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Introduction

Background

Over the past half-century, no American city has been more consistently identified with alterna-
tive cinema than San Francisco and environs. There are a variety of reasons for the Bay Area’s pre-
eminence in the independent media scene. Obviously, a good many filmmakers (and more recently
videomakers) have made the Bay Area their home for extended periods: Sidney Peterson, James
Broughton, Jordan Belson, Harry Smith, Bruce Conner, Bruce Baillie, Chick Strand, Robert Nel-
son, Gunvor Nelson, Nathaniel Dorsky, Stephen Beck, George Kuchar, Mike Kuchar, Ernie Gehr,
Warren Sonbert, Trinh T. Minh-ha, Craig Baldwin, Marlon Riggs, Cauleen Smith, and Greta Snider,
to name just a few. But what has lured so many makers to the Bay Area and has kept them there
is the region’s tradition of institutional support for alternative media-making. The San Francisco
Art Institute (formerly known as the California School of Fine Arts), Canyon Cinema, the Pacific
Film Archive, the Center for Experiments in Television, the San Francisco Cinematheque, and
other institutions have maintained a vital independent film/video culture in the region during the
past generation. But before any of these organizations began to make major contributions to
independent media, the Art in Cinema film series, founded by Frank Stauffacher and Richard Fos-
ter in 1946 and run by Stauffacher with the help of friends and family through 1954, had dem-
onstrated not only that there was an alternative film history and an audience for it, but that the
Bay Area could be one of its nodal points.

Under the auspices of the San Francisco Museum of Art, Art in Cinema presented its first pub-
lic series in the fall of 1946 (ten events), and continued the following spring with a second series
(five events). From 1946 until Stauffacher’s death in 1955, Art in Cinema presented film series
more or less regularly: fall 1947 (five events); fall 1948 (five events); fall 1949 (four events);
spring 1950 (four events); spring 1951 (five events); fall 1952 (four events); fall 1953 (five events);
spring 1954 (seven events); fall 1954 (six events)—sometimes supplementing these series with
special programs: for example, two presentations of “Contemporary Experimental Films of Impor-
tance” in spring 1949; Anais Nin's presentation of husband Ian Hugo’s Ai-Ye in 1950; and Roger
Manvell’s illustrated lecture on British cinema in May 1952. Beginning in 1947, a second, related
series, also, so far as I know, programmed by Stauffacher (or at least based on Stauffacher’s pro-
gramming), was presented at the University of California in Berkeley; the Berkeley programs were
similar but not identical to those presented in San Francisco.

For a museum to present sixty-odd film events over a period of nine years doesn’t sound all that
elaborate to modern viewers (currently the Pacific Film Archive in Berkeley offers nearly this many
events on each bi-monthly calendar). But the presentations of Art in Cinema had an impact well
beyond anything suggested by the number of events offered to the public. This impact was simul-
taneously an accident of history and the result of a remarkable commitment on the part of
Stauffacher, with timely support from the Museum of Art. Like others interested in expanded oppor-
tunities for seeing the broadest range of cinema during the postwar years, Stauffacher discovered
that, for whatever reasons, some audiences, especially in urban areas, were ready for alternatives.

Of course, even the most successful ventures into independent exhibition could hardly com-
pare with the popular success of Hollywood movies at commercial movie houses. But in our era,
when an audience of one hundred for an experimental film seems a success, Stauffacher’s ability
to attract five hundred to his San Francisco screenings on a regular basis, and more than that in
Berkeley, seems remarkable (as does Amos Vogel's even greater success in attracting thousands of
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members to the presentations of New York's Cinema 16 Film Society, which from the outset
counted on Stauffacher for advice and support).

While Stauffacher’s initiative resulted in something new for the Bay Area, it was hardly with-
out precedents, especially in Europe. Indeed, the intermingling of Europeans and Americans dur-
ing and after the two world wars probably helped some Americans become aware of the cine-club
movement that had spread across Europe and the United Kingdom in the 1920s and 1930s.! In
the case of Art in Cinema, this European influence seems apparent in Stauffacher’s tendency, dur-
ing most of the years he programmed the series, to combine a feature-length narrative film (usu-
ally either an American or European classic) with several short avant-garde films, and/or anima-
tions, and/or documentaries. This programming model was common to earlier, European film
societies. The London Film Society programs, for example, reveal a similar programming strategy,
using some of the particular films Stauffacher presented at Art in Cinema.?

There were American precedents as well, including Symon Gould’s New York City Film Guild,
which was successful enough in offering alternatives to Hollywood that it could support the design
(by Frederick Kiesler) and construction of its own theater, which in later years became known as
the Waverly).3 Also by the mid-1930s, the Museum of Modern Art in New York—as a result of
efforts of the museum’s first director, Alfred H. Barr—was creating a film library with a mandate
to preserve and exhibit (and subsequently distribute) a broader range of films than was commer-
cially viable in the United States. In fact, the museum was a crucial early resource for Stauffacher
and Foster, both for the films they wanted to present and for information about these films. Art
in Cinema's earliest program notes quote Iris Barry, one of the major figures in the London Film
Society, who became the MoMA Film Library’s first film curator.*

But if a new interest in alternative forms of cinema was in the air, in San Francisco, New York,
and elsewhere during the years following World War I, the particular impact of Art in Cinema
was a function of Stauffacher’s ongoing commitment as an artist-exhibitor, and the supportive con-
tributions of those who, at various moments during Art in Cinema’s nine-year run, collaborated
with him: Richard Foster during the first year; Harry Smith later on; and during the final years,
Barbara Stauffacher (now Barbara Stauffacher Solomon), Stauffacher’s wife from 1948. All three
assisted Stauffacher in making contact with filmmakers, and in other ways as well. Both Jack Stauf-
facher, Frank’s younger brother, and Barbara Stauffacher remember that Richard Foster’s ability
with public relations was crucial for Art in Cinema, especially right at the beginning. Dr. Grace L.
McCann Morley, director of the San Francisco Museum of Art, was also supportive throughout
the Art in Cinema years.

From the earliest planning stages, it was obvious that Stauffacher was committed not only to
a thoroughly professional presentation of events to an audience with a serious interest in the arts,
but to the ongoing education of this audience and to the development of the potential of what
he tended to call “experimental” film. That Stauffacher assumed a serious audience is obvious,
not simply from his frequent choice of challenging films, but from the length of his programs,
which, after the first year, regularly included a feature narrative plus several shorter films, some of
which would be likely to test the patience of at least some viewers.

Stauffacher and Foster suggested crucial dimensions of their programming philosophy in their
first series announcement:

We hope that this series will accomplish several purposes: that it will show the relation between
the film and the other art media—sculpture, painting, poetry; that it will stimulate interest in the
film as a creative art medium in itself, requiring more of an effort of participation on the part of
the audience than the Hollywood fantasies, before which an audience sits passively and uncre-
atively; and that it will give assistance to those contemporary artists who labor in obscurity in
America with no distribution channels for their work.

For Stauffacher and his colleagues, the relationship between experimental film and modern
art was crucial. As they made clear in their announcement for the second series, “The Avantgarde
and experimental cinema embraces all attitudes of the so-called ‘temper of modern art’'—includ-
ing such forms of expression as surrealism, abstraction, realism, symbolism, non-objective form,
etc. The cinema as an art form has undergone—and is undergoing still—all of the exploratory
phases that characterize the history of other modern art forms.” The first two series were
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programmed so as to foreground the relationship of the films shown and trends in the modern
visual arts. Relationships between modern film and modern poetry were also suggested in each
of the first two programs.

Of course, the fact that “experimental filmmakers” seemed to be dealing with many of the
same issues as modern painters endowed the filmmakers’ efforts, as well as the efforts of Stauf-
facher and Foster, with an aura of respect and dignity; it made the support of the San Francisco
Museum of Art feasible, and it allowed them to take their labors in assembling and presenting
the events seriously. Indeed, the depth of their commitment resulted in their receiving at first
no remuneration for their efforts and, later on, only symbolic remuneration. Art in Cinema was
a labor of love in the service of Art: specifically, Art as the focus of an engaged community com-
mitted to Modernism.

While the first series announcement claims that the ten-event program “as originally conceived
has no principle of organization” and that the method of organizing the series “has been a highly
personal one,” it was precisely the parallels between modern art and experimental film that pro-
vided Stauffacher and Foster with both the moniker, “Art in Cinema,” and the organization of their
programs. The first two series were chosen so as to provide a historical review of the accomplish-
ments of what has come to be known as the First Avant-Garde: films produced by European artists
who were interested not so much in being filmmakers, but in using cinema as an alternative
medium for artistic experiment. While several Americans were included in the first series—Mary
Ellen Bute, Maya Deren, the Whitney Brothers—the majority of filmmakers included were Euro-
peans. The second series also emphasized Europeans but included a larger percentage of Ameri-
cans; by the third series, American filmmakers were in the majority.

The pedagogical dimension of Stauffacher’s programming and his commitment to the idea of
film as a fine art were evident in the decision to produce a catalogue to accompany the first Art
in Cinema series. While the logistics of assembling the contributions of a dozen or so writers and
designing the catalogue postponed the publication of the volume until after the first series was
over, Art in Cinema: A Symposium on the Avantgarde Film, edited by Stauffacher, became the first
American attempt to assess the history of alternative cinema. Art in Cinema—available originally
in late May 1947, reprinted by Arno Press in 1968, and presented as a facsimile in this volume—
includes the programs and program notes for the first season, introductions by Foster and Stauf-
facher, and Henry Miller; essays by Hans Richter, Elie Faure, Man Ray, Luis Bunuel, James and John
Whitney, Erich Pommer, Oskar Fischinger, Maya Deren, George Leite, and Paul Velguth; as well as
a bibliography and a listing of sources for the films in the program. The catalogue is illustrated
with stills, filmstrips, and drawings. Art in Cinema cost $2.00 ($1.50 for members of Art in Cin-
ema and the Museum of Art). One can only conjecture what the impact of Art in Cinema was on
the Art in Cinema audience, but since Stauffacher’s book was the only guidebook to the new field
of avant-garde film, its publication must have convinced many in the audience that these screen-
ings were at the forefront of developments, were the avant-garde.

For Stauffacher, the curatorial mission of Art in Cinema was, first, to educate his audience about
the history of alternative film, and then, to provide a space where American film artists could
present their newest contributions to the tradition of film as modern art, a space which indeed
might instigate American contributions to this ongoing international history. That this second
part of Stauffacher’s mission was successful is clear in the correspondence between Stauffacher
and the many filmmakers who were in touch with him during the making of their films and in
James Broughton’s memories of how Stauffacher’s “discovery” of him and Sidney Peterson “was
the spur that changed our lives” (see Broughton’s “Frank Stauffacher: The Making of ‘Mother’s
Day’” on pp. 181-183). Through Art in Cinema, Stauffacher was able to create something like a Bay
Area community of independent filmmakers. On the other hand, while it is obvious in many
letters (some of them reproduced on the following pages) that the opportunity offered by Art in
Cinema energized the production of films, Stauffacher frequently complained about the scarcity
of avant-garde films worth showing and sometimes asked the Art in Cinema audience for tips
on new experimental work.

All in all, Stauffacher’s efforts were successful enough to simultaneously frustrate and reward
his own creative efforts. In a letter to Hans Richter, written sometime after the special presenta-
tion of two programs of films by American experimental filmmakers in the spring of 1949,
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Illustration 1. Frank Stauffacher in
his studio on Montgomery Street,
during the editing of Notes on the
Port of St. Francis (1952).
Photographer unknown; courtesy
Jack Stauffacher.

Stauffacher laments that there is no one who can take over Art in Cinema: “It is developing into
a full-time job ... and I want to get away from it so that I can make films myself—which was the
reason I came into it at first. We wanted to establish an outlet for this type of film, and then make
the films. But the job of presenting them has grown into a huge task” (see p. 191). Stauffacher
had begun including films he was involved with—James Broughton's Mother’s Day (1948), for
which Stauffacher did the cinematography, and his own film Zigzag (1948)—in the fall 1948
series. He would continue to present his own films during the following years: Sausalito (1948)
was shown in September 1949; Notes on the Port of St. Francis (1951) in November 1952; and appar-
ently at least one rejected television commercial in May 1950 (a film called Goethe in San Fran-
cisco was listed in the fall 1949 program announcement, but judging from the program notes, it
was not shown).

Near the end of the first Art in Cinema series, Stauffacher distributed a listing of the individ-
ual films shown, along with instructions for indicating which of the films audience members
wanted to see again, which ones they did not want to see again, and which were “adequate.” Judg-
ing from the instances of the questionnaire included in the Art in Cinema papers at Pacific Film
Archive, not much useful information seems to have resulted, though Stauffacher did indicate
that “The Spring showing of films will include reshowings of the works most requested ...,” and
two films—the Whitney Brothers’ Film Exercise #1 (1944) and Alexander Alexeieff's En Passant
(presented as part of Chants Populaires on October 25, 1946)—were repeated on April 18, 1947,
as “Request repeats from Series One.” Also, the first announcement for the Berkeley series insti-
gated by Art in Cinema indicates that “Most of the films ... were selected by the Series One audi-
ence at Art in Cinema.” I am unclear as to the nature of this selection process, though the flyer
indicates that an Art in Cinema Committee oversaw the University of California programs. At
the beginning the committee included George Leite (who is also listed as Program Manager),
Douglas MacAgy, and Grace L. McCann Morley, as well as Stauffacher and Foster (who supplied
the program notes).
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Stauffacher seems to have accepted that it was his job as curator of the series to decide what
the audience might find most interesting, and having decided this, he was relentless in tracking
down the newest interesting experimental work. His commitment to the filmmakers and films he
showed was evident, year after year, in his continuing correspondence with them and in his infor-
mal efforts to distribute their films and to help other programmers learn about this new work. In
an era before phone communication was economical, Stauffacher’s ability as an affable, straight-
forward correspondent—an ability quite evident in the letters included in this volume—seems to
have served him well.

After the fall 1946 and spring 1947 series, the Art in Cinema programs ceased to provide con-
textualizing titles, like “Poetry in Cinema,” “The Surrealists,” and “Experiments in Fantasy.” Begin-
ning with the fall 1947 series, Stauffacher apparently assumed not only that his audience
would come to the films he presented as active, creative viewers, but that this audience didn’t need
the implied assistance of such titles. From fall 1947 until fall 1952, Stauffacher seems to have
decided on programs not on the basis of definable categories, but so as to offer the audience pro-
grams of interesting films that would suggest the variety of non-Hollywood film history. Any given
program might include several quite different avant-garde films, along with a classic silent feature,
a foreign-language feature, and/or a documentary.

Stauffacher was dedicated to instigating a more varied, energetic, and serious independent film
culture in America and in developing a sophisticated audience interested in more than conven-
tional “passive” entertainment; however, he never seems to have seen avant-garde cinema as sep-
arate from other cinematic arenas. Implicit within the Art in Cinema programs, especially from
fall 1947 though fall 1954, is a suggestion that all forms of “experimental cinema,” made by indi-
viduals outside the industry or within the industry, are a significant part of film history, and that
films are worth presenting—regardless of genre, of where they were made, of the nature of the
audience they were originally made for—when they reflect their makers’ inventiveness and their
courage to try something new.

Like any creative programmer, Stauffacher grouped films so as to create each evening’s experi-
ence: that is, he offered audiences a “meta-film” “edited” so as to create a variety of kinds of intel-
lectual and sensual reverberation. On October 24, 1947, for example, Art in Cinema presented
two animations by Oskar Fischinger (Composition in Blue [1931] and Allegretto [1936]); Flat Hat-
ting (1946), a U.PA. (United Productions of America) cartoon made to warn Navy pilots about
the dangers of flying too low; Plastics (later known as Transparent Plastics, 1946), Jim Davis's first
film (photographed by Charles F. Schwep); a short abstract film by Harry Smith, No 5 (c. 1947);
Horror Dream (1947) by Sidney Peterson and Hy Hirsh, “a choreographic interpretation of a
dancer’s anxiety before starting upon her theater routine” (to quote the 1963 Cinema 16 rental
catalogue), with music composed by John Cage; and then, after an intermission, Edwin S. Porter’s
Dream of a Rarebit Fiend (1906) and Buster Keaton’s The Navigator (1924). On the program
announcement, the Smith and Peterson/Hirsh films are asterisked, indicating that they were pre-
mieres, though Transparent Plastics was also, according to Robert A. Haller’s filmography of Davis,
a premiere at Art in Cinema and was never shown publicly again.® The program notes for the Octo-
ber 24th show also indicate that both the Fischinger films and the Harry Smith were replacements
for films still at the laboratory (Smith’s Absolute Films No. 2, No. 3, and No. 4 were announced in
the series brochure) which would be rescheduled and presented later in the series. There was
nothing unusual about this rescheduling. Even after the announcements for series were distrib-
uted, Stauffacher would continue to adjust the particular screenings on the basis of what was/was-
n't available, and from time to time Stauffacher would discover a film he decided to show in place
of a film already announced.

If we examine Stauffacher’s program for October 24th in more detail, several implicit polem-
ical assumptions seem evident. The show includes both classics and the newest of the new. More
specifically, it includes a trick film made just as the studio system was beginning to solidify (Dream
of a Rarebit Fiend), a feature made at a Hollywood studio, and an animation (Flat Hatting) by an
independent animation studio that was founded by animators who had broken with Disney in
the name of economic and creative freedom,® as well as four films by five independent makers,
one of whom (Fischinger) had worked for Disney. The films were originally aimed at very differ-
ent audiences: Flat Hatting was a U.S. Navy training film; the Keaton feature and Dream of a Rarebit
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Fiend were made for a mass audience; the Davis, Peterson/Hirsh, and Fischinger films assume an
audience interested in film as a fine art. Even this last grouping includes various expectations with
regard to audience: before immigrating to the United States, for example, Fischinger was accus-
tomed to substantial audiences for his work, and after his arrival in this country he continued to
hope, to no avail, for something like a popular following. James Davis, on the other hand, assumed
a far more limited audience.

And yet all these films have both general and particular elements in common: each is visually
inventive, and all, in one sense or another, are externalizations of inner states: Horror Dream and
Dream of a Rarebit Fiend visualize dreams, or at least mental states analogous to dreams; the
Fischinger, Smith, and Davis films can be read as attempts to evoke spiritual states; even The Nav-
igator includes a number of dreamlike moments in a quietly surreal narrative. While the program
is split between animation and live action, the live-action films either use animation (Dream of a
Rarebit Fiend) or are related to animation (Smith's film was one of his first not to have been cre-
ated one frame at a time, though Smith himself later indicated that No. 5 was an “Homage to
Oskar Fischinger”), and even The Navigator, along with other silent comedies, seems to have paved
the way for later cartoon characters and plots.”

The sequencing of the October 24th program (assuming Stauffacher adhered to the order indi-
cated in the program notes) moves viewers though a series of moods. The intermission ends the
more challenging portion of the screening and delivers the audience to the pleasure and relative
conventionality of the Porter and Keaton films. Of course, since these were films from the silent
era, seeing them would also have been unconventional in 1947.

Overall, Stauffacher’s program for October 24, 1947, makes several arguments about the nature
of film history. First, like the French avant-garde filmmakers of the 1920s before him, and Tom
Gunning and Bart Testa more recently, Stauffacher was implicitly arguing for the relationship
between what for many viewers must have seemed like opposites: early commercial cinema and
modern experimental cinema.® And he argues for a revision in the way audiences approach an
evening at a movie theater. In the first section of the October 24th program, the audience was asked
to look at a series of films made with unconventional means by filmmakers working independ-
ently. In the section of the program after the intermission, the audience was asked to re-examine
the Hollywood past in light of the avant-garde films surveyed during the first half of the program,
as well as through the filter of nearly two decades of sound film.

One distinctive dimension of Stauffacher’s attitude toward cinema that had an important impact
on his programming is evident in the program note for Davis’s Plastics. Not only is Plastics a new film
using unusual procedures for recording imagery, but it is described as part of a work-in-progress: “At
present he [Davis] is making further cinematic experiments which, he says, ‘begin where this leaves
off’” In the program notes for the third program of Art in Cinema’s previous series, a similar comment
is made in reference to the Whitney Brothers” Five Film Exercises (1943-1944): “These revolutionary
film studies are the result of a film technique—still imperfect—whereby sound and image may be cre-
ated simultaneously. The Whitneys do not consider these results as works of art. Thus they have called
them ‘exercises!” Stauffacher certainly recognized that avant-garde filmmakers sometimes made remark-
able, finished works, but he was also drawn to work that was “experimental” in the sense that it was
an interim report on a cinematic investigation still underway. Indeed, for Stauffacher, the advantage
of working outside the industry and its commercial pressures was the opportunity to play with cin-
ema, to make films just to see what the results might look like. This attitude accounts for Stauffacher’s
commitment to presenting “imperfect” films, and is evident in his own filmmaking as well. Stauffacher
later wrote to Amos Vogel in reference to Sausalito, “I feel an experimental film carried to a point of
perfection can really no longer be called experimental”; “I felt it legitimate to let it [Sausalito] go as a
truly experimental piece with the good and bad left as they were; in the nature of a ‘sketch’”

If one compares Stauffacher’s programming with Amos Vogel’s at Cinema 16, the other pre-
eminent American film society of the era, additional dimensions of both programmers’ goals and
strategies become more obvious. Of course, Stauffacher and Vogel saw their missions as ideolog-
ically similar and practically related: each was an important resource for the other. But their senses
of the film history they wanted their series to reflect and the practical realities they needed to deal
with reveal important differences. On the practical side, the most crucial difference is probably
that Vogel made Cinema 16 his livelihood and the sole focus of his attention, while for Stauffacher
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Art in Cinema was an activity he did, in addition not only to his own filmmaking but to support-
ing himself as a commercial artist, which he seems to have hated. As Cinema 16 grew more suc-
cessful, Vogel became busier and busier with Cinema 16 and financially secure. Stauffacher, on the
other hand, stopped working as a commercial artist so that he could make his own films, and he
and Barbara struggled financially for some of the years when Art in Cinema was functioning (see
my conversation with Barbara Stauffacher Solomon).

Insofar as programming itself was concerned, Vogel's particular commitment to film history
led him to present a variety of forms of film-making that seem to have held no particular inter-
est for Stauffacher: scientific films from a variety of fields, for example. In general, Cinema 16 was
at least as committed to documentary as to avant-garde film, and Vogel’s balance of these two cin-
ematic arenas created the particular Cinema 16 audience dynamic. At Art in Cinema, art and artis-
tic experiment were the foci, and those documentaries Stauffacher showed tended to be those tra-
ditionally identified with both documentary and avant-garde history, such as the European City
Symphonies he presented in Art in Cinema'’s first series and A Propos de Nice (1928) by Jean Vigo;
classics of the poetic documentary like Song of Ceylon (1934) by Basil Wright and Vinden Fran Vaster
(The West Wind, 1943) by Arne Sucksdorff; and documentaries about artists, like Henri Stork’s
Le Monde de Paul Delvaux (The World of Paul Delvaux, 1947).

Further, Vogel was interested not just in the artistic or the experimentally innovative, but in the
forbidden. Early on, Cinema 16 became a membership society specifically in order to avoid the
New York censors. For Vogel, the presentation of such outrageous films as George Franju'’s The Blood
of the Beasts (Sang des bétes, 1949) and Kenneth Anger’s Fireworks (1947) was a Cinema 16 high
point. Indeed, Vogel’s predilection for the edgy, the bizarre, even the horrific seems to have been
an important audience lure at Cinema 16—and, at least in a few cases, a cause for rebellion. P.
Adams Sitney has indicated that for some film-goers (including himself) Cinema 16 had the aura
of a circus sideshow.!® Stauffacher, as the “Art in Cinema” moniker suggests, was less inclined to
focus on the forbidden, though he certainly didn’t hesitate to show films that might be expected
to offend the sensibilities of some members of his audience.

Stauffacher didn’t compile information about the kind of people Art in Cinema drew, though
he learned something of their attitudes from their responses on questionnaires. A note on a ques-
tionnaire from Eliot Finkels, for example, argues that The Potted Psalm (1947) by James Broughton
and Sidney Peterson was “a perfect example of how to misuse the camera, how to misinterpret
dream sequences & the subconscious, a perfect waste of hard-to-get film, & an excellent way to
insult an intelligent audience.” That Finkels was hardly alone in his response to The Potted Psalm
is clear in Broughton’s memory of the November 1, 1946, screening, where his film met with “boos
of bewilderment.”!

Some of those who attended screenings remember them well. In her autobiography, in draft
as this is written, Barbara Stauffacher, who was a young art student during the early Art in Cin-
ema years, recalls the audience this way:

The audience was the best part of the performance. Berkeley professors with tweed jackets and
frumpy wives ... arrived early to get good seats. Architects and their dates, high-styled with expen-
sive haircuts, dressed in black-and-white, or grey, or black-and-grey, looked for seats near each other
or rich looking, potential clients. Young lawyers arrived in three-piece suits with ladies in pearls
and little black dresses. The Woman's Board of the Museum, socialites, and rich blondes devoted
to the arts, and Frank, wore cashmere sweaters, Pre-Columbian jewelry, and pageboys, and walked
as if they owned the place and their gay escorts. Pretty young women, recently graduated from
Art Appreciation 101, who had practiced how to eat hamburgers without smudging their lipstick,
looked for sensitive young men. Artists on the GI Bill, recently attacking the Axis, instead of big
canvasses, jazz musicians, and poets arrived late, wore black turtlenecks and Levis, and slinked
into the remaining seats or slumped against the walls.... It was a pity to turn the lights off.!?

Barbara Stauffacher also provides a picture of Stauffacher that is in tune with her sense of
the audience:

Frank loved parties. Every night was a different party.
Friday nights, Art in Cinemas were his parties. As the audience gathered, Frank slipped into an
invisible door in one of the galleries to climb up the narrow iron spiral stairway to the projection
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booth high under the rotunda’s entablature. He held cans of 16mm films in one hand, a pitcher
of chilled martinis he'd gotten from the bartender across the street in the other, and a martini glass
in his teeth. He'd already screened the films, organized the programs, had announcements printed
and mailed, written program notes, and selected music.

While Art in Cinema privileged forms of cinema made outside contemporary Hollywood,
Stauffacher was not simplistically doctrinaire. His commitment at Art in Cinema was to pro-
vide opportunities for seeing films more challenging than “the Hollywood fantasies,” but this
did not keep him from recognizing that filmmakers working in the industry in his own era were
also capable of levels of creative expression that were as fully ignored by the mass audience, and
even by the industry itself, as any of the obscure experiments that found their way into Art in
Cinema programs.

The longest hiatus between Art in Cinema series was between the spring 1951 series and the
fall 1952 series. During this eighteen-month period, Stauffacher finished Notes on the Port of St.
Francis, then joined Barbara Stauffacher, who was pregnant, in Europe. They were in London for
the birth of their daughter Chloe, then lived in New York for a time, while Frank tried to find work,
and in one instance worked for the U.S. Department of State, curating a photography show about
American commercial directors that apparently toured Europe (I have not been able to locate
details about this show). When he became ill with a brain tumor, he and Barbara and Chloe moved
back to San Francisco, where Stauffacher had his first brain operation in 1953. As he recovered
from this operation, he worked at bringing accomplished commercial directors to Art in Cinema.
On October 2, 1953, Art in Cinema hosted director George Stevens, who presented an illustrated
talk about his work. The success of this event led to the final two seasons of Stauffacher’s career
as programmer.

A two-part series called “Aspects of the American Film: The Work of Fifteen Directors,” a spin-
off of Stauffacher’s work for the State Department, was organized for the spring and fall of 1954.
Films by major Hollywood directors (and by non-Hollywood makers whose work was widely seen)
were presented and represented, either by the directors themselves, or by other directors/produc-
ers close to their work. Fred Zinnemann, Vincent Minnelli, Gene Kelly, William Wellman, and Frank
Capra represented their own work; Rouben Mamoulian presented D. W. Griffith's Intolerance
(1916), Willard Van Dyke presented Pare Lorentz’'s work as well as his own; Merian C. Cooper
presented Robert Flaherty’s Man of Aran (1934), and excerpts from his own Grass (1925) and Chang
(1927); Mitchel Leisen presented Cecil B. DeMille’s The Crusades (1935) and an excerpt from Reap
the Wild Wind (1942), and Stephen Bosustow discussed animations by the U.P.A. Studio, which
he founded. Stauffacher explained in an early description of “Aspects of the American Film,” “This
treatment of the American film has been patterned after a large circulating exhibition designed
for the Smithsonian Institution and the U. S. Department of State a few years ago by this writer.
Made to circulate abroad, it sought to show some of the really positive achievements in the Amer-
ican film.”

Stauffacher recognized that some of his audience might see his attention to accomplished Hol-
lywood directors as an abandonment of his commitment to the avant-garde. But he argued that
during “these nine years of outstanding programs, no stringent policy has existed but that of
being concerned with what is worth your [the Art in Cinema audience’s] interest in the film. True,
our programs grew out of the avant-garde, but there is only so much avant-garde available.” From
Stauffacher’s point of view, recognizing the artistry of the commercial directors he showed was
not only part of his mission, but related to his avant-garde sensibility, since even the best Holly-
wood directors were rarely, in the mid-1950s, accorded the status of artists. Indeed, judging from
some the directors’ comments, Stauffacher’s presentation of them and their films at “Art in Cin-
ema” felt risky. Barbara Stauffacher, who worked closely with her husband on “Aspects of the Amer-
ican Film,” remembers Fred Zinnemann saying, “God forbid my producers ever hear I'm doing
something that has anything to do with the word art! They'll fire me!” (see the interview with Bar-
bara Stauffacher Solomon, pp. 243-244).

“Aspects of the American Film” was the concluding chapter in Stauffacher’s career as a cura-
tor, and its considerable success obscured the fact of Stauffacher’s fast-failing health. In Stauf-
facher’s Art in Cinema correspondence, there is virtually no mention of the surgeries; his weak-
ened condition is never, even implicitly, used as an explanation for slow responses to letters.
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Indeed, until near the end, Stauffacher carried on in his public role at the Art in Cinema screen-
ings, despite his failing health. Barbara Stauffacher recalls an incident following Frank Capra’s
presentation on October 22, 1954: “After his talk, Capra, his wife, Frank, and I went for a drink
to Tosca’s on Columbus Avenue. They were staying at the Fairmont Hotel. We were walking across
the lobby when Frank had a seizure.... Frank lay on the ground shaking. We kneeled around him.
Then, Frank Capra picked Frank up in his arms as he might a sick child, carried him outside, and
put him into the green Mercury I'd bought for $250.”13

By August of 1955, after a second brain operation, at the age of thirty-nine, Stauffacher was
dead (he was born August 13, 1916). Although various Bay Area film series during the following
years used the Art in Cinema name, the energy and excitement of Stauffacher’s Art in Cinema pro-
grams would not be revived in the area until the 1960s. In a letter to Barbara Stauffacher soon
after Stauffacher’s death, Amos Vogel sang Stauffacher’s praises, focusing on what may have been
Stauffacher’'s most remarkable qualities as programmer, his decency and his diplomacy:

Those of us who knew Frank intimately have lost a true and rare friend, a true and rare human
being. In an industry with more than the usual share of cut-throats and slick businessmen, he
was the one and only person I knew who had no enemies; the only person, in fact, about whom
nothing bad or negative or unpleasant was said behind his back. His integrity, devotion to his
life’s work and his sincerity were too transparent to be misunderstood by even the most narrow-
minded. He pioneered in this field and set standards for all of us, Cinema 16 included.*

Design of This Volume

This documentation of Art in Cinema was initiated by Robert Haller of Anthology Film Archives
in New York City, who explored the Art in Cinema files and then, in July 1989, proposed a book
on Art in Cinema to Edith Kramer, director of the Pacific Film Archive. At some point during the
late 1980s or early 1990s, I learned of Haller's interest in this project, during a conversation with
him about my own documentation of Cinema 16. At the time, I was becoming dubious about
the possibility of finding a publisher for my project (Cinema 16: Documents Toward a History of the
Film Society had been accepted for publication by U.M.I. Research Press and announced in the sum-
mer 1989 catalogue, only to be abruptly canceled during the reorganization of the press, and it
had been rejected by a variety of other presses). I found solace in the fact that at least one other
scholar of independent cinema believed in the need to document not only the histories of those
organizations that had established and maintained public spaces for the remarkable history of
independent cinema, but also the individual men and women who had labored to create them.
As I was doing my research on Cinema 16, I had, like Haller, come to the conclusion that if doc-
umenting Cinema 16 were worthwhile, a comparable documentation of the film series that helped
to inspire Vogel's efforts would also be valuable.

When Ruth Bradley, editor of Wide Angle, published a substantial portion of the Cinema 16
documentation in two double issues in January and April 1997, and indicated her enthusiasm for
continuing to use Wide Angle to document institutional histories crucial to the development and
maintenance of independent media culture, I contacted Haller and asked him about the state of
his Art in Cinema project. He indicated that he had made a selection of documents from the Art
in Cinema files, but had become so busy with other projects, relating to his work as director of
Collections and Special Projects at Anthology Film Archives in New York, that he despaired of find-
ing the time to finish the Art in Cinema project. Haller expressed a willingness to turn his selec-
tion of materials over to me, if I were interested in seeing the project into publication. He gave
me his materials in 1998.

In exploring the very useful selection Haller had made, I realized that there were dimensions
of Art in Cinema that needed to be more fully represented, and I made contact with Kathy Geritz,
film curator at Pacific Film Archive in Berkeley, where the Art in Cinema materials are housed.
Geritz examined the files and sent me a supplementary selection of materials that filled some of
the gaps I had discovered in Haller’s selection.

Finally, in the summer of 1999, I visited the Bay Area to explore the Art in Cinema files myself.
With the assistance of Pacific Film Archive librarian Nancy Goldman, I examined the several boxes
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of Art in Cinema materials (using the “Guide to the Archives of Art in Cinema Series Pacific Film
Archive Collection,” compiled by Marci Hoffman in the fall of 1989). I found a considerable
variety of useful materials that I added to Haller's original selection and Geritz's supplement. I
also talked with Jack Stauffacher and with Barbara Stauffacher Solomon. Later on, I talked with
Jordan Belson, one of the filmmakers whose work Stauffacher championed at Art in Cinema. I
only wish I had begun this project earlier, when other filmmakers who knew Stauffacher and
whose films Stauffacher presented were still alive.

When Temple University Press agreed to publish the Art in Cinema manuscript, we decided
that this volume would be presented as a companion to Cinema 16: Documents Toward a History
of the Film Society: that is, it would use a comparable moniker, its organization and design would
be based on the earlier volume, and there would be a variety of intersections between the two his-
tories (though as little repetition as possible). Indeed, in this introduction I have avoided, inso-
far as has been practical, repeating information presented in the introduction to the earlier vol-
ume and recommend that the reader interested in a more detailed history of the film society
movement refer to Cinema 16.

I have arranged the Art in Cinema documentation in chronological order. My goal is not sim-
ply to present the documents, but to provide a sense of the life of Stauffacher’s film society. I have
restricted the documentation to the years when Stauffacher himself was curator of Art in Cinema
and have arranged the various materials so that the reader can get a sense of the various activi-
ties by Stauffacher and others that were required to develop and maintain the Art in Cinema expe-
rience. I have tended to privilege letters and other materials that seem of historical import and,
whenever possible, to include letters to and from filmmakers and critics who continued to play
a significant role in alternative film history. Since most readers were born long after Stauffacher’s
Art in Cinema ceased to function, I have, in many instances, included explanatory textual
comments (in italics).

A complete listing of the film events announced in advance by Art in Cinema is included, and
in all cases but two we have reproduced the flyers announcing the annual series (I have not been
able to locate a copy of the announcement for the eighth series or a reproducible copy of the third
series). A sampling of the Art in Cinema program notes, compiled and/or written for each pro-
gram by Stauffacher, is also included. I have chosen to focus on the series as they were announced,
since this provides a sense of Stauffacher’s vision for Art in Cinema during each particular series.
But Stauffacher was a flexible programmer, in part because he had to be—independent distribu-
tion being what it was in the 1940s and early 1950s—and in part because he seems to have felt
that it was his job to respond to what he knew was going on around him. Instances where the
announced program was changed by the time of the actual presentation—sometimes only a few
weeks later—are not hard to find.

A particularly dramatic example is the September 24, 1948, program. In the series announcement,
Stauffacher indicates that four Hans Richter films will be shown, along with “two fragments of work
in progress: John Whitney’s form and synthetic sound; Albert King's production, with Frank Collins
and Don Myers of Moonlight Sonata,” plus Elwood Dekker’s Light Modulator, Luciano Emmer and
Enrico Gras's Racconto da un Affresco, Ernest Beadle’s In the Sea, Vladimir Nilsen’s The Brazen Horse-
man, and “a dance film by Sydney Peterson and Hy Hirsh of Marian van Tuyl's Clinic for the Study
of Stumble.” The program notes for the September 24th screening begin with an announcement:

Tonight's program will be without several films originally scheduled and announced, one of
them being the Racconto da un Affresco of Luciano Emmer and Enrico Gras. This film, as well as
one other by Emmer and Gras on Hieronymus Bosch, has been mysteriously withheld by the Ital-
ian consulate in Canada without explanation. It is a circumstance beyond our control. When these
films are again available, they will be shown at a special Art in Cinema program, free to you as
subscribers to this present series. An announcement will be forthcoming. [Four films by Emmer
and Gras, including Racconto da un Affresco, were part of the fifth series.|

The material from the works in progress by John Whitney and Albert King are also absent from
the program, as are the Dekker film, the Beadle film, the Nilsen film, and one of the Richter films
(Filmstudie). The new program includes five unannounced films: Viking Eggeling's Symphonie
Diagonale, Oskar Fischinger’s Motion Painting No. 1, Ralph Steiner’s H,0, Chaplin’s The Pawn Shop,
and a film by Harry Smith called Primitive Visual Rhythm, dated 1947-1948.1%
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The catalogue Art in Cinema (presented here as a facsimile through the gracious permission
of the San Francisco Museum of Modern Art) includes revised versions of Art in Cinema’s pro-
gram notes for the first year’s presentations (I have included several of the original program
notes for this first series so that the reader can have a sense of how the catalogue evolved from
the original presentations).

Insofar as possible, we have done our best to provide accurate texts of the letters to and from
Stauffacher, Foster, and others who worked with Art in Cinema, and to present them with enough
graphic variety to suggest the original letters without allowing the book to become too busy. We
have justified margins left and have placed regularized versions of addresses, dates, and signatures
on the left, regardless of how the writers presented them. We have generally retained the writers’
idiosyncrasies of grammar, usage, capitalization, and spelling, in order to provide readers with a
more complete sense of the period during which Art in Cinema was active—except when an idio-
syncrasy of spelling would be likely to cause confusion; then we have corrected it. We have nor-
malized punctuation and spacing between words. When letters, or additions to letters, are hand-
written, we have indicated this with [hw], and when we have abridged a complex letterhead, as
we have done in most instances, we have used [...] in the heading. Inevitably, I have worked in
some instances with original letters (generally, letters to Stauffacher) and in others (generally, let-
ters from Stauffacher and his colleagues) with copies. In the case of the copies, it is not always pos-
sible to determine how a letter was signed: when I am clear about who signed a letter, but not
how the letter was signed, I have placed the name of the sender in italicized brackets. Finally, per-
mission to reprint letters is indicated at the end of each text. All program notes and flyers for Art
in Cinema are reprinted by permission of Barbara Stauffacher Solomon.

Notes

1. In the third chapter of his French Cinema: The First Wave 1915-1929 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 1984), Richard Abel provides a valuable overview of the development of the film soci-
ety movement in France. See also my introduction to Cinema 16: Documents Toward a History of the Film
Society (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 2002), pp. 1-26.

2. In 1972, The Film Society Programs, 1925-1939 (New York: Arno Press) was published. The vol-
ume includes a complete listing of the films shown by the London Film Society, along with the con-
textualizing information offered to audiences.

3. So far as I know, the particular nature and accomplishments of Symon Gould’s Film Guild
remain to be documented and explored.

4. Haidee Wasson reviews the early history of the Museum of Modern Art film library in “Some
Kind of Racket: The Museum of Modern Art’s Film Library, Hollywood and the Problem of Film Art,
1935,” Canadian Journal of Film Studies, Vol. 9, No. 2 (Spring 2000), pp. 5-29; and in Museum Movies:
The Museum of Modern Art and the Birth of Art Cinema (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2005).

5. Haller's filmography is included in the catalogue Jim Davis: The Flow of Energy (New York:
Anthology Film Archives, 1992), edited by Haller.

6. See David Fisher, “Two Premieres: Disney and UPA,” in The American Animated Cartoon, ed.
Danny Peary and Gerald Peary (New York: Dutton, 1980), pp. 178-182.

7. See Smith’s note for No. 5 in The Film-makers’ Cooperative Catalogue, No. 7. I am also assuming
here that the No. 5 listed in this catalogue is the same No. 5 presented at Art in Cinema.

8. See, for example, Tom Gunning, “An Unseen Energy Swallows Space: The Space in Early Film
and Its Relation to American Avant-Garde Film,” in Film Before Griffith, ed. John L. Fell (Berkeley: Uni-
versity of California Press, 1983), pp. 355-366; and Bart Testa, Back and Forth: Early Cinema and the
Avant-Garde (Toronto: Art Gallery of Ontario, 1992), a catalogue for a film series presented at the Art
Gallery of Ontario, April 24-May 17, 1992. See also my own Avant-Garde Film/Motion Studies (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1993).

9. Letter from Stauffacher to Vogel, January 6, 1951, included in MacDonald, Cinema 16, p. 174.

10. The formation of the New American Cinema Group, which came to be represented most obvi-
ously by Jonas Mekas, had in part to do with the desire to see filmmakers accorded the dignity of a less
sensational screening situation than Cinema 16 had to offer.



12 Art in Cinema

11. Broughton remembers the Art in Cinema screening in his Making Light of It (San Francisco: City
Lights, 1992), pp. 1-2. That this screening is the focus of the opening paragraphs of Broughton's rem-
iniscence suggests the importance of Art in Cinema to aspiring filmmakers.

12. Jordan Belson also remembers Art in Cinema presentations as both artistic and social occasions.
See my conversation with Belson on pp. 173-175.

13. From Barbara Stauffacher Solomon'’s unpublished manuscript.

14. Letter to Barbara Stauffacher [Solomon] from Amos Vogel, April 22, 1955.

15. The program notes include this description by Smith: “The forms used in this film have been
limited to two classifications: a circle (or circles) moving across the field of vision, and a stationary cir-
cle segmenting itself on its own axis. These two simple actions are arranged in a slowly accelerating
rhythmic series, with angular movements and highly saturated colors in the body of the film, replac-
ing and being replaced by oblique movement and a grayed spectrum at the beginning and end of the
work.” I'm not positive whether this film is one of those currently in distribution.
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Conversation with Jack Stauffacher, 8/14/99

[Jack Stauffacher is an accomplished, nationally known letterpress printer/book designer. His Greenwood
Press in San Francisco publishes high-quality, limited-edition books.]

MacDonald: What possessed your brother to start Art in Cinema?

Stauffacher: Frank was always interested in film. He was interested in the arts—writers, poets,
painters. And he always studied films. He was interested in British documentary in the 1930s. And he
was a Hitchcock fan in those days.

Before the war he got a scholarship to study art at the Art Center school in Los Angeles, and lived
in Los Angeles in the mid-thirties, where he was surrounded by the film world. He got involved in
set-designing classes and became more serious about making film. When he came back from LA, he
started to work for the Paterson and Hall advertising agency. But his interest in film continued; it was
a part of him.

[ can't put my finger on how exactly Art in Cinema started, but I can set the stage. There was a
special atmosphere in San Francisco at the time. After the war these eager young veterans came back,
searching, thinking, feeling a responsibility to reshape the world. Their experiences during the war
had made a profound mark on them. The city seemed alive with art—cinema, painting, poetry, jazz.
You don't create in a vacuum. You create around like-minded spirits. That was a unique moment for
the creative artist in San Francisco. People were asking questions. Out of it came some amazing
things. Frank was overwhelmed with his desire to be involved in this atmosphere, and with cinema.
It just seemed to blossom naturally in him.

MacDonald: At what point did he start working for the Museum of Art?

Stauffacher: They never really hired him. Film was foreign to the museum. They did put on pro-
grams of documentary films about art, but it was never the kind of thing Frank did. He just asked the
museum if they would like to have some more creative film programs, and they said yes. They gave
him very little to work with. He had to struggle. He did it by sheer enthusiasm—and with the help of
good people around him.

They sold tickets and were successful in the sense that they made enough to pay the projectionist
and the printing of the programs. And the director of the museum, Dr. Grace Morley, liked Frank very
much, and was very supportive (these days, directors of museums are basically businessmen trying to
connect with rich people, but Dr. Morley was something special). For Frank it was a labor of love.

MacDonald: So far as I know, Frank was the first programmer in the United States who saw avant-
garde film as something like a coherent history. He's the first person to gear a whole series of events
toward that particular history. Do you know when he was first seeing experimental work?

Stauffacher: No, I don't, and I don't know why he was interested in experimental film. It was just his
probing mind, I think. But once he got the sense of experimental film, he wanted to track it down
and look at it at every opportunity.

MacDonald: As I remember, the first program was listed as having been done by Frank and
Richard Foster.

Stauffacher: Richard Foster played an important part early on. He was basically the PR man and a
very intelligent, very nice man. He was a person who could go out and get things moving. Frank was
the person who was putting the programs together. Richard learned from Frank, and helped Frank
on the PR level, meeting people, making connections.
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IMustration 2. Jack Stauffacher’s cover for the catalogue Art in Cinema. Courtesy
Jack Stauffacher.

MacDonald: He was only involved for one year?

Stauffacher: Yes, it wasn't too long.

MacDonald: What was your role early on?

Stauffacher: 1 printed the first program. I've been a printer since 1934.
MacDonald: Did you print the catalogue that was published after the first year?

Stauffacher: 1 designed it and had another person, next door to my shop, print it. I think it’s a valu-
able document. We had Henry Miller write the introduction.

I disliked the original cover, so I designed a replacement and used it on a hundred or so copies
that hadn’t gone out.

MacDonald: One of the reasons that I'm so interested in the history of Art in Cinema, Cinema 16,
and the other film societies is their effect on film-making. Once an audience for avant-garde work had
been created, filmmakers realized there was some reason, beyond their own pleasure, to make work.
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Illustration 3. Jack Stauffacher playing a photograph of Father in James Broughton's Mother’s Day
(1948). Courtesy Anthology Film Archives.

Stauffacher: Art in Cinema produced an energy and a creative space that young people could go to
and realize, “Hey, [ want to experiment like that.” They were influenced by a lot of the things they saw,
and by the fact that a lot of unknown filmmakers were doing their work, interesting work, outside of
the industry. Art in Cinema gave these unknowns a chance to have their work looked at by a large
group of people. There were some pretty wild evenings there. It was always crowded.

MacDonald: From the beginning?

Stauffacher: From the beginning. It cost just a dollar to get in. And the audience was very serious
about learning, about studying experimental film from all over the world (which in those days, I
guess, was primarily Europe).

MacDonald: Cinema 16 was famous for audiences bursting into debate, sometimes in the middle
of the screenings. Amos Vogel divided his programming, roughly, between documentary history and
experimental history. Many of the Cinema 16 members who were interested in documentary hated
experimental films, and the experimental people often hated the documentaries. Frank also showed a
range of films, but he specialized in experimental film so I assume he didn't really have two different
sensibilities coming together. What do you remember about the Art in Cinema audience?

Stauffacher: The audience was very respectful and curious. There would be outbursts of “What's
going on here?” And at other times they would clap enthusiastically. I don't remember much debate.
You could feel the audience was totally absorbed in many of the films that Frank showed.

You know, almost everybody who went to Art in Cinema wore ties. They took care with their
dress. It wasn't anything like screenings now. It was more polite. They were not philistines; they were
the creative spirit of San Francisco.

MacDonald: Were there particular experimental films that you remember as creating powerful
moments, or that created a lot of enthusiasm?
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Stauffacher: 1 don't remember, actually. Frank did show various types of film. He loved the “poetic
documentary,” especially the English School. He showed a good, lively mix. It wasn’t all abstract ani-
mation by Harry Smith or Jordan Belson.

When Frank could bring a filmmaker, the filmmaker would usually get up and say a few words
about the film. And Frank would always introduce the program. He was very good at that.

MacDonald: He was able to maintain Art in Cinema for a long time, not making any money doing it.

Stauffacher: Not making a penny! All the filmmakers were broke, too. But it was a wonderful
experience.

R

Letter to Arthur Rosenheimer Jr. from Richard Foster, 7/31/46

31 July 1946

Mr. Arthur Rosenheimer, Jr.
Museum of Modern Art Film Library
11 East 33d Street, N.Y.C.

Dear Mr. Rosenheimer,

You have received my wire by now, and I hope it hasn’t been too much of a shock to you. You see,
we learned more about the field in a three day trip to Hollywood this last week end than we had
learned in the previous six months. Frank Stauffacher, who is editing the museum catalogue for the
series, his brother Jack Stauffacher who is printing the catalogue, and I, made the trip. It was very
fruitful in a number of ways.

We interviewed Man Ray, Luis Bunuel, Oskar Fischinger, and John and James Whitney, all of whom
are writing original essays for our catalogue. Bunuel has promised to give us an analysis of LE CHIEN
ANDALOU which he says has never before been written. The other three are giving us unpublished
material. In addition, the Whitney brothers and Fischinger are renting us their entire extant works for
special showings. We are also writing up the interviews with these five artists, to be included in the
catalogue. The contrast between the pessimism re the cinema as an art form shown by the three Euro-
peans—Fischinger, Bunuel, and Man Ray (who is certainly European in outlook), and the optimism
of the Whitney Brothers was striking. The first three are somewhat bitter toward Hollywood's com-
mercialism, and lack of artistic integrity. The Whitney brothers accept that factor as given, and pursue
an independant course. Their workshop, in a Frank Lloyd Wright house in Aline Barnsdall’s Olive
Hill park is in itself an experience. If you can come to Hollywood—as Jay Leyda told us you might, in
August—we would certainly recommend a visit to these important and stimulating brothers.

Bunuel is going to Mexico soon to make a film, but if you are here in August you can probably catch
him. Incidentally, Bunuel asked to be remembered to Iris Barry when we wrote. He pronounced it
“Eerees Bahris,” and we had quite a time figuring it out. He is a rich and sincere personality, and his
lack of knowledge of English is more than compensated for by his intense gesticulating.

We also saw Clara Grossman of the American Contemporary Galleries (or rather, “Gallery”) in Holly-
wood, and she gave us a great deal of information about the film field, and introduced us to Jay
Leyda. Leyda was the best informed person we had met in the field, and both Miss Grossman and
Man Ray said that he was one of the best authorities in the world on avant-garde films.

We pooled our own insufficient knowledge with that of Leyda, and considerably expanded the pro-
gram. In brief, we have tried to organize the series around a conception of the cinema as a medium of
expression for modern art forms—surrealist, non-objective, abstract, etc. etc., with both “pure” exam-
ples of a given art trend (such as Fischinger as a non-objectivist), and examples of films directly or indi-
rectly influenced by these modern art forms (such as “Million Dollar Legs,” surely a Hollywood prod-
uct influenced by surrealism. This particular one was suggested by Leyda. What do you think of it?)

Our purpose for showing the series has become clarified, and we can summarize the various reasons thus:

1. To show the relation between other modern art forms—painting, sculpture, architecture,
literature—and the cinema as a modern art form. Since the San Francisco Museum is primarily
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interested in contemporary art, which in turn implies modern art—which is increasingly non-objec-
tive, abstract, semi-surrealistic in the San Francisco region—this film series will attempt to summa-
rize the use of the film as a means of expression of these twentieth century movements in art.

2. To show the possibilities of the cinema as an art form as distinguished from the Hollywood
commercial films. This distinction has never been made clear to San Francisco audiences, and our
catalogue will attempt to clearly distinguish “entertainment” movies from more serious attempts
at creating a new medium of artistic expression.

3. To create an interest in the cinema as serious art, in the hope that we can finance and build a
small theater devoted to such films. (We have preliminary plans for such a theater.)

4. To give a clear picture of the conflicting, often opposing forces operating in modern art gener-
ally; as Leyda put it, this series can be a reflection of many of the “background forces” of modern
art; Freud and the sub-conscious, scientific techniques, revolutionary social philosophies, etc. This
latter point has been especially significant in organizing this series of programs. You will see this
as the underlying logic of the development of the series.

Now for the tentative program. We hope it is the final one. Of course, we still have to obtain several
of the films from diverse sources, and there is a large question mark after some of them. The scat-
tered distribution methods of these films make it almost impossible to arrange such a comprehen-
sive series, but we hope that we will be successful.

You will note in the programs that we have selected films from your catalogue that are coupled with
other films, such as CALIGARI. However, we are willing to rent the entire set coupled with the films
we want—using only those that are listed in our program. This will increase our rental fees for the
series, but we can bear this increased cost in the interest of rounding out the program.

We have only a 16mm projector at the museum, so this limits us. However, in your letter of June 5,
1946, you say that you have EMAK BAKIA and THE SKELETON DANCE in 16mm, while in your let-
ter of July 23, 1946, you say you have them only in 35mm. We want them both in 16mm if possible.
Also we would like to ask if you could undertake to reduce some of the 35mm films we are request-
ing to 16mm; perhaps we could work out an arrangement whereby you increase the rental fee to us
to help defray the expense of printing. You have probably never had to deal with so difficult a group,
but we are learning as we go and only now have we begun to clarify our motives and intentions.
Please bear with us. If we could talk directly with you, and clarify our objectives verbally, it would
help us both in arriving at a workable plan.

Now for the tentative series plan. You will notice that we have titled each night's series, or program,
and that there is now some logic in the development. We want your criticism. Please be direct, as our
feelings are not involved. You will note that METROPOLIS is out. Your criticism was correct about
the film. It did not belong in the series.

I have underlined those in red which will come from you. And I have put a question mark before
those we are uncertain of obtaining from other sources.

SEPT. 27 PRECURSORS
TRIP TO THE MOON Melies
ONESIME HOROLOGER Durand
JOYEUX MICROBES Cohl
SLIPPERY JIM Zecca
CABINET OF DR CALIGARI Wiene
COQUILLE ET CLERGYMAN Dulac

OCT. 4 FRENCH AVANT-GARDE
EMAK BAKIA Man Ray
LETOILE DE MER Man Ray
ANAEMIC CINEMA Duchamp
BALLET MECHANIQUE Leger
ENTR’ ACTE Clair
CHIEN ANDALOU Bunuel
MENILMONTANT Kirsanov
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[hw] SMILING MADAME BEUDET

BEUDET Dulac
OCT. 11 CONTINENTAL AVANT-GARDE
BERLIN Ruttmann
RHYTHMUS 21 Richter
RAIN Ivens
HANDS Stella Simon
? UBERFALL Metzner

plus any of Egglings work that
we can get ahold of ... 222

OCT. 18 OSKAR FISCHINGER: NON-OBJECTIVE FORM
SYNCHRONIZED WITH SOUND

STUDY IN BLACK AND WHITE No. 5
" " " ! " No. o6
! ! " ! " No.7 "
" " " ! " No.8
" " " ! " No.9 "
" " " ! " No. 10 "
" " " ! " No. 11 "
" " " ! " No. 12 "

COLORATURA (Black & white) '
COMPOSITION IN BLUE (Color) "
ALLEGRETTO (Color) "
STARS AND STRIPES FOREVER (Color) "

Fischinger

OCT. 25 THE ANIMATED FILM AS AN ART FORM
FLAT HATTING Hubley (United Film Production)
SKELETON DANCE Disney

? Other Disney's if possible, by writing him direct.
DRAME CHEZ LES

FANTOCHES Cohl
GERTIE THE DINOSAUR McCay
2 NIGHT ON BALD
MOUNTAIN Alexieoff

? Films by Len Lye
? Films by Norman McClaren

? SYMPHONIE DIAGONALE Eggling
NOV. 1 CONTEMPORARY EXPERIMENTAL FILM IN AMERICA
? SYNCHRONIZATION Butte (with Joseph Schillinger)

? Films by Douglas Crockwell
? Anais Nin scenario by Maya Deren

EXERCISE NO. 1 John & James Whitney
" NO. 2 " " "
! NO. 3 ! ! "
! NO. 4 ! ! "
Except for the Whitney films, this is so far our weakest program.
NOV. 8 FANTASY INTO DOCUMENTARY
RIEN QUE LES HEURES Cavalcanti
THE CITY Steiner

NEW EARTH Ivens
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NOV. 15 THE FANTASTIC EYE: EXPERIMENTS IN THE
FANTASTIC AND THE MACABRE

FALL OF THE HOUSE OF
USHER Epstein
RHYTHM IN LIGHT (Brandon)

We need a few more on this one. CALIGARI really belongs here but we felt it more important as a
precursor. What could you suggest? We can get THE ETERNAL MASK from Brandon on 16mm, but we
are uncertain if it’s really important enough, or if it would make the program too long, with USHER.

NOV. 22 HOLLYWOOD AND SURREALISM

HIS BREAD AND BUTTER Sennett
MILLION DOLLAR LEGS

NOV. 29 HANS RICHTER PROGRAM

We hope to get a collected study of Richter’s work from Richter himself, including the one he
is now working on, if it is possibly available by the time this program comes around. If not we'll
have to get a substitute.

Well, that’s the plan. As you can see, it has quite a few gaps, but inasmuch as all the correspondence
we have sent out within the past few days re these “Question films” we hope to [get] is as yet unan-
swered, we have high hopes. Perhaps many of the selections will be questionable to you in the light
of the groupings we have given them. If so, don't hesitate to say so: we will welcome it.

We also thought it would be complete and comprehensive to work out a small exhibition of stills to
hang in the museum concurrently with this film series. The idea was suggested by some of the stud-
ies and working drawings used by the Whitney brothers in producing their abstract films. It seemed
to us that an exhibition of this sort would be extremely interesting. We could use anything in the
way of stills, from any of the films from you that we are going to use. We can get stills also from
Fischinger. We are quite interested in this possibility, and would like to hear from you on it.

Incidentally, we talked with Fischinger about his work being in your Library, or rather, not being in
your library. In view of the fact that he is one of the few producers of abstract films that has kept up
a consistent production over a long period of time, we considered it strange. He explained the cir-
cumstances involved at the time he had received a request from the MofMA's Film Library regarding
his films. He was under a sort of obligation, at the time, not to sell other copies of his films.
However he now feels that it was a mistake to turn your request down. If you're still interested, we
feel sure that he would be too. Only one reservation: He asked us to make it clear that he wished
this matter to be kept unadvertised at the present, restricting it only to you and to us.

It has been rather painful to us after realizing the trouble you have already taken in arranging the
program, to come back with this present one. We hope that you will bear with us. Our hope is to
arrange as complete an experimental series as we possibly can. The further we went into this, the
more difficult we found it. Production and ownership is so scattered and spasmodic. Apparently this
is not a very common attempt. We certainly appreciate your cooperation, and hope that this plan,
which is as final as we can make it, will not caused you undue trouble.

Sincerely yours,
Richard Foster

P.S. Oskar Fischinger’s address is: 1010 Hammond Street
Hollywood, Calif.

IR R R R RS
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Illustration 4. Oscar Fischinger at work on Motion Painting No. 1 (1947).
Courtesy Museum of Modern Art Film Stills Archive.

Letter to Lewis Jacobs from Frank Stauffacher, 8/1/46

August 1, 1946

Mr. Lewis C. Jacobs
333 N. Poinsetta Place
Hollywood, Cal.

Dear Mr. Jacobs,

The Museum, in collaboration with Mr. Douglas Mac Agy of the California School of Fine Arts and the
avant-garde literary magazine “Circle,” is attempting to arrange a fairly comprehensive series of experi-
mental and avant-garde films to be shown from September 27 through Nov 29 of this year. The bulk
of our material we are getting from the Museum of Modern Art Film Library, but we've had to search
elsewhere for good material of a contemporary nature, and we find this quite difficult. A trip to Holly-
wood last weekend resulted in our making an arrangement with Oskar Fischinger to include all of his
available work, and we had the same good luck with John and James Whitney. We are greatly indebted
to Jay Leyda for an interesting general discussion, and many specific suggestions. On the basis of these
suggestions we have sent out considerable correspondence in search of hard-to-get items.

Leyda recommended our contacting you with a few of our questions. We had hoped to get in touch
with you personally, but our time was limited. So we must content ourselves with this letter, and
express our sincere appreciation for any information you might be able to give us.

Do you know if the film made by Mary Ellen Butte, with Joseph Schillinger, called SYNCHRONIZA-
TION, is available? And if so, would you recommend it?
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We cannot locate:

SYMPHONIE DIAGONALE Viking Eggeling
UBERFALL Erno Metzner
SEASHELL AND THE CLERGYMAN  Germaine Dulac

We are aware that Hilla Rebay at the Guggenheim Foundation in New York possesses a collection of
purely non-objective film experiments, perhaps including the Eggeling work. But her collection is not
available for either loan or rental. We have also attempted to contact Hans Richter whom we under-
stand is preparing an anthology of this kind of film, besides the new one he is now directing. But so
far, no answer.

Any information on these films that you could give us would be very much appreciated.
Sincerely yours,

Frank Stauffacher

IR R R RS

Letter to Maya Deren from Frank Stauffacher, 8/2/46

2 August 1946

Maya Deren
61 Morton Street
New York 14, N.Y.

Dear Maya Deren,

I am working with Richard Foster in attempting to arrange a fairly comprehensive series of experi-
mental films to be shown from Sept. 27 through Nov. 29. I believe he has already told you about it.
We are running into a snag trying to locate contemporary work.

Your own films, which we saw several weeks ago, were very favorably received. The audience reaction
was quite good, although the non-existence of a literary logic is what puzzles most people, even
quite sophisticated people. It is natural, this reaction. We have so long been accustomed to expect
films to proceed in a literary sequence. Your discussion of this in your essay The Film As An Art
Form, in New Directions, was admirable.

Foster and I were in Hollywood last weekend, trying to round up both older and contemporary
experimental work. We had interesting talks with Man Ray, Luis Bunuel, Jay Leyda, Oskar Fischinger,
and John and James Whitney, among others. Fischinger and the Whitney brothers are working exclu-
sively in non-objective directions. But aside from these two, if there [are] any experimental films
being made today in America on a truly sincere artistic basis—excluding your work—they are cer-
tainly being kept top secret.

Our program is rounding out now, although it is still full of gaps. We are very curious about your lat-
est film, the Anais Nin, and we are wondering if it might be ready for showing by the first of Nov.
Did Foster ask you if you could write a short statement for our pamphlet? We expect to get similar
statements from Man Ray, Bunuel, Fischinger, and the Whitneys. Of course a series of films of the
sort we are trying to gather together would hardly make sense without explanations and program
notes. We felt that these individual statements would bring together some rich attitudes towards the
contemporary experimental film. They will be about a thousand words. (each)

We would welcome any information on the progress of the Anais Nin film, and we wish you good
luck on it, and future work.

Sincerely yours
Frank Stauffacher

Reprinted by permission of Barbara Stauffacher Solomon.

[The “Anais Nin film” Stauffacher is referring to is Ritual in Transfigured Time (1946). See Deren’s
response in her letter of 8/2/46.]
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Illustration 5. Successive shots
from Maya Deren'’s Ritual in
Transfigured Time (1946). Courtesy
Anthology Film Archives.

R

Letter to Richard Foster from Maya Deren, 8/2/46

August 2, 1946

Maya Deren
61 Morton Street
New York 14, N.Y.

Dear Mr. Foster,

We seem destined to have trouble making contact through the mails. As Miss Arsham has written
you, I am not in New York at the moment, but out here in North Carolina finishing off a booklet on
film and at the same time trying to rest a bit before tackling my next film. I feel very responsible
about it, because it is the first time that the Guggenheim Foundation has given money for creative
work in film, and if I make a mess of this film they may either retreat into the hole from which they
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have timidly pushed their heads or all those who are subsequently refused money will blame it on
my failure to put mine to good use.

For this reason I hope to be able to concentrate on the creative work from now on. And since I find
it impossible, or at least distracting, to shift from a creative attitude of mind to a critical one and
back and forth, I had hoped to avoid writing any critical essays after completing this booklet on
film, in which I have tried to carefully incorporate all of my ideas and the logic by which I arrive at
them. The booklet is in the form of an anagram on Art, Form and Film and consists of nine sec-
tions which are related in anagramatic order. The sections themselves also stand well by themselves
and it was one of these sections which I thought might be used for the museum booklet and also,
another one, for the Circle article. Or a small section—a central paragraph—could be taken from
each section. If you think this is a good idea, I can send you a section or a typescript of the entire
anagram to select from.

The booklet will not contain anything on the specific films which I have made; but I had intended to
write a couple of pages of “program notes,” so to speak, which I was going to have mimeographed to
send out with my announcements in the fall. If you think this would be more appropriate for the
museum booklet, I could try to write this in time for that publication.

I am very glad that airmailing the films to you worked out so well. It seems that they had not
reached Hollywood in time, having been held up on the way from Oklahoma by a strike of Railway
Express men. Consequently, it is no one’s fault that the mess occurred, and certainly it is not yours. It
is very nice of you to offer to pay the air-mailing cost since it came to $9.00 and some cents (I don't
remember the cents), which is the same as what you paid to return them to New York by airmail. If
you feel that the museum can stand the cost of that airmail postage, I would of course appreciate it
since, as you can imagine, I operate on very small margins. Otherwise I am prepared to chalk it up as
one of those losses which, in contracts, are referred to as an act of God. I appreciate your thought-
fullness, and leave it up to your discretion.

As I told you in the wire, Leite is welcome to use the still from Meshes which you mention. I intend
to write him in a few days but thought I would mention it in the wire in case there is any deadline
on it. In connection with the new film I have some other beautiful stills which could be used, at
some other time. I am enclosing some information about the new film. You will notice that the act-
ing credits go to Rita Christiani and Frank Westbrook, who are by far the leading performers in the
film. In keeping with my principal that it is the film which, through its filmic totality, creates the
emotional impact rather than the ability of any individual to “act” in the theatrical sense, I have not
given any acting credits on any of the other films.

I compromised this principal to some extent in this last film, because both Miss Christiani and Mr.
Westbrook are professional dancers and gave very much time and effort to the film without salary
and it seemed that the least recompense they could have would be at least to have credit for their
performances and whatever publicity would attend the film—as in the case of Talley Beatty in the
dance film. Furthermore, the film was conceived around the personalities of both Miss Christiani
and Mr. Westbrook (especially the former) so they have a personal relationship to it. In the case of
Anais Nin, however, her role is so small that it would be unjust to credit it on the level of the other
two; and furthermore, we intended to represent Anais as herself and so both she and I feel it would
be deceptive to attach her name to it publicly. I have recently become aware that there is a general
misconception about the role of Anais in this film, and we both feel that, both for her sake and for
the film, it should be kept straight.

[ notice that, in your letter, you do not speak much of “AT Land.” While I do not intend to minimize
“Meshes of The Afternoon,” I feel that it's appeal is more based on a literary logic, that it lends itself
to a symbolic interpretation which was not, incidently, intended, and, coming first on the program,
leads one to expect the same in AT LAND. My own feeling is that AT LAND is a much better film
since it moves by a directly visual integrity. We have become so accostumed to symbolisms that we
find it difficult to comprehend directly but I feel that the direct, visual terms are more essentially the
basis of film form. I deal with all this in my little booklet much more clearly so I won't go into it
here. When you see the films again you will have read the booklet and perhaps have gotten a new
slant on the whole problem.

Thank you again for your very sympathetic letter.
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I do not know whether I shall be on the West Coast in the next year, but perhaps my new film will
require me to go to warmer climates during the winter and I shall by all means be most anxious to
meet you and your friends in Berkeley.

Sincerely yours,
Maya Deren [hw]
Reprinted by permission of Anthology Film Archives.

[In the first paragraph, Deren is talking about her assistant and friend in the 1940s and 1950s, Miriam
Arsham, who was seeing to Deren’s affairs as she worked on the booklet An Anagram of Ideas on Art, Form
and Film (Yonkers, N.Y.: Alicat Book Shot Press [Out-Cast Chapbook Series, No. 9], 1946). The essay “The
Camera As a Creative Medium,” from that booklet, was reprinted in the Art in Cinema catalogue.

I assume the film she feels so responsible about is Ritual in Transfigured Time. George Leite, according
to the Art in Cinema catalogue, “is the founder and editor of the West Coast’s experimental literary maga-
zine Circle. His interest in Art in Cinema is in line with his efforts to establish audiences for the new, the
obscure and the experimental, in all fields of expression” (p. 102).]

R R R R R

Letter to James and John Whitney from Frank Stauffacher,
8/3/46

John and James Whitney
No. 1-8075

Barnsdall Park

Los Angeles, Calif.

3 Aug. 1946
Dear John and James Whitney,

We have finally arranged our ten weeks program, and unless the Museum of Modern Art Film Library
balks at the way we have rearranged their original schedule for us, your films are planned for the
evening of Nov. 1. On that date we are trying to show any really contemporary U.S. work that we can
gather. You're at the head of this list. The rest of it is still awaiting confirmation. (Fischinger is
booked on an evening all his own since he has enough for a full program).

We want to thank you again for the interesting morning we spent at your studio. Everyone whom we
have told about it is eagerly looking forward to seeing your films.

Since our budget on this film project is not yet complete we have not arrived at a definite figure to
pay you artists who are working full time in this type of work. In talking this over with Dr. Morley
last Friday she expressed the desire to allow a maximum for you after we have determined the cost of
the standard rentals from the Museum of Modern Art, Brandon, and other sources. We will be get-
ting down to business with you on this in another letter, perhaps in a few weeks. In the meanwhile if
there is anything you wish to tell us in this regard, why don't hesitate.

The idea for a show of stills and related material to run concurrently with our film series has been
forming. We have written for all the appropriate stills we can get, but so far there is nothing definite
on this either. In addition, we felt that an exhibition of paintings by those artists who are working
with film, would tie the whole show together. Fischinger has some very excellent non-objective
paintings, and we are asking him if he would care to have some of them exhibited along with the
films. The museum can show a Leger, a Duchamp, and perhaps others that would be appropriate—
since we are showing films by these artists also. Dick Foster suggested I ask if Jim would care to send
any of his paintings. The relationship between the painting and the films would be interesting.

As to the exhibition of stills, we thought that we might have a few from each film—if possible. In
your case, perhaps photographs of your equipment together with some of those working drawings in
ink line, etc. Would it be possible to get those photographs that appeared with Jay Leyda’s article in
Arts and Architecture? And if you can, we would welcome a plan of the arrangement of such an
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exhibition on your work—just how you would want it done, together with the necessary explanatory
matter to accompany each diagram or photograph. I hope this isn't asking too much. But the man-
ner in which your work is accomplished is so revolutionary that we feel [that] an explanatory display
would be vital.

If this idea goes through we would need the material somewhat before the 27th of September to
allow time for organizing and hanging. Let us know how you feel about it.

We will have to get the booklet finished before that date also. Which means that the editorial mate-
rial will have to be ready for the linotype around the end of August.

That's about all I can think of at the present time. You will hear from us in a week or so, and in the
meanwhile, let us hear from you.

Sincerely yours,
Frank Stauffacher

Reprinted by permission of Barbara Stauffacher Solomon.

R R R R R

Letter to Frank Stauffacher from Maya Deren, 8/10/46

[
August 10, 1946
Dear Mr. Stauffacher:

By now, no doubt, Richard Foster has received both my wire and the letter which follows, and there-
fore some of your questions, at least, are answered.

The most important question—WHERE IS THE AMERICAN EXPERIMENTAL FILM MOVEMENT?—is
one which I wish someone would answer for me. About a year and a half ago, when I first succeeded in
building up, to an unexpected and encouraging degree, the distribution of my own films, I would get
letters asking for more films of that kind and I immediately set out to try to locate some, thinking to
add them to the list which I had, and to thus form the nucleus of a distributing organization devoted
to the serious experimental art film. I felt that if people knew that their work would get at least some
showing, it would encourage them to try more. Well, unfortunately, I still have not found a single film
to add to my distribution list. Man Ray, Bunuel, Leyda and Fischinger are no longer making individual
films on a personal scale ... that is, out of their own means and unresponsible to any distributor. For
reasons which you will learn in my little booklet [An Anagram of Ideas on Art, Form and Film], which
will be out in the fall, I am primarily interested in films which use of capacity of film to employ the
elements of reality in imagination, rather than abstract films which carry over the principles of plastics
artifice into film. The Whitney Brothers do some interesting work, but it is impossible, to date, to
reproduce color film reasonably well or cheaply, so it would be out of the question to try to distribute
their films on the inexpensive basis which I distribute mine ... and into the inexperienced hands into
which such small-scale distribution covers. (A scratched black and white film is somehow acceptable—
but a color film, with sound, has to be in perfect condition, which means expert handling all along.)

Some films, which I have not myself seen and so cannot vouch for, have come to my attention,
and you might investigate them. One is a film by Sara Kathryn Arledge, 184 2 Rose Villa st,
Pasadena, California. She has been an art professor at the University of Arizona, and wrote to me
of a dance film which she had once started but abandoned at the beginning of the war, and
although T urged her to do so, I do not know whether she has finished it. Another is Kenneth
Anglemyer [Anger]|, 2021 Holly Drive, Hollywood 8, California, who has also an uncompleted
film which is not yet finally cut and for which he has not the money to put on a soundtrack. It is,
incidently, at the moment, 70 mins. long. Both of them have suffered, it seems to me, from mak-
ing grandiose, Hollywood-sized plans which they now cannot, of course, complete. I can only
point out that my four films were made without sound, in terms of silence, for budgets ranging
from $150 to $600 (the last). I think that in this whole problem lies some of the basic reason
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for the poverty of the experimental film movement. People just will not exert themselves with
primitive means and humble requirements (in the technical sense). I know of a whole number of
film scripts which only Cecil B. DeMille, with all his means, could produce. I feel that extravagant
production is not a requisite of art.

This year the Amateur Cinema League (write to Mr. James Moore, Amateur Cinema League, Graybar
Building, Lexington Ave and 44th st., N.Y.) gave first prize to a sort of semi-abstract film which I have
not seen. I suspect it is a rather pompous and pretentious effort, but this is based on literary descrip-
tions and may be a great injustice. At any rate, that's one that's finished.

This same Cinema League, about five years ago, gave its first annual award to a film called “Lot in
Sodom” which was later blown up to 35 mm (The league is for 16mm) and is now occasionally
shown at the Fifth Avenue playhouse here in New York. I have seen it a number of times (not by
choice) and, myself, find it in very bad taste—the sort of thing which I think gives a bad name to the
experimental movement—but this is a purely personal opinion in which a number of people do not
concur, and so I am listing it in any case.

The film which I think is by far one of the very best poetic films that have ever been made is Jean
Cocteau’s “Blood of a Poet.” It is shown here at the Fifth Avenue Playhouse from time to time but I do
not know who distributes it. At any event, it is on 35 mm when it is shown there, and I presume you
only have 16 mm equipment. I have heard that there is a man who owns a 16 mm copy—Mr. Victor
of the Victor Animatograph—but he is very reluctant to lend it out. However, if it is requested by the
San Francisco Museum, he may do so and I would a million times encourage you to try. Unfortu-
nately, I am now in North Carolina and my address file is in New York City, so I cannot send you his
address but if you are interested, I will do so from New York at the end of the month.

The other positive suggestion which I have (I presume you are yourselves familiar with the Museum
of Modern Art Catalogue) are some ancient comedies which Joseph Cornell has collected and which
are infinitely more cinematic and amusing than the recent comedies. His address, also, I would have
to send from New York.

I'm terribly sorry to be so discouraging. I feel very discouraged myself. Having built up quite a
respectable nucleus for a unique distributing organization, I was sure that many fine little films
would come out of hiding, once they knew there was a chance of being shown. Nothing like this has
taken place although I've asked everywhere. Please let me know if you should stumble on anything.

Incidently, are you using just American, recent work or will you use other things also?

The film which you ask about—my last film [Ritual in Transfigured Time]—has been completed since
the middle of June and so is available either for the beginning of November or for the date with Mr.
Foster mentioned—Nov. 13.

I am very curious as to what source on the West Coast is responsible for it's being known as the
“Anais Nin” film. Anais Nin is a personal friend of mine, and since I never hire professional people, T
always use friends to perform in my films (as I did for the banquet scene in At Land, and for the
other scenes in it,) where various friends of mine appear. In this recent film I asked Anais to perform
in a certain small capacity in my film and, as she seemed very good at it, I enlarged that part some-
what. The two main roles—which are by far larger and more important—are played by two other
people. Her role is so small that she is not even credited on the titles since to credit her would have
meant to credit also about four or five other people and my films are not built on performers or per-
formances. This small role is Miss Nin's sole connection with the film and it is consequently surpris-
ing to me to find the West Coast referring to it as the Anais Nin film. I hope, that if you have the
opportunity to do so, you will straighten this out where you can.

My very best wishes for your film program, and I expect to hear from you soon.
Sincerely yours,
Maya Deren [hw]
Reprinted by permission of Anthology Film Archives.

[The film by Sara Kathryn Arledge, mentioned in paragraph 3, is Introspection, which was begun in 1941
and finished in 1946.]
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Letter to Arthur Rosenheimer Jr. from Frank Stauffacher, 8/20/46

20 Aug 1946
[...]

Dear Mr. Rosenheimer,

[ am working with Mr. Foster in arranging this film program, and so this letter comes from him also.
First we wish to express our thanks to you for following through so well on our arrangement. When
we did not hear from you for several weeks we began to feel a bit frantic, being convinced that we
should have left the bookings as you had originally scheduled them. In fact it got so desperate that
we put in a phone call to you Saturday morning, just a few moments before we received word of
your telegram. Your subsequent letter was received by us with intense relief and joy.

We have already written to Man Ray regarding his 16mm prints. We hope he will let us use them.
THE SKELETON DANCE is available at Brandon, and we think we shall add it to the animation pro-
gram. We were surprised to see, as we mentioned in the wire, that you list UBERFALL, SEASHELL
AND THE CLERGYMAN, and SYMPHONIE DIAGONALE as available from you, since we did not see
them on your list before. We have sent out quite a bit of correspondence searching for these very
three films. If we can book SANG DU POETE on the 22 of Nov. from Martin Lewis, we shall install a
35mm projector for this one night because we feel this one should be included in the series. How-
ever there is the possibility Lewis will not rent it to us for a non-profit Museum showing. We have yet
to check on this. Therefore we will keep MILLION DOLLAR LEGS and the Sennett booked for that
date in case, and you can send them to us anyway—or at least we can let that stand for the time
being. Important: We definitely would like to have CHIEN ANDALOU on the 29th of Nov. plus the
Duchamp. The Richter film is too unconfirmed. We have received no replies to our several letters, as
yet. Should we also write to the Ballard place [the Ballard Film Society in Hollywood], then? We
don't have much faith in films arriving from Los Angeles on a definite date. Maya Deren's films were
supposed to arrive here from the preceding renter who happened to be located in Los Angeles—they
were scheduled for a certain date; they arrived a week later. So perhaps it would be well, when the
time comes, for us to write the Ballard place also.

We wrote to Douglas Crockwell several weeks ago, but it was addressed c/o Art Center in the Graybar
Building, his representatives for his commercial art work. But we have not heard from him, and so
we will write again using the address you gave us. And we will also write Miss Butte as you suggested.

THE SEASHELL AND THE CLERGYMAN got mixed up in the precursors by mistake. Your arrange-
ment for it now is very good, in fact your entire schedule is perfect and with the exception of our
SANG DU POETE problem all that is left for us to do is fill the weak spots. For the evening of Nov. 1
we shall have Maya Deren’s RITUAL IN TRANSFIGURED TIME together with the Whitney brothers
work, and this should make a complete program. I will send you a copy of the complete listing as
soon as it is typed up, but I want this letter to get off to you immediately.

As to the stills—we could use anything appropriate and the charge of 30¢ each is OK. These should
arrive not later than the 15th of Sept. in order for us to arrange an interesting setup. Could you send
them to us by then ... ?

We are getting RHYTHM IN LIGHT from Brandon, and we intend to run it on the Fischinger program,
Oct. 18. You say you are not familiar with it. None of us have ever seen it, but we have heard reference
to it several times, and we understand it was done by Mary Ellen Butte. Your suggestions on the Fan-
tasy into Documentary program are very good. We will give up the idea of trying to get any Norman
MacClaren’s and we just can’t seem to get in touch with Len Lye at all. We thought to include the
CRAZY RAY in the fantastic and macabre night on your own suggestion in your letter of 23 July, but
as you say, it would make the program too long with USHER. However there should be something
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else on this program if we are unsuccessful in getting Man Ray’s 16mm prints, since you suggested our
running MYSTERES DU CHATEAU DU DE with USHER. There is a possibility he may not send them.

Again we wish to thank you for cooperating so decently with us. We will speak of the practical con-
siderations in the next letter. Inasmuch as both Foster and I were surprised to see those three films
mentioned at the beginning of the letter, we want this to get to you so that we can be informed in
case we misunderstood, although it seems quite plain that you have them for us. Again we send you
our thanks.

Sincerely,
Frank Stauffacher

Reprinted by permission of Barbara Stauffacher Solomon.

R R R

Letter to Maya Deren from Frank Stauffacher, 8/20/46

20 Aug 1946
[.]

Dear Maya Deren,

I am writing this also for Dick Foster. So first [ will confirm the dates regarding your own film [Ritual
in Transfigured Time]. We have it planned for NOV. 1, and it is the main thing on our CONTEMPO-
RARY EXPERIMENTAL FILMS IN AMERICA. In other words we have arranged the series just as logi-
cal as we possibly could, and have given a title to each night in the series. Due to the scarcity of this
type of work we have made a very broad selection, from the very earliest to the present day, and we
have work from Europe as well. Indeed it would have been impossible to arrange ten nights without
digging into the Museum of Modern Art Film Library, and selecting many items that are old, and
perhaps familiar to many people—for example, THE CABINET OF DR. CALIGARI. Nevertheless we
have endeavored to keep the list consistent in the sense that all of the films were made with the idea
of artistic integrity foremost in mind.

We hope that after this series is over, and if it is a success (by this I mean, of course—if there has
been a large body of interest) that we can plan for another series to run early next year; by that time
we are in hopes we may have definitely located more contemporary work, that we have investigated
all of these many leads and addresses, and have formed a fairly solid idea of what's what. Our idea,
in all of this, is to build up a realization of the cinema as a serious art form.

I will enclose a rough draft outlining the series so that you can get an idea of our final list. We have
changed and rearranged it so often that I hesitate saying it is final, but since the core of the entire
series was dependant upon when we could get the Museum of Modern Art Film Library’s selections,
this is, at last, the best we can do. You will notice SANG DU POETE. For this we intend installing a
35mm projector. It entails having someone from the fire department present during the showing, but
we feel this film is important enough for the extra trouble. However it is yet unconfirmed. We under-
stand that Martin Lewis rents it only for commercial showing, and we have not heard from him yet.
Some of the program is still very vague, as you can see.

As to the origin of the Anais Nin idea in connection with RITUAL, I don’t know where it came from.
I first heard it from Foster, and I think he probably heard it from someone in Hollywood, perhaps
Clara Grossman. Incidentally, Henry Miller was guest of my brother and I over last week end, and he
too thought you were making a Anais Nin film—an idea now strengthened by the appearance of the
still in the new Harper's Bazaar.

The section from your little booklet would be fine for inclusion in our own pamphlet. I think the
specific notes on RITUAL we could use in our program notes. At the present time this little pamphlet
of ours is also rather vague. It is going to contain a general introduction to the subject together with
articles by Man Ray, Fischinger, Henry Miller, Whitneys, and your own article. Bunuel had promised
us one but I'm afraid he is too busy to write it; however, he may come through. After these essays
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will be the program notes followed by a short bibliography. We would like to get all of this material
together by the end of the month, in time for typesetting.

We are also planning a show of stills to run along with the series. This should stimulate an added
degree of interest. The Museum of Modern Art Film Library will let us have all the appropriate stills
from their files, Fischinger and the Whitneys have very interesting material of this sort, and I think it
will be a good thing. So we will welcome any of yours you could send. Since the series starts the
27th of Sept. we would like these at least a week or ten days before.

Yes, I saw LOT IN SODOM at the Fifth Ave. Playhouse some years ago and I agree with you. I
understand Weber and Watson also made a version of FALL OF THE HOUSE OF USHER, but it
has apparently disappeared because I have never heard reference to it since. Thank you very much
for the addresses. We will follow them up. If Martin Lewis does not want to rent us SANG DU
POETE for museum showing we will try Mr. Victor at your suggestion. I also wanted to ask you if
you had any information on the by now famous Hans Richter film-in-progress [Dreams That Money
Can Buy]. We have written him several times but as yet, no answer. I am in receipt of a letter from
Lewis Jacobs in which he gives an address you may know about, or if not, may be interested in:
Herman Weinberg, 1600 Broadway, N.Y.C. I see this is Brandon Films address. But Lewis Jacobs
implied that Weinberg has experimental films not generally listed in the Brandon catalogue. We
have not inquired yet. I have been corresponding with an old friend of mine in Hollywood—John
Hubley, at United Productions of America, 1558 N. Vine Street, and he seems to have lines on
quite a few experimental films—although he is primarily interested in non-objective, animated
films. He has done some interesting ones himself and we are going to include them on our
ANIMATED FILM AS AN ART FORM program. You might write to him if you are interested,
although I know that you are more interested yourself in imaginative reality. And this is the type of
thing so difficult to find. We had to laugh in reading your letter regarding the pompous and
grandiose scenarios you have become aware of. We found the same thing in Hollywood. If one
wants to do a serious experimental film, it would seem that Hollywood is not the place—indeed
the last place, in which to do it.

We are sincerely grateful to you for your help, and for your prompt correspondence. It is indeed
appreciated. We will send you any other information we can find.

Sincerely yours,
Frank Stauffacher

Reprinted by permission of Barbara Stauffacher Solomon.
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Letter to Luis Bunuel from Frank Stauffacher, 8/22/46

22 Aug 1946

Luis Bunuel
5642 Fountain Ave.
Hollywood, Calif.

Dear Luis Bunuel,

We have been having such a troublesome time getting the film program arranged that we temporarily
forgot about the pamphlet. But we have finally gathered together enough films for a good compre-
hensive ten week program. Last weekend we suddenly realized how little time we had left for the
pamphlet. And that was the reason for the phone call to you.

CHIEN ANDALOU is scheduled for the 29th of Nov,, the last night in the series. We wanted to show
LAND WITHOUT BREAD but it isn't available on 16mm. We have written to the Cine Club de Paris
regarding UAGE D’OR but that is a pretty far fetched request and we are not very hopeful of results.
Incidentally Henry Miller has been here for the past few weeks and is writing an article for the
pamphlet, and he hopes to be able to return from Big Sur in Oct. or Nov. to see part of the series, at
least. He wants us to send you his best regards. At dinner one night he again recounted his seeing
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LAGE D'OR and, since he can be extremely eloquent, it was a great experience just listening to this
description. We told him of our very good visit with you some weeks ago.

As to your own essay, we would certainly appreciate including it in this pamphlet—if you can possi-
bly find time for it. I think this pamphlet will go over and may run into a second edition. If this does
happen we intend augmenting it and making it into a regular little book on the experimental cin-
ema—a subject about which there is hardly anything published in book form. If the book does go
over we will arrange for everyone who has contributed, of course, to get a rake-off on the sales. The
first edition will be only a cheap paper bound pamphlet containing program notes and these essays
which will be there for the purpose of acquainting the unconditioned spectator to this type of cin-
ema, and it will sell for less than a dollar, just enough to pay for its expenses. After this we can add
other material to it and put it out in more endurable form and sell it for more money. When it
shows a profit we will divide this profit among the contributors.

Inasmuch as we shall be showing CHIEN ANDALOU we will need some kind of analysis of it.
There are plenty of analyses available for reprinting but they are all personal and they are all differ-
ent, and according to your own word, they are all not correct. Such being the case we feel wrong in
reprinting a false interpretation of this film. A few paragraphs from you would be worth more than
ten pages of pretentious analysis. And it would be OK in Spanish. If you could possibly do this we
would be extremely grateful ...

Anyhow, we wish to thank you for the exceptionally interesting evening with you, and the informa-
tion which you gave us. This acknowledgment is pretty tardy, I know, but trying to get together
enough decent film for a ten week program has been more difficult than any of us expected.

Sincerely yours,
Frank Stauffacher

Reprinted by permission of Barbara Stauffacher Solomon.
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Letter to Frank Stauffacher from Douglass Crockwell, 8/24/46

Douglas Crockwell
Post Office Box 221
Glens Falls New York

August 24, 1946.

Mr. Frank Stauffacher,
San Francisco Museum of Art,
San Francisco, California.

Dear Mr. Stauffacher:

Please forgive my delay in answering your letter of July 29th. I have just built a new studio and in
moving over the past three or four weeks quite a few letters have been mislaid.

Of course, I am tremendously pleased that you are interested in knowing more about my animations.

About eight years ago I set up an animation easel with the camera mounted overhead and the
work area arranged much as a draughtsman'’s desk except that the working area consisted of several
moveable layers of glass slightly separated. The basic idea was to paint continuing pictures on
these various layers with plastic paint, adding at times and removing at times and to a certain
extent these early attempts were successful. This basic process was changed from time to time with
varying results and I have still made no attempt yet to stabilize the method. Somewhat as a conse-
quence of this has been the fragmentary character of the work produced. At all times, however, the
work has been tremendously interesting to me, so much so that I have hardly been able to wait to
see what is around the corner.

More recently I have been working on other techniques entirely different from the aforementioned,
which show a possibility that perhaps some day animations can be greatly quickened and made
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more fluid. This new process is very inexpensive, requires little equipment and more widespread
attention on the part of the artists may be indicated.

The Museum of Modern Art has some of my films. If these are not included in the group the
Museum sends to you I think some arrangements could be made to make up a reel for you here.

I shall be very interested to hear of the success of your project.
Sincerely,

Douglass Crockwell [hw]

DC:ddb

Reprinted by permission of Johanna Crockwell.
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Letter to Jay Leyda from Frank Stauffacher, 8/25/46

25 Aug 1946
Dear Jay Leyda,

Thank you very much for the tip on CHANTS POPULAIRE. I understand it is available from the ITT
in Berkeley, although we have not contacted them yet.

We have built the series around the plan you suggested; it is just about the way you had it with the
exception of one or two changes—for example, some of the precursors were not available—they were
booked elsewhere. And if Martin Lewis will rent us LE SANG D'UN POETE we will install a 35mm
projector for this one film. Man Ray’s films are no longer available on 16mm from the M. of M.A.
[Museum of Modern Art, New York] Film Library and we have written to him but no answer yet. Nor
have we received a reply from Douglas Crockwell. [Crockwell’s 8/24/46 letter had not yet been
received.] And we just can't seem to get an answer from Len Lye ... nor Hans Richter. We were happy
to learn that the M. of M.A. Film Library has UBERFALL, THE SEASHELL AND THE CLERGYMAN,
and SYMPHONIE DIAGONALE, three films we could not find on any lists. All in all, however, the
program has shaped up quite well so far. We will send you a copy of the list as soon as they come
from the printers.

The pamphlet, too, is shaping up. Today, received an article from Luis Bunuel on CHIEN ANDALOU,
and a very wonderful essay on the cinema in general from Henry Miller. We are supposed to get one
from Fischinger this week, and from the Whitneys, too. There will also be the Man Ray article, and
something from Maya Deren. It seems like quite a conglomeration, but as a unit I think it will be an
interesting little booklet.

We owe the whole shape of this program to you, and it is regretted by us that we have not written to
you sooner than this to thank you. But trying to dig up these films has been a far more complicated
task than we first supposed. And along the way we have collected dozens of other sources that we
hope to contact for a second, more interesting series (perhaps) sometime early next year.

Again, many thanks for your help in arranging our series.
Sincerely yours,
Frank Stauffacher

Reprinted by permission of Barbara Stauffacher Solomon.
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Letter to Frank Stauffacher from Douglass Crockwell, 8/31/46

[...]
August 31, 1946.
Dear Mr. Stauffacher,

Your program sounds very exciting and I shall be only too happy to send you a copy of my film for
your November 1st program.

As this will be somewhat a compositive of various movements I shall have to make up some new
title. Probably this length of film could be called “Glens Falls Sequence” in lieu of any better name at
the present time. If you care to publicize it in this way probably we could tie it in with any other title
I may think up between now and the time I send the film to you.

The copy I will send you will be 16 mm. color silent and should be projected at 16 frames per sec-
ond and will run about ten minutes.

Could you give me more information about these other men you mentioned in your letter—the
Whitney Brothers and Deren,—where they live, their background, etc.?

Sincerely yours,
Douglass Crockwell [hw]
DC:ddb

Reprinted by permission of Johanna Crockwell.
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Letter to Peggy Guggenheim from Grace L. McCann Morley,
8/31/46

August 31, 1946

Miss Peggy Guggenheim
Art of this Century

30 West 57th Street
New York, N. Y.

Dear Miss Guggenheim:

By this time I imagine you have returned, or soon are to return from France. I wish I could see you to
hear how it all was. We get news of French friends or relatives of friends who keep turning up, but I
find I never hear enough or quite what I should like to know.

This has been a busy summer for us—and the coming season promises to be busier still. It all seems
to be in the right direction, but a bit hard on us who have lived through the struggle of the past few
years, are tired, have no time for any kind of holiday or rest, and must now gird ourselves for what is
coming. One does not dare let the moment go by, for if we do not profit from this interval of com-
parative prosperity, of released energies (from war work, etc.), and get going well and solidly for the
peace time work we must do, we shall not have such a chance again perhaps. So we keep on.

Now for business. We do accept with great pleasure your gift of the Rothko. I like it immensely and it
wears well. It is in scale with our big galleries and we can use it to advantage. [ wrote him and he is
pleased he tells me. Many, many thanks. I like much some of the other oils too, and I do like the
watercolors, also. I wish I could arrange to buy one for us. I may yet do it. It takes time and sometimes
one does not manage the first time—but does in the end. We shall see. A selection from the group has
been invited to Santa Barbara. Perhaps Wright Ludington will get one for the Museum and for himself.

Did I tell you how happy [ was over Mr. Crocker’s purchases for us and for himself. We have been
profiting from both. He enjoyed his visit with you.
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Next, by the enclosures you will see that we are planning to do something with creative films. It
needs doing and I think we have a chance of making it a good job. We mean to spare no pains, and
if it goes at all well it is only the first of a series of such programs, presented at intervals. We hope
that they will not only be a focus for an enlightened public interest in the creative film, but possibly
a little incentive to those who have worked, are working or would like to work in that field. From all
accounts recognition and encouragement are needed. Needless to say with our small staff, not very
experienced, we could not have managed, though I have long insisted we could. But a few young
men enthusiasts in the field volunteered to do the work and research if we could help with the
machinery. So it is that Richard Foster who has previously written to you has turned his knowledge
and energy to our account in this project. You see that a Hans Richter program has been scheduled
for November 29, and I understand that Mr. Richter himself is interested, but there is need of your
help to get use of his latest film [Dreams That Money Can Buy, 1947] and his collection of films.
Could you help us? I have an idea that this is the sort of thing you would consider worth while.

I only wish you could be here instead of so far from us for this as well as for other reasons.

Now in connexion with the program we are planning an exhibition. We should have a good Dali
and a couple of examples of Marcel Duchamp that tie in with the art background of the program.
Could you spare a Dali of yours and how about Duchamp whose work you know so much better
than 1. Are there any pertinent examples in the “Valise” and could one borrow. Needless to say in the
case you could help us we should get Budworth to pack and we should insure and take care of all
expense. Could you let me know. Perhaps you have some suggestions. I should much like them.

Meanwhile the Hans Richter films are much on our minds and we do need your help and good will
there. I gather he quite properly wants to be sure you approve of our project.

My best wishes to you.
Cordially,

Grace L. McCann Morley
Director

GMM:hc
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Letter to Man Ray from Frank Stauffacher, 9/5/46

5 Sept. 1946

Man Ray
1245 Vine Street
Hollywood, Calif.

Dear Man Ray,

We were very glad to get your letter. I am enclosing a copy of the prospectus on the film series. As it had
to be thrown together in a hurry for our Sept. mailing, there are many inaccuracies, and there will be
some omissions and additions. The titling before each program is likewise quite inaccurate as you can
see, but it was the best we could do under the circumstances. Originally we planned for a full evening
of your own work, calling it THE WORK OF MAN RAY, or something on that order, but when we dis-
covered there was not enough available to make up a full evening, and when Rosenheimer at the
Museum of Modern Art Film Library said he did not have 16mm prints of your work, we had to arrange
it differently. It was his idea to put the CHATEAU DU DE with FALL OF THE HOUSE OF USHER, but I
see you do not have that yourself for circulation. As it stands now, the place for EMAK BAKIA and
LETOILE DE MER would be Oct 11. And would $40.00 rental be agreeable with you? That is, for the
two films for this one date? We would pay freight charges, etc. of course. The series is arranged on a
non-profit basis, but we have good hopes for the catalogue which has now grown in size, and actually
will contain articles by Bunuel, Fischinger, Whitneys, Erich Pommer, etc., and the one you so kindly let
us use. If the catalogue goes over big, and we realize a profit, it will be divided among the contributors.
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Jay Leyda was here last week for a day, and he again helped us with the programming. We are trying
to gather adequate program notes. He suggested we ask you for sources of your own work.

Thank you again for your kind help, and for originally getting us started on the right track by giving
us Leyda’s address and phoning Luis Bunuel for us. And let us know if the price sounds right to you,
or if not, what it would be.

Sincerely,
Frank Stauffacher

Reprinted by permission of Barbara Stauffacher Solomon.
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Letter to Frank Stauffacher from Hans Richter, 9/6/46 [hw]

Sept 6. 46
Dear Frank Stauffacher;

I got your letter from Aug 26 on Aug 30. To day Sept 5 I got your printed program. I am certainly
very much interested indeed in your work regarding the experimental film in as much that I followed
this line my whole life and initiated it (together with my friend Eggeling). But I don’t understand the
purpose of your letter!? I mean what do you actually want? You have your program printed and
that’s that.—It's unfortunate that you did not contact me earlier because I have put together what I
wrote to Mr. Foster: a complete anthology of the Experimental film from 1921-1946: fragments of
the work of the exp. (Avantgarde-films) and except Cavalcanti, all the important creators. I have also
3 of my Avantgarde films here: Ghosts, Filmstudy (with scene of D. Milhaud) & Everything Turns
[|Ghosts Before Breakfast (Vormittagspuk in German), 1927; Film Study, 1926; Everything Turns, Everything
Revolves (Alles Drecht Sich, Alles Bewegt Sich in German), 1929]. I would like to help you—but I don't
see how.—I could send you a short article if you have your pamphlet not yet printed!? It probably
would be good to tell somebody about the history of the Av.g. movement.—I send you here for your
information a pamphlet which I wrote 3 years ago (after I found out at the Mus. of mod. Art that
there was a complete mix up about the facts & dates.—

I can't say that I am very delighted that you show my Rhythm 21! It was not meant at that time for
distribution. Its naivety and primitivity make it very obnoxious against the technical perfect films of
10 or 20 years later. Besides that it is a kind of a [indecipherable]. I am afraid you make—showing
nothing but this film of my work—a kind of anti-propaganda—with all best intentions.

Regarding my picture in production [Dreams...]: I am not the owner of the film and it would not be
possible to show any part of it before the film has come out through distribution channels.

Now that is as far as the answer to your letter goes.

If there is still a chance to do something reasonable for you let me know. I told you how everything I
have in my icebox. Be assured that I am with you because what you do now I did all my life.

Very cordially
Yours

Hans Richter
PS Do you know when Mr. Foster wants my article for “Circle”?

There is one contribution which might add to your show and demonstrate better than anything else
the sources from which the Avantgarde film derived: Eggeling’s & my scroll-drawings. I could send
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you one of both (if I don’t need them for my one-man show of paintings which opens Okt 1 at
Peggy Guggenheims gallery here). Eggeling and I were painting and drawing variations of abstract
themes in counterpoint in the years before 1919 and (annoyed about having our little sheets of
paper, one besides the other, lying on the floor in a kind of melodious continuity)—we decided to
make them on long scrolls—we were surprised about the real movement they “made” and decided to
make them in film. Which we did. And that was the birthdate of the Avantgarde movement—I still
have some of these historical scrolls here and I would let you have one or two if properly insured.

Reprinted by permission of Ursula Lawder.
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Letter to Hans Richter from Frank Stauffacher, 9/9/46

9 Sept. 1946

Hans Richter
134 East 60th Street
New York 22, N.Y.

Dear Mr. Richter,

Thank you very much indeed for your very comprehensive reply to my letter. The manuscript on the
AVANTGARDE that you enclosed is exactly the information we have so long been trying to gather on
this movement, without—up till now—much success. Our pamphlet has not yet gone to press, and
we will include it just as it stands—if that meets your approval. We would like to use excerpts also
for our program notes—for example, the section on Fernand Leger—and credit will be given at all
times, of course.

The reason for our including RHYTHMUS 21 is that it was the only thing available of your work. Foster
had not received your reply to his letter—he misplaced a lot of his mail in the process of moving from
Berkeley to San Francisco, and no doubt your reply was among those lost. This meant that we did not
hear from you, and so went ahead selecting what was suitable from The Museum of Modern Art Film
Library and elsewhere. However, you mention having available, besides the ANTHOLOGY, three other
films: GHOSTS, (I am not sure of these, I may be reading them incorrectly) the one with the Darius
Milhaud score, and the other one. (Incidentally, Milhaud and his son have already subscribed to our
series!) As you can see by our program, there are still places in it that are not going to make up a full
evening. We could add anything available that is not of feature length to the evening of Oct. 25. And
our weakest program is Nov. 29, because CHIEN ANDALOU is only two reels, and the Duchamp is
very short. Could we place one or more of your above-mentioned films on either of these nights?

We plan to make this entire series the first of an indefinite number of future similar series at the
museum. We would like to build up a consistent audience for this type of work, and provide an out-
let for contemporary experiments as well as older works. This first series has, of necessity, been
arranged without very accurate scholarship, as you can see. But we hope to become more compre-
hensive. Thus, your ANTHOLOGY would be perfect for our second series which we hope to have
ready sometime early next spring.

Your description of Eggeling’s and your scroll drawings are also exactly what we would like to incor-
porate in a gallery exhibition of stills, paintings, diagrams, etc. pertaining to the avantgarde film that
we hope will run concurrently with the film series. If you have any of these that will not be used in
the Peggy Guggenheim exhibition, we would like to include them, and would have them properly
insured, etc. as you requested. But we would like to have this display ready for the first of Oct., if we
go ahead with it.
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san francisco museum of art

al"'l' in Cinema Series One

A series of avant-garde films in modern art forms—surrealist, non-objective, abstract, fantastic—are to
be shown at the San Francisco Museum of Art in a ten week showing. The schedule is September 27
through November 29, 1946, Friday evenings at 8:00 P.M. This series is being jointly sponsored by
the Museum, the California School of Fine Arts, and Circle Magazine.

It is the first attempt of its kind in San Francisco. The series will include many films that have had
a very limited public showing in America. Each film has been chosen for its artistic merit, with em-
phasis on films made in the modern art tradition. The Museum believes that the film as an art form
has not been fully explored in America. As a part of the Museum’s over-all policy of bringing to San
Francisco the best representative works of contemporary artists in all art mediums, this series has been
arranged.

The program as it was originally conceived had no principle of organization. The field of the so-called
art film was an unknown quantity; none of the normal distribution channels for commercial films were
of any help in arranging the series. The New York Museum of Modern Art Film Library was the best
source for the films, and we have leaned heavily upon them for help. Without the patient understand-
ing of Mr. Arthur Rosenheimer, Assistant Curator of the Film Library, this series would not have
been possible. The method of organizing the series has been a highly personal one, involving inter-
views with some of the artists who made the films, discussions with the few people who had knowledge
of the field, and extensive research in widely scattered magazine articles, books, and catalogues. The
program as it now stands, attempts to cover the field in a comprehensive way. Jay Leyda, an authority
on this subject, assisted immeasurably in the arrangement of the program.

The catalogue will include articles by Luis Bunuel, Henry Miller, Oskar Fischinger, John and James
Whitney, Maya Deren, and Man Ray. A short bibliography will be included.

We hope that this series will accomplish several purposes: that it will show the relation between the
film and the other art media—sculpture, painting, poetry; that it will stimulate interest in the film asa
creative art medium in itself, requiring more of an effort of participation on the part of the audience
than the Hollywood fantasies, before which an audience sits passively and uncreatively; and that it will
give assistance to those contemporary artists who labor in obscurity in America with no distribution
channels for their work.

The series is organized on a non-commercial, non-profit basis, and single tickets will not be sold. Ad-
mission is by series subscription. Inquiries should be directed to Mrs. Noble Hamilton of the Museum.
Series tickets are $6.00 (including tax) for the public, and $5.00 for Museum Members, for the entire
series of ten nights; and $3.00 (including tax) for the public, $2.50 for Museum Members for a
series of any five nights.

Because seating is limited, subscriptions will be taken in order of receipt and season tickets will be
given preference and will be reserved. (Season tickets for the series of ten.)

program
Sept.

Precursors fo the Avant-garde Film. Includes some very early Skladanowsky primitives (1896), a sequence
from THE GOLEM, and Robert Wiene's THE CABINET OF DR. CALIGARI.

The French Avant-garde. Includes BALLET MECANIQUE by Fernand Leger, ENTR'ACTE by Rene Clair,
SMILING MADAME BEUDET by Germaine Dulac, and MENILMONTANTE by Dmitri Kirsanov.

Continental Avant-garde. Includes the famous EMAK BAKIA by Man Ray, UBERFALL by Ermo Metzner,
and COQUILLE ET CLERGYMAN (THE SEA SHELL AND THE CLERGYMAN) by Germaine Dulac.

Non-objective Form Synchronized with Music. The complete available works of Oskar Fischinger, and
RHYTHM IN LIGHT by Mary Ellen Butte.

The Animated Film as an Art Form. Includes early work of Viking Eggeling and Walt Disney, together with
some unusual contemporary developments, with Hans Richter's RHYTHMUS 21.

Contemporary Experimental Films in America. Includes Maya Deren's latest film, RITUAL IN TRANS-
FIGURED TIME, the complete works of John and James Whitney and others.

Fantasy into Documentary. Includes Alberto Cavalcanti's RIEN QUE LES HEURES, Walther Ruttmann's
BERLIN, and Ralph Steiner's THE CITY.

Experiments in the Fantastic and the Macabre. Includes Jean Epstein's FALL OF THE HOUSE OF USHER,
and Man Ray's MYSTERES DU CHATEAU DU DE.

Poetry in Cinema. LE SANG D'UN POETE (BLOOD OF A POET) by Jean Cocteau.

The Surrealists. Includes the most famous of surrealist films: UN CHIEN ANDALOU by Luis Bunuel and
Salvador Dali, together with Marcel Duchamp's ANAEMIC CINEMA, and Hans Richter's latest film (tentative).

NOTE: (Program subject to change without notice.)

Illustration 6. Program announcement for Art in Cinema’s first series, fall 1946. An order blank

followed the text.
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There is just one question in my mind pertaining to the article you sent us, and that is, if it was origi-
nally written for the Museum of Modern Art, we would want to be sure of not getting into trouble
with them by our reprinting it, in the event that they have it copyrighted, or have any other claim on
it. However, it [is] so exactly what we need that we are in hopes there will be no cause for trouble.

We are greatly indebted to you for your interest and for the material you have sent us. Again, thank
you very much. We will keep you posted on any new developments, and we hope it possible to make
arrangements with you for showing the ANTHOLOGY on the second series.

Sincerely yours,
Frank Stauffacher

PS: Foster says that George Leite of Circle magazine would like to have the article in question at any
time. Circle 9 is now being printed and will be out next week. Circle 10 will be ready at an unknown
date, so there is no definite deadline.

In regard to the three films mentioned above, as I say, we could use them either on Oct. 25, or Now.
29, although they could be used on any of the nights. If this is agreeable with you, let us know the
conditions of rental, prices, etc.

FS

Reprinted by permission of Barbara Stauffacher Solomon.
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Program Announcement for Art in Cinema’s First Series, 9/46

ART IN CINEMA Series One

A series of avant-garde films in modern art forms—surrealist, non-objective, abstract, fantastic—are
to be shown at the San Francisco Museum of Art in a ten week showing. The schedule is September
27 through November 29, 1946, Friday evenings at 8:00 P.M. This series is being jointly sponsored
by the Museum, the California School of Fine Arts, and Circle Magazine.

It is the first attempt of its kind in San Francisco. The series will include many films that have had a
very limited public showing in America. Each film has been chosen for its artistic merit, with emphasis
on films made in the modern art tradition. The Museum believes that the film as an art form has not
been fully explored in America. As part of the Museum'’s over-all policy of bringing to San Francisco
the best representative works of contemporary artists in all art mediums, this series has been arranged.

The program as it was originally conceived had no principle of organization. The field of the so-
called art film was an unknown quantity; none of the normal distribution channels for commercial
films were of any help in arranging the series. The New York Museum of Modern Art Film Library
was the best source for the films, and we have leaned heavily upon them for help. Without the
patient understanding of Mr. Arthur Rosenheimer, Assistant Curator of the Film Library, this series
would not have been possible. The method of organizing the series has been a highly personal one,
involving interviews with some of the artists who made the films, discussions with the few people
who had knowledge of the field, and extensive research in widely scattered magazine articles, books,
and catalogues. The program as it now stands, attempts to cover the field in a comprehensive way.
Jay Leyda, an authority on this subject, assisted immeasurably in the arrangement of the program.

The catalogue will include articles by Luis Bunuel, Henry Miller, Oskar Fischinger, John and James
Whitney, Maya Deren, and Man Ray. A short bibliography will be included. We hope that this series
will accomplish several purposes: that it will show the relation between the film and the other art
media—sculpture, painting, poetry; that it will stimulate interest in the film as a creative art medium in
itself, requiring more of an effort of participation on the part of the audience than the Hollywood fan-
tasies, before which an audience sits passively and uncreatively; and that it will give assistance to those
contemporary artists who labor in obscurity in America with no distribution channels for their work.

The series is organized on a non-commercial, non-profit basis, and single tickets will not be sold.
Admission is by series subscription. Inquiries should be directed to Mrs. Noble Hamilton of the
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Illustration 7. Berlin intersection in Walther Ruttmann'’s Berlin: Die Sinfonie einer Grosstadt (Berlin:
Symphony of a Big City, 1927). Courtesy Museum of Modern Art Film Stills Archive.

Museum. Series tickets are $6.00 (including tax) for the public, and $5.00 for Museum Members, for
the entire series of ten nights; and $3.00 (including tax) for the public, $2.50 for Museum Members
for a series of five nights.

Because seating is limited, subscriptions will be taken in order of receipt and season tickets will be
given preference and will be reserved. (Season tickets for the series of ten.)

PROGRAM

Sept. 27 Precursors to the Avant-garde Film. Includes some very early Skladanowsky
primitives (1896), a sequence from THE GOLEM, and Robert Wiene's THE CABINET
OF DR. CALIGARI.

Oct. 4 The French Avant-garde. Includes BALLET MECANIQUE by Fernand Leger, ENTR’ACTE
by Rene Clair, SMILING MADAME BEUDET by Germaine Dulac, and MENIL-
MONTANTE by Dmitri Kirsanov.

Oct. 11 Continental Avant-garde. Includes the famous EMAK BAKIA by Man Ray, UBERFALL by
Erno Metzner, and COQUILLE ET CLERGYMAN (THE SEA SHELL AND THE CLERGY-
MAN) by Germaine Dulac.

Oct. 18 Non-objective Form Synchronized with Music. The complete available works of Oskar
Fischinger, and RHYTHM IN LIGHT by Mary Ellen Butte.
Oct. 25 The Animated Film as an Art Form. Includes early work of Viking Eggeling and Walt

Disney, together with some unusual contemporary developments, with Hans Richter’s
RHYTHMUS 21.

Nov. 1 Contemporary Experimental Films in America. Includes Maya Deren'’s latest film, RITUAL
IN TRANSFIGURED TIME, the complete works of John and James Whitney and others.
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Nov. 8 Fantasy into Documentary. Includes Alberto Cavalcanti’s RIEN QUE LES HEURES,
Walther Ruttmann’s BERLIN, and Ralph Steiner’s THE CITY.

Nov. 15 Experiments in the Fantastic and the Macabre. Includes Jean Epstein’s FALL OF THE
HOUSE OF USHER, and Man Ray’s MYSTERES DU CHATEAU DU DE.

Nov. 22 Poetry in Cinema. LE SANG D'UN POETE (BLOOD OF A POET) by Jean Cocteau.

Nov. 29 The Surrealists. Includes the most famous of surrealist films: UN CHIEN ANDALOU by
Luis Bunuel and Salvador Dali, together with Marcel Duchamp’s ANAEMIC CINEMA,
and Hans Richter’s latest film (tentative).

NOTE: (Program subject to change without notice.)

[The announcement ended with an order blank.]
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Letter to James and John Whitney from Frank Stauffacher,
9/22/46

22 Sept. 1946
Dear John & Jim

The photographs arrived yesterday and they are superb for the exhibit. We hope to get this up in
another week. The booklet is way behind schedule because we keep getting more material for it, and
this makes us more selective. For example, Hans Richter sent us a definitive and detailed history of
the avant-garde film that he wrote a few years ago, and which has not so far been published. The
thing is getting larger, and will now cost much more than we originally intended—to print it. But we
have hopes for this booklet, and will finance it somehow.

The press preview went off okay, and we had a good attendance from them. I ran the projector
because the regular projectionist was off that morning, and so I didn't get a chance to sense the reac-
tions while the films were on. But afterwards, in general, the comments were very good, although
mixed. We ran a few of Fischinger’s, yours, and two of Maya Deren’s. These were the only ones we
could obtain on short notice for this event. One thing was obvious: the press was divided into the
old reactionary and progressive sides. Critics, like Alfred Frankenstein, who like classics, felt your
films were too modern, although they liked them as experiments—this was Frankenstein’s comment
afterwards. On the other hand, the younger, more forward-looking were terrifically enthusiastic, re
your films. I am eager to get reactions from the big regular audience when we show them in the
series. Already the tickets have practically sold out, and a week to go yet.

Foster gave a short talk to the press prior to the screening, and he read excerpts from your paper on
how the films were created technically. The gallery exhibit, when it gets up, will complete the picture,
as far as explanation is concerned. Dr. Morley, the curator here, and the entire museum staff went
completely overboard on your films, and wanted to see them a second time. I am enclosing one
result of this press preview. Kevin Wallace is neither an art critic nor a music critic, so his remarks
don’t hold much water from the aesthetic point of view. Frankenstein and the rest have not reported
in the papers yet, due no doubt to the current dither about the opera opening. But all in all, the
films have created considerable dither themselves.

I'll send you along other press pieces as they come out. Foster is making up contracts of sorts, to
send those of you who are renting us films—at least, that’s what he says, and so you'll hear from him
within a week. Again, thanks for cooperating with us so smoothly, and best wishes to you both.

Sincerely yours,
Frank Stauffacher

Reprinted by permission of Barbara Stauffacher Solomon.
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Letter to Frank Stauffacher from James Broughton, 9/24/46 [hw]

378 Golden Gate Ave
San Francisco, 2
Sept 24, 1946

Dear Mr. Stauffacher:

Mr. Peterson [Sidney Peterson] has expressed some belated concern that the program note which I
wrote about “The Potted Psalm” might be misconstrued as too fulsome a tribute to his key role in the
film’s making. Therefore he has asked me to urge you to edit it, if you & Mr. Foster should likewise
consider it too much of a ‘blurb, or the kind of material unsuitable to your catalogue. If you wish to
leave it out entirely, and allow Mr. Peterson’s statement alone to express the film, that is also satisfac-
tory. We were not too certain of what you desired in your Program Notes, and since I asked Mr. Peter-
son to prepare the Statement, I felt impelled to make some comment of my own which would suit-
ably credit his creative responsibility in the project. I should like this fact to be known, but as for the
final wording of it (or even its advisability), that I will leave to your discretion as editor.

Yours very sincerely,
James Broughton

Reprinted by permission of Joel Singer.
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Letter to Mrs. Noble Hamilton from Edward J. Soph, 9/26/46

U.S. NAVY RECRUITING STATION
Post Office Building

Third and Boulder Streets

Tulsa 2, Oklahoma

26 September 1946

Mrs Noble Hamilton
San Francisco Museum of Art,
Civic Center, San Francisco, Cal.

Dear Mrs. Hamilton:
I have received the announcement of “Art in Cinema, Series One.” Thank you very much.

I am most interested in the program the Museum is offering and regret that I shall not be in San
Francisco this season.

During the past few months a few friends and I have attempted to organize such a program for the
Philbrook Museum of Fine Arts in this city. We have not had the same success that you seem to be
enjoying. We shall show only one film which might be called “avant-garde”—*“The Cabinet of Doctor
Caligari.” Unfortunately the patrons of the local museum are not in the least objective in viewpoint
and it is going to take a great amount of education to change them. They doubtlessly will be out-
raged when they see “Alexander Nevesky.” It is our plan to run a yearly program and we hope in time
to be able to show films of the more “advanced” sort.

May I ask a favour of you? As I am intensely interested in the type of program you are offering I would
like very much to have a copy of the catalogue mentioned in the announcement. Would you please
send me one? If there is any charge please let me know and I shall forward the amount required.
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Please address all correspondence to:

Lt. Edward J. Soph,
205 East 25th Street,
Tulsa 5, Oklahoma.

I would like to have the catalogue because of my personal interest.
Very truly yours,

Edward J. Soph [hw]
Edward J. Soph,
Lieutenant, USNR.

[Mrs. Noble Hamilton was membership secretary for the San Francisco Museum of Art during the 1940s.]
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Letter to Frank Stauffacher from James Broughton, 9/26/46

[--]
26 September 1946
Dear Frank Stauffacher:

In the light of a few days of leisure, following our absorbed haste in preparing the Statement for your
catalogue, Mr. Peterson and I have subsequently concluded that it would be a most unfair as well as
unwise record of the complexity of our collaboration for my Program Note to be published. There-
fore, we ask you now imperatively not to print it at all. It represents too one-sided a tribute, leaving
out of account the equally substantial nature of my contributions—as playwright, poet, and theatre-
director—to the making of the film.

Collaboration, as you may not know, is an exceedingly complicated affair; it is often difficult to deter-
mine who was responsible for what, and how. In this particular case, our wiser reflection has made us
realize that we are both thoroughly responsible for the result. (If you have read Dali’s autobiography,
you will know that he considers his part far superior to Bunuel's; and I daresay the reverse is true.)

I trust that our fluctuations in this matter will not cause undue disruption in your printing proce-
dure, and that you will be able to do us this final favor. If you feel that some Note is required, let it
state no more than that it was produced by us jointly here in San Francisco.

You, and Mr. Foster, may be gratified to learn that we have been also hard at work making many
improvements in the film, which should do much toward its shape and experience as a work of art.

I trust this letter reaches you in time. I have been unable to reach you by phone, and have therefore
taken this slower expediency.

Yours, very cordially,

James Broughton [hw]
Reprinted by permission of Joel Singer.

[Of course, Luis Buriuel and Salvador Dali collaborated on Un Chien Andalou (1929) and LAg d’or (1930).]

R R R R R
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Letter to Edward J. Soph from Mrs. Noble Hamilton, 9/28/46

September 28, 1946.

Lieutenant Edward J. Soph,
U.S. Navy Recruiting Station
Post Office Bldg.,

Third & Boulder Sts.,

Tulsa, 2, Oklahoma.

Dear Lieut Soph:

The first ART IN CINEMA Program passed off most successfully last night—I am enclosing the pro-
gram notes we passed around to the audience. Our attendance was about 500 people and we have
been sold out of tickets for the last week. We had a group who neglected to send in for tickets—
about 30 odd—whom we finally had to let in for standing room.

The catalogue on this series is still in the process of being completed—we do not know the price it
will be as yet—but I shall keep your letter on file and let you know when it is ready for distribution.
All the sources for the material used in this program will be in the catalogue, as well as the story of
how the program came to be.

All the work was done by a group of young men—Richard Foster, Frank Stauffacher and George
Leite—as I am in charge of Motion Picture programs here, my name appears on the prospectus, oth-
erwise, I take no credit. Mr. Foster came to me a year ago with the idea—I had tried unsuccessfully to
get such a program together and had failed—so when they agreed to really track the films down, I
was overjoyed. The Museum of Modern Art have been of invaluable help in the compilation of both
program and catalogue and they are the principal source of films, though there are a number of
other sources too—all of which will be in the catalogue.

Thank you so much for your interest.
Most sincerely,

Mrs. Noble Hamilton
In Charge of Film Programs

R R R R S

Alfred Frankenstein, “Art and Music,” from the San Francisco
Chronicle, 10/6/46

“Art and Music: ‘In a Small Way, the Experimental Films at the Museum Are ‘Colossal,” San Francisco
Chronicle, October 6, 1946.

One of the differences between a movie and, say, a hot dog is that you can taste a hot dog. You don't
taste a movie yet, and God help you if you ever can, but you can still see plenty on a movie screen,
including a great deal that you will never be able to see anywhere else.

You can, for instance, witness the meeting of Frederic Chopin and Herbert Hoover at the funeral
of William Tell, and experience the heights of pathos and lyricism achieved by that funerary cortege
as Rene Clair steps up its tempo from slow motion to the most vertiginous and devastating “chase”
in the history of the cinema.

You can see San Francisco transmogrified through the poetic and image-making eyes of Sidney
Peterson and James Broughton into a place of such strangeness, wild action and still terror, as exists
nowhere except in the dreaming mind of every human being. And you can see the comedy of shapes
in movement, flickering in and out of closeness and distance, twirling, dancing and constantly
changing as Oskar Fischinger sets forth the fireworks of his abstract films to music.

Maybe Rene Clair didn’t mean you to see Chopin, Hoover and William Tell in his picture, and
perhaps Mr. Peterson and Mr. Broughton have their own reserved opinion regarding their new film,
“The Potted Psalm”; it is a matter of little moment. For one of the delights of experimental art forms
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is that each person will “read” them according to his own prejudices and each person will be right.
Thus an old principle is reaffirmed in a new setting: release art from the tyranny of “meaning” and
you enrich its meanings a thousand fold.

The above sage and beautiful literature is composed by way of informing you that the San Francisco
Museum of Art has embarked upon a series of presentations of so-called ‘avant garde’ films, to run
on Friday nights at 8.

The current series is devoted entirely to experimental films. The narrative and dramatic pictures
usually exploited in such offerings— “The Birth of a Nation” and that sort of thing—are excluded.
The pictures which Richard Foster and Frank Stauffacher have assembled to show at the museum are
surrealist, symbolistic, whatnot; they agree only in that their emphasis is upon experiment with the
camera rather than upon actors and actresses.

Some of them are lent by the famous film library at the Museum of Modern Art in New York, but
in the course of their researches Foster and Stauffacher have run across much that the Museum of
Modern Art has not collected. They have found innumerable experimenters with the film in various
corners of this country, and they are a highly varied crew. One of them, Douglas Crockwell, is a
highly successful commercial artist who has designed covers for the Saturday Evening Post. Others
are poets, musicians, dancers, and refugees from UFA genteelly starving to death in Hollywood. There
is, in short, a great deal more isolated experiment with movies going on hereabouts than anybody
ever realized—and the European field, so far as recent work is concerned, remains to be explored.

Foster and Stauffacher are preparing a catalogue for their series which will be a kind of monograph
on films of the avant-garde. It includes a hair-raising document, an article on “The Art of Cineplas-
tics” written in 1919 by none other than Elie Faure. That great historian of art speaks, in part, of “the
new plastic impressions I have obtained at the cinema. Their elements, their complexity, which
varies and winds in a continuous movement, the constantly unexpected things imposed on the work
by its mobile composition, ceaselessly renewed, ceaselessly broken and remade, fading away and
reviving and breaking down, monumental for one flashing instant, impressionistic the second fol-
lowing—all this constitutes a phenomenon too radically new for us even to dream of classing it with
painting, or with sculpture, or with the dance, least of all with the modern theater. It is an unknown
art that is beginning.

“I would point out,” Faure continues, “the immense resources which, independent of the acting
of the cinemimics, are beginning to be drawn from their multiple and incessantly modified rela-
tionships with the surroundings—the landscape; the calm, the fury, and the caprice of the
elements—from natural or artificial lighting, from the prodigiously complex and shaded play of
values, from precipitate or retarded movements.

“That the starting point of the art of the motion picture is in plastics, seems to me to be beyond
all doubt. To whatever form of expression, as yet scarcely suspected, it may lead us, it is by volumes,
arabesques, gestures, attitudes, relationships, associations, contrasts and passages of tones—the
whole animated and insensibly modified from one fraction of a second to another—and it will
impress our sensibility and act on our intelligence by the intermediation of our eyes.”

This, mind you, came out a quarter-century ago, when cinematographic experiment was just getting
started. The program it sets forth would probably not make much sense to Louis B. Mayer, but then
Mr. Mayer does not control everything. Some of the experimenters rounded up by Foster and Stauf-
facher are doing pretty much what Faure said they would do; others are doing a good deal more.

In 1919 Faure could not foretell Salvador Dali’s revolt against the plastic, formalistic, abstract view
of art. Luis Bunuel, who worked with Dali on “An Adalusion Dog" 10 years after Faure’s article
appeared, writes that in making this picture the collaborators discarded any idea or image “if it was
derived from remembrance, or from their cultural pattern, or if, simply, it had a conscious associa-
tion with another earlier idea. They accepted only those representations as valid which, though they
moved them profoundly, had no possible explanation.”

Faure did not foresee Technicolor or the sound film, and the vast possibilities they open up. To be
sure, the experimental films so far produced with these resources are rather rudimentary, especially
those that attempt synchronization of sound and sight. Fischinger's abstractions, rigorously tied,
point by point and beat by beat, to the music of Bach, Mozart, Brahms and Souza are cute and deco-
rative and amusing, but essentially childish. John and James Whitney reverse the process, creating
their sound-tracks by some complex mathematical device whereby the sound is a kind of by-product
of the movements and intensities of their visual images. The result is quite horrible to the ear and
adds nothing to the effect of the whole; it is simply a mirror-image of Fischinger's fallacy. None of
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Illustration 8. Sara Kathryn
Arledge, circa 1931. Photograph by
Margrethe Mather. Courtesy Terry
Cannon.

them will get anywhere until sight and sound move independently, breathe equally, and comment
on each other.

Faure’s prophecy of films about the “microscopic and telescopic” infinite has not yet been fulfilled,
at least in any literal sense; the love-life of the bacillus botulinos has interesting lyrical possibilities
awaiting its David Wark Griffith. But what has been created so far is a large body of experimental
film which has a curiously epic quality and appeal.

The epic is a medium of adventure. From its beginning it suggests a long unfoldment of curious
experiences, strange incidents, and fantastic happenings. Such an unfoldment is provided by the
experimental films at the museum, even when they are extremely short. As a famous character far
from unknown to the cinema once remarked, “In a small way, it’s colossal.”

[Since Art in Cinema presented each event only once, there were few reviews of the films chosen by Stauf-
facher. Alfred Frankenstein’s announcement of the series, however, reflected a consciousness of the film
series on the part of the San Francisco press. Beginning with the second program of the first series, the San
Francisco Chronicle regularly provided a brief announcement of Art in Cinema’s Friday evening presenta-
tions the day before, on the page with the time-table for commercial films. For years this was the only regu-
lar announcement for noncommercial film presentations in the Chronicle.]

R I R RS
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Letter to Richard Foster from Sara Kathryn Arledge, 10/9/46 [hw]

1842 Rose Villa St.
Pasadena, 10, Calif.

Oct. 9, 1946

Mr. Richard B. Foster

c/o San Francisco Museum of Art
Civic Center

San Francisco, Calif.

Dear Mr. Foster:

Mr. Baxter has forwarded your letter and the announcements of the Art in Cinema series to be shown
this fall. Thank you very much. I am sorry to miss this series as I have not had the opportunity to see
several of the films included. However, we expect to locate permanently in Berkeley in January so I
am looking forward to seeing the spring series.

In regard to my dance film—we produced three minutes (screen time) in 1941 but the many difficul-
ties due to the war and lack of sufficient funds to overcome them made it necessary to suspend pro-
duction. We were able to start work again this September and expect to finish it by the middle of
November. It is to be shown here in Hollywood the 27 of November, and at three other dates yet to
be arranged in this area. It will be available for your Spring Series. This would give you an opportu-
nity to see the film at our convenience after we move to Berkeley and to decide whether it would be
suitable for that series.

The film—Phantasmagoria—is a related series of experiments presenting some of the manifold pos-
sibilities of the motion picture as a medium for the dance. It is on 16mm. kodachrome film and the
screen time will probably be around 8 minutes.

Sincerely
Sara Kathryn Arledge

Reprinted by permission of Terry Cannon.
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Program Notes for the 10/11/46 Presentation

SAN FRANCISCO MUSEUM OF ART
ART IN CINEMA....SERIES ONE

Sponsored by The San Francisco Museum of Art, Circle Magazine, and The California
School of Fine Arts.

OCTOBER 11, 1946....CONTINENTAL AVANTGARDE*

EMAK BAKIA Man Ray
L'ETOILE DE MER Man Ray
COQUILLE ET CLERGYMAN Germaine Dulac

Program Notes

Our inclination to expect every film to tell a story stems from our deep-rooted Hollywood heritage.
Actually, a film need not tell a story any more so, for example, than does music. If we cannot discern
a logical sequence of literary ideas, we should not blame the film. Perhaps none was intended. The
fact remains that thousands of movies containing more or less logical ideas have passed beneath the
bridge, yet these simple experiments still remain fresh and stimulating. Although there is much in
them that might seem trite to our modern eyes, there is also much in them that seems new,—which
is another way of defining “Avantgarde.”
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EMAK BAKIA (French 1926) Produced, directed, and photographed by Man Ray. (Loaned through
the courtesy of Man Ray.) “A series of fragments, a cinepoem with a certain optical sequence make
up a whole that still remains a fragment. Just as one can much better appreciate the abstract beauty
in a fragment of a classic work than in its entirety, so this film tries to indicate the essentials in con-
temporary cinematography. It is not an ‘abstract’ film or a story-teller; its reasons for being are its
inventions of light-forms and movements, while the more objective parts interrupt the monotony of
abstract inventions or serve as punctuation. Anyone who can sit through an hour’s projection of a
film in which sixty per cent of the action passes in and out of doorways and in inaudible conversa-
tions, is asked to give twenty minutes of attention to a more or less logical sequence of ideas without
any pretention of revolutionizing the film industry. To those who could still question ‘the reason for
this extravagance’ one can simply reply by translating the title EMAK BAKIA, an old Basque expres-
sion which means ‘don’t bother me! ” (Man Ray, in Close-Up. August 1927)

LETOILE DE MER (Star of the Sea) (French 1928) Produced, directed and photographed by Man Ray
from a poem of the same name by Robert Desnos. With Andre de la Riviere. (Loaned through the
courtesy of Man Ray.) Here the peculiar beauty of a modern poem is translated into visual rhymes
and visual rhythms by the use of experimental photographic techniques. The fluid, atmospheric
quality is a result of shooting through a pane of obscuring glass, but when an image presents a com-
positional interest it is shot normally. The oscillation from hazy transfigurations to sharp, clearly-
understood objectivity conveys perfectly the atmosphere of the poem which was its inspiration.

COQUILLE ET CLERGYMAN (The Seashell and The Clergyman) (French 1928) Directed by Ger-
maine Dulac from a scenario by Antonin Artaud. Photographed by Paul Guichard. (Loaned by The
Museum of Modern Art Film Library.) By the use of fantasy and symbolism, Madame Dulac takes us
into the mind of a clergyman whose religious vows deny his normal impulses. His conscious and
subconscious thoughts move across the screen with the grace of choreography. Authority, dressed first
in a bemedaled uniform and then as a parson, appears and reappears to frustrate the clergyman’s
desires and to lawfully enjoy for himself that which the clergyman cannot have. Here, conscious
symbolism is chosen to evoke definite reactions, to lead the spectator through the clergyman’s
frustration, resentment, and escape into a dream-fantasy where Authority presides over his marriage
to the woman, only to find in the pieces of the shattered crystal, the menacing face of Authority,
once again. (For a complete study of the visual symbols in this film, see Oswell Blakeston's Freud On
The Films in Close-Up, November, 1929.)

—Frank Stauffacher
Musical accompaniment for this program selected by Paul Velguth and Sydney Rawson.
The next program in this series will be NON-OBJECTIVE FORM SYNCHRONIZED WITH MUSIC
*UBERFALL, originally scheduled here, has been transferred to a later date due to the length of this
evening’s program.

[These are the first program notes Stauffacher signed.]

R
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Letter to Frank Stauffacher from Grace L. McCann Morley,
10/22/46

San Francisco Museum of Art

The Museum of the San Francisco Art Association
War Memorial—Civic Center

Hemlock 2040

San Francisco, California

WILLIAM W. CROCKER, President
GRACE L. McCANN MORLEY, Director

October 22, 1946

Mr. Frank Stauffacher
198 Warren Road
San Mateo, California

Dear Mr. Stauffacher:
May I resumé for the record our general understanding concerning the catalogue for “Art in Cinema.”

We are to copyright the catalogue, so that the rights are to be in the name of the Museum, Art in
Cinema Society as it is a non-profit venture and any income over and above the various agreed
costs may be credited to the Art in Cinema Fund, to be used in developing further this activity in
the future.

It is agreed that if you care to use any of the material included in the catalogue for a book on the
cinema in the future that we shall grant you permission without charge, in consideration of your
work in preparing the catalogue and obtaining the material in it.

The catalogue is to sell at $2.00 retail at our desk and anywhere else. It will sell at $1.50 to Members
of the Art in Cinema Society and to all regular Museum Members. It will sell at $1.20 wholesale. Tax,
where it is applicable, will of course be added at the time of sale.

It is suggested that subscription be taken even in advance of publication in order to have some oper-
ating funds, and to get more idea of immediate demand. You will arrange with Mrs. Hamilton the
free copies which are to go to contributors and others. It is agreed that some appropriate payment,
even if only a token payment, be made to the contributors. Such a payment has already been made
to Bazalel Schatz ($75) for designing the cover and for laying out the entire catalogue.

It is understood that any return after the costs of printing and of these payments have been met will
go into the Art in Cinema Fund to be added to whatever remains from the program itself to swell the
Fund for future use in the development of more Art in Cinema programs. No individual will benefit
or make any kind of profit on the Catalogue nor on the program.

May I add here what I have so often said, that we are exceedingly grateful for all you have done to
make the whole program a possibility and a success.

Sincerely yours,

Grace L. McCann Morley
Director

GMM:nb

IR IR IRt
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Letter to Richard Foster from Margaret Wright and
Una Atkinson, 10/24/46 [hw]

737 Brussels St
San Francisco 24

24 Oct. 19460.

Dear Mr. Foster,

We hold two tickets for the Friday night film series for which you are the manager.
Our seats are 21 and 22.

Would it be possible for us to have these seats changed for others nearer the screen?
We make this request for two reasons—

1. We had no choice of location when we bought these seats and find ourselves with headaches after
each performance.

2. Being on the aisle we were disturbed all through last Friday’s performance by the small “safety”
light on the baseboard. This was kept lighted for the first time and though shaded was most annoy-
ing. We were pretty tired of holding our programs up to faces for two hours.

During all previous programs this light has been OUT and safety be damned!

An obliging young man in the row behind extinguished this light last Friday, whereupon the ticket-
taker-cum-usher (she wears a green velvet skirt and yellow blouse and is blond-ish) danced up to
him, leaned over him and yearned:

“It’s a safety measure...c00...c00...coo...don’t you understand? coo...coo...coo”
The young man came up from under and stammered:

“Uh...uh...but that light is bothering those ladies in front.”

“Huh!” snapped the usher, putting out the light once more and flouncing off with nary a glance or a
coo at us!

This same usher a couple of weeks ago occupied, with a young man, two seats in the row in front of
us. The running conversation she kept up with her companion during some of the delightful music
annoyed her neighbors so much that she had to be “shushed” over and over again.

It would seem to be a very unhappy choice of ushers.

We understand that safety measures are necessary but why do they have to interfere with one’s com-
fort? Goodness knows that gallery is a bad enough place in which to show motion pictures—lack of
adequate ventilation, seats not raked—uncomfortable chairs—without piling on other annoyances!

We hope you will please be able to do something for us.
Yours very truly

(Miss) Margaret Wright
(Miss) Una Atkinson

R
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Program Notes for the 10/25/46 Presentation

SAN FRANCISCO MUSEUM OF ART

ART IN CINEMA....SERIES ONE
Sponsored by the San Francisco Museum of Art, Circle Magazine, and
The California School of Fine Arts.

FIFTH PROGRAM, OCT. 25, 1946... THE ANIMATED FILM AS AN ART FORM

PRIMITIVE ANIMATED PAINTINGS Unknown

DRAME CHEZ LES FANTOCHES Emile Cohl

GERTIE THE DINOSAUR Winsor McCay
NEWMAN'’S LAUGH-O-GRAMS Walt Disney
SKELETON DANCE Walt Disney
STEAMBOAT WILLIE Walt Disney
CARMEN Lotte Reiniger
CHANTS POPULAIRES Norman McLaren, Alexeieff
RHYTHMUS 21 Hans Richter
STUDIES Oskar Fischinger
GLEN FALLS SEQUENCE Douglass Crockwell

PROGRAM NOTES

A short survey of the animated film, this program attempts to examine the artistic invention and
plasticity that has been this form of cinema’s dominant characteristic—even when, as in the work of
Walt Disney—it has been primarily concerned with the subject of entertainment rather than with
experiment in the art of the film.

DRAME CHEZ LES FANTOCHES (French 1907) By Emile Cohl. The second of the French
pioneer’s cartoons.

GERTIE THE DINOSAUR (American 1909) By Winsor McCay. Animated cartoons had previously
made their appearance on the screen in 1907, with Emile Cohl’s work. It is Winsor McCay, however,
who must be regarded as the true father of Felix The Cat and all the cinema’s other delightfully
anthropomorphic creatures.

NEWMAN'S TAUGH-O-GRAMS (American 1920) Walt Disney’s first film drawing rather than ani-
mated cartoon.

SKELETON DANCE (American 1929) By Walt Disney. Disney has since rarely approached the fresh-
ness, playfulness, and plasticity of this, his first Silly Symphony.

STEAMBOAT WILLIE (American 1928) By Walt Disney. Disney evolved what the Disney studio refers
to as the “mouse form” in the spring of 1928, after many experiments during the course of which
the mouse was tried out with various kinds of clothes, ears, and expressions. This was the second
Mickey Mouse cartoon, and the first one with sound.

CARMEN (German 1933) An animated silhouette film by the famous artist, Lotte Reiniger.

CHANTS POPULAIRES (French Canadian contemporary) A selection of unusual animated cartoons
produced for the Canadian Film Board by Norman McLaren and Alexander Alexeieff.

RHYTHMUS 21 (German 1921) By Hans Richter. This was the first “pure” or abstract film to be cre-
ated. Richter and his colleague, Eggeling, had previously experimented with the graphic development
of form in a time sequence by the use of scroll drawings. (One of Richter’s scroll drawings hangs on
the left wall of the Art In Cinema gallery show.) The difficulty of animating these complex designs
on film resulted in Richter taking the simple form the screen gave him—the square and the rectan-
gle—upon which to base his first abstract film. Theo van Doesburg sponsored the film's premiere in
Paris, introducing Richter as a Dane because of post-World War I feeling against the Germans.

STUDIES (German 1929-30) By Oskar Fischinger. In answer to repeated requests, we are including here
several of Fischinger’s Black and White Studies shown last week. Unfortunately, the sound track on
COLORATURA and STUDY #6 is in such poor shape we shall run these two without sound. However,
they lose none of their quality of sheer movement, so successful in imparting a keen visual sensation.
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GLEN FALLS SEQUENCE (American contemporary) By Douglass Crockwell. Mr. Crockwell writes:
“About eight years ago I set up an animation easel with the camera mounted overhead and the work
area arranged much as a draughtman’s desk, except that the working area consisted of several movable
layers of glass slightly separated. The basic idea was to paint continuing pictures on these various lay-
ers with plastic paint, adding at times and removing at times, and to a certain extent these early
attempts were successful. This basic process was changed from time to time with varying results and I
have still made no attempt yet to stabilize the method. Somewhat as a consequence of this has been
the fragmentary character of the work produced.” (Acquired through the courtesy of Mr. Crockwell)

—TFrank Stauffacher

Musical accompaniment to this program selected by Paul Velguth and Sydney Rawson. The next pro-
gram in this series will be CONTEMPORARY EXPERIMENTAL FILMS IN AMERICA and will include
the premiere screening of the San Francisco produced psychological study THE POTTED PSALM by
Sydney Peterson and James Broughton, the complete audio-visual studies of John and James Whit-
ney, and Maya Deren'’s latest experiment in space-time: RITUAL IN TRANSFIGURED TIME.

[The title of Douglass Crockwell’s film is actually “Glens Falls Sequence,” and Stauffacher frequently mis-
spells Peterson’s first name, which is Sidney.]

R R R R

Letter to Mrs. Noble Hamilton from Paul Ballard, 10/30/46

The Ballard Film Society

2036 Glencoe Way
Hollywood 28, California
Phone HEmpstead 5512

Paul Ballard, Founder-Director

Oct. 30, 1946

Mrs. Noble Hamilton
San Francisco Art Museum
San Francisco, Calif.

Dear Mrs. Hamilton,

I think that your present film project at the Museum is a wonderful opportunity for those who are
interested in the cinema as an art form. [ have actively been working to achieve similar accomplish-
ments here in Hollywood. It is a very difficult and discouraging work. There is such a great indiffer-
ence in the studios to anything pertaining to films in terms of culture or treatment as an art form.
My film society has been active for the past two years and it is just now catching on. I obtain my
films from many sources but mainly from the Museum of Modern Art Film Library. I have noted that
some of the films listed in your series are difficult to find. I have a fairly comprehensive catalog but
there are certain films which I did not know were available. I would appreciate knowing the source
of the following films and if they are available on 16mm.

UBERFALL—Erno Metzler

OSKAR FISCHINGER works

RHYTHM IN LIGHT—Mary Ellen Butte

Mysteres Du CHATEAU DU DE—Man Ray

LE SANG D'UN POETE* Cocteau

Hans Richter’s latest film and any others not listed.

I would like to have a similar series here in Hollywood and any help you can give me will be greatly
appreciated. I learned about your work through Miss Arledge of Pasadena. I am showing here experi-
mental dance film in Dec. I have had the opportunity to see the footage thus far and it shows great
potential for dance films and the ability of the medium to free the dancer from the limitations of
space. I, too , am working on an experimental film using athletes for the subject matter. My film is
being shot of athletes against only a sky background and never showing the subjects touching the
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ground. I intend to cut the film to symphonic music and am using the symphonic form as my basis.
There will be three movements, Medium (with normal free action on parrele, rings, and free ex.),
adagio (all action in slow-motion) and the dramatic finale (with dramatic action & shots and contra-
puntal cutting). A big attempt but I am trying.

I have found recently a few films that would be of interest to you. Perhaps you do not know the
sources so here they are.

Romance Sentimentale—Sergei Eisenstein
Underground (Exp. dance film done by Lewis Jacobs & John Bovington)

both of above available from
Film Classic Exchange Fredonia, New York

Fall Of the House Of Usher—Sibley Watson
available from—Amateur Cinema League NYC.

Mt. Zao (Wonderful Skiing film made in Japan
Photography—great) by—Tatsuichi Okamoto

Early Summer Okamoto
Lullaby Okamoto

These films are available from the American Society Of
Cinematographers Hollywood 28

I spoke to the head of the Academy Of Motion Picture Arts Sciences Library, Miss Betty Franklin, and
we would both like to have copies of the catalog which you are presenting along with the Art Film
Series currently running.

Thanks so much for any help you may be able to give me. I am so happy that [ have learned about
your work because I am very anxious to keep up on all progressive work dealing with motion pictures.

Sincerely,

Paul Ballard, Dir. [hw]

R R R R R

Program Notes for the 11/1/46 Presentation

SAN FRANCISCO MUSEUM OF ART
ART IN CINEMA....SERIES ONE

Sponsored by The San Francisco Museum of Art, Circle Magazine, and
The California School of Fine Arts.

NOVEMBER 1, 1946 CONTEMPORARY EXPERIMENTAL FILMS IN AMERICA

RITUAL IN TRANSFIGURED TIME Maya Deren

A STUDY IN CHOREOGRAPHY FOR CAMERA  Maya Deren

GLEN FALLS SEQUENCE Douglass Crockwell
FIVE FILM EXERCISES John and James Whitney
THE POTTED PSALM Sydney Peterson

James Broughton

Program Notes

The four films tonight (with the exception of A STUDY IN CHOREOGRAPHY) represent four widely
separate approaches to the art of the film. GLEN FALLS SEQUENCE and the Whitneys" FIVE FILM
EXERCISES are both non-objective, but in the former, Crockwell is concerned primarily with intu-
itive expression through the play and hazard of his medium. The fluid imagery is left for each one of
us to interpret in our own way. He would be the last to explain the “meaning” in the work. In this
sense GLEN FALLS SEQUENCE may be loosely termed “surrealist”—but only in method. But in the
Whitney films, the simultaneous creation of sound and image—a revolutionary new conception—is
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based upon a carefully preconsidered plan of forms very similar to those in musical composition.
The technique, derived through experiments with a new creative instrument, is yet, by their own
admission, in a preliminary stage.

Of the two films using realistic imagery, THE POTTED PSALM is, in part, analogous to GLEN FALLS
SEQUENCE in attitude and approach. Although symbolism may often seem consciously chosen, the
question of rational meaning is unimportant. Here also, the imagery stems from an intuitive, sub-
conscious process. In the Deren Film, again there is the careful working out of a preconceived theo-
retical study of space-time. The human figures are treated as abstract forms; their movements—accel-
erated or retarded by the camera—constitute an effort to create a filmic world with its own space,
time, and reality.

RITUAL IN TRANSFIGURED TIME (1945-46) Conceived and directed by Maya Deren. Photography
by Hella Heyman. Choreographic collaboration: Frank Westbrook. Principal performers: Rita Chris-
tiana and Frank Westbrook. A Ritual is an action that seeks the realization of its purpose through the
exercise of form...the form is the meaning. Being a film ritual (the metamorphosis of the widow into
the bride) it is achieved not in spatial terms alone, but in terms of a time created by the camera.
Time here is not an emptiness to be measured by spatial activity which may fill it—time not only
creates many of the actions and events but constitutes a special integrity of the form as a whole.

This film has erroneously come to be known as the “Anais Nin” film. Anais Nin does appear in the
film,—she is the third woman in the doorway—but other than playing this small part, she has had
no other hand in its conception or creation. (Acquired through the courtesy of Maya Deren)

A STUDY IN CHOREOGRAPHY FOR CAMERA (1945) By Maya Deren and Tally Beatty. (This film
repeated tonight by popular request.) Together, the dancer and space perform a dance which cannot
exist but on film. (Acquired through the courtesy of Maya Deren)

GLEN FALLS SEQUENCE (1938-46) By Douglass Crockwell. (This film repeated tonight by popular
request.) Mr. Crockwell writes: “About eight years ago I set up an animation easel with the camera
mounted overhead and the work area arranged much as a draughtsman’s desk, except that the work-
ing area consisted of several movable layers of glass slightly separated. The basic idea was to paint
continuing pictures on these various layers with plastic paint, adding at times and removing at times,
and to a certain extent these early attempts were successful. This basic process was changed from
time to time with varying results and I have still made no attempt yet to stabilize the method. Some-
what as a consequence of this has been the fragmentary character of the work produced.” (Acquired
through the courtesy of Mr. Crockwell)

FIVE FILM EXERCISES (1943-44) By John and James Whitney. These revolutionary film studies are
the result of a film technique—still imperfect—whereby sound and image can be created simultane-
ously. The Whitneys do not yet consider these results as works of art. Thus they have called them
“exercises.” Their effort is twofold: To create an instrument that might make accessible to the individ-
ual creator a more imposing element of the cinema medium, and the conviction that “the bi-sensory
experience of auditory and visual form unified within a common time structure is intensified by the
equal purity of both plastic and auditory elements.”

Briefly, the sound is produced synthetically by photographing a controlled graph activated by a series
of pendulums upon a sound track. The sound comes into being only as sound when projected
through a sound projector. The visual forms are created by manipulation of paper cut-outs and re-
shot on color film through an optical printer which affords unlimited flexibility. Photographs of this
equipment hang on the left wall, center panel, of the Art in Cinema gallery show.

FILM #1 (1943) Begins with a three beat announcement drawn out in time which thereafter
serves as a figure to divide the four sections. Each return of this figure is more condensed, and
finally used in reverse to conclude the film.

FILMS #2 & #3 (1944) Two short fragments resulting from experiments in controlling the
mechanical development of the instrument.

FILM #4 (1944) The entire film is divided into four consecutive chosen approaches—the fourth
section devoted to a reiteration and extension of the original material.
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Section One: Movement used primarily to achieve spatial depth. An attempt is made to delay
sound in a proportional relationship to the depth of its corresponding image in the screen
space—a near image is heard sooner than one in the distance. Upon this basis the screen space
is assigned a tonal interval. Concludes with a frontal assault of all imagery used.

Section Two: Consists of four short subjects in natural sequence treated to an alternate devel-
opment of contraction and expansion of their rhythms.

Section Three: A fifteen second visual sequence which constitutes the leading idea is begun
every five seconds after the fashion of the canon form in music. This section is built upon the
establishing of complex tonal masses which oppose complex image masses, progressively
shortened in duration.

Section Four: Begins with a statement in sound and image which at its conclusion is inverted
and retrogresses to its beginning.

FILM # 5 (1944) Opens with a short canonical statement of a theme upon which the entire film
is constructed. The canon is repeated in contrasting variations by means of color. A second section
poses the same image in deep film space. The image unfolds itself repeatedly, leaving the receding
image to continue on smaller and smaller. (The forgoing notes condensed from complete discus-
sions of these films supplied by John and James Whitney. Acquired through the courtesy of John
and James Whitney.)

THE POTTED PSALM (1946) Written, produced and directed by Sydney Peterson and James
Broughton. Photography by Sydney Peterson. Music by Francean Campbell. Shot in San Francisco
during the summer of 1946, this film undertakes a visual penetration of the chaotic inner complexi-
ties of our post World War society, heretofore the preoccupation of serious modern writers. The film
medium is potentially a more natural one than literature in dealing with the sub-verbal realms of the
subconscious since it is more analogous to the dream world and its imagery. But the contents of the
dream world are divorced from rationality and possess a necessary ambiguity. Thus the only possible
approach to a film of this sort—indeed, in a sense, to any work of art—is to accept the ambiguity
without interjection of the question: why? Since we all possess an infinite universe of ambiguity
within us, these images are meant to play upon that world, and not our rational senses.

Mr. Peterson writes regarding this imagery: “From a field of dry grass, to the city, to the gravestone
marked ‘mother, and made more specific by the accident (‘objective hazard’) of a crawling caterpil-
lar, to the form of a spiral, thence to a tattered palm and a bust of a male on a tomb, the camera,
after a series of movements parodic of the sign of the cross, fastens on the profile of a young man
looking into a store window. All these scenes are susceptible of a dozen different interpretations
based upon visual connections. The connections may or may not be rational. In an intentionally
realistic work the question of rationality is not a consideration. What is being stated has its roots in
myth and strives through the chaos of commonplace data toward the kind of inconstant allegory
which is the only substitute for myth in a world too lacking in such symbolic formulations.”

The surface springboard from which this exploration is launched is a familiar enough condition to
psychology—the Oedipus complex—which in this case reverses itself. Here, rather clinical in
approach, we see it through the eyes of no one party concerned. It is the fact, and from here rises, or
perhaps descends, the plunge into the ambiguity of the subconscious.

The music for this film, written by the Canadian composer, Francean Campbell, now living in San
Francisco, is scored for clarinet, violin, piano, ocarina, xylophone, bells and percussion. The music is
not meant to be an expression of the film’s contents, but to be the composer’s personal comment
upon them.

—Frank Stauffacher
The next program in this series will be FANTASY INTO DOCUMENTARY

RIEN QUE LES HEURES by Alberto Cavalcanti
BERLIN: THE SYMPHONY OF A GREAT CITY by Walther Ruttmenn
THE CITY by Ralph Steiner and Willard van Dyke

IR R R RS
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Letter to Herman G. Weinberg from Frank Stauffacher, 11/8/46

Nov 8, 1946

Herman G. Weinberg
1600 Broadway
Suite 904

N.Y.C.

Dear Mr. Weinberg,

The catalogue, containing the excerpts from your Hans Richter index which you have so kindly per-
mitted us to use, is not yet completed, but should be by the end of this month, and we will send you
several copies at that time. It is rather unfortunate that we haven't been able to get it out at least dur-
ing half of our current film series, but all the delays have been unavoidable. Nevertheless, there has
been considerable interest shown in it, and will be still useful for our second series. With each pro-
gram so far we have distributed mimeographed notes in place of the catalogue. (Actually it has long
since ceased to be a catalogue, it has become more of a book than a catalogue.)

The film series continues to be a very successfully attended venture, and we continue to have to turn
almost as many people away as who attend. One reason for this is that we had exceptionally good
cooperation from the press, and another reason is that most of the films had never before been seen
in San Francisco. The whole thing has been tremendously stimulating to both the public and to
those of us at the Museum who have organized it, and we'd like to continue, if possible.

Being more or less new to the field, a good many small annoying controversies arise now and then.
For example, there has been considerable controversy over the matter of musical accompaniment to
certain of the silent films. There is no particular criticism of the music itself—for we have had the
cooperation of several good musical authorities—but the argument seems to exist between the
purists who want no music at all, and those who do—providing it fits the particular film. I would
like to get your attitude on this question as I know you have had to deal with it before. Our practice,
so far, has been to run the films privately several times for our musical selectors who time the film or
make up a rather careful “script,” and the records [are] selected on this basis.

We appreciate your kind offer to help us locate films for the next series. There will be a good many
repeats as there have been requests for them. But there is a great deal of material we would like to get
in addition—although it may be difficult, if not impossible. I will list some of them here. We have
no way of knowing whether or not they are worth showing—no critical basis of selection.

THE LOVE OF ZERO Robert Florey
MARCHE DES MACHINES Eugene Deslav
BRUMES D’AUTOMNE Dmitri Kirsanov

LES AVENTURES DE ROBERT MACAIRE Jean Epstein

THE WAY Francis Bruguiere

LA FLAMME BLANCHE Charles Dekeukelaire
IDYLLE A LA PLAGE Henri Storck

LIGHT RHYTHMS Brguiere and Blakeston
NIGHT ON BARE MOUNTAIN Alexander Alexieff
LIGHT PENETRATES THE DARKNESS Vavra and Pilat
PANDORA'S BOX Pabst

THE ADVENTURES OF DAVID GRAY Karl Dreyer

EN RADE Cavalcanti
BORDERLINE Kenneth MacPherson
DISQUE 957 Germaine Dulac
MONKEY'S MOON Kenneth MacPherson
IMPATIENCE Charles Dekeukelaire

VOUS VERREZ LA SEMAINE PROCHAINE Alberto Cavalcanti



1946 55

FOOTHILLS Kenneth MacPherson
NEUROSE Wow and Zitch
VERS LES ROBOTS Eugene Deslav
MONTPARNASSE Eugene Deslav

Besides, could you help us out, if possible, with addresses of the following artists?

Gloria and Emlen Etting
Dwinell Grant
Mylon Meriam

Also, if your own AUTUMN-FIRE is available.

The films listed above have been taken at random from various books and publications and, as I say,
there is no basis we have for selection. Furthermore, there is hardly a chance that any of these will be
on 16mm. However, we hope to install a 35mm setup for next series—although this is very tentative.
Also, the list must appear to you a rather chaotic group. But we would be very grateful to you for
information leading to any other films that might fit into our scheme.

One more question on sources—Any of the Soviet animated films.

[ am enclosing a press review which might be of interest, and also a complete list of the films we
have shown or will show on this present series.

Again, many thanks for your kind offer of help. We will send copies of the book as soon as it
comes out.

Sincerely yours,
Frank Stauffacher

Reprinted by permission of Barbara Stauffacher Solomon.

R R R

Letter to Frank Stauffacher from Hans Richter, 11/9/46 [hw]

Now. 9. 46

Dear Mr. Stauffacher,

Sorry that I could not answer your letter earlier. I am in the midst of preparing the recording of our
film and it makes loads of trouble.

Here is my answer: [ believe firmly that music—for the silent Avantgarde-films is essential. Of course it
depends what music. I played Eggeling, Rhythm 21, with Bach. Duchamp with Ravel. Leger with Afri-
can drums to start with then a polka, then a boogie woogie. My “ghosts” also with polka & boogie
woogie 1/2 & 1/2.—That is just to give you an idea that I have no inhibitions to use whatever music
there is.—I do not belief in the synchronicity between image & sound. That was very good (and very
seducing) when Fischinger did his first film in 31.—but it is my opinion not the idea of how sound
should be used because it becomes that way an illustration (or in the Hollywood movies) underlining
a mood “sympathetically”—or it becomes as in Fischingers films the story and the image is a mere
illustration without a structure and a meaning of its own.—I agree with Man Ray that we have to
avoid the complete synchronicity, we should find a way to let the sound and the picture move on its
own in the same direction but souverein [sovereign?] nevertheless. (I have tried that in 1929 in my
film “Alles dreht sich” (everything turns) [Everything Turns, Everything Revolves] and I try that in my
new picture again. That refers as well to the spoken word as to the musical or other sound.—of course
we have to “influence” the audience that way—in showing them our point, again and again. I think
that “counterpointing” is the way mod. art, mod. music and mod. literature is going.—there is a lot
more to say about it—but I think I was long enough for a letter and perhaps for your patience.
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I send you here 3 photos for your catalogue.—2 of the “Max Ernst” sequence and one of mine (the
blue man). I add a short description of my film which I ask you to send me back as soon as you can,
because its my last copy.

May I ask you something else? My exhibition is closing Monday here. I should like to have it go over
the country. Would your museum be interested? I have sold 3 of the paintings but they could go
along nevertheless.

Thank you very much
I hope to hear from you
My best regards

Hans Richter
123 E. 60th
New York 22 NY

P.S. I think [unreadable] for Bunuel is good Because it brings out something that is implicite in the
films—but not explicite

P.S2 I hope Mrs. Hamilton has received the contract!? I send it away immediately after I got it.

Reprinted by permission of Ursula Lawder.

R R R R R

Letter to Frank Stauffacher from Lewis Jacobs, 11/12/46

Tuesday November 12, [19]46
Dear Frank Stauffacher:

Here is a program note for Footnote To Fact: Footnote to Fact (1933) is one part of a proposed 4
part film intended to document the depression of the thirties, which was to be called As I Walk.
The other three parts were never completed: the depression! They were called: Highway 66 (the sce-
nario for this appeared in Experimental Cinema, No. 4), Faces in the Street, Night Between the
Rivers. Miscellaneous shots were taken for each of these parts but not enough to organize anykind
of structural whole. Consequently Footnote To Fact must stand alone.

The film was to be post-synchronized, using sound in a stream of consciousness technique—includ-
ing snatches of jazz, natural sounds, modern poetry and inner monologue.

Since I believe that the first principle and chief characteristic of the film medium is movement,
movement plays the dominant role in the architecture of the film.

I hope this is sufficient for your program notes. Use as little or as much as you see fit. The film goes
off air express tomorrow noon—Wednesday. You should receive it Thursday. Best wishes, and please
send me a copy of the program.

Sincerely,

Lewis Jacobs [hw]
Lewis Jacobs

Reprinted by permission of Lillian M. Jacobs.

IR R R RS
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Letter to Paul Ballard from Frank Stauffacher, 11/46

Paul Ballard
2036 Glencoe Way
Hollywood 28, Calif.

Dear Mr. Ballard,

Mrs. Hamilton has given me your letter of Oct. 30, and I will do my best to answer your questions.
Thank you very much for the sources you enclosed. Our series has been so overwhelmingly success-
ful that we are already casting around for material for another series sometime early next spring, and
the items you suggested will come in handy.

It is so very peculiar that a series of this sort has had “standing room only” results here in San Fran-
cisco. Of course the real reason for this lies in our original efforts to publicize it before hand as
much as possible, and to do this we interested the Press in the project, and they seemed to go for
it—reason being that most of the films had never been shown here before. The result was that we
have had enough response to fill the hall two nights a week instead of one—or maybe three, as far as
I know. It has motivated a swarm of cinematic experimenters, and by next spring we may have some
good local talent.

Both Foster and I had heard of your Film Society some time ago, but not before we were last down
there, or we would have tried to see you. Our purpose, this last trip, was to see what out-of-the-way
films we might be able to get. But the trip resulted in some fruitful general contacts besides. Jay
Leyda helped organize the programs, and then he came here to San Francisco for a day and helped
us gather program notes, which has not been an easy task.

The Hans Richter film you ask about—which was mentioned on our schedule—was supposed to be
DREAMS THAT MONEY CAN BUY made in collaboration with Marcel Duchamp, Alexander Calder,
Man Ray, Fernand Leger, Max Ernst. Richter is still working on it. It will be 35mm., color, and I
believe they are going to try to distribute it commercially. As you probably know, it has been
financed by, among others, Peggy Guggenheim, and the Art of This Century Films, Inc. Thus I'm
afraid it will be rather difficult to get it for groups or series such as ours at first—although you can
never tell. I have been corresponding with Richter, and he has been most cooperative all along. In
lieu of DREAMS he loaned us his VORMITTAKSPUK (Ghosts Before Noon) which is a shorter, older
film on 35mm which we are showing on the 22nd when we have 35mm projectors set up for
Cocteau’s film.

UBERFALL is now available from The Museum of Modern Art on 16mm.

You should be able to get a great many Fischingers on 16mm from Fischinger himself. Address:
Oskar Fischinger, 1010 Hammond Street. Hollywood. I believe he would appreciate your interest in
his work because of that very neglect of the film as art about which you spoke in your letter;
Fischinger originally came to this country from Germany in order to produce his abstract films in the
world’s movie capitol, which, of course, has shown practically no interest in them.

RHYTHM IN LIGHT is a short done in abstraction to Grieg's Anitra’s Dance, and is a good contrast
to Fischinger’s type of synchronization with music. It is available from Brandon Films, and appears
on page 99 of their 1945 Blue Book Catalogue.

We did not run Man Ray’s MYSTERES DU CHATEAU DE DE. Man Ray has the only print of this on
16mm., and he felt that it was in such poor shape he’d rather not show it. However we borrowed his
EMAK BAKIA and LETOILE DE MER from him on 16mm. I do not think the Museum of Modern Art
has either of these on 16mm size.
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LE SANG D'UN POETE has been rented from Martin Lewis, New York; it is still receiving commercial
distribution, and we have had to pay a commercial price for it. But since it had never been shown
here in San Francisco, we felt it justified. There is no 16mm print of this available that I know of.

On Nov. 1 we had the premiere of a San Francisco produced experimental film on 16mm that you
might be interested in. THE POTTED PSALM by Sidney Peterson and James Broughton. I will give
you Mr. Peterson’s address: 2437 Washington Street, S.F.

We ran a short film—a portion of a documentary started some years ago by Lewis Jacobs, called
FOOTNOTE TO FACT. And if you are interested you might contact Mr. Jacobs—333 N. Pointsettia
Drive, Hollywood.

[ think that covers most of your questions. I have sent out a list of films that I'd like to get for the
next series. Herman G. Weinberg, 1600 Broadway, New York seems to know of a number of good
sources for this type of thing.

We have discovered that a good filler-in are the CHANTS POPULAIRES produced by Norman Mac-
Claren and Alexander Alexeieff for the Canadian National Film Board. They are available from Bran-
don or the International Theatrical and Television Corp. However, they need a good deal of personal
editing—cutting out the community sing business, and just leaving the animations, and then too,
not all of the animations are good. But some of them are well worth the trouble. At least our audi-
ence gives them a big hand.

We would also like to show Miss Arledge’s film sometime. And your own sounds very interesting. We
will be looking forward to seeing that, too.

As for our catalogue—by this time it has grown into a book, and it should be ready for distribution
the end of this month. Throughout the current series we have been giving out mimeographed pro-
gram notes for each program, and since the book is now valueless as program note material for this
particular series, we have added a great deal of other material, cuts, etc., and plan to sell it as a book.
As soon as it becomes available, we'll send you several copies.

Again, thank you very much for your interest in our series, and for the information you have sent. If
you come across anymore, or if we can help you in any way, please, let us know.

Sincerely yours,

Frank Stauffacher
Art in Cinema Series

Reprinted by permission of Barbara Stauffacher Solomon.
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Letter to Frank Stauffacher from Robert Florey, 2/47 [?]

February 27, 1947

Mr. Frank Stauffacher
Museum of Art
San Francisco, California

Dear Mr. Stauffacher:

Early in 1928, Mr. Simon Gould, then manager of the 8th Street Cinema Playhouse in New York
offered to give World Wide exploitation to my experimental shorts, including “SKYSCRAPER SYM-
PHONY” “THE COFFIN MAKER” “LOVE OF ZERO"” “LIFE AND DEATH OF A HOLLYWOOD
EXTRA” and to that effect I gave him all the negatives and prints that I had.

I regret to say that I have not heard from Mr. Gould since 1929, I have never received any account of
the rentals or sales of my pictures which were shown for years in Europe and, as a matter of fact I do
not even know in which laboratory my negatives were stored by Mr. Gould.
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Several times during the past twenty years I had some requests similar to yours and I would have
been more than happy to loan the prints of these pictures without any charge if I had been able to
locate Mr. Simon Gould. If you have a correspondant in New York and if such correspondant might
trace and find the negatives of my films I'll be only too glad to have some positive prints made up
for you; I always had a certain “tenderness” for these early efforts because I made them for so little
(about $I00 each) and with such great enthusiasm!

If you do hear anything about them, please do let me know, I should be extremely grateful to you.
Very sincerely Yours,
R. Florey [hw]

P-S: T must say that I was rather puzzled yesterday when I read in the Hollywood Reporter that you
had booked my films and that you were going to show them soon in San Francisco, I was about to
write you when your letter forwarded by the Chaplin Studios reached me.

11411 Ayrshire Road
West Los Angeles 24
California.

[The original of Florey’s letter to Stauffacher has the date 2/27/47, but the text and Stauffacher’s 2/6/47 let-
ter to James W. Moore make clear that Florey mailed his letter earlier.]

R R

Letter to James W. Moore from Frank Stauffacher, 2/6/47

Feb. 6, 1947

Mr. James W. Moore
Amateur Cinema League, Inc.
420 Lexington Ave.

New York 17, N.Y.

Dear Mr. Moore,

I deeply regret the misunderstanding—if I may call it that—of our seeming not to credit the Amateur
Cinema League for the three films you have so generously allowed us to use. As you notice, we did
not credit the source of any of the films in particular, on the prospectus, one reason being that we
were not actually sure of getting some of them at the time of its printing, another reason being that
it was compiled and printed at the last minute in time for the March mailing and therefore does con-
tain many discrepancies. This prospectus is by no means the only notice of the films we intend
showing. It was issued only to inform members that we would have Series Two in April, the titles we
intend showing, and the dates.

For each program we are preparing as detailed a set of program notes as we can gather, with the
sources, credits, etc.—in the same manner as we did on Series One. These program notes are printed
and distributed to the audience. In addition to this we have been fortunate enough to have been
able—on Series One—to attract the art and music critics of the local papers, and to have been able to
give considerable credit and notice to the films themselves, in this manner. The interest among the
critics, in Series One, has promised a similar interest in Series Two, and I assure you that they will
again help out in the matter of credit and publicity.

As you probably know, any cinema activity of this sort begins quite dubiously. We were only able to
make a success of the last one by arranging for a good list of programs—things usually difficult to
obtain (BLOOD OF A POET, LOT IN SODOM, for example). Many of these films are prohibitive
because they are still getting commercial distribution, and thus for groups, museums, etc. they are
usually out of the question. Only by adequate publicity, the help of the newspaper critics, and put-
ting the program on in a thorough way, with detailed program notes, etc. were we able to go through
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with it without a loss. This also includes giving as large a sum as we possibly could to such inde-
pendent experimenters in film as John and James Whitney, Oskar Fischinger, Maya Deren, etc. The
Art in Cinema Society was formed with this sort of thing in mind—to provide an outlet for the
obscure, non-commercial film-worker, and to stimulate them by paying them as much as the traffic
will bear.

The matter of rental costs has varied tremendously, from none at all (Douglass Crockwell, Sidney
Peterson, etc.) to $100.00 for one night's showing of BLOOD OF A POET and LOT IN SODOM.
(This also entailed renting 35mm. equipment and a union operator.) But we have at all times been
agreeable to any rental fee, if we could possibly afford it. We feel that this has been the factor for
creating an aware and interested audience with a type of film that generally finds little opportunity
for performance.

I seem to have gotten off the track of my original theme, but I wish to tell you, in a general way, our
intentions and operation. I assure, however, that the Amateur Cinema League will be given due
credit for the films, both in the newspapers and in the program notes themselves, and I was consid-
erably upset to receive your letter March 3 containing this “misunderstanding.”

Thank you very much for your information on Dr. Watson. I might add that I have received a letter
from Robert Florey in which he says that all of his experimental films were turned over to a Mr.
Simon Gould, in 1929—the manager of the 8th Street Cinema Playhouse in New York, on the
understanding that Mr. Florey would receive world-wide distribution of them. But that is the last he
heard of them. He offered to make us prints from the negs if we could trace them down, but it
sounds rather futile. Nevertheless, I have written a number of letters regarding this.

Thank you again, and I hope you will accept my apologies, and our desires to acknowledge and give
credit for all of our films—indeed this is part of our function.

Sincerely yours,
Frank Stauffacher

Reprinted by permission of Barbara Stauffacher Solomon.

[The Amateur Cinema League supplied Art in Cinema with The Fall of the House of Usher (1928), by
James Sibley Watson and Melville Webber, shown April 11, 1947; Kaleidoscopio (1946), by the Cuban
Roberto Machado, and Mister Motorboat’s Last Stand (1930), by John Florey, shown April 25, 1947.]
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Letter to Frank Stauffacher from James W. Moore, 2/7/47

Amateur Cinema League, Inc.
420 Lexington Avenue
New York 17, N.Y.

[--]
7 February 1947

Mr. Frank Stauffacher

San Francisco Museum of Art
The Civic Center

San Francisco, Calif.

Dear Mr. Stauffacher:

I have your good letter of the fourth and am pleased to know that you feel you can use our print of
USHER [The Fall of the House of Usher] in a coming program.

You might be interested in knowing, in connection with its producer, that Dr. J. Sibley Watson is a
Charter Member of the Amateur Cinema League (founded in 1926 by Hiram Percy Maxim, the Hart-
ford, Conn., scientist) and that Dr. Watson was elected to Fellowship in the ACL in 1939.



1947 61

I have checked quite a number of source listings, and regret I cannot track down Robert Florey
exactly. The last trace I find of him was in 1943 when he was working on “The Desert Song” for
Warner Brothers. Perhaps they have a lead on him.

Of the three of our 1946 Ten Best winners you mention, we now have a Kodachrome copy of KALEI-
DOSCOPIO, in which I feel you definitely will be interested. In a couple of months, we expect to
have a copy of MOTION, in which you may be interested. We probably shall not have a copy of
DESIGN IN WHITE, and I doubt if you would be interested in any case. It actually is little more than
a brief collection of some very beautiful—but wholly unexperimental—scenes of ice and snow.

I am a bit worried about your not having received USHER as yet. I trust you will keep me advised.
Cordially yours,

James W. Moore [hw]
James W. Moore
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Letter to Frank Stauffacher from James W. Moore, 2/28/47

[--]
28 February 1947

[..]
Dear Mr. Stauffacher:
This will acknowledge receipt of your interesting letters of February 13 and 25.

I am happy to say that both KALEIDOSCOPIO and MOTORBOAT will be free for the April 25th
date. I am, therefore, planning to send them out of here on April 14, to insure their arrival and to
allow you a few days for previewing, etc. KALEIDOSCOPIO is a brand new dupe in one piece of
Kodachrome and will not need any inspection. MOTORBOAT, however, is rather old and probably
has a few splices, etc., in it. You very definitely better have it checked over before screening.

The films will go Express Collect, which will obviate the necessity of your remitting for the outward
shipment. We understand that you will return them prepaid.

Herewith a bit more data on Watson and Webber. Dr. J. Sibley Watson, at the time of producing
USHER, was a retired M. D. He comes from an old family in Rochester (vide: the street he lived on
was named Sibley Place) and, although he has made one or two publicity films for Kodak, was never
genuinely employed by them.

USHER was shot on 35mm. film with, I believe, a Bell & Howell studio-type camera. All production
was carried on in a large barn back of Watson’s house, which was practically converted into a studio.
Watson should be credited for the camera work and the many cinematic effects, while Webber was
responsible for the settings and costumes, etc.

Dr Watson is today on the Advisory Editorial Board of “American Cinematographer,” publication of
A. S. C., of which he is a member.

Glad to hear you found Bob Florey. Best of luck on the screenings.

J. W. M.
James Moore [hw]

R R
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Letter to Frank Stauffacher from Eli Willis, 3/7/47

CINEMA

8066 Beverly Boulevard
Los Angeles 36, California
Wyoming 4926

March 7, 1947
. ]

Dear Frank:

Your program came this morning. It's wonderfully diversified and a pity its not available in LA or I'd
subscribe immediately.

This stationary heading developed shortly after your brief visit here. I've received backing to put out a
monthly mag on films aimed at “intelligent movie-goers.” It won't be “arty” or academic, not
another Experimental Cinema or Hollywood Quarterly. We do want to reach the broad national
audience of intelligent people who won't stoop to a fan mag. but do want something critical and
lively on motion pictures.

The title, simply, Cinema. Size—9"x12", 24 pages; smart format, alert writing plus a few photos.
Price 25¢. Initial printings quite small to feel out the market. Unluckily, the backing is on a slim
shoe-string so that we have to move quite slowly. First issue scheduled for May 1st.

The staff now includes myself as editor and Herb Margolis as associate. I can definitely name the fol-
lowing contributors: Arthur Rosenheimer, Lewis Jacobs, Irving Lerner, Jay Leyda, Howard Salemson,
Robert Josephs, Fritz Lang, Martin Field, Helen Colton, Max Kniepper, Kenneth MacGowan, etc. The
list expands daily, including critics as well as people in the industry.

The main problem, we feel, is getting the mag in the hands of the interested people. For this, I won-
der if you could help us out. Specifically, would it be possible to get a copy of your mailing list for
the “art in cinema” showings and your accompanying book. I need hardly explain how very much
such a list would be helpful to us, especially at this beginning stage. If this can be arranged in any
way, please let me know.

I'd also appreciate it if you could send me the names of some of the SF bookstores that would be
likely places to handle such a mag. Our national distribution will be through such stores.

And, of course, any articles that you (or friends) would like to contribute would be more than wel-
come. (Though we're in the unenviable position of not being able to pay.)

If your booklet is out in time (April 1st), we'd like to cover it in first issue book review section.
Regards from the Jacobs and best to Dick [Richard Foster].

Sincerely,

Eli [hw]

E. S. Willis.

R R



The Art in Cinema Society of The San Francisco Museum of Art
presents

~“art In ctnema

Five Friday Nights at Eight o'clock

series two

April 4 - Experiments in Fantasy

THE LOVE OF ZERO by Robert Florey. WHITE FLOOD by Lawrence Morton and Hans Eisler.

WAXWORKS, the great German fantasy directed by Paul Leni, with Conrad Veidt, Emil Jannings and Werner Krauss. (or)
LE CHAPEAU DE PAILLE d'ITALIE by Rene Clair.

April 11 « Trickery and Surrealism

Includes the work of Georges Melies: A TRIP TO THE MOON, THE DOCTOR'S SECRET, THE CONQUEST OF THE POLE,
and THE PALACE OF THE ARABIAN NIGHTS.
Rene Clair's PARIS QUI DORT (The Crazy Ray). Sarah Catherine Arledge's DANCE FILM (First public showing).

THE FALL OF THE HOUSE OF USHER by Dr. J. S. Watson and Melville Webber, a shorter, more abstract version of
the Poe story, by the directors of Lot in Sodom.

LES HOUSARDS DE LA GARDE and LE VIEUX CHATEAU, two French surrealist animations.

April 18 - Symbolism and Poetry

Includes ARSENAL, Dovjhenko's masterpiece of lyric symbolism.

RAIN, a cinepoem by Joris lvens.

ROMANCE SENTIMENTALE, Sergei Eisenstein and Alexandrov's first sound film, shot in Paris by Edward Tisse.
DEATH DAY, originally a part of the footage for Eisenstein's Que Viva Mexico.

UNDERGROUND directed by Lewis Jacobs and Thomas Bouchard, with John Bovington.

April 25 ¢« Ingenuity and Wit

Includes the work of Emile Cohl, Ferdinand Zecca, and Jean Durand: LE PEINTRE NEO-IMPRESSIONISTE, UNE DAME
VRAIMENT BIEN, JOYEUX MICROBES, WHENCE DOES HE COME?, SLIPPERY JIM, THE PUMPKIN RACE, SCENES
OF CONVICT LIFE, ONESIME HORLOGER.

Dr. Roberto Machado's KALEIDESCOPIO, John Flory's MR. MOTORBOAT'S LAST STAND, and the recent work of John
and James Whitney, and Douglass Crockwell.

May 2 * Two Russian Experimental Groups

THE CLOAK directed by Grigori Kozintzev and Leonid Trauberg. (Excerpt only) .

BY THE LAW produced by the Kuleshov Workshop: a Russian interpretation of one of Jack London's most psychological
stories.

AUTUMN-FIRE by Herman G. Weinberg.
Studies 9, 10, and 12 by Oskar Fischinger (not previously shown).

With Series Two, the Art In Cinema Society, jointly sponsored by the San Francisco Museum of Art, the Cali-
fornia School of Fine Arts, and Circle Magazine, presents the results of further explorations in the field of the
Avantgarde and experimental film.

The interest shown in Series One by the San Francisco area audience was so gratifying that the Museum has
made the activities of the Art In Cinema Society a permanent part of the Museum's functions. In addition, the
Society will assist other interested groups elsewhere in preparing a similar series. The catalogue published in
conjunction with Series One will provide a ready-made program for such a showing. A series is now in preparation
for a Spring, 1947 showing at the University of California, which will bring the best of the Series One films to
an East Bay audience. The balloting by the audience at the end of Series One provided the basis for selecting
the University series. (The two most popular films in last Fall's showing were THE CABINET OF DR. CALIGARI
and BLOOD OF A POET).

The Avantgarde and experimental cinema embraces all attitudes of the so-called "temper of modern art'--
including such forms of expression as surrealism, abstraction, realism, symbolism, non-objective form, etc. The
cinema as an art form has undergone—and is undergoing still—all of the exploratory phases that characterize
the history of other modern art forms. The Art In Cinema Society believes that the showing of these films,
even though some of them only partially realize their intent, is the best and most direct way of stimulating
interest in, and furthering an understanding of this new art form.

NOTE: The Films have been drawn from many widely separated sources: from The Museum of Modern Art Film Library, from various
other distributors, and from the individual artists themselves. The Society does not maintain a film library at the present time, but
if the members of the Society's interest is maintained, and as funds become available, a small, select library will be started. We
ask your indulgence when programs must be changed due to circumstances beyond our control—shipping failures, poor quality of
prints, etc.

The series is organized on the same basis as Series One: Non-profit, non-commercial, with admission by series subscription only. Series
tickets are $3.60 for the public, and $3.00 for Museum Members. Seats will not be reserved and seating limited to 400 persons.

Iustration 9. Program announcement for the second series, spring 1947. An order blank followed
the text.
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Program Announcement for Art in Cinema’s Second Series, 3/47

The Art in Cinema Society of The San Francisco Museum of Art presents
ART IN CINEMA series two
Five Friday Nights at Eight o’clock
April 4 Experiments in Fantasy

THE LOVE OF ZERO by Robert Florey.

WHITE FLOOD by Lawrence Morton and Hans Eisler.

WAXWORKS, the great German fantasy directed by Paul Leni, with Conrad Veidt, Emil Jannings and
Werner Krauss. (or) LE CHAPEAU DE PAILLE d'ITALIE by Rene Clair.

April 11 Trickery and Surrealism

Includes the work of Georges Melies: A TRIP TO THE MOON, THE DOCTOR'’S SECRET, THE
CONQUEST OF THE POLE, and THE PALACE OF THE ARABIAN NIGHTS.

Rene Clair's PARIS QUI DORT (The Crazy Ray).

Sarah Catherine Arledge’s DANCE FILM (First public showing).

THE FALL OF THE HOUSE OF USHER by Dr. J. S. Watson and Melville Webber, a shorter, more
abstract version of the Poe story, by the directors of Lot in Sodom.

LES HOUSARDS DE LA GARDE and LE VIEUX CHATEAU, two French surrealist animations.

April 18 Symbolism and Poetry

Includes ARSENAL, Dovjhenko’s masterpiece of lyric symbolism.

RAIN, a cinepoem by Joris Ivens.

ROMANCE SENTIMENTALE, Sergei Eisenstein and Alexandrov’s first sound film, shot in Paris by
Edward Tisse.

DEATH DAY, originally a part of the footage for Eisenstein’s Que Viva Mexico.

UNDERGROUND directed by Lewis Jacobs and Thomas Bouchard, with John Bovington.

April 25 Ingenuity and Wit

Includes the work of Emile Cohl, Ferdinand Zecca, and Jean Durand: LE PEINTRE NEO-
IMPRESSIONISTE, UNE DAME VRAIMENT BIEN, JOYEUX MICROBES, WHENCE DOES HE
COME?, SLIPPERY JIM, THE PUMPKIN RACE, SCENES OF CONVICT LIFE, ONESIME
HORLOGER.

Dr. Roberto Machado’s KALEIDESCOPIO, John Flory’s MR. MOTORBOAT'S LAST STAND, and the
recent work of John and James Whitney, and Douglass Crockwell.

May 2 Two Russian Experimental Groups

THE CLOAK directed by Grigori Kozintzev and Leonid Trauberg (Excerpt only).
BY THE LAW produced by the Kuleshov Workshop; a Russian interpretation of one of Jack London’s
most psychological stories.

AUTUMN-FIRE by Herman G. Weinberg.
Studies 9, 10, and 12 by Oskar Fischinger (not previously shown).

With Series Two, the Art In Cinema Society, jointly sponsored by the San Francisco Museum of Art,
the California School of Fine Arts, and Circle Magazine, presents the results of further explorations in
the field of the Avantgarde and experimental film.

The interest shown in Series One by the San Francisco area audience was so gratifying that the
Museum has made the activities of the Art In Cinema Society a permanent part of the Museum’s func-
tions. In addition the Society will assist other interested groups elsewhere in preparing a similar series.
The catalogue published in conjunction with Series One will provide a ready-made program for such
a showing. A series is now in preparation for a Spring, 1947 showing at the University of California,
which will bring the best of the Series One films to an East Bay audience. The balloting by the audi-
ence at the end of Series One provided the basis for selecting the University series. (The two most
popular films in last Fall's showing were THE CABINET OF DR. CALIGARI and BLOOD OF A POET.)
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The Avantgarde and experimental cinema embraces all attitudes of the so-called “temper of modern
art”—including such forms of expression as surrealism, abstraction, realism, symbolism, non-objec-
tive form, etc. The cinema as an art form has undergone—and is undergoing still—all of the
exploratory phases that characterize the history of other modern art forms. The Art In Cinema Soci-
ety believes that the showing of these films, even though some of them only partially realize their
intent, is the best and most direct way of stimulating interest in, and furthering an understanding of
this new art form.

NOTE: The Films have been drawn from many widely separated sources; from The Museum of
Modern Art Film Library, from various other distributors, and from the individual artists themselves.
The Society does not maintain a film library at the present time, but if the members of the Society's
interest is maintained, and as funds become available, a small, select library will be started. We ask
your indulgence when programs must be changed due to circumstances beyond our control—ship-
ping failures, poor quality of prints, etc.

The series is organized on the same basis as Series One: Non-profit, non-commercial, with admission

by series subscription only. Series tickets are $3.60 for the public, and $3.00 for Museum Members.
Seats will not be reserved and seating limited to 400 persons.

[An order blank followed.]
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Program Announcement for the First University of California at
Berkeley Series, 3/47

UNIVERSITY EXTENSION  UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
Presents

ART in CINEMA

A series of five nights of AVANTGARDE FILMS to be shown at Wheeler Hall, University of California
Campus, starting April 1, 1947, at 8:00 P. M.

Sponsored by:

UNIVERSITY EXTENSION, UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
CIRCLE MAGAZINE
ART IN CINEMA SOCIETY OF THE SAN FRANCISCO MUSEUM OF ART

PROGRAM MANAGER: GEORGE LEITE
MUSIC SELECTIONS BY: PAUL VELGUTH

April 1 TUESDAY

RAIN—an impressionistic study of a rainstorm in Amsterdam by the famous Dutch Director
Joris Ivens.

STUDIES IN BLACK & WHITE—a series of non-objective forms synchronized with familiar music.
By the creator of the Bach TOCCATA & FUGUE section of Disney’s FANTASIA, Oskar Fischinger.

CABINET OF DR. CALIGARI—an early German film famous for its abstract set designs, directed by
Robert Wiene.

April 9 WEDNESDAY

RHYTHM IN LIGHT—a series of abstract forms synchronized with music from ANITRA’'S DANCE,
and filmed by Mary Ellen Bute.

FILM EXERCISES 4 & 5—non-objective forms synchronized with a new conception of music, by
John and James Whitney.

THE GOLEM—the original German version of this fantasy of the mythical medieval figure who was
to release the Jew from oppression, directed by Paul Weggener.
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April 15 TUESDAY

JAMMIN’ THE BLUES—an impressionistic study of Negro jazz musicians directed by Gjon Mili, pro-
duced by Warner Bros. (Courtesy Warner Bros.)

ENTR’ACTE—Dadaist film by Rene Clair.

BALLET MACANIQUE—semi-abstract film by Fernand Leger, the painter.

MENILMONTANTE—a short film made for less than $100 in Paris; a sensitive portrayal of a young
girl in love. Directed by a young Russian émigré, Dmitri Kirsanov.

APRIL 22 TUESDAY

L'ETOILE DE MER—an impressionistic film by Man Ray, using interesting camera techniques.

EMAK BAKIA—an abstract film by Man Ray, the first abstract photographer.

COQUILLE ET CLERGYMAN—a study of the psychological problems of a clergyman, directed by
Germaine Dulac.

MESHES OF THE AFTERNOON—a psychological study of suicide by the young American director,
Maya Deren.

STUDY IN CHOREOGRAPHY FOR THE CAMERA—Maya Deren’s camera study of Talley Beatty, a
dancer formerly with Martha Graham.

April 29 TUESDAY

GLEN FALLS SEQUENCE—a curious surrealist film using abstract, organic forms, by Douglass
Crockwell.

UN CHIEN ANDALOU—most famous of all surrealist films, made by Luis Bunuel and Salvidore Dali.

FAHRMANN MARIA—an expressionistic treatment of a legend of love and death in natural exteriors
filmed in Germany and directed by Frank Wysbar.

The Art in Cinema Society is a non-profit, non-commercial organization organized under the aus-
pices of the San Francisco Museum of Art, The California School of Fine Arts and Circle Magazine
whose purpose is to present films in the modern art traditions. These films have had a limited public
showing and are not available for commercial distribution; many of them are from the film library
of the Museum of Modern Art in New York. Most of them were made by individuals with no com-
mercial backing; the artist made the film simply because he was interested in creating a work of art,
not because he expected a large financial return. The purpose in showing these films in this area is to
stimulate interest in the creative arts as a whole as well as to stimulate individual artists to creating
in this most modern and unknown art form.

Series One, shown last fall at the San Francisco Museum of Art, was intended as a survey of the
Avantgarde and experimental cinema. Most of the films above were selected by the Series One Audi-
ence as representative of the best of their type. A catalogue, now printing, will be available during the
series. The catalogue is a symposium on the avantgarde cinema and is published by the Art in Cin-
ema Society of the San Francisco Museum of Art.

NOTE: Admission by series subscription only. Single tickets will not be sold. Series subscription is
$3.00 for all five nights. Use blank below for ordering tickets. (Program subject to change without
notice; due to uncertainty of deliveries and quality of prints, minor substitutions may be made.)

(SEATS WILL NOT BE RESERVED)

ART IN CINEMA COMMITTEE TICKETS AVAILABLE AT

Dr. Grace McCann Morley University Extension, 2441 Bancroft Way, Berkeley 4
Richard Foster 540 Powell St., San Francisco 21

Frank Stauffacher 1730 Franklin St., Oakland 12

Dr. Douglas MacAgy Daliel’s, 2466 Telegraph Ave., Berkeley

George Leite Stephens Union, Berkeley Campus

San Francisco Museum of Art

SR R R R et
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Letter to Frank Stauffacher from Emlen Etting, 3/26/47

Emlen Etting
1922 Panama Street
Philadelphia, Pa.

March 26, 1947
Dear Mr. Stauffacher:

I am sending off my two films to you this morning via Air Express since the first program you men-
tion occurs in little over a week and Rail Express you say requires fourteen days. The rental fee is
$10.00 per film, which I hope meets with your approval.

Both films (like the others I have made) are film poems wherein the picture, their sequence and
development are used as in a poem as opposed to the customary story form. In literature we have
the novel, short story, biography, assay, treatise and poem. In the movies we have almost exclu-
sively the novel and documentary. There will be, I feel, a definite place in the future for the movie
poem when people ask more of a film than that it should tell a story. In the film poem, music, the
dance, the theatre and the artist will all work together. The artist has always been obsessed with
adding the dimension of time to his pictures, and the movies, possibly in connection with televi-
sion afford this opportunity.

Furthering these ideas I enclose an article of mine which appeared in the Atlantic Monthly. I should
greatly appreciate your letting me have it back when you return the films.

ORAMUNDE is a film poem elaborated on the idea of Melissande. (Musical accompaniment:
Scriabin “Poem of Fire” up to where the figure enters the cave. After the figure collapses to the end:
“Saturn” from “The Planets” by Gustav Holst.)

Emlen Etting [hw]

[Ettings’s Atlantic piece: “Television and the Artist,” Atlantic, Vol. 176, No. 6 (December 1945), pp.
130-132.]

R

Letter to James W. Moore from Frank Stauffacher, 3/27/47

March 27, 1947
. ]

Dear Mr. Moore,

Thank you very much for your letter of March 11. I'm happy to know that we will still be able to
show the League’s three films, as originally planned.

You might be interested to learn of my progress in locating the films of Robert Florey—it has an odd
twist. As I already wrote to you, I had located Mr. Florey at Charles Chaplin Studios, but he had lost
all the prints and negatives of his early films. I then wrote to both Herman G. Weinberg, and
Theodore Huff at New York University. Mr. Huff replied that he understood Mr. John Flory had
bought the negatives. In answer to my letter, Mr. John Flory informed me that this was a mistake,
that he once did own a print of R. Florey’s LIFE AND DEATH OF A HOLLYWOOD EXTRA, but a few
years ago it was stolen. That is as far as I've gotten, so far.

Paul Ballard in Los Angeles—The Ballard Film Society—has asked me if he might have the three
films you are lending us, for previewing—while they are still out here on the Coast. I told him that I
would ask you.
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Now may I ask a personal question? I've acquired a Bolex 16mm. and I would like to begin some
experimenting on my own; I would like to become a member of your League, and would be very
grateful for some information.

I will keep you informed of the progress of Series Two and will send on program notes, etc. Inciden-
tally, I would appreciate getting a copy of the issue of MOVIE MAKERS containing a description of
Dr. Machado’s Film—was it Jan. 47?2 I cannot locate one here.

Sincerely yours,
Frank Stauffacher

Reprinted by permission of Barbara Stauffacher Solomon.
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Letter to Frank Stauffacher from James W. Moore, 3/31/47

[ ]
31 March 1947

[...]
Dear Mr. Stauffacher:

I have your good letter of the 27th and was interested in your report on the Robert Florey search. It
seems amazing that such fine films should so drop out of existence.

I am delighted to learn that you have now personally taken up movie making. It is, of course, the
very best way of supplementing one’s aesthetic and theoretic knowledge of the subject. I am asking
our Membership Manager to send you full data on ACL membership, and we shall look forward to
having you with us.

You will be getting on the bandwagon at just the right time, for you will not want to miss a two-part
story on an amateur production of Shakespeare’s MACBETH, by David Bradley, ACL, which we are
running in April and May, or, even more exciting, a two-part discussion of creative cutting (starting
in May) by Maya Deren.

I am enclosing our Ten Best review of Machado’s film. It appeared in the December, 1946, issue,
which announces annually our selections of the Ten Best Films of the year.

I would prefer that you do not send any of our films on to Paul Ballard for previewing. As I under-
stand the Ballard Film Society, it is a privately operated enterprise accruing to the financial welfare of
an individual. As such, it is not the kind of group to which we could undertake to loan our Club
Library films—so there seems no reason for Mr. Ballard to preview material not available to him.

With best wishes,

James Moore [hw]
James W. Moore

R R R R R
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Letter to Frank Stauffacher from Curtis Harrington, 4/3/47

2600 South Hoover
Los Angeles 7, Calif.

April 3, 1947

[...]
Dear Mr. Stauffacher:

Here is the work print of my film, FRAGMENT OF SEEKING, which Paul Ballard recommended that
I send to you for review.

Originally I planned to have a score composed and although the composer is willing to go ahead
with it, I probably will not be able to afford the recording of a sound track, and so will not have the
score completed.

However, [ have selected some records to go with the film, and if you have dual turn tables and
would like to score the film while showing it, the sequence is on the last page of this letter.

As for the nature of the film, it is the simple relating , in cinematic terms, of a fragment from the
tragic existance of a modern Narcissus. A verbose program note does not seem to me to be necessary.

Mr. Ballard may have mentioned to you that I am a student at the University of Southern California,
majoring in Cinema. While this is true, the film was made independently and has no connection
with the Cinema Department of the University.

Should you decide to show it during your third Art in Cinema Series, I shall be very glad to let you
have the first public showing of the film. In any case, whether you decide to show it or not, I shall
appreciate any comments you may have to make concerning it.

Since I am cutting the negative now, I should appreciate it if you will return the work print to me as
soon as possible.

In the past I have made two other films. My first was an 8mm version of Poe’s “Fall of the House of
Usher,” which I completed when I was fifteen years old. In 1945 I embarked on an hour-long origi-
nal film idea in 8mm Kodachrome. This is still unfinished, and although I hope to complete it, right
now such a goal looks rather unobtainable. FRAGMENT OF SEEKING was shot and cut in 1946. I
am only now getting to the negative.

Your Art in Cinema Series has been of great interest to me. I hope for the eventual establishment of
an experimental cinema movement on an international scale, and such an effort as yours helps
toward such a goal. With Maya Deren, I agree that the potentialities of the film medium have as yet
only been scratched on the surface. But before any real investigation can be made there must be
some sort of release outlet for the creative film. Such a release began to exist during the middle and
late twenties, but with the arrival of sound further avant-garde experimentation ceased. It is to be
hoped that the shot-in-the-arm given to the cinema by Miss Deren will not lose its strength before an
experimental film movement can gather momentum. I feel certain that there will be film makers in
Europe who will be able to contribute if and when they can obtain 16mm stock. That the hope for a
new experimental film movement depends upon the relatively low cost and uninflammability of
16mm stock goes without saying.

I am the Director of a newly organized film society here in Los Angeles which is bringing all four of
the Maya Deren films to local audiences for the first time this coming April 13th. We are attempting
a public showing similar to the ones Miss Deren gave at the Provincetown Playhouse in New York. If
successful we shall present other such films in the future.

Trusting that I shall hear from you soon, I am,
Yours very sincerely,

Curtis Harrington [hw]
Curtis Harrington

The record sequence for FRAGMENT OF SEEKING:
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1. The moment the first image comes on the screen after the titles start Side 8 of the Columbia
Recording of Shostakovitch’s Symphony No. 1 (MM Sequence). Play inward two inches (measur-
ing from the beginning of the grooves).

2. Then segue to the beginning of the Third Movement (Side 4) of the same symphony. Play this,
staring in the middle again if necessary, until the man enters the room.

3. At the cut to the man’s reflection in the mirror begin Side 2 of the Victor Recording of Prokofieft’s
Scythian Suite (DM Sequence). Play until the girl begins to kiss the man. The screen should black
out in silence.

4. The moment the skull fills the screen begin Side 1 of the Scythian Suite. Let this play until the
man looks down at the footprints.

5. Then start Side 6 of the Scythian Suite, about 1 and 1/8 inches from the end of the grooves. That
should finish the film in almost perfect timing.

As you can see, the scoring here is really quite simple, and with dual turntables can be timed per-
fectly. Even without two turntables, since different records are used (except for the last one if the
recording is DM Sequence) the music may be accurately timed.

Courtesy of Curtis Harrington.
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Program Notes for the 4/4/47 Presentation

THE SAN FRANCISCO MUSEUM OF ART
—THE ART IN CINEMA SOCIETY presents SERIES TWO—

First program, April 4, 1947 Experiments in Fantasy
ESCAPE Mary Ellen Bute & Ted Nemeth
TARANTELLA Mary Ellen Bute & Ted Nemeth
WHITE FLOOD Lionel Berman, W. Fields, Jr., Hans Eisler
LAUREATE Emlen Etting
UNDERGROUND PRINTER Tom Bouchard, Lewis Jacobs
—Notes—

Here is the experimental film. Each presentation is an attempt at aesthetic expression with a new
medium, a groping in the direction of its development, away from the conventional, tired uses of the
commercial film.

An experiment should be judged as such. It is not a finished work. Judgement should be based upon
the attitude, the conception and the spirit—the color of the effort. Experiments are often character-
ized by elements of confusion, trial and error. How much more so, then, with the new medium of
film—the technical difficulties of which are more complex than of any other medium. It is necessary
to see these films in this light, and not to compare them with the much slicker, technically perfect
commercial film.

ESCAPE (American 1939) Designed and photographed by Mary Ellen Bute and Ted Nemeth. Run-
ning time approx. 7 minutes. (Loaned through courtesy of Mr. Nemeth.) An abstraction to Bach’s
Toccata and Fugue in D Minor in which Miss Bute “poses the problem of a triangle trying to ‘escape’
from behind a grating, a sort of dramatic struggle between two geometric forms (the grating being
the combination of two straight lines, vertical and horizontal). She has described this composition as
‘an abstract expression of plot, of pure dramatic incident, as a play might be reduced to its essentials’
Here the ‘deus ex machina’ of any plot finds itself reduced to its fundamentals—struggle and
escape—and peace.” (Herman G. Weinberg, in A Forward Glance at the Abstract Film)

TARANTELLA (American 1938) Designed and photographed by Mary Ellen Bute and Ted Nemeth.
Time, approximately 8 minutes. (Loaned through courtesy of Mr. Nemeth.) A color abstraction com-
posed of animated abstract drawings of straight lines in opposition to curved lines and circles, utiliz-
ing the flat plane of the screen as a ground—whereas in the foregoing film the dimension of depth
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was added. Only in the diminishing red and white circles is there a suggestion of depth in this inter-
pretation of the nervous, energetic rhythm of the Tarantella.

WHITE FLOOD (American contemporary) Written and edited by Lionel Berman, David Wolff, and
Robert Stebbins. Photography by W.O. Fields, Jr. Musical score by Hans Eisler. Time, approx. 20 min-
utes. (From Brandon Films.) This is a documentary film in which the conception and the treatment
result in a work of almost abstract beauty. The elements, the earth, wind, water, sky are perfectly pho-
tographed, edited and combined with the superb score by Hans Eisler to create a film poem that, by
its artistry, rises far above the geology lesson it is, in fact, presenting.

LAUREATE (American contemporary) Produced, written and directed by Emlen Etting. Time, approx.
25 minutes. (Loaned through the courtesy of Mr. Etting.) Mr. Etting writes: “This film, (like the oth-
ers [ have made) is a film poem wherein the pictures, their sequences and development are used in a
poem as opposed to the customary story form. In literature we have the novel, short story, biography,
essay, treatise, and poem. In the movies we have almost exclusively the novel and the documentary.
There will be, I feel, a definite place in the future for the film poem when people ask more of a film
than that it should tell a story. In the film poem, music, the dance, the theatre, and the artist will all
work together. The artist has always been obsessed with adding the dimension of time to his pic-
tures, and the movies—possibly in connection with television, afford this opportunity.

“Laureate, made with my wife, Gloria Braggiotti, is woven around the idea of a poet and a sym-
bolic examination of his creative procedure. (Musical accompaniment: Scriabin’s Prometheus
Poem of Fire.)”

UNDERGROUND PRINTER (American, circa 1936) Directed by Thomas Bouchard. Photography by
Lewis Jacobs. Edited by Jacobs and Elias Katz. With John Bovington as dancer and narrator. Time,
approx. 18 minutes. (Loaned by Film Classic Exchange.) A satirical fantasy consisting of a weird
dance composition by Bovington involving mimic, pantomime, acting and dancing, with sound
effects such as whistling, singing, stream-of-consciousness monologue, etc.

This is one of a group of films made in New York by the so-called “social consciousness” artists of
the thirties. The sound track on this print is poor, and many of the spoken words are unintelligible,
but enough can be heard to comprehend the drift of the narration (notice the Hitler sequence, and
the Japanese military sequence, for example). A film maker in New York in the thirties was fortunate
in that he was surrounded by a collection of experimental artists of all kinds—dancers, pan-
tomimists, musicians, actors, etc. Most of them were interested in a welter of political movements as
well, so that many of the resulting films were partisan and moral in conception.

Since the film consists of only one figure upon which the spectator must gaze for almost twenty min-
utes, the cutting, lighting, and camera angles are as remarkable as is the variety of gyrations by Bov-
ington. Several editions, with different editing, have been made. It is possible that this present print
is a slightly altered one. (Program note by R. B. Foster)

—Frank Stauffacher
Musical director: Paul Velguth, assisted by Sidney Rawson.

The Art in Cinema Society is sponsored by the San Francisco Museum of Art, the California School
of Fine Arts, and Circle Magazine. Series III, now being shown at the University of California, was
programmed for the University of California Extension Division by the Art in Cinema Society.

R R R
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Letter to Curtis Harrington from Frank Stauffacher, 4/28/47

April 28, 1947

[...]
Dear Mr. Harrington,

I hope you will forgive me for delaying acknowledgement of your film, and for my holding it here
for so long. We have been very busy here, and seemed to have had more trouble with our films on
Series Two than on the first series. And then too, I was holding FRAGMENT OF SEEKING to show to
Jim Broughton and Sidney Peterson since I felt they would be very interested in it—they made THE
POTTED PSALM, and while the two films deal with different problems, still they are eager to see any
personal expression in cinema. But alas, we could never get together, and so I'm sending your film
off today, hoping that we can get it back here in the future.

Your sentiments regarding a new experimental movement in film are exactly the same as ours. That
was our idea in forming the Art in Cinema Society. But where are the new experimental films? We
have scoured the country and, I believe, have tapped just about every known source; and if there are
people making really vital experiments in film—with some exceptions—they are certainly keeping
them secret. Our first series here in San Francisco stirred up great enthusiasm; various groups wrote
scenarios, bought film, and began taking scenes. But not one of them came through with anything at
all, and I'm afraid the movement will peter out. We have managed to build up a huge interested and
intelligent audience, but that too will drift apart unless we can find better and more stimulating
selections. The fact is, very few of the new things even approach the older “classic” avantgarde
works—Man Ray’s, Dulac’s, Kirsanov’s, Ruttmann’s, etc. And one would think that today the purely
technical advances available to the amateur would create a new stimulus in itself. But it doesn't, and
for that reason individual producers like Maya Deren, like yourself, or anyone who actually goes
through with a film—should be highly commended.

Now as to FRAGMENT OF SEEKING, anything I can say about it is, of course, entirely my personal
reaction, and so please accept it as such. I felt that, as an expression of a problem, it was exceedingly
pertinent and very interesting. But as it stands now I feel that it needs considerable editing, particularly
in the first half. Even though the pace and the mood is slow, it seems to me that almost every scene
could be shortened somewhat. The choice of angles, in several instances, also bothered me; for exam-
ple, when the principal character walks into the courtyard and comes upon the boy and the gitl sitting
at a table it is at first very difficult to see that it is a boy and a girl sitting at a table. When he comes
upon the blonde leaning against a wall in a medium close up, her profile is confused with rather dis-
tracting architectural forms in the background. I always feel that if one is using a fixed focus lens, or a
lens set at infinity, it puts a tremendous strain on the actual two dimensional composition of your
frame. You have to isolate more, realizing that everything being in focus makes everything encountered
by the lens of equal importance. You are no doubt very well aware of this, and perhaps you confused
the girl’s profile on purpose, for all I know, but remember this is my own personal reaction.

[ am at present going through an obsession regarding the variety of imagery any film might contain.
This was deeply impressed upon me by one of the films we recently screened—ARSENAL by Alexan-
der Dovjzenko. In spite of its subject matter, or at times its almost mystical and confusing symbol-
ism, still the amazingly varied imagery, so rich and startling—from flat lighting to silhouette, from
tremendous close up to very long shots, etc. was something that I had never seen before on the
screen and it opened up a whole new realization to me. I realized that the cinema is the most
demanding—physically demanding of its onlookers—of any of the arts. In short, its a strain on the
eyes. To vary the imagery produces a movement in itself, to say nothing of the movement within the
imagery. Even though the pace might be a slow one, this constantly shifting flow and variety of
lights, darks, angles, etc. constitute the real essence of the film medium; its actually a problem in
abstraction. Miss Deren is well aware of this, and it is particularly obvious in her short STUDY IN
CHOREOGRAPHY FOR CAMERA.

Again, you are perhaps well aware of all of this even more so than I am. But these are the things I
would personally like to see applied to FRAGMENT OF SEEKING. And I am also looking at it
somewhat through the eyes of our audience—a particular set of eyes I have unconsciously acquired
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during the past year—as [ would, being in a sort of editor’s position. This in itself, of course, limits
my criticism.

At any rate I do wish to thank you for sending me the film, and we would be very happy to show it
on Series Three—if we have one. It will take a lot of scraping around to find enough of this form of
cinema for another series. In the meanwhile, I wish you the best of luck with your commendable
and interesting work.

Sincerely yours

Frank Stauffacher
Art in Cinema

FS/mbb

Reprinted by permission of Barbara Stauffacher Solomon,

R R R R

Letter to Frank Stauffacher from Kenneth Anger, 4/29/47 [hw]

April 29, 1947
Dear Mr. Stauffacher,

I have followed your project of showing experimental films at the San Francisco Museum with great
interest, and I wish to commend you for this fine step. I hope it will be possible to continue this
program. I understand you are planning a 3rd. film series, depending upon the availability of further
experimental films. It is with this in mind that I am sending you this copy of my recently completed
film, “Escape Episode.” I am a friend of the Whitneys, and I believe Jim has mentioned my work to
you.—This film was designed in conjunction with a musical score which has been written for it by
the young San Franciscan composer, Eric Vaughn. It is instrumented for woodwinds, trumpet and
organ, and is now in preparation for recording.—Of necessity I am sending you this rather battered
work-print, as it is impractical to strike a new print before the sound track has been recorded. I
thought you would rather view this print now, however, so that you may have the film in mind while
planning future programs.—The theme of my film was suggested by a line of Nietzsche’s—

“Christianity gave Eros poison to drink—he hardly died thereby, but degenerated into vice.”

I would appreciate the return of this print as soon as you have finished reviewing it, as it is needed in
our works on the sound recording. I hope you may be able to find a place for my film in your program,
in any case I would be very interested in any criticism or evaluation which you might care to make.

Yours sincerely,
Kenneth Anger

Reprinted by permission of Kenneth Anger.

R



The San Francisco Museum of Art and The Art in Cinema Society
announce the publication of

A catalogue concerning the advantgarde and experimental film, ART IN CINEMA presents the motion-picture
as a truly independent art form. Now printing, the work will be published early this Spring. The catalogue
was originally conceived as a compilation of program notes for the Series One showing of experimental films
at the San Francisco Museum of Art in the fall of 1946 (Series One, and the Society were jointly sponsored by
the Museum, The California School of Fine Arts, and Circle Magazine). However, both the interest shown by
the audience comprising the Art in Cinema Society and the lack of a single publication devoted exclusively
to this manifestation of the cinema, demonstrated the need for amplifying the notes with background material
difficult for the layman to obtain. The result has been a catalogue unique in that it constitutes the only publi-
cation in English dealing exclusively with the cinema as an independent art form.

The museum hopes that the catalogue will provide a basis for organizing similar series in other cities. Other
museums, universities, art schools, film societies and other interested groups will find the information in the cat-
alogue about the sources for the films, the program notes, and the bibliography valuable aids in organizing a
non-commercial, non-profit Art In Cinema Series.

CONTENTS..

Introduction by HENRY MILLER

Foreword by DR. GRACE L. McCANN MORLEY

HANS RICHTER: A History of The Avantgarde

LUIS BUNUEL: Notes On The Realization of Un Chien Andalou

MAN RAY: Sentiments regarding the Art of The Film

ERICH POMMER: The Beginning of Dr. Caligari

OSKAR FISCHINGER: Essay on a conception of the abstract film

MAYA DEREN: A discussion of the camera as a creative medium

JOHN AND JAMES WHITNEY: Audio-visual music

ELIE FAURE: Excerpts from The Art of Cineplastics

GEORGE LEITE: The Creative Arts and The Collective Film
together with complete PROGRAM NOTES and references (including sources) on all films shown on Series
One, with additional notes on certain other films not shown on this series, and a bibliography. Profusely illus-

trated with drawings and photographs. Edited and annotated by Frank Stauffacher, with design and typography
by Bezalel Schatz and The Greenwood Press.

The edition will be limited to 2000 copies. Advance orders are being taken: please use the order blank below. The sales price
is $2.00 to the public, $1.50 to San Francisco Museum of Art Members, and Art In Cinema Society Members (holders of season

tickets—either for the series of five or the series of ten). Please fill out the blank in full, and include $.06 tax for each $2.00
order and $.05 tax for each $1.50 order. (Booksellers and distributors may obtain information by writing the Museum directly.)

Art In Cinema Committee: Dr. Grace McCann Morley, Richard Foster, Frank Stauffacher, George Leite, Douglas MacAgy.

Ilustration 10. Announcement of the catalogue, Art in Cinema. An order blank followed the text.
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Letter to Frank Stauffacher from Curtis Harrington, 5/6/47

The Experimental Film Society
Curtis Harrington Director
Post Office Box 9731

Los Feliz Station

Los Angeles 27, California

May 6, 1947
[--]
Dear Mr. Stauffacher:

In preparing for the future programs of the Experimental Film Society we are trying to review some
of the available material. I have written Emlen Etting about his cinepoems, and have just received a
letter from him stating that two of his films are now at the San Francisco Museum of Art. He advises
me to have you send them on to us directly, so that we may review them.

[ want to take this opportunity to thank you for your kind letter regarding my film. As soon as [ have
the time, I should like to answer some of your critical remarks. Be sure and let me know if and when
you decide to have a Third Series. I am looking forward to seeing Peterson’s and Broughton's “The
Potted Psalm” when Mr. Ballard shows it on the 14th.

Incidentally, when is the Art in Cinema Catalogue coming out? It's a month and a half overdue,
although I imagine the delay has been well warranted by the inclusion of extra material.

I shall look forward to receiving Mr. Etting’s two films soon.
And thank you again for everything.
Yours very truly,

Curtis Harrington [hw]
Curtis Harrington

P.S. Send Etting’s films to me at:

2600 South Hoover
Los Angeles 7, Calif.

Courtesy of Curtis Harrington.

e e e
Facsimile of Art in Cinema Catalogue (published late 5/47)

Reprinted by permission of the San Francisco Museum of Modern Art.

A facsimile of the written text of the original Art in Cinema catalogue follows. Due to the exigencies of this
volume, it was not practical to include the image inserts; or the front matter; the lists of film sources,
illustrations, contributors; or the original index. The pagination of the facsimile corresponds to the original
catalogue; gaps mark the missing image inserts.
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FOREWORD

The motion picture has now a fifty year history. It has reached full growth as mass
entertainment. In technique the cinema has reached maturity—if by technique we mean
the resources of the movie camera and the processes necessary for the recording of the
illustrations that tell a story or represent reality. But it has only rarely achieved the truly
creative art form which it seemed to promise from the beginning to the occasional artists
stirred by its possibilities.

The series described and discussed here reviews the high points of the motion picture
as an art form. It starts from the crude beginnings in which the very struggle with the medium
intensified the creative aspects of the product, and includes a selected sampling of recent
experiments of various kinds in the use of the camera as an instrument for art expression.

For some ten years, ever since important films of the past first became available, the
San Francisco Museum of Art has explored the motion picture as an art form. lts interest is
based on the conviction that the motion picture is, at least potentially, an authentic art of
our time. Various types of Museum programs have regularly placed before the public films
of artistic, technical, and historical importance. But never previously has the Museum been
able to give a film series that so nearly coincides with what it endeavors to do in its exhibi-
tions: keep the public in close and constant contact with the *‘growing edge’’ of creative
living art. That it has been able to do so now it owes to the interest, knowledge, initiative
and industry of a group of young enthusiasts, headed by Richard Foster, Frank Stauffacher
and George Leite, who have done the real work of organizing the material, in some cases
tracking it down, and in assembling the documentation published here. The Museum be-
lieves the series Art in Cinema and this publication accompanying it are a useful con-
tribution to the serious study of the motion picture in its creative aspects and possibilities.
It appreciates the aid all those interested have given, and it is encouraged by the support
from the group formed into the Art in Cinema Society without whom no such ambitious
venture would have been possible. It hopes such programs as this will aid in giving recog-
nition to those whose work in cinema is of an authentically creative kind, and in building up

a well informed public, exigent and aware, where artistic quality is concerned.
GRACE L. McCANN MORLEY

Catalogue page 1.
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INTRODUCTORY NOTES

There seems to be a post-war revival of interest in the experimental film. In Paris, Jean
Cocteau has finished his surrealist fairy tale, La Belle et La Bete. In New York, Hans Richter
is putting the finishing touches on Dreams That Money Can Buy, with scenarios by Fernand
Leger, Marcel Duchamp, Man Ray, Max Ernst and Alexander Calder. In San Francisco,
Sydney Peterson and James Broughton have completed their psychological fantasy, The
Potted Psalm. The films of Maya Deren, made with a simple 16-mm. home movie camera,
and at a cost less than that of a week-end in Bermuda, are evoking the praise of critics and
public wherever they are shown. With the perfection and availability of inexpensive equip-
ment, more and more independent artists and intelligent amateurs are exploring the infinite
resources of the film as a medium of personal expression, trying to catch flashing across
the screen that ephemeral moment when light and shadow fuse with movement to release
an emotion that could arise from no other art.

Yet historically, the experimental film suffers from a kind of neurosis: It has never been
a money-maker; it has never really had anything to do with money —except the rather
important matter of its production cost. The history of the motion picture is written almost
entirely in terms of financial investment because the perfection of the machine has been
costly. So the experimental film has a double neurosis because it exists on the back of the
commercial film, and if there had not been the commercial film, there could not have been
the Avantgarde. Thus we find it occupying a meagre place in all historical works on the film.
But perhaps we have reached a point in cinema’s development where, equipment and
technique being perfected to a degree, we will find more attention spent upon the inherent
capacities of the film as art. Perhaps it is time fo reexamine those small brave attempts at
artistic experimentation in the past that have so often been called pastiche and frivolous,
and accused of being outside the main development of cinema. Perhaps we yet may find,
in years to come, that these experiments were more in the main development than we
thought.

it is with this in mind that we have attempted to catalogue and bring together for public
showing, these restless, hybrid aspects of the film’s history. We have by no means as yet
exhausted the field. But the very difficulty of seeking out the sources, and here and there

Catalogue page 2.
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uncovering some fine unknown fragment, will be justified if the reasonably large body of
interested people—who we expect does exist—can examine these films for themselves.

Since an interest in a non-commercial venture needs a non-commercial center for its
expression, the logical center in San Francisco is the San Francisco Museum of Art. With
the help of the Museum staff and the co-sponsors, Mr. Douglas MacAgy of the California
School of Fine Arts and George Leite, publisher and editor of Circle Magazine, an inter-
ested and critical audience has been assembled for this series. All proceeds beyond basic
expenses have been allocated to those artists currently working in this form of cinema who
have loaned their films or who have otherwise helped to make the series a success. Through
the medium of the Art in Cinema Society, subsequent series of this kind will be arranged
for showings at the Museum and elsewhere in the San Francisco area.

RICHARD FOSTER
FRANK STAUFFACHER

San Francisco, October 1946

Catalogue page 3.
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INTRODUCTION
The Red Herring and the Diamond-backed Terrapin

The red herring, as Michael Fraenkel would say, is death.

Let no one imagine that the showing of these films will bring about a revolution in the
cinema world. Nothing can accomplish such a miracle except a complete change in our
way of life. Though we have crossed the threshold of a technological era whose possi-
bilities are beyond all prediction, the cinema shows no startling signs of improvement.
From the technical standpoint we are supposed to produce the best pictures in the world.
Technically speaking, we are the master race. But art and technics are not twins. As technic
advances art languishes. In the middle of the gulf of nothingness the red herring, which is
always death, performs le grand ecart.

Many of the films, shown now for the first time to an American audience, were made a
generation or two ago. The best among them were made with little money and meagre
equipment. Most of them are now classics, having passed the test of time without benefit
of box office. For this reason, and solely for this reason, we refer to them now and hence-
forth as diamond-backed terrapin.

Of what are these young films dreaming? Do they dream with mirrored surfaces reflect-
ing only the torpor of life? Is art merely the reflection of life? At what level does art begin
to transmogrify life? An eastern myth has it that the universe is supported on the back of
a huge tortoise. It says nothing about the tortoise performing acrobatic stunts. The tortoise
simply swims in the wake of creation. In similar fashion life may be said to sustain art.
Where we seek reflection only, there we find the red herring.

The experimental film, called such only because it dares to lie to the mirror, is not the
ultimate in film art. It is only a tentative, faltering step in the direction of the unexplored.
Thus far the medium of the film has scarcely been penetrated. It is still an uncharted ocean
bounded by we know not what strange shores. Undoubtedly there exists a world, cinematic
in texture and contour, as marvelous and inexhaustible as any known to the poet or mystic.
It is a world which, once discovered, will alter the very atmosphere we breathe. lts cardinal
element is fantasy. It manifests itself whenever the imagination liberates itself from the
thralls of the intellect.

Catalogue page 4.
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The danger of fantasy is that it nourishes the dream. This is also its virtue, since dream
and symbol are the very pillars of life. Awake we swim in the dead sea, our movements
regulated by fear and anxiety. Once the lid is closed the eye opens on a world in which
we are at home, because we are at last free. This freedom expresses iiself through endless
metamorphoses. How static then appears the waking world! What we regarded as life
assumes the atiributes of death. Over every semblance of rigidity the red herring smears
its slimy trail. The familiar everyday world becomes the void in which our clumsy creations
are rooted like crumbling monuments of the past.

On whose back do we move so effortlessly in dream? Whence these boreal effects
unregistered by any camera? On what mysterious screen float these swarms of undirected
images? Or is there a silent and invisible director? And who collaborates with whom?

We ask these questions not in order to provoke the suppressive logic of the rational
mind, which demands an answer to every question, but to stimulate quest. We ask in order
to invoke more difficult images, and to meet them not with words but with action. The ex-
ploration of the cinematic world is fraught with even greater consequences than the explo-
ration of the physical world. In the depths of that vast ocean which Celumbus traversed are
hidden mysteries greater than any imagined by those who vainly tried to imagine the New
World which he discovered. In the depths of matter lie incalculable airy realms unsuspected
by the devotees of the spirit world. So too, in this world which with our waking eyes we
rigidly take for granted, there are possibilities of metamorphosis, from the most demonic
to the sublime, which only the play of fantasy can bring to light. And the cinema, of all
the arts, possesses the means for exploiting this element of tantasy to the utmost limit. On
the screen we can sit inside and outside ourselves at the same time. The veil between dream
and reality, when suffused with light, is capable of yielding the modulations of the spirit
which animates all life. :

Exhausted by longing, the spirit of man strives perpetually to surrender its burden
through wonder. The organ of the soul is the eye which, having beheld its creation, sees
the significance of that which it originally longed to behold. A third eye renders back
the wonder which surrounds the meaning of creation. Only the blind can express true
longing, just as the seer can express only ecstasy. Entering the realm of vision we move
with the fleet harmony of angels. Wonder expands the inner orb, making it wax like a
golden moon. At the full the darkest recesses of the soul are illumined. It is then we sustain,
with our breath merely, the changeless universe in which form and image obey the cease-
less logic of dream.

HENRY MILLER
Big Sur, California

Catalogue page 5.
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HANS RICHTER: A History of the Avantgarde

In the ten years between '21 and ’31 there developed an inde-
pendent artistic movement in cinematography. This movement was
called Avantgarde. It was the only independent artistic movement
in the history of cinematography until today. This art movement in
film was parallel to such movements in plastic art as Expressionism,
Futurism, Cubism and Dadaism. It was non-commercial, non-repre-
sentational, but international. It included artists from eleven coun-
tries; Australia, Belgium, England, France, Germany, Holland, ltaly,
Spain, Sweden, U.S.S.R., and the United States.

THE GENERAL POST-WAR SITUATION IN EUROPE
WHICH CREATED THE AVANTGARDE FILM

1. Political and Economic Unrest

Europe after the first war was taut with economic, social, political
and cultural unrest. Revolutions all over the Continent had loosened
traditions and opened the mind for new things. It was a period of
readjustment to the new sets of standards which came as a conse-
quence of the war; a short but creative interval between two big
wars, comparable to the time of Pericles which preceded the de-
struction of Greece.

The economic situation changed every day. Inflations were ex-
panding and exploding all throughout Europe and in their wake came
a rather hectic prosperity, which lasted until the end of 1929. Every-
body lived to the hilt. New ideas were accepted, even desired.

2. The Opposition Against Conventional Film Routine
The Cinema after the first world war made great strides technically,
but psychologically and artistically it did not keep pace with the

Catalogue page 6.
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times. The French writers, Canudo (of Italian descendants) and Delluc,
later Epstein and Moussinac, opposed the conventional routine of the
commercial film; the **canned’’ theatre. They tried to create an es-
thetic standard for the film. It was the time of the discovery of the
“soul of the camera.” They realized that the film could not depend

exclusively on the actor, the novel and the play, and that in order to
develop further it had to create its own plastic expression. Therefore

it was necessary to understand the nature of the lenses, the artistic
possibilities of the emulsion, the variations in speed which could lead
to a new creative expression, the rhythm; the limitations and possi-
bilities of the mechanic—the spirit of the machine. Delluc's *‘Pho-
togeny’’ became a measure for good and bad in film.

Clubs (Cine Club de France, 1926), Leagues (Film League in Hol-
land, 1926, and in Germany, 1930), Film Societies (England, 1926),
Public Organizatiors all over Europe were founded and flourished.
They proved that there was an audience for a different type of film
from those which the film companies were delivering. The result was
that the new little Playhouses, which sprang up all over the continent,
concentrated their energies on Avantgarde productions. The first
Avantgarde theatre in Europe was a part of an old monastery of the
Ursuline order in the Latin Quarter of Paris, which Armand Tallier
rented for less than twenty dollars a year. In 1925 he opened the
*“Cinema des Ursulines.”” **Cinema Latin,”" “‘Studio 28,” and others
soon followed. Similar theatres opened in Holland (‘*Uitkyk™), Ger:
many (“Kamera''), Switzerland, Poland, Belgium and finally all over
Europe. These Playhouses meant business for their owners and for
the Avantgarde film producers.

3. The Artistic Climate of Europe

Cubism, Expressionism, Dadaism and Abstract Art characterized at
this time the art movements in Europe. The more self-confident Mod-
ern Art became, the more it wanted to influence the form of the other
plastic arts with its new plastic experience. Dance and Theatre were
relatively easily inspired, as they were traditionally accustomed to
artistic changes, but it was quite another thing to influence the young-
est art: film. In the first place film was strictly technically conditioned,
still in its first experimental stage and altogether too much occupied
by its own particular technical problems. In the second place it had
no artistic tradition whatever. However, it was inevitable that, sooner
or later, a territory of such tremendous plastic possibilities as the
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film would be “'infected’’ by these new expressions. For the film was
as much a product of our times as modern art.

The actual approach came from two different sides of modern
art: at first from Abstract Art and then from Cubism. The process of
dissolution of the natural object in Cubism led to the free form: the
form liberated from its photographic appearance. (The art growing
out of this historical step was called *‘abstract art’’—an art which
no longer had a natural object.)

Even after the Cubists had dissolved the limitations of the object
they kept their relationship to it. (However this relationship was only
the exterior, not the interior characteristics of Cubism.) It should also
be realized that Cubism did not signify only the dissolution of the
object, this was an accidental liberation resulting from a still stronger
impulse. The real historical impulse, the one which forced the Cubist
painters out of the beautiful organical world of Impressionism, into
a world of architectonic forms, came from the vision of a style whose
elements had still to be found. The individualistic viewpoint of Im-
pressionism: ‘‘Nature Interpreted by Temperament,’”’ was now re-
placed by the objective research for the principles of this style. They
no longer studied the natural appearance of the object, its flair, its
atmosphere, instead they sought for its **plastic value,” for the very
elements responsible for its creation. (Cezanne saw that every form
in nature is based upon an elementary form as sphere, oval, square,
etc.) In this direction went the Cubists and in their footsteps followed
“‘Abstract Art,”" but eventually it developed a more unconditioned
form of expression than Cubism had discovered.

The general tendency of Abstract Art was to overcome pure indi-
vidualistic emotional expression and to find instead the way for the
expression of universal feeling. The uncontrolled richness of (ab-
stract) forms which had so abruptly beaten down upon the painters
had to be controlled, as the forms alone no longer held any special
significance when separated from their conventional background.
Thus the actual pass-word of Abstract Art became elimination of the
uncontrolled, creation of norms, discipline and control of the whole.
The further this elimination went, the simpler became the relation-
ship of the rest of the forms.

The controlled relationship of forms to others contained poten-
tially already an approach to films, in picture sequences (varia-
tions). In Viking Eggeling’s studies of an *‘Orchestration of the Line,"
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sequences (on isolated canvases or sheets of paper) already con-
tained latently the medium: time. In 1919 they found their adequate
form in Scroll paintings (Viking Eggeling and Hans Richter, 1919-
1920) which united sequences of variations in one long scroll. It be-
came only a matter of consequence and artistic logic to take the next
step into real movement!

These static sequences of dynamic themes were put into film in
1921 (Eggeling’s ‘‘Diagonal Symphony”, and Richter’s ‘‘Rhythm
21"). It was the first attempt to create relationship between plastic
forms in movement. The other line was also started by a modern
painter: Fernand Leger.

Leger was one of the Cubists of the first hour. Contrary to Delau-
nay, who finally left the “‘object’” for good, Leger kept to the object
and seldom risked departure from the solid world of existent things.
Here he tried to solve in his way the problem of the style, a style
which would encompass the objective reality containing the experi-
ence of our times. ‘'The war had thrust me, as a soldier, into the heart
of a mechanical atmosphere. In this atmosphere | discovered the
beauty of the fragment. | sensed a new reality in the detail of a
machine, in the common object. | tried to find the plastic value of
these fragments of our modern life. | rediscovered them on the Screen
in the close-ups of objects, which impressed and influenced me.
However, | felt that one could make their expression much stronger.
In 1923 | decided to ‘frame’ the beauty of this undiscovered world
in the film. In this medium | worked as | had done before in painting.
To create the rhythm of common objects in space and time, to pre-
sent them in their plastic beauty, this seemed to me worthwhile. This
was the origin of my Ballet Mecanique.”

4. The Influence of New Technique and New Art on the Public
From another side there came a loosening of the conventional way.
The vision of every generation is different from the foregoing one,
but the phenomenal growth of Mechanical and Energetical technique
during the last fifty years made us see things our grandfathers never
dreamed about. Gradually more and more people became aware
that machines and techniques did not mean only rationalistic things;
production and comfort; but their speed, their rhythm, their pattern
added a new appeal to life, a new beauty.
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1921

VIKING EGGELING, painter
Born in Lund, Sweden, 1880. Died May 19th, 1925.
Diagonal Symphony — Orchestration of abstract forms, 1921.
Silent short.

HANS RICHTER, painter
Born in Berlin, Germany, 1888. Lives in New York.
Rhythm 21 —Orchestration of abstract forms, 1921. Silent short.
Rhythm 23 and 25—Silent—Orchestration of abstract forms.
Film Study 1926 — Abstract forms related to and transformed in
objects. Silent short.
Inflation 1927 —First film essay (about the inflation in Germany.
Produced for Ufa as an introduction to The Lady With the Mask).
Silent short.
Ghosts Before Noon 1927-28 — Burlesque of revolting objects.
Silent, but later made as a sound short with a score by Paul
Hindemith.
Race Symphony 1928—Impressionistic sequence about a horse
race (Documentary produced for Maxim-Emelka, Berlin, as an in-
troduced for Ariadne in Hoppegarten). Silent short.
Everything Revolves 1929—Burlesque of a Fair. Sound — 3 reels.
Richter continued as a documentary and experimental film pro-
ducer; From Lightning to Television—The Conquest of the Sky—
Stock Exchange, etc.
Dreams That Money Can Buy 1944-46—Produced for Art of This
Century Films Inc. by Hans Richter in cooperation with Alexander
Calder, Marcel Duchamp, Max Ernst, Fernand Leger and Man
Ray. Ten reels, with original score by Darius Milhaud, John Cage,
Paul Bowles, Edgar Verese, etc. (See page 89.)

1922

WALTHER RUTTMANN, painter
Born about 1890 in Germany. Died 1941 on the German front in
Russia.
Opus 1, 2, 3, 4, etc.—Improvisations with abstract forms. 1922-
25, silent.
Berlin—Impressionist symphony of a great city. Silent feature, with
a score by Edmund Meisel.
Weekend 1928 — Associations with sound heard on a weekend.
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Sound Track only. No picture. Short.

Sounding Waves 1928—Symphony of the power of radio. Sound
feature.

Melody of the World 1929 — Impressionistic symphony about a
trip around the world. Sound feature.

Ruttman continued as a documentary film producer: Steel—"'A
small film of a big city.” Hamburg, etc.

1923

RENE CLAIR, started as a writer
Born about 1900 in Paris, France. Lives in Paris.
Paris qui Dort 1923 — Comical film using slow motion and high
speed in streets of Paris. Silent—4 reels.
Entr'acte 1924—(In collaboration with the painters Marcel Du-
champ and Francis Picabia.) Fantastic story of a funeral in differ-
ent rhythms. Silent<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>