How is the use of comedy, irony and sarcasm in the Life of Brian used to create a platform on which cultural assumptions of past societies can be debated?
Introduction
Film is a unique medium in that it allows for diverse perspectives to be taken on both fictional and non-fictional events, since, unlike a book, the ideas and themes being conveyed are clearly visualised for the audience. As well as this, films allow for a far greater understanding of tone in terms of the nature of themes presented. This is one of the reasons that Life of Brian was and still is as successful as it is, since it makes light of difficult subjects through the medium of comedy and allows for the creators of the film to discuss, and effectively mock, themes such as religion and slavery. The Life of Brian also turns preconceived notions of what an audience expects when viewing a film set in biblical times (with films such as Jesus of Nazareth being the standard portrayal) and deliberately twists and manipulates them for comedic effect, ultimately being extremely successful in this regard, as the Life of Brian was a huge cultural and financial success, with reviewers praising it as one of the greatest comedy films of all time and an amazing achievement.[footnoteRef:1] Its use of sarcasm and mockery of ancient Rome and Judea allowed for dark themes such as crucifixion, religious persecution and slavery from that period to be debated, whilst putting a light-hearted interpretation on said themes. This, therefore, offers the viewer the ability to become aware of such dark events taking place, whilst satirising and mocking the brutality of Imperial Rome. Therefore, this paper will argue that because of these themes, the Life of Brian is a great platform on which to debate cultural assumptions pertaining to sex, gender, religion and death. This will be done by thoroughly analysing the themes portrayed in various scenes of the Life of Brian and by evaluating the ideas that the film portrays through the use of comedy. [1:  (Bradshaw. 2019)] 

The Jester or Fool caricature
[bookmark: _GoBack]The Life of Brian uses comedy in order to convey ideas and themes that would otherwise be deemed extremely inappropriate had they not been in the context of a comedy. One of the themes that Life of Brian conveys extremely well is the literary caricature of the Crown Jester.[footnoteRef:2] This was made most prevalent in Shakespearean times, where in his plays Shakespeare would manipulate royal court status and mock it heavily, even managing to make a few jokes out of the then Queen Elizabeth I.[footnoteRef:3] The reason why Shakespeare was able to convey such themes and ideas through this character was that he essentially created the caricature of the Jester or Fool character in the court which had no power or status within it and was outwardly mocking the court, but not inwardly threatening anyone’s political position in the court.[footnoteRef:4] One such example of a Shakespearean play that uses this literary caricature to great effect is As You Like It, [footnoteRef:5] wherein the whole purpose of the character Touchstone is to make penis jokes and mock courtly standing and status, remarking how useless it is when they are forced outside of the court.[footnoteRef:6] Life of Brian notably uses this literary caricature to great effect, for example, the use of their famous moniker ‘flying circus’ implies that they are contemporary Jesters – in this case mocking Imperial Rome, on its obsession with order and rules whilst at the same time not deliberately insulting the time period. Their use of ‘flying circus’ reflects the fact that the creative team behind Life of Brian are themselves knowingly taking on this caricature, in order to parody and cover more themes and which the audience themselves know, when watching any Monty Python media, is inevitably a parody and not at all anything serious. Even the name Monty Python is an amalgamation of all the writers behind the shows and films, thus it is clear that they as a whole are adopting a caricature, as ‘Monty Python’ itself is a fictional representation of all the crew’s writing and not of any one specific individual. [2:  (Otto. 2001. 2)]  [3:  (Evans. 1974. 406)]  [4:  (Otto. 2001. 2)]  [5:  (Shakespeare. 1623.)]  [6:  (Shakespeare. 1623.)] 

Furthermore, the fact that Life of Brian uses this literary caricature allows the film’s creators a chance to discuss and reference dark and morbid themes that would otherwise jeopardise the comic nature of the film. As two years prior to the Life of Brian being released a serious take on the Biblical story in Jesus of Nazareth and hence still would have been fresh in the memory for the audience,[footnoteRef:7] therefore by taking a lighter tone the creators are able to poke fun at the overly serious nature of some Biblical stories. A notable example of this light-hearted tone is when Brian is captured by the Romans, threatened with torture and beaten before Pontius Pilate.[footnoteRef:8] Based on that description alone the scene sounds fairly dramatic and dark, but because of the nature of the comedy it is instead one of the most famous and hilarious scenes in the whole film, because not only does it mock the Roman authorities it also ridicules the nature of Roman torture methods, almost implying that because of how light-hearted the scene is, that the torture methods and prison guards were perhaps not quite as effective as potentially thought.[footnoteRef:9] This all links back into the Jester theory since because what is being portrayed is so extreme to the point where had they not adopted the caricature of a the Jester it most likely would not have been as successful, thus the literary caricature of the Jester allows them to make light of the various scenarios and thus create useful tools of discussion and ultimately be more successful as comedy/parody film. [7: (Jesus of Nazareth. 1977)]  [8:  (Life of Brian. 1979.)]  [9:  (Robinson. 2006.18)] 

The Falstaffian caricature
Scholars such as Larsen are also keen to observe the comparison between other aspects of Shakespearean caricatures, for example in Monty Python and the Holy Grail[footnoteRef:10] Arthurs knights perfectly fill the role of the comedic relief type in Falstaff, a repeating character in multiple Shakespearean plays,[footnoteRef:11] whom like the knights Monty Python is portrayed as inept, cowardly and vain, with each knight representing a different aspect of this character.[footnoteRef:12] Larsen extenuates that the characters that Brian interacts with in Life of Brian[footnoteRef:13] are all perfect imitations of the Falstaffian caricature,[footnoteRef:14] as many of them are very much intended to be laughed at and are greatly exaggerated depictions of certain character traits, such as cowardice, vanity and boastfulness. Interestingly, it is arguable that every single character except for Brian is an example of this caricature, each displaying different aspects of it. For example, self-righteousness is represented by the leaders of the People’s front of Judea whom despite his group listing all of the positive aspects of life under the Roman Empire they still believe their cause of independence to be right.[footnoteRef:15] Boastfulness is represented by the actions and characterisation of Brian’s Mother and her lying to Brian despite the truth being hilariously apparent to the audience. This all gives evidence to the notion that Life of Brian employs the use of the Falstaffian caricature for the purposes of comedic effect. Because much in the same way that in Shakespeare Falstaff is intentionally inept, vain and cowardly in order to serve as comic relief, the creators of Monty Python have therefore used this characterisation to an extreme degree, whereby only Brian and Judith do not fit into this caricature.  [10:  Monty Python and the Holy Grail. 1975]  [11:  (Shakespeare. 1623)]  [12:  (Larsen. 2010. 14)]  [13:  Life of Brain. 1979]  [14:  (Larsen. 2010. 15)]  [15:  Life of Brian. 1979] 

This comic device has the effect of giving each of the characters a unique personality which is highlighted into the extreme for comedic value, since this character theme goes completely against what the audience would expect and also has the effect of making the character’s actions not unpredictable, therefore the extreme comedy does not come off as stilted or forced. Thus because of Life of Brian’s use of the Falstaffian caricature, there is an argument that this hinders the film’s ability to be used as a medium to discuss cultural assumptions of past society, since every character behaves rather unrealistically and in an over-the-top manner. However, it is also clear that the Life of Brian takes these characterisations from real-life examples, such as Pontius Pilate,[footnoteRef:16] and merely moulds certain aspects of these characters into the Falstaffian caricature for comedic effect. Thus Life of Brian’s use of the Falstaffian caricature for the vast majority of the characters in the film does not really hinder its ability to be used as a source for debate on the nature of past societies. [16:  (Evans. 2003. 45)] 



Gender
Life of Brian and the Monty Python[footnoteRef:17] series as a whole are known for taking preconceived notions of how gender should be represented in film and deliberately manipulating them in order to take the audience by surprise. Thus, by going against the normal portrayals of women in antiquity, those of set gender roles, such as in Cleopatra[footnoteRef:18] and Ben-Hur,[footnoteRef:19] are made more comical.[footnoteRef:20] Because of this it is possible for these screen productions to be used as a source of debate as to how gender roles were interpreted in the Imperial Roman era, because as gender roles are manipulated and flipped they nevertheless provide unique examples of gender in the time period. For example, when there is a scene with a ‘beard’ seller in Life of Brian, prior to the stoning, this represents the idea that women could not go to such events, yet suggests that they may have potentially have just gone anyway, in this case using the disguise of wearing beards. [17:  (Life of Brian. 1979.)]  [18:  (Cleopatra. 1963.)]  [19:  (Ben-Hur. 1959.)]  [20:  (Housel. 2010 136)] 

Monty Python’s Life of Brian presents gender in an utterly unique way and this is perhaps one of the reasons it remains  popular with contemporary audiences, and why the film has ‘aged well’, in that it still attracts audiences today and has a cult following.[footnoteRef:21] One could argue that what the film essentially does is manipulate values and conservative depictions of gender and flips them on their head for comedic effect. [footnoteRef:22] For example, in one famous scene, the People’s Front of Judea member, Stan, is suddenly overcome by the desire to become a woman, seemingly from nowhere, as the other characters then proceed to haplessly argue about the realities of such a sentiment.[footnoteRef:23] By humouring the topic of gender they are able to convey themes without the adage of offending any particular group. Even some radical feminists are not offended by this scene in so far as it is about transgenderism,[footnoteRef:24] although there are some more conservative, particularly third-wave, feminists in the modern era whom are troubled by the film in general as in their view the film is male-centric.[footnoteRef:25] [21:  (Bhaskar. 2019)]  [22:  (Taylor. 2010. 21)]  [23:  (Life of Brian. 1979)]  [24:  (Taylor. 2010. 21)]  [25:  (Smith. 2009)] 

Another character of discussion is Brian’s mother, as she is depicted as greedy and manipulative; for example her proclamation of loyalty to the Jewish cause, after accusing Brian’s Roman father of raping her, then immediately having oral sex with a Roman officer. This is a very clear use of irony in this scene as it is clear that she has double standards, which thus raises the question of how Life of Brian’s ironic portrayal of female characters is based on their actual role in Imperial Roman society. Baumann notes that after Octavian’s rise to power in Rome, when he declared himself Augustus Caesar, it had a profound effect on every aspect of life in the Roman Empire and to an extent this is represented in the Life of Brian;[footnoteRef:26] with Pontius Pilate’s wife (who strangely is unnamed and does not appear in the actual film) being the centrepiece of the People’s Front of Judea’s plan to force the Romans to grant them their independence. Therefore, this is an example that is depicted in the film that greatly illustrates Baumann’s point; that women were of great political importance in the Augustan period. The way Brian’s mother is portrayed is an oxymoron to the way Roman women were supposed to act in the time period, this is reflected by historian McGinn whom states that in the time period ‘the man protects the family’s honour; the woman conserves his sexual purity’.[footnoteRef:27] This notion of the woman preserving her sexual ‘purity’ is also referenced in Tacitus’ Annals where purity and chastity until marriage were a key aspect for Roman officials whom were to marry.[footnoteRef:28] Therefore it is apparent that the Life of Brian is knowingly using irony as a method to effectively show the role of Women in Imperial Rome, by portraying the exact opposite to what would actually have been expected of Women in the time. This has the effect of making the audience subconsciously aware of what the role of Women was and what was expected of them by showing exactly what the opposite is, since as it is obvious that the Life of Brian is a parody the audience naturally finds the character of Brian’s mother hilarious, as they should be in no doubt that this is completely against the expected values for Women in Imperial Rome. Thus, by subconsciously making the audience aware of gender values in Imperial Rome by showing the exact opposite, the ironic use of the character of Brian’s mother is indicative of the fact that Life of Brian is a great source of debate on past societies. [26:  (Baumann. 1992. 100)]  [27:  (McGinn. 2011. 10)]  [28:  (Tac. Ann. 12. 6)] 

Another key example of the Life of Brian’s use of irony and sarcasm is the character of Judith Iscariot, a clear reference to Judas Iscariot. Yet in the film Judith is shown to be the only other competent member of the People’s Front of Judea, actively trying to secure the release of Brian as well as openly campaigning to further their cause by trying to convince the other members to act to save Brian as he is about to be crucified. This is an interesting portrayal of the character, as the real-life namesake in Judas Iscariot is of course the traitor of the disciples, however, in the Life of Brian ‘Judith’ is the complete opposite and is probably the only one who believes in and is loyal to Brian throughout.[footnoteRef:29] There are a number of reasons why Judith is used in this regard, firstly the character is a clear use of irony in that her name is a reference to Judas which could perhaps be a mockery of the disciples of the Bible. Secondly, one of the reasons Judith is portrayed in this way is the fact that the creators of Life of Brian are deliberately manipulating gender assumptions in the 1970s and are placing the woman in the role of the hero, which goes against the way that female characters were shown in movies at the time as they were often seen to be the damsel in distress or using their sexual appearance to manipulate and control, such as 1963s Cleopatra.[footnoteRef:30] This could therefore be one of the reasons why feminists, such as Taylor, remark that Judith provides the counter to the more puerile aspects of Pythonic sexual humour.[footnoteRef:31] Taylor also goes on to expand on the role of Judith’s character in the biblical plot, comparing Judith to modern day interpretations of Christianity as a whole, in that it was women who helped propagate the religious furore surrounding Jesus. This is an interesting thesis, as it is suggesting that the producers of Monty Python were actually a positive force for woman and thusly feminists actually seem to like the film, despite the nature of some of the jokes being overtly sexual in nature. As well as some of the portrayals of women being rather negative, the fact that feminists are so approving of this film[footnoteRef:32] is perhaps indicative of how well Life of Brian uses irony, sarcasm and comedy to convey themes and ideas that were perhaps ahead of their time. Despite Life of Brian’s mockery of the left,[footnoteRef:33] Judith’s status in the group is actually equal, therefore this can easily lead to a debate on the nature of the role in women and how they are not present in it. Therefore, for Life of Brian to mock this fact is an argument for it being liberal in its political stance.[footnoteRef:34] [29:  (Taylor. 2010. 25)]  [30:  (Cleopatra. 1963)]  [31:  (Taylor. 2015. 183)]  [32:  (Taylor. 2015. 183)]  [33:  (Wilmut. 1990. 250)]  [34:  (Wilmut. 1990. 250)] 



Maleness 
By the same token that the theme of female gender expectations are flipped, so are those of the male gender. Expectations from other antiquity related films in the period, around the Life of Brian’s release, depict men as strong and heroic,[footnoteRef:35] yet Life of Brian goes against this entirely; the most famous example of this being Pontius Pilate who cannot say the letter ‘R’.[footnoteRef:36] This has the impression on the audience of comedy and raises sexuality as an issue in the Imperial Roman era, as it is heavily implied that Pontius Pilate is homosexual (what with his relation to biggus dickus) and his mannerisms. This is done entirely for comedic value as it parodies the overly serious portrayals of the character that had come in movies prior, such as Ben-Hur.[footnoteRef:37] The portrayal of Pontius Pilate also goes against what any audience familiar with the events in the New Testament would expect of the character, as in the Bible Pontius Pilate coldly condemns Jesus to death but then feels a wave of guilt as he does so.[footnoteRef:38] Therefore for Pilate to be shown in such a feminine way has the effect of surprise for the audience. But perhaps most interestingly it allows them to perhaps question how the Romans would have actually viewed those in charge of them. For example, when historians refer to depictions of various generals, the only source they have is that of historians such as Tacitus and thus little may be known of how an important figure was actually portrayed in reality, this  allows Monty Python to latch on to this uncertainty and thus make unique character portrayals.  [35:  (Spartacus. 1960)]  [36:  (Life of Brian. 1979.)]  [37:  (Ben-Hur. 1959)]  [38:  (Matthew. 27)] 

Another point on the nature of males in Life of Brian is that all of them except Brian are shown to be entirely ineffectual and useless, never doing anything which is successfully shown by examples of the Roman legionnaires all rushing into the room of the People’s front of Judea and not finding anything despite them still being in the room and then the People’s front of Judea then refusing to help Brian. There is even a line in the film that goes ‘Stan cannot partake in any terrorist activity for he has a bad back’,[footnoteRef:39] the reasons for all male characters except for Brian being ineffectual is that it parodies movies in the time period in which men are shown as stalwart and heroic, therefore to have effeminate characters such as Pilate and to have the others being portrayed as useless (except Brian himself)  has the effect of taking the audience aback, as this is not at all what male gender roles would have been at the time and thus this shows that Life of Brian flips gender roles and stereotypes for comic effect. This can therefore cause of debate on the nature of gender roles in films in the 1970s, as Life of Brian more than adequately shows their opposites. [39:  (Life of Brian. 1979)] 


Depictions of biblical stories 
Interestingly, some scholars, state that Life of Brian can be used as a tool for research on religious matters.[footnoteRef:40] Take for example, the observation of scholar Davies, who remarked that ‘I have long been of the conviction that Monty Python’s Life of Brian is an indispensable foundation to any student’s career in New Testament Studies, as it reflects a greater amount of research than any other Hollywood film’.[footnoteRef:41] Examples that scholars’ reference, include the scene where Jesus is talking to a large group in a sermon and his words are slightly misinterpreted by the onlookers.[footnoteRef:42] Also, there are multiple different translations of the Bible therefore the actual sermons that Jesus gave could well have had variations to their meanings.[footnoteRef:43] Thus, Life of Brian represents this problem accurately, as although Jesus’ sermons are always similar in tone, in that they are inherently positive, the actual words that got recorded could have easily been different, unless they were being used rhetorically. This reinforces the notion, that Life of Brian, can in a way be used as an educational tool for New Testament Studies, as well as the fact that the producers behind the Life of Brian did detailed research into the subject area.[footnoteRef:44] This therefore gives evidence to the thesis that Life of Brian can be used as an educational tool on the subject of the New Testament.  [40:  (Davies. 1998. 400)]  [41:  (Davies. 1998. 400)]  [42:  (Life of Brian. 1979)]  [43:  (Schilbrack. 2011. 13)]  [44:  (Wilmut. 2007. 247)] 

In addition, the Life of Brian’s uses the key theme of being able to mock the dogmatic practices of the Jewish faith, as scholar Benko asserts, ‘the humour in Life of Brian takes its cue from the humour in the Hebrew Bible: laughter is aimed at those who use their office or authority to get closer to the divine than they deserve or is possible.’[footnoteRef:45] This is a very interesting hypothesis as it is often assumed that the Life of Brian’s mocking of the Jewish religion is aimed at the entire religious faith. Some of the film crew even agreed with his sentiment, with Terry Jones referring to it as ‘a heresy’,[footnoteRef:46] yet John Cleese instead says ‘it’s a good joke. We’re not putting down anyone’s religion but the ways of following religion that completely miss the point of what it’s all about’.[footnoteRef:47] This seems to support the statement from both Benko[footnoteRef:48] and Davies,[footnoteRef:49] that the Life of Brian can be used as an educational tool, when discussing the corruption and dogma in the Jewish hierarchy. Examples that show this idea in the film are the ‘stoning scene’[footnoteRef:50] in which the priest is extremely zealous and extreme over what ‘blasphemy’ is, and secondly the Jews in the tunnels fighting each other rather than the Romans, essentially doing the Romans job of maintaining control for them,[footnoteRef:51] this sort of event is even referenced by Josephus whom lambasts the different groups for fighting each other.[footnoteRef:52] This evidence leads on to the notion that because Life of Brian is inherently satirical, it allows for criticism of the negative aspects of the Jewish faith without outwardly appearing as anti-Semitic, as, because of the movie’s rather light hearted tone, it does not come across as mean-spirited.[footnoteRef:53] Therefore because of these factors it is fair to be able to use Life of Brian as a platform for debate and discussion. [45:  (Benko. 2012. 6)]  [46:  (Monty Python Live! 1998.)]  [47:  (Monty Python Live! 1998.)]  [48:  (Benko. 2012.6)]  [49:  (Davies. 1998. 400)]  [50:  (Life of Brian. 1979)]  [51:  (Life of Brian. 1979]  [52:  Jos. 5.11.4]  [53:  (Stott. 2004. 130)] 

Subverting expectations
One of the key techniques that the Life of Brian successfully uses is the practice of subverting expectations by portraying what the audience expects to be very serious events and themes, such as crucifixion and slavery, in a very comedic and light-hearted way. A key example showing this would be the scene in which, during a gladiatorial duel, a small man with very little in the way of weapons and armour is thrown into the gladiatorial arena with a heavily armoured gladiator.[footnoteRef:54] As a viewer observing this scene for the first time, the expectation is that the almost naked man will die a horrible death in trying in vain to fight a man who is significantly bigger and armed much better than he is. However instead, the almost naked man, seeing the futility of his chances, starts to just run away from the Gladiator until the Gladiator dies from a sudden heart attack.[footnoteRef:55] Because this goes entirely against what the viewer expects, the viewer is left confused and thus the scene is funny because there is no way that situation would have occurred in reality. In fact, Monty Python uses this theme as the basis for its whole identity, by ‘putting a spin’ on history in a comical sense.  [54:  (Life of Brian. 1979.)]  [55:  (Life of Brian. 1979.)] 

Entire comedy sketches during the ‘Flying Circus’ would often end abruptly, with the credits rolling mid-way through a sketch or in one particular instance,[footnoteRef:56] immediately after the opening title, this therefore caused an air of unpredictability around Monty Python, which increased their comedic value as the viewer has no idea what is going to happen, thus, because the results are often so unusual and so against what is expected, the audience finds it hilarious.[footnoteRef:57] Therefore, because Monty Python is known and regarded for the use of subversion, it has led many scholars to assess that because of this it creates a very strong platform for which cultural assumptions and history can be discussed. For example, Landy states that the Monty Python series ‘irreverently eschewed the conventions of situation comedy’[footnoteRef:58] and that this is therefore a platform on which ‘hallowed taboos of social institutions’ can be discussed.[footnoteRef:59] One such hallowed taboo is the depiction of the Jewish religion as a whole, with various examples showing that the Jewish Independence Movement was wholly inept and that the Jewish hierarchy was very extreme in its persecution of perceived blasphemy.[footnoteRef:60] Examples in the Life of Brian that give credence to this theory are the famous ‘stoning scene’,[footnoteRef:61] in which the priest is very stringent on his definition of what blasphemy is, and the ‘Jewish Suicide Squad’, which portrays the Jewish army as completely useless as they just kill themselves rather than save Brian.[footnoteRef:62] This raises an important issue about the nature of the time period that otherwise could not be conveyed in the same media. Interestingly some sixty years after the film is set, the Jews did revolt against Roman rule but were ultimately unsuccessful, partly because of a continuation of themes depicted in Life of Brian, such as the fact that there were multiple factions in the Judean cause, that ranged from the standard peasantry to the radical Zionist zealots, and as such were unable to be cohesive in order to face the army of Rome.[footnoteRef:63] Therefore from that perspective one can easily make the argument that Life of Brian provides a unique take on the events of the time period, as the only primary source on the events of the time is Josephus, who is a Jewish writer that fought against the Romans during said Roman-Jewish conflict, so one can easily make a case for their being bias in this evidence ,[footnoteRef:64] as even a mathematical perpetuation is named after Josephus for his unlikely portrayal of events such as his own group’s suicide.[footnoteRef:65] This could potentially mean that there is a unique depiction of the build up to the attempted revolt, as the producers have clearly researched the subject area, and to some extent mock the portrayal that Josephus gives. [56:  (Monty Python’s Flying Circus. 1970)]  [57:   (Ebert. 2004)]  [58:  (Landy. 2005. 4)]  [59:  (Landy.2005. 4)]  [60:  Jos. 5.11.4]  [61:  (Life of Brian. 1979)]  [62:  (Life of Brian. 1979)]  [63:  Jos. 5.11.4]  [64:  (Price. 2000. 236)]  [65:  Jos. 3.8.7] 

Comparisons with other films
Being set in Antiquity, Monty Python’s Life of Brian effectively mocks other films that were released in the 1970s, for example the opening credits of the film, which are entirely animated, create a clear mockery of the overly long and dramatic introductions of the James Bond film franchise,[footnoteRef:66] with the film clearly lambasting and mocking its overly long introduction as several ridiculous and over the top events are shown as a dramatic theme song plays.[footnoteRef:67] Another similar example of parody would be Ben-Hur, as when analysing the characters of Brian and Ben-Hur there are a lot of similarities between the two; both are ordinary men whom are caught up in circumstances beyond their control.[footnoteRef:68] However, the tone and idea behind Ben-Hur is that of a heroic character fighting the tyrannical and oppressive Romans, whilst Brian is simply an ordinary character who simply is at the wrong place in the wrong time and had no real intention of being put in the position he gets put in; because of this fact it allows for an arguably more realistic take on the subject matter.[footnoteRef:69] This is because, despite being the main focus character, Brian himself is the only ‘ordinary’ character in Life of Brian, as he thinks rationally, such as begging the two different Jewish independence groups to stop fighting each other and to instead fight the real enemy. Therefore, because of the way Brian is presented in the film, it can very easily lead to a debate as to how an ordinary Jew living in Judea, during the period of Jesus Christ’s birth, would have acted and lived.[footnoteRef:70] For example, it shows Brian performing everyday tasks such as shopping and encountering former lepers who are beggars that have been ‘cured’ by Jesus.[footnoteRef:71] Despite the comic overtones it nevertheless provides a very useful insight into the life of an ordinary Jew living at the time, therefore it is fairly clear that the Life of Brian’s use of irony, in how Brian is presented, makes it a great source of cultural debate of past societies. Another noteworthy film comparison that the Life of Brian makes is that of Spartacus, with the Life of Brian mocking the over-the-top heroic nature of the climactic scene in Spartacus, in which when asked to reveal the identity of Spartacus in exchange for leniency they all proclaim that they themselves are Spartacus.[footnoteRef:72] This is parodied in the Life of Brian when Brian is being crucified the Roman legionnaires ask which one of them is Brian so that they can be pardoned, naturally all them proclaim to be Brian as they would realistically say anything to be not be crucified.[footnoteRef:73] Strangely, despite the Life of Brian being a deliberately ridiculous and over-the-top parody, this scene when compared to Spartacus is actually far more realistic as in all likelihood most people would jump at the chance to not be crucified and suffer a horrible death. Therefore, because of the Life of Brian’s mockery of Spartacus’ cliché scene, this is reflective of the intent of the film as a whole, in that it wants to mock the nature of films that came before it and the overly heroic clichés that they portray. Thus because of this fact one can make the argument that the Life of Brian can be used as a tool to reflect on the nature of film tropes in the 1970s and 60s, by observing the parodies of certain films in the Life of Brian. [66:  (The Man with the Golden Gun. 1974)]  [67:  Reay.2004. 57]  [68:  Ascough. 2009. 181]  [69:  Ascough. 2009. 181]  [70:  Crossely. 2011. 1]  [71:  (Life of Brian. 1979)]  [72:  (Spartacus. 1960)]  [73:  (Winkler. 2008. 7)] 

Another point of parody Life of Brian openly makes is that of British left-wing politics in the 1970s.[footnoteRef:74] As during the seventies the Labour governments of Wilson and Callaghan oversaw a period of economic hardship as the multiple expanding trade unions caused severe inflation and thus an economic crash. Since all the trade unions were from different sectors, despite the fact they were all left-wing, they could not seek a resolution to the economic crash that started by them negotiating large pay rises for their workers. This situation is reflected perfectly in the Life of Brian as there are multiple groups all pertaining to be campaigning to free Judea, but they all just fight amongst themselves rather than unite together to fight the common enemy in the Romans. Wilmut states that this parallel is easy to draw, for ‘what the film does do is place modern stereotypes in a historical setting’.[footnoteRef:75] Because of this parallel one could therefore easily make the argument that the Life of Brian is a great political satire, not just on events in Rome but also during the time frame in which it was released; thus, expanding the use that Monty Python has as a source of discussion. [74:  Wilmut. 1990. 250]  [75:  Wilmut. 1990. 250] 

Whilst Life of Brian is by no means historically accurate, that is irrelevant with regards to its depictions of Roman Judea by its parody of it. For one, the costumes, setting and cinematography do not distract the audience at all and are quite believable and historically accurate. Of course outrageous scenes, such as when Brian is abducted by aliens and then miraculously returns to the exact location, grant a sense of ridiculousness and unbelievability, but this realistically helps the film as a satirical parody of not only Imperial Rome but also the tumultuous 1970s. There is also an awareness of Imperial Roman history displayed with the People’s front of Judea all listing positive aspects to life under Roman rule. It is this level of awareness and satire that greatly advances the Life of Brian’s status as not only a cult film for its outlandish humour, but also because of its awareness of history, to the point that it can easily be used as a source of debate on the nature of past societies.
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