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The films made by the Dziga Vertov Group are

being shown in Brazil for the first time. Given their
complexity and temporal displacement and that
they have never been seen by most people here,
a number of questions have been part and parcel
of this production since this Exhibition was con-
ceived, a little more than two years ago.

They include: how does one show a collection of films

that are extremely complex and that, n simplfied
terms, were seen as being mere political pamphlets
by the film critics, or as e xtravagant e xercises i cin-
ema for political involvement? How does one intro-
duce to the Brazilian public the effects of the dialec-
tic process produced by the proposal, a film expe-
rience that 1s unique m its disassociation between
sound and image —whether this was successful or
not —at a time when the fundmng policies for cine-
ma are being discussed on a national level in terms
of public heritage and fmancial return as a response
to the question of the type of images that should be
produced”? How does one talk about a proposal for
collective production agamst that of authorship and
which as a consequence generates a series of mis-
understandings regarding the very authorship of
the films? Not to mention the fact that one of the
participants is one of the most important directors
in the history of cinema and that he was one of
those responsible for the phenomenon of film
authorship. Finally, how does one present films that
were made more than 30 years ago in a climate of
intense political debate from which the Brazihian
public was forced to retire?

These are questions that are put forward in this book and

which the same is surely unable to answer, The
articles were selected based on three ditferent
angles: the Dziga Wertov Group and its history, the
relationship of Glauber Rocha with the Group and
the presence of Jean-Pierre Gorin at this Eshibition,
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It is hoped that this will serve as an initial point of reference and inspiration for
the new questions that are certain to arise from the explanations and misunder-
standings examined by the authors.

The amval of the Dziga Wertov Group was accompanied by the arival of others, such
as the ARC Group (Alelier de recherche cinématographique) and Chris Marker’s
SION group, aided by the new technologies for capture and editing of the ciné-
tracts, since these mini films could be edited directly on the camera, promoting
the idea of the absence of authorship (or of sole authorship) in the name of a
collective work. Thus, Un fibn comme les autres 1s the precursor of the series,
while not yet being named as a Dziga Mrtov Group film . It 1s only later on,
probably after British Sounds, that the group took on the name of “Dziga
Vertov”, due to the influence of Jean-Pierre Gorin. With Vent o Bt, the group is
established and Godard announces that for the Russian filmmaker Vertov, the
definition of Kinoki 18 not of filmmaker, but rather of filmhand, differentiating
moviemaker from film worker”.

Alongside Jean-Luc Godard and Jean-Pieme Gonn, some other members were more
frequent participants, such as Jean-Henri Roger, who is responsible for British
Sounds and Pavda, writing scripts and directing with Godard; the photographer
Paul Burron; Gérard Martin, who 1s sometimes cited as being co-director of Vent
d L5t and Anne Wiazemsky, who at that time was married to Godard and who
acted in a number of the films of the Group. Other participants were at the
fringes of this movement and their precise participation is not known. This, in a
way, s a consequence of the proposal of collective filmmaking. Tronically,
despite the collaborative will, the films are generally considered and analyzed as
being part of Godard’s filmography alone. Another consequence is that until not
long ago the films appear to have been adnit among the distributors, who did
not know who to ask for the rights of exhibition. For some time we had no clues
as to how to obtain them, until after a festival of political films in Nantes, in 2003,
when Gaumont sent us an answer °, The same thing occurs when seeking to List
the credits for the films, since the entire technical credit is resumed under the
name of the Dziga ‘ertov Group, with one or another name attached.

1t Godard himself admats that U fillm commme les autres is the fisst m the series of revolutionary filims he made,
m an interview for Kent E Carrol published in “Film and revelution: Interview with the Dziga-Vertov Group™. In focus
et Coedand, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, ne, 1972, p.33.

12 1 In the same mferview cited above for Kent E Carrol given in English m 1970, p. 50.

31The Cakiers du Cinémea comment on this problem when they write about the Festival of Nantes. Patnce BLOUIN.
“Meémoire, OO est ke cinéma politque ™ Paris, April 2003, pp, 10-12,



In extreme cases, as in the text by James MacBean on Venr d'Fst published in
this catalogue, the films appear solely as works by Jean-Luc Godard.

Instead of crediting the films simply to the "Dziga Mertov Group™, we decided to pub-
lish a credit gmde with references to all the different sources. If on one hand this
appears contradictory to the proposals of the Group, on the other it brings a lit-
tle of the historicity of the process and its reception, and also enlists subjectivi-
ties somehow and examines issues related to collective work. This mitiative
appears to be coherent when one considers the path marked out by the films
of the Group. Each film attempts to answer questions remaining from its pred-
ecessors and, almost in the end, in Tout va bien (which at this stage 1s not a film
by the Group, but rather by Godard and Gorin and signed as such), the conclu-
sion regarding the collective, arising from an initial disappointment with the
workers organizations, falls more evidently upon the mdividual story as being
that which constructs the greater history. In a way, this is also the procedure in
Letter to Jane. Nowadays 1t 18 more common to think that the Group came mnto
being as a result of the effort and desire of Godard and Gorin. Gorin answers,
m an interview given in 1970, when he and Godard were asked how many peo-
ple comprised the Dziga Vertov Group: "M this moment, two, but we are not
even sure. There 1s a left wing and a right wing. Sometimes he 13 the left and 1
am the right, it 18 a question of practice”™. *In compliment to this statement,
Godard at this time declares several times that working as a group was a way to
destroy the dictatorship of the director,

After more than 35 years since its beginning, having been immediately received with
a certain furor by the first viewers and soon being relegated to limbo and qual-
ified as being “extremist”, “radical”, “unwatchable™ and over politicized by film
lovers and also overly “aestheticizing” for political cmema made at that time,
these films return together m the form of presentations or as part of the cine-
matography of Jean-luc Godard, or in tributes that present films made by Jean-
Pierre Gorin or within a political theme regarding the 1960s and 1970%. Rarely
is there an exhibition solely of “Dziga Mertov Group™ films and, for this reason, o'e
another question becomes necessary: what does it mean to watch these films
today? Before attempting to frame them within a more temporal perspective,

14 1 Michael GOODWIN, Tom LUDDY and Nacomi WISE “The Deiga Mertov film group in Amenca”™. In Tabe Che.
The film magazine, vol 11, n. 10. Canada, March/April 1970. pp. 8-27 Or in “The Dziga Mertov film group in “America:
an interview with Jean Luc Godard and Jean Pierre Gorm”, in Chefiles. Intemet version of the same interview:
httpy// www.mip berkeleyedw/cgi-bn/omne doc detailplicine img 6571116371




which obliges the receptor to try and understand the object of fruition according
to what it brings from its time, these films are smgular experiences regarding the
ideological consequences of that which one chooses as a form. The films lead
Brecht beyond abenation, lending continuity to the very Brechtian lesson that the
problem of form 1s in itself the problem of politics. And in this they bring the
breeze of the freedom with which they were made. in the bold contrast of color
used by those who made films to be seen and not to be read, as Gorin insists,
arening against the proclaimed end of writing °. In all of the nine films. to a
greater or lesser degree, the sound and the image are mdependent elements that
sometimes dance together and sometimes clash. In this sense, the accusation of
the pamphletary verbosity is an accusation that is little reflected from a hasty
point of view in that which it presents. There is a first layer containing a solid pres-
ence of spoken lines. But, perhaps given the complexity that these propose, the
viewer 1S left in a position of admitting that there are other layers to be perceived
via unexpected connections that are brought to hfe in them.

It is very rare to see a political film that has taken its proposal as far as the films made
by the Dziga Mertov Group. Of course, after the more student based political
phase, after the prolonged and risky terrorist political attempts, after the growth
of the consumer ideologies, after the cultivation of an independent position as
a subjective ideal, it 1s difficult for the common contemporary man to see him-
self as belonging to the “bourgeois” or the “worker” group, since he has always
been a part of both. But since then, the more political films that go against the
grain of power have been so focused on content, so unconcerned with the con-
sideration of form (if we wish, to be submitted to that which Hollywood defines
as form), with such simplified readings of what 1s power, that we appear to have
lost the connecting link between what happened in the days of the Group and
what is happening today. There 1s, in this sense of loss, a desire for evolution
that does not always occur, but reviewing and rethinking these films to a pont
beyond that of a nostalgic feeling may stimulate chains of connections that were
unperceived and connections that were already thought of as established, prin-
cipally in regard to the world we have constructed since May of 1968.

The first of the films, Uk film comme les autres, shows an explosion of images from
ciné-tracts made in May 1968 in black and white, intercalating the student
debate on the class struggle. It is the precursor of collective film making in the

L5 1Gomm inoan mterview. Christian Braad THOMSEN, “Jean-Pierre Gorin intervewed. Blmmakmg and hstory™,
Jump Cot, 0. 3, 1974, pp. 1719 hutpafwwwempeut.org/archve/onlinessays!/ U3 folder/ Gonnnt Thomson. himl
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work of Godard and is born of the political discussions between Godard and
Gorin °. The conception of this way of making films, which does not reveal iden-
tities, in as much as it favors the spoken lines in detriment to the faces of the
characters, 1s in itself already a procedure of this way of thinking that 15 w take
shape in the next films. However, the contrast between the colorful rural land-
scape and the calm of the debaters, and the images of hombs and striking work-
ers generates, at first, two interpretations: one with regard to the differences
between the classes themselves, or rather, one that poses for the film and anoth-
er that “poses” for the struggle. This latter opens up the problem that was later
to be questioned by the Group —as in lotte in falia —with regard to the reali-
ty of theory and the reality of practice.

The next film, Brtish Sounds, was made in England, shortly after One plies one and
from the outset the desire to film collectively was stated. Roger works with
Godard and Maoism 15 what provides the stronger tone of the film’s political
scheme. The color of the film 1s red and the sound 15 that of repetition. The
seven sequences, even if declared as being political, are still presented with a
certain irony and humor in the play on revolutionary clichés, such as the flag
being torn at the beginning and the bloody hand grasping for the red flag at the
end. The rony reveals in itself the discomfort of assuming two positions and this
resource 18 used frequently by Godard. In fact, the nucleus of the film s loaded
with ronic scenes, such as the scene with the television announcer who parts
from a liberal standpoint to state prejudice and which s intercalated with scenes
of a British reality that fails to bear witness to the speech of the announcer. But
if we think of the seriousness of the revolutionary sound that ends the film, in
synchronicity with the image, its contrast with this irony appears to reveal a cer-
tain hesitation between the Godard of Alphaville and the revolutionary Godard.

Vent d'Est, after Pravda, 1s the next in the series, It is entirely taken by the voice of the
malign genius which, with the exception of Tout va bien, was to remain until ki
et Aiflertrs. In reality it is a number of voices (and in the case of Vent d'Tst,
female), but one especially fulfills the role of dialectic differentia, and as a main
thread guarantees the structure of the films. It also guarantees the deconstruc-
tion of the same n a more formal sense. Little by little, the characteristic discon-
nection between sound and image is what guides the films and also, gradually,
gives a life of its own to the sound. Vent d'F5t 1s a more vigorous work, with open
questions. The voice of the malign genius answers British Sounds with no hesi-

b | Affirmation by Gorin in Aonp Cher,
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tation and opens up an entire pathway of experiences, of which one was made
with the participation of Glauber Rocha. Gorin explains that when working on
the scene with Isabel Pons, the pregnant girl with the camera, it became a
metaphor for the difficulties and hopes of the tme that encountered at the
crossroads the impossibility of a meeting between the tropicalists of the Third
World and the conceptualists of the First in the question of class revolution. This
impossibility is marked by the three hesitant steps taken by the pregnant girl
towards Glauber and soon after her return by the same path ". The voice of
Glauber sings and indicates the way of the “dangerous, divine and wonderful
cmema’” —of that time.

Brazil was entering the most terrifying phase of the political dictatorship. Our cinema
came under the censor, our thinkers were arrested, tortured and exled; and
Brazil was left with no dialogue between the mside and the outside that it had
just taken up again with the modernist tradition. Glauber did not stop filming
and his Der leone have sept heads 1s clearly an influence for the Dziga Mertoy
Group, as noted by Jean-Pierre Gorin and José Carlos Avellar, who m an article
in this book also suggest a tighter exchange of influences with des-encountered
solutions between the cinematographies of Glauber and Godard, of the Frst
and the Third Worlds.

Watching these films today 1s like being able to see a lost part of an important discus-
sion that may perhaps have fed a line of film making somewhat abandoned by
film goers and film producers, whose aesthetic project includes the reflectivity of
the apparatus and a formal experimentation in cinema. Aline that unites Mirio
Perxoto with Julio Bressane and which, wonically, has nothing to do with so
called “political” cinema. This line includes Glauber, but it appears that the
“political” side of Glauber, in terms of the more commercialized interpretation
of his Hunger Aesthetic, has been cultivated i our cinema. This is a shame,
since 1t diminishes the diversity of readings on the complexity of the world.

The films of the Dziga Mertov Group, which have less political importance today —in
terms of the more evident political aspect, since in a way the aesthetic choice is

U7 1 Emal comrespondence, "It s my gidliviend of the time, [sabel Pons, Lenlisted to meet Glauber at the crossroud and
whose pregnancy [ ransformed as a metaphor of our difficulties and our hopes by loading her with a camera; Gluber
15 in thut scene becavse Raphael Sorm and [ went 1o look for him m Rome: and the procedure, the Seript” that enabled
Glauber to mprovise his Ines, the idea to have him stand at the crossroad and riff on the cnema do Terceiro Mundo®
i mine; and this impossibility to meet for the Tropicalsts of the Third World and the conceptualisis of the Frst i guest
of a revolution of the medium marked by lsabel's three hesitant steps in the direction indicated by Glauber and her
et o the path she came from, [arocokted i.”
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mn itself a political act —are more experimentally interesting. They are what the
cinema may consider as being a threshold situation, in as much as that they are
still considered to be films and that they make use of the basic cinematograph-
ic apparatus: film, projector, screen, seat, dark room, tickets to enter, traditional
cinematographic time., However, what one sees on the screen is much closer to
that which today is frequently seen in museums in a shorter time frame: the so
called installations. that were more often seen in video and today are made with
digital material. There are several films within each individual film, made accord-
ing to the availability of low cost material, creating images of images recycled
within the films themselves. There is nothing more “pop” than the impressions
of sunlight on the dark screen, the cards with handwritten schemes, the red
frames and the strips of film in Vent d’Est. The economical material movement
of the cmema and the plastic arts are opposite. While cinema has high costs and
1s sold at low prices, the plastic arts generally cost very little and are sold at high
prices. In this sense, the films made by the Group follow contemporary art
using as much everyday material as possible, instead of proposing the careful
finishing that is demanded with increasing intensity by the modem film indus-
ry. Kent Jones, in an article published in this catalogue, uses Gorin’s metaphor
of the “can-opener” ("We made this film in the same way that you would make
a can-opener’’) to describe the process used to make these films. To make a film
like a can-opener s to lend it the power fo serve as an mstrument for opening
something that is hermetically sealed, such as the image of Jane Fonda in
Vietnam. If thought of as being a “pop” artefact, the films are not content to sim-
ply present the new culture or reveal the reality of consumption. Even cans of
Campbell’s soup need to be opened.

In interviews made in the days of the Group, generally represented by Godard and

Gorin, several questions were asked with regard to the audience for which the
films were made. The duo demonstrated a true concern for this issue when they
made Tout va bien. Despite the presence of famous actors or of the care taken
in the finishing, the film was not a public success, and neither was it well
received by the critics. Seeing it today, this preoccupation becomes senseless
and we are grateful for its existence. Without wishing to say that the film has
finally reached its audience, or that the works of the Dziga Mertov Group have
now found a public, it would be good if, when considering the policies of sup-
port and funding for films, it would also be possible to argue in the sense of the
paradigmatic axis and ask: how many generations will watch these films?






Jean-Plerre Gorin first achieved international atten-

tion through his collaborations with Jean-lLuc
Godard as the Dziga Vertov Group. This association
has brought him both celebrty and neglect: those
who admire the films of the “Wertov period” often
attribute their virtues to Godard with scant or no ref-
erence to Gorin; and many that dislike them often
view Gorin as a punk who led the master astray
while nding his coattails. This controversy tends to
overshadow and ignore the small but mpressive
body of work that Gorin has produced since parting
with Godard in 1973. T be sure, circumstances
have made these films all too easy to overlook:
there are only three features and a pair of related
video works, along with a number of aborted or
never-begun projects, made at ntervals of years,
distributed spottily, and of deliberate modesty.

These solo films, however. may well prove as important

as the collaborations with Godard. What they lose

in provocation and extremity they gain back in

charm and m complexity of form and nuance:

they stand among the most mgenious and poten-
tially fertile contrbutions to the “film essay”
genre. They are characterized by a resolute fidelity
to the local, revealed with tenderness and humor,
and are personal and engaging in ways unimagin-
able in the Vertov-period works, These three films —
Foto and Cabengo (1978), Routine Pleaswres
(1986), and My Gusy Life (1991 ) —deserve to be

much more widely seen and discussed; and the

videos —letter to Peter and a record of Olivier
Messiaen’s opera St. Frungois d Assise (both 1992)

—open up new areas which one hopes Gorin will

have the opportunity to explore further,

Gorin was born on April 17, 1943 in Paris; his parents

were Jewish leftists, his father a respected (and
Trotskyite) doctor, his mother a woman of consid-
erable mtelligence and somewhat unpredictable
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energy. After a turbulent but studious adolescence, Gorin received his bac-
calaureate in Philosophy in 196{), subsequently enrolling at the Sorbonne.
Here he took part i the seminars of Lonis Althusser (including the one defin-
ing the theory of the ideological state apparatus), Jacques Lacan, and Michel
Foucault. In addition, from 1965 to 1968, Gorin was an editor at Ie Monde,
helping create its weekly literary supplement. “Le Monde des Livres™. In this
period he wrote dozens of articles. contributing to the political and aesthetic
debates that would lead eventually to the upheaval of May 1968.

Gorin first met Godard in 1967, A this time Godard was becoming increasingly nter-
ested in the younger generation and, by extension, in radical poltics, as
Mascuelin féminin (1966) indicates. Gorin was a perfect contact, as one of the
most articulate and engaged of France’s young New Left. For his part Gorin had
been a cinephile since his youth, and the formal and political rigor of Jean-
Marie Straub and Daniéle Huillet's Nichr Vesschnt (1965) had stimulated his
desire to make films. Gorin came to befnend Godard: he advised Godard on
La Chinoise (1967), as someone with first-hand practical and theoretical expe-
rience of emergent leftist militancy: and was present during at least some of
the shooting of e gai savoir (1968).

In the aftermath of May 1968 Godard turned his back on the conventional film industry,
to make films reflecting a new political commitment and developing a new prac-
tice, a way of “making films politically,” not merely promulgating leftist ideas with-
in a traditional, and hence discredited, aesthetic. The need was “1o return to zero,”
as le gai savoirhad announced, to “buikd images™ from scratch and to “combat
the tyranny of image over sound.” With the sporadic assistance of several
younger apprentices, including Gorin and Jean-Henri Roger, Godard created U
film comme les autres (1968), Brtish Sounds (1968), and Pavda (1969), films of
an aggressive technical leanness and political sindency. These films began to be
signed by the “Dziga Vertov Group,” a name chosen to pay homage to the then-
neglected master of Soviet film, to his radical politics and his exposure of film’s
material and formal foundations, his dismantling of cinematic illusion.

Although this name apparently originated with Gorin, the first “Vertov films™ were
fundamentally Godard’s own work. However, a turning point came with Vent
d’F5t (196Y), Godard went to ltaly to film a Western in collaboration with a num-

10 See James Monaco's chapter “Godard: Theory and Practice: The Daiga-Mertov Perod™, i The New Wone (New
York: Oxdord University Press, 1970, p. 221, which remains probably the most clear-sighted general accounting of this
aroup of films,
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ber of prominent leftists, including Brazilian director Glauber Rocha, activist Daniel
Cohn-Bendit, and spaghetti Western star/communist Gian Maria Volonté. This col
laboration quickly stalled, due to general indisciphne: and Godard mvited Gorin to
help salvage the project. This effort maugurated a period of truly joint authorship
that would encompass lotte in kalia (1969), Viadimiret Rosa (1971), Tout va bien
(1972}, and letter to Jane (1972); ki et aillewrs (1975) can be considered an
appendix to this body of work. Parcelling out authorial responsibilities in these
films is difficult, and, indeed, contrary to their intentions: Gorin has remarked that
they arose from a "tonstant exchange of ideas™ that aimed at a fundamental
“transformation of practice.” a repudiation of the auteurism which Godard had
helped formulate’. Be that as it may, it seems that at least Iotte in kalia and Tout
va bien are, if anything, more Gorin’s than Godard’s, and that in the others cre-
ative responsibility was fairly equal’. The two fimmakers were working together
daily. not only on these larger films but on smaller projects: there were "news
reports,” shown daily m Paris, which mcluded interviews and skits {Juliet Berto
a bathtub explaining the Vietmam War); and also proposals for advertisements, at
least one of which was actually filmed, as a source of money.

Although Gorin remains proud of the Mertov films, it 1s hardly for their ideological purity:
to this extent, these films, as he once characterized the militants in La Chinoise,
are marked by a "cretinistic seriousness,” * all too premonitory of the pompous
puritanism of much subsequent political art. More durable are ther formal
beauty’, thewr daring, their emphasis on soundtrack over image, their accuracy
as time capsules, their humor (evident at least from Viadimir et Rosa on,
although often unremarked), and what could be called their proto-punk “do it
yourself” ethos. Most of these features are far removed from the academic dis-
course and practice which have constituted the principal legacy of these films,
and of which Gonn 1s largely dismissive: for Gorin, to read these films principally
for therr political message is uninteresting, even beside the point. T be sure, it is
difficult to believe that the political content of Venr d'Fsr, tor example, is ironical

21 These comments are from a video mterview with Gorin conducted i Melbourne i [987: [ do not know the
slenuty of the mlerviewer,

13 Gonn once modestly asserted, “Basically all [ have done comes from lean-luc’s previous work; that's why some
ol our last films are considered highly Godardan, even though [ made them™. Quoted in MONACD, 215,

t40 Melkourne interview,

31 Onee vigorously denied: Godard: “if Vent ¢ 5t succeeds at all, it's becavse it isn't beautifzl at all”, In James Roy
MacBeaw, “Godard and Rocha at the Crossroads of Wind Fom the Fase” m Flm and Revolution, Bloomington:
Indiana Uniersity Press, 1975, p. 120.
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or incidental; and the arrogance of Gorin and Godard’s public persona at the
time (see Ralph Thanhauser's Godand in America [1970]) has not aged well. Sull,
the Vertov films remain extremely rewarding, and deserve renewed attention.

It has taken me some tme to see Vent d'Fst freshly: my mitial encounters with the film
were with nth-generation video dupes of an American version with an appalling
voiceover (in which LHienanité becomes “human-nite”). Given the ugliness and
indecipherability of sound and image, one relied heavily both on the published
script and on the famous essays on the film by such writers as Peter Wollen,
which seemed to celebrate it for purveying what Gilberto Perez has called “mili-
tant unpleasure™, an unrelenting negation of any aesthetic values as madmissibly
treacherous superstructure’ This grimly ideological doggedness is part of Vent
d I5t, but only part: what is most crucial in the film, as can be seen in the lovely
Japanese DVD release, is its unresolved dialectic between verbal ideology and
visual beauty, in which each stands as a criique of the other. If the soundtrack
denounces the Amencan imperalist Griffith, the lush natural splendour of the
almost static opening shots make one think of Gnffith’s last interview:

What the modern movie lacks is beauty —the beauty of moving wind in
the trees, the little movement in a beautiful blowing on the blossoms in

the trees. That they have forgotten entirely.... In my arrogant belief, we
have lost beauty”.

Vent d'Fst is an exceptionally rich film, if one takes the time both to see and hear, and
to set aside the rhetoric surrounding it —as an extension and subversion of the
Western, revealing and interrogating its implicit ideologies, as a document of
the possibilities and dangers of the revolutionary project (as in the chilling
sequence aboult terrorism near the end, m which Pop still hifes descending from
Dewx ou tmis choses que je sais d'elfe [1966] become diagrams of home-made
explosives), and for the complex mtersections of formal beauty with loaded
and refractory content.

Where Venr d’Est 18 wide-ranging and heterogeneous. fotte in halia s tight, disci-
plined, even elegant: Gorin has described its structure as resembling a deck of

61 See Peter WOLLEN, "Godard and Counter Cinema:  Venr o' in Readiigs and Wiitings: Semiotic Conmnter-
Sttegies. London: New Left Books, 1982, pp. 79491, Tor Perez’s dismssal of the "Dziga Mertov Group” films, see The
Mererial Ghosr, Baltimore: Johns Hopkins, 1998, p. 362,

71 Eera GOODMAN, The Fftv-Fear Decline and Fall of Folhvwood, New York: Simon and Schuster, 1961, p. 11,
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cards, proceeding by juxtapositions and substitutions of more or less static pan-
els to articulate an Althusserian analysis of the ideologies underpinning a young
ltalian militant’s existence. By contrast, Wadimir et Kosa, a reflection on the
Chicago 8§ tnal as poltical theater, is the wiklest and most miscellaneous of the
Vertov films, its reckless abundance of materials, skits, implications: 1t 1s scatter-
shot, but exuberant, and includes some of Gorin and Godard’s most significant
meditations on the construction of a new cinematic language, cast. often
enough, in disarmingly comic guise.

To my mind, however, the greatest films to emerge from the collaboration are the last
three: Tout va bien, Letter to Jane, and ki et aillews.

Tout va bien 1s, for obvious reasons, the most “professional” of the Mertov films. Gorin
and Godard wanted to work again on a larger and more “popular” scale. To this
end, they secured two stars from the left, Yves Montand and Jane Fonda;
devised a narrative; and built a set —a sausage factory headquarters during a
strike. Having accepted these concessions, Gorm and Godard play with them
cunningly: for much of the film the stars function as extras, while other “non-
stars” assume center stage; the stars’ “love story,” once it emerges, fixes their
romance solidly in the context of their jobs (as film director and journalist
respectively), and thus within the hypocrisies of commercial culture; and the set,
in tribute to Jerry Lewis” The Ladies’ Man (1961), 18 a cutaway functioning as
another Brechtian Verfremdungseffeks. Such strategies make a film whose for-
mal complexity matches a new variety of discourse: Gorin and Godard here
allow boss, unionist, and radical striker all to speak for themselves, giving us
more freedom to weigh their respective positions. This freedom is welcome,
though it also indicates a loss of fervor. As Gorin has said, Tout va bien is a film
of 1972, not of 1968; and the bleakness of its concluding travelling shot under-
limes the madequacy of the revolutionary actions that it depicts, the passing of
the revolutionary moment’,

One last blast of hard militant theory, Letter to Jane has received especially bad press,
as “insufferable™ and humorless”. Ifind it both funny and revelatory. The film
is a fifty-minute meditation on a single photograph of Jane Fonda in Vietnam.
Passing the narration between them, and juxtaposing Fonda’s image with other

&1 For a more detailed analysis of Tour va bien, see David BORDWELL and Kristin THOMPSON, Hln Art: An
hitroducrion, 2 ed. New York: Knopf, 1986, pp. 33542,

G PEREZ, 362; Jonathan DAWSOMN. “Letter to Jane™ in Senses of Cnema,

hitpef waww.sensesoftinema.com/contents/ 01/ 1% ctegfle tter.himl
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photographs, Gorin and Godard reflect on the function of Fonda and this image
within the Western media’s representation of the Vietmamese struggle for self-
determination. Some have claimed that the filmmakers are unfair and misogy-
nist in their erticism of ther erstwhile collaborator; on the contrary, they are
repeatedly at pains to distinguish Fonda as person from the social role they criticize.
Further, the excessively pedantic mode of argumentation {(proceeding, for
example, from “Hements of Hements” to “Hementary Hements™), while no
doubt a serious atternpt to argue logically, mocks its own absolutism (though
few, such as James Monaco, seem to perceive the irony)." letter to Jane
remains, in Susan Sontag’s words, “a model lesson on how to read any photo-
graph, how to decipher the un-innocent nature of a photograph’s framing,
angle, focus™'" in addition, it is full of provocative insights, especially into the his-
tory of film acting, and the eclipse of the silent actor’s “materialism” by a vacuous
style of “heavy thinking,” which Gorin and Godard link directly to an ineffectual
Western liberahism.

Iei et ailleurs, completed by Godard and Anne-Marie Miéville, is perhaps the most
complex of all of these works, a stunning reflection on the Palestinian resistance,
on the political dimensions of sound and image, and on the failure of Eiropean
radicalism after 1968. Commissicned by the Arab League in [970 to make a film
to be entitled Jesqu @ la victoire, Gorin and Godard shot footage m Jordan of Al
Fatah. Later that year, most of the people they had filmed and whose guests
they had been were killed by the Jordanian army in Black September, rendering
the working title grotesquely irrelevant and utterly changing the significance of
the footage. Bventually Godard, Gorin, and Miéville combined this material with
trenchant critiques of the strategies of both the revolutionaries and the filmmakers,
drawing from the latter a direct connection to a Furopean left more interested
in struggles other than ther own and to the coercive and ubiquitous nature of
mass communications, n which “chains of images enslaving other images”
come to condition and constitute human consciousness. ki et aillewrs is one of
the greatest of all political films, achieving an extraordinary formal density with
its layered images, sounds, and histories, as well as a political lueidity that
remains all too relevant today.

The Mertov period had been mtensely productive and exciting; but Gorn needed to
strike out on his own. He was still very much in Godard’s shadow; further, he

C100 See Monaco’s very useful discussion in The Mew Wanve, pp. 245-30
CIT 1 Susan SONTAG, On Fotogmpfry, New York: Dela, 1977, p. 108,
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telt stifled by politics and theory, and wanted to explore new areas. In an inter-
view with Martin Walsh, Gorin identified his favorite American filmmaker as Russ
Meyer and remarked: *Tm no longer trying to be a Brechtian. The very idea of
trving to think through the lenses of a guy who was thinking in the 1930’s seems
o me, now, extraordinarily backward... . T'm hardly even a Marxist anymore, 5o
it opens my space a little™."”

Gorin’s first solo film is now lost. Entitled LAflleirs immédiat, it was largely complete
when the drug arrest of its leading actress stalled production; faced with an inde-
terminate delay, the producers blithely melted the film down for its silver con-
tent, This destruction 18 mtensely to be regretted: on one hand, one wonders
how Gorin’s career may have developed if the film had been completed and
released: and, on the other, the film is likely to have been fascinating. The title’s
allusion to Georges Bataille mdicates the direction Gorm was taking; according
to him, LAidflewrs was sexnally and psychologically uncompromising, leading
Godard to dub 1t, n contradistinction to Bertolucer's controversial but compara-
tively safe Ultimo tango a Parigi (1972), “the Anti-Tango™. Gorin himself played
the lead; his descriptions of some of the film’s action, m which he recites pas-
sages from Nietzsche's Genealogy of Momls while getting tattooed, or mastur-
bates while hanging cutside an upper-story window on a Paris street, perhaps
give some idea of the extremity (and zanmess) of the project. Comciding with,
and in some way motivating, this work was the continued deteroration of the
revolutionary spirit of May 1968; Gorin has spoken of the increasingly fragment-
ed and deranged nature of the militant left, and of his desire to distance himself
from it. Perhaps LAiflewrs immédiar would have been the Dionysian counterpart
to Jean Ristache’s cold and objective dissection of the [960°s aftermath in la
maman et la putain (1973),

In any case, after the forced mcompletion of ZAillenrs, Gorin left Europe, and, in 1975,
accepted Manny Farber’s invitation to join the faculty of the University of
California at San Diego, where Gorin has remained to the present day. With
Farber, Gorin developed a strong and enduring friendship: in Farber's words, q
they became “twin brains™. Farber had long been both an impressive painter as
well as one of America’s leading film critics: he was one of the first serious advo-
cates of such “action directors” as Mann, Fuller, and Hawks; more recently, he
had become an equally astute observer of such avant-gardists as Snow, Straub
and Huillet, Fassbinder, and Godard. Gorin’s appointment at UCSD involved him

F120 Martin WALSH, "Godard and Me: Jean-Premre Gorm Talks,” in Fake e (Mol 5 # 1, [970), pp. 14-15.



in a nourishing dialogue with both Farber and his wife and collaborator Patricia
Patterson. In addition, Gorin enjoved university life: certainly his brilliant and idio-
syncratic lectures and mentoring have been indispensable to several generations
of art and film students at UCSD. However, one regrets that academia has
absorbed so much energy that could have been spent making films.

Gorin’s directorial ambitions did not end with his teaching career. He wanted to break
into Hollywood. and found work on Apocalypse Now (although his role in this
legendarily chaotic project came to little more than instructing Frederic Forrest
in the mtricacies of French cuisine). Still, Gorin was hopeful that Fancis Ford
Coppola might support him in a project of his own. He had obtained the rights
to a number of works by the science fiction writer Philip K Dick; and, further,
Dick had prepared for Gorin an extraordinarily detailed treatment of his novel
Ubik. Netther Coppela nor George Lucas, however, would back the project, and
Gorin had the bitter experience of watching his options lapse on this and other
properties.

If Gorin was frustrated in Hollywood, he fortunately had the opportunity to explore
documentary. Soon, funded by West German television, he began the first film
of what would become a trilogy about language, arrested development, and cul-
tural displacement in Southern Calidornia: Poto and Cabengo.

Fbto approaches the theme of “children and language™ through the case of two young
San Diego twins, Gracie and Gmny Kennedy, who had apparently invented a pri-
vate language. Actually, this language was a pidgin form of the German and
Inglish they heard in their relative 1solation at home. Gorin traces this subject n
every direction: the news coverage of the twins, which dwindles from inaccurate
hype to nonexistence; the official opinions of child psychologists and linguists;
the social ambitions of the twins” unhappy and financially precarious family. In
addition, Gorin eschews those recurrent alternative presumptions of documen-
tary film, of neutral reportage or of Godlike omniscience: rather, he enters the
story himself as a decidedly inexpert investigator, a comic Philip Marlowe; and
his growing mvolvement with the twins, introducing them to the world,
becomes another strand in the film’s “plural narrative™. From this complex net-
work of forces, Gorin reveals much about the allure and pressures of an elusive
American dream; about the social nature of language; about the displaced lega-
cies of emigration. And, while keeping these large subjects in play, Gorin never
loses sight either of the humanity of his subjects —he does not condescend to
the pathetic parents —or of the film’s formal comple xity, which constantly varies
its permutations of sound, written text, and image, often. as in the Mertov peri-
od, privileging the first. Formally and thematically, the film 15 a virtuoso piece of
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polyphony, all the more remarkable for never losing its lightness of touch, even
as it grazes profundity and tragedy".

If Foto was about children and language. Routine Peasures makes of its investigation
of “men and mmagmmation”™ m 1980’ America, “a small-scale epic,” m Gorin’s
words, a remake of Only Angels Have Wings". Gorin’s principal subject is a
group of model train enthusiasts who meet weekly at the Del Mar Fairgrounds
in Southern California: their miniature landscapes preserve a lost. perhaps illu-
sory America, and their obsession curiously entwines work and childhood.
Gorin weaves this subject with another: his fnend and mentor Manny Farber.
Farber doesn’t appear, except in photographs; but his paintings and words (and
such preoccupations as Jimmy Cagney) do; and Gorin, agam assuming the per-
sona of hemused mvestigator, shuttles between these strands with effortless
ingenuity. The film’s intersecting narratives function like the crossing tracks ot the
train set, or the lines of force of Farber’s paintings, establishing nodes of resem-
blance and resonance; and all the while Gorin assesses American identty, its
experience of geography and frontier, of masculinity, of history, of the relation
of private and collective. Like Fhto, Routine Pleasures is notable for its lightness
and charm, although the polyphony here is if anything more intricate than in its
predecessor. One should also mention Babette Mangolte’s excellent cinematog-
raphy, marvelously nuanced both in black and white and in color. For Routine
Peasures, Gorm won the award for Best Experimental Documentary at the
Festival dei Popoli in Horence.

Agan, academic obligations were a principal reason for the delay before Gorm’s next
film. My Grasy Life (which won the Special Jury Prize at Sundance in 1992) rounds
off his California trilogy with an exploration of the life of a Samoan gang in Long
Beach. This is perhaps the most difficult of Gorin’s solo films, deliberately nter-
vening in the reality it documents more frequently and elusively than its prede-
cessors, and forgoing the orientation hitherto provided by Gorin’s traditional per-
sona of investigator. Rather as Jean Rouch had done in Moi, wn noir(1958), Gorin
invites his subjects to collaborate actively in his representation of them, most evi-
dently in some obviously acted scenes, but more subtly as well, as in apparently
spontaneous but actually scripted monologues. In addition, Gorin widens the
scope from merely documenting daily life in Long Beach: several gangsters go (o

130 See also Vivian SOBCHACK, 16 Ways to Pronounce Potato”: Authorty and Authorship in Pae and Cabenge,”
The Jovemal of Hlm and Video, issue X000, Tall 984, pp. 21-24,
140 Melboume interview.
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Samoa and encounter their cultural origins, both in family and in fantasy. Even sci-
ence fiction intrudes in the ruminations of a computer in a sympathetic cop’s
patrol car; these musings stand in, perhaps, for the missing Gorin character, but
disrupt the film’s tone. Despite such thghts, My Gasy fife resists all sensational-
ism: there is no spectacular violence, nor any romanticizing or demonizing of its
subjects. One is struck instead by the gangsters’ curious innocence, and by the
normative tedium of their existence, from which Gorin manages to invent a tex
ture whose complexity only unfolds itself over repeated viewings.

Since My Grasy Life, Gorin has, as he has said, "focused on the possibility of rethink-
mg film narrative along musical structural ines”. Musicality has in various ways
long been a concern of Gorin: one thinks of his mtelhgent choice of music in his
films (Eroll Gamer and Mozart played by Gould in Poto, Conlon Nancarrow in
Routine, Joji Yuasa's intermittent but elegant score for My Gusy Life). but, more
essentially, of the emphasis on the soundtrack already characteristic of the
\ertov films, and of the rhythmic and polyphonic structures of his solo works.
Letter to Peter (1992), a feature-length video built around Peter Sellars’ stagng
of Messiaen’s Saint Finngois d'Assise in Salzburg, 1s a kind of etude extending
and synthesizing these concerns. However, it is not as rich as his films: perhaps
reflecting a certain impatience with Sellars (evidenced by welcome if somewhat
rude fastforwards during some of his monologues), it doesn’t completely inte-
grate its often mieresting views of the rehearsal process with its larger specula-
tions on music and creation. More successful, if less ambitious, 18 Gorin's record
of the performance, made for Osterreichischer Rundfunk, which makes Sellars’
staging (to my mind questionable) as effective as live video can register. In any
case, these two direct engagements with music iself have sharpened Gorin’s
mterest in filmic musicality; and among his current projects are soundtracks built
as a primary layer, to which images will be added later, reversing usual filmic
practice. Gorin has also been writing filmseripts and stories; and in 2001 he
directed a workshop in Japan with a number of young Japanese artists. Here, in
collaboration with the students and with pamter/videographer Ryuta Nakajima, 31..
he shot footage for a projected video "Email” tribute to his friends and elders
Godard and Chnis Marker. In the past months, Gorin has at last begun shaping
this footage: one is glad that Gorin’s exchange of ideas and enthusiasm with this
younger generation, and the growmng international interest in his work, has
helped renew his own creative energy, and one hopes that the mtermittent
rhythm of Gorin’s production will become more steady.

If Godard has fashioned himself into “the ultimate image of the end of Europe™ (as
Charles Olson once wrote of Erra Pound), Gorin has done something more



modest. Eich of his films chews on recurrent themes—ef childhood or nostal-
eia for childhood, of language and exile —with intensely local concentration. If
Marker's Sans soleil (1982) or The Last Bolshevik (1993) expand grandly from
theirr mmediate subjects to the dlumination of History, Gorin's burrow instead
inte their locality. Since the generalizing rhetoric of the Vertov period, Gorin has
allergically avoided “large statements™ nstead, his work is allied with, and ten-
der and inquisitive toward, the small, the mdividualizing detail. It is, m Manny
Farber’s words, "termite art,” "eating its own boundaries,” leaving “nothing in its
path other than the signs of eager, industrious, unkempt activity.™ In this very
modesty, Gorin’s work is perhaps of special importance in a time dominated by
the soulless and grandiose spectacles of Hollywood, and by the cynicism and
affectlessness of so much “independent” film. Instead, the eccentricity of Gorin’s
movies reminds me of those from certain other great contemporaries, like
Abbas Karostami or Jodo Cesar Monteiro, whose quirky particularity allows
them extraordinary range and engenders deep and abundant pleasures.

Hlmography as director

Vent d'Est (1969; with Jean-Luc Godard)

{otte in Kalia (1969; with Jean-luc Godard)

Viadimir et Rosa (1971 with Jean-Luc Godard)

Tout va bien (1972 with Jean-luc Godard)

Letter to Jane (1972 with Jean-Luc Godard)

Iet et aillerrs (1975; with Jean-luc Godard and Anne-Marie Miéville)

oo and Cabengo (1978)

Foutine leasures {1986)

My Gusy Life (1991)

Letter to Peter (1992; video)

St. Frungois d Assise (1992; video of Peter Sellars’ staging of
Messiaen’s opera)

0151 Manny Farber, Negative Space (expanded edition). New York: Da Capo, 1998, p. 135,

45



I 3

Materigl comagirefos autorais
' "




The filmmaker Jean-Pierre Gorin talks
about how the director of Land in Trance
became an actor in Venr d 'Est, which 1s
to be shown this week for the first ttme
in Brazil.

Jean-Pierre Gorin is known for his partnership with

lean-Luc Godard in the 1960°s and 19707, They
directed six films together, four of them with
various left-wing revolutionaries of the day, as an
exercise mn collective labor and under the name
of the Dziga “ertov Group, a tnbute to the
Russian filmmaker, to serve as opposition not
only to Hollywood, but alo to the tradition of
Eisenstein. The first film born of this partnership
is Vent dest (1969}, a western made in Italy with
the participation of Gian Maria Vblonté, as an
actor, and Damel Cohn-Bendit, as a screen writer,
as well as an appearance by Glauber Rocha. Part
of the film shows a number of people gathered
in a deserted spot reflecting on what it is to make
movies and, as this was the major concern of the
group, what it 1s to make movies politically. And
it 1s Glauber who, at a crossroads, shows the dif-
ferent paths of cinema, including the one of the
Third World, which 18 "dangerous, divine and
wonderful”.

The other three films made by the group are fofte in

Ialia (1969), Vladimir et Rosa (1971) and Jisqu'a
la Victoire (1970), which was unfinished. No
longer under the name of Dziga Mertov, Godard
and Gorin directed, in 1972, Tour Vi Bien, with
Yves Montand and Jane Fonda, and Letter to Jane,
a caustic reading of a photo taken of Jane Fonda
in Vietnam. The film warranted the attention of

[pivpory pun] aagnvp) Jo puarlfy

Jane de Almeida

spectal article for the newspaper Folha de Sdo Paulo
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Susan Sontag in her famous essay On Fiotography (republished recently by
Companhia das Letras), presenting it as a lesson in the deciphering of an appar-
ently imnocent framework.

Gorin met Godard some time around 1965 when he was the literary editor of le
Monde and one of the creators of the supplement "Le Monde des Livres",
He had studied philosophy and attended the lectures of Louis Althusser,
Jacques Lacan and Michel Foucault. He was an eminent participant of the new
seneration of the Fench left-wing, which was to culminate in the revolution of
May 1968, and represented an innovating force n the thinking of Godard at that
time, so much so that he was one of his confidents and advisors for
La Chinoise (1967) and Le Gai Savoir(1968), films that were made before those
of the Dziga Vertov Group.

Since 1973, Jean-Pierre Gorin has been a professor for the department of visual arts
at the University of California, in San Diego, and he still directs, writes and
produces films. Gorin  took the trouble to answer the questions below and
said that they brought back fond memories. He also said that, if he could, he
would take a plane straight away so that he could see the presentation of Vent
d est In Brazil.

Glauber Rocha'’s part in \ent d’Est ts small but crucial, as he is the one to point
lo the paths of the cinema at the crossroad? How did you and Godard meet
Glauwber, and what was in your mind when vou decided to invite him to
play that part?

Glauber, Glauber, Glauber. At the crossroad always. He pops up first m my life in Paris a
few months after I watched Land in Trance some 30 times in a row over a period
of ten days. We meet through Raphael Sorin, now Houellebecg's
publisher, who would after be Inked to Vent &'Est. An immediate connection. It
translates into endless roaming through Paris streets (Glauber knew how to
push the night away!) and a disheveled fifteen-day crash course in
“Tropicalismo™, Then a year later, as Venr d'Est is being shot, he emerges from
the night, sits at our table in this dingy Roman trattoria and knots the threads of
our last conversation as if we had just left each other the night before. [ remem-
ber mtroducing him to Godard. I might be wrong on that one, they might have
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nodded to each other prior in some festival or other. I know the idea to enlist
(rlauber and offer him this cameo as the talking signpost at the crossroad of the
various ways of cinema came from me. What was in my mind? Pretty obvious,
isn't it? Thimgs were splitting at the seams. It felt that everything could be and
was being put on the table to be examined anew. The ways of images and
sounds were being questioned all over the place. In a sense we were all (I mean
those of us for whom film mattered both in and of itself and in relationship to
the convulsions of the world it lived in) at the crossroad. The question was not
the question of a “true” path, but the question of the type of dialogue that could
be knotted, folded from all this disparate questioning that was going on.
Nobody could simply dream to adopt wholesale the experimentation of
anybody else, precisely because these experimentations refracted the specificity
of experience. That's why the guys of the Cinema Novo were so important: for
how Brazilian they were determined to be, for their specificity and how it forced
us to mterrogate our own and sent us in a direction that had not been mapped
out. Glauber’s apparition in Vent d’F5t is both an homage to the Cnema Novo
and an affectionate piece of naive theater that ndicates that the works done m
Brazil forced us to bushwhack our way out of the thicket (Hollywood, the New
Wave, the lce Age political cinema of the Cold War efc... ) toward the specificity
of our time and place.

After almost 40 yvears, how do vou see the propositions and the production of the
Dziga Vertov Group?

In 1989, at the time of the bi-centenmal anniversary of the French revolution a
newspaper interviewed various world leaders to get their one line assessment
of its legacy. Deng Tsiao Ping, then the leader of China, hesitated for a while
and then answered: “Ibo early to telll” All joking aside, and with due
modesty, ['ll use the same answer. [recently looked at Vent d'Est and sent the
following note to a friend:

Long e-mail from a Brazilian Cultural Center that seems bent on showing Vent d '
for the first time i Glauber Rocha land (got a Japanese DVD edition of the old
chestnut and I was blown away by the fact that it looked so fucking gorgeous,
not to mention the fact that it felt in turn like a) the only true adaptation of the
fiad (sorry I'm coming out of Troy, and pretty pissed off at that!)..I mean Vent
d st as the Culture War seen by two Cassandra(s) (two for the price of one at
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that! JLG/JPG), b) a small scale Shakespearian epic (nobody cared/cares to read
the late 1960’ as a Rosencrantz and Guildenstern romp, but I did then/do even
more so now..my generation put poor Y (a.ka. Marsism and its avatars) into the
grave..it was dead then but it did not know it.almost 30 years to wait for the
ghost to dissipate into the wind (Tien An Men  + the crumbling of the Berlin
wall), ¢) one the best science fiction pieces ever (if 200/ is Dullards in space,
Vent d'Est 18 Dullards m the roman countryside, the postscript to Bowvard and
Fecuchet that Faubert never quite wrote where he intended to collect the writings
of his two blockheads... a perfect complement to La Chinoise in that respect).

S0, “too early to tell”... Tam sure that in ten vears I'll see Vent 4" Fst and the work |
did then through a different set of welder’s goggles. The affection, the wony, the
infuriation they generated in me then and they generate now will still remain,
but the works will seem to address yet another set of preoccupations. There are
works that do that; they remain mysteriously alive and capable to address times
beyond their time. [call them *decent”. They are works that display a director’s
embattlement with the task at hand, show him/her sweating the details, juggling
several balls at the same time and not afraid to drop a few on the floor (out of
incapacity as well out of showmanship just to get the audience on his/her side).
All n all T have made "decent” works.

Do you think that the crossroads metaphor is still valid, after the “winds from the
east " stopped blowing so strongly, and considering that the cinema nowa-
days rarely questions the cinema iself, as it did back then?

I beg to differ. The questions are there. I can hear them in the films of Lars von Trer like
I can hear them i the films of Apichatpong Weerasethakul. I can see them snake
through and shape the films of Abbas Kiarostami and the films of Hou Hshiao
Hshen or Tsai Ming Liang. And whether I like or dislike these films is completely
beside the point. I could add to the list. Known names and names yet unknown.
[tend to think that filmmakers fall n two groups the people of the diom and the
people of the grammar. The people of the idiom tend to function best in the sta-
bility of conventions; the people of the grammar are bent on interrogating them.
Once in a while, the members of one tribe wander (even if for a frightened
moment) in the territory of the other. And the ebb and flow of history tend to favor
altemately one tribe over the other. Erough with the anmchawr anthropology! The
fact is that a lot of questioning 18 going on. It always was going on. It will always



be going on. Always... it is inherent to the practice be it of film, writing, music,
paintmng. The question might be more squarely put on the critics. What makes
them so unwilling to pick up on the questions that are being asked, so ncapable
to trace them, to amplfy them? What makes them so determmned o reinforce the
vapidity of the status quo? Alittle less “thumbs up/thumbs down™ and a little
more reflection might help. If anything, 1 think that filmmakers should take the
vow to grab the pen and make the effort to speak of the films of others (or the
moments or gestures in these films) that move them aesthetically and emotional-
ly. Alittle less msularity and a hittle more generosity might help to reclaim the
territory that has been lost with the collapse of enticism.

Do vou believe it is still possible to experiment with the very language of the
cinema, as it was back then? Is it still possible for the cinema to question
itself? How? If differently from that time, in which way? If vou believe it is
no longer possible, why not?

¥s, emphatically so. A tew summary disconnected pointers. The digital, first. What
does it bring? When will it come into its own, the properties of the digital being
explored and not simply considered as an expedient form of filming? What
esthetic does 1t carry forth? How does that esthetic will affect and transform or
sense of storytelling? Sound design, second. When are filmmakers going to
acknowledge the sophistication of their audience as far as sound design is
concerned? When are they going to actively understand that the average
viewer has now a familiarity with the complexities of sound layering, sampling,
mixing that they derive from their familiarity with popular music? And when s
this understanding going to translate nto new and different narrative strate gies?
The 1960°s were marked by a shift that saw filmmakers move away from literary
models (high and low) and find their point of reference in painting. Early
Godard is a pretty good example of what it meant: how many times did he force
us to read a frame hke we read a painting by Matisse, flat expanses of primary
colors lit as if by the sun at noon? And how much did this strategy gel into a new
form of narrative? It seems inevitable that music (or more aptly said, sound ) will
offer the next referent. Alleluia. The era of the sound film is upon us. Look, |
could go on and line up the signs of hope (i.e. the shifts and changes that force
filmmakers to embrace their time). The shifts in the political winds would figure
prominently on the list but it would take us many nights around the campfire.



You made six films with Godard. How was working with him as a partner? What
characteristics from Godard do vou see in vour work after having produced
so many films together?

I'll take a rain check on this one. Understand that one of the curses my youth has
imposed upon me is that people address me as if I was caught in its eternal
present like a deer in the headlights. I suspect that if I had been a) a tad less
naive, b) a bit less ballsy, 1 would have joined forces with someone who would
not have concentrated on his head the mystic of the author with a capital A But
so be it. I felt he was the one whose practice could accommodate my questions.
This being said, it is both flattering and tiresome to be brought back to one’s
youth with such unnerving consistency.

A few vears after your partnership with Godard, vou moved to the US. and
began to teach in a university. Still, vou directed four films (please correct
me if [ am wrong: Poto and Cabengo, Routme Pleasures, My Crasy Life,
Letter to Peter), and also wrote some scripts. How do yvouw manage your
academic life and vour cinemeatographic production?

As best/as badly as I can. Teaching is fairly simple. It consists in persuading people that
they don’t need you. As all things simple it requires time and eflort to achieve.
lalso saw it as political duty as [ felt the need to pass something on and to show
young folks to “never underestimate the revolutionary power of the past”, as
Pasolini once said. Besides, it keeps one on the ball of one’s feet and one’s brain
finely tuned if one does it with passion. Few do, alas. As for the films I got more
slowed down by the incapacity of producers to take risks, the absurd cecity of
critics, my almost pathological disdain for playing the game and (let’s be
honest) my own procrastinating ways.

What are your latest works (or projects)?

I have just finished a script, The Devil’s Dicks. It 1s a straight genre film that I'wrote with
my partner Patrick Amos, and that I dont itend to direct. A kind of
Ghostbusters meets Sald, cartoonish to the nth power. It came out one of some
sense that this format might best suited to tackle these times of ours,



Some authors consider you to be a kind of resistance between the wearisome
grandiloguence of Hollywood movies and the cynicism of the Amencan
“independent” cinema. How do vou feel about that?

Hey, I'll take them where I can get them! Look I make the kind of flms I make out of
necessity. By default would be a more appropriate term. That's my palette. That's
my voice. My little music. Can’t do anything else. It's both my glory and my
curse, Alimited and yet ambitious way to function in the world.

And now. as long as I have answered your questions, a request. Thank Caetano
Meloso, Tom Ze, Gilberto Gil, Jorge Ben. Without them it would more difficult to
think. And pay a visit to Glauber’s grave. The last time we talked, he called me
collect for two hours to tell me “we were right”. He never gave me enough space
to answer. And [ was so broke then that the only thing I could think of was how
I could get him off the lne. Now, in hindsight, I think he might have called it.

Not exactly as he meant it then, but who cares...



Near the muddle of Vent d'Est (Wind from the

Easr), there is a sequence where Brazilian film-
maker Glauber Rocha plays a brief but symboli-
cally important role. As Rocha stands with arms
outstretched at a dusty crossroads, a young
woman with a movie camera comes up one of
the paths (and the fact that she is very evidently
pregnant is undoubtedly "pregnant” with mean-
ng). She goes up to Rocha and says very polite-
ly: "Excuse me for mterrupting your class strug-
gle, but could you please tell the way towards
political cinema’"

Rocha points first in front of him, then behind and to

his left, and he says, "That way is the cinema of
aesthetic adventure and philosophical enguiry,
while this way is the Third World cinema - a dan-
gerous emema, divine and marvellous, where the
questions are practical ones like production, dis-
tribution, training 300 film-makers to make 600
films a year for Brazil alone, to supply one of the
world's biggest markets.”

The woman starts off down the path to the Third

World, when the inexplicable appearance of a red
balloon seems to discourage her from proceed-
ing in this direction. She takes a half-hearted kick
at the ball which rolls back to her anyway, as if it
were doggedly insisting on following her — like
Lamorisse's famous "red balloon”, which it
resembles — and she then doubles back behind
(lauber Rocha, who is still standing at the cross-
roads with arms outspread like a scarecrow or a
crucified Christ without a cross. She sets out
anew along the path of aesthetic adventure and
philosophical enquiry.

I choose to begin an analysis of Venr d'Est by describing

this brief sequence and suggesting some of its
tongue-incheek symbolism becausel believe i
0 be of crtical importance not just for an
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understanding of what Godard is trying to do in this film, but also for an under-
standing of the way certain very important issues are shaping up in the
vanguard of contemporary cinema. The presence of Rocha in this sequence 18
particularly significant; but the issues involved certainly go beyond just Godard
and Rocha — and ultimately it may well be cinema itsellf which now stands at
a critical crossroads.

To get at these issues and to delve more deeply into the significance of the cross-
roads sequence, I think it best to take first a brief detour and explain a little
of how Vent d'Est came into being and of Rocha's problematical association
with this film at various stages of its development. Shortly after Fance's
student uprisings in May 1968, Godard contacted one of the May move-
ment's leading militants, Daniel Cohn-Bendit, and suggested that they
collaborate on a film project which would explore the deadly ideological
malaise at the root not only of French politics but of the post-Cold War polit-
ical situation n general. Godard also mdicated his desire to make the film m
such a way as to draw parallels between the repressiveness of traditional
political structures and the repressiveness of traditional film structures,
particularly those of the standard Western.

Cohn-Bendit agreed, and Godard contacted Italian producer Gianni Barcelloni, who
had previously worked with directors like Pasolini and Glauber Rocha and the
young Fench underground film-maker Philippe Garrel. Barcellon: persuaded
Cineniz to advance him $100,000 for "a Western in color, to be scripted by
Daniel Cohn-Bendit, directed by Jean-luc Godard, and starring Gian Maria
Volonté". What the producer and distributor apparently were expecting was
something on the order of a "Coln-Bendit le fou’.

Shooting took place in ltaly in early summer 196Y9. Godard, who by this time had
committed himself to collective creation, assembled his three-man Dziga
Vertov Group (which at this writing, is down to two members — Godard and
Jean-Pierre Gorin), his actress wife Anne Wiazemsky, numerous Italian actors [~
and technicians, and a number of French and Italian militants of diverse leftist ey
persuasions. Cohn-Bendit, who had discussed with Godard the overall con-
ception of the film, showed up for only part of the shooting, apparently argued
with Godard and Gorin, and does not appear in the finished film (as Godard
said in Berkeley last April, “all the anarchists went to the beach™). Exit Cohn-
Bendit. Enter Glauber Rocha.

In Rome for talks with Barcelloni, Rocha encountered Godard, who, as Rocha tells it,
suggested that the two of them should coordinate efforts "to destroy cinema”
— to which Rocha replied that he was on a very different trip, that his business



was to build cinema in Brazil and the rest of the Third World, to handle very
practical problems of production, distribution etc.

This argument seems to have given Godard the dea of shooting a "Rocha at the
crossroads” sequence to melude m Venr d'Est as a way of delineating diver-
gent revolutionary strategies. Rocha agreed to play his part, although he indi-
cated his reluctance at "joining the collective mythology of the unforgettable
French May-Gang'.

In any case, the sequence was shot and Godard and Rocha parted amicably, but with
each man apparently feeling that the other had failed to understand his position,
Godard went to work on editing of Vent d'Fst, and completed the film early in
the winter. Rocha happened to be in Rome again at the time of the private pre-
view, saw the film, and found himself — and everyone else — in such bewilder-
ment and consternation at the path taken by Godard that he decided to write an
article about the film for the Brazilian magazine Manchete '.

At Cannes m May 1970, Vent d'fsf was given a midnight showing during the
Director’s Fortnight. (Godard, by the way, didn't want the film shown at
Cannes at all: it was entirely the distributor's doing.) Afew people admired the
film; most hated it. Ditto tor the September showing of Vent d'Fsr at the New
York Festival. Ditto again for the showings a few weeks later in Berkeley and
San Fancisco. But that kind of reaction 18 more or less to be expected when-
ever a new Godard film 1s first released. What 18 unusual and a bit more com-
plicated is the controversy over whether or not Vent d'Est can be considered
a "wvisually beautiful” film, and whether or not “visual beauty” is an attrnibute
or a liability given Godard's revolutionary aims.

Much of the controversy over the film’s visual quality may arise simply from the fact
that both 35mm and 16mm prints of the film are being shown: and that visu-
ally these are two very different films. Although the film was shot (entirely out-
doors, by the way) in 16mm., it is the blown up 35mm print which is by far the
better of the two, with very lush colour (especially the greens of the beautiful
Italian countryside rose-red wall of an old half-ruined peasant dwelling). The
l6mm print 1s extremely dark and murky, with very false, somber color.

But the controversy really gets thick when people start debating the relative merits
and demerits of visual beauty (or its absence) in Vent d' Fsr. And as things now
stand, it’s even a bit difficult to determine who said what, and why — and
which print they were talking about. For example, when the film was shown in
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Berkeley and San Fancisco, some critics were heard countering viewers
objections to the “visual trash™ by pointing that Glauber Rocha had supposedly
criticized the film for being "too beautiful” and thereby remaining in the realm
of aesthetics instead of functioning as a pohtically militant film. The trouble s,
Rocha doesn’t take this position at all. This line of reasoning, while mistaken-
ly attribute to Rocha, is accepted in principle by Godard, who, however, turns
the argument around to assert that "if Venr d'Est succeeds at all, it's because
it isn't beautifully made at all”. As for Rocha, in his Manchete article he comes
out against Vent d'Est not because the film remains in the realm of aesthetics,
but rather because he sees Godard as trying to destroy aesthetics. Rocha
praises the film for its "desperate beauty” but reproaches Godard for feeling
so desperate about the usefulness of art. He laments that such a gifted artist
as Godard (whom he compares to Bach and Michelangelo) should no longer
have faith in art and should seek instead to "destroy” it.

For Rocha, the present mtellectual cnisis m Western Burope over the usefulness of art
is senseless and politically negative. He sees the European artist - best exempli-
fied by Godard - as having worked himself into a dead end, and he concludes
that where cinema is concerned, the Third World may be the only place where
an artist can still fruittully go about the task of making films. Godard, on the
other hand, reproaches Rocha for having "a producer's mentality”, for thinking
too much n so-called “practical” terms of production, distribution, markets etc.,
thereby perpetuating the capitalist structures of cinema by extending them to
the Third World — and m the process, neglecting urgent theoretical questions
that must be asked if Third World cinema is to avoid merely repeating the
ideological errors of Western cinema.

What sorts of ideological errors might Godard have in mmd? Well, let's go back to the
crossroads sequence in Vent d'Ft. If our association of the red plastic ball with
Lamorisse’s “red balloon™ Is correct, then this sequence reads something like this:
the cinema, at a very pregnant stage of creative development, tums to the Third
World for advice and direction regarding the proper relation between cinema and
society (“political cmema”). Given a somewhat equivocal answer by Glauber
Rocha, but sufficiently impressed by what he says about Third World cmema (and
perhaps impressed by the way he says it — or rather sings it in Portuguese) cine-
ma starts off down the path to Third World cinema, only to discover, a few steps
along the way, that Third World cinema is tuning out Third World imitations of
The Red Balloon. Discouraged by this, cinema decides quickly that the real way to
advance lies not in this direction, but to proceed further along the path of aesthet-
ic adventure and philosophical enquiry — which path she resolutely sets out upon.
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Now, the question arises: what's wrong with The Red Balloon? What 1deological
errors, inherent in Western cinema, are manifest m The Red Ballvon’! What
could possibly be objectionable in this charming tale of a little French boy and
a balloon which endearingly follows him wherever he goes, like a friendly
dog? André Bazin, one might recall, devoted one of his more important essays
("Montage interdit”, in vol. I of Qu estce que le cinéma?) to The Red Balioon
and to Lamorisse's other popular short, Gin blanc. Bazin's argument - a basic
stepping-stone in the development of his realist aesthetics — was that even in
a film of such imaginative fantasy as The Red Balloon, what was essential
(ontologically essential) was the cmematic faithfulness to reality, "the simple
photographic respect for spatial unity”. The fact that a trick was employed to
enable the balloon to appear to follow the boy didn't matter to Bazin just so
long as the trick was not a cmematographic trick — like, n his opinion, mon-
tage. What mattered was simply that whatever we saw on the screen had been
photographed as it really happened m time and space. What we didn't see
(hke an imperceptible nylon thread which enabled Lamorisse to control the
balloon) didn't matter to Bazin so long as what we did see really took place,
was prs sur le vif by the camera, and was untampered with in the laboratory
or on the editing table.

And 1t mattered not a bit to Bazin {in fact, it fitted in perfectly with his bourgeois
humanist idealism) that this faithfulness to "reality” served as a jumpmg-off
point for simphistic metaphysical pretensions and sentimental moralizing — as
in The Red Balloon, where a struggle between the little boy and a gang of
street toughies symbolizes the struggle between Good and Evil, with Evil win-
ning out here on Earth as the balloon gets popped, but Good winning out in
another, "higher" realm, as thousands of other balloons miraculously descend
from on high, lift up the little boy, and carry him up to the heavens.

For Bazin, as a careful reading reveals. all roads lead to the heavens, The religious
terminology that crops up again and again in his writings is by no means coin-
cidental or even merely metaphorical. Bazin's entire aesthetic system is root-
ed in a mystical-religious (Catholic) framework of transcendence. The faithful
"reflection of reality” is really just a prerequisite — and ultmately merely a pre-
text — for finding a “transcendental truth” which supposedly exists in reality
and is “miraculously” revealed by the camera. Realty, if one reads Bazin care-
fully, sheds very quickly its matenial shell and is “elevated™ to a purely meta-
physical (one could justifiably call it a theological) sphere.

Given half a chance (as when writing on Bresson’s Joumal d'un curé de campagne),
Bazin even lets the cat out of the bag — and his flagrant abuse of the term

60



“phenomenology” reaches the height of absurdity in “a phenomenclogy of
God’s grace™ But even when writing about a film like Bufiuel's Land Without
Bread, which 18 a scathing documentation of the material condition of a spe-
cific people (the nhabitants of the valley of Las Hurdes) m a specific country
(Spain) under a specific ruling class coalition (between the hourgeoisie and
the Catholic Church), all of which is pointed out with bitter emphasis in the
film itself, Bazin nonetheless manages to sweep the matenal dust under the
table so fast you hardly know what you saw, and he immediately takes off for
the more edifying dust of heavens.

Not once, 1t has been pointed out * , does Bazin mn his article on fand Without Bread
even mention the words “class”, “exploited™, “rich”, “capitalism”, “property”,
“proletariat”, “bourgeoisie”, “order”, “money”, “profit” ete. And what words do
we find in their place? Large ones, broad generous concepts that are the staple
of a long tradition of bourgeois humanist idealism — words like “conscience”,
“salvation”, “sadness”. “punty”, “integrity’, “objective cruelty of the world”,
“transcendental truth”, “cruelty of human condition™, “unhappiness”, “the cru-
elty in the Creation”™, “destmy”, “horror”, “pity”, “Madonna”, “human misery”,
“surgical obscenity”, “love”, “dialectiqute pascalienne” (it would have to be pas-
calienne!), “all the beauty of a Spanish Ferd” | "nobility and harmony”, “pres-
ence of the beautiful in the atrocious”, “an infernal earthly paradise” etc., etc.
And this 18 no unique case, erther in Bazin's writings or in bourgeois ideology
in general. The more generous and general the concepts, the easier it 1s (o
cover up the absence of a materialist, process-oriented analysis of human soci-
ety that, if undertaken, would reveal some hard, unpleasant facts that could
cause people to start rocking the boat. In short, ideology functions at least as
much n what it does not say - in what it keeps quiet — as in what it does say.

As for cinema, Godard deplores the way m which cinema, right from its birth, has
been disfigured by a bourgeois capitalist ideology that permeates its very the-
oretical foundations and has never been correctly diagnosed, much less cor-
rected. In Venr d'Est, therefore, he systematically takes apart the traditional ele-
ments of bourgeois cinema — especially as exemplified by the Western —
revealing the sometimes hidden, sometimes blatant repressiveness which
underfies it.

Godard accuses the bourgeois cinema of over-emphasizing and playing upon the
deep-seated emotional fears and desires of the audience at the expense of

[ 2] See Gerard Gozlan's critical reading of Bazin in Phsitifn, 46 and 47 (June and July, 1962),
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their critical intelligence. He seeks to combat this tyranny of the emotions, not
because he is Yagainst” emotions and “for” rationality. nor because he is
opposed to people’s attitudes and actions being nfluenced by their experi-
ence of art; quite the contrary. But he believes very strongly that the filmgoer
should not be taken advantage of. that he should not be manipulated emo-
tionally but should instead be addressed directly in a lucid dialogue which calls
forth all of his human faculties.

The way things now stand, however, every element of a bourgeois film is carefully
calculated to invite the viewer to mdulge in a "lved” emotional experience of
a so-called “shee of hfe” instead of assuming a critical, analytical, and ultimate-
ly political attitude towards what he sees and hears. Why should one’s attitude
towards a film be political, one might ask? The answer is, of course, that the
mvitation to indulge in emotion at the expense of rational analysis already
constitutes a political act — and implies a political attitude on the part of the
viewer, without the viewer necessarily bemng even aware of 1t.

For one thing, by letting himself be emotionally “moved” by the cinema — and even
demanding that the cinema should be emotionally moving - the filmgoer puts
himself at the mercy of anyone who comes along with a lot of money to invest
in seeng to it that filmgoers are "moved”. And the people who have that kind
of money to nvest also have a vested interest in making sure that the film
audiences are moved in the nght direction - that 1s, m the direction of perpet-
uating the investor's advantageous position in an economic system which per-
mits gross mequities to exist in the distribution of wealth. In short, cinema (as
well as television) functions as an ideological tool or weapon used by the rul-
ing-owning class to extend the market for the dreams it sells.

Moreover, as Godard asserts in Vent d'Fst, cinema tries to pass off bourgeois
dreams as reality, and even plays on the heightening and enhancing effect of
cinema in an effort to make us believe that the these dreams depicted on our
movie screens are somehow “larger than life”, that they are not only “real”
but somehow “more real than the real”. In bourgeois cinema, all conspires to
this effect: the acting style is at the same time "realistic” (or, if filmed on loca-
tion, simply real), but they are also carefully selected for their beauty and
their “larger than life” aspect. Likewise for the costumes, clothing, jewelry,
and make-up worn by the actors and actresses, who, themselves, are careful-
ly selected for their “larger than life” aspect. Finally, even sound is used to
oive us the illusion that we are eavesdropping on a moment of “reality”
where the characters are oblivious of our presence and are simply living out
their “real-life” emotions.



Since Week-Fhd, Godard has rejected conventional film dialogue because he finds
that it contributes to this misguided illusion of “reality” and makes it all the
easier for the viewer-listener to imagine himself right up there with the peo-
ple on the screen, present yet “safe”, in a perfect position (that of an eaves-
dropper and a peeping Tom) to participate vicariously in the emotion of the
moment. In short, the bourgeois cinema pretends to ignore the presence of
the spectator, pretends that what s being said and done on the movie screen
is not aimed at the spectator, pretends that cinema is a “reflection of reality™,
yet all the time it plays on his emotions and capitalizes on his identification-
projection mechanisms i order to induce him, subtly, msidiously, uncon-
sciously, to participate in the dreams and fantasies that are marketed by bour-
ge0ls capitalist society.

There 1s an excellent sequence in Vent dFst where Godard demonstrates and
demystifies what takes place behind the fagade of bourgeois cinema. On the
sound track we are told that "In ten seconds you will see and hear a typical
character in bourgeois cinema. He is in every film and he always plays a Don
Juan type. He will describe the room you are sitting ™, We then see a close-
up of a very handsome young ltalian actor standing at the edge of a swift-run-
ning stream and looking directly nto the camera. Behind him — but pho-
tographed so that depth-perception 15 greatly reduced and the image as a
whole s markedly flat — rises the grassy green slope of the opposite bank.

The young man speaks in ltalian, while voices on the soundtrack give us a running
translation n both French and English. The translation, however, 1s rendered
“indirectly”: the voice tells us, "He says the room 1s dark. He sees people sit-
ting downstairs and also up in the balcony. He says there is an ugly old fogey
over there, all wrinkled; and over here he says he has spotted a good-looking
young chick. He says he would like to lay her. He asks her to come up on the
screen with him. He says it's beautiful up there, with the sun shining and
green trees all around and lots of happy people having a good time. He says
if you don't believe him, look...” And at that point the camera suddenly
moves back and slightly upward, keeping the young man in focus in the right-
hand corner of the frame while it reveals on the left side — and what seems
like almost a hundred feet below the young man — a breathtakingly beautiful
scene of a waterfall spilling mto a natural pool in a shaded glen where young
people are diving and swimmmg in the clear water.

It's a magnificent shot. The image itself is extremely beautitul, and most amazing of
all 1s the very complex restructuring of space accomplished by such a simple
camera movement. But if we think about this sequence and its dazzling



denouement, we realise that everything in it 15 a calculated come-on aimed at
the dreams and fantasies of the audience. The man is young and handsome.
When he speaks, he disparages age and ughness, and glorifies youth and
glamour. What he wants 1s sex, what he offers 1s sex. On the screen, he assures
us, everything is beautiful and people are happy.

And that sudden restructuring of space literally invites us into the image all by itself,
Like bourgeois cinema in general. it presents the bourgeois capitalist world
as one of great depth, inexhaustibly rich and endlessly inviting. And the bour-
geois cmema's predilection for depth-of-field photography (see Bazin) em-
phasizes the “you are there” illusion and thereby masks its own presence (and
its act of presenting this image) behind a self-effacing false modesty calculat-
ed to make cinema appear to be the humble servant of “reality” itself instead
of what it really is - the not at all humble lackey of the capitahst ruling class.
The audience s flirted with, coaxed, and cajoled into coming up on the screen
to join the "beautiful people” for a lttle sex and leisure amid beautiful sur-
roundings. And the thing that really clinches the deal is the stunning virtuosi-
ty of the camera in providing visual thrills.

Once again, this raises the problem of visual beauty in “political” cinema; but it also
demonstrates how Godard uses wvisual beauty in new ways that serve to
demystify (and make us less vulnerable to) the old uses of visual beauty in
bourgeois cmema. After all, if beauty (like language) 1s one of the arms the rul-
ing class uses to pacify us and “keep us in our place”, then one of our tasks is
to turn that weapon around and make it work against the enemy. One way to
do this is to demystify beauty and to show how the ruling class uses it against
us; another way is to effect a "transvaluation of values”" in which we make a
vice of the bourgeois concept of beauty while making a virtue of a different
concept (e.g., "Black is beautiful") which the bourgeoisie will be unable to rec-
ognize or accept. In his films since Week-fad, Godard has been utilizing both
of these tactics: his films now have a very different look about them which a
lot of people are unable to consider “beautiful”, there is always some cinemat-
ic element or juxtaposition of elements that calls our attention to just how
“beauty” is achieved and how it 1s used as an ideological weapon.

In any case, whatever the pros and cons may be where “beauty” in a militant film s
concerned, 1t certainly does no good to criticise Godard's use of visual beau-
tv in Vent d'Est without having understood just how and why he uses it — or,
still worse. to criticise him for trying to “move” people emotionally as the
bourgeois cinema does, but failing in this effort because his images have a
very formal beauty which somehow turns the viewer off mstead of tuming him



on. And, inexplicably, this latter is exactly what Glauber Rocha seems to do
when, in the Manchele article, he criticises the shot of the “American cavalry
officer” roughing up the girl militant (Anne Wiazemsky) for not really being
fnghtening at all, but only beantiful. What Rocha mexcusably seems not to
realise is that Godard does not want this shot to be frightening and that he
makes it beautiful in precisely such a way as to ensure that it couldn't be fright-
ening. While the officer (Gian Maria Volonté) wrings the girl's neck and shouts
at her, someone offscreen throws thick gobs of red paint that catch in her
auburn hair and splatter the officer's dark blue coat. The visual effect. with its
rich interplay of colors and textures, is quite striking, and it serves to distance
us from the action and the emotion it might otherwise arouse.

Afew moments later, Godard gives us another, similar shot, only handled this time
more in the emotive style of bourgeois cinema. Instead of shooting from
behind the gil's right shoulder as he did in the previous "torture” shot {with
torturer and victim face-to-face, but only the face of the torturer seen by the
audience ), Godard now has the officer holding the girl from behind so that
the scene can be shot to reveal both of their faces in frontal close-up, with
the framing and composition and lighting drawing our attention particularly
to the girl's grimaces of pain. This time, however, no paint is thrown in and
there are no overtly theatrical elements of the "distancing” kind. There 1s only
a very good acting performance by Anne Wiazemsky, who really seems to be
wincing with great pain. In a bourgeois film this shot might be quite painful
or frightening for the audience (especially if the girl screamed, as the bour-
geols cinema loves to have actresses do): but in this film, coming after the
earlier “torture™ shot with the paint thrown in, the painful or frightening
effect of the shot is mmimized (notice that 1 do not say it is eliminated) and
our critical mntelligence is alerted to analyse the differences in handling
between the two shots.

Later, a similar alerting of our critical faculties occurs in the sequence where the cav-
alry officer rides around on horseback clubbing the recalcitrant prisoners -
another scene which Rocha finds extremely beautiful but which he criticizes
for not turning out to be brutal in the way he (and even Mentura, who was the
sound man for Venr 4’E5f) thinks the scene was intended, What Godard does
in this sequence s to utilise a few of the techniques so often employed by the
bourgeois cinema for this type of violent action sequence — turning the sound
volume way up and continually making abrupt camera movements. The effect
of these devices 15 usually a high emotional intensity and a very visceral sense
of violence and confusion. { Remember ther use n Tom Jones.) But Godard
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has made one major variation on these elements which completely changes
our relation to this sequence.

His camera does continually make abrupt movements, but it also traces a very pre-
cise formal pattern — swinging abruptly about 357 left, then 357 right, back and
forth several times, then abruptly swinging about 35° up, then 35" down, and
s0 on, exploring in a very formal way the closed space of the lush ravine where
the action takes place. The purely formal quality of these camera movements
{Rocha admiringly proclaimed them "unprecedented in the whole history ot
film") effectively distances us from the action and prevents us from reacting
to it emotionally. In short, this sequence is not meant to be brutal, but it is
meant to call our attention to the way bourgeois cmema would make it brutal
— and, in so doing, brutalizes us.

As in the “torture™ shots, our critical intelligence 1s alerted to compare the way var-
lous cinematic elements are normally used and what effects they produce,
with the very different way they are used by Godard and the very different
effects they produce in Venr d'Fst. Or at least that's what should happen. But
if even people like Glauber Rocha fail to see what Godard s doing and why,
then something is wrong somewhere. It would be convenient, of course, to
pin the blame on Godard, to say that his experiments with image and sound
are just too complex or too cryptic to be understood. Bat [ find this argument
much more of an excuse for intellectual laziness than a justified put-down on
Godard. His experiments with elements of cinema are not hard to under-
stand; after all, he makes a point of critically callmng attention to what he is
doing. And all he asks is that the viewer-listener do a little critical thinking of
his own instead of merely sitting back and waiting for this emotions to be
played with. No, what's wrong, I'm afraid, is not what Godard does with
image and sound; it's the way even people who should know better look and
listen to those images and sounds. What's wrong 1s the tremendously strong
habit of looking at films in a bourgeois way. What's wrong is that even
politically militant films are expected to express their militancy in the same
language that bourgeois films use to inculcate the dreams and fantasies of
bourgeois capitahsm. What's wrong 1s that even among the world's leading
film-makers — and even among those who are seeking a revolutionary
transformation of society — not nearly enough thought is given to theoretical
questions of the uses and abuses of image and sound, and of the ways to
build new relations between them that will no longer exploit the viewer-lis-
tener but will instead engage him openly and forthrightly in a lucid dialogue,
the other half of which must come from him.
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But the way things stand now, the filmgoer rarely seems to look upon the cinema
as a dialogue between himself and the film, and he relinquishes all too read-
ily his own active part in that dialogue and hands over the ol of dialogue
exclusively to the people in the film. And the more emotionally charged the
dialogue in the film, the more the viewer is “moved” by it. In Vent d'Est, how-
ever, this habitual passivity is challenged from the outset, as Godard gives us
an opening shot that arouses our curiosity (a young man and woman are
seen lying motionless on the ground, their arms bound together by a heavy
chain) but he systematically thwarts our expectations by simply holding the
shot for nearly eight minutes without any action (the young man does stir
enough to gently touch the face of the young woman at one pomnt} and with-
out dialogue. In fact, when the voice-over “commentary” finally breaks in {on
the “forest murmurs” we have been hearing), what we get is not dialogue but
the critique of dialogue.

Ostensibly talking about strike tactics i some labour dispute, the speaker states
at one point that what is needed 15 dialogue, but that dialogue 15 usually
handed over to a "qualified representative” who translates the demands of
the workers into the language of the bosses, and in so doing betrays the peo-
ple he supposedly represents. This voice-over discussion of the failure of dia-
logue clearly refers to the bargaming dialogues that go on between labour and
capital; and a few mmutes later, in the next sequence, there 13 a demonstra-
tion (in the style of a Western movie) of the way the "qualified representative”
(the union delegate) distorts the real demands of the workers (for revolution-
ary overthrow of the capitalist system which exploits them) by translating
those demands into terms the bosses can deal with (higher wages, shorter
hours, better working conditions etc.). But in a strange and msightful way,
this discussion of the failure of dialogue in the hands of a "qualified represen-
tative” also refers to the failure of dialogue within the "bourgeois concept of
representation” m the cinema.

"What is needed 1s dialogue”: this statement in the voice-over “commentary” seems
to echo our own thoughts as we watch this exasperatingly long, static, and dia-
logue-less shot. We are impatient to “get into the movie”, we are impatient to
get on with plot. We wonder why the young couple is lying on the ground and
why they are chained together, We wish they would at least regain conscious-
ness enough to start talking to each other so that we could find out, from their
dialogue, what 1s happening — that is, what 1s happening to them. As usual, in
the cinema we don't ask ourselves what s happening to us. We don't ask our-
selves why a film addresses us m this particular way or that. In fact, we rarely
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think of a film as addressing us, or, for that matter, anyone at all. We sit back
and accept the tacit understanding that a film is a "retlection of reality” cap-
tured n the mirror of that magical "eye of God” that is a movie camera.
We sit back passively and wait for a film to lead us by the hand or, more liter-
ally, by the heart.

We relinquish our dialogue with the film; and when this happens the film no longer

What

speaks with us, or even to us, but instead speaks forus. in our place. And in
bourgeois capitalist society, film (like television) speaks the language of big
business, which seeks constantly to shove more goods down our gullets, to
get us to ke being force-fed, to get us desire the very state of affairs which
perpetuates our exploited and alienated condition. In letting a film speak for
us, we allow our real needs to be distorted into the ersatz needs big business
wants us to have. We are accomplices in your betrayal.

is to be done, then, to get us out of this deplorable situation? As the voice-
over speaker i Vent &Lt puts it: “Today the question “what 1s to be done7 1s
urgently asked of militant film-makers. It is no longer a question of what path
to take: it 1s a question of what one should do practically on a path that the
history of revolutionary struggles has helped us to recognise. To make a film,
for example, 18 to ask oneself the question ‘where do we stand’. And what
does this question mean for a militant film-maker? It means, first but not exclu-
sively, opening a parenthesis m which we ask ourselves what the history of
revolutionary cinema can teach us”,

There then follows a most interesting rundown on some of the high points and weak

spots of what could be qualified as revolutionary cinema - beginning with the
young Bsenstein's admiration for D. W. Griffith's hitolerance. Certainly Griffith
was a decisive influence on Hsenstein; and, through Hsenstein, on the first
great chapter of revolutionary cmema — the Russian silent film. But the “com-
mentator” in Vent d'F5t asserts that from a revolutionary standpoint this bor-
rowing of technique from the expressive arsenal of a "North American impe-
rialist”" (Griffith ) eventually did more harm than good, and represents a defeat
in the history of revolutionary cinema. As a consequence of this initial ideo-
logical error, it is affirmed, Hsenstein confused primary and secondary tasks,
and instead of glorifying the struggles of the present, glorified the historic
revolt of the sailors of the Battleship Fotemkin. As a second consequence, in
1929, when he made The General Line (also called The Old and the New),
Fsenstein managed to find new ways of expressing czarist repression, but
could only utilize the same old forms to express the process of collectivization
and agrarian reform. In his case, it is asserted, the "old" uluimately won out
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over the "new" —and, as a consequence, Hollywood found no difficulty in hir-
ing Hsenstein to film revolution in Mexico, while at the same time in Berlin,
Dr. Goebbels asked Leni Riefenstahl to make "a Nazi Fotemkin®.

All of this may sound somewhat heretical and perhaps arbitrary, but there 1s actual-
ly a very perceptive argument here if one follows it closely. The same tech-
niques that Griffith used to glorify in retrospect the old racist cause of the
Southern whites in the American Civil War were taken over and developed by
Hsenstein to glorify in retrospect an already twenty-year-old episode (the
mutiny of the Battleship Fotermkin took place in 1905) — and not a particular-
ly important one at that — in the history of the Russian Revolution. Later, when
confronted with the task of dealing with issues of contemporary urgency (col-
lectivization ), Bsenstein could only trot out the same — now somewhat older
— techniques. Later still, those same techniques were perfectly compatible with
the propaganda of the Nazis: and Hsenstein himself was not altogether unjus-
tifiably considered to be "co-optable™ by Hollywood.

The problem 1s that the cinematic forms which Esenstein inherited from Griffith, and
which he then developed, were not sufficiently flexible to deal with the com-
plexities of the ongoing present, but were very well suited to emotionalized,
reconstituted documentaries of past history. Moreover, precisely because they
emphasized the emotional, "lived”, "you are there” aspect of history, it was
all too easy for these cmematic forms to be used to st up people's emotion-
al involvement in even such aberrant doctrines as Hitler's "racial purity” and
blind obedience to the Rihrer.

Next in line for critical scrutiny is Dziga Vertov, in whose name Godard founded his
militant film-makers' collective. Mertov is credited with achieving a victory for
revolutionary cinema when he declared that "there 18 no cmema which stands
above class, no cinema which stands above class struggle”, and that "cinema
is only a secondary task in the world struggle for revolutionary liberation™. But
Vertov is faulted for having forgotten that, in the words of Lenin, "politics com-
mands the economy" — with the result that his film The Heventh Year does
not sing the praises of 11 years of sound political leadership at the hands of
the dictatorship of the proletariat, but glorifies mstead Russia's surging econo-
my and developing industry in exactly the same emotional terms that capital-
ist propaganda uses to glorify its own economic growth. "It is at this point”,
Venr d'Est’s commentator asserts, ~that revisionism invaded the Soviet movie
screens once and for all”.

Next in the rundown of revolutionary cinema is the "false victory” of the early
196(s, when progressive African governments, having achieved their
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revolution and kicked out the imperialists, “let them back through the win-
dow of the movie camera”™ by turning over the production of films to the old
Einropean and American movie industry — "thereby giving white Christians
the right to speak on behalf of blacks and Arabs™. Finally, a victory 1s claimed
for revolutionary cmema in the recent report of Comrade Kiang Tsing * (wile
of Mao), in which the theory of “the royal road of realism™ was denounced,
along with a denunciation of most of the canons of the old Stalinist “social-
ist-realism” aesthetics.

Throughout this briet “bird’s-eye view” of revolutionary cinema there runs the unify-
ing thread of the necessity of thinking through very thoroughly the theoretical
foundations of one's cmematic prads. If we (along with Godard ) can learn any-
thing from the history of revolutionary cnema, 1t is clearly that constant self-crit-
ical vigilance is necessary if a film-maker is to avoid playing unwittingly into the
hands of the opposition. And if a film-maker’s commitment to revolutionary lib-
eration 15 more than just an emotional dentification with the oppressed, then
his cinematic practice must address itself to more than just the emotions and
identification-projection mechanisms of the audience. If he is fumly convinced
(as Godard is) that the process of revolutionary liberation involves far more than
just the revenge of the persecuted, and that it offers the concrete possibility of
putting an end to persecution (in other words, of creating an objectively more
just society in which the free development of the mdividual works for rather
than against the free development of his fellow man), then it is the film-maker's
urgent task to create cmematic forms which, themselves, work for rather than
against the free development of the spectator, forms which do not manipulate
his emotions or his unconscious but which provide him with analytical wol o
utihse in dealing with the complexity of the present.

And self-criticism is an integral part of Godard's analytical cinema, as witnessed by
the fact that the second half of Venr d'Fst is given over to his critique of his
own previous efforts at revolutionary film-making. The first and most serious
criticism he brings forth is his own previous lack (and present insufficiency)
of contact with the masses. (Since he began working collectively with the
“Dziga Mertov Group” after May 1968, Godard has made increasingly
frequent and fruitful contacts with militant workers' groups, especially at
Issy-les-Moulineaux, outside Paris,) Second, he criticises the “bourgeois-

(30 Sge “Summary of the Forum on the Work in Literature and At on the Armed Forces with which Lin Piao
Entrusted Comrade Kang Tsing”, Foreign Language Press, Peking, 1968,
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sociology” approach to cinema, in which the film-maker shows the misery of
the masses but does not show their struggles. (While this criticism i1s made
in the commentary, we see a number of shots of shantytown houses and
modem high-rise apartment buildings like the ones Godard photographed
for Deux ou tiis choses qgue je sais d'elle — which film he has referred to as
“a sociological essay”.) The trouble with this approach — as well as with ciné-
ma vénté — it is asserted. is that by not showing the struggles of the masses
one weakens their ability to struggle: and the implication is that the cinemat-
ic image of ther misery simply reinforces their own self-image of misery,
while the cinematic image of their struggles conversely reinforces their abili-
ty to carry on the struggle.

Fnally, 1t 15 pomted out that contemporary cmema i Russia ("Brezhnev-
Mosfilm") is perfectly interchangeable with contemporary cinema in
America ( "Nixon-Hollywood" ): and, moreover, that the two of them togeth-
er are perfectly mterchangeable with what passes for “progressive”™ cimema
at the avant-garde film festivals throughout Europe. These so-called “liberat-
ed” films, it 1s asserted, are revisionist because they do not question the
bourgeois cinema's relations between image and sound, and because,
although they have broken the old bourgeois taboos on sex, drugs, and
apocalyptic poetry, they have continued to uphold the most important bour-
geois taboo of all - that which prohibits the depicting of the class struggle.
(Self-criticism is clearly implicit in this statement too, since the same
reproach could be made - and has been made by Godard himself - to all of
his own films up to and including Week-End.)

But Godard's self-criticism does not arise out of morbid self-doubt, defeatism, or an
urge for self-destruction, as Glauber Rocha argues rather vindictively in his
article on Vent d'Fsr. On the contrary, self-criticism plays a large part in
Godard's current cinematic practice (and, for that matter, it always has — at
least implicitly) for the simple reason that Godard, along with Mao, considers
self-criticism a constructive activity of the highest order. (And in the cinema, as
we have seen, this kind of check on the almost unilateral power wielded by
the film-maker over his audience is urgently needed.)

Godard's recent films are politically pointed, to be sure; but although the verbal
“commentary” is prominent — if not pre-eminent — the films are not exhortatory.
There is nothing demagogic in Godard's approach either to cinema or to pol-
ttics. A film like Venr d’Est 1s at the opposite pole in cinematic method from
either Riefenstahl's Thumph of the Will or Hsenstein's FPotembkin, And for that
matter, Godard's Brtish Sounds, Provda, and Menr d'Est are far removed
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cinematic method from Rocha's Black God, White Devil, Land in Trance, and
Anitonio das Montes. There 1s a strong messianic tone in Rocha's films that is
very alien to Godard's way of constructing a film. (It 1s quite clear, by the way,
that Rocha's outstretched arms in Vent J'Ist — suggesting a paralle] between
Rocha and Christ — constitutes Godard's ronic comment on the messianic
aspects of Rocha's film style.)

And while both Rocha and Godard are committed to the worldwide struggle for
revolutionary liberation, they clearly have very divergent opinions about how
revolution can develop and how cinema can contribute to that development.
Rocha takes the “spontaneous”™ approach and largely discounts the impor-
tance of theoretical concerns, which he considers mere "auxiliaries™ to the
spontaneous energy of the masses. He has expressed his belief that: "The
true revolutionaries in South America are individuals, suftering personalities,
who are not involved in theoretical problems... the provocation to violence,
the contact with bitter reality that may eventually produce violent change m
South America, this upheaval can come only from individual people who
have suffered themselves and who have realised that a need for change 1s
present — not for theoretical reasons but because of personal agony”. * And
Rocha emphasizes his belief that the real strength of the South American
masses lies in mysticism, in "an emotional, Dionysiac behavior” which he
sees as ansing from a mixture of Catholicism and African religions. The ener-
gy which has its source in mysticism, Rocha argues, is what will ulumately
lead the people to resist oppression — and it is this emotional energy Rocha
seeks to tap in his films.

Godard, on the other hand, rejects the emotional approach as one which plays
into the hand of the enemy and seeks to combat mystification in any form,
whether from the right or the lefi. While there 18 no indication that Godard
underestimates the importance of the agonised personal experience of
oppression as a starting-point for the development of revolutionary
consciousness, he clearly takes the position that solidly developed oreanisa-
tion on sound theoretical foundations is needed if the revolutionary move-
ment 1 to advance beyond the stage of abortive, short-lived, “spontaneous”
uprisings (like the May 1968 events m [rance).

And in emphasizing the theoretical struggle, Godard follows in the path of no less a
practical revolutionary than Lenin himself, who in his pamphlet entitled What

V41 Quoted from “The Way o Make a Fature: A Conversation with Glauber Rocha”, by Gordon Hitchens. fibn
Chicwrtenty, Fall 197910,
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Is To Be Done?(echoes of which abound in Venr d'Esr), roundly castigated the
"cult of spontaneity” and pointed out that "any cult of spontaneity, any weak-
ening of the "element of lucid awareness'... signifies in itself — and whether
one wants it this way or not is immatenal — a reinforcing of the influence of
bourgeois ideology” (Italics are Lenin's) *, Or, as Lenin puts it a few lines fur-
ther on: “The problem poses itself in these terms and in no other: bourgeois
ideology or socialist ideology. There is no middle ground (for humanity has
never set up a ‘third” ideology: and, in any case, where society is torn by class
struggle, there could never be an deology above and beyond class)”. And,
later, “But why — asks the reader — does the spontaneous movement, which
tends towards the direction of the least effort, lead precisely to domination by
bourgeois ideology? For the simple reason that, chronologically, bourgeois
ideology 1s much older than sociahst ideology, that it is much more thorough-
ly elaborated, and that it possesses infinitely more means of diffusion”™. And,
finally, "The greater the spontaneous spirit of the masses, and the more the
movement is widespread, then all the more urgent is the necessity of the
utmost lucidity in our theoretical work and our organizing”™. °

Lest anyone be tempted, by the way, to jump to the conclusion {one which Rocha
seems to encourage in his article on Vet d'Est) that the differences of opin-
ion on revolutionary strategy between Godard and Rocha are simply the result
of cultural differences between the Furopean world-view and that of the Third
World, it should be pomnted out that even in the South American cinema there
is nowhere unanimous support for the spontaneous “approach™. South
American film-makers are increasingly following the lead of Argentine film-
maker Fernando Solanas (1a fiom de los homos) n calling for an intensifica-
tion of the theoretical struggle at the level of ideology.

It must be understood, however, that Rocha has a legitimate gripe when he com-
plains of the flood of imitation-Godard monstrosities being turned out by self-

|5 1 LENIN, (hee faire ?Editions Sociales, Paris, 1969, All transhitions from the French edition are by the pres-
ent author.

60 This Batter statement comes closest o Lenm'’s kater qualification of the position adoepted n Whar & o
e Done? -~ which position, as he indicated, was a tactical response arising from a concrete analysis of a
concrete situaton (the 1902 squabbles among diverse factions of the left), Later, when the potential dan-
gers of the spontaneous position were no longer as much of a threat to the revolution, Lenin toned down
the attack on spontaneiy and called for a more dalectical approach of “organsed spontaneiy and spon-
laneous organisation”. { For excellent materml on this, see the specil Lenin-Hegel issue of Radical America,
September-October, 1970.)



indulgent film students in the Third World and everywhere. But the blame is
hardly Godard’s. (Does anyone doubt for a moment that these same students
would be turning out self-indulgent monstrosities whether Godard existed or
not?) Moreover, if there 1s anything which could effectively combat the sort of
mindless self-ndulgence which characterizes not only most student films but
quite simply most films in general, surely it is very thorough, resolute and self-
disciplined theoretical praxis embodied by the films of Jean-[uc Godard.

[ use the expression theoretical praxis quite pointedly, for I want to emphasise that
theory and practice are by no means mutually exclusive. To illustrate what |
mean, let us pick up once more the crossroads metaphor. Godard's path -
which, as he pomts out, is simply the path which study of the history of revo-
lutionary cinema has helped him to recognise — is the path of creating the the-
oretical foundations of revolutionary cinema within the day-to-day practice of
making films. The real dilemma for film-makers today is not a choice between
theory and practice. The act of making a film necessarily combmes both — and
this is true whether one makes films in the Third World, in Russia, or the West,

In Venr d’Fst's “crossroads™ sequence, there 1s even a strong visual suggestion that
the three-way intersection is simply the point where two paths — that of the
Third Worid and that of the Eiropean woman with a movie-camera has trav-
eled up to this point - converge and join together in what is really one big
ongoing path of “aesthetic adventure and philosophical nquiry™, which, by
necessity, combines both theory and practice.

Article published in the English magazine Sight and Sound, summer, 1971,
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Proxaimo do meio de Vento do Leste (Vent d'Br).

hd uma seqiiéncia na qual o cineasta brasileiro
Glauber Rocha tem uma participagdo breve, porém
de smbolica importancia. Enquanto Rocha estd
parado em uma encruzihada poeirenta, com os
bracos abertos, uma jovem mulher emerge de um
dos caminhos, segurando uma filmadora (e o fato
de ela estar evidentemente grivida €, sem davida,
“fértl” em significado). Ha se volta para Rocha e
diz, muito educada: “Desculpe-me por mterromper
sua luta de classes, mas vocé poderia me mostrar
o caminho que leva ao cinema politico”’

Rocha aponta primeiro para frente, depois para tris, e

entiio para a esquerda, e diz: "Aguele € o caminho
do cinema da aventura estética e de indagagao
filosdfica, enquanto este é o caminho do cinema
de Terceiro Mundo, um cmema perigoso, divino e
maravilhoso, em que as perguntas sdo de cunho
pratico, como producdo, distribuicdo, treinamento
de 300 cineastas para fazer 600 filmes por ano
somente no Brasil, abastecer um dos mawores
mercados do mundo.”

A mulher comeca a tracar © cammho do Terceiro

Mundo, quando o mexplicivel aparecimento de
um balio vermelho parece desencoraji-la a
continuar nessa direclio. Ha chuta, sem muito
entusiasmo, a bola, que mesmo assim volta rolan-
do para onde ela estd, como se msistmdo em
segui-la — como o famoso “balio vermelho™ de
Lamorisse, com ©o qual guarda alguma seme-
lhanga —, e refaz seus passos até Glauber Rocha,
gue continua plantado na encruzilhada com os
bragos abertos, como um espantalho ou um
Cristo crucificado sem uma cruz. Ha parte mais
uma vez, desta vez segumdo a trilha da aventura
estética e da indagacao filosofica.

Decidi comecar minha andlise sobre Vento do Leste

descrevendo esta breve seqiiéncia e sugerindo

ePRY[IZNIOUd BU BYIOY O plepon) no

3)SIT OpP OJUA

James Roy MacBean
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alouns de seus divertidos simbolismos por acreditar que sejam de wital
importineia, ndo apenas para o entendimento do que Godard estd tentando
fazer neste filme. mas também para a compreensio da maneira como certas
questdes de grande importancia estdo tomando forma na vanguarda do cine-
ma contemporineo. A presenca de Rocha nesta seqiiéncia ¢ particularmente
significativa, mas as questdes envolvidas certamente vio além de Godard e
Rocha —e, em dltima mstincia, € bem capaz que o proprio cinema esteja agora
em uma encruzihada critica.

Para lidar com estas questoes e sondar com maior profundidade a significincia da
seqiiéncia da encruzilhada, acho que o melhor € pnmewro tomarmos um breve
desvio, explicando um pouco as circunstincias que levaram a Vento do [este ¢ a
associacio problematica de Glauber Rocha a este filme, em wvirios estigios de seu
desenvolvimento. Logo apds os levantes estudantis ocorridos na Franca em 1968,
Godard contatou um dos lideres militantes desse movimento, Daniel Cohn-Bendit,
e sugeriu que os dois colaborassem no projeto de um filme que explorana o
funesto declinio ideolkdgico, moral e social enraizado ndo apenas na politica fran-
cesa, mas na situagiio politica do pds-Guerra Fria de forma geral. Godard também
aludiu a seu desejo de fazer o filme de tal forma que fossem criados paralelos
entre a representatividade de estruturas politicas tradicionais e a representatividade
de estruturas tradicionais de filmes, em particular aquelas de padrio ocidental.

Cohn-Bendit concordou, e Godard contatou o produtor tahano Gianni Barcelloni, que
14 havia trabalhado com diretores como Pasolini e Glauber Rocha, € o jovem
cineasta underground francés Philippe Garrel. Barcelloni convenceu a Cineriz a
lhe dar um adiantamento de cem mil ddlares para “um faroeste em cores, a ser
roteirizado por Daniel Cohn-Bendit, dirigido por Jean-Luc Godard e estrelado
por Gian Maria VWlonté”. Aparentemente, o que o produtor e o distribuidor
esperavam era algo na inha de um “Colin-Bendit le fou”.

As filmagens foram conduzidas no micio do verio de 1969, na Itilia. Godard, entio
comprometido com a criacio coletiva, congregou os trés membros do seu
Grupo Dziga Mertov (que na época em que este texto foi escrito estava reduzi-
do a apenas dois membros — Godard e Jean-Pierre Gorin), sua esposa, a atriz
Anne Wiazemsky, diversos atores e téenicos italianos, e uma série de militantes
franceses e italianos de diversas inclinagbes esquerdistas. Cohn-Bendit,
que havia discutido a concepeiio geral do filme com Godard, esteve presente
apenas em parte das filmagens, aparentemente discutiv com Godard e Gorin,
e ndo aparece na versio final do filme {como Godard colocou em Berkeley
em abril do ano passado, “todos os anarquistas foram para a praia”). Sai
Cohn-Bendit. Entra Glauber Rocha.
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Em Roma para reunides com Barcelloni, Rocha encontrou Godard, que, segundo

Rocha, sugeriu que os dois deveriam coordenar estorgos “para destruir o cine-
ma” —ao que Rocha teria respondido estar em um caminho bem diferente, que
seu objetivo era construir o cinema no Brasil ¢ no resto do Terceiro Mundo,
lidando com problemas praticos de produciio, distribuicio ete.

Ista divergéneia parece ter dado a Godard a idéia de filmar uma seqiiéncia com

“Rocha na encruzilhada™, para incluir em Vento do Leste como uma manerra de
delinear diferentes estratégias revoluciondrias. Rocha concordou em represen-
tar 0 papel, mas ndo sem mostrar relutincia em “se juntar a mitologia coletiva
da inesquecivel Gangue Hancesa de Maio™.

De qualquer maneira, a seqiiéncia foi filmada, e Godard e Rocha se despediram ami-

gavelmente, mas, ao que parece, ambos com a sensacao de que o outro havia
falhado em entender sua posicio. Godard se dedicou a edicio de Venio do
leste, e concluiu o filme no inicio do inverno. Por acaso, Rocha estava em Roma
novamente na época da préexibigdo particular, assistin ao filme, e se vin —
como aconteceu com todos os presentes — de tal forma desnorteado e conster-
nado com o caminho tomado por Godard, que decidin escrever um artigo
sobre o filme para a revista brasileira Manchete'.

No Festival de Cannes, em maio de 1970, Venio do [este teve uma exibicdo a meia-

noite, durante a Quinzena do Diretor. (Godard ndo queria que o filme fosse
apresentado em Cannes; a extbigio foi de total responsabilidade do distribuidor.)
Algumas poucas pessoas admiraram o filme; a maioria detestou. Idem para a
exibicio de Mento do leste no New York Testival, em setembro. O mesmo se
repetiu algumas semanas mais tarde em Berkeley e San Francisco. Este tipo de
reacdo era maits ol menos esperada sempre que um novo filme de Godard era
langado. Fora do comum e um pouco mais complicada fo1 a controvérsia sobre
se Vento do leste podera ser considerado um filme “visualmente belo”, e se
esta beleza wvisual seria um atnbuto ou uma deficiénca, considerando-
se as metas revoluciondrias de Godard.

Muito da controvérsia sobre a qualidade visual do hilme pode ter resultado simples-

mente do fato de que estavam sendo exibidas tanto versdes em 35 mm como
em 16 mm do filme; e que, em termos visuais, estas duas versoes sio bastante
diferentes. Apesar de o filme ter sido filmado em 16 mm (interamente em dreas
externas), a copia em 35 mm € muito superior, com cores luxuriantes ( principal-
mente os verdes das belas paisagens interioranas da Itdlia e o vermelho intenso
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da parede de uma antiga morada rustica, parcialmente em ruinas). Acopia em
|6 mm € bastante escura e sombria, com cores muito falsas e melancélicas.

A controvérsia realmente se adensa quando comega o debate sobre os méritos e
deméntos relativos 4 beleza wisual (ou de sua auséncia) em Vento do [este.
Hoje. € até dificil determinar quem disse 0 que € por qué - ¢ a que copia se
referiam os comentirios. Por exemplo, quando o filme estava sendo exibido em
Berkeley e San Francisco, aleuns criticos fizeram objecdes ao “lxo visual”, men-
cionando que Glauber Rocha supostamente teria criticado o filme por ser
‘demasiadamente belo”, assim se mantendo no dominio da estética, ao nvés
de funcionar como um filme politicamente militante. O problema € que a
posicao de Rocha nunca fo1 essa. Fsta linha de pensamento, enquanto erronea-
mente atribuida a Rocha, a principio € aceita por Godard, que, no entanto,
rebate atirmando que “se Vento do [este tem algum mérito, € o de ndo ser,
de forma alguma, belo™ Ji Rocha, em seu artigo na Manchete, ataca Vento do
leste ndo porque o filme se mantém no dominio da estética, mas por acreditar
que Godard estivesse tentando destruir a estética. Rocha elogia o filme por sua
“beleza desesperada”, mas censura Godard por se sentir tio sem esperancas
quanto a utibdade da arte. Rocha lamenta que um artista tao talentoso como
Godard (que ele compara a Bach ¢ Michelangelo) ndo tenha mais € na arte,
procurando, em vez disso, “destrui-la”.

Para Rocha, a presente cnse mtelectual na Furopa Ocidental sobre a utilidade da arte
¢ sem sentido e politicamente negativa. He v€ o artista europeu — melhor e xem-
plificado por Godard - como tendo se colocado em um beco sem saida, e
conclut que, no que diz respetto ao cinema, o Terceiro Mundo pode ser o Gnico
lugar onde um artista ainda pode fazer filmes de forma frutifera. Godard, por
outro lado, censura Rocha por sua “mentalidade de produtor”, por pensar
demais nos chamados termos praticos de producdo, distribuicdo, mercados etc.,
assim perpetuando as estruturas capitalistas do cinema, levando-as ao Terceiro
Mundo - ¢ negligenciando, no processo, questoes tedricas urgenfes que
precisam ser consideradas se o cinema do Terceiro Mundo pretende evitar a
simples repeticio dos erros ideoldgicos do cinema ocidental

Que tipo de erros ideologicos Godard podena ter em mente? Bem, voltemos a
seqiiéncia da encruzilhada em Vento do Leste. Se a nossa associagio da bola
vermelha de plastico com o “balio vermelho™ de Lamorisse estiver correta,
entio esta seqiiéncia pode ser Iida assim: o cmema, em um estigio muito
fecundo de desenvolvimento criativo, se volta para o Tercero Mundo procurando
aconselhamento e direcionamento quanto a relagio adequada entre o cinema
e a sociedade (‘tinema politico™). Recebendo uma resposta de certa forma



equivocada de Glauber Rocha, mas suficientemente impressionado pelo que
ele coloca sobre o cmema do Terceiro Mundo (e talvez impressionado pela
maneira como ele argumenta — ou melor, canta — em Portugués), o cinema
toma o cammho do cnema no Trceiro Mundo, para descobrir, alguns passos
a frente, que o cinema do Tercero Mundo estd se transformando em uma série
de imitaghes terceiro-mundistas de O baldo vennetho. Desencorajado, o cinema
rapidamente decide que o verdadeiro avango ndo estd nessa direcio, mas sim
em prosseguir pelo caminho de aventura estética e questionamento filoséfico —
um caminho que a mulher resolutamente toma.

Agora surge a pergunta: 0 que hd de erado com O balio vermnelho? Quais ermros
ideoldgicos, merentes ao cnema ocidental, se manifestam neste fiime? A que
poderiamos possivelmente nos contrapor na charmosa historia sobre um menin-
inho francés e um balio vermelho que o segue onde quer que ele v, como um
cachorrinho brincalhiio? Podemos também lembrar que André Bazin dedicou um
de seus ensaios mais importantes {“Montagem mvisivel’, no volume [ de O que
é o cnema?) a O baldo vermelho e a outro curta popular de Lamonsse, Gin
blanc. O argumento de Bazin, um trampolim para o desenvolvimento de sua
estética realista, era que, mesmo em um filme de fantasia tio imaginativa
como Q baléio vermelho, era essencial (ontologicamente essencial) manter a fide-
lidade cmematogrifica a realidade, "o simples respeito fotogrifico pela unidade
espacial’. O fato de ter sido usado um truque para permitir que o balio parecesse
seguir o menino ndo era de importincia para Bazin, desde que o truque néo fosse
uma trucagem — como era, na sua opinido, a montagem. O que importava era
simplesmente que tudo o que fosse visto na tela tivesse sido fotografado
como realmente aconteceu no iempo e espaco. O que nio podiamos ver (como
um fio de ndilon imperceptivel a permitir que Lamorisse controlasse os movi-
mentos do baldo) ndo importava para Bazin, desde que o que nds vissemos
tivesse efetivamente acontecido, fosse pris sur le viff (capturado ao vivo) pela
cimera, ndo tendo sido adulterado em laboratério ou na moviola,

E Bazin ndo se importava nem um pouco (na verdade, o conceito se encaixava
perfeitamente em seu idealismo humanista burgués) que sua fidelidade a
“realidade”™ servisse como um trampolim para pretensoes metafisicas simplistas
e morahzagio sentimental — como, por exemplo, em O baldo vennelho, em
que a luta entre 0 menininho e uma gangue de rua simboliza a luta entre o Bem
e 0 Mal, com o Mal vencendo aqui na Terra e o baldo estourando, mas o Bem
vencendo em uma outra estera "mais elevada”, com milhares de outros bales
miraculosamente descendendo do firmamento, erguendo o menininho e o
carregando para o céu.
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Para Bazin, conforme revelado por uma leitura cuidadosa, todos os caminhos levam ao
céu. Aterminologia religinsa que aparece repetidamente em seus escritos certa-
mente ndo tem nada de coincidéncia ou mesmo de meramente metaforica. Todo
o sistena estético de Bazin se baseia em uma estrutura mistica e rehgiosa (cato-
lica) de transcendéncia. Afiel "reflexio da realidade”, na verdade, nada mais € do
que um pré-requisito — ¢ em ultima instincia simplesmente um pretexto — para
encontrar uma “verdade transcendental” que supostamente exste na realidade e
¢ “miraculosamente” revelada pela cimera. Arealidade, se estudarmos Bazin com
atengdo, rapidamente se despe de sua casca material e € “elevada”™ a uma esfera
puramente metafisica (que poderiamos justificadamente chamar de teolégica).

Dada a menor oportunidade (como quando escrevendo sobre Joumal d'un curé de
campagne de Bresson), Bazin chega a revelar o segredo — e seu abuso flagrante
do termo “fenomenologia” alcanca um pinaculo de absurdo em “uma fenome-
nologia da graga de Deus™. Mas mesmo ao escrever sobre um filme como ferru
sem pdo, de Bufiuel, que é uma documenta¢io mordaz da condigdo maternal
de uma populagio especifica (os habitantes do vale de Las Hurdes) em um pais
especifico (Espanha), sob uma coligagiio especifica de classes prevalentes (da
burguesia e da Igreja Catélica), tudo isso apresentado com amarga énfase no
préprio filme, Bazin anda consegue varrer a poeira material para debaxo do
tapete, tio rapidamente que € dificil saber o que foi visto e escapar de forma
imediata para as poeiras mais edificantes do paraiso.

Foi observado® que, em seu artigo sobre Tenu sem péo, Bazin nem sequer menciona
as palavras “classe”, “explorada”, “rico”, “capitalismo”, “propriedade”, “prole-
tariado™, “burguesia”, *ordem”, “dinheiro”, “lucro” etc. E quais sfo as palavras
que encontramos em seu lugar? Expressdes grandiosas, conceitos abrangen-
tes e generosos que sie a matéria-prima de uma extensa tradicio do idealismo
humanista burgués — como “consciéneia”, “salvagiio”, “tristeza”, “pureza”, “inte-
gridade”, “crueldade objetiva do mundo”, “verdade transcendental”, “crueldade
da condigiio humana”, “infelicidade™, “a crueldade na Criagio™, *destino™, “horror”,
“piedade”, "Madena”, “miséria humana”, “obscenidade cirdrgica”, “amor’,
“dialética pascaliana™ (tinha de ser pascalianal), "toda beleza de uma Feta
espanhola”, "nobreza e harmonia”, “presencga do belo no atroz”, “um infernal
parafso terrestre” elc. elc,

[ ndo se trata de um caso nico, seja nas escritas de Bazin ou na ideologia burguesa
em geral. Quanto mais generosos e gerais 0s conceitos, mais ficil € cobrir a falta

21 Vide a interpretagio critica de Gerard Gozlan sobre Bazin em Musinf, ns, 46 ¢ 47 (unho ¢ julho de 1962),



de uma andlise materialista, voltada ao processo da sociedade humana e que,
caso ocorresse. revelaria aleuns fatos duros e desagraddvels que poderiam
fazer as pessoas comecarem a se rebelar. Bm resumo, a ideologia é pelo
menos t3o eficiente no que deixa de dizer — naguilo que mantém oculto —
quanto no que diz.

Godard lamenta a forma como o cinema, desde seu nascimento, foi desfigurado por

uma ideologia capitalista burguesa que permeia suas proprias fundactes ted-
ricas, sem jamais ter sido corretamente diagnosticada, e muito menos corrigida.
bBn Vento do Leste, portanto, ele sistematicamente desmonta os elementos
tradicionais do cinema burgués — principalmente conforme exemplhficado pelo
Ocidente — ¢ revela o (por vezes oculto e por vezes escancarado ) cardter repres-
SIVD que o sustenta.

Godard acusa o cinema burgués de colocar demasiada eénfase nos medos e desejos

Hoje,

emocionais mais basicos da audiéncia, jogando com esses medos e desejos,
sacrificando a inteligéncia critica do espectador. E Godard tenta combater esta
trania das emocdes, ndo porque seja “contra” emogdes e “a favor” da racionali-
dade. nem tampouco porque se oponha a que as atitudes e agdes das pessoas
sejam influenciadas por sua experiéncia artistica; muito pelo contririo. Mas por
acreditar fortemente que a audiéncia ndo deve se deixar explorar, como acon-
tece no cinema burgués, que ndo deve ser manipulada emocionalmente, mas
deve, sim, ser tratada de forma direta e franca, em um didlogo licdo que
evoque todas as suas faculdades humanas.

no entanto, cada elemento de um filme burgués ¢ calculado para convidar a
audiéncia a se perder em uma experiéncia emocional “vivida™ de uma chama-
da “fatia de wvida”, em vez de assumir uma atitude critica, analitica, e. em
ltima instincia, politica em relagio ao que se vé e ao que se ouve. Alguém
poderia perguntar: por que a atitude de um individuo em relagio a um filme
deveria ser politica? Aresposta, obviamente, € que o convite para se perder em
emogoes ao custo da andlise racional ja constitul um ato politico — implicando
em uma atitude politica por parte do espectador, sem que este esteja necessaria-
mente ciente disso.

De fato, ao se deixar “tocar” emocionalmente pelo cinema — e até mesmo exigr que

0 cinema seja emocionalmente ocante — o espectador se coloca & mercé de
qualquer um que apareca com dinheiro para investir e que se dé ao trabalho
de garantir que a audincia se sinta “tocada’, Mas as pessoas que €m dinheiro
suficiente para investir também €m um interesse oculto em assegurar que as
audiéncias sejam tocadas na dire¢io certa, ou seja: em uma diregio que
perpetue a posigdo vantajosa do mvestdor, em um sistema econdmico que
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permita a existéncia de enormes desigualdades na distribuicio das riquezas.
Resumindo, o cinema (bem como a televisio) funciona como uma ferramenta
ou arma ideoldgica, usada pela classe prevalente-proprietdria para ampliar o
mercado para os sonhos burgueses que vende.

Além disso, como Godard afima em Vento do [este, o cinema tenta vender os sonhos
burgueses como realidade, inclusive jogando com os efeitos de intensificacio e
enaltecimento cinematogrificos, numa tentativa de nos fazer acreditar que os
sonhos burgueses que aparecem em nossas telas de cinema sdo, de alguma
maneira, fantisticos, que sio ndo apenas “reas”, mas, de certa forma, “mais
reais que a realidade™ No cmnema burgués, tudo conspira para este efeito:
a linha de atuacao € ao mesmo tempo “realista” e fantistica; 0s cendrios sio
“realistas” (ou, se filmados em locaciio, simplesmente reais), mas também
siao cuidadosamente escolhidos por sua beleza e por seu aspecto extraordmdrio.
O mesmo vale para os figurinos, roupas, j6ias e maquiagem usados pelos atores
e atrizes, que também sio cuidadosamente escolhidos por sua beleza e seu
aspecto extraordindrio. Por fim, até mesmo o som no cinema burgués ¢ usado
para nos passar a llusdo de estarmos escutando, as escondidas, um momento
de realidade, em que os personagens estio cegos 4 nossa presenca e simples-
mente vivendo as emogoes de suas “vidas reais”.

Desde Weekend a fruncesa, Godard passou a rejeitar o didlogo convencional do
cmema, por achar que ele contribui para esta ilusio maldirecionada de reahdade,
tomando ainda mais ficil para a audiéncia se imaginar ali com as pessoas na tela,
presente porém “a salvo”, em uma posigao perfeita (a de um bishilhoteiro, de um
voveir) para uma participacdo vicarial na emocdo do momento. Resumimndo, o
cinema burgués finge ignorar a presenca do espectador, finge que o que esta
sendo dito e feito na tela ndo ¢ direcionado para o espectador, finge que o cmne-
ma € um “reflexo da realidade™ e ao mesmo tempo joga constantemente com as
emogies da audiéncia e capitaliza seus mecanismos de dentificagio-projecio, a
fim de induzi-la, de forma sutil, insidiosa, inconsciente, a participar dos sonhos e
fantasias que sdo vendidos pela sociedade capitalista burguesa.

Existe uma segiiéncia excelente em Venfo do Leste na qual Godard demonstra e
desmistifica 0 que acontece por trds da fachada do cmema burgués. A trilha
sonora explica que “dentro de alguns segundos voce ird ver e ouvir um perso-
nagem tipico do cinema burgués. He estd em todos os filmes e sempre faz o
papel de um Don Juan. He i descrever a sala em que vocg estd sentado™
VWemos entdo o close-up de um belissimo jovem ator italiano parado na beirada
de um riacho borbulhante, olhando diretamente para a cimera, Airds dele -
mas fotografado de modo que a percepgio de profundidade seja muito reduzida



e a Imagem, como um todo, seja marcadamente plana — ergue-se o talude
oramado e verde da margem oposta do rio.

O jovem fala em ttahano, enquanto vozes na trilha sonora nos dio a tradugdo tanto em
francés como em mglés. Atradugdo, contudo, € em wz mdireta. Avoz nos informa:
“He diz que a sala estd escura. W pessoas sentadas na parte de bamwo e
também em cima, no balcdo. Diz que tem um velho feioso al, todo encarqui-
lhado: ¢ acold, ele diz que v& uma garota jovem e bela. Diz que gostaria de dormir
com ela. Pede que ela suba na tela com ele. He diz que € lindo i em cima, com
o sol brilhando, drvores verdejantes em todas as partes e varias pessoas felizes se
divertmdo. He diz que se vocé nao acredita nele, olhe ... " Neste ponto a cimera
move-se subilamente para trds e para cima, mantendo o jovem em foco no canto
direito do quadro, enquanto revela no lado esquerdo — que parece estar quase
30 metros abaixo do jovem — uma cena de beleza estonteante, mos-
trando uma cachoeira que desdgua numa piscina natural em um vale estreito e
sombreado, onde jovens mergulham e nadam na dgua limpida.

Trata-se de uma tomada magnifica. A imagem em s1 € de extrema beleza, e o
mais surpreendente é a complexa reestruturacio do espago conseguida
através de um simples movimento da cimera. Mas se pararmos para pensar
sobre esta seqiéncia e sobre seu deslumbrante desenlace, percebemos que
tudo nela é um engodo calculado, direcionade aos sonhos e fantasias da
audiéncia, O homem € jovem e belo. Quando fala, menospreza a dade e a
feidra, e glorifica a juventude e o glamour. O que ele quer € sexo, o que ele
oferece € sexo. Na tela, ele nos garante, tudo € belo ¢ as pessoas sao felizes,

Eesta sdbita reestruturacio do espago nos convida, literalmente e por si 50, para den-
tro da imagem. Como acontece geralmente no cinema burgués, o mundo
capitalista burgués € apresentado como sendo de grande profundidade, de
uma riqueza inexaurivel, e infinitamente convidativo. E a predilecio do cine-
ma burgués por uma fotografia com grande profundidade de campo (vide
Bazin) enfatiza a ilusio de que “vocé estd na fela”, ¢ portanto mascara sua
propria presenca (e o ato de apresentar esta imagem) atris de uma falsa mo
déstia calculada, que se oculta para fazer o cinema parecer ser o humilde servo
da realidade, ao nvés do que € na realidade: o criado bajulador e arrogante da
classe prevalente. O cinema burgués flerta com o espectador, adulador e
lisonjeiro, para que ele suba i tela e se junte as “pessoas belas™ para um pouco
de sexo e lazer em um lugar idilico. E o seu grande trunfo € a estonteante
capacidade de oferecer emocdes visuais excitantes.

Isto mais uma vez levanta o problema da beleza visual no cinema politico; mas também
demonstra como Godard usa esta beleza de novas maneiras, que servem para
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desmistificar seus usos antigos no cinema burgués (e nos tomar menos
vulnerdveis a eles). Afinal, se a beleza (como a linguagem) € uma das armas
que a classe prevalente usa para nos acalmar e nos “manter em nossos devidos
lugares”, entio uma de nossas tarefas sena voltar essa mesma amma contra nossos
opressores. Uma forma de fazer isso seria desmistificar a beleza e mostrar como
ela ¢ usada contra nos; outra maneira seria efetivar uma “transvaloragio de
valores”, fazemos do conceito burgués de beleza um vicio, a0 mesmo tempo
tomando um conceito diferente de beleza em uma virtude (por exemplo, “Black
15 beautiful '} que a burguesia serd incapaz de reconhecer ou acettar. Em seus
filme desde Weekend a francesa, Godard utiliza ambas as titicas. Seus filmes
agora t€m um visual bastante diferente, que muitos ndo conseguem
considerar “belo”, ¢ sempre existe algum elemento cinematogrifico ou uma
justaposicio de elementos que chama atencdo para como esta “beleza” € con-
seguida e como € usada como arma ideoldgica.

Sejam quais forem os pros e contras no que diz respeito a “beleza” em um filme
militante, certamente nio faz sentido criticar o uso que Godard faz da beleza
visual em Vento do Leste sem antes compreender como e por que ele a usa —
ou, pior anda, criticd-lo por tentar “tocar” as pessoas emocionalmente, como
faz 0 cinema burgués, mas sem ter sucesso nessa tentativa, jd que as suas ima-
gens sdo de uma beleza extremamente formal e austera, provocande de algu-
ma forma uma sensacio de deshgamento, em vez de atuar como um estimu-
lante. Inexplicavelmente, € exalamente isto que Glauber Rocha parece fazer
quando, em seu artigo na revista Manchete, critica a cena do “oficial da cavalar-
ia americana” atacando a garota militante (Anne Wiazemsky) por ndo ser, na
verdade, nem um pouco assustadora, mas apenas bela. O que Rocha parece
nio perceber é que Godard ndo quer que a cena seja assustadora: ele a toma
bela precisamente para garantir que ndo seja assustadora. Fnquanto o oficial
(Gian Maria Wolonté) torce o pescogo da garota e grita com ela, alguém fora da
tela atira neles uma espessa tinta vermelha que gruda nos cabelos castanhos
dela e respinga na jaqueta azul-marinho do oficial. O efeito visual, com sua rica
interacdo de cores e texturas, ¢ impressionante, e serve para nos distanciar da
aciio e da emogdo que a cena de outra forma poderia provocar.

Alguns momentos depois, Godard nos mostra outra cena similar, 6 que desta vez
tratada no estilo mais emotivo do cmema burgués, B vez de filmar por trds do
ombro direito da garota, como na cena anterior de “tortura” (com o torturado
e a vitima face a face, mas apenas o rosto do torturador visivel para a audiéncia),
Godard agora posiciona o torturador segurando a garota por trds, Assim a cena
pode ser filmada de modo a revelar os rostos de ambos em um close-up frontal,
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quando o “comentirio” em voz over finalmente comega (sobre os “murmirios
da floresta”™ que ouvimos), 0 que temos nde ¢ um didlogo, mas uma critica
de didlogo.

Ostensivamente falando sobre tdticas de greve em alguma disputa trabalhista, a nar-
radora afirma em certo momento que € o didloge que € necessdrio, mas este
didlogo normalmente € cedido a um “representante qualificado”™, que traduz as
exigéncias dos trabalhadores na linguagem dos chefes e, ao fazer isso, trai as
pessoas que supostamente representa. Bsta discussio em voz oversobre a der-
rota do didlogo se refere claramente aos didlogos de barganha que ocorrem
entre a mao-de-obra ¢ o capital, e alguns minutos mais tarde, na proxima
seqiiéncia, ocorre uma demonstragio (no estilo de um faroeste) da maneira
como o “representante qualificado” (o representante do sindicato) distoree as
exigéncias reais dos trabalhadores (para a subversio revoluciondria do sistema
capitalista que os explora), traduzindo tais exigéncias em termos com os quais
os patrdes consigam lidar (salinos mais altos, menos horas, melhores
condigdes de trabalho etc.). De uma maneira estranha e criteriosa, no entanto,
esta discussio do fracasso do didlogo nas mios de um “representante qualifi-
cado” também se refere ao fracasso do didlogo contido no “tonceito de repre-
sentacdo burgués” do cinema.

"0 que precisamos € de didlogo™ — esta declaracio no “comentirio” em voz over
parece ecoar nossos proprios pensamentos conforme assistimos essa cena de
extensdo exasperante, estitica e sem didlogo. Bstamos impacientes para
“comecar o filme”, impacientes para o desenrolar do enredo. Imaginamos por
que o jovem casal estd deitado no chdo e por que estao acorrentados um ao
outro. Desejamos que eles ao menos recobrem a consciéncia o suficiente para
comegar uma conversa, para que possamos descobrir, através de seu didlogo,
0 que estd acontecendo — ou seja, 0 que estd acontecendo com eles. Como é
normal, no cinema nio nos perguntamos o que estd acontecendo conosco. Nio
nos perguntamos por que um filme nos trata de uma certa maneira. Na ver-
dade, raramente pensamos que o filme se dirija a nds, ou, na verdade, a qual-
quer pessoa. NOs nos sentamos e aceitamos o acordo ticito de que um filme €
um “reflexo da realidade”, capturado no espelho daquele magico “olho de
Deus™ que € a cimera cinematogrifica, Sentamo-nos passivamente e espe-
ramos que o fime nos leve pela mio, ou, mais literalmente, pelo coragiio,

Abrimos mao do nosso didlogo com o filme; e quando isso acontece, o filme deixa de
falar conosco, ou mesmo para nds, passando a falar por nds, em nosso lugar. E
na sociedade capitahista burguesa, os filmes (como a televisio) falam a lingua
das grandes empresas, que buscam constantemente nos forgar mais bens goela
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abaixo, fazendo com que gostemos de ser alimentados a forca, fazendo com
que desejemos o proprio estado que perpetua nossa condicio explorada e
alienada. Ao deixar um filme falar por nés, permitimos que nossas necessidades
reais sejam distorcidas nas necessidades artificials que as grandes empresas
querem que tenhamos, Somos camplices em nossa traicio.

O que deve ser feito, entdo, para nos tirar desta situacio deploravel? Como a narradora

em voz overcoloca em Vento do Ieste: “Hoje a pergunta © que se deve fazer”
¢ feita com urgéncia para cineastas militantes. Nio se trata mais da questio de
qual caminho tomar; € a questio de o que devemos fazer em termos praticos
num caminho que a historia de lutas revolucionanas nos ajudou a reconhecer.
Fazer um filme, por exemplo, é perguntar-se: qual € a nossa posicdo” . Eo que
esta questao significa para um cineasta militante? Significa, primeiro, mas nio
exclusivamente, abrir um paréntese no qual nos perguntamos o que a histéria

b
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do cinema revoluciondrio pode nos ensinar’.

Segue entdo um breve histdrico sobre alguns dos altos e baios do que poderiamos

Todo

qualificar como cinema revoluciondrio, come¢ando com a admiragio do
jovem Hsenstein por Itolerincia, de D. W, Grithth, Griffith certamente foi
uma influéncia decisiva para Hsenstein e, através de Hsenstein, para o
primeiro grande capftulo do cinema revoluciondrio: o filme mudo russo. Mas
a comentarista em Vento do Leste afirma que, de um ponto de vista revolu-
ciondno, este empréstmo da téenica do expressivo arsenal de um “impena-
lista norte-americano™ (Griffith) no fim fez mais mal do que bem, represen-
tando uma derrota na historia do cinema revolucionario. Como conseqiiéncia
deste erro ideoldgico inicial, afirma, Hsenstein confundiu tarefas primdrias e
secunddrias e, em vez de glorificar os conflitos do presente, glorificou a revolta
historica dos marmheiros do encouracado fotemkin. Como uma segunda
conseqiiéncia, em 1929, quando fez A linha geral (também conhecido como
O vellio e o nove), Bsenstein conseguiu achar novas maneiras de expressar a
repressido czarista, mas somente através da utilizacio das mesmas velhas
formas para expressar 0 processo de coletivizagio e reforma agriria. Neste
caso, afirma, em dltima instincia, o “velho™ venceu o “novo”™ — e, assim,
Hollywood niio teve problemas em contratar Hsenstein para filmar a revo-
lugdo no México, enquanto ao mesmo tempo, em Berlim, o doutor Goebbels
pedia que Leni Riefenstahl fizesse “um Potemkin nazista”,

isso pode soar um pouco herético e talvez arbitririo, mas, na verdade, temos
aqui um argumento bastante perceptivo, se acompanhado atentamente. As
mesmas téenicas que Griffith usou para glorificar, em retrospecto, a antiga causa
racista dos brancos substas na Guerra (vl Americana foram retomadas e
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desenvolvidas por Hsenstein para glorificar, em retrospecto, um episodio que ja
datava 20 anos (0 motim no encouracado Foremkin ocorreu em [903) e que
nem sequer era um episoédio particularmente importante na historia da
Revolugio Russa. Mais tarde, quando confrontade com a tarefa de hdar com
questdes de urgéncia contemporanea (coletivizacdo), Hsenstein somente foi
capaz de se valer das mesmas velhas téenicas, entao amda mais velhas. I, mais
adiante, estas mesmas técnicas se mostraram perfeitamente compativeis com a
propaganda dos nazistas: o proprio Hsenstein foi considerado, ndo de forma
totalmente mjustificada, como sendo “cooptavel” por Hollywood.

O problema € que as formas cnematogrificas que Hsenstemn herdou de Griffith e
entio desenvolveu nio eram suficientemente flexiveis para lidar com as com-
plexidades dos acontecimentos do presente, mas eram bastante adequadas para
documentirios emocionalisticos e reconstituidos da historia passada. Além disso,
precisamente por enfatizaremn o aspecto emocional da histéria “vivida™, do tipo
“voce estava 47, era muito ficil usar tais formas cmematogrificas para incitar o
envolvimento emocional das pessoas, até mesmo em doutrinas tdo abemrantes
como as da “pureza racial” e da obediéncia cega ao Miher, de Hitler.

O proximo a ser submetido a um escrutinio critico ¢ Dziga Vertov, em cujo nome
Godard fundou sua cooperativa de cineastas militantes. Vertov leva o crédito de
alcancar uma vitéria para o cinema revoluciondrio ao declarar que “ndo existe
um cimnema que se posicione acima das classes, um cimema que se posicione
acima da Juta de classes™ e que o cinema € apenas uma tarefa secunddria na
luta mundial pela liberacio revoluciondria™, Mas Vertov falha por esquecer que,
nas palavras de Lenin, “a politica comanda a economia™. Como resultado, seu
filme O décimo primeiro ano ndo exalta os 11 anos de sdlida lideranca politica
nas mios da ditadura do proletariado, glorificando, em vez disso, a economia
emergente e a inddstna em rdpido desenvolvimento da Rissia, exatamente nos
mesmos termos emocionais que a propaganda capitalista usa para aclamar seu
préprio crescimento econdmico. “Toi nesse momento”, afirma a comentadora de
Vento de Leste, “que o revisionismo mvadiu as telas de cinema soviéticas
de uma vez por todas”.

Préxima no resumo do cinema revoluciondrio estd a “falsa vitdria” do inicio da déca-
da de 1960, quando governos progressistas africanos, tendo conseguido sua
revolucdo e expulsado os imperialistas, “os deam voltar, entrando através da
janela de uma cimera de video”, entregando a produciio de filmes para a velha
industria de cinema européia € americana — “assim dando a cristios brancos o
direito de falar em nome de negros e drabes™. Hnalmente, uma vitoria pode ser
reivindicada para ¢ cinema revoluciondrio no recente relatério da camarada
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Kiang Tsing’ (esposa de Mao), no qual foi denunciada a teoria da “estrada real
do realismo”, juntamente com uma dentncia da maioria dos cinones das antigas
estéticas stalinistas do “realismo socialista™

Por toda esta breve visdo geral do emema revoluciondrio corre o fio unificador da
necessidade de se pensar de forma completa sobre as fundagdes tedricas da
prixis do cinema. Se existe algo que nos (juntamente com Godard) podemos
apreender com a historia do cnema revolucionario, € que se um cineasta
pretende evitar favorecer inadvertidamente os opressores, uma vigikincia
autocritica constante € claramente necessaria. E se o compromisso de um
cineasta com a liberacio revoluciondria € mais que uma mera dentificagio
emocional com o oprimido, entdo sua pratica cinematografica deve ir além das
emogoes e dos mecanismos de identificagiio-projecio da audiéncia. Além do
mais, se ele estd firmemente convencido (como € o caso de Godard) que o
processo de liberacio revoluciondria envolve muito mais que a simples
vinganca do oprimido e oferece a possibilidade concreta de colocar um fim em
toda perseguicio (em outras palavras, de criar uma sociedade mais justa, na
qual 0 hivre desenvolvimento do mdividuo trabalha em prol ao mvés de contra
o livre desenvolvimento do préximo), entio a tarefa urgente do cineasta € criar
formas cinematogrificas que trabalhem, elas mesmas, em prol e ndo contra o
livre desenvolvimento do espectador, formas que ndo manipulem suas
emog0es ou seu nconsciente, mas que fomegam uma ferramenta analitica a ser
utilizada para lidar com a complexidade do presente.

[ a autocritica ¢ parte mtegrante do cmema analitico de Godard, conforme teste-
munhado pelo fato de a segunda metade de Venio do Leste se dedicar a uma
critica dos seus proprios trabalhos anteriores. A primeira e mais séria critica
apresentada ¢ sobre sua propria falta de contato anterior (e presente insuficién-
cia) com as massas. (Desde que comegou a trabalhar coletivamente com o
Grupo Dziga Vertov, depois de maio de 1968, Godard vinha tendo contato cada
vez mais fregiiente ¢ produtivo com grupos de trabalhadores militantes, em
particular em Issy-les-Moulineaux, nos arredores de Paris.) Bm segundo lugar,
ele critica a abordagem de “sociologia burguesa” no cinema, na qual o cineasta
mostra a miséria das massas mas niio mostra suas lutas. (Enquanto esta critica
¢ feita no comentirio, vemos uma série de tomadas de casas de favela e

C3 0 Vide “Summary of the Foram on the Work i Literature and At on the Armed Forces with which Lin Piao
Entrusted Comrade Kang Tsing” ("Sumdro do fGrum sobre o trabalho em Literatura e Arte nas Forgas Armadas que
Lin Piao confiou & camarada Kang Tsmg”), Foreign Language Press, Pequim, 1968,



modemnos prédios alios de apartamentos, como aqueles que Godard
fotografou para Duas ou 1és coisas que eu sei dela, filme ao qual ele se referiu
como sendo “um ensaio socioldgico™) O problema com esta abordagem, bem
como com o cmema-verdade, afrma, € que, ao nao mostrar as lutas das
massas, a sua capacidade de lutar enfraquece: e a implicagio € que a imagem
de sua miséria no cinema simplesmente reforga sua prépria auto-imagem de
miséria, enquanto, por outro lado, a imagem de suas lutas no cinema reforca
sua capacidade de continuar a lutar.

Hnalmente, aponta que o cinema contemporaneo na Rissia {“Brezhnev-Mosfilm™) &
perfeitamente mtercambidvel com o cinema contemporineo nos EUA (“Nixon-
Paramount™); e que os dois juntos sio perfeitamente intercambidveis com o
que se passa por cinema “progressivo” em festivais de filmes de vanguarda em
toda Buropa. Estes chamados filmes “independentes”, afirma, sdo revisionistas
porgue nio questionam as relagdes entre imagem e som no cinema burgués,
e porgue, apesar de terem quebrado os velhos tabus burgueses de sexo,
drogas e poesia apocaliptica, continuam a sustentar o mais importante de todos
0s tabus burgueses — aquele que proibe a representacio da luta de classes.
(A autocritica também esti claramente implicita nesta declaraciio, ji que a
mesma abordagem poderia ser usada — e foi, pelo proprio Godard —em todos
os seus proprios filmes inclusive, Weekend ¢ frincesa.)

Mas a autocritica de Godard ndo emerge de uma autodivida mérbida, de dermotismo,
ou de um desejo de autodestruicio, como Glauber Rocha argumenta de forma
deveras vingativa em seu artigo sobre Wento do Ieste. Pelo contririo, a autocriti-
ca tem um papel importante na atual pritica do cmema de Godard (e, na ver-
dade, sempre teve — ao menos de forma implicita), pela simples razio que
Godard, como Mao, considera a autocritica uma atividade construtiva da maior
importincia. (E no cnema, como ji vimos, urge este tipo de verificagio sobre
o poder quase unilateral exercido pelo cmeasta sobre sua audiéncia.)

Os filmes recentes de Godard sio certamente politicamente penetrantes; mas apesar do
“comentirio” verbal ser proeminente — se ndo preeminente — os filmes ndo sdo
exortatérios. Nio hd nada de demagdgico na abordagem de Godard, seja do cine-
ma ou da politica. Bn termos de método cinematogrifico, Vento do Leste é o polo
oposto de filmes como O #iunfo da vontade, de Riefenstahl, ou Bicowmcado
Fotemkin, de Hsenstem, E de fato, Sons britanicos, Prvda, e Vento do Teste de
Godard sio muito distantes em termos de méfodo cnematografico de Deus e o
Dxabo na tenu do sol, Tena em tunse, e O dmgdo da maldade contn o sanio
guenein, de Glauber Rocha. Existe um forte tom messinico nos filmes de Rocha,
que é bastante discrepante da maneira de Godard construir um filme. (E bem



claro, alids, que os bragos abertos de Rocha em Venito do Ieste — sugerindo um
paralelo entre Rocha e (risto — constiuem um comentirio énico de Godard
sobre o5 aspectos messidnicos do estilo dos filmes de Rocha.)

Eembora tanto Rocha como Godard estejam comprometidos com a luta global pela libe-
ragiio revoluciondna, suas divergéncias sobre como a revolugio pode se desen-
volver ¢ como o cinema pode contribuir para este desenvolvimento sio claras.
Rocha adota a abordagem espontanea que desconsidera quase totalmente a
importancia de preocupacgdes tedricas, as quais ele concebe como meros “auxi-
liares™ & energia espontinea das massas. He expressou sua crenca de que ‘0s
verdademros revoluciondrios na América do Sul sio mdividuos, personalidades em
sofrmento - nao envolvidos em problemas tedricos. .. a provocagiio a violénca,
0 contato com a amarga realidade que pode produzir uma mudanca violenta na
América do Sul, este levante apenas pode vir de individuos que tenham passado
por um sofrimento pessoal, e tenham percebido que a necessidade de mudar
estd presente — ndo por razoes tedricas, mas por questdes de agonia pessoal”.
E Rocha enfatiza sua crenca de que a verdadema forga das massas sul-americanas
estd no misticismo, em “um comportamento emocional, dionisiaco”, que para ele
surge de uma mistura de catolicismo e religides africanas. Aenergia que tem sua
fonte no misticismo, segundo Rocha, € o que, em dltima instincia, levard as
pessoas a resistir a opressdio — e € esta energia emocional que Rocha busca fazer
fluir em seus filmes,

Godard, por outro lado, rejeita a abordagem emocional por ela favorecer o mimigo e
busca combater a mistificagio em qualquer forma, venha ela da direita ou da
esquerda. Embora nio haja indicaciio de que Godard subestime a importincia da
experiéncia pessoal agoniada da opressio como um ponte de partida para o
desenvolvimento de uma conscientizacdo revoluciondria, ele assume a posigio
clara de que exste a necessidade premente de uma organizagio firmemente
desenvolvida sobre solidas fundagbes tedricas, caso 0 movimento revoluciondrio
pretenda avangar além do estigio de levantes abortivos, de curta duraciio, “espon-
tineos” (como os eventos de maio de [968 na Fanga).

Ao enfatizar a luta tedrica, Godard segue no caminho de um revoluciondrio nada
menos pritico que o proprio Lenin, que, em seu panfleto intitulado
Que fazer? (do qual abundam ecos em Vento do Leste), denuncia o “culto da
espontaneidade™ e aponta que “gualguer culto & espontaneidade, qualquer

“41 Gordon HITCHENS, The Way to Make a Future: A Conversation with Glauber Rocha. Fifim Quarterfy, outono de
1970,



enfraquecimento do 'elemento de conscientizacio licida'... significa por si s6
— e o falo de se desejar gque seja assim ou ndo € secunddrio — um reforco da
influéncia da ideologia burguesa” (itdlicos do proprio Lenin).” Ou, como Lenin
coloca algumas linhas adante, "o problema se coloca nestes termos e em
nenhum outro: a ideologia burguesa ou a deologia socialista. Nao ha um meio
termo (pois a humanidade nunca estabeleceu uma terceira’ ideclogia; de qual-
quer forma, em uma sociedade dividida por uma luta de classes nunca poderia
haver uma ideologia acima e além das classes)”. E mais tarde, "mas por que,
pergunta o leitor, 0 movimento espontaneo, que tende na dire¢io do minimo
esfor¢o, leva exatamente a dominagio pela ideologia burguesa? Pela simples
razio que, cronologicamente, a ideologia burguesa € muito mais antiga que a
ideologia socialista, ¢ muito mais elaborada, possuindo um numero infinita-
mente maior de meios de difusdo™. E por fim: "Quanto maior ¢ espirito espon-
tineo das massas, e quanto mais 0 movimento se espalhar, maior a urgéncia
da necessidade da mais completa lucidez em nosso trabalho tedrico, em nosso
trabalho politico € em nossa organizagio™”

Para que ninguém se sinta tentado, contudo, a tirar conclustes precipitadas (que

Deve

Rocha parece encorajar em seu artigo sobre Vento do Leste), considerando que
as diferencas de opinido sobre estratégia revoluciondria de Godard e Rocha sio
simplesmente o resultado de diferengas culturais entre a situagiio européia e
aquela do Tercero Mundo, devemos apontar que mesmo no cinema da
América Latina nio ha, em parte alguma, suporte uninime para a “abordagem”
espontinea. Cineastas sul-americanos estao cada vez mais seguindo 0s passos
do cineasta argentino Fernando Solanas (La frora de los homaos), clamando por
uma intensificacdo da luta tedrica organizada e licida em nivel ideolégico.

ser entendido, contudo, que Rocha tem um dominio legitimo quando reclama
da inundagido de imitagdes monstruosas de Godard, apresentadas por alunos de
cmema comodistas no Terceiro Mundo e em outras partes. Mas Godard niio
pode ser culpado por isso. (Alguém acredita, por um unico mstante, que estes

¢ 51 LENIN, Que fire ?Editions Sociales, Paris, 1969, Todas as tradugbes da edigiio francesa foram feitas pelo autor,
“6 1 Esta dliuna afirmagio se aproxima mas da qualificacio postenor de Lenin da posicio adotada em e fizer?

— posigio, conforme ele indicou, que representa uma resposta titica emergindo da andlise concreta de uma silvagio

concrela (as dsputas de 1902 entre diversas fiogdes esquerdstas), Mas tarde, quando os pengoes potencas da

posicio espontines nio representavam mais uma ameaga tio grande & revolugio, [enin abrandou os ataques &

espontanexdade e pediu uma abordagem mais dialética da “espontaneidade organiada e organizagie esponlinea”.

{Para maiores mformagdes a este respeito, vide a excelente edigio especial sobre Lenin-Hegel de Radical Amenca,

setembro-outubre de 1970,
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mesmos alunos nao estarlam comodamente criando monstruosidades caso
Godard ndo exstisse”) Além do mais, se existe aleo que pode combater com
eficicia o tipo de comodismo impensado que caracteriza ndo apenas a maioria
dos filmes de estudantes de cinema, mas simplesmente a maioria dos filmes em
geral, certamente € a praxis tedrica extremamente completa, resoluta e autodis-
ciplinada personificada pelos filmes de Jean-Lue Godard.

Uso a expressao “prixis tedrica” de forma bastante propositada, ji que quero enfati-
zar que teoria e pratica ndo sio, de forma alguma, mutuamente exclusivas. A
fim de ilustrar 0 que eu quero dizer, voltemos mais uma vez para a metifora da
encruzilhada. O caminho de Godard - que, como ele aponta, nada mais € do
que o caminho que o estudo da histéria do cinema revoluciondrio o ajudou a
reconhecer — € o da criagio das fundactes tedricas do cinema revoluciondrio
dentro da pritica cotidiana de se fazer filmes. O verdadeiro dilema para os
cineastas de hoje niio € uma escolha entre a teoria e a pritica. O ato de fazer
um filme necessaramente combma ambos — e 1sso ¢ verdadero para um filme
no Tercero Mundo, na Rissia ou no Ocidente,

Na seqiiéncia da encruzilhada em Vento do leste, temos até uma forte sugestio
visual de que a mterseccao de trés vias € simplesmente o ponto onde dois
caminhos — aquele do Terceiro Mundo e aquele que a mulher européia tragou
até agora — convergem e se unem no que ndo passa de um grande
caminho continuo de “aventura estética e indagagio filosofica™, que combina,
necessariamente, tanto a teoria como a pratica.

Artigo publicado na revista inglesa Sight and Sound . wl40, n.3, verio de 1971
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The title of the film, as it appears on the screen, is a

mixture of Italian and Fench: Vento Le Vent d'Est
dell’ Est. This written form, one word after the other
and all with the same graphic styling, may suggest
a difficulty in reading that in reality does not oceur
in the presentation of the title for Vent d'Fst. The
title card for the film favours the name written in
French, in the centre of the picture and in large red
letters, framed by the line at the top of the screen
with the word Venro, n smaller and black letters,
and the line at the bottom of the screen, again in
smaller, black letters with the wording dell T, No
difficulty in the reading, but this refusal to reduce
the Italian title to a mere subtitle translating the
original name of this French-ltalian production s a
way of making the viewer read them both at once,
Italian and Hench, one mside the other.

The title card with this lettering appears only briefly.

Soon we see the first image of the film itself, the
opening scene for the narration, and this follows
the same style of composition as the lettering, It
also demands a simultaneous reading: the image
speaks one language, and the sound speaks
another. We see a couple laying on the grass i a
park. we hear a discussion about a strike. Like in
the title presentation, a discussion in Fench (“La
greve’, says a man’s voice) and in [talian
(“Sciopero”, says the voice of a woman).

The viewer may imagine that the voice mforming us about

the strike belongs to the woman laying on the grass
in the park, that what we hear is her inner voice,
thinking about something that had happened there,
at the house m the park, or that we are hearing a
conversation, the sound coming before the image,
which would be made clear later.

S0, it is the woman Iying in the park talking about a trip

she had made to visit her father’s family home, as
was her habit in the month of May:
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saying that the house was away from the city, in the middle of a park;
that they have dinner every day at eight oclock sharp;

that one Riday her uncle didn’t show up;

that they waited all night for him;

that on Saturday, at around midday, they found out that the uncle was being held cap-
tive by the striking workers in his office at the factory,

and that, on the night of that same Saturday, she had walked in on a conversation
between her father (she calls him dad) and her other uncle (whom she calls
uncle Sam) about the strike.

The viewer may imagine a fusion between the image and the sound, establish an
immediate relationship between what he/she sees (a couple laying on the grass,
shown upside down in the frame) and hears {a woman’s voice saying that she
heard dad say to uncle Sam that the workers were out on strike ), as if the image
and the sound ran, as they normally do in films, side by side, advancing in the
same direction, following the same path. But it 15 not exactly this relationship
that Venr d'Fst proposes: image and sound tell different stories, they speak dif-
ferent languages, they follow different paths; what we hear is not the mner voice
of the woman laying beside the man on the grass. We seefhear an image that
is only a voice. It tells us that the uncle, on a Fiday m May, didn’t come home
for dinner: he was held captive by striking workers. We see/hear an image that
18 only visual, with no words, with no sound whatsoever that tells us of a cou-
ple lying on the grass in a park, just the way a pamting or a photograph usually
tells us something. The film invites us to follow, simultaneously, one story and
the other: the couple relaxing on the grass has no connection whatsoever to do
with the discussion about the strike.

That 1s to say, it's not guite like that, there 18 a relationship: in the same way that the
strike changed the annual May trip and the daily eight o’clock dinner, the strike
also changed the relationship between sound and image i this film. One
appears to be in conflict with the other: action on the soundtrack and strike in
the image: using one conflict to illustrate another. What one seeks, therefore
(using the words of Glauber’s Corisco in Black God White Devil), 15 to untide
the tidy, or (as Glauber’s Paulo Martins shouts in Land Entranced), let the
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wagon roll on 1ts own. Image and sound m Venr o 'Est are articulated m the same
way that the workers articulate themselves in a strike.

La gieve: n the image of the couple in the park everything 15 still —only the vegeta-
tion sways gently in the {east?) wind,

Sciopero: the conversation on the soundtrack goes on animatedly and regardless of
what is happening in the image —even when this image moves slightly.

What the sound is telling us begins to be revealed in the long opening sequence, goes
through the following scene, in which a man armed with a rifle passes in front
ofa country house, and continues mn the third scene, in counterpoint to the cou-
ple in the park. Absolutely fixed images: the only thing that really moves in them
15 the sound, a discussion about the condition of the workers (not as bad as it
used to be, they can now eat chicken every weekend), about the unions, about
the workers’ representatives, about representation and about the cinema, which
should follow the paths of which the history of the revolutionary struggles teach-
es us to be aware.

What the image tells us often appears to be something that usually happens before
(actors putting on make-up for the scene) or after a film (a reflection about what
the cinema is and how a film should be made): a character paints his face with
vivid colours —yellow, green, blue, red; someone out of the scene throws red
pant over the characters; lettering appears saying “what can we do?T” or warn-
ing that “this 1s not a just image, it 1s just an mmage”. We see cards that tell us
nothing, that simply cloak the scenes in black or red, and images that neither tell
us nor show us anything. The picture is scratched out and scribbled on, the
word is cut off in the middle or drowned out by a racket, everyone is shouting
at the same time. In the place of a film, something like an assembly of striking
workers occurs and effectively, at a certain point, the whole crew gathers togeth-
er —the camera and the microphone open to all the members of the crew inter-
rupt the narrative —in order to discuss how the next sequence should be filmed.

In 1968, almost simultaneously and also in 16 mm (but n black and white), Glauber
was t0 make a non-commercial film (cmema on strike?): Cancer. “Tm not going
to send it to festivals nor am [ going to show it in cinemas”™, he said to Peruvian
magazine Hablemos de Cine. “My pleasure was in simply making the film and
[ suppose that perhaps what is on the film is of no importance. [ didn’t make it
in order to show it; maybe I will show it, but Thaven’t finished it yet, it still needs
editing”, Speaking of Cancer (It was made to show that in cinema there is not
a single path. The path of cinema is all paths”™), speaking of the film that he only
got around to finishing in 1972, Glauber appears to be describing Godard’s Vent
d’Est: “It has no story’; it studies “the duration of the cinematographic take™; it
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experiments with “the virtual elimination of editing, when there is a constant
verbal and psychological action within a single take™.

Afilm on strike against the model of production of the great industry.

The wlea has been around since Black God White Devil, since Hunger
Aesthetics: cmema at the service of important causes of its time, obliged to cut
itself away from the industry, “because the commitment of industrial cnema is
to lies and exploitation”. It passes through land Intranced, via reflections on
“the character of a true film director” (second chapter of Urnema modemo,
cinenta nove, José Alvaro Hlitor, Rio de Janeiro, 1966): the film director “is not
measured, above all, by his resistance in the face of the efforts of the industry.
Directors do not live by film alone, but also by the silences to which he 1s forced
in order to maintain his dignity”. This idea becomes more radical later on, short-
ly after Der leone have sept heads and Severed Heads, and shortly before
(Jaro. Glauber said that in the future cinema would be light, sound, delirium;
that the viewers should watch a film “as if they were i bed, at a party, in a sinke
or in a revolution”, and declared that he was on strike: “like a worker at the fac-
tory gates”, fighting for “the right to make political films, with no commercial or
protessional commitments involved™. On strike: “Thaven’t filmed anything for a
year and a half, among other reasons because left-wing cinema is going through
a terrible crisis and because the commercial and financial relationships that e xist
in film production have become a trap” (June 1972, statement publshed mn
Ciba intemacional, in Afrigue-Asie and in Foman).

Cinema on strike: Venr d'Fst is nothing like a film and that’s just what Godard wanted:
to join the workers, stage a walk-out at the Lumiére factory.

In December of 1970 (in a statement to the Cnéma 70 magazine), Godard told of
how he met Jean-Pierre Gorin, after May of 1968. “Two people, one coming
from mamstream cinema, the other a militant bent on making films as a polit-
ical duty. He wanted to theorise what happened in May and go on from there
to practice it, and I wanted to attach myself to someone who was not from the
world of cinema. In summary, one wanted to make films and the other want-
ed to stop making films. It was about constructing a new unit made from two
opposites, in keeping with the Marxist concept, and from there attempting to
construct a new cell group —not to make political cinema, but to make politi-
cal cmema politically, which was very different from what the militant film mak-
ers of the time were doing”™. From this was born the Dziga Mertov Group, which
produced six films between 1969 and 1971, The name Dziga Mertov was cho-
sen not because there was an intention of using his programme, but because
the group wanted to promote it “as a standard-bearer in relation to Hsenstein,
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who in our view was a revisionist film maker”. For Mertov what was needed to
be done was to “simply open people’s eyes and show the world in the name
of the proletarian dictatorship™.

Political cinema: Mento (Mertov?!)? Barravento (Bsenstem?)? Or one thng and
the other?

In the gap between Land Fhtranced ("Nio me interessam as flores do estilo/ Como
por dia mil noticias amargas/ Que definem o mundo em que vivo” — have no
interest in the flowers of style/ 1 eat a thousand pieces of bad news per dav/
which define the world in which I live) and Der leone have sept heads {("Down
with colomahsm! Down with colonmahsm! Down wath colomahsm ™),

in dialogue with what begins to take shape in Dewx ou tiois choses que je sais d'elle
(“as we break down to zero it is from there that we must depart”),

and m La Chinoise (“fifty years after the October revolution, American cinema reigns
over cmema from the rest of the world. There is not much o add to this state
of things. Except, on our modest scale, we should create two or three Vietnams
in the middle of the immense Hollywood-Cinecitta-Mosfilm-Pinewood-etc
empire, and this both economically and aesthetically, I mean fighting on two
fronts, creating national, free, brotherly, comradely and friendly cinemas™),

in dialogue also with the Latin-American tempo (Fanon cited by Solanas in fa homa de
los homos: “Tvery viewer is either a coward or a traitor”),

thinking on the role of the Latin-American intellectual {“The first thing he has to do is
to deny himself completely, demystify himself completely, and let go of this role
as interpreter, of historical critic with no real, political participation in history. The
only way for him to revolutionise himself is to demystify himself and make polit-
ical thought and political action into an integrated entity”),

Glauber proposed a political cinema that “does not intend to inform through logic”,
marked by poetical rreverence, “by the mtroduction of the anarchic plane”, by
“images forbidden in the bourgeois context”, in order to destroy all “that which
the viewer accepts as being normal”,

How does one make a political film? By filming politically, “without reducing people to
sociopolitical schemes™

It 1s not enough to simply register “rallies, wars, strikes and protests to make a politi-

cal film. This is positive and useful. Such films can be efficient, just as some
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literary works can be politically efficient. To what extent does a purely political
essay, published in a magazine with a small circulation, contribute to the revo-
lution? I dont know. The impossibility of answering these questions is born of
the impossibility of the questions themselves. The usefulness of art 15 an old
issue. This debate results from a certain typically intellectual feeling of guilt, from
[uropean intellectuals and Third World intellectuals, a feeling of guilt that is
more Christian than Marxist. In certain historical moments, a film may have
value for agitation and propaganda, but it can only be efficient at a given time
and in very special circumstances. For film buffs and for the public in general the
cinema is above all an oneiric provocateur: the public seeks in films an oneiric
vision of reality, even in more realistic films. The intellectual 1s looking for some-
thing that corresponds to his obsessions. The cinema, deep down, is a manites-
tation of play. In terms of political efficiency, we should highlight Godard and
Straub, who make political films that on an immediate level are nefficient”
because they propose “a revolutionary poetry, the only one capable of chang-
ing consciences’,

Thinking of the revolution as an aesthetic: in the same way that Bufiuel is essential to
the underdeveloped world, “for the developed world it is more than necessary
to have an ‘anarcocratic’ spirit like that of Godard™, who starts his cinema “at the
point where Joyce left off with his writing. The greatest moments of Joyee tend
towards mmpossible figurativeness: the next step 8 taken by Godard”. He
expresses “the most things in the least amount of time™, he proposes an “action
in tandem with Joyce™ and a meeting of “sociology with fiction, of anthropolo-
oy with poetry, of Shakespeare with science-fiction, of painting with philosophy™.
He speaks of a Godard who 1s “as humble as St. Francis of Assisi, embarrassed
by his geniality, apologizing to everyone™ and says that in his presence, “a thin,
balding, forty-year-old man, I feel like a fond aunt who's embarrassed to give a
sweel to an unhappy nephew. This image is trite, but Godard arouses a great
feeling of atfection. Now, it is no longer trite: it is the same thing as seeing Bach
or Michelangelo eating spaghetti and down in the dumps feeling incapable of
painting the Sistine Chapel or composing the Actus Tragicus™,

For Glauber, Godard therefore resumed, shortly after May of 1968, “all of the questions
facing today’s Buropean intellectual: is it worth making art? The issue of the use-
fulness of art is an old one but it’s currently in fashion, And in cinema Godard
is the walking crisis itself”.

Between Glauber and Godard an unplanned dialogue/debate is established, organ-
zed spontaneously, n order to consider the cinema as it began to be made
around the ideas of the Hunger Aesthetic, of Cine Imperfecto, of Tercer Cine, of
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Cine Junto al Pueblo, around the idea of a (the title of the French magazine
sums it up well) Cnéthigue.

Godard, taking Mertov as a standard and repeating that there was no sense in making
films as spectacles or authonal films:

It is necessary to abandon the idea of making films and to releamn the language.
During the projection of a militant film, the screen is simply a blackboard or a
classroom wall that offers a concrete analysis of a concrete situation.”

Glauber, closer to the tradition of Eisenstein and insisting that making art makes sense
mn any third world country:

“Pity the underdeveloped country that has no strong and passionately national artis-
tic expression because, without its art, it 13 weakened (to have its mind colo-
nized), and this 1s the more dangerous extension of economic colonisation™.

This unplanned dialogue/debate led to the natural meeting of the two at a road junc-
tion in Vent d'Est. Glauber (in a footnote to an interview for Gehiers du Cinéma
in July of 196%) sums up the encounter and the filming of the scene in which
Godard asks “which are the paths of cmema and he himself indicates the
answer: that way 1s the unknown cinema of aesthetic adventure and philosoph-
ical speculation, this way is the cmema of the Third World”, He says:

“Italy. Godard is filming a western and he asks me about the direction of political cin-
ema. On the first day I stand in front of the camera with my arms open and indi-
cate a direction towards the unknown and to adventure, and 1 show another
direction for the cinema of the Third World. But as Godard wanted to show the
scene a second time, [ sang that you had to be alert and strong because we have
no time to fear death, and later the character who asked me the path of politi-
cal cinema heads towards the path of the Third World and then comes back
behind me and goes towards adventure and the unknown. I didn’t repeat the
speech of the first day of shooting but sang that everything is dangerous, divine
and wonderful”,

Later (in a text for Manchete magazine, in January of 1970), he tells more about his
participation in the “western in colour written by Cohn-Bendit and directed by
Jean-Luc Godard and featuring Gian Maria Wolonté™; he talks about the gossip
that surrounded the film, "I met a young man who told me: Did you know? In
Godard’s western there are two horses reciting Mao!™; he says that Godard
asked "o help him destroy cinema, so Itold him [ was mto something else, that
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my thing was to build cinema in Brazil and the Third World™; and that he asked
whether he wanted to do a scene for Venr d'Bst —"1. who am quick on the
uptake and have a built n doubt meter, tell him to ease up since I'm only there
to flot”; for the scene, he says, “he asks me what are the paths of cmema and
he indicates the answer himself: that way is the unknown cinema of the aesthet-
ic adventure and the philosophical spectacle (etc.); this way is the cinema of the
Third World™.

The scene begins with Glauber, with open arms standing at a road junction, fixed
scene, singing in Portuguese:

‘Atengdo: € preciso estar atento e foite. Ndo temos tempo de temer a mone”.
(Attention: we have to be alert and strong. There 1s no time to fear death.)

A woman’s voice says softly, in French —while Glauber sings over and over that we
have to be alert and strong —-that cinema should follow the path the history of
the revolutionary struggles have taught us. So as to know exactly where to find
this path, she decides to ask the Third World cmema. From the back of the scene
comes a girl with a camera who asks Glauber m French: “Sorry to nterrupt your
class struggle, but it’s mportant: what is the path of political cmema?’ Glauber
responds i Portuguese: he pomts in a direction and says that that way 1s the
cinema of the unknown, of the aesthetic adventure. He pomnts in another direc-
tion and says that that way is the way of the cmema of the Third World, a cine-
ma that 18 dangerous, divine and wonderful, the victim of impenalist repression
and oppression, a cinema that s dangerous, divine and wonderful and which,
in the case of Brazil, needs to produce 300 filmmakers per year in order to make
600 films per year.

The question —communicating the cinema via politics and/or communicating poli-
tics via cinema —did not arise at that time, but was the subject of lively debate
on this picket ne: Cancerand Venr d'Fsr at the gates of the factory of dreams.
The intellectual abandoning his privileged position and integrating with the
political process, as Glauber wished. The militant influencing the cinema and
being influenced by it in return, as Godard wished. The issue was debated in
much the same way as it was represented by Godard in the scene filmed with
Glauber. It was about asking the Third World which direction political cinema
should take; it was about advancing simultaneously down the two paths: that
of aesthetic adventure and that of the dangerous, divine and wonderful cine-
ma of the Third World.

When Glauber, in Hinger Aesthetics, speaks of the need to separate useful art (that
15, useful to the political activism of the revolutionary art that 18 launched at the
opening of new discussions) from revolutionary art, which, i his opinion,
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should not only act on an immediately political level, but also promote philo-
sophical speculation and represent an impossibility of understanding to the
dominating reason (in such a way that this reason denies itself and devours itself
trying to comprehend it)... Well, when Glauber does so, he appears to be
repeating what Godard used to say on behalf of the Dziga Mertov Group —or
vice-versi, Godard appears to repeat the words of Glauber when he says that it
is important to make political films (which is what everyone does, with a greater
or lesser degree of conscience) in a political manner (which is what few seem
able to do). Anyone who expresses new contents must express new forms, any-
one who expresses new forms must express new relationships between form
and content. In order to find new answers, we should learn to ask in a different
way, otherwise, In cinema or in any other social struggle, we will contmue to
answer what are entirelv new questions in the same old way. They were saying
the same thing, even when they seemed to be saying the opposite: destroy cin-
ema, says one; build cmema in Brazil and m the Third World, says another. It’s
as if they were saying that it is necessary to fight on two fronts, o create nation-
al cinemas that are free, brotherly, comradely and friendly; that the path of cin-
ema is all paths: and that, above all else, workers who are committed to partic-
ipating in the political process should set up a picket line at the factory gates and
cry out to the four winds: Strike!
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O titulo do filme. tal como desenhado na tela, mistura

taliano e frances: Vento Le Venr d'Est dellEst.
Escrever assim, uma palavra depois da outra, e
todas com idéntico tratamento grifico, pode suge-
rir uma dificuldade de leitura que na realidade nio
existe no letrero de apresentagao de Vento do Leste,
O cartdo com o titulo do filme privilegia o que estd
escrito em francés, no centro do quadro em letras
grandes e vermelhas, emolduradas pela linha no
alto da tela em letras menores e pretas, Vento, e
pelo que vem no pé da tela, igualmenteem letras
menores ¢ pretas, defl'Fs. Nenhuma dificuldade
de lettura, mas esta se recusa a reduzir o titulo
itabano a uma legenda para traduzir o titulo original
deste filme franco-itabano: € um modo de levar o
espectador a ler os dois simultaneamente, italiano
e francés, um dentro do outro.

O letreiro com o titulo fica pouco tempo na tela. Logo

surge a primeira imagem do filme propriamente
dita, a cena que abre a narracio, que segue o
mesmo estilo de composicdo do letrero e solicita
também uma leitura simultinea: a imagem
fala uma lingua, o som outra. ¥emos um casal
dettado no chie de um parque, ouvimos uma
discussdo sobre uma greve. Como no letreiro de
apresentacio, uma discussio em francés (“la
greve”, diz uma voz masculina), e em italiano
(“Sciopero”, diz uma voz feminma).

O espectador pode imaginar que a voz que nos fala

da greve € da mulher deitada no parque. que
estarfamos ouvindo sua voz interior —ela estaria
pensando no que ocorrera all mesmo, na casa
dentro do parque —ou estariamos ouvindo uma
conversa, 0 som se antecipando & imagem, que se
esclareceria adiante.

Assim. a mulher dettada no parque € que estaria contando

a viagem para a casa da familia do pai, como de
costume no més de maio;
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dizendo que a casa era distante da cidade, no meio de um parque;
que eles jantavam pontualmente as oito horas;

que numa sexta-feira o tio nao veio;

que eles ficaram esperando a noite inteira;

que no sibado por volta do meio-dia ficaram sabendo que o tio estava preso no
escritorio da fibrica pelos operdnos em greve;

¢ que na noite deste mesmo sibado ela surpreenden uma conversa entre o pai
(dad, diz ela) e seu outro tio (uncle Sam, diz ela) sobre a greve.

O espectador pode imagmar uma fusio entre a imagem e o som, estabelecer uma
relagio imediata entre o que v& (um casal deitado na relva, no quadro de
cabeca para baxo) e o que ouve (uma voz feminina contando que ouviu dad
dizer para wncle Sam que os trabalhadores estavam em greve), como se
imagem ¢ som corressem tal como de hdbito no cinema, lado a lado, avancando
na mesma diregio, seguinde o mesmo caminho. Mas ndo € propriamente
esta relagio que Vento do leste propde: imagem e som contam historias
diferentes, falam linguas diferentes, seguem cammhos diferentes; o que ouvi-
mos nio ¢ a voz mterior da mulher deitada ao lado do homem no parque.
Wemos/ouvimos uma imagem somente voz. Ha nos conta que o tio, numa
sexta-feira de maio, ndio veio para o jantar: ficou preso pelos trabalhadores em
greve. Memos/ouvimos uma imagem somente visual, sem palavras, sem som
algum, que nos fala de um casal deitado num parque assim como uma pintura
ou fotografia costuma contar qualquer coisa. O filme convida a acompanhar si-
multaneamente uma historia ¢ outra: o casal que se deixa ficar trangiiilo na
relva ndo tem ligacdo alguma com a discussio sobre a greve.

Quer dizer, ndo ¢ bem assim, existe uma relacio: assim como a greve mudou a
viagem de todos os anos no més de maio e o jantar de todo dia s oito da
noite, assim também a greve mudou a relagio entre imagem e som neste
filme. Uma coisa aparece em conflito com a outra: agdo na faixa sonora, greve
na imagem; falar de um conflito por meio de um conflito. O que se procura
entio {usemos as palavras do Corisco de Glauber em Dewus ¢ o diabo na ternm
do sol) € desarrumar o arrumado, ou (como grita o Paulo Martins de Glauber
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em fenu em hunse) dear o vagio correr solto. Imagem e som em Vento do
[este se articulam assim como se articulam trabalhadores em greve.

La greve: na imagem do casal no parque tudo estd parado —apenas a vegetagio se
move suavemente ao vento (do leste?).

Sciopero: a conversa na faixa sonora prossegue bem viva e independente do que
acontece na imagem —mesmo quando ela se move ligeiramente.

() que o som nos conta comeca a ser contado no longo plano de abertura, atravessa
0 quadro seguinte, em que um homem armado de fuzil passa em frente
a4 Uma casa no campo, e continua no terceno plano, um contraplano do casal
deitado no parque. Imagens absolutamente fixas; o que nelas se move de
verdade ¢ 0 som, uma discussio sobre a condicio dos trabalhadores (menos
ruim, ja conseguem comer frango todos os fins de semana), sobre os sindica-
tos, sobre os representantes dos trabalhadores, sobre representacdo e sobre o
cinema, que deveria seguir o caminho que a historia das lutas revoluciondrias
gnsina a conhecer,

O que a Imagem nos conta parece muilas vezes algo que ocorre antes (atores se
magquiando para a cena) ou depois de um filme (uma reflexio sobre o que é o
cinema e como se deve realizar um filme): um personagem pinta o rosto de
cores bem vivas —amarelo, verde, azul, vermelho; aleuém fora de quadro joga
tinta vermelha sobre os personagens; letreiros perguntam "o que fazer” ou
advertem: “esta nlio € uma mnagem Justa, mas justo uma mmagem’. Wemos
cartdes que nio dizem nada, simplesmente cobrem a cena com um manto
preto ou vermelho, e imagens que nao mostram nem dizem nada: o quadro é
riscado e rabiscado, a palavra € cortada ao meio ou encoberta por uma algazarra,
todos gritam ao mesmo tempo. No lugar de um filme, algo parecido com uma
assembléia de trabalhadores em greve, e efetivamente a certa altura toda a
equipe se reune em assembléia —a cimera e o microfone abertos a todos os
mtegrantes da equipe interrompe a narrativa para discutir de que modo deve-
ria ser filmada a seqiiéncia seguinte,

Quase ao mesmo tempo, também em 16 mm (mas em preto-e-branco), Glauber
filma em 1968 um filme nio-comercial (cinema em greve?): Gincer. “Nio vou
envid-lo a festivais nem vou exibi-lo nos cmemas”, disse, em depoimento a
revista peruana Hablemos de Gine; “meu prazer foi s6 filmd-lo e suponho que
lalvez o que esteja ld ndo tem importincia. Nio o fiz para ser exibido; talvez o
exiba, mas ainda ndo o terminei, falta fazer a montagem”. Falando de Gincer
{"Foi feito para demonstrar que em cinema nio hd um s6 caminho. O cami-
nho do cinema sdo todos os caminhos”), falando do filme que concluiu somente
em 1972, Glauber parece estar descrevendo Vent d'Est de Godard: “Nio tem
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histdria™; estuda “a resisténcia de duracio do plano cinematogrifico™
experimenta “a quase eliminacio da montagem quando existe uma acio
verbal e psicoldgica constante dentro da mesma tomada’™

Um filme em greve contra 0 modelo de producio da grande mdudstria.

Aidéia vem desde Deus e o diabo na tera do sol, desde a Estética da fome: o cine-
ma a servico das causas importantes de seu tempo, obrigado a se margmalizar
da mndustria, “porque o compromisse do cnema industrial € com a mentira € a
exploracio”. Passa por Tena em transe, pelas reflexdes sobre "o cardter de um
verdadeiro diretor de cmema’ (no segundo capitulo de Grema modemo, cnema
novo, José Alvaro Hlitor, Rio de Janeiro, 1966): o diretor de cinema “se
mede, sobretudo, pela sua resisténcia diante das tentativas da inddstria. Nem
s0 de filme vive um diretor, mas também dos siléncios a que se impGe para
manter sua dignidade”. A wléia se radicaliza adiante, pouco depois de Der
leone have sept cabegas e de Cabezas cortadas, pouco antes de Cam:
Glauber diz que no futuro o cmema serd luz, som, delino; que o espectador de-
verd ver um filme “tomo se estivesse numa cama, numa festa, numa greve ou
numa revolugao™, e se declara em greve “come um trabahador na porta da
fabrica”, lutando pelo ‘direito de fazer filmes politicos, sem compromissos
comerciais ou profissionais”. Em greve: "Hi um ano e meie que nio filmo,
entre outros motivos porque o cinema de esquerda estd atravessando uma
crise terrivel e porque as relagdes comercials e financemras que exstem na
produciio cnematogrifica se transformaram numa armadilha” (junho de 1972,
depoimento publicado em Citha intemacional, em Afrigue-Asie ¢ em Forn).

O cinema em greve: Vento do Leste nem parece filme, e o que Godard desejava era
iss0 mesmo —juntar-se aos trabalhadores, sair da fibrica de Lumiere.

bm dezembro de 1970 (em depoimento para a revista Gréma 70), Godard conta
como conheceu Jean-Pierre Gorin, depois de maio de 1968, “Duas pessoas,
uma vindo do cinema normal, a outra um mihtante decidido a fazer cinema co-
mo uma tarefa politica. He queria teorizar o que aconteceu em maio ¢ dai pas-
sar 4 pritica, e eu queria me lhgar a alguém que ndo viesse do cinema. Em
resumo, um desejava fazer cinema, o outro desejava deixar de fazer cinema.
Tratava-se de construir uma nova unidade feita de dois contrarios, de acordo
COM O coneeito marxista, € tentar entiio constituir uma nova célula —nio para
fazer cmema politico, mas para fazer cmema politico politicamente, o que era
bem diferente do que realizavam entio os cineastas militantes™, Assim se criou
o Grupo Dziga Vertov, que produziu seis filmes entre 1969 e 1971. O nome de
Dziga Mertov foi escolhido ndo porgue pretendessem aplicar seu programa, mas
porque o grupo queria tomd-lo “como porta-bandewra em relagio a HEsenstein,
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que, em nossa andlise, era um cineasta revisionista”. Para Mertov, o que se
deveria fazer era “simplesmente abrir 0s olhos e mostrar 0 mundo em nome
da ditadura do proletariado™.

Cinema politico: Mento (Mertov?)? Barravento (Bsensten?)? Ou uma coisa e outra?

No espaco entre Tena em transe (“Nio me interessam as flores do estilo / Como por
dia mil noticias amargas / Que definem o mundo em que vivo™) ¢ Der leone
have sept cabecas (“Abaixo o colonialismo! Abaixo o colonialismo! Abaixo
o colonialismo!),

dialogando com o que comega a se desenhar em Dewx ou trois choses que je sais
d'elle (*“Como nos reduzem a zero € de 14 que precisamos partir”)

e em La chinoise ("Cinquenta anos depois da revolucio de outubro, o cinema ame-
ricano reina sobre o cinema mundial. Nio ha muito a acrescentar a este estado
de coisas. Ando ser que em nossa escala modesta nos devemos criar dois ou
trés Metnames no meio do menso império de Hollywood-Cnecitta-Moshim-
Pinewood-etc., e tanto economicamente quanto esteticamente, quer dizer,
lutando em dois |, criar cinemas nacionais, livres, irmaos, camaradas € amigos ),

dialogando também com o tempo latino-americano (Fanon retomado por Solanas em
la hom de los homos: “Todo espectador é um covarde ou um traidor”™),

pensando o papel do intelectual latino-americano (“A primeira coisa que ele tem a
fazer € negarse completamente, é desmistificar-se completamente, € sair
desse papel de intérprete, de critico da historia sem nenhuma participacio
concreta, politica, na historia. Atnica forma de ele se revolucionar e se desmis-
tificar € fazer do pensamento e da acdo politica uma coisa integrada™),

Glauber propds um cinema politico que “nido pretende informar pela logica”,
marcado pela irreveréncia poética. “pela mtroducdo do plano andrquico™, por
“imagens proibidas no contexto da burguesia”, para aniquilar tudo “aquilo que
o espectador aceita como normal”,

Como fazer um filme politico? Rimando politicamente, “sem reduzir os homens a
esquemas sociopoliticos™

Nio basta registrar “comicios, guerras, greves, manifestacoes, para fazer um filme
politico. Isto € positivo e dtil. Tais filmes podem ser eficazes, tal como algumas
obras literdrias podem ser politicamente eficazes. Bn que medida um ensaio
politico puro publicado numa revista de pequena tragem contribui para a



revolugdo? Nao sei. A impossibilidade de responder estas questdes vem da
impossibilidade destas questdes. A utilidade da arte € uma questio antiga.
Esta discussdo resulta de um certo sentimento de culpa tipicamente mtelectual,
do intelectual europeun e do mtelectual do Terceiro Mundo, um sentimento de
culpa mais cristio que marxista. Em certos momentos historicos um filme pode
ter valor como agitagiio e propaganda, mas s6 pode ser eficaz em uma deter-
minada época e em circunstincias muito especiais. Para os cinéfilos e para o
publico do cinema, € sobretudo um provocador onirico: o piblico procura no
cinema uma visao onirica da realidade, mesmo nos filmes mais realistas. O
mntelectual procura algo que corresponda a suas obsessoes. O cmema, no
fundo, é uma manifestacio lidica. Bn termos de eficicia politica, devemos
destacar Godard e Straub, que fazem filmes politicos que no plano imediato sio
ineficazes” porque propéem “uma poética revoluciondria, a unica que pode
maodificar a consciéncia”.

Pensar a revolugio como uma estética: assim como Bunuel € essencial para o mundo
subdesenvolvido, “para 0 mundo desenvolvido € mais do que necessdrio um
espirito anarcocritico como o de Godard”, que comeca seu cmema “no ponto
onde Joyee parou com o romance. Os maiores momentos de Joyce tendem &
impossivel figuracdo: o passo adiante € dado por Godard™. He expressa "o ma-
xumo de coisas no minimo de tempeo”, propde uma “acido simultinea, como
Joyce™ e um encontro “da sociologia com a ficgdo, da antropologia com a poe-
sid, de Shakespeare com a science-fiction, da pintura com a filosofia”. Fila de
Godard “humilde que nem Sio Francisco de Assis, com vergonha da genialida-
de, pedindo desculpa a todo mundo™ e diz que diante dele, “homem magro e
calvo de 40 anos, eu me sinto uma tia carinhosa que tem vergonha de dar um
doce para um sobrinho triste. Aimagem € besta, mas Godard desperta um sen-
timento de carinho muito grande. Agora, ndo € besteira: € a mesma coisa que
voce ver Bach ou o Michelingelo comendo spaghetti e na maior fossa, achan-
do que nido da pé pintar a Capela Sistina ou compor o Actus Tragicus™,

Para Glauber, Godard resumia entdo, pouco depois do maio de 1968, “todas as
questdes do mtelectual europeu de hoje em dia: vale a pena fazer arte’
Aquestio da utihdade da arte ¢ velha, mas estd na moda. Eno cinema Godard
¢ a propria crise ambulante”,

Intre Glauber e Godard se estabelece um didlogo/debate niio planejado, organizan-
do de modo espontineo, para pensar o cinema, assim como ele comecava a
ser feito em tormo das déias da Erética da fome, do Cne Impertecto, do Tercer
Cine, do Cine Junto al Pueblo, em torno da idéia de uma (o titulo da revista
francesa resume bem) Gnéthigue.
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Godard, tomando Mertov como bandeira e repetindo que nio tinha sentido fazer
cinema-espeticulo ou cinema de autor:

“Epreciso abandonar a idéia de fazer filmes ¢ reaprender a inguagem. Durante a pro-
jecdo de um filme militante, a tela € simplesmente um quadro-negro ou a pa-
rede de uma escola, que oferece a andlise concreta de uma situagiio concreta,”

Glauber, mais préximo da tradicio de Hsenstein e insistindo que fazer arte tem sen-
tido em qualguer pais do Tercero Mundo:

“Pobre do pais subdesenvolvido que ndo tiver uma arte forte ¢ loucamente nacional
porque, sem sua arte, ele esti mais fraco (para ser colonizado na cuca), e essa
¢ a extensido mais perigosa da colonizacao econdomica.”

Este didlogo/debate ndo planejado levou ao natural encontro do dois numa dobra da
estrada, em Vento do leste. Glauber (numa nota ao pé de uma entrevista ao
Cahiers du Gnéma em julho de 1969) resume o encontro e a filmagem do
plano em que Godard “pergunta quais sio os caminhos do cnema e ele
mesmo indica a resposta: por ali € o cinema desconhecido da aventura estética
e da especulagio filosofica, por aqui € o cmema do terceiro mundo™. Diz:

“ftalia. Godard estd filmando um westem ¢ me pergunta a diregio do cmema
politico. No primeiro dia eu fico diante da cimera com os bragos abertos e
desenho uma dire¢io rumo ao desconhecido e 4 aventura ¢ mostro uma outra
direcio para o cinema do Tercerro Mundo, mas como Godard querta rodar o
plano uma segunda vez, eu cantei que era preciso estar atento e forte porque
nds ndo temos tempo de temer a morte, e depois 0 personagem que me
perguntou a dire¢io do cmema politico se dirige para o caminho do Terceiro
Mundo, em seguida retorna atrds de mim e vai em diregiio ao desconhecido e
a aventura, ¢ eu nio repeti o discurso do primeiro dia de filmagem, mas cantei
que tudo é perigoso, tudo ¢ divino e maravilhoso.”

Adiante (num texto para a revista Manchete, janeiro de 1970), conta mais sobre sua
participacio no “westem em cores escrito por Cohn-Bendit e dingido por Jean-
Luc Godard com interpretagdo de Gian Maria VWlonté™; conta as fofocas que
corriam em tormo do filme, “encontrei um rapaz que me disse: vocé ji sabe?
No faroeste do Godard tem dois cavalos recitando Mao!™; diz que Godard
pediu “para ajudi-lo a destrurr ¢ cinema, ai eu digo para ele que estou em
outra, que meu negocio € construir 0 cinema no Brasil e no Terceiro Mundo™,
¢ que perguntou se ele queria filmar um plano de Vento do leste —eu, que



sou malandro e tenho desconfidmetro, digo para maneirar, pois estou ali
apenas na paquera’; para a cena., conta, ‘ele me pergunta quais sio 0s
caminhos do cmema e ele mesmo me indica a resposta: por ali € o cinema
desconhecido da aventura estética e da especulagio filosdfica (e ete.); por agqui
¢ o cmema do Terceiro Mundo™,

A cena comeca com Glauber, de bracos abertos, numa dobra do caminho,
plano fixo, cantando em portugués:

“Atencdo: é preciso estar atento e forte. Nio temos tempo de temer a morte’.

Uma voz feminina diz baminho, em francés (enquanto Glauber canta de novo e de
nove que € preciso estar atento e forte), que o cinema deve seguir a estrada
que a historia das lutas revoluciondrias ensmou a conhecer. Para saber com
exatidao onde essa estrada se encontra, ela decude perguntar ao cinema do
Terceiro Mundo. Do fundo do quadro, surge uma moca com uma cimera que
se dirige a Glauber e pergunta em francés: “Desculpe interromper a sua luta de
classes, mas € importante: qual é o cammho do cmema politco?’. Glauber
responde em portugués: aponta uma dire¢ao e diz que para 1d € o cinema do
desconhecido, o cinema da aventura estética. Aponta outra dire¢io e diz que
por ali € o cinema do Terceiro Mundo, um cinema perigoso, divino e maravi-
lhoso, vitima da repressido e da opressdo imperialista, cinema perigoso, divino
e maravilhoso, que no caso brasileiro precisa formar 300 cineastas para fazer
600 filmes por ano.

A questio —informar o cinema pela politica, informar a politica pelo cinema, —néo
surgiu neste momento, mas era vivamente debatida neste piquete de greve:
Giincere Vento do Leste na porta da usina de sonhos. O mntelectual abandonando
a sua posicdo privilegiada para se integrar no processo politico, como queria
Glauber. O militante influenciando o cmema e sendo influenciado por ele,
como queria Godard. Aquestio era debatida bem assim como Godard a repre-
senta na cena em que fimou Glauber, Tratava-se de perguntar ao Terceiro Mundo
qual o cammho do cinema politico; tratava-se de avancar simultaneamente nas
duas estradas: a da aventura estética e a do divino e maravilhoso cinema do
Terceiro Mundo.

Quando Glauber, na Estética da fome, fala da necessidade de separar a arte atl (atil
4o ativismo politico de uma arte revoluciondria lancada na abertura de novas
discussoes) da arte revolucionaria, que para ele ndo s6 deveria atuar de modo
imediatamente politico como também promover a especulagio filosofica e ser
uma impossibilidade de compreensio para a razio dominadora (de tal forma
que ela se negue e se devore diante de sua impossibilidade de compreender),
quando diz assim, Glauber parece estar repetindo o que Godard dizia & frente
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do Grupo Dziga Mertov—ou vice-versa, Godard parece repetir Glauber quando
diz que o importante € fazer filmes politicos (0 que, com maior ou menor
consciéncia, todos fazem) poliicamente (o que poucos conseguem fazer):
quemn diz novos contetidos deve dizer formas novas, quem diz formas novas
deve dizer novas relagoes entre forma e conteddo. Para encontrar novas respos-
tas devemos aprender a perguntar de outra maneira, $enao, no cnema, como
em qualquer luta social, continuaremos a responder de maneira antiga a ques-
tdes inteiramente novas. Btavam dizendo o mesmo, mesmo quando pareciam
dizer o contrario: destruir o cinema, diz um; construir o cinema no Brasil e no
Terceiro Mundo, diz outro. E como se estivessem dizendo que é preciso lutar
em duas frentes, criar cinemas nacionais, livres, irmdos, camaradas e amigos;
que o cammho do cinema sao todos os cammhos, Eque, mais importante que
tudo, trabalhadores decididos a participar do processo politico, montar um
piquete na porta da fabrica e gritar aos quatro ventos: Greve!
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In general, when one receives films from a dis-

tributor. they are accompanied by technical notes
with the credits for the people mvolved in the mak-
ing of these films. One may choose to follow these
or to resort (o research material in books about the
films. Naturally, one can not expect too much in this
sense from the older films, but nevertheless, down
the years the credits have become consensual and
are the subject of material that 18 used for research
and quotations. Unless some researcher reveals
something new about an unexpected participation,
the credits are usually maintained. In the case of the
Dziga Mertov Group, two problems were encoun-
tered, since Gaumont themselves, responsible for
the distribution and publicity of the films, do not
have these notes. The first problem relates to the
necessary time for the films to become consensual,
since the bibliography available on the Group is still
fairly unreliable and it is only recently that it has
become possible to see the films collectively. The
second problem relates to the nature of the Group
itself, since, as the proposal was to work in conjunc-
tion, many of the films bear no signature, and are
merely mentioned in books as belonging to the

Dziga Vertov Group.

Taking the team apart, as was done with the technical

notes below, may seem (o be a contradiction to the
purposes of the Group. But, firstly, it was necessary
to decide which credits were to be published in the
limited space available in the publicity material. The
credits found in books diverge to a great extent and
the only fixed reference is the name of Jean-Luc
Godard, I they were 10 be purely viewed under the
collective name of the Dziga Mertov Group, it would
be necessary to name all of the participants in the
same, and they did not work homogeneously. In
fact sometimes they did not even finish the particu-
lar films in which they were participating. Therefore,
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it was decided to publish only what appeared to be most coherent and most
recurrent in the publicity material, which needed to be kept short. However, given
this more generous amount of space, it was chosen to publish the research that
was camied out with regard to the credits and synopses, so as to shed more light
on the history of the Group itself, remembering that ther films were made over a
four-year period counting from U film comme les autres to Letter to Jane, and
often simultaneously.

The main references for the credits are indicated by the initials of the authors of books
concerning the filmography of Godard and this phase of his film making.
Although Colm MacCabe was responsible for publishing an important book at
the start of the eighties regarding this phase of Godard’s life, Godard: Images,
Sounds, Politics, the filmography published with technical details is incipient, but
the filmography published m his more recent book Godard: a portrait of an artist
at seventy 18 much more consistent and detailed. Also, MacCabe is a referential
author for this period in the filmography of Godard. This book, published m
2003, was used for reference in the research. The guide compiled by Julia
lesage is a known reference containing details of credits and synopses, as well
as the MoMA catalogue, which produced a special exhibition of the films of
Jean-luc Godard in the 199(s. The slightly more recent book by Dixon also pre-
sented details that were not mentioned by either MacCabe or Lesage. Some of
the histoncal references were taken from the Cahiers du Cinéma, from the book
Rlm and Revolution by James MacBean, from the DVD catalogue containing
Tout va bien and letter to Jane, launched by the Criterion Collection and from
the Internet database IMDb.

Julia Lesage. Jean-Luc Godand: A guide to references and resources = JL

Colin MacCabe, Godard: Portrait of an artist at seventy = (M

Catalogue of the Jean-luc Godard film exhibition produced by the Museum of Modern
At, Jean-Lie Godard: Son + bnage = MoMA

Wheeler Dixon, The films of ean-Luc Godard = WD

DVD of Tout va bien containing fetter to Jme = DND

Internet Movie Database = IMDb
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A film like any other
Un film comme les autres

France, 1968, 100 min, 16 mm, B&W and Colour

Chié-tracts filmed i Paris n May, 1968 by Jean-luc
Godard. The group of youths meets on a lawn in
Hins in July and August of 1968

Directed by
Dziga Mertov Group (JL)
Jean-Luc Godard and the Dziga Mertov Group (MOMA)
Jean-Luc Godard with the ARC Group and Jacques
Kébadian (CM)
Dziga Vertov Group - Godard and Gorn (WD)
Jean-Luc Godard, Jean-Pierre Gorin, Dziga Mertov
Group (IMDb)
Writing credits
Jean-Iuc Godard (CM)
Jean-Luc Godard and Jean-Pierre Gorin (WD)
Jean-luc Godard and Dziga Vertov Group (MoMA)
Jean-Luc Godard, Jean-Pierre Gorm, Dziga Vertov
Group (IMDb)
Cinematography
William Lubtchansky (CM)
Jean-Luc Godard and Dziga Vertov Group (MoMA)
Jean-Iuc Godard (IMDb)
Him editing
Christine Aya (CM)
Jean-luc Godard and Dziga Mertov Group
(MoMA, IMDb)
Cast
Three students from Nanterre, two workers from the
Renault factory and the woice of Godard on the
soundtrack (CM, WD)

Dziga Vertov Group
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During the year of 1968, Godard produced a series of ciné-tracts, small three-
minute documents filmed in 16 mm, black and white, and edited on the camera
itself. Apart from Godard, film makers such as Alain Resnais and Chris Marker also
produced ciné-fracts in the mtention of forming a collective work with no diree-
tors” signature. It was all about filming rallies, protest marches and discussions with
political aims. During the month of May, specifically, Godard filmed students in
Nanterre and workers discussing the political situation of the times.

Un fibm comme les autres made use of this material. The colour film shows an extensive
political discussion mvolving a group of young peoplke sitting on the grass in some
unnamed place. The camera shows the group from behind, without distinguishing
faces for a long time. The film s gradually intersected by the ciné-tracts — which
Godard later came to name “film-tracts” — showing cars being burnt, groups of pro-
testers. the police arresting people at protests, Daniel Cohn-Bendit speakng at a
student rally. students mimeographing pamphlets, as well as workers on strike.

The soundtrack works with fusions of local sounds, dialogues and slogans i Fench and
Inghish and serves, if not to mitiate, then at least to strengthen, a frequent diakectic
mtervention between image and sound i the previous films of the Dziga Mertov
Group. Gradually the viewer is able to identify the characters, but identifies them
by their voices. They discuss the roke of the communist party, of the workers’
organisations and also of the spectacle oriented society. However, they do not
agree on all of the 1ssues and no pont of view is favoured. There are two lines of
discourse: that of the dialogue within the group and another in the form of a
voice-over, and there are two images: one in colour, pastoral and quiet, versus one
mn black and white, agtated and in conflict.

Colin MacCabe does not present Un film comme les autres as being the work of the
Dziga \ertov Group, but rather as being that of Godard and the ARC Group
(Atelier de recherche cinématographique) in his latest book Godard: Fortrait of
an Artist at Seventy. However, in his previous book Godand: knages, Sounds,
Folitics, published in 1980, he credits the film to the Dziga Mertov Group and the
“Bats Généraux du Cnéma”. In reality, the film was produced with neither any
component of the Group, nor exactly with the proposals of the Dziga Mertov
Group. But, it may be considered a precursor of the Group in as much as that it
was designed to be a joint effort with no single named author.

This fiim-documentary became famous because Godard left a message for the
projectionist to “flip a coin” to define which of the rolls was to be shown first,
following a showing at the Lincoln Center in New York, in December 1968,
where only a hundred members of an audience that began as one thousand
remnamned to see the film.

98



Bntish Sounds (or See you at Mao)
France, 1969, 52 min, 16 mm, Colour

RAlmed i England m February or March of 1969, Produced by London Weekend
Television

Directed by
Dziga Vertov Group (CM)
Jean-Lue Godard (WD)
Jean-Lue Godard and Jean-Henri Roger (MoMA, IMDb)
Jean-Lue Godard, together with Jean-Henri Roger in the name of the Dziga Vertov
Group (JL)
Writing credits
Jean-Luc Godard and Jean-Henn Roger (MoMA, CM, IMDb)
Jean-Luc Godard (WD, JL)
Research
Mo Teitelbaum (JL)
Cinematography
Charles Stewart (JL)
Sound
Fred Sharp (JL)
Sound mixing
Antome Bonfanti (CM)
Film editing
Christine Aya (CM) (MacCabe affirms that Kozmian was only given a mention
because Godard had to give some credit to the Bntsh crew. Godand,
p. 413, n. 36)
Hizabeth Kozmian (MoMA WD, JL)
Cast
Students from Oxford, students from Bssex and a group of militant workers
from Dagenham: voice of Godard on the soundtrack and workers at the
GM factory,
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Hlmed secretly in former Czechoslovakia in March of 1969, soon after the spring
disturbances in Prague and the Russian invasion. Various images of daily life in
Czechoslovakia are accompanied by the voice-overs of Vadimir and Rosa which
analyse the paradoxes of the political situation of the country and the new direc-
tions of Red Czechoslovakia. Red that would serve the film not only through its
ambiguity as blood, but also as a reflection on the fading images of the world.
In this sense, the opening comments are sarcastic in their dealing with the
revisionism of the Czechoslovakian socialism. The image of a red rose appears in
a number of circumstances, as a direct metaphor for the dehicacy of the revolu-
tionary proposals. At the end, the voices ask how one should amve at a suitable
theory according to the weas of Mao, and they respond stating that the theory
should come m tandem with social practices, with the class struggle and with
production. as well as with scientific experimentation.

This film rethinks the usual manner of making documentaries, which does not generally
perceive sound and mmage as being different matenals, and it also rethinks the
relationships between concept and image. Pravela makes a radical eriticism of the
documentary practice covering the proposals of Dziga Vertov, and it 1s therefore
considered to be the “most vertovian™ of the Group’s films. The film was made
using Agfa products and the logo of this company 1s shown in conjunction with all
the imagmned features of western capitalism. Another metalinguistic reference 18
the mmage of the film-maker with a red camera shooting the film iself.

The film was commissioned by West German Relevision. In his hotel room, Paul Burron
filmed and photographed images directly from Czechoslovakian television. Jean-
Henri Roger did not accompany the editing of the film to the end. In this period,
Jean-Pierre Gorin started a partnership with Godard that was to influence the film
politically and was to become effective in Venr d est. The dialogues from the film
were published in Cahiers du Gnéma, n. 240, July/ August 1972 as being those of
Godard and Roger.
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VMadimir et Rosa
Madimir and Rose

Fance, 1971103 mm. 16 mm, Colour
Flmed m the autumn of 1970, in Paris

Directed by
Dziga Mertov Group (Jean-Lue Godard and Jean-Pierre Gorin) — (JL, WD, MoMA,
IMDb)
Dziga Vertov Group (CM)
Writing credits
Dziga Vertov Group (Jean-Luc Godard and Jean-Pierre Gorin) — (MoMA IMDb)
Hlm editing
Chrstine Aya and Chantal Colomer (CM)
Cnematography
Amand Marco and Gérard Martin (CM)
Dziga Mertov Group (Jean-Luc Godard and Jean-Pierre Gorin) — (MoMA)
Sound editing
Antone Bonfant (CM)
(st
Jean-lue Godard (Madimir Lenin); Jean-Pierre Gorin (Karl Rosa and later Rosa
Linemburg); Anne Wiazemsky (Ann, women’s liberation militant); Juliet Berto
(Juliet, woman of the times and hippie); Enest Menzer [Judge (Julius Hotiman,
according to Dixon. Actor cited by MacCabe ). Yves Afonso ( Yves, student revolu-
tionary from Berkeley); Larry Martin (only cited by MacCabe): Claude Nejar (Dave
Dellinger, according to Dixon): voice-over i Fench by Jean-Pierre Gorin and
Jean-Luc Godard (Cast based on Lesage. Dixon presents Godard as “Rosa”)
Froduced by
(laude Nejar (CM)

107



You have either reached a page that is unavailable for wviewing or reached your wiewing limit for this
book,



You have either reached a page that is unavailable for wviewing or reached your wiewing limit for this
book,



In 1970, Godard and Gorin accepted the proposal of the Palestinian militant group
Al Fatah to make a film about the political situation in Iebanon and Jordan.
They wavelled to the Middle East and fimed images such as the Palestinian
training camps, guermrilla warfare locations, men and women shooting, adults and
children exercising. Alter a certain time, with their money coming to an end, the
two of them had to return home and accept the proposals of the German televi-
sion company and Grove Hlms i order to raise more money so that they could
finish the film, It was this fact that inspired the reference, at the beginning ot
Vladimir et Rosa, 1o the purpose of that film bemng made only so that they could
finish the other. Highly appropriately, this film was to be called Aesqua la victoire
(“Until victory”™), but it went no further. This was also when the Dziga Mertov Group
came to an end. Following the massacre in Aman, known as “Black September”,
Godard had difficulty finishing the film, in fact he affirmed that almost all of the
actors had been killed.

Later on, Godard and Miéville re-edited this material, together with some new material
discussing precisely the proposals of the Dziga Vertov Group. The new film alleges
that the “sound” of the guerrilla warfare, of the mflamed political speeches,
overwhelmed the images. This film saw the start of the process of the extensive
use of video in the work of Godard, which uses newspaper photos, familiar tele-
vision images and images of the holocaust. It is a reflection on the part of Godard
regardmg the proposals of the Daiga Vertov Group, through the images captured
in Jordan. Throughout the film, these reflections extend (o the places from which
the film is shot, from where it is projected and from where it is seen here, in
French family television, and there, in the Palestinian revolution. For Godard, the
place of cinema {more precisely, of the image) 15 in the ef (and) that connects ici
(here) to ailleurs (there).

On the first day that the film was shown, in Paris in September 1976, a bomb was found
in the Quintette screen room and the film was no longer shown there, being kept
only m one other screen room. The situation at the time that desgu a la victoire
was edited was so complicated that Godard went as far as asking the producer to
provide special protection at the door of the editing room, the place where he
lived at the time. Julia Lesage, in her guide to the works of Godard. reproduces
the majority of the dialogues from ki et Aillewrs.
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All’s well
Tout va bien

France, 1972, 95 min. 35 mm, Colour

lilmed at the Fpinay studio between the Ist and 23rd of
February 1972 and around Paris in the periods from
the 17th to the 31st of January 1972 and the 24th to
the 06th of March 1972. Monologues based on Ve
la société de consommation by Jean Saint-Goeurs,
n the magazine CGT, on the official monologue of
the union fa vie ouvrere, on the magazme Meoist
and on the monologue of the left-wing worker la
cause du people.,

Directed by
Jean-Lue Godard and Jean-Pierre Gorin (CM, JL. WD,
MoMA IMDb, DVD)

Writing credits
Jean-lue Godard and Jean-Perre Gorin (Ch, JL WD,

MoMA, IMDb, DVD)

HIm editing
Kenout Peltier, Claudine Merlin (CM, JL, DVD)
Kenout Pelter (MoMA WD)

Cinematography
Armand Marco, Yves Agostini, Edouard Burgess {CM)
Amand Marco (WD, JL, MoMA, DVD)

Cameramen
Yies Agostini, Fidouard Burgess (DVD)

Assistant Directors
Isabelle Pons, Jean-Hughes Nelkene (CM)

At Directors
Jacques Dugied, Olivier Girard, Jean-Luc Dugied (JL)
Jacques Dugied (DVD, as set designer)

Godard and Gorin
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