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Introduction

Envisioning an Encounter with the Self

Within the Netherlands the ethical and politicadatdission revolving around cloned animals has rbcent
been revived. The cause for this debate is the@omisial import of three cloned horses named Tarz,
Two and Three — all studs which are geneticallyire®yed from the cells of a renowned breeding hdrse
actual cloning of animals is already forbidden ur country. But now voices from within our governme
have been raised to also ban the import of clomahads (Eikelboom, 2014). Ever since Dolly the ghee
was cloned in 1996, remarkable innovations withie field of genetic engineering have occurred. &mal
and larger animals have successfully been duptidayethe technique of cloning. However, it seenad the
technical potential of cloning outstrips the legisle response of many countries when it comeddwiag
this radical technique to be implemented. The Né&ihds is not the only country which enforces arste
cloning policy. Nonetheless, at the present stiiggjncontestably possible for scientists to t@chlly clone
an entire human being — although the strict leisia a majority of the world deploys when it contes
maturing the cloned cells have prevented this saerieom happening. Regardless of all the legiskti
restrictions, the very real prospect of cloning s gives rise to a plenitude of questions thatcam
already explore — questions that in fact are rgdmdilngexplored within the domain of science fiction.

One of the recurring tropes within the scienceidittof human cloning involves the scenario of
encountering one's own duplicate: what might happden a cloned person is faced with herself?
Disquieting questions arise. Can | consider yoig tiher person that is not myself, to be me? Do we
experience life in the same way? Are your memongse and my memories yours? Do we share a
consciousness? Is your body my own or is my bodys®Am | still unique? Are we me or am | you?
Asking these kinds of philosophical and existengiaéstions is intriguing and important, for theloal an
examination of what it means to be an individualh-exploration of our own sense of self. Neversslall
the possible answers to these questions of suajgctemain completely hypothetical to this parteu
instance, since actual human cloning has not deeiight of day yet. However, there is a way fortos
presently venture into the subjectivity-reshapiagain of human cloning on a slightly more palpabiesl;
by means of exploring the manner in which this gme&non has been envisioned within the cultural
imaginary of the cinema (see appendix). Therefthes thesis will undertake a philosophical 'thought
experiment' of a sort on the malleability of ounse of self by closely discerning the cinematicifegof the
human clone as it is conceived of within the filrtegts ofMoon (Jones, 2009Alien: Resurrectior{Jeunet,
1997) andThe &' Day (Spottiswoode, 2000). In scrutinizing the encorsitbe cloned protagonists of these
films have with themselves, this thesis will detteethe different ways in which a cloned sensesthfrsight
unfold itself.

The heart of my forthcoming argument pertainingréshaped subjectivity is exemplified and
crystallized within an evocative scene stemmingnfrime film Moon In this short but sinister scene the

precarious nature of the relation of self to selbéautifully condensed through an enigmatic ‘wisid the
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film's protagonist Sam Bell (Sam Rockwell) — a mrehvo is a clone but who is initially unaware of tfast.
Just before Sam physically encounters his own ae#fort of metaphorical premonition of this impermygi
future event manifests itself within a dream thaéms to start out as a memoiyiopn TC:00:22:59-
00:23:38). Although it only lasts thirty secondsistbrief sequence has an ominous and disoriegteffaect.
The scene begins with an establishing shot wheredimera slowly tilts down to the moon-base on khic
Sam lives. While an eerie score accompanies aldesgto Sam's bedroom, the camera tracks deeper in
the room with a smooth and almost spectral-like @meent — giving the impression that we ourselves, as
viewers, are creeping up to a sleeping Sam. Anatiesolve, cued on the close-up of Sam's dormanat, fa
takes us into his dream-scape. At first this dregupears to be a recollection of an intimate memahgre
Sam and his wife are sleeping in a caring embrBigen, with an equally smooth and spectral-likekirag
movement, the camera sweeps underneath the caterérame momentarily fades to black to subsequentl
plunge us into a claustrophobic, tunnel-like mazectv is formed out of the covers. The camera skthe
down Sam's legs from right to left. The suspenssduindtrack climaxes and suddenly we discern a,hand
which is franticly clutching at Sam's feet. As ttemera further tracks the grasping hand, we zooto m
close up of the face of another — very distress&am (figure 4). After this 'second’ Sam is revegieho

will turn out to be his 'predecessor’), the shauptly dissolves into another establishing shothef moon-

base and the sequence ends like a thief in thé.nigh

Figure 4: Sam Bell clutching at Sam Bell's feelioon (TC:00:23:31).

This scene might go unnoticed by the casual viewey sees this demure yet suspenseful film for
the first time. Nevertheless, this succinct intddwvithin the narrative flow of the film plays amportant
role in understanding the cinematic configuratibthe human clone iMoon As we shall see, it delineates
a certain spatio-temporal 'distortion’ within tlenstruction of the sense of self which the figuir¢he clone
can bring forth. This cloning relation of self telfshas a significantly different structure fromhet,
‘conventional’ forms of subjectivity and inter-seddjvity: this relationship could be discerned wschironic

as well as diachronic. And perhaps even more m@atjnit is informed by a paradigmatic instead of a
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syntagmatic logic. The clone can be seen as afithat abolishes conventional relations, whichbased
on a naturalized successive pattern. As a figuakttirives on perpetual seriality, it frees theividlial from
being inscribed in a finite, syntagmatic structiie will return to these important notions in tirstfchapter
of this thesis. Nevertheless the spatio-temporafusion within this particular scene can alreadyfdieat
this point. While the overall status of the scerighihat first be interpreted as a dream which iseblaon a
memory, it could be argued that through the infusdb the literal latent presence of the other clonéhis
reminiscent dream, the scene in effect takes onspexial function of a 'vision'. One in which two
subjectivities intimately share a sort of ‘continsi@onsciousness', prompted by what Alison Landstegis
‘prosthetic memory' (1995). This concept experimesith the idea that the memories and therefore the
identity of an individual could be extracted antdseguently implanted into the next as a kind o&giresis —

a crucial concept that will be elaborated on inftret two chapter. For now we should remark that vision

in Moonreveals that the conventional relation between mmgrand identity is radically transformed into an
utterly mercurial and illusive one when an encounti¢h your clone reshapes subjectivity.

Moreover, it is important to note that the conceptmnemory in itself — a notion which essentially
structures our sense of self — should already $eedhied as an extremely slippery phenomenon. Tén®ldg
allegory of our memories as static, dusty old boslkslved away in the library of our brains has eshed
itself (Lehrer, 2008:83). Our memories are actuatiglleable, volatile, erratic, fallible and invotary.
Memory can be deceitful, imagined, traumatic, atilee and apparently even prosthetic. ‘A memorngnily
as real as the last time you remember it — the moueremember something, the less accurate the ngemo
becomes' (Lehrer, 2008:85). Therefore, memoriesitaperfect copies of what actually happened, aoXer
of a Xerox of a mimeograph of the original photgdra(Lehrer, 2008:89). But what if these memories
possess and are possessed by a cloned subjecfiNitg?is a premises which potentially makes these
memories the imperfect copies of a Xerox of a Xeobxa mimeograph of the original photograph of the
memory within a subjectivity which on its own couldready be discerned as a Xerox of a Xerox of a
mimeograph of the original photograph of a clonedsg of self. Nevertheless, even within this dagzli
scenario, memories still remain one of the mosti&mental building blocks for identity — however tatde
they might be.

As we have seen up to now, the phenomenon of huhagang entails a radical reshaping of the
human sense of self. It holds the power to thretiterboundaries of our subjectivity, while at tlaeng time
opening up new ways of conceiving what constitidssour sense of self. The traditional Cartesian
perception of subjectivity — which comprises a siag embodied subjectivity unified through the att
conscious awareness of the self — can be destbiliy encountering one's own clone. On a similzael]e
the mercurial conception of memory | delineatedvabalso has the ability to disrupt our conventiona
conception of identity. Therefore, the couplingtlé trope of human cloning with the concept prasthe
memory can be a fruitful endeavor within the projetthis thesis, for it might bring forth a numbeir
severe consequences for maintaining the 'uniqaete§ian sense of self on which our place in thddae

based. By letting the cinematic figure of the clamder Landsberg's particular thought experimdmg, t
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already radical effects of prosthetic memories onperception of subjectivity and identity might lm@ught
to unprecedented extremes. However, if the tropleuafian cloning combined with the notion of prosthet
memory ferociously reveals Cartesian subjectivitype a mere fantasy of unique individuality, wedto
nevertheless not cease, and indeed have not ceéasadirch for the self. Perhaps precisely beciagasity
and memory have become so illusive and mercuriaklareflexive quest like this project may present
gain additional momentum — especially within thalmeof cinematic fiction.

It is within the cinematic figure of the human obothat this fantastical trope of refashioning
subjectivity has had a prolific and productive lif@wever unlikely the actual practice of humameig still
remains for the moment. After the cloning of Dolllye production of cloning-films especially took:dh
the 2000's a quadruplication occurred (see appgridixthermore, as we will see in the course of thesis,
the phenomenon of cloning is a cinematic as weblaentifictoposwithin a cultural imaginary — one that
increasingly pervades our discourses on the sedfmaony, identity and humanity (Stacey, 2010). To
interrogate this capricious connection between nignatoning and subjectivity within the realm ohema,
this thesis will thus take a closer look at thresezstudies that elegantly combine these volatiteepts.
Moreover, these filmic texts themselves also fuorctks philosophical thought experiments of a s@aeh
raising a particular set of existential questiaach operating within its own specific genre. Tpasticular
selection of films is foregrounded within this tteebecause all three case-studies explicitly afetafely
deal with the notion of an encounter with one's @wlf through evoking the trope of human cloninbeve
each film gives way to a different yet kindred delition of the relation of self to self.

A rather vigorous and productive relation with gedf is engendered ikloon through my concept
of 'continuous consciousness' in chapter two andewprking of Stanley Cavell's notion of 'the uaated
but attainable self' (Cavell, 2004) in chapter ¢hidien: Resurrectionon the other hand, envisions a nuclear
loss of 'bio-aura’ (Stacey, 2010) that prompts strdetive affiliation between the different incatioas of
the self through my concept of ‘continuous corptyrawhich will be discussed in chapter folihe 6' Day
— the focus of chapter five — tries to restoreranfer, more conventional conception of subjectiaty force
this outdated sense of self onto the novel, regshapectures of subjectivity in vain. For it paltfadenies
the metamorphic consequences of human cloninghforconstitution of identity. Because these thrkasfi
belong to different genres, each deploys an altema&inematic language to comment upon the thought
experiment of encountering one's own salfen: Resurrectiorenvisions its hybrid-clone within theody-
horror-genre, whereadoon investigates the patterns of conduct of its clopestagonists in a manner
worthy of an art-house film, while action blockbersthe 6' Day adheres to the conventions of Hollywood.
The figure of the clone thus cuts across diverbe-dienres. Taken together, these different cinemati
'visions' of the figure of the clone inextricabligact the space of this thesis' thought experimadtraveal
the various modes in which the cloned sense ofcsgifmanifest itself. But before we can embarklos t
endeavor, an exploration of the concept of cloramg its intimate relation to the medium of cinersa i
necessary to form a theoretical foundation fromclviwe can set out to explore the intricate relagbaelf

to self that is variously staged within our casedis.



Chager 1: Reshapedubjectivity

Cinema & Cloning: Refashioning our Sense of Self

Since our cells are now thoroughly codifiable asagie information — which can be tagged,
extracted, transferred, reprogrammed, and recomb#end our reproductive capacities can now be
amplified, assisted, manipulated, substituted, reglezed, or blended with laboratory techniques,
previous notions of the sacredness of life, thérdisveness of the human, and the singularity of
embodied subjectivity can no longer form the fouimtes of modern subjecthood as they once did.
(Stacey, 2010:179)

This passage from Jackie Stacey's bddle Cinematic Life of the Ger{@010) evocatively shows that
unraveling the human genome has a treacheroussiflip. The promise of enhancing human life by
potentially eradicating diseases through genetidifivations also gives rise to the destabilizatminthe
very notion of what it means to be 'human’. Focrsd human subjectivity relies for a large parttba
stability of embodied subjectivity, which is govethby the singularity of the self. The sacrednésiéeoand
the distinctiveness of the human are thus uttemlyaagered by the increasing malleableness of dls. ce
Perhaps thinking in this vein seems like a giaap lvhen we are coming from practical, scientifiegftons

of genetics that are asked today and dive intovauphilosophical questions of subjectivity thaight or
might not affect us in the future. Nonethelessijsitvery important to ask these existential question
beforehand, for 'the time to address the ethicpligations of this [genetic] technology is before actually
apply it (Kirby, 2000:211). Especially since 'thessibilities of techno-scientific interferencekimgenetic
processes' are advancing in such a way that tleygurate 'a sense of what we might call a lostabia'
(Stacey, 2010:179). This notion of lost bio-aurdl & addressed shortly. For now it is importanstiess
that, although actual human cloning has not begieimented by science yet, the integrity of ouritraxal
embodied subjectivity is nevertheless presentlgaaly highly compromised by 'the geneticization haf t
body' (Stacey: 2010:180). Stacey evokes the corafape geneticized body in tandem with the 'theadie

of the clone, marked by the completion of the Hur@amome Project and the cloning of Dolly' in ortter
lay bare 'a profound disturbance to our previoudesaf corporeal perception' (Stacey, 2010:180-181)

In line with this disturbance, a kind of 'genomisaburse’ is indeed intimately informing and
affecting our cultural imagination as well as oanse of self in a very palpable fashion. In thig \#&tacey
argues that something she terms 'the genetic iraggihas entered into the fabrics of our lives te iour
discourses, into our fictions, into our minds ardreinto our embodiments. Within this genetic inmaaqy
several tangible tensions 'surrounding the recardiion of the boundaries of the human body, the
transferability of its informational components,dathe imitative potentialities of geneticized mode
embodiment' (Stacey, 2010:8) are played out. Thetgeimaginary should be seen as a kind of mise-en
scene, which frames these fantastical yet subataentixieties: 'a fantasy landscape inhabited hiczat
bodies that disturb the conventional teleologiesgehder, reproduction, racialization, and heteroakx
kinship' (Stacey, 2010:8). In sum, the genetic imagy, of which cloning is a prominent part, radliga

problematizes traditional teleologies of subjetyivivioreover, Stacey argues that cinema and genetic
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engineering — both seen as technologies of imitati@re intrinsically intertwined. This kinship sid not
only be discerned as a sort of homology, ratheeron and genetic engineering also function on ar&thd
ontological level. These imitation-technologies ooty share a fundamental similarity based on commo
'descent’, they also share innate characteristibgchwdefine the very essence of their productive
mechanisms. Both technologies, according to Stdiceyygurate disturbances to our sense of pladhen
world, and our connectedness to people and thinggnd us' (Stacey, 2010:7). She continues that the
*“genetic imaginary” spatializes the inner and olitaits of such disturbances' (Stacey, 2010:7) cBema
and genetic engineering as part of the genetic imag seem to both probe our sense of self by
simultaneously disturbing and delineating our faati@hs of subjectivity.

Furthermore, Stacey argues that the imitative & medium of cinema epitomizes an important
shared quality with genetic engineering: 'it bringdife still images and, disguising its own dd#, invests
them with a believable presence on the screenc®§t2010:7). This particular quality is of importe for
her to show 'how the animation of cellular lifetia¢ genetic level is produced in the cinema at anerd
where the mutability of the body coincides with tmeitability of the image, in both cases threatening
particular diachronic continuities' (Stacey, 208):1At this point we should return to the notion'loét bio-
aura'. When she ventures into a chapter whereesinarks Walter Benjamin's famous 1936 essay “ThekWor
of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction”, Stgcfurther explains how the geneticized body ared th

cinema work on a kindred ontological level:

[...] its new modalities present a shock, arguablgnparable to the ways in which, according to
Benjamin, photographic and cinematic technologiésreproduction led to mediated human
relationships to culture; and the geneticized dgmenting and disembodying effects on the
connections between sexuality and reproductionlipatae digital disturbance to the authenticity
and integrity of the mechanical produced imagead8y, 2010:180)

The reason it is so fascinating that Stacey drdws dntological parallel between both technologiés
reproduction, is the fact that 'the move from antizesingularity to artificial duplication' (Stace3010:182)
— which is applicable to both mechanisms — hasreesensequences for maintaining a neatly unifiesae
of self. Stacey herself explains: 'Extending Benjesnconcept of the loss of aura to the domainhef t
geneticized body, we might think of the demiseiofdwura through the fading sense of the body'susanigy,
nonrepeatability, uniqueness, integrity, and auibigyi (Stacey, 2010:182). Hence, noting the aauities of
cloning and cinema is of great relevance to thissith) for this fading sense of previous notions of
subjectivity due to the kindred technologies oftation and/or reproduction is exactly the kind ghamic
which this project will investigate through evokirige cinematic figure of the clone — a figure that
especially thrives within the film-genre of scierfizdion.

Science fiction has long been recognized as a dkates particularly apt for allowing philosophica
ideas to roam freely through the fictional simwas it creates, and 'to reflect on existential jaes rarely
encountered elsewhere' (Eberl, 2010:27). As we baga, questions of subjectivity, identity, singityaand

humanity seem be to poignantly probed by the tadgaiman cloning- a phenomenon that has been eagerly
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appropriated in many filmic fictions. The variety which the figure of the cinematic clone is imagginis
vast: the concept of human cloning has taken upynufiferent forms over the course of the past few
decades. From renegade replicants supposedly withemories and thus emotiorBlg¢de RunnefScott,
1982)), to the covered-up cloning of the remainofehumanity to ensure its survivahéon Flux[Kusama,
2005]), to organ back-ups not only restrained byalae consciousness but also endowed with false,
prosthetic memoriesThe Island[Bay, 2005]), to muscular action-heroes who séneartfamily, the world
and their selves with the help of their cloned §Elfe 8' Day [Spottiswoode, 2000]), to an evil ‘twin’ with a
differing traumatic background(ar Trek: NemesifBaird, 2002]), to resurrected heroines with ali2@NA
(Alien: ResurrectionfJeunet, 1997]), to cheap, cloned laborers onntben (Moon [Jones, 2009]), to an
intricate genetic identity performance to be ablgass as a genetically superior doul@attaca[Niccol,
1997]) and even to fabricated Fiihrers complete dithlicated socio-environmental conditioi$hé Boys
from Brazil [Schaffner, 1978]). And this list only represerite tcinematic tip of the cloning iceberg (see
appendix for an extensive yet still incomplete d¢isfilm-titles).

The cinematic site itself has also become an ammame identity politics are played out and where a
sense of self is being formed and reshaped: 'tdg lsomade and remade in both science and cineitta, w
both the image world and the world of science eaddg the process of visual and narrative (re)ctutisn
of subjectivity itself' (Bishop, 2011:353). Here fied a conclusion similar to the argument Stacekes,
one that adheres to the potential power which essigithin the figure of the clone. The cinematiesce
fiction theme of cloning, of the double, of a simtigld self, of a copy questioning the original'sustamight
be discerned as the ultimate 'posthuman’ trope atrope where apparent fixed identities and umisglves
are virtually but nevertheless viscerally problemed, where the discourse on conventional subjiggtiv
might get unraveled to its possible bare absenagnématic trope where we can reconfigure our sefise
self, a discursive trope that might just give waya posthuman conception of identity that does not
inherently entail a singularity of embodied subijtt to maintain a productive sense of self. Fidntéxts
that deal with this radical trope of cloning mightis be considered as philosophical and existethkaight

experiments on subjectivity — each engaging witfedint scenarios of encountering one's own self.

Paradigmatic Relationality & Prosthetic Memory

If we explore the distinct logic which governs t@nstruction of the cinematic figure of the cloiteseems

to comprise a mechanism that especially problemsitize way in which embodied subjectivities eni&y a
relation with each other. The manner in which one individieates to another individual (i.e. inter-
subjectivity), or how one specific group relatesaother group, determines the form and face of its
existence to a large extent. To perhaps rephrasstdtement rather bluntly: without darkness weildiaot
have light, without the left we would not have thght, without the other we would not have the self
Identity and subjectivity are thus generally deditel by a normative relationship of self and otbgrthe
discontinuities between subjects, as entities iposjtion. However, the figure of the clone mightagina

perverted inter-subjective relation that is rath@sed on a narcissistic affiliation of self and,smh ominous
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continuity, formed out of radical sameness instefadifferentiating otherness. Or, as Stacey eldgdatms
this affiliation: the 'configuration of cloning ake embodiment of the relations of 'excessive saswn
(Stacey, 2003:252). However, as we shall see,pioblematic relation of excessive sameness masifest
itself in the production of multiple differencesurEhermore, the subjective relations between inidigls in
terms of their spatial and temporal dimensionsadge radically challenged by the figure of the eloBy
duplicating or multiplying the body, these doubégdities as subjectivities of sameness start skneva life
paths within different spaces and/or times — a iplidity of forks in the road of life is formed. Enefore,
the clone can be seen as a figure that abolishegentional relations that are based on a natudilize
successive pattern. As a figure that thrives opegteal seriality, it frees the individual from bgimscribed

in a finite, horizontal, syntagmatic structure. e cloned body is overtly artificial — a constraad a copy

— overthrowing the original body's privileged adlvees 'natural' position and subjectivity. Hereby ttlone
but also the 'original' itself are placed withirpatentially infinite, vertical, paradigmatic struce. In this
state, it appears that seriality seen as endlesgbeating alternatives of the same, has replaced
successiveness seen as a new generation elabarptinghe former one.

The figure of the clone thus flips the previousymative ‘relationality’ upside down. The term
relationality should in this respect be regardedhasparticular logic that governs subjectivity anter-
subjectivity. The paradigmatic relationality of slng may very well hold the power to erase the agmatic
relationality of the traditional sense of the sélfis potentially endless relationship, which haddgerverted
promise for eternal life because the cloned indigldcan be copied ad infinitum, savagely smears
conventional subjectivity out to the point where m@longer can constitute our sense of self agaghdnd
unique. If the same singular embodied subjectiigtperpetually reproduced through human cloningt th
particular subjectivity now flows across a plenguaf embodiments that could exist within multippaso-
temporal dimensions — diachronically as well aschyonically. It seems that through the figure af thone
our sense of self implodes precisely because thigestivity expands exponentially. This is a dynarfiat
can also be found when the interconnected notiérignte and space' are drawn into a 'black hofeid
elaborate on this particular metaphor, the radiekdtionality of the cloned sense of self couldfaest be
delineated as essentially functioning like an ddileck hole. This relationality amounts to beingedarious
nexus that simultaneously expands and compresaee snd time, self and other — for within the qunim
of cloning these oppositions are no longer tenaHi@wever, up to now we have mainly discussed the
relationality ofembodiedsubjectivity, whereas subjectivity traditionallyaecording to Cartesian thought —
encompasses more than just the physical sensdfoltsencompasses a singular, embodied subjegtivit
which is unified through the act @onscious awareness of the s&b what kind of mutations does the
figure of the clone possibly bring forth when wentamplate subjective consciousness? Here againilive w
encounter the mercurial nature of memory and ltgion to identity.

The films that are mentioned in the precious saatibthis chapter only form a small fraction of the
various cinematic fictions that deal with cloningreplication to some extent, as the list of seye®gven

‘cloning-films' in the appendix shows. What parcly fascinates me for my search of the reshapedes of
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self through the cinematic construction of humamnitlg, are clones that in some respect possesarand
simultaneously 'possessed’ by the mercurial memofi¢he lived experiences of their 'original': reg that
are endowed with an actual prosthetic memory (Laads 1995). As | stated in my introduction, bytifey
the cinematic figure of the clone enter Landsbepgricular thought experiment on identity, theicad
effects of prosthetic memories on our perceptiosutijectivity might be brought to unprecedentedesnes.
The concept of a prosthesis readily connotes aioeldgic of expansion and enlargement, but itssidn
within the figure of the clone could stretch thiargcular logic to the point where it snaps into an
inexhaustible logic of seriality. The term prostbehemory itself was coined by Alison Landsbergher
article “Prosthetic Memorytotal Recall& Blade Runnér(1995) and she defines this posthuman concept as
follows: 'By prosthetic memories | mean memoriesclwido not come from a person's lived experience in
any strict sense. These are implanted memoriestrendnsettled boundaries between real and sinculate
ones are frequently accompanied by another dismptif the human body, its flesh, its subjectiveoaamy’
(Landsberg, 1995:175). Here already we can disttexrpotentially dislocating power memory holds over
embodied subjectivity, as was touched upon in mipduction and which will be elaborated on shortly.
Landsberg's article starts with delineating the mearin which memory is constitutive of identity.
First of all, we should note that the lived expecies we have and the memories we conceive of thieape
our subjectivity. Subsequently she argues thabatih memories might be radically divorced fromalotual
lived experience, they nevertheless do continuentdivate actions and construct identity (Landsberg,
1995:175). The idea that memories can be severkdxracted from one individual to be implanteditiie
next individual as a prosthesis, shows that owrésh conscious awareness of ourselves — whichsedon
our experiences that make us who we are — is afta&gile and mutable construction. As Landsbergéiér

continues to explain:

We rely on our memories to validate our experientég experience of memory actually becomes
the index of experience: if we have the memorymust have had the experience it represents. [...]
If memory is the precondition for identity or indduality — if what we claim as our memories
defines who we are — then the idea of a prostinegiciory problematizes any conception of memory
that posits it as essential, stable or organiggbunded. In addition, it makes impossible the wish
that a person owns her/his memories as inalierablgerty. (Landsberg, 1995:176)

Therefore, we could claim that the evocation of@sthetic memory renders any conception of memery a
inherently unstable and inessential, although meaon their precarious nature do very much stmectbe
basis of our subjectivity. What does this tell lusrt about the nature of human subjectivity itself?

To shed a skeptical yet informative light on thigstion, we turn to the philosophy of David Hume.
In his essay “Of Personal Identity” — a sectiorhis largerA Treatise of Human Natur@iume, 1783) — |
recognize a kindred argument to the above menti@tach of Landsberg. Within Hume's conception of
personal identity, he stresses that the very naifaa 'constant and invariable' self and the ided e are
every moment intimately conscious of what we call self; that we feel its existence and its cordime in

existence' is intrinsically &ctional construction (Hume, 1783: bookl, part4, sect.@ather that, according
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to Hume, we should therefore view our subjectigisya ‘fiction of the self' — one which is basedonever-
changing perceptions of our identity which on thgrt are based on the perceptions of our memofiesr
perceptions of ourselves. As Hume himself delireedtés dynamic: 'a bundle or collection of differen
perceptions, which succeed each other with an iweigable rapidity, and are in a perpetual flux and
movement' (ibid.). So, his statement 'l never caticlc myself at any time without a perception, aeden
can observe any thing but the perception’ (ibidgwss that subjectivity within this vein should bsatrned
as already being an imagined impression we carv@foour own perceptions. In a way, we could arthse
Landsberg's prosthetic memory not only lays bageutistable nature of memory itself, but also evoeelt
underlines the Humean idea that our personal iggemiis always been an inherent fictional assemblage

If we now return to the coupling of human cloningdaprosthetic memory, we can posit the
following argument. When a clone 'receives’ thesfiretic memory of the original, we can argue that t
particular perception of identity of the original transplanted as well, because memory is the pdéem
for individuality. Consequently we can concludettthee endowment of these prosthetic memories witien
figure of the clone functions as a sort of conduab consciousness, giving way to the formationaof
‘continuity of consciousness'. Jason Eberl alsoesota a similar conclusion: 'Cloning, as it is stmes
imagined in science fiction, takes the notion afitowuity further. It promises progeny who share just the
complete genome and exact appearance of their mtoge but also their consciousness and memofies o
lived experiences' (Eberl, 2010:28). Because oktidowment of prosthetic memories into a clone,ombt
does the body of the subject enters into a plugldtionality, but likewise the mind is multiplieché
continued, thus adhering to an inexhaustible ladiceriality. If we take memory to be one of thesto
foundational and formative aspects of identity anbjectivity however fictional they might be, theased
and collective implanted memories of the originalkich are placed into the clone as a prosthefisge a
continuous consciousness that flows through a pligity of embodied subjectivities. Consequently a
profound modification of the aphorism 'cogito swah be made: 'we have thought, experienced anthéelt
same by means of prosthetic memories, therefore ahéE A sort of ‘fractalization of the self' will
accordingly be set in motion, an important notiowill return to in chapter three.

For now it is important to note that discoursescomventional, Cartesian subjectivity based on
uniqueness and singularity are most radically ehgkd when faced with an 'implosive' continuity of
consciousness — formed by prosthetic memories taminsing from the 'configuration of cloning as the
embodiment of the relations of 'excessive samén@&sacey, 2003:252) — seen as a nefarious nexais th
simultaneously expands and compresses the catsegdrself and other. The ways in which these retetiof
excessive sameness function on a cinematic leviélbevdiscussed in the next chapters, when wécatiy
explore some of the filmic texts that are to beardgd as thought experiments on the reconfigured

subjectivity of the cloneMoon Alien: ResurrectiorandThe &' Day.
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Chapter 2: Continuous Consciousnesiloon

An A-grammatical Identification of 'l are You'

Duncan Jones' debut-filivloon is a kind of thought experiment that intensely amiimately explores
questions of subjectivity, identity, memory and famty through the trope of human cloning. This film
implicitly raises existential questions like: whoeawve, if we are not ourselves? Who are we, if ne a
already out there? Who are we, when we are immbnamt inescapably faced with ourselves? Remarkably
enough,Moon actually starts off by explicitly raising a questiitself. For the very first shot of the film
literally displays the ominous question: “Where ame now?”Moon thus immediately poses a self-reflexive
thought experiment to its spectators — one thdttwih out to radically challenge conventional nog of
subjectivity based on uniqueness and singularitythiermore, this film places prosthetic memoriemlify
within the foundations of the cloned sense of #ié # even seem that these memories might bdelgeto
how the cloned protagonists are able to affiliaith wach other in a novel kind of subjective ralatility.

In the first placeMoon can be perceived as an ode to the monumentalcsciition classi001: A
Space OdyssefKubrick, 1968). Like2001, Moon affectively touches upon existential questionshinita
science fiction scenario. In the film protagoniatr6Bell is stationed for a three year period onféineside of
the moon in the not so distant future. His taskoissinglehandedly, with only the company of benign
computer pal GERTY (voiced by Kevin Spacey), manggeharvesting of moon-rocks that supply nearly
seventy percent of the earth’s energy consumptiomever, Sam Bell is a clone. Actually he is onenainy
clones. He is 'a Xerox of a Xerox of a mimeograpthe original photograph' (Lehrer, 2008:89) of SRell
as it were. These clones were all bred to subséguman the station after the previous one expatdr
three years, without ever knowing they were cloeperiod of ghastly corporeal deterioration prezsed
their inescapable expiration. These shocking traties however, gradually revealed to the spectatoce
the narration of the film restricts us to the knegde the protagonist(s) have. Two weeks beforeument
Sam thinks he will be able to return home to Wig and daughter on earth, he crashes while inspea
harvester-machine that is malfunctioning. A new Sauawakened — although the spectator, like bothsSa
themselves, initially does not know that it is an& who has been awoken. Shortly after this new ffaia
his barely alive predecessor. What unfolds nex moving, distressing, cynical and uncanny relstan
between the two Sams, who at the end of the filrkewap yet another Sam. The purpose of bringing this
third clone to life, is using him as a proxy inithescape plan for the second clone. The last seguef the
film crosscuts the awakening of the third clonehwtite arrival of the supposed ‘rescue’ team, wthite
expiring Sam watches the second Sam being laurtoheatth and he exhales his last breath.

In Moon the two clones that we follow for the duration bétfilm exist next to each other in a
confined space and time. Because they are in shghkigal proximity to each other, the problematic of
subjectivities entering into a paradigmatic relatinight be raised to a higher level. For Sam Betlually
lives and converses with Sam Bell throughout aglgrgrt of the film, whereas other cinematic figunéghe

the clone usually do not encounter each other by fon a brief period of time. So the relation cdr8 Bell
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with Sam Bell is structured diachronically as wa#l synchronically. This close physical and temporal
proximity of the clones prompts me to ponder over tjuestion of how the sense of self is conceivfed o
within the specific spatio-temporal constructionttoé relationality of the multiple Sam Bells Mhoon This
construction comprises a complex framework thatlisady astutely alluded to within the explicit gtien

the film poses as it commences: where (a place)aal®ing in time) we (multiple subjectivities) nda
spatio-temporal unit)?

A key figure in understanding Sam’s subjectivity rasltiple and being formed out of a relation
instead of being based on singularity, is GERTY.ewlhe newly awoken Sam finds the expiring Sam and
brings him back to the station, he adamantly demanf@GERTY to know who this man is. GERTY responds
by saying: “Sam Bell, we need him to get to therméry immediately” (TC:00:28:00). Because GERTY
usually addresses Sam by stating his full namegahgputer is actually answering that this man s &ell,
while hailing the other Sam simultaneously. Thi€ammy encounter repeats itself when the expiring Sa
wakes up and a similar habitual exercise of languaglisplayed. He also demands to know of GERT® wh
the man in the recreation room is. The computewars “Sam Bell. You are Sam Bell” (TC:00:31:50).
From the perspective of GERTY there is no diffeeemt their subjectivities, even though there are tw
corporealities present. Out of these dialogues thighcomputer, an intelligent entity with a compiotaal
instead of embodied subjectivity, we can state ttiaisubjectivity of Sam Bell has become not onlyltiple
but also continuous. Perhaps another singularuenfiyiman being would not address the clones isdhee
way. But precisely because GERTY himself is a sttbjého does not form his sense of self according to
conventional conceptions of subjectivity, he iseatol rationalize the existence of the clones dsid &nd a-
grammatical identification of 'l are You'. Withiti$ identification the | that is You, is literallglural.
Therefore Sam's sense of self flows across mulépibodiments as water runs through multiple riarg

as life gushes through multiple forms; 'panta raaitibjectivity indeed flows when | are You.

Figure 5: The Sams touchingly share their prosthmgmory of how they met their wife Moon (TC:01:23:40).

Nevertheless, GERTY is not the only one who disséne Sam in this particular way. Also the Sams
themselves gradually accept their configurationckes, seen as the embodiment of the relations of
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‘excessive sameness'. In the current experienbetbfSams, the bigger trauma is the impossibittunite
with their loved ones instead of entering into dtiple, continuous subjectivity. This notion is liully
underlined by a scene where the Sams sit in a madrand together recall the moment they first their
wife (figure 5). Again the habitual use of langugdgeys an important role. Both Sams easily switetwieen
referring to themselves and the other by sometisaging “you” and at other times expressing theneselv
with “I” in an intuitive fashion. This continuityfaconsciousness and thus of subjectivity — whicbnabled
through their mutual prosthetic memories — is atsudered visually in the mise-en-scéne by the skten
scale model of the original's home town, on whighte previous Sam Bell clones build (figure 6her
expiring Sam comments upon this maquette by tetlegnewly awoken Sam that he cannot even remember
building all of it, but still he conceives of it &g own, while continuing building on it ferventljhese kinds
of instances, which are subtly dispersed througttwaitfilm, show that subjectivity has become camntims
through multiple corporealities and that identigyriot fixed anymore in the singular but flows asras
paradigmatic relation.

Figure 6: Both Sams in front of their maquette thatializes their continuous subjectivityMoon (TC:00:45:33).

Yet Moondoes not explicitly focus on the cloned elepharthie room, rather it sutures this reshaped
and continuous subjectivity into the fabric of tblearacters in a naturalistic and intelligible waphe
majority of the diegetic time focuses on the relaghip of the two men. Their physical and temporal
proximity allows the film to examine their day taydhabits. Although the perimeters of the film aat
through staging a fantastical narrative of clonitig filmic text itself can be perceived as an giigation
into their patterns of conduct. This film in a serexhibits a philosophical and perhaps an anthogjcdl
thought experiment of how mundane, everyday intemadetween clones could unfold itself and evew ho
an uncanny friendship might be forged between talees. The film is able to capture the everydayutex
of their conduct in a Kafkaesque way, a qualityt thecomes of great relevance in chapter threen&writ
is important to emphasize the film's specific towhjch endows this text with a certain uncanny ligna
With a slow editing pace, a large part of the ssanerely comprises the two men participating in daune
activities: playing ping-pong (figure 1), arguingyilding on the scale model, and reminiscing evéimes

original experienced.
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Discontinuous Continuity

The clones thus seem to be accepting of this neamgtructed subjectivity. They do not rebel agaihetr
paradigmatic relationship and do not perceive idagouring; they appear to be rather in sync witke o
another. Nevertheless, it does not seem that each BRIl encompasses every single thing the other Sa
Bell is — albeit they immanently are exact copiégach other. The little markers of these discuwities
within their continuity of subjectivity gain an avegreater prominence as this film so explicitlydses on
their 'ordinary' conduct. Examples of these markédifference within sameness are the facts tianewly
awoken Sam cannot play the game of ping-pong potiskilled at crafting together the pieces for soale
model while the expiring Sam is. Also slightly @ifing attitudes towards the uncanny situation @ueyin,
hint at these disjunctions. Through their contrastiody languages, which are frequently juxtapagiitin

a single two-shot, and through the different intamre of their conversations, the discontinuitieghim their
continuum of consciousness are made manifest. Pethase subtle filmic techniques tell us that tiveusd
not view the Sams as mere Xeroxes of Xeroxes ofeographs of the original photograph of Sam Belt, bu
we should rather discern them as different tempdiraensions of one another as well, each one imglyi
and simultaneouslgupplementinghe other — a concept which will shorty be sup@satad.

For now, let us focus on this notion of differingnporal dimensions of the self. This idea is
manifested in the way that the characters area|yapiositioned in relation to one another withie tmise-
en-scéne. Most scenes where the clones are fraritieith & two-shot (see figure 1,5,6,7) the detetiota
Sam is positioned on the left of the screen, wietlea newly awoken Sam is placed on the right. Wiithe
conventions of western languages, we are condiidoeead a sentence from left to right, so thaatetwer
is stated on the left precedes what is stated enritht. In this sense the left of a visual composi
immediately connotes the past and the right reptegbe present going towards the future. The gepdmt
of a similar temporal and spatial logic could berded to the characters of Sam Bell. However, this
visualized spatio-temporal placement of the clo@ss connote a relationality that could be desdrixe
being based on the logic of a sentence — thatsigneagmatic, horizontal relation. This kind of tada |
previously delineated as belonging to the conveati@onception of subjectivity, based on uniquersrss
singularity. Nevertheless, the two Sams can beepsrd as being structured within a paradigmatic
relationality too, for they are placed within a pisde infinite structure of alternatives based eriadity and
multiplicity.

This radical seriality is evocatively captured witlthe image of rows and rows of stocked Sam
Bells, neatly set up to be awakened one day, whéeexpiring Sam stands left and the newly awokam S
stands right (figure 7). So within this one and #siaene shot both kinds of relationalities are preseme
temporal relation of the men — which is mostly akzed through the syntactic, spatial placemenrefifto
right — is not only stressed by their figure plaesmbut also by the dialogue. The latter clone dbks
former clone: “Who goes first?” The decaying clameswers decisively “I go first” and descends irte t
hall of the clones (TC:01:06:19). Although the sdbivity of both subjects is conceptually structuiees a

paradigmatic relation, the visual language of thaic¢ text itself rearranges its protagonists byame of
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deploying a syntagmatic logic. Hence, we can catelthat the particular model of subjectivity whiish
delineated by the trope of human cloningMoon, does not fully comprise a radical identity thegides in a
state of unbridled flux. This film rather reworksenwentional models of subjectivity based on syntatign
and unique singularity, problematizing and inhdsemiomplexifying the traditional sense of self on a
paradigmatic axis. Nevertheless, this reshapedssreelf still remains very much structured indeed

|
|

e,

rEmy

Figure 7: The Hall of Clones iMoon (TC:01:06:19).

When we are contemplating the discontinuities wittiie continuous subjectivity of Sam Bell, we
should return to the way in which Landsberg conealtes the particular productiveness of memorg Sh
states that contrary to popular opinion, memorresagtually the domain of the present instead tiriggng
to the past (Landsberg, 1995:176). As was mentiameay introduction, indeed 'a memory is only aal 1&s
the last time you remember it — the more you renemsbmething, the less accurate the memory becomes'
(Lehrer, 2008:85). Furthermore, 'the act of remampealso changes you' (Lehrer, 2008:84). Becausgeye
time you remember something, the memory of thedliexperience itself gets altered by your act of
remembering it. It thus makes you a slightly ddigr person than before, every time you remember
something. Here already we can discern a possipamation for Sam Bell's excessive sameness that,
remarkably enough, produces slight but indeed pialtiifferences.

To conceptualize memory in this particular sense different memories we have, should be seen as
highly productive and formative moments. That iséhese the act of remembering could be delineatdueas
current experience of a perception of past expeeemvithin the present — a retrospective as wpteaent-

day experience that prompts us in such a fashiaetta certain way in the future. Landsberg alsoneto a

similar conclusion:

Surprisingly enough, memories are less about Miligaor authenticating the past than they are
about organizing the present and constructingegiiieé with which one might imagine a livable
future. Memory [...] is not a means for closure -Add a strategy for closing or finishing the past —
but on the contrarynemory emerges as a generative fpecéorce which propels us not backward
but forwards. (Landsberg, 1995:176 — emphasis gdded
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If we now return to the particular construction meémory of the Sam Bells, we can remark that their
discontinuity in the continuity of their conscioess stems from the fact that their memories arextura of
prosthetic and 'genuine' memories. The natureisfrtfixture of memories should not be interpretedoas
self-evident. The discontinuities in their kindratentity are not merely propelled by the differdined
experiences they have had after being awakenedessidal clones, they can also be attributed tar the
differing recollections of their perceptions of ithgast experiences within the present. Every @nmew and
‘genuine’ experience slightly changes one or bbtheoSam Bells, their way of remembering theirgtinetic
memories also alters, resulting in the productibmereasingly more subtle variations within thdifferent
embodiments of the same continuous subjectivityel@orate on this already convoluted statemerinvé
Humean vein: not only their way of remembering rth@sthetic and genuine memories changes, which
readily fosters their discontinuous continuity a@insciousness. Their perceptions of their fictioselves,
which are based on the perception of their mercan@mories, get modified too. So by multiplying ithe
embodied subjectivities, these doubled entitiesudgectivities of sameness not only start sevesal hife
paths, forming a multiplicity of forks in the roa@his mixture of memories also engenders a mukitafi
little different Sam's at different moments, whitdgether comprise the larger fluid yet fictionaldaa-
grammatical identification of | are You.

Up to now the spatio-temporal relationality of tlg&am Bells has been discerned through
consideration of the concepts of paradigmatic aydtagmatic structures as well as the notions of
discontinuity within continuity. However, yet anethkind of affiliation between the clones should be
emphasized. At this point we shall return to théamoof clones as supplementing each other. Inlithésof

thought we may turn to what Debbora Battaglia ctiks replication problematic':

What happens when a human being doubles by desijtha self presents itself as supplement to
the self.At base here is a notion of supplement as songgttiiat supplies, or makes apparent,

insufficiencies. The supplement of new knowledge ,example, shows the limitations and strengths
of prior knowledge with which it interacts. Supplemtation, in this sense, is a process of new
knowledge acting upon prior, never total or suéfiti knowledge, and in consequence placing the
stability of the latter at risk, for better or wersAs such, supplementation is elemental to social
exchange. (Battaglia, 2001:496 — emphasis added)

Battaglia argues with this claim that 'feature filmplicants and clones are corporealizations of the
supplement's capacity to destabilize the sociahgigms and self-knowledge of their creators' (Rgitia
2001:496). What | particularly am interested in floy analysis oMoon and the search of the self through
the cinematic figure of the clone is not the ingigihcies of the creators or originals the supplenmight
highlight. Instead | will focus on the destabilimat of the social paradigms pertaining to converdlo
subjectivity this specific supplementing relatiomght bring forth. By perceiving clones as suppletaen
each other, the new paradigmatic relations on whicltiple subjectivities are based, might not jestail
devouring relations of 'excessive sameness', iaps they give way to a more productive and vigsro
conception of simulated, continuous subjectivitiBise next chapter will delineate a certain mannewvhich

the cinematic figure of the clone can specifichllyseen as a productive supplement to its own sereesf.
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Chapter 3Moon Continued trough Cavell

Remarriage of the Self
In the train of thought pertaining to the produetsupplementation of the self through cloning, wghtn
take a theoretical detour to the dimension of tiwwd ‘'moral perfectionism' as prompted by Star@ayell
in his bookCities of Words: Pedagogical Letters on a Registethe Moral Life(2004). This entails an
essential detour which will shed a new light on ¢henplex spatio-temporal construction of the relzdiity
of the multiple Sam Bells via an ethical lens. As shall see, this theoretical framework presentsitisthe
inherent 'split in the human self' that engendeasel’'s important notion of 'the unattained butiatible
self'. This is a particular conception of the ¢kt in a way should be seen as a self which alpplements
the self within an ongoing process. A dialecticabgess akin to the one Battaglia refers to as 'new
knowledge acting upon prior, never total or suffiti knowledge' in respect to her delineation efdlone.
Within this specific theoretical schema, which daa designated as the philosophical discipline ibh 'f
ethics', this chapter will place the figure of thene inMoonon a different but kindred level of discernment.
As | stressed in my previous chapter, | consid@on to be a work that touches upon existential
questions with a certain vigorous force of afféairthermore, this elegant film forms a curious xtiom
within the vast range of cloning movies. This lssagparte’ stems from the fact that the film does n
explicitly focus on 'the front-page moral dilemmitk& theme of cloning can bring fortidoon should rather
be considered as a philosophical and perhaps gadlogical thought experiment concerning how mungane
everyday interaction between clones could possibfgld itself and even how an uncanny friendshighmi
be forged between the two selves. In a sense ithisniight be perceived as giving an alternativethe
Cavellian 'remarriage’ of 'the principle pair'. Jtprinciple pair forms an important notion in Cdgel
conception of how the outlook of moral perfectioniselates to his ‘comedies of remarriage' genréndse
comedies of remarriage an older couple who are wgrkhemselves through a crises, function as each
other's helpmate to make each other intelligibléheoworld as well as to one another, within a icoaus
process. However, iNloonthe two protagonists, who have to come to terntk @ach other and make each
other intelligible, are in fact each other's clanBserefore, it could be argued thdbon exhibits a kind of
remarriage of the self a narrative that potentially stretches or supplgmeome of the key concepts of
moral perfectionism, like the friend or helpmataldhe unattained but attainable self. Furthermtirese
clones — possibly forming a perverted version efghinciple pair — might be seen as traversingdifierent
stages of Plato's myth of Er, the myth of reinchoma as reworked by Cavell. But before we ventuate
these claims with respect to our analysidMufon, a closer look at Cavell's intricate and complexiybof

thought is needed.

A Split in the Human Self
From the beginning o€ities of Words Cavell stresses the importance of thinking thiotlge notion of a

doubled world A world in which the human being regards his existe from two standpoints (Cavell,
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2004:1): in Kantian terms as belonging to the warfdsense and as belonging to the intelligible diorl
According to Cavell, in addition to Immanuel Kathijnkers such as John Locke, Henrik Ibsen, Sigmund
Freud, Plato and most importantly Ralph Waldo Eow@so 'respond to some such insigha aplit in the
human selfof human nature as divided or double' (CavelQ£20 — emphasis added). Within this notion of
human nature as divided or double we can alreaslyedh a philosophical similarity with the discouse
human cloning. By invoking this philosophical natiof a split in the human self, Cavell takes heder on

a journey into a dimension of thought which he t®fmoral perfectionism'. He does this by puttingwork

of Emerson first — a body of thought which is, iav@ll's opinion, very much under-appreciated. Qavel
claims that Emerson refused to break up philosaptoyseparate fields Therefore he inherently inooaped
the field of ethics, seen as the practice of stuglynorality, into one and the same philosophicstigiine
(Cavell, 2004:3). In putting Emerson first, Cawgiles an account of 'the moral life' which 'is nohstituted
solely by consideration of isolated judgments akstg moral and political problems' (Cavell, 2008). Or
to paraphrase: the moral life is not constitutddlgdoy what Cavell calls front-page moral dilemmBsather

it should be considered as being 'a life whoseutexis a weave of cares and commitments in whiehisn
bound to become lost and to need the friendly aedilcle words of others in order to find one's way'
(Cavell, 2004:16). A way of gaining insight intoighweave of cares and commitments that the mdel li
comprises, is by reflecting on our patterns of emtdFor, according to Cavell, morality is expressad
actualized by theeveryday Here already we can discern an explicit link wiite manner in whiciMoon
approaches and investigates its protagonists. iBitthe intricate relation of film and ethics neewy be
investigated in greater depths.

Within Cavell's conception, the medium of film ispecially apt to seize the texture of the mundane
habits which disclose our morality. Because 'fithe latest of the great arts, shows philosophyetdhe
often invisible accompaniment of the ordinary litkat film is so apt to capture' (Cavell, 2004 ®)e way
in which the Cavellian discipline of film ethicsrfctions is a complex process and needs to be brabien
to its different parts to be fully comprehendedstiof all we need to recognize that ethics itselthe
practice of studying morality. Morality in turn ddube describes as a culturally specific set ofig@aland
norms — where some values are said to be 'univerdareas norms rarely are. Therefore, Cavelbst®
the importance of the everyday in his conceptiomtbfcs. For morality is actualized by the pattefr®ur
casual conduct. This is the point where cinemaggisnprominence, because this medium is able gituca
the everyday texture of such conduct like no othkwever, the way in which film captures this textu
already comprises an investigative reflection ftdéwe would paraphrase this dynamic, we coultesthat
in practicing film ethics we are in a sense couttiity to a 'reflexive’ investigation — an investiga of an
investigation into morality. So to sum it all upethics is the philosophical practice of reflegtion morality
seen as a culturally specific set of values andngpfilm ethics could be discerned as the refleerndeavor
of reflecting on a cinematic way of investigatitg tactuality of our moral habits.

Because of this reflexive dynamic, moral perfeasonas well as the discipline of film ethics do not

focus on front-page moral dilemmas. Rather theeissaised within these complementary dimensions of
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thought concern themselves with 'the difficultyomercoming a certain moral cynicism [...]. The issthes
principle pair [...] confront each other with are rfarlated less well by questions concerning what they
ought to do, [...] than by the question of how thaglklive their lives, what kind of persons theyiss to

be' (Cavell, 2004:11). In asking these kinds ofstjpes lies the importance for Cavell: 'This aspect
moment of morality — in which a crisis forces arammnation of one's life that calls for a transfotiom or
reorienting of it — is the province of what | emplz@ as moral perfectionism' (Cavell, 2004:11). Mt
crisis itself, or the front-page moral dilemmaindicative of our morality, but the everyday manmewhich

we deal with the aftermath of this moment is. Heeeshould return to the split in the human selfe Way

in which this notion pertains to the outlook of mloperfectionism, is addressed by Cavell in théowaihg

passage:

The very conception cd divided self and a doubled worlgroviding a perspective of judgment
upon the world as it is, measured against the waslit may be, tends to express disappointment
with the world as it is, as the scene of humanvigtiand prospects, and perhaps to lodge the
demand or desire for a reform or transfigurationttod world. So common is this pattern of
disappointment and desire [...] that | think of it the moral calling of philosophy, and name it
moral perfectionism, a register of the moral lifi@att precedes, or intervenes in, the specificatfon o
the moral theories which define the particular basfemoral judgments of particular acts or projects
or characters as right or wrong, good or bad. (fa2@04:2 — emphasis added)

Cavell calls upon this conception of a divided saifl a doubled world to delineate a fundamentaksth
within the self and within the world, which immanignprompts us as human beings to re-consider and r
evaluate each and every step we take in our meagdeurney that is called life. As we will seejstlis a
process that is to be re-iterated — again and ajai@avell's own words: '[the conception of a dad self
and a doubled world] provides a position from whilsé present state of human existence can be juaiud
a future state achieved' (Cavell, 2004:2). Theeefdrreckon, this dimension of thought is calledraho
perfectionism and therefore Cavell explicitly setagainst any idea of ultimate perfection (Cav20p4:3).
Inasmuch as this constant re-assessment of selivarid is perpetually re-iterated, before as wslladter
every single step we take in the erratic walk f&. lAccording to Cavell, ‘there is no question @dching a
final state of the soul but only and endlesslyrigkine next step to what Emerson calls “an unagthivut
attainable self” — a self that is always and nexes — a step that turns us not from bad to goodjrong to
right, but from confusion and constriction towardfs«nowledge and sociability' (Cavell, 2004:13).this
sense moral perfectionism should be seen as ther waining under the bridge that is erected bytive
moral pillars of ‘deontology’ and 'teleology’. Tfeemer branch of ethics is motivated by duty, asses
human action beforehand, takes the notion of thlet ias fundamental and is associated with Kantianis
The latter doctrine is informed by utility, assessb@man action afterwards, takes the notion oftied as
fundamental and is associated with utilitarianigdavell, 2004:9). Important to note is that Cavelés not
conceive of moral perfectionism as an alternativeKaintianism or utilitarianism, rather he sees st a
emphasizing that particular aspect of moral chtiie¢ has to do with being true to oneself (Caa$l4:11).

In his article “The Good of Film” (2005) — a texhigh is derived from a lecture and which can be
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seen as a previous and condensed version of his@dies of Words- Cavell seems to succinctly capture
the core of moral perfectionism. He describes Eoméasn perfectionism as 'being true to oneself, of the
caring of the self, hence with a dissatisfactiammetimes despair, with the self as it stands; [. pf@yress

of self-cultivation and with the presence of ardeof some kind whose words have the power to help
guide the progress' (Cavell, 2005:336). Here agairencounter this notion of being true to onewetich is
closely tied to the Romantic idea of '‘becoming wha are'. Although this quote is rather brief, adasng
Cavell's elaborate linguistic usage, it still rataa certain esoteric quality. For how does thigpss of self-
cultivation with the presence of a friend unfold@wdo you become the one you are? A passage irhwhic

Cavell explains two dominating themes of moral @etibnism, is illuminating in this respect:

The first theme is that the human self — confingditbelf, aspiring towards itself — is always
becoming, as on a journey, always particularly ifugher state. This journey is described as
education or cultivation. [...] The second dominatthgme is that the other to whom | can use the
words | discover in which to express myself is Bniend — a figure that may occur as the goal of the
journey but also as its instigation and accompanimAny moral outlook — systematically asserting
the value of human existence — will accord weigtthe value of friendship. But only perfectionism,
as | understand it, places so absolute a valubismdlationship. (Cavell, 2004:26-27)

This quote shows that the split in the human sedfeeders a sense of self which is both confineddayf
and at the same time aspires towards itself. Furibie, this aspiring towards the self finds itsphavith
the aid of the other, the figure of the friend omgtimes referred to as the helpmate — a figurevivenow
take a closer look at.

Because the human self, according to Cavell irofalhg Emerson, is unattained but attainable, we
strive with each step we take in our life's jouroeégducation to become who we are. But althougmiggnt
attain ourselves a bit more with every step, weaaly have another unattained self who we aspire to
become. This dialectic is the ongoing process ofherue to oneself. Therefore there will and nmalstays
be an inherent split in the human self, so the caif be both unattained but attainable. Neverthglrghis
continuous process we need 'the figure of a frismdecide which steps to take and how to take timetime
walk of life. Cavell aligns this figure of the frid, among others, with the Kantian notion of spegkiith
an universal voice (Cavell, 2004:31). This friem@éis to appear in many different forms, rangingfthis
transcendental universal voice, to the concretardigof the helpmate as spouse — in the comedies of
remarriage — to 'the sage in each of us, that withhich one cannot become the one one is' (Cavell,
2005:344). Because the friend stands besidessidesewithin us and hovers above us, it is a figoat may
occur as the goal of the journey but also as gtigation and its accompaniment. The moral peidectt

journey of the unattained but attainable self ¢aus tbe described as follows:

The measure of direction, or progress, is not asshy a beacon from afar, or [by] a moral compass,
but rather pointed to by what Emerson figuresaggeam of light over an inner landscapend
which concretely is guided, and tested, by whethemext step of the self is one that takes its cue
from the torment, the sickness, the strangenessgfile, the disappointment, the boredom, the
restlessness, that | have claimed are the termiich [...] the modern subject [is portrayed.] By a
step that “takes it cue” from these conditions ndbd mean one that attempts to escape them, but one
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that judges the degree to which these conditionstnoe borne and may be turned [...]
constructively, productively, sociably. This puterhendous weight on one’s judgment, critically
including one’s judgment of who's judgment is tolistened to most attentively. (Cavell, 2004:329
— emphasis added)

Returning toMoon, we can wonder how this intricate Cavellian camsion of the self is delineated within
the character of Sam Bell. For who's judgment ghtabe listened to most attentivelyhen the presence of
friendship in the film | analyze comprises a clena doubled version of yourself, perhaps even sgmting
your attainedself of a sort? It might be possible to perceive tultiple Sams as a literal materialization of
the split in the human self, constituting an uriattd as well as an attainable self. Because ifttbids true,
this materialization of the split would in effeaddow the latter clone the role of an attained sélthe
former clone, whereas this former clone functiomshe gleam of light over the latter one's innad&xape.
Seen in this light we could perhaps residon as exhibiting a scenario where the unattained thed
attainable self are both synchronically presergteiad of the usual diachronic structuring of theslwes.
Therefore, the next section will elaborate on wiggipens if the one you become stands right in fsbgou,

physically attainable within your reach.

Encountering the Unattained and Attainable Self

As we have seen, Cavell starts his intricate caimmemf moral perfectionism ilCities of Wordswith the
notion of a split in the human self, although thiion itself not a radical new insight. As Caueiinself
mentions, many thinkers have entertained this kihghilosophical conception. However, the splittie
human self has also been a pervasive image witleirtaltural 'imaginary'. The reason | find the piroent
place of the notion of a split in the human selfQavell's book so fascinating, is that this notiormy
opinion immediately prompts the thought experimehencountering one's own clone. As we have seen
through the work of Stacey, the figure of the clotige double, an alternative self, is a sort ohtakepicture
that already intimately informs and affects ourtutdl imagination and sense of self in a very palipa
fashion. Functioning within this genetic imaginahgw does the cinematic figure of the cloneM@on
incorporate or perhaps even problematize the nadioba split in the human self which generates the
unattained but attainable self? For, as | statédréeMoon could be seen as a filmic text that presents us
with a scenario where an alternative of the atthiself — a self which should have remained unathim
become attainable — is literally materialized. # go back to the inherent quality of the scienctdin genre
which allows philosophical ideas to roam freelyotlgh the fictional simulations it creates 'to reflen
existential questions rarely encountered elsewlfeteerl, 2010:27), we can establish a link with iy
Cavell discerns certain filmic genres. In a simWain he argues that the genre of the 'remarriageedy
bears a relation to horror movies in view of tHmith featuring the idea of the transformation df aad the
world' (Cavell, 2005:346). Strictly speakiponis neither a horror movie nor a remarriage confedyhat
matter. However, a similar kind of strategy carfdaend within this film and so Cavell's argument kcbhe

extended to include science fiction movies. Eitlvay, this kind of existential inquiry, pertaining ideas of
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transformation of self and the world, is toucheamupn Moon by invoking the figure of the clone. The
existential questions | prompted at the beginnihghapter two, can therefore now be rephrased |y
who are we, if we are not ourselves? Who will weibere are already out there? Who should we adpire
be when we are immanently faced with ourselves? Wihdecome the one you are?

But before we move into the unattained but attdnaelf, we need to recapitulate some of the
claims | made in the previous chapter. We have seanMoon does not explicitly focus on the cloned
elephant in the room. Rather, the film sutures thdical relationality into the fabric of the cheters in a
intuitive and intelligible manner. So instead ofdiing on the front-page moral dilemma's that cdosdd
generated by the trope of cloning on the levehefdiegesis, this filmic text places an immenselesis on
the unnervingly mundane, habitual interaction betwéhe two clones and their transformation. The two
Sams intimately exist next to each other in a cwdispace-time. Because of this the film is ablexamine
their day to day habits and the filmic text itsetfuld be perceived as a subdued investigation timo
patterns of conduct of the two men. Therefore, logaly discerning this everyday texture we couldark
on practicing a film ethical analysis: the refleation an cinematic way of investigating the actyadif
moral habits captured on film.

As we have seen in my analysis of a number of scéoen Moon, the habitual use of language
plays a pivotal role in delineating the reshapetsef self present in the Sam Bell clones. AgaaRGY is
a key figure in understanding how Sam's subjegtisfitould be seen as multiple and being formed bat o
relation instead of being based on singularity. ey, this time around this understanding perttonhe
split in Sam's sense of self. In the habitual way GERAddresses Sam we can recognize that the
materializedsplit in the human self of Sam Bell actually hagdrme common for GERTY. As | stated
before: there seems to be no differentiation withie two selves, even though there are two corfitesa
present. Because GERTY himself is a entity who dasshave a conventional sense of self, he is tble
rationalize the relationality of the clones as w@dland a-grammatical identification of 'l are thiee You
become'. But also the Sams seem to be discernstgather in this particular manner. The Sams gridua
accept, through their habitual interaction with keamther, their configuration as clones seen as the
materialized split in the human self. For both Sdhesbigger trauma is the impossibility to be ushiteith
their loved ones instead of engaging with eachratiseperhaps different incarnations or versiontheir
unattained but attainable selves — where the laktee could be perceived as the attained seli@farmer
clone who is present within the same space and time

The behavior of the clones is telling in this regpdlthough the previous Sam is rapidly decaying
and aware of his oncoming demise, he does not ¢tedake further steps in his walk of life; he dooes in
his mundane activities and he helps the newly aw@&am to escape to earth. Perhaps his particuldumai
of prosthetic and 'genuine’ memories propels hirwdod to keep acting within the fluid identificatiof |
are the one You become. Furthermore, because we dsgern the latter clone as the materializatbthe
attained self the former clone is himself unablattain, the former Sam functions as the corparatdn of

'the gleam of light over the inner landscape' (Ga2€04:329) of the latter Sam Bell. Or to repleathe
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second Sam stands before the first Sam as the reynichlly materialized attained version of the $eifthe
first, whereas the first Sam stands before thersb&am as the 'friend' which guides him to becdreeohe
you are. In this sense the former and latter cloight be considered as differenreincarnationsof the very
same split in the self, where the previous clorthéshelpmate for the subsequent clone, who isttaéned
self of the former one but who remains unattainedditainable for himself. An intricate 'fractalizan’ of
the unattained but attainable self is thus set ation; an attained self is added, which for itst Eso
comprises a further unattained but attainablevwslb#ire simultaneously the self functions as helpriratae
remarriage of the self.
A passage from the chapter on Plato, in which Caagflresses the Myth or Er, the myth of

metempsychosis (reincarnation), seems illuminatwhgn it comes to consideririgoonin this fractalizing

respect:

the earlier books ofhe Republigassess] rewards and punishments not in a fuifieré@ut “in this

one life.” But seen as series of unpredictable incarnatiorfehere a mistaken choice may be
repeated foan unlimited number of lifetimes), it is no longdear that what we live is “one life”
rather thara sequence of lives, as discontinuous as theyaréncious [...rlemembering enough to
consider that we are already living a future Iffeincarnating one past but open to one present,
already possessed of the fact, if not the shapeuofimmortality, such as it is. That we are the
successors of ourselvéis our “journey from here to there and back agaimnd not necessarily
succeeding in a given order or direction [...], issasonable figure of the perfectionist life, segzin
crises of revelation, good or bad, clear or corduas chances of transformation. (Cavell, 2004:337
— emphasis added)

Perhaps this Cavellian reinterpretation of the MgthEr can be discerned as a kind of precursohéo t
fractalization of the unattained but attainable attdined self — a fractalization set on by thefigomation of
cloning seen as the materialized split in the hus®lh To return to Battaglia's notion of the clawa self
that supplements the self, we can note that tltaliaation of the unattained but attainable andied self

is in a way 'something that supplies, or makes gppainsufficiencies' (Battaglia, 2001:496) as lwBut
here the supplementation process of new knowledtjiegaupon prior, never total or sufficient, knodtg
also adds a dimension. For the insufficient, primowledge seen as the former unattainable self
simultaneously functions as the materialized 'sageach of us without which one cannot become the o
one is' (Cavell, 2005:344) and thus inherently digb literally supplies the supplement. Whereasagia
places a 'negative' focus on the supplement se&heaseplication problematic’, my Cavellian rewiagk of
supplementation through different reincarnationthefsame places a 'positive' focus on the fraatgliand
paradigmatic qualities of the cinematic figure &k tclone. So indeed, by perceiving the clones as
supplements to each other's unattained but atfeimadal attained selves, the new paradigmatic oglgton
which multiple subjectivities are based do not #rdavouring relations of 'excessive samenesshig t
particular case, but give way to a productive agdnous conception of simulated, continuous subjitiets.

A true remarriage of the self seems to unfold fitsed remarriage that is not only a means to ovasco
skepticism as a mode of thought in general, as ICargries his conception of moral perfectionisredrto

accomplish, but perhaps also the skeptical disposif Hume's account of personal identity. Forhiitmy
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Cavellian conception of the relation of self tofséte inherently fictional and unstable natureidentity
engenders a rather productive and vigorous dynafmgubjectivity. Or, at least, these conclusions ba
drawn within the thought experiment that the filmmanstruction oMoonpresents us with.

Before we end this analysis bfoon we return for a moment to the beginning: to tbeng where
Sam Bell 'technically' — if we discern the filmisranology according to the information the plotpdisses —
encounters himself for the very first time. As vagued in the introduction, this ominous sequeiceils
be conceived of as a 'vision'. A vision is a comptede of cinematic narration which is quite distifrom
the more common forms of chronological disruptianthin the plot like flashbacks, flashforwards and
dreams — even though these modes also inform thenvior an important part. If we trace the broader
function of the vision, this esoteric phenomenomildon a way be seen as referring to 'the abstract'
Understood within a religious context, this stdtewdd be discerned as 'a thought, a religious helieich is
[...] rendered visually' (Copier, 2009:206). Whenision is delineated in such a manner, we can atigate
visions reveal a kind of abstract 'truth": a granmeception of things that adheres to the ovetalicture of
the thought at hand. Furthermore, a cinematic mighoparticular problematizes chronological, symatjc
time in a radical manner. To quote Copier: 'theemtainty of the temporal reality experienced durang
vision provokes questions with regard to the stafuthe beginning and the end [...]. The vision dsu
notions of linear time and, consequently, the wdifg of narrative. Time can be imagined as a loogying
from past to present to future but [...] not necdbsar that order' (Copier, 2009:206). This intrieananner
in which a vision problematizes conventional nosiai temporal relationality already hints at soméhe
key arguments | have made when it comes to howedhse of self is conceived of within the specifiatio-
temporal construction of the relationality of theltiple Sam Bells ifMoon.

We can argue that most of the important themesrdegaMoonis figure of the clone are already
present within this brief cinematic vision. It iglient that within this scene the particular légtt
composition of the clones is readily present — mmusition that conceptually renders the subjegtioit
both subjects as being structured by a paradignratation, while the visual language rearranges its
protagonists by means of a syntagmatic logic. Shatio-temporal left/right distribution is a soft''mise en
ambyme' which is paralleled by the Droste effecthef looping logic of a vision within a memory witha
dream. Continuing within this spiral of thought,sitkems that this vision can also be discerned @sta
literal envisioning of the configuration of the ok as being a materialized instance of the unatabut
attainable self. For the 'older' incarnation of Samo is positioned on the left side of the frame&ches out
to the 'newer' incarnation of Sam on the right -effect almost physically attaining but never attyua
obtaining his attainable self (figure 4). The datileal process of becoming who you are in the reiage of
the self is thus effectively and uncannily envigidnHowever, the fact that this metaphorical eowisig is
presented to us, the viewers, in a dream-like sthieh appeared to be located within a mercuriatnogy
already strongly testifies to the complex spatimgteral construction that is the reshaped subjagtofiSam
Bell. Furthermore, the vision within a memory witre dream simultaneously alludes to the notiorhef t

fractalization in the unattained but attainable attdined self, which occurs when the self and tiss the
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inherent split in the human self is cloned. In npynion Sam's vision of his future encounter with farmer
but continuous incarnation beautifully underlinesiley simultaneously enhancing the cloning thought
experiment oMoon

Nevertheless, all the conclusions of the past thapters are only based on one single filmic text
that deals with the radical trope of human clonikgwe have seen, there are many more differeentitic
scenarios that deal with encountering one's owhasglthere to probe within the genetic imaginakgd
since filmic texts that incorporate this cloningge can be considered as philosophical and exetent
thought experiments on subjectivity, a criticalidehtion of a reshaped sense of self is not yetptets at
this point. The fact that this particular cinemdtgure of the clone engenders a rather 'positeaception
of continuous subjectivity, might be an exceptig@ther texts seem to delineate a more devouring
‘configuration of cloning as the embodiment of tlkations of excessive sameness', which possililge=na
dismantlement instead of a remarriage of the atk#r Therefore, these Cavellian conclusions atg one
part of the cloning continuum. The paradigmatiaciires which shape cloned subjectivities should be
further explored. This thesis will continue theide&tion of the cinematic figure of the clone wityo more

filmic texts which feature a clone as their protaigt Alien: ResurrectiorandThe 6' Day.
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Chapter 4: Continuous CorporalityAtien: Resurrection

An interesting and potentially diametrically diféeit envisioning of the cinematic thought experimeht
encountering one's own clone can be found withenfilmic text of Alien: ResurrectionThis film presents
us with an inversion of some of the mechanisms Weae applicable to the cloned sense of selfloon
Whereadvioon could be said to delineate a certain discontinucaunginuity of subjectivity, this film should
be seen as rather prompting a kind of continuosisoditinuity of the sense of self. Therefore, thalysis of
this text will refine the previous arguments thavé been made in relation to the concept of coatiau
consciousness. Wheredfoon investigated existential questions of cloned idgrfrom a subdued and
mundane vantage point, this particular film deplaysather violent touch when it comes to raisirg it
philosophical questions pertaining to notions ofime corporality, impure seriality and impure clugi
Through embarking on the thought experimenilén: Resurrectionve can wonder what might happen
when the configuration of the clone as the embodtnoé the relations of 'excessive sameness'highaid.
What will happen if something is added to the ctmt supposedly forms a continuation of consciossne
perhaps making it one of many different new, unitpriginals'? How do these cloned bodies and their
subjectivities therefore relate to each other? semseilien: Resurrectiormight be discerned as modifying
the excessive sameness of cloning into a locuxxedssive difference; a sort of sameness acrossespec
hybridization. Moreover, this film raises issuesgeindered corporality within the figure of the @on as
opposed tMoon, where sexual difference seems to be neatly e&sy to the sterile background.

In Alien: Resurrectionthe heroine of the previous trilogplien [Scott, 1979],Aliens [Cameron,
1986] andAlien3[Fincher, 1992]) Lieutenant Ellen Ripley (Sigouyr\&eaver) is resurrected from the dead
by malignant scientists from ‘the Company' to bfioigh the alien queen that resided inside her balgn
she valiantly committed suicide at the end\bén3 By cloning the deceased Ripley, the company lis tab
harvest the infant queen from her chest. Howevecgléning a human body that was ‘impregnated’ aith
alien life form, the DNA of the two different enés have merged into one during the process oftgene
engineering. This intertwining of the DNA-strandslds true for the composition of Ripley's corpdsaks
well as for that of the alien queen. The Ripleyaeldvas become a chimera that comprises a humacsurf
with alien depths, whereas the reproductive sysiéthe alien queen has been radically alteredutrh &
way that the queen will actually give birth to lefspring directly for the first time, instead die 'usual’
monstrous reproductive practice of the species evtiex queen lays a seemingly endless series diihgtc
eggs which bring forth the well-known ‘facehuggefsthe series, who on their turn impregnate a oamd
host body out of which the 'chestbuster' erupts.

As this description of the reproductive system twé alien-race unequivocally shows, thken
Quadrilogy must be firmly placed within the specific traditioh the body-horrorgenre. This is an abject
(Kristeva, 1982) genre which is characterized by é«plicit exploitation of the body's horrific and
sensational qualities (Clover, 1987:189) and byeixgessive' nature (Williams, 1991:3-4). Perhajikimv

the corporeal construction of the cloned Lieutertalien Ripley we can find another configurationtbé
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cinematic clone that will illuminate a differentlsi of the cloning continuum. One scene in particufeveils
how the 'hybrid-clone-body' relates to its diffar@mcarnations of hybridity. Therefore, insteadaof entire
film-analysis, this chapter will take on the forfam extensive scene-analysis. As we will seegthbodied
subjectivity of the hybrid-clone comprises a ralatility which is delineated within a rather volatiind
devouring paradigmatic structure instead of theamdgorous and productive relationality whidhoon
foregrounds. The particular scene | will analyzas la prominent place within the text, exactly ia tead
middle of the film. This placement within the greaharrative is salient for it constitutes perh#ps most
important transformation in respect to the selthaf protagonist. Prior to this scene, the Ripleynelis not
explicitly informed about the corporeal riddle sise She does, however, intuitively feel that shefia
different composition than she was before her restion. Nevertheless, this scene irrevocably Isrihgr
face to face with herself. Through encountering pegvious paradigmatic incarnations, she almost
traumatically gains a new sense of self — whichsshrsequently negates forcefully.

The scene begins by 'gazing’ at the Ripley-clonauthh a ‘fetishized shot'. In this way the spectato
is explicitly cued that an investigation into henstructed corporality will take place. As the caanslowly
tracks the back of her body from the legs up, veepdaced up close to her tough and exalted exténa
sense her body is fragmentized, for we are not ipieana shot where we can view her entire enti s
broken down into her separate body parts in sughyathat we can discern her design thoroughly. béety
is simultaneously spectacularized because of #etrilcality in which her fragmented physique igtiged.
This fetishized mode of presenting the body israron procedure for rendering the female form ireaia,
although it is certainly not unproblematic. Judithtler has intricately argued in her boGender Trouble
(1990) that not only the gender of a subject shbelgerceived as an inherently cultural constralsp the
categories of biological sex to which a subjecbhgk are far from being 'natural’. In this way Buthade
the tumultuous claim that biological sex too isettt produced by hegemonic discourses, which has ha
deep-rooted consequences for thinking about thereaif identity and the formation of the sense aif. s
Furthermore, psychoanalytic feminist theory haswshthat especially cinematic renderings of femityini
are affected by, and in a sense lay bare, the merha of these cultural constructs. On the flipesid
masculinity usually still retains an aura of naboeas, albeit this aura comprises a fallacious agee.

Amongst these gendered — and therefore discursoiematic mechanisms is the kind of fetishized
shotAlien: Resurrectionrmakes use of in this scene. However, this padicshot even complexities this
convoluted gender trouble a bit further in my opmiFor the spectacular fragmentation of the Rigleype
not only shows femininity to be a construct onlgneel of gender as well as on the level of biolagsex. It
also reveals the notion obrporality itself to be an inherently manufactured and disiercreation, a notion
which is generally valued as innate — especiallgmvit comes to embodied subjectivity. In the rerdairof
this scene, the corporeal integrity of the Cartesiense of self will be severely stretched. Thdeyhslone
discovers why she has the number 8 etched intskiar the sign for infinity. She will stumble upane
seven previous failed clones that paved the wayéor'successful' corporeal construction. By fragrtime

Ripley-clone within the diegetic frame of the gldasthe door that will unlock her predecessors e th
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numbers 1-7 are inscribed on her face and mirrarduer eyes — it is made implicit that all the poess
clones are very much part of her own breathingdéigure 8). Perhaps the manner in which thisifiltext
renders the figure of the clone, shows that clomiogonly gives way to a continuation of consci@mss) as
we have seen in the analysisMbon but it also potentially fosters a sort of ‘contims corporality' — a

continuity that does not engender a productive father a destructive relationality between différen

incarnations of the self.

Figure 8: The paradigmatic predecessors are iretiitio Ripley's corporality iAlien: ResurrectiofTC:00:51:05).

Moreover, whereas the continuous consciousnesdadn formed a destabilizing factor for
conventional subjectivity on a mental level, thegpcious continuous corporality dflien: Resurrection
brings forth a dreadful disruption of bodily suljeity on a visceral and physical level. Traditibna
conceptions of subjectivity not only rely on a ynénd singularity of the mind, but also of the botty
Moon the reshaped subjectivity that flowed across aigoam of consciousness ('l are You') still remdine
neatly packed away in separate corporeal entiti¢isa form of the several Sam Bells, who could déensas
different temporal dimensions of each other anshearnations in different stages of 'becoming the gou
are'. Because the Sam Bell clones should be sesuppments to each other's unattained but abiaisend
attained selves, they are able to retain a cectaiporeal integrity — one that in a way still alisdto a sense
of 'bio-aura’', as conceptualized by Stacey. As \illesee, the same cannot be argued for the Ripleyec
We could say that iAlien: Resurrectiorman almost nuclear loss of bio-aura, seen as 'the rintom authentic
singularity to artificial duplication' (Stacey, 20182), is envisioned precisely because of Ripley's
continuous corporality — making her intimate phgsiaffiliation with her predecessors an inherently
pessimistic one.

To come back to the inscription of all the previatlenes into Ripley's breathing being, it is
important to note that Stacey too remarks upondigjsificant 'incorporealization'. It is a radidabcription
which reveals a novel reflexive relation betweee thones: 'A close-up shot from inside the roomkbac
through the glass, showing Ripley's face with tlkenbers one to seven in reverse across her forehead,
indicates the distant trace of an ancestral membher shared genetic inheritance with the previdoses'
(Stacey, 2003:256). It is salient how Stacey pledsis particular statement, especially becausedts the
mercurial notion of memory to the mix. In my opini®ipley's ancestral memory of her shared genetic

inheritance with the previous clones does not pettaa sort of shared prosthetic memory per sechwh
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would engender a continuity of consciousness. Rathis particular memory should be viewed as a
‘corporeal remembrance’; anamnesisn the full sense of the word. Anamnesis in ttfasecshould connote
both its philosophical, Platonic meaning of theotlction of the Ideas which the soul had knownain
previous existence as well as its biological megiiinimmunology: the memory of cells when encouintgr

a previous encountered antigen. When a corporesmdrance seen as anamnesis is delineated in such a
fashion, we could state that this kind of memorseesially operates as an 'unforgetting' of a solteral
undoing of a process of forgetting. Therefore, Imgaintering the previous incarnations of hersélg t
bodily memory of the Ripley-clone gets rekindledd galts the nuclear loss of bio-aura: at this pdhe
previous existence of the cloned corporealitiesdhurlly collides into her embodied sense of self.

If we now take a step back, we can ponder overptiréicular corporeal construction that is the
cloned hybrid. InAlien: Resurrection cloning is not only a radical means to enter iato infinite,
paradigmatic structure as the number 8 connotesvédlave seen, it also means incorporating mulapk
radically different forms and subjectivities intoevand the same body. Stacey comes to a similaiusion:
'Ripley as transgenic clone embodies not only tlation of original to copy but, simultaneouslygeth
relation of human body to alien monster' (Stacé®)32253). Ripley's sleek and slimy costume already
connotes an alien physique, enlarging her shouktmighereby resonating H.R. Giger's alien constrube
late Swiss surrealist painter who designed thendbe the film's franchise. Her predator-like gestiand
glistering skin highlight this 'alienness'. Howevdris alien-clone-body is molded into a still savhat
'human' form, recognizable as the heroic and selfificial lieutenant Ellen Ripley of the trilogRut this
appearance is just a surface. It comprises a #yierIthat veils her permeable and malleable cortstiu

corporality.

Figure 9: Ripley is cinematically merged with onéhef degraded counterpartsiitien: ResurrectiofTC:00:52:23).

The way this volatile body is actually organizediggrevealed by her intimate relation to the ‘thile
clones set up in monumental cryotubes — monstroedepessors, in every stage of development ranging
from fetuses to adults, that are immanently parhef existential anatomy. Grotesque eyes and mouths
sprout out of incongruous body parts which are oedyevith alien skin (figure 2). Again by framinggRey's
face through glass — this time a cryotube contgirine of her degraded counterparts — her physisue i
intrinsically linked to these abominable clonegffie 9). Again, the glass functions as a mirrorclvhi
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unveils her chimeralike bodily construction for wiitais: a continuous, capricious corporality cgpfied as
distorted and excessive sameness. With regardetariotubes, Stacey postulates a kindred argunmeht a

comments upon Ripley's habitual interaction withenstrous 'pre-incarnations':

These transparent storage columns are spaced iéenthy throughout the room, requiring Ripley

to move amongst her predecessors as she slowly takbe shocking visual evidence of her own

prehistory. Physical proximity is indicative of hgenetic connection, underscored by gestures of

touch Ripley's hand touches the glass of the kst tontainers as she passes, giving a visuabsign

her empathy with her ancestors. [...] This gallerygehetically engineered monsters shows the

spectacle of failed recombinant DNA. As a combratf Ripley and the alien, they are transgenic

clones whose half-human half-alien status takesvibigal shape of corporeal distortion. (Stacey,

2003:257)
In a way the particular cinematic configurationctidned subjectivity and corporality Wien: Resurrection
connotes the notion of 'the one is multiple' indted 'the multiple are one’, as one could desctitse
relationality inMoon As | stated before, the subjectivity of Sam Beluld be seen as a sense of self that is
smeared out across different incarnations — tregioglality of the clones as a fluid identificatioh'l are the
one You become'. However, iillien: Resurrection a sort of reversal of these subjectivity-reshgpin
mechanisms are set in motion. The different indéona of the self are reflected, inscribed, mirthre
recollected and remembered upon/into one and tine salatile corporality — modifying the configurati
of cloning as excessive sameness into a delineatiche cloned hybrid body as an explosive locus of
excessive difference and of nuclear loss of bi@alihese volatile pre-incarnations function famirthe
same as the vigorous reincarnations of the unatténbut attainable and attained self of Sam Bell.
Moreover, whereas the continuous consciousnekbtoofiengendered an implosion of Cartesian subjectivity
by stretching out the conscious awareness of tlfe the continuous corporality oAlien: Resurrection
collapses this singular and unified embodied subjéc by scattering it across various deviant
embodiments. The conceptions of continuous consniss and continuous corporality could thus be asen
two different dynamics of the same black hole tisathe continuum of cloning: a nefarious nexus that
simultaneously expands and compresses space amdsgihand other.

Towards the end of the scene, an actual scattemimgring occurs, when Ripley finds number 7.

This 'unlucky' clone is still alive, despite heroaging state. Because this clone is given a hufaee —
Ripley's human face — the 'unnatural' paradigmiitkage becomes painfully clear. Although the eight
clones are not exact mirror images of each othall i different states, shapes and sizes — eadhenf
bodies directly implies the other, accordingly wéth its horrific continuous corporality. But inaay, it
seems that within this particular configuratiortloé cinematic figure of the clone, there is onlgrofor one
actualized embodiment which encompasses a muitiplaf corporality. When the two clone-bodies, the
'successful' clone-construct and the degenerate-dlody, are faced with each other, number 7 plaasber
8 to kill her — in effect also asking the succekBipley-clone to kill the paradigmatic linkage thstructures
her reshaped sense of self (figure 10&11). Numbeov@rwhelmed with emotion, incinerates all of the

clone-bodies with a flamethrower in a fashion tkaeminiscent of the inferno at the enddien3. This was
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the memorable scene where Ripley heroically saedfiherself to expel the alien queen that residduer
body — a conscious and courageous act which madétoea full-fledged female martyr. But this time
around the alien is not merely inside her bodig intrinsically and immanently part of her bodyvesll as
of her corporeal remembrance — as are the clorssottertly unveil her bodily construct. Her hybred
continuous corporality now devours her from witthier very own cells, for the loss of bio-aura raliijca

hacks the last pieces of her human existence avir@yonly way for Ripley to win back some of hermhar

humanity is to perform a perverted act of self-dizer.

Figure 10: Kill me i.e. kill us irAlien: Resurrectior{TC:00:53:05). Figure 11: No.8 faces no.Alien: Resurrectio{TC:00:53:14).

Once upon a time the bodies of Ripley and the aliere in a syntagmatic relationship, now their
corporality is paradigmatically structured. Thismparadigmatic relationship entails multiple subjaties
which are molded into a singular corporeality thiatultaneously connotes and memorializes a mutitofd
constructed bodies. By expelling her multiple embhts that reveal her relations of 'excessive sas®,
the hybrid Ripley-clone seems to defy this new tgbesubjectivity: she radically dismantles this new
devouring paradigmatic structure that incarnates frem within for it threatens a by now fallacious
syntagmatic structure that veils her humanoid serfdo keep this surface intact, she eradicateséwar
subjectivity and thus herself. This infernoAtfien: Resurrections not a valiant, sacrificial suicide anymore
to preserve human kind. Rather this conflagratioimstigated to preserve her own humanity in vaiaking
it an utterly self-effacing and self-destructivé. dcis an act that devours her reshaped subjectiecause it
is delineated as a petrifying paradigmatic relafifigure 12). It is a suicidal act instead of aetract of

martyrdom.
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Nevertheless, the Ripley-clone is not able to esdagy new bodily identity: even if the actual presksors
are now destroyed, her continuous corporeal cart&trucontinues to exist through the anamnesiseof h
physicality. The undoing of a process of forgettiognnot be undone, what is unforgotten remains
remembered. Therefore this particular figure ofdimematic clone is a gruesomely destructive arectied
one instead of a productive and vigorous one.

Up to now, we have considered two very distinct attérly contrasting cinematic figures of the
clone as the embodiment of the relations of 'exeesameness’, as represented by the Sam Bellsctorte
the hybrid Ripley-clone. These two figures can kensas occupying the extreme ends of the cloning
continuum by delineating it with their respectiventinuous consciousness and continuous corpor8&lity.
this philosophical thought experiment on the mélity of our sense of self through the cinematiape of
human cloning encompasses more than sketching ooéra dichotomy. Therefore, this binary will be
balance out with the analysis of a third filmic quonent.Moon andAlien: Resurrectiorboth embraced the
radical reshaping of subjectivity human cloninghgs forth by suturing this novel structure of idgninto
the particular cinematic languages they each depdihough they differ greatly in their respective
productive and destructive conceptualizations ef ¢toned sense of self. However, as was statedyin m
introduction, the film we will now turn to actualtyies to restore a former, more conventional cptioa of
subjectivity by discerning the practice of cloniag a 'simple' continuation of the syntax of ouediv
Moreover,The & Day forces this outdated sense of self onto the naeshaped structures of subjectivity.
But this will turn out to be in vain — for it desighe metamorphic consequences of human cloninthéor
constitution of identity. Within this denial, wercaevertheless find an interesting ideological kg of a
sort for the existential questions that have bessed by our first two case-studies. Therefore, thie
cinematic figure of the clone ifihe 6' Day is able to make this project more intelligible asritical, as it

gives way to a kind of dialectical analysis of thening dynamic.
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Chapter 5: Continuous Life / Discontinuous Memary¥he &' Day

The Syntax of Existence Prolonged
This thesis has shown that the potentially endiesisl relationship of self to self, which fosterperverted
promise for eternal life because the cloned indialdcan be multiplied ad infinitum, usually smears
conventional subjectivity out to the point where n@ longer can constitute our identity as unified a
unique. However, iiThe @' Day, the conception of the sense of self seems to Geenp certain integrity that
in a debased way still adheres to a more traditioo@on of subjectivity. The manner in which thar@sian
sense of self is delineated — namely as a singettalnodied subjectivity unified through the act ohscious
awareness of the self — remains largely intacthWithis filmic text cloning is presented as a noektor
escaping 'death’, understood as the final endinfpeasyntagmatic course of life: when you die, ymi
cloned, you continue to live on and the syntax airyexistence is accordingly prolonged. Or, asfilh@s
evil antagonist himself dramatically states: “Wdl fimally be able toconquerdeath” (TC:01:32:38). Death
is thus conquered through cloning; a potentialtiaal refashioning of what it means to be humanweier,
the horizontal structure on which traditional hunsabjectivity is based, is merely extended throthgh
practice of human cloning, rather than being ovewtim by letting subjectivity abundantly flow acroas
paradigmatic relationality. Within this cinematicesario the syntagmatic logic of subjectivity isighstill
adhered to — although the figure of the clone dadially advance the problematic of prosthetic mees
and their validity for forming as well as maintaigi the same identity through different subsequent
embodiments. The 'status quo' of the configuratiocioning inThe & Day s delineated as a successive and
diachronic pattern, as the name “Replacement Tégbies” connotes — the company which executes the
process of genetic engineering and cloning. Idealthin the film's diegetic world, one clone repacthe
other when the former incarnation perishes. Howeter event that disturbs the status quo of thissge
action movie and sets its three act structure itianpis the fact that the protagonist accidentghys cloned
while his original is still alive.

Before we can turn to these arguments, a synopsisaharacterization dthe &' Day is in order.
Adam Gibson (Arnold Schwarzenegger) — a loving lansband father who works for an adventure-charter
business — is supposed to fly an important clieatned Michael Drucker (Tony Goldwyn) to his snow-
boarding getaway. However, the sudden death ofatmely pet, a dog named Oliver, upsets the planned
sequence of events. Adam's wife summons him toogthé RePet company and immediately get their
favorite canine ‘replaced’ before their daughtesr éanows Oliver died. At first Adam tries to pratébe
cloning of their dog. He tells his wife: “It's tlmatural process of life. You're born, you live aodi die. She
has to learn about that” (TC:00:10:25). Howevegyéhis no arguing with Misses Gibson and Adam agiee
take a look at the cloning store. Adam's partnerkHdorgan (Michael Rapaport) therefore takes hieglas
the pilot for the illustrious businessman Druckea +man who owns popular sports teams as well as two
genetic engineering companies: RePet and Replatcefeehnologies. However, Drucker's office is not

informed about this replacement. Furthermore, Atlasmalready taken the mandatory 'drug test': alsamhp
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his blood has been taken and an alleged eye tastlisled (figure 13). However, these tests in faobunt

to the ingredients necessary for cloning a humangbea piece of DNA and a 'syncord' — a prosthetic
memory generating technology which will shortly dlaborated on. A chaotic and succinct sequenceshwhi
seems to comprise an ambiguous flashback or methatyis being played in fast-forward mode, follows
these events. The fragmentary images show Hankersuopating Adam, arriving with Drucker at the
snowboard-piste. Suddenly a deranged man draws.alpe audience is left to guess what happens &hen
point-of-view shot of the weapon firing gets disal into a visual of aberrant cells scattering s&m black
screen. The next thing we see is Adam waking wpadab at the RePet store, highly disoriented. Laighe
spectator and Adam himself realize that our pratégaon this very instance has been cloned. Whédlds

next is a dazzling action spectacle where Adars toaeturn to his family and get rid of the evéstermind

Drucker — the man who not only cloned Adam, bub &isnself several times along with many others.

Figure 13: Adam Gibson's memory gets extractecugffiahe process of 'syncordingTihe &' Day (TC:00:15:22).

Although The & Day amounts to a genre flick, which in this case serag an action-orientated
Schwarzenegger vehicle, the plot itself is ratihétidate. The presentation of the dense story inébion to
its viewers is quite convoluted, as my descriptibthe film's exposition already shows. The majodit the
narration is restricted to the hero of the film,onms thus unknowingly cloned and whose memory gets
tampered with in the process. Furthermore, Adaapigarently part of a large scale conspiracy to rcape
Drucker extensive implementation of the bannedtfmaof human cloning. Adam is initially unawareadf
these twists and turns, which complicates matteen durther when it comes to piecing together this
narrative puzzle. We can argue that this actiark fihares some elements with the genre of ‘the-ganake
film', as conceptualized by Thomas Elsaesser inahigle “The Mind-Game Film” (2009). Elsaesser's
broader description of this particular genre cosgsitwo levels, which can be combined within oira:fi
‘there are films in which a character is being pthgames with, without knowing it or without knowiwho
it is that is playing these (often very cruel andredeadly) games with him [...]. Then, there amadiwhere
it is the audience that is played games with, b&eaertain crucial information is withheld or amimgsly

presented' (Elsaesser, 2009:14). Although Elsaésssrnot mentioiihe &' Dayin particular, | do think that
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this filmic text can be seen as partially working lmoth these levels. The most obvious mind-gamekenar
takes place within the final stage of the ploisithe moment when a pivotal piece of plot inforimatgets
revealed to the spectator and the protagonist fiimibe hero we have been following and identifyigh
for the duration of the film, turns out to be ttleneinstead of the original — a true plot twist whizdsts the
entire film up to that point into a different light

However, one could argue that already within tlige ‘tsequence’ the essence of the thought
experiment ofThe @' Day is astutely envisioned. Generally a title sequeoae be considered as an
extremely dense 'emblem’ of the larger film its@lécording to Georg Stanitzek 'the title sequenazmes
into being as an eminent space of cinematic intdrafie/' and is 'one of the most complex of cinemat
forms' (Stanitzek, 2009:45-46). 'The title sequedoes not necessarily compel you to pay attention.
However, it focuses on the situation of distractsdnand diverging expectations, namely, in progidin
focus that allows for a transition into the mo\{gtanitzek, 2009:44) These sequences are thudisphygi
designed to lead up to and foreshadow the film dmme& — often in a metaphorical, allegorical and
paradigmatic way that does not abide to the stniets of classic, syntagmatic narrative. A titlgsence can
therefore be discerned as 'a miniature experiméial(Stanitzek, 2009:50) that stands in its omght, as
it offers an artistic 'mini-meta-reading' of thepiemding text. If we read the title sequenceTbe 6' Day
according to this particular view, the most impottssue this film raises, is readily present is thrologue'.

The title sequence afhe @' Day recapitulates the legislative and technical adearemnt of genetic
engineering and human cloning. Whereiids, the text situates itself “In the near futw@oner than you
think” (TC:00:01:53) by typing this sentence acrdiss first genuine shot of the film. This ominousda
direct temporal positioning should entice a cerfaeigling of imminence within its spectator: the \poeis
statements and visualizations directly adhereaovéry real prospect of human cloning — not onlhinithe
diegetic world that is about to unfold itself, @lso within our own daily reality. The graphicstbg title
sequence display deviant and radical cells muitighithrough a fractalizing pattern, while fragmenofs

science reports and news coverages posit the twtaga of cloning-affairs.

THE 6THeDAY
® ®

Figure 14: The credits for the film-title Fhe &' Day (TC:00:01:43).
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A sheep named Dolly has been cloned, the Human@emyoject has been completed, anti-cloning pretest
have taken place, the human cloning experimentfaided' and the court ordered the clone to berdgst,
after which 'the sixth day law' has passed: huntamirgy is banned. Even though this statement idicttp
communicated through the words on the screen,dtalpl editing — which simultaneously shows visuafl
deviant cells running amok — implies that humangenieless are being readily cloned. The imageithat
evoked after this cloning history lesson as the-iltle itself is shown (figure 14), poignantly dmia
specific discourse on genetic engineering: theilleaacredness of human life dependent on mortgityts
existence — here envisioned by an embryonic fetis utterly endangered by the frantic mitosis ¢ th
aberrant cloned cells that lurk beneath its wombweler, the cloned embryonic fetus, although being
threatened by the mitosis, could also be seemagtaneously restraining this volatile cellularidien. For
the radically multiplying cloned cells which couldster a disruptive paradigmatic structure of scibyéy
should be contained by a more ‘conservative' samgsiiructure of identity which is located withineth
prolongation of the syntax of life — a crystallipat of the film's discursive message that will glyobe
elaborated on.

Although the evocative image of the film-title ifsis quite sophisticated, the cinematic languafje o
the rest of the film should be read according te donventional rules that govern this kind of text:
Hollywood action blockbuster. In this sense, thmift techniques that are deployed to entice a icekiad
of signifying effect within its spectators, are radtvays as subtle. For example, the manner in whigh
protagonist, who is about to be cloned, is intradut us signals the theme of the film very explicOne
could even say the film lays it on too thick. Therse begins with an over-the-shoulder shot of Adahg
extensively examines his own reflection in the orirwhile saying: “Do | look any different to you?”
(TC:00:04:23). Seen from a diegetic level withire tharrative, this introduction makes sense: he hisks
wife this question on the morning of his birthdag & looks for additional wrinkles which tell higea
However, if we discern this instance at the leviethe filmic text itself — seen as a signifying,ltcwal
construct — this scene rather bluntly introducesttieme of cloning by way of framing its protagomigthin
the duplicating mirror and contrasting this witke thuestion of difference. Furthermore, the habitisal of a
certain kind of wordplay within the dialogues reterthe ambiguous multiplied nature of our heroe Th
phrase “You had me cloned” is an example of thlisTphrase is uttered by Adam, when he encounters
Drucker. Semantically it works both ways. The seatecould refer to the fact that the original &b th
instance is stating a clone has been made froravliiscells. However, this utterance could also retlea
fact that it is the clone who is speaking. Theelattonclusion is the correct one, although atpbist Adam
and the audience still believes that he is theimalg

Furthermore, the diegetic world is riddled with @dew subjectivities which do not comprise the
traditional Cartesian sense of self. So-called Bais — life-like dolls who are programmed to beypteates
— and holograms of attorneys, girlfriends as welpaychotherapists populate the narrative. Additignthe
film's editing techniques straightforwardly visualithe process of multiplication. When an estabigsishot

of the city is shown, the frames on the screenidadiyt multiply (figure 15). This kind of transitial editing
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repeats itself a number of times. Also our protagjtmjob should be understood as metaphoricallydislg
to the multiplication that is about to take plaaad to the problematic of prosthetic memories. Adara
pilot at “the Double X Charter” company, sometinsgglled as “XX Charter”. It's all in the name. Mierk
entails that he flies a chopper — a clear inteuxteference to Schwarzenegger's famous actionreeu
from a distance within another chopper by operatirtigrough a prosthesis. At times he races withdailf,
while he has no control over the chopper he phiigicasides in. This displacement of lived expecerand
the supposedly incongruent perception of this egpee, manifests the idea that we indeed might be
possessed by the memories of lived experiencesaitisvf possessing them ourselves. At this point we
should return to the particular manner in which fitra envisions its prosthetic memory within theaptice

of syncording.

Figure 15:Mu|tip|ing editinThe & Dy(TC:OO:31:26).

A syncord is described as an “exact picture of yoind”. The eyes function as the gateway to the
brain and accordingly to all of its stored memoiiggure 13). The extracted syncord can be dowrddad
into a cloned embodiment, therefore ‘cloning' temtity of the genetic subject too by giving it fhresthetic
memories of the original and engendering a contianaf subjectivity — although this continuatiooas$ not
foster a continuous consciousness, for there ig onke embodiment present that is possessed by this
particular prosthetic memory at a time. Or, attietdsat should ideally be the case. Furthermome simcord
itself can be seen as a kind of transient and temhmapshot of the original's memory. The synamty
records the memories which are stored at the dimet of the syncording. The memories of the lived
experiences that follow after this moment are mufuded. The syncording thus needs to be updated
regularly if one wants its subsequent clone toaltwemain part of the same syntax of existencerddver,
there seems to be room to tamper with the prostihedimory in the moment between the extraction had t
implementation of the syncord. As Landsberg ndtes,concept of a prosthetic memory 'makes impassibl
the wish that a person owns her/his memories digmadole property’ (Landsberg, 1995:176). This orois

radically enforced by the manner in whithe &' Day conceptualizes memory as an easily extractable, re
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mixable and implantable syncord — albeit the meesodf a particular person are not exchanged between
different individuals or should not be implantedhin two or more alternatives of the same subjégtiat

the same time. We could argue tii&le ' Day comments upon the notion that also our memoriaeshea
'tagged, extracted, transferred, reprogrammed recmmbined’ within the genetic imaginary, just &sc8y
argued that 'our cells are now thoroughly codiia#ié genetic information' (Stacey, 2010:179). Iditaah,

on a narrative meta-level, we can state that thgnfientary and a-synchronic dispersion of the plot
information throughout the course of the film synntxdly doubles the mechanism of the film's paridcu
form of prosthetic memory. The fact that througé gractice of syncording our memories have becaste |

as codifiable as our cells have thus also seenigable to the overall narrative structureTafe &' Day.

So not only our genetic information — which engesdbe particular embodiments our subjectivity
resides in — have become mercurial and malleahlen&mory too, seen as our building blocks for iign
has become inherently open fxternalmanipulation. Because of what was stated in thesis' previous
chapters, we are astutely aware of the fact thatyeact of remembrance changes you. However, that
particular change was prompted from withinTine &' Day the changeability of our memories comes from
without and is even homicidal. The manner in whinBmory gets tampered with is not only achieved
through sterile remixing of the syncord itself, tayt the act of killing too. For death is no longke final
ending to the syntagmatic course of life. A clomsbodiment is expendable and therefore a perisoaé c
is effortlessly replaced. Accordingly, killing arsdibsequently cloning people to redirect and thugrob
their memories has become a routine business vilieinvorld ofThe &' Day. Eberl also comments upon the
gloom manner in which the film delineates memoeatt and cloning: 'The transfer of conscious expeg
is starkly depicted iThe 6th DayA clone possesses even the memory of its prag&ndeath. The memory
sometimes manifests itself in psychosomatic symptdhe clone of someone who was run over by twe car
feels tightness in his chest, almost as if, weréohapen his shirt, he would expect to see tirekisa(Eberl,
2010:31). At this point we return to the sacredriddsuman life that depends on mortality for itéséence.
Although the film does seem to touch upon the nigjaf existential questions that can be tapped by
the trope of human cloning, as we have seen inctiapter's previous paragrapfige & Day nevertheless
only breezes lightly over these intricate topicec&8use the text deploys a generic film-languagerautpto
Hollywood's conventionsThe &' Day does not intrinsically problematize these problécsatit merely
utilizes the surface of these philosophical issagegilmic genre-traits. The real existential chadje of this
film can be found within its particular delineatiai humanness and mortality, which can be critycall

investigated through the notion of lost bio-aura.

Nostalgia for Bio-Aura
Returning to the discursive message the title ssgpiemanates, the following passage from Stackg|ster
on the reworked concept of Benjamin's 'aura’ capttite heart of the most intriguing existentialstios the

thought experiment ofhe @' Day generates:
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If the word “aura” can be understood as an affectwd present relational connection between
bodies and artifacts, bio-aura might be thougtaso sense of the transmission of humanness based
on genealogical, integrated, and unmediated wita$ successful imitations of human reproductive
life, genetic engineering and cloning threaten phevious sense of humanness located within a
particular intergenerational capacity for genergtisimultaneously able to initiate new life and to
avoid or postpone deathhe threats to bio-aura posed by genetic engingeaimd cloning concern

the potential for technical manipulation of the legcof life and death scrambling generations and
toying with immortality. (Stacey, 2010:183 — empbkaxided)

The sacredness of life and the distinctivenesti@human — which are guarded by the normative syafle
life and death — are utterly challenged by the @ded promise of eternal life the trope of humamnirig
engenders withiThe @' Day. This notion is explicitly alluded to within thérfi's narrative when Adam tells
his wife about 'the natural process of life', whiltould comprise a person being born, living anshgly
Instead the process of the cloned life now compréseerial assemblage of living, dying, living agalying
again and living again — possibly ad infinitum. Theevious cycles of life, which are productive and
progressive by means of their circular nature, lmaen refashioned into a never-ending linear trajgc¢hat
remains static and lethargic. Furthermore, Stacgyes that 'genetic engineering threatens to taintan
reproduction with a loss of authenticity, transforghour perception of the life-giving processestloé
human body into a set of scientific techniques imicl the promise of life is haunted by a deathlgspnce’
(Stacey, 2010:183). And this deathly presence idaicdy present within this text's conception of
immortality. Therefore, the text raises ‘interegtiquestions regarding the robeortality plays in human
nature' (Eberl, 2010:29 — original emphasis). Nenadess, it seems that in conquering death by merel
replacing the previous embodiment with a new one insteadsabplementingmultiple embodied
subjectivities simultaneously, this film's figuréthe clone — while indeed highly manipulating theles of
life and death — does not overthrow the singulasityembodied subjectivity so it can no longer fotime
foundations of modern subjecthood as they once Idich conservative way, the cloned subject remains
strikingly singular: neither its corporality nositonsciousness becomes continuous. The figuteeaflbne

in The & Day is not able to productively engender novel waysaiceiving what constitutes our cloned
sense of self. But perhaps the physical encouritéreotwo Adams within the film's final stage wilhange
this stark and fallacious singularity.

For now we should stress that the reason why taetipe cloning within this text is dangerous and
aberrant does not stem from a multiplication of plaeadigmatic identity-structures. Its treacheressncan
be precisely located within the erratic elongatidrthe more conventionayntagmatiddentity-structures.
As | stated in chapter fouhe @' Day tries to force an outdated sense of self ontoldge& of cloned
subjectivity, although in vain — for it denies tiheetamorphic consequences of human cloning for the
constitution of identity. However, within this dahi an interesting ideological negation of the &xsal
guestions that have been raised by our previowsstaslies can be traced. This dismissal could berithed
as a 'fascist' denial of a sort, akin to the fasmnsleavor of restoring the artwork’s lost aurghim age of
mechanical reproduction — as some have designaa¢@ssentialist undertaking. In envisioning tigeife of

the clone as a means to secure the continuatitheafame syntax of lif§he 6 Daytries to restore the bio-
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aura of normative embodied singularity, which tbeea to be abolished by the truly radical paradiggma
relationality a cloned subjectivity could fostenrFas we have seen within the first two case-s$,dige
cinematic figure of the clone does have the onioldgoower to affectively reconfigure the Cartesgmmse

of self. This is a power which amounts to the abotient of bio-aura, seen 'as a sense of the trasismiof
humanness based on genealogical, integrated, amedigied vitality' (Stacey, 2010:183). Just as the
modernist medium of cinema abolished the artwalis through the mediation of its alleged essentat
repeatable nature, the post-human practice of huat@mng could abolish the unmediated vitality of
humanness by multiplying the sacred distinctiveriéshe human — on the condition it reshapes stiljsc
along the lines of its paradigmatic axis. But byrkiag a still somewhat Cartesian delineation ofysiar
subjectivity into the desire to conquer death tigioaloning, The &' Day dangerously negates the substantial
consequences of multiplying identity.

Moreover, the desire to restore a lost aura, beeiaura of an artwork or the bio-aura, can belytte
dangerous in itself. Because within this logic a@iertcategories are 'valorized' and deemed as @rgani
natural and thus more paramount than others, a éifdemonization' of the other categories areirset
motion — as occurred in Nazi-Germany at the adeékYorld War Two. Furthermore, this desire couleinst
from 'the projection of a nostalgic longing for ma onto a lost golden age which is now to be medirand
it may also be 'that the sense of original pres¢oteanspoiled, unmediated contact with naturajsislf an
illusion' (Stacey, 2010:185). Within this vein Stgcargues that whatever is lost through the dewfiggo-
aura 'is imagined to have been previously connetdedature through its procreative capacity, auiben
integrity, generational sequence and genealogiteade' (Stacey, 2010:187). Therefore, when this
conception of a mythical past is disrupted, 'puddogical reproduction comes to symbolize the tiadal
embodiment of modern spatiotemporal relations. fiesbientific interference in genetic processesesgnt
the end of our embodied sense of integration,rdistieness, and individuality, ideologically chadges that
perception may have been' (Stacey, 2010:187). Sa icontorted mannefThe @' Day envisions a
configuration of the clone which is based on nastalillusionary longing for an embodied sense of
integration, distinctiveness and individuality, Vehit simultaneously operates within the very nésescene
that fosters the disruption of the aura it squebliynigies to preserve: the genetic imaginary.

In this vein a sarcastic argument, in which Druak@mnfronts the clone with the fact that hencst the
original, is revealing. Drucker states: “I just koover where God left off.” Adam rebuts: “If youalty
believe that, then you should clone yourself...levjipu are still alive.” Drucker subsequently agikam:
“Why is that? So | can understand your unique pEtype?” Adam replies in line with the kind of mé&ahno
parlance we expect from a generic Schwarzeneggeecter: “No. So you can go fuck yourself!”
(TC:01:33:38). Adam's abrasive answer strikes aserdgil nerve in respect to the relation between
normative reproduction and human cloning. The motb fucking yourself actually astutely alludesthe
manner in which the life-generating practice ofnohy makes human biological reproduction redundbgnt
uncoupling sexuality and reproduction: by multiplyilife without the interference of other cellspring

essentially equates producing your own offspringpugh/from/with your own self. Therefore, a twisted
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nostalgia for a 'bio-aura of heterosexual repradat{Stacey, 2010:188) that is already lost emesfbm
Adam's rebuttal. To sum it all up, the quote 'Sa gan go fuck yourself!' underlines the film's dlonary
longing for biological reproductive sex as the native life-generating practice, a notion which restes
with Stacey's following statement: 'The sense lokabio-aura enacts a form of heteronormativeaigst in
the phantasmagoria of new modes of reproductivesardal replication' (Stacey, 2010:188).

Even though the vocabulary of this dialogue is euitlgar, we might wonder if the ‘unique
perspective' it refers to indeed unfolds itselfhivitThe & Day, for there seems to be a particular instance
which might honor the metamorphic consequencesusham cloning and might overthrow the text's
conventional but fallacious conception of subjattivAs | mentioned, Adam's physical encounter with
himself potentially fosters a genuine subjectiviéghaping scenario — one after which the clone itnd
original could co-exist within a synchronic and gigmatic logic. Our previous case-studies havavaho
that when you physically encounter your cloned, deéfditional boundaries of subjectivity are noden
tenable. So do they remain intact for Adam? BotlaAd seem to share the same identity through their

mutual love for their family, as the following page from Eberl shows:

Does it matter that we are apparently left witlo Adam Gibsons now? The two of them seem to

accept this consequence; for while the cloned Aiswes for South America to keep his identity as

a clone secret — death is the legal prescriptiorafiy human clone in this society — the “original”

Adam allows him first to visit his family — who an@ne the wiser — one last time, telling him, “This

is your family too. You were willing to die to satleem.” Adam further reassures his clone that his

willingness to sacrifice himself out of love forshiamily is a clear sign that the clone is just as

human, and apparently just as much “Adam Gibsanlieais. (Eberl, 2010:35)
In this way, Adam might be akin to the Samdvinon, for they too shared the loving memory of theiniig.
Nevertheless, Adam cannot be fully qualified in #ame fashion. Whereas the Sams intimately shared a
substantial spatio-temporal 'unit' which allowstbon to examine their everyday habits, Adam only
encounters himself under extraordinary yet shegdicircumstances that abide Hollywood's convestion
The original and his clone only meet their selvethe film's finale, as they team up to save tfairily by
fighting Drucker. As soon as this task is completdnby part ways. The Ripley-clone for her partoals
succinctly encounters her former selves. Howeves gémcompasses an awfully affective and explosive
encounter which shakes her to her existential cgre:carries her pre-incarnations within her calityron
a cellular level while she physically abolishes #latual clone-bodies. So unlikdien: ResurrectionAdam's
encounter with himself unfolds within a rather m@de manner and unlikdoon Adam's fleeting
collaborative encounter is quite generic. It seémas by cloning its protagonisthe &' Day merelydoubles
its narrative action instead of multiplying its ematic structures of subjectivity. Even though olaned
action-hero saves his family, the world and himséth the aid of its original self, Adam Gibson raims
just that: a doubled generic action-hero who il transcend a conservative sense of self.

The wayThe &' Day envisions its encounter with the self is thus regiths intricate nor as intimate

as the other two case-studies — qualitatively dsagequantitatively. Seen from a meta-level, waldctate

that The @' Day not only negates the metamorphic consequencesnoéi cloning in its desire to restore a
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bio-aura that is irretrievably lost, also its defiion of the encounter between the cloned proiatyois
utterly based on an ideological denial of the pgassiparadigmatic upheaval the figure of the clone
engenders. Adam neither enters into a continuoussciousness, nor a continuous corporality. Their
encounter remains generically propelled by the yallod plot-line and refrains itself from inherently
problematizing the intricate cloning relation offge self. If we rephrase this conclusion withirCavellian
vocabulary: both Adams do not seize the opportulitiaspire to become the one | are'. Immediatibr a
their 'job' is done, the clone casts his potemedpmate aside and the original negates his pateattained
self. Adam only momentarily allows himself to supplent the fractalization of his unattainable but
attainable self, while he regrettably ignores ttearalized split in himself as function as theagleof light
over his inner landscape. Wheredgen: Resurrectiorenticed a dismantlement of the other s&iibon

proposed a remarriage of the other self and fioev®' Day cultivates a fascistic denial of the other self.
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Conclusions

Are We Me Or Am | You?

The cinematic terrain of science fiction fosterseancative space for philosophical, existential attdcal
thought experiments on human cloning to roam frélelgugh the virtual yet visceral simulations ieates
with an affective force. The genetic imaginary,rs@s a cinematic as well as scientifopos which has
entered into the fabrics of our lives — into owadiurses, into our fictions, into our minds andnevego our
embodiments — is indeed informing our cultural imagon and therefore our sense of self in a very
palpable fashion. As we have seen in the introdocthe very real prospect of cloning humans gnssto

a plenitude of questions that we can already egplpuestions that indeed are readibingexplored within

the terrain of science fiction. | postulated thataanpelling recurring trope of human cloning invedvthe
scenario of encountering one's own duplicate whilempting the particular question that structured t
thesis: what might happen when a cloned persoacisdf with herself? Further disquieting questionsar
Can | consider you, this other person that is nggetf, to be me? Do we experience life in the sarag?

Are your memories mine and my memories yours? Dalvege a consciousness? Is your body my own or is
my body yours? Am | still unique? Are we me or agol? Questions which we can now answer, because
the capricious connection between memory, clonimdjfuman subjectivity within the realm of cinema ha
been critically investigated.

This thesis has thusly ventured into a thought expnt on the malleability of our subjectivity by
closely discerning the cinematic figure of the hunwone as it is conceived of withiMoon Alien:
ResurrectiorandThe & Day. In scrutinizing the encounters our cloned protégfs have with themselves, |
delineated the different ways in which a clonedssenf self unfolds itself. The theme of human aignian
be discerned as the ultimate 'posthuman’' troperembenventional discourses on subjectivity possgsy
unraveled to their bare absence. However, thietedmultaneously constitutes a discursive spaceemve
can reconfigure our sense of self, as it in sonssaive way to a conception of identity that does
inherently entail a syntagmatic singularity of emiteol subjectivity to maintain a productive senseseif.
The phenomenon of human cloning thus entails aahdeshaping of subjectivity as it holds the poweer
threaten its boundaries, while at the same timaiogeup novel paradigmatic ways of conceiving cemse
of self. The traditional Cartesian perception objseativity — a singular, embodied subjectivity ued
through the act of conscious awareness of the-sgdh be destabilized by encountering one's owmeclo

The existence of the clones Moon can be rationalized as a fluid and a-grammaticattification
of 'l are the one You become' — where the | thafois, is literally plural. Sam Bell's sense of skidiws
across multiple embodiments as water runs throughipte rivers and as life gushes through multiple
forms: panta rhei. By perceiving the Samssagplements$o each other, the new paradigmatic relations on
which their multiple subjectivities are based givay to a productive and vigorous conception of itwaus

consciousness. To put these conclusions in a Gavdiljht: the former and latter clone can be coesed as
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different reincarnationsof the very same split in the self, where the jmew clone is the helpmate for the
subsequent clone, who is the attained self of dnendr one but who remains unattained but attainfile
himself. An intricate 'fractalization' of the uraitied but attainable self is thus set in motionemghan
attained self is added, which for its part also poses a further unattained but attainable selthie
remarriage of the self. My Cavellian reworking bétnotion of supplementation places a 'positiveti$oon
the fractalizing and paradigmatic qualities of tieematic figure of the clonélien: Resurrectioron the
other hand envisions a gruesomely destructive agjdctéd figure of the clone. The Ripley-clone's
hybridized continuous corporality devours her fravithin her very own cells, for the loss of bio-aura
radically hacks the last pieces of her human extgte@way. She radically dismantles the novel pgradiic
structures, which entail the molding of multiple bgctivities into a singular corporeality which
simultaneously connotes a multitude of construtiedies. This incarnates her from within as it thera a
by now fallacious syntagmatic structure that veigs humanoid surface. Nevertheless, the Ripleyecien
not able to escape her new bodily identity: eveth& actual predecessors are destroyed, her consnu
corporeal construction continues to exist throdghdnamnesis of her physicality. The undoing ofczgss
of forgetting cannot be undone, what is unforgoteEmains remembered.

Although they differ greatly in their productive damestructive conceptualizations of the cloned
sense of selfMoon and Alien: Resurrectionboth embrace the radical reshaping of subjectifiiynan
cloning brings forth by suturing this novel struetwof identity into the cinematic languages theghea
deploy. HoweverThe &' Day deploys a conception of the sense of self thatdebased way still adheres to
a more traditional notion of subjectivity. Withihi$ text cloning is a method for escaping deatldeustood
as the final ending to the syntagmatic coursefef livhile the film emanates an ideological message:
disruptive paradigmatic structure of subjectivihosld be contained by a conservative singular stracof
identity which is located within the prolongatiofi the syntax of life. Just as the modernist medinfm
cinema abolished the artwork's aura through theiatied of its alleged essential non-repeatable neatine
post-human practice of human cloning abolishesutimaediated vitality of humanness by multiplying the
sacred distinctiveness of the human. But by workingtill somewhat Cartesian delineation of singular
subjectivity into the desire to conquer death tgtoaloning,The 6' Day dangerously negates the substantial
consequences of multiplying identity. In a contdrteanner the film envisions a figure of the clortdacl is
based on nostalgic, illusionary longing for an edibd sense of integration, distinctiveness and
individuality, while it simultaneously operates kit the very mise-en-scéne that fosters the digmutf the
aura it squeamishly tries to preserve. Also itetb protagonist, Adam Gibson, remains just a dauble
generic action-hero who is unable to transcendnsawative sense of self. Seen from a meta-l&ved, &
Day not only negates the metamorphic consequencesnedi cloning in its desire to restore a bio-aued th
is irretrievably lost, also its delineation of teacounter of the cloned protagonists with himseltterly
based on an ideological denial of the possibledignaatic upheaval the figure of the clone engenders

Whereas Sam Bell's continuous consciousness flotined Ripley-clone's continuous corporality

incinerates and Adam Gibson's ideological denisieis a fascistic stasis. Continuing in this veia,could
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state that the figure of the cloneNMoon productively supplements the future by aspiringpécome the one
you are while subjectivity flows though a contingazpnsciousness. In a similar logidien: Resurrection
could be said to be destructively supplementingghst by incinerating the pre-incarnations of th# s
which remain immanently part of a continuous coafitr. And perhapsThe @' Day only generically and
sporadically supplements the present action by efais static denial. And to add the different cepts of
memory the texts delineate to the nmii*oon's prosthetic memory functions as the gatewaystedenario of
continuous consciousnesalien: Resurrectiols corporal remembrance opens up a portal to aomiis
corporality andThe & Days continuous but singular syntax of life fosteéssdiscontinuous conception of
memory as an easily extractable, re-mixable andantable syncord.

To tie all these thoughts up, we could say thttefcinematic trope of human cloning combined with
the mercurial notion of memory ferociously reve@artesian subjectivity to be a mere fantasy of uaiq
individuality, we indeed should not cease, and wik ceased, to search for the self. Precisely Useca
identity and memory have become so illusive andcoé&l, a self-reflexive quest like this projectirged
additional momentum. Furthermore, noting the caities of cloning and cinema was paramount to this
thesis, for the fading sense of previous notionsulifjectivity due to the kindred technologies oftation
and/or reproduction is exactly the kind of dynamihich this project investigated through evoking the
cinematic figure of the clone. The relevance o$ thioject lies within the its particular discernrheh the
subjectivity-reshaping mechanisms without deployangreset normative objective. In this unbiasedmegn
we can freely yet critically explore the ethical existential implications of human cloning on a
philosophical level — an affective thought expenmeur three cinematic fictions have generouslyjoted
us with. Personally | find the thought experimehiMononthe most appealing scenario, for it allows us to
think about our ever-changing sense of self in amaawhich does not deny or fixate all the possiiddps
we could take in our life's journey of educatiord dherefore gains its inherent productiveness.nedd,

we are me and | am you. But the pressing questiorains: which ones will we aspire ourselves to brexd
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This list contains a selection of films | found tlolgal with cloning in some respect.

1970's and before

Flesh Feas{Grinter, 1970)

Futureworld(Heffron, 1976)

KISS Meets the Phantom of the Pédessler, 1978)
Monsters from Green HelCrane, 1957)
Sleepel(Allen, 1973)

1980's

Anna to the Infinite PowdiViemer, 1983)

Cherez Ternii K Zvyozdafwiktorov Bros., 1981)
Creator (Passer, 1985)

Robotech: The Untold StofiNoburo & Macek, 1986)
Starman(Carpenter, 1984)

1990's
Army of DarknesgRaimi, 1992)

The BroodCronenberg, 1979)

The ClonegCard & Hunt, 1973)

The Clonus Horro(Fiveson, 1979)

The Grissom Gan@Aldricg, 1971)

The Resurrection of Zachary Wheeféfynn, 1971)

Superman IV: The Quest for Peg€eirie, 1987)
The Clones of Bruce Lé¥elasco, 1981)

The Nude Bom{Donner, 1980)

Warrior of the Lost WorldWorth, 1983)

Rasen(lida, 1998)

Austin Powers: The Spy Who ShaggedRteach, 1999) The Avenger8Chechik, 1998)

Johnny 2.((Fearnley, 1997)
Judge DreddCannon, 1995)
Jurassic ParkSpielberg, 1993)
Multiplicity (Ramis, 1996)

2000

4 (Khrzhanovskiy, 2005)

2001: A Space Travesttsoldstein, 2000)

Alien Abduction(Forsberg, 2005)
AppleseedAramaki, 2004)

Austin Powers in Goldmembg@Roach, 2002)
Batman Beyond: Return of the JoKk€&eda, 2000)
Blueprint(Schibel, 2003)

Code 46 Winterbottom, 2003)

Dragon Fighter(Tang, 2003)
FrankensteinMercurio, 2007)

Genetic AdmiratiorfLeeming, 2005)
GodsendHamm, 2004)

Impostor(Fleder, 2001)

Jaane Hoga Ky#Ankush & Glenn, 2006)
Life-Size(Rosman, 2000)

Lego Star wars: Revenge of the Bricaham, 2005)

Lego Star Wars: The Quest for R2-(FZdersen, 2009)

Leroy & Stitch(Craig & Gannaway, 2006)
Pokémon: Mewtwo Returiflidaka, 2000)

2010's

Cloud Atlas(Tykwer & Wachowski Bros., 2012)
Evangelion: 3,0 You Can (Not) Re@nno, 2012)
I'm Not Jesus Momn{yuares, 2010)

Naruto Shippuden the Mov{Murata, 2011)
Never Let Me GgRomanek, 2010)

Online Sources:
<http://www.humancloning.org/movies.htm>

The Fifth ElementBesson, 1997)
The Lost World: Jurassic PafSpielberg, 1997)
Universal Soldier lli(Woolnough, 1999)

Red Cockroache€oyula, 2003)

Replicant(Lam, 2001)

Repli-Kate(Longo, 2002)

Resident Evil: ExtinctioMulcahy, 2007)

Reversal of Fortunéark, 2003)

Shadow FunfYokoyama, 2001)

Stargate: ContinuuriWood, 2008)

Star Wars: Ep. Il — Attack of the Clongsicas, 2002)
Star Wars: Ep. Il — Revenge of the Sithicas, 2005)
Star Wars: The Clone Wafkucas, 2008)

Stitch! The Movi€Craig & Gannaway, 2003)
Superman: Doomsddontgomery, 2007)
Teknolus{Hershman-Leeson, 2002)

The Adventures of Pluto Na@binderwood, 2002)
The Other M&Coto, 2000)

The Shock Labyrint{Shimizu, 2009)

The Spirit(Miller, 2008)

Viyabari (Chidambaram, 2007)

What Planet Are You Fron(Rlichols, 2000)

Oblivion (Kosinski, 2013)
Pacific Rim(Del Toro, 2013)
Stranded Christian, 2013)
Womb(Fliegauf, 2010)

<http://www.moviecus.com/theme/movies-about-clone>
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