	the	story	is	represented.	

Style	is	the	in	other	words	the	‘bricks	and	mortar’	of	cinema	(Sharff	1).	In	a	way	the	manner	in	

which	a	plot	is	told	is	like	another	layer,	deepening	and	exploiting	certain	narrative	points.	It	is	

ultimately	the	connection	between,	and	interplay	of,	these	layers	that	a	film’s	story	is	told,	or	as	

Rabiger	puts	it:	‘[a]	film	gains	power	when	it	finds	visual	equivalencies	to	its	thematic	concerns’	

(233-234).	

				But	what	is	style	and	what	are	the	elements	that	a	film’s	style	is	composed	of?	Cinema	has	its	

own	language	(Sharff	2),	a	language	with	certain	structures	and	even	syntax9.	This	special	language	

of	codes	and	templates10,	certain	ways	of	combining	the	elements,	is	something	that	the	

filmmaker	and	the	audience	both	understand.	A	films	code	is	encoded	by	the	filmmakers	and	

decoded	by	the	audience.	The	(skilled)	audience	take	an	active	role	when	decoding	the	film’s	

language;	this	is	something	several	scholars	agree	on11.	Sharff	proposes	the	actual	elements	that	

make	up	this	unique	language	to	include:	(1)	Separation	(the	fragmentation	of	any	scene	into	

single	shots	in	alternation	–	what	others	would	call	editing,	a	manipulation	of	time);	(2)	Parallel	

Action	(several	narratives	simultaneously	presented	in	the	film);	(3)	Slow	Disclosure	(the	gradual	

introduction	of	information	within	a	shot);	(4)	Familiar	Image	(a	familiar	image	introduced	time	

and	again	throughout	a	scene	or	film);	(5)	Moving	Camera	(especially	used	in	scenes	with	no	cuts);	

(6)	Multi-angularity	in	scenes	(the	action	presented	from	several	angles);	(7)	Master	Shot	

Discipline	(a	wide	shot	of	the	scene,	as	an	introduction,	before	breaking	the	scene	down	into	more	

shots)	;	(8)	Orchestration	(the	arrangement	of	the	elements	through	out	the	film)12.	A	filmmaker	

learns	to	use	these	elements	to	bring	story	or	plot	elements	to	the	front.	The	audience,	on	the	

other	hand,	learns	to	de-code	this	language	and	generate	meaning	–	implicitly	or	not	–	by	

familiarising	with	the	syntax	and	language	of	the	cinema.	In	other	words,	it	is	a	two-way	process	

just	like	a	language	is:	there	is	one	who	produces	the	sentence	and	a	receiver	who	interprets	it.	

                                                
9	A	systematic	way	of	using	the	elements	of	the	medium.	It	is	these	elements	that	the	filmmaker	uses	and	manipulates	
and	thereby	come	up	with	‘cinematic	sentences’	(Sharff	3).				
10	Again	here	we	find	that	different	scholars	use	slightly	different	terms:	what	James	Monaco	calls	codes	(175)	David	
Bordwell	calls	templates:	’All	art	forms	have	certain	structural	templates’	(Bordwell	2006,	28).	According	to	Monaco,	a	
‘great	variety	of	codes	combine	to	form	the	medium	in	which	film	expresses	meaning’	(Monaco	175).	
11	Several	scholars	agree	the	fact	that	it	takes	active	participation	to	read	(decode)	a	film.	See	e.g.	Peter	Wollen	
(Braudy	&	Cohen,	579)	or	later	in	this	thesis.	
12	The	list	is	taken	from	Sharff	6.	For	further	explanation	of	the	actual	elements	(1-8)	the	reader	is	referred	to	the	
Sharff	text.	All	scholars	used	here	seem	to	agree	on	the	fact	that	film	language/style	is	composed	of	these	elements	
(even	if	they	call	it	something	else).   
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Scholars	seem	to	agree	on	this	and	both	Sharff	and	Bordwell	stress	that	this	process	does	require	

active	participation	on	behalf	of	the	audience13.	

				By	being	able	to	decipher	the	language	of	cinema	the	audience	can	generate	meaning	out	of	the	

images	in	connection	to	the	story	told.	Parts	of	the	narrative	story	are	hidden	in	the	way	the	film	is	

presented	(Bordwell	2002,	25).	Rabiger	agrees	with	Bordwell,	Monaco,	and	Sharff	in	saying	that	

style	carries	the	story,	deepens	it,	and	makes	things	explicit:	‘A	film’s	form	[style]	is	therefore	

highly	functional.	It	serves	the	tale	you	are	really	trying	to	tell,	what	you	want	to	show	through	

telling	it,	and	reveals	the	best	framework	and	visual	or	aural	language	to	impart	these	things’	(233).	

Rabiger	goes	on	by	saying	that,	‘[t]his	is	something	people	readily	notice,	and	it	is	determined	by	

lighting,	choice	of	lenses,	camera	height	and	movements,	art	directing,	costuming,	set	dressing,	

and	by	the	locations	and	terrain	themselves’.	The	elements	of	cinema,	to	use	Sharff’s	term,	make	

up	the	foundation	on	which	the	story	lies.	The	story	can	be	reaffirmed	by	the	style	in	which	it	is	

told,	and	that	is	the	main	reason	for	focussing	on	style	when	analysing	cinema.	After	all,	cinema	is	

not	a	novel,	it	is	not	theatre,	and	is	not	painting	–	it	is	something	different	and	so	the	focus,	when	

dealing	with	cinema,	should	be	on	style	since	it	is	at	the	core	of	both	film	as	a	medium	and	as	an	

art	form.	

				The	audience	can,	by	actively	participating,	deconstruct	the	message	in	films	and	thereby	enrich	

the	story.	This	is	something	that	filmmakers	are	aware	of,	and	this	fact	makes	analysis	of	style	

highly	relevant	to	film	studies	in	general	and	papers	like	this	one.	To	go	into	depth	and	analyse	

Sharff’s	eight	elements	unique	to	cinema	would	simply	be	too	great	a	task	even	for	a	thesis	of	this	

size,	so	the	focus	will	be	on	mise-en-scene	and	the	long	take.	Sharff’s	notions	of	separation	and	

orchestration	are	in	fact	what	others	have	called	montage	and	editing,	a	clear	contrast	to	mise-en-

scene	according	to	academics	like	Bazin	and	others	(Bordwell	2005,	11).	All	elements	Sharff	

mentions	fall	under	the	category	called	classical	filmmaking14	that	I	will	be	dealing	with	in	

upcoming	sections.	The	actual	elements	of	classical	filmmaking	will	not	be	looked	at	in	depth	but	

this	does	not	mean	they	will	not	be	used,	they	are,	in	fact,	very	useful	in	contrasting	mise-en-scene	

and	the	long	take	with	the	typical	language	of	cinema	today.	More	on	this	later.	First	an	

approximation	of	a	definition	of	the	two	terms	mise-en-scene	and	the	long	take.	

	

                                                
13	Sharff	33	,	Monaco	178-179	Bordwell	1985,	29.	Bordwell	holds	the	idea	of	active	participation	central	to	his	idea	of	
style	being	important	in	cinema.	
14	Sharff’s	eight	elements	are,	as	mentioned	before,	very	much	like	the	points	made	by	Bordwell	and	others	on	
classical	filmmaking	(see	e.	g.	Bordwell	2006,	12). 
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3	The	long	take,	mise-en-scene,	and	auteurism.	

Now	that	we	know	that	‘style	is	not	simply	window-dressing	draped	over	a	script’,	as	Bordwell	

argues	(1997,	8),	but	‘the	very	flesh	of	the	work’,	we	can	go	on	and	take	a	closer	look	at	the	two	

elements	of	style	examined	in	this	thesis.	Let	us	begin	with	the	simplest	of	the	two;	the	long	take.	

The	long	take	is	simply	a	lengthy	shot	(Koningsbergs	221).	Whether	the	amount	of	time	in	a	shot,	

from	the	clip-board	clicks	to	the	director	yells	‘cut’,	is	long	or	not	is	of	course	relative;	what	may	

seem	long	in	one	situation	is	not	in	another	and	vice	versa.	The	question	is	then,	how	do	we	

decide	whether	a	take	is	long	or	not?	One	way	of	doing	so	is	by	comparing	the	actual	take	to	other	

takes,	either	in	one	film	or	in	films	in	general.	By	comparing	a	specific	take	to	the	Average	Shot	

Length	(ASL)15	one	can	find	out	if	the	actual	take	is	long	(-er)	or	not.	A	long	take	is,	simply	put,	

longer	than	the	average.	

				The	long	take	has	been	tied	to	several	other	aspects	of	cinema	aesthetics	and	stylistic	elements.	

It	is	important	to	remember	that	stylistic	choices	close	off	possibilities	(Bordwell	2005,	7)	and	

therefore	the	long	take	and	e.g.	rapid	editing	(montage)	does	not	go	hand	in	hand.	But,	‘[t]o	

eliminate	the	need	for	editing,	the	long	take	needs	astute	blocking	and	rehearsal’	(Rabiger,	238)	

and	often	the	long	take	will	create	a	need	for	the	film	to	explore	other	stylistic	choices	–	like	

camera	movement	or	mise-en-scene.	The	two	elements	of	mise-en-scene	and	the	long	take	are	

highly	interconnected;	the	long	take	enables	the	filmmaker	to	create	a	more	detailed	and	complex	

mise-en-scene/scene	composition	and	a	detailed	mise-en-scene	will,	on	the	other	hand,	demand	a	

longer	take.	In	fact,	‘[t]he	assumption	is	that	the	spectator	needs	more	time	to	take	in	the	shots	

containing	more	detail’	(Bordwell	and	Thompson,	262),	and	so	the	two	stylistic	elements	analysed	

in	sections	below	are	closely	connected.	The	term	mise-en-scene	comes	from	French	(meaning	

putting	into	the	scene)16	and	in	many	senses	the	French	definition	is	self-explanatory.	This	means,	

according	to	The	Complete	Film	Dictionary,	that	‘[m]ise-en-scène,	in	discussions	of	film,	refers	to	

the	composition	of	the	individual	frame	–	the	relation	of	objects,	people,	and	masses;	the	interplay	

of	light	and	dark;	the	pattern	of	color;	the	camera’s	position	and	angle	of	view	–	as	well	as	the	

movement	within	the	frame’	(Koningsberg	240).	Some	critics	would	also	like	to	include	camera	

movement	under	mise-en-scene,	but	as	Bordwell	argues,	camera	movement	is	probably	best	seen	

as	an	‘independent	variable’	(Bordwell	2005,	16),	and	so	the	definition	from	The	Complete	Film	

                                                
15	Term	used	in	Bordwell	2006	(121)	and	elsewhere.		
16	(Rabiger	401).	The	term	differs	a	little,	like	most	terms	do,	from	author	to	author.	I	have	chosen	to	use	mise-en-
scene	in	the	place	where	others	might	use	of	mise-en-scène,	mise-en-shot,	or	mise-en-cadre	(Bordwell	2005,	16-17).	
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Dictionary	is	used	here.	In	the	actual	analysis	in	section	5	and	its	subsections	camera	movement	is	

only	looked	at	when	it	influences	the	mise-en-scene	or	is	found	in	a	long	take.	

				One	of	the	firmest	advocates	for	mise-en-scene,	the	film	critic	Bazin,	has	praised	the	technique	

for	its	realism17	and,	according	to	James	Monaco,	mise-en-scene	has	been	closely	related	to	the	

notion	of	realism	over	the	years	(172)	-	something	that	is	also	said	about	the	long	take18.	Here,	

what	is	meant	by	reality	is	the	film’s	reality	–	not	the	reality	outside	of	the	film’s	universe.	Bazin,	

among	other	scholars,	believed	that	in	cinema	man	could	be	reduced	to	a	secondary	role	and	the	

true	nature	of	realism,	represented	through	mise-en-scene,	would	be	the	leading	character	at	any	

time19.	In	representing	reality	in	films,	mise-en-scene	was	at	the	same	time	contrasted	to	film	

montage	–	what	Sharff	calls	separation	in	his	list	of	eight	uniquely	cinematic	elements.	In	montage	

the	filmmaker,	be	it	the	director	or	editor,	could	manipulate	the	medium	to	a	maximum	extend	by	

changing	the	meaning	of	one	shot	by	editing	and	changing	the	context	in	which	a	specific	shot	or	

scene	appeared20.	It	was	believed	that	mise-en-scene,	with	its	long	takes	and	depth	of	field	and	

fine	attention	to	detail,	staged	or	not,	would	represent	things	as	they	were	and	out	of	reach	of	the	

manipulating	hands	of	the	filmmakers.	The	meaning	of	the	image	would	not	change	because	of	

the	context	and	other	shots	that	surrounded	it.	If	the	image	was	carefully	staged,	and	it	was	given	

a	change	to	represent	its	own	reality,	it	would	create	sufficient	meaning	in	its	own	right.	But,	as	

Bordwell	and	Thompson	bring	up	in	Film	Art	–	An	Introduction;	‘one	film	might	indeed	use	mise-en-

scene	to	create	an	impression	of	realism,	others	might	seek	very	different	effects’	(157).	Through	

careful	staging	of	the	elements	in	the	image,	mise-en-scene	can	be	just	as	manipulative	as	

montage.	In	fact,	by	controlling	all	the	elements	in	a	scene	mise-en-scene	is	used	by	filmmakers	as	

just	another	tool	to	get	their	view	of	(manipulated)	filmic	reality	across.	Through	symbols,	colour	

patterns	and	mise-en-scene	in	general	filmmakers	evidently	try	to	push	a	certain	impression	and	

atmosphere	(a	sense	of	realism)	upon	the	audience.	According	to	Bordwell	and	Thompson	there	

are	four	general	areas	to	mise-en-scene:	setting,	lighting,	movement,	and	acting	(159-175),	and	

this	seems	to	go	hand	in	hand	with	the	definition	of	mise-en-scene	from	The	Complete	Film	

Dictionary	outlined	above.	All	areas	of	mise-en-scene	can	be	manipulated	and	all	can	be	used	to	

                                                
17	Bazin	has	in	general	been	the	advocate	for	the	realism	of	cinema.	According	to	Andrew,	Bazin	saw	reality	’at	the	
heart	of	cinema’s	appeal’	(140).	
18	According	to	Rabiger	a	long	take	lets	the	audience	delve	on	the	situation	of	the	actors	and	‘you	(the	audience)	
unconsciously	enter	the	reality	of	the	person	whose	experience	the	scene	represents’	(238).	
19	‘Some	film	masterpieces	use	man	only	as	an	accessory,	like	an	extra,	or	in	counterpoint	to	nature,	which	is	the	true	
leading	character’.	Bazin	quoted	in	Bordwell	and	Thompson,	159.	
20	Monaco	172.	
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get	what	is	intended	across	on	the	screen.	The	importance	of	each	area	in	shaping	our	(the	

audience’s)	understanding	of	story	action	through	mise-en-scene	is	vital.	Colours	and	set	design	

can	guide	the	viewer	as	to	what	mood	the	scene	has;	the	lighting	can	strengthen	the	mood	or	

focus	the	attention	of	the	viewer	to	elements	in	the	scene21;	the	movement	of	actors,	props,	and	

such	also	guide	the	eyes	of	the	spectators.	Simply	put,	‘[w]hat	we	look	at	is	guided	by	our	

assumptions	and	expectations	about	what	to	look	for’,	and	it	is	in	this	fact	that	the	strength	of	the	

elements	of	mise-en-scene	lie	as	Bordwell	and	Thompson	conclude	(175).	

				To	Bazin	directors	who	preferred	the	technique(s)	of	mise-en-scene	were	‘directors	who	put	

their	faith	in	reality’	thus	enabling	them	to	pull	their	specific	and	personal	views	over	the	whole	of	

their	film(s)	through	their	representation	of	(filmic)	reality.	These	directors	were	auteurs22,	

‘presenting	their	personal	visions	on	film’	(Bordwell	2005,	11).	An	auteur	is,	according	to	Bazin	and	

others,	‘an	artist	who	influences	the	entire	work	with	his	or	her	personality	and	point	of	view	and	

all	of	whose	films	can	be	related	in	terms	of	similar	techniques,	style,	and	themes’	(Koningsberg	24).	

As	the	upcoming	analysis	will	show,	this	is	the	case	with	Shyamalan’s	films.	The	auteur	idea	of	

Bazin	and	the	French	New	Wave	directors	among	others	of	the	1950s	and	1960s23	has	lost	some	of	

its	authority	today	and	auteur-criticism	does	not	have	the	weight	that	is	used	to	have.	But	the	idea,	

or	rather,	the	ideal	of	the	auteur	is	still	very	much	alive	and	used	in	film	criticism	today.	It	is,	as	the	

reader	will	see	in	later	sections	of	this	thesis,	still	a	legitimate	way	of	looking	at	cinema.	The	

personal	stroke	of	the	auteurs	often	manifested	itself	in	the	use	of	style	in	films,	and	the	way	the	

films	dealt	with	certain	themes.	To	the	auteurists	the	cinema	was	to	be	seen	as	a	means	of	

(personal)	expression	through	the	use	of	La	Caméra-stylo	–	the	camera	as	pen	(Gerstner	6).	The	

type	of	expression	found	in	the	cinema	should	be	visual	in	the	form	of	mise-en-scene	and	not	lie	in	

the	literary	word,	as	French	critics	and	filmmakers	put	it,	according	to	Gerstner	(7).	The	images	

and	their	composition	were	now	the	centre	of	all	good	films	–	after	all,	the	screen	was	the	canvas	

on	which	the	artist	could	display	his/her	moving	pictures.	The	actual	term	auteur	was	first	used	by	

the	same	French	New	Wave	filmmakers	to	describe	the	film	director	who	‘ha[d]	emerged	as	the	

                                                
21	Thereby	mise-en-scene	can	also	make	use	one	of	the	strengths	of	montage;	the	ability	to	guide	the	attention	of	the	
audience.		
22	In	this	thesis	I	will	use	all	terms	dealing	with	auteurs	interchangeably,	even	though	originally	they	were	all	meant	to	
be	dealing	with	different	aspects	of	what	is	today	known	as	auteur-study.	Terms	such	as	auteurism,	auteur-criticism,	
and	auteur-study	will	all	be	used	here	since	it	is	not	my	intension	to	give	a	full	historical	account	of	the	idea	of	
ateurism,	but	simply	to	use	the	term	later	in	my	thesis.	
23	According	to	Cook,	some	of	the	French	New	Wave	critics	’had	two	basic	principles.	The	first,	deriving	from	Bazin,	
was	a	rejection	of	montage	aesthetics	in	favour	of	mise-en-scène,	the	long	take,	and	composition	in	depth.	Mise-en-
scène,	the	“placing-in-the-scene,”	is	probably	best	defined	as	the	creation	of	mood	and	ambience’	441-443.	
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most	important	creative	force	in	the	making	of	a	film.	The	art	of	the	motion	picture	ha[d]	become	

the	art	of	the	director	–	or,	more	correctly,	the	art	of	the	filmmaker’	(Bobker	147).	The	French	New	

Wave	directors	and	critics	acknowledged	that	films	were	made	by	several	people,	but	everyone	

involved	in	the	film	production	were	guided	and	coordinated	by	the	director	as	he/she	created	a	

unified	‘work	of	art’.	Any	film	was	therefore	likely	to	be	the	expression	of	the	personality	of	the	

director	as	an	artist	and	his/her	personality	was	expected	to	be	obvious	in	most,	if	not	all,	of	a	

directors	films	(Caughie	9).	And	though	auteurism	was	not	confined	to	France,	and	was	also	seen	

in	the	US	and	Britain,	the	ideas	of	auteur	theory(s)	all	shared	one	basic	assumption:	‘[o]ver	a	group	

of	films,	a	director	must	exhibit	certain	recurring	characteristics	of	style	which	serve	as	signature.	

The	way	a	film	looks	and	moves	should	have	some	relationship	to	the	way	a	director	thinks	and	

feels’	(Andrew	Sarris	quoted	in	Braudy	&	Cohen	562).	In	this	sense	an	auteur	was	in	direct	contrast	

to	metteurs	en	scene,	directors	who	just	translated	the	script	into	images	and	simply	carried	out	

orders	in	making	a	film	and	did	not	impose	their	own	personal	vision,	‘hence	failing	to	be	an	

auteur’	(Koningsberg	237).	Edward	Buscombe	puts	the	difference	in	the	following	terms:	‘The	

work	of	a	metteur	en	scene	will	never	be	more	than	the	sum	of	its	parts,	and	probably	less.	The	

auteur’s	personality,	on	the	other	and,	endows	his	work	with	organic	unity’	(Caughie	25),	thereby	

implying	the	uniqueness	of	the	auteurs	and	distinctiveness	of	their	crafts	both	as	a	whole	and	the	

individual	films.		

				Several	elements	have	to	come	together	in	the	production	of	a	film,	and	though	several	people	

are	involved	in	the	actual	process,	it	is	the	job	of	the	director	to	unify	them.	There	is	great	dispute	

among	scholars	as	to	whom	a	film	can	be	credited,	and	whether	it	is	at	all	possible	to	credit	one	

person,	because	film	is	a	collective	art24.	But	after	the	Second	World	War	the	directors	of	films	

were	put	in	the	high	seat	with	the	emergence	of	the	idea	of	auteurs.	The	theory	of	auteurs	draws	

on	the	idea	of	creative	control	over	a	piece	of	art	–	in	this	case	the	film	(Wharton	&	Grant,	8)	-		and	

attributing	creative	control	over	the	film	has	originally	been	to	the	director	in	the	auteur	theory:	

‘[w]ith	the	emergence	of	film	as	an	art	form,	the	role	of	the	director	has	undergone	a	subtle	but	

vitally	important	evolution’	as	Bobker	argues	in	his	Elements	of	Film	(146).	Today	the	whole	basis	

of	auteur	theory	has	been	questioned	to	such	a	great	extend	that	the	idea	has	lost	some	authority,	

but	none	the	less	one	can	still	talk	about	an	auteur	even	in	this	day	and	age.	After	all	auteur	theory,	

                                                
24	According	to	several	scholars,	among	the	Bobker,	the	director	is	the	centre	of	any	production:	‘The	art	of	film	
demands	the	creative	contributions	of	many	individuals	and	the	interaction	of	many	artistic	elements.	Thus,	because	
the	director	is	the	unifying	force	in	the	making	of	a	film,	he	or	she	therefore	occupies	a	unique	role	as	a	creative	artist.	
[…]Bobker	146.	
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or	auteurism,	is	still	taught	at	film	schools,	universities,	in	film	courses,	and	play	an	important	role	

in	the	way	films	are	looked	upon	both	in	the	public	and	by	critics25.	Authorship	has	always	played	

an	important	part	in	the	analysis	of	creative	art,	with	an	artist	as	the	creative	force,	and	using	the	

auteurist	approach	is,	today,	not	about	deciding	whether	a	certain	director	is	an	auteur	in	the	

original	sense	of	the	word	or	not,	but	simply	a	look	at	authorship.	Through	the	use	of	mise-en-

scene	a	director	can	still	ad	his	or	her	personality	to	his/her	own	films.	And	though	the	auteur-idea	

almost	seems	out	of	date26,	a	personal	style	is	still	apparent	in	films	today	–	even	though	they	are	

made	in	commercial	Hollywood.	

				More	on	this	in	relation	to	Shyamalan,	Unbreakable,	and	his	other	films	in	section	6.2.	

	

4	Hollywood	and	contemporary	films.	

	

The	American	cinema	is	a	classical	art,	but	why	not	then	admire	in	it	what	is	most	admirable,	

i.e.	[…]	the	genius	of	the	system,	the	richness	of	its	ever-vigorous	tradition,	and	its	fertility	

when	it	comes	into	contact	with	new	elements.	

Andre	Bazin27	

	

Today,	classical	Hollywood	style,	classical	continuity	style,	or	just	classical	style,	is	an	international	

standard,	something	which	film-audience,	filmmakers,	and	scholars	alike	agree	on.	Classical	

filmmaking	has	prevailed	since	the	silent	period	and	films	from	all	over	the	globe	are	today	made	

according	to	classical	filmmaking	principles28,	and	for	these	reasons	it	is	important	for	this	thesis	to	

study	just	what	constitutes	classical	film	making.	I	will	be	focussing	on	style	and	not	so	much	on	

narrative,	or	any	other	aspect	of	classical	film	making,	since	an	understanding	of	cinema	style	is,	as	

argued	in	previous	sections,	central	to	this	thesis	and	the	upcoming	analysis	and	comparison.	True,	

the	terms	of	narrative	and	style	are	closely	linked	in	cinema	but	since	I	will	be	focussing	thematic	

elements	from	a	stylistic	point	of	view	the	importance	is	on	style	and	not	narrative,	plot	and/or	

                                                
25	In	their	book,	Teaching	Auteur	Study,	Wharton	&	Grant	mention	the	important	role	an	auteurist	way	of	thinking	has	
when	dealing	with	film.	When	we	talk	about	a	film,	both	as	viewers	and	as	critics,	we	often	attribute	the	film	to	its	
director	(Wharton	&	Grant	8).	
26	Ira	Koningsberg	mentions	that	the	auteur	theory	has	its	shortcomings,	among	which,	that	it	does	not	regard	or	
understand	many	commercial	films	produced	in	for	instance	Hollywood	(24).	
27	Bazin	quoted	in	Bordwell	2006,	13-14	
28	There	are,	of	course,	films	that	do	not	adhere	to	the	classical	way	of	using	story	and	style,	but	as	Bordwell	also	
argues	in	his	The	Way	Hollywood	Tells	It	modern	commercial	filmmaking	is	in	most	senses	like	classical	film	making. 
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story.	After	all	style	carries	the	narrative,	or	as	Thompson	argues:	‘[i]n	general,	the	classical	

continuity	system	utilizes	style	primarily	to	make	the	narrative	events	as	clear	as	possible’	(18).	

				If	we	use	Sharff’s	eight	‘basic	models	of	structure’	(Sharff	6),	touched	upon	in	section	2	above,	as	

a	point	of	departure	we	can	start	to	look	at	just	what	the	classical	style	is.	The	use	of	Sharff’s	basic	

elements	of	style	and	the	combination	of	these	will	vary	across	films	but,	as	Sharff	argues,	they	are	

pretty	much	applicable	to	all	films	of	the	classical	school.	One	thing	everyone	knows	from	

watching	films	themselves,	is	that	a	scene	is	made	up	of	several	shots	in	alternation	(Sharff’s	idea	

of	‘separation’).	This	could	for	example	be	any	scene	containing	a	conversation	with	a	

shot/reverse-shot	combination	(A!B!A!B),	or	a	scene	were	several	camera	angles	are	used	

(‘Multi-angularity’).	Many	films	also	tell	several	parallel	stories	at	the	same	time	(’Parallel	Action’)	

either	in	contrast	to	one	another	or	as	complimentary	to	one	another.	A	scene	can	be	built	up	by	

the	gradual	introduction	of	information	(‘Slow	Disclosure’),	or	in	the	more	classical	way	with	an	

establishing	shot	as	an	introduction	to	the	scene	(‘Master	Shot	Discipline’).	The	use	of	‘Moving	

Camera’	is	something	that	almost	all	modern	films	use,	either	as	an	alternative	to	separation	or	

just	as	effect	while	the	returning	‘Familiar	Image’	can	be	used	to	show	a	change	from	one	scene	to	

another	for	instance.	The	whole	range	of	these	elements	of	structure	can	be	‘orchestrated’	as	the	

filmmakers	please29.	These	elements	work	like	a	menu	of	which	the	filmmaker	can	make	endless	

combinations.		

				All	these	factors	are	a	part	of	what	is	also	called	continuity	editing30;	and	this	style	is,	according	

to	Bordwell	and	Thompson,	so	influential	that	everyone	working	in	narrative	film	must	be	aware	

of	its	significance	(262).	Bordwell	and	Thompson	go	on	to	claim	that	‘the	basic	purpose	of	the	

continuity	system	is	to	create	a	smooth	flow	from	shot	to	shot’	and	‘it	is	chiefly	through	the	

handling	of	space	and	time	that	editing	furthers	narrative	continuity’.	Continuity	editing	(classical	

style)	uses	the	elements	unique	to	cinema	in	order	to	keep	up	the	illusion	of	the	story	and	space	

and	time.	A	typical	way	of	doing	so	is	by	constructing	a	scene	in	three	stages;	establishing	the	

space	(establishing	shot/Master	Shot	Discipline),	breaking	it	down	(shot-reverse	shot/Separation),	

and	finally	re-establishing	the	space	of	the	action	(Familiar	Image).	It	is	important	to	remember	

                                                
29	The	reader	is,	once	again,	referred	to	Sharff’s	text	for	a	further	explanation	of	these	elements.		
30	Though	there	are	several	other	forms	of	editing	I	will	not	touch	upon	them	here	for	two	reasons:	one	that	it	takes	
up	space	and	is	not	that	relevant	for	the	point	I	am	trying	to	make	here	about	the	typical	classical	style;	two	because	
most	editing	is	‘focused	on	creating	continuity’	(Rabiger	52)	and	that	this	is	the	focus	of	this	section	of	the	thesis.	
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that	the	points	touched	upon	here	are	guidelines	and	not	rules31.	Hollywood	films,	of	which	the	

base	of	the	classical	system	can	be	said	to	consist	of,	are	full	of	manipulations	and	odd	or	different	

arrangements	of	the	guidelines,	but	the	overall	look	and	feel	of	the	style	of	the	films	are	the	same.	

The	system	is	fluid;	subject	to	change	as	the	times	and	technologies	change	–	or	simply	when	

some	clever	filmmaker	finds	new	ways	of	orchestrating	it	all.	Films	display	meaning	through	

codes32,	and	these	codes	are	made	up	of	the	cinematic	techniques	which	are	a	part	of	cinema’s	

syntax.	The	codes	can	be	combined	and	used	in	several	different	combinations,	within	a	certain	

limit	in	order	for	the	audience	to	be	able	understand	the	story	and	continuity.	According	to	Phillips	

our	prior	knowledge	of	a	system,	be	it	the	classical	system	or	not,	enables	the	audience	to	actively	

take	part	in	the	understanding	of	the	story	and	‘fill	in	the	gaps	with	our	own	inferences	and	

hypothesis’	(411).	It	is	central	for	the	codes	and	syntax	of	film	language	to	work	that	they	are	de-

coded	and	read	by	a	capable	audience.	

				The	codes/menu/ideas	of	continuity	editing	have	been	around	since	the	start	of	the	20th	century	

–	the	time	of	the	silent	cinema.	And	though	a	lot	has	happen	since	then,	classical	editing,	or	

classical	style,	still	remains	the	most	widespread.	To	some,	this	uniform	way	of	representing	reality	

(because	that	is	what	films	do)	has	been	a	blow33	-	to	others,	a	welcome	proof	of	the	genius	of	a	

system.	

	

An	analysis	of	virtually	any	film	[…]	will	confirm	the	simple	truth	with	which	I	started:	nearly	

all	scenes	in	nearly	all	contemporary	mass-market	movies	[…]	are	staged,	shot,	and	cut	

according	to	principles	that	crystallised	in	the	1910s	and	1920s.	[…]	In	sum,	the	favored	

technical	devices	have	changed,	but	the	special	system	of	classical	Hollywood	continuity	

remains	intact.	

David	Bordwell34	

	

	

	

                                                
31	Bordwell	expresses	it	in	the	following	terms:	‘The	classical	system	is	less	like	the	Ten	Commandments	and	more	like	
a	restaurant	menu’	(2006,	14). 
32	As	mentioned	in	previous	sections.	Monaco	sees	a	film’s	syntax	to	be	a	string	of	codes	that	the	audience	has	to	
decipher	in	order	to	understand	story	and	continuity.	
33	‘While	Bazin	had	a	genuine	and	seldom-recognized	love	of	much	within	the	classical	cinema	tradition,	he	wanted	
desperately	for	the	medium	to	evolve	into	more	varied	forms,	more	personal	expressions’	(Andrews	177).	
34	From	The	Way	Hollywood	Tells	It,	180. 
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4.1	Intensified	Continuity.	

One	thing	has	changed	though	–	the	general	style	of	the	films	have	intensified35,	or	as	Bordwell	

puts	it:	‘intensified	continuity	is	traditional	continuity	amped	up’	(2002,	16).	According	to	him	the	

new	amped	up	version	of	continuity	‘is	the	dominant	style	of	American	mass-audience	films	today’.	

Any	analysis	of	a	film	should	be	undertaken	with	classical	continuity	in	mind,	and	not	just	that,	but	

also	intensified	continuity	since	it	is	the	typical	way	a	film	looks	today.	Before	going	on	to	

analysing	Unbreakable	it	is	important	to	know	the	points	that	make	up	this	new	intensified	version	

of	classical	continuity.	As	with	the	elements	that	makes	up	classical	continuity	the	features	that	

make	up	intensified	continuity	can	be	combined	in	almost	infinite	ways.	In	fact,	in	many	ways	

intensified	continuity	is	basically	classical	continuity	speeded	up	and	driven	to	extreme.	

				Bordwell	sees	intensified	continuity	as	relying	on	four	central	features:	a	more	rapid	editing,	

bipolar	extremes	of	lens	lengths,	more	close	shots,	and	more	use	of	camera	movement	(2006,	

121),	and	as	mentioned	before,	‘each	element	[of	intensified	continuity	and	cinema	in	general]	

tend	to	cooperate	with	others’	(137).	More	close	shots,	go	hand	in	hand	with	bipolar	extremes	of	

lens	lengths,	and	thus	calls	for	a	faster	cutting	rate,	which	ultimately	leads	to	the	intensified	look.	

This	is	especially	true	with	scenes	containing	conversations	where	the	two-shot	of	old	has	been	

replaced	by	a	close-up	intermix	of	the	actors	(A!B!A!B	etc.)	with	the	occasional	wide	shot	to	

let	the	scene	breathe	(Bordwell	2006,	134).	As	the	numbers	of	shots	boom	the	ASL	(average	shot	

length)	goes	down.	This	is	obvious	in	films	of	today	when	they	are	compared	to	older	films.	

According	to	Bordwell,	the	ASL	of	the	1960s	was	around	8-11	seconds	whereas	the	ASL	in	films	

from	around	the	turn	of	the	millennium	lands	on	3-6	seconds	on	average	(2006,	121-122).	So	why	

has	this	happened?	Scholars	and	film	historians	agree	on	the	fact	that	the	introduction	of	the	

television	in	the	1950s	and	1960s	did	cause	a	change	in	cinema36.	This	fact,	and	the	introduction	of	

other	platforms	like	the	internet,	has	caused	modern	cinema	to	adhere	to	more	close	ups	(to	

satisfy	the	audience	watching	on	smaller	screens)	with	the	result	of	faster	cutting,	while	a	change	

in	technology	has	promoted	the	use	of	camera	movement	and	such.	‘A	demand	on	one	front	

produces	a	change	on	another,	and	this	affect,	yet	another.	[…]	The	emergence	of	intensified	

continuity	exemplifies	this	sort	of	interplay’	(Bordwell	2006,	147-148).	But,	as	the	reader	should	

know,	it	is	not	all	films	that	use	the	elements	of	intensified	continuity	to	the	full	extend.	None	the	

                                                
35	Intensified	Continuity	is	a	term	Bordwell	uses	to	describe	modern	Hollywood	cinema	and	the	picking	up	of	pace	in	
shot	length	and	editing	etc.	See	Bordwell	2002.	
36	See	for	instance	Bordwell	2006,	148	or	Cook	387-406. 
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less,	it	is	important	for	an	understanding	of	the	time	and	era	within	which	a	film	is	made,	and	since	

Unbreakable	is	made	in	a	time	of	intensified	continuity,	understanding	the	basic	elements	of	film	

language	of	that	era	is	essential	in	any	analysis	since	points	drawn	would	automatically	be	in	

connection,	or	in	contrast,	to	the	general	film	language	of	that	specific	time.	

				One	downside	to	intensified	continuity,	according	to	Bordwell,	is	that	some	see	intensified	

continuity	as	being	too	intense	and	as	being	‘a	cinema	of	narrative	incoherence	and	stylistic	

fragmentation’	(2002,	16).	Another	is	that	a	drop	in	ASL	generates	a	lack	of	depth	of	field	in	

pictures	and	a	lack	of	staging	(mise-en-scene);	the	amount	of	time	that	the	shot	is	on	the	screen	is	

simply	too	short	for	it	to	be	full	of	story	information,	and	therefore	the	images	are	simpler	out	of	

necessity	(Bordwell	2002,	25).	Again	this	is	especially	true	in	scenes	with	conversations	were	the	

cutting	back	and	forth	seems	to	be	more	important	that	acting	itself	and	the	atmosphere	of	the	

scene.	But,	as	Bordwell	continues,	as	the	stylistic	forms	of	cinema	have	changed	so	have	our	

viewing	skills	in	that	we	can	understand	what	is	going	on.	Space,	time,	plot,	and	story	are	still	

rendered	according	to	the	guidelines	set	out	in	classical	film	making.	One	of	the	goals	of	classical	

style	is	to	be	invisible	and	go	unnoticed,	and	it	still	is	in	the	intensified	version.	To	end	up	this	

section	of	this	thesis	I	have	chosen	a	quote	by	John	Belton.	In	his	essay	from	1985,	Belton	says	the	

following	about	the	close	connection	of	style,	technology,	and	progress	in	classical	film:	

	

At	each	stage	along	the	axis	of	technological	development,	recording,	editing,	and	mixing	

practices	change	in	response	to	linier	changes	in	technology	and	to	unpredictable	shifts	in	

stylistic	concerns	of	a	period,	nation,	or	group	of	individuals.	Thus	dominant	film	practice	

conforms,	more	or	less,	to	the	direction	taken	by	the	technology	that	informs	it,	that	is,	

toward	self-perfection	and	invisibility,	and	to	the	attitudes	of	those	who	use	that	technology,	

attitudes	that	color	its	“invisibility”.	

John	Belton37	

	

	

	

	

	

                                                
37	John	Belton	(an	article	in	Braudy	&	Marshall	393).	
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5.0	Analysis	of	Unbreakable.	

Now	that	we	have	laid	the	groundwork	for	an	understanding	of	the	elements	of	(classical-)	style,	

the	importance	of	style,	and	the	recent	development	of	it,	we	can	now	go	on	to	look	closer	at	a	

contemporary	Hollywood	film.	There	are	a	few	films	out	there	today	that	do	not	adhere	much	to	

the	idea	of	intensified	continuity,	one	of	these	is	M.	Night	Shyamalan’s	Unbreakable	from	2000	-	

and	it	does	not	do	so	with	respect	to	mise-en-scene	and	the	length	of	the	takes.	As	the	reader	will	

see,	Unbreakable	sets	itself	apart	stylistically	when	compared	to	the	more	general,	classical	style	

of	today’s	popular	American	cinema,	the	elements	of	which	I	have	summed	up	in	previous	

sections	of	the	paper.	The	following	sections	are	an	overall	examination	and	analysis	of	the	

cinematic	language	used	in	Unbreakable,	with	a	focus	on	mise-en-scene	and	long	takes.	The	

analysis	will	be	concentrated	on	these	two	aspects	of	cinematic	style	and	their	workings	to	make	a	

central	theme	in	Unbreakable	come	to	light	–	namely	the	hero/villain	theme.	The	cinematic	

language	of	Unbreakable	not	only	creates	a	certain	look	but	also	underscores	the	central	theme	

and	enhances	vital	story	points	–	this	is,	after	all,	exactly	what	style	can	do	according	to	film	

scholars	and	critics38.	Unbreakable	is	a	Hollywood	film,	utilising	elements	of	classical	continuity	

style,	but	does	so	in	a	distinctive	way.	The	argument	I	will	be	making	is	that	the	different	look	of	

Unbreakable,	the	unique	use	of	cinematic	style,	helps	make	a	hidden	theme	stand	out.	The	story	

shines	through	the	clever	use	of	style.		

				One	has	to	remember	that	after	the	success	of	the	Sixth	Sense	(1999)	the	expectations	to	

Unbreakable	were	high.	The	Sixth	Sense	carried	its	‘most	powerful	and	undeniable	moment	in	the	

final	scene’39	as	one	critic	called	it,	and	according	to	the	British	magazine	Total	Film	‘[t]here	aren’t	

many	films	you	want	to	see	again	as	soon	as	the	credits	roll,	but	Shyamalan’s	spooky	exercise	in	

slippery	plotting	is	certainly	one	of	them’40.	This	put	some	pressure	on	Shyamalan’s	next	project,	

this	time	serving	as	a	writer,	director,	and	producer;	Unbreakable.	Shyamalan	clearly	knew	about	

the	expectations,	and	alludes	to	them	by	having	a	character	say	that	‘they	say	this	one	has	a	

surprise	ending’41,	as	a	remark	of	meta-filmic	proportions	and	satisfying	some	anticipations	on	

behalf	of	the	audience.	Shyamalan	himself	says	that	‘these	movies	[the	Sixth	Sense	and	

Unbreakable]	have	become	so	known	for	their	endings’,	mainly	because	they	startled	the	

                                                
38	See	quote	by	Thompson	in	section	4.0,	or	in	her	book	Storytelling	in	the	New	Hollywood,	18.	
39	Philip	A.	Ringstorm	in	Babbard’s	book	Psychoanalysis	&	Film	(235).	
40	Total	Film	Special	Edition,	The	Decade	Collection	part	one:	the	Nineties	(132).	
41	Elijah	Price’s	mother	in	the	scene	where	Elijah	receives	his	first	comic	(23	minutes	into	the	film). 
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audience42.	Barry	Mendel,	the	producer	of	Unbreakable	says	that	‘when	you’re	watching	the	film	

for	the	first	time	you’re	just	watching	the	story	and	you	don’t	really	know	where	it’s	going,	when	

the	films	ends	you	realize	that	what	you’ve	seen	is	in	a	way	very	similar	to	a	comic	book’43.	Though	

the	ending	may	come	as	a	shock	to	some,	my	claim	is	that	the	actively	participating	audience	has	

been	guided	by	the	style	of	the	film	and	so	the	ending	will	only	come	naturally	as	a	logical	

conclusion	to	the	story.	But,	none	the	less,	the	ending	in	Unbreakable	split	critics	down	the	middle:	

some	liked	it,	others	did	not.	Roger	Ebert	wrote	the	following	in	a	review	of	Unbreakable:	‘I	was	

not	quite	sold	on	it	[the	ending].	It	seems	a	little	arbitrary,	as	if	Shyamalan	plucked	it	out	of	the	air	

and	tried	to	make	it	fit.’	However,	as	Ebert	continues,	‘maybe	this	movie,	like	‘the	Sixth	Sense’	will	

play	even	better	the	second	time	-	once	you	know	where	it's	going’	and	ends	his	review	by	calling	

Unbreakable	‘	an	uncommonly	absorbing	movie’	44.	Peter	Travers	of	Rolling	Stone	wrote	that	‘[i]t's	

rare	that	a	movie	leaves	you	pinned	to	your	seat,	wanting	to	see	it	again	-	right	now,	this	minute	-	

to	work	out	the	pieces	of	the	puzzle.	You	don't	need	a	sixth	sense	to	realize	that	the	mind-blowing	

Unbreakable	is	one	of	those	movies’45.		

				Unbreakable	is	‘an	origin	story’	that	shows	the	‘birth	of	a	comic	book	hero’	according	to	Barry	

Mendel46	one	of	the	producers	of	the	film.	This	rather	fantastic	story	is	like	a	hidden	layer,	

apparently	only	visible	at	the	very	end	of	the	film	if	we	think	of	the	reviews	mentioned	above.	But,	

Unbreakable	is	a	two-layered	story:	on	the	surface	of	the	film	is	the	almost	realistic	depiction	of	

two	characters	searching	for	their	own	identity	but	underneath	lies	the	real	story	of	hero	and	

villain.	According	to	producer	Barry	Mendel	Unbreakable	is	like	a	‘film	version	of	a	comic	book’47,	

something	that	is	also	stressed	in	the	film:	

	

If	there	is	someone	like	me	in	the	world	and	I	am	at	one	end	of	the	spectrum	couldn’t	there	

be	someone	else,	opposite	of	me,	at	the	other	end?	Someone	who	doesn’t	get	sick,	who	

doesn’t	get	hurt	like	the	rest	of	us,	and	he	probably	doesn’t	even	know	it.	The	kind	of	person	

these	stories	are	about.	A	person	put	here	to	protect	the	rest	of	us	-	to	guard	us.	

Elijah	Price48	

                                                
42	Shyamalan	in	the	making	of	documentary,	a	supplement	on	the	DVD.	
43	Barry	Mendel,	one	of	the	producers	of	Unbreakable,	quote	taken	from	making	of	documentary	on	the	DVD.	
44	Roger	Ebert	in	the	Chicago	Sun-Times,	November	22,	2000.	
45	Peter	Travers	in	Rolling	Stone,	December	18,	2000.	
46	Barry	Mendel	in	the	making	of	documentary	found	in	bonus	material	on	DVD.	
47	From	making	of	documentary.	
48	The	character	of	Samuel	L.	Jackson	in	Unbreakable.	(0:29:06). 
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Looking	back	today,	some	eight	years	after	Unbreakable	was	released,	it	seems	Shyamalan	has	

succeeded	in	making	a	follow-up	to	his	great	1999	success,	but	just	how	has	he	done	so?		

Hopefully	the	following	analysis	will	help	in	answering	this	question	–	after	all	Unbreakable	is,	I	

would	claim,	very	controlled	in	its	use	of	cinematic	language	in	exploring	the	central	theme	of	

hero	vs.	villain.	Nothing	is	left	to	change.	

	

5.1	The	long	takes	in	Unbreakable.	

Bordwell	states	that	the	ASL	in	Unbreakable	is	18.2	seconds	(2006,	138)	–	this	is	long	compared	to	

other	Hollywood	films	from	around	2000	where	the	ASL	averages	3-6	seconds.	According	to	

Bordwell,	Unbreakable	utilises	some	of	the	areas	of	intensified	continuity	touched	upon	earlier	

while	keeping	its	shots	lengthy.	A	further	examination	of	this	will	hopefully	shed	some	light	on	

how	the	combination	of	stylistic	elements	helps	construct	a	story	that	might	not	otherwise	have	

been	fully	comprehended	by	the	audience.	In	short,	Shyamalan	uses	long	takes,	not	only	to	create	

an	‘absorbing	movie’,	but	also	in	key	moments	in	Unbreakable	that	help	underscore	the	thematic	

issues	and	the	relationships	between	the	characters	of	the	film.	In	many	ways	the	long	takes	

influence	the	look	of	the	film	as	well	as,	first	and	foremost,	underlining	the	story	in	crucial	ways.	In	

the	making	of	documentary	to	Unbreakable	Shyamalan	explains	that	by	using	long	takes	the	

audience	feel	more	part	of	the	world	of	the	characters	than	they	otherwise	would	have:	‘It	helps	

me	achieve	a	symbiotic	relationship	between	the	main	characters	and	the	audience’49.	This	fact,	

that	long	takes	can	help	form	a	kind	of	connection	between	the	fictional	reality	of	the	film	and	the	

audience,	is	backed	by	several	film	scholars50.	Through	the	use	long	takes	a	film	can	catch	some	

realistic	effects	from	the	reality	of	the	film:	in	long	takes	uncontrolled	elements	of	the	situation,	

be	it	an	expression	on	a	face	of	an	actor,	the	wind	in	the	trees,	or	any	other	element	that	make	up	

the	reality	of	the	scene	can	be	caught	on	film,	and	it	is	then	up	to	the	filmmaker	to	combine	these	

when	editing	and	composing	the	rest	of	the	film.	Even	though	this	is	the	case	in	Unbreakable,	the	

long	takes	of	the	film	also	contribute	to	exploring	the	actual	themes	in	the	film	and	relationships	

between	the	characters	themselves.	Below	I	will	look	at	some	of	the	long	takes	in	Unbreakable,	

while	focussing	on	their	importance	in	exploring	the	story	and	the	hero/villain	theme.	Screenshots	

                                                
49	M.	Night	Shyamalan	in	the	making	of	documentary	found	on	the	DVD.	
50	See,	among	others,	Maya	Deren’s	text,	Cinematography:	the	Creative	use	of	reality	(1960),	found	in	Film	Theory	and	
Criticism	(187-198). 
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of	some	of	the	scenes	and	long	takes	can	be	found	in	the	appendices	and	the	approximate	time	

code	is	also	given	to	indicate	the	length	of	the	actual	take.	

				Unbreakable	opens	with	a	long	take	running	almost	120	seconds	showing	the	birth	of	one	of	the	

films	central	characters;	Elijah,	the	character	of	Samuel	L.	Jackson.	The	take	opens	as	a	mirror	shot	

(see	appendix	1),	but	as	the	scene	unfolds	the	camera	pans	to	reveal	the	characters	and	the	world	

outside	of	the	mirror’s	frame.	A	central	trait	of	Elijah	is	hinted	at	in	this	scene,	namely	that	his	

arms	and	legs	are	broken	(later	on	we	learn	that	he	suffers	from	a	rare	disease	that	make	his	

bones	break	like	glass).	I	will	return	to	mirror	images	and	this	trait	of	Elijah	later.	The	panning	back	

and	forth	between	the	characters	in	the	scene	reflected	in	the	mirror	or	not,	is	a	clever	way	of	

avoiding	to	cut	between	shots	of	each.	Instead	of	composing	the	scene	in	the	traditional	way	with	

a	shot/reverse-shot	strategy,	Shyamalan	obtains	the	same	effect	but	in	one	single	take,	and	in	

return	succeeds	in	representing	the	claustrophobia	of	the	small	room	at	the	back	of	the	store	

where	this	is	all	happening.	The	reality	of	the	film	is	kept	intact	-	something	that	would	have	been	

lost	in	separation.	The	scene	does	more	than	this;	it	introduces	the	audience	to	the	language	of	

Unbreakable,	as	well	as	it	introduces	a	thematic	use	of	colour,	which	I	will	also	come	back	to	later,	

and	ultimately	this	scene	helps	display	the	contrast	between	the	two	main	characters:	where	

Elijah	is	fragile	and	cold	(like	glass),	we	later	learn	that	the	other	character	is	the	exact	opposite	-	

an	important	point	in	understanding	the	story.	Like	many	of	the	following	long	takes	this	long	take	

deals	with	the	issues	of	sorting	out	who	the	main	characters	are,	and	so	helping	the	theme	of	hero	

and	villain.		

				This	first	scene	is	also	a	representative	of	the	cinematic	language	used	throughout	the	film	–	

one	of	the	many	tasks	of	the	first	scene	in	any	film	according	to	Sharff.	He	says	that	

‘[o]rchestration’s	[the	arrangement	of	the	various	other	elements	of	cinematic	structure]	initial	

responsibility	is	to	present,	during	a	film’s	first	few	scenes,	the	basic	iconography	of	the	work,	to	

acquaint	the	viewer	with	its	“way	of	speaking,”	the	cinethetic	method	which	will	be	employed	

throughout’	(Sharff	167).	Having	seen	the	first	scene	the	viewer	now	knows	that	the	film	will	be	

composed	of	shots	that	are	lengthy,	and	that	several	interactions	and	conversations	between	

characters	are	shot	in	one	continuous	take,	with	the	use	of	a	wide	angle	lens,	as	well	as	they	are	

introduced	to	a	central	trait	of	one	of	the	main	characters.	This	first	scene	is	vital	in	representing	

the	stylistic	language	of	Unbreakable	and	in	beginning	to	establish	the	hero/villain	theme.	

Screenshots	of	this	opening	scene	of	Unbreakable	can	be	found	in	appendix	1	(top	4	pictures).	
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				The	next	scene	in	Unbreakable	is	also	introductory	in	kind.	It	introduces	the	viewer	to	the	other	

main	character	of	the	story,	David	Dunn,	played	by	Bruce	Willis.	It	too	is	a	long	take,	though	

another	shot	is	inter-cut	in	it.	The	entire	shot	runs	approximately	for	4	minutes	(disregarding	the	

inter-cutting	of	the	little	girl	in	David’s	point	of	view).	The	scene	opens	with	a	shot	of	David	and	his	

mirror	image,	vaguely	visible	in	the	window	of	the	train.	This	could	be	alluding	to	the	Elijah	

character,	or	the	fact	that	David’s	super-self	is	barely	present	yet	–	after	all	he	is	searching	for	it	

most	of	the	film.	As	the	scene	unfolds	the	character(s)	in	the	actual	shot	are	framed	between	the	

chairs,	and	it	is	almost	like	Bruce	Willis’	character	is	framed	in	a	box,	like	he	would	if	he	was	a	

(super)	hero	in	a	comic	book.	More	on	this	framing	at	a	later	point	in	section	5.2.	This	scene	also	

contains	a	conversation,	but	like	the	previous	scene,	Shyamalan	does	not	use	shot/reverse-shot	to	

represent	it	(see	appendix	1,	bottom	4	pictures).	By	focussing	on	the	action	of	the	characters	on	

screen,	Shyamalan	and	Eduado	Serra,	the	director	of	photography,	manage	to	record	all	the	little	

looks	and	feelings	that	would	have	been	lost	in	a	hastier	shot/reverse-shot	editing	style.	The	lack	

of	cutting	makes	the	actual	cut	seem	more	obvious.	When	the	cut	is	executed	as	the	scene	takes	a	

dramatic	turn,	and	the	angle	sifts,	David	gets	his	first	premonition	–	he	senses	that	something	is	

wrong,	and	this	is	shown	stylistically.	Shyamalan	shows	the	importance	of	this	by	doing	something	

unexpected	(stylistically),	cutting	to	a	different	angle	just	as	the	audience	has	become	accustomed	

to	the	slow	pace	and	long	takes	of	Unbreakable.	We	later	understand	that	this	is	the	scene	where	

the	hero’s	ability	is	introduced	(David	can	sense	bad	things/situations	and	is	more	or	less	

unbreakable).	As	we	saw	in	the	first	scene	of	Unbreakable,	a	central	trait	of	a	character	is	

introduced	and	thus	the	style	of	the	story	told	lifts	the	narrative,	making	the	viewer	aware	of	what	

is	going	on.	The	audience	may	not	be	aware	of	what	is	really	happening	in	the	story	as	of	yet	but	

the	dramatic	change	in	editing	(style)	of	the	scene	sparks	the	viewers’	interest.	The	audience	

somehow	senses	this	difference	and	so	when	a	sudden	change	in	angle,	or	way	of	telling	the	story,	

happens	later	on	in	the	film	the	connection	is	automatically	drawn.	This	scene	is	in	clear	contrast	

to	the	previous	scene	(the	use	of	colours,	the	changing	camera	angles	etc.),	where	Elijah	is	

introduced	-	an	obvious	way	of	contrasting	the	two	characters	and,	even	though	they	have	not	

met	each	other,	their	faiths	are	now	intertwined.	

				A	few	scenes	later	David	wakes	in	the	hospital	only	to	learn	that	the	train	he	was	on	has	crashed	

and	he	is	now	‘the	sole	survivor’.	This	is	a	crucial	scene	where	David,	and	the	audience,	realize	that	

he	is	‘miraculously	unharmed’,	cementing	what	has	already	been	shown	through	mise-en-scene;	

that	he	(David)	must	be	Elijah’s	opposite.	Just	as	with	the	two	abovementioned	scenes	this	scene	
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is	built	up	around	a	conversation,	this	time	between	David	and	a	doctor,	both	startled	by	the	fact	

that	David	has	not	been	harmed	by	the	fatal	train	wreck.	This	is,	of	course,	the	scene	where	both	

the	audience	and	David	himself	learn	that	not	everything	is	as	you	would	expect.	I	will	be	dealing	

with	this	scene	in	the	hospital	at	a	later	point	in	section	5.2.	Another	important	conversation	in	

Unbreakable	is	between	David	and	his	wife,	Audrey	played	by	Robin	Wright	Penn,	when	David	

seeks	an	answer	to	the	question	of	whether	he	has	ever	been	sick	(see	appendix	2,	top).	The	shot	

starts	with	a	two-shot	and	slowly	zooms	in	on	the	characters	and	is	165	seconds	in	length.	This	

conversation	serves	the	theme	by	showing	David’s	gradual	understanding	of	his	powers,	and	by	

shooting	it	in	an	abnormal	way	Shyamalan	stresses	its	importance	of	the	conversation.	This	scene	

is	also	prototypical	in	the	way	several	takes	with	conversations	are	built	up:	as	the	conversation	

progresses	the	camera	comes	closer	to	and	focuses	on	one	of	the	characters,	leaving	the	other	

outside	of	the	frame.	This	is	also	seen	when	our	two	main	characters	finally	meet,	in	Elijah’s	store,	

and	the	camera	pans	back	and	forth	between	them	instead	of	being	constricted	to	editing	and	

separation	(appendix	2,	middle).	A	variation	of	this	is	seen	when	Elijah	meets	Audrey	for	the	first	

time;	here	pictorial	information	is	gradually	introduced51	as	well	as	being	shot	in	one	take	

(appendix	2,	bottom).	First	we	see	Audrey,	then	Elijah	comes	into	the	picture,	and	again	as	in	

previous	examples	the	camera	ends	on	one	person	(this	time	Audrey).	All	these	conversations	

share	one	common	thing:	apart	from	being	long	takes,	they	are	all	conversations	that	are	

important	for	the	story,	since	they	are	all	‘first	meetings’,	and	therefore	help	establish	the	

relationships	of	the	characters.	According	to	scholars,	scenes	containing	conversations	would	

usually	be	comprised	of	several	shots	in	what	can	be	said	to	be	the	classical	way	of	doing	it;	first	

establishing	the	scene	before	breaking	it	up	into	shots	of	each	character	and	then	inter-cutting	

between	them	(Monaco	211).	By	not	being	confined	to	editing	Shyamalan	manages	to	capture	the	

atmosphere	of	these	scenes,	or	reality	if	you	will,	as	well	as	revealing	a	deeper	layer	of	

understanding	of	the	central	theme	of	hero	vs.	villain	through	the	use	of	style.	Even	though	the	

plot	has	not	told	us	what	is	going	on	between	Elijah	and	David	we	can	begin	to	understand	just	

what	lies	at	the	centre	of	the	story	–	all	through	our	decoding	of	cinematic	codes52.	

                                                
51	Sharff	calls	this	slow	disclosure	as	mentioned	in	section	2.	
52As	mentioned	in	section2	of	this	thesis,	several	scholars	claim	that	the	language	of	cinema	is	based	on	schemata	
(Bordwell’s	term)	and	codes	(Monaco’s	term).  
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				There	are	several	other	long	takes	in	Unbreakable,	and	like	the	ones	mentioned	above	they	all	

come	at	important	points	in	the	story53:	at	the	stadium	when	Elijah	and	David	meet	to	discuss	

David’s	ability	(0:37:14	–	0:39:10);	when	David	tests	his	physical	strength	(0:46:21	–	0:46:56);	

David’s	trip	to	the	principals	office	where	he	discovers	his	weakness	(water)	(0:54:57	–	0:56:40);	

when	Joseph,	David	and	Audrey’s	son,	tries	to	prove	that	David	is	super-human	(0:57:57	–	0:59:59);	

Elijah	calling	the	answer	machine	saying	that	‘all	superheroes	have	a	weakness’	(1:09:21	–	1:10:29);	

David	remembering	the	car-crash	he	was	in	as	a	young	man	(1:12:10	–	1:14:24)54;	the	fight	

between	David,	the	hero,	and	the	‘soldier	villain’	(1:26:01	–	1:27:	38);	and	one	of	the	final	scenes	

when	Elijah’s	mother	explains	that	‘there	are	two	kinds	of	villain’,	the	soldier	and	the	arch	enemy	

(1:31:56	–	1:33:	56).	All	of	these	scenes	come	at	crucial	points	in	the	story,	and	they	all	have	a	

major	say	in	the	gradual	unfolding	of	the	hero/villain	theme.	It	is	obvious	that	Shyamalan	has	

chosen	to	shoot	these	scenes	with	long	takes	for	several	reasons:	first,	to	use	a	certain	way	of	

representing	the	story	at	significant	points	in	time.	Second,	to	give	another	layer	to	the	narrative	

as	an	introduction	to	the	intricate	relationships	between	the	characters,	set	against	the	hero-

theme	throughout	the	story	(his	is	something	that	could	easily	have	been	lost	in	the	more	

traditional	classical	way	of	editing	and	shot/reverse-shot	strategy).	Third,	to	give	the	overall	look	

of	the	film	a	more	relaxed	mood	–	something	that	Shyamalan	definitely	uses	to	mask	the	real	story	

of	the	film,	and	this	is	something	that	is	also	obvious	in	his	other	films	(see	section	6.1).	What	

really	is	a	birth-of-a-hero	story	looks	more	like	a	story	of	the	everyday	man,	and	the	slow	pace	of	

the	film	plays	tricks	on	the	audience	that	is	used	to	see	super-hero	films	explode	with	rapid	editing	

and	effects.	What	Shyamalan	manages	to	do	is	to	use	and	manipulate	our	(the	audience’s)	

expectations	of	the	film	by	controlling	and	manipulating	the	codes	and	schemata	that	make	up	the	

style	of	the	film.	The	ending	may	come	as	a	surprise	if	we	are	never	really	sure	what	type	of	film	

we	are	watching.	Shyamalan	has	been	called	a	‘master	illusionist’	(Ringstorm	236)	and	his	use	and	

manipulation	of	stylistic	elements	must	be	said	to	be	arbitrary	–	but	only	if	not	interpreted	

properly,	that	is.	On	the	one	hand	the	film’s	use	of	stylistic	elements,	namely	long	takes,	support	

the	themes	of	the	story	and	on	the	other	it	can	be	said	to	play	tricks	on	the	audience.	

				Many	more	long	takes	are	found	in	Unbreakable	but	the	ones	highlighted	above	share	an	

importance	to	the	development	of	the	hero/villain	theme.	Others	show	the	fragile	relationship	of	

                                                
53	Some	of	the	long	takes	are	parts	of	scenes	that	do	utilise	several	shots,	but	none	the	less,	the	takes	mentioned	are	
long	compared	to	other	takes.	Since	no	screenshots	are	given	the	time	code	is	presented.		
54	This	is	also	the	scene	where	Shyamalan	introduces	handheld	and	shaky	camera	to	show	anxiety.  
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David	and	Audrey,	and	though	these	are	as	important	to	the	overall	story	as	the	ones	looked	at	in	

detail	here	they	are	not	depicting	the	hero/villain	theme	and	therefore	not	mentioned	further.	Of	

course,	the	long	take	as	a	stylistic	element	does	not	reach	its	full	potential	on	its	own,	and	as	

pointed	out	in	previous	sections	of	this	thesis,	the	long	take	often	goes	hand	in	hand	with	other	

cinematic	elements	in	order	to	reach	its	full	capability.	It	is	true	that	the	long	takes	on	their	own	

do	not	have	to	be	a	sign	of	cinematic	potential;	in	the	words	of	Bordwell,	‘[l]ong	takes	aren’t	too	

surprising	in	the	lower	budget	sector;	apart	from	an	aesthetic	commitment	to	centering	on	the	

performances,	directors	who	plan	long	takes	carefully	can	shoot	quickly	and	cheaply’	(2002,	21).	

But,	as	I	argue	is	the	case	for	Unbreakable,	the	long	takes	are	not	simply	a	matter	of	cost-benefit,	

but	an	aesthetic	commitment	to	tell	the	story	in	the	best	way	possible.	In	this	case	it	warrants	

using	mise-en-scene	and	careful	staging	of	the	shots	to	bring	out	all	layers	and	hidden	information	

of	the	story	as	it	unfolds.	

	

5.2	Mise-en-scene	in	Unbreakable	–	the	image.	

‘The	assumption	is	that	the	spectator	needs	more	time	to	take	in	the	shots	containing	more	detail’	

(Bordwell	and	Thompson	262),	as	mentioned	in	section	3	of	this	thesis,	and	this	is	exactly	the	

connection	between	the	long	takes	and	mise-en-scene	in	Unbreakable.	The	careful	attention	to	

detail	in	many	of	the	shots	in	Unbreakable	calls	for	longer	takes.	In	scenes	with	conversations,	as	

touched	upon	in	the	previous	section,	the	long	take	is	not	merely	a	tool	to	let	the	work	of	the	

actors	come	through	in	the	film,	or	a	specific	way	of	representing	the	themes,	it	is	also	a	way	of	

letting	the	story	unfold	before	our	eyes	in	all	its	glory	and	detail.	Mise-en-scene,	and	not	so	much	

editing	and	cutting,	is	primarily	used	to	guide	our	eyes	and	attention	in	Unbreakable.	One	of	the	

qualities	of	editing	is	its	ability	to	guide	our	attention	by	intercutting	images	of	various	kinds,	but	

as	argued	for	in	section	2,	mise-en-scene	and	a	careful	staging	can	be	just	as	manipulative	–	or	

should	I	say,	just	a	strong	a	tool	in	the	guidance/manipulation	of	the	viewers.	This	is	an	important	

point	to	keep	in	mind	since	it	would	automatically	lie	at	the	basis	of	any	analysis	of	the	use	of	

mise-en-scene.	To	recapitulate,	let	us	keep	in	mind	that	mise-en-scene	is	‘the	relation	of	objects,	

people,	and	masses;	the	interplay	of	light	and	dark;	the	pattern	of	color;	the	camera’s	position	and	

angle	of	view	–	as	well	as	the	movement	within	the	frame’	(Koningsberg	240)	according	to	the	

definition	used	here.	In	this	section	I	will	look	at	the	areas	that	make	up	mise-en-scene	in	relation	

to	the	hero/villain	theme	in	Unbreakable.	
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				Just	like	Shyamalan	uses	long	takes	at	key	moments	in	Unbreakable,	the	use	of	images	upside-

down	more	than	hint	at	the	theme	of	hero	vs.	villain.	In	fact,	one	thing	these	images	show	is	a	

transgression;	each	time	an	image	is	sown	upside	down	in	the	film	the	central	quest	of	identity	

and	super-abilities	draws	closer	to	the	end55.	The	first	image	shown	upside-down	is	at	the	very	

start	of	the	film	when	the	film	introduces	David	on	the	train	just	before	it	crashes.	David	is	

watching	a	little	girl	on	the	seats	in	front	of	him,	and	like	David	she	is	framed	between	the	seats.	It	

is	almost	as	if	the	entire	scene	is	seen	from	her	point	of	view.	What	is	remarkable	about	this	image	

is	not	that	she	is	upside-down,	but	the	fact	that	Shyamalan	introduces	this	useful	gimmick	to	show	

us	as	viewers	that	the	characters	of	the	story	are	about	to	learn	something	related	to	the	

hero/villain	theme.	After	we	meet	the	girl	we	are	introduced	to	David,	and	when	the	scene	has	

ended	the	train	has	wrecked.	This	of	course	is	of	little	use	to	us	as	viewers	at	that	specific	moment	

in	the	story	since	we	do	not	yet	know	that	the	wreck	was	caused	by	Elijah,	the	villain	of	the	film.	

But,	taken	together	all	of	these	upside-down	images	show	a	progression	in	the	unfolding	of	the	

theme	and	the	entire	film,	and	thus	the	strange	composition	is	something	the	viewer	notices	and	

so	attention	is	given	to	the	shots	that	are	upside-down.	Four	minutes	after	we	first	see	an	image	

upside	down	we	see	the	next	one:	Joseph	is	watching	TV	while	on	the	couch	and	the	image	he	is	

seeing	is	also	upside-down,	until	he	learns	of	the	crash	of	the	train	that	his	father	was	on.	Again	

here,	it	is	of	little	significance	to	us	because	the	first	time	we	view	the	film	we	may	not	know	what	

is	going	on.	But	as	the	film	and	the	plot	progress	the	use	of	images	upside-down	becomes	more	

and	more	salient.	When	Elijah	gets	his	first	comic,	the	comic	is	shown	upside	down.	In	this	scene	

Shyamalan	employs	a	clever	way	of	really	displaying	the	importance	of	this;	the	camera	turns	360	

degrees	as	Elijah	turns	his	comic	to	get	a	proper	view	of	it.	Now	the	attention	of	the	viewer	is	

drawn	to	the	upside-down	effect,	and	now	the	audience	cannot	help	but	notice	the	significance	of	

the	shots	that	are	upside-down.	This	scene	with	Elijah	and	his	first	comic	is	of	vital	importance	to	

the	story	both	as	a	metaphor	for	the	film56	and	for	the	relationship	between	Elijah	and	David57,	

and	as	a	starting	point	of	the	whole	good	vs.	evil	in	the	story.	This	is	the	comic	that	started	it	all,	so	

to	speak,	and	in	this	way	the	scene	is	of	absolute	importance	in	the	film.	The	entire	scene	starts	

with	Elijah	proclaiming	that	the	children	at	school	call	him	names	–	‘they	call	me	Mr.	Glass	at	

school’,	the	perfect	name	for	a	villain.	As	the	scene	progresses	we	learn	more	about	the	traumas	

                                                
55	In	appendix	3	screenshots	from	scenes	with	takes	arranged	upside-down	are	shown.		
56	A	few	minutes	earlier	Elijah’s	mother	had	said	about	the	comic	that	‘they	say	this	one	has	a	surprise	ending’,	
alluding	to	Shyamalan’s	films	of	course	which	are	known	for	their	endings.	
57	In	comics	the	hero	is	fighting	the	villain	–	‘a	classic	depiction	of	good	versus	evil’	as	Elijah	puts	it	in	the	next	scene. 
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he	experienced	as	a	child	and	how	his	mother,	not	knowing	what	the	outcome	would		be,	

triggered	his	fanatic	addiction	to	comics.	

				There	are	two	other	upside-down	shots	in	Unbreakable,	the	next	occurring	almost	20	minutes	

later	than	the	scene	with	first	comic	mentioned	above.	It	occurs	in	a	scene	where	Elijah	has	

followed	a	man	that	David	had	suspected	of	carrying	a	gun	-	Elijah	has	followed	him	to	see	if	David	

was	right.	David	being	right	would	prove	Elijah’s	theory	to	be	true;	that	comic	book	heroes,	or	

people	with	special	abilities,	walk	the	earth.	As	it	turns	out,	David’s	premonition	was	right;	the	

man	was	carrying	a	‘silver	gun	with	a	black	grip’	–	proving	for	Elijah,	and	the	audience	for	that	

matter,	that	there	is	more	to	David	than	he	knows.	For	the	story	this	is	of	central	both	in	terms	of	

defining	what	will	happen	next	but	also	as	reaffirming	what	has	gone	before.	The	pieces	of	the	

puzzle	are	falling	into	place	for	both	Elijah	and	for	the	audience.	The	last	of	these	upside-down	

images	is	found	within	the	last	third	of	the	film;	in	this	scene	Elijah,	upset	by	the	fact	that	David	

has	a	weakness	(water),	trashes	a	comic	book	store	–	an	obvious	symbol	of	Elijah	loosing	faith	in	

his	‘religion’.	Luckily	he	soon	regains	his	faith:	in	a	shot	that	is	a	simplified	version	of	the	one	in	the	

scene	where	Elijah	gets	his	first	comic,	Elijah	picks	up	a	comic	that	helps	him	remember	that	all	

super	heroes	have	weaknesses.	By	also	shooting	this	crucial	story-point	upside-down	Shyamalan	

manages	to	link	all	five	upside-down	shots	and	anchoring	them	in	the	story	as	imperative	plot-

points	that	will	help	the	audience	in	understanding	the	story.	The	way	Shyamalan	has	staged	these	

shots	(upside-down)	is	a	clear	example	of	how	style	carries	and	strengthens	the	story,	just	as	

Rabiger	claims	in	his	Directing:	Film	Techniques	and	Aesthetics:	‘[a]	film	gains	power	when	it	finds	

visual	equivalencies	to	its	thematic	concerns’58.	By	symbolically	turning	the	world	in	the	film	(the	

image)	from	an	upside-down	perspective	to	an	upright	one	confirms	what	is	central	to	all	of	these	

shots:	they	come	at	points	in	time	when	the	characters	learn	more	about	the	theme	of	hero	and	

villain,	thus	enabling	them	to	get	a	clearer	undistorted	view	of	the	world.	The	strength	of	

Unbreakable	lies	in	the	fact	that	the	use	of	certain	cinematic	elements	are	not	used	simply	to	tell	

the	story	in	a	distinctive	way,	but	also	to	strengthen	its	thematic	concerns.	By	depicting	certain	

elements	in	the	story	and	accentuate	them,	with	the	use	of	style	and	technique,	the	film	shows	

how	stylistic	elements	and	the	use	of	them	can	activate	the	attention	of	the	viewer.	

				The	clearest	examples	of	this	can	be	found	in	something	that	I	have	touched	upon	in	brief	

earlier,	i.e.	the	framing	of	the	shots.	Shyamalan	frames	his	shots	so	the	characters	are	presented	

in	squares	and	boxes	throughout	the	story,	just	like	they	would	have	been	in	any	comic	book	or	
                                                
58 Pages 233-234. Point mentioned in section 2 of this thesis.  
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magazine.	This	is	without	a	doubt	to	show	the	central	theme	of	Unbreakable	is	like	the	themes	in	

any	comic	book	–	good	vs.	evil	or	hero	vs.	villain.	The	search	for	identity	that	seems	at	the	core	of	

the	entire	story	is	a	cover	for	the	real	story:	Elijah	being	the	arch	villain	and	David	being	the	(super)	

hero	who	eventually	conquers	him.	The	search	for	identity	that	lies	at	the	surface	of	the	story	

functions	to	give	a	realistic	cause	for	the	underlying	story	of	Unbreakable.	As	mentioned,	the	

introductory	scene	of	David	on	the	train	shows	our	hero	framed	between	the	seats	in	front	of	him	

and	this	framing	is	pretty	persistent	throughout	the	film59.	It	is	in	these	‘framed	shots’	that	the	

theme	in	Unbreakable	really	comes	to	life;	in	no	other	way	does	the	style	of	the	film	support	the	

hero-story	and	theme	to	such	a	great	extent.	I	have	mentioned	the	scene	with	David	on	the	train	

in	a	previous	section	and	will	therefore	not	say	more	about	it,	other	than	it	is	a	representative	of	

several	other	scenes	with	David	in	them	(see	appendix	4).	Throughout	the	film	David	(and	to	some	

extend	the	other	characters	as	well)	is	often	portrayed	in	shots	that	have	him	framed	either	

between	seats,	in	doorways,	or	in	something	else.	The	first	very	noticeable	framing	of	David	is	

when	he	awakes	at	the	hospital	after	the	train	crash.	Here	a	dying	patient	in	the	foreground	and	

the	hospital	doorway	frames	David	as	the	doctor	explains	to	him	that	he	is	the	sole	survivor	of	the	

train	crash.	The	shot	is	staged	as	if	David	is	boxed-in	as	the	action	is	in	a	comic	book.	In	another	

scene,	as	David	arrives	home,	we	see	this	form	of	staging	the	action	in	a	box-like	manner	once	

again.	Here	the	conversation	between	David	and	Audrey	is	constructed	in	a	straight	opposite	

manner	than	the	long	take	conversations	mentioned	in	section	5.1	that	have	entire	conversations	

in	one	single	long	take	(see	appendix	4,	second	row	from	top):	now	we	have	David,	boxed-in	on	his	

own,	and	Audrey	also	framed	and	Shyamalan	cuts	between	them	(shot/reverse-shot)	like	in	any	

other	form	of	classical	separation.	The	two	feel	distant	and	separated	in	time	and	space	due	to	the	

way	the	scene	is	built	up,	but	what	also	happens	is	that	the	framing	of	them	becomes	significant	in	

showing	the	comic-book-reality	they	live	in.	

				There	are	other	examples	of	David	and	Elijah	framed	within	shots.	These	two	are	the	comic	

book	characters,	the	hero	and	arch	villain	respectively,	and	are	therefore	the	ones	who	are	

portrayed	like	it	the	most.	The	other	examples	in	appendix	4	show	the	caricature-like	manner	in	

which	these	two	are	represented	–	almost	like	they	would	have	been	in	a	comic.	The	Samuel	L.	

Jackson	character,	Elijah,	even	says	that	comic	book	characters	have	their	features	‘exaggerated’	

when	they	‘hit	the	[comic	book]	stands’,	just	like	the	characters	in	the	film	when	they	‘hit	the	big	

screen’.	It	is	clear	that	the	mise-en-scene	is	at	the	heart	of	this	interpretation	of	the	reality	that	
                                                
59	Screenshot	of	framing	in	appendix	4.	See	also	screenshots	appendix	1	(bottom).	
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the	film	represents,	after	all	this	is	what	mise-en-scene	does	best;	by	a	careful	controlling	of	the	

staging	of	the	scene	the	filmmaker	can	guide	the	attention	of	the	viewer	and	bring	elements	of	the	

image	into	focus.	This	is	obvious	the	first	time	we	meet	David	in	his	hero-outfit,	the	green	jacket,	

at	his	work	at	the	stadium	(screenshot	in	appendix	4,	3rd	row	left).	Undoubtfully	this	image	is	

caricaturised	to	look	as	much	as	a	comic	as	possible.	With	a	very	high	contrast	and	set	against	a	

bright	background	the	image	looks	almost	film	noir-like	and	the	reference	to	the	often	very	

distinctive	drawings	in	comic	books	is	not	farfetched.	The	same	is	true	in	the	scene	where	David	

and	Elijah	meet,	also	at	the	stadium.	Here	they	are	portrayed	in	much	the	same	way:	contrasted	to	

the	background	and	framed	in	the	walls	of	the	stadium	(appendix	4,	3rd	row	right).	This,	I	would	

argue,	is	no	coincidence	and	is	a	deliberate	choice	on	behalf	of	the	filmmakers	to	deepen	the	

viewers’	understanding	of	Unbreakable	as	more	than	a	search	for	identity	–	it	is	a	filmic	version	of	

a	comic	book.	This	is	a	claim	that	the	highly	stylised	next	couple	of	screenshots	could	easily	

support	(appendix	4,	bottom).	When	Elijah	follows	the	man	with	the	silver	gun	he	stops	briefly	at	

the	top	of	the	stairs	that	make	up	the	entrance	to	the	subway.	Again	we	see	the	caricature-like	

silhouette	of	a	character	and	not	what	you	would	normally	expect	to	see	in	the	classical	continuity	

system	with	lights	focussing	on	the	face	of	Elijah.	Shyamalan	clearly	has	chosen	this	form	of	

aesthetic	and	style	for	a	reason.	The	last	screenshot	in	appendix	4	shows	David	listening	to	the	

answer	machine	and	the	composition	of	the	shot	is	as	different	from	the	norm	as	the	one	with	

Elijah.	The	shot	is	composed	so	that	David	is	in	the	background,	out	of	focus	so	only	his	silhouette	

is	visible,	while	the	answer	machine	is	in	focus	as	we	hear	Elijah	explain	that	(‘It	was	so	obvious’…)	

all	superheroes	have	weaknesses	just	like	David.	The	fact	that	one	has	to	remember	with	this	

analysis	is	that	Shyamalan	could	have	chosen	an	almost	infinite	number	of	other	ways	to	film	

these	shots	but	did	not.	

				There	is	one	scene	is	Unbreakable	that	needs	special	attention	when	we	talk	about	mise-en-

scene	with	respect	to	framing.	Before	the	final	battle	of	good	and	evil,	when	David	rescues	a	

family	from	the	hands	of	the	soldier	villain,	David	asks	Elijah	for	help	in	finding	his	hero-self.	The	

scene	fades	from	their	conversation	on	the	telephone	to	a	train	station	where	David	is	and	uses	

his	powers	to	find,	and	in	the	end	conquer,	evil.	The	long	take	I	will	be	considering	here	runs	from	

approximately	1:15:04	to	1:15:22,	screenshots	in	appendix	5	(top),	while	we	hear	the	voiceover	

from	previous	shot	(Elijah’s	voice):	‘It’s	alright	to	be	afraid,	David.	‘Cause	this	part	won’t	be	like	a	

comic	book.	Real	life	doesn’t	fit	into	little	boxes	that	were	drawn	for	it.’	As	the	visual	equivalence	

to	the	voiceover	would	be,	we	gradually	see	the	framing	within	the	shot	disappear.	The	shot	opens	
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with	David	walking	out	of	a	doorway	and	into	the	hall	of	the	train	station	all	the	while	the	camera	

lifts	up	from	the	ground.	At	the	start	of	the	take	David	is	clearly	boxed-in	as	he	has	been	in	several	

shots	in	the	film	up	until	now,	and	as	the	long-take	progresses	the	framing	disappears	as	David	

walks	into	the	light	of	the	hall.	In	this	shot	it	is	almost	like	Shyamalan	manages	to	have	David	break	

free	of	the	frame	that	has	kept	him	prisoner	and	into	the	real	life	where	the	boxes	will	not	fit	

anymore.	A	clear	example	of	how	stylistic	choices	becomes	more	that	a	mere	manner	in	which	a	

film	is	told.	It	becomes	the	story	itself.	In	the	symbolic	act	of	walking	into	the	light,	the	hero	is	

born	–	all	the	while	the	manner	in	which	this	is	told	only	compliments	it.	These	18	seconds	are	

sure	to	catch	the	interest	of	the	viewer,	especially	when	one	considers	what	has	gone	before	in	

the	film.		

				The	scene	leads	our	hero	up	to	the	house	where	a	family	is	kept	imprisoned	by	a	psychopathic	

killer	–	the	soldier	villain.	This	is	a	turning	point	in	many	respects	in	Unbreakable	both	thematically,	

story-wise,	and	stylistically.	After	this	point	in	the	story	David	is	no	longer	sad,	he	has	found	his	

true	self.	Elijah	also	gets	the	proof	he	has	been	searching	for,	and	their	faiths	that	became	

intermingled	at	the	beginning	of	the	film	are	now	inseparable.	Stylistically	the	framings	disappears,	

except	for	when	David	is	in	the	house	where	the	family	is	kept	prisoner,	and	in	more	ways	that	

one	David	has	broken	loose	of	the	frames	and	is	now	free.	The	scene	leads	up	to	the	final	

confrontation	between	David	and	Elijah.	The	surprise	ending,	alluded	to	in	earlier	sections,	of	the	

film	is	upon	us	and	Elijah	proclaims:	‘Now	that	we	know	who	you	are,	I	know	who	I	am…	it	all	

makes	sense.	In	a	comic	you	know	how	you	can	tell	who	the	arch	villain’s	going	to	be?	He’s	the	

exact	opposite	of	the	hero.’	As	David	walks	out	the	camera	follows,	mirroring	a	take	from	just	four	

minutes	before	(see	appendix	5,	bottom).	What	we	see	is	the	same	shot,	just	running	in	the	

opposite	direction,	as	if	Shyamalan	wants	to	validate	the	connection	between	the	characters,	who	

are	exact	opposites.	What	the	last	scene	does	is	showing,	once	again,	the	point	of	the	story	of	

Unbreakable,	both	plot-wise	and	stylistically	as	we	once	again	see	the	thematic	point	of	the	

characters	being	opposites	mirrored	in	the	way	in	which	it	is	depicted.	The	camera	first	follows	the	

characters,	and	then	David	walks	out	on	Elijah	and	the	camera	is	drawn	back.	My	claim	is	that	the	

ending	will	not	come	as	a	surprise	if	one	has	been	careful	in	reading	the	film’s	language.	

	

5.3	Mise-en-scene	in	Unbreakable	–	symbolism	and	contrasts.	

In	discussions	of	film,	mise-en-scene	refers	to	the	composition	of	the	frames	(Koningsberg	240),	

and	a	powerful	tool	in	getting	the	audience	to	understand	issues	in	films	is	the	use	of	symbols	and	
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symbolism	when	composing	the	shots	and	frames.	Symbols	can,	just	like	in	art	in	general,	be	used	

in	films	to	promote	certain	feelings,	bring	hidden	messages	to	the	front,	or	make	unseen	story	

points	salient	and	thereby	support	a	specific	reading	of	a	film.	This	is	also	true	in	the	case	of	

Unbreakable.	In	the	previous	sections	I	have	dealt	with	framing	within	the	shots	and	the	fact	that	

certain	shots	occur	at	specific	points	in	the	story,	such	as	the	upside-down-shots	and	the	long	

takes,	all	of	which	help	to	explore	the	hero/villain	theme	in	the	film.	The	focus	now	will	be	on	a	

few	symbols	used	in	Unbreakable	to	create	a	comic-like	world	and	tell	the	real	story	of	the	film:	

the	hero	vs.	the	villain.		According	to	scholars	‘[t]he	overall	design	of	a	setting	can	significantly	

shape	how	we	understand	story	action’(Bordwell	&	Thompson	160),	and	colour	and	objects	within	

the	frame	are	central	parts	of	a	setting	–	which	is	one	of	the	main	areas	of	mise-en-scene	as	

pointed	out	in	section	3	of	this	paper.	

				In	Unbreakable	Elijah,	the	arch	enemy	and	nemesis	of	our	hero	David,	is	called	‘Mr.	Glass’	by	the	

children	at	school,	one	of	the	clearest	examples	of	a	symbolic	reference	to	a	character’s	trait.	The	

symbolism	of	‘Mr.	Glass’	is	twofold:	one;	it	refers	to	Elijah’s	decease,	and	two;	it	gives	our	villain	a	

classic	comic-book-villain	name.	The	first	time	this	‘nickname’	is	introduced	is	in	the	scene	where	

Elijah	gets	his	first	comic	–	a	central	point	in	the	story	as	also	brought	up	in	this	thesis	before;	the	

scene	opens	with	a	long	take	where	we	see	Elijah	and	his	mother	mirrored	in	the	TV	screen	(see	

appendix	6).	Elijah	is	sad	because	of	his	illness	that	makes	his	bones	break	like	glass	and,	fittingly	

enough,	the	children	at	school	call	him	Mr.	Glass.	The	fact	that	Elijah	is	mirrored	in	glass	is	no	

coincidence	but	a	deliberate	choice	on	behalf	of	Shyamalan	and	the	filmmakers	–	unquestionably	

alluding	to	Elijah’s	‘nickname’.	One	has	to	remember	that	the	first	time	we	are	introduced	to	Elijah	

himself	is	at	his	birth,	where	the	scene	is	shot	primarily	through	a	mirrored	image	(see	screenshot	

appendix	1)	as	mentioned	earlier.	Again	in	this	specific	scene	we	have	Elijah	reflected	in	glass,	now	

in	the	TV	screen.	Even	this	early	in	the	film	Shyamalan	uses	symbols	and	a	symbolic	actions	(having	

Elijah	mirrored	in	glass)	to	represent	Elijah’s	traits	–	that	his	bones	break	like	glass,	and	eventually	

he	will	be	the	arch	villain	of	the	story,	nicknamed	Mr.	Glass.	In	the	end	of	Unbreakable	Elijah	

himself	confirms	this	link	between	his	nickname	and	his	role	in	the	overall	story:	‘I	should	have	

known	all	along.	You	know	why	David?	Because	of	the	kids	[who	called	me	Mr.	Glass]’60.	Glass	and	

reflections	in	glass	are	used	throughout	the	film	to	allude	to	Elijah	‘Mr.	Glass’	Price.	The	first	time	

Elijah’s	actions	interact	with	David,	apart	from	the	train	crash,	is	when	David	receives	a	card	that	

brings	the	matter	of	whether	David	had	ever	been	sick	into	question.	The	screenshot	in	appendix	6	
                                                
60	This	is	in	the	very	last	shot	in	the	very	last	scene	also	dealt	with	in	appendix	5.	
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clearly	shows	that,	as	David	is	pondering	about	this	at	work	he	is	mirrored	and	framed	in	the	

mirror	of	his	locker	(top	right).	In	a	way	the	aesthetic	style	used	to	depict	David	(framing	within	

the	image)	is	mixed	with	the	style	used	to	depict	Elijah	(mirrored	in	glass).	This	could	be	seen	as	if	

Shyamalan	wanted	to	show,	in	other	ways	than	strictly	plot-wise,	that	the	paths	of	the	faiths	of	

each	of	the	two	characters	have	been	crossed	for	good.	It	is	important	to	remember	that	this	shot,	

as	well	the	several	other	shots	that	help	the	audience	toward	a	specific	reading	in	Unbreakable,	

could	have	been	composed	and	shot	differently,	but	the	mere	fact	that	they	have	not	is	what	gives	

strength	to	these	claims.	It	is	a	deliberate	choice	on	behalf	of	the	filmmakers	to	show	the	story	in	a	

specific	way.	

				In	the	scene	where	David	and	Elijah	first	meet,	at	Elijah’s	gallery,	there	are	two	more	examples	

of	the	importance	of	glass	in	representing	the	theme	(appendix	6,	middle	row).	As	the	scene	starts,	

with	a	fade	from	a	previous	scene,	we	see	Elijah	and	a	costumer	mirrored	in	the	frame	of	a	

drawing.	This	is	the	first	time	we	meet	the	grown	Elijah,	and	by	having	him	mirrored	in	glass	

connects	the	past	and	the	present	by	letting	the	viewer	know	that	it	is	the	same	person	who	we	

have	met	first	at	birth	then	as	a	child	and	now	as	an	adult.	By	composing	the	shot	so	that	Elijah	is	

mirrored	in	glass	also	keeps	the	symbolism	going.	When	David	and	Joseph	enter	the	gallery,	the	

camera	is	outside	the	window	looking	in	through	the	glass.	For	Shyamalan	it	must	have	been	

important	to	have	the	first	actual	meeting	of	the	two	main	characters	also	be	represented	

symbolically	in	the	manner	in	which	the	shot	was	composed:	at	this	point	in	time	the	characters	

are	seen	through	glass	and	box-in	in	the	window	frame,	another	example	of	a	mix	of	the	styles	

used	to	depict	each	of	them.	What	we	have	here	is,	like	11	minutes	before	in	the	film,	a	mixture	of	

David’s	special	aesthetics	(framing)	and	Elijah’s	(mirrored/seen	through	glass),	as	if	Shyamalan	

wants	to	show	the	audience	on	a	stylistic	level	that	the	two	main	characters,	who	have	influenced	

the	look	of	the	film	greatly	so	far,	have	met.	The	full	comic-potential	of	David	is	reached	in	the	last	

few	minutes	of	the	film,	as	we	see	him	drawn	on	the	cover	of	a	news	paper	(screenshot	appendix	

6,	bottom	left).	The	manner	in	which	these	scenes	–	and	the	several	others	mentioned	previously	-	

in	Unbreakable	are	composed,	in	terms	of	mise-en-scene	and	the	use	of	symbols,	help	support	the	

hero/villain	story.		

				There	is	one	kind	of	camera	angle	that	reoccurs	a	few	times	in	Unbreakable	and	that	deals	with	

the	theme	in	a	way	that	is	similar	to	the	symbolic	way	of	using	the	codes61	of	film	language.	

                                                
61	As	mentioned	in	a	previous	section,	Monaco	sees	the	syntax	of	film	as	being	made	up	of	codes	that	are	there	for	the	
audience	to	de-code	and	interpreted	(see	Monaco,	179).		
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Cinematic	codes	are	ways	of	filming	that	create	meaning	in	the	minds	of	the	audience,	and	an	

example	of	this	is	when	David	has	his	special	feelings,	his	premonitions.	In	all	of	these	shots	the	

camera	is	placed	high	and	the	specific	angle	is	therefore	quite	noticeable.	What	this	specific	angle	

does	is	create	a	surreal	birds-eye-view	of	the	scenes,	as	to	imply	the	supernatural	quality	of	these	

premonitions.	When	Shyamalan	himself	does	his	cameo	is	where	we	see	the	use	of	this	type	of	

camera	angle	for	the	first	time.	This	happens	as	David	suspects	Shyamalan’s	character	of	selling	

drugs	at	the	stadium62.	There	are	a	few	other	examples	of	shots	filmed	from	this	kind	of	angle	like	

in	the	scene	at	the	train	station,	that	in	the	end	leads	up	to	our	hero	finding	the	(soldier-)	villain63.	

These	shots	are	a	specific	kind	of	mise-en-scene	that	underlines	the	supernatural	elements	of	the	

shots,	and	thus	helps	support	the	supernatural	hero/villain	theme.			

				In	a	more	direct	way	Unbreakable	uses	symbols	to	tell	the	tale	of	a	hero	and	a	villain.	The	villain	

of	the	story,	Elijah	also	known	as	Mr.	Glass,	is	not	only	shown	reflected	in	or	seen	through	glass,	

but	also	uses	tools	of	glass.	An	example	of	this	is	his	walking	stick	made	of	glass	-	a	clear	symbol	of	

his	fragility	(a	screenshot	of	the	walking	stick	is	found	in	appendix	6,	bottom	right).	When	Elijah	

falls	down	the	stairs	of	the	subway	not	only	his	bones,	but	also	the	stick,	splinters	into	a	thousand	

pieces	–	a	symbol	of	the	central	flaw	in	the	main	villain	of	the	story.	One	is	reminded	when	

watching	this	scene	of	the	power	of	symbols	and	symbolism,	and	how	clever	editing	can	be	used	

to	show	something	horrific	without	really	showing	it64.	There	is	especially	one	scene	in	which	the	

use	of	symbols	to	give	the	scene	meaning	is	very	clear	–	but	unlike	the	example	with	Elijah’s	

walking	stick	this	scene	shows	how	a	skilful	mise-en-scene	and	the	use	of	symbols	can	be	used	in	a	

creative	and	metaphoric	way	that	is	just	as	powerful	as	editing	and	montage.	Screenshots	of	this	

scene	can	be	found	in	appendix	7.	This	is	a	scene	where	David	comes	to	see	Elijah	at	his	gallery	

and	wants	Elijah’s	obsessive	attitude	towards	David’s	life	to	stop.	The	scene	opens	with	Elijah	and	

David	talking,	between	them	in	the	background	is	an	image	of	what	could	be	interpreted	as	a	

superhero	in	a	corner	almost	being	overshadowed	by	evil.	It	is	in	drawings	like	these	that	the	

subtext	of	the	situations	often	can	be	found.	In	this	specific	scene,	Elijah	is	cornering	David,	trying	

to	convince	him	that	he	is	supernatural	and	that	he	has	certain	powers,	the	purpose	of	which	

point	to	David	being	a	super-hero;	‘Perhaps	you’re	not	doing	what	you’re	supposed	to	be	doing’,	

Elijah	says.	This	actual	shot	is	built	up	like	several	of	the	scenes	that	have	conversations	in	them	

                                                
62	Actual	shot	runs	approximately	from	0:52:52	–	0:53:06.	
63	Running	from	approx.	1:15:00	–	1:18:58.	
64	The	audience	is	not	shown	the	actual	bones	in	Elijah’s	body	break,	but	as	the	walking	stick	shatters	little	doubt	is	left	
as	to	what	happens	to	Elijah. 
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(dealt	with	in	section	5.1).	The	long	take	ends	after	more	than	30	seconds,	and	Shyamalan	cuts	to	

David	(1:01:09,	appendix	7,	middle	row).	Now	we	see	another	drawing	in	the	background	to	the	

far	left	of	the	picture.	This	time	the	figure	in	the	drawing	looks	something	like	the	Incredible	Hulk,	

and	as	the	camera	moves	further	to	the	right	another	drawing	just	like	it	appear	to	the	right	of	

David,	almost	as	if	he	is	being	surrounded	by	comic	book	characters65.	As	David	is	trying	to	deny	

his	true	identify,	Elijah	is	trying	his	best	to	convince	him	that	he	is	just	like	a	comic	book	hero.	

David	tries	desperately	to	escape	the	truth	by	lying	-	a	truth	that	the	use	of	symbols	is	hinting	at	

and	will	only	be	clear	as	day	when	Elijah	and	David	talk	on	the	phone	later	on	in	the	film.	David	is	

surrounded	and	cornered	by	facts	and	truths	about	his	abilities,	but	trying	to	deny	them,	and	as	

the	camera	keeps	moving	to	the	right	David	is	almost	completely	gone	leaving	only	the	drawing	of	

the	Incredible	Hulk	in	the	background	(1:01:57,	appendix	7,	bottom).	It	is	as	if	Shyamalan	wants	to	

tell	the	audience	what	is	really	going	on	and	point	out	that	David	is	trying	to	deny	his	special	

powers.	By	the	gradual	introduction	of	pictorial	information,	also	seen	in	other	scenes	and	

examples	in	previous	sections	here,	Shyamalan	manages	to	give	the	scene	and	other	scenes	like	it	

a	subtext	that	supports	Elijah’s	comic	book	theory	which	is	at	the	very	heart	of	the	story	in	

Unbreakable.	As	David	(the	man)	is	disappearing	David	(the	hero)	is	emerging.	Unlike	the	walking	

stick	example	from	before,	this	specific	scene	uses	drawings	placed	at	specific	points	within	the	

scene	so	create	a	sense	of	threat	and	danger.	

				The	pattern	of	colour	in	the	shots	is	also	a	part	of	mise-en-scene	according	to	the	definitions	in	

section	3,	and	the	symbolic	use	of	colour	is	also	apparent	in	Unbreakable.	In	Unbreakable,	the	

pattern(s)	of	colour	are	primarily	used	to	contrast	our	two	main	characters	and	is	therefore	critical	

pieces	of	an	analysis	of	mise-en-scene	in	connection	to	the	hero/villain	theme.	Right	through	the	

story	of	the	film	David	is	contrasted	to	Elijah,	and	what	could	be	more	fitting	than	have	this	shown	

in	the	actual	composing	of	the	individual	scenes.	Once	aware	of	the	colour-contrast	between	the	

two	main	characters	it	becomes	obvious	that	this	is	consistent	all	through	the	film.	Elijah	is	usually	

depicted	in	cold	surroundings,	like	his	gallery	for	instance,	and	in	‘cold’	colours	like	purple	and	blue.	

David	on	the	other	hand	is	often	in	shots	with	‘warm’	colours,	whether	it	be	in	his	home	or	at	

work66.	David	also	wears	clothes	that	are	green,	brownish	and	give	a	feeling	of	warmth.	A	few	

clear	examples	of	this	contrast	can	be	seen	in	appendix	8.	Paired	and	contrasted	the	two	

                                                
65	As	the	Incredible	Hulk,	David	himself	possesses	immense	strength,	so	it	is	not	a	coincidence	that	the	Incredible	Hulk	
is	depicted.	
66	See	appendix	8,	top	row. 
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characters	are	easily	distinguished	and	the	symbolic	use	of	colour,	both	in	their	surroundings	and	

their	clothes,	is	very	apparent;	surrounding	David	the	filmmakers	use	warm	colours	that	give	an	

impression	of	warmth	–	opposed	to	Elijah	that	is	mostly	situated	in	cold	and	sometimes,	to	him	at	

the	least,	hostile	environments.	So,	just	like	the	framing	of	the	shots,	and	the	use	of	glass	as	a	

motif,	colour	is	also	used	to	contrast	the	hero	and	the	villain	in	Unbreakable.	The	contrast	in	the	

use	of	colours	is	also	very	noticeable	when	comparing	scenes	right	next	to	each	other.	The	clearest	

example	of	this	is	when	David	and	Audrey	are	on	date.	This	scenes	follows	and	is	inter-cut	with	the	

scene	where	Elijah	is	at	the	book	store	(entire	mix	of	the	two	scenes	running	from	about	1:02:03	

to	1:07:38,	see	appendix	8	middle	row).	It	is	obvious	that	the	composing	of	the	scenes,	the	choice	

of	colours,	and	framing	all	point	in	the	direction	that	these	two	characters	are	opposites.	

Throughout	Unbreakable	Elijah	and	David	are	contrasted,	not	just	in	the	ways	in	which	their	

respectable	scenes	are	composed	and	in	the	use	of	colours,	but	also	in	the	way	the	film	is	

structured:	as	David	works	out	and	realises	his	incredible	strengths	(scene	running	from	around	

0:42:57	to	0:47:57)	Elijah	is	seen,	not	on	a	workout	bench	as	David	is,	but	on	a	hospital	bed	while	

the	doctor	goes	through	his	many	fractures.	Incredible	strength	contrasted	to	extreme	fragility,	

just	as	their	worlds	are	contrasted	in	the	use	of	colour.	The	reader	is	reminded	that	this	is	before	

the	shocking	and	revealing	ending	where	Elijah	really	emphasizes	the	theme	of	the	entire	movie;	

that	he	and	David	are	opposites,	good	and	evil,	hero	and	(arch)	villain:	‘In	a	comic	you	know	how	

you	can	tell	who	the	arch	villain’s	going	to	be?	He’s	the	exact	opposite	of	the	hero.’	In	Unbreakable,	

you	know	how	you	can	tell	who	the	hero	and	villain	are?	Their	worlds	are	the	exact	opposite	of	

each	other.	

	

5.4	The	long	takes	and	mise-en-scene	–	conclusion.	

It	is	clear	that	the	manner	in	which	Unbreakable	is	told	is	used	to	give	the	film	subtext,	almost	

enriching	the	story,	and	in	several	ways	anticipating	and	predicting	the	path	of	the	story	action	

that	ultimately	leads	to	the	‘surprising’	ending.	But,	as	I	claim,	the	actively	participating	audience	

will	not	be	shocked	by	the	ending	–	the	manner	in	which	the	film	is	told	throughout	only	points	in	

that	very	direction.	The	ending	is	not	arbitrary	or	plucked	out	of	the	air	-	it	is	the	inevitable	

conclusion	to	a	story	that	could	not	have	ended	in	another	way.	As	a	concluding	remark	to	the	

analysis	of	style	in	Unbreakable,	I	have	chosen	a	quote	that	validates	my	claim	and	emphasises	the	

significance	of	style	and	its	influence	on	the	perception	of	the	audience:	
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However	much	the	spectator	may	be	engaged	by	plot	or	genre,	subject	matter	or	thematic	

implication,	the	texture	of	the	film	experience	depends	centrally	upon	the	moving	images	

and	the	sound	that	accompanies	them.	The	audience	gains	access	to	story	or	theme	only	

through	that	tissue	of	sensory	materials.	[…]	However	unaware	spectators	may	be	of	it,	style	

is	working	at	every	moment	to	shape	their	experience.	

David	Bordwell67	

	

In	previous	sections	I	have	tried	to	sketch	out	the	stylistic	elements	of	mise-en-scene	and	the	long	

takes	that	are	important	in	Unbreakable,	and	where	appropriate,	linked	them	to	the	theme	of	

hero	and	villain.	It	should	be	obvious	that	the	true	story	of	Unbreakable	lies	within	the	manner	in	

which	the	film	is	told	–	its	style.	What	should	also	be	apparent	is	the	fact	that	mise-en-scene	and	

the	long	takes	are	closely	linked	and	the	use	of	them	in	Unbreakable	makes	for	a	great	example	of	

this.	The	average	shot	length	in	the	film	is	18.2	seconds	and	so	the	story	information	shown	in	

each	of	the	long	takes	can	be	of	vast	amounts.	In	several	of	the	long	takes	Shyamalan	shows	story-

wise	important	conversations	that	help	the	viewer	in	understanding	the	intricate	and	often	fragile	

relationships	of	the	characters,	but	it	is	also	in	these	takes	that	the	theme	of	hero	and	villain		

becomes	gradually	more	and	more	noticeable.	It	is	in	the	long	takes	of	conversations	that	the	

characters	and	the	audience	slowly	come	to	realise	what	is	really	going	on;	that	David	processes	

‘super’	powers.	As	the	story	action	of	Unbreakable	gradually	unfolds	in	its	unhurried	pace	the	

importance	of	the	compositions	of	the	shots	becomes	evermore	apparent.	Mise-en-scene	is	used	

in	the	film	to	underline	the	theme	of	hero	and	villain	at	certain	points	in	the	story,	and	Shyamalan	

uses	mise-en-scene	to	a	great	extend	to	give	Unbreakable	a	comic	book	look.	Through	a	careful	

framing	within	the	image,	the	use	of	symbols	to	characterise	the	main	characters	or	their	state	of	

mind,	together	with	a	clear	contrasting	and	symbolic	use	of	colour	Shyamalan	manages	to	create	a	

film	where	style	as	much	as	anything	else	tells	a	story	on	its	own	–	what	is	really	only	apparent	at	

the	very	end	of	the	story	of	the	film	is	hinted	at	and	even	shown	through	use	of	filmic	style.	

				Mise-en-scene	and	the	long	take	are	said	to	be	connected	to	the	notion	of	realism	–	realism	in	

the	sense	of	the	world	depicted	in	the	film	–	and	if	this	is	true,	it	clearly	is	the	case	in	Unbreakable.	

As	the	camera	holds	on	the	expressions	of	the	actors,	the	conversations,	and	the	setting	the	

viewer	is	able	to	absorb	all	the	little	details	as	one	can	do	in	the	real	world.	According	to	film	critic	

Maya	Deren	this	is	the	power	of	cinematography	and	film	in	general;	that	everything	within	the	
                                                
67	Bordwell	1997,	7-8.	
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frame	‘borrows	reality	from	reality	itself’,	be	it	an	expression	on	someone’s	face,	the	wind	in	the	

trees	or	another	‘controlled	accident’68.	By	letting	reality	come	to	its	right	through	long	takes	and	

staging	(mise-en-scene)	Shyamalan	can	let	the	little	accidents	become	part	of	his	controlled	world,	

the	film	itself,	and	thereby	contribute	to	the	overall	atmosphere	and	realism	of	the	scene	–	and	

ultimately	the	entire	film.	What	Shyamalan	achieves	by	shooting	conversations	in	one	long	take	is	

not	simply	the	same	effect	as	you	get	from	separation,	but	without	cutting	back	and	forth	

between	actors	in	the	scene,	but	also	keeping	the	atmosphere	and	tension	of	the	scene	intact	–	

something	that	is	often	lost	in	separation/editing.	The	reality	of	the	scene	is	represented	in	the	

long	takes.	The	actual	scenes	become	so	absorbing,	as	the	film	is	according	to	reviews	(see	section	

5.0),	because	of	the	time	they	are	given	to	unfold	where	the	actors	can	express	themselves	and	

the	setting	be	examined	by	the	eyes	of	the	audience.	Shots	that	have	been	editing	and	combined	

also	alter	their	meaning	according	to	what	context	they	are	in69,	and	by	not	editing	the	long	takes	

(in	conversations	for	instance)	Shyamalan	manages	to	keep	the	meaning	of	the	shot	intact.	

Audrey’s	facial	expression	in	0:17:19	–	0:20:04	(screenshots	in	appendix	2)	does	not	acquire	a	new	

and	different	meaning	according	to	whether	David	is	smiling	or	not.	The	scene	stays	the	same	very	

emotional	scene	helping	to	portray	the	mood	of	the	characters’	relationship.	All	the	long	takes	

eventually	lead	to	the	fact	that	it	is	easy	for	the	audience	to	be	absorbed	in	the	reality	of	the	film	

because	the	depths	of	field	that	Shyamalan	utilises	in	these	shots	are	immense:	in	the	scene	

where	Elijah	is	born	(see	appendix	1)	the	doctor	is	way	up	close	while	the	rest	of	the	people	talking	

are	further	away	pressed	into	a	hall	behind	the	room;	when	David	awakes	in	the	hospital	(see	

appendix	4)	we	see	him	in	the	far	distance;	when	David	is	listening	to	the	answer	machine	(see	

appendix	4)	he	is	down	the	hall	and	the	machine	is	up	close;	and	several	other	scenes	where	the	

actual	action	of	the	scene	is	spread	across	a	long	distance	(depth).	What	these	scenes	share,	apart	

from	the	great	depth	of	field,	is	that	they	could	have	been	shot	in	several	takes:	one	shot	to	

establish	the	room	and	a	few	closer	shots,	and	in	this	way	be	more	traditionally	classic	in	the	way	

they	are	composed	and	executed.	This	method	of	representing	the	space70	and	the	action	within	it	

is	something	I	have	touched	upon	in	section	4	and	is	what	Sharff	calls	Mastershot	Discipline	–	the	

classical	way	of	continuity	editing	and	building	up	a	scene.	In	Unbreakable	none	of	the	mentioned	

                                                
68	Maya	Deren’s	text,	Cinematography:	the	Creative	use	of	reality	(1960),	found	in	Film	Theory	and	Criticism	(187-198).	
69	E.g.,	think	of	the	shattering	of	Elijah’s	stick;	this	image	is	intercut	in	Elijah’s	fall	and	little	can	be	left	to	doubt	that	it	is	
Elijah’s	bones	that	shatter.	The	shattering	of	his	stick	gives	new	meaning	to	his	fall	only	because	we	know	that	his	
bones	probably	also	share	the	same	fate.	
70	Establishing	it,	breaking	it	down,	and	re-establishing	it. 
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scenes	are	build	up	like	this,	an	even	though	some	scenes	do	make	use	of	multi-angularity	it	is	

seldom	in	a	way	that	represents	the	actual	space	of	the	action,	but	to	show	something	else	like	

symbols71	and	other	pictorial	information	(other	characters,	props,	emotions,	etc.).	Throughout	

the	film	long	takes	and	scene	compositions	(mise-en-scene)	guide	the	attention	of	the	viewers	so	

our	assumptions	as	what	to	look	for	becomes	what	we	are	actually	looking	at.	

				So	the	question	remains	whether	Unbreakable	can	be	said	to	be	a	film	made	according	to	

classical	norms	and	principles	now	that	we	know	that	it	does	not	rely	much	on	the	notion	of	

editing	and	separation	to	generate	meaning,	and	certainly	does	not	adhere	to	an	important	factor	

of	classical	films	today	–	namely	a	more	rapid	rate	of	editing.	Of	course	Unbreakable	uses	editing	

and	such	to	generate	meaning	and	helping	the	audience	to	understand	the	story,	but	as	should	be	

obvious	from	the	analysis	above,	the	film	uses	mise-en-scene	and	long	takes	to	a	far	greater	

extend	than	other	contemporary	films	do.	As	the	reader	may	recall,	intensified	continuity,	or	

simply	‘intensification’	as	Thompson	calls	it72,	is	a	term	that	comprises	several	elements,	one	of	

which	is	an	increase	in	the	rate	in	editing	and	number	of	shots.	It	is	apparent	from	the	very	first	

scene	in	Unbreakable	that	this	film	has	an	ASL	longer	than	most	films,	something	that	is	also	

supported	by	Torato	when	he	claims	that	Unbreakable	has	322	shots	which	is	about	10%	of	some	

contemporary	Hollywood	films73.	At	least	in	terms	of	an	increased	rate	of	editing	Unbreakable	can	

be	said	not	adhere	to	intensified	continuity,	which	is,	the	reader	is	reminded,	still	a	variant	of	

classical	filmmaking	and	the	standard	of	today’s	mainstream	Hollywood	cinema.	That	said,	

Unbreakable	does	contain	some	of	the	elements	of	intensified	continuity	outlined	in	section	4.1,	

and	definitely	several	of	the	elements	that	make	up	classical	continuity	editing	as	outlined	by	

Sharff,	but	the	use	of	them	is	different	in	key	moments	in	the	film	–	and	maybe	even	throughout.	

As	Bordwell	says:	‘M.	Night	Shyamalan	employs	close-framing	techniques	but	keeps	his	shots	

lengthy	[…]…	it	is	rare	for	filmmakers	avoid	every	device’	(2006,	138).	In	Unbreakable	Shyamalan	

uses	camera	movement	to	a	great	extend	as	well,	just	as	any	modern	classical	film	would,	and	he	

does	use	some	polarity	of	lenses	though	one	could	argue	that	due	to	the	great	depth	of	field	and	

the	lack	of	editing	within	scenes	this	is	rather	limited74.	What	Shyamalan	does	is	clearly	to	employ	

                                                
71	See,	for	instance,	the	scenes	dealt	with	in	appendix	7.	
72	Page	3	of	her	Storytelling	in	the	New	Hollywood	(1999).	
73	According	to	Torato	are	films	from	around	the	time	of	Unbreakable	that	are	composed	of	3-4000	shots	(part	1,	3).	
74	This	is	mainly	due	to	two	factors:		the	first;	it	is	a	known	fact	that	lenses	with	extreme	focal	lengths	distort	depth	of	
field(for	a	better	understanding	of	this	the	reader	is	referred	to	e.g.	the	text	by	Monaco	page	206).	The	second;	
because	one	factor	of	the	use	of	extreme	lenses	in	intensified	continuity	is	the	fact	that	one	extreme	is	often	intercut	
with	another	–	this	is	simply	not	done	in	Unbreakable. 
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wide	angle	lenses	to	make	some	objects	appear	closer	compared	to	others	in	the	actual	shot	and	

get	a	greater	depth	of	field.	This	is	obvious	in	scenes	like	the	very	first	scene	in	Unbreakable	(as	

well	as	the	others	mentioned	above	in	this	section):	the	depths	of	field	show	people	in	the	

foreground,	others	in	the	middle,	and	others	yet	again	in	the	background.	This	is	something	that	

Shyamalan	does	all	through	the	film	–	staging	and	composing	his	shots	in	depth	so	that	they	are	

rich	in	information,	and	therefore	a	need	for	shot/reverse-shot	and	editing	is	avoided.	As	pointed	

out	in	previous	sections	of	this	thesis,	the	first	scene	in	the	film	in	not	merely	an	introduction	to	

one	of	the	characters,	but	also	an	introduction	to	the	style	that	will	be	used	in	the	film	throughout	

–	something	that	is	important	in	films	according	to	Sharff75.	He	claims	that	in	order	for	the	film	to	

feel	as	an	‘organic’	whole	the	grammatical	rules	of	the	film	needs	to	be	pointed	out	in	the	first	

scene	(167),	ultimately	to	guide	the	actively	participating	audience.	The	audience	learn	to	decode	

the	film	and	its	use	of	depth	of	field,	yet	again	supporting	the	claim	that	style,	as	much	as	anything	

else,	tells	the	true	story	of	Unbreakable.	In	this	sense	the	first	scene	in	Unbreakable	can	be	said	to	

be	a	prime	example	of	showing	the	‘code	of	depth’	that	Shyamalan	employs	in	the	film	throughout;	

showing	with	its	one	take	what	lies	in	store	for	the	film	not	just	thematically	(Elijah’s	disease)	but	

also	stylistically	(long	takes,	mise-en-scene,	and	depth	of	field	and	panning	back	and	forth	as	

opposed	to	editing	and	montage).	

				In	section	4.1,	intensified	continuity	is	said	to	have	one	major	drawback	–	the	fast	pace	and	

rapid	editing	can	create	the	feeling	of	narrative	incoherence	and	confuse	the	audience.	Clearly	this	

is	in	direct	contrast	to	the	use	of	long	takes	and	mise-en-scene	in	Unbreakable.	Unlike	the	many	

amped	up	films	of	today,	Unbreakable	is	an	example	of	how	not	everyone	follows	the	trends	of	

intensified	continuity,	at	least	when	ASL	and	a	rapid	editing	is	concerned.	I	would	like	to	argue	for	

the	fact	that	Unbreakable	does	not	just	limit	its	distinctiveness	on	the	rate-of-shots	front,	because,	

as	also	stressed	in	section	4.1,	an	advance	on	one	front	calls	for	a	change	on	another.	And	this	

ultimately	makes	Unbreakable	unique	in	style	not	just	regarding	ASL	and	editing,	but	also	

regarding	the	other	three	fronts	that	make	up	intensified	continuity	according	to	Bordwell:	the	bi-

polarity	of	lenses	(as	mentioned	above),	the	fact	that	many	films	rely	on	close-ups	(intercut	with	

more	regular	shots),	and	camera	movement.	Though	camera	movement	is	used	in	Unbreakable	it	

is	often	to	focus	on	one	character	in	scenes	containing	conversations	and	often	used	instead	of	a	

close-up,	just	like	some	of	the	examples	drawn	out	in	the	analysis	above.	One	thing	that	is	

noticeable	about	the	camera	movement	in	the	film	is	that	Shyamalan	allows	characters	in	a	shot	
                                                
75See section 5.1, or Sharff 167. 
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to	move	out	of	the	frame	while	still	acting	and	reacting	to	what	is	going	on	within	it	–	clearly	this	is	

rarely	seen	in	classical	continuity.	Unbreakable	still	is	a	Hollywood	film,	all	of	which	adhere	to	

classical	norms	according	to	the	scholars	used	here,	and	Shyamalan	is	a	Hollywood	filmmaker.	But	

his	use	of	elements	of	filmic	language	(cinematic	elements)	is	so	distinct	and	different	from	the	

norms	of	classical	continuity	that	came	to	be	in	the	1910s	and	1920s	and	almost	in	direct	

opposition	to	the	intensification	(spectacle	over	story76)	that	has	affected	the	norms	of	classical	

system	lately.		So,	is	it	a	deliberate	choice	on	behalf	of	Shyamalan	to	use	elements	of	cinematic	

style/structure	in	a	different	way	than	classical	continuity	and	mainstream	Hollywood?	After	all	

Unbreakable	is	aesthetically	nothing	like	other	super-hero-films	of	the	past	10	years.	The	answer	

to	the	question	above	is	a	simple	yes.	The	guidelines	of	filmmaking	set	out	in	the	classical	system	

and	outlined	in	section	2	and	4	of	this	thesis	are	simple	structural	templates	and	norms	a	

filmmaker	can	choose	to	follow,	or	choose	to	avoid.	As	Bordwell	claims:	‘Norms	help	unambitious	

filmmakers	attain	competence,	but	challenge	gifted	ones	to	excel.	By	understanding	these	norms	

we	can	better	appreciate	skill,	daring,	and	emotional	power	on	those	rare	occasions	when	we	meet	

them’	(2006,	18).	Unbreakable	is	one	of	those	rare	occasions.	

	

	

6	Shyamalan,	the	artist.	

In	this	section	I	will	first	try	and	sketch	out	the	use	of	long	takes	and	mise-en-scene	in	Shyamalan’s	

other	films	by	giving	a	few	examples	from	each	film.	As	with	the	analysis	of	Unbreakable,	the	

points	drawn	here	will	always	subject	to	debate.	That	said,	it	is	obvious	that	all	of	Shyamalan’s	

films	share	some	stylistic	elements,	with	respect	to	the	use	of	long	takes	and	mise-en-scene	at	

least.	What	is	also	clear	is	that	all	of	Shyamalan’s	films	share	a	special	look,	and	that	this	can	

almost	certainly	be	attributed	to	Shyamalan	himself	-	this	is	what	ultimately	supports	the	claim	of	

Shyamalan’s	individuality	as	a	filmmaker.		

	

	

	

                                                
76	Both	Thompson	and	Bordwell	conclude	that	the	modern	film	can	be	seen	to	focus	on	spectacle	in	stead	of	narrative.	
Bordwell	says	that	‘[s]everal	commentators	suggest	that	storytelling	was	undercut	by	spectacle’	(2006,	5).	Thompson	
quotes	Warren	Buckland	in	saying	that	to	many	critics	‘[c]omplex	character	traits	and	character	development	[…]	have	
been	replaced	by	one-dimensional	stereotypes,	and	plot-lines	are	now	devised	almost	solely	to	link	one	action	
sequence	to	the	next.	Narrative	complexity	is	scarified	on	the	altar	of	spectacle’	(9).	
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6.1	Shyamalan’s	other	films.	

Even	though	they	have	been	touched	upon	them	briefly	before,	Shyamalan’s	other	films	are	

definitely	worth	another	look.	As	mentioned	in	the	introduction	all	of	his	films	share	many	things,	

among	them	a	surprising	and	sometimes	shocking	ending	and	several	of	the	actors	are	in	more	

than	one	of	his	films77.	What	they	also	have	in	common,	and	more	important	for	this	section	of	the	

thesis,	is	the	director	–	Shyamalan,	who	also	functions	as	the	writer	and,	with	the	exception	of	the	

Sixth	Sense,	the	producer	as	well.	If	one	was	to	point	at	a	single	person	as	responsible	for	the	

artistic	and	aesthetic	quality	of	the	films	Shyamalan	is	the	obvious	pick	due	to	his	many	central	

roles	all	the	way	through	the	production	of	the	films	-	from	the	first	idea(s)	to	the	actual	filming.	

Looking	through	the	five	films	it	becomes	clear	that	they	share	more	than	their	surprising	endings	

in	that	they	also	share	several	features	of	film	language	and	ways	of	telling	their	stories	(style).	An	

example	of	this	is	also	mentioned	in	Torato	(part	one	and	two,	2003),	as	he	states	that	the	total	

number	of	shots	for	Shyamalan’s	first	three	films	is	remarkably	low:	686	for	the	Sixth	sense	(ASL	=	

8.7seconds),	322	for	Unbreakable	(ASL=18.7	seconds)	as	mentioned	earlier	and,	574	for	Signs	

(ASL=	10.3)	(Torato,	part	1,	3).	The	Village	and	Lady	in	the	Water,	though	the	exact	number	is	

unknown,	also	show	clear	signs	that	the	total	number	of	shots	is	low	compared	to	the	standard.	

This	can	for	instance	be	seen	in	the	opening	shots	of	both	films	as	they	consist	of	long	takes	of	

more	than	half	a	minute	in	length78.	The	use	of	long	takes	is	of	course	also	apparent	in	the	all	of	

the	films	throughout,	and,	as	is	the	case	in	Unbreakable,	it	is	obvious	that	these	long	takes	come	at	

crusial	points	in	the	stories	as	if	Shyamalan	wants	to	capture	more	than	just	the	speech.	Story-wise	

important	conversations	are,	like	in	Unbreakable,	also	often	shot	in	one	continuous	long	take	in	

the	other	of	Shyamalan’s	films.	In	fact,	several	of	the	ways	of	using	mise-en-scene	and	long	takes	

are	similar	in	all	of	his	films.	It	should	be	said	that	the	upcoming	sections	is	not	an	in	depth	analysis	

and	anyone	looking	at	Shyamalan’s	films	is	likely	to	find	other	things	subject	for	analysis	and	look	

at	entire	different	scenes	–	the	scenes	mentioned	here	are	picked	on	the	basis	that	they	represent	

and	compliment	my	analysis	of	Unbreakable	from	previous	sections	with	respect	to	mise-en-scene	

and	long	takes.	There	are	several	scenes	that	would	be	suitable	for	a	closer	look	–	here	is	just	a	

handful.	

                                                
77	Bruce	Willis	is	in	the	Sixth	Sense	and	Unbreakable;	Joaquin	Phoenix	is	in	Signs	and	the	Village;	Bryce	Dallas	Howard	is	
in	the	Village	and	is	the	Lady	in	the	Water.	
78The	Village	opens	with	a	shot	running	for	approximately	35	seconds	and	Lady	in	the	Water	opens	with	a	take	running	
for	a	total	of	approximately	75	seconds	after	the	introductory	tale. 
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				The	Sixth	Sense	(1999)	opens	with	a	shot	of	a	light	bulb	that	lights	up	and	then	cuts	to	a	long	

take	of	Mrs.	Malcome	getting	wine	in	the	basement	(see	appendix	9	for	screenshots).	This	is	a	

scene	that	is	highly	significant	in	the	introduction	to	the	ghost	theme	(a	central	theme	in	the	film);	

here	we	learn	that	there	may	be	something	more	in	the	world	than	what	is	visible	(the	wife	

becomes	scared	and	begins	to	feel	cold	while	in	the	basement,	something	we	later	learn	is	due	to	

the	ghosts).	This	is	of	course	also	the	last	minutes	that	Dr.	Crowe	is	alive	in	the	film,	after	which	he	

becomes	a	ghost	for	the	rest	of	the	story.	Shyamalan	uses	long	takes	in	moments	that	are	key	to	

the	theme	of	ghosts	and	in	scenes	that	allude	to	the	fact	that	the	main	character,	played	by	Bruce	

Willis,	is	in	fact	a	ghost	himself	(unbeknownst	to	him,	the	other	characters,	and	the	audience).	For	

instance	when	Dr.	Malcome	Crowe	is	meeting	his	wife	at	a	restaurant	(screenshots	in	appendix	9,	

mid);	to	the	audience	that	do	not	yet	know	that	Malcome	is	a	ghost	this	could	seem	as	just	

another	conversation,	but	he	is	in	fact	not	there	in	person.	The	scene,	like	many	others	touching	

upon	the	theme	of	ghosts	interacting	with	people,	is	build-up	of	long	take(s)	signifying	the	

thematic	importance	of	the	scene.	Watching	the	film	a	second	time	these	are	also	the	scenes	that	

the	audience	will	notice	as	they	watch	for	clues	that	give	away	the	ending.	Shyamalan	is	consistent	

throughout	the	film	in	the	use	of	long	takes	when	dealing	with	ghosts	–	even	though	several	of	the	

scenes	will	eventually	evolve	into	more	shots	and	faster	editing	–	and	just	like	in	Unbreakable	he	

also	uses	several	other	stylistic	choices	in	the	same	manner:	e.	g.	handheld	camera,	sometimes	in	

combination	with	long	takes,	to	show	anxiety	and	nervousness	(0:16:31	–	0:18:31,	see	appendix	9,	

bottom)79,	the	use	of	colours	(red	is	used	in	the	film	as	a	colour	showing	the	link	between	people	

and	ghosts),	and	the	lack	of	editing	(shot/reverse-shot)	in	conversations.	Again	in	this	film	it	is	

obvious	that	it	is	a	deliberate	choice	on	behalf	of	Shyamalan	to	use	specific	stylistic	features	to	tell	

his	story	–	after	all	he	could	have	chosen	to	show	several	of	the	scenes	in	another	way.	What	he	

achieves	in	the	Sixth	Sense	is	in	several	ways	like	what	he	achieves	in	Unbreakable;	style	and	

stylistic	elements	help	the	narrative	in	unfolding	and	supports	a	specific	reading	of	the	film,	and	

even	though	the	story	‘tricks’	us	at	the	very	end	we	do	not	feel	cheated	because	it	really	is	the	

inevitable	conclusion	to	what	has	gone	before	in	the	film.	

				We	see	the	same	consistency	in	use	of	mise-en-scene	and	long	takes	in	Shyamalan’s	Signs	

(2002).	A	central	theme	in	this	film	is	the	threat	of	aliens	from	outer	space,	and	long	takes	are	

used	almost	every	time	the	characters	in	the	film	come	closer	to	encountering	these	aliens	or	in	

                                                
79	This	is	also	used	in	Shyamalan’s	other	films,	e.g.	in	Unbreakable	as	David	remembers	the	car	crash	that	plays	a	
central	role	in	the	theme	of	the	film	(one	long	take	1:12:10	–	1:14:24).	
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scenes	that	deal	with	the	characters’	slow	realisation	of	the	danger	of	their	situation.	In	the	top	

row	of	appendix	10	I	have	chosen	two	scenes;	the	first	shows	the	family’s	first	encounter	with	an	

alien	and	the	second	is	when	they	discover	the	horrifying	truth	that	the	aliens	are	coming.	As	one	

watches	through	the	film	it	becomes	obvious	that	most	of	the	scenes	showing	the	ever-closing	

threat	of	the	aliens	are	dealt	with	in	a	similar	manner,	and	when	the	final	confrontation	is	upon	

the	Hess	family	(and	the	audience)	it	is	shown	in	long	takes	(see	appendix	10,	middle	row).	When	

the	family,	led	by	Mel	Gibson’s	Graham,	comes	out	of	the	basement,	in	the	scene	that	ultimately	

leads	up	to	the	close	encounter	with	the	alien,	and	they	walk	about	the	house	and	the	camera	

follows	the	characters	much	like	in	the	hand-held	shot	mentioned	above	in	the	Sixth	Sense	(see	

appendix	9,	bottom)	and	the	car	crash	scene	in	Unbreakable.	It	is	clear	that	Shyamalan	uses	the	

same	kind	of	cinematic	structure	in	these	scenes	because	they	all	share	one	thing:	this	is	when	we,	

the	audience,	know	that	something	is	not	like	it	is	supposed	to	be.	The	use	of	this	kind	of	(film-)	

language	gives	a	claustrophobic	feeling	to	the	scenes	and	helps	convey	the	feeling	of	isolation	and	

keeps	the	tension	high.	In	Signs	we	also	see	Shyamalan’s	use	of	depth	and	mise-en-scene	

throughout	to	highlight	certain	elements	within	the	frame,	and	his	symbolic	use	of	information	

within	the	image.	Water	and	glasses	of	water	are	placed	centrally	in	several	scenes,	see	examples	

in	appendix	10	(bottom),	which	strengthens	the	story’s	definitive	claim	–	that	everything	happens	

for	a	reason:	Bo,	the	daughter	of	the	family	has	‘a	thing’	(almost	neurotic-like)	about	her	drinking	

water	and	therefore	leaves	half-full	glasses	all	over	the	house.	Later	in	the	story	we	learn	that	the	

aliens	do	not	like	water,	and	in	the	end	Merril	(played	by	Joaquin	Phoenix)	kills	an	intruding	alien	

by	splashing	water	over	it	–	water	from	Bo’s	drinking	glasses.	The	actual	scene	with	the	final	

confrontation	is	witnessed	through	a	broken	window	by	Bo	herself	(screenshot	in	appendix	10,	

bottom	right),	as	to	remind	the	audience	of	Bo’s	role	and	of	what	is	going	to	happen	(the	glasses	

will	break	just	like	the	window,	the	water	will	spill,	and	the	alien	will	die).	The	‘shocking’	ending	in	

Signs	comes	in	the	form	of	this	very	fact:	that	everything	that	has	lead	up	to	this	point	has	

happened	for	a	reason,	and	so	everything	is	neatly	fitted	into	a	larger	puzzle	as	the	film	ends.	The	

last	shots	of	the	film	show	the	family	in	the	same	surroundings	as	the	opening	shots:	the	

playground,	pictures	and	images	of	the	family	–	only	difference	this	time	around	is	that	the	sun	is	

shining	and	the	cross	is	put	back	up	on	the	wall	(a	symbol	that	Graham	has	re-gained	his	faith).	By	

showing	the	same	shots	of	the	house	of	the	Hess	family	at	the	very	beginning	and	end	of	the	film,	

Shyamalan	completes	the	puzzle	shown	through	small	changes	in	mise-en-scene.	
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				As	briefly	mentioned	in	the	introduction	to	this	section,	the	Village	(2004)	opens	with	a	long	

take,	35	seconds	in	length,	showing	great	depth	of	field	(screenshot	in	appendix	11).	A	village-boy	

has	died	due	to	a	lack	of	medicine	in	the	village,	and	so	the	theme	of	the	village	being	cut	off	by	

the	rest	of	the	world	is	introduced.	Through	the	whole	of	the	film	the	villagers	talk	about	whether	

it	would	be	wise	to	have	someone	go	into	the	towns	to	retrieve	the	medicines	so	that	further	

unnecessary	(child)	deaths	can	be	avoided.	In	many	of	these	conversations	Shyamalan	uses	his	

trademark	of	shooting	in	one	continuous	take	abandoning	separation	just	as	in	his	other	films.	

These	conversations,	where	the	central	theme	is	discussed,	come	at	strategic	points	in	the	film.	E.	

g.	when	the	two	main	characters	meet	to	discuss	the	very	issue	of	the	village	lacking	medicine,	and	

spark	their	love	for	each	other	(screenshots	appendix	11,	middle).	Eventually	it	is	Ivy	(played	by	

Bryce	Dallas	Howard)	and	not	Lucius	(played	by	Joaquin	Phoenix)	that	must	go	into	the	towns	to	

retrieve	medicine	in	order	to	save	her	loved	one,	and	she	is	the	one	to	learn	the	surprising	and	

horrifying	truth	at	the	very	end.	When	Ivy	eventually	returns	to	save	her	love,	and	to	keep	the	

secret	of	the	village	safe,	Shyamalan	uses	a	long	take	and	a	mise-en-scene	that	mirror	the	opening	

take	in	subject;	a	boy	has	died	at	the	very	start	of	the	film	and	now	that	Ivy	has	the	medicine	

Lucius	will	be	saved.	Shyamalan	concludes	the	full	circle	in	to	ways:	narratively	and	stylistically	

using	a	take	that	mirrors	the	first.	

				As	of	the	time	of	writing	(spring	2008),	Shyamalan’s	latest	film,	Lady	in	the	Water,	also	

demonstrates	a	director	prone	to	mise-en-scene	and	long	takes.	This	is	evident	as	early	on	as	the	

opening	shot	(after	the	narration)	where	we	meet	Mr.	Heep	(Paul	Giamatti)	(screenshots	in	

appendix	12,	top).	The	entire	story	of	the	film	is	happening	in	and	around	one	building	all	the	

while	Shyamalan	uses	mise-en-scene	and	depth	of	field	to	show	the	immediate	surroundings	and	

the	universe	that	the	characters	are	in	(see	screenshots	appendix	12,	middle).	It	is	obvious,	just	

like	in	the	examples	from	Unbreakable	and	the	other	films,	that	Shyamalan	chooses	to	compose	

his	shots	so	that	the	eyes	of	the	viewer	can	pick	up	the	little	details	within	the	shots	–	a	careful	

and	detailed	mise-en-scene	calls	for	longer	takes,	remember.	Lady	in	the	Water	is	ultimately	about	

the	fact	that	our	faiths	are	preordained	and	we	all	have	to	find	our	place	in	the	world	–	in	this	way	

the	film	shares	story	points	with	the	other	of	Shyamalan’s	films	–	and	as	the	main	character	comes	

closer	to	finding	the	answers	to	this	quest	Shyamalan	chooses	to	show	the	situations	with	

compositions	that	are	not	used	elsewhere	in	the	film.	In	the	bottom	row	of	appendix	12	are	two	of	

these	shots	with	the	camera	shooting	downwards.	They	are	both	long	takes	and	both	show	Mr.	

Heep	getting	closer	to	his	goal	of	finding	his,	and	the	other	character’s,	role	in	the	story	-	thus	
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mirroring	shots	used	in	Unbreakable80	as	to	hint	at	the	almost	supernatural	circumstances	this	is	

happening	under.	

				Even	such	a	superficial	run-through	of	style	and	story	in	M.	Night	Shyamalan’s	films	as	this	one	

stresses	the	apparent	in	the	fact	that	they	(his	films)	have	several	common	ways	of	telling	their	

stories	and	share	elements	of	the	way	in	which	they	are	told.	In	short,	there	is	a	clear	preference	

for	long	takes	in	all	of	Shyamalan’s	films,	and	this	is	mainly	due	to	two	things:	the	first	is	due	to	

necessity	-	a	mise-en-scene	and	scene	composition	which	is	rich	in	information	in	turn	makes	the	

audience	need	more	time	to	absorb	all	the	details.	The	second	is	that	the	use	of	long	takes	is	a	

personal	choice	-	Shyamalan	is	clearly	using	mise-en-scene	and	the	long	takes	to	create	a	special	

look	in	his	films.	Several	of	the	examples	in	the	analysis	of	Unbreakable	or	in	this	section	confirm	

that	Shyamalan	could	have	chosen	to	execute	the	scenes	in	a	different	manner,	with	the	use	of	

separation	and	editing	being	the	most	obvious,	but	has	chosen	not	to.	Shyamalan’s	personal	view	

is	evident	in	the	stories	as	they	all	deal	with	fantastic	and	super-natural	events,	are	all	happening	

in	or	around	Philadelphia,	and	all	have	more	or	less	surprising	endings.	It	is	easy	to	draw	

similarities	between	all	five	films	story-wise,	after	all	Shyamalan	is	the	one	who	has	come	up	with	

the	ideas	for	them	(as	the	writer).	But,	as	this	analysis	and	overview	of	his	films	clearly	show,	the	

similarities	between	the	films	extend	further;	they	all	share	aesthetic	and	stylistic	ways	in	which	

the	stories	are	told.	As	works	of	art	one	can	only	attribute	the	reason	that	there	are	similarities	

between	all	five	films	to	Shyamalan	himself.	Granted,	some	of	the	cast	and	crew	work	with	

Shyamalan	in	several	of	his	films81,	but	as	the	writer,	producer	and,	not	least,	the	director	of	the	

films	Shyamalan	is	the	obvious	person	in	charge	of	the	overall	look	and	feel	of	the	entirety	of	his	

works.	I	believe	that	if	one	was	to	delve	into	any	of	the	other	four	films	one	would	find	what	I	have	

found	in	Unbreakable:	that	the	manner	in	which	the	film	is	told	is	helping	the	narrative	action	of	

the	film	by	giving	it	subtext	and	supporting	a	specific	reading.	The	run-through	of	M.	Night	

Shyamalan’s	other	films	in	this	section	confirms	this	to	some	degree,	though	a	deeper	analysis	is	

obviously	needed	before	any	conclusion	can	be	made.	What	is	certain	is	that	style,	especially	mise-

en-scene	and	long	takes,	is	used	in	such	a	consistent	way	in	Unbreakable	that	it	verifies	Rabiger’s	

                                                
80	See	section	5.3	about	David’s	premonitions	being	shot	from	a	camera	from	a	high	position.	
81	One	could	argue	that	the	look	of	a	film	is	attributed	to	the	director	of	photography	(DP),	but	the	similarities	touched	
upon	here	are	too	great	to	assign	to	the	DP	alone,	especially	if	one	considers	the	fact	that	the	films	have	different	DPs	
except	for	the	Sixth	Sense	and	Signs	that	both	have	Tak	Fujimoto	behind	the	camera.	One	could	also	argue	for	the	
artistic	input	of	Shyamalan’s	co-producers,	especially	Sam	Mercer	who	has	produced	all	five	films,	but	other	than	that	
Shyamalan	must	be	said	to	uphold	a	fundamental	role. 
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claim	that	‘[a]	film	gains	power	when	it	finds	visual	equivalencies	to	its	thematic	concerns’82.	

Unbreakable	would	simply	not	have	been	the	film	it	is	if	Shyamalan	had	chosen	to	adhere	more	to	

the	traditional	elements	of	the	classical	way	of	using	style	and	not	to	his	own	extensive	use	of	

mise-en-scene	and	long	takes.	It	is	as	if	Shyamalan	chooses	to	use	elements	of	style	in	a	

characteristic	way	that	eventually	makes	his	films	what	they	are.	After	all,	the	norms	(in	the	form	

of	classical	continuity	system)	help	undetermined	filmmakers	in	achieving	competence	but	

challenge	exceptional	ones	to	stand	out	(Bordwell	2006,	18).	

				Now,	I	would	like	to	return	to	something	mentioned	in	section	3,	namely	the	idea	of	the	auteur.	

As	mentioned,	the	critic	Bazin	called	directors	who	preferred	mise-en-scene	‘directors	who	put	

their	faith	in	reality’	thus	enabling	them	to	pull	their	specific	and	personal	views	over	the	whole	of	

their	films	through	their	representation	of	reality	(Bordwell	2005,	11).	The	reader	is	reminded	that,	

according	to	The	Complete	Film	Dictionary,	an	auteur	is	someone	(an	artist/a	filmmaker)	who	

influences	the	entirety	of	his	or	her	work	with	a	personal	view	and	all	of	whose	films	share	similar	

techniques,	style(s),	and	themes	(Koningsberg	24).	So	far	this	thesis	has	been	leading	up	to	a	

characterisation	of	Shyamalan’s	role	in	cinema,	but	before	I	make	the	claim	that	comes	to	mind	I	

will	know	examine	the	term	of	auteur	a	little	more.	

	

6.2	Who	is	the	auteur?	A	contemporary	look.	

	

In	the	final	analysis	the	director	is	the	filmmaker.	The	director	envisions	the	entire	film	and	

selects	the	intellectual	and	philosophical	ideas	that	give	the	film	its	style,	character,	and	

power.	The	director	creates	the	images	and	adjusts	their	relationships	to	one	another.	The	

director	structures	and	creates	the	aural	elements	that	support	these	visual	images	and	

deals	with	a	variety	of	artistic	elements	–	literature,	visual	composition,	light	and	shade,	

music,	and	drama.	In	each	of	these	artistic	roles,	the	goal	is	a	unified	work	of	art.	

Lee	R.	Bobker83	

	

As	mentioned	in	section	3,	the	idea	of	auteur	was	born	with	the	critics	of	the	French	New	Wave,	

and	central	to	their	definition	of	the	auteur	was	the	idea	that	any	good	artist	(the	filmmaker)	

added	a	personal	stroke	to	their	creations	(the	films).	The	auteur	theory,	in	all	its	variations	across	

                                                
82	Rabiger	233-234.	Quote	used	in	section	2	of	this	thesis.	
83	Bobker	167. 



 

Inuk	Jørgensen	-	Department	of	English,	Aarhus	University	-	June	2008	

51 

the	globe,	has	been	criticised	as	to	paint	everything	too	black	and	white,	and	so	today	we	have	

seen	a	gradual	abandonment	of	the	differentiation	caused	by	auteurism	and	its	supporters.	Auteur	

study	simply	draws	a	line	between	an	auteur,	who	makes	film	for	artistic	reasons,	and	a	simple	

director	(a	metteur	en	scene),	who	makes	films	simply	of	commercial	value	(Wharton	&	Grant	16).	

Some	of	the	criticism	towards	the	auteurist	way	of	dividing	films	into	two	groups	has	come	about	

in	the	fact	that	films,	especially	in	American	mainstream	cinema,	is	as	much	a	business	as	it	is	an	

art	form,	and	in	the	fact	that	several	people	are	involved	in	making	a	film.	This	has	ultimately	lead	

to	the	fact	that	the	term	‘auteur’	is	broadening	today,	and	different	critics	can	interpret	it	and	

apply	it	as	they	wish,	within	the	original	framework	and	ideas	of	creative	control	and	film	as	art	

(Peter	Wollen,	in	Braudy	&	Cohen	565).	Today	the	auteur	is	no	longer	confined	to	be	the	director	

of	film	as	art,	but	pretty	much	anyone	within	the	film	production	‘who	makes	a	significant	creative	

contribution	to	the	film’	(Wharton	&	Grant	24).	Wharton	and	Grant	continue	in	claiming	that,	

today,	‘[a]uteurship	is	concerned	with	artistic	intent	and	realisation’	–	acknowledging	the	fact	that	

film	is	group	work	with	many	contributors,	but	the	true	artist	(the	auteur)	is	the	one	who	makes	

the	most	significant	artistic	contribution	to	the	film	–	and	this	is	possible	even	in	commercial	

cinema,	as	also	mentioned	in	section	3.	An	auteur	today	is	in	other	words	seen	as	an	artist	–	be	it	

anyone	involved	in	the	making	of	a	film.	That	said,	all	scholars	agree	on	the	centrality	of	the	

director,	making	him	or	her	the	most	obvious	auteur	–	the	artistic	contributor	that	‘carries	the	

most	weight’	(Peter	Wollen,	in	Braudy	&	Cohen	575),	given	that	the	artistic	value	is	at	the	very	

heart	as	opposed	to	the	business	of	film	making.	The	question	is,	at	least	with	respect	to	popular	

American	cinema,	whether	it	is	at	all	possible	to	create	art	in	a	mechanic	and	commercial	system	

such	as	mass-media	Hollywood:	‘[w]hen	discussing	Hollywood	auteurs,	the	core	issue	is	almost	

always	the	tension	between	the	creative	individual	and	the	“machine”’	(Wharton	&	Grant	25).	The	

scholars	quoted	here	seem	to	agree	that	this	is	possible,	as	did	the	very	first	auteurists	according	

to	(Braudy	&	Cohen	555-556).	In	fact	the	very	conformity	found	in	the	classical	studio	system	and	

the	(stylistic)	system	of	classical	continuity	challenges	creative	individuals	to	shine	through.	In	the	

industry	know	as	mainstream	Hollywood	the	artist	is	perhaps	really	put	to	the	test	when	trying	to	

create	a	piece	of	art.	The	true	power	of	artistic	creativity	is	shown	in	the	way	the	artist/auteur	

uses	the	system	of	stylistic	elements,	also	known	as	classical	continuity,	to	benefit	the	look	and	

personality	of	his/her	films.	The	reader	is	reminded	of	what	Bordwell,	a	contemporary	scholar,	

says	about	the	norms	of	classical	continuity	and	how	norms	challenge	gifted	filmmakers	to	stand	
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out84.	What	Bordwell	is	saying	is	very	much	along	the	lines	of	what	the	auteurists	first	claimed	

some	50	years	ago,	just	not	put	in	the	same	harsh	and	black	or	white	terms.	Mitry	supports	the	

view	that	auteurism,	in	some	sense	of	the	word,	is	alive	today	in	saying	that	films	are	an	

industrialised	product	that	needs	the	contributions	of	a	whole	team,	but	implying	that	the	team	is	

the	auteur	is	simply	absurd	(5).	If	one	is	to	talk	of	an	artist,	and	there	can	only	be	one	true	artist	

behind	a	film	or	any	piece	of	art,	it	is	an	individual	and	not	a	team,	showing	that	the	idea	of	

differentiating	between	metteurs	en	scene	(told	to	do	a	specific	job,	be	it	writing,	directing	or	

something	else)	and	auteurs	(the	artist	whose	personality	and	creative	control	is	obvious	in	the	

final	product)	is	still	apparent	today.	So	Mitry	goes	on	to	ask	‘[w]ho,	then,	is	the	auteur,	the	

essential	creator?	The	answer	is	quite	simple:	it	is,	out	of	the	scriptwriter,	the	director,	or	the	

dialogue	writer,	the	one	whose	personality	is	strongest,	the	capable	of	imposing	most	definitely	his	

creative	will’	(6).	So	in	a	way	the	term	‘auteur’	has	moved	away	from	the	narrowness	of	the	

original	definition	of	the	French	New	Wave	and	the	likes	of	Sarris,	to	be	a	more	adoptable	term.	

Simply	put,	the	auteur	is	today	seen	as	the	author	of	the	artistic	value	of	a	piece	of	art.	

				The	real	weakness	of	the	auteur	term	can	never	be	avoided	however,	and	this	holds	true	even	

with	the	lighter	and	more	contemporary	term	outlined	above85.	This	lies	in	the	fact	that	no	matter	

how	the	term	is	credited	it	will	always	be	a	matter	of	personal	taste	and	view.	Auteur	criticism	will	

always	be	a	subjective	and	artistic	view	on	film,	highlighting	the	persona/personality	of	the	

artist/auteur,	and	will	therefore	always	be	a	rather	simplistic	way	of	putting	films	into	context,	and	

‘deciding	on	how	authorship	[and	auteurship]	is	attributed	in	each	case	will	always	be	a	matter	for	

debate’	(Wharton	&	Grant	38).	But	is	that	not	true	of	any	art	form?	That	they	need	personal	

engagement	for	them	to	truly	work?	Attributing	auteurship	can	in	many	ways	cause	as	much	

debate	as	trying	to	explain	what	certain	stylistic	elements	mean,	because	their	respectable	

interpretation	is	a	subjective	matter.	In	previous	sections	I	have	tried	to	outline	Shyamalan’s	use	

of	stylistic	features	in	Unbreakable,	and	tried	to	put	a	reading	of	them	into	a	larger	whole.	In	this	

section	I	have	tried	to	point	out	that	the	uniqueness	of	the	way	that	Shyamalan	uses	the	stylistic	

features	in	Unbreakable	is	not	confined	to	one	film,	but	is	something	that	is	found	in	the	entirety	

of	his	works.	Ultimately,	it	is	my	reading	of	his	films	–	someone	else	will	most	certainly	disagree.	

But	if	we	consider	Unbreakable	and	Shyamalan’s	other	films	to	be	pieces	of	art,	what	then	stops	

us	from	concluding	that	Shyamalan	is	an	artist	–	an	auteur?	He	is,	after	all,	at	the	very	core	of	the	

                                                
84	Section	5.4	of	this	thesis	and	Bordwell	2006,	18.	
85	Where	the	auteur	is	not	confined	to	be	the	director	but	can	be	anyone	who	contributes	artistically	to	the	film. 
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films	as	claimed	section	6.1	above.	Shyamalan	functions	not	only	as	the	director,	but	also	the	

writer	in	all	of	his	films	meaning	that	his	films,	as	mentioned	in	previous	sections,	form	an	organic	

unity	and	one	must	therefore	conclude	that	the	way	Shyamalan’s	films	look	and	move	has	a	

relationship	to	how	he	thinks	and	feels86.	It	is	my	claim,	based	on	the	analysis	of	the	unique	use	of	

mise-en-scene	and	long	takes	in	Unbreakable	and	his	other	films	(though	not	explored	to	the	same	

extend),	that	it	is	not	farfetched	to	call	Shyamalan	an	auteur	-	my	reading	of	Unbreakable,	based	

on	the	importance	of	style	outlined	in	the	first	sections	of	this	paper,	has	led	up	to	this.	Granted,	

Shyamalan	is	not	the	single	creative	force	behind	his	films,	nor	is	he	the	only	director	with	a	

characteristic	look	to	his	films,	but	he	does	possess	an	important	role	in	the	making	of	such	a	

(stylistically)	distinctive	film	as	Unbreakable,	so	is	it	too	much	to	call	it	his	film?	Is	it	too	much	to	

attribute	the	creative	control	–	the	authorship	-	to	him?	After	all,	Shyamalan	takes	up	the	

challenge	and	uses	the	norms	of	classical	filmmaking	to	benefit	the	look	of	his	films,	making	them	

stand	out.	

				To	end	off	this	section	of	my	thesis	I	have	chosen	a	quote	by	Peter	Wollen,	who	seems	to	share	

the	most	contemporary	view	of	auteurism.	The	quote	also	goes	well	in	hand	with	other	claims	

made	in	this	thesis,	namely	that	any	reading	of	a	film	needs	active	participation	and	reading,	but	

also	stresses	the	subjectivity	in	any	reading	and	analysis	of	a	film.	

	

The	auteur	theory,	as	I	conceive	it,	insists	that	the	spectator	has	to	work	at	reading	the	text.	

With	some	films	this	work	is	wasted,	unproductive.	But	with	others	it	is	not.	In	these	cases,	in	

a	certain	sense,	the	film	changes,	it	becomes	another	film	–	as	far	as	experience	of	it	is	

concerned.	It	is	no	longer	possible	to	look	at	it	“with	the	same	eyes”	[…]	The	auteur	theory	

argues	that	any	single	decoding	has	to	compete,	certainly	in	the	cinema,	with	noise	from	

signals	coded	differently.	Beyond	that,	it	is	an	illusion	to	think	of	any	work	as	complete	in	

itself,	an	isolated	unity	whose	intercourse	with	other	films,	other	texts,	is	carefully	controlled	

to	avoid	contamination87.	

	

	

	

	

                                                
86	Italics	are	taken	from	quotes	used	in	section	3	by	Caughie	(25)	and	Sarris	(in	Braudy	&	Cohen	562).	
87	Peter	Wollen	(Braudy	&	Cohen	579). 
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7	Conclusion.	

Throughout	this	thesis	I	have	focussed	on	cinema	as	an	art	form,	and	to	some	degree	ignored	the	

notion	that	films	are	in	fact	also	seen	as	an	industry,	a	business,	a	money	machine.	This	is	a	

deliberate	choice	even	though	one	might	argue	that	it	is	business	that	lies	at	the	basis	of	all	

mainstream	Hollywood	cinema	today.	But	by	focussing	on	cinema	as	an	art	form,	and	on	what	

constitutes	the	stylistic	elements	of	the	art	form,	I	have	tried	to	give	an	account	of	M.	Night	

Shyamalan	as	an	artist	based	on	my	analysis	of	his	film	Unbreakable,	and	tried	to	keep	the	money	

side	of	things	out	of	the	equation	–	even	if	things	might	not	be	as	simple	as	that	in	real	life.	That	

said,	it	is	obvious	that	in	all	of	Shyamalan’s	films	several	stylistic	similarities	can	be	found,	

supporting	the	claim	that	Shyamalan’s	signature	and	personality	can	be	found	in	all	of	them.	

Shyamalan’s	individuality	shown	in	his	films	is	strengthened	by	the	fact	that	the	use	of	the	stylistic	

elements	of	mise-en-scene	and	the	long	takes	in	his	films	are	contrastable	to	other	mainstream	

films,	making	the	conclusion	of	their	uniqueness	seem	more	probable,	and	again	highlighting	the	

artistic	value	of	them.	

				One	assertion	that	is	the	point	of	departure	of	claims	made	in	this	thesis	is	that	style	is	the	bricks	

and	mortar	that	make	up	the	language	of	cinema.	Though	the	language	of	cinema	is	made	up	of	

quite	a	few	elements	the	centre	of	my	analysis	have	been	focussed	on	two	interconnected	

elements	of	these,	namely	mise-en-scene	and	long	takes.	The	manner	in	which	films	are	told	has	

such	a	significant	say	in	films,	as	outlined	in	section	2,	and	therefore	an	analysis	of	the	use	of	style	

is	the	foundation	of	any	claim	about	Unbreakable	and	ultimately	its	creator	in	this	thesis.	

Unbreakable	utilises	mise-en-scene	and	long	takes	to	a	great	extend	compared	to	other	

contemporary	films	from	the	classical	continuity	system	–	a	structural	system	under	which	most	

films	are	made	today	according	to	scholars	quoted	in	sections	above.	What	today’s	films	seem	to	

do	is	to	intensify	the	classical	norms	of	e.g.	editing	and	storytelling,	but	as	the	analysis	in	section	5	

and	subsections	shows	this	is	not	the	case	in	Unbreakable	–	at	least	with	mise-en-scene	and	long	

takes	in	mind.	A	complete	analysis	of	all	stylistic	elements	in	all	their	forms	would	simply	have	

been	too	great	a	task	and	take	up	too	much	space	for	a	thesis	of	this	size,	and	so	any	conclusions	

made	here	are	drawn	on	the	basis	of	the	analysis	of	these	two	highly	interconnected	elements	of	

film	style.	A	comparison	of	Unbreakable	and	all	of	contemporary	American	cinema	is	also	

impossible	here,	and	so	the	film	is	compared	and	contrasted	to	the	classical	continuity	system	as	it	

is	today.	What	the	actual	analysis	shows	is	that	even	though	this	thesis	only	deals	with	the	two	

rather	narrow	elements	of	film	language	a	great	deal	can	be	said	about	Unbreakable,	and	
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ultimately	the	filmmaker	because	of	his	consistent	and	widespread	use	of	mise-en-scene	and	long	

takes	in	all	of	his	films	(at	the	time	of	writing).	In	Unbreakable	we	see	Shyamalan’s	using	mise-en-

scene	to	emphasize	the	central	theme	of	hero	and	villain	in	the	use	of	colours,	symbols,	

movement	of	the	characters,	depth	of	field,	and	in	composition	of	shots	in	general.	The	long	takes	

in	Unbreakable,	of	which	the	film	must	be	said	to	be	largely	constructed	of	with	an	average	shot	

length	of	18.2	seconds,	come	at	strategically	important	points	in	the	story	as	if	Shyamalan	was	

trying	to	underline	the	very	theme	of	the	story	before	it	becomes	apparent.	What	this	means	is	

that	the	ending	in	the	film	is	not	arbitrary,	and	perhaps	not	even	surprising	because	of	the	way	the	

film	has	been	told.	Through	the	use	of	style	and	stylistic	elements	the	film	more	than	hints	at	the	

hero	and	villain	theme,	ultimately	leading	the	audience	towards	one	specific	reading.	This	

connection	between	story	and	style	is	not	just	confined	to	Unbreakable,	but	is	apparent	in	all	of	

Shyamalan’s	films.	The	audience	will	definitely	see	a	Shyamalan	film	because	of	the	twist	in	the	

story,	but	the	eventual	surprise	ending	is	so	well	incorporated	into	the	manner	in	which	the	story	

of	the	film	is	told,	that	it	can	hardly	be	called	surprising.	The	conclusion	to	all	this	is	that	it	takes	

active	reading	of	style	on	behalf	of	the	audience	to	decipher	this,	but	the	reward	in	the	end	comes	

in	the	form	of	a	uncommonly	absorbing	piece	of	cinema.	In	Unbreakable	it	is	the	style	as	much	as	

it	is	the	story	itself	that	make	it	so.	The	mere	fact	that	the	use	of	cinematic	style	in	Unbreakable	is	

radically	different,	with	respect	to	mise-en-scene	and	long	takes,	from	contemporary	norms	

makes	an	analysis	even	more	interesting	and	significant.	It	also	creates	further	issues	and	

questions	for	consideration	about	the	filmmaker’s	individuality:	is	the	identifiable	use	of	style	

limited	to	the	one	film	or	can	traces	of	it	be	seen	in	his	other	films	as	well?	Section	6	shows	that	

traces	of	the	characteristic	use	of	film	style	can	be	seen	in	other	Shyamalan-films.	

				As	can	also	be	concluded	from	section	6,	Shyamalan’s	other	films,	though	not	analysed	in	detail,	

also	show	clear	director	traits:	the	twist	at	the	end	of	the	story	and	the	use	of	mise-en-scene	and	

long	takes.	The	use	of	the	elements	of	style	found	in	Unbreakable	also	seem	to	be	apparent	in	the	

other	four	films:	Shyamalan’s	preference	for	long	takes	and	mise-en-scene,	as	opposed	to	editing	

and	several	shots,	is	evident	in	all	of	his	films	though	maybe	not	as	clear	as	in	Unbreakable.	It	is	as	

if	Shyamalan	has	found	a	specific	style	he	is	fond	of,	and	uses	it	in	all	of	his	films	to	create	a	

specific	look	and	feel	–	the	M.	Night	Shyamalan-film.	The	personal	signature.	It	is	my	claim,	based	

on	this	fact,	that	the	artistic	value	of	the	films	therefore	can	be	attributed	to	Shyamalan	himself	

since	he	functions	as	the	writer,	director,	and	producer	of	the	films.	No	other	single	person	has	

that	amount	of	creative	control	in	the	films	looked	at	here,	leading	to	the	conclusion	that	
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Shyamalan	is	the	essential	author	of	his	films.	It	is	to	him	that	they	can	be	attributed.	Shyamalan	is	

the	filmmaker	–	the	auteur.	
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Department	of	English	
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Appendix	1	–	Introduction	to	the	characters	of	Unbreakable.	

	

	 	

	 	

(0:00:51	–	0:02:50)	Elijah’s	birth	–	the	opening	scene	of	Unbreakable.	

	

	

	 	

	 		

(0:03:27	–	0:07:27)	Introduction	to	David	Dunn.	
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Appendix	2	–	Conversations	in	Unbreakable.	

	

	 	

’Have	I	ever	been	sick?’,	a	conversation	between	David	and	Audrey	(0:17:19	–	0:20:04)	

	

	 	

The	first	meeting	between	David	and	Elijah	(0:26:41	–	0:27:33)	

	

	 	

	

Elijah	confronts	Audrey	with	super-hero	theory	(0:49:12	–	0:51:00)	
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Appendix	3	–	Upside-down	images	in	Unbreakable.	

	 	 	

	 	

(0:03:45)Little	girl	on	the	train.								 														(0:08:38)	Joseph	watches	TV.	

	 	

	

(0:23:08)	Elijah’s	first	comic.	

	 	 	 												

	 	

(0:41:25)	‘A	silver	gun	with	a	black	grip’										(1:04:38)Elijah	has	epiphany.	
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Appendix	4	–	framed	shots	in	Unbreakable.	

	

	 	

(0:03:54)	David	on	the	train	 											(0:09:58)	David	awakes	in	hospital.		

	 	

(0:13:38	–	0:14:17)	A	conversation	between	David	and	Audrey	(shot/reverse-shot).	

	 	

(0:17:05)	David	at	work.						 											(0:38:51)	David	and	Elijah	at	the	stadium.	

	 	

(0:40:42)	Elijah	at	entrance	to	the	subway.									(1:09:21)	David	listens	to	answer	machine.	
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Appendix	5	–	the	frame	opens	up	in	Unbreakable.	

	

	 	

	 	

The	first	screenshot	clearly	shows	the	framed	nature	of	the	composition	of	the	shot,	while	

gradually	the	framing	is	lost	as	the	camera	follows	David	into	the	hall	(1:15:04	–	1:15:22).	

	

	

	

(1:33:49	-1:34:05)				 	 												(1:37:	27	–	1:37:42)	

	 	

David	and	Elijah’s	final	confrontation.	Now	they	and	the	audience	know	that	they	are	‘exact	

opposites’.	Shyamalan	stresses	this	by	letting	the	scene	begin	and	end	with	the	same	shot	–	just	

running	in	exact	opposite	directions.	
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Appendix	6	–	mirrored	images	and	glass	in	Unbreakable.	

	

	 	 	 													

	 	

(0:20:54)	Elijah	mirrored	in	TV	screen.	 											(0:15:53)	Faiths	intertwined.	

	 	 	 												

	 	

(0:24:57)	Elijah	and	costumer	mirrored.													(0:26:39)	The	first	meeting.	

	

(1:31:14)	 											(0:39:17)	

		

The	left	picture	shows	David	finally	reaching	his	full	comic-book	potential;	drawn	in	black	and	

white	and	framed	in	a	little	box	on	a	piece	of	paper	–	a	‘hero’	is	born.	

Throughout	the	film	David	is	often	framed	(i.e.	see	appendix	4),	and	Elijah	is	mirrored	in	glass	or	

seen	through	glass	alluding	to	his	illness	and	his	villain	name	of	Mr.	Glass,	even	his	walking	stick	is	

made	of	glass.		
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Appendix	7	–	symbols	in	a	scene	in	Unbreakable.	

	

(1:00:25)	 	 	 											(1:01:00)	

	 	

(1:01:09)	 	 	 												(01:01:37)	

	 	

	

(01:01:57)	
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Appendix	8	–	contrasts	of	colours	and	warmth	in	Unbreakable.	

	

	 	 	 												

	 	

(0:16:23)	David	at	work.	 	 											(0:25:51)	Elijah	at	work.	

	

	 	 	 												

	 	

(1:06:20)	David	and	Audrey	on	date.			 											(1:02:07)	Elijah	in	comic	book	store.	

	

	 	 	 												

	 	

(0:56:04)	David	wears	green	and	light	colours.	(0:39:43)	Elijah	wears	dark	and	purple	colours.	
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Appendix	9	–	Long	takes	in	the	Sixth	Sense.	

	

(0:03:06	-0:03:42)	

		 	

Opening	scene	of	the	Sixth	Sense.	An	introduction	to	the	visual	style	(long	takes)	and	the	ghost	

theme.	

	

(0:25:10-0:27:04)	

		 	

Malcome	‘meets’	his	wife	at	a	restaurant.		

	

(0:16:31	–	0:18:31)	

		 	

The	first	scene	in	which	the	audience	really	learns	that	something	is	wrong.	Apart	from	being	shot	

in	one	continuous	long	take	the	camera	is	also	handheld,	a	feature	also	used	in	Unbreakable	and	

in	Shyamalan’s	other	films	to	show	tension	and	unease.		
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Appendix	10	–	Long	takes	and	mise-en-scene	in	Signs.	

	
(0:13:10	–	0:14:00)		 	 												(0:38:18	–	0:38:51)	

		 	
Both	scenes	above	deal	with	the	family’s	first	introduction	to	the	aliens,	and	though	the	actual	
scenes	are	build-up	of	several	shots	they	are	each	dominated	by	long	takes.	
	
	
(1:04:15	–	1:04:40)	 	 													(1:27:56	–	1:29:14)	

		 	
The	alien	invasion	has	begun:	the	family	watches	it	on	the	TV	(left)	and	experience	it	in	their	own	
home	(right).	Both	scenes	consist	largely	of	long	takes	with	a	careful	scene	composition.	
	
(0:27:15)	 	 	 											(1:33:35)	

		 	
Through	a	careful	use	of	mise-en-scene	water	is	placed	in	the	middle	of	the	frame	as	we	learn	that	
Bo	has	a	‘thing	about	drinking	water’	(left)	-	which	is	ultimately	the	thing	that	saves	the	family	and	
the	world	(right).	Through	a	broken	window	Bo	watches	Merril	kill	the	alien	by	splashing	water	
over	it	by	breaking	the	glasses	she	has	left	all	over	the	house.	
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Appendix	11	–	long	takes	in	the	Village.	

	

(0:02:00	–	0:02:35)	

		 	

The	opening	shot	from	the	Village	showing	great	depth	of	field	and	a	careful	staging	(mise-en-

scene).	

	

(0:27:21	–	0:28:37)	

		 	

Ivy	and	Lucius	talk	about	going	to	‘the	towns’	and	their	love	for	one	another.	

	

(1:34:57	-	1:37:25)	

		 	

The	last	scene	of	the	Village.	Lucius	is	on	his	death	bed,	but	unlike	the	opening	scene	(top),	

salvation	comes	in	the	form	of	medicine	from	the	towns.	
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Appendix	12	–	mise-en-scene	and	long	takes	in	Lady	in	the	Water.	

	

(0:02:26	–	0:3:46)	

		 	

Gradually	the	characters	of	the	film	are	introduced	in	the	films	opening	scenes.	

	

(0:18:51)	 	 	 												(0:27:04)	

		 	

Shyamalan	using	depth	of	field	and	mise-en-scene	to	show	the	surroundings	of	the	characters.	

	

(0:28:29)		 	 	 												(0:54:43)	

		 	

The	use	of	camera	position	to	show	a	point:	there	is	a	higher	power	and	our	faiths	are	pre-

ordained.	As	Mr.	Hess	step-by-step	comes	closer	to	understanding	everyone’s	role	in	the	story	the	

camera	shows	important	shots	through	a	placing	of	the	camera	that	is	not	used	otherwise.	

	



 

Inuk	Jørgensen	-	Department	of	English,	Aarhus	University	-	June	2008	

69 

Bibliography:	

	

Andrew,	Dudley	J.	The	Major	Film	Theories.	London/Oxford/New	York:	Oxford	University	Press,	

1976	

	

Bobker,	Lee	R.	Elements	of	Film.	Third	edition.	New	York:	Harcourt	Brace	Jovanovich,	Inc,	1979	

	

Bordwell,	David.	Narration	in	the	Fiction	Film.	Methuen	&	Co,	1985	

	

---.	Intensified	Continuity.	Film	Quarterly,	vol.	55,	no.	3,	ed.	Ann	Martin,	2002		

	

---.	Figures	traced	in	Light.	Los	Angeles:	University	of	California	Press,	Ltd,	2005	

	

---.	‘Den	klassiske	Hollywoodfilm’.	Tryllelygten,	2.	årgang,	nr.	2,	ed.	Johannes	Riis	&	Ole	Steen	

Nilsson.	København:	Tryllelygten,	1995.	57-78.	

	

---.	On	the	History	of	Film	Style.		Cambridge,	Mass.:	Harvard	University	Press,	1997	
	

---.	The	Way	Hollywood	Tells	It:	Story	and	Style	in	Modern	Movies.		Berkeley:	University	of	

California	Press,	2006	

	

Bordwell,	David	&	Thompson,	Kirsten.	Film	Art	–	An	Introduction.	6th	edition.	New	York.	McGraw	

Hill,	2003	

	

Braudy,	Leo	&	Cohen,	Marshall.	Film	Theory	and	Criticism.	Sixth	Edition.	New	York/Oxford:	Oxford	

University	Press,	2004	

	

Caughie,	John.	Theories	of	Authorship:	A	Reader.	London,	Boston	and	Henley:	Routledge	&	Kegan	

Paul,	1981		

	

Cook,	David	A.	A	History	of	Narrative	Film.	4th	Edition.	New	York/London:	W.	W.	Norton	&	

Company,	2001	



 

Inuk	Jørgensen	-	Department	of	English,	Aarhus	University	-	June	2008	

70 

	

Cowie,	Elisabeth.	Storytelling	–	Classical	Hollywood	cinema	and	classical	narrative.	Contemporary	

Hollywood	Cinema,	ed.	Neale	et.	al.	New	York:	Routledge,	1998	

	

Gerstner,	David	A.	&	Staiger,	Janet.	Authorship	and	Film.	New	York:	Routledge,	2003	

	

Koningsberg,	Ira.	The	Complete	Film	Dictionary.	2nd	edition.	New	York:	Penguin	Reference,	1997	

	

Mitry,	Jean.	The	Aesthetics	and	Psychology	of	the	Cinema.	London:	The	Athlone	Press,	1990	

	

Monaco,	James.	The	Language	of	Film:	Signs	and	Syntax.	In	How	to	Read	a	Film:	The	World	of	

Movies,	Media,	and	Multimedia.	New	York/Oxford:	Oxford	University,	2000.	172-219	

	

Neale,	Steve.	Genre	and	Contemporary	Hollywood.		London:	British	Film	Institute,	2002	
	
	
Phillips,	William	H.	Viewer	and	Film.	In	Film:	an	Introduction.	Boston/New	York:	Bedford/St.	

Martin’s,	2004.	408-451	

	

Rabiger,	Michael.	Directing:	Film	Techniques	and	Aesthetics.		3rd	ed.	Amsterdam:	Focal	Press,	2003	
	
Sarris,	Andrew.	‘The	Auteur	Theory	Revisited’.	Film	and	Authorship.	Ed.	Virginia	Wright	Wexman.	

United	States:	Rutgers,	2003.	21-	29	

	

Sharff,	Stefan.	Elements	of	Cinema.	New	York:	Columbia	University	Press.	.	1982	

	

Thompson,	Kristen.	Storytelling	in	the	New	Hollywood.	Cambridge:	Harvard	University	Press,	1999	

	

Torato,	Donato.	Visual	Style	in	M.	Night	Shyamalan’s	“Fantastic”	Trilogy,	Part	1:	The	Long	Take,	

2003.	http://www.horschamp.qc.ca/new_offscreen/shyamalan_pt1.html.	November	2006	

	

---.	Visual	Style	in	M.	Night	Shyamalan’s	“Fantastic”	Trilogy,	Part	2:	Mise	en	Scène,	2003.	

http://www.horschamp.qc.ca/new_offscreen/shyamalan_pt2.html.	November	2006	



 

Inuk	Jørgensen	-	Department	of	English,	Aarhus	University	-	June	2008	

71 

	

Wharton,	David	&	Grant,	Jeremy.	Teaching	Auteur	Study.	London:	bfi	education,	2005	

	

	

Films:	

	

Unbreakable,	M.	Night	Shyamalan.	Touchstone	Pictures,	2000	

	

Lady	in	the	Water,	M.	Night	Shyamalan.	Warner	Bros	Pictures,	2006	

	

Signs,	M.	Night	Shyamalan.	Touchstone	Pictures,	2002	

	

The	Sixth	Sense,	M.	Night	Shyamalan.	Hollywood	Pictures,	1999	

	

The	Village,	M.	Night	Shyamalan.	Touchstone	Pictures,	2004	

	

	

Reviews:	

	

Ebert,	Roger.	2000.	Unbreakable.	Chicago	Sun-Times.	February	22,	2008	

<http://rogerebert.suntimes.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20001122/REVIEWS/11220302/1023>	

	

McCarthy,	Todd.	2000.	Unbreakable.	Variety.	February	22,	2008	
<http://www.variety.com/review/VE1117788668.html?categoryid=31&cs=1&p=0>	

	

Ringstrom,	Philip	A.	The	Sixth	Sense.	In	Psychoanalysis	&	Film.	Glen	O.	Gabbard	(editor).	

London/New	York:	Karnac	(Books)	Ltd.,2001.	235-239	

	

Total	Film	Special	Edition,	The	Decade	Collection	part	one:	the	Nineties.	Matt	Mueller	(editor).	
London:	Future	Publishing	Limited,	2006.	132	
	

Travers,	Peter.	2000.	Unbreakable.	Rolling	Stone.	February	22,	2008 
<http://www.rollingstone.com/reviews/movie/5948191/review/5948192/unbreakable> 
 
 


