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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,

3.



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 acto