
“Don’t do it!!!!”
“Aaahhh! ... Think about the 

cholesterol! Think about ... THE 
TOXINS!”

— A vegetarian goblin queen, 
irate that a little boy is eating a 

bologna sandwich, in director 
Claudio Fragasso’s 1990 film “Troll 

2,” filmed in Morgan County.

NILBOG — Driving in Morgan 
County through Porterville 
in the Top of Utah you see 

beautiful country. One notable site is 
the ruins of an old church. Not much 
remains other than parts of walls and 
the front. The grounds are forbidden 
to the curious. But if it looks familiar, 
you’ve probably seen “Troll 2.”

I’ve seen “Troll 2” five times now 
— with three viewings in the past 
week. Enough ink has been spilled on 
its plot so I’ll forego that task quickly: 
A vacationing family encounters a 
town, Nilbog, full of shape-shifting, 
vegetarian goblins adept at turning 
unlucky humans into green, leafy 
food. The Goblin Queen of Nilbog 
lives in that church, but if viewers 
look closely they see a plaque in the 
front that says “Porterville Ward ...”

No one likes to see an old, historic 
church reduced to near rubble, but 
I’m kinda glad it’s a ruin: You see 
for me, it’ll always be the lair of 
Creedence Leonore Gielgud, the 
stone-worshiping queen of Nilbog. 
As she says in the film, “This is myyy 
houuuuse!”

Actually, a lot of people worship 
Nilbog. Last weekend, on Morgan’s 
Commercial Street, “Troll 2” fans 
gathered for a Nilbog celebration 

with the director Fragasso, 
screenwriter Rossella Drudi, much 
of the cast and many Morgan and Top 
of Utah locals who participated as 
Nilbog extras and goblins. Hundreds 
of fans were there, mostly in awe 
of the actors they’ve seen dozens 
of times on screen. A walk down 
Commercial Street is a kick for a 
“Troll 2” fan, since much of the movie 
was filmed there.

What occurred in Morgan is 
not a rarity. There are “Troll 2” 
screenings and fan conventions all 
over the world. It is the new “it” of 
cult films. Think “Plan 9 From Outer 
Space” in the ’80s and ’90s. “Troll 2” 
fits the definition of a cult film: It’s 
inimitable. Is it a bad film? Yes. But 
it’s unique and watchable. Its blend 
of inexperienced acting, laughable 
costumes, freaky dances, synthetic 
music, very strange dialogue and 
poor special effects don’t hamper 
the film. It’s clearly the only film in 
the world where vegetarian goblins 
gather to hear a fundamentalist 
goblin preacher rant hysterically 
about the “smelly bladders” meat 
causes. (OK, I may have once heard 
the same at a PETA motivational 
seminar.)

What other film exists that casts 

vegetarianism as evil? The reason is 
simple, screenwriter Drudi told the 
fans. “I was against vegetarianism.” 
So she made the leaf-eating goblins 
appear like vampires, she explained.

The title “Troll 2” is a farce. 
The film was supposed to be called 
“Goblin,” an apt choice since there 
are no trolls. But the filmmakers tried 
to tag onto an earlier film, “Troll,” 
that was a moneymaker. That is also a 
weird film, in which a pre-“Seinfeld” 
Julia Louis-Dreyfus plays a half-
naked forest nymph. It didn’t work. 
“Troll 2” went straight to video and 
pay cable, and languished in obscurity 
before word of mouth revived it.

The fans loved Director Fragasso. 
A personable, natural showman, he 

promised to film 
part or all of a 
planned “Troll 3” 
in Morgan. When a 
representative of the 
Utah Arts Council 
mentioned a sizeable 
rebate if lots of 
money is spent 
filming in Utah, 
Fragasso elaborately 
hugged the man to 
cheers and chuckles. 
The “Troll 2” actors 
have varying 
careers. Some only 
made “Troll 2.” 
Others are veterans 
of occasional TV and 
film productions.

The Q&A session 
with all the creators 
of “Troll 2” was 
pure Americana. 

It occurred in a pink, cavernous 
ballroom, usually a dance and cheer 
studio. The fans, many wearing green 
T-shirts with “NILBOG” printed 
on the back, circulated through the 
crowd, chatting with cast members, 
including George Hardy, the Alabama 
dentist who played dad Michael 
Waits in the film. His famous line of 
dialogue was: “Do you see this writing 
... ? Do you know what it means ... ? 
Hospitality. And you can’t (urinate) on 
hospitality! I WON’T ALLOW IT!”

Top of Utahn Michael Stephenson, 
who starred as youngster Joshua 
Waits, is making a documentary film 
about “Troll 2” called “Best Worst 
Movie.” You can see a trailer at 
bestworstmovie.com.

The ballroom was decorated — 
Nilbog style — with green streamers 
and balloons. Large posters of “Nilbog 
Invasion” were hawked on tables. 
The event was videotaped. Fans 
captured images with cell phones and 
digital cameras. Robert Ormsby, who 
played helpful ghost “Grandpa Seth,” 
greeted his director with a big hug. 
Ormsby, who only made one film, is 
80 percent Burl Ives and 20 percent 
Wilford Brimley. Connie Young, who 
played high-strung teen Holly Waits, 
was warmly greeted. Young is best 
known — at least in Utah — as the 
female lead in the Mormon-genre 
comedy “The Singles Ward.” In “Troll 
2,” a teenage Young dances bizarrely 
in front of a mirror. In a fun moment, 
Fragasso convinced a hesitant Young 
to recreate her dance. It received a 
big ovation.

My favorite goblin, actress 
Deborah Reed, was there. She 
portrayed Creedence Leonore 
Gielgud. She is Nilbog. You have to 
watch Reed to digest her performance 
in “Troll 2”; think Isadora Duncan 
on acid. Eyes rolling in sockets, 
bohemian dress, enunciated 
screeches. She’s a chameleon. One 
minute she appears to be a deranged 
aunt, in another a sexy vamp. But 
I’ll say this for Ms. Reed — she gets 
better with each viewing. And she 
nails what makes “Troll 2” so unique. 
You will never, ever again see a 
corncob used in such an intimate 
manner in a PG-13-rated movie.

Wanna learn more? See the movie.
Gibson is the Standard-Examiner’s 

assistant editorial page editor. He can 
be reached at dgibson@standard.net.

Cult film ‘Troll 2’ returns triumphant to ‘Nilbog,’ Morgan County

Yesterday, I filled up my 
car and it cost almost 
$60. Most people 

reading this won’t have any 
sympathy for me. If you drive 
a Chevy Suburban, a Ford 
F350 or any number of other 
vehicles with large gas tanks, 
you probably spend at least 
$100 when you fill up.

Still, I couldn’t help but 
recall different times. Shortly 
after I graduated from high 
school, I bought a used Datsun 
240Z. It was a beautiful car 
with great acceleration. 
Nonetheless, I could fill the 
tank with a five-dollar bill and 
drive away with change.

The fact that I can no 
longer fill the tank with a $50 
bill prompted me to consider 
how the increase in gas prices 
compared with increases in 
wages.

In 1948, the average 
price of gasoline was 26 
cents a gallon. Presently, 
the American Automobile 
Association reports that the 
average price of mid-grade 
gasoline in Utah is $4.27; the 
average price of premium 
is $4.46. This means that gas 
prices have increased 16 to 17 
fold over the past 60 years.

In 1948, the average 

household income was $3,187. 
Today, average household 
incomes are approximately 
$60,000, so average family 
incomes have increased 
19 fold. This increase is 
sufficient to allow consumers 
to stay slightly ahead of gas 
price increases.

The Cato Institute, a 
conservative think tank, 
recently did a similar 
analysis. It concluded that 
after adjusting gasoline prices 
for inflation and changes in 
disposable per capita income, 
gasoline today would have 
to cost $5.17 per gallon to 
have the same impact as a 
gas price of 29 cents over 50 
years ago. The Cato Institute 

concluded that 
gasoline prices aren’t 
all that high.

Whether you 
agree with this 
assessment probably 
depends upon a 
number of factors. 
One factor may be 
your perspective 
on conservation. 
High gas prices may 
ultimately force 
consumers to use less 
gas. This fact reflects 
the potential for 

market forces to bring about 
efficient outcomes. More and 
more people are agreeing 
that conservation would be a 
desirable outcome.

Yet, as with many 
economic truths, the burden 
of promoting economic 
efficiency isn’t shared equally. 
Those with higher incomes 
will be less troubled by high 
gas prices than those whose 
income has lagged behind 
rising prices.

While working on this 
article a couple of weeks 
ago, I watched Tiger Woods 
win the U.S. Open. It was a 
great tournament, perhaps 
the best ever. Tiger received 
$1.35 million for his victory. 

Sixty years ago, another great 
golfer, Ben Hogan, won the 
U.S. Open. Hogan received 
a whopping $2,000 for the 
tournament victory. Tiger’s 
check was 675 times larger 
than Hogan’s.

Professional athletes 
have seen their incomes rise 
rapidly in recent years. The 
same is true for rap stars, 

talk show hosts and movie 
producers. My curiosity 
regarding high incomes 
led me to the Forbes list 
of the rich and famous. 
Interestingly, the person at 
the top of that list is a writer 
— J.K. Rowling, the author of 
the Harry Potter novels. Last 
year she earned $300 million.

At the other end of the 

spectrum, over half a million 
people work for less than $6 
an hour. Another half million 
earn only slightly more. If 
these workers use three 
gallons of gas to get to and 
from work, as many workers 
do, it means that more than 
25 percent of their working 
hours are devoted to earning 
just enough money to get to 
and from work.

Whether their income is 
high or low, if those paying 
over $4 a gallon knew that 
doing so was part of a strategy 
which would ultimately lead 
to conservation and new 
energy sources, they might 
take comfort in knowing 
that their burden would 
produce a desirable outcome. 
Unfortunately, history does 
not provide much cause for 
optimism.

Since the mid-1970s, the 
country has seen gasoline 
prices spike several times. 
None of these spikes 
produced a lasting reduction 
in the country’s dependence 
on fossil fuels. Unless the 
current round of high gas 
prices produces a national 
discussion of energy policy, 
there is little reason to expect 
a different outcome.

Paying the high price for gasoline?
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ChiCago Tribune
An editorial

Repeal the Second 
Amendment.

No, we don’t suppose 
that’s going to happen any time 
soon. But it should.

The Second Amendment to the 
U.S. Constitution is evidence that, 
while the Founding Fathers were 
brilliant men, they could have used 
an editor.

“A well regulated Militia, being 
necessary to the security of a free 
State, the right of the people to 
keep and bear Arms, shall not be 
infringed.”

If the founders had limited 
themselves to the final 14 words, 
the amendment would have been 
an unambiguous declaration of the 
right to possess firearms. But they 
didn’t, and it isn’t. The amendment 
was intended to protect the 
authority of the states to organize 
militias. The inartful wording has 
left the amendment open to public 

debate for more than 200 years. 
But in its last major decision on gun 
rights, in 1939, the U.S. Supreme 
Court unanimously found that that 
was the correct interpretation.

(Last week), five members 
of the court edited the Second 
Amendment. In essence, they said: 
Scratch the preamble, only 14 words 
count.

In doing so, they have curtailed 
the power of the legislatures and 
the city councils to protect their 
citizens.

The majority opinion in the 5-4 
decision to overturn a Washington, 
D.C., ban on handgun possession 
goes to great lengths to parse the 
words of the Second Amendment. 
The opinion, written by Justice 
Antonin Scalia, spends 11-1⁄2 pages 
just on the meaning of the words 
“keep and bear arms.”

But as Justice John Paul Stevens 
wrote in a compelling dissent, the 
five justices in the majority found 
no new evidence that the Second 
Amendment was intended to 

limit the power of government to 
regulate the use of firearms. They 
found no new evidence to overturn 
decades of court precedent.

They have claimed, Stevens 
wrote, “a far more active judicial 
role in making vitally important 
national policy decisions than was 
envisioned at any time in the 18th, 
19th, or 20th Centuries.”

It’s a relief that the majority 
didn’t go further in its policymaking 
on gun control.

The majority opinion states 
that the D.C. handgun ban and 
a requirement for trigger locks 
violate the Second Amendment. By 
virtue of this decision, Chicago’s 
1982 ban on handguns is not likely to 
survive a court challenge. A lawsuit 
seeking to overturn the Chicago 
ordinance was filed on Thursday by 
the Illinois State Rifle Association.

The majority, though, did state 
that the right under the Second 
Amendment “is not unlimited.” 
So what does that mean? The 
majority left room for state and 

local governments to restrict the 
carrying of concealed weapons 
in public, to prohibit weapons in 
“sensitive places such as schools 
and government buildings,” and 
to regulate the sale of firearms. 
The majority allowed room for 
the prohibition of “dangerous 
and unusual weapons.” It did not 
stipulate what weapons are not 
“dangerous.”

Lower courts are going to be 
mighty busy figuring out all of this.

We can argue about the 
effectiveness of municipal handgun 
bans such as those in Washington 
and Chicago. They have, at best, had 
limited impact. People don’t have 
to go far beyond the city borders 
to buy a weapon that’s prohibited 
within the city.

But neither are these laws overly 
restrictive. Citizens have had the 
right to protect themselves in their 
homes with other weapons, such as 
shotguns.

Some view this court decision as 
an affirmation of individual rights. 

But the damage in this ruling is that 
it takes a significant public policy 
issue out of the hands of citizens. 
The people of Washington no longer 
have the authority to decide that, as 
a matter of public safety, they will 
prohibit handgun possession within 
their borders.

Chicago and the nation saw a 
decline in gun violence over the last 
decade or so, but recent news has 
been ominous. The murder rate in 
Chicago has risen 13 percent this 
year. Guns are still the weapon 
of choice for mayhem in the U.S. 
About 68 percent of all murders 
in 2006 were committed with a 
firearm, according to the U.S. 
Department of Justice.

Repeal the Second Amendment? 
Yes, it’s an anachronism.

We won’t repeal the amendment, 
but at least we can have that debate.

Want to debate whether crime-
staggered cities should prohibit 
the possession of handguns? The 
Supreme Court has just said, “forget 
about it.”

Perhaps the Second Amendment should be repealed
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“Troll 2” actress Connie Young re-creates her infamous 
“Holly Waits dance” for fans with help from the film’s 
director, Claudio Fragasso, at the Nilbog Invasion Q&A 
session in Morgan on Saturday. Other cast members at 
the panel look on.




