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Any documentary_has the primary job of creating a
virtual reality, of maintaining an impression of 1mme-
didte experience. While this has remained a constant
requirement, the formal conventions which filgmakers
use to creaté that virtual reality have evolved and
changed, so that devices that might have been accepted
as normal and realistic thirty yéars ago seem suspect °
when compared to the norms of realism we, have absorl-
ed from today's films. v

Documentary has in tact today become an almost use-
less term covering an extreme range of film forms. At
least two distinct categories of documentary style must
be distinguished today: analytic cinema, which was
once the universal norm, and direct cinema, still being
explored and refined. (Cinema verite, the original
term for direct cinéma, I prefer to reserbe for only
one particular form of direct cinema.)

Analytic cinema inclides all Jocumentaries that ob-
tatn their effects through the conjunctive use of
image, 4 spoken narration or commentary, and usually
music. Direct cinema 1s 5o less composed of conven-
tions, but the virtual reality is a radically differ-
ent one--seemingly unmediated by film technique--and
the conventions are accordingly different, indeed oppo-
site to those of analytic cinema. The newer form of
documentary emerged in the 1940's but was not commonly
identifiable unt1l the carly 1960's,

The analytic style of film leaves open all possibil-
ities of intervention on the part of the filmmaker, not
only techniques that can create symbolism, ironic con-
trast, shock effects and in general an unremitting con-
trol of our experience by the director, but also the
very real possibility of the filmmaker abusing his re-
sponsibility bv loading the dice. This 1s why critics
in the 1940's could Jdistinguish between the Italian neo-
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becomes, only one among severai chief devices for ordef-
ing and selectively interprgting a phenomenon::

In the realm of content, we move from having to cover
a news 1tem to the problem of dramatizing the presenta-
tion of broader realities, for example the erosion of
soil along the Mississippi, or the problem of bringing
electric power to isolated farms, or America's entry
into World War Two. . .

P

. In the realm of stylé, therefore, the filmmaker now

has considerable freedom to control the expressive val-
uc of the shots he takes and to utilize their pictorial
composition, their analogigs and contrasts and their
symbolic ‘value. He has the freedom to articulate those
shots around certain lines of interest. He can also

compile preexisting footage and rearrange it. And he
is free to reenact or+stage scenes for purely expres-
sive and dramatic purposes.
. Tor example, in Pare Lorentz's THE RIVER, there is an
+early sequence showing baled cotton being loaded onto a
river boat. You can see from the variety of shots gnd

.
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realist films (which 1n their time were seen as a radi- /
¢al departure from analytic cinema) on' the one hand and .
"propaganda films"--bluntly lumped together--on the other.
Neorealism, Robert Warshow writes, is passive towards
experience, qpile American films are aggressive. Of
‘course he is speaking dbout’ fiction films, Hollywood
films. And yet to illuystrate the aggressive film, War-
show turns immediately to documentary, writing about
the role of the narrator in American newsreels. . .
"A typical figure in our culture is the '‘commentator, the composed camera angles that this labor was hot
whose accepted ftinctipn is to make some ‘appropriate’ med spontaneously, but reenacted and filmed select- ,
+ statement about whgizeor is presented to his attention. ively, This was accepted documentary practice at that
'Grim evidence of mAn's rnhumanrity tq, man,' he emarks « time.2 It's also_interesting that THE RIVER uses this:
of the corpses at Buchénwald. 'The end of the rpad, ' sequence as if it were archive footage 11lustrating
he says as we Stare at dead Mussolini on the newprecl historical material: the scenes df loading cotton were’
screen. (And what can one do but agree?) Even/in its ‘of course shot in the present, but the narrator is,
most solemn and pessimistic statements, this vy ice is talking about pre-Givil War farming, so that the scenes
still & form of 'affirmation' (its healthy tofe bettays seem to exist in the present and in past histary at the
it); at bottom, it is always saying the same fthing: ' same time. And we are inclined to interpret the sheer.
that one’ never need he entirely passive, that] for every hardness and repetitiveness of the mnnunl‘labor as .
experience there is some adequate responsé. ft the very * ‘something typical of Jpast agriculture. A’ sccond ‘cotton
least, there is aFways--there must be--some ning ta sequence much later in THE RIVER, ‘definitely located in -
say.nl ’ . ; “the present day'by the commentary, uses shots taken
Thus,” paradoxically, Warshow takes doct entary as the from about the same angles, but featuring mechanized
opposite pole from a film style which i af?hfu] to loading ramps prominently in the.foregrqund.
experience. It is significant that he ta¥e\ithe %om- These documentnr%es were invariably made to dramatize
mentator, as the most typical elemeNt in the amplytic a real and specific problem for an audience that was
film] in which, as he says, jdeas "tushion" tﬁ\ facts. not directly affected by the problem and.indeed was
The nse of a spoken naﬂéathg;is the most obviqus ex& considered hostile to the solution being proposed.‘
ample of an "analytic' fdevice which in fact immediategy Lorentz's fms publicized New Deal .meagures, as did
¢ oversteps its realjiistic function and takes it upon it- Tvens's POWER AND THi. LAND® PRELUDE TO WAR, the, first
self to interpret -ultimately to make sure that the vit film in the WHY WL FIGHT series, was calculated to win »

tual reality on the screen is filled with a Jdetermined
system of value . )
The newsreels/are the most blatant examples of using
narration to rfad meanings and emotions ingp every bit
of footage/ efen the most banal shots. When we come
Qq the m lakoxate dSEumentarje% of the period, the
use of amaMticMlevices 1s more varied. * The omniscient
narrator if st¥l1 with ws, although spoken narratian

Americans away from isolationism. So the historical

dramatization is naturally couched in terms of the spe-

cific solutions and structured to lead up to them; any

§ other set of circumstances, any other contradictions
become iTrelevant. When you read critics of the period

! praising the "epic" scdpe of these documentarics, they
are generally reacting to this art of foreshortening
history.
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- " ¥hat tvpifies the reenacted documentary is that all
the elements of the film are mobilized to give a

- strongly felt continmty to a necessarily abstract-ar-
gument. The WHY Wt TIGHT seres 1s a good example of
how analytic techniques function in the ambivalent
roles of convevor of information, vehicle of emotional
1dentification, and mobilizer g¢f 1deas” toward a defin--
1to purpose. The pretext of PRELUDE TO WAR 1s that of

“any documentary: setting forth information for the

public, exploring the reasons behind a situation: why
. we fight.
i A title vouches for hystorical accuracy and even for

the "authentication" of recnacted scencs! What really
happens, however, 1s that beneath the pretext of a rea-
soned nnd carnest exploratlon of history, 4 whole ide-
ology 1< brought to life which has nothing.to do with

anv real look at history but instead consists of deli-

mob1lize a puri}y gmotlonal support for the new war effort.
This reinfortement is a good example of what Warshow
meant when he said that Amefican films put 1deas first:
every issue whlth the f1lm relates to the war is ideal-
1zed. America's decision to fight 1< seen as the nat-
tiral outcome of a traditional commitment to palitical’
freedom. History 1tself 1s 1dealized. The real sube
Ject of PRLLUDE 10 WAR 1s neither history nor interna-.
tional relations. The film identifaes politicat free-
dom with a handful of cultural stereotypes which are
mostly, bound up with an idealized vision of the family
<truLture, for example shots of children having fun in
layground, complete with squenls ‘of laughter on the
'Qound track.

'

PRLLUBE TO WAR by Frank Capra -t

tvery such 1mage of freedom 1n America is neatly con~
trasted to society 1n the "slave" states. Image, com<”
mentary, and wariations an the music all work together
to bring these contrasts to life. 'lhe childrgn in the
playground are juxtaposed with shots of children play-
ing war games with gas masks. There 15 also a strong
appeal to religion: Americans have freedom to worship,
whjle in Germany they bomb churches. Here the film
uses staged detarl shots of churches being sacked. Nof
where 15 there anw mehtion of anti-Semitism as a part
of Nazi adeology. In the staged shots we see a tenfple
being destroved, but . only as part of a sequence: inclu-
ding Protestant churches and others. _The function of
analytic techmiques 1n PRELUDE TO WAR is not to pre-
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berately reinforcing a get oﬂ\;ultural cliches in orderto

—
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_ mah embodiments of ffeedom, are strictly white Amori-

. our intellect but leavés something to our 1mag1nnt10n‘

sent the realities in Europe but to assimilate them to
"Amgrican" ipdges. .
It is taken for granted by the f11mmakers that the i

task of convificing Americans that they have any real

common bond with the people of other mationd is hope-

less. PRELUDL TO WAR, far from making the least effort

to create 1nt9rnnt1onal understandlng, remains totally

within the, bounds of national insularity. It doesn't I

do away with natidnal prejudices, it reinforces them =
and turns them into weapons against the new enemy.

Aitd significantly--this is easily taken for granted in
watching older films--all the American children, fami-

lies and "man in the street" interviews, all these hu-

cans, as is the narrator. PRELUDE TO WAR outdo¢s the
1solationists for national suprematlsm‘, it’ s really a
prelude to imperialism.

The function of the commentator in all these films
has not changed substantially from the omniscient, as-
sertive newsreel voice'. It does undergo variations,
though, intended to better disguise the omniscience and
the ultimate purpose of ornentlng our judgments. The
voices in a Pare Lorentz film takes the part of differ-
ent figures: sométimes’the omniscient commentator; *
sometimes addressing the farmers or the settlers in the’
film rhetarically; sometimes imitating a particular fi-"
gure like a parade ground speaker or the emergency ra-
dio slgnaler in THE RIVER; and sometimes--using that
opaqu¢, anreflecting oratory and peculiar folksy style
that seem to have passed for poetic prose among som¢ .
writers of the period--trying for poetic rhythm, as 1n
the roll call of the names of trces, rivers, and citfes
in THE RIVER. ‘ .

In THE RIVER, in PRELUDE TO WAR, in] POWER AND THE .
LAND, indeed in every analytic film, a commehtary or’
narration is a parasite upon the 1mage always trying
to turn the visual content to ltﬂ own uses. No matter
what form the narration adopts, basically it has a re-
. dundants character. This is not in itself negative. =~ -
dtas simply a characteristic of the film form, and
"indéed narration has occn510nnlly been used in the ser-
vice of a more open cinema, one which does not “preempt

Any form of third person narration can be a positive !
,element 1f 1t acknowledges its ‘redundant position and .
if it creatively uses its inherent limitations instead
of trying to impress us with its omniscience.
~hat_about the image 1tsel( The commentary 15 what
creates 3 point of view in a 'verbal and 1deoloa1cn]
sense, but it isj after all, the visual units that |have
to serve the essentlal functians ®f, creating our vir-
tual sense of Zbace and time.; In the compilation film,
which. relies, ofi putting togetrer preexisting footige,
the.camera 1% cverywhere and jfits overall. perspect ve is
undftermlned It is the pre%ess of editing that ‘finds
a way of unifying the shots/ I the material is drawn
from a wide enough range oé\sources, as in the WHY WE
FIGHT films. some remarkable effects ¢an be created in
the editing, like cutting ve'y.different activities to-
gether on a similar phyq1calémovement. The shots are
selected for their content, their potential interrela-
t7on and symb ic value. If'the filmmaker is lucky,
he will an similar camera movements, but in general
the spatlal definition created by the camera will be
‘wnpredictable from shot to shot. Gur perspectlve is
thus necessarily that of a survey, an overview.

In a directed and dramatized documentary like POWER
AND THE LAND, on the other hand, the.filming itself is - ¢
controlled. The action is more or less rehearsed and .o
the directing is dope with cvery intention of breqklng B »@;
down or analyzing the action spatially and tempornlly, e
as in fiction £ilm, Selection of camera positions and
distances, lighting éffects, devices for continuity--in
other, words, not only editing but all the _structuring
_devices which the Cdltlng brings out--becomes the key
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factor in creafing a virtual reality in this type of |
film, which is very close to fiction film. \

In one typical sequence in POWER AND THE LAND, the
camerawork and the editing operate exactly as in a fic-
tion film. The sequence, about a dozen shots, takes
place at the end of a typical day on a farm which has
no electricity. The family cats supper. The farmer
and his oldest son the

outside, while the motHer and school children stay at
the table and the kids"

to do their homework.

MOMA ‘Film -t1l1ls Archie

POWER AND THE LAND by Joris Ivens

The camera distance .changes from group shots to clo-
ser shots of individuals and back again, with draMtic
cutaways to simultaneous action elsewhere at two
points: the mother still at the stove when the family
sits at the table, and later the father and son secen
outside while the others stay indoors. Lvery shot is
a single component in an ogverall continuity,. nothing
is random. Even the one shot that seems at first to
have been left in as a kind of "pure" ginematic moment--
where the father) takes leave and the camera 5imply re-
mains on the mother's thqughtful face as sHe finishes
eating turns vut to be 4 stt-up for the next indour

-—sequence “in ‘which she watches her children-do their

- homework at the same table. Seen without the sound
track, the seunnce is as self-sufficient as a scene
from any silent Film. The unity and meaning of. the ev-
ents are so well established visually that the comment-
ary can add nQthing. -

And indeed,gﬁhere the directing by itself is caécul-
ated to bring us close to the family and make us feel
the lack of adequate light visually, the commentary
fails to bring us any closer with its ponderous indir-
ect discourse and poetic repetition,’ much less with its
omilies about what is supposed to be typical in the
family we're trying to watch.” All it does is insist
oR what is "American' about them; 'the'writer supposes
this is the anly way we other Americans are going to
sympathize with them. It amounts to a contempt for the,

, particular reality of this family's life and for our .
own capacity to.feel our own emotions about it. Oppo- *
nents of the directad documentary, however, would fur-
ther argue that lvens's analytic visual presentatioh is
no less an obstacle between ourselves and the filmed
reality. . !

.*** A ’
I have dwelt at length on the role of spoken comment-

ary in analytic documentary because ‘in defining ‘direct
cinema, it is casiest to begin with the most obvious
technical difference: ‘absence of commentary. Direct ,
cinema originaged at a, time when it was still difficult )
but not impossible to record sound directly and sync
nously with the picture, at thé locati i
Q .
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' ard practice in recreating a given reality:
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With the use of ditectly recorded sound as a §tylis-.
tic constant, a new sityle is created with its own re-
quirements of realismiaffecting the visual components,
The intervention of the filmmaker takes place at quite
a different level from analytic cinema. Respecting con-

. -

,

&

, g
) ‘ﬁt“i'.l g

Dby oA

~
-

)

»”

- . * ¢
. : . St

3, "
v

N ’

BLACK NATCHE?’ by Ed Pincus and David Neuman
. . > . ' s .
tinuity of sound and image implies respecting the natur- -
al unfolding of the event being filmed. Each scene is ,
filmed for as long as possible and the scenes as final-
ly edited tend to be unbroken also. .The- composing and
the editing of the footage in any but the most unobtru-
sive way amount to an intervention from outside which
the viewer feels much more strongly than in analytic
documentary. The filmmaker is now ob}iged to reject a
multitude of, editing effects which were formerly stand-
analytic
editing, especially juxtaposition of things for associ- 1
atioﬁf\gontrast, and symbolic meaning. On the level of
content, the standard pretext Sf ¢he documentary also,
disappears: that of conveying specific information in
a specifically ordered way. -The situations and people
that we %ee in direct documentaries are given more or
less in,a block, and it is we who must infer "verbal"
information about background, relationships and feel-
ings solely on the basis of what we are given -to-see
and hear difectly. "y o ¢ -
Hert the parallél with critical. evaluations of neo-
realism becdmes clear.~ Basically it-is-no longer the
filt which gives structure €6 the reality, but the.real-
ity whickd fies the form of the film, at least.,
i 7 Ideally, therefore, the new criterion- of auth-

- -

enticity-Gthe virtual reality--lies in thgf?ilmed re-

cord “itself and in our presumably

- »

unmedigted confrohta~
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tion with i1t. We become with%sa?s while the camerd and
the filmmaker become neutral recdrders. Of coprse?even
1n the most direct documentaries there is a great deal
of selection and struuturlng going on, but none of this
intervention contradicts ‘the:unbrohken \llu51on of imme-
diate presence, which 1s essential to dﬁrect document—
ary.
But 1s this its real esthetic basis? In two decades
of direct cinema, the goals and esthetics of the new
w documentary.form are still being defined in confusing
and contradictory ways. We can, however, begin to iden-
tify them more accyrately now that the conventions of
the form have reached a point of coméelidation and fur-

“ ther evolution-?a tradition. o

Direct cinema got its reputatloﬁ for originality’ from
the unmediat¢d way in which it invariably portrayed its
realities. The camtra was 1nv151ble, the director,
ideally, was his own camera operator; the subjects were
unaware they were being filmed. The filmmker pre-
judged nothing dur1ng shooting or ed1t1ng, the burden
of value judgment shifted to the viewer, just as Andre
Bazin said it did in neorealist fiction film.

These were the characteristics which first helped to
popularize direct cinema. The original difect documen-+«
taries mxﬁe by Leacock and Pennebaker and other film-
makers for Drew Associates (evén though they were
promptly overnarrated and overedited in thg analytic
tradition by the producers) were billed asf’Th¢ Living
Camera": the immediacy of the event, the finvis bility

¢ of technique, and the nonintervention of fhe fijlmmakers
"+ were the md&t strlklng new characteristicg.

£}

technique, a’sophisticated ethnological tooI; while
detractors accused the filmmakers of hypocrisy in pre-
tending to neutrality.

The filmmakers themselves concentrated on dgveloping
.this aspect of their experiment. They, too, borated
the idea that the subjects wére, and ought to b& un-
aware.of being filmed. . The.Drew Associates' teams dr-
rived at a theory whereby the ideal direct cinema con-
sisted cither of pursuing the subjects over a long
.period, in which case they became used to the presence
of camera and sound recorder, or of capturing ‘them in
moments: of crisis so that they were, 11kew15e unself-
conscious. ! .

In Tetrospect, the real innovation and endurlng in-
tercst of even the early direct documentaries seems
rather to consist in a more compiex relationship bet:
ween fllmmaker and- subject. - Direct documentaries, it
13 true, continue toPese for the public as invisible,
neutral documents, but the filmmakers paradox1cally em-
phasize the personal character of, thexr work. Freder-
1ck Wiseman, for example, readllz:states tha; th
filmsgare "subjective." -

The direct frimmaker, as we mlgh
does indeed 1ntervene, not only in

f terventd¥n 1s most easily spotted) but ip the filming:‘
_ Not by determining shots in advance, perhaps not evem.
N in any intentional way, but at least by the very pre-
sence of the camera, which after all is never invis-
“'ible no matter. how portable the equipment and minimal
the crew. * AS a result the subjects are usually aware
of being filmed to a. greater degrgé than was once sup-
posed, and direct documentaries fre suffused with a
subtlé speatrum of camera-subject relationships.

Stephen Mamber, a painstaking historian of direct
cinema,
ness' in the subject of .one film alone, Eddie Sachs in
the. 1960 ON THE PQLE by Leacdck and Pennebaker {produc-
ed by Robert Drew). At' times Sachs addresses the cam-
era, seeking-to present a definite self-image; at

~ times he mdy indeed have forgotten the camera's pres-
ence; and on one occasion he painfully pretends ¥o ig-
nore it although the viewer knows he is aware of it. . -

{hcse sRades of camera. awareness (except the first) are

© ! ©
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perhaps lost on the average viewer sihﬁ{y because he is
not conditioned to attribute value ta,them--or even to
notice them at all. But they create/an essential char-
acteristic of direct cinema, even if they seem to stand
in contradiction to other aspects f this film form.
Exploration of sub)ecthlty through an articulated
range of interventions, and even elements of technical
self-consciousness,: are most ea ily found in ON THE
POLE, JANE, HAPPY MOTHER'S DAY., and DON'T LOOK BACK.
And they exist, less articulately, 'in other direct ¢in-
ema of the 1960's. Yet perversely enough they are mask-
ed, denied as it were, precisely by the effort to keep
all technique invisible.
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DON'T LOOK BACK by D.A. Pennebaker . < °
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We notice, thig” ﬁgns1on particularly in examining the
editing of films by Leacock, Pennebaker ard Wiseman.
id{t1ng is invisible, serving chiefly to
sustain the vital illusion of un1nterrupted real time
and of spatial continuity inherent in the long takes
~characteristic of direct: filming. But in practice, it
. often happens that when the editor tries to make a se-
quence of different shots and cutaways look like an un-
broken continuum--in some parts of 'DON'T-LOOK BACK and
A STRAVINSKY PORTRAIT, for example--the result can '
look clumsy of’stra1ned, calling attention to itself N
precisely, when it should be least visible. -
It is as if ed1t1ng has become no.more than a neces-
sarysevil, a concession to narratlve, actually antagon-
.istic to the interests which motivated the origimal
-filming. Yet it is still some process of editing
‘whi‘ch must discover the meaning and potential form em-
bedded in the blocks of reality which were filmed. A
pariﬁcularly clear instance of this dlscrepancy agccurs
. whenever, the filmmaker is not sdre of ‘the feg1b111ty
of his raw material. In these cases the filmmaker bor-
rows) devices from the classic resources of ﬂnalyt1c -
editing (parallel cutting and so forth)
There' is a remarkable example of this in Wlseman S
CUT FOLLIES In one scene an elderly inmate of
nstitution has withdrawn td such a point that e
-
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refuses nourishment. He is then sécured to an opera-
ting table and force-fed in the same unsanitary condi-
tions we have obseryed throughout the documentary”.

This is an e(crucl&tlng process to watch, yet Wiseman
felt that some power was still missing from it and de-
cided not to leave it uncut. In order to_reinforce a
polemical statement, as if the cruelty of this opera-
tion were not ecnough 1n itself, Wiseman intercuts Vvis-
dally similar scenes of the same man being prepared
for burial after he has died.

I think the device of (russ cutting amounts to 4 mis-
calculation of effelt in this dlIOLt.JULuantdr\. The
<manipulation of the fuotage feels like a break 1n
style, a use of an alien form of cinematic language,
dnd it makes its more abstract point only at the price

. of weakening the inherent power of the scene. Ihat
power could only haie been preserved by leaving the
stenes uncut a> discrete units, and letting the paral-
lel between the feeding and the embalming be discov-
ered naturally by the viewer.

Wiseman's progress as da filmmaker is a stdé? n sol-
atjions to the contradictions_in direct cinema. Crit-
ics--even Mamber--treat Wiseman's £ilms ingerchange- |
ably, yet there 1%'a significant evolution from the

early to the later films. 1In all of them, invisible
technique disgiises a decidedly aggressive and polemi-

" cal filmmaker. A filmmaker who definitely affects and
provohes the behavior of his subjectsssimply by being
present with the camera. In TITICUT FOLLIFS, for exam-
ple, an inmite addresses a disturbing monologue «direct-
ly to the camera and it serves 2 definite polemical
purpose at 1ts pargicular point in the film. (It may
even symbolize the pros and cons of direct documen-

* tary. the uhmediated confrontation between ourselves
and the camena-consciolis inmate reinforces Wiseman's
polemic about who is sane and who is insane--the mono-
logue has a semblancg of reason--but gives us, neces-
sarily, no clinical Or social comprehension of the
1ssue or the individual; 15 he typical”®) The guards,
too. perform for the camera, clearly aware they are
being filmed althgugh notoriously unaware of how their
filmed image wil} appear to most viewers.

More obviously/than the shooting, hitwever, Wiseman's

. editing of his eprlier films betrays the intentional-
1ty he wishes to| conceal. Ie never repeats the over-

calculated effegt of cross cutting that I mentioned in.
TITICUT TOLLIFS/ but” the éditing of HIGH SCHOOL for

example treads hn uncasy compromise between an”ilTusion
ological orthematic sequ%nce and a pol-

of «<imple chron
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tably in using pofﬁtedly sar--
acile links from one scene to

emical juxtaposition,
castic_an times
hext.

Wiseman's latest films--JUVENILL COURT, PRIMATE,
WELFARE--are much more confident structurally. Se-
yuences are plainly offered as studies of interactions
or of individual comportment. The camera's presence/,
as always, is very much a catagyst: to it we owe the

and

the despgrate monologue at sthe end of WLLFARE.
most 1nteresting, Wiseman has,rediscovered incr&

PRIMATE contains the CldSSL
J?bt-to-object) editing/which was
Dy dircct cinema pu1i ts. Anﬂ

terponntlng a dlscusslan
point of view (or sub
»purned as nrtif1c1n1

1y that Wiseman.has Jéﬂrniz/tb integrate
these analytic devices gracefully so that they heighten
~rather than contradict the dlrgct cijiema scenes, which
as clements in

the "intgrview" (for want of

themselves. In PRIMATE,
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& more.exact term. actudally the off-camera qustion
Jhas been edited out su the dansyer, spoken tu the film-
maker, seems like o spohtuncodd discussion) 1 filmed
. and cditcd «to look nu ditforent from situations like
the C\CLUtl\C mecting’ yn anuther® sequence, 1n which the
scientists talk to cach other rather than to the film-
maker.

A scparate form of direct cifema’consists of films in
which the yoig¢e of ‘4 principgl character (as distinet
from any ofniscient narrator) 1s used to crcate some .
particular slant on the events we are watghing. In ef-
fect this device adds a retrospective and Self-
conscious dimension to the screen reafity. It envelops
1t in one.particular conyciousness with which we can

. identify separately, yet without feeling that it is jm-

( posed from outside sidce‘it still seems to arise from
the immediate cvent. (Thus we are very tar from the
neargst analytit equivalent, the indirect discolirse of
the narrating voice i Lorentz or Ivens.) In the best
cases of this form of direct documentary, we are free
to“draw our own reactions from a synthesis of the imme-
diate event and the protahonlst s intcrprctntion of it. -
An ¢égample of this form in American’ documentary is

BlALK NAI&HE" by Edward Pnncus and David Neuman. The :Z BLACK NATCHEZ by Ed Pincus and David Neuman =* '
.outqtnndlng examples in Blropecan documentary are Jean . Lt . - .
Rouch's JAGUAR and MOI 'UN'NOIR. Both Rouch and Pincus L. ¢

obtained this effect bv récording, during editing ses- dividual, supremely camera-conscious, and thke camera., .
stons, the protagonists' spoken reactions to events in The first film to have pushed the interview situation

the footage, and then incorporating these rcactions 1h- to the extremes of its centradictory nature is Rouch's

A

CHRONICLE OF A SUMMER. The entire documentary is‘a
series of extensive 1ntcrv/BW§ the questions are so
inceasant and pruhlnb that the people interviewed fin-
ally begome conscious that their first answers were

. half-truths and ¢vasions. Often they break down before
the camera dnd disclose a more intimate level of self-
"cohsciousness. llence the name cinema verite is best.
confined, to this g , for Whth 1s was originally
¢oined. CHRONICLE OF { SUMMER opened the way for one
form of dircgt Li"Cmﬂ in lth the key factor is expli-

. to the ‘fimished fi1im as first-person commentary.
3
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I mentioned that the camera-subject relationship,
long conccaled by the novel illusiop of invisible film-
making, 1s being more conscious}y cxplorcd today. The :
past few yecars have seen a wavejof portrait films by
independent filmmakers borrowin} and adapting thie tech-
niques of direct”cingma. The portraits_are of every-
day individuals. . Often they attempt to make explicit
use of the subject's camera awareness, complemented -
¥ sometimes by the filmmaker's own 1ntcrvcntion--cxplor-
“ing or provoking, becoming an actlvc'pnrtlclpnnt 1n

the rclationship.

. - o The extremes of possibility in portrait fiilms reflect
BLACK NATCHEZ by Ed Pincus nnd David Neuman j ) the difference between direct and analytic documentary
o ’ . techniques. Ope extreme, using pure direct cinema, is

represented by Edwgrd Pincus and David Neuman's PANOLA.
There: is an extraordinary amount of camera awareness
on the part of the subject and a camera technique .
which at times tries to oblige and encourage that aware-
, ness and at other times tries to take a considerable
distance from the subject. Although ultimately we are .
chatlenged to arrive at our own perspective about Pan-
ola and his monologues, the most consistent- effect of
this portrait 1s that of a polemical-shock-confrontation

One form of direct cinema 1s categorically different
from all the others even though the same technical in-
+ novations originally made it possible. It is wide-
sprcad in Jocumentary and” a stapte of TV reportage.
This is th# interview, dddressed to thé camera. In its
more banal’ forms, the interview is perhaps the most
edsily dhuwod form of direct cinema. Our respeet for
an andividual expressing an opinion is reinforced by

the immediacy of that person's presence. In a context tlike the i1nmate's monologue to us in TITICUT FOLLIES).

that suggests, morcover, that the opinion expressed is It cither thrusts Panola upon us or mahes us distant <
.typlbdl of mdny, we seldom ask oursclies how m“"1P“1J from him, but never quite offers us a free relationship .

tive thﬁ cxperlcnuc actually is. . to him, .

Hie ufterview, however, lies at the basis of cinema The other extreme could be represented by a_number of

verite, a type of direct documentary in which the in- portraits which use dirett cinema tcnhnlqueﬁ for the

terview 1> notyf confined to simple yuestions and answers purpose of penetrating normally inaccessible situatiops

but sovon disappears in favor of an immediate, spontan- and persons, but basically return to analytic devices
. eous and hopyfutty deeper relationship between the in- to condense, amplify and symbolize. Ong example is

\)4 . |
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Peter Barton's EDDIE, which uses Eddie's voice on the
sound track a# a virtuak interior menologue. Memuries,
fantasies and . fears arc EijE?ed onto the urban envir-
onment. Then at one poiht he overlaps this voice with
the voices of other unidpntified persons like Lddie,
-achieving an gerie synthpsis of ObJCLthC statchent
(there are many people 1ifr Eddie's predicament} and subs
jectivity (Eddie seems to multiply, or to break up in-
o infinite fragments).
An amateur theater therapy situltion lends itself to
a highly articulated capera-subject relationship in
Martin Ostrow's SOME OF THLSE DAYS; an aggressive, conm-
trolled camera--seemingly an alienating presence--actu-
ally becomes an intimate participant in _a complex in-
terrelation between therapist, patients and filmmaker.
Like these examples, most portraits arg mixtures of
direct (or pseudo-direct) and analytic cinea. The
subjects' self-expression before the Tdmera” is spontan-
cous, but it 1$ immediately circumscribed by external
sequenues analytically filmed and edited--the £ilmmak-
er's own determxned ﬂnterpretatlon of the sttuatibn.
One such portrjxt is Mary Feldhaus-Weber's DIANL, which
. edits a variet\ of disparate footage involving many
levels of camers awareness into a mosaic, a mimesis of
the psyuhdiﬁthﬁi patterns which the filmpaher finds 1n
D;dne 5 spuken cumments. Another exumple is Jody Sas-
luw's CROSBY oTRE[I a variety of people express them-
‘selves freely in conventional interview situations, yet
the. filmmaker's, controlled shoot1ng\and editing .create
a thoroughly 1r0n1c pcrspectlveqyn that freedom--at the .
same, time turning Crosby Street into a microcosm of ur-
ban society.

~
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Not '”Ty most portraits, but indeed most documentar-
ies todyy are careful mixtures of direct and analytic
film styles. 7They can only be mixtures begause there
is nd way of completely synthesézing the tRo. Even
films which vould choose to use

only analytic teéh-.
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“AND SO THEY LIVE by John Ferno and Julian Roffman
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niques now look for w
other direct c1nema d
immegiate.
It is especially 1ntbrest1ng, therefore, to find.an
ecedent of the mixed StYI;£¥t a point in the history

ys to include interviews and
vices to make their fllms more

ant

§ documentary when direct cipema had just emerged

the 1940'$ one began to
see films--though rarely--which mixed a few direct
scenes into a basically analytic framework,

AND SO THEY LIVE is a short film that was made in
19412 --which makes it a contemporary of POWER AND THE
LAND--to dramatize the vicious cycle of poverty among-
the farmers in rural Kentucky, and ultimatély as part”
of a prOJect to publicize experimental educatlonal re-
form in the local schools,. ' 4

There are two or three scenes of direct cinema in
AND SO THEY LIVI and only one is an intérview. - AnotHer
is a dlrect filming of the day's lessons in the s¢hool-
room, wh;ch is the film's most.intereSting use of dir-
ect c1neﬂ1, the third is a ,long final scene inside the
family's/house, sustained enly by live sound.

The fyim takes as one of:its basic themes the enor-
mous difcrepancy between whadt is taught in thé school
and the real hardships of ithe children .and their par-
ents. This is not onl) the content: it becomes a
structuring device in the’film itself. And in one se¢-
quenoe this device makes use of the difference between’
analytic and direct stylel. AND SO THEY LIVE, at least
in parts, makes use of underStatement and irony in its
spoken narration and visdal counterpoints. Analytic
editing of the-scenes in the schoolroom, for example,

v

. creates contrasts between the idealized geography les-

son and the real poverty: detail shots of the child-
Jyen's makeshift footwear are contrasted with the shoes
‘of children in the geography illustration, .and so
forth. .

. These” may appear as isolated touches at first, well
within the, conventions of the analytic documentary, all
the more typlcal as the inevitable commentafor has al-
ready stated in so many words that the. lessons are un-
related tg real problems. But from this. .point, the an-
alytic device of editing for contrast is carried over
to the rest of the sequence as a whole: the geography
lesson-~which was filmed and recorded directly--is now

¢
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intercut with the 'real' documentary (with.,a narrating
Voice) as it gives the specific history behind the farm
land of the region and the, causes of thie present impo-
verishment. Thus the direct and the analytic styles

. find a reciprocal reinforcement in the ironic parallel
structure.

The narrating voice too, at least in some sequences,
is used 1n a way that comes close to what I meant when
1 said that the best narration is conscivus of its lim-
itations, 1ts redundant character. It actually ex-
ploits that character ds a structuring device, so that
we as viewers have some margin of freedom in discoVer-
ing for ourselves a relationship between what is asser-
ted and what 1s being shown. When the narration begins
to talk about the role of education dver shots of the
chi1ldren on their way to school, it uses the most high-
minded language to speak "about asszmllating}uhe best
thought of the world" and bringinghit home. It is as
1f the writer was mercifully unaware of the: absurdity
of such ideals in a context like this. We begin to
think that we're in for another typifal New Deal docu-

. mentary with that fundamgntally assertive, idealizing
commegtary that Warshow found <Vmptomatic of Ameritan.
‘culture. The 1rony of the opening remarks crystalfizes
only after we have experienced the schoolroom S%Enes

.
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with their contrasts. And for this to happen, it was |
necessary that the reality of the schoolroom have a dif-
ferent texture from the narrated sequences. And this®
is prec1se1y what direct cinema.contributes to this
‘Film.” Finally, the direct technique in the English les-
son, with the.actual voices and their intonations, con-
tains an irony by its very nature which no amount of
apalytic cinema could have created: the simple reality

hearing the childreh take turns mechanically reading
stanzas fram Chaucer in theiT Kcntucky accepts (and
looking at their faces and clothing and surroundings as
they read aloud) becomes a natural 1nd1ctment of this
meaningless education,.

In making this survey of documentary convéntions, I
have not-tried to imply that, one form is superior to the
other, nor have I argued that the era of analytit dogu-
mentary ‘is closed JAnd that’ the authority of direct cin-
is now supreme. It Jjs true that direct cinema has-
forced us,to take a critical’ look at the nature of docue
mentary film. And I, do think that there is a conflict
between direct and analvt1c styles, a <onflict that
filmmakers working today feel very strongly. But as I
have stated, there is no way to synthesize the two
styles and most, successful gocumentar1es will continue
to investigate the c1nemat1c possibilities of hoth
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Robert Warshow, “'Paisan,"” The Immediate Lxperience,
Doubleday and Company, Inc., 1970, p. 190.

The recnactment of the cotton load1ng is described

in-Pare Lorentz and the Documentary'Film by Robert

L. Enyder, University of Oklahoma Press, 1968, pp¥

55-56. See also Jorlg,lvens s defense of reenacted
documentary in his autoblography, the Camera and I,

Intérnational Ptblishers, 1969

.,

Unlike Lorentz,-who walted until the commentary was
written and the mu>1ual score composgd before edit-
ing his footage, Ivens had virtually completed the
film editing before the writer and composer made
their additions. See Snyder, pp. 129-130.°

~

Louis Ma}corellqs Living Cinemas, Now Directions
in Contg€mporary Fllmmakang, Pracger Publlshers

Distributors

1973. " !
3 evea Mamber, Cinema Verite in America, The MIT « .
Press, 1974. S - ‘

,

" This §9quence is st¥iKingly-like the schodlroom
sequence in Bunuel's.LAND WITHOUT BREAD (1932), in
its selection and structuring of detail shoté {the
‘ragged clothes and feet, the absurd geography pic--:

tures on the wall) and its fointed use of ;thé nax-
rating voice.
o
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